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Foreword
ActionAid International is a global federation working in more
than 40 countries with its headquarters in Johannesburg, South
Africa. Action Aid India and Action Aid Vietnam are leading
members of this global federation, which works with the vision
to end poverty and hunger in the world. ActionAid aims to create a just social order with the participation of the most dispossessed, who are struggling to get the right to dignity and identity
through democratic participation. In order to strengthen the
grassroots work and to influence policies, ActionAid takes up
research studies with the participation of civil society organisations and community. Food Security for Small Farmers: A study
of public provisioning in Vietnam and India is based on research
that sought to understand the status of public provisioning in
the agriculture sector and food security of smallholder farmers in
India and Vietnam.
Inspite of the rate of increase in global food production
being consistently higher than the rate of the growth of the global population, there is a crisis of food security in a large number
of developing countries. Out of nearly 800 million people who
do not have enough food to lead a healthy life, the majority live
in developing countries, and countries on the Asian continent
account for two-thirds of these hungry people.
Eastern Asia and South Asia started with same number
of undernourished people in 1990-92. The largest numbers
of world’s undernourished people reside in South Asia (FAO,
2015). There are 194.6 million undernourished people in India,
15.2 per cent of the total population. East Asia is one of the
most successful regions, which has reduced poverty and hunger
significantly. However hunger is still prevalent in the region as
220 million people continue to be afflicted by hunger (IFPRI,
2014). The national poverty line in Vietnam has been reduced to
8.4 per cent by 2014, but Vietnam is still home to 11.5 million
undernourished people, almost 14 per cent of the population
(FAO, 2011).
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The main focus of this report is tracing the broad trends
and patterns of public provisioning on agriculture sector in both
the countries i.e. India and Vietnam, and comparing the same
from the early 2000s, locating public provisioning for smallholder
agricultures at the centre. The study tries to address issues within
South and East Asia, and assess public policies pertaining to public
investment in agriculture in India and Vietnam in particular.
It has been found that although the poverty has declined
in the recent years, the incidence of food insecure people living in
developing or least developed countries continues to be very high
and majority of them reside in rural areas. Majority of these are
dependent on agriculture and happen to be small and marginal
farmers. Evidence suggest that the policies which favour increased
public expenditure in agricultural sector will lead to equitable economic development and contribute significantly towards freedom
from hunger and nutrition. So, the state has to expand its activities to protect the interests of the smallholders and to make agriculture more sustainable. Although, there are many policies and
programmes for the agricultural sector, yet they are not adequate
to address the problems of food security and hunger.
Findings from the field suggest that information on
policies related to support price, subsidies, public procurement
agency, credit support, extension services and government’s support in case of natural calamity are not adequately available to
smallholder farmers. The levels and trends related to public expenditure towards agricultural sector should be a matter of serious concern and due attention needs to be paid, particularly
towards small and marginal holders who need a major policy
thrust. Smallholders are more exposed to poverty and malnutrition. There are serious gaps both with the respect of backward
and forward linkages in the overall public policy infrastructure
that must be addressed.
All the households surveyed in Vietnam, except in Vinh
Long province, are well below the international poverty line of
US$ 1.25 per person per day. While in India, all surveyed households in all states are well below the international poverty line of
US$ 1.25 per person per day. It should also be noted that farm
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incomes are negative for two of the four provinces in Vietnam,
and even non-farm income is meagre; similar findings are evident in the case of India as well.
At the current juncture, when due to the ascendency of
neo-liberal macroeconomic policy regime, smallholders are forced
to compete in the global market and also facing the growing challenges of climate change, the necessary protective mechanisms and
policies have to be designed for their protection and sustenance
of smallholders. ActionAid programmes of India and Vietnam
commissioned this study and are publishing this book based on
the findings to contribute towards a discussion in favour of public
provisioning for the small holders and their food security.
We are thankful to the leadership and guidance of Professor
Praveen Jha and to his research team, Mr Manish Kumar, Mr
Amit Kumar, Ph.D. scholars from Jawaharlal Nehru University
and Mr Nilachala Acharya, for their rigorous and meticulous
work for the research.
Hoang Phuong Thao
Country Director, ActionAid, Vietnam
Sandeep Chachra
Executive Director, ActionAid India

Executive Summary
The world is facing a major crisis of food security in its most
comprehensive sense. In fact, issues relating to hunger and food
insecurity are chronic and different approaches have been adopted to address them at different points in time. Food security,
as defined by the World Food Summit (1996), is when all people at all times have access to sufficient, safe, nutritious food to
maintain a healthy and active life. This has become a standard
benchmark in any discussion on the subject. This definition obviously considers both physical and economic access to food to
meet people’s dietary needs and preferences.
However, this definition is both conceptually and operationally extremely complex. Relevant literature clearly demonstrates that despite the rate of increase in global food production
being consistently higher than the rate of growth of the global
population, there is a crisis of food security in many developing
countries. In fact, increasing food production by raising productivity with the use of new and advanced technologies could be
one of the ways of addressing the problem of food insecurity.
However, designing and implementing public policies to increase
productivity alone cannot be effective in addressing this chronic
issue if they neglect any one of the other dimensions of food
security. So, there is a need for designing comprehensive public
policies; this calls for effective implementation of such policies at
all levels of governance with adequate public provisioning if the
problem is to be addressed in a sustained manner.
The severity of the problem varies across different regions of
the world and even within national boundaries. It is obvious that
the crisis is acuter in the developing and least developed parts of the
globe. Given the scale and intensity of food insecurity and hunger
and their associated dimensions like malnutrition, economic loss
and human well-being, various estimates are available in the public
domain and in global policy discussions and dialogues which have
been at the core of designing food security legislations. However,
progress remains patchy when it comes to the most basic human
needs, and the problem will continue to be serious in the future.

x Executive Summary

The least developed countries, particularly countries in the
global South, have been worst affected with respect to most indicators of food insecurity, hunger and malnutrition. One of the
reasons for this could be that these economies are largely dominated by agrarian classes with the overall population depending
on the primary sector. Small and marginal holders largely make
up agrarian communities in these countries with minimum public
support being availed by them. Public support regarding public investments/expenditure for backward and forward linkages is quite
inadequate or even non-existent. Evidence suggests that budgetary investments for agriculture and rural development crucially
impact the overall growth of the economy, alongside ensuring
agricultural development and reducing the incidence of absolute
poverty. However, a preliminary analysis of available data across
the countries shows that public support in terms of public expenditure for agriculture and its allied activities is inadequate. Further,
within overall public support for the agriculture sector, the priority
of public expenditure towards small and marginal farmers seems to
be quite inadequate. Hence, up-scaling public provisioning with a
clear focus on smallholder agriculture is very important. Further,
there is a need for reversing the macroeconomic policy regime that
could help reduce hunger and malnutrition in a sustained manner.
Targeted public investments in backward and forward linkages in
the agriculture sector in these economies can greatly enhance the
prospects of increasing productivity and food security; these will
have to be aided by improvements in infrastructure and crop insurance. Recent experience has shown that public provisioning in
risk mitigation strategies was an important tool both in promoting
economic growth and in ensuring that this growth contributed to
a reduction in poverty and hunger.
Given this context, the present study focuses on tracing
the broad trends and patterns of public provisioning in the agriculture sectors in India and Vietnam. It also gives a comparison
of the two since the early 2000s, locating public provisioning for
smallholder agriculture at the centre. This includes a mapping
of inter-temporal trends and patterns and relevant evidence of
public investments in two regions (South and East Asia) on the
Asian continent. The study assesses public policies pertaining
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to public investments in agriculture in India and Vietnam and
develops a method of clubbing public investments and/or expenditure data for the agriculture sector specifically focusing on
smallholder agriculture.
The study is based on interactions with 280 households
in four different locations in India and with a similar number of
households in four different locations in Vietnam. The sample
households were selected based on their socioeconomic characteristics. The survey targeted only small and marginal landholder
farmers. The study covers important aspects of public provisioning for agriculture with a focus on smallholder farmers and its
implications for food security.
From an analysis of existing literature and available data
and also on the basis of our findings from the field survey it is
evident that the state has to expand its activities to protect the
interests of smallholders and to make agriculture more sustainable. Although there are many policies and programmes for the
agricultural sector, yet they are not adequate for addressing the
problems of food security and hunger. For instance, it clearly
emerges from our analysis that farm incomes were negative for
two of the four provinces in Vietnam and even non-farm incomes were meagre. We have similar findings in India as well. At
the current juncture, when due to the ascendency of neo-liberal
macroeconomic policy regimes, smallholders are forced to compete in global markets and they are also facing the growing challenges of climate change, necessary protective mechanisms and
policies have to be designed for their protection and sustenance.
It is clear from the findings of our field survey that information on policies related to support prices, subsidies, public
procurement agencies, credit support, extension services and government’s support in case of natural calamities are not adequately
available to smallholder farmers. The levels and trends related to
public expenditure towards the agricultural sector should be a
matter of serious concern and due attention, particularly on small
and marginal holders, needs a major policy thrust. Smallholders
are more exposed to poverty and malnutrition. There are serious
gaps with respect to both backward and forward linkages in the
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overall public policy infrastructure, which must be addressed.
All the households surveyed in Vietnam, except those in
Vinh Long province, were well below the international poverty
line of US$ 1.25 per person, per day. Thus, despite producing
food, small and marginal farmers are not food secure. There
should be public provisions to address the income poverty of
smallholder farmers by strengthening the support price mechanism and taking other appropriate measures. Issues related to
the use of firewood as cooking fuel is of serious concern in all
provinces in Vietnam. Further, there is a need to invest in public
transport so that the cost of transportation can be brought down.
This will also be reflected in the cost of cultivation. Issues related
to sanitation and drinking water facilities in Vietnam are also
matters of serious concern and need to be addressed accordingly.
In India, all surveyed households in all four the states were
well below the international poverty line of US$1.25 per person,
per day. Most of the farmers sold their produce either in the local
market or to middlemen, which obviously implies that the system of public price support is ineffective for them. To make the
mechanism effective, there is an urgent need to strengthen public
procurement agencies and improving their overall functioning.
During the survey in India it was found that public irrigation
sources were hardly available to smallholder farmers. There is
a need to decrease farmers’ dependence on the monsoon. The
government should invest in building required irrigation infrastructure. In areas where only groundwater irrigation is feasible,
proper electrification and adequate electricity should be made
available. Despite the government’s numerous financial inclusion
provisions, formal sources of lending are not easily accessible for
smallholder farmers. Further, it would be important to provide
loans at concessional rates as recommended by several commissions. Good quality crop insurance systems for smallholder farmers is another significant area where due attention of the policymakers is required. In India, smallholder farmers largely belong
to socially deprived sections of society. Obviously, through better
targeting of public policies at such farmers, the government can
address their social, political and economic deprivations.
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The use of firewood as cooking fuel is alarmingly high in
Jharkhand, Odisha and Uttar Pradesh. The government should
promote the use of efficient cooking fuel and make people aware
of the health issues related to it. Many surveyed households in
India used kerosene for lighting despite being electrified. There is
a need to supply adequate electricity to villages that will reduce
farmers’ dependence not only on kerosene for cooking but also
for diesel pumps for irrigation.
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Chapter 1

Introduction, Scope, Objectives and
Operational Framework of the Study
1.1 Introduction

Widespread hunger and pervasive malnutrition have been persistent problems in a number of countries in the developing world
and have attracted much attention in academic as well as policy
discourses. There is no argument over the fact that the world
is facing a prospective crisis with respect to food security in its
comprehensive sense. In fact, issues relating to hunger and food
insecurity are chronic and different approaches have been followed at different points of time to address them. According to
the World Food Summit 1996 food security is when all people at all times have access to sufficient, safe, nutritious food to
maintain a healthy and active life. This definition has become a
standard benchmark in any discussion on the subject. This definition obviously takes into account both physical and economic
access to food in order to meet people’s dietary needs and their
preferences. It is also clear from this definition that apart from
the availability and affordability of adequate quantities of nutritious food, supplementary infrastructure for its absorption (for
example, sanitation, water, medical care and relevant knowledge)
should also be in place to ensure food security.
Typically in much of empirical and policy literature the
adequate supply of average dietary energy supply is taken as the
core indicator with regard to the availability, or otherwise, of food
and by implication that of food (in) security. Going beyond this
indicator, recent literature has also tried to examine a number
of other relevant and measurable co-relates. For instance, The
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Food and Agriculture Organization’s (FAO) (2014) report on the
‘State of Food Insecurity’ (SoFI) in the world includes physical access (road and rail density), economic access and indicators of vulnerability and shock (purchasing power of the masses
at the lower end of the ladder and domestic food price indices,
among others, the import dependency ratio, percentage of irrigated arable land, volatility of domestic food prices, per capita
food production variability and the share of food expenditure of
the poor). Sanitation facilities and access to safe drinking water
are obvious indicators related to utilization and indicators such
as depth of food deficit and the prevalence of food inadequacy
(PoFI) are relevant in measuring the outcomes.
However, this definition is both conceptually and operationally extremely complex. Relevant literature clearly demonstrates that in spite of the rate of increase in global food production being consistently higher than the rate of the growth
of the global population, there is a food security crisis in a large
number of developing countries. In fact, increasing food production by raising productivity with the use of new and advanced
technologies could be one of the ways of addressing the problem. However, designing and implementing public policies to
increase productivity only cannot be effective in addressing this
chronic issue if it neglects any one of other dimensions of food
security. So there is a need for designing comprehensive public
policies and calls for effective implementation of such policies, at
all levels of governance, with adequate public provisioning could
address the problem in a sustained manner.
Given the limited available resources, one of the most important challenges before policymakers and development thinkers is how to feed the growing world population and bringing
them under the food security net. As noted earlier, the issue of
food security is complex and requires a careful analysis of the
contemporary global food system, in particular the role of trade,
finance capital and multinational corporations, responsibilities
and functioning of national governments, agencies of communities and class/caste/race/gender questions vis-à-vis farming, control of agriculture and access to social protection measures.
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Further, the severity of the problem varies across different
regions of the world and even within national boundaries and it
is obvious that the crisis is more acute in developing and least developed parts of the globe. A majority of the nearly 800 million
people who do not have enough food to lead a healthy life1 live
in developing countries. Countries in Asia continent account for
two-third of these hungry people. Given the scale and intensity
of food insecurity and hunger and its associated dimensions like
malnutrition, economic losses and human well-being, various
estimates are available in the public domain and global policy
discussions and dialogues have been at the core of designing food
security legislations. These estimates made by national governments and various international institutions and agencies suggest
that some progress has been made in recent years. However, with
reference to the most basic human needs, the progress remains
patchy and the problem will continue to be serious in the future.
Hunger and malnutrition have their own gender dimensions as 60 per cent of the world’s hungry are women. It is shocking that 50 per cent of expecting mothers in developing countries lack accesses to adequate dietary care resulting in almost
0.24 million maternal deaths from childbirth annually.2 Due to
inadequate food and nutrition for mothers, an estimated 146
million children, the most vulnerable ‘global citizens’ in developing countries, face acute or chronic hunger and are under-weight
(UNICEF, 2009). To put it starkly, hunger and its related disease
lead to the loss of one child every 10 seconds.
The least developed countries, particularly countries in the
global South, have been worst affected with respect to most indicators of food insecurity, hunger and malnutrition. One of the
reasons for this could be that these economies are largely agrarian and the overall population depends on the primary sector
for their livelihoods; the percentage of this, directly or indirectly,
ranges between 60-80 per cent. Further, agrarian communities
in these countries are largely dominated by small and marginal
holders, with minimum public support being availed by them.
Public support in terms of public investments/expenditure for
1 https://www.wfp.org/hunger/stats.
2 http://www.thp.org/knowledge-center/know-your-world-facts-about-hunger-poverty/.
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backward and forward linkages is quite inadequate or even
non-existent. There is enough evidence to suggest that the
growth in agriculture gross domestic product (GDP) has been
at least twice as effective in poverty reduction as growth in other
sectors.3 Evidence also suggests that budgetary investments in
agriculture and rural development crucially impact the overall growth of the economy, alongside ensuring agricultural
development and reducing the incidence of absolute poverty.
However, a preliminary analysis of available data across countries shows that public support in terms of public expenditure
for agriculture and its allied activities is inadequate. Further,
within the overall public support to the agriculture sector, priority of public expenditure towards small and marginal farmers seems to be quite inadequate. Hence, up-scaling of public
provisioning with a clear focus on smallholder agriculture is
very important. Further, there is a need to reverse the macroeconomic policy regime, which could help in reducing hunger
and malnutrition in a sustained manner. Targeted public investments in backward and forward linkages in the agriculture
sectors in these economies can greatly enhance the prospects
of increasing productivity as well as food security aided by improvements in infrastructure and crop insurance.
There is also a need for increased public investments to
mitigate the most pressing risks facing smallholder families,
including the effect of climate change, increasingly frequent
weather based shocks and (in many areas) degradation and loss
of natural resources, all of which make production even more
difficult to control. The integrated world economies have added
further shocks such as price volatility, which have made it difficult for smallholders to know which crops they will be able to
sell profitably or how much income they can reasonably expect
to earn. Hence, smallholders urgently need a wide range of tools
to help them deal with the various risks and uncertainties if they
are to make investments that can enhance their livelihoods like
adopting new technologies and switching to high value added
activities. Recent experiences have shown that public provisioning in risk mitigation strategies have been an important tool both
3 http://www.fao.org/investment-in-agriculture/en/.
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in promoting economic growth and in ensuring that this growth
contributes to a reduction in poverty and hunger.
1.2 Extent of Hunger and Malnutrition in South Asia and India

Eastern Asia and South Asia started with the same number of
undernourished people in 1990-92. The largest number of the
world’s undernourished people resides in South Asia (FAO,
2015). Availability is the first step towards food security. South
Asia has also recorded a small increase in the per capita food supply in the last quarter century (FAO, 2015). This increase also includes diversification in food consumption from traditional food
to fisheries, livestock and vegetables (Joshi et al., 2004). Access
is the second step towards food security. Access to food and income is correlated (although there are many other determinants
of food access like social barriers). South Asia has higher rates of
wasting among children than Eastern Asia. Children suffering
from wasting are between 6 to 20 per cent in South Asia. The
problem of food insecurity also depends on seasons. During the
spring season, 24 per cent of the population suffers from poor
diet and 33 per cent from calorie deficiencies (MoE Afghanistan,
2012). In Afghanistan, almost 80 per cent of the population lives
in rural parts where food insecurity is higher than in urban areas.
Poor dietary diversity affects 21 per cent of the rural population and 14 per cent of the urban population. Food insecurity is
higher in the mountains and plateaus in Afghanistan.
Bangladesh also faces severe food insecurity despite having
significant involvement in agriculture. Food insecurity is persistent in all types of households, whether they produce food or not
because they are unable to afford minimum food items through
their money incomes, own food production and other possessions necessary to acquire nutritious food (FAO, 2011).
Bhutan is very vulnerable in terms of food security. It imports a large portion of its food requirements from India. Maldives
is completely import-dependent for food items. Food insecurity
is also persistent in Nepal, not only in food deficit areas but also
within marginalized section in areas with surplus food production.
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Nepal is also a net food importer. In 2010, the national average of
food deficit in the country was 14.3 per cent which varied between
79 per cent for hilly areas and 7 per cent in the plain region (FAO,
2010). Food insecurity is more in rural Pakistan than in the urban
parts of the country. Food insecure people in rural as well as in
urban parts mostly depend on the market for obtaining food. In
2010, all landless rural households (45 per cent of the total rural
population) and 30 per cent of the landed households also relied
on the market for food (Ahmad and Farooq, 2010).
There are 194.6 million undernourished people in India,
that is, 15.2 per cent of the total population. The number of
undernourished during 2000-02 was 185.5 million which increased to 189.9 million in a decade (FAO, 2015). Out of 119
countries in the world India is ranked 94 on the Global Hunger
Index. According to the National Family Health Survey (NFHS)
2005–06, 56 per cent of the Indian women were anaemic, 30
per cent of the new born babies had low birth weight (LBW) and
47 per cent of the children were under-weight (MSSRF, 2008).
1.3 Extent of Hunger and Malnutrition in East Asia and Vietnam

The dependence of the East Asian economies on agriculture is
very high and most of their populations reside in the rural areas.
Only a few countries are developed while some are in transition.
East Asia has grown the fastest in the world in recent decades. It
is also one of the most successful regions which has reduced poverty and hunger significantly. As per an IFPRI report (2014) the
Global Hunger Index (GHI) in the East Asian region reduced by
54 percentage points in its score. However, hunger is still prevalent in the region as 220 million people continue to be afflicted
by hunger (IFPRI, 2014).
In 2011, almost 13.5 per cent of Cambodia’s population
lived below the national poverty line and almost 40 per cent of
the children (under 5 years) were in the grip of chronic malnutrition, 28 per cent were under-weight and also one out of five
women was under-weight. There was a difference in the poverty
rates prevailing in rural and urban areas.
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In Indonesia, only 8.6 per cent of the urban population is
poor while this figure is almost 15 per cent in rural areas. In the
Philippines, three out of every four people in the rural areas are
poor. In Thailand 16 per cent of the population is undernourished (FAO, 2011) and 8 per cent of the population lives below
the national poverty line.
Vietnam figures in the list of best performing nations on
reducing poverty and it has achieved significant reductions in
extreme poverty and hunger. It has achieved the Millennium
Development Goal (MDG) before the deadline. Its national
poverty line had reduced to 8.4 per cent by 2014.
During 1993 to 2008, expenditure based poverty fell from
58.1 per cent to 14.5 per cent, lifting millions of people out of
poverty. In the following years, the poverty rate using national
poverty line 2011-15, declined from 14.2 per cent in 2010 to
8.4 per cent in 2014. In spite of great achievements in poverty
alleviation, Vietnam still faces many challenges. Poverty is still
prevalent in large proportions in ethnic minority and rural areas.
The average poverty rate for the non-Kinh minority ethnic group
was 32.5 percentage points higher than that of the Kinh ethnic
group and this gap reached 49.3 percentage points in 2012. Also
the living standards of the ethnic minority poor were lower than
that of majority ethnic (Kinh) groups between 1993 and 2012.
The gap between the rural and urban poverty rate narrowed but
it was still 16.7 per cent in 2012 (Socialist Republic of Vietnam,
Country Report 2015).
Although Vietnam has transformed itself from being food
deficient country to being the world’s second largest exporter
of rice and huger has reduced considerably in the country the
progress is not even across the different regions. Hunger is still
prevalent in the north-central coast, in the north-west and in
many provinces of the Central Highlands. As of 2013, around 15
per cent of the children (below 5 years) were malnourished and
more than 25 per cent were stunted.
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1.4 Purpose and Objectives of this Study

Given this context, the primary objective of the present study
is tracing the broad trends and patterns of public provisioning
in the agriculture sector in India and Vietnam and comparing
the progress made since the early 2000s by locating public provisioning for smallholder agriculture at the centre. The study
also includes a mapping of inter-temporal trends and patterns
and relevant evidence of such public investments in two regions
(South and East Asia) on the Asian continent. Since the study
also addresses issues within South and East Asia, attempts are
made to assess public policies pertaining to public investments
in agriculture in India and Vietnam in particular. Given that the
diversity and functioning of governments in both the countries
are quite different and public expenditure data relating to provincial/local governments in these two countries is not available
in the public domain, the study tries to develop a method by
clubbing public investments and/or expenditure data for the agriculture sector specifically focusing on smallholder agriculture.
The detailed objectives of the study are to:
•

Analyse public policy priorities in general and policies relating to public investments in the agriculture sector in select
East and South Asian countries;

•

Analyse public investment policies for smallholder agriculture and its outcomes for food security in general and for
smallholder agriculture in particular;

•

Map and analyse data on public investments in agriculture
and for smallholder agricultural families;

•

Define the effectiveness of policies and programmes towards
support for small and marginal holders; and

•

Develop an applicable method to collect data for public expenditure for the agriculture sector in both the countries.
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1.5 Research Questions

The research questions are:
1. What are the key features of public investments in agriculture
in India and Vietnam vis-à-vis small and marginal farmers?
2. What are the characteristics, trends and patterns of public provisioning with particular emphasis on smallholder
farmers?
3. Is farming by small and marginal farmers self-sufficient?
4. What is the food security status of small and marginal farmers in India and Vietnam?
1.6 Scope, Operational Structure and Methodology of the Study

1.6.1 Scope of the Study
With 60 per cent of the country’s labour force contributing 20
per cent to GDP in Vietnam, investments in agriculture are only
over half the demand.4 Lack of a budget for agriculture results in
backward facilities and technology, slows the expansion of production areas, limits the knowledge and skills of producers due to
ineffective vocational training and there is less capital for production development. All these reasons lead to low quality and less
competitive products in the international market.
Despite positive support from the government, some of
the transnational agreements negatively affect the poor and the
migrants when it comes to promoting a sustainable food system,
natural resource management, resilient livelihoods and access to
public healthcare and education services. A notable example is
the Trans-Pacific Partnership (TPP), which currently involves
negotiations among 12 countries, including Vietnam. According
to agricultural experts, ‘TPP will have many impacts on agricultural products and farmers will be the most vulnerable. Vietnam
has to open its market, remove all tariff lines (import duties)
4 http://www.panpacific.vn/can-tang-cuong-von-dau-tu-cho-nong-nghiep-nong-thonvi11065.htm#.VbVvxvmt7Dc.
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on agricultural products, while it does not have dis-advantageous
position.’5 Market access to agricultural products is always a sensitive issue because it affects 70 per cent of the Vietnamese population who are farmers. Therefore, the ambition of reducing the
tariff rate to ‘zero’ per cent under TPP will surely affect Vietnam’s
agriculture and food security.6 Besides, notwithstanding ASEAN’s
efforts under the Socio-Cultural Community there are emerging
concerns that the pace of rural development and poverty reduction
might be adversely affected once ASEAN economic integration is
given more priority. Even for farmers who could benefit from enhanced market access under economic integration, material risks
persist as such benefits might not be long-lasting and/or the income gap between farmers and the rest of the economy (that is,
industrial producers and service providers) may widen.
Indian farmers are facing extreme distress conditions because of which some are also committing suicide. As per the
National Crime Record Bureau (NCRB), more than 3 lakh farmers committed suicide between 1995 and 2014. Because of continuous losses, farmers are not interested in agriculture and many are
leaving agriculture and migrating. Many fact finding reports have
found that policy changes in relation to support prices, subsidies,
opening markets for imports, credit support to farmers and extension services have contributed to the crisis. Public investment in
agriculture had declined from 4 per cent of GDP (Rs 70 billion in
1993-94 prices) in the early 1980s to 1.5 per cent (Rs 46 billion in
1993-94 prices) in early 2000 (Reddy and Reddy, 2007).
1.6.2 Operational Structure of the Study
The study includes desk as well as field research. The desk research
begins with a theoretical background of the study based on secondary literature. This part of the study also provides country
specific literature surveys on South and East Asian countries; this
is followed by a detailed discussion on India and Vietnam.
The study uses secondary data available through various
sources including the World Bank and Food and Agricultural
5 http://vccinews.com/news_detail.asp?news_id=29977.
6 http://english.vietnamnet.vn/fms/business/74950/would-tpp-be-good-or-bad-tovietnam-s-agriculture-.html.
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Organization. Using these sources, the study presents a comprehensive picture of South and East Asian countries with regard
to their agricultural performance, land use for agriculture, food
security indicators and public expenditure on agriculture. It
also gives an in-depth analysis of India and Vietnam by using
country-level data sources. For India, it uses data provided by the
National Sample Survey Office (NSSO), Union Budget documents and data from the Office of Comptroller and Auditor
General of India, among others. Through this exercise, the study
looks at the public support being provided to agriculture, particularly to smallholder agriculture. Budgetary heads in both the
countries are also looked at for a comparative analysis.
The field research is based on interactions with 280 households in four different locations in India and with a similar number of households in four different locations in Vietnam. The
second part of the field research involved focus group discussions
(FGDs). The survey was done on the basis of a detailed questionnaire as well as a specific format for FGDs.
The field-based questionnaire focused on the nature of
public provisioning and food security/insecurity.
1.6.3 Methodology Used
The study is based on interactions with 280 households in four
different locations in India and a similar number of households
in four different locations in Vietnam. In India, the survey
was conducted in Uttar Pradesh, Odisha, Andhra Pradesh and
Jharkhand. In Vietnam the survey was conducted in Thong Nong
district in Cao Bang province, Quan Ba district in Ha Giang
province, VungLiem district in Vinh Long province and Eakar
district in Dak Lak province. Since agriculture related policies
can be different for different states/provinces the survey covered
different locations. Different locations captured the differences
in their economic-physical attributes as well as differences in the
nature of public provisioning. The survey had two parts: a household survey and FGDs.
Since it was a sample survey households were selected
on the basis of their socioeconomic characteristics. The survey
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targeted only small landholder farmers. The surveyors prepared
a list of the total number of households in the village with information about their social groups and landholdings. Local level
government offices were helpful in collecting this data. After
clubbing the social groups, the proportion of different social
groups in the population was calculated for selecting the sample.
The surveyors ensured that the same proportion in the sample
and calculated the required number of households from different
social groups in the sample to be surveyed. Finally, the surveyors
picked only small/marginal holders (households with land size
less than 2 hectares) from each social group.
The household survey was on the basis of a structured
questionnaire. The survey covered the nature of public provisioning and food security/insecurity which included the following
broad aspects:
1. Nature and characteristics of public provisioning with particular emphasis on smallholder farmers,
2. Support in terms of backward linkages such as credit, irrigation and other inputs, Support in terms of forward linkages
such as marketing,
3. Operational holdings and land ownership of the households,
4. Financial conditions of the households, indebtedness etc.
(public provisioning), and
5. Consumption patterns (food and non-food) of the
households.
To cover these aspects, the questionnaire was divided into
13 blocks. Block 1 of the questionnaire focused on the religious,
social and ethnic characteristics of the households. Block 2 focused on household characteristics, which primarily enquired
about ownership of the house and sources of energy for lighting and cooking. Block 3 provided details such as age, gender,
education levels and occupations of other household members.
Block 4 is a set of descriptive questions which tried to assess information from farmers regarding public provisioning. Block 5
is a second set of descriptive questions which tried to find out
external support used by farmers during September 2014 and
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September 2015. Blocks 6 and 7 covered questions related to
crop insurance and indebtedness of the households respectively.
Block 8 concentrated on questions on land. It first listed all land
connected with the households including own land, leased-in
land, leased-out land, mortgaged-in land, mortgaged-out land
and occupied land. The remaining parts of the block enquired
in detail about all types of land. Block 9 looked at cropping patterns and agricultural production. It focused on sources of irrigation and ownership of sources of irrigation. It also assessed
the net production of the households for the market. Marketing
agency was also enquired into in this block. Block 10 looked
at sources of income of the households other than agriculture.
Block 11 tried to find out the food consumption of households
and sources of obtaining these food items. Block 12 tried to find
out major expenditures of the households. Block 13 assessed the
level of technology used by the households for cultivation.
The survey covered small or marginal farmers which as
per definition owned less than 2 hectares of land. The study also
created a distinction between operational holding and ownership
holding. If the cultivator of the land did not have registered ownership of the land then such a holding was called operational.
Apart from own land, operational holding includes all types of
leased-in land, occupied land and mortgaged-in land. The study
tries to capture the social dynamics of the big and small operational holding families.
The second part of the village study was FGDs. There
were two FGDs at each location, one with the elected head and
officials or administrative staff members and the other with farmers (belonging to the same location). In the FGDs with farmers,
the investigators tried to make the group as representative of the
village as possible (keeping in mind the social groups as used in
the household survey).
For discussions, the following themes were followed:
1. Social composition of the village (religious/ethnic/caste)
2. Topography and climatic conditions of the village (whether coming under rain-fed/dry land/irrigated/ hilly/plain/
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plateau/coastal/forest etc.)
3. Availability of basic facilities/services:
a. drinking water (sources available in the village),
b. hygiene and sanitation (assessment by the investigator),
c. electricity (how many houses were connected, average hours of
electricity supply, use for agriculture),
d. healthcare centres (whether easily accessible, numbers of primary health centres),
e. canals/wells,
f. level of literacy, and
g. transportation facilities and extension services.
4. Government support for these basic facilities
5. Did the government procure food grains from the farmers?
6. Where did the villagers sell their produce?
7. Distribution of food grains by the government to the needy
during normal and adverse situations
8. Was it sufficient to meet their nutritional requirements?
9. What had been the government’s support (other than food
grains) in case of a natural calamity (famine/flood)?
10. Formal/informal lending systems in the village
1.7 Limitation (s) of the Study

Though the study tries to capture the maximum possible information pertaining to smallholder farmers, their food security
and public provisions, but it also has certain limitations. The
proportion of different social or ethnic groups in the samples
from different states or provinces does not necessarily reflect the
general proportion of the social or ethnic groups in the state or
province. This is because the survey focused only on smallholder
households and then looked on the social group of the households. The study concentrated only on small landholders in rural
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parts of both the countries. In India, considering the changes in
agrarian issues with changes in the region, the selection of the
villages was done in a way to capture the diversified nature of
the countryside. Similarly, in Vietnam, the study covered some
major provinces.
Despite having a small size of the sample, the study tries
to incorporate issues pertaining to agriculture in general, and for
smallholder farmers in particular. Although the main focus of the
study is capturing public provisioning aspects in agriculture and
food security of smallholder agricultural households, a survey of
the village was also very useful in understanding the standard of
living of the households.
The FGDs were also an attempt to address the shortcomings in the household survey. They also give a detailed view of
public provisioning in rural economies which is not directly related to agriculture but which certainly affects rural households.
1.8 Structure of the Book

The book is divided into five chapters. The first chapter sets the
context with an introductory note. This chapter elaborates on the
purpose, scope, objectives, methodology and limitations of the
study. The second chapter provides an overview of the support for
smallholder agriculture and its implications for food security. This
chapter includes a brief discussion on food security and its evolution as a terminology. Further, this chapter also discusses the existing conditions of small and marginal farmers in East and South
Asia, particularly focusing on public provisioning for small and
marginal farmers. Chapter 2 also presents a detailed discussion and
policy implications in Vietnam and India including on the existing
food security situation, composition of the agrarian community
and public expenditure in agriculture. The third chapter is based
on secondary data and it maps the quantitative linkages between
small/marginal farmers, public provisioning and food security. The
fourth chapter discusses the methodology in detail and provides
the findings from the field. The last chapter provides concluding
remarks with policy recommendations for India and Vietnam.

