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Though Govt. organisation ;ike IIHR,:A~I a,j various agri-

C"ulturdl in different 

parts <yf country are continuing their efTor t!·. TO" the release of 

improved varieties of seeds~ pri'/ate organiSe tion!'; are taking the 

1 ead not on 1 y in r e leasing suc h "ar ieties mu.: h f ':l~.;ter in v iew of 

the iii v .~.i 1 a b iIi t Y 0 'f i n f r- .::.~ s t r' u l t u j" d 1 t a c i 1 .~ t 1 U r ~ 

impol~tinl;) the improved varieti~s from dev?lope0 

ordet- to increase productivity OT vegetabf~l5 the 

emphasis to provJ.de seeds at subs; dised ratE!s. 

but also 

countries. 

90vt.has 

in 

In 

put 

! nspi te of th:? var ious cons train ts knc.1w .. ng the tremendOLtS 

potential in vegetable prodLtctior~ ~ corporate man~AIJement are as-

sisting the grower through soil t.t?stin~l. prcv:rljr!c, qUiilll.ty 

of Hyt) and other irlputs, e;.:ten~5.iorl service anc fir c nci.: .. d <i\'~'.:'J st , .. 

anee. fhere .i_5 gODd e:·:port potE>r:t.i ~l of vari·Jl.'·:;; fresh cl~nned and 

dphyd)" C\ ted v!2get.:\bles :lncluciing cilillies, 011.1.:)11, garlic:~ okra, 

tomato, potato, cc:\bbage, c:auliflowE?r, beans im:J pe:i\5 in spite of 

high domestic con!:;umption. The tote.] e~:port E~a -nin] under vege--

tables increased tram Rs.34 c:rOrE~S in 1980-81 :0 R~3. 120 c:rores in 

1989,-90 by regis.tering annual growth rate of :2{: pel- cent. 

rhe diverse agro climatic condition 11'1 th~ COl'.r.try are suit­

able 'fot- the pro'11_;c:tinn of different types of ,.t:.:'1]1"!1.c bles through-

b] e~;; c:\ 1 ':S U pre. v i Ii Hi 9 s cop e r ::lr p n)(J u c i n g II t ., veget-

b 1 e~.>. However' 31Z1 per-cent. o' the tot.1i gets 



spoil£ld arl d wasb?d every year dUE to lmprOpl?r ha'ldling during 

harvest~transport~packing, storagE and gILl t PE'''- iod for wan t of 

direct link between processor- and gr-owers. 

The vegetab 1 es are genera 11 y clea 1 t under- thi~teen groups~ 

among which cole cr-ops are important. This groLqJ includes cabbage 

(Brassica oleracea L..var capitata) .:auliflower :Bras;;ic:a olleracea 

L.var botrytis) , Knol Khol or Kohl Rabi 

Broceoli (Brassic~ olercea L.var italica) sprouts 

(Brassica olercea L.Var. gemi feri~ Zen 1<. ) and ch~nese cabbagE.' 

(Brass.ic~ pekioensis (lour) Rupr i\,d Brassice, chj.!~en9is). All 

cole crops are hardy and thrive best in cool whether except some 

acclamatized early cauliflour varieties. There ~as t~en subs tan-

tial increse in the area of caulifl'Jwer and c::\tbagE during the 

last decade in I nd.i a. Some of the i Ilportan t CI) 1 e c.rops growing 

stat.es in the c(Juntry are U.F Karnatdl<::\, Mi.,hal-astra. West 

Bengal~Punjab and Haryana. 

Keeping in vielll the importance of cole cr-o:JS in human diet 

and market va I ue it: deems fit to kn :lW i t5 procILI': t ion aspec t and 

ultimate I y the cost and returns invo 1 'led in the' ~;am4l', The pre!:lE.'n t 

study mak es . an endeavour in thi s d i - E'C tion wi t h respl"'C t to co 1 e 

crDps produc tion in the st.a te of Or i. '5sa. Cabbc3q~' ane' Caul.iflour 

ar-e the main cole crops gr'own in U',l'; st.ate. Hl.1 ... a v~'r i C; clnty d .. \la 

thP.Bl~ 

crops. This indicates t.he sporadic rl:\tLlr-!? of P:Jtiucticn of therf>@ 

crops. Poverty ridden economic of the farmers~ lc:~c~:. (1 irrigation 

.,. 
~'I 



eri:d lC 

to pr-Dduce these cr-ops. However- t:ht~(e ar-e sevt~/'dl ~'<ltches enjoy-

ing i'l~igational facillties dnd pr-oximity to L:r-ban consumer-

centr-es wher-e farme,s gr-ow vegetabJ?s in abunjance. 

The pr-esen t study has been me. je in the :;adar- tol DC k of eLI t--

tack district which is one of the rrDst impor-t.~nt. vel;etable gr-ow­

ing r-egion of the state. About 73% ()f avaliable area .In the block 

is irrigated~ mar-eaver its geogr-aph:cal locat .. ol pr~vides ~ large 

r-eacly market for ttle far-mEr-so The Vl llage wtuch gl~o~ pr-edominant.-

ly cab bag e and c au 1 i flo u r- a r- e 1 0 cat e dar-0 U 11 d til e 1'1\ t ion a 1 high 

way connecting Cuttack and BhLlbanes~ar- cit.y witl1in .1 distance of 

5-6 

t I:r~' 

pilometr-es. This .15 the main advantage tl-e)' ga.11 so 

fTldr·k.eting of their- pr-oduce i', concer-nEd, MC/I'eover 

within the economic neVE'I'- :en tr-e of tI'e :: i ate, 

far CIS 

being 

timely 

?vailcltJiJity of inp'-.lts i1erve POSE' ar'f hindr-an::£: • 

DuE' to the impor-tance of the cc·le cr-aps in tht~ 1arm economy 

of the locality the study titlE,d "PRODUCTION H\lD !'-ARKETING OF 

COLE CROPS IN SADER BLOCK OF CUTTACk DISTRICT'~ has b?en conducted 

with following objectives. 

OBJECTIVE 

The workir1<;j objectives of this:; ,~tudy ar-e 

1. Tn ·~\Tl d caul.lflower-

4 



I·u compute var-ious measur':?5 of far-m ir cl)me i'l.i th respect to 

these tl'lO crops i.n Illarginal small and 1 ar-ge s.::e 11 )ldings 

'" -' . To cCilculCite the efficiency of some f.:.r-,-l re!s)urc:es in the 

pr-oduc t .lon of the two cr-ops in ITa.r-ginal~ sm,dl <\:-ld large size 

holdings 

4. To estimate pr-oduction functions and ccl(:ulc,,'·_,? t.hl? marginal 

productivity of the maj or farm r,= sources in prodll,_:tion of these 

two crops i[l rrrdr-ginal~ smCill and lar-ge size :'(Ildirlljs 

5. To e~-:am.ine the e}:istence ,:f returr1 to sca: I~ as 

estimating equation. 

6. T () E- >: C<. fTr inc: U", e p r- i c: e s pre ad,: f imp 0 r tan t mcl,,-I'~ tin 9 

functioning on the stud~ ~re2. 

The hypothese postUlated 111 the present stLlc'~" are 

lows~ 

1. The cost struct.ure remains ':he same in c C\bbc_~je and 

flower irrespective of size group ~f holdings. 

~) 

L. Di.fference in farm size dnl?~; not influ,-ncl:c' tI,e farm 

in the two crops. 

per the 

channels 

as fcll-

cauli--

income 

-::-
"_I II resources are equally e1'ficient In the ~;r'odLlc 1 tion of 

cauliflowe~ and cabbage in three =,ize5 of holcingE 

4. The productivity of ref:,our :e·:- In all the !!;-izes of farm 

~. 

~) . 



6. The market funtionaries ge-: due share of consumer's rupee 

accoy-ding to the service render-ed. 

PLAN OF WOR~: 

The present study is an at1:=-mpt toward~ thE' assessment of 

pr-oduc tion c:·md mar-keting aspect~; of the tW::l crol=~' Call 1 if lower 

alid Cabbage under three sizes oi holdings. Eearir.g this 1n mind 

the report has been divided into following few ch~pters. 

The first chapter deals wit) the impo-tancE objectives and 

premises of the study. 

The second c!lapter deals wit!l the revitew uf l.lterdture with 

respect t.o resource pn::>duct.ivit.y 1n two crop;; ~nj economics in 

different categorlE'S of farm. 

The third chapter presents the backgrou,d i -,formation re-

gard.ing the are •. \ and the methodol: gy aciopte(1 en t,? study • 

.rn the fou,,· t h CrlC\pt(-?r~ findi-gs and dif,CI.l65it"J1B of the study 

have bl?En preser-,ted under variou=- subtitlE'~ I>O\I!>f?t! on the ohjec-

tives of the stucy. 

The last chapter presents the summary and cone: 1 Llsion of 

findings of the lnvestigation. 
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REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

Review of 1 i terature is a ~~ine ~ nOQ for any scientific 

investigation. Review of lite~-at.l\~e helps th" re",€/arch workers to 

formulate and specify the objectives~ prepare cl 

select a represent2t:,.,Ie sample fl'om 

suitable ques-

tionnaire~ i:he populC\t.ion~ 

undertake the survey ~ ana 1 yse the da ta ~ in te rprE'i,e the rel5ult~ 

compare and make deductions~ alt£',~n2tions or sugt;e stion whenev£::r' 

necessary. Hence~ a review of til? available n,'sFclrch studies on 

the" Production and marketing U·~ cole crop;:;" ha~: compiled 

and presentaed il)Lhis chapt.er- .HI cr·Dr,o!oqi::c1 I" ,pro, 

Suryanarayan (1958) efficiency 

on Telengane r-elc.tionsl1ip eNist 

bet"'H-?Prl in pu t _.i Id output. The ~tudy sho~Ed t t,at diminishing 

the TelF.'llgC:\n2 r'=,qion of AnrJhr2 F-C\des~, in ="':'l,-:h c1 the distr-'icts 

and f-:? a c 11 t Y P e 0 f far m un d e r s t LI d y. Its e e m E'.J t hat 2 n inc rea s e in 

ac r'eage without simultaneous inc~ease in l~bour ~nd capital pE~r 

unj_ t led to a decrease in product i.on. The c.::mtribL tion of labour 

ci:.ipital 

creased at 

capita.l. 

I<ahlon 

out.pout 

was found to be po=.~tive and "Jutput acre in-

decl'-easing r-ate Wl. t~ addJ. tion,3l 'USE 01 labour and 

and {:1C h d r- y a (1 t; 6"1;. f ( ! I ! fI d l hat ; I, .:, J 0 r d r= t prill ina n t s of 

.. , 

bf:'inq 

labour 



d1.d rl 0 t rHj d rn u c: ht 0 0 u t po u t. LJM cap J tal 1 ~\ t 0 u r ratio adversly 

a f fee t.ed pOl'oductivity of addJ..iional labo_lr. 1 hey found that 

retur-n to scale INas constant in c:'Jriculture. The I=arti.al correla-

tion coefficient indicated that opel'ating capital and 

input were highly cOl'related with lncome. 

management 

Sen (1967) stat~d that outpu~ per unit of farm SiZE as well 

as nonland inputs per unit decl:.ned with em in:rease in farm 

size. The higher level of resource use on tle small farms was 

relected in output per unit area '~'hich was t.hl~ r.i'Jhest a.mong the 

various size groups. 

Remesh (1968) advanced the view that ro sinqte input like 

acreage of holding or labour uni t can be ccn!;iden~d along while 

arriving at the optimum size of ·the farm. he ar-gund that opera­

tional size of the farm varied acc::ording to dl ffenmt efficiency 

criteria. He waS", of the opinion that rate of retL.t"·n on capit.al 

investment was maximum for a large- sized farIT thar smaller farm. 

Saini (1969) in 11is study in two states cf uttar Pradesh and 

Punjab hli th I""!::?spec t to vay-ie. )les such land, human 

I a bOLl I' , bu 11 Oc k l.:\bour, farm yard nanure, fEwtill.sEr a.nd irriga-

tion e}:pend.itLlr~ i:ound that these variables e)(ist.:d between 28-

23 per cent of thE? vat-iation in thE' logarith:.m on the gross value 

of thp cr-op outPOLlt. L.and, human 12 bour were t leo i,nportant inputs 

to whi C tl outpout was highly resp:nsible in tle ~:;)ricLll t.ure of 

this t-egion. The E'mer-gence of constant returrs to.:alE:' WaHi Cj\lso 



of particular' the much discussed 

inverse relationship~ between farln size and productivity. He also 

observed tht ~ MI;P of human 1 aboLw (except far UP in 55-56) ap­

for to be moving in 1 ine wi ttl the 1eve .• :>f m~,..ket wage 

casual labour in the respective rE'g.lon. MVP fJr' ot,'er inputs were 

positive In all the cases wi t.h on 1 y e~:cerlt ~on 

fertilizer in UF'o In both the sLtes the M\'P of 

with an increase in farm size. 

