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g, and Economics 

Ginger is an important commercia l crop g rown for its aromatic rhi zomes, whi ch are lIsed 
both as a spice and for medicinal purposes. India accounts for about 30 % followed by 
China (20 %) in rora l world produCtion. The world production is approximately 0. 75 to 
0.8 million tons of ginger from an area of around 0. 3 million heccares (Table 12. 1), 
During the same period, the export was around 20 % of total world production valued at 
US $105.73 million. Even [hough India is [he largeS[ producer of ginger in [he world , 
ie occupied on ly the seventh pos ition in exporc during 1999 and 2000; after China, 
Thailand, Brazi l, Taiwan, Nigeria, and Indonesia. The major irnporting countries are the 
Uniced Kingdom , United States, Japan, and Saudi Arabia. 

Table 12. 1 Product ion in major ginger-producing countries (1998-2000) (Area: I-Ia , 
Production: tons) 

C Olllllry Area % ProdflCl;oll % 

Traditional 14,5344 45.84 650,330 84.37 
Bangladesh 6,879 2. 17 38,000 4.93 
China 13,200 4. 16 160,000 20.76 

Domini ca 4) 0.01 100 0.01 

Dominican Republic 400 0. 13 1,)00 0. 19 
Fiji Islands 6) 0.02 2,)00 0. 32 
Ind ia 83,220 26.2) 28 1,160 36.48 

Jamaica 180 0.06 620 0.08 
Korea 4,2)) ~ 7,9)0 1.03 

alaysia 1,000 0.32 2.)00 0.32 
Nigeria 17,400 ).49 90,000 11 .68 
Philippines 4,700 1.48 28,000 3.63 
Sri Lanka 2,000 0.63 8,000 1.04 
Thai land 12,000 3.78 30,000 3.89 
Newcomers 1) ,261 4.8 1 12,4948 16.2 1 
Australia ( 990) 1)0 om 4,)00 0.)8 

Bhutan (1980) 350 0.11 3. 100 0.40 
Cameroon 1,}70 0.43 7. )00 0.97 
Costa Rica 1.600 0.50 21,000 2.72 
Ethiopia (1993) 150 om 400 om 
Ghana 0.00 60 0.01 
Indonesia (1981) 10,000 3. 15 77 ,500 10.05 
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Tflbl t 12. 1 (Com inued) 

(Arell: /-/(1, ProductiQn: 10m ) 

CQlllllr )' Area % Prodllrtioll % 

Kenya ( l989) 55 0 .D2 150 0 .D2 

Madagascar (1992) 8 0.00 30 0 .00 

Mauri t ius (L 985) 70 0.02 200 om 
Nepal (1 985) 1,200 0.38 3,200 0 .42 

Pakistan (1994) 78 0.0 2 28 0.00 

Reun ion (1985) 30 0.01 500 0 .06 

Saine Lucia (1 985) 25 0.0 1 60 0 .0 1 

Uganda (1990) 50 0.02 120 0.0 2 

Uniced Scates (1 985) 125 0.04 6 ,500 0.84 

Z.1mbia 0.00 100 0.0 1 

\'({o r ld 3 1,705 5 100.00 770,778 100.00 

Source: FAO (2003) (fi gures in parclU heses ind icate earl iest year of in iti al ing production). 

Major g inger growing states in India are Kerala , Meghalaya, ~r i ssa, :x'~s t Bengal, 
And hra Pradesh, Karnataka, Sikki m , and Hi machal Pradesh. Officml st aCl stlCS on area, 
production, and product ivity, alt hough confl ict ing , arc available throug h FAOSTAT (sta
tistical data base of FAO) and SPICESTAT (Spices Stat ist ical database of the Integrated 
Nat ional Ag ricultural Resources Information system [lNARIS] of the Indian Council of 
Ag ricultu ral Research, i nd ia located at the indian In ~ t i tu te of Spices Re~ea rch , Calcut, 
Kerala, India). H owever, the (fade-related fig ures avadable are comparatively com?lece 
and make a d ist inction between dr ied and fresh g inger. A mul t itude of processed ginger 
products entering into the world market arc not taken into accou nt sep~ rate l y .. Despi te 
certa in limi tat ions in the availabi lity, this chapter rnakes use of the ti me seCles data 
obtained fro m the FAG and other agencies to analyze the trend in countrywise area, 
produccion, export , and imporc. T he aim of t~ is effo rt is to get some ~road ind ications 
on the possible changes that have taken place In the crop economy d urlllg the last three 
decades since 1970- 197 1 and furt her prospeccs based on observed trends. 

:> ·od llccjon' ____ ~~-

' flo rid Scenario 

Table 12.2 shows the g rowth of g inger product ion d ut ing the past 25 years for major 
producing cou ntries. During 1975 throug h the 1980s, I~d i a was the major I~ roduce~ o~ 
g inger with a 30 to 35% share in tota l world productIOn, followed by ChlOa, willc 
accou nted fo r approximately 15%. Chi na could have increased its share in the world 

I"oduction ftom 12% in 1975 to over 24 % in the recent past. China (24 %), Ind ia (28%) 
. b . I . d f the and Indonesia (15 %) are the top three p rod ucers, account ing for a out two-t llr s o 

total world prod uccion. . 
T he supply of g inger on a count rywise basis is computed by looking at area, ~roduc [lon, 

. b · . . .. . I I I anSlon than to and exports. T he analYSIS f1ngs out IOconslstenCies 111 Yle e ane area exp . (J I 
go deep into the factors responsible for t he changes. In order to make a mean.l~g 1I1 

. . d . . 'es' tradltlona analys is g inger-produCi ng countCles are groupe mto two major categofl .' 5 
produce'rs and newcomers. T he g roupings suggest that up CO 1980 there were about I 
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Table 12.2 Production in major g inger-prod ucing coumries 0 975- 2002) 

% Share i ll tOldl by \ florlt! 

prodllction P('riod India ChiNa /lIdolJui« Others ( Alt) 
1975 30.67 11.68 57.65 147,2 13 1980 33.47 20 .75 45.78 246,3 16 1985 35.37 12.89 12.56 39. 18 390 ,259 1990 3 1.35 I 1.05 16.27 4 1.33 49 1,153 1995 30. 11 20 .00 I 1. 34 38.5 5 728,376 2000 28.58 23.70 15. 52 32.20 962,060 2002 27.83 23.98 15. 18 33.01 988, 182 

Sou rce: FAO (2003). 

~ountri~s eng~ged in the prod uction of g inger. Since g inger cul tiva tion and processing 
IS labor II1tCnSIVe, mo~t of the ~fri can countries have neglected this crop, and consequent ly 
they are not very active now III the world market. H owever, many other count ri es have 
entered into the fi eld, and the Il umber has almost doubled to date. The average share of 
newcomers in to ta l production d uring the recent past (1 998 to 2001) is 16. 2 1% and is 
rapidly increas ing. Among the newcomers, Indones ia, wh ich started production 'around 
198 1, accounts for about 10% of tota l world prod uct ion , bur the share of other newcomers 
was not th~t sig nificant .(6.2.%) dur ing the same period. However, it is a fact that many 
~ew COuntnes ar~ becoming Interes ted in the production of g inger, and many have entered 
lOCO the productIOn arena duri ng the last 5 to 6 years (Dan a et aI. , 2003). 

Area E.\jJCIIISioll 

An analysis of world scenario for g rowth in terms of acreage under g inger revea ls: 

• China recorded the highest g rowth in acreage d uring 199 1 to 2002 ( 10 .969%) 
among all g inger-prod ucing cou ntries. i ndonesia and India, the other major 
producers, to show a moderate g rowth of 5 .6% and 3.06%, respectively, du ri ng 
the same peri od. 

• O~he r c~untri es s l~owing-c(Jn side rab l e g rowth in land under g inger d uring 
tIllS pefl od are Sfl Lanka (0 .26%), the U ni ted States (5 .92%), COSta Rica 
(7.5 7%), Mamiti us ( 1.3 1 %), Bangladesh (1.34%), and Nigeria (5.8%). On 
the other hand , countries li ke Uganda ( - 20 .35%), Fiji ( - 8. 29%), Pakistan 
(- ~ 3%) , ~nd J~ma i ca ( - 10A 1 %) have experienced a rapid decl ine in acreage 
dUfing thiS penod . Most of these countries were newcomers. 

• The Phili ppines ( - 3.35%), N epal ( - 3.35%), are Thai lanel ( - 4 .69%) arc the 
other countries to record comparatively less decl ine in acreage. 

• An interes ting phenomenon observed in terms of fluctuat ions in g rowth in 
acreage is that a hig h g rowth in area in a particular period for a country is 
generally followed or preceded by a period of low and negati ve g rowth. 

• There is no striki ng d ifference between performances of traditional g rowers 
and newcomers. In terms of g rowth in acreage, some newcomers have f.1red 
well , whereas some have fai led bad ly. The same arg ument holds true in respect 
to the trad it ional gi nger-prod ucing counn ies as well. 
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G rowtb ill p roduction 
.. of grow th in production hig hlig hts the foHowing recem 

The world scenariO In terms 
trends (Datea et aI. , 2003): 

( I 399t ) during 199 1 to 1997 , followed 
• China recorded the hig hest g rowth 1. 0 'II next in order are N igeria 

by Mauritius (11.1 5%) and Ke(,~a ~96~5:~; M:~agasca r (5.96%), and South 
(8.56%), MalaYSia and Sri Lanka ot. , 
Kotea (4.36%). . 

• On the other hand , a number of cOl.lntneS 
g row th . U ganda experienced the hig hest 

have recorded a hig h negati ve 
( - 2 1.67%), followed by Fiji 

( - 17 .24%). how ing moderate posit ive 
• In between these twO extremes lie the rest, some s . I 

and the others showing moderate negative average g rowt 1 

. f the rowth pattern was observed over the 
As regards g rowth , the cycl ICal . na[L~e ~ F? the nature of flu ctuations in acreage 

decades for both area and productIOn . amng " I' , f both peak and trough) for other 
d . . Imost identical (111 terms a 

and pro ucn on was a I , . product ion is al so nor g roup 
countries. Again , as in acreage, the g rowt 1 pattern In 

specific. 

Yield . . 
In terms of product ivity performance , the world scenario g ives the followlI1g pIC ture: 

f . . er producing and g inger-consum-
In order to analyze the sa lient~eatu.res 0 dm:~o~~:~~t ~ountrywise details separately. 

ing countries individually, an e ort IS ma e 

l1Jdir,. d ..... 0 
------~.--;- of India. However, major g inger-pro llCi 

Ginger is g rown III almost all rhe scares I K k S·,kkim Andhra Pradesh, 
. M I I W est Benga arnata a" d scaces are Kerala, Onssa, eg 1a aya, ' . I of both area (1 9%) an 

K i ts for the major s 1are ' d 
and Himachal Pradesh. era a a~~ou~~h . fI e has remained more or less unchange 
production (19%) of g inger in In Ia . IS g~r ' nd followed by Meghalaya. These 
over the last three. decades . <?rlssa s ~ate st:~1 ; ~::l~try account for nearly 40% of the 
three traditional g mger-g rowlng reg IOns 0 1 

rotal production in the country. .' . fI d mostly to Kerala in the earlier 
In south India, although g inger cultivation 'kvas c~n ne ds ,·n ro the I,.ddy fields of 

10 .' s ma Ing rast II1roa . 