Chapter 2

Support for Smallholder Agriculture
and its Implication for Food Security:
An Overview
2.1 Food Security

The global debate on food security is almost a century old. Soon
after World War I, in 1930 the League of Nations constituted a
committee on nutrition and public health. The committee made
a mention of the acute shortage of food in the poor countries
in its report submitted in 1935. Later in 1945, the Food and
Agriculture Organization (FAO) was established. After World
War II, nations decided to strengthen their agricultural sectors
in order to eliminate food insecurity. France started rationing
basic food commodities while Canada introduced an agricultural
support price system (Shaw, 2007).
FAO started the World Food Survey in 1946 which reported that by the end of 1945, one-third of the world’s population was under-nourished. In 1960, the United Nations (UN)
established the World Food Programme (WFP) for transferring
food from food surplus to food deficit people through the UN
system. In 1972, due to climatic reasons there was a food crisis and many developed and developing countries became food
importers.
Until 1981, food security was only considered from the
‘availability’ point of view. And in 1983, FAO adopted the
resolution:
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...the ultimate objective of the world food security should be
to ensure that all people at all times have both physical and
economic access to basic food they need.
In 1996, FAO defined food security as:
Food security exists when all people, at all times, have physical, and economic access to sufficient, safe and nutritious
food which meets their dietary needs and food preferences
for an active and healthy life.
In 2002, the term ‘social access’ was added in this definition (Simon,
2012).

Poverty, hunger and malnutrition are still among the serious challenges that the world community is facing. Although a
lot has been achieved in the recent past but there is still a long
way to go. Out of the 129 countries monitored by FAO, a majority (72 countries) have achieved the Millennium Development
Goal (MDG) of halving the incidence of under-nourishment by
2015. At the World Food Summit in 1996, countries committed to halving the number of poor by 2015; this target has been
achieved by 29 countries. Among developing countries poverty
declined from 43 per cent in 1990 to 17 per cent in 2015 (The
World Bank, 2015).
But this decline in poverty and under-nourishment has
not been even across regions and countries. According to FAO
(the State of Food and Agriculture) almost 795 million people
in the world continued to suffer from hunger in 2015 and approximately 1 billion people lived in extreme poverty according
to the World Bank (2015). Most of these people lived in rural
areas and engaged in agriculture for their incomes. Extreme poverty was more likely to be prevalent in rural households relying
on agriculture than on other rural households. According to the
World Bank (2015), by 2010 more than 78 per cent of the poor
lived in rural areas.
Hunger and poverty have declined considerably in East
Asia, the Pacific and South East Asia but the progress has been
comparatively slow in South Asia and in sub-Saharan African
countries. The share of population living in extreme poverty was
almost 80 per cent in East Asia and the Pacific region in 1980
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which reduced drastically to around 13 per cent in 2011; this figure was above 50 per cent for South Asia in 1980 which declined
to around 19 per cent in 2011.
However, despite this status of poverty and hunger, government support in most of the countries has not been adequate.
Almost 65 per cent of the world’s population did not receive any
support from the government in terms of any social protection
programmes/schemes (World Bank 2015e).
2.2 Smallholders

Within the agricultural sector, small-scale farmers have remained
central to agricultural development and continue to play an important role in promoting an ecologically rational and socially
just food system. They produce both food and non-food products
using limited available resources. Small-scale farmers and farming
systems are extremely diverse as they are influenced by geographical regions, national governance systems and management types.
The most common and widely accepted definition of a
‘smallholder’ is based on land size. In general, smallholder farmers are characterized by marginalization in terms of resources, accessibility, information, technology, capital and assets, but there
are great variations in the degree to which each of these applies
(Murphy, 2012). FAO has adopted a 2 hectare threshold as a
broad measure of a small farm.
Out of 575 million farms in the world, a majority (more
than 80 per cent) are small farms. Almost 2.5 billion people are
engaged in the agricultural production system, either as full time
or part time famers, or as individuals in households who perform farming activities. Out of these, 1.5 billion are smallholder
households (IFPRI, 2014). Smallholder farmers produce most
of the produce in developing countries and their contribution is
growing in many cases. For instance, they produce almost 80 per
cent of the food consumed in Asia and Africa. It should also be
noted that approximately 75 per cent of the poor reside in rural
areas and 60 per cent of them belong to smallholder households
(IFAD, 2011; IFPRI, 2014).
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2.3 Smallholders and Food Security

According to CFS (2013), most of the smallholders are food insecure (in terms of quality diet and nutrition) because they do
not have sufficient access and self-provision of food due to lack of
income and deficient markets. A majority of them live in poverty
which constraints the development of the economy as there is a
demand constraint. Self-provision of food can play a vital role in
providing a safety net to smallholders; it will also provide insurance against uncertainties in incomes.
Smallholders can specifically address a vital aspect of wellbeing very effectively: nutrition. Smallholder farming can also
impact human nutrition by making available a variety of food
in required quantities to enable all household members to eat
a nutritionally adequate diet. Sustained and higher yields may
increase households’ access to a larger food supply. Availability of
nutritious food can be increased by introducing new crops and
promoting home gardens at the household and community levels
(Faber and Wenhold, 2007; FAO, 1997).
Smallholder farmers constitute a majority of the world’s
under-nourished people despite their huge importance in global
and regional food production. Most of the smallholders live in
absolute poverty (IFAD, 2011). Not many studies on the link between agriculture and poverty recognize the role of smallholder
families, but the fact that they constitute a large proportion of
the world’s poor is sufficient to show that their development will
help in addressing hunger and poverty.
Most of the small farmers are confined to infertile soils
and decreasing plot sizes, which forces many of them to migrate
to cities. This is a serious threat to food security and food sovereignty as the labour created on large farms is not sufficient to
compensate for the livelihoods of all the smallholder farmers.
Also declining per capita land availability, particularly in densely
populated areas is threatening the ability of the remaining land to
provide sufficient livelihoods (IFAD and UNEP, 2013).
The globalization of food systems has forced smallholders to bear the burden of unpredictable price fluctuations. The
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impacts of such shocks vary depending on the type of crops
grown, pattern of consumption, level of specialization, functioning safety nets and national trade policies (Godfray et al., 2010;
Swinnen, 2010).
Smallholders cannot wait for higher prices in the market
to sell their produce; in need of immediate cash they have to sell
their produce (and sometimes also their private assets) at lower
prices. This situation pushes them into poverty and it becomes
difficult for them to escape from it (Deaton, 1991). At the same
time, they face challenges as producers with limited resources
for enhancing productivity and taking advantage of higher prices
(FAO, 2011) and they are not able to afford expensive imported
food when their crops fail due to natural calamities (drought,
pests and the like).
Damages after a harvest reduce incomes and affect the
availability of food grains thus affecting food security and the potential of taking advantage of better prices for the produce. Rural
infrastructure plays a crucial role in ensuring access to markets
and controlling the prices of the produce. If the produce cannot
reach the market in time then there is no point in increasing
productivity for the market.
There is ample evidence to suggest that if smallholders are
adequately supported by public policy and investments then they
can play a major role in addressing issues of food security, food
sovereignty, growth of the economy, employment generation,
poverty reduction and sustainable use of biodiversity and natural
resources while preserving cultural heritage (HLPE, 2013).
2.4 Public Investments in Agriculture in Developing Countries

Developing agriculture is essential for the growth of an economy,
food security, poverty reduction and environmental sustainability in many parts of the world, especially in less developed
countries tagged as agrarian economies. Agriculture as a sector
still comprises a significant share of overall growth and household incomes and provides essential food security in many of the
poorest countries. Improved agricultural performance can lead
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to dramatic improvements in the incomes of the poor, provide
affordable food and also stimulate structural transformations.
Given that a majority of the world’s poor live in rural areas
and depend on agriculture for their livelihood, decades of underinvestment in this sector poses a threat to these communities
with respect to sustainable occupations. It is well-recognized that
in an era of finance capital, priority of public investments in the
agriculture sector across the globe has seen a disappointing trend.
A study by Fan et al., (2008) concludes that agricultural
spending as a percentage of agricultural GDP declined across all
regions from 1980 to 2000 and was extremely low in developing
countries as compared to developed countries. Developed countries usually spent more than 20 per cent on agriculture whereas
developing countries on average spent less than 10 per cent. The
same study also highlights that agricultural expenditures in developing countries increased in absolute terms. However, spending
on agriculture did not keep up with the growth in the agricultural sector when measured with the growth in agricultural GDP.
Since the 1980s, public investments in and for agriculture have declined significantly. The fact that agriculture has
been neglected at both national and international levels is now
well- recognized. Since the mid-1980s most of the agricultural
banks which were supported by governments have disappeared.
There has also been a decline in the number of projects related to
extension services and investments in infrastructure and applied
research (CFS, 2013).
In 2005, the percentage of expenditure on agriculture was
at the fourth position in terms of priority after education, social
security and defence in Asia. During the same period, in subSaharan Africa agriculture stood fourth in allocation of public
expenditure after education, health and defence. Agriculture’s
percentage share in public expenditure in total spending in Latin
America and the Caribbean countries was the second lowest
after transportation and communication. It is also observed that
spending on agriculture out of total spending in all these regions
has shown a declining trend since the 1980s.
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During the 1980s and early 1990s, Asia was spending more
than twice as much as compared to sub-Saharan Africa on agriculture. However, in 2005 Asian countries spent as much on agriculture as sub-Saharan African countries (Brzeska and Fan, 2009).
There has been a global slowdown in the rate of accumulation of capital stocks in primary agriculture. Capital stock in
agriculture grew annually at 1.1 per cent during 1975–90; this
dropped to 0.5 per cent during 1991–2007. In a number of countries like India and Thailand, investments in agriculture increased
in absolute terms but declined as a share of total investments. In
many developing countries public investment has been stagnating
in rural areas and its share in total agricultural GDP and as a share
of total government spending has fallen (Fan and Rao, 2003).
Given these indications and concerns about the role and
effectiveness of public expenditure in stimulating sustained growth
rates and poverty reduction, it is believed that developing the agriculture sector requires a coordinated strategy that involves a sound
policy environment and well-targeted major investments over
time. It is worth highlighting that adequate public investments can
result in increasing the growth rate of the agricultural sector and
in making the latest technologies available to farmers. Apart from
the productivity aspect, public investments in agricultural research
and education can also be directed towards production technologies that are environment friendly and sustainable. Hence, public
investments in research and education can ensure high productivity and better and cleaner technologies in agriculture.
Looking at public investments in agricultural research and
education, especially the returns from such research and education which are especially important for low income developing
countries to promote agricultural growth as well as growth of
the overall economies it is found that low income countries have
limited resources and need the highest yielding investments to
boost their agricultural growth rates. In this context, studies by
IFPRI suggest that for low income countries agricultural research
continues to be the most productive investment for supporting
the agricultural sector followed by education, infrastructure
and input credits. It is also found that ‘disaggregating total
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agricultural expenditures into research and non-research spending reveal that research had a much larger impact on productivity
than non-research spending’ (Fan and Rao, 2003). This clearly
underlines the importance of investing in agricultural research
and education. So, investments in this field can lead to better
results in enhancing productivity. It is thus imperative that adequate investments are made in the agriculture sector in general
and on research and education in particular to revive its growth
path and for ensuring food and reducing hunger.
2.5 Smallholder Farming and Public Provisioning

Smallholders invest the most in smallholder farming (FAO,
2011). However, policies in developing countries prefer or favour large-scale farming through measures such as subsidized
credit, preferential access to land, tax exemptions, protection
against subsidized, cheap imports and sufficient infrastructure
provisions. Large farmers too reinforce the view that large farms
are modern, technically advanced and efficient and they are well
organized to be able to lobby for public support. In many cases,
large farms are owned by national elites who have benefited from
subsidies and other services provided by the state disproportionately (Wiggins, 2011).
On the other hand, smallholders often have less control
over land and natural resources. Access to credit and their ability
to invest in long-term sustainable practices can also be curtailed
by weak tenure rights. Smallholders are seen as inadequate as
they lack the capacity to invest and suffer from economies of
scale and poor technical know-how (Collier, 2008).
Contrary to these beliefs there is ample literature which
shows that smallholders demonstrate impressive productivity.
For example, China has around 200 million small farms which
are operating only on 10 per cent of the cultivable land that is
globally available while they produce 20 per cent of the world
food (HLPE, 2013). Many studies from around the world also
show that small farms are more productive than large farms and
the view that only large farms are good no longer holds (Wiggins,
2010).
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While analysing the potential of small farms it has been
found that they are more efficient as compared to large farms
but are poor, suggesting diseconomies of scale (Schultz, 1964),
that is why landowners are renting farms to smallholder operators. Looking at the National Sample Survey of India (NSSO),
small farms exhibit more productivity than large farms in the
21st century although they are in the widespread poverty (Chand
et al., 2011). While addressing the board of governors in Nairobi
the President of the World Bank, Robert S. McNamara, stated
that the goal of eradicating absolute poverty and achieving stable economic growth could not be achieved without investing in
smallholder agriculture in developing countries.
There has been an increase in market protection for smallholders in industrialized countries since the 1980s but in developing countries smallholders are still in a disadvantageous position because of international trade barriers and subsidies and this
has made it difficult for them to compete in global markets. If
their crops fail, they have to purchase food at very high international prices for their own consumption from the global market.
The disappointing rate at which agriculture has helped
small farmers to move out of poverty is because of unbalanced
growth strategies. Historically, development policies in developing countries have been biased against the agriculture sector and
within agriculture they have focused on large farms (Biodiversity,
2012). They have followed the strategies of developed countries
without taking into consideration the different conditions and
investment needs of smallholders. Structural adjustments in the
1980s led most of the developing countries to lower their support to agriculture which has been increasing very slowly since
then (IFAD and UNEP, 2013).
For developing smallholder farming there is a need to
improve the efficiency of input use which is often limited. In
some cases export oriented large enterprises have been favoured
at the cost of smallholders who mainly produce for domestic
markets. Major corporations and private sector companies too
have been favoured when it comes to upgrading the standards
and knowledge of the producers. This has not always benefited
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small farmers. Only a miniscule section of smallholders has been
able to participate in such schemes.

2.6 East Asia

Most of the East Asian economies are highly dependent on agriculture; here only a few countries are developed while a few
others are in transition. The share of agriculture in total GDP
has declined in recent years in all the countries as a result of
an increase in the shares of manufacturing and the service sector (ADB, 2006). However, the agriculture sector still remains
crucial as it provides employment to the largest section of the
population in East Asian countries. Agriculture’s share in GDP
was 39 per cent in Cambodia, 17 per cent in Indonesia, 11.3 per
cent in China, 18 per cent in Mongolia, 17 per cent in Thailand
and 20 per cent in Vietnam (FAO, 2011).
The share of value added from agriculture was 10.8 per
cent for East Asia and the Pacific while 54.4 per cent of the labour force was engaged in agriculture whereas for South Asia
the share of value added from agriculture was 18.1 per cent with
50.5 per cent of the total labour force engaged in the sector (The
World Bank, 2014).
Even after a decline in agriculture’s share in GDP, the overall share of the agriculture sector in total employment is very
high in the East Asian region. Out of the total employment
in the economy, agriculture accounted for 64.22 per cent
of the employment in Cambodia, 33.6 per cent in China,
38.9 per cent in Indonesia, 28.60 per cent in Mongolia, 11
per cent in Malaysia, 29 in Philippines, 32.20 per cent in
Thailand and 48 in Vietnam.

The largest land area in East Asia is occupied by China
with a land area of 9,596,960 sq. km followed by Mongolia
(1,553,556 sq. km), Thailand (510,890 sq. km), Malaysia
(328,657 sq. km), Vietnam (310,070 sq. km) and Philippines
(298,170 sq. km). In China 54.7 per cent of the land is agricultural land which consists of 11.3 per cent arable land, 1.6 per
cent land which is under permanent crops and the remaining
is permanent pasture. In Mongolia, most of the 72 per cent of
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agricultural land is permanent pasture. In Thailand out of the
total agricultural land (41.2 per cent), 30.8 per cent is arable
land, 8.8 per cent is under permanent crops and only 1.6 per
cent is under permanent pasture. Forty-one per cent of the total
land in Philippines is agricultural land, 20.6 per cent of this is
arable land and 8.8 per cent is under permanent crops while the
rest is permanent pasture. Vietnam has 34.8 per cent of its land
as agricultural land out of which 20.6 per cent is arable land,
12.1 per cent is under permanent crops and 2.1 per cent is pasture land (Table 2.1).
Most of the population in East Asia lives in rural areas.
According to FAO, in 2014 79 per cent of Cambodia’s population lived in rural areas while 45.03 per cent of China’s population, 47 per cent of Indonesia’s , 28.81 per cent of Mongolia’s,
25.25 of Malaysia’s, 50.45 per cent of Philippines’, 64.78 per
cent of Thailand’s and 67.04 per cent of Vietnam’s population
lived in rural areas (FAO, 2014).
East Asian countries were characterized by small peasantry
with small and marginal farms accounting for more than 80 per
cent of the total. For example, smallholders accounted for 98
per cent of the farms in China (ESAP, 2009) and Vietnam had
10 million small farms. In recent decades impressive growth in
agricultural productivity has helped reduce poverty and hunger
but despite improvements in food production, under-nutrition
is still prevalent in East Asia.
A number of studies have established a positive relationship between agriculture and poverty reduction. For instance, a
cross-country study estimated that for every 10 per cent increase
in farm yields, there was a 7 per cent reduction in poverty in Africa
and more than a 5 per cent reduction in Asia (Irz et al., 2001).
Growth in manufacturing and services did not show a comparable impact on poverty reduction. Another cross-country study by
Christiaensen et al., (2011) found that a 1 per cent increase in
agricultural per capita GDP reduced the poverty gap five times
more than a 1 per cent increase in GDP per capita in other sectors,
especially among the poorest people. Agriculture’s potential to reduce poverty far exceeds that of non-agricultural activities (Lipton,
2005), whether the comparison is within or between countries.
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Table 2.1: Agricultural land use pattern
Country

China

Cambodia

North Korea

South Korea

Laos

Total Land Area
(sq. km)

9,596,960

176,515

120,408

96,920

230,800

Share of Agricultural Land
(per cent)
11.3

Arable

1.6

Permanent Crop

41.8

Permanent Pasture

54.7

Total

22.7

Arable

0.9

Permanent Crop

8.5

Permanent Pasture

32.1

Total

19.5

Arable

1.9

Permanent Crop

0.4

Permanent Pasture

21.8

Total

15.3

Arable

2.2

Permanent Crop

0.6

Permanent Pasture

18.1

Total

6.2

Arable

0.7

Permanent Crop

3.7

Permanent Pasture

10.6

Total

Cont.
A number of empirical works have also documented the
vital importance of agriculture in the economic structures of
many developing countries. They have also shown agriculture’s
potential to play a transformative role in promoting broad-based
growth and poverty reduction. Widely accepted and detailed
analyses of the historical experience of agriculturally-dependent
countries suggest that it will be very difficult to have any economic growth or diversification into industry in these countries
without widespread fundamental improvements in agricultural
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Table 2.1: Agricultural land use pattern
Country

Malaysia

Mongolia

Philippines

Thailand

Vietnam

Total Land Area
(sq. km)

328,657

1,553,556

298,170

510,890

310,070

Share of Agricultural Land
(per cent)
2.9

Arable

19.4

Permanent Crop

0.9

Permanent Pasture

23.2

Total

0.4

Arable

0

Permanent Crop

71.6

Permanent Pasture

72

Total

18.2

Arable

17.8

Permanent Crop

5

Permanent Pasture

41

Total

30.8

Arable

8.8

Permanent Crop

1.6

Permanent Pasture

41.2

Total

20.6

Arable

12.1

Permanent Crop

2.1

Permanent Pasture

34.8

Total

Source: Compiled from The World Fact Book available at:
https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook.

productivity growth occurring first (The World Bank, 2008). In
fact, not only is agriculture the largest sector in many developing
countries in terms of its share of GDP and employment, but
three quarters of the world’s poor live in rural areas and depend
on agriculture for their livelihood (IFPRI, 2014).
2.6.1 Food Security and East Asia
East Asia has been one of the most successful regions in reducing
hunger and under-nutrition, besides growing the fastest in the
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world. Still the region faces a wide array of challenges and threats
to its food security. Besides new emerging challenges like severe
obesity rates, East Asia has not completely solved traditional food
security issues such as hunger and under-nutrition, therefore
there is need for these economies to formulate nutrition based
food security strategies. According to the Global Hunger Index
(GHI)1 2014, East Asia had successfully reduced 54 percentage
points in its GHI score. However, more than 220 million (IFPRI,
2014) people in the region continued to be afflicted by hunger.
It is increasingly difficult for East Asian countries to reach out to
these remaining poor due to their complex and diversified food
systems. Most of the East Asian economies are committed to implementing the ‘Zero Hunger Challenge’ at the national level
(IFPRI, 2014) (Table 2.2).
In the last two decades there has been some progress with reference to food security in the South East Asian region as the
depth of food deficit, food inadequacy and prevalence of undernourishment have declined continuously since the 1990s, while
the percentage of arable land equipped with irrigation has increased, although at a slower pace from the 1990s till recent
years. However, challenges remain and much has to be done to
improve the food security situation in the region. Food deficit
declined from 232 (kcal/capita/day) to 68 (kcal / capita / day)
from 1990-92 to 2014-16 and food inadequacy declined from
40.1 per cent to 16.6 per cent during the same period. Undernourishment was 30.6 per cent in 1990-92 which declined to
9.6 per cent in 2014-16. Arable land increased to 33 per cent in
2010-11 from 24 per cent in 1990-92.
In South Eastern Asia, the proportion of population having access to improved water sources increased from 71.2 per
cent in 1990 to 89.1 per cent in 2012 while the share of the
population having access to sanitation facilities increased considerably from 47.6 per cent in 1990 to 70.7 per cent in 2012.
In the last two decades there has been some progress
with reference to food security in the South East Asian region
1 GHI is based on the proportion of under-weight children, proportion of undernourished people and child mortality rates.
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Table 2.2: Food security status (1990 to 2016)
Year

Total
population
(millions)

Depth of the
Prevalence of
food deficit
under-nourish(kcal / capita/
ment (%)
day)

Prevalence
of food
inadequacy
(%)

Per cent of
arable land
equipped for
irrigation (%)

1990-92

452.2

30.6

232

40.1

24

1991-93

460.6

30

228

39.6

24.6

1992-94

468.8

28.9

218

38.4

25.3

1993-95

477

27.4

205

36.8

26.1

1994-96

485

25.8

192

35.1

26.9

1995-97

493.1

24.7

183

33.9

27.5

1996-98

501

24

177

33.3

28.1

1997-99

508.9

23.8

176

33.2

28.8

1998-00

516.7

23.4

173

32.9

29.5

1999-01

524.4

22.9

170

32.5

30.2

2000-02

532

22.3

165

31.9

31

2001-03

539.6

21.6

160

31.2

31.6

2002-04

547.1

20.8

153

30.3

31.8

2003-05

554.5

19.9

146

29.3

32.4

2004-06

561.8

19.1

140

28.3

33.3

2005-07

569

18.3

134

27.4

34.2

2006-08

576

17.4

127

26.2

34.3

2007-09

583

16.3

118

24.9

33.8

2008-10

590

14.8

107

23.2

33.4

2009-11

597.1

13.4

96

21.6

33.1

2010-12

604.3

12.1

86

19.9

33

2011-13

611.5

11.2

79

18.7

NA

2012-14*

618.8

10.5

74

17.8

NA

2013-15*

625.9

10

70

17.1

NA

2014-16*

633

9.6

68

16.6

NA

Source: Compiled from FAO’s Food Security Indicators.
Note: *Estimated.
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Table2.3: Basic services (1990 to 2012)
Year

Percentage of population with
Percentage of population with
access to improved water sources access to sanitation facilities

1990

71.2

47.6

1991

71.9

49.1

1992

72.6

50.1

1993

73.4

51.2

1994

74

51.9

1995

74.9

52.9

1996

75.8

54.1

1997

76.8

55.3

1998

77.7

56.5

1999

78.6

57.7

2000

79.6

58.9

2001

80.5

60.1

2002

81.4

61.3

2003

82.3

62.3

2004

83.1

63.4

2005

84

64.3

2006

84.8

65.3

2007

85.6

66.2

2008

86.4

67.2

2009

87.1

68.1

2010

87.8

69.1

2011

88.5

69.9

2012

89.1

70.7

Source: compiled from FAO’s Food Security Indicators.

