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5.8. Current Status of Chickpea in WANA
and South Asia: Analysis of Trends in
Production, Consumption, and Trade

T G Kelley and P Parthasarathy Rao?

Introduction

Waotld production of pulses s estimated at St mulhion t (1989-91

average) Chickpea ranks second among the pulses India 15 the
world s leading producet of chickpea with 68 % of the total produc
tion followed by Turkey (with about 11%) and Pakistan (with 87 )
Despite significant gains in the world pulse production during the
last 2 decades (1 9% annual growth ratc) chickpea production has
grown only slowly (0 3% growth rate) Yields have nisen by only 0 05 t
ha ' worldwide and the area undet chichpea has been virtually stag-
nant It accounted formerly for 15% of the world pulse production
(1971-73), compared with 12% (7 1 million t) at present (Table 56 1)

(TAO 19924)

WANA and South Asta (1 e
and Nepal) account for more than 90/ of the world chickpea produ

India Pakistan Myanmar Bangladesh

tion and arca This scction examines the trends i production area
and vield of chickpea over the Jast 20 vears and discusses the impor-
tance of supph and demand constraints to chickpea production in

these rogions

Trends in Production, Area, and Yield in WANA

Pulse production in the WANA region increased by 13 milhon t (334
nise) during the last 2 decides (Table S5 1) Almost half ot the gain
(0 7 ymlhon t) can be attributed to increases in chichpea production
During 1971-73 chichpea represented 167 ot the total pulse produc-
ton 1in WANA By 1959-9]
INCTLasINg 1rmportance 1n the region

Trends in chickpea production area and vidld for WANA between
1971 and 1991 arc shown in Figure 381

it had nisen to 27 indicating the crop <

An almost secular rise 1in
production s observed for the WANA region The overall compound
growth rate in production s 36’ per vear The growth rate during

the last 10 vears 15 even higher (83 por vear) Regional averages,

Table 5 8 1 Production of total pulses and chickpea in South Asia, WANA, and the world

Pulses

Production ( 000 t)

South Asia

Year WANA World South Aca
1971 73 12547 2733 42537 S6lS
1981-83 13320 3348 44948 3371
1989 9] 15371 4218 S8030 5562

Chichpea Chickpe  share of
Producuon ( 000 t) total pulse production (%)
WANA World WANA World
43 6474 154 132
607 6260 181 139
1115 116 264 127
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Figure 5 8 1 Trends in chickpea area, production, and yield in WANA,
1971-91
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however mask deviations from this trend by several WANA countries
(¢g Fthiop Syrna Algana lrag and Sudan) as they arc strongly
influenced by the performance of Turkey  Turkev accounts for 65% of
the production in the region and 70% of the cultnvated area under
hickpea

Growth rates in production area, and yield for WANA are givenin
Table S8 2 Turhey had an impressive 10% compound growth rate
trom 1971 to 1991 in production which rose from 170 000 t to
800 000 t duning the last 2 decades  This growth is nearly equivalent
1o the nct gam in chickpea production for the entirc WANA region
Production imcreases i Turkey have come about mainly through ex-
pansion 1n chickpea area Roscarch and extension efforts aimed at
better utilization of fallow arcas have been highly successtul The area
under fallow tell by 37% since 1982, chickpea accounting for about a
third of this (Section 2 5) Turkey s phcnomenal grow th has also been
spurred on by a strong demand from importers and an attractine
export mcentive policy of the govarnment Other WANA countries
that registered positive —if less impressivc—growth rates in produc-
tion are Tebanon (5 9%) Egvpt (4 7%), Tumsia (3 6%), Iran (2 5%),
and Morocco (23%) Sudan (-1 6%), Iraq (-1 3%)!, and Fthiopia
( 06%) however had ncgatne growth rates in production Ethopra
15 the second largest producer of chickpea in WANA (115 000 t annu-
ally), so1ts fatlure 1o increase production 1s of some importance to the
WANA region

Despite good growth rates n production for WANA, production
vaniability 1s high  The cocfficient of vanauon (CV) in production 1s
17%* Most of this variabihty can b attributed to large vear-to-year
variability in area (CV of 13%) Yields fluctuate signiheantly less (CV

1 ¢ mpound mnodpr wib rite d o b kpeaprods ton o Irag between 1170 ind 1186 1e priort the
war wink 14
= Cal ulated ter detrer ding



Table 5 8 2 Chickpea area, production, yield, and compound growth
rates in WANA and South Asia

C ompound growth racs

TORY 91 werage (1971 al)

