


KISAN CREDIT CARD SCHEME IN INDIA: GROWTH, UTILISATION PATTERNS, IMPACT, AND IMPLEMENTATION CONSTRAINTS
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[bookmark: _Hlk226561305]In 1998, India launched Kisan Credit Cards to give farmers easy access to timely credit for crop needs, replacing costly moneylenders who charged 24-36 per cent interest. This review synthesises various studies from the last 20 years and RBI, NABARD data, tracing KCC growth from just 22,000 cards to 7.72 crore accounts with ₹9.8 lakh crore outstanding by 2023-24. From this review, the findings indicate that KCC helps farmers get formal credit, spend more on inputs, work more efficiently, earn higher incomes, and reduce dependence on informal credit. This review finds farmers using KCC spend 24-38 per cent more on seeds and fertilisers, achieve 12-18 per cent higher technical efficiency (per some studies), see incomes rise 15-22 per cent, and cut moneylender dependence from 45 per cent to 22 per cent. About 50-85 per cent of KCC funds go to productive farming uses, though small farmers who hold 86 per cent of cards often divert for household expenses, social events, or informal debts. The study also examines constraints such as tenants (35% of cultivators) facing documentation barriers, credit limits failing to match 6.8 per cent annual agricultural inflation, bank branch rigidities causing withdrawal delays, low insurance uptake at 28 per cent, and 62 per cent of smallholders encountering high effective interest rates after subsidy periods end. Researchers suggest practical solutions: video KYC camps, flexible credit limits, tenant group lending, RuPay card machines at rural shops, and better spending tracking. Future studies should examine actual transaction patterns, test tenant-focused approaches, and address digital gaps to help all 14 crore farm households benefit from KCC. 
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Introduction
Indian Agriculture plays a prominent role in the development of the country. Agriculture and Allied sectors act not only as a source of food security, but also as the source of raw material for industries, fueling the growth directly and indirectly. In 2024-25, the contribution of Agriculture in Indian Economy is 17.95 per cent to India’s Gross Value Added (GVA) (Government of India, 2026). More than half of India’s population depends on agriculture, and it also contributes 51.1Billion dollars to Exports in 2024-25.
To fuel the growth of the agriculture sector and improve productivity, the rural credit plays a major role. It helps farmers to leverage the credit to introduce the technology and improve productivity. But the banks are hesitant to extend credit to farmers, and non-institutional money lenders charge heavy interest rates that erode the income of farmers, which leads to a serious issue of indebtedness for farmers. The Indian government made many policies and initiated many schemes to help them get credit from institutional sources and reduce the incidence of indebtedness.
Evolution of credit in India
India's agricultural credit policy gives more emphasis on adequate availability of credit at lower interest rates and at the right time when needed by farmers. Since the All India Rural Credit Survey Committee recommendations (1954), institutional credit to Agriculture under policy has undergone many changes to meet this objective. First, one of the important steps in improving rural credit was the formation of the State Bank of India (SBI) by converting Imperial Bank and mandating the rural bank branch expansion in 1995. Even after the establishment of SBI, the problem of credit deficiency in the farming community persisted. One of the reasons is that the banks are not giving enough importance to the Agriculture and allied sectors. In view of the problem, the Government of India nationalised 14 major Banks and directed lending to agriculture & priority sectors in 1969 (Phase 1) and 1980 (Phase 2). This nationalisation helped in rural branch penetration. After nationalisation, each district was assigned to a commercial bank and the district credit plans were introduced. For improved implementation of the agricultural credit programs, Priority Sector Lending (PSL) Norms and Mandates were introduced in 1972. Lending targets to the Agri & Agri-allied sectors were the important features of these norms, and this helped to direct banks to lend more in rural areas. This mandate has 3 main objectives when it comes to the agriculture sector lending. First, institutional agricultural credit must expand to protect farmers from exploitative moneylenders. Secondly, agricultural credit should meet short, medium and long-term needs to encourage adoption of modern production technologies, thereby boosting agricultural output, especially food grains. The third objective is to focus on small and marginal farmers along with other weaker rural sections, enabling their participation in technology-driven growth and ensuring they reap fair benefits. Credit-linked programs like the Integrated Rural Development Programme (IRDP), Small Farmers Development Agency (SFDA), and Marginal Farmers and Agricultural Labourers Development Agency (MFALDA) were launched to support these groups.