as the depth of food deficit, food inadequacy and prevalence of
under-nourishment have declined continuously since the 1990s,
while the percentage of arable land equipped with irrigation has
increased, although at a slower pace from the 1990s till recent
years. However, challenges remain and much has to be done to
improve the food security situation in the region. Food deficit
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declined from 232 (kcal/capita/day) to 68 (kcal / capita / day)
from 1990-92 to 2014-16 and food inadequacy declined from
40.1 per cent to 16.6 per cent during the same period. Undernourishment was 30.6 per cent in 1990-92 which declined to
9.6 per cent in 2014-16. Arable land increased to 33 per cent in
2010-11 from 24 per cent in 1990-92.
In South Eastern Asia, the proportion of population having
access to improved water sources increased from 71.2 per cent in
1990 to 89.1 per cent in 2012 while the share of the population
having access to sanitation facilities increased considerably from
47.6 per cent in 1990 to 70.7 per cent in 2012 (see Table 2.3).
The situation regarding food security varies across countries. For instance, as reported by the World Bank the poverty
rate in Cambodia decreased from 53.2 per cent in 2004 to 20.5
per cent in 2011 and the country was ranked 138 out of 185
countries on HDI. However, a significant proportion of the
population still remains very near the poverty line and a small
shock of US$0.30 a day in income can increase poverty to 40 per
cent. Production in Cambodia is sufficient to meet the requirements of the population but access remains a serious challenge
due to high incidence of poverty and limited social protection
for the poor and vulnerable sections of the population. At the
same time, as per the most recent Demographic Health Survey
(CDHS, 2010) strong improvements have been reported over
the years on most key health indicators. However, malnutrition
rates in Cambodia remain stubbornly high; almost 40 per cent
of the children (under 5) are chronically malnourished (stunted),
over 28 per cent are under-weight and 10.9 per cent are acutely
malnourished (wasted). One out of five women is under-weight.
Poverty rate in Cambodia has decreased from 53.2 per
cent in 2004 to 20.5 per cent in 2011 as reported by the World
Bank and it ranked 138 out of 185 countries in HDI. However a
significant population still remains very near to poverty line and
a small shock of US$0.30 a day in income can increase the poverty to 40 per cent. Production in Cambodia is sufficient to meet
the requirements of its population but its access remains a serious
challenge due to high incidence of poverty and limited social
protection to the poor and vulnerable sections of the population.
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Strong improvement has been reported over the years on most
key health indicators, as per the most recent Demographic
Health Survey (CDHS, 2010). However, malnutrition rates in
Cambodia remain stubbornly high; almost 40 per cent of children (under 5) are chronically malnourished (stunted), over 28
per cent are underweight and 10.9 per cent are acutely malnourished (wasted). One out of five women is underweight.
Cambodia is highly vulnerable to natural disasters causing
severe damage to livelihoods and rice crops across flood-affected
provinces. Rising inequalities, landlessness and deterioration of
common property resources have eroded the coping capacity of
food-insecure people in recent years. Limited access to education and health services among the poor and low levels of investments in public infrastructure perpetuate food insecurity and
under-nutrition.
Poverty reduction efforts in Indonesia have shown meaningful progress, which has been in accordance with the MDGs.
This is demonstrated by a reduction in the population below the
national poverty line -- from 15.10 per cent in 1990 to 12.49
per cent in 2011 (FAO, 2011). However, the number of people living under the poverty line is approximately 30 million.
Growth in the country’s GDP rate per worker strengthened from
3.52 per cent in 1990 to 5.04 per cent in 2011. Additionally, a
reduction was also observed in the proportion of people suffering hunger between 1989 and 2010 as the prevalence of under-5
children with low weight declined from 31 per cent to 17.9 per
cent. However, poverty levels in rural areas continue to be higher
as compared to urban areas. Changing this requires strengthened
rural development. In 2012, the incidence of rural poverty was
14.7 per cent as compared to 8.60 per cent in urban areas.
Three out of every four people in the rural areas of the
Philippines are poor. In Thailand 8 per cent of the population
was poor and 16 per cent of the country’s population was undernourished at the end of 2007 (FAO, 2011). Vietnam was home
to 11.5 million under-nourished people or almost 14 per cent of
its population (FAO, 2011).
Despite the green revolution and increase in per capita
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incomes driven by globalization, most of these economies suffer
from a serious problem of food insecurity. The main reasons for
this include low or minimal coverage of social protection including education and healthcare for the poor, growing inequalities
between the rich and the poor, high population growth rates,
increasing world food prices and gender disparities.
Apart from this almost all the economies in East and South
Asia are also facing a number of other concerns. For instance, land
degradation has become a serious threat to agriculture and global
estimates suggest that almost 57 per cent of the total dry-land
area in China and India is degraded (UNEP, 2006)2. An increasing gap between demand and supply of water due to increased
demand from agriculture, industrialization and urbanization has
also emerged as a major concern. Agriculture is also suffering
from multidimensional effects of globalization such as reduction
in subsidies which makes agricultural products less competitive as
compared to highly subsidized agriculture in developed countries.
Climate change has emerged as one of the most severe
threats to agriculture in the East and South Asia and the Pacific.
The Inter-Governmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) projects that the frequency of natural hazards is going to increase
globally. The increase in the frequency and magnitude of these
hazards will have more impact on developing countries in general and on agricultural dependent countries in particular. These
hazards may lead to food insecurity and worsening poverty, an
increase in average temperatures, changes in precipitation patterns, an increase in sea levels and resulting inundation in coastal
areas, increases in soil and water salinity and new and more
favourable environments for pests and diseases; these will have
ramifications for agricultural productivity and livelihoods. There
are many technological and institutional options to help mitigate
and adapt to climate change (ESAP, 2009).
2.6.2 Vietnam
Vietnam’s total land area is 330,951 sq. km, 2 per cent of which is
mountains or hills while only 28 per cent is plain land. Vietnam’s
territory spreads over a distance of 1,650 km; it also has a 3,444
2 http://www.unep.org/pdf/annualreport/UNEP_AR_2006_English.pdf.
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km long coastline. The country is characterized by a subtropical
climate in the north with four different seasons (spring, summer,
autumn and winter) and in the south it is characterized by a
tropical climate with two seasons (dry and wet). Vietnam is the
13th most populous country in the world with a population of
89.7 million and its population density is 270 persons/ sq. km.
According to the World Bank’s classification Vietnam falls in the
lower middle income category of countries which is a great improvement for the country which was characterized as one of the
poor nations in the mid-1980s (The World Bank, 2014).
As of 2011, Vietnam had 9,071 communes with 80,904
villages and hamlets. As compared to 2006 there was not much
change in commune-level administrative units in these five years;
15.3 million households lived in the rural areas with 32 million
people in the workforce. Vietnam and China saw significant rural
transition by undertaking institutional reforms in the 1980s.
There was a rapid reduction in poverty due to the initiation of
institutional reforms in rural areas and in the agrarian sector in
particular. The poverty rate in Vietnam fell from 57 per cent to
20 per cent over the period 1993 to 2004 (The World Bank,
2005). Growth in the rural economy was the reason for this reduction in poverty. After Vietnam’s independence in 1954, land
reforms and redistribution were the main agenda of Vietnamese
leaders. North Vietnam initially had a ‘family farm economy’
where agricultural land was redistributed in a relatively more
equitable manner across households. However, this did not last
long. Several land reforms and redistribution programmes were
introduced in South Vietnam in both the pre- and post-partition
periods and at the time of a war against the United States.
Collectivized Farming
Communist leaders in North Vietnam initiated reforms
in the late 1950s to collectivize agricultural production to transform the poor Vietnamese economy into a more socialist and
modern one. Agricultural collectivization was in a cooperative
form for agricultural production under state control. Vietnam
followed the ‘Chinese model of collectivized farming’ where land
was farmed by large brigades and run by cadres that assigned
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the work, monitored progress and allocated shares of net output
to people according to the amount of work done. Like China,
Vietnam’s push for collectivization was a part of its political ideology. It was believed that collectivization would ensure a classless society and it was the best possible way to finance industrialization as the centre would control the agricultural surplus.
Vietnam possessed both favourable political and economic
factors to increase agricultural production under collectivization.
The communist leaders believed that collective labour under collectivization would be allocated more rationally and it would
generate economies of scale as compared to traditional household based agriculture. Under collectivization, farmers were tied
to cooperatives through residential registrations which linked
cooperative membership with access to food and rural employment and ensured a large, fixed supply of agricultural labour,
even during periods of war.
Leaders of the Vietnamese Communist Party enacted the
Land Reform Law in December 1953, where land from the rich
peasants and landlords was redistributed among poor farmers
who had insufficient land to support themselves. During the
land reforms there was improvement in agricultural performance
as annual per capita production of paddy increased by around
60 per cent from 1954 to 1958. Then the communist leaders
launched Mutual Aid Teams (MATs) to consolidate farmers.
Under the MAT system farmers had ownership and control over
land but they were encouraged to assist each other by jointly
working in each other’s fields during peak periods. Under MAT,
farmers were compensated as a group for their pooled labour.
However in mid-1965, the number of MATs peaked at over
150,000 but a year later they decreased to less than half because
households started exchanging labour only during harvest.
After MAT’s failure, agricultural production cooperatives
were created. Under the cooperatives farmers were obliged to
provide collective labour and fulfil procurement quotas imposed
by the central authority. However, several factors reduced farmers’ rewards for providing collective labour under cooperatives.
Farmers were not rewarded on the basis of their skills or quality
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of work but only on the time spent on collective labour because
this was easy for cadres to administer. Therefore, the farmers had
no incentive to perform better than the others. Moreover, during the 1960s, the purchase price of agricultural crops in North
Vietnam was much less than their market prices; top bureaucrats
were often corrupt and farmers were paid only after the cooperatives had covered the cost of production and received state quotas. As a result, the per capita production of food grains declined
steadily during the 1960s and 1970s.
In North Vietnam the state permitted households to privately produce some crops on small plots of land, generally called
‘5 per cent’ plots. Soon the yields from these plots were two times
higher than the yields from cooperative land. Farmers started
avoiding collective labour and production on private land became
an important source of income for them. During the war in South
Vietnam, many male members of cooperatives in North Vietnam
were shifted from agriculture cooperatives to the military. During
this time women workers were dominant in running the cooperatives. Moreover, funds which were earlier allocated for agricultural
production were now shifted for military purpose.
Collectivized farming in Vietnam resulted in low yields
of agricultural output which put a strain on food availability.
From the late 1970s and in the 1980s food shortages were common in Vietnam. During the same time, the government was
also facing a multitude of other problems like a war with the US
while its centrally planned industrial sector was also performing poorly. The inefficiencies of the collective farming system
constrained the resources available to the centre for its industrialization plans and created food shortages in urban areas during
a period rife with problems (Beresford, 1993; Kerkvliet, 1995).
There was deterioration in Vietnam’s relations with China which
resulted in Chinese food aid coming to an end in 1978. Further,
Vietnam attacked Cambodia in January 1979 and then the west
stopped its food aid. After a few months, there was a war between
Vietnam and China. During this tumultuous period, evidence
was found in party documents as early as in 1979 that it was time
to rethink the agricultural policy again (Kerkvliet, 2006).
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Collectivized agriculture had become very unpopular by
the 1980s whether it was in the form of ‘cooperatives’ in the
North or ‘collectives’ in the South. The main reason for this
was the inefficiency of collectivized farming. Farmers preferred
private production for own consumption or for a free market
rather than providing collective labour under cooperatives.
Collectivization in Vietnam had evolved in the early 1950s but
the state was forced to abandon it by the end of the 1980s due to
food shortages, low productivity and a continuous fall in agricultural production during the period. Vietnam transformed from
controlled collective framing into a free market economy in farm
output. Cooperatives had made some sense in the North as the
country was at war and cooperatives provided assured food supplies to the army but they made less sense after the reunification
of the country in 1975.
In 1974, the Vietnam Communist Party made an attempt
to consolidate and enlarge the size of cooperatives in order to
reorganize production rationally. Despite this, rice production in
North Vietnam fell steadily. Despite the Vietnamese Communist
Party’s efforts to improve agricultural performance from collective production, lack of incentives for the farmers undermined
collective efforts.
Doi-Moi Reforms and De-collectivization of Agriculture
The official shift from a socialist controlled economy
to a market oriented one began in Vietnam with the Doi-Moi
reforms of 1986. Vietnam allowed ‘limited contract farming’
where households were contracted to supply specific outputs to
collectives. However, this approach was more an attempt at enhancing the efficiency of the collectives rather than a return to
the family farm model (Akram-Lodhi, 2004).
In the late 1980s, the Vietnamese government started giving a push to private, family based production due to shortages
in food grain supplies to the state and the growing threat of a
famine. Along with this change, other economic reforms were
also initiated during this period which were popularly known as
‘Doi-Moi’ or ‘Renovation’ in 1986. For the first time, the government allowed farmers to privately raise livestock without limits.
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Real reforms came in 1988 when the government introduced the land law which mandated the break-up of agricultural
collectives and the process of decollectivizing agriculture started.
This was the first major step in agrarian reforms and it aimed
to transfer decision making powers over farm inputs and outputs to households and to free up input and output markets.
Kerkvliet (2006) notes that in North Vietnam, farmers organized
themselves and raised their voice for equitable outcomes. It is believed that the main motivation for introducing decollectivized
reforms was farmers’ resistance to collective agriculture, which
had become common by the 1980s (Beresford 1985, 1993;
Kerkvliet, 1995, 2006; Selden, 1993). Initially, cooperatives
and local cadres set production quotas and allocated land across
households for some fixed tenure. Households did not hold any
right to transfer, sell or exchange their allocated land but they
had some residual powers of selling their surplus output in excess
of the production quota at market prices. This reform was similar to China’s ‘Household Responsibility System’ introduced in
the late 1970s. Vietnam abandoned production quotas in 1989,
long before China did. From the late 1980s there was divergence
in agrarian policies in China and Vietnam. Both China and
Vietnam initially had a de-collectivization process followed by
the introduction of a free market in land.
Since the de-collectivization of agriculture in Vietnam,
agriculture productivity has increased steadily and food grain
availability per capita has started increasing as a persistent trend
after 1988 (Akram-Lodhi, 2004, 2005). Decentralizing the decollectivization process and switching back to family farming put
an end to Vietnam’s food crisis.
After the 1988 Land Law, the de-collectivization process
was rapid and was largely complete by 1990 (Ngo, 1993). In
1993, the Vietnamese government moved to the second stage of
reforms by introducing legal reforms to support the emergence
of a land market. For the first time since the communal rule
began in Vietnam, the land law introduced in 1993 permitted
land transactions. Land remained the property of the state, but
usage rights could be legally transferred, exchanged, mortgaged
and inherited. The government’s main aim in introducing Land
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Law 1993 was promoting greater efficiency in production by creating a market in land use rights. Despite the government creating a free market in land use rights, local authorities still retained
a certain degree of power over land. This hindered the reform
process in some parts of Vietnam. Further, after the reforms there
were high transaction costs involved in buying and selling land
through official means. According to a Childress Report (2004),
both the average number of days to transfer a property and taxes
levied on land transactions in Vietnam were generally higher as
compared to other East Asian economies. A further resolution in
1998 removed restrictions on the size of landholdings and on the
hiring of agricultural labour. From 1990 to 1994 a number of
cooperatives declined rapidly both in North and South Vietnam.
During the same period, the number of cadres employed in cooperatives reduced by over 50 per cent.
Economic Performance after the Doi-Moi Reforms
Doi-Moi transformed Vietnam from one of the poorest
economies in the world into a lower middle-income economy
and from a centrally planned country to a more modern and
market oriented one. Since the initiation of political and economic reforms (Doi-Moi) in Vietnam until its WTO accession,
growth rates increased steadily owing mainly to high investments
and exports. Over the past few years, both production and trade
of agricultural products have risen. Now Vietnam has become
an important producer as well as exporter of several agricultural
commodities such as rice, cashew nuts and coffee. Wide varieties of agriculture products have been produced in Vietnam with
rice as the main crop, accounting for 36 per cent of the total
value of agricultural production, followed by rubber and coffee.
In recent years, production of all major agricultural commodities
has increased rapidly and the growth has been particularly strong
for cashew nuts and cassava. Average annual growth rate of both
cashew nuts and cassava was over 15 per cent in 2000-11.
During the reform process, agriculture exports had an impressive performance due to significant agricultural price reforms
and elimination of restrictions on farmers’ production decisions.
Moreover, there was an expansion of traditional labour intensive manufacturing exports. Over time, Vietnam saw remarkable
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diversification in its agricultural exports away from rice to other
agricultural crops and then to processed foods.
Robust economic growth over the last two decades has
been accompanied by an impressive fall in the incidence of poverty. Once Vietnam’s economy shifted towards being a market
oriented one where farmers were free to engage in private production, agricultural productivity increased steadily. Vietnam’s
rice production increased from less than 242 kg per person to
293 kg per person from 1987 to 1989. Despite huge crop losses
due to floods, Vietnam’s rice exports more than doubled from
0.91 million tons to 1.95 million tons from 1988 to 1992. Since
the late 1990s, Vietnam’s rice exports have often exceeded 3 million tons per year and the country has become the third leading
exporter of rice in the world. During the same time due to the
disintegration of cooperatives, the government’s involvement
in agricultural production shrunk sharply. According to FAO,
there was rapid growth in agricultural production after 1988 in
Vietnam which was achieved through very little investments by
the state in water control, agricultural research and extension, or
rural market infrastructure.
After the reforms, agriculture and its exports were the
bright spots of the economy. Between 1990 and 2000, Vietnam’s
trade openness increased rapidly from 30 per cent to 79 per cent
when measured by the ratio of imports and exports (traded
goods) to that of GDP. Vietnam participated actively in the globalization process and its trade performance looks impressive.
Doi-Moi transformed Vietnam from a country which had to
import food to the second largest rice exporter in the world in
2012. It not only became competitive but also the world’s leading
exporter of coffee, rice, natural rubber, cashew nuts, cassava and
pepper. Since the 1990s, Vietnam’s economy has shown remarkable improvements with its GDP more than doubling between
1990 and 2000. Over the years, growth has been inclusive with
the poverty rate reducing sharply. From 1990 to 2011, the GDP
growth rate fluctuated around 8 per cent and the agricultural
sector grew approximately at a rate of 4 per cent (GSO, 2011).
In 2011, agriculture was the only sector which had a net export
surplus of over US$ 9 billion (GSO, 2011).
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However, these positive trends are unlikely to continue.
Prices of many commodities in international markets have started declining in the last 2-3 years and are likely to decline further
in real terms over the next decades.
A Profile of Food Security Indicators and Correlates in
Vietnam
Vietnam has achieved considerable success in most of the
food indicators since 1990. The percentage of the under-nourished population declined from 32.1 per cent in 1990-92 to 11.4
per cent in 2012-14 and is expected to decline to 10.3 per cent
by 2014-16. Per capita calorie food deficit declined from 368
kcal to 95 kcal during the same period. Even after doing well on
most of the indicators, 21.4 per cent of the population suffers
from inadequacies. Irrigation for arable land had also increased
from 53 per cent to 71.7 per cent by 2010-12 (Table 2.4).
Vietnam’s economy has also been successful in delivering
basic services to the population in terms of access to clean drinking water and sanitation facilities. The percentage of the population having access to improved water sources increased from 61.5
per cent in 1990 to 95 per cent in 2012 and at the same time, the
percentage of the population having access to sanitation facilities
increased from 37.4 per cent to 75 per cent. The percentage of
pregnant women suffering from anaemia also declined but as of
2011, 23.5 per cent of the pregnant women were still suffering
from anaemia. Also the prevalence of anaemia among children
(under-5) has declined but it remained as high as 31.3 per cent in
2010-11 (Table 2.5). Although a lot has been achieved in terms
of food security indicators but there is still a long way to go.
Public Investments in Vietnam
Before the reforms were undertaken the only source of investment in agriculture in Vietnam was through the state budget.
Since the 1990s the government has mobilized various sources
for funds including loans, the private sector and foreign direct investments. In general, since the mid-1990s government support
for the agriculture sector has been increasing although private enterprises have also entered the sector (Nguyen and Grote, 2004).

Total population
(millions)

70.4

71.9

73.3

74.7

76

77.1

78.2

79.1

80

80.9

81.7

82.5

83.4

Year

1990-92

1991-93

1992-94

1993-95

1994-96

1995-97

1996-98

1997-99

1998-00

1999-01

2000-02

2001-03

2002-04

17.8

19.2

20.7

22.7

25

26.9

27.4

27

26.9

28.3

30.3

32.2

32.1

160

173

188

206

228

247

254

254

261

285

319

356

368

Percentage of population Depth of the food deficit
under-nourished
(kcal / capita / day)

Table 2.4: Food security status (1990 to 2016)

31.3

33.7

36.3

39.6

43.4

46.6

47.5

47

46.8

48.9

51.9

55.1

55.6

Prevalence of food
inadequacy (%)

61.3

59

58.4

58.4

58.5

57.7

57.1

56.2

55.7

54.9

54

53.7

53.7

Per cent of arable land
equipped for irrigation

44 Food Security for Small Farmers

84.9

85.7

86.6

87.4

88.2

89.1

89.9

90.8

91.7

92.5

93.4

2004-06

2005-07

2006-08

2007-09

2008-10

2009-11

2010-12

2011-13

2012-14*

2013-15*

2014-16*

10.3

10.9

11.4

11.8

12.2

12.9

13.7

14.7

15.4

15.9

16.1

16.7

Source: compiled from FAO’s Food Security Indicators.
Note: *Estimated.

84.2

2003-05

83

89

95

99

103

110

119

129

137

141

144

150

17.9

19

19.9

20.6

21.4

22.4

23.8

25.4

26.6

27.5

28.1

29.3

NA

NA

NA

NA

71.7

72.1

72.6

73

72.9

72.5

69.8

65.9
Support for Smallholder Agriculture and its Implication for Food Security 45

GDP per capita (in purchasing power equivalent) (constant 2011
international $)

1,501.1

1,561.6

1,666.7

1,770.4

1,894.7

2,041.8

2,197

2,339.3

2,436.5

2,514.8

2,649.7

Year

1990

1991

1992

1993

1994

1995

1996

1997

1998

1999

2000

77.4

75.9

74.3

72.8

71.2

69.6

68.1

66.5

64.8

63.2

61.6

54.4

52.6

50.9

49.2

47.6

45.9

44.2

42.5

40.8

39.1

37.4

Percentage of population Percentage of population
with access to improved with access to sanitation
water sources
facilities

Table 2.5: GDP and basic services (1990 to 2013)

36.6

38.1

39.6

41

42.4

43.7

44.9

46

47.1

48.1

49.1

Prevalence of anaemia
among pregnant women
(%)

35.8

37.1

38.5

40.2

42.1

44

45.9

47.9

49.9

52

53.8

Prevalence of anaemia
among children under 5
years of age (%)

46 Food Security for Small Farmers

2,919.9

3,085.3

3,278.4

3,484.9

3,687

3,907.3

4,084.8

4,260

4,486.3

4,717

4,912.3

5,124.6

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

2007

2008

2009

2010

2011

2012

2013

NA

95

93.7

92.3

90.9

89.4

88

86.5

85

83.6

82.1

80.5

79

Source: Compiled from FAO’s Food Security Indicators.

2,778.4

2001

NA

75

73.3

71.6

69.9

68.1

66.4

64.7

63

61.3

59.5

57.8

56.1

NA

NA

23.5

24.4

25.5

26.6

27.8

29

30.2

31.4

32.6

33.9

35.2

NA

NA

31.3

31.1

31.1

31.1

31.3

31.5

32

32.3

33

33.7

34.7
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Public investments increased almost 10 times between 1995 and
2010 (from 30,447 billion VND in 1995 to 36,285 billion VND
by 2012) (GSO, 2012). The share of the state budget remained
almost 45 per cent during 1995 to 2010 but the share of loans
increased from 20 per cent in 1995 to 37 per cent in 2010.
Total public investments reached 316,300 billion VND in
2010, which is more than three times that in 2000. Meanwhile
public investments in agriculture grew at rate of about 17 per cent
annually. About 40 per cent of the public investments were allocated to infrastructure building such as electricity, water, transportation and telecommunication. In 2000, public investments
in agriculture accounted for 12.2 per cent of total public investments; this figure had dropped to 5.9 per cent in 2010. However,
these figures do not give the complete picture as a large part of
public investments comes from government bonds which are not
counted in the state budget (Anh and Thai, 2011). According to
MARD (2012), total public investments in agriculture and rural
development were 172,810 billion VND in 2006-10, accounting for 20.9 per cent of total public investments (state budget
and government bonds).
Total public investments in agriculture and rural development during 2006-10 amounted to 388,673 billion VND, of
which 45 per cent was allocated for agriculture, forestry and fishery development. The rest went to rural development, focusing
on development of socioeconomic infrastructure, eliminating
hunger and reducing poverty in rural areas.
There was strong decentralization in managing investments. In 1998, the budget expenditure at the central level accounted for 60 per cent of the total state budget. This figure went
down to 21 per cent in 2002 (MARD, 2004). During 2006-12,
MARD managed only about 10 per cent of the total public investments in agriculture and rural development, down from 48
per cent in 1996 (MARD, 2004, 2012).
Irrigation was of special concern which accounted for
more than three-fourth of the total public investments in agriculture and rural development during 1996-2010. The government has made efforts at building multi-purpose irrigation
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systems. Till 2010, 100 small and medium irrigation works had
been constructed, including 1,967 reservoirs with capacity of
more than 200,000 m3, 10,000 pumping stations, 1,000 km
large channels, 5,000 irrigate and drainage sewers and 23,000
km of dikes.3 Infrastructure for fishery, cultivation and livestock
development, forestry development, agricultural production and
research and development are other major heads of agricultural
investments. Investments in agricultural production accounted
for 15 per cent of total agricultural investments. These mainly
covered seeds, seedlings, breeding, plant protection chemicals,
veterinary system, veterinary medicines, disease prevention and
control, forestry, fishery, afforestation and resettlement. There is
not much improvement in the spending on R&D as compared
to spending on agriculture. This figure was 68 billion VND in
1995 and increased only to 248 billion VND by 2010 whereas
total agricultural expenditure increased by more than 10 times.
Public spending on irrigation, roads and agricultural
research contributed to both agricultural growth and poverty
reduction during 1992-2003 but it has been found that the returns to irrigation investments were the lowest and the returns
to investments on agricultural research were the highest. It was
also found that irrigation investments had the smallest impact on
reducing poverty (Fan et al., 2004). Another study by Barker et
al., (2002) for the same period found that irrigation investments
(accounting for 28 per cent of the growth) were the most important source of agricultural growth (27 per cent of the growth)
followed by investments in agricultural research.
The government has supported farmers by providing credit up to 70 per cent of the investments and charging a fixed interest rate for the term of the loan. Farms, households, cooperatives
and enterprises are entitled to subsidized credit for the purchase
of agricultural inputs. Commercial farms can borrow up to 500
million VND without collateral.
National food security has always been at the forefront
for the Vietnamese government. To achieve this, it has promoted
3 http://www.fao.org/fileadmin/templates/tci/pdf/CorporatePrivateSector/Vietnam_-_
Private_Sector_Investments_in_Agriculture__Final_Report.pdf.
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agriculture through various support avenues which are now
discussed.
Input Subsidies
The fertilizer market in Vietnam is economically and politically large and important. A major part of the market is dominated by three or four producers although there are more than
500 fertilizer producers in the country. The Vietnam government’s
policy has been to promote domestic producers through subsidized prices for electricity, coal and natural gas. These prices are
determined by the government and made available to state owned
large chemical companies and their subsidiaries. For example,
subsidized price for natural gas was just 50 per cent of the market
price in 2012 (Nguyen Hang, 2013). To protect domestic producers from cheap fertilizer imports from China, the Vietnamese
government used tariff hikes so that the domestic producers remained competitive. For example, by the end of 2013 the government had increased import duty on selected nitrogen fertilizers
from zero to 3 per cent. Since the industry is based on obsolete
technology the Vietnamese government is aware of the fact that
the high costs and lack of competitiveness may undermine its position in the near future (Viet Nam News, 2014).
In 2008, the government implemented policies to support
agricultural materials and their management (The Prime Minister
signed Decision No. 142/2009/QĐTTg on 31 December 2009
and Decision No.49/2012/QĐ¬TTg on 8 November 2012
amending Decision No. 142/2009/QĐTTg). According to
these policies 80 per cent of the input costs in mountainous and
central highlands regions and 70 per cent in other provinces are
allocated in central budget accounts. Support is based on the
damaged area which is planted, damaged livestock and the extent
of damage.4
For cultivation, the Ministry of Agriculture and Rural
Development issued a circular (No. 36/2010/TT¬BNNPTNT)
in order to increase quality assurance of fertilizers for agricultural
production on 24 June 2010, on rules for production, business
and the use of fertilizers, certification, conformity announcement
4 http://ap.fftc.agnet.org/ap_db.php?id=195.
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of the list of fertilizers and regulations on the production, processing, trading, import and use of fertilizers.
Apart from these, there are support measures for fertilizers and plant protection chemicals to farmers in many specific
cases. For example, there is Circular No. 205/2012/TT¬BTC
(23 November 2012) of the Ministry of Finance which guides
policies to protect paddy land from losses due to natural disasters. The state budget also supports plant protection and
fertilizers.
Offshore fishermen are given support through support
prices for fuel under which the amount varies from 18,000,000
to 60,000,000 VND depending on the capacity of the vessels.
State support is also provided for veterinary drugs for animals in the livestock sector. There is state support for most of the
locally prevailing diseases in animals. To have high yielding varieties in the livestock sector the state has advocated socialized units
of breeds that can enter the research unit of the state.
Agricultural Price Policy
Price control is a tool to set maximum or minimum prices
for specific products (Rockoff, 2008). Usually it is applied for
essential commodities. Price interventions in Vietnam have been
done for increasing agricultural production, stabilizing prices of
agricultural produce, achieving national food security and providing food and required raw materials for the other sectors of
the economy. After the reforms, agricultural growth has been
impressive and the government’s price policy has provided more
equitable prices for consumers. This has also reduced the impact
of the crises due to fluctuations in world production particularly
for sensitive commodities.
State interventions in price policies have focused on subsidies for transportation of produce, tax exemptions and reductions
for developing trade in mountainous regions and for bridging
the gap between the prices in different regions. There have been
floor prices for rice, export support, funds for price stabilization
and support for farmers to sell their agricultural products (Policy
Briefs, 2007). In 2013 the government announced that 23 new
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commodities will receive export promotion credit.5
Support for Infrastructure Building
To encourage investments in agriculture and rural development, the government supports 20 per cent land tax and
water rent for five years after construction which contributes to
improvements in agricultural production infrastructure and encourages more investors to invest in the sector.
In 2013, the government extended the limit for agricultural land use per household and for individuals from 20 to 50
years. As paddy is Vietnam’s staple crop the government’s policies
support infrastructure investments and application of technology to increase rice yields. And if households or individuals convert paddy land to non-agricultural uses, then they have to pay
some penalty to do so or have to increase the yield of the crop on
some other land.
In R&D and technology, the government supports 70 per
cent of the funds for research which creates new technology and
30 per cent funding is provided for applying new technology in
production on a pilot basis. These efforts will encourage investments in new technologies in the agriculture sector.
From 2012 onwards (based on decision No. 01/2012/
QDTTg) the government has been supporting 100 per cent of
the cost of topographical surveys, water samples, soil analyses
and air samples. This policy has contributed considerably to an
increase in agricultural production and accounts for 30 per cent
of the value added in agriculture. For 2008-13 VND 3930.445
billion were allocated for research and technology.
Credit
As of 2008, 6 per cent of the poor borrowed money from
moneylenders and 25 per cent borrowed from friends and relatives. The government expanded the Vietnam Bank for Social
Policies’ (VBSP) activities and operations and created a People’s
Credit Fund (PCF) system to provide alternatives to moneylenders in rural areas. This made commercial banks focus on urban
areas while ignoring rural farmers. This development is in contrast
5 http://www.vietnam-briefing.com/news/vietnam-give-23-commodities-export-creditguarantees-2011.html/.
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to the economies of Indonesia and Philippines where private banks
are an important source of microfinance in rural areas.
There exist both state and private institutions in the credit
sector in Vietnam. Up to 70 per cent of the investments can
be made through loans for which various policies (Decree No.
133/2013/NĐCP dated 30 August 2011; Decree No. 54/2013/
NĐCP; Decree No. 75/2011/NĐ¬CP; and Circular No.
52/2008/QĐBTC) have been implemented over time. However,
the scope of these policies is still narrow and does not cover all
the agriculture sub-sectors.
The government’s 2009 decision has provisions for loans
up to 100 per cent of the value of the goods (but it should be
less than VND 7 million per hectare) and an interest rate of 4
per cent. The government is also promoting exports by providing
export credit; the maximum rate of the export credit is 85 per
cent of the value of the export contract.
Microcredit
Vietnam has the world’s most extensive microcredit
system. Unlike other countries like Bangladesh, India and
Indonesia which have deep microfinance penetration, microcredit in Vietnam is characterized by government control and
subsidies. There exist both state and private institutions in the
credit sector in Vietnam. However, growth in the microfinance
sector is dominated by state owned institutions mainly because
of the government’s intervention through VBSP. The most dominant players are VBSP and the Vietnam Bank for Agriculture and
Rural Development which account for 87 per cent of the microborrowers and 88 per cent of the outstanding loans. By the end
of 2010, VBSP had lent to 7.8 million households including 3.8
million poor households (Table 2.6).
Vietnam’s microcredit system primarily consists of state
owned enterprises and institutions disbursing loans and mobilizing savings with the support of the people. The institutions or
organizations such as the Vietnam Women’s Union (VWU) and
Vietnam Farmers’ Union (VFU) have huge coverage and control most of the microfinance delivery system. These organizations
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Table 2.6: Microcredit delivery in Vietnam (as of 2010)
Institution
VBSP
VBARD
PCFs
MFIs/
NGOs

Number
(Million)
7.8
3.2
0.95

Percentage to
total
62
25
7

Loans Outstanding
(US$ M)
4398
3500
1006

Percentage to
total
49
39
11

0.6

5

75

1

Source: ‘Sector assessment: Microfinance’, available at: http://www.adb.org/sites/
default/files/linked-documents/42235-013-vie-ssa.pdf.

mostly operate independently but are affiliated to the government.
There are around 40 voluntary organizations involved in Vietnam’s
microfinance system but they are facing difficulties in converting
themselves into formal institutions as the government is not ready
to loosen the restrictions on private lenders (APEC, 2011).6
The microfinance policy is driven by the fact that subsidies
are necessary for social reasons as the poor are unable to afford
non-subsidized financial services. Also the non-subsidized financial services/schemes which are commercially self-sustained do
not cater to the poor sections of society. Because of these reasons
the disbursement of credit to the poor remains subsidized mainly
through interest rate subsidies which cost the government almost
$200 million a year.
Although the government wants to achieve social goals
through the use of microcredit but the transition of the Vietnamese
economy from a command to a market based one and diversification of microfinance institutions affects how credit is provided in
the country. Today, microfinance in Vietnam has evolved into a
market based system in which autonomous, specialized and NGO
type microfinance institutions are emerging although they are still
connected to state linked mass organizations. The government has
indicated some plans of removing control on interest rates but has
not yet done so. However, de-regulation of the interest rate will
have a negative impact, especially on the rural economy. As agricultural production is risky, banks will tend to avoid lending to
farmers. Banks in rural areas will transfer their capital to non-rural
6 http://www.adb.org/sites/default/files/linked-documents/42235-013-vie-ssa.pdf.
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areas where they can have larger profits. So there is a need to carefully monitor credit disbursement so that the requirements of the
rural economy are met.
Reducing the budgetary burden seems to be the logic behind moving towards market based microfinance and the effectiveness of subsidies in targeting the beneficiaries is also brought
into question7. Almost, 12 per cent of the total credit issued by
the banking sector is at subsidized interest rates. This is mostly
managed by VBSP and the Vietnamese Development Bank
(VDB). It is estimated that rural Vietnam receives only 17 per
cent of total bank credit and less than 20 per cent of the rural
population has access to formal financial services.
There are four primary reasons for the supervision and
regulation of microfinance in Vietnam: (1) for pursuing social
objectives, (2) for protecting depositors, (3) for controlling illegal
financial activities, and (4) for preventing fraud on the public
in the name of social goals. To make sure that microfinance is
focused on social purposes and poverty reduction and to prevent subversion, the government controls the activities of private
microfinance companies (profit investors) and NGOs. Investors
can invest up to 50 per cent after which they can engage in microfinance, but few for-profit investors in financial enterprises
have done so (ibid).
Reforms have been introduced in the regulation and supervision of microfinance because of the transition to a market
based economy which will function with more private microfinance institutions. New laws have been enacted and a national
microfinance policy has been implemented. The Vietnamese
government is trying to create an enabling and regulatory environment for evolving microfinance institutions.
Irrigation
The irrigation system plays an important role in agricultural production as more than 80 per cent of the rainfall occurs
in the wet season only. In Vietnam, irrigation services at the commune level are controlled by agricultural cooperatives through
7 http://www.adb.org/sites/default/files/linked-documents/42235-013-vie-ssa.pdf.
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water management groups (WMGs). Provincial governments determine irrigation charges and farmers are charged on the basis of
the area irrigated rather than on the basis of the volume of water
used (Harris, 2006). Companies that provide irrigation facilities
are public entities which are highly subsidized by the government
and the subsidy has been increasing over the years. In recent years
the government has prioritized the irrigation sector for achieving
modernization and industrialization of the agriculture sector. By
2011 there were 16,000 pumping stations serving agriculture,
forest and fishery production (GSO, 2011).
Electrification is a must for rapid modernization and industrialization of the agricultural sector. Developing an electricity
system for efficient, high quality production and improving the
living standards of the rural poor are a resolution of the Central
Government (session IX). The government has focused on directing industries and sectors at all levels to the effective implementation of rural electrification programmes and schemes. In 2011, energy subsidies accounted for 3.4 per cent of GDP; they accounted
for 8.6 per cent of the state budget in 2010 (GSO, 2011).
As of 2011, 99.8 per cent of the 9,054 communes had access to electricity while only 89.7 per cent of the communes had
access to electricity in 2001. At the village level, 77.2 per cent of
the villages had access to electricity in 2001 which increased to
95.5 per cent in 2011. Looking at rural households it is noticed
that the proportion of households having access to electricity increased significantly over the years, from 79 per cent in 2001 to
94.2 per cent in 2006 and 98 per cent in 2011 (GSO, 2011).
Combined efforts of the state and the public have led to a
growth in rural transportation systems both in terms of numbers
and quality. This has created favourable conditions for attracting
investors to rural areas, employment generation, poverty reduction and resolving many economic and social issues.
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2.7 SOUTH ASIA