Area Production Yuld Arca Production Yield
Country  (000h)  (0001)  (thil) (000h1)  (000t)  (tha )
Turkey N30 KO 0919 1o 1oos* =11
Fthiopa 130 114 () By | 7o 06 [
Morocca 73 R 0"k 15 23 42
Irin 120 49 041 39 DR 1 4°°
Tunisny hh} 30 0~4 I 36 13
Svin 49 26 =2 1w 11 0-°
Algeria S() 18 (36 4130 04 33
Lgypt t 1 183 PR FRID 01
Le¢banon 4 S 125 140 s oa
Iraq 5 3 (060 20 -1 0"
Jordan 2 1 0s7 I & !
Sudan 2 1 06" -19 -1t 03
WANA 1346 1115 083 480 ShTe (O
India 6897 4847 070 07 -0 4 03
Pakistan 1023 334 032 01 -0s ~-04
Myanmar 129 97 07~ 06 39 340
Bangladesh 102 67 0 bt 06 01 0s
Nepal 28 17 061 -113* 12 01
South Asia 8180 5562 0 6% -06"" 02 0s
World 10078 116 071 -02 03 0=

** Synthantat P 008
* Signthantat b = 010
1 Data not awvarlable

Source FAO (19921)

of 6% ) Bocause chickpea s primanily spring-sown the decsion to sow
the crop 1s made with rcaconably good infornition about moisture
availabihty: When winter rains are insuthoent to sustain reasonable
crop vields farmers leave their land fallow On the other hand winter
runfall in this region being highlv variable the ¢\ values are high for
winter chickpea arca

Growth rates in chichpea ared for the WANA region match closcly
those for production suggesting that the source of growth in produc
ton hes inarca expansion and not vield growth  [he area under
chickpea 1n WANA has more than doubled in the last 20 vears and
now exceeds I 3milhon ha (Fig 35 1) Agamn thisas large v due to the
impact of Turkey which registered an 11 annual growth rate in area
from 1971 to 1991 Arca cxpansion through fallow replacement 1s
hkely to continue but at 1 slower raite Substantial increases in chick
pea area and production are projccted in Turkhey s Sinth 3 Year Plan
(Section 2 5) The absolute growth in area under chickpea cultivation
for Turkey between 1971-73 and 19%9-91 (700 000 ha) nearly
matches that for WANA which indicates that the rest of WANA ner
ther gained nor declined 1ppreciably inarea Five countries in particu
lar do not follow the overall WANA trend Table S 82 shows that
Fthiopia and Morocco the second and third largest producers of
chickpea in WANA as well as Iraq Jordan and Sudan had negative
growth rates inarca The reasons for the dechine vary between coun-
tries but generally chichpea has become less competitine than other
crops High production costs (prinaipally labor tor hand hanvesting)
and lack of appropriate machinery are the most ated economuc rea-
sons for this (Sections 22 23 and 2 4)

Chickpea vields in WANA during the last 2 decades despite consid-
erable fluctuation show a positive trend (Fig 35 1) Yields in WANA
rosc from (0 77 to 0 85 t ha ! between 1971-73 and 1989 91 Turkey
though had a negative growth rate in vield (=1 1% per vear) the yvields
fell from 110 to 094 t ha ! between 1971 73 and 1989-91 Negative
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vicld trends weare reported also from several other WANA countrics
icluding Algena (=3 3%) Tran (=1 4%), and Syna (=0 7%) Yet at the
tegronal lavel the vidld trend was positive even though viclds in thes
tour countnies which together represent 50% of chickpea produc

tion m WANA—I{l bocause vidkds in Turkey, even i 198091 were
sull conaderably higher than the average tor WANA - The yiddd was
low 1in Turkey because chickpea cultivation was extended to fallows
which are gencrally of much poorcr quabty than (visting cultivated
land Kusmenoglu and Mcvvear (Scction 25) mention that much of
the expansion of cultnvation through fallow replacement has baen on
muginal linds in castern and central Turkey Tairmers conader chick

pea to be a crop well suited to stony staep and nutnitionally poor
sotls

Trends in Production, Area, and Yield in South
Asia

During the past 2 decades pulse production m South Asia rose from
12 41015 4 mithon t (Table 5 5 1) Chickpea has added nothing to the
growth in pulse production during this time  [ts production has i fact
stagnated losing ground to other pulses i the region Whereas 20
vears ago 1t represented 359 of the tonal pulae production 1t now
reprecents only 36% Though South Asia ramains the largest chickpea
produccar (with more than 87% i 1971-73) i the world 1ts redatine
share 1s dedinmg (78% in 1989-91) WANA produced less than 8% of
the world s chichpea production 20 years ago compared with 164%
today