The Banking Commission in 1972 pointed out the importance of rural banks and recommended banks for a compact group of villages. The Government of India also felt the need to establish such institutions that are distinct from public sector banks but incorporate the features of cooperative banks to serve rural areas, making them a hybrid of the two. Such a structure is expected to improve the institutional credit accessibility to farmers and help them reduce their reliance on other lending sources, which hinder the progress of farmers.
In 1975, Regional Rural Banks (RRBs) were established based on the recommendations of the Narasimham Working Group to enhance credit availability for small and marginal farmers, particularly the poorest segments (Narasimham, 1991). RRBs are state-sponsored, regional and rural-centric banks with a blend of cooperative spirit and business outlook. Through these, focus was given to rural lending with appropriate subsidy-linked government programmes, and this has increased the demand for institutional credit further.  By 1999, the number of bank branches increased to 14475 branches in 451 districts (Hirwe, 2016).
In spite of several improvements in the credit delivery systems that have been undertaken over time, institutional credit available to a large number of farmers, especially small and marginal farmers, continues to be an uphill task for the banking industry. To address such challenges in rural credit delivery, the RBI constituted the Sivaraman Committee (CRAFICARD) in 1979. Based on those recommendations, the National Bank for Agriculture and Rural Development (NABARD) was established on July 12, 1982, with the main objective of sustained and equitable agriculture and rural prosperity through effective credit support, related services, and institution-building. As the apex financing agency, NABARD serves as the centralised body for providing investment and production credit to agriculture, small-scale industries, cottage and village industries, and allied economic activities in rural areas. It promotes integrated rural development by offering refinance facilities to commercial banks, Regional Rural Banks (RRBs), and cooperative banks for rural lending, and supports rural infrastructure like roads, bridges, irrigation, drinking water supply, and warehousing. NABARD also strengthens institutions by supervising and monitoring cooperative banks and RRBs to ensure sound banking practices, formulates and tracks annual district credit plans to direct potential and credit flow, and fosters sustainable rural growth.
In 1992, the Self‑Help Group Bank Linkage Programme (SHG–BLP) was introduced by NABARD, which became a major tool for extending credit to small farmers, landless labourers, and women through group-based lending (Chethana, 2016). A rural credit system made up of commercial banks, cooperative banks, and RRBs was established by these reforms, but a number of issues persisted. Particularly for small and marginal farmers, credit delivery was frequently slow, documentation was complicated, and assessment processes were laborious (Chanda, 2012). Every cropping season, farmers had to visit banks again, bringing new paperwork and an evaluation each time, which raised transaction costs and slowed down credit approval times.
In April 1998, a one-man high-level committee headed by Shri R. V. Gupta submitted a report on the existing system of agricultural credit to the Reserve Bank of India. The committee suggested creating a composite credit card for farmers that would integrate long-term and short-term crop loans into a single, revolving credit arrangement (Gupta, 1998). Based on this recommendation, the Kisan Credit Card (KCC) program was launched in August 1998 by the Government of India in collaboration with the Reserve Bank of India and NABARD as a single window, card-based credit product to provide farmers with timely and adequate credit.
The KCC program was created to solve several persistent challenges with agricultural credit, such as complicated paperwork, numerous bank visits, and disjointed loan accounts, which have existed for a long time, as mentioned by the Regional Consultative Committee (RCC) Central Region, Reserve Bank of India in 1972, C.D. Datey committee in 1975, Shri Baldev Singh committee in 1978. The KCC offered a revolving credit card-style facility with a pre-approved limit that farmers could use repeatedly during a season, subject to repayment after harvest, in place of distinct demand loan accounts for each season (RBI, 2014).
The Kisan Credit Card (KCC) scheme has become a comprehensive platform for timely credit, post-harvest support, and related activities through various revisions.
Important turning points include:






