South Asia consists of eight countries -- Afghanistan, Bangladesh,
Bhutan, India, Nepal, Maldives, Pakistan and Sri Lanka.
Agriculture has a very significant portion of the GDP of the
region but at the same time the region has a larger number of
under-nourished and poor as compared to other developing regions, and more than two-third of them live in rural areas (FAO,
2001). There are 1,707 million people in the South Asian region
of which 67 per cent (1143 million) are rural inhabitants.8 More
than two-third of the rural inhabitants depend on agriculture
either directly or indirectly. South Asia’s land size is 514 million
hectares. A large proportion of this land is uncongenial and that
is why most of the population depends on less than half of this
land area. Twenty per cent of the region’s land consists of hills
and mountains, 19 per cent is humid or moist sub-humid lowland, 29 per cent is dry-sub-humid and 32 per cent is semi-arid
and arid lowland (FAO, 2001).
All the countries in the region have mountains, but they
are mostly found in Afghanistan, Bhutan, India, Nepal and
Pakistan (FAO, 2001). Afghanistan’s climate varies between
arid and semi-arid. Most of the land is covered by rocky mountains though its north and south-western parts are plain areas.
Only 5.75 per cent of the total agricultural land in Afghanistan
is irrigated. In Bangladesh, climate varies from a humid and
warm rainy season to a mild winter. Topographically, the land
in Bangladesh is a flat alluvial plain except for the hills in the
south-east. Arable land is the biggest natural resource available
in Bangladesh where 11 per cent of the land is covered with
forests. More than half of the agricultural land (55 per cent) is
irrigated, that is 50,500 sq. km of land. Bangladesh routinely
faces natural hazards like droughts, floods and cyclones. Bhutan’s
climate varies according to topography; it is cool in winter and
hot in summer in the central valleys but the Himalayas are severely cold in winter and are cool in summer. Bhutan is mostly
covered with mountains though there are some fertile valleys and
savannah areas. Timber and hydropower are the main natural
8 Information collected from The World Fact Book for different countries in South
Asia.
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resources in Bhutan. More than 85 per cent of the total land in
Bhutan is covered with forests; 319.1 sq. km (6.4 per cent) of the
total agricultural land is irrigated. The main source of livelihood
of the people of Bhutan is agriculture and forestry as 56 per cent
of the total workforce is in the agriculture sector. In Maldives,
the climate is tropical, hot and humid. Maldives’ terrain is almost
flat except for sandy beaches. The forest covers only 3 per cent of
the total land. There is no irrigated land in Maldives. The biggest
natural resource available in Maldives is fish.
Nepal’s climate varies from mild winters and sub-tropical
summers in the south to severe winters and cool summers in the
north. Nepal completely comes in the Himalayan ranges. Its terrain varies from the flat river plains of the Ganga in the south to
the central hill region in the north. Forests cover 25 per cent of
Nepal’s total land area. Irrigation is available for 11,680 sq. km
of the land. The area of the Ganga plains is generally affected by
floods. Pakistan’s climate is mostly hot and dry in the desert areas,
moderate in the north-west and freezing in the north. The east
of Pakistan is a flat Indus plain, while the north and north-west
are covered with mountains. Its western part is the Baluchistan
Plateau region. The total irrigated land in Pakistan is 199,900
sq. km, that is, around 73 per cent of the total agricultural land.
Island country Sri Lanka has a 1,340 km coastline and 64,630
sq. km of land area while the rest is water. The country experiences the north-east monsoon between December and March and
the south-west monsoon during June and October. Sri Lanka’s
terrain is mostly a low and flat rolling plain with mountains in
the interiors of the south-central area. Forests cover around 30
per cent of the total land in the country. There is 5,700 sq. km of
irrigated land in Sri Lanka.
India’s climate varies between tropical in the south to temperate in the north. The Indian landscape includes the Deccan
Plateau in the south, deserts in the west, Himalayas in the north
and plains along river Ganga in central India (World Fact Book)
(see Table 2.7).9
9 https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/wfbExt/region_eas.
html.

Support for Smallholder Agriculture and its Implication for Food Security 59

Table 2.7: South Asian agricultural land
Country

Afghanistan

Bangladesh

Bhutan

Maldives

Nepal

Pakistan

Sri Lanka

India

Total Land Area
(km2)

652230

130170

38394

298

147181

796095

65610

2973193

Share of Agricultural Land (per cent)
12

Arable

0

Permanent Crop

46

Permanent Pasture

58

Total

59

Arable

6.5

Permanent Crop

4.5

Permanent Pasture

70

Total

2.6

Arable

0.3

Permanent Crop

11

Permanent Pasture

14

Total

10

Arable

10

Permanent Crop

3.3

Permanent Pasture

23.3

Total

15

Arable

1

Permanent Crop

13

Permanent Pasture

29

Total

27.6

Arable

1.1

Permanent Crop

6.5

Permanent Pasture

35.2

Total

20.7

Arable

15.8

Permanent Crop

7

Permanent Pasture

43.5

Total

52.8

Arable

4.2

Permanent Crop

3.5

Permanent Pasture

60.5

Total

Source: Compiled from ‘The World Fact Book’, available at: https://www.cia.gov/
library/publications/the-world-factbook.
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Out of the 570 million farms of the world, two-third is in
Asia and 40 per cent of the Asian farms are in South Asia. The
total agricultural area of South Asia is 260793 thousand hectares,
largest part of this is in India that is 179799 thousand hectares
followed by Afghanistan and Pakistan with 37910 thousand hectares and 26550 thousand hectares respectively. Maldives has the
lowest agricultural land in this region with 7 thousand hectares
only (FAO, 2014).
Fifty-eight per cent of the total 652,230 sq. km of land
in Afghanistan is agricultural (12 per cent is arable land and 46
per cent is permanent pasture). Almost 70 per cent of the total
130,170 sq. km land in Bangladesh is agricultural (59 per cent
arable land, 6.5 per cent under permanent crops and 4.5 per cent
permanent pasture). Agricultural land in Bhutan constitutes 14
per cent of the 38,394 sq. km of land which includes 2.6 per
cent arable land, 0.3 per cent land under permanent crops and
11 per cent permanent pastures. In the Maldives, 23.3 per cent
of the 298 sq. km of land is agricultural land which includes 10
per cent arable land, 10 per cent under permanent crops and 3.3
per cent permanent pastures. Around 29 per cent of the 147,181
sq. km land in Nepal is used for agricultural purposes. It consists
of 15 per cent arable land, 1 per cent under permanent crops and
13 per cent permanent pastures. In Pakistan, 35.2 per cent of
796,095 sq. km of land is used for agriculture which consists of
27.6 per cent arable land, 1.1 per cent under permanent crops
and 6.5 per cent permanent pastures. In Sri Lanka 43.5 per cent
of the 65,610 sq. km of land is agricultural, which includes 20.7
per cent arable land, 15.8 per cent under permanent crops and 7
per cent permanent pastures. In India, out of 2,973,193 sq. km
of land, 60.5 per cent is agricultural land which includes 52.8 per
cent arable land, 4.2 per cent under permanent crops and 3.5 per
cent permanent pastures.
There is a common landholding trend in South Asian
countries as a large number of farmers hold small plots of land.
In India, 63 per cent of the farms are less than one hectare; they
form 19 per cent of the total agricultural land in the country;
31 per cent of the agricultural land is between 2 to 5 hectares
(around 14 per cent of the farms). In Nepal, 75 per cent of the

17
30
22
10

holdings 75
39

area

holdings 36

area

6

20

28

28

24

7

31

4
16

19

2

0

8

1

9

5

1

17

3

Source: Compiled from the base data given in FAO (2014).

Pakistan

Nepal

19

19

14

1–2 ha 2–5 ha 5–10 ha 10–20 ha

Percentage

<1 ha

63

Land Size ---->
South
Asia
holdings
India
area

12

1

..

..

5

0

10

0

..

..

..

..

20–50 ha >50 ha

Table 2.8: Farming category in South Asia (according to size of holdings)
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farms are less than one hectare (39 per cent of agricultural land);
7 per cent of the farms are between 2 to 5 hectares. Land ownership in Pakistan is highly skewed. The unequal landownership in
Pakistan is the main cause of poverty in the country because land
is the chief asset in an agrarian economy. In 2004, around 67
per cent of the households did not own any land in Pakistan and
18.25 per cent had ownership of less than 5 acres of land each. At
the same time, hardly 1 per cent of the households in the country
owned more than 35 acres of land each (Talat et al., 2004). As
per 2014 data, 36 per cent of the farms in Pakistan were less
than one hectare (6 per cent of the total agricultural land in the
country); 28 per cent of the farms were between 2 to 5 hectares
(28 per cent of the total agricultural land). In Pakistan, almost 10
per cent of the agricultural land was more than 50 hectares which
is less than 1 per cent of the total number of farms (Table 2.8).
On the one hand, a large number of farms in South Asia
are small or marginal but on the other hand smallholders provide
around 80 per cent of the food supply in Asian and sub- Saharan
countries (FAO, 2014).
Agriculture is the basis of the South Asian economies.
It not only supplies food but also employs a majority of the
population. Rural development and agricultural growth are the
main causative factors for the economic development of any developing country and they also help in the faster growth of the
industrial sector (Bashir and Ahmad, 2001). Some countries in
South Asia like Bangladesh, Sri Lanka and India have achieved
some sort of self-sufficiency in food production but Bhutan,
Afghanistan, Nepal and Pakistan are still deficit in food grain
production. These countries are making serious attempts to augment their production (Joshi et al., 2004). Agriculture accounts
for more than half of South Asia’s employment and contributes
around 20 per cent to its GDP, although agriculture’s share in
South Asia’s GDP has been waning gradually in recent decades.
Poor harvests have unfavourable implications for rural employment and incomes, inflation, food prices and overall growth (The
World Bank, 2013). As per ILO’s estimates, 46.3 per cent of the
total employment in the region was in agriculture.10 In 201410 http://www.ilo.org/global/industries-and-sectors/agriculture-plantations-other-
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15, the share of agriculture in GDP was the highest in Nepal at
34 per cent followed by Pakistan and Afghanistan with 25 and
24 per cent respectively. In the same period, agriculture contributed 17 per cent to India and Bhutan’s GDPs. Agriculture contributed 16 and 10 per cent respectively to Bangladesh and Sri
Lanka’s GDPs. Agriculture’s contribution to GDP was the lowest
in Maldives at 4 per cent only.11 Agriculture’s role in employment generation is very important for South Asian countries.
In Afghanistan, 60 per cent of the workforce was in agriculture
(ILO, 2012)12. In Bangladesh, agriculture employed 47 per cent
of the workforce (ILO, 2013)13. For Bhutan, India, Sri Lanka
and Pakistan the share was 62, 47, 39 and 43 per cent respectively in 2012.14 Agriculture provided employment to 74 per
cent of the total workforce in Nepal (ILO, 2011).15
In Afghanistan, which mostly depends on private and foreign investors in the agriculture sector, agricultural infrastructure
is declining. There was a decline of almost 43 per cent in total
irrigated land between the 1970s and 2010s, which indicates a
huge requirement of investments in the irrigation sector. Afghan
farmers are also not able to adopt high efficiency irrigation systems because of expensive imported tools. As per the Ministry
of Agriculture, Irrigation, Livestock of the Islamic Republic of
Afghanistan, the focus of the government is more towards large
farmers and private investors. The Private Sector Development
Directorate of the Ministry is focusing on these objectives. The
Afghan government is also welcoming investments in rice mill
processing, fresh fruit processing, farm machinery manufacturing, saffron processing and marketing, automated packing plants
and livestock by-products (MoE Afghanistan, 2012).
In Bangladesh, fisheries and livestock are also significant
sub-sectors contributing to agricultural GDP. Rice covers more
rural-sectors/lang--en/index.htm.
11 http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/NV.AGR.TOTL.ZS/countries?display=default.
12 http://www.refworld.org/pdfid/5124c39f2.pdf.
13 http://www.ilo.org/wcmsp5/groups/public/@dgreports/@dcomm/documents/
publication/wcms_229105.pdf.
14 http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SL.AGR.EMPL.ZS.
15 http://www.ilo.org/wcmsp5/groups/public/---asia/---ro-bangkok/---ilo-kathmandu/
documents/publication/wcms_151322.pdf.
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than 80 per cent of the agricultural land in the country. In recent
years, production as well as the area under pulses, oilseed and
wheat has reduced significantly and production of vegetables and
potatoes has increased noticeably (FAO, 2011); there are around
17 million small farms (less than 2 hectares). In Bangladesh,
small farms account for 96 per cent of the operational holdings
which cover 69 per cent of the cultivated area. The average farm
size declined from 1.4 hectare in year 1977 to 0.6 hectare in
1996. In 2011, the average size of operational landholdings was
0.5 hectare (Thapa and Gaiha, 2011).
In Maldives, coconut and other tree crops dominate the
agriculture sector. Apart from tree crops only 4,000 hectares
cover other agriculture crops. Integration of food security in
national planning is also very recent and was done in response
to the current food and fuel crisis. As a very first attempt for a
national plan for food security, Maldives removed tariffs on agricultural inputs, imported food items and fuel. The country is also
trying to intensify and diversify agriculture and fisheries. Climate
change is also a big challenge in the area of security in Maldives
because it is adversely affecting crops and fish stocks. Land for
cultivation is very less in Maldives and wherever it is available
the soil is very poor and fresh water for irrigation is not available. Given this scarcity of basic requirements for cultivation,
development of agriculture is very limited. About 50 per cent
of the agricultural land is actually ‘agriculture islands’, which are
leased out to private entrepreneurs for agriculture development.
Although agricultural growth is limited but agriculture-allied
sectors like fishery are the backbone of Maldives’ economy; this
is also the second most important sector after tourism. Fisheries
and other marine activities employ about 30 per cent of the
country’s workforce.
Nepal’s agricultural growth is among the lowest in South
Asia. Low agricultural production is mainly because of a high
proportion of rain-fed agriculture, limited agricultural inputs,
inadequate technical assistance, traditional farming practices,
poor extension services and limited availability of agricultural
credit. Only 40 per cent of the rural households in Nepal produce enough food to meet their year round needs; 3.4 million
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landholding households barely produce enough food to meet six
months of their food needs. Landlessness is huge among Dalits
and Muslims. In the hilly areas of Nepal 44.6 per cent Dalits are
marginal farmers with 0.18 to 0.40 hectare farm size; 44 per cent
of the Terai Dalits are landless; and 40.4 per cent of the Muslims
in Nepal are landless. Access to food is constrained due to limited
possibilities of non-agricultural incomes and restricted access to
productive resources. As per a 2008 World Food Programme
study, 75 per cent of the surveyed households did not have sufficient access to food, and more than 95 per cent of the very poor
households had insufficient access to food (FAO, 2010).
In Sri Lanka, non-agricultural daily manual work has the
largest share in the total income generation in the country; 24 per
cent of the total income is generated by non-agricultural labour.
Farming is the second largest income source, which accounts for
20 per cent followed by salaried employment. Paddy is the most
produced crop in the country. Some portion of the population
is also involved in highland cultivation. Land-owning farmers
are facing many problems including shortage of seeds and tools
in the Northern province. Lesser land is available for leasing out
and in case of tenancy, the rent is very high. Lack of irrigation
facilities is also a hindrance to agricultural growth in the country. Since households only undertake subsistence farming they
do not sell their produce in the market. Even though it is an
island, the Sri Lankan population is hardly involved in fishing.
Only around 8 per cent of the total income comes from fishing.
As per FAO (2011), lack of infrastructure related to fishing and
low selling prices are major reasons for the lesser engagement of
the population in this activity. As a result of all these factors, the
country is import dependent for food crops including rice (FAO,
2011).
2.7.1 Food Security
Despite having the world’s highest number of farms and agricultural dependent populations, South Asia’s performance regarding food security is not remarkable. East and South Asia started
with the same number of under-nourished people in 1990-92.
At that time East Asia’s performance was well ahead of South

Total
population
(in million)

1,217.4

1,243.1

1,268.7

1,294.4

1,320

1,345.7

1,371.4

1,397.1

1,422.5

1,447.8

1,472.8

1,497.5

1,521.8

1,545.8

Year

1990-92

1991-93

1992-94

1993-95

1994-96

1995-97

1996-98

1997-99

1998-00

1999-01

2000-02

2001-03

2002-04

2003-05

20.8

20.3

19.3

18.5

18.2

18.7

19.6

20.7

21.8

22.7

23.1

23.2

23

23.9

Prevalence of undernourishment (%)

Table 2.9: Food security status (1990 to 2016)

149

145

137

130

128

131

138

146

154

161

164

164

162

169

Depth of food deficit
(kcal / capita/ day)

30.5

29.7

28.3

27.2

26.7

27.3

28.2

29.4

30.6

31.5

31.9

31.9

31.7

32.8

Prevalence of food
inadequacy (%)

46.5

45.9

45.2

44.7

43.9

43

42

41.1

40.2

39.3

38.3

37.5

37

36.6

Per cent of arable
land equipped for
irrigation (%)
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1,592.2

1,614.8

1,637

1,659.2

1,681.5

1,703.9

1,726.4

1,749

1,771.4

1,793.5

2005-07

2006-08

2007-09

2008-10

2009-11

2010-12

2011-13

2012-14*

2013-15*

2014-16*

Source: Compiled from FAO’s Food Security Indicators.
Note: *Estimated; NA-Not Available.

1,569.3

2004-06

15.7

15.9

16

16

16.1

16.3

16.6

17.5

18.8

20.1

20.8

114

115

116

115

116

117

119

125

135

144

150

24.5

24.7

24.8

24.8

24.9

25.1

25.6

26.6

28.2

29.8

30.6

NA

NA

NA

NA

49.8

49.7

49.5

49

48.5

47.8

47.2
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Table 2.10: Basic public services (1990 to 2012)
Year

Percentage of the population
Percentage of population with
with access to improved water
access to sanitation facilities
sources

1990

72.5

23.1

1991

72.7

23.4

1992

73.5

24.3

1993

74.3

25.1

1994

75.2

26

1995

76.1

26.9

1996

77

27.8

1997

77.9

28.7

1998

78.8

29.6

1999

79.8

30.5

2000

80.7

31.4

2001

81.5

32.3

2002

82.5

33.2

2003

83.4

34.2

2004

84.3

35.1

2005

85.2

36

2006

86.1

36.8

2007

87

37.8

2008

87.9

38.7

2009

88.8

39.6

2010

89.7

40.4

2011

90.5

41.2

2012

91.4

42

Source: Compiled from FAO’s Food Security Indicators.

Asia’s which could not meet either the MDG or the World Food
Summit’s (WFS) hunger targets. The highest number of the
world’s under-nourished people live in South Asia (FAO, 2015).
South Asia’s poor performance is mainly because of conflict, wars
and poor rural infrastructure in the region.

Support for Smallholder Agriculture and its Implication for Food Security 69

Availability is the first step towards food security. Over
the past two decades, growth in food production has been more
than the growth in population. Today the food in the world is
more than enough to feed the entire population. South Asia also
recorded a small increase in per capita food supply in the last
quarter century (FAO, 2015) (Table 2.9). This increase includes
diversification in food consumption from traditional food to
fisheries, livestock, vegetables etc. (Joshi et al., 2004). Access is
the second step towards food security. Food access and income
are correlated (although there are many other determinants of
food access like social barriers). In Asia, South Asia’s performance
regarding per capita income is worse than the Eastern and Southeastern regions. Within South Asia also there are wide variations
in terms of per capita GDP. As far as stability in food supply is
concerned, numerous indicators show an enhanced condition in
South Asia. The percentage arable area equipped with irrigation
has increased by 36 per cent in Southern Asia. Cereal import
dependency has decreased in the region by 58 per cent. Utility
is the last ladder of food security. South Asia has higher rates
of wasting among children than Eastern Asia. Children suffering from wasting are between 6 to 20 per cent in South Asia.
The problem of stunting in children exists in all countries in
the region. There is high incidence of anaemia among pregnant
women and children in South Asia.
South Asia as a whole has not been able to achieve much on
food security indicators and its correlates in the last two and a half
decades and the rate of improvement is very low. The proportion
of the under-nourished population declined to 15.9 per cent in
2013-15 from 30 per cent in 1990-92 and is estimated to decline
to 15.7 per cent by 2014-16. And if the same trend continues it
will take a minimum of three to four decades to bring everyone
out of under-nourishment. Depth of food deficit has declined only
to 115 (kal/capita/day) from 169 (kal/capita/day) and still almost
25 per cent of the population suffers from food inadequacy. South
Asia’s performance in terms of arable land which is irrigated is also
not remarkable as it only increased to 49.8 per cent in 2010-12
from 36 per cent in 1990-92. So there is a need to focus more on
irrigation infrastructure for developing agriculture.
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The proportion of the population having access to improved water sources in South Asia increased from 72.4 per cent
in 1990 to 91.4 per cent in 2012 while the proportion of the
population having access to sanitation facilities was more remarkable as in 1990, 21.3 per cent of the population had access
to sanitation services which increased to 42 per cent in 2012
(Table 2.10).
In Afghanistan around 54 per cent of the children below
the age of 5 years are chronically malnourished and 34 per cent
are under-weight. Around 72 per cent of the children under-5
years suffer from a deficiency of key micronutrients like iron and
iodine. Further, 29 per cent of the Afghan population consumes
less than 2,100 calories per day, which is the minimum calorie
requirement. The problem of food insecurity also depends on
seasons. During the spring season, 24 per cent of the population
suffers from poor diet and 33 per cent from calorie deficiency
(MoE Afghanistan, 2012). Almost 80 per cent of the population
lives in rural areas where food insecurity is higher than it is in
urban areas. In rural areas, 30 per cent of the population does
not consume the minimum calorie requirements, whereas calorie
deficiency affects 24 per cent of the population in urban areas.
Diet-diversification is also very low in rural areas. Poor diversity
in diet affects 21 per cent of the rural population and 14 per cent
of the urban population. Food insecurity is higher in the mountain and plateau regions of Afghanistan. The people in these regions experience much higher protein and calorie deficiency as
compared to those living in the lowlands. Topography too affects
food security through various channels like access to markets and
transportation costs (MoE Afghanistan, 2012).
Bangladesh also faces severe food insecurity despite having significant involvement in agriculture. Around 40 per cent
of its total population is consuming less than 2,122 kcal per
capita, per day, while 20 per cent of population consumes less
than 1,805 kcal per capita, per day. At least 40 million people in
Bangladesh were under-nourished by the end of 2004‐06 which
was around 12 per cent of total under-nourished people in South
Asia. According to another estimate (HIES, 2005) Bangladesh
had 56 million under-nourished people. Within this, 27 million
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people consumed less than 1,805 calories per day and 11 million
consumed less than 1,600 calories per day. Availability of pulses,
vegetables, fruits and oilseeds which are the main sources of proteins, vitamins and minerals were below requirements. Although
there has been an increase in the production of meat, milk and
eggs but these food items are not sufficient for a nutritionally balanced diet. Like Afghanistan, the rural population in Bangladesh
is more under-nourished than its urban counterparts. Food
consumed in rural areas is highly imbalanced resulting in a high
occurrence of malnutrition. Food insecurity is persistent in all
types of households, whether they produce food or not, because
they are unable to afford the minimum food items through their
money incomes, own food production and other possessions
necessary to acquire nutritious food (FAO, 2011).
Bhutan is very vulnerable in terms of food security. The
largest portion of its food requirements is imported from India.
The impact of global food inflation has also been large for Bhutan.
Like other nations in the region, in Bhutan too there is more
food insecurity in rural parts. The Government of Bhutan introduced a Comprehensive National Food Security programme
in 1994, which was based on the principles of pro-poor growth,
employment generation, economic viability and environmental
sustainability (FAO, 2011).
Food security in Maldives is different from any other
country in South Asia as the country is completely import-dependent for food items. The main staple grains of the country,
including rice are imported. Other than Malé, subsistence agriculture and fishing are the main sources of food security. These
are also the main sources of livelihood of the people of Maldives
(FAO, 2011).
In Nepal poverty and food insecurity are the worst in distant hills. Local food production is not sufficient for more than
six months. According to the country’s Tenth Five Year Plan, the
reasons for high poverty are regional, gender, ethnic and caste related inequalities. Poor governance and failures in the delivery of
social services also create problems. On the one hand the prices
of food commodities are increasing and on the other hand, the
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incomes of the deprived section are stagnant. Food insecurity is
persistent in Nepal, not only in food deficit areas but also within
marginalized sections in areas with surplus food production.
The Government of Nepal has not paid adequate attention to
food security at the national level. Nepal also has food insecurity
because the country is a net food importer. The national food
deficit average is 14.3 per cent which varies between 79 per cent
for hilly areas and 7 per cent in the plains (FAO, 2010).
In Pakistan since there is a continuous increase in population, there is also an increase in food demand. In order to address
its food insecurity problems, Pakistan focused on wheat production and it has doubled production in the last 30 years but over
time there have also been changes in the composition of food
intake. This has resulted in the share of wheat in total calorie
consumption decreasing. In spite of improvements in aggregate
food production, malnutrition is still prevalent in Pakistan. For
instance, around 33 per cent of all pregnant women were malnourished in 2010 and in 2001-02 more than 30 per cent of
all infant deaths were mainly because of malnutrition. As per a
UNICEF study, in 2001-02 about 38 per cent of the children
less than five years were moderate to severely under-weight. FAO
(2008) reported that the overall under-nourishment was about
24 per cent in 2004, which was the worst in South Asia after
Bangladesh. Therefore, a higher national level food production
in Pakistan does not reflect an increase in calorie-rich food intake. This could be because of inequalities in landholdings and
worsening incomes. Food insecurity is more in rural Pakistan
than in the urban parts of the country. Despite the fact that food
is produced in rural areas, a majority of the poor have lesser access to food as compared to those in urban areas. Landholdings,
education and employment are the main determinants of households’ economic access to food. Food insecure people in rural as
well as in urban parts mostly depend on the market for obtaining
food. Reliance of the urban poor on the market for food is well
acknowledged but landless poor, small and marginal farmers in
rural part also depending on the market for food to a great extent
is not. All landless rural households (45 per cent of the total rural
population) and 30 per cent landed households also rely on the
market for food (Ahmad and Farooq, 2010).
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2.7.2 India
In the last quarter century, the Indian economy has experienced
structural changes. During this period, agriculture’s share in
GDP has declined and that of manufacturing and services has
increased. In 1991, agriculture’s share in GDP was 29.4 per
cent, after a decade it had decreased to 22.9 per cent, in 2011
it was 18.4 per cent and in 2015 it had gone down to 17 per
cent. Although agriculture’s share is declining, it still employs
around half of the total employed in India (World Bank data).
On the one hand there is a jobless growth in the manufacturing
and service sectors (Kannan and Raveendran, 2012) and on the
other hand agriculture is getting lesser space in macroeconomic
policy since the early 1990s (Jha and Negre, 2007). Given this
situation, the agrarian question is not dead; instead it is more
pertinent (Moyo et al., 2015). The neo-liberal economic regime
since the early 1990s has affected the rural economy adversely
(Jha, 2007). According to Patnaik (2012: 27):
…as the pursuit of an autonomous capitalist development
has been compromised in the neoliberal period, the Indian
peasantry has come under severe strain and, in many ways,
this is reminiscent of the colonial rule when policies similar
to neo-liberalism prevailed.