Jf manure and 

tand decreased 

Bara and ot.hers (1970) no:iced t.hat f,:,rlll !~ize had very 

little impact on days of employmE~lt. By usint; a r(',rm of 300 man 

days as full empoloYfllent~ they ob'i;.o>rved that en ar average 14'l. of 

the wor-kers engaged mainly in agr-j,:ulture be·:ame sLrplLis. 

They also noted that there WC"; vast SCOpE! 1'or employment of 

sur-plus labour in agr-iculture sec<or it!ielf b" i,troduction of 

HYV and intensive farm practices. 

Chowdhury anel others (1970) WE·re of the v;.e"" ':'lat the MVP of 

land, human labour~ bullock labou' and workinq capital were by 

and 1 ar-qe higher an tt1e poackage t'.J non -pack.gE 'fands of ORISSSA 

whi 1 e tha t of bull DC k 1 aboLir was nl?geti ve in AI" dhrcl Pradesh ~ MVP 

for f i ;-:ed s:api ta 1 on the pac kaqe .: :",-ms of Pu '1j ab d'd OR I SSA was 

negetive. 

Sankhyan and others (1971), in their study in Him~chal 

Pradesh. observed that the sum cd 1'1esticiti(?Ei in Cobb-Douglas 

func.ticH"I ,,/ere 1lI.9"B and 0.7447 l.n {ase of sel~d PDt~to and maize 

The t~rmer was not signlftcantly different 

9 



tr-orn unity and thus indicated c·:nstant retLwn to scale. The MVP 

of land was significantly higl-er than its pr-iCl'? taken as an 

average of imputed value of the crop share on the one hand and 

the contract value on the other in case of t.oth ":he crops. They 

also revealed that MVP of the human 1 aboul' significantly 

lower than its price in case of maize crop and higher in seed 

potato. The MVP of other inpLlts i.n both th'? croj::C;, were not 5i9-

nificantly different fr-om their respectiv;;o pricE'S. The MVP of 

human 1 abour WdS sign i f ic an t I y 1 c l~er than m,:InUres and ferti I i sers 

in case of maizE'. The optional l!'vel and e:i:-.ting level 'did not 

show much difference between them. 

Sethuraman (1971) was of ttle opinion t ,at there were few 

inefficiencies in resource LISE' i . e . were used 

e'ff i c i en tl y 50 as to maximise ~rof1t. He ,\ 1 so reve~led that 

constant r-etur-ns tD scale porevdited in IndL311 Agl'i.culture. 

Shukla (1971) observed that the potent:.al '-,llie in income 

largely depended upon the levE', of technolc·gy extent of . 
resource eHpansion in the farms. He observed t hat ~. f the gains of 

technolqgy, and resource e>(pansion ~re assume::! to tE' .dditive, the 

income size potential - exceeds~0 percent. He concluded t.hat 

there would be an interaction of :echnology a~d rssource expan-

sion to the advantage of the farm. coworkers (1972) showed from a 

study of 85 rpconi books that lat)our cost c Jnst 1. tuted largest 

singJe item of e)(penditur-e, c:omp,.-i: ing of at)uu·: 51. to 69 percent 

10 



of total cost. High yielding va.J.eties absc.hed :~::;, mo.e man days 

pe, ac.e than non high yielding "a'l-ties. The' per'-'o.mance ea.ning 

was more in HYV o •• ice due to meve e){tensivE USE of labou •• 

Gill and othe.s (1972) wert':' of the vi.ew th.::t in a given 

f d.mine] a.ed~ plroduction p.og.afT'(f)e! c.op intensity~ farm income 

and cos t s t r- u c t u r-ewe. eli n ked w ~ t h fa. m s ~ ;: e and ,:a v a 1 1 a b i 1 i t Y 0 f 

i •• igation. A.ea wi th adequd te i r t"" 19a tion (; i ';p 1 iI'Fld higher crop 

intensity and farm income and lower cost ,.n <"4Jmparison with 

similar fa.m with less irrigation~ gross valve 01 total produc-

tion on a per acre basis was found to be the eame 10r both large 

and sma 11 farms but a higher pr.)po.tion of farn' or-oduce for-

marketing made both gor-ss and net differ-ence i'1 cash income. 

Saini (1972) in his study fOLlrld that thf~ -egr?!lsion coeffi-

cients in r-espect of var-ioLis input factor-s jndica:?d land and 

human labour as the most important input tc whic'l output was 

highly r-esponsive. The author- fur-ther- observed thai' the elastici­

ty of output with respect to human labour- inpl..lt turr,ed aLIt to be 

not only positive but also fair-Iy tlLgh and st·~tist1cally signifi­

cant. 

tion 

made 

Singh (1972) pointed out that ~ositive e:a;ticity of pr-oduc-

of human Idho:.tr-, meaning the'eby that tlul'an labollr input 

positive contr-ibution towa"ds r-etur-n Ilec tare. The 

aver-age and mar-g ina 1 va 1 Lie pr-oduc t n f 1 aboLlr- she.wed em inc r-easing 

t.r-end with an incr-ease insize. ThE' existing iator- priCE ratio 

indicated trlat. small farmer-s wer-e IE'55 efflciel1t to ruman labour-

11 



use than large farms. 

Singh and other-s (1972) ,~evea 1 ed tt-.a i-: mcl.i or it Y of farm 

having low per ac re income shm.2d no inef f i c ierlcy in re!50LlrCe 

allocation when the r-eal altern~tives availcble 1:0 the farmers 

and their- resource limitations we~e car-efLlll~ incc'rporated in the 

analysis. Acute scarcity of wor~ing capital whict didn't permit 

the adoption of more remunerat1vE productio'l alternative was the 

most important factor responsible for low, illc:::>me per acre. 

Sr i vas tav (1972) poin ted ou t tha t the pr )dLtc ti v i ty of human 

labour- in term of retun per rupeE, of labour" i.nput both with re-

spect to net income and gross incc·me were higher 011 big farms in 

India. The net income per unit an:::a is positi\lely correlated with 

the intensity of human labour input decreased with !!ize of 

ing. 

hold-

Desai (1973) in his study in :::entral GUJarClt cbserved maxi-

mum net return on the use of fertili~er~ irrigO\tion, 

hit~ed human laboLtr and other- expenl,es on thE' '.:;ample farmll of MDf;:. 

A simi lar- conclusj_on emerged "for- the LOR sampl?!5 t:Jr two inpouts 

i.e. irr-ig~tion c\rlli other- expenses, 

Desai (1973) in his study in '~entral GUjal-at Inted that con­

stan t return to sc ale opera tes in t I-e samp 1 e f al·m!ii. 

Rammurthy and others (1973) fl-om their study Jrldic:at.,i 

output per unit was more ~n farm below 5 acre~. Hit.' nflt profit 

per acr-e was higher in this size <;'1~OUp of th,,;, far-Hi .• The cnbb-



Douglas production function re\l:.>aled that ,,11 '"he variables, 

viz, labour, manures, fertilizer";, seed, p1iint protection and 

management significantly influencE-d gross income ir all the si:::e 

group of farms. The opportunity ()f family labour employed in 

small farms was due to cumulativ~ effect o~ 311 available re-

sourcE.'s. 

"Aiyaswamy and others (1975) (:'ointed ou~ :hat intenfiity of 

family labour was the general cha,'acteristic of thl~ small farms 

and employment of family labour wa~5 least in 1< rge ";'armE. 

"" Rao (1975) pointed OLlt that ~;llall farmen: U!!if.' relatively a 

greater amount of labour per hectc\~e than laf"c;e farmers due to 

greater availabil.ity of family lablJur relatilt= to land on small 

holding. 

Singh and l(",hJon (1.975) in the:r study fOLlld t 1lat in a ",even 

factor Cobb-Douglas production mod::'l elasticitles of production 

of land and tillman labour were positive in all Cd!'i(?S ,md s1gni11-

can t in six ou t of eig ht c asers. Thl~ si gn i f ican~ a 01" human 1 abour 

inpout indicated that the margina" productivity 01 labour was 

almost zero. But expenditure on drc.'Jght power and pe'rsii\n wheel 

plus canal irrigation indicated neg~tive elasticity cf production 

due to their excess use. 

'" Mello (1981) r-evealed that pote,to prodLlc":i m W::\"i; important 

to t.he economy of the state of SC:'o ~aulo. The C,)st ,Jf seed WliS 

found to bt= most e>;pensiveitem in "ll the n:><;lIinlt; ;ollowed by 

fertil iser-s, 



Ahmed (1981) noticed that .'.n trad i tior. a 1 agric:ulture the 

labour requirement for individual croops ~ere determined by 

na ture and there was not muc h scope for var :.a J 1 e Jse of labour as 

such~ there woule! be no relationship betweerl farm :;ize and labour 

use for individual crops. The smaller farrner·s, hOI'l?ver (a) adopt 

more labour intensive crops (b) -ave higher cropJing intaonsity 

than 1 arge farmers. Together thes\~ two f ac tc r,; 9 i \I1~n rise to the 

inverse re 1 a tionshi p between farm si ze and I ahoLlr \ Ise. 

Hooda and others (1985) from the field e)perjnents conducted 

at vegetable Research Farm of Hat"yana AgricL Iturcll University~ 

Hissar during the Winter Season (If 1981-82 ~rd 1~82-83 reported 

that potato + mustard inter cropping system ~as tcund to be most 

economic all y v iab 1 e proposi tior! Wl. th a IH't re turn of Rs. 

16,74:::.812) per hectare followed by Potato + J'lethi "'hich resultEd 

in a net return of Rs. 13~297.15 per hectarE~. rhe ~orrespoonding 

cost of cultivatin per hectare were.~ worked out to .Oi? Rs.9,185.00 

and Rs.9~330.00 respectively. 

Naik and PattanClik (1986) in 3 study fmnli thd: on an 
~ver-

age the r:eturns from one qltinta 1 of potatc IjQl~ku;j out 

R 5 • 46 . 1 4, • lsI R 5 • 43 • 5 7 ~ F< s • :' 2 • 9 1 an ,j R s • 4 • 67 0 v ~ , r c 0 ~\ t A 

1 

to be 

CO!;t B 

and cost C respectively. The avel~lqe gross reiur·1) I'er· rupee of 

inves tmen t in one hec t.are of potc'l to crop. Y ie 1 c ed c return of Rs. 

2.12)2~ Rs.2.12l2~ Rs.l.91, Rs.l.36 ane Rs.l.08 re5pectjv~ly at c05t 

A 
1 

cost A 
2 

CDst B and cost C. Ttle potat<.' gro~er!ii r&c:eJved 



0.80~ Rs. 1.43 per' rupee of inve!!;t,Tent over t hI? pel- tod .at cost C 

1 eve I • 

I,.. S2r2f 2nd Mishr2 (1987) in <~ study of cost. cHid raturn of 

veget2ble crops in Jabalpur city of MadhyCl Pr<:dest, pointed out 

that tomato and brinjal are labo.lr intensi\e. tlaterial cost 

accounted for 55% of the total cost In potato 47% ir cauliflower~ 

39% in brinjal and 35% in tomato. 

Net return from cauliflower II\dS Rs.l,46· 7 per acre. It also 

showed th2t as the size of the fcl-m increas(?d~ the employment 

days of family labour per acr-e decljned and tllDJe of attached and 

casual labour incr-eased. The emplo)ment of o~lnl~d bl,lllock li\bour 

also declined with an increase in the SIze whel'E' a'! the employ-

ment of hired bullock labour didn't show any r-al-ticlilar trend. 

I n a study, Nayak and Pat tna i k found tha t the retLIrns per 

quin ta 1 of potato over cos t A and cost A were Rs. Eo'''. 72 in 1979-
1 2 

80 is Rs.6774 in 1981-82 and Rs. 28.S8 in 1979-E0 tc Rs.60.45 in 

1981'-82 respectively. At the level of cost potato growers 

SLIS tc" inecl a loss of Rs.2.15 in IS'9-80 as .qainst a 10.. of 

RS.23.07 in 1976-77 and Rs.2372 in 1(179-8(2) OVE'I- :O'llbi. 
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TABLE 3.15 LOCATION OF SAMPLE dLLAGE WIl'H RESI:>:::Cr TO 

EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTION. 

(Distance in 1~11) 

Name of the 
Village 

Gopal pLlr 

Telengapentha 

Muganhanga 

Primary 
School * 

1 

1 

2 

M.E. 
School * 

,., 
..:.. 

,., 
.L. 

3 

0 ________________ __ 

High 
School * 

2 

3 

2 

---------"---- --- --------* Located in village 
3.19 CREDIT SYSTEM 

Poor economic condi ticl) of averal~e farmer does not 

per-mi t him to adopt modern tee: hno logy wlli: his ~ no doubt ~ an 

e)o:pensive proposition. So agr~ cultural -'i lanc;:.> is e$sential 

'for adopt.i.n<;:/ modern tec hno 1 cgy. Not orll I e'l;y access to 

finance is important but its timely ava:il.,bill.~y and utili-

sation in the desired di.rection are al!:u L"?s!;',mtial. There 

are some agencies which cat·:r to the cn~dit I eeds of the 

farmers of these villages. f~egionCl.1 Ilank (Cuttack 

GI~aITlY';:\ [iC:llll.-.:), Unl.ted Comrnen::.i, ! Bank. and ~·r.lm,; '''y agric:ultur--

at ,:~n.?,dj.t societl·:: are thE? aCI:'I1cies 'fr01i WnetE' the farmer!; 

[11 th2se blci ~:.5 r'eceive the.].r fll1anci.,;",] =.'-ppor1. Re1lHial of 

intensJ.ty 

of mDney lendl?r-s, gives an er"cllClSel1t ""01·= Jf treae people in 

vllla(]e economy thr-ough out tl"'·p country. 