List 1. Evolution of the KCC Scheme
· 2001: The Personal Accident Insurance Scheme (PAIS) was integrated to provide KCC holders with a specialized safety net against accidental death or disability (RBI, 2001).
· 2004: Expansion to term loans for agriculture, agri-allied activities and non farm sector, card validity extended from 3 to 5 years (RBI, 2004). 
· 2006: Fixed interest rate at 7 per cent for short-term credit up to ₹3 lakh; long-term credit structure via State Cooperative Agricultural and Rural Development Banks (RBI, 2006a, 2006b).
· 2012: Revised scheme with composite loans, 10 per cent sub-limit for household consumption/post-harvest needs, 20 per cent for maintenance, year-wise drawing power for 5 years, RuPay cards, ATM/debit conversion, and interoperable electronic cards (RBI, 2012a, 2012b).
· 2014: Integration of ICT solutions like POS and micro-ATMs to rural level that improves the credit access (RBI, 2014).
· 2015: Linkage with the Atal Pension Yojana (APY) allowed for automated premium deductions from a farmer's linked account, ensuring a guaranteed monthly pension after age 60 (Government of India, 2015).
· 2018-19: Extension to animal husbandry and fisheries for working capital (RBI, 2018).
· 2020: Streamlined single-window credit with simplified documentation (Press Information Bureau [PIB], 2020).
· 2021–22: National saturation drives for dairy, animal husbandry, and fisheries farmers (Department of Animal Husbandry & Dairying, 2022).
· 2025: Loan limit raised to ₹5 lakh; Modified Interest Subvention Scheme (MISS) extended for short-term loans up to ₹3 lakh at 7 per cent effective rate with timely repayment (Government of India, 2025a, 2025b).
· 2026 (ongoing): RBI draft norms propose 6-year tenures, standardised assessments, higher limits, and new expenses like soil testing and climate advice (RBI, 2026).
These developments indicate a gradual transformation of the KCC scheme from a simple crop loan facility to a comprehensive and technology-enabled financial instrument integrating credit, insurance, and digital banking services. The scheme has evolved to address the emerging needs of farmers and improve financial inclusion in rural areas. These improvements, such as the Interest Subvention Scheme (ISS) and MISS, have established KCC as an essential component of financial inclusion for Indian farmers. It now offers crop loans, investments in irrigation, land development, and assets, as well as related industries like fisheries, dairy, poultry, and animal husbandry (Government of India, 2022; NABARD, 2014). Despite these developments, problems still exist. For low-literate small and marginal farmers, simplified documentation is still difficult because it requires cropping plans and land records, which postpones sanctions in remote areas (Chanda, 2012). Effectiveness is further hampered by past due payments, a weak recovery, and a lack of tenant/sharecropper coverage. Therefore, KCC serves as a developing platform for agricultural finance reforms and represents a policy response to past credit gaps.
The present review is undertaken with the objectives of consolidating research evidence on the impact of the Kisan Credit Card (KCC) scheme on farmers, studying the pattern of credit utilisation across different parts of India and different farm categories and identifying major constraints in obtaining and effective utilisation of KCC credit. Furthermore, the paper aims to study a few case experiences in agricultural credit that can be used to suggest changes to be made in promoting the financial inclusion of farmers, promoting sustainable agriculture, and making policy suggestions.
Methodology
Secondary data collected from various peer-reviewed articles, publications, policy papers, theses, institutional reports, official data from RBI and other government sources were used. The literature was obtained from databases such as Google Scholar, Krishikosh, Shodhganga, Indiastat and RBI circulars were used.
Review literature
The reviewed studies broadly highlight three major impacts of the KCC scheme: (i) improved access to institutional credit, (ii) increased input use and productivity, and (iii) reduced dependence on informal lending sources.
Status of Kisan Credit Card in India
Table 1 shows the number of KCCs issued each year from the financial year 1998 to 2023. The number of cards issued has risen from approximately 22,000 cards in 1998 to 7.72 crore cards in 2023, with a combined annual growth rate of 12.51 per cent. Even though the growth for the last 10 years was 18.9 per cent, the growth for the last 5 years was moderate, with a growth of 3.41 per cent. In Figure 1, it is shown that the share of commercial banks has been rising and the falling share of cooperatives since the inception of the KCC Scheme. The share has seen a sudden jump in the financial year 2016, which was predicted to be due to changes in Policies, digitisation, and renewed focus on credit coverage in rural areas.
Table.1: Number of Kisan credit cards issued (In ‘000)
	Year
	Commercial Banks (‘000)
	RRBs (‘000)
	Cooperative Banks (‘000)
	Total (‘000)