Trends in chickpea production arca and yield for South Asia bet-
ween 1971 and 1991 arc shown in Figure 568 2 Stagnant growth and
large year to year fluctuations in production arc cvident, in shatp con-
trast to the nising trend in production observed for WANA  Indeed
trom 1971 to 1981 production dedimed at a compound ratc of 11%
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per year i South Asa Since 1981 growth rtes are also negitive but
not significant Varnability 1n production is actually Icss in South Asn
than 1n WANA (CV of 13 versus 16%) Whereas most of the produc
tion variability in WANA 1s duc to year to year changes in irea the
variabihity in South Asia ¢an be attnibuted largely to that of yield The
CV for chickpea area in South Asiais only 6% 1t 1< almost twice that
for yield (11%4)

In South Asia chickpes 1s grown under rchwtinvely less tavorable
conditions (¢ g the drought ¢nvironment in Pakistan and cen
tral/southern Indin and the disease pressures in northarn Indi)
wherc farmers generally neither weed nor apply inputs This results in
significantly higher yield variability than that obscrved in the WANA
region Yield levdls are quite different too for both the regions Aver
age yields in Turkey are about 1 0 t ha ! those ot India (0 7 tha!) ind
Pakistan (0 5 t ha 1) are relauvey low

India domunates the chickpea production trend for South Asia
Thus stagnant production in South Asii largely 1eflects the situation
ol India Pakistan the second largest producer in South Asiy and
Nepal have wmilar trends of dechiming, production Only Myanmar
shows positive growth rates in chickpea production (1able 5% 2)

Chickpea arerin South Asia tell by 620 000 hy between 1971-73
ind 1969-91 (Fi, 58 2) in contrist to the 750 000 ha of additional
land brought under chickpa cultivation in the WANA region In India
chickpea are 1w s lost to other crops such s wheat ind mustard/ripe
Pakistain only marginally incraased aits arer under chickper duning
these two peniods The overall dechining trend in chickpoa e im
South Asiv s hikely to continuc barning iy myor breikthrough in
chickpea yield to «nhance 1its competitneness

Though chickpe 1 yields hve fluctuated diimatalhy in South Asia
positive (but nonsignuficant) growth rites hive been observed Yields
rose from 0 64 to 0 65 t hn P between 1971-73 aind 19%9-91 probably
duc to ood monsoons and v ulibility of improved technology —both

more evident in the 19808 From 1971 to 1981 vicld rate was actunlly
negative (but msipnificant) Only during 1981 91 4 penod with just
two unfavorable monsoons did 1t become positive In addition anec

dotal evidence suggests that farmars in India are beginning to adopt
inproved and wilt resistant cultivars The Sociocconomics and Policy
Division at 1CRISAL 15 presently trying to document the spraad of
these varicties Besides India only Myvanmar has a positive (and sipnit

1wcant) growth rate in chickpea productivity in South Asia

Chickpea in India. Past Trends and Present
Status

A closer look at the status of chickpe in Indin s redev int since world
wre 1 production and vield of «hichpea are stull dominated by the
situation of 1ts largest producer Trends obsenved in India will more
over provide nmportant insights for prospects of chichpe elsewhere
(e g the WANA region)

Chickpea Area

Between 1971-"3 aind 1955-59 chickpe tarea dechined by 17 mithion
ha in the traditional chickpe v growing states of nerthern India Han

an1 Punpib Ryasthan Uttir Pradesh and Bihar (Table ~ 5 3) The
states that incroased the chickper airar were the central ind southern
states of India including Madhva Pradesh Gupinit Orissa Ma

harwshiry Andhr Pradesh ind Rarmatky swhich added S50 000 by
to their total chichpes growing wrer The hitter three states represent
new production environments tor chickper Those chines represent
1significant shiftin the production ircoin Indin While 700 of Indins
Chichpar aret wis concentrited inthe hive northorn stites i 191

chickpe s arcran the contral southern staites 1s now noathy cquil to
thatn the north (b v % 3)




Table 5 8 3 Area and yield for selected crops in North, Central, and

South India

Crop

Chickpen

Whent

Raje
Must ird

Groundnut
(postruny)

Sunflower

€ otton

Py conpea

Sovhean

Coarst
coreals
(postrainy )

Repion

North!
Contnal
Soutl
India
North
Contnal
South
India
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Central
India