~:;~~!~~~~;I!;a~~~ ~:~u. I:~:~~;kt~ka ~ol mme~~I~a~ cr~lpr~:~;~o~r~~ ~r";;~:;S~:;~~ 
1 d · . of Coorg and Ch, maga ur, w, Koclagu 

up in r 1e ISCClctS dl (2001a b) claims that in the 
4,500 hectates. Korikanrhimath and Govar Jan f dd land has been converted for 
disrricr of the state alone nearly 4,000 hectares 0 pa Y 
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culti vation of g inger. Enterpri sing fa rmers from the adjacent Waynad district of Kerala 
lease padd y fie lds for cult ivat ion of g inger. Fresh g ing er harvested during the months 
of January to March had buyers from Nag pur, Mumbai, and Bangalore. A sizeable 
quantity of fresh g inger goes to the trad it ional g inger-g rowing districts of Ernaku lam 
and Kottayam in Kerala for further processing in to dry g inger. In Kera la, the Waynad 
and Idukki d istricts contribu te the most toward the export of quali ty g inger from the 
state. Incidentall y, these two districts have the max imu m prod uct ion density fo r g inger 
in the country. 

Karnaraka fa rmers sometimes have a pract ice of putt ing back a certain portion of the 
year's g inger crop in the g round and preserve it as "old ginger" for the next year. The 
reason for thi s is the low ptice in the market at the time of harvest. D uring the nex t 
season, thi s same old g ing er will grow further. More rhi zomes will develop, and fa rmers 
hope that at that time rhey wi ll get a better price fo r both the old g inger and the new 
rhizomes. H imachal, Maran, and Rio de Janeiro are the major culti vars grown in the 
reg ion (Spices Board , 1988). 

Production Economics 

Examination of t ime series dara indicates that the coeffic ient of variation for the fa rm 
price of g inger was hig her than that of production over a period, indicating the violent 
fluctuation in the price of g inger in the country. This fluctuating prospect had a g reater 
impact on the prod uct ion economics of the f.'uming community. The problem can be 
better understood from the fact that f.1rmers buy seed rhi zomes for prices as hig h as 
Rs.50/kg at times, but their harvested CtOp could fetch rhem only less than one- fifth of 
this price. In order to avoid the price-related risk, the farmer cultivates g inger as a intercrop 
under various cropping systems, althoug h a pure crop is nOt uncommon. In the major 
ginger-g rowing State of Kerala, nearl y one-fourth of the cultivated area is in the uplands 
as pure crop whereas the major area (45 %) is in the g arden land category and the rest is 
under a mixed cropping system. A study on economics found that the banana + g inger 
system ferched more net income of Rs.2, 74,808 per hectare followed by the banana + 
ginger + vegetable cowpea inrercropping system (Rs. I,92,578/- ). The benefit-<cost rario 
was also hig hest in the banana + g inger system (2.28), whereas the lowest benefit-cost 
ratio (i.5 6) was recorded for the banana + turmeric system (Reg eena and Kandaswamy, 
1987). The estimated per kilogram production cost in Kerala for a pure crop of g inger 

,-~ -._,-,.:-" 2001 to 2002 was Rs.5 .52 , and it-was comparatively more than thar-in Karnataka 
owing to hig her labor costs and other added costS toward chemical fertili zers 

(IISR, 2002). Ginger is a high-labor and input-demanding crop. A survey conducred by 
the Kerala Ag ricultural University also ascertained the fact that the Kerala farmers use 
large quantities of ferti lizers. The share of fertili zer cost amollnted to 26% in Kerala, 
whereas it was only 10% in Karnaraka (IISR, 2002). As regards rhe labor requirement, 

actual enumeration done to estimate the operation-wise labor requirement indicates 
that the g inger requires nearly 337 workdays/ha for rhe entire period of cultivation 
,ex<:lu,dil1'g marketing. The estimated standard cost-return budget for g inger in India is 

in Table 12.3, which also reflecrs rhe face thar more than 65% of rhe toral cost 
is toward labor and seed material purchase. It can be further observed that the 

farmer gets a marginal benefit, which can be wiped out easily due to unexpected 
in production and a slig ht fall in price. However, there exists a comparatively hig her 

","'enl--<,Ost ratio when the marketed end product is dry g ing ers . 



440 Ginger: Tbe GenllJ Zillgiber 

T(lb le 12.3 Cost. rctu rn budget (or g inger ( 1\5. /h :l.) 

51 
Va/lit Rs. % j/J(l r e Oll'llerlwUlll f shtlre % rost 

No. Descriptiol1 Input/btl 

U np3 id labor 67.0 

(man days) 

Unpaid (I\s. Pe r day) 80.00 

Unpaid labor Cost> 5,360.00 5.49 

Hired Labor (man days) 270.0 

Cost (lts./day) 80.00 
21,600.00 22. 13 

2 Hi red labor Cost > 
Fert ilizer 100.0 

Seed material (kgs) 1,600.0 
Bought seed 100.0 

CoSt (R,.Ikg) 22.50 
Feni lizc r and 100.0 

36,000.00 36.88 
3 Seed g inge r purchase Cost> manure 

Mu lch 100.0 
O wn material 0.0 

Plant p rotecti on 100.0 
O wn mater ial (Rs.lkg) 0.00 

Own material Cost> 0.00 
4 

12,000.00 Manu re/compost (Mt ) 20.0 Cost 
782.00 Fertili zer 

Chemical fert il izer 60.0 (Rs.lun it) 

N (kg,) 
978.00 

Chemi cal fCrl ili zer 50.0 

P (kg' ) 
370.00 Manure/compost 600.00 

Chemical fert ili zer 120.0 

K (kg') 
4,000.00 N 13.03 

Mulch ing matcrial (M e.) 20.00 19.56 
18,130.00 18.5 7 P 

Total ferti lizer & m ulch Cost > 3.08 5 K 
Chemical 2.40 

Seed trea tment cOSt 380.00 

(lb .lkg) 
912.00 0.93 

6 Seed treatment (Rs.lha) Case> 

Plant protect ion (nos) 4.00 11 % Interest rate 
Plant p rotection 2,000.00 

(Rs.lspray) 
8 ,000.00 8.20 

7 Plane protect ion Cost > 

(Rs./ha) 
2,300.00 

Irrigat ion (Rs.lha) 

Miscellaneolls (Rs.lha) 500.00 

8 Drying 
17,280.00 

Interest on va ri able COSts> 4,809.3 1 

COSt @It % 
97,611.31 

Tota l variable cOStS 
(1\ , .) 

97.611. 31 100.00 Return for fresh 
Tota l production COSt (fresh) 

!l inge r: 
R, . 

12,388.69 Yi eld (e/ha) 20.0 
Returns ove r variab le COStS (Rs.) -

Rewrns over roral Costs (Rs.) 

Variable cOSt per 

Toftt/ fost per Al t (R,.) 

\3 reake"en yield Mt at 5500.00 
Rs. 

l3enefit-cost rat io 1.13 
Total p roduct ion cost (d ey) 
Rs. 

Returns over va riable (1\, .) 

Cons 

Vari able cost per 

Tota l COSt pe r Mt (R,.) 

Bcnefi t-cost ratio 1.46 

N. ni trogen; P, phosphorus; K , potassium. 
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12,388.69 

4,880.57 

4,880.57 

17.7 

114891.31 

53 109.00 

35,903.44 

35 ,903.44 

Pricelt 

G ross income 
(1\,.) 

Prod uction (t) 

Return for dry 
g inger: 

Yi eld (t /ha) 

Pr icelt (Rs.) 

G ross j ncome 
( 1\ , .) 

5,500.00 

110,000.00 

20.00 

3.2 

52,500.00 

168,000.00 

A scudy conducted in Maharashtra co work out the economics of g inger produccion 
revealed that the average prod uction cost per quintal (l00 kg) was Rs. L,01 2.04 and 
the estimated cost- benefit rat io was l. 38 for cost. Here also the cost of seed rhi zome 
has eaten up almost 42 .6% of the total costs involved in g inget production (Ga ik wad 
ct aI. , 1998). 

Korikanthimath and Govatdhan (2001b) conducced a scudy to compare the economics 
of cultivation of g inger in uplands and paddy fi elds of Karnataka, which indicated that 
the cost- benefit tatio is more favorab le in paddy fi elds ( L. 7) when compared to upland 
cul tiva tion ( 1.11). T his hig her profitabili ty is main ly due ro hig her productiviry (23.5 
tlha) achieved in the paddy field s when compared to the yield level of 13.5 tlha in rhe 
upland. 

T,'em!J in Area, P'forillclioll , aud Prodllctivity 

The t ime series data on area, production, and productivity of g inger along with the 
StOwth index worked out for the petiod from 197 0 to 2000 are presented in Table 12.4 
and Figure 12. 1. A perusa l of the period-wise performance indicates a sig nificant increase 
in production over the years. 

The area under g inger has shown an increasing trend ovet the years from 1970 
to 2000 , with occasional fluctua tions being attributed to the ups and clowns in price. 
Low remuneration in a year owing (0 an unfavorable price generally leads to a reduction 
in area and prod uCtion in subsequent years. 

Production: Indian prod uction of g inger has been increasing stead il y from 29.59 t hoLl
tons in 1970 to / 97 1 to 263.17 thousand tons during 1999- 2000. An increase of 

789% in production is due to the combined improvement in both area and 
pr1xh.lct ivli ry .. The states Meg halaya and Kcra la together accounted for more than 65 % 

total product ion in the country. If we make a reg ion-wise g rouping, the southern 
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__ ------I"lOO 
300 .--

__ Area -+- Production Pdty 

25" 

. ld I of g inger (dry) in India 
Table 12 .4 Arca, product ion, and averagc ylc pe r lecta rc 

Aretl 

('000 ba) 

1970-7 1 21.59 
197 1-72 24.59 
1972-7 3 22.88 
1973-74 24.86 
1974-75 24. 14 
1975-76 27 .2 
1976-77 25.65 
1977-78 36.02 
1978-79 40.8 
1979- 80 4 1.42 
1980- 8 '-.1 ___ 4.0.45 

1981- 82 4 1.11 
1982- 83 44.72 
1983- 84 48.96 
1984- 85 51.51 
1985- 86 53.52 
1986- 87 52.65 
1987- 88 54.24 
1988- 89 54.23 
1989- 90 53.56 
1990- 9 1 53.93 
1991 - 92 59.83 
1992- 93 59.87 
1993-94 60.58 

Growd) 

index 

53.37 
60.79 
56.56 
6 1.46 
59.68 
67 .24 
63.4 1 
89.05 

100.87 
102.40 
100.00 
101.63 
110.56 
121.04 
127.34 
132.3 1 
130.16 
134.09 
134 .07 
132.4 1 
133.33 
147.91 
148.01 
149.77 

Productioll 

('000 tons) 

29.59 
34.71 

33.63 
38.46 
37.91 
45. 15 
43.39 
71.7 

75.72 
71.1 4 
82.44 
89.7 1 

90.83 
121. 31 
133.86 
138.02 
136.01 
142.84 
153.57 
156. 12 
153.45 
182.65 
201 .63 
186.2 

Growth 

index 

35.89 
42. 10 
40.79 
46.65 
45.98 
54.77 
52 .63 
86.97 
9 1.85 
86.29 

100.00 
108.82 
110.18 
147. 15 
162.37 
167.42 
164.98 
173.27 
186.28 
189.37 
186. 14 
22 1. 56 
244.58 
225.86 

137 1 
1412 
1470 
1547 
1573 
1660 
169 1 
199 1 
1856 
17 17 
2038 
2182 
2031 
2478 

2599 
2579 
2583 
2633 
2832 
2915 
2845 
305 3 
3368 
3074 

1-'* 3500 

JOOO 

2500 ! 
2000 t 

• 
1500 l 
'000 

500 

G row th 
index 

100 
102.99 
107.22 
11 2.84 
11 4.73 
121.08 
123.34 
145.22 
135.38 
125.24 
148.65 
159. 1j'= 
148.14 
180.74 
189.57 
188.11 
188.40 
192.05 
206.56 
212.62 
207.5 1 
222.68 
245.66 

224.22 
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1994- 95 
1995-96 
1996-97 
1997-98 
1998-99 
1999-2000 

61.09 
65.98 
70. 29 
67.2 
77.61 
77.6 1 

151.03 
163. 11 
173.77 
166.1 3 
191.87 
191.87 

197.65 
209.88 
232 .51 
233.66 
263.17 
263. 17 

239.75 
254.59 
282.04 
283.4 3 
319. 23 
319. 23 

3235 
3279 
3308 
3477 
339 1 
3391 

235.96 
239. 17 
24 1. 28 
253 .6 1 
247.34 
247.33 

reg ioll , com prisi ng Ta mil Nadu , Kera la, Karnataka , and Andhra Pradesh, accounts fa t 
52.4% of prod uct ion wi[h a 42.4 % area during 1990 co 199 1 co 2000 co 200 1. 
Distributi on of the g inger-producing area as a percentage of the rota I cropped area and 
productioll (dist rict-wise) worked our clearl y indicates the concentration of g inger cul 
tivation in the states of Kerala and Meghalaya and their dominance in g inger production 
in the country. 