3.1.22 SUPPLY OF AGRICULTURAL INPUTS 

Farmers of these vi lla~12s generall'. purThase the agr:\.-

cultural inputs~ such as s2ed~ fertiliser and pesticJ.des 

from the registered dealers ='Ire retailel'~" prE)Sent in Telen-

gapentha and Cuttack city which. '-e at c distanc['? of 7-8 Km 

and 19-20 km respective] y fr-;)m thes·? villagE!: .• It is encour-

dging tc· f1::Jte that thE~SP H. Kits drL:' rl:JiA ·_\v~·) labl!::! even 

the villages it~;elf. The VJ.] lL'IgPo s:.hopk?'t:pen, well 

thF~ demand for these inputs have started sselling these 

inputs in t~eir shops althou]h at d hi~her- ~rice. 

3.2. SAMPLING TECHNIQUE 

The samplinr.,J techniql'E~ ddopted in this study is multi-

stage staratified random SanlJling. A list of the villages of 

the block. producing cole CI'"IJPS was prep3l'"fid. Out 01 these 

villages thr-ee villages i.E ~ Gopalpur~ Telengapentha and 

Mugabhanga were selected CIt random. F:>r the pur-pose of 

selcting the desir-ed number of sample u,it~ fr-om each vil-

lage, the farm-househol ds of these 'I ill ag:ls wer-e listed 

separately. The households l:sted were a~ain str-atified into 

ttlree size gr-oups. (1) Housp hold hav:_nl le3s than ontL' haw 

of operational holding (2) Hc.use hold tlaling ::me to two he. 

of operational holding and (3) House Iiold hiilving mor-e then 

two hC.Clf ho I d in or- mOrt~. These thn'e gr-.:).Jps have been 

dE'signated cIS marginal size ::10,,\11 size .811d l,'''-ge size group 

''') , 
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in subsiqLH?n t chapter. Thpn from eac h si ze group 40,30 and 

20 cultivators were selected at random r~spectively by using 

random tab II? Thus 90 responcJen ts from t nree si ze groups of 

the three villages were selE!cted by u!;i,g r~ndom selection 

pr-ocedure. The study relates to the yei\r 1992-93. 

3.5. METHOD OF INVESTIGATION 
Information about the sclmple villag?s and the respond-

ents were obtained through cl set of WE?ll t~Dught out and 

pretested questionares prepc.red before land in conformity 

with the specific objectives. 

General information reg=rding the $dmpl,~ villag9s were 

obtained f r01l1 secondary sourc:: s sue h as 8. oc: k ·)1·f ice, Revenue 

Department, AEO of f ices VAWs ?nd Census rt~por·::. 

Household was taken as the unit cf in""?stigation and 

the head of the fami 1 y as th,~ respondent. I~s "\ common phe-

nomenon prevai 1 ing in most o·f the vi 11 ag~'s 0,' the country, 

the farmers of these viII ages a 1 so do nc,t keep any record of 

the.i r farming operations and (~xpenses. As such the .inv6Isti.g.a--

tor was left to the mercy of their memory. 

3.3 ANALYTICAL PROCEDURE USED 

:~'.31 Defination of Cost COr1CE':Jts Used 

The following cost cone. ?pts in vO'J~le in the farm man-

agement studies were used irl the current findings. 
a Operational cost 

b Fixed cost 

.:: Total cost 



( a ) Oper-ational cost it .L'1cluded thE"' co~·:. of following 

items. 

i Seed (home pr-oduceej and pur-c has·ed ) 

ii Manur-e (home pr-oduced and pun:hasf:J) 

iii Fer-tiliser-s 

iv Pesticides 

v Hir-ed human labour-

vi Hir-es char-ges or- inputed valuE of owned bullock 

labour-

vii Hired machinar-y ch2~ges 

Vi1i In~igatation char-gE!; on the CI-Op 

1· " 
" Inter-est on war-king capital 

x Miscellaneous expencJitur-e 

Imputed value of fanily laboul-

(b) Fixed cost included 

i Land r-evenue cesses and taxes 

ii Depr-eciation on implements 4\ncl far-In hOLlselS 

iii Rent paid for- leasec in land 

iv Imputed rental valu~ of own 1 ... 1"111 

v Imputed inter-est 01- own fixec I:api·:.,d (excluding 

land) 

(c) Total cost included 

i Fixed cost plus 

i1 Oper-ational cost 



3.32 Estimation of Working C~pital 

( i ) Bullock 1 abour: BCJth the hi Y'ed and owned bullock 

labour were charged at Rs.~'5.00 per pai.r pe,.. day of si)( 

working since the 10:al hiring r,~te of a pair of a 

bullock is Rs.25/- per day. 

(ii) Human Labour: Thi ~ consti h t£?S bo th fami 1 y and 

hired labour. The adult equiv,~lent was ca .. ula':I?d by equating 

2 chi 1 dren days ==1.25 woman d,o; ys == one IT ar I da", Both cash and 

kind paymen t made to hid red Labour were: i:aken into accoun t. 

The prevai 1 ing dai I y wage ra te of Rs. 25. 0" wa~; used for impu t­

ing family labour wage. 

(iii)Seeds: The seed cost inc 1 ude~; thE" cost of pur-

chased seeds and the impu ted va I ue of he ,me pI 'oduced seeds. 

But none ai' the 'farmers o'f 1:he three sdiliplet, vilaQlits used 

home produced seed. They pLIr'!: hased the I' equi "ed amount of 

seeds from dea 1 ers and retai 1 E~r-S. 

(iv) Manur-es and fertili;er-s: The hcme produced manures 

wer-e valued at prevailing mar-~."?t pr-ice .... fI·e CC5·t of fertilis­

er-s were c<,dcl.l1ated at their J:iI.lrchase price plLs the cost of 

tr-ansportatjon of these mater-j,:\ls to the farm. The purchi\!5ed 

manures were charged a t pur I: hase pI" iCI~ plus the cost. o·t 

tr-ansportCltion o'f manures to the field. Ho,ne prOdLtCed manure 

was too inadequate for vegetab:e pr-oduCt.Ol. Hence the entire 

r-equirement 0..1' manure WClS purct,ase fr'om oLltsid'? 
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( v ) Plant protection measuresl ""he I:ost of plant 

protection chemicals were calculated like thai: of fertiliser. 

(vi) Hired machinery charges 1 h:.s wa\; exc luded in 

estimating the working capi t<~ 1 of the =:dnple farmers since 

they do not use any hired machinery in ttleirFarming opera­

tions. 

(vii) Interest on working capital Inter~st on working 

capi ta I was compu ted a t the r-<3 te of 12. per'cen t per- annum for­

half the period cover-ing the time span intliu"'fening between 

sowing and mar-keting of cr-op. 

(viii) Miscellaneous charge: Thi-:. co~\: include6 the 

cost of minor- r-epair-s and maintenance choU gets of far-m imple­

ments ~ cost of r-opes, water- in(J j ugs ~ bambeoo b"'.Hkets and other 

unaccountable cost. 

3.33 Estimation of Fixed Cap~tal 

The fi:<ed capital aS5ets in U- e £1.Lldy 

land,cattle shed, stores and 10downs for- far~ tools, 

ments and dead stocks. 

included 

imple-

ji) Valuation of land: The valuation c1 land was done 

on the basis of its pr-ice pno/ailing in thE' lccality at the 

time 01 investiation. 

(ii) Valuation of farITJ buildl.ng: valuation of far-m 

building is not necessary for the pr-esel1t stUdy blicauge the 

produces o·t the 'far-mers of t~l? sample v.lllage:: do not find 



their way into their homes. 

(iii )Valuatio~ of tool:: and imple'mlmts J The farm tools 

and implements including ot-·er dead st.ock wl1~e evaluated at 

cost minus deprec i a tion c har,;:.es. The dep,-ec ia I:ion charge Wi\S 

calculated by the straight line method. 

(iv) Valuation of draft animal~: ASHO!H~ment 01' the 

value of draft animals was mdde by takin~1 int.D account their 

respective market values at ':he time of lnvesp;iation. 

3.34 Estimation of Fixed Cost: 

(i) Depriciation: Depriciation 01 Tan, buildings wag 

calculated at the rate of 51. per annum. [epre'c:iation on draft 

animals were charged at 121. per annum. ['eprec:iation on farm 

tools and implements were estimated at the Fette of Rs.0.05 

per hour of human labour engaged in far111ng, <.:;ince there i. a 

direct linkage between operat.ion of tarn tool!: and implements 

and engagements of human labour. 

(ii) Interest on fi>:ed ,:apital fhe interest on fixed 

capital excluding land was charged at the rate of 10% per 

annum. 

(iii)Irrigation charge The annua 1 i r!~ iga tion charge 

(iv) Rental value of OvHI land I Tile rental value of own 

I and was impLl ted at 25% of thE" va 1 Lie of g ~oss Qroduce. 

3.35 Estimation of Measures: f Farm Inco~ne. 

(i) Gross Farm Income: Gross Farm cnCOlll'3 was estimated 

"'.l: 
.L.. 



a t the prevai 1 ing market pr i.: es of mair IJrodu,: t ilnd bi produc t 

at the time of harvest. 

(ii) Net farm income This is the tot", 1 cost deducted 

from gross farm income~ NI GI - TC. 

(iii)Family labour incc-me = Net income'" Imputed value 

of family labour wage. 

3.36 Estimation of Farm Efficiency Measures 

( i ) Gross ratio I t was obtained b'l dividing the 

total cost (TC) by the gross farm inC?ome of the farm, GR = TC 

-G1. 

(ii) Fixed cost ratio: The ration of ~ixed cost per 

year and the gross income of the farm yi~ldeo the fixed cost 

ratio~ TFC (TFC/GI) 

total 

G1. 

(iii )Operating cost r--atio : I t is E~tifT,.;!tEfd by divitHng 

operting cost (TVC) by net farm incomE-, TVC .,. TVC 
r 

(iv) Return per family I abour ,jay = Family labol,r 

income - Adult Man - Day equi-talent of f-.mily labour. 

(v) Return per workE~- (RW) : TI-d.s ill obt .. ined ;by 

dividing the net income pluG cost 01 human labour· by the 

total adult human labour unit employed ~n the farm. 

(vi) Return over variab:_e cost "rhis w~s calculated by 

deducting operat.ing cost (TVC) from thE~ ;;Jros5 farm inc:ome~ 

'"".Ie) 
..:.. 



RVC =: Gl -TI/C. 

3.4 COMPUTATIONAL PROCEDURE 

Cobb-Douglas F'r-oductioll Function: 

II) estimating the pr-oductivity of :.ndb<dual re90ur-ceE> 

and all the r-esour-ces in comblnation. the Cobb-Douglas pr-o-

duction function was used 101- the tal. low" ng n?asons. 

( a) It conser-yes deg ree of f r-eedclm cilrlt1 may pr-ov ided 

good estimates even with smaller- sample size. 

(b) Elasticities 01 production of individu~l resources 

a~e obtained dir-ectly fr-om t~is tuncticr anc comparison of 

pr-oductivity of r-esour-ces bec.::Jmes easier". 

(c) Return to scale is obtained F.asily by adding the 

individual r-egr-ession coefficient. 

~::;. 41 Mode 1 used for- Cobb-Doug 1 as Pr-odIJC tion function 

Wher-e 

b b b b b b j 

1 2 -:r ... ' 4 5 6 l 
Y =a:{ >~ " h r. x X .{ 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Y = Gr-oss output of cdbbage and cauliflower in 

number- of heads. 

a == Constant 

x == Land in hectar-s 
1 

x = Human labour day~. 

2 

x == bullock labour dEYs 
3 

x - manur-es in r-upeeE 
4 

x - fer-tiliser-s in r-upees 
:l 

x - pesticides in rupee$ 
6 



x :;::; Other worl<.ing capiti\l in rU~lees 

7 

(Seed cost + irrigation r.har<;:c~) 

b ~ b ~ .••..•... ,b are regression co=dficje~nt9 
127 

3~42 Statistical Tools used 

(i) 't' test 

The test of signi f ic ·:mce of re ;p-essic.n coeff ic:ients 

was madeby using 't' test. 
bi 

t :: -.----
S.E.bi 

Where bi is regrat.Lon coeffi.:ient 

S. E. bi is standard errol- ;)f regression coef-

ficient. 

This test helps in determining t,e significanc:e of 

coefficient of determination R 
2 

F = R (n-k-1) 
2 

K (1-R ) 
Where n = Size of samples. 

