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CH/tflth - Z

lNTHOJUL,UUH

l.i General t

Mott of the vigttiblM, if properly grown etn give o 
yield which it flvt to ton tines grootor than any etraal 
crop (Choudhary, 1974). Cultivation of vegetables in 
United aroa wharo othar facilities ara readily avallabla 
givat naxinun out of the toil in tho nininun of tiaa. 
Moreover, vagatablaa provida protaint, carbohydrates,
■lnaral salts, vitaaina in bulk which along with toaa 
caraala and othar foodt conttltuta tha attantialt of a 
balanced diat. European and other countriaa have tolvad 
thair food problaa by partly tida ovar tha pratant critee 
by iaaadiataly putting aore araa under vegatabla 
cultivation.

During loot few ye art, in or dor to koap pace with 
tha incraating danands for food ratulting fron rapid growth 
of population in India, Manifold effort* being Made to 
inereate tha production of food gralnt and the aupplenentary 
foodt like fruits and vagatablaa. On account of greater
appreciation of tha value of vagatablaa in hunan diet and

*

higher production par unit area at cooparod to that of tha 
caraala and pula at interest in vegetable production and 
Marketing hat increased.* New techniques of cultivation 
have Inhenced this Interest which it reflected in continuing
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expansion of area and production of vegetables. Us a of 

right varieties, recoaaended doses of fertilisers coupled 

with proper irrigation and plant protection Measures have 

ensured high returns to the growers. Thus the vegetable 

crops now are gaining store inportance in lessening the 

tension both on the econoay of the growers and on the 

food front of the nation. Xndias total vegetable produ­

ction is about 12 Million tonnes as against that of 100 

Billion tonnes of food grains, whereas our requireaent of 

foodgrains and vegetables are about 123 Billion tonnes 

and 23 allllon tonnes respectively (Chaudhary, 1974).

The vegetable requirement for a family is about 330 

grass vegetable per adult per day (200 grans green and 

130 grass root) (Chaudhari, 1974 }•

The Government of India has also launched vegetable 

production scheae in the IV and V five year plan to provide 

lap roved seed, technical advice and other facilities to 

the growers.

The Marketing aspect of the agricultural coanoddlties 

in general and of the perishable vegetables in particular 

is equliy iaportant. It is estiaated that nearly 13 to 23 

per cent of the total annual production of 12 Billion tonnes 

of vegetable is lost during the various stages of marketing.
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Thus, continuous efforts on ths port of researchers 

end policy makers sro required to boost the production 

of vegetables, to reduce the losses and Marketing 

costs and to detect anti-grower elements in the whole 

process of marketing with a view to ensure reasonable 

returns to the growers of vegetables.

1.2 Scope and importance of vegetable cultivation s

The value of vegetables as an important article of 

daily human diet has come to be recognised all over the 

world in recent years. They provide many specific 
chemical substances needed by our body for growth, 

reproduction and for maintenance of health. In India 

where vegetarianism has been a way of life since of 

the early days of recorded history, vegetables are very 

important in our daily diet. They add to taste and 

adorn dishes.

The use of vegetables as food has received remark­

ably large adoption during the past few decades. They 

not only taste good end supply basic necessary nutrients 

but also quite a few of them give very high quantity of 

food per unit area and grow quickly.

Vegetable cultivation is an intensive business. It 

needs mannual labours for various operations, thus it
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provides year round employment also with the •valuation 
of high yielding varittitt and hybridat many farmers an 
attracted towards vegetable cultivation. Vegetables 
also fetch good prices and income in big cities.

Vegetables facilitate adoption of proper rotations 
which are essential for Maintaining the fertility of the 
soil. They also respond well to added fertilisers.

Vegetable crops 9 thus, play an i sport ant role in the 
prosperity of the nation contributing significantly to tho 
health and happiness of the human being and also to the 
economy of the growers.

1.3 Nutritive value of vegetables t

The green vegetables are good sources of the Important 
elements like calcium, phosphorus, iron, etc. which are 
needed for proper growth and development of body. Greenish 
yellow vegetables supply vitamin A. Vegetables also supply 
smaller quantities of proteins, fats and carbohydrates.
They also supply very valuable micro-substances like 
ascorbic acid, niacin, riboflavin and thiamin.

High food values of selected vegetables In respect of 
calories, minerals and vitamins are presented in Table 1.1.



Tab It 1.1 s

(par 100 ga of adibla portion)

Itta Okra Brihjal Ftnugrttk Cauliflowtr

Meistura 89.6 ga 92.7 ga 86.1 ga 90.8 ga

Pro tain 1.9 pa 1.4 ga 4.4 ga 2.6 ga

F«t 0.2 9a 0.3 ga 0.9 ga 0.4 ga

Mintrtit 0.7 9a 0.3 ga 1.5 ga 1.9 ga
Fibr# 1.2 9a 1.3 ga 1.1 ga 1.2 ga

Carbohydrates 6.4 9a 4.0 ga 6.0 ga 4.0 ga

Ctiorita 35.0 ga 24 £ ga 49.0 ga 30.0 ga

Calciua 66.0 ag 18.0 ag 360.0 ag 33.0 ag

Magntsiua 43.0 99 16.0 ag 67.0 ag 20.0 ag

Oxalic acid 8.0 ag 18.0 ag 13.0 ag 19.0 ag

Phosphorus 56.0 ag 47.0 ag 51.0 ag 57.0 ag

Iron 1.5 ag 0.9 ag 17.2 ag 1.5 ag

Sodiua 6 .9 ag 3.0 ag 76.1 ag 53.0 ag

Potassium 103.0 ag 2.0 ag 51.0 ag 113.0 ag

Cepptr 0.19ag 0.17ag 0.26 ag O.C&ag

Sulphur 30.0 ag 44 oO ttfji 167.0 ag -

Vitamin A 88.0 IU 124.0 1U 6450.0 IU 51.0 10

Thi saint 0.07 ag 0.04mg O.O&ag 0.04ag

Riboflavin 0.1 ag O.llag - O.lQsg

Nicotinic acid 0.6 ag 0.09ag 0.7 ag 1.0 ag

Vitamin C 13.0 ag 12.0 ag 54.0 ag 6.0 ag

Chlorint - 52.0 ag 165.0 ag

(Chaudhary, 1^74 )
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1.4 Economic tiportwc* of vyttblw i

Vegetables play an Inportent tala In reducing tha 
pressure ever cereals and pulses production. In our 
country, where than ara varying agroc llnatlc conditions, 
growing of various typa* of vegetable* sultod to tha 
dlffarant saason* hava been possible with high ratums 
and hanca thay ara attracting tha attention of faraers.

Tha aconoalc Importance of vegetable crops aay be 
aeasured In dlffarant way*. Tha principle aaasura are tha 
area under vegetable crop*, quantum of physical production 
and nonetary value of vegetable products. However, since 
the productivity of land as wall as variety of vegetables 
varies, tha measures of area and the production would not 
be very sound. Naturally, the aonetary value , though 
having soae llaltatlons, would be an Important aaasura of 
eeonoale evaluation of vegetables. But In a country 
like India where there Is no well developed and organised 
aarketlng systea for vegetable crops, no authentic records 
are available for ascertaining the production and eoney 
value of vegetables. In absence of such lnforaatlon, the 
area under vegetable crops Is regafded a* a fair criterion 
for Measuring the eeonoale laportance of vegetable crops.
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1.5 Economic superiority of now high yielding varieties t

Many high yielding varieties of vegetables have boon 
adoptod by tho vegetable growers of Nanded district. For 

exaople, Pusa Sawanl and Parbhanl Krantl varlotlos of 

Okra, Manjriogota variety of brinjal, enowbaii-16 variety 
of cauliflower have become very popular among tho growers.

Duo to suitability of tho region for growing vegetables 
and specially with tho Introduction of those new high 
yielding varieties, the vegetable cultivation Is contributing 
significantly to the fern Inc os* of the growers. Cultivation 
of those varieties Involve lot of fara technology and high 
costs of cultivation. Similarly, It Involves lot of skill 
In decision staking with regard to Market adjustments.

1.6 Area and production s

According to rough estlnates reported by various 
authors, vegetable crops occupy only about 1.2 per cent 
of the total cultivated area of the country with the 
total production of about 16 Million tonnes per year 
(Nath, 1976).

According to the crop division of the Ministry of 
Agriculture, Governnent of India the area under vegetables 
was around 0.8 Million hectares which occupied an area of



about 0.5 sillion hectares (Chaudhari, 1974}

In Maharashtra State gross irrigated area la 
2431500 hactarea, which coaaa to 12 par cant of gross 
cropped art a.