The current macroeconomic policy relating to agriculture
is derived from WTO’s global competitiveness view which can
only produce mass marginalization and pauperization (Amin,
2012). Due to the trade liberalization policy, developing countries have experienced falling per head output of basic staples, severely undermining food security for their populations (Patnaik,
2012). In the post-independence period, the Indian agrarian
economy could do better because of limited land reforms and
public investments. Although there are some cyclical fluctuations but since the inception of neo-liberal reforms which led to
globalization, privatization and de-regulation, the crises in the
agrarian economy have started aggravating. The compound annual growth rate of agricultural output between 1985-85 and
1994-95 was 4.1 per cent which decreased to 0.6 per cent between 1994-95 and 2004-05 (Athreya, 2013). Other than the
stagnation in agricultural output the prices received by farmers
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also declined in the same period. After 1987 the ratio of prices
received by farmers and the prices paid by them fell sharply indicating rising prices of agricultural inputs (Jeromi, 2007). These
trends raise questions about the profitability of agriculture in
India. This might also be the reason behind farmers’ willingness to quit agriculture. As per NSSO (2005), 40 per cent of the
farmers disliked agriculture, 27 per cent reported that it was not
profitable, 8 per cent said it was risky and 5 per cent reported
other reasons for their dislike (Nagraj, 2008). During the same
period, India also experienced food inflation but that did not
reach smallholder farmers (Chandrasekhar, 2013).
The Indian Agrarian Community
As per the National Sample Survey (NSS) (2013) rural
India had 90.2 million agricultural households or about 57.8
per cent of the total rural households. Poorer states (in terms
of per capita income) constituted a higher share of agricultural
households than the national average. Madhya Pradesh, Uttar
Pradesh, Rajasthan and Haryana had a larger share of agricultural
households in total rural households. Socially deprived categories in India constituted more than three-fourth of the agricultural households. Schedule Castes, Schedule Tribes and Other
Backward Communities constituted around 16 per cent, 14 per
cent and 45 per cent respectively of the total agricultural households. The ownership of land had a socioeconomic pattern from
where inequalities in the agrarian sector generated. In India, as
per NSS (2003-04), more than 40 per cent of the households
in the rural areas did not own any productive land. It was also
found that between 1992 and 2003-04, inequalities in ownership of land increased (Raval, 2008).
The concentration of land in a few hands and dependence
of a large portion of the population on agriculture reflects a tenantrentier relationship to a great degree. There is also a trend of the
marginalization of the Indian peasantry as the number of small
and marginal farmers is increasing. It was found that in 2012-13,
the percentage share of ST agricultural households increased from
the lowest size class of land possessed and reached its maximum in
the size class of 1.01 to 2.00 hectares and then gradually decreased
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to its lowest level at the highest size class. The percentage share of
SC agricultural households decreased gradually from 28 per cent
in the lowest size class to about 3 per cent in the highest size class of
land possessed. OBC agricultural households had an almost uniform distribution over different size classes of land possessed except for the lowest and highest size classes where they had slightly
higher shares than the share of the ‘all sizes’ class.
It was also reported in NSS (70th Round) that even after
being involved in agriculture, the primary source of income for
22 per cent of the agricultural households was wage labour. Out
of the total agricultural households, less than 64 per cent households reported agriculture as their primary source of income.
Agricultural activities were the main source of income for a bulk
of the households in all the major states, except Kerala where
about 61 per cent of the agricultural households reported earning
maximum incomes from sources other than agricultural activities. More than 80 per cent of agricultural households in Assam,
Chhattisgarh and Telangana reported agricultural activity as their
principal source of income.
In terms of landholding patterns there is a significant increase in the number of marginal farmers and such farmers have
to rely primarily on wage work to earn their livelihoods. Further,
chronic indebtedness in rural India is enormous. As per the situation assessment survey (2013), only 42.9 per cent of the agricultural households could access the formal banking system for loans.
Most of the households had to rely on informal moneylenders who
charged very high interest rates. There is also a negative correlation
between smaller land ownership and access to the formal money
lending system. The formal banking system is not equally accessible to all sorts of farmers. Marginal farmers have lesser access to
institutional credit (NSSO, 2014). The same survey reveals that
the outstanding loan per agricultural household was Rs 47,000.
Financial liberalization has aggravated the situation as it has prevented government interventions in the allocation of credit, encouraging the private banking system and lowering capital control
by the banking system (Chandrasekhar and Ghosh, 2002).
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Agricultural Production
Making food available is the first step towards eradicating
hunger. Food insecurity in many part of the globe is primarily because of unavailability of food grains either because of a
fall in food production (Kannan, 2000) or because of the export
orientation of the country (Patnaik, 1997). Continued growth
in agricultural production in India began during the 1950s and
later the green revolution contributed to increasing agricultural
production through technological changes but this increase
in production had its own spatial pattern (Deokaret, 2013;
Kurosaki and Wada, 2015; Mathur et al., 2006). In the last two
and a half decades, total food grain production in India has increased from 176 million tonnes to 252.68 million tonnes (RBI,
2015). However, the growth in productivity is not the same
across states. Even within a state, there are regional disparities
(Mohanty, 2009). In the post- liberalization period the country
is diversifying its agriculture in favour of high value commodities
like vegetables and fruits. This diversification is influenced by
price policy and market infrastructure (Joshi et al., 2004). It is
also noticed that more land is being brought under cash crop cultivation (Gomathy, 1993). Post-liberalization the export oriented
macroeconomic policies have adversely affected the food security
of the country (Patnaik, 1997).
A Profile of Food Security Indicators and Correlates:
India
India is home to the largest number of hungry people in the
world. Out of 119 countries India’s position is 94th in the Global
Hunger Index. According to NFHS (2005–06), 30 per cent of
the new born babies were of low birth weight (LBW) and 47 per
cent of the children were under-weight (MSSRF, 2008). As per the
same report the share of under-weight children in urban areas was
36 per cent and that in rural areas was 49 per cent. There has been
no improvement in the rural-urban divide. Levels of wasting and
stunting are higher in rural areas. Apart from rural-urban differences, there are also interstate disparities (Kumar, 2007).
Table 2.11 provides an overview of food security indicators in India. The proportion of under-nourished population
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Table 2.11: Food security status (1990 to 2016)

Year

Total
population
(millions)

Prevalence
of undernourishment
(%)

Depth of the
food deficit
(kcal / capita
/ day)

Prevalence
of food
inadequacy
(%)

Per cent of
arable land
equipped for
irrigation (%)

1990-92

886.3

45.6

165

33.1

30.5

1991-93
1992-94

903.7
921.1

44.8
41.3

154
156

31.4
31.6

30.6
31.1

1993-95

938.5

37.9

154

31.4

31.8

1994-96

955.8

35.4

151

30.9

32.8

1995-97

973.1

35

142

29.7

33.8

1996-98

990.5

35

133

28.2

34.7

1997-99

1,007.7

34.1

125

26.9

35.6

1998-00

1,025

31.3

120

26.1

36.6

1999-01

1,042.3

28.1

118

25.7

37.6

2000-02

1,059.5

25.4

122

26.5

38.4

2001-03
2002-04

1,076.7
1,093.7

23.3
21.4

131
141

28
29.8

39.1
39.6

2003-05

1,110.5

19.9

149

31.2

40.1

2004-06

1,127

19

152

31.7

40.6

2005-07

1,143.2

18.5

146

30.8

41.1

2006-08

1,159

17.8

134

28.8

41.6

2007-09

1,174.6

16.8

122

26.8

41.9

2008-10

1,190.1

15.6

115

25.4

42.2

2009-11

1,205.6

14.5

112

24.9

42.4

2010-12

1,221.2

13.6

111

24.7

42.6

2011-13

1,236.7

13

110

24.6

NA

2012-14*

1,252.1

12.5

110

24.6

NA

2013-15*

1,267.3

11.8

110

24.4

NA

Source: Compiled from FAO’s Food Security Indicators.
Note: *Estimated.
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declined from 45 per cent in 1990-92 to 12.5 per cent in 201214 and it is estimated to decline to 11.8 per cent by the end of
2013-15. But very less has been achieved in terms of reducing the
depth of food deficit (kal/capita/day). The depth of food deficit
was 165 (kal / capita / day) in 1990-92 and it was still 110 (kal /
capita / day) in 2013-15. Even after reducing the proportion of
under-nourished population to 12.5 per cent, 24.5 per cent of
the population suffered from food inadequacy. Not much has
been achieved on the irrigation front as the percentage of arable
land which is irrigated had increased only to 42.6 per cent by
2010-12 from 30.6 per cent in 1990-92.
When it comes to providing basic services the state has
failed although per capita GDP increased from US$ 1,501 in
1990 to US$ 4,192.3 in 2012 (Table 2.12). The proportion
of the population having access to improved water sources increased from 70.3 per cent in 1990 to 92.6 in 2012. The proportion of population having access to basic sanitation facilities increased only from 17.7 per cent in 1990 to 36 per cent in 2012.
Moreover, the prevalence of anaemia among pregnant women
increased from the 51.8 per cent in 1990 to 53.6 per cent in
2011 and 31.3 per cent of the children under the age of five years
were suffering from anaemia in 2011.
Investments in Agriculture
During the first Plan period, the government made significant promises regarding the rural economy but its priorities
changed in the very next Plan. As a share of GDP, expenditure
in the rural economy increased from 1.9 per cent in the 1970s
to 2.8 per cent in the 1980s (Jha and Acharya, 2011). Since the
early 1990s insufficient capital formation has been a main factor
leading to a slower pace of technological change and agricultural
infrastructure in India that has adversely affected agricultural
productivity and output. The government is choosing to decrease
agricultural investments in comparison to other expenditures.
The decline in agricultural investments started in the 1980s and
continued thereafter. The share of agricultural investments to
total public investments was 15.3 per cent in 1980-81 which
declined to less than 8 per cent by 2009-10 (Dhavan and Yadav,
1997; Himanshu, 2012; Jha and Acharya, 2011).
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Table 2.12: GDP and basic services (1990 to 2013)

Year

GDP per capita
(in purchasing
power equivalent, constant
2011 international $)

Population
with access
to improved
water sources
(%)

Population
with access
to sanitation
facilities (%)

Prevalence of
anaemia among
pregnant
women (%)

Prevalence
of anaemia
among children under
5 years of
age (%)

1990

1,501.1

70.3

17.7

51.8

53.8

1991

1,561.6

71.4

17.8

52.2

52

1992

1,666.7

72.4

18.7

52.5

49.9

1993

1,770.4

73.4

19.5

52.9

47.9

1994

1,894.7

74.5

20.4

53.3

45.9

1995

2,041.8

75.5

21.2

53.6

44

1996

2,197

76.5

22.1

54

42.1

1997

2,339.3

77.6

22.9

54.3

40.2

1998

2,436.5

78.6

23.8

54.5

38.5

1999

2,514.8

79.6

24.6

54.8

37.1

2000

2,649.7

80.6

25.5

55

35.8

2001

2,778.4

81.6

26.3

55.1

34.7

2002

2,919.9

82.7

27.2

55.2

33.7

2003

3,085.3

83.7

28.1

55.3

33

2004

3,278.4

84.7

29

55.3

32.3

2005

3,484.9

85.7

29.9

55.2

32

2006

3,687

86.7

30.7

55

31.5

2007

3,907.3

87.7

31.6

54.7

31.3

2008

4,084.8

88.7

32.5

54.4

31.1

2009

4,260

89.7

33.4

54.2

31.1

2010

4,486.3

90.7

34.2

53.9

31.1

2011

4,717

91.6

35.1

53.6

31.3

2012

4,912.3

92.6

36

NA

NA

2013

5,124.6

NA

NA

NA

NA

Source: Compiled from FAO’s Food Security Indicators.
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There has been an increase in the use of inputs in Indian
agriculture. Irrigation increased from 17 per cent to 41 per cent
of total cultivated area between 1950–51 and 2003–04. In the
same period, fertilizer consumption increased from less than 1 kg
per hectare to 90 kg per hectare. The area under high yielding varieties as a per cent of total cropped area increased from 15 to 75
per cent between 1970-71 and the late 1990s. Agriculture’s share
in total electricity consumption in the country increased from
4 per cent in 1950–51 to 30 per cent in 2003-04 (Dev, 2012).
Input subsidies are the most crucial aspect of India’s policy
on food and agriculture. These require gradually larger budget
shares. Subsidizing agricultural inputs is an effort to keep farm
costs low and increasing production. The Government of India
pays fertilizer producers directly for selling fertilizers at lower
than market prices. On the other hand, the government supplies
irrigation and electricity directly to the farmers at prices below
the cost of production.
Under the price control subsidy system, the government
subsidized phosphatic, potassic and nitrogenous fertilizers. Just
after adopting the new economic policies, the government decontrolled phosphatic and potassic fertilizers. This resulted in a
sharp increase in their prices and also a dramatic fall in their use.
Considering the importance of such fertilizers and to make these
fertilizers available to farmers at prices less than the market price
the union government started giving a concession for decontrolled
phosphatic and potassic fertilizers in 2002 (Mullen et al., 2005).
The use of fertilizers is inversely related to the size of the farm,
that is, use of fertilizers per hectare is more for small and marginal
farms. This is true for both irrigated as well as un-irrigated areas.
As per one study, use of fertilizers per hectare by marginal farmers
increased in irrigated areas from 100 kg in 1980-81 to 252 kg in
2001-02. During the 1980s the consumption of fertilizers was almost the same for all farm sizes but by 2001-02 this had increased
for small and marginal farms (Dev, 2012).
There were changes in agricultural productive forces during the early 1980s with the entry of tractors in a major way.
With the help of good access to subsidized credit, it was primarily
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the big landowners who bought tractors. This technically transformed agricultural production and processing. Technical changes in agriculture led by tractors were not only limited to big
landholders but smallholders also started using tractors and this
soon became a common practice. The use of tractors started not
only for ploughing but also for winnowing and threshing. This
technical change benefited big landholders to a great extent as
they rented out their tractors to small and marginal farmers. This
way, small and marginal farmers were not able to use the subsidy
equally. Subsidies for tractors or other forms of mechanization
helped big farmers more (Vaddiraju, 2013).
Electricity is another extensively used input in agriculture. In most states, electricity for agriculture is provided at
very low prices and in some cases it is even free. Subsidies for
agricultural electricity in India have generated noteworthy benefits. They have helped increase agricultural output and food
security. Since electricity is used for extraction of groundwater
(tube wells or dug wells) so the ownership of these wells decides
the direction of the electricity subsidy. The distribution of shallow tube wells and dug wells’ ownership is more skewed toward
small and marginal farmer (Badiani et al., 2012). Getting the
benefits of the electricity subsidy also depends on the supply of
electricity. Apart from inefficient electricity supply Bassi (2015:
64-65) says:
In most parts of Eastern India, groundwater is shallow
and a majority of farmers depend on rented diesel pumps
or cheap Chinese diesel pumps to abstract groundwater.
Cost of Chinese pump varies from Rs 7,000 (for 3 hp) to
Rs 8,500 (for 5 hp) (Shah et al 2009). Contrary to this,
the cost of a solar irrigation pump varies from Rs 4,00,000
to Rs 4,50,000. Even after getting a subsidy of, let us say,
75per cent, farmers have to pay around Rs 1,00,000 to Rs
1,12,500 per unit. It is almost impossible for small and
marginal farmers in Eastern India to shell out this money.

Irrigation is the other major input and biggest driving
force in agriculture. India lacks water resources for irrigation
(GoI, 2012). Realizing both the protective and productive roles
of irrigation the Government of India has undertaken many large
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projects to bring more areas under irrigation. After the Fourth
Five Year Plan the gap between the irrigation potential created
and utilized started increasing. Around 85.03 Mha of irrigation potential was created under Accelerated Irrigation Benefit
Programme (AIBP) till March 2013. The Eleventh Five Year Plan
also prioritized the completion of on-going irrigation projects
on time and in a cost effective manner. The Plan targeted creating an additional irrigation potential of 16 Mha (major and
medium -- 9 Mha, minor surface irrigation -- 1.5Mha and minor
groundwater projects -- 4.5Mha). The government’s investments
in minor irrigation based on groundwater have not been very
large as compared to its investments in surface water. Private expenditure is large in groundwater irrigation investments. In India
development of groundwater irrigation has not been uniform.
Further, there has been over-exploitation of groundwater irrigation in states such as Punjab, Gujarat, Haryana, Andhra Pradesh
and Rajasthan (GoI, 2012). In a majority of the states groundwater is the largest source of irrigation. There has been a depletion
in the water table due to over-dependence on deep drilling of
groundwater, especially through tube wells. Presently tube wells
account for nearly 40 per cent of the irrigation. Groundwater
irrigation requires high capital investments with the result that it
has become very difficult for small and marginal farmers to enjoy
the benefits of groundwater irrigation. So the groundwater revolution which was primarily fuelled by private investments has left
small and marginal farmers out of the benefits of an extension in
irrigation (Joshi, 1997).
The other issue regarding agrarian infrastructure is the
credit system. An informal credit sector exists in almost all the
villages in India. The growth of formal credit has not been sufficient to end the supremacy of informal lenders. There is also
a difference in access to formal lending across caste and class
(Swaminathan, 2012). In the 1990s, there was a sharp fall in
credit flows to agriculture which also side-lined small and marginal farmers in the supply of agricultural credit. In the 2000s
when direct lending to agriculture increased, it was more oriented towards large agricultural business enterprises rather than
on marginal and small farmers. After 1990, small and marginal
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farmers were increasingly side-lined in terms of formal credit supply. This decline was persistent both in terms of lending amounts
as well as the number of accounts.
The share of loan accounts held by small and marginal
farmers declined in the 1990s and in the 2000s. Outstanding
credit per account for big farmers was more than that for small
and marginal farmers and this difference in outstanding credit
per account between big farmers and small and marginal farmers
has increased over the years (Ramkumar, 2007). As a result of
acute agrarian distress, the Government of India introduced the
Agrarian and Rural Debt Relief (ARDR) scheme in 2008-09.
Some provisions were made in the scheme to waive off the debts
(from formal sources) of small and marginal farmers. Since most
of the small and marginal farmers borrowed from the informal
sector, they were excluded from the scheme (Ramkumar, 2013).
Price policy plays an important role from the point of
forward linkages in agriculture not only for producers but also
for consumers. India’s agricultural price policy is also crucial for
achieving food security. The enormous tasks of production, procurement and distribution are not possible without the efficient
working of the country’s price policy. Price intervention was
adopted as part of the policy on the green revolution to increase
agricultural production. Price intervention was meant to incentivize production by setting a remunerative and cost plus price
for certain agricultural products.
Minimum support price (MSP) includes 24 major crops,
primarily food grains. The Commission for Agricultural Costs
and Prices (CACP) recommends different prices for producers,
while the government by announcing the MSP guarantees the
purchase at these prices. Nevertheless, the benefit of support
prices is not equal for all landholding classes. The union government’s procurement agency, the Food Cooperation of India
(FCI) itself admits to this. The recommendations of a FCI high
level committee say, ‘FCI needs to be pro-active, mobilizing state
and other agencies to provide benefits of MSP and procurement
to larger number of farmers, especially small and marginal ones’
(FCI, 2015: v). This is a result of the continuous failure of the
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procurement agency in procuring from all small and marginal
farmers. The recommendations note that farmers (primarily
small and medium) are facing the problem of distress selling of
agricultural products at prices which are far below MSP in states
like Uttar Pradesh, Bihar, West Bengal, Assam etc. (FCI, 2015).
The study also found that some small and marginal farmers sold
better varieties of food grains and bought lower qualities for consumption. Small and marginal farmers often sold their outputs
at relatively low prices just after the harvest to cover their cash
expenses. Because of higher prices in the market, large farmers
benefited because they produce to sell large portions of their produce but smaller farmers lose because they are net buyers of food
(Chandrasekhar, 2013).
The post-1990 period is also marked by the withdrawal of
some other institutional support to agriculture. In 1995, India
joined WTO, which resulted in a fall in output prices and also
a reduction in subsides which subsequently resulted in higher
input costs. Higher input costs were not equally compensated
by an increase in support prices by the government. The MSP
administered by the union government was not available to
all farmers, especially small and marginal farmers (Ramkumar,
2013).

Chapter 3

An Assessment of Public Investment
Priorities in Agriculture:
With Reference to Food and Nutritional
Security of Smallholder Agriculture

3.1 Introduction

Issues relating to the agriculture sector, for example, key determinants of agricultural development, role of agriculture in
overall economic transformation, trends and patterns of public
investments in rural infrastructure and agriculture research and
education have engaged the attention of several policy analysts
and academics in recent times. It is well-acknowledged that a
growing agriculture and allied services sector is expected to contribute vastly to overall economic growth and poverty alleviation,
particularly in less developed countries. In these countries, public
investments are considered a critical factor for augmenting capital formation in the agriculture sector and for sustaining private
investments. Although there have been strong linkages between
increased public expenditure and growth in the agriculture sector, prioritization of such expenditure has never been realized
in the annual public budgets of these countries. If this trend is
not reversed through adequate public provisioning, the growth
of this sector will be far from reality. Hence, public investments
in the agriculture sector are viewed as one of the most important
and effective strategies for economic growth and poverty reduction in rural areas.
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The agriculture sector in developing countries, which is
dominated by small and marginal holders and farm labourers,
provides livelihoods to a major chunk of the population, especially in rural areas. Nonetheless, other sectors like industries and
services also play a crucial role in developing these economies.
However, developing these sectors depends primarily on the agriculture sector as a supplier of raw materials. Hence, developing
agriculture will not only ensure the overall growth of the economy in developing countries, but also provide sustained food
and nutrition security to smallholder farmers. Further, available
literature has also established that long-term and sustainable development of any economy can only thrive with a growth of agriculture. In such a scenario, the importance of appropriate rural
infrastructure, physical as well as social, in facilitating agricultural development and the role of public investments therein are
of critical concern at this juncture. But the irony is that due to
inadequate attention in the overall policy framework followed by
lack of budgetary support, the agriculture sector has been facing
the largest brunt of under-productivity and hence, agriculture as
an occupation has become unviable.
As noted earlier, available literature suggests that there
exists a strong positive correlation between public investments
in agriculture and economic development, especially during
the post-World War-II period. In this regard W. Arthur Lewis’s
contribution is probably one of the most significant . Lewis
(1954) proposed a two-sector stylized model and argued that by
transferring the relatively low-productive labour from the ‘traditional’ sector, namely agriculture, to a relatively higher productive sector, namely industry, the savings constraint can be eased
considerably. He further argued that reinvestment of surplus
(that is, profits) by the modern sector can lead to sustained accumulation, and the rising share of profits in the national income will facilitate the further expansion of the modern sector
in particular and of the economy as a whole in general. One of
the early formal presentations of the Lewis model was the crucial
message from Fei and Ranis’s (1961) analysis which stated that in
the early stages of economic transformation, the agriculture sector is called upon to make a substantial net surplus contribution.
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At this stage, further economic growth becomes conditional on
technological progress, innovational intensity etc.
The Lewis model was so influential that a number of twosector growth models have addressed the issue of inter-sectoral
resource flows. However, all these models had typical neo-classical features in which full employment was guaranteed by a flexible real wage rate. For instance, Schultz (1964)1 argued that any
withdrawal of workers from agriculture for industry will, ceteris
paribus, result in a reduction in agricultural output. Jorgenson’s
key result is that if technological changes in agriculture are not
rapid enough, the agriculture sector can never produce either
food surplus or productively release its ‘labour surplus’ to the
industry relative to population growth. Hence, there have been
arguments made for appropriate investments in agriculture in
general, and for agriculture research and education in particular
not only to increase agricultural production but also for deriving its multi-pronged effects like: (i) supply of wage goods; (ii)
improving the ability of agriculture to provide industrial capital
through foreign trade; (iii) augmenting rural incomes and purchasing power by strengthening the demand for industrial and
non-agricultural goods along with an expansion in the use of
modern technologies. These arguments emphasize the importance of prioritizing agricultural development to foster better
linkages between agriculture and the rest of the economy with
adequate investments (both public and private).
By the late-1970s/early-1980s, there was considerable literature to suggest that agriculture itself can: (a) play a major role
in providing incomes, food and savings to the rest of the economy;
(b) be a provider of a whole range of raw materials needed for
many industries, including small and village industries; (c) contribute foreign exchange through exports which in turn can facilitate the import of capital goods and critical machineries needed for
industrial advancement; and, more importantly, (d) be critical in
1 It is worthwhile to note that in his Nobel Prize Lecture (which he shared in 1979 with
Lewis) he summarized his motivation for research in agriculture as: ‘most of the people
in the world are poor, so if we knew the economics of being poor, we would know much
of the economics that really matters. Most of the world’s poor people earn their living
from agriculture, so if we knew the economics of agriculture, we would know much of
the economics of being poor.’
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expanding the domestic/internal market for the goods and services
produced by the non-agriculture sectors (Jha, 2009).
A number of empirical works have also documented the
vital importance of agriculture in the economic structures of
many developing countries and have shown agriculture’s potential in a transformative role in addressing concerns of widespread
poverty, hunger and malnutrition. Widely accepted and detailed
analyses of the historical experiences of agriculturally-dependent
countries suggest that it would be very difficult to have any economic growth or diversification into industry in these countries
without widespread fundamental improvements in agricultural
productivity growth occurring first (The World Bank, 2008).
While government spending is an effective instrument for promoting agricultural growth and poverty reduction, an assessment
of its impact remains complicated. Many factors influence the
relationship between public spending and development outcomes which act in complex, and at times, contradictory ways
such as the time lag between the investments made and the
benefits reaped. Nonetheless, an examination of the impact of
public spending in agriculture and on other ‘public goods’ such
as education, health and roads on growth, welfare and poverty
reduction in select countries, reveals that agricultural spending
has the largest positive effect on growth and poverty reduction
compared to any other public good (Fan et al., 2009).
Agriculture is the largest sector in many developing countries not only in terms of its share of gross domestic product
(GDP) and employment, but three-quarter of the world’s poor
live in rural areas and depend on agriculture for their livelihood.
However, the food and nutrition security of this vast majority
(almost 85 per cent are small and marginal farmers) is at stake
due to continued negligence of public investment priorities. In
addition, inappropriate market structures, lack of proper rural
infrastructure facilities, slow progress on technological innovations, non-expansion of irrigation facilities, lack of appropriate
policies for subsidised inputs and above all inadequate preparedness to counter the brunt of nature have made agriculture an
unprofitable occupation. Despite knowing the fact that a ‘one
per cent increase in agricultural per-capita GDP could reduce
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the poverty gap five times more than an equal increase in another
sector of the GDP,’2 it is disheartening to note that policymakers
have not paid adequate attention to it.
More importantly, despite the obvious presence (for instance, about 80 per cent of the farmland in sub-Saharan Africa
and Asia is managed by smallholders and they provide up to 80
per cent of the food supply) of smallholder farmers in most of
the countries in the global South, with significant contributions
to the total value of agricultural outputs,3 their economic viability and contributions to diversified landscapes and cultures
is threatened by competitive pressures from globalization and
integration into a common market. Many empirical studies
have also confirmed the inverse relationship between farm size
and productivity per hectare. Small farmers are characterized by
smaller applications of capital but higher use of labour and other
family-owned inputs, and a generally higher index of cropping
intensity and diversification. However, continuous pressure from
land grabbers and inadequate attention by policymakers makes
them more vulnerable.
A high proportion of the agricultural workforce4 in developing countries is indicative of its prominence in providing
livelihoods in these economies. These trends are suggestive of the
imperativeness of following an agriculture-based growth strategy
in developing economies. It is relevant to note that of late there
has been a realization on the part of developed countries to support policies which are agriculture-centred. Essentially, this realization at the international level has to be a global policy focus
on agriculture-centred growth. The envisaged approach of such
a growth-led strategy is governed by five principles: (i) no onesize-fits-all model for agriculture exists; (ii) the underlying problems must be addressed by investing in everything from better
2 ‘Smallholder farmers key to new agricultural revolution (2013)’, available at:
http://www.ecobusiness.com/news/smallholder-farmers-key-new-agriculturalrevolution/.
3 For example, in India their contribution to total farm output exceeds 50 per cent
although they cultivate only 44 per cent of the total arable land.
4 The term ‘workforce’ refers to those who are employed. This is thus a sub-set of
‘labour force.’ The number of ‘unemployed’ work seekers expressed as a percentage of
‘labour force’ gives the unemployment rate.
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seeds to risk-sharing programmes, in particular to protect small
farmers; (iii) multiplied impacts can be realized by involving all
stakeholders to work together at the country, regional and global
levels; (iv) the expertise and resources of multilateral institutions
should be roped-in for better reach; and (v) long term commitment and accountability should be pledged.
Hence, public policy in favour of increased public investments in agriculture will not only play a crucial role in shaping
the overall agricultural development of the world, but also equitable economic development which is hunger and malnutrition
free. This is important as hunger and malnutrition are prevalent
in most of the under-developing economies. On the other hand,
there are instances of countries which have experienced negative
consequences of not prioritizing their public investment policies
towards this sector. For instance, economic policies that were
implemented in Latin American countries in the 1990s were
based on economic and trade liberalization. This exposed rural
economies to the forces of the market and resulted in lower public investments in rural areas and consequently the incidence of
rural poverty started climbing up, with increasing poor health
and malnutrition. It is thus clear that the neo-classical approach
relying on ‘price responsiveness and market corrections’ will not
work for agricultural transformation, particularly in developing
economies with less developed institutions and markets. While
price incentives have a role, a complex combination of factors
such as the political-economic structure, social institutions and
public interventions in a whole range of areas are critical in determining the pace and quality of agricultural transformation.
This theoretical argument is clear enough that if the policies of sectoral investment are directed appropriately, the resulting labour transfer will be ideal for deriving maximum welfare
for society.
Given the role of public investments in agriculture in general and in smallholder agriculture in particular, at attempt is
made here to look at the status of public investments in agriculture since the 1980s. Before looking at the trends with respect to
public spending in agriculture and other sectors at the global and
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regional levels and tracing the priorities such as spending and its
associated concerns, it is pertinent to note the data sources for
the analysis.
3.2 Data Sources

The analysis in this chapter largely relies on data (public investments/expenditure towards the agriculture sector) available
through secondary sources. The data provided by the International
Food Policy Research Institute (IFPRI) in its Statistics on Public
Expenditures and Economic Development (SPEED) database,
has been used extensively. With regard to the definition of the
agriculture sector and other sectors, relevant indicators of public
investment data on agriculture, data on GDP etc. readers are
advised to refer to the noted source. While analysing country
specific data on public investment variables, for instance India in
the South Asia region and Vietnam in the East Asia and Pacific
region, we have also taken into consideration the performance of
the other countries in the region, depending on the availability
of data. In most of the variables, availability of data pertains to
the period 1980 to 2012 and appropriate statistical tools are used
for the analysis.
With regard to country-specific data on public investments (particularly for India) in the ‘agriculture sector’ the study
referred to available secondary sources -- Indian Public Finance
Statistics, an annual publication brought out by the Ministry of
Finance, Government of India. The analysis here, however, is restricted to the period 1990-91 to 2014-15. Public investments in
the agriculture sector are defined as the sum total of budgetary
expenditure on agriculture and allied services (which includes
expenditure on crop husbandry, soil and water conservation,
animal husbandry and dairy development), cooperation, food
storage and warehousing (including food and fertilizer subsidy),
expenditure on rural development and other related areas as well
as on irrigation. As per the budgetary classification of expenditure, these are the line items from which one can broadly refer to
public spending on the agriculture sector. Further, given the nature
of the fiscal federal architecture in India, this includes expenditure
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carried out by the central (federal) government as well as all the
state (provincial) governments for the respective years. However,
the expenditure carried out by the local governments towards the
development of agriculture and other related sectors has not been
captured along with the investments made by the private sector.
3.3 Public Investments in Agriculture

There is a strong argument that investments in rural infrastructure, which is a ‘public good’ in nature (characterized by nonrivalry in consumption and non-excludability in provision)
carry relatively long capital outlays and gestation periods for
the returns to show. Thus, the state’s policy inaction can have
serious and adverse consequences for sectoral development and
the well-being of the people, where majority of its population
dependent on their livelihoods.5 Many empirical research studies
have shown the significant contribution of infrastructure in the
successful adoption and utilization of research and technology
for agricultural development. For instance, Thirtle et al.’s (2003)
study using data for 44 developing countries in Africa, Asia and
Latin America found that economic returns to agricultural research and technology were usually high in countries and regions
with good rural infrastructure. In most developing countries the
major deficiencies in rural infrastructure include inadequate financial institutions for mobilizing savings and disbursing credit
to farmers (particularly small and marginal landholders); these
have also been highlighted in studies. This indicates that adequate
and appropriate investments in rural infrastructure in particular
and public investments in the agriculture sector in general could
be beneficial in harnessing the returns from these rural sectors.
It is a well-recognized fact that in the era of finance capital
the priority of public investments in the agriculture sector across
the globe has seen a disappointing trend. However, some also
argue that the declining trend in agricultural spending has recently started reversing, especially after the economic crisis followed
5 Alternatively, progressive state policy action in provisioning rural infrastructure, for
example, rural roads and other means of connectivity, rural godowns and marketing
infrastructure could be more effective and beneficial for the agriculture sector.
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Figure 3.1: Share of public spending on various sectors in total
world GDP (1980-2012) (in per cent)

Source: Compiled from International Food Policy Research Institute (IFPRI) (2015).

by the world food price crisis; this is partially true. Despite claims
to the contrary, the agriculture sector as whole has never been
prioritized in policy circles in the under-developed countries.
3.3.1 Global Public Investments in Agriculture
Looking at trends with respect to public spending in agriculture,
education, health, defence, transport and communication and
social protection during 1980-2012, it is clear that the world
economies were spending only a little share of their respective
GDP on the agriculture sector. In fact, the share of agriculture
in total GDP in the world was 1.72 per cent in 1980, which
declined to less than 1 per cent (0.83 per cent) in 2012. The average of such spending during 1980 and 2012 was around 1.23
per cent (Figure 3.1 and Table 3.1).
Similarly, the share of expenditure on education, health,
defence, transport and communication and social protection
was 3.30, 2.08, 3.44, 2.66 and 5.24 per cent respectively of the
world GDP in 1980, the shares of education, health and social
protection increased, whereas the shares of defence and transport
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and communication showed a decline in 2012. The crucial message that emerges from this data is that the trend of fiscal space
(budgetary (public) spending out of world GDP did not show
any increase over the period, since the increase in percentage was
very negligible. Over a period of 32 years, the increase was only
5 per cent (Table3.1).
Hence, it is clear that public spending on the agriculture
sector is the least priority among all the sectors in the global
budget. In such a scenario, one cannot expect a good performance in the sector unless there is massive public spending,
which in turn will attract private investments.
Similarly, with regard to the share of public spending in
the agriculture sector (out of agri-GDP), the world was spending around 6.53 per cent on the agriculture sector in 1990, this
increased to 9.78 per cent in 2000; however it came down to 5
per cent in 2010 (Table 3.2). Though a reversal of such spending
was observed in 2012 (16.39 per cent)indicating that there has
been a spurt in public investments in the sector in recent years.
So, on an average, the world is spending around 12 per cent
of its agri-GDP on the agriculture sector. However, the share
of agriculture spending out of the world’s total expenditure also
portrays a declining trend. The world was spending around 5.55
per cent of its total budget on agriculture in 1990, this declined
to 3.66 per cent in 2000 and it further declined to 2.98 per cent
(almost half of its spending compared to the share in 1990) in
2012. However, the average of such spending stood at 4.76 per
cent between 1980 and 2012 (Table 3.1).
The most important point to note here is that during 1990
extensive withdrawal of the states’ interventionswere noticed in
all the sectors including the agriculture sector as well. However,
the spending pattern in the East Asia and Pacific (EAP) region
showed an increasing trend during the period with consistent
growth in the Euro zone countries. In fact,high income countries
increased their spending on agriculture (as measured with the
GDP generating from the sector). On the other hand, it has also
been noticed that regions like SSA and EAP have been spending a larger percentage of their total budgets on the agriculture
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Figure 3.2: Share of public spending on various sectors in South
Asian countries in total GDP of the region (1980-2012) (in per cent)

