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from year to year in a particular district fluctuate more than 20 percent, and 
this will bring about a considerably larger fluctuation in the net benefits to the 
farmers.  

In preparing Table 5.9, we have assumed a cost of Rs 0.475 (ten cents) per 
pound of nitrogen. If the actual cost of about Rs 0.667 (fourteen cents) per 
pound prevailing during the five years from 1955 to 1960 is used, the total cost 
of fertilizer increases from Rs 118 million to Rs 166 million, and the net 
increase in value becomes Rs 178 million, or only 13.5 percent. The cost per 
fertilized acre increases from 16 to 23 rupees.  

Experience from 1955 to 1957 showed that the use of fertilizer rose steadily 
as long as the subsidized cost to the farmer did not exceed Rs 13 per fertilized 
acre Table (2.4. 1). It declined in 19 58-59 when the farmer's cost rose to Rs 18 
because of the reduction in the subsidy. Using the yield increases from nitro
gen application and the crop prices given in Table 5.9, and assuming that the 
amounts of nitrogen applied to different crops were about the same as in the 
table, we can compute approximately the increases in value that should ,have 
been attained on fertilized lands during these years. In 1957-58, when 894 
thousand acres were fertilized, the added gross value is Rs 75 million. In 19 58
59, it was Rs 56 million on 656 thousand acres. In both years the computed 
average benefit-to-cost ratio is 2.8, about the same as the ratio we have calcu
lated for the five canal-irrigated districts of Table 5.9. But the benefit-to-cost 
ratios for the farmers were much higher, owing to the government subsidy
averaging 6.6 in 1957-58 and 4.6 in 1958-59. Evidently the value in 1958-59 is 
close to the minimum that the farmers will accept under present conditions.  

Aside from the lack of convincing demonstrations of the gains attainable 
from chemical fertilizers, and the presently limited availability of supplies 
at convenient times and places, the farmers face several real difficulties in 
expanding their uses of these materials: 

1. Lack of cash or credit on fair terms to allow purchase of fertilizers.  

2. The share-cropping system in which a fixed percentage of the crop 
goes to the land owner, while the tenant bears production costs, including 
cost of fertilizer. In the case of wheat, for example, if half the increased 
yield from fertilizer goes to the land owner, the tenant will realize, on the 
average,, only 7 rupees net per acre on a 14 rupee investment, and will lose 
money in poor years. The government subsidy of fertilizer cost partly 
ameliorates this difficulty. It is, in effect, a tax on land owners in lieu of their 
sharing the cost of fertilizers.  
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