Tha total araa of Nanded district is 10,492 sg. Ms. 
Handed is ona of tha fast developing cities in Marathwada 
with the development of Major irrigetikn projects like 
Vlshnupuri Project, Lendl Project and Minor Irrigation 
Projects like Kundraia Project, Dongargaon Project. The 
area brought under irrigation is 19,188 ha. (Ntkalje, 
1982).

However, no study has bean carried out in Handed 
district regarding economics of production and Marketing 
of vegetables, hence it was thought necessary to under­
take study on econonics of production and Marketing of 
selected vegetables like Okra, Brinjal, Fenugreek and 
Cauliflower in Nanded district. The present study was 
•therefore, undertaken with the following specific 
objectives %

1. To study the cost of production of selected 
vegetables •
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2. To study tho cooperative economics of production 
and aarketing of ssloctod vegetables.

3. To study tho aarketing cost of soioctod vegetables.

i .7 Scopt and utility of tho study t

It is hopod that tho study would ho useful to tho 
cultivators in many ways as indicated below :

i) In deciding his cropping plan so as to adjust tho 
area under vegetable crops in suitable proportions.

11) In adjusting sowing programme of vegetable crops in 
such a way that supply is not concentrated in a short 
span of tiae.

ill) In adopting aodern techniques of aarketing vix. 
grading, standardization, better packing and 
handling, cold storage of products, etc. for 
realising better prices.

In the study of aarketing p rob leas, ascertaining 
of aarketing costs incurred on different stages in the 
aarketing process is extremely laportant. Such studies 
indicate whether the charges aede for certain services 
are reasonable.



Tha study will also ravaal roias and utility af 
intaraadiarias in aarkating of vagatabias* It will 
also throw soaa light as to how ona can avoid tha 
prasant widaly baiiavad unfair, illagitiaata, unaconoaic 
and axploitativa alaaants in vagatabla aarkating if thay 
ara found to axlst*

Analysis of aarketing atructur* aay also show soaa 
ways and aaans of iaproving aarkating efficiancy both 
tachnicai and aconoaic for tha banifits of all coneamad 
in aarkating •





CHAPTtrt - II

hkVlk* OF UlfcKATtfiii

It it always worthwhiic to study the work dent on 
tho various aspects roistod to ths rosoorch problem by 
different rosoorch workers. Eevlew of literature on 
relevant aspects under study forms an integral part of 
any systematic research work. To encompass the past 
researctr*mork it becomes indispensible to take the 
review of literature that will build a sound footing to 
the problem. It also help to have a clear idea in 
respect of the concepts used, methods employed, analysis 
done and interpretation of the data collected. The 
review of literature is useful >in approaching the 
problem in a right way and in analysing and interpreting 
the data in a systematic manner. The work done on 
vegetable crops by different research workers is 
presented below s

2.1 Cost of production of vegetable crops *

Singh and Thakur (1964) estimated the production and 
cost of cultivation of different vegetables in Kuiu 
valley. The average cost of production of one kg seed 
of tomato, brinjal, capsicum, french bean and okra come 
to k. 11.33, k. 3.44, k. 3.34, k. 2.19 and k. 13.00 
respectively and the cost of cultivation was sorked out
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to k. 623.25, k. 320.30, k. 420.00, k. 378.10 and 
k. 340.18 per acre respectively.

ftaghubanshl (1969) studied econoalcs of vegetable 
cultivation in saproonvalloy (Hiaachal Pradesh) and 
concluded that on an average, input costs in cauliflower 
and toaato were worked out to k. 13842.33 and k. 11616.39 
per hectare respectively and corresponding output we* 
k. 33229.83 and k. 33442.03 leaving a Marginal profit of 
k. 41386413 aid k. 28823.64 respectively. The net profit 
obtained froa toaato and cauliflower grown for seed was 
high.

Kokate (1970) studied cost and returns froa selected 
vegetable crops In Oindorl taluks of Nasik district. It 
was revealed that, the per acre gross lncoae froa cabbage* 
cauliflower was the highest (k. 1894.00). It was followed 
by toaato (k. 1851.00) and green chillies (k. 1650.00).
The gross lncoae was lowedt (k. 1420.00) in brlnjal. Per 
acre total cost of cultivation of cabbage-cauliflower and 
toaato were approxiaately the saae, while incase of brlnjal 
and green chillies, it was k. 918.00. Cabbage-cauliflower 
gave the highest profit of k. 1064.33, toaato was the next 
vegetable crop giving relatively aore net profit (k.999.36). 
Green chillies and brlnjal have profit of k. 731.31 and 
k. 301.64 per acre respectively.
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-_/^atil (1972) studied cost and returns of vegetable 

crops in the vicinity of Parbhani city. His study 
revealed that on an averag• par hectare total cost of 
tomato, chilli, mathi and bhlnjal ware worked out to 
fe. 2453.88, k. 2431.81, k. 386.90 and k. 2510.26 as 
against the gross returns of k. 2903.77, k. 3494.50, 
k. 3196.44 and k. 3213.73 respectively.

Pawar (1972a) studied economics of production and 
marketing of selected vegetables grown in Have11 tabs11 

of Pune district. His findings indicated that pea was 

at the top in respect of net return. Per hectare net 
returns were worked out to be k. 8630.60 and k. 8329.38 
at cost A and C respectively. The net returns from the 
beans were at the lowest l.e. k. 1509.42 and k. 1184.31 
at cost A and cost C respectively. The other vegetables 
via., tomato, brinjal and cabbage, cauliflower gave per 
hectare net returns of k. 5571.14, k. 5373.20 and 
k. 3564.95 at cost C respectively.

Hedglre (1974) found out that average cost required 
to produce one quintal of potato tubers is k. 51.50, 
k. 55.27 and k. 55.70 at cost A, B and C respectively. 
Average value of produce per quintal is k. 62.49, givlfcg 
net Income per quintal of k. 10.99, k. 7.22 and k. 6.79 
at cost A, i and C respectively.
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In~fti® group XV tho highest Input-output ratio 
was obtained at comparable cost A and G followed by 
group tlxa III, II and X, Input-output ratio for group 
slat I, XX, XXX and XV at cost A is k. l.OI, k. 1.24, 
k. 1.27 and k. 1.29 respectively and at cost C it was 
k. 0.93, k. 1.16, k. 1.17 and k. 1.20 rsspactivsly.

Sikka and Swerup (1977) found in thsir study of 
rslativs sconoaies of different vegetables that returns 
over variable cost was more in case of toaato during the 
kharlf season and in ease of cauliflower during the zabl 
season.

Madalla and Kukadla (1976-79) studied cost and returns 
in vegetable cultivation In Surat district. Theaverage 
per hectare cost of production of porwar (pointed gourd) 
worked out to k. 5947.96, which was the highest while that 
of bhlndl worked out to k. 3230.50, it was the lowest 
among all the four vegetables under study (l.e. Porwar, 
Ihindl, Gilodl and Chillies). In the cultivation of 
various vegetables, the variable cost accounts for 96 
per cent and fixed coot account for only 4 per cent of 
the total cost. On an average chillies cultivation gave 
the highest net return of k. 5843.42 per hectare. Porwar 
followed closely to it. The per hectare net return fro*



bhindi was k. 4188.90, which wif lowest among all the 

vegetables under study.

Subrahamanyan and Mruthyunjaya (1979) revealed that 

the cost of cultivation of tomato has nearly 35 per cent 

of the was towards the Marketing and Is almost equal to 

actual cultivation cost the study of the reeling price 

the cost of production and the infernal contract price 

offered by the government processing agency revealed that 

the faznexs profit expectation is nearly 40 per cent and as 

such a price which is nearly 40 per cent above cost of 

production seeas to be a fair price to induce cultivator 

for supply of the produce. Most of the cultivators felt 

the need for transport arrangement to be made by the 

purchasing agency for picking up the produce at the field 

per village level. This will enable the cultivators to 

save the commission and octroi charges with the transport 

charges account for the major marketing cost.

Aaut, Pa war and Mazire (1984) revealed that the per 

hectare cost of production and gross returns were the 

highest at k. 10884 and k. 17556.60 respectively in the 

case of tomato and the lowest at k. 1996.50 and k.2864.19 

respectively in the case of coriander, the per hectare net 

return regard between fc. 241.17 and k. 7172.60 the lowest



and highest being in carrot and tonato respectively.
The aajor eoaponents of the Marketing coat of vegetable 
were coaaission, transport loss as in handling and 
packing which together accounted for 92.79 to 94 par 
cant of the total cost of Marketing. The study, 
therefore, racoanends that adequate facilities for 
quick and cheap transport, cold storage and preservation 
should be developed where aver possible a large nuaber 
of intermediaries should be eliainoted by organizing 
producers co-operatiges.

VAundhakar (1989) studied econoaics of vegetable 
cultivation in Parbhani district and concluded that on 
an average, input costs In bhindi, Brinjal and toaeto 
were worked out to Mi. 14866.21, b. 20437.16 and 
b. 17063.27 per hectare respectively and corresponding 
output was b. 18687.40, b. 30961.24 and b. 29399.92 

leaving a Marginal profit of b. 3821.19, b. 10944.GB 

and b. 8492.29 respectively.

