ft? .

j , o
QCONUT is qmte an important crop of India.
lﬁajor coconut growing areas are West Coast,

E€oast mcludmg deltas of major Indian rivers,

ﬁeccan plateau of Karnataka
Qunng the early Flftnes, India- ranked second

tPhilippines in world acreage. and production .
gconuts. Presently her position has slipped to .

@second position being occupied by Indonesia.
lanow accounts for nearly 16 per cent of . the
area and - around 12 per cent of the world
iction of coconuts. ~ The growth pattern of

'“-diﬁ‘erem Plah periods are discussed here.t

@ in . Coconut Area

odd places. Accordmg to the available statis-

B0 hectares in the Third Plan, to 935,000 hectares
ifithethree annual Plans, to 1073,700 . hectares

£Eourth Plan and to 1074,400 hectares during .

h Plan period (including the following year).

.65 and 78 per:cent.. At the same time, the
is found to be significant in Orissa (196%)
ctacular in Assam (500°/) and Andaman &
Islands (1119 %) while it is' less pronouneed

L odpcti on and productivity of coconut inIndia

fjurate statistics of coconut area in IndJa are
ghely difficult to obtain because the crop is gene-
grown alongwrth‘other trees in small holdings .
d to dwemﬁg houses and on the sides of roads .
alg, on tank beds, bunds of paddy fields and

®e arca under coconut in India -increased from
hectares in 1950-51 to 636,700 hectares in the _
D, to 687,300 hectares in the Second Plan, to. .

sgstatistics reveal that there has been 72 per ceat
diac in. coconut area in India at the end of the
an period over the pre-Plan year of .1950-51.
important coconut growing States, such 1s
-Karnataka and Tamil Nadu, the increase in-
area'during the 28-year Plan period ranges

rashtra (12%) and Andhra Pradesh (20%). - -
onut areas in West Bengal and Lakshadweep
to be more or less constant 'in these years™

~Coconut_ Situation in India

o . Pl;AFtiLbA K. Das*

 of the total area under /the" crop in India. * Thé shares

- of Karnataka and Tamil Nadu are 14 3 per.cent and -

10.1 per cent, respectwely Though the relative

shares of these three States have changed shghtlyv_
between the Plan periods, their aggregate share has
" remained static around 90 per cent. In other words,, ‘
- the relative position of each of the coconut . growing.
States has not changed s1gmﬁcantly durmg the” Plan
penods (Table 3). . A o i

CocoNUT AREA N RELATION TO NAS

- The percentage of area under coconut -over the
net area sown in India has increased from -0.53 in
- 1951-52 to 0.77 in 1976-77. Barring Kerala. where ’
the coconut area is nearly one-third of the net .area
sown of the, State, in all other coconut Thwing
 States the percentage of coconut.area to thé'flet area
sown (NAS) is less than two (Table 7). THis suggests.
that coconut is' the most dominant crop in Kerala -
and among ‘one of the minor crogs in other coconut
growing States. In three  of the Union Territories, °
namely, Lakshadweep, Andaman & Nlcobar Islands :
and Goa, Coconut is the major crop e

COMPOUND GROWTH R.ATES OF AREA .

The annual compound growth rates in ‘respect
of India’s ceconut ~area for the First, Second,
Third ‘and Fourth Plan periods are estimated -at 0.75-
_per cent, 2.41 per cent, 4.71 per eent and 1.80 per
cent; respectively. ‘The same comes to (—) 1:25 per-
_cent for the Fifth Plan’petiod including the following
year. Again, when we consider the consolidated -
‘period from 1951-52 to 1980-81 togethér, the com-
- pound growth rate of coconutarea in the country .

"~ comes to 2.4_6,per cent per annum, but it gets reduc-

ed to 0.98 per cent for the period 1966-67 to. 1980~
81.. Coming_ to the States, the compound growth
rate per annum for Kerala works out to 2.11 per cent:

“for the First Plan, 2.36 per cent for the Secord .

Plan 3.41 per cent for the Third Plan * 1.39 per

".. centfor the Fourth Plan and (—)2.74 per cent for.ths

Fifth Plan. In.case of Karnataka and Tamil Nadu,:
- compound growth rates during the First’ Plan have
been found to.be negative but during the subsequent
Pians these have been fonnd to be posmve and bet- -

) *of the data used for analyses is the
of Agncuiture, Govt of India New: Deihi.