Suth
Incha

South
India

Central
South
Indsa

Central
South
India

Central
India

Central
South
Incha

Arca (000 ha)
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3

S072
7™
SOR
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27%
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The trend observed in the northern statcs s hkely to continue duc to
the substitution ot chickper by more profitible postruny <cvon crops
With the cxpansion of nngition i the north (fwornmg hagh input crop
technolosy) ind the niprd adv inccs m whaot productnaty throus h re
scarch thd\p( 1S compatitive position by woikened Ay conse
quence what rephiced chickperm the most fvorible s The e
undar whaot m the north ncroy ¢d from 129 tc 17~ nalhon b ba
woen 1971 and 1959 Chickpor was thardtore radegited te the Te
fwvorible ind more marg il cnvironmaonts Yot i spitc of the - chick
por producers m the north did remarkablv wadl by actulls mcreasing
thit
The positne trend i chickpaor it the contral ontharn states

chickporvicld during the Tist 20 ycus fromi 06310 0

Iike v to continue since new des ind Kabube coltinn (0 short
duntion vincties well adaptad to diought prone cnvironments) ind
mmproved mangement prictices (e g carly sowing) e made ol
ible to famars (Tydish Kumar 1CRISAT poraomid commumait m)
[The datvim Table 5 S 3andicaite les substituticn of whoat tor chick
pcrm the contral ind southorn stites Fyven here howaver wheat and
othar postiiny sawon crops hive rephiced chackpen in the mor
{vorible araas Fam loved dht trom sclected villiaes i centeal ind
ponnsubir Indirconfirm that Chickpe s fosmg ats positiom U compet
mg crops ike whaat ind postruny scason sorg heme (Thdhy ind Subba
Rio 1947)

Competitiveness

Plrceptions bout profitibility drive crop choces Chinges m par unat
production costs (1e techmal chinge) ind rehitnve prices tosether
dctermine the rchtne profitibility or the compettnencss of 1 crop
over time An amalysis of growth rites an trends tor vicld (s prosy
tor techmical changd) and product prices moy provide some insight for

the shifts i arca under vanous crops i Indn

Fine senes data from 1970 o 1959 tor vickd e aindraal prices
for whait mipe mustird and chickpor i Indin e used 1o cxanmine
tho impact of viddd ind rehitng prices on e changes i these crops
Fruure S5 4 <hows the hnoar trends cstumsted for cach ¢ these vin
ibles Inthe case ctwhaat vhighorwth ritcmsidd (31 parseaar)
more thin otfscts the dechinme trend el prices (26 pervaar)
tnshtng inte o1 Iinc marar ¢m uersonn th whet Chick
por despite vstueng poative trend i price showes dading m ara
Doy bocomse it viddd o wih Do swmbicimty behind that of other
or \I‘

Rape mustaird e the fiste tor wihm werduc t s high growth
ritcinvicdd sccampamed Toorme de tdadimc i raal poices A much
more tharcuch mah sy reguired et e the rehitve impacts tacdd
ind prices on e m b cpuate ot me e dehmitney but cven
thishrct v e proades avdence that bu kpens Dang its compat
ruddd erowth

itnvene s munh becw o binadegquate v

Consumption

With chickpar products nohong bocome vl stianoant dunme,
the Tt 2 deaades mports m;\]lLlN\ (except verny numl\) ind
perven (W oald Bank [9a1)
the por it wuhibility of chickpor in Indin hos dedined Thble

populition cxpainding 1wt the rte o 211

SSbshows porapite wahibihty Fthe bve mog 1 pulsesin Indi tor
tw oty moume Poraprimr wvuhibiliee of pulses i Indi has de
Chincd by about 120 parvar e 19700 Thisas almost exclusindy
bease ot chickpor (the moy 1 opulse fosd copan Indin which reas
tared isteep 32 dechne m par pite nvuhibihie Brom 24 dn o

1o dnt

~43
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The dechine in production and per capita wailabihty of chickpea in
India accounts for the significant risc in 1ts price: Real prices of chick
pea increased at the rate of 19% per year throughout the 20 year
perniod However real prices of pigeonpea rose by 117 mung bean by
() 9%
production levels high enough to increase (or at least sustamn) per

and lenul by 0 8% per yvear Thcse pulse crops mamntained
capita nvaithibihty over the level of 1970 ind sull register significant
increases in real prices This suggests that the demand for chickpea
has not been strong enough to push its prices huigher or has not been
suthaient to induce higher production to mamtain the per capita con
sumption at 1970 levels As a result of thie consumers have shitted
awady from chickped 1o other pulses and to other commodities such as
hivestock products Also 1t 1s more efficient to increase supphies of
pulses through the rammy season production of pigeonpea green gram
and black gram by increasing the area than through postrany seison
production of chickpea This 1s due to strong competition from w heat

and mustard/rape in areas where the eaxpansion in irngation and rapd
techmcal change have favored these crops Pige onpea faces much less
competition from low vielding and low value rainy season crops ¢ g
sorghum and pear]l millet