2.2 H*,ourc> us* efficiency t

Naik (1969) studied saaple of ferns in Ankodia 
village in iaroda district wing cobb-dougles function. 
He concluded that water charges paid had the highest 
elasticity and wages, paid to labourers were below 
Marginal productivity.
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Jha (1967) analysed the data collected In Ahmednagar 
and Nasik districts with variables aa output in rupees* 
croppad land In acres* human labour in nan days* bullock 
labour In daya and valua of working capital in rupaat.
Ha observed that tha aiaaticitiaa in raapaet of hunan 

labour and working capital wara tha hlghaat in blggar 
alzad farms than thoaa in smaller alsad farat.

Shingare and Waghaare (1368) aatiaatad racourca 

productivity dua to T.N. 1 paddy in Kolaba district by 
using cobb-Douglas function with variables such as 
output in kilograms* land in gunthas* huaan labour in 
nan days* bullock labour in days and working capital in 
rupees. They observed that individual Inputs showed 
deni nl thing returns wharaas sin of elasticities indicated 

increasing returns which however was not tasted. Marginal 
returns to land and bullock labour ware found more than 

■arglnal cost.

Sankhayan and Sirohl (1971) estimated resource 
productivities and allocation efficiency on 30 seed potato 
and naira fares selected for three villages of Theog tabs11 
of Mahasa district in Himachal Pradesh. It was observed 
from the cobb~Oougles type of production function analysis 
that the sum of elasticities of various inputs used a*



0.908002, net significantly different froa unity which 
indicated constant returns to scale in case of seed 
potato. In case of maize there was diminishing returns 
to scale as the sum of elasticities was 0.74471. The 
seed potato study suggested that there wes no possibility 
of increasing the fern returns through reallocation of 
the listted available capital among the various input 
uses as the resources were optimally allocated. They 
further noted that profitability can be increased by 
diverting funds from huwan labour to manures and fertilisers 
in case of siaize farms.

2.3 Cooperative economic of production of vegetables t

Korda (1963) studied economics of vegetables growing 

in neighbourhood of Nagpur, and concluded that among ail 
vegetable crops *Aruni* gave highest net income of 
Is. 488.31 per acre. The second in order was the cauli­
flower which gave a net income of b. 407.62. The rest 
of the vegetable crops l.e. Pumpkin, onion, chillies, 

tomato and brlnjai resulted into the net Income of 
b. 278.93, b. 217.23, b. 201.68, b. 195.93 and b. 188.06 
per acre respectively.
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Taysde (1972) has coopered the costs and returns 
of vegetable* and fi9 in Pima district. His study 
revaalad that on snail sized farns par hectare* total 
cost of vegetables worked out to k. 1694.41 which was 
approximately half of gross incone fron then, resulting 
into a net profit of k. 979.30 per hectare. On nediun 
and big sized ferns total asst of vegetables were about 
the same viz., k. 1079.06 and k. 1139.32* Similarly, 
in gross incomes of the two groups, there was a difference 
of about k. 200.00 only. Net profits of these two groups 
were k. 1168.70 and k. 1391.90 per hectare respectively.
He concluded that the productivity of vegetables as quite 
encouraging in ail the size groups but it could not 
compete with that of fig crop.

Singh and Singh (1973) observed in their study that, 
net return per hectare per year was maximum in case of 
rotation having five crops, followed by fourerops, three 
crops and two crops, the difference Id case of rotation

w-....

with five and four crops per year was of the order of 
more than one thousand rupees per hectare} in case of 
rotation with four and three crops, it was k. 290.94 only. 
This clearly Indicated that it was not the number of crops 
which contribute towards net returns but the nature of 
crops and their market value were also important.
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Garg and Prasad (1974) studied that tha vegetable 
farming yields higher returns par hectare in comparison 
to load grain crop. Tha highest returns par hactara 
was obtained froa toaato being fc. 3946.26 followed by 
cauliflower Is. 3640.26, onion k. 2699.04 and brinjal 
k. 2394.46, lady's finger palak and toaato gave net 
incoae of b. 1799 .48, k. 1070.42 and fc. 1469.69 par 
hactara respective ly.

Whan tha econoalcs of tha highest paying vegetable 
crop i.a. toaato was compared with that of high yielding 
variety of wheat in the same locality the per hectare 
investment was found to be higher by 3.64 per cent on 
wheat over toaato. But the net Incoae was higher on 

toaato which was greater by 1$ times than wheat. The 
returns per rupee lnvestaent was k. 39.46 against 
k .22.60 in wheat. Further, the employment of labour days 
was higher in toaato than in wheat, which came to 144 
days and 113 days respectively.

Vegetable farming is subjected to problems like non* 
availability of storage facilities processing and preserva­
tion units and wide price flunctuatlons leading to lets than 
expected yields. It is an enterprise of higher returns and 

can be undertaken on snail piece of land with lesser 
investment.



21

Gangwar and Chlkkara (1974) observed thett the 
cost of cultivation of cauliflower, onion, longaelon, 
toaato and lady's finger were k. 2743.92, k. 2317.03, 
k. 2123.23, k. 3009.23 and k. 2324.84 respectively and 
the cost of production per quintal of cauliflower, onion, 
longaelon, toaato and lady's finger were observed to be 
k. 33.77, k. 20.39, k. 34.10, k. 28.03 and k. 38.87 
respectively. The net returns per hectare were k.1923.18, 
k. 1642.18, k. 1212.38, k. 2319.10 and k. 1742.29 froa 
cauliflower, onion, longaelon, toaato and lady's finger 
respectively. Among all vegetalles, toaato was aost 
profitable followed bycauliflower. The input-putput ratio 
suggests thet the farmers with capital* serve as aost 
restrainsts should go for toaato cultivation followed by 
onion and cauliflower rather than other vegetables. 
Further study also indicate that saall farmers were 
economically aore efficient as coapared to others. Thus 
there is a greater scope for expansion of the vegetable 
cultivation of the faras.

Surendrapal Singh (1974) observed that, the input- 
output ratio of vegetable crops is potato ltl.43, 
caulifdower ls2.2l, cabbage Is2.l8 and Bhindl 1:1.09.
In this study the higher input-output ratio is received 
froa cauliftower and cauliflower and cabbage coapared to 
potato and bhindl drops.
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Ttwarit Dhali, Shazaa (1974) obeerved that vegetable 

growing faraera were cultivating thair land aore intanatvaly 

than tha cereal growing faraera. Tha area under vagatabla 

waa 59.10 par cant el tha total cropped area in caae of 

vagatabla growing farms, wharaaa tha figure for tha cereal 

group waa only 3.5 par cant. The groaa incoae of cereal 

growing faraa waa leaa than half of the vegetable growing 

faraa. Agriculture contributed aora than 83 per cant of 

tha groaa incoae on tha cereal faraa. whereat on vegetable 

growing faraa, lta contribution waa 80.91 per cent crept 

contributed 88.41 per cent of tha groaa incoae on ceregi 

faraa. While their contribution towarda groaa incoae waa 

aora than 75 par cant in tha cate of vegetable faraa. 

Vegetable cultivatora on an average invaated wore than 

four tlaaa on fertilizer and aanurea than the careala 

growing faraera.

Pritana (1975) atudied cropping ayatea including 

vega tab lea in Chlang Mai Valley (Thailand). He obaerved 

that vegetable crope provided higher net return than any 

field crop9 given the ease area of cultivatlonwithin a 

cropping ayatea. Howeger, vegetable production lnvolvea 

aora risk than field crope.
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Sahoo and Patro (1975) taatad four cropping 
sequences at tha model Agronomic contra, Bhubaneshwar 
and found that Rlce-cauliflower-Malze sequence recorded 
maximum net profit. It was followed by jute-maize- 
eowpea-perennial fodder.

2.4 Marketing of vegetables s

Balsubramanlan (i960) showed that during the process 
of distribution over 20 per cent of fruit and vegetable 
production mas wasted. He also concludad that less than 
1.00 per cent of fresh fruits and vegetables production 
was wasted. He also concluded that lass than 1.00 per 
cent fresh fruits and vegetables grown In India were 
converted Into different processed products.

kahlon aid Randhwa (1964) studied the marketing of 
Horticultural products. They found that the seasonal 
fluctuations In the prices of fruits and vegetables were 
not due to over production but more due to bad distribu­
tion. They suggested that Introduction of early and late 
varieties in cultivation, processing of products, develop­
ment of cold storage mid freezing Industry could play a 
significant role In orderly marketing and better distri­
bution. They also suggested that too many Intermediaries 
and retailors In marketing should be eliminated by 
forming the growers* co-operatives.
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Mire hand anl and Hiranandanl <1965) in thtir papar 
on 'Regulated Markets - thair review and thtir impact 
on Market structure and efficiency * • concluded that 
on the whole the regulated Markets have exercised a 
very wholesoMe influence on the Marketing structure and 
have generally raised the Marketing efficiency. They 
have resulted in the reduction of Marketing charges ta 
the extent of 40.00 per cent.