2 

k :;::; Number of x variables 
2 

R = Coeff ic ien ts of mLll ti pIe detel-mina tion 

Marginal value product 

rThe marginal value product of eactl fac~':or- taken in 

Cobb-Douglas production function is estinlatec\ at their- r-e-

spective geometric mean level~ using the formL~a I 

P M.P.P.X :;::; P bi Y/X 
y i Y i 

where i= 1~2 ..••••• n 

b :: Regression coeff ic iellt of th~ fac tor 
i. 
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Y= Estimated level 01 gross out~ut anc other factors 

excepting tne one under consideration are ke~t fiNed at their 

geometric mean level. 

3.6 LIMITIHIONS OF THE STuDY 

1. The (jegree of reI iabi.\ i ty and at:cLtracy of trIa 0" t.he 

data are subjected to the conditions il.1p8sed by the hesitancy 

of the farmers to give infor-mation re ,ating to their income 

due to apprehension of bein~J a prey 0-: government taxation 

and legislation. 

2. Thi sis further accen tua ted by ttle f ac t that hou!Jeho 1 d 

do not maintain any farm records and tilcl:ounts and reliance 

had to be placed on the respc.ndent· s me'ml)ry. 

3. Agriculture being a bi-: logical pr,eI10mell:m, is subjected 

t ber of uncertaintiEs from nctural o a nLlm·- hazards, price 

f luc tLlation ~ market condition and in~;ti ttl tional factors. 

Hence the best estimates may prove falla<:iou~;, 

4. The information collected for a p.art;,cular year or 

season may not provide a true picture of the HitLlation due to 

change in the economy. 

5. . The !:t tudy was con fined to a par-t iCLll.lr geoQraphica 1 

area and t 'n farm size!:., cer a.1 Hence~ reCe£l:iary precaution 

oLlght to be taken for any gE~leralizati:H; frcn' this findings 

and its application to oth~~ireas andjifferent farm sizes. 
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RESULTS AND [ISCUSSION 

t.hE' obJective clf t.he study. 

4.1.1 COST STRUCTURE I N PRODUCT I = N OF- CABBH31. f~Nj) CAUL. II- LUWE.R 

The total varlable eost~ tnt31 fl:<ed cc~· ':Int.! total cOEts of 

the production of cauliflower .3nd cabbage ir, "ari()IIS siz9 groups 

of farms are presented in Table 4,11. 

It may be observed from to,? table tt-,,:~i W . Min e~eh six 

group, pet- hectarp total cost oi i)~oduc:tl.on ;)1 r:at;/,aqe Wiii4. hiqtH:.>r 

than that of caul if lower e:{cept. ., ... the man]:,r C\ 1 '~C' nil. 8u'f i1 r 

tCJtai f i;:ed cost per hectar'e lS concerflPC .i. t \I 0\9 tli(l her' in 

ca';:;',," of cabbage wl.thl.r1 eac:h si;::e (I'OUP ctS cOlIF?n",~ to clluli'flQw' 

er. 

The total \la;~lable cost acc:oLllted for r.G,~E' tt-~n half of ttlp 

tot~-\l cost:::· in c:auli'flower prodl!c:i: .. on by all !£j1.Zf?t::i ,:>t 'filrma(5:3 to 

64%) but. in case cabbage the tota variable c~st accounted for 

(48 to :A%) in all the farm size G'·oups. 

1':~8 tot,~l fi)(ed cost l.'nCrea,SE( wlth th • e 1 lC1'piiie ln 91ZE' of 

holdjngs :U) both the crDps. 

The per- hee tc\re tota 1 cos t of prcduc t lor, ,f C Ld i flower 

256i'3.liH and 2803fJ.5 l 1.rl ITl",,,,:!;r J( • !oIlHll Bnd 

due i 1(')(1 W",H:i liS. 28.~ 1':.. 64 ~ 39!Z168. '2~' , -lu~,::,8)(). It.~ in ! I rCJJ.n~ 1 

O:\IH1 icu-gt.,' t""nn<:=, t'E:'spectlvely. 

lc:ilrge 



TABLE if, 11 TO T A,_ COST OF PRODUC'" OI..J CAUL r F . (!,IEI-< f. ND CABBAGE 
IN SAMPLE HOLDINGS or CU'rTAC~ S;[~R [LOCK 1992-93. 

(Costs in FUPGes) 

Size 
9 r-oLlp 

Ar-eCl 
under­
r:ole 
Cr-op 
inha. 

Total 
var-iabl!.' 
cost 
TVC 

Mar-glnal .313 COl.tI~flower- 6157.IlI(Z 
(64.79) 

Mar-gina 1 .269 cabb':'1ge 
./fal~lil 

4144.62 
( 54.4 I. ) 

~:;ma I I 
fe:lnTI 

Small 
t,:;, r- ff1 

L<,~r-ge 

far-m 

LOlr-ge 
/tar-m 

.709 Cauliflower- 9J33.S8 
(5::'.47) 

.4~1 Cabbage 

1.1n6 CdLlllflm..;er-

.6:J2 cabbaqe 

7614.7 
(48.6D) 

1:J7H:J.9' 
( ~~'. ElD) 

11139 . Ii}' j 
(48.36) 

PER HECTARE 

Mar-,;}in::il .313 cauliflower- 19671",(r: 
'far-In 

/-1ar,pnal .'269 cabbage 15364.6~ 

fann 

Small .709 Cauliflower- 1372B.6Q 
f ,;:l. nil 

Small 
tar-m 

Lar-ge 
far-m 

Large 
f cH1T1 

18989. ~~i 

1.06 CauI1flow~r- 14829.23 

17~84. ·ll 

----_. _ •.. _ .. -.. --------
Total 
fixed 
cost 
TFC 

~.3=,2 • ,..-.. ' 
(.3~.2 .. ) 

3471. . , ,: , 

(44.5") 

:3468. ;.9 
(4(,.5~;) 

13051.t"S 
(51. 4; 

14\()~1.IT 

( 1\ :' • j :! 

11 H9:~. : \ 
( ~ 1 .64 i 

12870. ,':0: 

1.1944. II 

loL~l COIlt. 

(TVC .... TFC) 

9509.75 
(11ll1ll) 

1·.l16.:~l 

( l00 :. 

13202.17 
( U2I0 ) 

i666.36 
'00) 

: ""7:·!fl). i:/{' 
illllll) 

,; ·1432. 5B 
I (110) 

0_' 382.59 

:.. E '~13. 64 

23.138.54 



Th" compos;i,tlon of total vi".r-;Ible cost -'" prccuction of cole 

cr-ops in diffen?nr si;::e of farlTl~; ~'"s pr-esent,,.c\ In t~bll! 4.12. 

1 t was seen that in all cC;~'es hLlman 1", bo._1 r- c:nnt,.-.ibl.lted 

lIon'", amountIng to about 30 to 4~% t J t.:\ 1 

bu 11 ock labour- and othe' working : ;117' 1 t :1 I conuti tl.lt£"o'd 

about 57 to 7~% tD the total var~a:le cost. 

fhe compar-ison nf cost struc:t;Jre of varldlle ('!)st in the two 

crops revealed that in all the siz,? groups t!'",f.? retJ.,\ive 5h~re. of 

labour~ rn a n u res. t e r til J. Z e I -. b u IlL' C k ! abOLr pesticides 

",jer-e iT,or-e in case of cauliflower' wilLIe t,hE-' ot",Er werking capital 

wa~:; IT'or-p ill case of cahbage. 

1 r I 

cost rer hectare than the c~bbage I roduction t n c a 'H~ 

labour-, bu 11 ock l. abol_1 t- and manu re: wtli 1 e t ht' c. (116 t 

capi te.'! was rnor-e in case of cabbage than caul) t Old?'-, 

Clf 

on 

hi~h!:!I" 

hlllrl<Mn 

wcwkifllJ 

Composition of total fixed cost of pr-oduct on ()t cC\uliflower 

and cdbbage 15 presented in table 4,13 

1 ,,:-IIH1 

cOdon€' l''-JlltJ'''i,buted about 81 to 87~: t{1 the total ·1 ixec cost- in both 

the on fixed 

cus t:. 2\[1 d t.o the 

'/ c_< 11.1 f' 

r Il?fl j 11 I d i J 



T,::, bIt? q • L' C.OMP[lS IlION Of- VAh: I nEIL I: LU~J I .If- C I~l I.. J ~ I (,WH..: AND CAElVAI.:iE 
I N THE f:iAlvlF'LE HOU' l'JbS . Jr- CUT TAD E AD(-\f· BUJCK .1992-(:r~. 

Sl ? group Average 
area un­
der cole 
crops 

I"'arqHla: 
farm 

1'1arginal 
farm 

Small 
farm 

Small 
fCl.rm 

Lc.:wge 
fel, .. I/! 

Large 
farm 

Per Hac t , r-p 

1'1a.r-gin", 
'farm 

Marginal 
farm 

Small 
farm 

Small 
-far-m 

LanJ2 
farm 

LargE" 
'farm 

.313 

.269 

.709 

.401 

1.06 

.652 

-~ . -:-• "_' J. ..... 

.269 

.709 

.401 , 

1.06 

.652 

Crop Hur.! ~n 
1 abo )ur 

caul). 26~·.25 

flower (4~ 38) 

cabbage 15~::.6:? 

f ~:t 7.3) 

c au 1 l. 4 :;::l,~ ( , • 1 6 
flower (4-~: f:,~)) 

cabbage :227t·. 66 
(2'7.89) 

flower ( )7, '?9) 

cabbalJp. 314:'.:-, 
(.33.6) 

cauli 13~3 I .35 
f 1 owel~ 

cabbage 5644.57 

caLlI i 599.:' .17 
flower 

cabbage 5t:r' .45 

cauli ~lb~:'~'61 
flower 

Bu ll·:,c k 
labo_ir 

28: 
( 4 •. ::2 ) 

161Zl.6. 
( 3 • ;:::7 ) 

478.7-5 
(4.ft) 

798.2i 
(5.~ll 

392,5 

911l .:15 

595.41:; 

674'. t,~· 

617. :~ 

~'anLiers 

8S-' .5 
( 14 .. ~ 1 ) 

246 
( 5.9) 

1<l45.3:~~ 

( 14. B4) 

1 (lB • IlIIl1 
~9.35) 

2l52.01l1 
\ t 3.68 ) 

140.0111 
. 4.1::(4) 

!fr3~.4'l 

9 .. .: .95 

:., :38. ~4 

.t ~-,~. ~f, 

',. Ii 3111. lEI 

Ferti I i ;:'£n 

(8.9) 

962.52:, 
(9.88) 

~j~H • '7.'\ 

(7.24) 

1447.95 
( 9 • .:n 

IB9~. :~6 

1380.16 

1357.58 

J.:~, 7 6 •. :!, 'l 

J.j6~1. 99 

(;0·' t. ••••••• 



.! ~o"e I}roup Average 
area LIn­
der cole 
crops 

Marg .lna I .313 
farm 

Mar-gi.nal .269 
fann 

Small .7(2)9 
farm 

Small .401 
farm 

Large 1. (2)6 
farm 

Large .652 
farm 

Per Hactare 

Margine1l .. 313 
farm 

Marginell .269 
farm 

Crop 

cauli 
flower 

cabbage 

cauli 
flower 

cabbage 

caLlli 
flower 

cabbage 

cauli 
flower 

cabbage 

PI :;nt 
pr:tec­
ti .:n 

45 L .62 
7.33 ) 

32') . ''12 
( 

., 
.8 ) 

15:il.:J 
(1~,.9q) 

H'~·~.l 

( .1.::: 8L) 

2LJ·!:(1.5 
( 1 :: 58) 

149~ .6 
(8.1.3) 

144;: .88 

12~"21 . 33 

wor~ illy 
capj t,ll 

1(2)89 .1i)5 
(17,{·8) 

1:yr8 .. I. ~I 

(33. 14 ) 

763. ';.6 
( 7 . :i4 1. ) 

2552 . .1. :!. 
(.3.3. : 1 ) 

2447.45 
(15.~;6) 

3733.4 
( 33. :',1 \ 

:..!A 7'1. ;:: It 

5103. "t 

Small .7(2)9 cauli 2196.·P 1(2)76. 5:i~ 

farm flower 

Small .4(2)1 cabbage 26:;:~::'. j. ~ 6364.4;' 
farm 

LargE? 1'. III 6 cauli 2:::'~121:: 79 2301:1. 't i. 
farm tlower 

LC:\rgE- • 6~:i2 c..abbt)ge 2:!,0~. 0eJ ~7~~6. Ill.! 
f arfT, 

r 1tereat 
!J', work .tng 
'; __ pi t.ea 1 

:.79.33 
2.91) 

: ~!0. 'I.t 
( :;. • '1' 1. ) 

~T'.b7 
( '.? • B:!I ) 

L~' L • 7f.:1 
(:;'.ljIl) 

Total 
var 1 all 1 (.! 
cost 

6157.00 
(100) 

4.144.62 
(100) 

ljIl"~~!.. !51::J 
( 1~0) 

161.4.70 
(!1l)0 ) 

458.09 15718.99 
(2.91) (100) 

524.4:S 11139.08 
(~.91) (100) 

~'l '.? • 93 1"670.93 

"~7.~.1. 1 :onb4. 611 

:~I . .63 1.1.372[1.61.1 .. 