Further evidence of preforence tor other pulses by consumers can be
scen from Table 56 3 where data on expenditure and price elasticitics
of demnand for chickpea and other pulses are presented These clas
ticities provide information on the change in the quantity demanded for
1 particular commodity 3 1ts price changes (price elastiaties) and the
income of consumers chinges (Cxpenditure elastucities)  Expenditure
clastiaiies tor other pulses are higher than for chickpea in both rural and
urban areas of India indicating that as incomes go up consumers spend a
higher shire ot their income on pulses other than chickpea Higher
negative price clastuaities are observed for chickpea indicating that con
sumers reduce thar purchases of chickpea proportionately more than
they do for other pulses for equinvalent increases in price

Table 5 8 4 Production, per capita availability, and price index for major pulses in india

Production (000 t)

Per capita availability (g day ')

Real price indices (1970 — 100)

Change Change  Growth rate (%) Chinge  Growth rate (%)
1970-72  19686-90 (‘%) 1970-"2 1986-90 (/) (1970-90) 1970-72  19R&-90) () (1970-90)

Chickpea 4939 4852 =2 243 16 4 =33 25%* 101 4 1733 71 19%*
Pigeonpea 1831 20625 43 90 119 32 00 Qa9 g8 1252 23 [0
Green gram! 595 1336 124 29 45 55 27 1122 150 34 09°
Black gram! 601 1553 158 30 52 42 249° 126 6 1271 0 00
Lentil! 350 718 105 17 29 71 1 6% 120 1556 30 08*

Total pulses 10940 13509 23 538 46 ~15 1 2% 106 157 48 15*

** Signihcant at P — 0 05
* Signthent e P 010
1 1988 89 (2 yoar average only)

Source Government of India (1970 91) Government of India (1990) FAO (various vears) and FAO (1992b)




Table 5 8 5 Estimated mean expenditure elasticities (Expenditure 1) and mean direct-price elasticities (Price 1)

Ruril e xpenditure classes?

Utban cxpenditure chisses!

! 2 3 4 s ] 2 3 1 5

Eapenditure 1y

Chickpen 0 499 0 790 0471 0 469 0073 1262 (0992 0254 0067 0013

Pulses 1 821 1016 1035 0533 0 457 1475 0 960 0720 0437 0141
Price n

Chickpea 1033 16]1 0 806 1 05& 0203 2 B8 2 894 1014 1002 0153

Pulses 1429 0911 0630 0362 0477 1067 0675 () Sk 0383 0294
1 Based mal Sacik whero 1 veny poorand 5 not poor
Soutce Murthy (19%3)

However there are regions where demand for chichpea s very Trade

strong and will remain strong Nevertheless aggregate figures indicate
a significant dechne in per capita consumption of chickpea compared
with other pulses with roughly similar price trends over ime and,
higher price clasuciies and lower ovpenditure elastiaties for chickpea
than tor other pulses

Howcver, f altarnative uses for chickpea could be developed and
marhketed, then this trend might change New production technology
in chickpea, 1f adopted, can bring about agnificant gains 1in produc-
tivity, lower per unit production costs, and ultimately, ensure rela-
tively lower prices on the market  [his would improve the crops
competitiveness, expand consumption of traditional preparations and
encourage 1ts substitution for other commodities 1n new uses With-
out such gains in productivity, per capita chickpea consumption in
India will continue to dechine To maintain present (low) levels of
consumption up to 2000, average yields of chickpea will have to
increase from the present level of 0 70 t ha ' to 0 88 t ha !, assurming
that there will be no increase in cropped area or significant change in
mports
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The world market for chickpea is relatively thin Less than O 5 million t
are traded annually about 6 5% of the total chickpea produced Fa-
ports of other pulses on the other hand represent about 1% of world
production, exports of wheat represent 18% and nice 24% (Oram and
Agcaoili 1992) Nevertheless an increasing trend in world tradc s
observed for chickpea (Fig 5% 5) Since 1975-77, the market vol-
ume has expanded by a factor of three