SldcLappa (1967) in his study reported that out of 
16 Million tonnes of fresh fruits and vegetables grown in 
India, nearly 25 per cent is wasted in various ways and 
it is due to lack of adequate facilities for transport, 
storage and preservation, Attention to this problen is 
therefore an urgent necessity In the country and it is 
desirable to conserve then by traditional as well as 
aodem Method of storage, transport and distribution and 
preservation.

Singh and George (1968) undertook a project on 

Marketing of vegetablew In Punjab. The following are the 

iaportant findings of the project.

1. The producer’s share was the highest when produce was 
sold to temlnal Market and the lowest when It was 
sold to pre-haxvest contractors.
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2. Various types of packing notarial* war* in us*.
Par quintal coat of packing worked out to b. 0.42 
for tonatoes, k. 0.27 for brinjala, k. 0.30 for 

cauliflower and k. 0.17 for peat*

3. Horae driven carta, bullock carta, and tha truck*, 
ware tha naan* of transportation. Truck* ware 
found to b* noat acononical but at tha aana tine 

tha noat uncertain alao.

4. The retailor* ware noat diaorganiaad and had vary 

low capital invaatnant ranging fron k. 73.00 to
k. 77.00. The coanlaalon agent* war* found charging 
coonisalon both fron grower* and retailor*.

Pawar (1972 b) while atudying acononlca of production
and narkating of aelected vegetable* found that, producer*a
ahare in conauner*a rupee wa* not nor* than 38.76 per cent
in ce*e of all the alx vegetable* studied by hln. It wa*

♦

also a* 36.69 per cent in tonatoea. The margin* of the 
connlsaien agent* and the retailor* were ranging fron 
4 .38 per cent to 7.38 per cent and 2* .10 per cent to 48.67 
per cent reapeetively. This show* that najer portion of 
conauner's rupee* went into the pocket of retailor* rather 
than producers. Transport and conniasion charge* were 
najor itena of narkating coat* Percentage of conniasion 
charges to the value of produce con* to 12.3 per cent.
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Bhalerao, Venkateswarlu and Ans«ri (1979) studied 

price spread in vegetables. Thalr study ravaalad that 

the producer's share in the consular** rupaa in the east 

of Majority of vegetables is vary low. Tha wholesalers 

and tha rataiitr*s in tha aarket mechanism ara grabbing 

sizable portion and tharaby multiplying tha marketing 

costs. Co-opcrativlsation and regulation of aarkating 

activities ara suggastsd to ba tha affaetiva measures to 

sat right tha situation.

Gupta and Raa (1979) had aada enquiry into behaviour 

of aarket aargins and cost ofvagatabias in Delhi with a 

view to astiaata price spread and rolej of location on 

the retailers aargin and to aaasura theeffect of variation 

in consuatrs price. Tha analysis ravaalad that tha 

producer received a vary low (3t par cant) share in tha 

constarer's price, whereas tha retailers aargin and 

aarkating cost ware quite substantial, each appropriating 

one fourth of tha cons user's price. Location played an 

iaportant role in influencing retailer's aargin.

Transport packing and labour expenses ware the aajor 

components of aarkating cost. According to thea co­

operative endeavour and processing would probably go a 

long way in iaproving aarkating perforaance.
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Prasad (1979) undartook a study on pries spread 

for selected vegetables In Bang lore city. He concluded 

that the price spread between the retail price and net 

price received by the producers at fern level was 

k. 0.55, k. 0.51 and k. 0.41 for every kg of beans, 

cabbage and brinjal respectively. The producers net 

share in the cons users urupee was as low as 58.90 per 

cent for beans, 55.20 per cent for cabbage and 58.47 

per cent for brinjal.

v/Jlugar (1981) studied eeononlc analysis of Marketing 

of vegetables in Banglore city. Study was restricted to 

only three Major vegetables of the area vis., cabbage, 

brinjal and tosato. The price spread was relatively 

higher for sales through coasisslon agents as conpared to 

co-operatige society. Retailors share was the significant 

constituent of the total Marketing Margin. The share of 

producers - sellers in consunerw rupee was higher when 

sold through co-operative society as conpared to that of 

coMMisslon agent*. The .Marketing cost per quintal incurred 

by the producer-seller was highest in the case of toneto 

followed by brinjal. However, it was lower when sold 

through the co-operative society, than the conalsslon 

agents. The wholesale price of these vegetables were 

significantly, influenced by arrivals, nunber of blddors 

and Marketing agency.



Masire (1983) studied resource use, cost* and 
return* narket aargins and r**ourc* productivities of 
aalactad vegetable production sequences in Puna district. 
The data for the year 1981-82 fxoa 20 cultivators froa 
five village* wars coiioetad. Tha vegetable crops in 
various sequences required a continaou* usa of labour.
Par hectare total costs of cultivation ware worked out 
to fc. 24759.63, fc. 28560.81, 8. 20129.14, fc. 19120.50 
and fc. 17309.17 while tha gross returns ware fc. 37498.95, 
fc. 40388.70, fc. 30604.80, fc. 29063.05 and b. 25792.30 for 
sequences X, XI, XII, IV and V respectively. Th* par 
quintal cost of seriating for tha vegetables in the 
sequences ranged between fc. 17.33 to 32.67. The price 
spread indicated that the producers share in cons users 
prices were ranging between 43 to 59 per cent while the 
aaxiaua share of it was swallowed by the retailers. 
Considering the costs of marketing, the sequence (cabbage- 
■ethi a Coriander, guar) gave the highest profit. The 
production function analysis indicated oger utilisation 
of sanures and fertilizers while the sfcPs of hunan labour 
days Indicated son scope for increasing the output. The 
study racoanends that cultivators should consider tha 
nature of vegetable crops, resource use structure, narket 
prices and net returns of the individual crops while 
selecting a particular sequence.
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v^/Shrivastava (1964) reported that • h«r*t of the 
producars and the rataliors wars directly affaetad by 
tha consumers price. In such a dynamic set-up of 
vegetable aark«ting tha producars share was Invarsly 
related to consumers price. Tha benlfit derived fron 
an increase in tha consumers price did not go to tha 
producer instead* it has absorbed by the retailors.
This trend would be great disincentive to tha snail and 
narginal growers.

Aundhekar (1969 b) worked out the per quintal 
marketing cost of okra* firinjal and Tomato was fe. 41.40* 
fe. 30.32 and k. 34.02 respectively. Near about 30 per 

cent expenditure wa » incurred on commission for all tha 
three crops.
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Fig. 1 s Map of Nanded district showing the selected villages
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chapteh - III

MATEK1AI& MiQ METHOD 

3 *1 General i

The study of e commie* of production and Marketing 
of selected vegetables in Handed district is carried out. 
Incraaso in irrigation fact it ties due to Vlshnupuri 
project and othar alnor irrigation projects and vegetables 
are well responsive for irrigation, Handed district is 
purposively selected for study purpose.

Any type of investigation to be conducted for specific 
objectives invariably require* adoption of scientific 
aethods and procedures for conduct of investigation analysis 
and drawing useful conclusions.

3.2 Selection of area s

Handed district is one of the aajor districts growing 
vegetables. Handed taluka of Handed district was selected 
for the present investigation, on the basis of availability 
of good transport and Marketing facilities.

3.3 Selection of villages t

Pawdewadi, Hug at, Taro da and Maralak villages were 
selected for study purpose because all these villages are 
10 to 12 kas froa Handed city l.e. they are in the vicinity
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ef Nended city snd having good aarketing faellltlaa for 
vegetables.

3.4 Selection of cultivators t

The list of vegetable growers was prepared froa the 
selected villages on the basis of net cultivated area of 
the holding. A randoa saaple of 250 cultivators was 
selected. They were grouped into three categories such 
as saall (site group 1$, aedlua (size group IX) and large 
(size group HI) on the basis of the criteria of the 
Govemaant of Maharashtra* The size groups are as below s

i) Size group I Upto 2.00 hectares
ii) Size group II 2.01 to 5.00 hectares

ill) Size group 111 above 5.00 hectares.

3.5 Preparation of schedule »

An appropriate questionnaire was prepared according 
to the objectives.

3.6 Collection of data i

The required data was collected by personal interview 
aethod by paying personal visit with the help of specially 
prepared questionnaire.
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3.7 Analysis of data ;

For the purpose of ntalysis sonple cultlvoters wore 
groped In to thro# groups os sis# group I, II and 1X1. 
Those groups consisting 56, 74 ond 120 cultivator* respe­
ctively.