.
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- ween 2.38 per cent and 4.09 per cent in the case of

_ 'the former and between 0.16 per cent and 12.03 per.
. centin the case of the latter. One thingis very clear

. from this analysis that the coconut area expansion

programme was more vigorous in the Third Plan_

. Period than in any other Plan (Table 5).

o \CV OF COCONUT AREAS. * :

"The coefficient of variation of coconut area in
India ranges from 1.15 to 6.68 during different Plan
_periods. It, however, comes to 20.76 for the penod
1951-52 to 1980-81. Coming to the States, the CV is
found to be less than 5 in Andhra Pradesh and

- Kerala; lessthan 10 in Karnataka and Maharashtra;

and lesy than 20 in Orissa, ‘Tamil Nadu . and
Lakshadweep in different. Plan periods showing that

the year to year ﬂuctuatxons in. the area of this-crop
- are not severe (Table 6).

- 'l,'mﬂs s Coconut Producti(;n :

~

' The production of coconuts in India was of the

o order of 3,282 million nuts in the year 1950-51. The. _
© average productlon level rose from '3 ,976 million -
- nuts duting the Fitst Plan, to 4,608 million nuts
: dunng the Second Plan, 04,851 million nuts' dur- -
ing the Third Plaa, to 5,353 million nuts during the
. three annual Plans, and to 5,981 million nuts during -
}heFourth Plan. During the Fifth Plan period (in-

cludmg the following year to the end of that Plan),

* _the average production of coconuts in the country

declined to. 5,753 million nuts.

" had been 82 per cent rise in the average production

of coconut in India by the end of the Fourth-Plan
over the pre-Plan (1950-51) production level but
this ‘percentage came down fo 75 during the subse- -
quent Plan, even though there was a marginal rise
" in the average area under the crop in the Fifth Plan’
" over the Fourth Plan. One can notice: substantial
~increases in. the average level of production of
Coconuts in Kerala during the first two Plan periods

-and evexzin the Fourth Plan. While in the Third Plan
the rise in production level from the previous pPlan
was nominal, " during the Fifth Plan_ it declined

- considerably compared. to _the Fourth Plan figure,
.On the other hand, in the second largest producing
" State namely, Tamil Nadu, averagc coconat produc-
" tion dyring the first two Plans ‘was less than that of
but, from the Third

" the.pre-Plan year of 1950:51,
Plan onwards .that Statc’s average production. has
~ been mcrcasmg rather steadily.

: ‘When: we examine the situation of Karnataka, :
; \thc third largest coconut producing State of India,
we find thdt the average production was severely
affected during the First and Third Plans, However, -

: STATE-WISE SHARB IN PRODUCTION

_ the Second Plad to 58 per cent in the Fifth. Plai

_relative share has doubled during the Fifth Plan 4

- percentage share has fallen from 7.44 in the Fi

‘tion in India for the First, Secortl, Third, Fou
" and Fifth Plan periods come to  5.24 . per cent, 1.

It follows that there very low rate of growth durmg the last one and a b

- -decade, in. general, and negative growth rates duri

~rates in respect of individual States. would indig:

-+ for” this .alarming * situation.
. coconut- producmg States,.

© per annum are found to be 2.57 per centand 4

~ tion in India is computed at. 8.99 for the Firs

the CV- of coconut productlon in dlifcrent

the State ] pxoductlon trend is moving enco uragingly
upward sirice the ¢1d of the Third Plan while lﬁ

". Andhra Pradesh the trend in coconut production ie

moving alarmmgly downward (TabIc 2. .

“The. spatial’ dlstrxbutxon of India’s coconut p <
duptlon reveals. that though Kerala accounts fos
more than half of the total production in. the country;
its share has gone dowa from around 70 per cent fg

On the other hard, in the case of Tamil Nadu, ﬁf

compared to. the Second Plan. The share 'of
Karnataka has, however, slightly improved frof
8.9 per.cent in the First Plan to 13.7 per cent in
Fifth Plan; while in the case of Andhra Pradesh

Plan to 2.89 in the Fourth Plan and the. rcla
share of that State has not chanpged i in the follow1 1§

Plan period (Table 3).