Turkey ranks first in chickpea export (mainly kabuli), with 275 000 t
exported annually between 1989 and 1991 (Table 5 8 6) This repre-
sents S8% of total world exports and 35% of the country s domestic
production It 1s the prinaipal sypplier of imported kabuli chickpea to
the European Union and a major supplier to India Except for a few
years, e g, 1985 and 1989, when crop failures seriously curtailed do-
mestic production, chickpea exports have risen steadily at a remark-
able rate of 13 4% per year since 1975 This owes much to the
attractive export subsidy the Turkish Government has given to chick-
pea There appears to be good potenual for further growth in chick-



7000
Table 5.8.6. Average annual chickpea imports and exports for WANA,
oo | T South Asia and other countries, 1975-77 and 1989-91.
Imports ('000 t) Exports ( 000 t)
5000 - Average of Average of
5 4000 C ountry 1975-77  1989-91  Countny 1975-77  1989-9]
% Algeria 119 46 8 Turkey 234 274 4
‘;. 3000 - Irag 41 217 Morocco 194 83
= Jordan 12 139 Syria 35 63
2000 r Lebanon! 02 90 Fthiopia 107 00
Iran! 06 70 Tunisia 55 01
1000 L Tunisia 0o 36
WANA 180 1020 WANA 625 289 |
0 T ' T T T India 0b 1234 Indua 15 49
1969 71 1974 76 1979 8§ 1984 86 1989 91
Pakistan 00 326
00 Bangladesh 0o 33
South Aua 06 15913 South Asia 15 49
Chickpea
Greece 00 87 Mexico 385 522
40 - Italy 00 224 Australa 00 110 1
Portugal 0K 70
= a0 k Spain 303 394
H USA 68 148
=z Israel 42 04
§ 200 + Malaysia 30 45
. Sauds Arabia 24 110
Sni Lanka 00 82
100 Brazl 24 12
Colombia 07 27
0 ; . . . , Venezuela 15 40
1969 - 71 1974 76 1979 81 1984 86 1989 91 Total 780 414 4 1123 4743
Yeur -
1 Based on da 1985
Figure 5.8.5. World pulse and chickpea exports (annual 3-year aver- D“T“ m’("((rl:(:?l::‘,h)
ages, 1969-91). M -

249




pea production and export in the country as more land 1s put under
chickpea through the fallow replacement program (Oram and Ag-
caoth 1992)

Australia and Mexico are the second and third largest exporters of
chichpea Austraha, virtually a non-producer of chickpea 15 years ago,
today produces and exports more than 100 000 t annually Very httle
1s used in the country Mexico has increased 1ts exports only shightly
since 1975-77 and presently exports about 50 000 t annually .

Besides Turkey, the other WANA countries exporting chickped are
Morocco and Syna, although 1n relatively small quantities Morocco
exports about 8000 t, (20 000 t in the md-70s) and Syna, 6000 t,
(3500 t 1n the md-70s) Ethiopia, which formerly exported 11 000 t
and Tunisia, 6000 t, no longer export chichpea Indeed Tumisia has
gone from being a net exporter to a net importer

Many other countrics including, Algena, Iraq, Jordan, Lebanon and
Iran!, in WANA are or have recently become net importers of chick-
pea These countnies together imported about 80 000 t of chickpea
annually between 1989 and 1991 while earher, they imported less
than 20 000 t annually Except Turkey and Syria, exports have fallen
or imports have nisen for every chickpea-producing country in the
WANA region

The European Union (FU) also imports a significant amount of
chickpea® Whereas Spain Portugal, and Greece tormerly exported
chickpea (Rees 1988) since the mid-70s and early 19805, they have
become net importers of chickpea USA also imports chickpea, mainly
trom Mexico

India 1s now the largest importer of chickpea in the world, chickpea
imports to the country rose signihcantly during 1988 92 The severe

t
this they were each imporung about 10 000 t ant uilly

2 Shme kU countries record chi kped as dny peas and therefre ats 1 ports may be underestimted This
may pirtially explain the discrepancy between total exports and imports 1n Table 5 86
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drought of 1987 during which chickpea production declined by almost
2 million t (30% drop from the previous years production) was
largely responsible for the dramatic increase in chickpea imports 1n
1987/88 Imports increased from 8000 to 223 000 t 1n a single year
Imports have come down shghtly since then (160 000 t 1n 1990 and
100 000 t 1n 1991) as domestic production recovered