Distribution of sonple holding in different sice 
groups ond number of holding taking different selected 
vegetobies in eooh group is given in Toble 3.1.

Table 3.1 } Distribution of sonple holding in different 
sixes s

Sice
group

Net area
Operated 
in ho

NO. Of 
holdings

NO. of holdings growing
Okra Brinjal Fenu-

greek
Cauli­
flower

X M»to 2.00 36 14 13 14 13
XX 2.01 to 3.00 74 20 16 17 21

XXX above 3.00 120 mm 33 31 23

Total t 230 62 62 62 64

3.1 Cost concepts used in scononics of production of 

vegetable crops s

An attenpt has been node in this study to work out the 
cost of cultivation, the cost of production and the unit cost 
of production of the selected vegetables.
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3.8.1 Cost of cultivation of vegetable crops i

The variable costs and the fixed costs required for 

cultivation have been grouped tinder three categories using 
cost concepts A, B and C.

Cost A t

Under this cost all cash and kind costs incurred by 
cultivators have been accounted.

i) Hired huaan labour

11) Owned and hired bulltck labour
ill) Manures

iv) Seeds

v) Fertilisers

vi) Irrigation charges
vii) Plant protection charges

viii) Depredation of iapleoents

ix) Land revenue

x) Interest on working capital.

Cost B i

i) Cost A
11) Eental value of owned land

ill) Interest on fixed capital.
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Colt C I

1) Cost B 
11) Family labour.

Tha elements of costs that entered Into total cost 
l.a. 'Cost C* have baan computed as below i

1) Human labour *

Hired human labour cost was computed on the basis of 

wages actually paid to tha casual labour. Tha wages of 
tha family labour was considered as tha prevailing wage 
rata for maleaand female labour in tha village. This was 
observed to be to. 20.00 par day for mala and Is. 10.00 par 
day in eesd of female labour.

11) Bullock labour s

Tha bullock labour cost in tha present study has been 
worked out at prevailing rates for hired bullocks for 
different fans operations in the locality. This was observed 
to be to. 40.00 per day for hire of a bullock pair.

ill) Manure t

Farm yard manure and compost produced on the farm and 
purchased from outside have been considered at prevailing 
selling prices. This was observed to be to. 50.00 per cart 
load.
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iv) Seed i

The actual expenses incurred for purchase of seeds 
have been taken into account. The coat of seed was 
estimated at the prevailing market ratea.

v) FertilUera i

The actual axpanaaa ipeurred on fertilixere have bean 
taken into account.

vi) Irrigation t

In caaa of irrigation by well end oil engine or electric 
motor aaounta of depreciation on the value of well, oil 
engine, electric motor and the engine a hade were computed at 
appropriate ratea and taken ae overhead chargee• In addition 
to thia, the cost of repairs, fuel, lubrication, energy 
chargee of electricity were considered as direct or variable 
coats.

vii) Plant protection :

The actual hire chargee of plant protection appliances 
taken froa outside and actual cost of insecticides, pesti­
cides were considered.
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viii) Iapleaent t

The depreciation of oil iron and wooden lapleaents 
were coaputed on tho bo*it of original purchase prlca and 
tha aatlaatod uaoful Ilf# of lapl#a#nt. Tho total aaount 
of d#pr#clotion wa* apportioned on tho ba*i* of total 
cropped area*

lx) Land revenue t

The land revenue wa# worked out for the area of 
vegatablea and other ca#e« and tare* paid by the feraer# 
were considered.

x) lntere»t on working capital s

The overhead coat i.e. interact on working capital 
wa* calculated at 13 per cent per year. The period of 
vegetable* wa# considered a* 6 aonths.

xi) Rental value of land t

Rental value of land was calculated a* l/6th of 
total incoae-land revenue.

xil) Interest on fixed capital »

Interest on fixed capital wa* calculated at the rate 
of 10 per cent per year.
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Kill) Gross efficiency standard t

Gross farn lneoae Includsd ths value of sil crop 
products, produced. It is ths function of yield end 
prices received by the fazaers.

xiv) Cost per hectors t

It was calculated by dividing total cost by the area 
under particular vegetable crop.

3.8.2 Marketing aspects s

i) Transportation s

Vegetables are generally brought in the aarket by 
cultivators in their bullock carts. Sons cultivators use 
the node of transportation of Auto-rlkshaw, cycle-rikshaw 
or Teapo’s or bring their vegetables on Bicycles.

11) Methods of Marketing i

The prices of vegetables are set by the coanission 
agents on tehalf of the seller with the buyer by open 

auction of vegetable lots.

ill) Marketing costs t

It Includes transport, octroi, hasail, coanission of 
the agent, incidental charges and losses secured during 
Marketing•



38

PM+Kf&t OP PH^IXOLSk R*i OKKA

Botanical naae t Abalaoschus aseulantus.

Faally : Malvaceae.
Local naaa s Bhandl•
Origin X Africa.
Cllaata » Warn.
Soil $ Loo*a frlabla and wall aanurad loan sell
Sowing tlaa X Juna and January.
Saad rata X 10 to 15 kg par hactara.
Spacing s 43 x 30 ea

Manuring t 30 cart loads of fora yard aanura 
par hactara.

Partillsara X 40 kg H2 and 40 kg P^Og par hactara
Varlatlas X Pusa sawnl, Pusa aakhaallv Parbhanl 

Krantl.
Irrigation 1 In suaner • 4 to 5 days interval

In winter - 10 to 12 days Interval
Intercutture s 2 to 3 hoaings and waadings.
operation

Insect p#*t and dUaatta and their control aeasures s
1) Jassld - 0.1% 8.H.C. or O.D.T. or 0.03% Endrina or 0.03% 

Parathion or Malathion.
11} BhindT- 0.1% B.H.C. or 0.0.T. or 0.02% Endrina or 

leaf 0.02% Parathion or Malathion. 
weevil

111) Bhlndl - 0.09% Endrina. 
laaf 
borar
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Iv) Ye low vein mosaic (caused by Hibiscus vlru» X smith 

which is spread by Insect vectors Bealsla tabact,)

- 0.16A D.D.T., 9ft B.H.C., Growing mosaic tolerant 

varieties like Pus a sawnl.

v) Powdery mildew (caused by Eryslphe clchoracearum.)

- Dusting of sulpher.

Yield t 50 quintals per hectare.

PACKAGE OF PIGfcriCLS Fun BHlNJAL

Botanical *
name

Family s

Local i
name

Origin s

Climate t

Soli »

Sowing s
time ——

Seed rate s

Soianum meionqena.

Solanaceae•

Vange

India

Warm

Deep, well drained, fine and rich loam.

Manjrlgota, Puss purple round - May, June.

Pusa purple cluster - August,
September.

Pusa purple long, Parbhani 
Kranti

December,
January.

700 to 1000 crams. 
(per hectare;
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Spacing t Msnjrlgota, Put* purple round - 79x60 eas.
Put* purple cluster, Puss - 79x79 ass.
purple long, Perbheni krenti

Manuring t 40 to 90 cart loads of fans yard Manure per 
hectare.

Fertilizers s 60 kg and 90 kg P^O^ per hectare.
Varieties t Arun, Msnjrlgota, Puss purple round, Pus a 

purple cluster, Pragati, Pusa purple long, 
Parbhani krenti•

Irrigation t In suaaer - 3 to 4 days interval
In winter - 12 to 19 days interval.

Interculture i 3 to 4 hoeings and weedings. 
operation
Insect pest and diseases s
1) Brinjal fruit and shoot borer - 0.& fcndrine, 0.1* 0.0.T.

11) Brinjal stew borer * 0.04* Parathion.
ill) Jasslds • 0.1* 0.0.T. or B.H.C. or 0.0291 Endrlne.
lv) Daaping off (caused by Phythlua sp. and Phytophora sp.) -

Hot water treataent of seeds for 30 alnutes at 93*C, 
rotation, seed treataent with ceres an.

v) Little leaf - Parathion.

Yield s 290 to 300 quintals per hectare.
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P/fcK/fcfc

Botanical nan* 

Local nane 
Ciiaate 
Soil
Soiling tin* 
Seed rata 
Spacing 
Manuring

parti Hears 
Variatlas 

Irrigation 
Yield

PfCKM>k

Botanical naae

Faaily

Local nane
Origin
Ciiaate

Soil

Sowing tiae 
Saad rata

Spacing

OF HWC.UCLS Fiji FfcHUGMfcfcK

* Trigonalla foanua-qraacua.

* Mothl
i Cold
$ Loaay, alluvial and haagy clay.
t Septeaber, January.
t 25 to 30 kg* par hactara.
t 20 ca in lina. (or broadcasting)
s 23 cart loads of far a yard aanura 

par hactara.
s 30 kg Ng par hactara*
* Kasurl, Pusa aarly bunching,
s 7 to 10 days interval.
t 30 to 80 quintals par hactara.