COMY’OUND Gnowm RATES IN PRODUCTION
° ~The compound growth rates of coconut prod

per. cent, 2. 54. per cert, —0.16 per cent and —1.
per cent, respectively. The same estimated for
perl,od 1951-52 to. 1980-81 comes to ].56 per cen
for1966-67 to 1980-81 comes to 0.20 per cent,

.the last two Plan periods in particular_has been,
of great concern for India for obvious réasons.
close look at the estimates of the compound gr

that the- negat;ve growth rates in’ coconut producth
during’ the Fourth and " Fifth -Plans in - Keral
Andhra Pradesh and Maharashtra in general an
former in particular have been. largely respon:
- Among the m
the performance
Karnataka is no doubt. better as. its growth

qent durmg the Iast two Plan periods-(Table 5

CV OF CQCONUT PRODUCI ION

The' coet‘ﬁcwnt of varlatlon of coconut - pft

2.27 for the Second Plan, 4.47 for the Third
1,85 for the Fourth Plan and. 3.47 for the Fifth P
pcrlods The CV for the penod 1951-52 to .198
comes to 20.76. As far as the Statps are concen



thin 15 in the case of- Kerala and Maharashtra,
in 30 in Orissa (Table 6).

ends in Coconut Productmty

the average productivity of coconut in Tndia was
mated at 5,332 nuts per hectare. The producti-
showed an increasing trend in the first two
Plans, being 6,243 nuts in the First Plan and
708 nuts in the Second Plan. Thereafter,, the ‘pro-
chv:ty is seen to decline: steeply to 5,996 nuts in
Third Plan, to 5 ,375 nuts in thé Fourth Plan-and

of cocpnut in India perjunit area in the late Seventies

{Table 4). At the national Ievel; the record yield of
12 nuts per' hectare was observed in 1953-54.
wever, the productivity of Tamil Nadu is noticed
0 be more than 10,000-nuts per hectare in six out
seventeen yea.rs between 1962 63 and 1978-79

It is q_ulte dlstressmg to note that the’ productx-
ity of coconut in Andhra Pradesh has_slided down

40 per cent while in West Bengal the yield is

througb as in the case of coconut area.. Even in
te of the recént upward growth in the productivity

tra, the country’ s.overall producuvxty level  has

ductivity of Kerala. from an average™.of 6,783
ats per hectare in the Second’ Plan to 6,005 nuts in

than that of 1950 51 Ievel

[POUND GROWI‘H RATES OF PROPUCT IVI’IY
The compound growth rate of productmty per

uraging (4.46 %), but in the subsequent Plans it

“ this respect, whereas this trend differs in other
B onut growmg States (Table 5).. '

OF PRODUCTIVITY

The coeﬂic:cnt of 'variation of coconut pro«
uctivity in India ranges in a narrow margin of 1.84
-8.59 over différent plan periods, - State-wxse com-
tation of Cv also shows that it vanes wnhm tﬁe

,,,s,f: 1983. . o T

thin 25 in Tamil Nadii and Ahdhra Pradesh and.

Durlng the pre-Plan perlod of 1946- 47 to 1950-

ther to 5,354 nuts in. the Fifth Plan petiod. From
s trend it can be concluded that the average yield

fallen back to the level ‘of the late Forties

bund to be stagnant arouad 3,200 nuts per hectare

yme negative, . Kerala presents similar situation -

ods fell w1th1n 10 in. the case of Karnataka, N lnmt of 20 in

0-less than a half during the Fifth Plan period from
he First Plan level. 1n Orlssa also-it has come down iy

f.coconut’in Tamil Nadu, Karnataka and Maha- - -

n severely affected due to significant fall in the - -

Third Plan, to 5,382 nuts in’ the Fourth Plan
further to, 4,837 nuts in the Fifth Plan period .
luding the fo]lowmg year). The last figure is even -

ectare ‘of ‘¢oconut in "India for the First Plan was’ R

most caScs furthet confirming
- ta the early ﬁndmgs that coconut is a quxte stable
crop in this country (Table 6). :

PER CAPITA PRODUCTION P

1t is mtngumg to note that the per caplta pro-
duction of coconuts in India has- declined to
8.3 nuts in 1981 from 9. L nets in 1951 although
* the ;production of nuts between this period has
- increased by 75 per cent from 3,282 million nuts
 to. 5,753  million nuts. In case of Kerala,
where coconut is the most mdlspcnsable food crop,
“the producuon per head has fallen from 149 nuts in
1951 to 119.5 nuts in 1981. In Andhra Pradesh 1thaa
been reduccd to one-third from 9.8 to 3.3 nuts dur-
ing the la.St 30 years. However, there has been in-
crease in per capita production in Tamil Nadu and
" Karnataka. While it rose from 15 to 23 nuts in case
of the foriher, the per capita production rose front
19 to 23 in case of the latter (Tablc 6)