The state-wise area, product ion, and productivity of gi nger for three peri ods- 1982 
co 1983, 1992 co 1993, and 1998 co 1999- a[e g iven in Table 12.5. As i[ can be seen 
from Table 12.5, agains[ [he na[ional average yield of around 3,37 1 kg/ha achieved 
during 1992 co 1993, sca[es such as Meghalaya, Andhra Pradesh, Sikkim, and Tamil 
N adu have been consistentl y recording a hig her level of yield . Tamil Nadu achieved the 
highes[ yield of 19,450 kg/ha during [he period and has a[[ained a record productivi[y 

Table 12.5 Statewi se area , production, and prod uctiv ity o f g inger in India 

(Area: '000 ha, Product ion: '000 tons, Produccivity: kg/ha) 

Kernla 

Meghalay 

Orissa 

West 
Bengal 
Sikk im 

Karo:uaka 

Andhra 
Pndesh 

Hjma(h~ l 
Pradesh 

Tamil 
Nadu 

Others 

All India 

Act ual 
% 

AClUal 
% 

Acw al 
% 

Acwal 
% 

AClUal 
% 

ACluat 
% 

Actual 
% 

Actual 
% 

Actual 
% 

A ctual 

% 

1982 to 1983 

Artll 

12.36 
27.64 

5.82 
13.01 

5.44 
12. 16 

3. 15 
7.04 

3.04 
6.80 

2.38 
5.32 

2 
4.47 

1.9 
4.25 

Pro· 
duction 

30.48 
33.56 

24.05 
26.48 

SA l 

'.96 
4.97 
).47 

5.88 
6,47 

3. 1 
3A l 

3.' 
3.85 

0,48 
O.B 

8.63 12.96 
19.30 14.27 

PrMNC
lil 'ilY 

2466 
25 .64 

4132 
11. \0 

994 
15.95 

1577 
J 1.47 

19}1i 
5.92 

1302 
3.56 

1750 
3.44 

252 
2.7'1 

1100.85 
20. 18 

59.82 

Ana 

15.34 
24.98 
6.64 

20.23 

9.54 
7.08 

6.86 
6.33 
3.54 
9.49 
2. 13 
1.39 
2.06 
3.60 
1.64 
0.59 

0.90 

12.07 

26.3 1 

20\.63 

1992 to 1993 

Produc
ti01l 

50.39 
\8. 77 

40.8 
12. 3 1 

14.28 
17.42 

12.76 
12. 11 

19.14 
3:2 1 

2.8 1 
5.08 

7.27 
2.46 

1.2 
2.33 

Pro.tlIlC
tidlY 

3285 
18.98 

6145 
18.64 

1489 
10.23 

1860 
7.16 

5407 
1.64 

1319 
2.00 

}529 
257 

732 
0.33 

\6. 10 17889 

B.08 3 127.01 

26.31 

337 1 

38.45 

75,57 

1998 to 1999 

Prot/NC- ProtiIlC-
Arta tion 

14,57 49.95 3428 

49.06 5137 

13.52 26.91 1990 

9.4 18.84 2004 

2.49 4.32 1735 

3.9·1 5.26 1335 

1.9 1 6.77 3S45 

1.81 0.87 481 

0. 58 18.22 3 14 14 

20.42 101.1 9 5336.5 

2H,00 3366 

Source: DASD (Directorate of Arecanut and Spices [X.\·e lopmem) (2002), Govern ment of India, Calicul , India; D ES 
(Directorate of Economics and Stat istics) (200 1), New [x'lhi, India. 
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Figlll'e 12. 2 Area prod uct ion, and product ivity of gi nger in India (1970-1971 to 1999-2000). 

of 3 1,683 kg/ha during the 1998 to 1999 crop year. The insignificant change in area 
in Tam il N aclu is caken care of by a sign ificant growth in yield in the state, thereby 
helping it to reg ister a heal t hy g row th in production. N agaland, Mi zorarn , Atunachal 
Pradesh, and Meghalaya ate the othet states in the ordet of achievi ng hig her productivity 
(more than 5,500 kg/hal during the same period . Awnal Pradesh reg istered 7, 1. 64 kg/ha, 
Meghalaya, 5, 137 kg/ha, Mi zoram 5,000 kg/ha; while Orissa regis tered the lowest fig ures 
(1,990 kg/hal (DASD , 2002). 

Prodllctivity: Further analys is of the t ime series data between the period 1970 and 1971 
to 1997 and 1998 indicated that the yield level of g inger in the country increased over 
the years fro m 1,37 1 kg/ha d uring 1970 to 1971 to 3,39 1 kg/ha dur ing 1997 ro 1998. 
The yield level tha t was approximately 1,37 1 kg/ha during J 970 to 197 1, did not show 
much improvement until the end of 1980 except for occasional fluctuations toward rhe 
hig her side (up to 1,99 1 kg/ha du ring 1977 to 1978), it seems thar rhe yield increase 
during this period did not contribute much to rhe increase in production. T he increase 
in production during that period was largely due to an increase in cropped area. However, 
the productivi ty level improved from 1980 to 198 1 onward and reached an average of 
3,188 kg/ha duri ng 1990 to 199 1 to 1998 to 1999. ptoductivity registered during 2000 
to 2001 was more than two times the prod uct ivity of 1970 to 197 1. The es timated 
growth index for the year 1998 to 1999 in prod uction was 254 percent over rhe bas 
year (1 970 to 1971). 

To ascertain the impact of area expansion and productivity on production during 
d ifferent periods, perioclwise data were analyzed using a simple technique followed by 
Librero et al. (1988). Results presented in Table 12.6 show that there is a pos itive sign 
in all the three parameters indicat ing the steady improvement in production due to boch 
area expansion and productivi ty increase. However, t he detailed component analysis 
reveals that the change in proclucr ivity had a more positi ve role in the first twO periods, 
whereas in the las t period area expansion played a major ro le in production expansion. 

Growth Est;mateJ: In order to obtain the long- term trends in area, production and 
productivity in major g inger-producing states in India, semilogarithmi c growth equa~ 
ti ons were estimated, which ind icated that the overall trend in area under ginger 
reg istered an average annual g rowth of 4.3% for the period from 1990 to 1999. Growth 
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1980- 1981/ 1985- 1986/ 
1984- 198510 1989- 199010 

1990-1991/ 

1985- 1986/ 1990- 1991/ 
1994-1995 10 

1989- 1990 1994- 1995 
1995- 1996/ 

Ch ange in : 1999- 2000 

Production 
40. 22 

Area 26.84 30.47 18.28 
Pnx luct iviry 10. 10 2 1.47 19.54 
Ch ange in p roduclion due fO change in : 

15.01 8. 16 
Area 

49.66 
Prod uctivity 40.48 

52.81 73. 11 
58.83 29.49 

Note: Analysis base<l on the method (ollowed by L·b I 
I rero eI a. ( 1988). 

in prod ucti on was at the f'lte of 6 11 % d . 
• . <. V Ufll1g the same . d . I· . 
Improvement In productivity I ' I . < peCio. Ine ICa tlllg a slig ht 

, w llC 1 was approxnnately I 82% C I . 

Prodllction COllstraints 
. v ror t le pen od . 

A status paper prepared by the Spices Board ( I . 
(,1ct that mosrly smali and marg in I . 1990) on .rhe glllger crop hig hlig hts rhe 

bl I < a g rowers cu tl va te g mger ' I d · TI 
pro ems ane constrai nts that haml e I d. . In n la. ley t1ce many 

• ' . < < J r t le pro UctlVI ty of ,. M . 
constr~u1ts In g lllger cul t iva tion as iven b ' .g lOge ~. aJor production 
of [nd .. (Kithu 2003· Sanna d)g k y van ous workers IIlc1udmg the Spices Boa rd 

, , < an ae son 2003 · Sel I T I ' , ,van ane lomas, 2003) are; 

1. Low productivi ty (3 391 kg/hal I 
f ,< COmparee to an achieve I 

o more than I lakh kg/ha else I . I < < e average productivity 
2 P < W lere 111 t le world 

. revalence of an innumerable number of tradi t i n ·' . 
poor yielders. Absence of I 0 al clllti vars, whIC h ace mostly 

an ac equate supply of r I . 
improved clliri va rs. qlla Ity p antlllg materials of 

3. Being a predominantly rain -fed crop t1i Jure of ra' n . 
"".--are some of the factors responsibl f1-' _ I I ' I I sand lIlcreased labor COSts 

in India . e or t le l1g ler COSt of cul t iva tion of g inger 

4. N onadoption of . t d I 
. 111 eg rate p ant pro tection meas uc 

di seases such as rhizome rO t caus I I .' es to control pests and 
the ccop in many [Jans of tl < es leavy pcoe uctJon and pOs tharves t losses in 
L ' le coun try. 

5. ack of suitable postharvest processin for' .. 
faCilit ies, especially in the I g g lllger rhi zomes and poor marketing 

noft leastern srates of the 
returns to the farming' Country, results in poor 

6 
'communi ty 

. Lack of remun . . . . 
I 

. . erat lve pflces In subsequent years I I 
cu tlvate g 1l1ge I d < eae s to less enthusiasm to 

r or ea s to neglect of the crop . 

Keeping rhe above 1:1 . . I I . 
With . < cts In Olllle , t lere IS an urgent need t d · I . 

g mger as a component. Although it is b . I . 0 eve op cropplllg systems 
elllg cu t lvated as an intercrop in coconut 
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. , to develo J ideal systems with attention 
and arecanllt plantat l~n s: wc <lre yeti I d r~o t effect and other factors. 
cost- benefi t facror, sod dl srurbance, s lac e an , 

ro the 

Chilla . . 

. 1 in all central and sOllthern prov lllces. Ir IS 
1n China, gi nger is g rown extenSive y. I ' CI,ina emerged as the second largest 

' d I 0 as a IJerennJa crop. < d ' 
cultivate as .an ann1l3. r <. 2 98% of the world production) after In Ia. 
Producet of g ,nger dUring the year 2002 ( 3

4
, , g cor 11 05 % of t he total 

., I · 54 28 tons account lll [I • 

During 1990, Chllla s proe uctlon wa~ , I I ' ct"O'l level has increased more than . 'XI · I · 10 e rs time t le pro< u 
world product ion. \ a llll y a I ( I orld production . This achievement ' "Iy one-fourt lot le w 
four tllnes to account or ~ea r .. f 11 5 104 kg/ha , and the hig hest recorded is mainly beca use of the hig h prodllCtlvlty 0 , 

level (1 20,641 kg/ha) was in 1996" I C ' t 'on due to the quality of Chi nese 
' I d CI ' I 0 enJoys t le IIrst pos, , 

In internatlona tra e lIna as d' t,'t ,'veness China occupied first b· ., e an pnce compe . 
g inger; less fiber content, 'gger s,z 4 5205% of tOral exporrs) until 2000, accounting 
position in exporting g inger from L99 ~I : ts accounts for 61 % of the annual 
for 6 1. 59% of the total world exports

b
, Jllllese ~~~;r importing cOllntri es also prefer 

. f more than 91 000 (Ons y apan . 
Imports o. . ' . d acce Jtable quality parameters. 
Chil.lese g.lIlgler for Its c~~a~;J:lt~~I~~ed fon~ i~ earthenware jugs and in syrup in wooden 

GlIlger IS a so cxportec In . y. . A 'I ld ex tends in(O Junc. Harvested . f· 1 China starts In pfl al 
kegs. Harvesting 0 g lllger II . I 'CI1,'ang Rai for eXIJorr; mostly to .. I I rocesslllg p ants III < , 

you ng glllger IS. trans.portee . to ~ in bottles of vinegar and eaten like pickles. Japan . Young g lllger IS preservec 

Australia . . 