5~ ~ .07 18989.27 

452.96 14829. 2:~ 

:l "7. b J 71l)fJ4 • 47 



fABLE 4. 13 COMPOSITION OF FIXED :05T OF CAJLI"':U~·Ef( 

AND CABBAGE I N THE S?i1PLE HOLDI \IE S Ufo 
SADAH BLOCK OF CUTTAC:: 1992-9:3 

Size 
Group 

Area 
under 
cole 
crops 

(inha.) 

Crop 

(Cost in 'upees for particlilar' iilr-aoi\) 

----_.-... _,,- ... _--------_ .... _ ... -
Rent.: l Inter-e·;d. Capr-ec:JitU.on rr. 1.. .. 1 
valuE on fl)(l~d fl'{ud 
of cost cC':!It 

land 

- _ .... - ..... _-----------._--- ---- - --'---- --_ ... ------ - -- ... -.. - - _. _. - . --- ---------------- ..... ~ _.-
Mar-ginal (2).313 Cauli 2881.7:, 231 :240 335~~ • I ~ 
Far-m flower- (81 .• 95 :. (6.83) (1.15) (100) 

Marginal 0.269 Cabbage 3(2)(2)0.5~ 2.:::.1 240 34'11 .. 75 
Far'm (86.42) (6.6 ) (6.91 ) (1001 

Sma 11 0.'709 Cauli 7T78.5:; 6H1 480 8460. :')£1 
F c\ r-m -flower (87.12) (7.2 ) ( 5. 6id (100) 

Small 0.4(2)1 Cabbage 6961.6·: 6.10 480 8051.1,:,1:1 
Farm (86.46) (?57) (~.96) (100) 

Large 1. 06 Cauli 11971.137 1070 960 14001. f~·7 
Farm flower- (85.501 (7.84) (6.B5) (1011.1) 

LeI' .:! (2).652 Cabbage 9863.5 1070 96VJ 1.18'9:'· • :'~ 
F C:<' (82.93 (8.09) (8.07) ( 1. VJ0 '. 

Pel i<:\C t .:ill-

Mar ~nal 0.313 Cauli 920b • Bl· !::H3 • vl:.? I. vr, J 1 '114. 
F F.I~ tluweir 

1'1arg .... ' I 0.269 Cabbage 1112~·.~'! 856 •. 34 88".71 12870./!':'\ 
Farm 

SIlI.::d I 0.7(2)9 Cauli 10407.QJIl 861i'1 • . 36l !J77.00 1 J. 944 .l I 
Farm f lOWEt-

Sma 1 1 1i:'.4/l11 Cabbage 1736(2). I':':.· J~Ct.19 ti.97.I£lJ 'lVJII.I/O. '15 
Fan)) 

LargL' 1. 06 Caull 1112:35.91 1004 • :-' :,: .. 
Fc.~nn flower-

Lan~e 0.652' Cc~lHJage 15128.06 1641.1'" i '.72 . . ~~I 
Farm 



size groups. All the items of fiHecl (:ost were ~.i .. lhur in large 

holdings as compared with smaller hold:nQs. 

Cost of product:ton per unit of ci.ui itlnwE~r il III .i.n 

different sizE' groups has been presentEd in tabll!L LII. 

It was seen total varicable cost pl:T unit (A"':' uf ·.:tiwliflClw-

cabbage were same in large si2e group . . , 
01 ...... It). -75 whi Ie 

there is little d~fference of 4 paise in favour- c·t c.Ju.! :.flower in 

mar-ginal farms and l.nfaVDUr of cabbdg = .In small fi.;I"IIl. ··IIL· to ta 1 

f 1 >:ed cost per- uni t of cabbage WcO~s :dme 111 r dSi: of I.; III i\ 1 1 ,~nd 

farms. But much variation in '~FC) at 

observed in marginal and small farms. ,\ little dl+lbI"''''·'(~.1 C:l-t 4 tl.J 

5 paise wc:~s observed in case of caui iflower in all the size 

groups. The average total cost was in " declinin;l ~t.ilI;E as the 

size o'f holding increased except in c:c-.' ;e of small '~nT bLlt the 

declining of aVE;>rage total cost was eVlllced as th'. 'S,l Z(" of hlll d-' , 

I ing increased. It was Hs. 1.62, Rs. 1.::0 and Rs. l. "6 in ca.e of 

\cabbage in marginal, small and large farms respac:J ,oly. 
i 
I 
I 
I 

The finding on structure of cost ir produ~tiCln f'lf ,:,~u 1 i" 1 uw·· 

ler and cabbage in marginal, small and large ample 

I 'd leVI encE' of croup in 
I 
different size groups CI,nd variation in :ost struCiLII'B b,.,d".ween the 

two cr-ops within a particulat- size qt-o.lp~ thus thHe ~t'l1 su11i-

d ' 5Lp'-or·t cd reJ'ectinq :'le hypothEc,'" "'/,1. C·tl 9 r CH.! n . s J. n t ... ,· , ' .. .... pr·(.'j-· 

ipos;es thai the cost str-Uc.tL!re remains t:l~ sc:~me in ['"uli.1;ower· illld 
I 

, , ... t:v~ r)t ·t.I-I~ 51'.,.= c __ r'oll',') (It hr)]dl'ng r '!l:C'\[jbagE" 1 t"j'''espe •.. J c' "" -~ - "'. 



TABLE 4.14 COST OF PRODUCTION I 'EF< UNIT Oi::mJl 1 FL. OWEH AND CAEtBAI.:,:;: 
IN THE SAMPLE HDLD] IJGS OF SAD:~H l-ll.CiO .. OF CUTTAel( 199~ _t~:!.. 

( In r-u peE's) 

Size 
gr-oup 

Ar-ea 
under- crop 
the cr'op 

NLlmber 
of head: 

TVC per 
head 

IT:: per 
he :1j 

TC per­
head 

._-----_._-----_._-- -_._---_.-. ...• . ..... ---'-"-"-." .. -.. -.. -...... --... 
Mat-g.inal .313 caul~ 6715 121.92 ~) . :-)~ 1 • 4 :.~ 
'far-m flower-

MC:1r-g~nal .269 ca.bbage 468~ 0,88 Il). '4 1 , 6~~ 
far-m 

Small .709 cauli 13274 0.73 " tA 1.37 
far-m flower 

Small .401 cabbage 9885 fiJ.77 ~. f:1 J • ~~I 
far-m 

Large 1.06 c-3uli 20988 0.75 I!I. t 6 1.41 
fann flower 

Lc:~r~qe .652 cal::>bage 1474~' 0. /5 121. E 1 1. ~'6 
far-m 

---.. ~----.- -- . __ .. _-_._------- - .. -.-. . ---_. __ ._- _._- .. - " .. -- ...... _ • ____ • ~,~ •• ___ 0 ..... _ •• _ ••• _ •••• · ... 1~ ..... _ •••• 

4.2.COMPUTATION OF VARIOUS MEASUf"ES OF FARti ,:NC01,i IN THE TWO 

SIZE GROUPS FOR CAULIFLOWER AND CAiBAGE 

cabbdgp in d1ffer-ent bize gr-oup~. 

pr-oc.1L1C t l c·n • 

Y'e ttl rn ~·el hec tar-e. J t Wc:I<:::' Rs. i l8f+~. I 7 In SHld.:! ,'0.1 "r,,!! 11'" t i.\111 j 



fluwer- 2nd Rs .. 3037~,.32 in small 1,lrms for c~l)bd\l] •• ~Jhile cOfl!!il.id··· 

er- 111 g the net I~e tu rn per hec tar t! 0 t caul,flowe ... <And c;;\bbage 

WIthIn the same gl-OLIp it was seen ··.he small '.;.-m'f> obti\ined neilrly 

mono: than 15 thou~,and Hi cabbage pl·Oductlon !Jut ill)t:h.r- two !5ii2fJ 

IJI/)·.1'(\, 

hIghest n::lturn over V"H'1 i~tJle LO~~I: p'H '1+: tal"p (l"f' Hlfl. 

SQ)452.27 was er Joyed by sma 11 f .U' 1$ i.n cabbt\gl~~n,j Rti. 3(.1)34"1.6:'1 

by large farms in cauliflower prod,ction. 

The imputed value of family l,bour per h?! t,\r'\! in c:aliliflelw-

er was the highest of Rs. 5591.1Zl6 Ln margInal ',H·m\. anci lowest: of 

R'-:::J • 1886.79 in large farms. The if'louted valul.' uf mmily 1 iJlt;)flllr'" 

with.in each qroup was mor-e in cc.ul flower" e)(cprt if It:\,..qi.~ 

The family labour income per hecta,·? inc:.::~uJif'Jr~<ltH rTldt.ll t j 011 WeilL 

thE' tuqhest of (Rs.T:::479.23) in c:c.5E' of marglGsl i.·rms ~nd the 

lowest of (Rs.18956.29) in case of 5mall farm! but the small farm 

obtained the highest amount of per tlectare t Hlllly labour income 

::):.H 80.29 ) cabbage prodLic ·.lon and : h iI Rs. 

24170.55 stiared by marginal farms. 

f ~nl\ 

betltJen sizE' groups farm tile same cr: p and b",b'I'P~n C' :lpS I'fi t·hin ~ 

group are qui te conspicLlous f, om the abe,-.'( 

the hypnthesis that the d.iffer~ef)r:e In tarm ~ii:1 ri011 t 

the 
farm 1ncome ln the two crops In ~ot acceptd~lE. 

41 



TABLE 4.21 

Size 14rea 
9 r-oLip under-

GROSS RETURN NET I~E TURN AND Vtl~ HI AliL.E COS T AND COST PN1) 
FAM I L Y LABOUR INCOME r N SAMPLE HC LD HI(;S OF SADAR BLOC /( OF 
CUTTACK 1992-93. (In ~upees) 

---------------- - ... -- ---.-...... --.- -----_ ....... -... _ .. -_ .... -._ .. _- ... ,. 

Gross Total Net :':eturn ImputE.' I 1';Mlli Iy 
retuY-n cost retunl ,JVlH' ... 111.11.0' 1 ,·~Lqllr· 

the Crops 'liP-J i.iblp ot ·rallll) y inc: ,),,"::~ 

crop ':D:;t Idbuur 
(in hc.1) (JI Rs) (inRs) (in Hs) 

1'1J' ·jinal •. 3J? Cauli. 15H'lfl. 75 95Q)9.'7~ 559CJ.llHl! 1:I'/~l.'~ 17~1II 
farm 

Mr-ginaJ .269 Cab. 
fa ,'-ITI 

13J18.25 7616.3.' ~5~1.18 6 ~1(l) 1 • LlF 

Small .'7(2)9 Cauli. 29517.36 18202.1:' 11.315.J9 ll.i7ELLi8 :i12~ J·:~4411.! • .l1:' 
farm 

Small .401 Cab. 
farm 

LC:lrg£' l.(lI6 L;auli. 478fl7.5rz1 2972(2).86 18166.64 .. :/t68. H ~!(2)0fZJ 20166.6 /1 

fa ,'-m 

Lal"gE' • 65'::', Cab. 
farm 

Per- hectar 

39542. (lI(2) 23032. ~iH 1651219.42 :;: 8' 1212 .I/:;~ 12~0 177'39.4::' 

Mr·gin<.d.:::'13 Cc:wli. 4827121.76 30382.59 t7888.2 28~;{,9.El4 ~~'191.06 :':~·.~47(l.:". 

farm 

""rc;pncd . ~::6c;. Cab. 
f,3rm 

Small 
tar-m 

EJma 11 
farm 

4B766.72 28313.64 :'(lI45.~.0fj ~S!.)9.:'! nl/.47 24J'7Ci'1.5~) 

Large 1.0h Cauli. 45176.88 280~r.8.b4 L't~"I:J.j·4~0S41,6~ jfJflb.19 .19Cl1:;!~:I. L~; 

tar-m 

L .. arge • 652 C.;.~b. 

farm 



4.3 FARM EFFICIENCY MEASURES 

The gross ratio~ fixed cost ratio and t'pl!rc.d:L Ie] COliit 

for caLll1flower and cobbage 1n va'lOLlS 'alze 'JJOI.IW; uf huldingli 

are presented in table 4.31. 

It was observed that for one rupee of groS9 

cost incurred in cauliflower dl!:lined f run (marfjJnc,d 

farm)to 0.616 (small farm) and hacl incr~ased tC1 ~.t,21D 

It is appeared that in all 'Ot1St all t-:e • LUi' the 

gross ratio was around (lI.62 for Ccllllflowl"'r. In L"',...;' of' c.bt,.,~~e 

yro~:;s ratlo was ,:\round 0.58 in aI, ttl(! SIZE' lJ"OUp •• Bo tar as 

f i;.:ed cost ratio IS concerned it was Inc r'e,15 _'d t r;:)tl l 0.221 to 

0.292 in case of cauliflower while the size (If hol"il(1g was J. n--

creasecL The same tr'end was also notIced «(lI.2~,.' tu !1.~Qll) i.n CiHIIl? 

of cabbage as the size of holdl.nCJ~;;; lncreas8d. LilIllJl<Jt- ,f"lIJ 'hfff"i Had 

CDst rcd:10 of cauliflower and Cc~bfJage it was; f.elt'll I r I 

cabbage in each size group. 