Source: Same as that for Figure 3.1

sector as compared to high income and Euro zone countries. The
expenditure share for the South Asia region was the highest (7.57
per cent) among the regions of the world (Table 3.2).
3.3.2 Public Investments in Agriculture (South Asia)
As noted earlier, the South Asian countries are primarily dominated by agriculture as the prime mover of their economies in terms
of contribution to GDP, share of employment and contribution
to other sectors. However, when it comes to the priority given to
the agriculture sector in public spending vis-à-vis other sectors like
education, health, defence, transport and communication and social protection, it seems that the agriculture sector has never been
accorded priority in regional budgets. For instance, the share of agriculture in the total GDP of the region was 2.37 per cent in 1980,
this declined to 1.55 per cent in 1995 and further to less than 1
per cent (0.97) in 2011. However, the data shows an increase in its
share to 1.16 per cent in 2012 (Figure 3.2).
While comparing the share of agriculture spending in
GDP with that of other sectors, the shares of education and
defence spending were on an increase throughout the period
(Figure 3.2). However, with respect to spending on the agriculture sector, the South Asian region clearly stands out as one of
the forerunnerswhen compared to the other regions of the world
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since 1980. The South Asian region is followed by the subSaharan African region.In comparison, spending on agriculture
is not seen as a priority for high income countries. However,
while looking at the percentage spending on agriculture in GDP
in Asian countriesa declining trend is seen since the 1980s. The
region spent 2.37 per cent of its GDP on agriculture in 1980
which reduced to 1.16 per cent in 2012 (Figure 3.2).
The most crucial message that emerges from the data presented in Figure 3.2 and Table3.3 is the limited/inadequate fiscal space of the region. The fiscal space of these economies has
not increased much during the last 32 years. The share of total
expenditure in the region was 18.17 per cent of its total GDP
in 1980, which increased to 22 per cent in 2000. However, this
share declined to 20 per cent in 2012. Further, whatever increase
is seen in the fiscal space of the region, the increased spending
went to defence and other sectors, and the agriculture sector
never got a boost in public budgets.
As per available data on agriculture expenditure, six countries in South Asia, including Indialocate the priorities of public
spending in the agriculture sector. Country-wise priorities of
public spending in the agriculture sector, across years, show that
the average share of such expenditure for India was one of the
lowest (1.01 per cent), only ahead of Pakistan (0.28 per cent)
and Bangladesh (0.6 per cent), whereas Bhutan was spending around 5.75 per cent of its GDP on the agriculture sector
(Table3.4). Similarly, Sri Lanka was spending 2.61 per cent and
Nepal was spending 1.6 per cent of its GDP on the agriculture
sector. What is more important is that all the countries in the
South Asian region show a declining trend in public spending on
the agriculture sector since 1980, except Nepal.
However, among the South Asian countries, the average
share of agriculture spending in agri-GDP from 1980 to the latest available data, Bhutan tops the list with 17.74 per cent followed by Sri Lanka at 13.44 per cent. India’s share is only 4.38
per cent. However, during 1990 it went up to 4.91 per cent and
increased further to 7.68 per cent in 2009 but declined to 6.17
per cent in 2011. As a share of expenditure on the agriculture
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sector in agri-GDP, Nepal has been portraying consistent growth
throughout the years of analysis. While looking at budget shares,
Bhutan spent around 15.83 per cent of its budget followed by
Nepal (9.85 per cent) and Sri Lanka (9.0 per cent). India spent
6.58 per cent during 1980 and 2011 (Table3.4).
Again similar observations can be made when one looks
at the share of public spending on the agriculture sector in the
total budgets of respective countries since 1980s. As noted earlier, since the fiscal space of these countries has not shown any
increase and budgetary prioritiesare seen in other sectors and not
in agriculture, only a small fraction of their annual budgets actually provisioned for agriculture, and hardly gave scope for capital
formation in the sector. During 1980-2011, the average share of
the total budget for the agriculture sector in India was only 6.58
per cent (Table3.4); this when a majority of its rural population
(more than 70 per cent) depends on agriculture and the allied
sector for their livelihoods.
3.3.3 Public Investments in Agriculture (India)
Due to inadequate policy attention, particularly on the agriculture sector since long, India’s countryside has come under tremendous pressure with respect to all the major relevant macroeconomic indicators. It is well-documented that gradual changes
in the country’s macroeconomic policy which started during the
late 1980sled to a fundamental change in the overall macro-policy framework with the opening up of the economy to the world
marketby the early 1990s. This shift from a dirigiste regime to a
market-driven policy regime has had profound implications for
the well-being of the people, particularly in rural India. In rural
India it is primarily the agriculture sector which continues to be
the lifeline for millions. The state’s action through appropriate
public policies would have had significant implications with regard to the overall performance of this sector. As has been repeatedly acknowledged within the policy establishment, developing
the rural areas should have remained the focus of India’s policy
framework whereby the overall growth of the economy with inclusiveness could be achieved.
However, decades of under-investment (public investments) has posed a threat to rural communities with respect to
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Table3.4: Share of agricultural expenditure in agri-GDP, total expenditure and total GDP across countries in South Asia (19902012) (in per cent)
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their sustainability in occupations. Due to inadequate (inappropriate) policy support from the state, agriculture’s viability as
an occupation in India has come under tremendous strain. The
widening gap between growth rates in the overall economy and
in the agriculture sector has been a worrying concern for policymakers. Although the performance of the agriculture sector during
the Eleventh Five Year Plan (2007-12) was impressive, the overall
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growth of the economy dropped to a low as compared to the last
15 years. For instance, the agriculture sector grew close to 4 per
cent due to a spurt in public expenditure initiatives both by the
union and state governments in India. But such public investment
initiatives are still highly biased towards facilitating irrigated agriculture in the country with huge subsidies providing benefits to
large farmers. However, it is public support towards research and
development, extension services and infrastructure development
such as cold storages and market yards, which can have a higher
impact on smallholders’ production and productivity, but they suffer due to inadequate public investments(Acharya, 2015).
It is equally true that prioritization of public expenditure towards the agriculture sector has not been seen in the
Government of India’s annual budgets over the years. In fact
most of the poorer states have been finding it hard to give a push
to this sector in prioritizing their respective annual budgets due
to inadequate fiscal space. Further, stringent and self-regulated
budget management laws, under an arrangement of fiscal prudencehave restrained the states in putting in place resources for
many sectors including agriculture since early 2000. Given such
a scenario, India not only needs increased investments in agriculture for increased farm productivity of small and marginal farmers to achieve sustainable agricultural growth. Further, it is also
important to analyse the prioritization of such investmentsfor
small and marginal farmers by drawing existing policy linkages
to strengthen and advocate meeting their needs.
Quantifying actual outcomes of public expenditure in
any sector and so also in the agriculture sector has always been
a complex task for policymakers. Defining the agriculture sector,
what it constitutes of and its most direct and indirect linkages with
other sectors with regard to degree of impact, has also been equally
complicated. However, for the sake of simplicity, depending on a
particular lens public expenditure items towards different components within the ‘agrarian sector’ of the union and state governmentsin India has been defined as expenditure on the following
broad items: The first broad component of the ‘agrarian sector’
includes budgetary expenditure towards ‘agriculture and allied services and cooperation.’ The sub-components of the agriculture and

104 Food Security for Small Farmers

allied services sector include expenditure on crop husbandry; soil
and water conservation; animal husbandry; dairy development;
fisheries; other agricultural programmes (marketing and quality
control); and cooperation and agricultural research and education. The second broad component of the ‘agrarian sector’ includes
expenditure on food storage and warehousing, including food and
fertilizer subsidy. The other components of the agrarian sector’s
expenditure include expenditure on rural development and irrigation (which includes expenditure on major, medium and minor
irrigation) and flood control and drainage.
There are arguments in favour of and against including
other items such as expenditure on rural development items,
particularly expenditure on rural employment and rural infrastructure-rural roads. Without negating the merits and demerits
of such arguments, we keep the definition of the ‘agrarian sector’ simple and look at only those items which directly impact
the growth outcomes of the sector in the country. Before getting
into a detailed examination of these, it is important to note the
agriculture sector’s priority position in the Indian economy and
comparing it with the other sectors.
As per the data presented in Table3.5, given India’s limited
fiscal space of around 15 per cent of its total GDP (only for the
union government), the country devotes only 1 per cent of its
GDP to the agriculture sector, whereas the defence sector gets
around 2 per cent of its GDP. While looking at the shares of the
other sectors, particularly education and health, both the sectors
have consumed less than half a per cent of its GDP since 1980.
The share of social protection in the country’s GDP shows a declining trend and it had reached only 0.24 per cent in 2005 from
0.50 per cent in 1985 (Table3.5).
As per available data, India’s combined budget for the
agriculture sector was around 16 per centin 1990-91, which declined to 13.3 per cent in 2000-01 (with many austerity measures during the late 1990s and early 2000s). However, the trend
has reversed in recent years as the country spent 15.3 per cent
in 2014-15. Similarly, the share of agriculture sector spending
which was 4.2 per cent of the country’s GDP during 1990-91,
with ups and downs in the following years, remained the same in
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Figure 3.3: Share of public expenditure towards the agriculture sector in India’s combined expenditure6 and GDP

Source: Compiled from Indian Public Finance Statistics, Ministry of Finance,
Government of India.

2014-15 (Table 3.6 and Figure 3.3). The agriculture sector’s share
in the country’s total combined budget expenditure reached its
peak in 2008-09 (5.2 per cent).
While looking at priorities within the agrarian sector it is
observed that agriculture and allied services and cooperation constituted 19 per cent of the share in 1990-91, which declined to
13 per cent in 2011-12 and reached 15 per cent in 2014-15. This
indicates a declining trend since 1990-91. However, the share of
food storage and warehousing, which includes food and fertilizer
subsidy, increasedas it started with only 28 per cent in 1990-91,
which increased to 42 per cent in 2011-12 and then declined to
38 per cent in 2014-15. This was due to an increase in the country’s food subsidy bill over the period and also partially due to the
enactment of the Right to Food Security Bill (Table 3.6).
Further, the share of rural development and others constituted was between 30-35 per cent of the total agrarian sector
6 The data presented here has been compiled from the Indian Public Finance Statistics,
which provides combined expenditure of the federal and provincial governments. As
noted in the data source section, the expenditure figure is much higher compared to the
data given in IFPRI’s SPEED database as the definition of the agrarian sector is broad
and includes provincial expenditure data as well.
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0.24
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1980

India

15.38

9.84

0.50

0.36

2.84

0.32

0.29

1.22

1985

16.16

10.99

0.19

0.31

2.68

0.27

0.38

1.35

1990

14.73

10.78

0.21

0.21

2.22

0.23

0.32

0.77

1995

15.95

11.62

0.22

0.21

2.35

0.25

0.40

0.90

2000

15.39

10.97

0.24

0.49

2.18

0.25

0.49

0.77

2005

Table3.5: Share of public spending on various sectors in India’s total GDP (1980-2012) (in per cent)

16.56

12.38

NA

0.46

1.89

0.33

0.47

1.04

2010

15.48

11.57

NA

0.47

1.69

0.27

0.48

1.01

2011
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19

28

34

19

Agriculture and Allied Services,
Cooperation

Food Storage and Warehousing
(Including Food and Fertilizer
subsidy)

Rural Development and Others

Irrigation

24

32

27

17

1995-96

20

28

31

21

2000-01

22

32

33

12

2005-06

Source: Compiled from Indian Public Finance Statistics, Ministry of Finance, Government of India

1990-91

Year / Components

30
14

14

42

13

2011-12

32

40

14

2010-11

13

31

41

15

2012-13

Table3.6: Share of various components in the agriculture sector (ratio to total expenditure) (in percent)

15

32

38

16

2013-14
RE

12

35

38

15

2014-15
BE
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7071

Rural Development and Others

Irrigation

2

3

4

4760

8421

1092

Cooperation

Food Storage and Warehousing
(Including Food and Fertilizer
Subsidy)

616

E

Dairy Development

D

747

428

Soil and Water Conservations

Animal Husbandry

1716

Crop Husbandry

A

B

4599

Agriculture and Allied Services,
Cooperation

1

C

1990-91

Year / Items

Sl.
No

10958

14451

12487

1170

710

1392

901

3645

7818

1995-96

14960

20670

22534

1149

1299

2084

1237

9362

15131

2000-01

30209

43868

44490

2777

1162

2963

1308

8547

16756

2005-06

46796

103879

131109

5032

1357

6501

3060

28666

44616

2010-11

49373

107700

149189

5662

1709

7748

3104

29176

47399

2011-12

51287

121523

158102

6302

2314

8892

3405

35971

56884

2012-13

66525

143413

172437

6886

3092

11333

4894

46252

72457

2013-14 RE

66742

188595

203640

7225

2986

12567

5314

55866

83958

2014-15 BE

Table3.7: Combined budgetary transactions of the centre and the states-combined revenue and capital expenditure (excluding
loans) for the agriculture sector (in Rs 10 million)
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4.2

Share of Agri. Sector in GDP
(%)

7

3.7

15.6

45714

2477

8482

3.4

13.3

73294

2889

12071

3.7

14.5

135324

5345

24864

4.2

15.5

326399

12126

34670

Source: Compiled from Indian Public Finance Statistics, Ministry of Finance, Government of India

16.0

Share of Agri. Sector in Total
Combined Budget (%)

6

1482

24851

Minor Irrigation

Total Agriculture Sector

B

3278

5

Major and Medium Irrigation

A

3.9

14.9

353661

13045

36328

3.8

14.6

387796

12773

38514

4.0

14.4

454832

19526

46999

4.2

15.3

542935

18877

47865
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expenditure over the period of analysis. The most important feature of rural development programmes is public provisioning for
rural employment programmes, which started in India in 200506. Following this there has been an increase in allocationsfor
rural development programmes in the country. The most important component of the agrarian sector’s provisioning is irrigation
facilities. However, public provisioning in irrigation includes
expenditure on medium, large and minor irrigation projects in
the country. The share of such provisioning within the agrarian sector declined from 24 per cent in 1995-96 to 12 per cent
in 2014-15. In other words, public support for irrigation was
squeezed over the period (Table 3.6).
Further, looking at the details of public provisioning within
the agriculture and allied services and cooperation sector, it is observed that the crop husbandry component consumed much of the
share (37 per cent in 1990 which increased to 67 per cent in 201415). It is important to note here that the crop husbandry sub-component of the agriculture and allied services and cooperation sector
constitutes the core crop sector of Indian agriculture. Provisioning
for food and non-food crops, including commercial crops constitutes the core of such provisioning. With regard to allied activities,
animal husbandry and dairy development constituted around 29
per cent during 1990-91, this declined to 19 per cent in 2014-15.
The irony is that India has not prioritized dairy development over
the period and provisioning for animal husbandry has more or less
remained stagnant over the period (Table 3.8).
It is important to note here that adequate public investments
in agriculture need to be made so as to increase the growth rate of
the sector and latest technologies also need to be made available to
farmers. Apart from the productivity aspect, public investments
in agriculture research and education can also be directed towards
production of technologies that are environmentally friendly and
sustainable. Hence, public investments in research and education
can ensure high productivity as well as better and cleaner technologies in agriculture. This is thus essential for the overall growth and
development of the agriculture sector.

37

9

16

13

24

Crop Husbandry

Soil and Water Conservations

Animal Husbandry

Dairy Development

Cooperation

15

9

18

12

47

1995-96

8

9

14

8

62

2000-01

17

7

18

8

51

2005-06

11

3

15

7

64

12

4

16

7

62

2010-11 2011-12

Source: Compiled from Indian Public Finance Statistics, Ministry of Finance, Government of India

1990-91

Year / Items

11

4

16

6

63

2012-13

10

4

16

7

64

2013-14
RE

9

4

15

6

67

2014-15
BE

Table3.8: Share of various components within the agriculture and allied services and cooperation sector (in percent)
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Figure 3.4: Share of public spending on various sectors in East Asia
and the Pacific countries in the region’s total GDP (1980-2012) (in
per cent)

Source: Same as that for Figure 3.1.

3.3.4 Public Investments in Agriculture (East Asia and Pacific)
Most of the countries in the EAP region are also primarily dominated by agriculture as their prime source of livelihood and employment but the priority of public spending on this sector is not
seen in the budgets of the last couple of decades. As is clear from
the data presented in Figure 3.4, the share of agricultural spending
in total GDP of the region was 1.98 per cent during 1980, which
declined to 1.16 per cent in 2012. In this region, the spending
priority was education and social protection measures rather than
the defence sector, as was the case for the South Asia region.
The story with respect to availability of fiscal space in this region is also not encouragingwhen one compares it to the other
regions in the world, particularly the Eurozone countries and
other advanced regions. The share of total public spending in
the total GDP of the region was 22.45 per cent in 1980, which
increased to 24.56 per cent in 2012 (Table 3.9). The crucial message emerging from this trend is that there is a need to boost the
overall fiscal space, where one can expect an increased share of
expenditure for various sectors, including the agriculture sector.
In order to look at specific countries’ expenditure priorities for the agriculture sector, 11 countries were chosen from the
EAP region (the countries were taken as per the availability of
relevant data in secondary sources);Vietnam’s spending priority
was located from its public budget.
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1980

East Asia and Pacific

% Share of Agricultural Expenditure
in Total GDP

23.68

8.77

0.67

3.49

2.68

1.67

4.30

2.09

1985

22.00

10.34

0.72

2.07

2.47

1.36

3.60

1.45

1990

19.65

8.99

1.08

1.69

2.19

1.40

3.32

0.98

1995

22.46

10.49

1.64

1.90

1.79

1.56

3.95

1.13

2000

22.95

12.12

1.47

1.50

1.57

1.92

3.53

0.83

2005

23.07

10.09

2.12

1.93

1.54

1.94

4.33

1.13

2010

25.24

12.81

2.03

1.26

1.61

2.16

4.14

1.22

2011

24.56

11.62

1.77

1.65

1.57

1.95

4.84

1.16

2012

Table3.9: Share of public spending on various sectors in total GDP of East Asia and Pacific countries (1980-2012) (in per cent)
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China

Fiji

Indonesia

22.95

9.65

2010

Average

10.16

8.13

3.45

7.74

7.27

5.74

NA

3.06

8.89

Average

4.88

NA

0.84

1.12

3.74

6.75

35.2

NA

22.3

23.1

23.9

18.0

2010

2011

2012

Average

26.1

Source: Same as that for Table 3.1
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NA
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NA

NA

2.34
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6.06

8.24

1990
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Share of Agricultural Expenditure in Agri-GDP

Country

3.27

25.1

24.7

24.2

24.0

20.7

27.1

5.83

8.40

7.96

6.74

29.2

30.9

28.3

25.2

35.1

2.55

2.41

8.95

6.37

1.93

NA

3.88

10.99

6.72

11.22

2.47

NA

Mongolia

15.63

7.98

12.45

Malaysia

11.2

NA

NA

6.9

8.7

16.0

14.20

NA

NA

6.26

17.38

9.33

3.45

1.18

2.63

2.61

Myanmar

31.1

NA

NA

NA

31.3

34.0

4.49

NA

NA

NA

2.62

7.22

4.59

2.42

8.63

Papua New
Guinea

15.8

16.4

15.8

16.9

18.0

18.3

5.82

5.09

3.66

5.87

5.73

6.57

5.55

8.05

7.40

6.29

Philippines

18.2

20.6

21.6

19.8

17.5

13.6

8.56

4.56

7.01

5.76

8.82

10.44

13.56

10.81

18.12

14.20

Thailand

32.1

41.6

38.5

47.0

31.5

27.7

6.95

2.88

2.03

3.49

8.62

6.42

8.71

10.00

13.68

6.07

Tonga

23.3

NA

NA

31.1

24.7

14.9

6.90

NA

NA

3.94

8.43

5.99

6.50

6.49

8.48

2.31

Viet Nam

Table3.10: Share of agriculture expenditure in agri-GDP, total expenditure and total GDP across countries in East Asia and
Pacific (1990-2012) (in per cent)
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The relevant shares of spending on the agriculture sector out
of the agri-GDP for East Asia and Pacific countries show an improvement over the period. For instance, China was spending 6.06
per cent in 1990, which increased to 8.24 per cent in 2000 and
a manifold increase was seen in 2010 (22.95 per cent). However,
the average share of such spending between 1980-2012 remained
at 9.65 per cent. Similarly, the increase in sharewas close to three
times in Vietnam. The relevant share was 2.31 per cent in 1990,
which increased to 6.49 per cent in 2010. Thailand tops the list
within EAP countries when it comes to average share of agriculture
spending out of agri-GDP (13.56 per cent)followed by Malaysia
(10.99 per cent) and China (9.65 per cent). Vietnam’s share was
6.5 per cent between 1990 and 2010 (Table 3.10).
Vietnam’s total spending on the agriculture sector out of
its agri-GDP was only 2.31 per cent, which increased to 8.48
per cent in 2000 but it did not maintain the tempo as its share
declined to 6.49 per cent in 2010. Similar observations can be
made with respect to the share of agriculture spending in total
GDP of the country. For instance, Vietnam was spending 0.89
per cent of its GDP on the agriculture sector in 1990, which
increased to 2.08 per cent in 2000, but declined to 1.23 per cent
in 2010. Hence, the average spending on agriculture as a percentage of its GDP during 1990 to 2010 was only 1.54 per cent.
In comparison, countries like Tonga, China, Myanmar, Malaysia
and Thailand spent higher percentages of their respective budgets
on agriculture during 1980 and 2012 (Table 3.10).
As noted earlier, the limited/inadequate fiscal space of
this region has impacted the provisioning of a range of requirements, including the agriculture sector. The share of total public spending in total GDP of the region was 22.45 per cent in
1980, which increased to 24.56 per cent in 2012 (Table 3.9),
but this increase in limited fiscal space of the region did not
reflect in an increased spending on the agriculture sector. The
limited fiscal space for many countries in this region also pulled
their agriculture sectors from the list of public expenditure prioritization in their annual budgets.
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Table3.11: Share of public spending on various sectors in Vietnam’s
total GDP (1990-2012) (in per cent)
Vietnam

1990

1995

2000

2005

2010

% Share of Agricultural Expenditure
in Total GDP

0.89

1.67

2.08

1.66

1.23

% Share of Education Expenditure in
Total GDP

1.74

2.37

2.87

3.13

4.35

% Share of Health Expenditure in
Total GDP

0.55

0.75

0.78

0.83

1.53

% Share of Defence Expenditure in
Total GDP

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

% Share of Transport and
Communication Expenditure in
Total GDP

2.07

3.13

4.43

5.13

3.98

% Share of Social Protection in Total
GDP

1.47

2.01

2.43

1.94

3.48

% Share of Other Expenditure in
Total GDP

8.20

10.44

12.08

16.05

16.55

% Share of Total Expenditure in
Total GDP

14.93

20.37

24.67

28.74

31.11

Source: Same as that for Table 3.1

3.3.5 Public Investments in Agriculture (Vietnam)
If one looks at the public investment trend in Vietnam for various
sectors, including agriculture, it can be observed that the share
of agricultural spending as a percentage of its total GDP ranged
between 0.89 to 2.08 per cent. The share of this expenditure
was 0.89 per cent in 1990, increased to 2.08 per cent in 2000,
but declined to 1.23 per cent in 2010. Similarly, the shares of
expenditure on education, health, transport and communication
and social protection were 1.74, 0.55, 20.07 and 1.47 per cent
respectively during 1990 and were reported to be 4.35, 1.53,
3.98 and 3.48 per cent respectively during 2010 (Table 3.11).
The most crucial message emerging from this data is that Vietnam
prioritized is spending towards education and social protection
measures in 1990-2010. Further, unlike many of the East Asian
and Pacific countries, the fiscal space of the country has grown
more than 100 per cent. In fact the share of the country’s total
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expenditure to its GDP was 14.93 per cent in 1990, which increased to 31.11 per cent during 2010. This actually facilitated
the country in provisioning higher allocationsfor education and
social protection measures. However, public investment prioritization for the agriculture sector was not seen during the period
of analysis.
3.4 Concluding Observations

Developing agriculture is essential for growth, food security,
poverty reduction and environmental sustainability in many
parts of the world,especially in less developed countries or what
are known as agrarian economies. Improved agricultural performance can lead to dramatic improvements in the incomes of
the poor, provide affordable food and stimulate structural transformations. Available literature suggests that there is evidenceto
show that GDP growth originating in agriculture has been, on
average, two to four times as effective in raising incomes of the
poor as compared to growth generated in non-agricultural sectors. Again, it is commonly observed that in spite of the well documented importance of rural infrastructure facilitating agricultural growth andwell-being of the people (for example, Hayami
and Ruttan, 1971), most developing countries have done little to
address this problem.
Given such growing evidence and concerns about the role
and effectiveness of public expenditure in stimulating sustained
growth rates and poverty reduction, it is time that developing
the agriculture sector became a coordinated strategy involving a
sound policy environment and well-targeted major public investments over time.

Chapter 4

Results from the Field Studies
4.1 Methodology

The study is based on interactions with 271 households in four
states in India and 280 households in four provinces in Vietnam.
In India, the survey was conducted in Uttar Pradesh, Odisha,
Andhra Pradesh and Jharkhand and in Vietnam in Cao Bang,
Ha Giang, Vinh Long and DakLak provinces. Since agriculture
related policies can be different for different states/provinces the
survey covered different locations which captured the differences
in their economic-physical attributes and differences in the nature of public provisioning. The survey had two parts:a household survey and focus group discussions (FGDs).
This study is based entirely on smallholder farmers. The
samples for the study were collected on the basis of the size of
land owned by households. After controlling for land size, the
samples reflect the social background of smallholder households.
The proportion of different social groups in the sample is the
same as in the total smallholding households in the village. The
surveyors prepared a list of all the households in the village with
information about their social groups and landholdings. After
clubbing all smallholder households, the proportion of different social groups in the population was calculated for selecting
the sample. The surveyors ensured the same proportion in the
sample and calculated the required number of households from
different social groups.
The household survey was on the basis of a structured
questionnaire. The survey tried to cover the nature of public
provisioning and food security/insecurity including the following broad aspects: information on the nature and characteristics
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of public provisioning with particular emphasis on smallholder
farmers, support to farmers in terms of backward linkages such as
credit, irrigation and other inputs and support in terms of forward
linkages such as marketing. The survey also tried to cover possible questions related to land with the households. It gathered
information on operational holdings and land ownership of the
households. The financial condition of the households, indebtedness and sources of borrowing were also asked about. To assess
food security and purchasing power of the households, questions
were asked to estimate households’ farm and non-farm incomes.
To cover all these aspects, the questionnaire was divided
into13 blocks:
Block 1 of the questionnaire focused on the religious, social and ethnic characteristics of the households. Block 2 focused
on household characteristics, which primarily enquired about
ownership of the house and sources of energy for lighting and
cooking. Block 3 provided details such as age, gender, education levels and occupations of other household members. Block
4 is a set of descriptive questions which tried to assess information regarding public provisioning. Block 5, a second set of descriptive questions,dealt with external support used by farmers
between September 2014 and September 2015. Blocks 6 and
7 covered questions related to crop insurance and indebtedness
of the households respectively. Block 8 concentrated on land
questions. It first listed all land connected with a household including own land, leased-in land, leased-out land, mortgagedin land, mortgaged-out land and occupied land. The rest of the
block enquired in detail about all types of land. Block 9 looked
at cropping patterns and agricultural production. It focused on
sources of irrigation and their ownership. It also assessed the net
production of the households for the market. Marketing agency
was also enquired about in this block. Block 10 looked at sources
of income of the households other than agriculture. Block 11
tried to find out the food consumption of the households and
sources of obtaining those food items. Block 12 discussed major
expenditures of the households. Block 13 assessed the level of
technology used by the households for cultivation.
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The study created a distinction between operational holdings and ownership holdings. If the cultivator of the land did not
have registered ownership of that particular land then such holdings were called operational. Apart from own land, operational
holdingsalso include all types of leased-in land, occupied land
and mortgaged-in land. The study captured the social dynamics
of big and small operational holding families.
The second part of the village study was FGDs. At each
location, two FGDs, one with the elected head and officials or
administrative staff members and the other with farmers (belonging to the same location) were held. In the FGDs with farmers, the investigators tried to make the group as representative as
possible of the village (keeping in mind the social groups as used
in the household survey).
Several themes were followed in the discussions. The
FGDs first got information on the social composition of the village (religious/ethnic/caste). They also covered the topography
and climatic conditions of the village (whether coming under
rain-fed/dry-land/irrigated/
hilly/plain/plateau/coastal/forest
etc.). To get an idea about public provisioning on other things
the FGDs covered information on availability of basic facilities
and services like drinking water (sources available in the village),
hygiene and sanitation conditions (as per the assessment of the
investigator), electricity connections and electricity supply including use for agriculture), healthcare centres (whether easily
accessible, number of primary health centres), available canals/
wells for the purpose of irrigation, level of literacy in the village
and transportation facilities and extension services in the village.
The FGDs emphatically enquired about government support for thesebasic facilities. Regarding the functioning of public
procurement agencies the FGDs enquired whether the public
procurement agencies procured food grains from the farmers. In
the absence of public procurement agencies where did the villagers sell their produce? The FGDs also enquired about the functioning of public distribution of food grains by the government
to the needy during normal and adverse situations and they also
captured information about government support (other than
food grains) in the case of a natural calamity (famine/flood).
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4.2 A Brief Profile of the Field

4.2.1 Vietnam
The survey was conducted in 14 villages in seven communes
across four provinces in Vietnam:

Cao Bang Province
The survey was conducted in Lung Lua village in Da
Thong commune and Man Thoung Ha village in Ngoc Dong
commune in Thong Nong district. This is a mountainous province located in the north-eastern part of Vietnam. Mountain
forests cover more than 90 per cent of the province and only
10 per cent land is available for cultivation. The current population of the province is 519,000people. Its terrain is relatively
flat which includes low hills. In general, the terrain is varied, it
is divided by deep valleys, rivers, rolling hills and streams. Due
to the complexity of the terrain, it has various sub-regions with
specific behaviours, allowing diversified crops and livestock. Cao
Bang province has fragmented land under agriculture production which is prone to soil erosion and leaching during the rainy
season. The total area of the province is 670,342 hectares. Land
is quite diversified with a variety of soil types which are suitable
for a variety of crops. The forest area in the province has many
rare plant species of high economic value.

Vinh Long Province
In this province the survey was conducted in QuangTrach
and QuangDuc villagesin TrungChanh commune, Quang Minh
and QuangBinh villagesin Quoi An commune and Hai and
RachDoi villagesin Tan Quoi Trung commune in VungLiem
district. Vinh Long province is located between Tien and Hau
rivers and the Mekong Delta. It has eight administrative units
and six districts. It is among the provinces with the highest
population density. Its terrain is relatively flat. Land is suitable
for intensive cultivation, multi-cultivation and development of
biodiversity due to favourable climate conditions for agriculture
development. Generally, the rainfall is concentrated during the
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six-month rainy season which leads to local flooding, affecting agricultural production and the daily lives of the people.
Recently there has been an increase in the industrial and service
sectors and the economic structure of the province is shifting towards sustainable development. Groundwater is very limited and
is distributed only in certain areas in the province whilesurface
water resources are assigned throughout the province.

Đaklak Province
The survey was conducted in Tong Sinh and Suk villagesin
Eadar commune and Eaga and Eaknuop villagesin Cư Ni commune in Eakar district. DakLak is located in the central part of
the central highland which also has four other provinces. It has
13 districts which have 180 communes, wards and towns. The
total population of the province was 1,728,380 in 2009 out of
which only 22.5 per cent lived in urban areaswhile the remaining
77.5 per cent lived in rural areas. There are 44 ethnic minorities
in the province but the Kinh is the largest group constituting 70
per cent of the total population. The average population density
of the province is 132 persons per sq. km but the distribution of
population across the province is not even. There are 14 hospitals at the district level.