.. . i Australia was first started at Budenm III southeast 
Commercial cultivation of g lllger ~ I C ' I lomestic fresh g inger market. Ginger is d ' I I 1940s mar n y ror tle ( , 
Queenslan III t le ear y , b d G p 'e areas for process ing at Yandllla. ' I C b I e Nam our an ym '" , 
now g rown III t le a 00 rur , 'the Ausrralian g inger indusrry with approxl-
Twenty-four growers curre~tly. repr;~en~ Ik of production is processed, with smaller 
mately 150 ha under CldtlvatlOn.. le d u kets Buderim Ginger Ltd . is the 

. Id I domestIC an exports mar . d 
volumes belllg so on t l~ . . I' TI 's Cac tory throug h production quotas an . . fac lay III Ausrra la. 11" , . c 
on ly g lllger-processlllg I I I I" t d quantity of g inger production lOr 
a differential pricing system, contro s t l.e ~ua I fY a

l 
n, 'ncome from processed g inger. A 

. d . e the maJonty 0 t letr 
processlllg. Most growers .env . and onl two to three g rowers exporr 
few also su.EQ)y the domestic fresh ~ lfingeFr mdarkbee~an eXPO~ring Buderim g inger to the 

d I 1987 Royal PaCl c 0 0 s I " 
fresh pro uct. n , < . d I r the brand name "the Ginger Peop e, 
United States: Now the Australian p~ 1~1Ct~v~III;~:nown food chain stores the world over. 
are freely av~t1abl.e on the sheiv

i 
es of

l 
. a Yd reasonably hig her productivi ty against the The Australtan g inger farmer las ac lleve a 

world average (Table 12,7), 

Ttlble 12.7 G inger yield in Australia 

H ar/ltJl Tillie of barvest Yield Jlbd 

Early J ... ·ue Feb.-early March 12 SO 
Early-late April- Aug. 20- 50 
Lace-lace Mid Jun- Early Oct . 38- 75 
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Thailand 's ag riculrure sector produces abour 32 ,000 tons of g inger in a year, The crop 
is Cul tivated extensively in the northern part of the coun try, especially in the mountains. 
N inety percent of the production comes from the hills. Thailand had a slow increase in 
production over the period . Without much improvement in the recorded productivity 
of 25,000 kg/ha, improvement in the overall producrioll was achieved throug h area 
expansion. The estimated normal growth rate for the period 1990 to 2002 was 2.7%, 
2. Bi %, and O.l 0%, respectively, for area, prod uction and producti vity. 

Gi nger from Thailand is noticeably distingu ishable from other g inger by its plu mp
ness, roundness, and shorr internodes. The dried "Golden" g inger is packed and exported. 

Marketing 

Products of Commerce 

Three primary products of g inger rhi zome are traded in the world marker: fresh g inger, 
preserved g inger in syrup or brinc, and dried g inger. Preserved g inger is prepared from 
the immature rhi zome, whereas the pungent and aromatic dried spice is prepared from 
harvesting and drying the mature rhi zome. Fresh ginger, consumed as a vegetable, is 
harvested both when immature and mature. The preserved and dried products are the 
major forms in which g inger is internationally traded. Fresh g inger is of less importance 
in international trade, but this is the major form in which g inger is consumed in the 
producing countries. Dried g inger is used d irectly as a spice and also for the preparation 
of irs extractives- g inger oleores in and g inger oil (lTC, 1995), 

Commercial g inger in India is graded according to the reg ion of production , number 
of fingers contained in the rhizome, size, color, and fiber content. In Indian States such 
as Himachal Pradesh, g rading of g inger is done only in the State. The first g rade, 
popularly known as "Gola" in the local market, compri ses very bold and round bits of 
dry g inger, having maximum dry matter and low fiber contents. The second g rade, 
known as "Gatti ," includes bits of bold, round to oblong pieces, which are smaller than 
gola, The third and fourth grades are smaller bits having low dry marrer and high fiber 
contents Oaiswal, 1980). For export purposes, Calicut and Cochin g inger are g raded 
into special, good, and nonspecial grades depending on the size of the rhizomes and the 
percentage of the presence of extraneous material. 

ried g inger has been traditionally traded internationally in the whole or split forms 
and is ground in rhe consuming cenrers, Export of the ground spice from the producing 
COuntries is on an extremely small scale. The major use of g round dried g inger on a 
worldwide basis is for domestic culinary purposes, whereas in the industriali zed Western 
COuntries it also finds extensive use in the flavoring of processed foods. Ground dried 
ginger is employed in a wide range of foodstuffs, especially in bakery products and 
desserts (Anonymous, 1996), 

Ginger oleoresin, an important value-added product, is obtained by solvent ex traction 
of dried g inger and is prepared both in certain industrialized Western countries as well 
as in some of the spice-produci ng countries; most notably in Australia and India . This 
product possesses rhe fu ll organoleptic properties of rhe spice- aroma, flavor, and pun
genCy-and find s similar applications to those of the ground spice in the fl avoring of 
processed foods. The oleoresin is also used in certain beverages and to a limi ted extent 
in pharmaceuri cal prepararions, The new process developed by the Regional Research 
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Laboratory, Tri vandrum , for ex trac ting o il and oleores in fro m fresh g inger, wi ll lead to 
a hig her recovery of the o il wirh superior organoleptic qualities, and will dras tically 
reduce spoilage of fresh g inger during the harvesting season. Thi s technology, which is 
hig hl y suitable for the northeastern states, can uti lize the cheap raw material ava ilable 
during the harvest ing season to convert it in to hig h-priced value-added products. T he 
operat ing cost of a fresh g inger-process ing facili ty is much lower than that for a con
vent ional plant. Further, drying, peeling, and so forth are dispensed with , and since the 
processing is done during the g inger harvest ing season, the raw material inventory can 
be reduced d rastica ll y. It is expected that adopt ion of this new technology can boost the 
coun try 's prospects in adding value to the export basket of Indian g inger. 

G inger oil is disti lled from the dried spice mainly in the major spice- im port ing 
countries of Western Europe and North America, as well as in some of the spice
producing count ries such as Indi a. This product possesses the aroma and flavor of the 
spice but lacks the pungency. ft find s its main application in the flavoring of beverages 
and it is also used in confectionery and perfumery. Preserved g inger is prepared mainly 
in China, Hong Kong, Australia, and India, but smaller quant ities of fresh g inger are 
processed in some importing count ries too. It is L1sed both for domesti c culinary purposes 
and in the manufacture of processed foods such as jams, marmalades, cakes, and confec
t ioneries (Sreekumar and Arumug han, 2003). 

Market Structure 

Regarding the market structure, there are a number of firm s and ind ividuals actively 
participat ing in the g inger trade especially in the case of dried g inger. A large number 
of dealers, brokers, and varioLls other in termediaries between the dealer and the user or 
even between the dea ler and the dealer exist both in export ing and importi ng countries. 
Singapore, London, N ew York , H amburg, and Rotterdam are major trading centers. In 
the case of preserved g inger, Hong Kong is the major trading center. Fresh g inger is 
marketed throug h the fruits and vegetables trade network. 

The prevailing marketing channel for g inger in India is seell in Fig ure 12.3 , with 
slig ht variation between the reg ions. To beg in with , fa rmers, after re taini ng the needed 
quanti ty for seed purposes and for domestic consumption , sell off a portion of their 
output to commission agents/vi llage traders, who colleer the produce at the fa rm gate. 

- l'he produce thus collected is taken to the neatest assembly market in the tal uk/block, 
from where it is transpottee! to the regional/district level main marketing cenrers. 
Farmers having a large product ion base often take their produce to local and/or regional 
markets directl y. Once the product reaches the reg ional (taluk/district) level markets, it 
is cleaned, g raded, and then packed in sacks of about 60 kg. From here it is moved (0 

termi nal markets like Kochi , Chennai, Bombay, Bangalore, Kolkotta and N ew Delhi . 
Except in states like Kerala, where the g inger is dried and marketed for export purposes, 
in all other states harvested fresh g inger is marketed followi ng the channels of vegetable 
marketing in the reg ion . In some of the states fresh g inger is listed along with the 
vegetables covered under market reg ulat ion. 

In terms of the ratio between the farm harvest price and retail price, it was observed 
that the rat io was hig her in 1989 than in 1995 . Moreover, flu ctuations in the ratio were 
also less in 1989. The ratio between the farm harvest prices and the wholesale price has 
al so gone down in recent years. 
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Figllre 12.3 Com od· d· ·b 
III IC y ISHI L1( ion SYSfem for ginger in Ind ia. 

Ftlclors 0/ Dema nd/Ex/Jort 

Major factors that contribute to the ex )Ort dema I . 
In g inger q uality parameters are fiber C'Ont < ~e ~ll)ot~nt!al of a commodity is quality. 
extract. ent, vo atl e od content, and nonvolat ile ether 

Ging~r g rown in different parts of the COuner . . '. 
propertIes and its suitabili ty for process' Tl ' " Y van es conSIderabl y III lcS intrinsic 
to preparing dried g inger than pre Il~g . . liS IS perhaps more important with regard 
the processing of dried g inger sde rvee d~lnger: The s ~ ze is particularly re levant with 

. b ,an me lllln -slzed rJlI ZO 1 
SUrra Ie. Some areas g cow g inger tYl,e . I r 11es are generall y the most 
a C I . s Yle e 109 very large rhizom I . I sires 1 g lllger but are unsui table fj' - es, W llC 1 are marketed 

. ' ,or convertIng to the dried ' . 
~olstu .re COntent . This causes difficulties in dr in fr spICe oWln~ to their hig h 
IS obtained , and the volatile oil c " Ii Y g, equentl y a heavy wnnkled product 
F I Oll tent IS 0 ten low and belo · I d rOm r le above point of ' " w stane ar requirements 

VIew, g inger p roduced in certain k f K . 
eXpOrt demand/potential in tIle Id k < poc ets 0 erala has more 

< wor mar 'et. 

b/dian Dried Ginger: Two types of Indian in . " 
Cochin and Calicut· named alit I < g. ger entenng the lIlternational market are 
f K "< er t le two InaJor I)roduct' 

o erala. The bulk of India . f < Ion areas on the Malabar Coast 
t I" < II exports IS 0 roug h Scra d I I I · o tllS, some bl eached or I" I " <pc, Wl0 e rll zomes. In addi t ioll 
th M· I < Imee g lllger IS also produced b I ·· . 

e Ie die Eas t as it is not f: I · E ' li t t liS IS malllly exported to 
and C I" avoree In ~ uropean and Nortl A ' k 

a lCUt g ingers have vol ' j 'l . < 1 men ca n mar ' ets. Cochin 
an e 01 contents In the range of I 9 to 2 2% TI . . o . ley are 
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characteri zed by a lemon-like arollla and fl avor, which is more pronounced with the 
Caii cllt sp ice. They arc starchi er but are almost as pungent as J amaican g inger. T heir 
nonvolati le ether extract content is aboll t 4.3 % . T hey arc widely used for blendi ng 
purposes, and g inger beer manu facturers prefer these types (Spices Board , 1992). 