OF PmCTICES FOB, C4UUFL0MU1

* Brasslca olaracaa var. botrvtls.

t Crucifaraa •

t Phul kobi•
t Gree ca.
t Cool and moist.

s Sandy loan and clay loan having pH 
6.0 to 7.0

t May, Juno.
s 600 to 730 graas par hactara.
s 6Gk60 cas •
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Manuring i 30 to 40 cart loada of faro yard 
■anura par hactara.

Fartilixara : 100 kg and 50 kg par hactara

Variatiaa s Early variatiaa - pus a katki, Put a
daapali, ioprovad 
jap ana a a •

Lata variatiaa - 5no»bali-16,
E.w. - 12013.

Irrigation t For aarly planting - 9 to 6 daya
intarvai

For lata planting - 10 to 13 daya
Intarvai

Xntareuitura
oparation

i 3 to 4 waadlnga, blanching.

Via Id t 200 to 250 quintala par hactara.





CHAPTfcR - IV

fcfc&ULTS

Data on cost of production of okra* brinjal# 

fenugreek and cauliflower vegetable* west analysed In 

order to achieve the object* of the study. The results 

are presented In this chapter cropwtse.

Table 1 i Cropwtse classification of vegetable growers

Group No. of
saaple

% Total 
NO. Of 
holding

Total
area
(ha)

% to 
total
area

Average 
area per
holding(ha)

Up to 2.00 
hectare

56 22.4 140.0 13.61 2.3

2.01 to 5.00 
hectare

74 29.6 269.2 26.16 3.63

Above 3.00 
hectare

120 46.0 616.6 60.19 9.13

Total 250 100.0 1026 100.00 4.11

Table 1 indicates that the overall agerage holding 

was 4.11 hectares. The average holding of site groups 

It II and III were 2.90, 3.63 and 5.13 hectares respecti­

vely. The IXIrd sise group covered 60.19 per cent of 

total hectarege of the selected vegetable growing culti­

vators.



44

Tabla 2 i Land utilization of salactod vagatabla growara
(Arta in hactara*)

Particular* Size group Avaraga
X 11 III Total

Total holding 140.00 289.20 618.80 1028.00 4.11
(100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00)

Puna nan t 13.40 27.20 89.80 130.40 0.52
fallow ( 9.57) o•o ( 14.51) ( 12.63)
Irrigatad •4.90 174.70 313.00 574.60 2.29
araa o 0 1 ( 84.89) ( 30.90) ( 55.71)
Dryland 41.70 67.30 213 SO 322.80 1.29
araa ( 29.78) ( 28.00) ( 34.35) ( 31.38)
Total aroa 99.70 133.20 431.50 664.40 2.65
undar crop ( 71.21) ( 49.47) ( 69.73) ( 64.47)

(Figuraa in tho brackat indieata* tha parcantagaa)

It la ravaalad fro« Tabio 2 that tha lncraaalng trand 
waa aaan for araa undar irrigation.
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Table 3 t Cropping pattern of eelooted cultivator*
(area id hectare*)

Crops Size group Overall
1 11 111

Mung 6.13 9.22 24.78 13.38
( 3.33) ( 3.07) ( 3.83) ( 3.39)

K-Jewar 17.93 21.66 21.62 22.80
( 10.37) ( 7.23) ( 4.49) ( 6.13)

Udid ~~ 3.13 5.87 10.33 6 M3
( 1.81) ( 1.93) ( 1.61) l 1.73)

Cotton 23.97 33.78 68.00 42.38
( 13.86) ( 11.94) ( 10.37) ( 11.43)

Tur 7.31 14.99 42 #42 21.37
( 4.22) ( 5.00) ( 6.59) ( 5.80)

Safflower 1.96 4.13 23.91 10.66
( 1.13) ( 1.37) ( 4.03) ( 2.86)

Gran 3.11 7.00 32.19 14.10
( 1.79) ( 2.33) ( 5.00) ( 3.79)

Sugarcane
(

23.66 67.81 113.67 69.04
14.84) ( 22.64) ( 17.68) ( 18.37)

Vegetables
(

16.80 28.60 43.03 29.48
9.72) ( 9.94) ( 6.69) ( 7.93)

Faddy IS .58 21.20 39.17 23.31
( 9.01) ( 7.07) ( 6.09) ( 6.80)

Whopt 6.43 12.73 43.67 21.61
( 3.72) ( 4.29) ( 7.10) ( 3.81)

•anana 26.79 41.13 107.43 38.45
( 13.30) ( 13.73) ( 16.71) ( 13.72)

Others 18.00 29.37 61.36 36.24
( 10.41) ( 9.80) ( 9.54) ( 9.74)

Total 172*78
(100*00)

299.49
(100.00)

642.84
(100.00)

371.71 
(100.00)

(Figures in the bracket indicated the percentage)
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Table 3 indicate that an an average 16.74, 14.91 

and 2.66 par cant araa was severed by diffarant earaala, 

pulaaa and safflower (oil aaad) respectively. Paddy 

and Tur severed aajer araa in cereals and pulse crept 

respectively.

Cash crap like cotton, sugarcane and banana cavarad 

greater hectarage. About 7.93 par cant area was occupied 

by various vegetable craps. The aaaa trend was observad 

in all the size groups under study.

Table 4 i Area under vegetable crops

(area in hectares)

Crops
S«rJCS!e-

Size group
Overall

1 11 111

Okra 3.10 5.90 7.40 5.46
( 16.43) ( 20.62) ( 17.18) ( 18.52)

Srinjal 3.30 4.70 10.15 6.05
( 19.64) ( 16.43) ( 23.57) ( 20.52)

Fenugreek 4.40 6.95 11.10 7.46
( 26.19) ( 24.30) ( 25.76) ( 25.37)

Cauliflower 6.00 11.05 14.40 10.46
( 35.71) ( 38.63) ( 33.44) ( 35.54)

Total 16.80
(100.00)

28.60
(100.00)

43.05
(100.00)

29.46
(100.00)

(Figurew in the bracket Indicates the percentage)
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Froa Tabla 4 It 1« •••n that overall avaraga araa 

of 29.48 hactaraa wot undar dtffarant vagatabla crops.

Tho vagatabla crops okra* brlnjal, fanugraak and 

c aullflowar covarad 18.52, 20*52, 25.37 and 35.54 par 

cant araa raapactlvaly. Incraaslng trand was obsarvad 

for cauUflewar cultivation within tha thraa alia groups 

and It covarad aajor araa In all tha tlsa groups followsd 

by fanugraak, brlnjal and okra.
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Table 5 revealed that tha par hectare 273.85 hunan 

day* war* uttIliad. Fawlly labour and hlrad labour 
contributed 34.62 and 65.38 par cant labour day* respe- 
ctlvaly. Plant protection requires Maxinun nale labour 
i.a. 26.02 par cant followed by irrigation and preparary 
tillage. About 33.10 and 26.05 par cant average fenale 
labour days ware utilised for harvesting and weeding 
operation respectively.

All operations utilised 296.06, 237.35 and 260.22 
huaan labour days in sise groups Xt II and III respectively. 

Mexiaua faally labour were used in I sise group.

Overall bullock labour utilisation was found to the 
tune oU6.64 labour days. Preparatory tillage and Manur­

ing covered the aajor proportion of bullock labour.

Table 6 t Per hectare input utilisation of okra

Sise group Overall
I 11 III

Seeds in kg 10.32 8.47 10.54 9.77
F.Y.M. (C.L.) 
Fertilisers in kgi

27.74 22.88 26.48 25.70

a) Nitrogen (Mg) 51.61 42.37 49.32 47.76
*») Phosjphorus(p^ ) 51.61 42.37 49.32 47.76
Plant protection 
Measures in kg

2.41 3.00 2.43 2.61

Irrigation 
(in nunfcers)

10.96 8.64 8.64 9.41
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Table 6 revealed that overall per hactara uaa of 
seed, N and P ware 9.77, 47.76 and 47.76 kgs respectively. 
Overall per hectare 9.41 irrigation mashers were given 
to the okra crop. Use of seed was soae what greater in 
Xllrd site group, while the use of FYM was greater in 
1st site group. Use of N and P was acre in 1st gsixe 
group as coopered with Xlnd and XXXxd sire groups. 

Increasing trend was seen for the plant protection
2m*t*m**- ■

caesuras.