Ha Giang Province
In this province, the survey was conducted in Lo Thang
II village in Thai An commune and DauCau I village in Can Ty
commune in Quan Ba district. Ha Giang province lies in the
north-eastern part of Vietnam and is also known as Vietnam’s
final frontier. The total area of the province is 7,945sq. km and
it had population of 705,000in 2008, a majority of whom were
ethnic Vietnamese. Ha Giang province has a mountainous topography and it is considered one of the poorest provincesin the
country as it has the least potential for agricultural development.
Much of the land in the province is covered by forests. The central
plateau in the province is good for growing and exporting plums,
persimmons and peaches. Agriculture and forestry are the traditional economic activities of the people in the province but recently there has also been a boost to the manufacturing industry.
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4.2.2 India
In India, the survey was conducted in 29 villages across nine districts in the four states of Andhra Pradesh, Jharkhand, Odisha
and Uttar Pradesh.

Andhra Pradesh
Seventy-five households were surveyed across six villages
in the state: Yellarthy in Holagunda mandal and Karimddela
in Gadivemula mandal in Kurnool district, Settipalli and
Kondampalli in Penukonda village in Anantpur district and
Jogivaripalli and Mittapalli in Sadum mandal in Chittor district. Yellarthy is situated in the west in Kurnool district; it is
surrounded by hills which are classified as a reserve forest.
Villagers own the total 6,452 acres of land including hills and
hillocks. The area has plain black soil. Karimaddela village has
350 households in 11 social groups. This village is connected
with a canal. It has 1,500 acres of dry land and 4,000 acres of
irrigated land. Settipalliis situated in a hilly area. Most of the
population in the village dependson agriculture. The prominent social groups in the village are Kapu, Kamma, Doodekula,
Boya, Vaddi, Weavers, Kummar and Vysyas. There are 350
households in Kondampallivillage. The major social groups are
Sugali, Erukala, Kappu, Kamma, Balija, Boya, Golla, Eediga,
Nese, Sakali, Vaddi, Kuruba and Acharya. The village is located
in a hilly,forest area. It has 210 acres of fallow land (60 acres on
the western side and 150 acres on the northern side). There are
106 households in Jogivaripalli village who live in colonies based
on caste. The land ownership in the village is highly skewed in
favour of the dominant caste, Reddy. Out of the 292 acres of
land, four Reddy households own 220 acres; 57 households are
landless; 15 landless Dalit households are entirely dependent on
sharecropping. Being part of the Rayalaseema region the land
has a dry red soil and is also surrounded by hillocks. Rain-fed
cultivation is dominant while the landlords use irrigation tanks
and bore wells. There are 109 households in Mitta Palli village
most of whom are Schedule Castes (SCs). Mitta Palli village is
surrounded by rocky hillocks. It is located adjacent to the main
road between Sadum andKalikiri. The land is not fertile as it has
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a rocky base. Cultivation is completely dependent on seasonal
rains. Land under the village tank is owned by landlords. Dalits
engage in agriculture as workers and sharecroppers.

Jharkhand
In Jharkhand 71 households were surveyed across 11 villages : Ezamard, Dumbi, Janho, Korid and Sevdhara in Manika
block in Latehar district and Kulhi, Tangarkela, Khatanga, Banai,
Kishunpur and Pidul villages in Rania block in Khunti district.
Ezamard is located 3 km on the west of Manika block. It is 1 km
from National Highway75. It is surrounded by Dubjarwa in the
north, Nawadih in the south, BesnaManika in the east and a forest on the west. It is about 4 km in length and 2 km in breadth.
It has 101 households around half whom are Schedule Castes, 35
per cent are Schedule Tribes(STs) and the remaining are Other
Backward Castes (OBCs). There are two religious groups in the
village, Hindus and Sarnas (animism). Janho is located 16 km
towards the west from Manika block. It is 16 km from National
Highway 75. Janho is surrounded by Matnag in the north,
Sadhwadih in the south, Patna in the west and Koilagadha in the
east. It is about 4 km in length and 4 km in breadth and has 439
households. Most of the villagers are Schedule Tribes followed
by Schedule Castes. It has Sarna and Hindu religious groups.
Dumbi is located 10 km towards the west from Manika block.
It is 9 km from National Highway 75. Dumbi is surrounded
by a forest in the north, Jagtu in the south, Nawadih in the east
and another forest in the west. There are 80 households in the
village. Villagers follow either Sarnaor or Hinduism. Around 60
per cent of the householdsare Schedule Castes while the remaining are Schedule Tribes. Sevdhara islocated 17 km towards the
west from Manika block, Latehar. It is 10 km from National
Highway 75. Sevdhara is surrounded by Rankikala in the north,
Lanka village in the south, Koili village in the east and Oranga
River and Rabdi village in the west. There are 101 households in
the village. Yadavs are in a majority followed by OBCs and SCs.
Hindus and Sarnasare the main religious groups. Korid is located
20 km towards the west from Manika block, Latehar. It is 20 km
from National Highway 75. Korid is surrounded by a forest and
Sardamdaag in the north, Matlong in the south, Beyang in the
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east and Palheya and Kurund in the west. There are 181 households in the village. The population of the village is largely tribal.
Other than Hindus and Sarnas, the village also has Muslims.
There are 151 households in Kulhai village; most of them are
STs. The religious groups in the village are Hindus, Christians,
Sarnas and Muslims. The total population of the village is 927
(464 men and 463 women). It has Doenger village on the north
and Tangarkela village in the south. A seasonal river flows on the
north-western side of the village. There are three hamlets in the
village: SarnaToli, KathalToli and KulhadeToli. KulhadeToli is
a forest area from where the villagers collect firewood. There are
82 households in Pidul village out of which 33 are STs, five are
SCs and 44 are OBCs. The total population of the village is 362
(190 men and 172 women). The village consists of two hamlets,
GirjaToli and MundaToli. There are three religious groups in the
village: Hindus, Christians and Sarnas. The village is near hillocks and a forest. Jaipur village is on its east, Balkel in the west,
Kello in the north and Bandipadi village in the south. There are
116 households in Kishunpur village,a majority of whom are STs
followed by OBCs. The population of the village is 570 (268
men and 202 women). The main religious groups in the village
are Sarnas, Hindus, Christians and Muslims.
There is a hillock on the north-western side of the village.
There are 221 households in Banai village out of which 121 are
ST households. The village also has 44 SC and 56 OBC households. The religious groups in the village are Sarnas, Hindus and
Christians. A seasonal river KoyalKatu flows on the eastern side
of the village. There are 141 households in Tangarkela village of
which 69 are STs, 28 are SCs and 44 are OBCs. The population
of the village is 626 (298 men and 328 women). It is situated
near the main road from the block headquarters. There is one
small forest from where the villagers collect firewood. There are
209 households in Khatanga village of which 151 are STs, 38
OBCs, six SCs and 14 upper castes. The population of the village is 989 (507 men and 482 women). There is a small range of
hillocks and a forest in the village. The forest is used for collecting
firewood.
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Odisha
Seventy-five households were surveyed across six villages
in the state. Sadanandpur village is in Paikmal block in Bargarh
district. There are 110 households in the village which comprises
of 456 people (235 men and 221 women). It has 12 Schedule
Caste households with a total population of 53 (24 men and 29
women). The village also has 47 ST households with a population
of 201 (113 men and 88 women). There are 42 OBCs in the village while the rest are upper castes. All families are Hindus. The
village is surrounded by Kuapali village in the north, Nakdini,
Bhengrajpur in the west, Malda in the east and Gandhmardhan
hills in the south. Ramedega village is in Padampur block in
Bargarh district. There are 66 households in the village with
a total population of 277 (145 men and 132 women). It has
25 Schedule Caste households with a total population of 103.
It also has 10 Schedule Tribe households with a population of
47, 104 OBCsin 23 households while the rest are upper castes.
All the households are Hindus. The village is situated on the
lower part of Jhanja hills, which are on the northern side of
the village. Bhaliapani village is also in Tumudibandh block in
Kandhmal district. There are 45 households in the village -- 42
STs and three SCs. All the households are Christians. The village
is surrounded by a forest but connected by the state highway.
SamareiSasonvillage in Nimapara block in Puri district has71
households -- 52 SCs, one ST, one OBC and 17 upper castes.
This is a plain area with 75 per cent of the land being irrigated.

Uttar Pradesh
In Uttar Pradesh, 75 households were surveyed in eight
villages. MuraliyaPurwavillage in Naraini block in Banda district has 94 households out of which 80 are OBCs and 14 are
SC households. All households follow Hinduism. There are five
‘Domar’ households among the SCs; they are not allowed to live
inside the village. The Domar hamlet is outside the village. The
village is 6 km from the main road. There are 500 bighas of agricultural land in the village which have a fertile soil and are also
irrigated. Canal water and groundwater are used for irrigation.
KachhiyaPurwa village is also in Naraini block in Banda district.
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There are 110 households in the village -- 40 SC, 50 OBC and 20
are upper caste households. All the households follow Hinduism.
The village is 6 km towards the east from the main road that
connects to the block headquarters. There are 600 bighas of agricultural land with the villagers out of which only 200 bighas
are irrigated. The irrigated land is used for cultivating wheat and
paddy while the un-irrigated land is used for producing pulses
and oilseeds. Ghasraut village is in Naraini block in Banda district. The village is situated on the banks of Bagai River. There
are 130 households in the village -- 40 SCs, 40 OBCs and 50
upper castes.All households in the village follow Hinduism. The
upper caste ‘Thakur’ households belong to an erstwhile landlord
family. These households still own most of the land in the village.
The SC and OBC households are either agricultural labourers or
sharecroppers. These households depend on upper caste households for their economic activities. The road towards the village
is unpaved. Land in the village is very uneven and that is why
most of the land remains fallow. Most of the households in the
village are not electrified. Gahbara village is also in Naraini block
in Banda district. There are 125 households in the village. All
households follow Hinduism. Thirty of the households are SCs,
15 are OBCs and 80 are upper castes. The village consists of different hamlets on the basis of caste groups. The village is 70 km
from the district headquarters and is connected with a concrete
road. There is forest area near the village. The land in the village
is highly uneven and most of it is un-irrigated. For most of the
year the village has a drought like situation.
Erawanivillage in Birdha block in Lalitpur district is 20 km
from the district headquarters and 15 km from the block headquarters. There are 256 households in the village -- 156 OBCs,
44 SCs, 33 STs and 23 upper castes. The total land in the village
is 1,600 acres of which 1,060 acres are irrigated. The un-irrigated
land belongs to SC and ST households. Mudarivillage is in Bridha
block in Lalitpur district. There are 98 households in the village
--37 SC households, 32 OBC households, 13 ST households and
16 upper caste households. The village is 47 km from the district
headquarters and 30 km from the block headquarters. Seventyfive per cent of the land in the village depends on the monsoon for
irrigation while the remaining 25 per cent is irrigated by the river.
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Dhoujri village in Birdha block in Lalitpur district has 220 households of which 133 belong to the Sahariya tribe. Other than this,
there are 46 OBC households and 41 upper caste households. The
village is situated on the bank of Betwa River and is surrounded
by a forest area. The land is very rocky and the groundwater level
is very low. Farmers use river water for irrigation through private diesel pumps. Kuchdovillage is in Birdha block in Lalitpur
district. There are 120 households in the village --95 SC, four
ST and 21 OBC households. The village is 28 km from the district headquarters. No irrigation infrastructure is available in the
village. Irrigation is entirely dependent on the monsoon. The
groundwater level in the village is very low.
4.3 Survey Findings

4.3.1. Vietnam
Almost 99 per cent of the landholdings in Vietnam are less than
4 hectaresand 94 per cent of them are small and marginal holdings. Landlessness in Vietnam is widespread as the has undertaken land reforms on many occasions but it remains an economy
dominated by smallholders. More than half of the country’s
population is employed in agriculture and so there is a need to
support agriculture to make it sustainable. Only 4 per cent of
the households have landholdings between 2 and 4 hectares. So,
any policy related to the agriculture sector must be focused on
smallholder farmers for the sustainability of the economy.
The picture is not much different if we look at the different provinces in which the survey was carried out, as the share of
households with farm sizes less than 2 hectareswas 88.57, 71.43,
90 and 84 per cent respectively in Cao Bang, Daklak, Ha Giang
and Vinh Lon provinces (Table 4.1). The size of the landholdings
is going to decline with an increase in population in due course.
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Table 4.1: Distribution of landholdings (in per cent)

(1-2)ha

Semimedium
(2-4)ha

Medium
and Large
(>10)ha

88.57

7.14

4.29

0.00

0.00

71.43

20.00

7.14

1.43

Ha Giang

1.43

90.00

2.86

5.71

0.00

Vinh Long

0.00

87.14

12.86

1.43

0.00

Average

0.36

84

10.68

4.63

0.36

Province

Landless
(<0.02)ha

Marginal
(0.02-1)ha

Small

Cao Bang

0.00

DakLak

Source: Compiled from field survey data.

Table 4.2: Distribution of plots of land and area
Province

No. of Plots

Area (hectares)

Vinh Long

203

49.63

Ha Giang

203

24.89

Cao Bang

178

39.87

DakLak

144

65.79

Total

728

180.18

Source: Compiled from field survey data.

The households surveyed owned 728 plots covering an area
of 180.18 hectares. Vinh Long and Ha Giang had 203 plots but
the area under the households in Ha Giang province was half
of that in Vinh Long province. This shows that the pressure on
the land is much more in Ha Giang province. Similarly, DakLak
province only had 144 plots but they covered 65.79 hectares while
Cao Bang had 178 plots which covered only 39.87 hectares. So,
the plots in Ha Giang and Cao Bang are more stretched as compared to the other provinces and therefore need greater attention
by the government in terms of support to agriculture (Table 4.2).
Level of awareness and use of public provisioning: The reforms in Vietnam have benefitted agriculture as it has become an
exporter of many food commodities from being their importer
before the reforms. The Vietnam government has initiated many
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Table 4.3: Level of awareness and use of public provisioning (in
per cent)
Provinces

Awareness
about Price
support

Price support
accessed last
year

Awareness
about
Subsidy

Subsidy
received
last year

Cao Bang

52.86

0.00

78.57

12.85

DakLak

14.29

1.43

35.71

18.57

Ha Giang

78.57

67.14

54.28

14.28

Vinh Long

43.66

4.23

22.53

0.00

Average

47.33

18.15

47.69

11.39

Source: Compiled from field survey data.

programmes and policies for the development of the agriculture
sector. Findings from the field show that households are aware of
the government schemes but their accessibility is a major problem (Table 4.3).
Support price: Taking the household averagein four provinces, 47.33 per centof those surveyed were aware of the support
pricesissued by the government while only 18.15 per centhad
benefitted from them. Awareness and use differed across the
provinces. Awareness was the highest among Cao Bang and Ha
Giang provincesas 78 and 52 per cent of the households were
aware of the price support provided by the government. Sixtyseven per cent of the households in Ha Giang received price support while no household received it in Cao Bang province despite
being aware of it. Households in DakLak and Vinh Long were
less aware of price support and most of them had not receivedany
price support in the last year. Only 1.43 and 4.23 per cent of
the households had received support prices in DakLak and Vinh
Long provinces respectively.
Subsidy: In the study region, 47.69 per cent of the households were aware of the subsidies provided by the government for
inputs and various kinds of equipmentwhile only 11.39 per cent
of the households had been able to access them. Again awareness
about and use of subsidies given by the government was the highest in Cao Bang and Ha Giang provinces as 78 and 54 per cent of
the households in these provinces were aware of the subsidies but
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only12 and 14 per cent of the households had received them. Of
the total households, 35.71 per cent in DakLak and 22.53 per
cent in Vinh Long were aware of the subsidy schemes. However,
18 per cent of the households in DakLakhad accessed these
schemes in the preceding year, whereas all households in Vinh
Long province could not get these benefits.
It is somewhat puzzling that even after being aware of
public support, people were not able to benefit from this provisioning. This indicates that there are problems with regard to
effective implementation. There is also the possibility of inadequate institutional mechanisms to deliver the services, or lack
of effective planning and shortage of human resources. Hence,
there is a need to strengthen these institutions and processes so
that people can access public support easily.
Credit:It was found that the state was quite successful in
informing its people about the government’s credit provisioning
as 96 per cent of the households reported being aware of the
credit support provided by the government. Awareness was the
highest in Cao Bang and DakLak at 94 and 91 per centrespectively followed by Ha Giang and Vinh Long provinces. In terms
of access to credit, 65 per cent of the households surveyed were
able to access it; 91 per cent and 81 per cent of the households
in Cao Bang and DakLak had accessed credit while this share for
Ha Giang and Vinh Long was 52 and 37 per cent (Table 4.4).
Around 22.4 per cent of the households were aware of
other support related to agriculture while taking the study region as a whole, while only 16.4 per cent of the households were
able to access this support. Awareness was the highest among
the households surveyed in Cao Bang province (52) followed by
DakLak, Ha Giang and Vinh Long provinces. In terms of accessing and benefitting from this support, Ha Giang topped the list
with 22 per cent of the surveyed households followed by Vinh
Long while the same number of households (12.86 per cent) had
accessed it in Cao Bang and DakLak provinces.
Agricultural income: Agricultural income of the surveyed
households was around US$ 0.77 per person, per day which is
well below the international poverty line of US$ 1.25 per person,
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Table 4.4: Level of awareness and use of credit provisioning
(in per cent)

Province

Awareness
about credit
provisioning

Credit support
accessed last
year

Use of
Awareness
these supabout other
ports last
support
year

Cao Bang

94.29

91.43

52.86

12.86

DakLak

91.43

81.43

15.71

12.86

Ha Giang

75.71

52.86

10.00

22.86

Vinh Long

55.71

37.14

11.43

17.14

Average

96.44

65.77

22.42

16.37

Source: Compiled from field survey data.

per day. This low income level has serious consequences in terms
of poverty and under-nutrition. The average farm income of the
householdswas US$ 0.21 per person, per day and the average
non-farm income was US$ 0.56 per person, per day. On average the households surveyed in Ha Giang and Cao Bang were
surviving much below the poverty line while the income of the
people in DakLak was also below the poverty line though it was
not very low as compared to other two regions. In Vinh Long the
average income per person, per day was well above the poverty
line (Table 4.5).
The agricultural income of the households surveyed was
negative in Ha Giang and Cao Bang, while non-farm income
was positive. This was mainly because these provinces are situated in mountainous regions and the main economic activity is not
agriculture. The households were engaged in non-farm activities
mainly in forestry and livestock. Also because of the topography,
the quality of land is not as good as it is in the plains. Extension
services and infrastructure are not as developed as in the other
regions. Households are unable to recover their expenditure on
inputs required for production. There is a need for more public
support in these provinces, as they are on the disadvantageous
side, so that agriculture also becomes sustainable in these areas.
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Table 4.5: Average per capita income (per day in US$)
Province

Farm income

Non-farm income

Total

Vinh Long

0.57

0.93

1.5

Ha Giang

-0.06

0.28

0.22

Cao Bang

-0.01

0.14

0.13

DakLak

0.34

0.88

1.22

Average

0.21

0.56

0.77

Source: Compiled from field survey data.

Table 4.6: Distribution of the households below percapita,perday
income of US$ 1.25 (in per cent)
Province

Below US$ 1.25

Vinh Long

54.93

Ha Giang

94.29

Cao Bang

94.29

DakLak

67.14

Average

77.58

Source: Compiled from field survey data.

Table 4.7: Sources of energy
Provinces
Source of energy

Cao Bang

DakLak

Ha Giang

Vinh
Long

Average

Electricity

90.00

85.71

98.57

90.14

91.11

Kerosene

0.00

1.43

1.43

0.00

0.71

Other

10.00

8.57

0.00

9.86

7.11

Source of cooking fuel
Kerosene

0.00

1.43

0.00

0.03

0.36

LPG

0.00

21.43

0.00

0.06

5.37

Firewood/
Dungcake/Farm
residue

100.00

74.29

100.00

0.69

68.80

Source: Compiled from field survey data.
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Even in Vinh Long the distribution of income was very unequal.If we exclude the top 10 per cent of the households then the
average income was below the poverty line (US$ 1.24). Similarly,
in DakLak province by excluding the top 5 per cent of the households the average income per person, per day fell much below the
international poverty line to US$ 1.07 per person, per day.
Most of the smallholders were engaged in non-farm activities to supplement their incomes. Non-agricultural income
was US$ 0.56 per capita, per day in Vietnam.Non-farm activities enabled smallholder farmers to move out of poverty. The
state,therefore,has to invest heavily in agriculture to make it
profitable by supporting smallholder families. The households
preferred non-farm activities because of the risk factor involved
in agriculture and also because the incomes generated in the nonfarm sector were much higher than those from agriculture. The
government should invest more in non-farm activities which will
enable smallholders to invest in farms. Further, there is a need to
protect farms with agri-insurance and creating an environment
where farmers are willing to invest in farm activities out of their
incomes from non-farm activities.
Of the total households surveyed,77.58 per cent were living well below the international poverty line of US$ 1.25 per
person, per day while only 13.5 per cent of the households had
incomes more than US$ 2 per capita per day. The highest number
of poor households was in Ha Giang and Cao Bang where 94 per
cent of the households had incomes less than US$ 1.25 per capita,
per day; 54.3 per cent and 67.14 per cent households in Vinh
Long and DakLak province respectively were poor (Table 4.6).
Sources of energy: In an attempt to know the health status of
household members, information relating to sources of energy and
their uses was also captured. It was found that most of the households surveyed used electricity as the primary source of energywhile
a few households in DakLak and Ha Giang used kerosene for energy purposes. The per centage share of households using electricity as
the prime source of energy was the highest in Ha Giang (98.57) followed by Vinh Long (90.14), Cao Bang (90) and DakLak (85.71).
Vietnam has moved towards efficient sources of energy in terms of
distributing electricity to households (Table 4.7).

136 Food Security for Small Farmers

In terms of use of cooking fuel, only 5.37 per cent of the
households surveyed use LPG as the primary fuel and 68.8 per
cent of the households used firewood/dungcake/crop residue,
while the share of households using kerosene was negligible.
In particular, in Ha Giang and Cao Bang all the households
surveyed used firewood/dungcake/farm residue as cooking fuel
mainly because of the easy availability of firewood as most parts
of the province are covered by forests. This reflects a lacuna in
the distribution of basic support provided by the state, which has
major health consequences. Only 5 per cent of the households
which used LPG as their primary fuel for cooking purposes were
concentrated in DakLak province and the share of those using
this source for fuel was also negligible in the other provinces.
This also shows that the living conditions of the households surveyed were very poor, as can also be seen from their levels of
income. So there is a need to strengthen the basic facilities provided by the state which will enable the households to overcome
many diseases (which occur due to use of inefficient sources for
cooking) and raise living standards.
Status of farm mechanization: The level of mechanization
was very low in the surveyed households. The most used machines for cultivation were tractors, hand tractors and broadcast
seeders. Only 33 per cent of the households used tractors for
cultivation, 12 per centused broadcast seeders and 13.88 per centused hand tractors for ploughing purposes (Table 4.8). The use
of other machines for cultivation was not prevalent much. Only
3.2 per cent of the households used sprayers, 2.49 per centused
sprinklers for irrigation, 1.2 per centused seed drill techniques
for cultivation and the per centage share of use of other (transplanters, harvesters and drip irrigation) techniques was also negligible in the households surveyed.
The rate of technological change or mechanization is not
always a positive change. One also has to see that it has the potential for labour absorption and at the same time also reduces
the drudgery of human labour and promotes decent work. Any
blind belief in technological change is not good. The low level of
mechanization indicates that farming involves more labour than
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Table 4.8: Use of machines and implements by smallholders (in per
cent)
Provinces
Cao Bang

DakLak

Ha
Giang

Vinh
Long

Average

Hand tractor

1.43

30.00

0.00

23.94

13.88

Tractor/cultivator
plough

21.43

74.29

8.57

28.17

33.10

Broadcast seeder

14.29

27.14

4.29

5.63

12.81

Seed drill

1.43

0.00

0.00

4.23

1.42

Transplanter

0.00

0.00

0.00

1.41

0.36

Sprayer

2.86

5.71

0.00

4.23

3.20

Drip irrigation

2.86

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.71

Sprinkler

1.43

5.71

0.00

0.00

2.49

Harvester

0.00

0.00

0.00

2.82

0.71

Source: Compiled from field survey data.

machines. Most of the smallholder families employ their family
labour in the fields so if public provisioning is strengthened,the
people working on these fields will benefit and this will help
them move out of poverty by reducing their costs and increasing
their income levels.
From these results, there is a clear indication that public
support in terms of price support for the produce andsubsidies
for agri-inputs need to be strengthened. There is also an urgent
need to create more public awareness about the benefits of government policies and programmes. Further, the government
should strengthen institutional mechanisms and address procedural issues to deliver services effectively.
From the FGDs conducted at the commune level with
officials and farmers it was found that some public support was
available for families, especially for poor and ethnic minorities.
In the communes the state provides support in terms of both
breeds and fertilizers. In terms of food security, the state provides
food grains to poor households. Under government-targeted
programmes, the poor and nearly poor households can get a lot
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of support either in cash or in kind like exemption of tuition
fees for children, health insurance cards and electricity for VND
35,000/month.
Most of the households in all the communes were electrified and primary health facilities were available at the village
level. All the villages had primary schools with secondary and
senior secondary schools at the commune or district level. People
belonging to ethnic communities did not have to pay any school
fees or tuition fees for kindergartens but had to pay for books,
note pads and other items.
Drinking water facilities were available in the provinces
but in the Ma Pan ward and Lung Lua village in Cao Bang province water for drinking and irrigation purposes was collected
from the river and springs. Public water sources were not available in this ward and there was no water pipe to take the water
from the river to the homes. Public transport was not available in
all the villages surveyed and the most used vehicle for transport
was motorcycles.
Most households borrowed from the Vietnamese Bank
for Social Policies (VBSP) for agriculture and rural development.
This credit supportwas mainly for supporting agricultural activities, buying land and building houses. Loans from VBSP were
easier to get as no collateral is needed; only a certification by the
ward authority is needed. Informal lending was not popular in
the villages surveyed.
Among the surveyed households in four states in India, a
majority of the smallholder farmers belonged to SC and OBC
communities (Table 4.9). However, in Jharkhand, as is obvious
considering the demography of the state, the majority were STs.
In Uttar Pradesh, more than 20 per cent of the surveyed smallholder households belonged to the general category.
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Table 4.9: Social groups of surveyed households (in per cent)
States

NA

ST

SC

OBC

General

Andhra Pradesh

02.6

13.4

33.3

38.7

12.0

Jharkhand

05.6

35.2

21.2

33.8

04.2

Odisha

06.0

16.0

34.0

36.0

08.0

Uttar Pradesh

02.6

18.6

21.4

36.0

21.4

Source: Compiled from field survey data.

Table 4.10: Smallholder farmers (in per cent)
States

<0.02 ha

0.02 to
1 ha

1.01 to
2 ha

2.01 to
4 ha

4.01 to 10
ha

Andhra
Pradesh

5.33

34.67

38.67

21.33

0.00

Jharkhand

5.63

78.87

14.08

1.41

0.00

Odisha

6.00

50.00

30.00

14.00

0.00

Uttar
Pradesh

10.67

34.67

41.33

6.67

6.67

Combined
for Four
States

7.01

49.08

31.37

10.70

1.85

Source: Compiled from field survey data.

4.3.2 India
As given in Table 4.10 most of the surveyed smallholder farmers
in Jharkhand and Odisha owned less than a hectare of land while
in Uttar Pradesh and Andhra Pradesh a majority owned less than
2 hectares of land. In all the four states, 7 per cent of the surveyed
households owned less than 0.02 hectare of land and were considered landless, 49.08 per centwere marginal farmers who owned
more than 0.02 but less than one hectare; 31.37 per cent of the
surveyed households were small farmers who owned more than a
hectare and less than 2 hectares of land; 10.7 per centof the farmers
owned more than 2 and less than 4 hectares (semi-medium farmers) and 1.85 per cent of the surveyed households owned more
than 4 hectares but less than 10 hectares (medium farmers).
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Table 4.11: Land distribution as per social groups
Own_Land_Size
<0.02
ha

Andhra
Pradesh

Social
Group
(per
cent)

State

Odisha

Uttar
Pradesh

Social
Group
(per
cent)
Social
Group
(per
cent)
Social
Group
(per
cent)

1.01
to 2

2.01
to 4

Count Count

Count

00.00

01.33

01.33

00.00

00.00

ST

00.00

04.00

04.00

05.33

00.00

SC

02.67

13.33

13.33

04.00

00.00

OBC

00.00

14.67

17.33

06.67

00.00

02.67

01.33

02.67

05.33

00.00

01.41

04.33

00.00

00.00

00.00

ST

00.00

23.94

11.27

00.00

00.00

SC

04.23

16.90

00.00

00.00

00.00

OBC

00.00

29.58

02.82

01.41

00.00

Gen

00.00

04.23

00.00

00.00

00.00

02.00

02.00

00.00

02.00

00.00

ST

00.00

04.00

08.00

04.00

00.00

SC

04.00

26.00

04.00

00.00

00.00

OBC

00.00

12.00

16.00

08.00

00.00

Gen

00.00

06.00

02.00

00.00

00.00

00.00

00.00

01.33

01.33

00.00

ST

05.33

05.33

08.00

00.00

00.00

SC

01.33

05.33

13.33

01.33

00.00

OBC

02.67

16.00

08.00

02.67

06.67

Gen

01.33

08.00

10.67

01.33

00.00

Source: Compiled from field survey data.