As agalnst the per capita avallablllty of 9 to 10
~ nutsin India, it is 60 in Indonesla, 160 in Srl Lanka
and 215 in the Phlhppmes

CAUSES OF Low PRODUCTIVITY

Af this stage, one would llke to ﬁnd out: the
oauses of low produetivity of coconut ih India, "As
far as the most -important coconut growing ﬁtate
, nzmely, Kerala is concerned, the low yield can’ be
-attributed to several factors. The notable ones are; ‘

-—the spread of Kerala wilt (root wilt) dlsease

—mcreasmg incidence of other diseases like bud
rot and pests inclading rodents;

= '—poor soils and almost total lack of chemlcal
fertthsat&on .

—presence of sueable unproductlve Semle palms

as- well as un’oeanng/early bearmg young
" palms;-

-

—the use of unprecocxous and poor quahty
planting material

~-a long pcrlod of molsture stress; and

—~ovcr-crowdmg of cxlstmg gardens. .

Whlle most of these Tactors are common to the
~ other coconut growing States in India_ for their low i
- productivities, some of. the complex dlseases are now

~ causmg havoc i in certain’ traditional coconut produ-

- cing tracts. The diseases of great concern aré: Thati-
~pdka_disease in Andhra Pradesh, Tanjavur ‘wilt'in
.Tamil Nadu, Stem blcedmg in Karnataka and Goa,
- and . Crown_rot disease in -Assam. T'hese are thg

L d:seasas of ‘uncertain a.etlology '
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: -ean be pushed up to 12,000 million nuts.by the 2000 - price over. other vegetable oils. - There is no ‘del

Coconut in.India is mainly a small-holders crop.  -different oil-yielding crops
‘Consequently,-the ma.n\agem'gnt‘ of irthe"f:rop_.is bound - o VL 550 Kifha
"to-be affected by all the socio-economic constrainis . Groundnut oit . 300 Kg/ha
Peculiar to small holders. In addition to the above, - Rapeseed/mustard ol 170 Kg./jha;
. institutional constraints are also associated with coco- - Sesamum oil e 100  Kg./ha.
- mvt.production as well as marketing. ‘

inIndia is given 2

: :Fu'riher, with the adoption ' of. DXT

P

~ o ~alongwith - the improved package of practics
" The Prdspects o S - oil-yielding capacity of -coconut crop can be
v o S : - to the level of 2,000 Kg/hectare. Again, coco
The ‘clasticity of demand for coconut oil-has  more- stable and" dependable crop -than. ot

been estimated at0.50. According - to the National yielding crops under unfavourable moistire
Commission on ‘Agiicu}turé, if all “the. improved In India because of its greater demand as - cons
- methods are adopted, ‘the national production level  to supply, coconut oil usually commands a prst

-AD - from an area of -1.05 million hectares. It may . the fact that this crop holds great promise. It
' be appropriate to ‘mention here that among the oil- only a rich source of edible oil but- also of em)
-yielding' crops ~commonly grown in India, coconut . ment. Our indastry affords employment to:

-~ ~offers relatively greater'oil-'yieh_’ﬁng potential per unit - multitude of people. There is, therefore, every
' grea than -others. The average per hectare oil yield of to. give due attention to this important crop:
. TABLE 1— AVERAGE AREA UNDER Coco‘nﬁr‘ IN DIEFERENT‘ PLAN PERIODS
~ DA R SRR R . - (Thousand hecty
o S S - N Average during Plans* ,
« StateruT. | 1950-51 o~ - e o ' —_—
. “Andhra Pradesh . 32 - a3 47 0 T 339 oy 381
N 1) B o3y - - ded L (o) aosy iy g
CcAsmtmo ©,08 g8 13. L3z 3.7, Y
S LT (100 oo (163 - (400) @462) . - (500) - ®
. Kermataka R ) . 882 94 - 1067 110.3° 1335 15K
o : S L OB - 63 09 . oay Ay a3 g
Kerala , 409.4 - 4347 | 4784 469 S647 195 gl
UL e . (106) a1 . asy am - . (s
. Maharashtra S8l 079 14 8l - co1 9.1 ="
. e SR C1 0 T () BT ¢ VI o100 112y - a . - af
COdsa g5 4.5 6 18 81 104
. : o) 100y a6 T Tas0) (23
' Remil Nada . 60 . 550, . 52.9° 754 - 848 ' 1033
: o ) ¢ ) R (83 (80) - 14y - “f128)° . 157 .
Thpura . . N.A. NA. . NA.UNA L 02 - 04 .
.. West Bengal . 69 .. 68 68 - 69 . 61 . 67 6
SRR AW e ey ey e
A &N Islands RS ¥ SRR ¥, 4 55 7 8.0 C BT 149 " 194
S I (100) - (106) - . - (34) S (500) . (544) (931) - (1219
'Goa ' NA  NA.- CNAC T ONAL L g7 Y93 :
Lakshadwees ~ =~ T2 ' a9, " 53 27 - 2.7 28 o a2
o . A e S . R € R €3] 08 (00 g
" Pondicherry NA, . NA S 13 16 ‘
R 7 Y- ¥ | 6367 . 6873 8105 .. 9350 1073.7 - ‘
L ~(100) ey (110). 7 (129) - (149), (171 -
" .Nore—Figurey in parentheses denote indices in fespect to pre-Pldn year of 1950-51 as the base, .
*1 Plan : 195152 t0 1955:56 ; AP (AnnudlPlans) : 1966-67 to 1968-69;
U Plen : 19565710 196061 ; ~ - IV Plan’ 1196976 to 1973-74;- . , .
31 Pan :1961-6210196566 3 - V Plan 1197475 t0 197778, .
T " < © . (For this study 1978-79 has beett included under the V Plan S
- 278 - Agricultural Situittion iy ;




PABLE 2~—AVERAGE >Pnoouc-tioi;1 bf;, sbon UNDER DiFERENT PLaNs R L <
' ’ o : (Million nuts)
R o Averagc durmg Plans o
. . — e e A ‘ - o)
1950-51 I 11 it AP v v
3060 - 2962 3100 2458 . . 196 1726. . . 1664
(100) SO aon 81 (64) " (56) - S
L1300 T 130 12.0 106 110 1.0 . 228
(100) (100) (92) T (82) -85 @5 a1
360 0 3538 4653 - 4024 4600 - - ‘673.8 791.2
L) e ) . (126) a9y - @28 . sy @
2026.0 L 2779.0 a418 30 36203 39230 . 33594
(100) . (160)_ (162)‘ .an) (194) - (166)
300 306 . 338 328 . 327 450 ' 498
Lo (100) C o (e2) (an) (109), <109 (150) (156)
34,0 "33.8 C 426 408 28.3 39.2- A4
(100) ©9) . az. Cay @) (115) = €360)
4630, 4308 4288 . 720 8230 9334 ' - 1089.4
. (100) o0y 2) . (158) o (178) (202) (235)
. NA NA. - NA N.A. 02 06 -7 12
. 220 20 220 220 ‘20 , 220 22,0
T (100) (100): ¢100) (100 (100) . (160) -.£100)
3.0 30 254 34,0 38.0 532 618
(100) (100) (847) (1133) - (1267) (1773) . (2060)
NA. NACCUUNAS L NAL L T00 . 8.0 9.0
150 140- 102 18O 113 202 217
- {100) R R () R ¢ (115) 13s) ey
- NA. NA. 94 123 BO 156 1501 -
- 3282.0 39764 4608.0 sss10 | Ssh0 . s98L2 51534 -
~(100), (12D (140)° (148) . . (163) . (182) 7%

TRBLE 3——-—SPATIAL stmnunor« op AVERAGE Am AND Pnonucnen oF Cocouur IN !ACH PLAN szon .

, Area"’/) .'_ ' : Productlon (/) o
EEES mv v v icon o vV
L% 505 4B 3ss M 746, €73 507 289 289
043 019 039 037, o5 033- 026 023 018 040
13.85 . 1343 1316 1243 1431 .8.90". 10.09 '829\ 1127 1374 -
.27 6961 6748 6194 6439, 698, 7038 61.55 65.59 58.30
124 106 1.00°- 085 084 ‘78 074, 0.68 075 087
‘ 0.71. 0.67 0947209 124 085 091 -085 065 054
G, 864 770 927 .be2 1017 .- 1083 931 1509, 1560 1893
’ 105 ~097 085 062 - 062 T v 055. 048 045 0.37" (838
027, 080 (099 139 18i 008 054 070 089 - 108,
042" 033 033, P26 026 - RIS 022 - 037 033 037
003 a1y 1AL, 198 199 o0 034 @7’ ',143‘_ 2,01
i - A - L o - a 3
©100,00..100.00 100.00. 100.00. 10000 * _ 100.00 100.00 100.00 100, ool 100.00
\\ f 1
!
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. TABLE 4-—AVERAGE PRODUCTIVITY 0F COCHNUT IN- DIFFERENT PLAN PERIGDS®