In contrast to international trade, chichpea trade within India—by
far the largest consumer of chickpea—is signihicant This 1s due to a
widely distributed demand and regional concentration of production
(von Oppen and Parthasarathy Rao 1987) Raju and von Oppen
(1980) have estimated the marketable surplus of chickpea in India at
45%, while government statistics (Government of India 1980) gave
lower estimates (35%) but showed a consistently increasing trend in
the marketable surplus over time

Market Growth Potential

World trade 1n chickpea 1s rapidly expanding, as new countries are
entering the market and traditional exporters are sigmficantly expan-
ding domestic production to meet increasing demand from both de-
veloped and developing countries Austraha and Turkey in particular
are expanding their exports as countries in the EU and India are
increasingly unporting

Turkey, the driving force behind increasing exports from WANA,
can continue to do so 1f 1t can sustain production trends above growth
rates in domestic demand This in turn will depend on such factors of
supply as

o The rate at which the area under chickpea expands, e g, through
tallow replacement, which in turn 1s a function of

« Domestic price policies and their impact on relative prices of chick-
pea and competing crops, and,



o The ratc at which yields rise (or year to year tluctuations are re

duced) through technical change and on such factors of demand as

Population growth rates

Income growth ratcs and associated expenditure dastiaties ot de
mand tor chickpea

e Growth rates in chichpea production i major chickpea consuming
countries (¢ g India LU)

Irade pohcies of the major potential importcrs hke India

e Growth rates in supply from other exporters (e g Austrilia) and

L]

Growth in damand for speaalty dishes in davddoped countries

According to Rees (1988), Austrahia 1s well positioned to boecomd a
consistent (and major) supplier of rclatively low priced chickpeas tor
the world market depending on domestic trade policics of India the
major importer of Australian chickpea The reduction of import dutv
on tood grain pulses in India will help stimulate world trade 1in
chickpea

In an ¢nvironment whare o frec eaxchange of commodities will
prevaill world exports of chickpea are hkely to increase as production
shifts to areas of greater comparative advantage  This seem to be
happuning alrcady (g domestuic production dechnes i India with
simultaneous increases 1in imports trom Austraha) but the interna
tional matket in chichpea s sull very imited The rcdatively high aind
sustained levels of chickpea imports to India during the last 5 vears
reflect the inability of domestic production to satsty demand at cur
rent (domestic) prices and suggests that for some countrics imports
with simultancous utihzation of domcestic resources for crops of
greater comparative advantage are more ethaent 1t this happens 1t
would result in higher aggregate production and consumption ot
chickpea (von Oppen 1990)

Supply and Demand Projections

Projections ot future supply of and demind tor chichpea can help to
identity the constraints to the expinsion of chickpea production in
WANA and South Asn

Supply and demiand projcctions for chickpea to the vear 2000 are
hsted in Table S8 70 Chichpea production in South Asia 15 not ex
pected to nise from s 1999291 Tevel of 36 nulhon t This 1s set
aganst a rising demand for chickpea weldl above (337) pradicted sup
phy levels Consderable amounts of imports (1 83 mullion 1) will be
necessany to sitishy demand o tavorable prospect tor exporters hike
Austraha and Turkey Without these imports chichpea prices in India
and Pakistan the major dehat countiies will continue to tise rapndly
and thus discourage demand and ulumitely reduce consumption
Bangladesh and Nepal too will have rehtney Targe production
shorttalls

The supply prospects tor WANA e brightar largely based on
Turkev < Capacity to sustain production increases of 7% per year to
the vear 2000 This 1s not an unrealistic proposition considering 1ts
impressive 147 per vear growth rate during the 19680s Chichpea pro
duction in Turkey 1s estimated to doublc from 0% millhion t to 1 6
million t2

Production in WANA 15 estimated to be 2 1 nullion t in 2000
agamst g total regional demand of 12 million t indicating that the
potential for cxport growth s excellent Unfortunately  most other
countries m WANA including Fthiopin Algena Tcbanon and Tordan
will not tollow that pattern and are hkely to tace serous shorttalls in
domestic supply Egypt Tunisia and Syria tormerly selt suthcient or
cvport oriented are projected to become nctmportars

Tse Rdova dhaihasvawy ke (1Y )0 denl tdeer o ) i fass qo s
R [ B VR npoar ber wthratebetweer 190 and 00 assun T b iy
Wtk e the ot edp Lot 0 00wl &t

nmparatlot the 1s)



Conclusions and Implications

The demand for chickpea does not appear to be limiting particularly
1n WANA, despite a favorable supply-demand ratio tor the region as a
whole Most WANA countries have scaled up imports, or scaled down
exports, to meet nising demand despite high growth rates in produc-
tion (2 to 3% pet year) This conhrims the hypothesis of Oram and.