Ecollomics 0/ Drier! Ginger Production 

In India, production of t he dried g inger of camrnerce is confined exclusively co rhe state 
of Kerala and the product is of tWO rypes- Cochi n and CaiiclIt. The Cochin type, wh ich 
is preferred ovec the Calicur type, is grown in centra l Kera la, main ly concentrated in 
the discricts of Ernakulam and Idukki ; and the Calicue is grown in the Malabar reg ion 
includ ing the Way nad district in northern Kerala. The es timated cost of production of 
dry g inger in Kerala is given in Table 12.8. 

There is no recogni zed commercial variety of dried g inger produced in other parts of 
the country. Kera la g inger is considered to be one of the best d ue to its lower fiber 
content, boldness, and characterist ic aroma and pungency. Gingers produced in other 
states have more fiber content, and are largely used for in ternal consumption in the form 
of g reen g inger. Kerala accounts for over 60% of the total dried g inger production and 
about 90% of India's g inger export trade. Cost and reru rns involved in mak ing dried 
g inget following the recommended method of narural sun drying is in Table l 2.B. As 
it ca n be seen from Table 12.3, the fa rmer gets the benefit-cost ratio of 1.46 when 
compared to 1.1 3 in t he case of fresh ginger market ing. 

In cont rast to J amaican g ingers, which are clean peeled, Ind ian dried g ingers are usually 
rough peeled or scraped. The rhizomes are peeled or scraped only on the Rat sides of the 
hands; much of the skin between the "fingers" remai ns intan. The dry g inger so produced 
is known as the rough or unbleached g inger of commerce, and the bulk of the dried 
g inger produced in central Kerala consists only of thi s quality. Sometimes Indian g ingers 
are exported unpeeled. For the foreign market , both Cochin and Caiicut g ingers are 
g raded according to t he number of "fingers" in the rhi zomes : B, three fingers; C, twO 
fing ers; D , pieces. In addition to these two well-known types of Indian g inger, another 
[ype, Calcutta g inger, is occasionally seen in [he market (Prll thi, 1989). 

Table 12.8 Econom ic~dry g inger product ion 

SI No. ilem 0/ expeuditllre COIt (RI.) 

I. Cosr of raw fresh g inger 1000 kgs @ 5.501kg 5,500.00 

2. Peeling: 18 pe rsons @ Rs.80/day 1,440.00 

3 Drying: 8 workdays @ Rs.80/day 640.00 

4. Polishi ng and packing 960.00 

5 Gunny bags for packi ng 200.00 
Toral cosr 8,440.00 
Gross rerurns fo r 200 kg @ Rs.52.50/kg 10,500.00 
Ner return 2,060.00 

Source: Madan (1999). 
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\florid Scena,.io 

As g inger is mainly u I . 
h' J sec as a spICe and condiment it . 

Ig l enoug h to sustain its world Ie 1 d . '. s per capita consumption is nOt 
Prod . ve pro Uctlon with ti . 

uClllg countries taking reco . . le g rowlIlg nu mber of new 
k . c L1rse co IIlternatlOn I d' 

~l a r et In lOrmarion indicates that there is a ") a I "t~a e III g inger. However, the 
Increas ing demand for Sl)ices I,.'kc I '1' < .10t trelle III the U.S. market that is an 

. d . C11 Ies, g Inger and bl k ',' 
~ ro\~ lIlg ell1and for g inger and g inger products wO'rld wi ac pepper. T here is also a 
III g lllger trade has been the incre'ls ing f' . de. A recent development noted 
and pr d ' ' lise a g mger ods and I . 

ocesse g ll1ger in major importing co' . '.0 eoreSlllS and powdered 
States . ullCn es, espeCIally III Europe and the U nited 

Main S"/Jplie,.s 

Major expor.ters of dry g inger are lndia and Ch ina A 
a~~ lndones.la, Brazil , Sierra Leone, Australia P'i " mo~g t~le other exporting COuntries 
l al\van, ChIna, and Thailand are n . , JI , Nlgena, and J amaica. lndonesia 
Others are Brazil , COsta R' "ca' Ma'i aJ ~r eFx~~~rtlers .of fresh g inger to the world market ' 
. I < " aysla " JI nel N ' . 
IS ands such as Sr. Lucia and St V' ' I ' la, ,ca rag ua, and certain Caribbean 
Hong K I . . llKent. mportant suppliers f d 

ong, w llCh reexports the refin d f: I . 0 preserve g inger are 
In order to analyze the issues relat de rels 1 g Jllger, and Austra lia (ITC, 1995). 

d " . e to t le export d ' 
Istlllg llJshed two groups of countries: an Import trades, the study has 

1. Prod ucer-exporters (COUll tries engaged in I ' . 
exporting the surplus over d . Cll ~Ivatlon of g inger and usually 

. omestlC consumptIon' occas ' II I 
may Import g inger as well fro I '. IOna y, lowever, they 

2 R III some at ler countn es) . e-exporters . 

The re lative conrribution of rhe above two g r '. . 
oups IS g Iven III Table 12.9. 

Table 12.9 Percentage share f /'fft 
' 0 ( I erenr g roups in tora! world export of g inger 

Prod"cer-exporters 
RUXpOrferI Year 

QIY Vahle 
Qly 1965 Vaillt 

78.50 6 1.06 
1970 98.53 21.50 38.94 95.37 1975 96.62 1.47 463 94.6 1 1980 74.49 3.38 5.39 73.86 1985 69.60 25.5 1 26.14 70.58 1990 66.32 30.40 29.42 69.76 1995 84.28 33.68 30.24 77.07 Average 8 1.1 9 15.72 22.93 77.47 18.8 1 22.53 

Source: FAO (2003). 
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World Trade 

Disl1"iblltiol1 Cbfl1we/s . . de A list of importers 
. . rtane role III the g mger era . 

Specialized importers mil play an Imp~ Trade Centre (lTC). 
can be obtained from the lnrernatlona ' 

Dry Ginger d I' I s a result of an increase . ~ d ,inger has ec Inee a , 
The tradi t ional distribution system or i g from the source. There al s~ ha~ been ~n 
of purchasing by dealers and pr~cesso[s Ire;rttain ethni c com munities, ASian I~ part~c 
increase in trade in some COu~ltfl eS among c f d 's tribution based on direct ([adiOg With 

die I their own system 0 I 
ular who have eve op e k f small retail outlets. 
the 'producing countries and a networ 0 ' 

Fresh and Presel'ved Ginger . . h t characteristic of fresh 
t f I I preserved g 1l1ger IS t a I' 

The marketing structure or res 1 ane. has eroded the position of wholesa ers ~ ltlce 
vegetables . The rise of supermarket c~alns In'some importing cou ntries, however,. ~Inge t 
some importers sell direct to supermtr .et~. in shops catering to ethnic commUllit les. 
in its fresh form is seen almost exc USlve y 

Expo,.t . art followed by Thailand 
. I 52 05 % of tocal glllger exp , d' 

During 1994, China contrlbutec . . ' 24%) Taiwan (3%), Costa Rica (2.23%), In la 
( 16.77%), Indonesia (9.73%)~ BraZil (6. 7 '11 ) ' Malaysia ([.36%), and the Umted States 
(1.98%), Nigeria (L 6 l %), Vietnam (1.3 t~' sitions until end of 2000; dUfing 2000, 

(0 93%) China and Thailand maJl1camed . PI P0123 0" Brazil 4 4 l % Taiwan 2% , N Igena 
.' ni "II I by Thai anc 10,' . , . l 24) 

China contributed 61.59'10 , 0 owe.e a the total exports of g inger (Figure . ' . 

l 75"6 Indonesia 1.46% , and Incha Ll7 % of onsidered to be of high quahty on 
. 7(", . I Sierra I eone are c f J . 
G 'nger exportS from JamaiCa ane ,~ However the price 0 amatCan 

I . n I clean appearance. ' . 'f I 
account of their superior . aVor ane . ' earch for cheaper alternatives. oe ay, 
' ,inger is very high, which has led Import~rs t~. s l~ -qualit y due to its standardi zed and 
~he ginger from Australia is rega r~led as ~e 'lng 1"

lg 
favored the g inger from China, bur 

I 
. 1 nce Gflile ers lave , 

clean appearance ane ItS steae y p . 

70.001_ = ;;-
61 .59 

60.00 

50.00 

40.00 

30.00 

20.00 

23.00 
3.81 

10 .00 t~~L-r-L-JL~~1~.~~:-~4.:4'~~~2~.00~~ci0~.8:1~~~'~J:5~r-7,'~'~7~~;;:.-.~ . India Others 
O 00 1 d 51a Brazil Taiwan Costa Rica Nigeria 

. China Thailand none 

. 'b . (%) to world g inge r market (2000). 
I:igllre 12.4 Country-wIse contO utlon 
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the use of the bleaching agent sulfur dioxide has adversely infl uenced Chi nese expo[[s 
to Europe and North American countries. In the Midd le East, however, it is still widely 
used. N igerian g inger is particularly used for oil extraction (lTC, 1995). As mentioned 
earlier, except in the case of J apan and the Un ited States no separate statistics are available 
for the three d ifferent forms of ginger traded. 

In order to see the trend in returns from t rade earned by the exporting cou ntries, Datta 
et al. (2003) has used a simple index (VADD) defined as: 

VADD = unit value of exports - unit value of imports 

W here 
Unit val ue of exports = (total value of exports/rotal qty. exported 
Unit val ue of imports = (total value of imports/rotal quantity imported) 

They have ranked all countries in terms ofVADD in decreasing order and reported that : 

• a lit of the rop 15 coumries, onl y three belong to the producer-exporter group. 
The rest all are from the reexporrers g roup; 

• Only tWO are the traditional producers. 
• Of the major producers, India ranked 40th with a VADD of 0.38, followed 

by China at 44 th place with a VADD of 0. 2 1. III the case of Indonesia, the 
es timate for VADD turned Ollt ro be negative at ( - )0.1 3, meaning that 
Indonesia imported g inger at a hig her unit value than at which it exported. 

• Thus, reexporters have, in general, succeeded in achieving a g reater value 
addition to their export of g inger into the world marker. 

As it can be seen from Table l 2.IO, the ullit price (US $2. 18/kg) earned by the 
European Union (EU) cou ntries (reexporters) fcorn export is much more than the average 
unit price (US S L53/kg) earned by other prod ucer exporrers ro EU cou ntries. The 
Netherlands, Germany, and the Un ited Kingdom are the major reexporters of g inger in 
Europe. 

{JXjJOl't Pel/onl/rtllCe by Judi" 

The"world scenario viewed from the Indian perspective provides a complex situation for 
the ginger economy. rnelia, bei ng the largest producer of raw g inger in the world , has 
the potential to playa major role in t he world trade for g inger. However, the potential 
is yet to be realized and the position has remai ned stag nant over the years in terms of 
the contribution ro the rota I world export of g inger. Table 12. L L shows the export of 
ginger from India from 1970 to 2000. During 1970 to 197 1, ir was onl y 3 156 rons, 
earning foreign exchange worth Rs. 26.094 millions. Then it further rose to 29,737 
tons during 1996 ro 1997 with a forei g n exchange earn ing of Rs.592.44 1 millions. 
Figure 12.5. shows the increasing trend of both the production and export of g inger 
Over the years. H owever, the quantity exported as tbe percentage of the rotal production 
has gone down to less than 5% in recent years. 