Ttl£::' operating cost ratio fOJ'-:aull.tlower' 4Irld cabb<'\YIi> Wal1Ii 

aiso declined as the size of holdir'1 increase~. But here within 

eac h si ZE' group t he opera ting cos,t r .. \ t i 0 of c al.1l if 1 o~er W •• more 

th~n that of~cabbage. 

1 t carl 

appn.:'ci."ble v2.r-iation between two crops withu ",nh 'jill .... UroLlp 

ent r:U\i1 



TABLE .'~. 31 GROSS I~ATIO, FIXED C=Sl RAl {O .j, UljEii.,llNb CDtrl WH H) "IJH 

CABBAGE s~ CAUL I FLI]WEi~ IN r HE BIi1;·\. I iii 11 .. 1) I NUS Ut~ CU f UH I 

SADAR BLOCK 1992-93. 

----_._-_ .. _. _._-_._--_. __ .-----_._------_._- ---------- -_._- - --------_. 
S~ze A .... ea under' 
g .... oup the c .... op 

(in hac. ) 

--_._---

Ma .... ginal .:.H3 
fa .... m 

r1arginal .269 
far-m 

Small .709 
ta .... m 

Small • 401 
fa .... m 

La .... g~ 1. rlJ6 
fa nn 

La .... ge .652 
fa;-m 

---

C .... op 

cauli 
flowe .... 

cabbaqe 

callI i 
flowe .... 

cabbage 

cauli 
flowe .... 

cabbage 

I~""OSS 

.~atio 

0.b29 

1ll.380 

III ::'16 

III ,62 

Q). ~20 

~. 583 

44 

F .. :ed 
Cllut 
r"i\ :io 

., :!21 

III : :lJ ~~ 

1/1 : 'fJ7 

It::') • :89 

0, ~ 92 

~L ~Illl 

Dper-atinq 
CC)lit 

r-atio 

~. 4~EI 

0.32B 

" • :;) 1:1' •. ' 

------_._ ... _ .... 



TABLE 4.32 RETUHN PER FAMILY LAHrUR DAY IN 1 JE PiJDUCT!ON OF CAULl· 

FLOWER & CABBAGE IN S~ Df-iR BLOC~:)I' (~U - iACI< te/';':!-·'F.!, 

- .. -- .. -- ... ---.------

group 
Area unde, 
the crop 
( in ha.) 

crop 
F:;mily 
l:bour 
l.l.:orne 

F.:\m ~,y 
l.,lbnllr 

di"Yu 

RetLlrn pE'f' 

family 
1 abour c1tlY'i 

-_. __ ._ .. _.-._ ..... _-_. __ . __ .. _-_ .. _-----_ ... -----_ ... -_ .. _._. __ .... _-- .... _ ... - . __ ...... _----
l'1arginal .... :::1:'::' c:auli 2::::"~ 79.23 104.98 
'Farm flower 

Marginal .269 cabbage 24:' lIZl. 55 .148.l " 162.f\5 
farm 

Sma II .709 c aLtl i 18<;' )6.54 .119.EE I 5E:1. 1 ~.\ 
farm 'f ] ower 

SIII':111 .40.1 cc:\bbage 3:'.1 I Il'I , :)9 
tar-In 

L.aroe 1. 06 cauli 190: ~. 

~..' . 13 
farm flower 

Lar·ge .652 cabbage 2l1i6.66 
fc.~rm 

---_ .. _._-_ .. _._- "-' .--------.---------- . _----.-. --. - _.-. ,----_ .. _------_ .... -. 

wi tr..inche size groLlp and for the s,'1ne cr·op l.I'l t' I f fpt E'rd .. aizEi' (J·t 

RetLwll per family labour day t-om cauli~lcw~r ~nd cabh.ye 

has been presented in table 4.32. 

It may'be noted from the table that for ,loth the crops the 

elllploYfIIE,nt of family l~bollr was mOI"E l.n smalle," iize .Jr·oup. 

The I~etun-' pet· day of employmen1 of fami 1) '.--be. ,.- W". fflti\>C i-

mum ot F{c,: .• :Z~'l2.!lI8 fc'r L~l.ditlower· tIl the ian}&> ,. tt.15 'I Hi minimu/Il 

4 ·: ,--' 



ThesE f igurE~s for- cabbage i;'\iEr f? Rs" 3552~. dl1 j Rs. 162.55 1.n 

the 1 a 1'- 9 e and m C:\ r- gin a 1 s i z e 9 r 0 u p r- e 5 p e c t .I V ( '1 I 

Return per wor-k.er from c,::IuJl-tlowel' '::lIicf 

presented in the table 4.33. 

It was revealed from the t~ble that u·t 

labour incr-eased with the increa:E' .In 5.l;::e cd holjiny 'fur" each 

crop. Within the S.lze group the fmployment OF la)~ur was highE::>r 

for cabbage as compared to cauliflower. 

The compar i S.lon between tab I e 4 •. :.'2 ane .;. Y!. ,·d 1 I .huw 

("(",turn per day Df 'family labour w:s about t .. ·.J tun.,' Df' r-{;oblr-n r)f~r 

day Of 

thc.'-li: e;.:tr-r.'I provit is elltl.rel'" .:'PJJ'i')f.-'H-lcded t I tilt;: 

fJ J V i rI Y ·:11. y (~ ;: t r- c., b !~ n F' t .1 t t 0 h 1. 1'- t: j 1 c;\ b D U n.n s • 

1 t e;howa 

WI. thou t. 

In c.1 nut shell the basis of :~le f1.i1dinS:i 011 '·oIrlr.JUs nmataUr-liita. 

01: t arm ef t .1C iency it may be dedu,: =d tha t th!', eWell·' e)($i tenct? of 

difference in these measures be tlr::>en c rops ~~l thirl partic:u 1 cU" 

's\::e gr-oup c.~nd for' same crop in d ,fferent si::f c;n11Ip'3. Henl:1i' the 

that" t. h e resources a t -:? E' q li d 1 1 Y l.lf ftc It I, 1 t in 

tlon of U're two crops in diffrent sizE.' of hOJ.l1.ng=.' .lS rc>jected. 



TABL.E 4.33 RETURN PER WOEKER FRO,' CAULIFLO~Efi I!( t;,\8BAGE IN CUTrI.\CI<: 

SADAR BLOCK 1992 - 9~ 

(F igures or, per 1)I~c tare basis) 

-------._-_ .•. _-------
Tota 1 RetL r-II Human Size 

group crop 
Net 
income 
(1n Rs) 

labo'Jr­
wage 

to ~ 1.1/ ian 
I abcl.!1 

1 abour' 
days 

RlJtLI ... ·1\ 

per 
workE~r' 

( i n f~ s. ) 

--'" .--- - --------------... 
Marginal cauli 17888.17 8534.35 264::.2 !"I r) ... ,,- 341'.36 77.40 
farm flower 

Marginal cabbagE' 20453.08 5644.57 261l1~ 7 65 225. '78 l.t~.58 

farm 

Small CaLtl i 15959.37 59 rn .17 219~? 51.1 '1.!8.72 91.57 
farnl flower 

Small cabbage 30373.32 5617.45 360~1lJ 77 221.09 1 ~8. 7~.\ 
farm 

L.arge caLlli 17138.34 5635.61 227i .~ 1I~ 225.42 101.02 
farm flower 

Large cabbage 25283.31 5741.5(2) 3H'l:4 8J 226.66 135.09 
farm flower 

4.4 ESTIMATION OF PRODUCTIO~ FUNCTION 

to pred ic t the Oll tpu t of caU 1 if lower and c .• I,bag!" in number of 

b b b b I) b b 
1 r', 

.:: 3 4 S 6 7 
'{ =a~·! ~.: )-{ x >: ~.; r{ 

1 .2 3 4 S 6 "7 

Wher-e y - Gr'Os~; output o'f c.~bhagt? ""nd L ILl l ,: : OWf.tr' in 

IHllnber" of heads. 

4 ' 

..~ . 



a = Constant 

x = Land ln hectars 
1 

x -::: ;,,~uman 1 abour day~. 
'"") 
-"-

X Dullock labour dc'/s 

X manures In rupee5 
4 

x := 1'ert.llisers in rur·ees 
5 

X pesticides in rup~es 
6 

X Other working capltal in rUrei5 
7 

b ~ b , .......•. ,b i.1re regressic/I coefficit!r b:ij 

1 7 

(elast.lcity of productlonof re9pectlve explan~tory ,ari~blws 

" •••••••••••••••• )< etc. 
1 :::r. 7 
') 
..:.. 

F,: stands for mult:Lple coefficient (If d.ltermL~~ lon . The r ... pec:-· 

ti.;e slandard error of reqt-ession (oetficJ.~{\·:h arl-o' given lIeluw 

the corresponding variables within) 

It - (~stimated functions are given below -fIJI'" bl)ch the crops 

in Vc~T.lOUS size groups of sample holdlngs. 

4.41 Ma~qin~l farm. 

(1). Caul.lflower. 

0.0109 
y =1.3613 X 

1 

0.0468 

0.1106 

') 

llJ.fi.'lQ)21 

** 
(lJ, 7243 0.004'1 

x x 
.3 

48 



R = 121. '78 

* Significant at 51. pn::tJc lility lev::,:,. 

** Highly significant Cit 1': probabi.lity l£,val. 

It may be observed that. 'IE ~ of varialCii' H· the field (')f 

c,,,ul.iflower was e;':plained by thJse e>(plan~t..Jr-y var-iables .The 

multIple cor'el~tion coefflcient ,s highly ~),gnific:ant. The re'-

gresslon cDutficlent of X (tiL ·lock labol.'r ddyill) W,lS highly 
3 

slgnlficant at 11. level of probc:[)il.ity dnd otherl! were not Sl.Q·· 

nlflcant The variables like X X Xl and)( though not: 
2 4 t- 7 

slgnificant had positive contibut:on towar-d'i :hm {ield of c:auli-

** * 1..2789 -121.12112117 -~1.4~51121 0, ) ~in 
Y =4.912126 X X X 

1. 2 3 4 
(121.1930) (121.0296) ( 2 .1827) (0. I: !'58 ) 

-Ill. 0440 0.0856 121.12112123 
X X 

~I 6 7 
(0. llZl,~;4) (0.12146121) (Z. ~89:3) 

R =:. 1lt.88 

* ~ignificant at 51. proballiity ]~VE 

** HighlY slgniflccmt at l'~ probc:\b.ili~,l 1e\(.1. 

It was n,.'vealc?d 'fr-om the Tunc'tion that. "IC'-t:: il,an BSY. of the 



independent var1abl~s. lhe ccr,tr-lbutlon ut l,31)(j Wdf.O h.ll] h J y 

It showes that 11'. If,cn;",a5e lrl 1 ,UltJ c1re~ brings nut 

1.2781. change in Y.l.eld of cc.>.bbage whi Ie othlH e;{pL~nator-y varia-' 

bJes are held fixed at their geoletric mear, .evel. Three varia-

blc!s such as X (Human labour)~ X (Bullocl<-. 1.lbou·-) and X fttrt.i-
2 

lizer exhiblted negetive productl,lty. fhli';;,r-l dllU.l X W~fi siJq'--
1 

nlfic<"ml at 1"1. probabi l.l.ty level :qough othE:t" n,·/IId.:nHlg yar.i.bl~li:l 

were not sign.l.ficant. The neget.i·'? ya 1 ues .l.fll~ 1." p~ l hE' 11 H CIi:HJB j VI? 

utilisation o'f hurn"m labour~ bullu:k labour ~\f-d fE'r tilizer. 

(1). CauliflDwer. 

** 
'-~I. ~)93~2 e\. 527 

Y=12.4643 X X 
1 

( (2) • ~)464 ) 

** --(2) • (2)2 H1 

X 
~-.' 

2 
((2).1114) 

** -2.1201 
X 

6 

11. 0126 -~. l 'j;? 

>.. X 

" ( 0 • ():' 1:) .l 

- ~ • lQ)(Z'8 
X 

«(Z). (2)574) (Ill. 2908) (Ill .12l147) 

2 
R :c=' 12l. 99 

* Significant at 51. probab_lity level 

** H.lghly signiflcant at 1% Jrobablilt y' le..'YE-;. 

The coefficient of determjnc~10rl lndicat{;~ Hit clbol.lt 99% 

varab.ility .1 n the yield of caulJ1 ower was H("LI1'1-""c1 b ,.., '" Y BEtva-n 

prerilctory variables. The regr"~~.C::10il coeff.l:U:int )( wail 
1 



posltlve and highly slgnlficant \A.llich show!!:> t,~t P:' lncn~rH;;U in 

land area. brlngs out 3.59:'=:;-1. changE III vleld (If C:dull.flowl~'" wt1.11E:! 

other e~planatory varlables are held flxed al. 'h~l- geometric men 

level. ThE' vdr.lr.lbles X (manure). l( (fert: 1 _,er) 1 x ( pestl--
4 5 6 

cides) and X (other working capi toed had ne-fJl·tJvi:· c:ontriblJtion 
7 

OLit 01' these the nl':.;letive prcducti\, ... ty of X and 
6 

X were highly significant denot:.lg e}:ceS61\e Ltilisatlon of 
7 

these resources. 