Belaid (1989) who have concluded that pulse production in WANA
was generally constrained by supply rather than demand factors With
the nise in population, income, per capita consumption, and imports
into the region, the strong demand for pulses 15 apparent If the
projections for the future arc correct, Ethiopia which used to export
10 000 t will need to import 50 000 t of chickpea by the year 2000 In
most WANA countries, high market prices tor chickpea—reflecting

Table 5.8.7. Domestic production/consumption (‘000 t) of chickpea in WANA and South Asia countries (1989-91) and projected to 2000.

1989-91 Projection to 2000
Domestic Domestic Surplus (+) Domestic Domestic Surplus (+)
Country produc tion consumption Defiat (=) produc tion consumption Defiat ()
India 4847 4970 -123 4642 6337 1695
Pakistan 534 567 33 774 860 80
Myanmat 97 97 0 95 121 -26
Bangladesh 67 70 3 58 87 -29
Nepal 17 17 0 8 22 -14
South Aua 5562 5721 -159 5577 7427 1850
Turkey 801 5327 +274 1305 658 +647
Ethiopia 114 114 0 109 159 -50
Morocco 55 47 +8 181 63 +118
fran 49 56 -7 80 78 +2
Tunisia 30 34 -4 25 46 21
Syna 26 20 +6 15 32 -17
Algena 18 65 -47 29 97 -68
Egypt 11 11 0 10 15 -5
Lebanon 5 14 -9 9 19 -10
Iraq 3 25 =22 262 37 -11
Jordan 1 15 -14 2 20 -18
Sudan 1 1 0 2 1 +1
WANA 1115 930 +185 1793 1225 +568

I Based on observed growth rates in production trom 1981 to 1991

2 Projected based on time senes data from 1976 10 1981 produc tion fell dramatically since 1986 due to the war




strong local demand—offer good prospects for increasing production
provided the right technology is available.

Our supply and demand projections to the year 2000 further con-
firm the view that supply, not demand, is the limiting factor. Most
countries in WANA will fall into a deficit position with respect to
production and will require large increases in imports to satisfy de-
mand. Even Turkey, with its surplus production, is unlikely to face
demand constraints!, as the potential outlook for expansion of exports
to WANA, South Asia, and the EU looks favorable.

Most of the reports from Syria, Morocco, Algeria, Tunisia, Egypt,
Jordan, Iran, and Ethiopia secem to suggest that abiotic and biotic
constraints are more important than policy, marketing, and other
socioeconomic-related constraints in limiting chickpea production?.
An exception may be Iraq and Sudan. In Iraqg, large arcas of chickpea
were replaced by wheat following the government's decision to give
more support to wheat prices. The report from Sudan suggests mar-
ket distortions (low farm-gate prices relative to retail prices) as an
important constraint to chickpea production.

Supply and demand projections to the year 2000 for South Asia
also confirm that chickpea production will be more limited by supply
factors than by demand. Population and income growth combined
with the relatively high income elasticities of demand for chickpea
imply continued growth in demand for this food legume. This would
occur despite a gradual shift from chickpea to other pulses and live-
stock products, i.e., a demand constraint in the long run.

The possibility for significantly reducing per unit costs of chickpea
production (primarily by raising yields) and making it more competi-

Soan Turkey too will face a supply constraint Growth in production through area expansion 1s an option
which has limited scope 1n the future Without gains in productivity, these lands are likely to shitt to other
crops which are more productive and more remunerative

Several country reports mention nising labor costs as an important reason for substitution of chickpea to
other competing crops It 1 necessary to develop innovative technologies such as machine harvesung and
specific variety types adapted to this which can profitably reduce labor demand

~

tive with wheat and mustard should be explored. Higher productivity
will simultaneously increase the profitability of chickpea to producers
and reduce the price paid by consumers. Relatively high price elas-
ticities of demand for chickpea will also ensure large consumption
with falling prices.

In both WANA and South Asia, improved technologies are already
available to at least double chickpea yields in many areas (Jagdish
Kumar, ICRISAT, personal communication). Winter-sowing technol-
ogy in WANA and improved short-duration cultivars in peninsular
India, for example, have the potential to significantly raise produc-
tivity in these regions. Much still needs to be done in identifying the
on-farm constraints that are limiting the uptake of these new technol-
ogies. Scientists and economists must work together to assess whether
the technologies are appropriate and how they need to be transferred
or whether the infrastructure needs to be improved in order to allevi-
ate the constraints to chickpea production.
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