LTS, . ) g L ) L o - B N (N
o ! Av.of T ‘ Average during Plan periods . -
State/U.T. 1946-47 (e e A ;
. to 1950-51 B TS I | i v -
@) @ o) @ (&N ® .

i T - » o o ST . N S
Andhra Prudesh - 9,210. 8,667 L8935 1,266 4,588

. Agsam ¢ 11,000 +16,250 A8,000 | 3,317 2,784

, Karpataka 3,960 - 4,010 5032 - 3,796 - 5045

_ Kerala . 4,980 . 6,372 6,783 - 6,005 5,382
Maharashtra .. . 4,181 3,872 4,661. . 4,058 4,965

-~ Orissa" . .. e 8750 7,511 9040 - .. - 5976 3,712
Tamil Nadu .. S e 5,660 7,890 38,109 © 09701 9,059
Tﬁpura o .. N.A. N.A. NI, N.A. 1,429
“west Bengal ..’ .. .. 3,143 3,265 3,255 3,199 3,284
A &N lslands . oo - NA. 1,820 4,252 4,272 - 3,748
Goa~ L .. NA. NA., . . \NA. NA. . 4218
Lakshadweepr e o e NA T 5,224, 4,500 - 6767 . 1214
Pondicherry .. . NA. - N.A. o 8,764 10,028 ° - 9,875
INDIA 5,332 6,243 . 6,708 5,996 5,575 .

€ - :

TABLE 5~ CoMPOUND GROWTH RATas QF AREA, Pnouucnou AND Ym;D oF Cocomn' IN. Dlrmmnr S-nmzs AND N Dr

* PLAN PERIODS N INDIA

oy .

" (Per ceit per anmm

— T B FiveYearPl:{n‘Per.iod‘s,v o o B
State/U.T. — - * e e e 5\ 1951-52 196
S 1 i1 RS i} 2 SRERS A A v to 1980-81  to19:

M O - (3) @ () ©) M '
Andhra Pradesh A 089 (=) 168+ (—)091 , - 196 (=) 047 073
o P (—=)576 . .(—) 095 1375 (=) 366 (=)106 - (—)267 ()L

o Y ()66 0.74 1479 ()82 () 059 () 338 (M2
. Karnataka A (=103, 313 409 238 . 285 S 256 . 3
‘ . P ()093 4.88 ) 234 2.57 4.03 3.42-

_ LY. - 010 1.69 (618 019 1.16 084 .

- Kerala . A o211 236 3,41 - CL38 ()27 210
T P 920 0 075 .~ 0200 (=) 146 )38 | 073

R Y . 695 158 (—) 310 )28t LY. (=134

" Maharashtra A - ()063 . 479 01 (=297 . 056 0.95

St P 685 (=) 163" - 389 (=)1.54 (=) 410 231

, Y 183 ()11.84 3020 148 N () 4.63 1.34

 Orissa AL 000 213 911 1 076~ 983 ' 5.54
R P (=03l 12.89 (—) 881 ‘. . 051 ©14.48 2,19

R Y 6&)035 . 1053 - (—)1642 - (—) 0.26 423, (=3
" Tamil Nada A (568 1,95 - ‘12,03 12,35 . o-0l16 - 3.41

IR P (=)292 1.97 1205 145 002 . 433
: P 4 293 0.02 0.01 * (=) 0.:88 ) 014 7 089
A&NIslands A 121 0 3802 4.59 . 26.67 () 0226 9.83

P (=000 . 66.08 286 1619 (=) 098 11.74.