(2) Cabbage 

** 1.7643 (2).199(2) _.(Z 6938 --Il! • (2)H4 ! 
Y ==6.5241 X X X X 

1 ') :-" 4 L -
(0.3925) «(z).1201) (12).:555) (0.1'.5\) 

-0.1.447 -(Z).(2)281Z) -12).0825 
X X X 

5 6 7 
(0.:::~:?47) (0.(2)373) (0.7.·546) 

2 
R = 0.97(2)6 

* Significant at 5% probabi ity level~ 

** H_lghly significant at 1.1. r.-obability ~evel. 

lhe same trend was a 1 so not] \ :ed like C'.lul.1.t lower . 

variable lIke .l a I")(j w a ~ hi 9 h J. Y S 1 gr. fie ant a I )(~ 

coefficient was po~;it.i.ve and morE" ttJc.~n onp. I i h. 

x x X and X were having -egetiv~ 

3 4 5 6 7 

t:lent-

utI 1 1 ';' c.' t. J 0 rl 0 f the.::: ere s 0 LW C e s • 



4.4? Lar-ge 

(1). Cauliflower-. 

32. 19~.0 4.9181 - 12).2697 (l.! :~22 

Y=100.3977 X X X X 
1 2 ~. ,~ 

(18.3178) (15.3529) (0.4183) ~.~621) 

* 
-:27 .0486 
X 

,­
,) 

(9.1471) 

-1.8921Z1 
X 

6 
(1.7018) 

-6.8707 

7 
(~· .. 3586) 

R = 0.6902 

* Significant at 5% pr-obahility level. 

** Highly significant at l~: pr-obabil Lt( level. 

The fl\nct~ons showes that atl)ut 691. of var-.lo1rCe in the y.lll'lrl 

of cauliflower- W.:lS explained by tile seven e<plan.tory variables. 

The variables l1ke X and X thoLljh not significa~t has positive 
1 2 

contr-ibution wher-e as the contr-itlltion of ot~?r- t~ctor-s were not 

positive and X (fer-tilizer) E :h~bited negeti'vE' pr-oductivity 
5 

though significant at 5% probabil ity level. 

(2) Cabbage 

-1445.3271 
Y ""'4~J61. 7256 X 

14.4::'5 
X 

--0.0096' -.~. 519~ 

X 
123 l 

(846.577) (42.2943) (IL3522) (0.4112~) 

121.4208 
X 

5 

1431 • 9C)~ 
X 

6 

0.1100 
X 

7 
(ill.524b) (857.02) (!L4~208) 

~ I ') 



R = 0.551.1ZJ 

* SIgnificant at 5% probat.,lity leveL. 

** Highly ~;ignifIcc\nt 3t 1'/. probabili':y level. 

Here non o'f the regression cOE,ffIcient vle"e si';:Jnific:ant thE' 

negetive productIvity was noticed in casE:' of l.lnd, ::>ullock l.:.,bour 

3nd manure indicating excessive utilisation 0~ th~~e resources. 

fhe other varIables I-Jere hav.lng PO:ltlve cord:- but.L,m thDLlC]h not 

significant. 

The above function show that L-l producti\!: ty (I" land except 

in case of cabbage In the large l'al-n was quite c(.)n~llll.CUOl.lS incH -

catlnr] increasing productivity In thes~ two ~rops. The bu 1 lock 

labour- utilisation was excessive 1 almost al] c.:I!:.·€,s eHcept in 

case of C c.'\ u I i flo Y'J e r i n mar gin ale. 1 d s /TI.:.d 1 f =1/' m Ii • So trom the 

above observation one cannot accl!pt the h"pOU1£.1.5 that thH 

ln both the crops. 

4.:' F[TtJF:N TO SCALE 

The some of el'::lsticity coefficJent of eaet-, fun::tion indicate 

tu ,scale "'lith i..'Issumption t'"at all thE' rel'~/c'\nt 

included in the model:::. :nd all thE:>f' ~r('~ applted in 

similar proportion whl.ch exist In t-~ orlglnal unCDI i. The sum 



rest of the other cases r-eturnl ttl ,r c1: 1 'J W.:Il'i 

ViCl,fllty of one ItIl hJ.ch indicate co - stan l r G'tL "j' t:D ,c'a t (,'. On 

the 

thu 

abGVF.' firldings It can be deduced that thp ;:,OiiUI ,.ton of Lull.' 

Cl'-OPS 15 not neutral to scale SD t l~ h'r'pottle'2:'.! 1.S liccepted. 

PFi ICE SPF,EAD AI'W Mf.)R~,E1 I NU ,: -l{4N~~[L S F m C~:l iL I FLOWER AND 

I.~AD[1?'lL7E 

The difference between pric£? ;pread by tt-:? ccrslImer ¢\nd the 

prl.ce by the producer for an eq u i ( .. \ 1 en t quantity of 

product is known as price spread. It appea"':>:1 frcm the IS lLldy 

that lrl the movement of cauliflower and cabbaqE' fY"on the pr'odur:er-

to ultimate consummer mainly threE important ~ Irl ~ting 

are operating in the study area. 

channels 

MARKETING CHANNEL - I : F'roducer- ViI l.::\gE I 'eap" "i ---- Con-

summer. 

MARKE'fING CHANNEL - II PrOducer --- Wholesp)ler --- Ret~iler 

COllsummer. 

MARKETING CHANNEL - III : Producer' --- Traid :'1' ---

Consummer. 

Da':CI pertaining to m.3 r l-.eting [f'st market 1.1" 1 l1lc:>r']in af d i 1'-

lnter"mediaries Clnd producer! han? of m,ll" i~ti l) ch.~nnel 

1" CI"dill'IV! II and channel - III of cauliflowur alld:cibbaga Mt-El' 

'JJyP-rl in table 4.61. 4.62~ 4.6:::.~ 4.6:~ 4.65~ ar j 4.6·) r-sspectivfo'::-' 

1 y • It wc.~s observeo i.n markE=ting cn;"lnel .. t h .. t ti II .• pr-orjl.lr.:er 

54 



Table 4.61 Price s'pread on thE.' Marketing of [culiflower ( 100 

heads) f rom the 1 eve 1 ot producE, - l.rJ viII C\'JE! Mug .. btlanC],,-, to th£' 

• 
consumer at Gopalpur and Pratapnc.qari throuqh Illi.lrj.;~tl.rl~) r:hdHlPl-'I 

--------. ---_ ... -_.- --_._-----------
Particulars Marketinq cost 

and mar·g:.ns 

N,:t Price 
r i.!C c: i vf:?d by 
thE.' f.}r-oducer 

Cost incurred 
by the producer 

Producer sale pricel 
village Beopari'~ 
purchasing price 

Cost l.ncurred by the 
vi 11 age beopar- i 

la) Cost of 4 gunnybags 
for packing of 100 
hE'C\ds @ 5/-

(t Labour charge for 
p.. i ng, 1 Dad ing 

in (Rs) 

165 

Clf"' 'illioading 10 

(e) transportation charge 
to hat 10 

(d ,; (otal cost 

Beopa,.-i's Margin 

Beopari sale price/ 
consumer's' per-chal;;je price 

55 

165 

40 

60 

265 

'l. \lha,.-e in 
consumer's 
(R_I pees) 

62.3 

1 ~ • .l0 

22.b 

1121121 

-_._._-----



Table 4.6~? Pr'ice spread in ma'keting of I:.·;.bb"'!j!? 
from the level of producer in village GOPe l:JLlr ::") 
Pratapnagari H~t through marketin; channel-]. 

(100 heads) 
consumer at 

Part.lculars 

Net pr1ce 
received by thti? 
producer 

Cost incurred 
by the producer 

Producer sale price/ 
village Beaopari's 
purchase price 

Cost incurred 
by the village 
Beopari 

(a) Co~t of 4 gunnybags 
for packing of 
llZllZl heads @ 5/--

(b) Labour charge for 
pack1ng, loading 
and unloading 

(C) Transpotation charge 
to hat 

(d) Tot,31 cost 

Beoparl'S ~argin 

Beopari's s~les price 
consumer s pr1ce 

Marketi-g cost 
.:Ind m.:.~r; ins 

in (Rs) 

235 

235 

10 

8 

38 

65 

IShare in 
(;onsunll,u-' 9 

~RUpgeg) 

69.5 

11.3 

19.2 

1.00 



Table 4.63 Price spread in the n.:lrketing 01 (c,:\111'flCJwm') (I.II.M 
heads) from the level of producer ln village leleqlapenthlil to the 
consumer at Bhubaneswar through mu r ketlng charnel-II. 

Particulars Marketing ::ost 
and margin-:.-s 

in (Rs; 

Net prlce received 
by the producer 
Cost incurred 

168 

by the producer 

(a). Transportation 
charges of 4 bags 20 

Whole seller's purchasing 
price/producer's saling price 

Cost incurred by the 
Whole Seder's 

(a) Cost of gunnybags 
4 bags @ 5/-

(b) Labour charge of 
loading and unloadlng 

(cl Transportation charge 
to Bhubaneswar-
4 bags @ 5/--

20 

15 

25 

8 
12 

(d} Storage charges 
(e) Oct· 1 charges 
(f) Tot:. cost 
Whole s. e margine 38 

Whole seller's sales price/ 
retailer purchasing price 

Cost lncur~ed by ret~iler 
(a) Transpqrtation charge 
(b) Labour charges for 
loading and unloading 

Tot~l cost incurred by 
the retailer 

14 

8 

Retailer's margin 44 
Con$umer'$ purchasing 
price/retailer'~ sales price 

':':,1 

188 

80 

306 

")'-.' 
L":'" 

?o72 

% share in 
CC!rISLlm.r's 
(RL.pnes) 

45.16 

5.4 

21. 5 
10.2 

5.9 

11.8 



Table 4.64 Pr.1ce spread in markei nq of c~b;clJe (100 heads) trn/ri 
the leye~ of prDdlJc:er in v~llagE:: lllpalpur to C.Jr15l'n'er of BCI1 UlJiHI 

thl-ouqh mar-keting r'harinel-l I. 

--------------- ---------- ------ --- -- -------
Marketiro~: cost 
margine: 
in (Rs) 

Net price received 
by the producer 

Cost incurred 
by the producer 

(a) Transportation 
charge at 4 bags 

(b) Whole sellers 
purchase price! 
producers sale price 

4. Cost incurred 
by whole sellers 

(a) Cost at 4 gunny 
bag-s @ 5/-
(b) Labour charge for 

pac:king and loading 
and unloadinq 

(e) transportation 
charge to Balugan 
4 bags @ 5/-

(d) storage charge 
(e) Octrai charges 
(t) Total eCJst 

5. Whole seller margin 

6. Whole seller 6ales price/ 
retailer'S purchase 

23(2) 

2(2) 

21£' 

12 

32 
8 

14 
86 

35 

price. 371 
7. Cost inc4rred by retailer 
(d) T/·-';H1sportation charge 15 
(b) Charge for loading and 

unloading 6 
rotal cost incurred by 
retailer 

8. RetcH ler' s margi.') 58 
9. Consumer purchase prLC:~1 

retailer sales price 

58 

25(2) 

21 

450 

'l. Shan.:' in 
C :l.1sumer . s 

{'<upees) 

~1.5 

4.4 

.19. 1 

I. 7 

4.6 
I .~ I. 7 

11(}0 



Table 4.6:' Pr-i.ee spr-ead in the 1J),\'keting cabtaYEJ i 100 heiiAcJlI)'for 
level ot pr-odLlcer- in vill.:.\ge Pr-a·:~pnagar-.l to t:onl·l mer- o'f Bhuba-­
neswar- thr-ough mar'l-;eting channE?l··.· [ 1. 

----------_._-_.-----_._------ ._- - .-.----.. ----- ._- .... -.- .. - ... -... _ .. _--_ ..•.. _ .. _ ............ __ . 
Partlcular-s mar-I<.eting C();t 

and mar-g.i.ns 
in(Rs) 

Net pr'icE> 
r-et: E?l ved b..... the 
pr-oducer-
Cost incur-red 
by the pr-oducer-

17(2) 

(a) Tr-anspor-tation 15 
Tr-ader- pur-chase pr-ice/ 
pr-oducer- sales pr-ice 
Cost incur-r-ed by the 
tr-ader 
(a) Cost of gunnybags 
for- 4 bags @ 5/-· 
(b) Labour- char-ge for­
loadtng and unloading 
Ie) Transportation char-ge 
to Hhubaneswar­

(d) Octr-Ol ch~r-ge 

Total C03t 
Traders margin 
Trader sales pric~i 
whole sales purch~ge 
pr-ice 
Cost incurr-ed by 
whole seller-s 
(a) Labour- char-ge for 

20 

15 

2~ 

l.~ 

42 

loading and unload1ng 8 
(h) Storage charage 1~ 
Total cost 18 
Whole sellers margin 30 
Whole5elle~ sales price! 
r-etailer- ~4rchase prlre 
Cost int:ur-r-ed by 
r-etailer-
(a) Lost of transportation 12 
(b) Cost ~f labour 8 
Total cost 
Marglne of the r-etailer 
Traider s sales pr-ice! 
c.: on :::il.o lIlt':> r":'; pu r-c ha Be 

price 

... 85 

~ :. 