Datta et al. (2003) has analyzed the export performance of the Indian g inger econom y 
between 196 1 and 1996 and has the foll owing features. 
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" f ' 'er from country of orig in U ' COlln tryw lse Im portS 0 gmg Table 12, 10 European nlOn: 

(Qty: Tons, Va lue: US $ '000) 

COll1l/riu 

Intra- Eu 

Exu a-EU 

or which 
rrom : 

Brazil 

CoSta Rica 

China 

Thailand 

Sout h 
Africa 

N igeria 

Indonesia 

1992 

Q 

672 

12406 

2573 

788 
1366 
2331 

571 

22~6 

398 

v 

1 2~4 

16022 

3385 

908 
248 1 

2864 

864 

1 ~96 

521 

1993 

Q V 

566 1146 

t 1762 14925 

3859 5348 

871 958 

132 1 2 151 

837 1059 

379 820 

1758 9 15 

77 1 8 18 

1994 

Q 

860 
12464 

3H3 
935 

25 14 

1070 

303 

1524 

707 

v 

1746 

16 151 

4426 

996 
320 2 

1812 

625 

93 1 
1001 

1995 

Q 

11 29 

13507 

291 3 

1300 

3263 

1778 

742 

99 1 
356 

v 

2472 

19013 

4532 

1956 

3863 

25 70 

1276 

868 
41 7 

Q 

1568 

15367 

2848 

2860 

2~73 

2173 

861 

1075 

476 

1996 

V 

34 19 

23533 

4279 

4 11 3 

3690 
3406 
1480 

1253 

733 

Source: ITC. (1 995) 

Year 

2 5 '['end in I)roducc ion an export 0 I Figure 1 , d fg 'nger (rom India. 

. Iy 2 96% annu-has increased by approxllnare , . I • The physical volu me of exporcs . . orks out ro be approximate y 
h i rowth In value terms w . Irks 

ally, whereas t e annua g , ' rice reali zat ion over this peCloe wo 10%. The annual g rowth 111 the unit p 

out ro be around 6,9%. . I erformance of exports of g inger 
• At a decadal disaggregatcd level , h~wev~i t lC ~s a stead y decl ine in unit value 

from India does nOt look encourag lll? l1erel1960s the un it va lue realization 
. I arts DUClng t lC, I s a reali zation from g iOger ex) . I 19% despite the fac t that [lere wa I 

g rew at an annual rate of morc r lan f'O ' ts The g rowth in the physlCa 
negative g rowth in the phys ical vO~ lllmeb~ e;:;~~g' the 197 0s, althoug h at the 
volu me of exports pi cked up conSlc era y 

Unit 

price 

2. 18 

1.50 

1.44 

1.43 
U7 
1.72 

1.1 7 

1.54 

P
r
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Table 12. 11 Export of g inger (rom India (1970- 2000) 

Year 

1970- 71 
1971- 72 

1972-73 
1973- 74 

1974-75 
1975- 76 
1976- 77 

1977- 78 
1978- 79 
1979- 80 

1980- 8 1 
198 1- 82 

1982- 83 
1983- 84 
1984- 85 

1985- 86 
1986-87 
1987-88 

1988- 89 
1989-90 
1990- 91 
1991- 92 

1992- 93 
1993- 94 
1994- 95 

1995- 96 
1996-97 
1997- 98 
1998- 99 

L999-2000 

QtJ' (/om) 

3156 
6746 

6050 
5083 
468 1 
4786 

4461 
9762 

145 15 
11486 

6841 

5603 
4253 
6232 
8857 

1333 1 

10361 

3926 
6368 
8 135 
6555 

14259 

9825 
18442 
12022 

18483 

29737 
28268 

8683 

8773 

GroUllh index 

46. 13 
98.61 
88.44 

74.30 
68.43 
69.96 
65.21 

142.70 
212.18 

167.90 
100.00 

8 1.90 
62.17 

91.1 0 
129.47 

194.87 
151.45 

57.39 

93.09 
11 8.92 
95 .82 

208.43 

143.62 
269.58 

175.73 
270.18 

434.69 
4 13.2 1 

126.93 
128.24 

Vtd"t (I?J. ill 

'akh!j 

260.94 
275.3 1 
209.94 

255 .93 
35 1. 27 
410.49 
584.32 

1368.99 
1431.72 

726.96 
367.97 

395.23 
588.49 

11 90. 16 
1872. 76 

1089.35 
57 1.l6 

488.99 
940.82 

1262.44 

11 75.79 
2188. 1 

1687.37 
2478.1 2 

1673.03 
3892. 13 
5924.4 1 

7262.73 
4058.32 

3 060. 15 

GrolVth iNdex 

70.91 
74.82 
57.05 
69.55 
95.46 

111 .56 
158.80 

372.04 
389.09 
197.56 
100.00 

107.4 1 

159.93 
323.44 
508.94 
296.04 
155. 22 

132.89 
255.68 
343.08 

3 19.53 
594.64 
458.56 
673.46 
454.66 

1057.73 
16 10.03 

1973.73 
/1 02.89 

83 1.63 

Except OJ % 

10 10"" 

prodllc/ion 

10.67 
19.44 

17.99 
13.22 
12.35 
10.6 
10.28 
13.62 
19. 17 
16. 15 

8.3 
6.25 
4.68 
5.14 
6.62 

9.66 
7.62 

2.75 
4.1 5 
5.2 1 
4.27 
7.8 1 

4.87 

9.9 
6.08 

8.8 1 
12.79 
12. 1 

33 
3.33 

COS t of a decline in the g rowrh in unir value realization. The 1980s witnessed 
a fall in the g rowth rate of both of these attributes. During the fi rs t half of 
the I 990s, howevet, we again observed a SpUrt in the g rowth of physical 
expOrts, accompanied by an almost stag nant uni t value reali zation, in spi te of 
considerable devaluation of the Indian rupee over this period (Table 12. 12). 

Bxport lustability: In order to es timate the observed instability in g inger exports in 
of quantity, value, and ptice, an instability analysis was done using the rime series 

dara, and the results are presented in T., ble 12. 13. It can be observed from the table 
that there was instability in the case of volume, value and unit value of g inger exports 

the instability was relatively hig her in the case of volume (72. 91 %) compared to 
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Ttlblc 12 .12 

)'tar 

1960- 96 

1960- 70 

1970- 80 

1980- 90 

1990- 96 

Q(I(Intity 

2.94 

- 14.72 

12.40 

1.05 

16.09 

V(dlle /1/1 /1(1 f 

9.99 
1.6) 

21.97 
8.52 

16.96 

6.85 

19.19 

8.5 I 

7.40 

0.7 5 

T(Ible 12. / 3 980-8 1 10 1990- 9 1 10 
1970- 71 10 I 1999- 2000 1999- 2000 

1979- 80 1989- 90 
S/ No. 

47.95 

51.60 

49.44 

60.37 

62.35 

68.8 1 

84.7 1 

63.50 
34.62 

I 

2 

3 

Volume of ginge r cxport 

Valuc of ginge r cxpOrt 

Uni t vallie of g inge r ex port 

to 1999- 2UOU A,'cmgc) 
Comcnts of Indian Export basket (1 990- 9

1 

% s/}{lre ;11 tota l 

V(dllt (Rs. UII;t pr ;ce 

Irlkbs) (Il r.lkgJ QIJ 
QllaNt i l), (1\1 1) 

30.16 Item 
2,182. 58 48.92 

4,587.80 9.46 66.65 Ginge r, dry 
10,138.07 1,040.1 8 

2.75 Ginge r, fresh 209.46 48.08 
418.32 O.Q) Ginger powder 

7.63 182.46 2,17 1.1 0 

Ginger oil 932.75 0.39 
5963 60 1.73 

Gi nger oleorcs in 30.12 100.00 
15,2 11.45 4,2 16.4 1 

Total 

Sou rce: Spices Board , Cochin . 

72.91 

57 .4 1 

29. 15 

Va/lit 

51.76 
24.67 

4.97 

4.33 
14.27 

100.00 -
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the price goes up, Bang ladesh turns to a cheap supp ly from China and Indonesia. The 
same is the case with the other neighboring count ry, Pakista n Oohn , 2003). 

Direction of Indian Exports: U ntil the end of L980s, more than 30 percen t of the Ind ian 
export of g inger was to Arabian countries, then from the 1990s onwa rd , the share of 
Arabi an countries in Indian exporrs, in general, has shown a decreasing trend , and India 
is finding a market in its neig hboring countries of Paki stan and Bang ladesh. However, 
these countries [urn to other cheaper sou rces whenever the price goes up fo r Ind ian 
g inger. During 199 1 CO 1992 , India exported more than 49% of its cotal g inger ex port 
to Pakista n. However, during 1999 to 2000, Pak isran 's share in Indian exports of g inger 
declined co 33% , and during the same period , Bang ladesh took an equal share with 
Pakistan (33%). Du ring 199 1 to 1992, Bang ladesh imported hardl y 7%, and irs share 
increased co 33% by the end of the cenrury. A sizeable quantity of g inger exporced co 
Bangladesh is done so throug h major land custom stations in Mizoram (Table 12. 15). 
Orher main markets for Ind ian g inger are Saudi Arabia, t he Unired Arab Emi rates, 
Morocco, the U ni ted States, Yemen Republic, the United Kingdoll"l , and rhe Nether
lands. Fig ure l 2.6A- C presencs rhe direcrion of Indian g inger ex porr in 198 1 to 1982, 
1991 to 1992, and 1999 to 2000 , respecrivei y. 

To anal yze the concentration of g inger exporrs co various countri es both in tern1S of 
quantity and value of exporr n1arkers, rhe Hirschma n index was es t imated and is 
presenred in Table 12. 16. Generally, the index number above 40% is considered co be 
high concentration . Here the es timated index for quant ity is more than 40 d uring all 
the three periods indicati ng the hig her concentration. In the case of value also, the index 
was more than 40% in the first period, and it was nearer to the 40% mark in the 
remaini ng two periods. This indicates that the cou ntry has a set of markets, which prefers 
Indian g inger. 

Export Promo/ion ProgJ'f'IIJJS: For export promorion of g inger, the Spices Board (Govern
ment of India) is implementing a num ber of prog rams (Spices Board, 2000). Some of 
them are: 

• Assistance for es tablishing im proved cleaning and process ing fac iliries 
• Support for sett ing lip of hig h-technolog ical processing 

'2.15 Gi nger expo rt th rough land custom sra (ions to""""TIang ladesh 

Lmul (l(JtOIll 

SI No. Jlali(m Ytl,r Qllmlfif>' ( t\l t) Val ue (RJ.) 

I. Karimganj 200 1- 02 1443.30 14 128456 
2. Aga rtala 200 1- 02 258.60 23 15528 
Total 170 1.90 1544 3984 
I. Karimgan j 2002-03 3 11 8.90 23558883 
2. Agartala 2002- 03 505.00 466701 9 
Total 3623.90 28225900 

Source: John (2003). 

Vllit mlllt 

( Rr.lkgJ 

9.79 

8.95 
9.37 (averagc) 

7.55 

9.24 

8.40 (average) 



458 Ginger: The Genm Zillgiber 

Olhers 
21% 

Morocx:o 
4% 

Pakislan 
33% 

3"/0 

U.S.A 
3% 

S.Arabia 
31% 

1981 -82 

7% 

1991-92 

Bangladesh 
7% 

U.S.A 
12% 

1999-2000 
UAE--

4% 

Yemen Republic 
2% 

S.Arabia 
9% 

F · 126 Direction of Indian expons of g inger Igm'e . 

Yemen Arab 
Republic 

25% 

S.Arabia 
10% 

Bangladesh 
33% 

13% 
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l'tlble 12.1 6 H irschman indcx--('xporr 

Period Parfimlan 
Q/(amify Vahle 

198 1- 82 Volu me of ginger export 44 .35 45.47 1991- 92 Value of g inger export 48.52 38.63 1999-2000 Unit va lue of g inger expon 48.42 36.87 

• Assistance for establishing and srreng thening in -house qua lity laboratories for 
testing various quali ty parameters 

• Assistance for new product/end -lise development 
• Assistance for improved packag ing 

• Assistance for undertaking sale promotional tOUfS and parti cipation in in ter
national fairs 

• Support for promoting branded consumer-packed g inger in identified markets 
abroad 

• SuPPOrt (or orga nic certification for process ing of g inger derivatives 

/1JIpor/s 

In fact in the international market major importers of g inger are the Un ited States, 
Japan, and the United Kingdom, where an increase in imports in terms of volume and 
value has been recorded Over the years. These coun tries are importing mainl y from Chi na 
and Thailand (lTC , 1995). 