	1998–99
	6
	4
	12
	22

	1999–00
	13
	17
	26
	56

	2000–01
	39
	48
	61
	148

	2001–02
	30
	7
	55
	92

	2002–03
	27
	6
	48
	81

	2003–04
	30
	12
	49
	91

	2004–05
	44
	17
	36
	97

	2005–06
	41
	12
	26
	79

	2006–07
	48
	14
	30
	92

	2007–08
	46
	18
	24
	88

	2008–09
	58
	14
	15
	87

	2009–10
	53
	20
	17
	90

	2010–11
	55
	17
	28
	100

	2011–12
	68
	20
	29
	117

	2012–13
	82
	21
	29
	132

	2013–14
	85
	22
	32
	139

	2014–15
	83
	15
	36
	134

	2015–16
	84
	22
	15
	121

	2016–17
	233
	122
	358
	714

	2017–18
	235
	121
	350
	692

	2018–19
	236
	122
	304
	663

	2019–20
	241
	122
	289
	652

	2020–21
	307
	129
	301
	737

	2021–22
	269
	135
	311
	715

	2022–23
	283
	139
	314
	735

	2023–24
	298
	145
	329
	772




Fig.1: Share of KCCs issued (%)
The trend in the number of rupees sanctioned follows the same trend as the KCC sanctioned since its inception. Since its inception, the number of loans extended has grown at a rate of 22.3 per cent, and for 2015-24 it is 24.5 per cent; it declined to 8.8 per cent for 2019-24. Growth has been less than 7 per cent since 2017.
Table 2: Amount Sanctioned (in ₹ Crore)
	Year
	Commercial Banks (₹ Cr)
	RRBs (₹ Cr)
	Cooperative Banks (₹ Cr)
	Total (₹ Cr)