.Y L2l . 2034 (=) 165~ (—)828 - (—) 072 174
Lakshadweep . A (=) 485 . (—)3.58 507  (—)0.00 © 000 043
: S P (11 10.76 % 424 2.52 10.00 - 250"

i Y (=309 . 1487 () 079 S 2.52 o.oo; ‘ 12,06

INoiA © A 015 240 4T 180 (=)125 240
BEEEE S 524 . 126~ 254 . (=016~ () L75 " 156 [
S Y 4.46 (112, ()20 (—) 193 (9050 (- 082 ‘)

:\ — . : : —

280 g




ABLE 6—COBIFICIENT OF VARIATION OF AREA, PRODUCTION AND YIELD or CocONUT IN DIFFERENT STATES v I.NDIA"‘: ‘

1951-52 1956-57 1961-62 T1960-70 _ 197475 195152
to - o to to . .. to . to
1955-56 . 1960-61 196566 - 197374, 197879 . 1980-81

. 229 314 1.84 279 o L1o 169
' 10.73 C 304 20.52 9.76 ‘2200 . 2783,
1224 - 147 2L8S . 10 . 144 - 3306
292 .- /48 ° 888 341 . 49 2299
29 731 . 1038 T30 - ‘547 %
1.30 . 258 1335 U652 . 185 - 1381 o
3.14 336 48 200 - 431 © . 19.05
1438 200 - 064, 301 - - 659 . 1225
1208 - . 2.68 481438 335 1389
231, 744 VIR 532 . 150 10.14
13.96 . 1454 892 2381 134 - 2452
15857 - 1976 842 <409 749 - 1908 .°
- 0.00 435 . 1833 1.8 135 -, 5222
221 2857 2002 " 102 - 2026 3988
221 2300..- . 5588 L7 604 45.58-
1.9 28 . 1587 €36 . o0ds 3949
5327 288 2244 - 362 253 . 36,01
5760 039 1609 . 499 ' o267 1241
2.38 369 . 674 . 3392 143 654"
000 . 4575 C-58 . 2837 0 -.278 . 6L70 .
247 20681 .. 618 . 136l " 156 - 2091 - i
864 6% ' 1366 000 - 000 = . 935 ®
© 1429 2383 1w 3.70 189 . 2458
1268 - 3333 - 802 - 37 - - 189 - ' 20120

yo1as s T 668, 261 - 207 2076 .
899 - 22T 4a7 185 . 347 1426
859 - L84~ - . 318 313 O o+ 222 U 918 -
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TABLE 7—PERCENTAGE OF A.REA UNDER Cocomn- To' THE NET AREA sow (NAS) L

S e T Cests2 192 197671

e e e e 0 . esT
e e s e L o008 0 o8 - 048
" e T 097 o128 16T
P £ X SR X B 3158
G e T N © 008 003
L e e Coes o edr T epa e
e L Co180 T 18t
O s ONAL L a8 B <3
e e N TR % & S 8 b RN ¥ §
e T NA NAS 2250

Lol Tl s T T e © 0T
- — 3 - i 3 : oy - 3 - 8 RIS




< ' . ! -

-TAB.LE 8—PaR CAPITA Coeonur _PRODUCTIQN IN DIFFERENT CoconuT: PRODUGING STATES iy INDIA : .
: : , ) - . (No:-of
State/Union Territory - 1951 1961 - 1971 19
- - 2 _ @) R ) R
~ Andhra Pradesh L e g3 3.6 3
‘Assam o N 1.6 BT A 0.7 ‘ '
Karnataka .. . o .. ST " 19.0 RS . 25,0 - - .23
~Kenala - .. .. c e T .. 149.0 190.5 © 186.0 oo 19
Maharashtra .. T 09 - 07 09 : L
. Orissa S SO S % B X ' 1.8 3
Tamil Nadu ... . .. T, e .- 15.4 . 133 . 7 229 . 23
Tripura , .. .. . .- ... NA " NA. 0.3 0
. West Bengal * .. .. . L. 08 - 06 . 0.5 . 0
Andaman & Nicobar Islands .. .. S 100.0 550 . 3160 °  sis
Goa e o .. NA - NA 81.4 98,
. Lakshadweep .. . . .. o i 17500 -750.0 666.7 525,
Pondicherry .. - .. e “ee .. T NA, - 324 T340 25,
INDIA e 91 © . 106 et g,
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“BUI.LETIN ON FOOD $TATI$TICS”
o essy

The only pubhcatlon of its kind Whlch contains all
the statistics about food that you can possibly need. s
a must for all those who intend to keep a.track .of the
~ progress on the food front Rush your orders, only a few
N coples are mow in stock, o

-
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