Japan accounted fot the major share (58.74 %) of imported g inger during 1995, 
followed by the United States (9.93 %), Hong Kong (7 .62%), Singapore (5. 16%), Saudi 
Arabia (4. 37%), the Uni ted Kingdom (4.36%), Ca nada (2.39%), the Netherl ands 
(1.93%), Germany (1 .25), Malaysia (0. 78%), and the rest by others including India 
(Table 12 . 17). The trend in import of g inger among the COuntries has remained the 
same with little change until 2000. During 2000, Japan accoun ted for a 57.68% share 

Table 12. 17 
G inger imporrs by major importing COLintries (1995 and 2000) (Q: cons, V: 

US $'000) 
1995 

2000 COlimry 
QI)' % Vallie QI)' % \la/lie Japan 83,274 58.74 76,985 104,342 57.68 76,938 United Stares 14,081 9.93 16,430 18,380 10.1 6 18,792 Saudi Arabia 6,189 4.37 4,449 8, 106 4.48 4,566 United Kingdom 6, 174 4.36 8,/35 9,6 14 5.3 1 12,480 Malaysia 1,108 0.78 756 7,627 4.22 3,648 Canada 3,388 2.39 4, 183 4,572 2.53 4,876 2,742 1.93 3,602 6,662 3.68 7,089 7,3 14 5. 16 4,850 7,564 4. 18 4,237 1,769 1. 25 3,075 2, 172 1.20 3.696 10,806 7.62 5,896 908 0.50 673 4,9 15 3.47 5,492 1,0957 6.06 7,396 14 1,760 100 133,853 180,904 100.00 14,4391 
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(Total Qty.180904 qU) 

70.00 

60.00 57.68 

50.00 

40.00 

30.00 

20.00 

10.16 

Figure 12.7 Share of import ing countries in internat ional g inger market (2000). Order of countries 
as in Table 12.1 7. 

fo llowed by t he U ni ted Sta tes (10.16%), the Un ited K ingdom (5.3 1%), Saud i Arabia 
(4.48 %), Malays ia (4.22%), Singapore (4. 18 %), the Nerherlands (3.68 %), Canada 
(2.53 %), Germany ( 1.20%), and Hong Kong (0. 50%). In Fig ure 12.7, g inger imports 
by various countries ate depicted in g raphical form for t he year 2000 indicat ing more 
or less the same situation after 5 years. 

Japan, one of t he major importers of g inger in the world , im ports n10re than half of 
its requirement from China (Table 12. 18). Thailand exports mOSt preferred fres h g inger 
in larg e q uan tities to Japan. Japan's imports from India mainly constitute dry gi nger. 
In recent years, the Spices Board has raken initiat ives to study the Japanese market to 

increase India's share in thar country's impons. 

U.S. / m/)Orls of Ginger 

In rhe U nired States, fresh g inger dominares rhe import market whi le dried g inger 
accounts for on ly a fraction of rhe government's ung round roral import. G inger import 
increased over 50 percent in import tonnage in 1999 and ga ined another 14 percent in 
the year 2000. Since d ri ed g inger is most heavily used in p rocessed foods, irs increasing 

Table 12.18 Ginge r imports by J apan (L 994-1998) avemge, qty. = tons, va lue = US $'000 

COlli/flY 

China 

Thailand 

Taiwan 

India 

Vie£narn 

Indones ia 

Australi a 

TOTAL 

Qty 

45,089.6 

27,549.6 

3,753.6 

2 13.8 

I , I 14.4 

1,914.2 

79.8 

79,790.4 

V({11It 

49,643.8 

24,802.6 

11,308 

400.6 

827.4 

1,577.8 

120.6 

8,885 1 

Unit twlue 

I. I 068 

0.90244 

3.06371 

1.94 193 

0.71068 

0.72868 

15 11 28 

1.10773 

Qty 

56.5 
34.5 
4.7 

0.3 

1.4 

2.4 

0. 1 

100.0 

Vallit 

55.9 

27.9 
12.7 

0.5 

0.9 
1.8 

0.1 

100.0 
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imports are undoubtedly a re(]ec[I'on of [I . 
b . le growIng numb fA' . . 

ClilS broug ht ro rhe SUl,erm k I I I ers a Slan-JI1Splred products ar et s l C ves toc ay As· k I 
world that g inger is nor onl C b k ' d b · la ll coo S lave taught the fCSt of the 

y ror a IllS an everages·t· I II . 
poultry, fish , and vegetables M . I d CI . . ' I IS a so excc ent With meats, 

. . all1 an l1na IndIa an I N· . . I 
maIO sources of dried g illgcr ] . .' , , ( 1gen a, m t lat order, are the 

. amatCan g inger also h ·· . 
States . as Its main market til the U ni ted 

Alrhoug h rhe ava ilable staristics (USDA/PAS 1998 I . 
fres h and dried g inger clearly [I Ii ..~ b ,999) do nOt dIfferentia te berween 

. , le Bures In .L a Ie l 2 19 iv . I' . 
quan t Ity of imporrs and their orig in V I d I I · . g e an 1l1ClCatiOn abour the 

. a ue-a (ec g Inger products s llch as cand ied g inger 

ulble 12.19 
Import's of g inger (iteOlwisc) by the United States durin" 

o 1998 (Qty in kg and value in US $) 
Ginger, ""grO/{I/(! 

COI"'lrie.r 

Ausu li lia 

Brazi l 

Canada 

China 

Costn Rica 

Dominican 
Republic 

Ecuador 

Germany 

Greece 

Guatc'mala 

Honduras 

Hong Kong 

o 
35204 15 

87 1 

236 1380 

309 1078 

4 121 

104746 

o 
o 
38831 1 

349023 

27575 

1150519 

26833 

2896 

6037 

14554 

o 

o 

28 13 

:"'"'~8"'---11939; 

664610 

393408 

o 
2840 

11874 

15 14935 

o 

o 
o 
22500 

13777837 

o 
3424284 

2400 

2545324 

2044889 

3400 

65879 

o 
o 
177426 

229 187 

34932 

1639468 

4 1360 

2 1000 

3204 7 

30463 

o 

o 

10232 

67278 

799·144 

513229 

o 
11806 

26940 

1529921 

o 

o 
o 
79429 

13309338 

Gingl'l; grou"d 

o 
o 
o 
35078 

3377 1 

o 

o 
>0 

o 
o 
o 
153 1 

165732 

o 

o 
10000 

o 

o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
3439 
o 

o 
o 
%58 

258155 

Valflt 

o 
o 
o 
45827 

524 16 

o 

o 
3294 

00 

o 
o 
4555 

379930 

o 

o 
26563 

o 

o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
12184 

o 

o 
o 
21669 

567438 

Ginger, sweet 

%75 

o 
75866 

96457 

16680 

o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
55444 

13678 

o 

o 
20 
o 

o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

2139 

o 
12791 

48397 1 

22570 

o 
o 
38400 

823691 

2 1804 

o 
70594 

18 7628 

16800 

o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
152630 
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o 

o 
2434 

o 

o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

6530 

o 
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o 
o 
91632 

1237293 

Ginger, (({ndied 
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o 
o 
56367 

o 
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o 
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o 
o 
o 
4563 

o 
3706 1 

o 
o 
o 

o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

7749 

o 
o 
222077 

o 

2828 

o 
2932 

685892 

1507713 

o 
o 
127079 

o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

8302 

o 
1171 40 

o 
o 
o 

o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

211 30 

o 
465 148 

o 

3570 

o 
9706 

2259788 
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. lCh as Australi a, China, and Tha iland, whereas 
is on ly imported from a f~w c~untfl es , / l I . ") ' er is being imported fro m more than 
the unground g inger. which IIlcludes res 1 g il g , 
20 countries 

II/r/iflll l lllport o[Gil/ger " TI 

. . ., rted into India , mainl y in rhe g reen orm . le 
A sizeable quantity of g lllger IS lI11 pO N I I ereas dried g inger is imported fro m 
.. . I e fres h form are from epa, IV 1 . • bl 12 20 

major IlllpOrts In t 1 ,. 1 I I" ' r va lues are g iven 111 1a e . , China and Nigeria. The quantity Importee ane t iel 

t\-I(/rkeIO/)/)ortllllities . . I"k I 

(199 5) consumption of spICes IS I -e y 
According ro an fTC market developmen.t pap fer I . I () ' oced food by the food industry. 

t I production 0 llg l- llav . d f co increase due co an augmen ee. I ~ I d consequently "natura l" II1stea 0 

In addir ion, an increasing int~rlestl 111 . heal n e ~~~ ~~n~umptiOn of s l~ices, 
" 'r, .' II " flavored food wli a so IIlcreas art l lCla y < , d . 

. ~ r newcomers in the marker. A deve lopment note III 
Dry Ginger: There IS a place 0 . f' l I oJeores ins and powdered and 

I b tl e increasJllg use 0 01 s ane d the trade of gi nger laS een 1 . ( , 'all y in Europe and the Unite 
. , .. mlJortlng countfl es , espeC!< I IJrocesseci g inger III major I f I I ' ger must be fiber free . w lereas e lf. ct Ite 0 powe eree gill 

States. G inger exports lor t le manu a elf' " and oleoresins should have a 
d fOf the malllllacture 0 g inger 0 1 < • I 

the produCts ex porte b bin increased produCtivity and Illlprovee high oil content. Export efforts should e asee a 

postharvest technology. . . . I 

ects foor a moderate increase III InternatJOna i G · TI e may be some prosp. . . 
PreS') mge,.: ler. I ' ket espec ially Asian commUl1ltl es, trade in fresh g inger, malll ly for the et lnlC mar • . 

. . ' ntimle to be the largest marker, bur some g rowth IS also 
Presel'lled G/Ilger: Japan wlil co E ell as in the Unired States, In general , 
expected in other countries in \'(festern ~ u rope as \: I 
however, the prospeCts for preserved g inger remalll moe est. 