Table 4.12: Operational or own land with surveyed households
State

4.01 to
10

Count Count

Gen
Jharkhand

0.02
to 1

No. of Plots

Area (ha)

Andhra Pradesh

082

104.59

Jharkhand

138

049.04

Odisha

064

060.81

Uttar Pradesh

082

116.48

Source: Compiled from field survey data.
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Even within the smallholders, the larger sized land belonged to either general categories or OBCs. In Andhra Pradesh,
general category farmers were less represented in smallholders
but even in that small portion, most of them were semi-medium
farmers. In Jharkhand, most of the ST smallholders surveyed
were either marginal or small farmers. In Odisha, most of the
smallholder households were marginal farmers. In Uttar Pradesh,
most of the OBC farmers owned larger size land within the
smallholder category of farmers (Table 4.11).
However, the survey has some limitations as the data presented here is consistent with national data as given by NSSO.
The upper caste dominates the big land owning class while the
small and semi-medium land owning classes are dominated by
SCs and OBCs. Since the smallholder farmers belong to socially
deprived sections any public policy directed towardsthem will by
design be a socially just policy.
Table 4.12 gives information on the number of plots and
area of land with the surveyed households. In the survey, the largest agricultural land was covered in Uttar Pradesh where 116.48
hectares of agricultural land was divided into 82 plots with 75
households. In Andhra Pradesh, 104.59 hectares was divided
in 82 plots with 75 households. In Odisha, the survey covered
81.24 hectares of agricultural land with 50 households,divided
into 64 plots. The smallest land size was covered in Jharkhand
with the highest number of plots among the four surveyed states.
In Jharkhand, the survey covered 49.04 hectares of agricultural
land with 71 households,divided into 138 plots.
Table 4.13 gives information on the crops produced during September 2014 and September 2015 in different states. The
table also gives information on state-wise gross cropped area. In
Andhra Pradesh, the largest portion of land was undergroundnuts and pulses. In Uttar Pradesh, the largest portion of land
was used for cultivating wheat and pulses. It is worth noting
here that these crops are not major crops of the respective states
and that they require lesser amounts of water. As found in the
FGDs, most of the irrigation in the villages in Andhra Pradesh
was through water tanks which were owned by large farmers and
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Table 4.13: Area under different crop in different states (in hectares)
Area Under Cultivation (ha)
Crop

Andhra Pradesh

Jharkhand

Odisha

Uttar
Pradesh

Paddy (Rice)

10.28

19.38

41.57

13.92

Wheat

0.00

1.88

0.81

74.48*

Maize

1.21

10.54

0.00

3.64

Bajra

0.00

0.00

0.00

6.47@

Jowar

10.12

0.03

0.00

10.52#

Pulses

26.51

7.87

8.50

45.90$

Potatoes

0.00

1.79

7.30

0.07

Ground Nuts

41.10

1.32

0.00

0.61

Sugarcane

0.00

0.16

0.00

0.00

Sun Flower

0.00

0.00

0.81

0.00

Rapeseed

0.00

0.52

0.00

3.04

Seed Cotton

0.68

0.00

0.00

0.00

Onion

1.42

0.23

0.81

0.00

Tobacco

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

Coffee

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

Tea

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

Rubber

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

Coconut

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

Corn

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

Sweet Potatoes

0.00

0.28

0.00

0.00

Cassava

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

Vegetables

3.44

0.51

0.00

0.00

Other

14.24

5.54

8.20

1.42

Gross Cropped
Area

108.99

50.03

68.00

160.08

Notes: *15.26 hectares is mixed cropping with rapeseed. @All area is mixed cropping
with pulses. #All area is mixed cropping with pulses. $ 5.1 hectares is mixed cropping
with rapeseed.
Source: Compiled from field survey data.
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landowners. The FGDs also reported lack of irrigation facilities
in Uttar Pradesh. The sources of irrigation were highly skewed
in favour of big landowners. The major crop cultivated by smallholder farmers in Odisha was rice and in Jharkhand the major
crops were rice and maize. In these two states irrigation was done
using small seasonal rivers through hills.
To assess the food security situation of smallholder households in the surveyed villages, we compared our survey findings
with that of the National Sample Survey (NSS) (2014) (Tables
4.14-4.16). The NSS (2014) report is based on a survey conducted by NSSO in 2011-12. The report provides per capita
consumption of ‘average rural households’ in different states.
Our survey provides information on per capita consumption of
‘smallholder households’ in different states.
In Andhra Pradesh, rice is the staple food. Average weekly
per capita consumption of smallholder households in 2015 was
2.89 kg while for average rural households in 2011-12 it was
2.71 kg. Forty per cent of the surveyed households had weekly
per capita consumption of rice less than the NSS rural average.
The lower consumption was despite the fact that 9 per cent of
the gross cropped area of the surveyed households in the state
was used for paddy cultivation. Average consumption of pulses
by surveyed households was also slightly more than the average
rural consumption in the state. This was because 24 per cent of
the gross cropped area by smallholder households was devoted
to cultivating pulses. In the case of pulses too, 32 per cent of the
total surveyed households reported lower consumption than the
NSS rural average for the state. Wheat consumption was negligible in the surveyed villages in the state. Consumption of edible
oil in smallholder households was also slightly more than the
average rural consumption as per NSS. More consumption of
edible oil was mainly because of groundnut production. Despite
the high production of groundnuts, 35 per cent of the surveyed
smallholder households reported lower consumption of edible
oil than the NSS rural average for the state. Average consumption of potatoes and onionswas also more in the case of smallholder households, but 25 and 57 per centof the smallholder
households reported lower consumption than the NSS average.
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Table 4.14: Weekly percapita consumption of surveyed smallholdershouseholds (in kg)
Food Items

Andhra Pradesh Jharkhand

Odisha

Uttar Pradesh

Rice

2.89

2.79

3.07

1.02

Wheat

---

0.32

0.08

2.12

Pulses

0.27

0.14

0.22

0.22

Potatoes

0.28

0.46

0.59

0.79

Onion

0.33

0.11

0.19

0.23

Edible Oil

0.07

0.10

0.10

0.21

Sugar

0.09

0.08

0.13

0.27

Source: Compiled from field survey data.

Table 4.15: Weekly per capita consumption of average rural
households as per NSS 2014 ( in kg)
Food Items

Andhra Pradesh

Jharkhand

Odisha

Uttar Pradesh

Rice

2.71

2.21

3.10

1.02

Wheat

0.07

0.67

0.17

1.79

Pulses

0.20

0.11

0.12

0.13

Potatoes

0.13

0.77

0.57

0.77

Onion

0.27

0.21

0.17

0.18

Edible Oil

0.05

0.43

0.05

0.14

Sugar

0.13

0.40

0.10

0.18

Source: Compiled from field survey data.

Table 4.16: Surveyed smallholder households having consumption
less than the NSS rural household consumption average (in per cent)
Food Items

Andhra Pradesh

Jharkhand

Odisha

Uttar
Pradesh

Rice

40

54

90

68

Wheat

---

80

84

51

Pulses

32

61

32

43

Potatoes

25

92

54

93

Onion

57

93

48

55

Edible Oil

35

100

42

44

Sugar

69

100

32

32

Source: Compiled from field survey data.
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Average consumption of sugar by smallholder households was
less than the NSS average.
Smallholder households surveyed in Jharkhand cultivated
paddy on 39 per cent of the gross cropped area followed by pulses
on 16 per cent of the gross cropped area. Their production was
also reflected in their consumption patterns. As per NSS (201112), per capita, per week consumption of rice and pulses of average rural households in the state was 2.21 kg and 0.11 kg respectively whereasour survey revealed that in 2015, per capita, per
week consumption of rice and pulses of smallholder households
in the surveyed villages was 2.79 kg and 0.14 kg respectively.
Other than rice and pulses, for all other food items, the average
consumption of surveyed smallholder households was lower than
the average rural consumption of the state. It is also noted that
almost all smallholder households reported lower consumption
of edible oil, sugar, onions and potatoesthan the NSS rural average for the state.
Despite using 61 per cent of the gross cropped area for
paddy cultivation, 90 per cent of the surveyed smallholder households had per capita, per week consumption of rice less than the
NSS rural average for the state. Rice and pulses are primary food
items for the people in Odisha. Per week, per capita consumption of pulses by surveyed smallholder households was 0.22 kg,
which was higher than the NSS rural average for the state. Most
of the surveyed smallholder households had lower consumption
of wheat, potatoes and onions than the NSS rural average. For
other food items, a significant number of smallholder households had per capita consumption that was lower than the NSS
rural average.
Per week, per capita rice consumption of surveyed smallholder households in Uttar Pradesh was equal to the NSS rural
average, though 68 per cent of the surveyed households had lower
consumption of rice than the NSS rural average for the state.
Consumption of wheat and pulses by the surveyed smallholder
households was more than the NSS rural average for the state.
More consumption of these items was mainly because 47 and
more than 35 per cent of the gross cropped area respectively was
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used for cultivating wheat and pulses. For wheat and pulses, 51
and 43 per cent of the surveyed households respectively reported
lower consumption than the NSS rural average for the state.
In all the surveyed states, the food consumption of smallholder households was not very impressive. The consumption
of own cultivated food items was good but still the largest portion of smallholder households reported consumption that was
lower than the average rural consumption of the respective state.
It should be noted that this comparison has been made between
two data sources which have a time gap of almost four years.
Our survey reveals that most of the smallholder households had
lower consumption than the average rural consumption which
persisted for four years.
Table 4.17 provides information regarding awareness and
use of public provisions among smallholder farmers. It also gives
the share of smallholder farmers who were aware of or had ever
used the mentioned public provisions.
Awareness of support price: Awareness of public provisioning among smallholder farmers was very alarming in Jharkhand,
Odisha and Uttar Pradesh. Not more than 23 per cent of smallholder farmers in these four states were aware of the government’s support prices. Excluding Andhra Pradesh, only around
15 per cent smallholder households in the other three states were
aware of this policy. Even in Andhra Pradesh, which is better
than the other states in terms of awareness, only around 35 per
cent smallholder farmers were aware of the support price policy.
In ST dominated Jharkhand, not even 3 per cent of smallholder
farmers reported being aware of the support price policy.
Awareness of subsidy: Less than 30 per cent of the surveyed
households were aware of input subsidies. In Andhra Pradesh,
64 per cent of the smallholder farmers reported that they had information on input subsidies. Jharkhand was a poor performing
state in terms of information on input subsidies; 22 and 21 per
cent of the surveyed smallholder households in Odisha and Uttar
Pradesh respectively were aware of input subsidies.
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Table 4.17: Smallholder farmers aware of or used public provisions
(in per cent)
Awareness/
Use of Public
Provisioning

Andhra
Pradesh

Jharkhand

Odisha

Uttar
Pradesh

Combined
for Four
States

Awareness of
Support Price

34.67

2.82

26.00

28.00

22.88

Awareness of
Subsidy

64.00

7.04

22.00

21.33

29.52

Awareness
of Public
Procurement
Agencies

32.00

14.08

32.00

24.00

25.09

Awareness of
Credit Support

65.33

40.85

46.00

58.67

53.51

Awareness
of Extension
Services

65.33

7.04

16.00

12.00

26.20

Awareness of
Government
Support in
case of Natural
Calamity

64.00

29.58

30.00

70.67

50.55

Used Public
Procurement
Agency?

25.33

4.23

18.00

4.00

12.55

22.67

11.27

46.00

50.67

31.73

Used Extension
Services?

32.00

2.82

12.00

5.33

13.28

Used Monetary
Support in
case of Natural
Calamity

12.00

5.63

10.00

46.67

19.56

Used Credit
Support?

Source: Compiled from field survey data.
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Awareness and use of public procurement: Only one-fourth
of the surveyed households were aware of any public procurement agencies in the four states and only 43 per centwere aware
that they could use public procurement agencies for selling their
produce. Through the FGDs in villages in Jharkhand it was
found that LAMPS procuredthe farmers’ produce and that is
why awareness about procurement agencies was more than the
awareness about support prices in the state (a little more than
14 per cent of the surveyed households reported being aware of
public procurement agencies). In Odisha too awareness about
procurement was more than the awareness about support prices.
The situation was the opposite in Uttar Pradesh and Andhra
Pradesh. Use of public procurement in all the states was less than
awareness. Eleven per cent smallholder households were aware
and could use a public procurement agency for selling their produce. This means that even though they were aware of the policy,
smallholder farmers were not able to sell their produce to public
procurement agencies.
Awareness and use of credit support: Slightly more than half
of the surveyed smallholder farmers in the four states were aware
of credit support by the government. Andhra Pradesh recorded
the highest share (65.33 per cent) and Jharkhand the lowest
(40.85 per cent) among the four surveyed states. Awareness
about credit support was better than awareness about any other
schemebut even in this case only 41 per cent of the aware smallholder households could use credit support. Only 22.14 per cent
respondents were aware and could use this provision.
Awareness and use of extension services: Findings regarding
awareness and use of extension services from the field are alarmingly low for all the states except Andhra Pradesh. In Andhra
Pradesh 65 per cent of the surveyed smallholder households
were aware of any extension services followed by Odisha (16
per cent). Here again there was a big gap between awareness
and use of extension services as 39 per cent of the aware households could use any extension service. There were only 10 per
cent households who were aware and had used any extension
service.
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Awareness and got monetary support in case of a natural calamity: More than half of the surveyed households were aware of
government support in case of a natural calamity. This figure was
the highest in Uttar Pradesh, where the surveyed location had
experienced drought in the last year. In Jharkhand about 30 per
cent of the households were aware of this provision; this was the
lowest level of awareness among the four surveyed states. Like
other public policies, there was a huge gap between awareness
and use of monetary support in case of a natural calamity, even in
cyclone or drought affected areas. More than half of the surveyed
farmers were aware of government support in case of a natural
calamity but less than one-fifth of the total surveyed households
could get the monetary support despite being affected by a natural calamity. Eighteen per cent of the total surveyed householdswere aware and had used this provision (Table 4.18).
Public irrigation sources: Public irrigation facilities in the surveyed villages were not available for almost four-fifth of the plots
with surveyed smallholder households. It was found that more than
38 per cent of the plots in the surveyed four states were un-irrigated. Jharkhand recorded the highest number of un-irrigated plots
(more than 62 per cent). Less than 10 per cent of the plots with
the surveyed households were un-irrigated in Andhra Pradesh. In
Odisha and Uttar Pradesh the share of un-irrigated plots with surveyed households was 44 and 23 per cent respectively. More than
37 per cent of the agricultural plots in Uttar Pradesh were irrigated
by canals, traditional channels or streams. The share of irrigated
plots through such sources was 35, 27 and 19 per cent respectively
in Andhra Pradesh, Odisha and Jharkhand. Most of the plots in
Andhra Pradesh were irrigated by tube wells. In Odisha, the canal
was used for irrigating the largest number of irrigated agricultural
plots. In Jharkhand and Uttar Pradesh, private wells irrigatedmost
of the irrigated plots (Table 4.19).

150 Food Security for Small Farmers

Table 4.18: Awareness and used public provisioning
Aware about Support Price and Aware
about Procurement Policy

16.61per cent

Aware about Procurement Policy and Used
Procurement Agency

10.70per cent

Aware about Credit Support and Used
Credit Support

22.14per cent

Aware about Extension Services and Used
Extension Services

09.96per cent

Aware and Used Government Support in
Case of Natural Calamities

18.08per cent

Source: Compiled from field survey data.

Considering all the crops produced in the year, the survey found that most of the surveyed smallholder farmers sold
their produce to middlemen or in the local market which obviously did not pay the price fixed by the government. Taking
all surveyed states together, more than 65 per cent of the total
smallholder farmers had sold their produce to middlemen or in
local markets in the last one year (Table 4.20). A majority of the
smallholder farmers in Jharkhand and Uttar Pradesh had sold
their produce in the local market whereas in Andhra Pradesh and
Odisha a majority had sold it to middlemen.
Considering the awareness and use of available public
provisions in agriculture, it is very clear that these policies are
not very effective for smallholder farmers; more specifically, it
is evident from the data that public policies are not targeted at
smallholder farmers. On the one hand there is lack of awareness
among smallholder farmers regarding available public provisions
and on the other hand the accessibility of public provisions is far
less than awareness in all the states.

23.17

62.32

43.75

18.29

02.90

26.56

-

00.72

09.38

07.31

Tank

07.31

01.45

15.63

35.37

Tube Well

20.73

16.67

04.69

02.44

Well

03.66

13.04

-

10.98

17.33

30.66

49.33

02.66

00.00

NA

Local Market

Middlemen/Agent

Cooperatives

Govt. Procurement Agency

Source: Compiled from field survey data.

Andhra Pradesh

Place of Sale

00.00

00.00

09.86

37.33

50.70

Jharkhand

00.00

06.00

42.00

22.00

30.00

Odisha

02.66

13.33

05.33

61.33

17.33

Uttar Pradesh

18.75

-

-

02.44

15.85

02.90

-

15.85

Other

00.70

05.53

25.46

39.85

28.41

Combined for Four States

Traditional
Combination of
Channels/
Different Sources
Streams

Table 4.20: Place of sale of food grains produced by smallholder farmers (in percent)

Source: Compiled from field survey data.

Uttar Pradesh

Jharkhand

Odisha

09.76

Andhra Pradesh

08.54

Un-Irrigated Canal

States

Table 4.19: Share of agricultural plots with different sources of irrigation (in per cent)
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The average farm income of the surveyed smallholder
households was less than the non-farm income in all the states
(Table 4.21). Taking the four states together, average percapita,
perday farm income was less than Rs16 (US$0.24). The highest
farm income was in Andhra Pradesh at Rs32.30 (US$0.48). The
same trend existed in non-farm incomes. The average percapita, perday non-farm income for these four states was Rs22.80
(UD$0.34). Non-farm incomes were the lowest in Uttar Pradesh.
Combining farm and non-farm incomes the average percapita,
perday income for these states was Rs33.80 (US$0.58). Odisha
had the lowest percapita, perday total income and Andhra
Pradesh had the highest. The low levels of farm income indicatea
higher cost of inputs and lower returns on agricultural outputs of
smallholder farmers. The lower farm incomes reported by smallholder farmers do not take family labour into account. So, actual
farm incomes will be even lower than the incomes reported here.
The total income is also not sufficient to command purchasing
power to ensure food security. Except some farmers, most of the
smallholder households lived under acute income poverty which
obviously led to hunger.
More than 87 per cent of the total surveyed households
in the four states were not able to earn the international critical
minimum level of percapita, per day income of US$ 1.25 (Table
4.22). In fact almost 55 per cent of the surveyed smallholder
households in the four states were not able to earn Rs 27 percapita, perday. Andhra Pradesh was better than the other states
as 72 per cent of the surveyed households earned US$ 1.25 and
less than 10 per cent earned Rs 27 percapita, perday.
The findings from the survey show that most of the smallholder households in all the states had to rely on borrowing for
meeting their day-to-day expenses. The largest share of borrowing among smallholder farmers was from informal sources (except Odisha). This was largely because of lower creditworthiness
of smallholder households, which is obviously the result of a
smaller size of land. Informal lending among smallholder farmers was the highest in Andhra Pradesh followed by Uttar Pradesh.
The gap between formal and informal lending was the largest
in Jharkhand where only around 5 per cent of the smallholder
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Table 4.21: Average percapita,perday farm/non-farm income
States

Farm (Rs/$)

Non-Farm
(Rs/$)

Total (Rs/$)

Andhra Pradesh

32.3 ($0.48)

41.1 ($0.62)

73.4 ($1.10)

Jharkhand

05.0 ($0.08)

19.6 ($0.29)

24.6 ($0.36)

Odisha

06.7 ($0.10)

16.4 ($0.25)

23.2 ($0.35)

Uttar Pradesh

16.03($0.24)

11.9 ($0.18)

27.9 ($0.42)

Combined
(Four States)

15.9 ($0.24)

22.8 ($0.34)

33.8 ($0.58)

Source: Compiled from field survey data.

Table 4.22: Share of households below an income of US$1.25 and
Rs 27 percapita,perday (in per cent)
State

Below US$ 1.25

Below Rs 27

Andhra Pradesh

72.00

09.33

Jharkhand

97.18

69.01

Odisha

94.00

76.00

Uttar Pradesh

90.67

73.33

Source: Compiled from field survey data.

Table 4.23: Smallholder farmers’ sources of borrowing (in per cent)

States
Andhra Pradesh
Jharkhand
Odisha
Uttar Pradesh
Combined for
Four States

Formal Sources
41.33
05.63
44.00
37.30
31.36

Informal Sources
62.67
45.07
32.00
58.67
51.29

Source: Compiled from field survey data.

households got loans from formal sources. Taking all surveyed
states together, more than half of the smallholder farmers borrowed from informal sources (Table 4.23).
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Table 4.24: Smallholder farmers who used different techniques (in
per cent)

Odisha

Uttar
Pradesh

Combined
for all
states

52.0

44.0

36.5

22.5

24.0

90.7

57.9

00.0

00.0

28.0

17.0

Andhra
Pradesh

Jharkhand

Tractor

53.3

00.0

Cultivator

81.3

Seeder

33.3

Seed drill

13.3

00.0

00.0

64.0

21.4

Transplanter

01.3

00.0

04.0

21.3

07.0

Sprayer

49.3

09.9

40.0

65.3

41.7

Drip irrigation

01.3

00.0

00.0

20.0

05.9

Sprinkler

05.3

02.8

02.0

48.0

15.9

Harvester

33.3

00.0

10.0

09.3

13.7

Thrasher

33.3

01.4

22.0

89.3

38.4

Animal

36.0

81.7

54.0

58.7

57.6

Source: Compiled from field survey data.

Mechanization of agriculturefor small and marginal farmers was not similar in all the surveyed states. Andhra Pradesh was
more mechanized than the other three states. Use of tractors for
farm work was more prevalent in Andhra Pradesh followed by
Odisha and Uttar Pradesh (Table 4.24). None of the surveyed
households in Jharkhand reported using tractors. Use of sprayers and sprinklers was more common in Uttar Pradesh. More
than 80 per cent of the surveyed farmers in Jharkhand reported
using animals for farm activities. More than 50 per cent of the
surveyed households in Uttar Pradesh and Odisha used animals
in farm work. A significant number of farmers in all the states
used both animals and tractors for different farm activities. Even
in the case of Andhra Pradesh, the most mechanized surveyed
state, 32 per cent of the total surveyed households used tractors
and also animals for farm work. This indicates the involvement
of a large amount of human labour in smallholder agriculture.
Lower mechanization is also a reflection of lower surplus generation capacity of smallholder agriculture. Smallholder farmers
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do not have a level of income which would induce them to use
machines for farm activities. The social dimension of machine
use is also very evident as in ST dominated Jharkhand, most of
the smallholder farmers used animals for farm activities.
The social and economic backwardness of smallholder
farmers is reflected in their standard of living. Taking all surveyed
states together, one-third of the total surveyed smallholder households used kerosene for lighting purposes. Andhra Pradesh was
better than the other states as almost 93 per cent of the total surveyed smallholder households were electrified (Table 4.25). The
status of smallholder households’ electrification was very poor in
Uttar Pradesh followed by Jharkhand. In more than two-third of
the surveyed smallholder households in the four surveyed states
the main cooking fuel was firewood/cowdung cake/crop residue,
which is highly dangerous for health. The use of such fuels was
the largest in Jharkhand followed by Odisha and Uttar Pradesh.
In these three states more than 90 per cent of the surveyed smallholder households used these dangerous cooking fuels.

2.7
0.0
38.7
1.3

Kerosene

Solar/Wind

Not Reported

Kerosene

Residue

Firewood/Cow-dung Cake/Crop
0.0

60.0

93.3

Electricity

LPG

4.0

Not Reported

98.6

1.4

0.0

0.0

1.4

43.7

54.9

0.0

Jharkhand

92.0

6.0

0.0

2.0

0.0

26.0

70.0

4.0

90.7

0.0

6.7

2.7

0.0

56.0

44.0

0.0

Odisha Uttar Pradesh

67.9

18.1

2.2

11.8

0.4

32.5

65.3

1.8

Combined for four states

Source: Compiled from field survey data.Caesil hicamquam publis merio, C. Fultur actuit in alartam hicoena, C. Urortus; hum publinv ernihilnes? At in di,

Cooking Fuel

Source of
Energy

Andhra Pradesh

Table 4.25: Smallholder households who used different energy sources (in per cent)
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Chapter 5

Concluding Observations and Policy
Recommendations
5.1 Concluding Observations

This study covered a few important aspects of public provisioning for agriculture and their implications for food security with a
focus on smallholder farmers. Specifically, this study was a comparative assessment of South and East Asia with emphasis on
India and Vietnam in their respective regions. The first chapter
of the report introduced the study and described its scope, objectives and operational framework. It set the background of the
study within overall public support to the agriculture sector, in
particular the priority of public expenditure towards small and
marginal farmers. As is well known, South Asia houses a disproportionately large number of the world’s under-nourished people
although the situation in East Asia has improved considerably in
recent years.
The second chapter examined in some detail existing literature on smallholder agriculture, public provisioning for agriculture and food security. The major findings that emerge from
existing literature show that among the developing countries
poverty declined from 43 per cent in 1990 to 17 per cent in
2015. However, the incidence of food secure people living in
developing or least developed areas continues to be very high.
Further, an overwhelming majority of hungry and malnourished
people live in rural areas and are, ironically, dependent on agriculture. In most of these countries small-scale farmers are central
to the agriculture sector and play important roles in promoting
an ecologically rational and socially just food system. We may
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also note that agriculture as a sector still comprises a significant
share of overall GDP and household incomes while also providing essential food security in many of the poorest countries.
It emerges from literature that policies which favour increased public expenditure in the agriculture sector will lead to
equitable economic development and contribute significantly to
freedom from hunger and nutrition. Agricultural spending as a
percentage of agricultural GDP has declined across all regions
since the early 1980s and is extremely low in developing countries as compared to developed countries. On the one hand, there
is a declining trend in agricultural investments and on the other
neglect of smallholders has increased. This has had severe implications for food security, in particular of marginal and smaller
farming households.
Chapter three presented an analysis of the secondary
data available from different sources. It was found that the agriculture sector has got inadequate attention in terms of public
spending. In 2012, the share of agricultural expenditure was
only 4.76 per cent of the total world public expenditure and
this declined over time. At the same time the share of agricultural expenditure in total GDP was only 1.23 per cent in
2012. In South Asian countries public spending on agriculture
has been relatively neglected as compared to most of the other
sectors such as education, health, defence, transport and communication and social protection. In percentage terms public
expenditure on agriculture as a proportion of GDP declined
from 2.37 per cent in 1980 to 1.16 per cent in 2012. In any
case the fiscal space for the countries has not expanded since
the early 1980s. In India, public spending on agriculture as
a proportion of GDP is currently around 1 per cent whereas
military spending is approximately 2 per cent of GDP.
In the East Asia and Pacific region also the share of agricultural spending in total GDP has declined over time from 1.98
per cent in 1980 to 1.16 per cent in 2012. One important difference between EAP and the South Asian region is that education
and social protection get relatively more attention as compared
to the defence sector in the EAP region. With regard to Vietnam
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public spending on agriculture declined from 1.23 per cent of its
GDP in 2000 to 2.08 per cent in 2010.
From an analysis of existing literature and data, findings
from the field survey and FGDs it is evident that the state has to
expand its activities to protect the interests of smallholders and
to make agriculture more sustainable. Although there are many
policies and programmes for the agriculture sector, they are not
adequate for addressing the problems of food security and hunger. For instance, it clearly emerges from our analysis that farm
incomes are negative for two of the four provinces in Vietnam
and even non-farm incomes are meagre; there are similar findings
in India as well. At the current juncture, when due to the ascendency of a neo-liberal macroeconomic policy regime, smallholders
are being forced to compete in the global market and they are
also facing the growing challenges of climate change, necessary
protective mechanisms and policies have to be designed for their
protection and sustenance.
Of course, the two countries that constitute our study are
quite different from each other not only in terms of agro-climatic
conditions but also in terms of the trajectory of agricultural policies. However, there are significant similarities as well between
the two, the most significant being the overwhelming presence
of marginal and small farmers. In our survey in India, 271 smallholder households operated 330.92 hectares of land, which was
divided into 366 plots. In the case of Vietnam, 280 smallholder
households operated 180.18 hectares of land, divided into 728
plots. Clearly, this reveals that smallholder farmers in Vietnam
operate relatively smaller plots of land than their Indian counterparts. With regard to public provisions in the two countries,
awareness among smallholder farmers was relatively better in
Vietnam although the gap between awareness and access is a
point of concern in both countries. Regarding per capita, per day
incomes of the households, the average figure for India was US$
0.58 while her counterpart in Vietnam earned US$ 0.77.
It is striking to note that more than 88 per cent of the
surveyed households earned less than US$ 1.25 per capita, per
day (the World Bank norm for extreme poverty) while in the
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case of Vietnam the relevant figure was 77 per cent. However,
in two provinces in Vietnam and two states in India 94 per cent
of the surveyed households were well below this cut-off level. In
fact in Vietnam the average per capita, per day income (sum of
farm and non-farm) was negative for Ha Giang and Cao Bang
provinces.
With regard to the state of infrastructure the situation appeared to be better in Vietnam as compared to India. For instance,
the status of household electrification on an average was much
better in Vietnam as compared to India. The Indian story seems
to be much more uneven compared to Vietnam. With respect to
cooking fuel, in both the countries smallholder households depended on fire wood, crop residue etc. Except DakLak province,
use of LPG was extremely low in all provinces in Vietnam; it was
a similar case in India, except in Andhra Pradesh.
We could not get enough information on the food security
situation in Vietnam to assess the situation for level and trends.
In India the relevant findings suggest a picture of widespread
distress. In fact as per our findings the average consumption of
smallholder households was considerably lower in 2015 as compared to the relevant averages for the surveyed states reported by
NSSO for 2011-12. For instance, in Andhra Pradesh, where rice
is the staple diet 40 per cent of the total surveyed households had
weekly per capita consumption of rice which was less than the
rural average reported by NSS. We may also note that consumption of wheat in the surveyed villages was negligible. Further,
in spite of high production of groundnuts in the state, 35 per
cent of the surveyed smallholder households reported lower consumption of edible oil than the NSS rural average.
In Jharkhand, except for rice and pulses, for all other food
items the average consumption was less than the average rural
consumption of the state. In Odisha despite 60 per cent of the
area in the state being under paddy cultivation, 90 per cent of the
households in our survey consumed less than the rural average
for the state. In Uttar Pradesh too 68 per cent of the surveyed
households reported lower consumption of rice than the NSS
rural average.
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5.2 Policy Challenges

Common policy challenges for governments in India and
Vietnam
•

It is very clear from the findings of our survey that information on policies related to support prices, subsidies, public
procurement agencies, credit support, extension services and
government’s support in case of natural calamities is not adequately available to smallholder farmers. Therefore, these
policies need to be targeted much better to make them more
effective. There is lack of awareness among smallholder farmers regarding available public provisions and their access to
these gets seriously curtailed due to lack of institutional support from policymakers.

•

Levels and trends related to public expenditure on the agriculture sector should be a matter of serious concern and due
attention must be paid to it, in particular small and marginal
holders need a major policy thrust.

•

Smallholders are more exposed to poverty and malnutrition.
Attention must be given not only to increasing their purchasing power, but also increasing their access to productive
assets and improving the quality and productivity of land
and labour through increasing investments in training, research, technologies and other related support services to
achieve food and nutrition security.

•

In general, there are serious gaps both in backward and
forward linkages in the overall public policy infrastructure
which must be addressed.

•

The government should adopt short and long term national
strategies for smallholders and should have equal participation of all concerned stakeholders including smallholder
organizations.

•

The government should recognize individual and collective
rights of the smallholders to organize democratically. In fact
their participation in policy debates and implementation
mechanisms must be strengthened.
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Major policy challenges for the Government in Vietnam
•

All the households surveyed (except those in Vinh Long
province) were well below the international poverty line of
US$ 1.25 per person, per day. This lower income has severe implications on food security. Thus, despite producing food, small and marginal farmers are not food secure.
There should be public provisions to address income poverty
of smallholder farmers by strengthening the support price
mechanism and taking other appropriate measures.

•

Issues related to the use of firewood as cooking fuel are a
serious concern in all the provinces. The government should
promote the use of efficient cooking fuel and make people
aware of the health issues related to it.

•

Road and transport infrastructure is another significant area
of concern because of which farmers have to sell their produce to intermediaries. There is a need to invest in public
transport so that the cost of transportation can be brought
down which will also be reflected in the cost of cultivation.

•

Issues related to sanitation and drinking water facilities are
also matters of serious concern which need to be addressed
accordingly.

Major policy challenges for the Government in India
•

All surveyed households in the four states were well below
the international poverty line of US$1.25 per person, per
day. This obviously has severe implications for food security.
Thus, despite contributing significantly to food production, small and marginal farmers are not food secure. There
is a need to address income poverty of smallholder farmers
through strengthening the support price mechanism and
taking other appropriate measures. Of course, strengthening
the public distribution system will go a long way in addressing the problem of food insecurity.

•

Most of the farmers sell their produce either in the local
market or to middlemen which obviously implies that the
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system of public price support is ineffective. To make this
mechanism effective there is an urgent need to strengthen
public procurement agencies and improving their overall
functioning. These public procurement agencies should
particularly focus on smallholder farmers for procuring food
grains. It was also found during the survey that in some cases
where public procurement agencies procure food grains
there is a delay in payments. This shortcoming should also
be addressed by the government.
•

Our survey also found that public irrigation sources are
hardly available for smallholder farmers. There is a need to
decrease farmers’ dependence on the monsoon. The government should invest in building required irrigation infrastructure. In areas where only groundwater irrigation is feasible,
proper electrification and adequate amount of electricity
supply should be made available.

•

Road and transport infrastructure is another significant area
of concern. Because of poor road and transport infrastructure farmers are forced to sell their produce to intermediaries. There is a need to invest more in public transport so that
transportation costs can be brought down; this will also be
reflected in the cost of cultivation.

•

Most of the smallholder farmers rely on informal sources of
lending. Despite numerous financial inclusion provisions
of the government, formal sources of lending are not easily accessible to smallholder farmers. Further, it is important
to provide loans at concessional rates to farmers as recommended by several commissions. Good quality crop insurance schemes for smallholder farmers is another significant
area where due attention is required.

•

Smallholder farmers largely belong to socially deprived sections of society. Obviously through better targeting of public
policies the government can address their social, political
and economic deprivation.

•

The use of firewood as cooking fuel is alarmingly high in
Jharkhand, Odisha and Uttar Pradesh. The government
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should promote the use of efficient cooking fuel and make
people aware of the health issues related to it.
•

Many surveyed households used kerosene for lighting despite being electrified. There is a need to supply adequate
electricity to villages which will reduce farmers’ dependence
not only on kerosene (for cooking) but also on diesel pumps
(for irrigation).

•

Issues related to sanitation and drinking water facilities are
also matters of serious concern which need to be addressed
accordingly.
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