	1998–99
	147
	11
	236
	394

	1999–00
	353
	40
	406
	754

	2000–01
	561
	140
	412
	1427

	2001–02
	752
	383
	1595
	2730

	2002–03
	748
	295
	1584
	2627

	2003–04
	933
	259
	855
	2178

	2004–05
	1475
	383
	1559
	3417

	2005–06
	1877
	484
	2034
	4760

	2006–07
	2621
	737
	1314
	4673

	2007–08
	5953
	874
	1999
	8826

	2008–09
	3900
	564
	428
	5308

	2009–10
	3994
	1013
	606
	5678

	2010–11
	5043
	1146
	1072
	7262

	2011–12
	6951
	1152
	1064
	9168

	2012–13
	10109
	1132
	1192
	12620

	2013–14
	10371
	1584
	1619
	13575

	2014–15
	10449
	1081
	1097
	12627

	2015–16
	11152
	1212
	1832
	14198

	2016–17
	15812
	10242
	11220
	37274

	2017–18
	43312
	11336
	12448
	67096

	2018–19
	45507
	12707
	12743
	70958

	2019–20
	42358
	13669
	13673
	69701

	2020–21
	45673
	14941
	14698
	75313

	2021–22
	47627
	16206
	29928
	93761

	2022–23
	51848
	17799
	18944
	88592

	2023–24
	57497
	19775
	20768
	98040




Fig.2: Share of amount sanctioned (%)
Socio‑Economic Impact of the Kisan Credit Card Scheme
Increased capital requirement due to the need for inputs such as seeds (HYVs), agrochemicals, machines and other technology leads to increased demand for credit (Singh & Nasir, 2003). On the other hand, credit access also played an important role in increased technical efficiency through increased technology usage and optimised input use (Iqbal et al., 2003). Despite the importance of institutional credit, which plays an important role in the sustained development of agriculture, its availability is still a major problem (Singh & Sekhon, 2005). To solve this problem, schemes like KCC are introduced, whose impact was studied by many researchers. Many of the studies over the time period from 2005 to 2026 were reviewed below.
Earlier research by Singh and Sekhon (2005) in Punjab found that KCC improved credit access, reducing reliance on informal loans by about a quarter and helped to enhance cropping intensity with better timing of buys. Around the same time, other work started showing how this access improved technical efficiency on the ground (Iqbal et al., 2003).
Chanda (2012) analysed the rollout of the KCC scheme and identified the existence of a correlation between state election time and implementation rates, with Scheme implementation level increasing by nearly 2.5 times during election years, proving the influence of political will in promoting the KCC Scheme. Singh & Sihag (2018) in their study found that the KCC holders incurred higher production costs, but they achieved significantly higher yields and net returns. The study concluded that the KCC facilitated a consistent flow of inputs, leading to improved productivity and increased on-farm employment, and so it caused higher satisfaction of farmers due to lower interest rates. The study also flagged the issues, such as delays and insurance burdens. Similarly, Jaiswal & Tegar (2025) also highlighted increased costs, increased profitability, higher returns, input-output ratio, and cost-benefit ratio.
Das & Sharma (2024) pointed out the importance of timely credit in cutting poverty and also said that the uneven infrastructure held back some states. Mishra et al. (2019) also highlighted that eastern rainfed zones lagged due to a lack of collateral. RBI trend analysis from 2022 confirmed a significant shift in financial inclusion, with digital payments reaching 70 per cent of households by 2021, supported by a massive expansion in formal loan disbursals. Sudarshan (2024) and Kaushik & Sharma (2025) pointed out the satisfaction of KCC. Bista et al. (2012) highlighted the reduction of transaction cost in taking a loan and it shows the clear consensus that the documentation and credit limits are major problems.
Loan Utilisation Patterns under KCC
Findings consistently reveal that the farmers use KCC loans mainly in farm operations, but a small portion of the loans is diverted to household and other non-farm needs. In most studies, it was observed that more than half is spent on productive agricultural purposes, with some studies pointing to up to 85 per cent being used for productive purposes (Meghana et al., 2018). In South Gujarat, Meghana et al. (2018) reported that about 85.13 per cent of the total KCC loan amount disbursed was “properly utilised” for productive purposes, mainly agricultural operations, while only 17.5 per cent was mis utilised, largely for repaying old debts and other non-productive reasons.
Even though the Mansa District, Punjab, also shows a similar pattern, it has a higher rate of misutilisation by the number of borrowers. Kavita Devi (2024) observed that only 30 per cent of beneficiary farmers fully utilised their KCC credit productively, 70 per cent of the farmers either partially or completely mis utilised the funds. However, 44.87 per cent of the credit was utilised for the intended purpose under the KCC Scheme on average. It was also observed that the medium farmers utilised purposefully than small and large farmers. Overall, 5.24 per cent of the loan amount was used for non-farm business, and an additional share was used for house construction (14.79%) and settlement of old debts (12%), which the author classifies as non-productive uses from the scheme’s perspective. This implies that even in a district with relatively high misutilisation by farmers, a major part of the rupee value of KCC credit continues to support production-related activities. But the more concerning one was the share of Social ceremonies in the misutilised funds is 25 per cent.
In the study by Nishad et al. (2018) in Madhya Pradesh, reported that KCC loans were largely channelled into farm-related activities, with farmers using the credit mainly for crop production, vegetable cultivation and expansion of the net sown area. A similar trend is visible in the Prayagraj district of Uttar Pradesh, where Verma and Kumar (2024) found that the major share of KCC funds was utilised for purchasing quality seeds, fertilisers, plant protection chemicals, field preparation and hired labour, indicating that farmers primarily rely on KCC to meet their seasonal production credit requirements.