COIli/lelitivelle" o[ i-lIdi((1I Gillger IlIdllstry . I 

. , 1 om Jetitiveness of indi vidual exporters III t le 
In order to understand the positIOn ane Cd I. I e ratios were calcu lated and arc 

f ' rket shares an unit va 1I , • I" d I world trade 0 g lllger, ma < f . . s data on prices for JIle IVI ua 
IJresented in Table 12.2 1. In the absen~e 0 . t ime sen erkc,'1 ~lIt from rhe-value. the 

'"",,,-.lP,fF' . the unit pnce was wo f 
products from ,.fOtrs COllll tfdl esW' I 'I I Iating the unit price, individua l items 0 export and quant ity exporre . 11 e ca Cll < 

Table 12.20 (Q Metri c tons, Value: Rs. lakhs) Item-wise imports of g inger into India during 1995- 2000 ty: 

1995- 1996 1996- 1997 1997- 1998 1998- 1999 1 999-2()(J(} 

I lem Q \I Q \I Q \I Q \I Q V 

Ginger, 782.62 2 18.55 133.98 64.67 247.39 106. 19 542.30 291.4 2 4695.0 1 119841 

dry 

Ginger, 6682.21 429.03 9277 .76 580.7 1 111 85.4 3 703.10 9727 .2 1 6 14 .76 7 164. 17 688.12 

fresh 

Ginger neg om 13.00 64' 
powder -
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lilble 12,2 1 
Un iI- price ralio for various exporting COLIIHries (1994- 98) 

COllfJ/rie.r 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1994- 1998 China 0.90 0.83 1.1 7 1.03 0.94 0.96 Thailand 0.87 1.06 0.91 0.82 0. 73 0.86 Indones ia 0.54 0.51 0.43 0.62 0.48 0.53 Brazil 1.6 1 1.64 1.1 I 1. 26 1.36 1.35 Ta iwan 3.18 3.83 2.00 2043 3.2 1 2.76 Costa Rica 1.1 9 1.33 0.89 1.0 1 1.10 1.10 ind ia 1.23 2.07 1.06 1.20 1.80 l AO N igeria 0.74 0.97 0.85 1.1 6 1.36 1.06 Vielnam 0.50 0.67 0.57 0.89 0. 56 0.66 i\'faiaysia 0.35 0.43 0. 32 0.3 7 0.38 0.36 Unil cd States 1.99 1.96 0.86 1.04 1.4 5 1. 29 Others 1. 77 1.53 0.96 I. I 2 1.65 1.33 

export were not taken in to accoun t. So there is bound to be a slig hr variation depending 
upon the share of value-added products in rhe export basket of ind ividual countries. 
However, the estimated unit value ratios help in comparing the prices of each export ing 
country with another and with the average of rotal imports. The rat io is computed by 
dividing the price received for a coulltry 's export by the world average price. \Xlhen the 
unit- price ratio is less than 1, rhen it is considered that the coun try possesses compet
itiveness in the export market for its prod uct. According ly, as it can be observed from 
Table 12.21, countries such as Indonesia, Ch ina, Thai land, Vietnam , and Malays ia with 
their unit- price ratio less than I are hig hly comperitive, whereas India with an average 
unit- price ratio of l AO is considered to be less competit ive in rhe world market. 

Any count ry 's competitive power in export ing a commod ity depends crucially on its 
relarive price and the quality of that commod ity over the competing COuntries. India 
has a weak competiti ve pOsition in the international market for ginger, which is mainly 
because of very low productivity of 3,357 kg/ha against 55,636 kg/ha in the United 
States and an average world productivity of 10,179 kg/h" (FAO, Rome). Moreover, the 
increased cost of production clue to less productivity of Indian g inger compared to thar 
of other producing countries makes it imperative for India to increase productivity, 
which alone can reduce the cost of production . -The country has enoug h potent ial to 

increase its productivity, as ir is shown in Fig ure 12.8. To be successful in the chang ing 
environment, it would be essential to be innovar ive and proactive. India, bei ng rhe major 
producer of ginger in the world. stands seventh when we look toward the performance 
of Other export ing countries. 

Thc gross margin is a good measure for cornparing the economic and productive 
efficiency of similar sized farms. More importan tly, it represents the bare minimllill that 
a farm mUSt generare in order to Stay in business . The cosr- benefit ratio worked out for 
ginger prod uction in the Unired States was 1.34. Productivity achieved on the g inger 
farms of Hawaii tanged from 50,000 Ibs/acre to a low of 27,500. The reported average 
retUtns for the farm with a productivity of 46,200 pounds depends not only on rhe yield 
but also the price. 
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Figure J 2.8 
, ' d' 1 N . nal average (3 391 kg/h:l), 2, Productivity 

Producti v,i ty gap (or g mger I ~ ~;~1 :lHI.'3 , 'Pr;;~l~tivi ~ y rc'por(cci (rom rese:l rch (:lrm (22~2~O 
1cvelo( el!tefarmc rs(20 ,~00 g )' \' .' (35000 kg/ha), 5, Highest product ivity 
kg/ha). 4: ~ta(e \ ~v~111~I(g~~e~ogr~g;:~;:Zlimo~a, Karnumku. 6. H ighest product ivity 
reported m larmer s Ie (, . 
achieved in the world (I t S, t 04 kgllm}--Chllla, 

Risk and U ncertainty 

Risk is inherenr in all of ag riculcure, but the g inger in~lus try ~1~)earS t~9b;) n~r;e:~~~s~~ 
to risk than many other agricultural endeavors (Fleming an ato~d bl ' IT ' 

Hawaii A ricultural Swtisti cs Services (HASS) reveals consl era e vo ~ tl Ity In 

~~~~:to~;:~~'~!::);I;I~I:'C~,::,I;i 1:~I:t;~c::' ~i~:~e~~:;~~:i~~ I~eS~;:~:~tl~~~ :~,~i;:;~b~I~~~: 
~:~I~I:~~'i:;,~~:i~;'~ . a~9~;e)r-~:s~;:~i;'~~I'eb~:~ge~te;0~~~~~e i!) ;~oss ibl e onl Y when these 

risks are minirni zed. . d . k f. crop 
Alon with price risk , cash fl ow implicati ons are the perceive crop fl S ) or a cion 

such asgg inge r. This is related to age to first bearing and l~ngevit~e~: t!1~e~I~~~~ ~~~~It~~ the 

and marketing risks are ~1re~;I~et ~~:r~~~~e)~ rti~~1 ~~~~ ht: s ~:s ~~sks; the longer the period, 

~;~: o~:~'~~~~~~·;:~~~:i~lI~ Vinn:ng (1990), in an Australian Centre fO l Jntetl~,;~~~~~ 
A 

g It ral Research (A ICIAR) technical report fot marketi ng perspeCClves on'
b 

d 
g fl cu U , . f. . . crops ase on 

tia l Pacific Spice Industry," has g iven ~rop risk rat\n~s ~~' ;~r:~~1~1 ~:I~~~ i sk com modity, 
the above points. It was found that g inger toppee t 1e IS , , 

fO~~l;edjl~Ye;~II~~~~([Y is faci ng risk and uncertainty in differen~ form s. Ea.ch ~:~~;l:~ 
has to gfac~ considerable compet ition fro'~1 other ?inger-produc lI~ COU;1tfl::rs I:ldia 
many new count ries have entered into the Industry 111 recent yea rs. ver. t le/ or ' From 
ha's lost her market to China and Indonesia , mainly because of the PI"cle .act ile past 
, f' I . I been generally gooe e unng c 

[he Indian fa rmers' point 0 View, t le pnces 1ave L 7 I 200 1 to 2002 crop 
10 years, alchough there was a dras tic fall in the ,1996 to 9? anc. I . which \Vas 

D · 1999 to 2000 ginger farm ers recclvcd an all-time 11Ig 1 pnce, Ie years. uflng, . . I above r 1 
more rhan double the price in rhe prev ious crop ycear.

f 
[hIe p~ l ce w~s ar l',veaY"sorrheasrern 

. f R 8 80/kg ,01 les ' g mger m breakeven point , With an average a s. . 
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states, where fresh g inger is marketed, t11lIS lead ing to profi table g inger farm ing, T he 
price for dry g inger was well below the breakeven point in the 1980s and in the early 
1990s as well. During 1982 to 1984 and 1993 to 1995, the ptice almost doublec!. In 
addition to this abrupt fluctuation in price, the ginger crop is also hig hly susceptible 
to serious disease problems lead ing to a red uction in yield and an unmarketable pro
duction, At times, the farm er may lose up ro 80% of the crop toward the end of the 
crop cycle. Thus, the g inger crop industry is influenced by the ri sk facro l's of yield and 
price, although t hey are not related as per the analys is of long-term data. However, the 
analys is of va ri ance indicates that rhe price variabi li ty of g inger is g reater t han the yie ld 
variability. 

Pros/JectJ aud Policy Me<IJllreJ 

1. Indi a, being the major producer ot g inger, accoun tS for 33% of the tOtal share 
in production but contri butes hard ly 1. L 7% to the world market with enoug h 
surplus to export. 

2. There is a defi ni te pattern of cyclical flu ctuation in production , mainl y due to 

the producers' response to price. Pri ce stabili za t ion measures can boost pro
duction further. 

3. Duri ng the L980s, Saud i Arabia was the major market for Ind ian g inger with 
an export of 31 % of its tota l export . In the changed scenario of t he 1 990s and 
2000, Pakistan and Bang ladesh were t he major markets. 

W hile considering policy measures to streng then t he g inger economy of the country, 
it is imperative to undertake action plans at disaggregared levels- the regional level to 

begin with , followed by the handling of national issues. Following are the suggested 
policy measures to overcome the constraints faced by the g inger fa rming industry in India: 

I. Healthy seed prod uct ion throug h the "seed village concept" by regu lar fi eld 
monitOring and development of seed certification procedures 

2. Im pose quarant ine regul ations to res trict seed transportation fro m one state 
to the other, especially where bacteri al wi lt is a maj or problem 

3. An integrated approach to control a serious problem in g inger cult ivat ion, 
rhi zome rot; which is complicated by insect, bacterial, and fungal attack, is 
the need of the hOllr. 
The above measures can ensure disease-free seed material to the farming 
community and will reduce the crop risk due to d isease and heavy postharvest 
losses at the farm level. 

4. T he hig her fiber content in Ind ian g inger compared to that of its competing 
coun tries and the higher cost of prod uct ion in Ind ia seem to act as deterrents 
in increasing our export trade. H ence, there is an urgent need ro evolve hig h
yielding, di sease-resistant cul tivars with lower fiber but richer volat ile oil and 
oleoresin contents. 
Varieties with the above qua li ty parameters are alread y avai lable from research 
organi za tions in Indi a, and there is a need for adequate extension act ivit ies to 

allow the technology to reach fa rmers' fi elds. 
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5. Another aspen where a major t h rust has been wanting is to develop cropping 

sys tems with g inger as a component , although it cou ld be grown as a intercrop 

in coconut and arecanut plantations, we are yet to develop ideal systems with 

attenrion to a cosr:benefit factor, soi l disturbance, t he shade and root effect, 

and other factOrs. 

An issue rela ted to the above point is that treat ing g inger as an agricultural 

commod ity whi le in i ts raw form and as a sp ice when dried is creating certa in 

logisrical problems in reali zing t he fu llest parential of g inger in t he world 

ma rket. An effort should be made to solve this defin itional ambigu ity and d ue 

considerat ion should be g iven as in other sp ice commod ities. 

6. W it h sweeping changes occurring in the standa rd of life, life st>de, and con

su mption patterns in the buying countries, and with t he focus being shifted 

tOward value addition and branded consu mer packs, t he market deve lopment 

activities need to be geared up. 

7. Since importing countries show a definite prefetence to an uncontaminated 

and clean prod uct , there is a need for collec tive efforts on the part of t he 

farmers, traders, and exporters to upgrad e the quality of g inger through 

improved preharves ting practices, postharvest hand ling, processing and pack

aging, and storage to keep up with t he g rade specificati ons, pesticide res idues, 

aflatoxin level, and microbial load. 

8. Ind ian farmers neecl to be educated and t rained to stand up effecc ively to the 

challenges. T he need to adopt m easures to be more competi t ive in terms of 

barh quality and produnivity assumes grearer sign ificance in view of t he 

opening up of the agricultural sector and lowering of agricultural tariffs in 

accordance with World Trade Organization (WTO). 

9. Since a hig h-value product line is emerging throug h organic fa rming, efforts 

should be made to popularize organic farming in g inger, so that it fetches a 

high demand in foreig n markets. 

10. One shou ld not ge t t he feeling that by va lue addit ion we just m ean production 
of gi nger derivatives alone. O ne EU document reveals t hat in the export 
market, "buyers are looking for clean , well flavored, artificially dried product 
with hig h hygien e.vels, in contrast to the bulk of the materials which has 
been sun dried on the g round" (Com monwealth Secretariat, 1996, p. '15). 

For the successful implem entation of above the pol icy re lated-suggest ions, there is a 
need to develop a special database regarding all aspects of g inger-based activities such 
as m arketing, employment potential, production techniques, COSt of cultivation, and 
value addition . This, in turn, will help in creating decision support sYStcn1S to benefit 
t he stakeholders. 
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