::'1-'1 

41~ 

I. sl' an~ .In 

con :.L me r- . ~, 
(Ru~JE'es ) 

·llt.9 

~.6 

15.~ 

10 •. ~ 

4.3 
7 •. 3 

! lI0 



Table 4.66 Prl.ce spread HI the m,l -ketl.ng cebl:iHJe I L01ll 11I:;/"ds) tor' 
level of producer In vi] lage Mugallianga to thE cor ,umer at nhuba-" 
neswar through marketing channel-_II. 

-- --_._---- --' ----------
Particulars marketing CCl5t 

Net prl.ce 
r-t?Cf:!.l ved b,t the 

and margins 
l.n(Rs) 

producer 238 
Cost lncurred 
by the producer 
(a) Transportation 12 
Trader purchase pricel 
producer sales price 
Cost incurred by the 
t. r ad E~ r-
(a) Cost of gunnybags 
for 4 bags @ 5/- 20 
(b) Labour charge 101' 

loading and unloadl.ng 10 
(e) Transportation charge 
to Bhubaneswar 18 

(d) Oct.roi charge 8 
Total cost 
'Traders margin 
Trader sales price! 
whole sales purchage 

35 

?50 

l I. 

priCE:' 3', 
Cost lneurTed by 
whole sellers 
(a) l_abour charge for 

IOCldinq and unloadi '9 6 
(bl Storage charLge 
rot.c. cost 
l'Jh .. lese II ers marg inv 
W h (, 1 v~ S I~ I l~"? t- 5 a I e s p r l. c e I 
r~tdllpr pyrchase pr~re 
Cost lrlcurred by 
I'-etel] lei' 

6 
12 

la) Cost of tranyportatlon 8 
(b) Cost of labour 6 
Total cost 
J"IcH'q ine ot the retai I er 
r"et,,:\l. 1 er's s.d es pr'icel 
Cor-,sLlmer pur"c hase 
pl"jel? 

46 
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I 1 ~IHj '~i2). 9 

channel - III .i.n case of CCluI] :lower. 

due to fact that mot-e is the l.ntITmediar1.E'& i 1 the marknt.Jng 

chann~ls less will be the producer share in :h~ co~sumer'6 rupee 

I r, rupee wa'S 

69. ~,~ :il .5 and 54.7 in (ilcH-keting (hannel I I c:md 

channel I 1 J respectively in Ci.se of cO\LI~ifl;J~er baopari's 

mc:~rgi.n I'las 22.6 in channel -' I whEt eas the f.g IrE' r Jr cabbage Wc.\5 

19.2. The cornp,;\rlsion between r Brketing c. r c~Jli1lower ~nd 

cabbage showed thc\ t the producer's shar-e in <:::1 )sum,! -' s rupee was 

hi9her in case of cabbage than t.hc-i of cauli·'l lwer in eh,annel I 

anci channel - I] whereas the n~v = rse was nu t _ced '.n channa I 

II I . 

Marketing CCist ~ mar'gins and producer 9,-', IrE:' i.n consumer'£) 

rupee of cauliflm'ller and cebbage i- differen1 f hd'rlll t • 1s have 

presented in table 4.67. 

I t was observed that the prod. cer share l!' r:O)ltiumer'. 

',Alas decll. ned from 62.3% in channel - I to ~0-.(1:, in i:hannel 

wtH.::ri?~-\;; there was a lncreasing tn?lj ,in /1iC-\r!<;e'::ng (ilst from 1~ 

in tt"le' above mentioned chanrili?: in c:a5E' C;.: Cc:iI.I',,; flower. 

III 

The 

rnar'~"E't.ing margin was hovered .aroun,j 22'/. 1.n CClb", of cauliflower' in 

I dnd channel - I I. In :abbage,. tt-E:! prot:lcer share in 

consumer 5 rupee wa5 more a5 CO!I,!'J" rE'd to (: all) It lov-iE r" 1/1 .11 

The (f,arkE::,ting manllfl was u;crl:;"lSillC fnJIll 11/.:(: 
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Table 4.67 Marketing cost ~ marg J ns and pl·ojuce -' s ahare .in 

marl<€!ting o·f cauliflower and cabbag;: through cii· f fer.!lt channels . 

. _---- .. - -_._. 
F'a,.-ticulC\,.-s Market.1.I".g CII"nnel Ei 

I 1 I III 

Cauliflower 

Producer's Share t:?3 ~~.212l 40.9 

Marketing cost 1 ~i .1 (lI :-)2.8 28.3 

'") r • . 6 :~2 .00 30.8 .... ~ Ma,.-keting margin 

Consumer·s price 1212! l01j 100 

Cabbage 

Producer·s Share 6'i. :. 51. 5 ~4.7 

Marketinq CC1st .l :' "T . ~. 2EI.l 21.6 

Market~ng ma,.-gin 1 c' " •• .L. 2l! n 4 23. ·7 

Consumer·s price HI! 11~0 H1l0 

._---- ._ .. -- -.--------_.-
channel - I to 20.4 1.n channel - II and to 2·"3.7 i., chil!1nel -. III. 

The comparis10n between two crops wit~ ,.-espect t.~ mar~~ting cost 

it was more in cauliflower in all the th,.-ee chilr/wls. 

From the above discuss10n it w~~ ~bserved thit thp producer 

:;ha,~es in consJ.lmers r·upees was 1 ess tll~n 50'% in : I· ~f!nE 1 - I I and 

:hannel -. [1 .in case of ccwliflow€.'r- c\r,jslightly more than 50'% in 

:aSE! of cabbage so the hypothes.is the 

get. their due sharE:? of consLlme,.-· s rur,ee accordi Ig 

,.-ede,.-ed was ,.-eJE'cted. 
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SUMMARY AND Cm:CLUSSION 

1he study entitled "PrDducti:n and Mad i> ·ing )f Cole CY-Opf; 

in Sadar BIDck Df Cuttack District' was undE,r.Jkell during 1. c,tcn·--

9::. with 5i}: objectives comprising :t cost st.ru( tur-c' , tarlll inCUIl1f1 

far-m efficiency measure:" pr-oductl'l; ty I .1 f 

rptun·, to scale and prJce spread ill mC:1rketlng. Iw(; stage strati.-

r-,,\I\dofll sarnpl ing rnethod was used for spject.lon 01 sample 

hc)u5chold'E> VIZ. ~ 40 margi.nal fc.\rrn~, (less tho.-; on·;:.> hecttil.r-e), :~Il) 

Sllldl.1 f,:irrns (One - two hectares)" ~(2l Ian]e far;ns ncr-I! than two 

1he sUITI,nary of the findJI\gs are gi..t::') hff.]ow aCcoY-(1ing 

to objectives of the study. 

u. 1 eCJs I ::3 T HUCTUHE 1 N PRODUCT I ON [ f CAUL J FUJIW < :~Nr, CA£!EIAGE: 

1. The total cost per r-e·ctare of C.:IULttlnwer was 

"'iIIall 

and lan]e si:;>e gr-rJUpS respectiv; ly wherea~ :he :orresponding 

fiqures for cabbage were Rs.28313.64, f is. 3'.)1 1068 • 22 and 

Rs.35326.03 in dIfferent size of farms. 

Within each size groups pl~r hectare c:r:st 0-: produc t 1. on 

01' .;::.c\bbage was hight:?)'" than that )f caulifl~H'e,.. t') cept 1n case 

.-;r 
-' . In' almost all the size qr )UPS the t:ti\l "crlClble 

COilt. 

c(""'n=_.t1tuted more than 5~!' of t:hE tC·Jt<::'-'I co.:-:·: 1· -' = .. oJ • 11 C B 'H~ ()·f C ClLlI J __ 

flower and SlIght IE-55 than Sill!.. 

labour cDnstitlltE:'O ibout 3!lJ -- ,~~!. of thE? ta ta 1 

,,<,r ldDJe cC!st in each case, 



"­-' . The other working cap_tal con S t .i, i U t (! [I 

followed by pesticides~ fe,~t:l lzers and r'l,jnun'l\. 

dbout 

6" The aye r- age tot a 1 cos t ,::l1' c au 1 l. f 1 () I- 'e r ~ /( \ IT> R s. 1. 3 7 

f~,=,.1.42 whereas.it was Rs.l.')'J toRs.l.6:~ ln (,',!fOe of 

In dlfterent Sl.ze groups. 

J • toted CDS', p~lr hect~r,~ die 1 ined dLll:' 

lncrease in size of holding l.n both the =rops. 

6.2 FARM INCOME MEASURES 

to 

to 

1 . "-et.urn and net r-f' ,-,urn 1rl a 1 I thEP size of farms 

were alway!:; mor-e from cabbagE than caull1' lower. ThE:? highe<'lt 

net return per hec tare (Rs. ~,(l --::q wc.~s en j (] Il~d t Y sma 11 

in cabbage p,~oductl.on and hi<;llest amour!: .Jt R •• 1!l18fl by ttle 

mc~,rginal farms from caull.flowE'-. 

2 . The in put e d ya 1 u e 0 'f f a IT': 1 y 1.01 b 0 U ,~ "" ;H::I d '3 eli n 1. n U d u Po t U 

increase in Sl.ze of holding in both the (TJpS. 

.:' ... With n::;>CJards to fami l'y 1 abour .lnc,:;ne it was more in 

C d b t=, age t han c a u Ii flo w e r i r! a 1 J the s i z e CI (') 1.1 P 3. 

4.:Q FARM EFFICINCY MEASURES 

1 . Gross r' a t i. 0 0 f c au 1 i f 1 w :: ran d cab t <we .11'1 a 1 J t ~IIR IS i z e 

gr-oups' were allmost equal but the compar,!1I:m bet.ween hoth 

the cr'ops wit.h regard to gr055 ~atio, It 1'1, ~ mll'~ In Ci\.a c11 

caul1'flower. 

The 

cornpar-ecJ to cabbage and l.t is cI.?cllned vlit.r thF.' greater 

tA 



of holdings. 

~'. The return per family lalJOL!r of cabbcge v,,\~ the highest 

(355.23) In case of large farms. 

4 . Return per worker increc\ :;ed wi th trl~ incr ease in Slza 

of holdings and ,1 t was more In ,:ase of Cci\ :bci\ge a,s compared to 

cauliflower. The highest amour-, ': of Rs. 1513.75 was obtClined by 

the small farm in c~bbage. 

6. 4 PRODUCT I V I TY OF FARM RESOlIRCES 

1. It was evident from the function that the 

productivity of land was quite high and \."03\; hiq'lly signi'fi--

cant in both the crops. 

The produc ti v i ty of othe,- resources J S appe"H-f:~d tel 

inconsistent. 

-z 
"-' . Negetive regression coe~flclent 01 bu] 1 oc: k 

human labour and pesticides etc in most ,:,f thE size groups 

in tJD th the c r 0 p s l n d i cat est t- L~ over uti l ]:; CI tic n of these 

Vdi"l,,\bles. 

6.5 RETURN TO SCALE 

Increased return to sCci\le A'as observed 111 .~ l1 the ca.eli 

except ill marglnal farms for cauliflower and liilrqH far'me 'for' 

, 
cabbage production where it was r12arly one. 

6.6 PRICE SPREAD AND MARkETING :HANNEL FOR CAUL I FLOWER AND 

CABBAl'3E' 

MARK~lING CHANNEL teopari 

Consum mer- . 
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MARKETING CHANNEL - II Pro(Licer --- v.hc lesu. leI'" Re--

tailer Consummer-. 

MARKETING CHANNEL - III Whole-

seller --- Retaller COn6L1nmer. 

Pr-oducer-' s share in consll ner-'::. r-upe? was 1 e.s thi\n 

1n channel - II and channel 1[1 in cauliflower but sliglltly 

mOl'-e than 501. in case of cabbac'l= 1n both the c:t-annelg. 

" 
..:.. . In all the channels mar-kl~ttl.ng cose ~f cauliflower- is 

higher than cabbage and so alse the marke:j~g margin was also 

mor'e in case of cauliflower d,S (ompared t() :abb3;Je. 

::,!". It was observed that the f,ar-keting C005t a-jj margin were 

increased due to intervention [f more ini:a -medi.,iH-ies in the 

c hanne 1 • 

4. The mar-keting cost for- c:: bbage was 1 i-28'~ and mi\rgin 

between 20-30% in all the chan-els. ~ le marketing 

CDst was 11,-281. and mar-gin net"een 19-23i '·JerE.' observed i.n 

case of cabbage 1.n differ-ent mai-~',etirlg chan,' els 

Col e c r- 0 p s be i n 9 hi 9 h 1 ':I I 3 1 u e d cap it" 1 i r , . ens .i. va c a 15 h 

cropS fur-ther 1.n depth study 0': the crop ~~ 

• $ ....... . . . . . . . ... . 
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