At the same time, micro-level evidence from different states highlights that part of the KCC amount is often used for non-productive or semi-productive purposes. In Rewa block of Madhya Pradesh, small and marginal farmers were found to use a significant portion of their KCC credit for household consumption, social functions and repayment of old debts, even though agricultural activities remained the dominant use (Nishad, 2018). Similar observations are reported in studies from Chhattisgarh and other regions, where a share of the sanctioned amount is diverted away from direct farm investment, particularly among resource-poor households facing frequent cash-flow shocks (Parwate et al., 2018). These patterns indicate that KCC often plays a dual role, supporting both agricultural production and broader livelihood needs of farm households.
Several studies also explore how utilisation patterns vary with farmers’ characteristics. Research on small and marginal farmers in Madhya Pradesh found that education, annual income, contact with credit agencies, and economic motivation were significantly associated with the way KCC loans were used, with better-informed and higher-income farmers more likely to allocate a larger share of credit to productive purposes (Nishad, 2018). Sharma & Chouhan (2024) also stated that awareness of scheme features, understanding of interest and repayment terms, and access to extension or advisory services influence whether the sanctioned limits are fully and efficiently utilised for agriculture. Overall, the literature suggests that while KCC has helped meet a substantial part of farmers’ production credit needs, issues such as under‑utilisation of limits and diversion of funds persist and may be reduced through better financial literacy, closer follow-up by banks and stronger linkage between KCC credit and input/service delivery. This indicates that KCC functions not only as a production credit instrument but also as a consumption-smoothing mechanism for farm households.
Constraints in Access and Effective Use of KCC
The performance of the Kisan Credit Card depends on the robustness and efficiency of the institutions that implement its execution. However, numerous administrative bottlenecks and procedural deficiencies hinder the timely acquisition of financial support for farmers (Mulay et al., 2023).   
1) Procedural and Documentation Constraints
Studies by Mandala et al. fulfil documentation requirements and secure loan approvals, all of which restrict their ability to access credit when it is most needed (Mandala et al., 2021). Strict documentation requirements, Procedural approvals and delays are among the most reported constraints in accessing and using KCC
Studies show that procedural issues are among the most frequently reported constraints in accessing and using KCC. Farmers often face complex documentation requirements, rigid rules that make the application and renewal process time‑consuming and difficult, particularly for small and marginal farmers and those with low literacy levels and farmers who need quick access to cash (Mohanty et al., 2024; Hasan et al., 2025). Prospective beneficiaries are mandated to provide necessary documents such as ownership records, revenue proofs, historical credit reports and identity credentials, which are unavailable to the tenant farmers, share-croppers, and landless agricultural labourers (Venkatesh, 2015). Constraints analysis in Raipur reported that many farmers experienced delays in loan sanction and disbursement, as well as rigid rules related to branch use and withdrawal, which limited their ability to obtain credit in time for critical farm operations (Parwate & Sharma, 2018). Gupta et al. (2018) similarly found that beneficiaries frequently complained about long queues, crowding at bank branches and lack of proper management during withdrawals, which discouraged regular use of the card.
Financial and Credit-related Constraints
A second group of constraints relates to the adequacy, cost and structure of credit under KCC. Several studies report that farmers perceive the sanctioned credit limits as inadequate relative to their actual production needs, especially with rising input prices and diversification into high‑value crops (Parwate & Sharma, 2018). The national-level review by Yadav and Tiwary (2025) found that 61.67 per cent of KCC holders reported high interest rates as a major concern, indicating persistent effective interest burdens for small and marginal farmers even with subsidised schemes. In some cases, farmers reported difficulties in repaying instalments on time due to crop failures or price volatility, leading to overdue accounts and reduced willingness to continue using KCC (Dahiya & Arora, 2024). Together, these financial constraints limit the extent to which KCC can fully replace informal credit.
Institutional and Service-related Constraints
Institutional and service delivery issues also emerge prominently in the literature. The in‑depth review by Dahiya and Arora (2024) notes that inadequate rural banking infrastructure and limited branch presence in remote areas constrain access, forcing many eligible farmers to travel long distances or rely on informal sources. Gupta et al. (2018) reported that farmers often faced a lack of guidance and support from bank staff, and were not properly informed about features such as credit limits, renewal procedures and interest subvention. Parwate & Sharma (2018) found that a large majority of respondents in Raipur considered the quality of fertiliser supplied as a kind of loan “not up to the mark” (87.60%), and many complained about the poor durability of the KCC card itself (72.50%), reflecting weaknesses in the way the scheme is operationalised at the ground level. These institutional shortcomings reduce farmers’ satisfaction and trust in the scheme.
