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Thegrowth enhancing natureof infrasiructurewarrantsacloser scrutiny of therelationship between
thelevel of agricultural development and thelevel of agricultural infrastructure from the regional
perspectives. Accordingly, our mgor aminthe present project isto anaysetheroleof infrastructure
inpromoting agricultural devel opment vis-a-visregiona development in KarnatakaState. The present
exercisewill help ustoidentify the backward regionson the basis of adequacy or inadequacy of the
level of agricultura infrastructure, aswell asto suggest policy measurestoimprovethe performance of
theeconomy of Karnataka.

Review of variousstudieson infrastructureand agricultura development reved sthat thesestudies
in general have established apositive linkage between infrastructure and agricultural output and
employment. With thisinthe background, the present study hasthefollowing specific objectives:

To estimatethe trendsin major componentsof infrastructurefor agricultural developmentinthe
country acrossmagjor states so asto understand the position of Karnataka;

Toanaysethelevel of development of variousagricultureinfrastructura indicatorsacrossdifferent
districtsin Karnataka, so asto understand the disparity ininfrastructure devel opment; and

To provide broader policy suggestionsoninfrastructural development in Karnataka.

Theandysshasbeen dividedintotwo parts. thefirst part ded swith theanaysisof secondary data
onagricultura infrastructure at the country level, and the second part focuseson anaysisof dataat the
Statelevel. At thecountry level, wemade acomparative analysisof infrastructural facilitiesinvarious
statesto ascertain therel ative position of Karnataka. District-wiseanalysisof Karnatakahasbeen
attempted to further highlight and underscorethe statelevel findings. At thestatelevel, weandysed the
inter-linkage between sdlected infrastructurd facilitiesand theoverdl agriculturd development. A didtrict-
wiseanayssof seectedinfragtructurd facilitieshasbeen attempted to examinetheinter-district disparities
intheagricultura sector inthe State. We sdected thefollowing nineimportant agricultureinfrastructurd
facilities: @) Number of regulated agricultural marketsin each district; b) agricultural credit per capita
rural Population; ¢) Number of agricultural cooperativesocietiesper |akh of rura population; d) Number
of bank branches per [akh popul ation giving agricultural credit; €) Bank advance per |akh population;
) Number of farm contact centres; g) Existenceof rurd devel opment centres; h) Existenceof agricultura



research centres; i) Existence of agricultura training centres; j) Length of rural roadsin Karnataka; k)
Number of telephonesused in different districts; and I) Number of fertiliser salesoutlets.

Thestudy coversall thedistrictsfor two time periods, particularly between the early 1990sand
early 2000. Principa component analysis hasbeen used to analysethedistrict-level dataso astofind
out therel ative backwardness of thedistricts.

Results

Atthecountry level, analysisof variousindicatorsof agricultural infrastructurerevea sthat there
existsadisparity between different statesin terms of level of infrastructure. Though Karnataka's
performanceintermsof many of theinfrastructural indicatorsisrelatively superior to that of other
states, there existsvast scopefor improving theinfrastructural provisionintheagricultural sector so
that increased food grains production could berealised in the coming years. Sincethe agricultural
sector inthe State contributes around 37 per cent of the gross state domestic product (GSDP) and hal f
of therurd populationinthe State dependson the agricultural sector, infrastructural bottleneckscan be
amajor congtraint in aleviating theoverall poverty inthe State. Hence, it issuggested that the State
Government continuetoinvestinrurd infrastructural facilities. Apart fromthis, the government should
develop the necessary institutionsto attract privateinvestment in areaswherethereis scopefor the
private sector to play arole. Having argued for enhancing thelevel of agriculturd infrastructureinthe
State, we then go onto analysetheinfrastructural adequacy or inadequacy in different districts of
Karnataka so asto derive some policy conclusions about which district and infrastructureindicator
needsimmediate attention using selected infrastructural indicators.

Atthe Statelevel, weranked the districtsaccording toinfrastructura facilitiesavailable. All the
districtsare classifiedinto threemgor categoriesdepending ontheir ranks:. thedistrictsranked among
thefirst nineare classified as Category-1, thoseranked between 10 and 18 are classified as Category-
2, and thosewith ranks between 19 and 27 aretreated as Category-3. Based on thisclassification, we
found that Category —3 digtrictsrequireimmediate attentionin theareaof agricultural infrastructural
facilities. It should, however, be noted that some of thedistrictsbelonging tothisarehighly urbanised
and theroleof the agricultural sector inthese sectorsisvery limited. Hence, we need to carefully
interpret theresults. In additionto theremaining districtsin Category-1, many of thedistrictsin Category-
2arethosewhereagriculturd and dlied activitiesare predominant. Therefore, focusingontheagriculturd
infrastructural development inthese districtswould be aworthwhile attempt.