Fig. 2 ; Overall distribution of cost elements of Okra

<3

1. Hired human labour - 15.175b
2. Bullock labour - 5.2156
3. Manures and fertilizers - 15.2956
4. Seed - 3.0656
5. Irrigation - 2.6756
6. Insecticide - 1 ,6356
7. Interest on working capital - 2.6756
8. Depreciation - 0.5556
9. Land revenue - 0.4656

10. Interest on fixed capital - 0.1856-
11. Rental value of land - 39.3456
12. Family labour - 9.2756
13. Supervision charges - 4.3CJ6



Tab it 7 s Par hectare cost of cultivation of okra
(Fig. in fc.)

I too Size group
X XX XXX ** Overall

Aroo 3.X 3.9 7.4
1. 2. 3. 4. 3.
Hired humafir~labour - Mala 236.00 226.00 396.00 207.33

( 1.92) ( 1.99) -( 2.99) ( 1.82)
Feaale 1266.00 1884.10 1782.50 1644.20( 9.31) ( 16.32) ( 13.23) ( 12.87)

Total 1322.00 2110.10 2178.50 1936.86( 11.43) ( 18.27) ( 16.20) ( 19.17)
Bullock labour 747.60 373.20 673.20 666.00( 3.61) ( 4.99) ( 3.93) ( 3.21)
Manuroa 1387.00 1144.00 1324.00 1283.00( 10.41) ( 9.91) ( 9.84) ( 10.06)
Seed 412.80 338.80 421.60 391.06
Fortilizars i

( 3.10) ( 2.91) ( 3.13) Q 03-06/

n2 361.27 296.39 343.24 334.36( 2.71) ( 2.36) ( 2*36) ( 2.81)
P2°9 361.27 296.39 343.24 334.36( 2.71) ( 2.94) ( 2.36) ( 2.81)

Total 722.34 593.18 690.48 668.78( 3.42) ( 3.13) ( 5.13) ( 5.23)
Irrigation 320.00 343.00 339.00 341.33( 2.40) ( 2.98) ( 2.9V) C 2.67)
Xnaocticida 192.80 240.00 194.40 209.06( 1.44) ( 2.07) ( 1.44) ( 1.63)
Working 3309.94 3346.21 3842.10 3497.44
capital ( 39.84) ( 46.31) ( 43.43) ( 43.06)

(contlnuod)
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(Table 7 continued)
1. 2. 3. 4. 5.
Interest on 344.75 347.50 379.73 357.32working capital (02.58) (03.01) (02.82) (02.67)
Depreciation 77.41 70.19 64.62 70.80(00.58) (00.60) (00.48) (00.50)
Land revenue 60.00 60.00 60.00 60.00(00.45) (00.51) (00.44) (00.46)

COST • A* 5786.30 5823.97 6346.45 5985.00(43.46) (50.44) (47.20) (46.87)
Interest on 23.00 23.96 24.75 23.90
fixed capital (00.17) (00.20) (00.18) (00.18)
Aentai value 5190.00 4440.00 5440.00 5023.33of land (38.98) (38.46) (40.45) (39.34)
COST »B* 10999*30 10287.93 11811.20 11032.81(82.62) (89.12) (•7.44) (46 Ml)
Faoily labour s

Male 491.60 498.60 425.00 471.73(03.69) (04.31) (03.16) (03.69)
Fanal# 1320.80 207.10 609.20 712.36(09.92) (01.79) (04.50) (05.57)
Total 1812.40 705.70 1034.20 1184.10(13.61) (06.11) (07.69) (09.27)

Supervision 500.00 550.00 600.00 550.00charges (03.75) (04.76) (04.44) (04.30)
COST *C* 13311.70 11543.63 13445.40 12766.91(100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00)
Yield in qtl. 64.00 60.00 70.00 64.66
Value of produce 21000.00 18000.00 22000.00 20333.33
Per quintal cost 207.99 192.39 192.07 197.48(01.56) (01.66) (01.42) (01.54)
(Figures in the brackets indicate tha percentage to total coat l 4. Coat *C»).
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Table 7 Indicates that the overall per hectare 
cost of cultivation b. 12,766.91 was worked out for 
okra. Paid out cost was contributed 43.06 per cent 
while the imputed cost such as rental value of Land, 
interest on corking capital and Interest on fixed 
capital shared 45.75 per cent. Human labour contri­
buted 24.44 per cent of cost *C'. The family human 
labour share worked out to 9.27 per cent. The expen­
diture on manures and fertilisers was IS.29 per cent. 
Plant protection contributed 1.63 per cent. Irrigation 
required 2.67 per cent expenditure.

The per hectare cost of cultivation (cost ) 
were b. 13,311.70, b. 11.S43.63 and b. 13,445.40 for 
1st, Ilnd and IXXxd else groups respectively. Human 
labour contributed 2S.04, 24.38 and 23.89 per cent in 
cost *C* for sixe groups 1st, llnd and XXlrd respecti­
vely.

An overall yield of 64.66 quintals was obtained. 
The highest average per hectare yields of 70 quintals 
was achieved in XXlrd else group.
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Table 6 * Par quintal marketing coat of okra

Item Size group
Overall1 11 111

Transport 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00
(10.52) (10.75) (10.10) (10.45)

Octroi1 1.50 1.50 1.50 1.50(09.15) (09.22) (09.09) (03.13)
Hawaii 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00(02.10) (02.10) (02.02) (02.09)
Commission 26.00 25.00 27.00 26.00(54.73) (53.76) (54.54) (54.35)
Losses 6.00 6.00 6.00 6.00(12.63) (12.90) (12.12) (12.54)
Others 8.80 8.00 9.00 8.60(18.52) (17.20) (18.18) (17.98)

Total 47.50 46.50 49.50 47.83(100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00)
J«■***«*■

(Figures in tha bracket indlcataa tha percentage)

Table 8 Indicates that, about 54.35 per cent amount of 
total narkating coats goes towards tha commission agents as 
thair commission. Tha par quintal cost of transport* octroi* 
hsmall are identical for all tha also groups. Since these 
charges are fixed and are levied on tha basis of par quintal 
of produce. Tha overall losses in marketing process were of 
12.54 par cent. Other incidental expenses were fe. 8.60 
(17.98 per cent) per quintal as overall average.
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Table 9 » Per hectare coat of production of okra

(Mount in k.)

I tea
Sixe group

I 11 HI

Coat * A* 5786.30 3823.97 6346.43 5985.37

Coat •8* 10999.30 10287.93 11811.20 11082.81

Coat *0* 13311.70 11543.63 13443.40 12766.91

Marketing coat 3040.00 2790.00 3463.00 3098.33

Cost of 
production

16331.70 14333.63 16910.40 15865.24

Gross incoae 21000.00 18000.00 22000.00 20833.33

Net incoae

Input-output 
ratio s

4648.30 3666.37 5089.60 4468.09

On Coat *A* 1«3.62 1(3.09 1|3.46 11.3.39

On Coat *B* *Htsl .90 111 .74 111 .86 1 si .84

On Coat *C* 111 .57 111 .53 111 .63 111 .39

Table 9 indicates that the overall per hectare coet *A*, 

coat *B* and coat 'G* were k. 5995.87, k. 11,092.81 and 

k. 12,766.91 respectively. Per hectare net incone waa wore 

in aixe group 1X1 i.e. k. 5,089.60. The overall input-output 

ratio waa found to be 1)3.39, lsl.84 and 1»1.39 considering 

coat 'A*, coat *B* and coat *0* respectively.
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Considering cost *A* and cost 'B* higher Input-output 
ratio was obtained In also group 2. At cost *C* higher 
Input-output ratio Is obtaining In site group £11.

Table 10 » Per quintal cost of production of okra
(Figures In fc.)

Item Group else Overall
1 ir 111

Cost * A* 90.41 97.06 90.69 92.70
Cost »B» 171.86 171.49 166.73 170.66
Cost *C» 207.99 192.39 192.07 197.48
Marketing cost 47.90 46.90 49.90 47.83

Production cost 299.00 236.69 241.97 249.19
Cross Incowe 326 J12 300.00 314.2B 314.13
Net Income 73.12 61.11 73.26 69.17

Table 10 shdMS that the per quintal overall average 
cost of cultivation l.e. cost *0* was b. 197.46. The 
contribution of cost *A* and cost ,B* were 46.67 and 66.41 
per cent respectively. Overall per quintal cost of 
production was k. 249.19. Net Inc owe of fc. 69.17 was 
achieved•
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Table 11 revealed that the par hectare average 

huaan labour utilisation was 270.09 labour days 

faaily labour and hi rad labour contributed 21.55 and 

69*91 par cant respectively. Hear about 66.22 

per cent share was of fensla labour. Plant production 
required 27.29 per cent wale huaan labour followed by 

irrigation and prep ary tillage i.e. 18.02 and 16.72 

respectively. Plucking required aexlaua feaale labour 

of 42.09 per cent followed by weeding i.e. 19.57.