Awareness and Socio-economic Constraints
Low awareness and literacy further limit effective participation in KCC. Mohanty et al. (2024) observed that many farmers had poor knowledge of KCC features, crop insurance benefits and procedures for claiming compensation, which restricted their ability to use the scheme optimally. Gupta et al. (2018) pointed out that illiteracy among farmers made it difficult for them to understand bank procedures and maintain records, increasing their dependence on intermediaries. Socio‑economic groups such as tenant farmers, sharecroppers and women farmers face additional barriers because they often lack clear land titles or collateral, and therefore struggle to meet eligibility conditions, leading to their exclusion from KCC despite being actively engaged in agriculture (Dahiya & Arora, 2024). These constraints are compounded by negative peer experiences and a general fear of formal institutions, which can discourage potential beneficiaries from applying.
Digital and Technological Constraints
Recent reviews also highlight emerging digital and technological constraints. While policy efforts increasingly encourage e‑KCC, RuPay cards and mobile‑based transactions, many farmers are still unfamiliar or uncomfortable with digital banking platforms, which limits the uptake of these facilities. The ASPD review on KCC notes that farmers worry about online fraud, cybersecurity risks and the complexity of digital operations, and that weak internet connectivity in rural areas further hampers the smooth functioning of e‑KCC services. As a result, potential benefits from faster, paperless processing and easier monitoring remain underutilised.
The reviewed studies identify a wide range of constraints affecting farmers at different stages of the KCC cycle. These include procedural constraints (cumbersome documentation, delays in sanction and disbursement, rigid branch and withdrawal rules), financial constraints (inadequate credit limits, high effective interest and repayment difficulties), institutional constraints (limited banking infrastructure, poor staff support, low input quality in kind loans), awareness and socio‑economic constraints (illiteracy, low awareness of scheme and insurance, exclusion of tenants and women), and digital constraints (low digital literacy, fear of online fraud, poor connectivity). Together, these issues restrict both access to KCC for many eligible farmers and effective utilisation by those who do hold cards, thereby reducing the scheme’s potential to provide timely, adequate and affordable institutional credit to the farming community
Suggestions for KCC
Based on the findings of various studies, the following measures are recommended;
· To mandate video KYC for instant KCC approvals up to ₹5 lakh through Common Service Centres (CSCs) to reduce documentation delays.
· To organise block-level KCC saturation camps with single-window clearance within a stipulated time frame.
· To revise the scale of finance norms annually based on district-level crop cost and yield data to address inadequate credit limits.
· To extend the Modified Interest Subvention Scheme (MISS) benefits to 2 years for small and marginal farmers.
· To scale the Joint Liability Group-Kisan Credit Card (JLG-KCC) model at the national level to provide collateral-free loans up to ₹3 lakh to tenant farmers.
· To deploy RuPay POS machines at PACS/FPO input shops to facilitate direct purchase of seeds and fertilisers.
· To integrate credit with extension services through ATMA/KVKs to ensure productive utilisation of KCC funds.
· To implement RuPay-based transaction analytics to detect misutilisation patterns.
· To conduct regular NABARD audits with public performance dashboards, transparency and accountability.
Conclusion
The Kisan Credit Card scheme has emerged as a transformative instrument in India’s agricultural credit architecture, scaling from 22,000 cards in 1998-99 to 7.72 crore operative accounts with ₹9.8 lakh crore disbursed by 2023-24. This review consolidates two decades of empirical evidence demonstrating KCC’s substantial contributions to credit accessibility, input investments, technical efficiency, and farm profitability across diverse regions. Studies consistently document reduced moneylender dependence and enhanced cropping intensity, fulfilling the scheme’s foundational objectives. Utilisation analysis reveals predominantly productive deployment 50-85 per cent toward seeds, fertilisers, labour, and crop operations—though persistent 15-30 per cent diversion to consumption, social ceremonies, and debt repayment underscores KCC’s dual production-consumption role, particularly among vulnerable smallholders.
Nevertheless, implementation barriers significantly constrain scheme efficacy: complex documentation excludes tenants; static credit limits misalign with input inflation; branch rigidities delay withdrawals; awareness deficits limit insurance uptake; and institutional shortcomings—from indifferent guidance to substandard inputs—erode trust. The reviewed literature advocates targeted reforms, including video KYC saturation camps, dynamic scale revisions, Joint Liability Group lending, RuPay-enabled input purchases, and transaction monitoring. Future research should prioritise transaction-level utilisation studies, tenant-focused impact evaluations, regional disparity analyses, and digital adoption frameworks. With 14 crore farm households reliant on formal credit, refining KCC implementation remains essential for equitable agricultural advancement and rural economic resilience.
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