Overall par hectare use of bullock labour days 

ware 14.77. About 50.71 per cent bullock labour days 

were used for preprstory tillage followed by aanuring 

and hoeing operation i.e. 25.45 and 29.83 respectively.
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Table 12 s Per hectare Input utilization of brinjal

Input else group Overall
X XX XXX

Seed in kg 00.89 00.97 00.76 00.87
F.Y.M. (CL)

Fertiliser s(fcg)

23.63 25.95 23.94 24.50

a) Nitrogen (N^) 69.39 59.14 54.97 61.16
b) Phosphorus

(Vs1

57.27 50.42 47.09 51.59

Plant
protection In kg

2.95 2.28 2.29 2.50

Irrigation In 
nus&ers

8.78 7.65 7.78 8.07

Table 12 thews that tht overall per hectere use of 
seeds was 0.87 kgs. About 24.50 cartloads of F.Y.M. was 
used per hectare averagely. Zn case of chealcal fertiliser 
the use of nitrogen was dominating over phosphorus. Plant 
protection aeasures were amounting to the extent of 

b. 87.73. Decreasing trend was observed for the use of 

and F2°5*



Fig. 3 ; Overall distribution of cost elements of Brinjal

1. Hired human labour - 11 42%
2. Bullock labour - 3.53%
3. Manures and fertilizers - 12.06%
4. Seed - 2.06%
5. Irrigation - 2.35%
6. Insecticides - 1.57%
7. Interest on working capital - 1.85%
8. Depreciation - 0.34%
9. Land revenue - 0.35%

10. Interest on fixed capital - 0.15%
11. Rental value of land - 58.37%
12. Family labour - 7.14%
13. Supervision charges - 3.28%
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Table 13 i Per hectare cost of cultivation of brinjal

(Figures in b.)

Itesi
aizo group

1 11 III
* overall

Araa 3 #3 * 4.7 10.13

1. 2. ^ *■■■ * 3 * ___ 4. 3.

Hi rod him an
labour - Mala

Faaala

3B0.00
(01.86)

1363.40
(09.07)

239.60
(01.30)

1809.00
(10.49)

313.20
(01.73)

1712.40
(09.32)

288.26
(01.72)

1628.26
(09.72)

Total 1643.40 2068.60 2027.60 1913*20
(10*93) (12.00) (11.28) (11.42)

Bullock labour 629*20 369*60 374.80 591*20
(04.18) (03.30) (03.19) (03.33)

Manures 1181.30 1297.30 1223.00 1234.66
(07.86) (07*32) (06.81) (07*37)

Seed 336 190 388.00 304.00 349.33

Fartilizars t
(02.36) (02-25) (01.69) (02.08)

N0 483.73 413.98 384.79 428.162 (03.23) (02*23) (02.14) (02.53)

f2°i 400.89 332*94 329.63 361.13
(02.66) (02.04) (01.83) (02.13)

Total « "386.62 766 *92 -■- 714.42 789.32
(03.90) (04.43) (03.97) (04.71)

Irrigation 380.00 393*00 410.15 393.05
( 02.52) (02.29) (02.21) (02.33)

Ins ac tic id# 103.23 79*80 80.13 263.20
(00.68) (00.46) (00.44) (01.37)

Storking capital 4330.77 4993.02 4760.72 4768.83
(30.28) (28.98) (26.49) (28.48)

(continuad)



. (Tabia 13 contlnuad)
1. 2. 3. 4. 5.

Xntaraat on 295.75 324.67 309.44 309.95
working capital (01.96) (01.88) (01.72) (Qi.83)
Oapraclation 63.42 37.68 32.49 38.33

(00.43) (00.33) (00.29) (00.34)
Land ravanua 60.00 60.00 60.00 60.00

(00.39) (00.34) (00.33) (00.39)

Coat • A* 4971.94 3437.37 3182.63 3197*32
(33.09) (31.33) (21.84) (31.04)

Xntaraat on 20.96 27.86 dB9 a jWSp 23.93
fixad capital (00.13) (00.16) (00.16) (00.15)
Kantal vai.ua of 7940.00 10190.00 11190.00 9773.33
land (52.84) (59.12) (62.27) (58*37)

Coat »B* 12932.90 15653.23 16401.63 14996.96
(86.07) (90.84) (91.27) (89.97)

Faaily labour i
Mala 979.60

(01.85)
948.20
(03.18)

464.40
(02.38)

330.73
(03.17)

Faaala 1012.00
(06.73)

480.00
(02.78)

303.00 
(02.79)

669.00 
(03.97)

Total 1591.60 
(10.39)

1028.20
(03.96)

967.40
(03.38)

1199.73
(07.14)

Suparviaion chargaa 500.00
(03.32)

350.00
(03.19)

600.00
(03.33)

530.00
(03.28)

Coat *C* 15024.50
(100.00)

17233.43
(100.00)

17969.03
(100.00)

16742.32
(100.00)

Yiald in qtl. 160.00 203.00 223.00 196.66
Valua of production

32000.00 41000.00 49000.00 39333.33
Par quintal coat 93.90

(00.62)
84.06

(00.48)
79.86

(00.44)
83.92

(00.31)

(Figuraa in tha brack#is indieata the parcantaga to total coat)
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Table 13 revealed that overall par hectare east of 
cultivation li. 16742.32 was worked out for brlnjal crop. 
Actual paid out coat was contributed 2B.48 par cant 
while tha Imputed coat i.a. rental value of land, intereat 
on fixed capital, interact on working capital contributed 
60.37 per cent. More mount was lncrdaaed aa human labour. 
About 12.OB per cent waa increaaed on Inputs like manurea 
and fertiUsers. Very leas amount waa required for plant 
protection meaaurea i.e. 1.S7 per cent.

Bullock power and irrigation requirement were 3.33 
and 2.35 per cent reapectlvely.

Deereating trends were observed among the sire groups 
for bullock power, manures and fertilisers, respectively.

Overall per hectare yield of 196.66 quintals was 
obtained. The highest per hectare yield of 225.00 quintals 
was observed in XXXrd size group followed by size group 
XXnd and Xst respectively.
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Table 14 i p«r quintal aarkating coat of brinjal

(Aaount In k.)

aiza group
Overall1 tea "

1 XI XXX

Trane port 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00
(10.16) (10.30) (9.54) (09.99)

Octroi 1.50 1.50 1.50 1.50
(03.04) (03.09) (02.86) (02.99)

Haaali 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
(02.03) (02.06) (01.90) (01*99)

Coaaiaaion 27.00 26.00 28.00 27.00
(54.87) (53.60) (53.43) (53.96)

loaaea 6.00 6.00 7.00 6.33
(12.19) (12.37) (13.35) (12.65)

Othara 8.70 9.00 9.90 9.20
(17.68) (18.55) (18.89) (18.38)

Total 49.20
(100.00)

48.50
(100 JQO)

52.40
(100.00)

50.03
(100.00)

(Figures in the bracket indieat*a tha parcantaga)

It la aaan froa tha Table 14 that tha expenditure towards 

coaaiaaion waa about 53.96 par cant. It waa cooperatively 

•ora in aize group 111. Tha overall mark*ting coata ware 

k. 50.03 par quintal. The aarkating coata ware low in aiza 

group 11. Other incidental axpenaaa ware about 18.36 par 

cant. Tha coata incurred for transport, octroi and haaali 

ware aoaa for all tha groupa. The loaaea in aarkating 

proceaa ware about k. 6.33 (12.65 per cant).
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Table IS i Per hectare cost of production of brinjal

(Amount In fe.)

sis# group
Item

I XI 1X1
Overall

Cost *A* 4971.94 5437.37 5182.65 5197.32

Cost *8* 12932.90 15655.23 16401.63 14996.58

Cost »C» 15024.50 17233.43 17969.03 16742.32

Marketing cost 7872.00 9942.50 11790.00 9868.16

Cost of 22896.50 27175.93 29759.03 26610.48
production

Gross income 32000.00 41000.00 45000.00 39333.33

Net income 9103.50 13824.07 15240.97 12722.84

Input-output 
ratio t

On Cost 'A* 1 s6.43 1)7.54 1)8.68 1)7.56

On Cost *8* 112.47 1)2.61 1)2.74 1)2.62

On Cost 'C* 1)2.12 1)2.37 1)2.50 1)2.34

Table IS Indioat#* that ovarali per hectare cost ’A*, 

cost *8* and cost *C» war* fe. SX97.32* fe. 14996.58 and 

b. 16742.32 respectively. uverall per hactar# marketing 

cost was fe. 9868.16. th# overall p#r hectare not income 

fro* brinjal crop was b. 12722.00. Tha input-output ratio 

was 1)7.56* 1)2.62 and 1)2.34 for cost A* B and C respe­

ctively. In sire group III* the net income was comparatively
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•or*. Increasing trends were ob**rv*d for input-output 

ratios for cost A, b and C within tho sirs groups.

Tabia 16 s Par quintal cost of production of brinjal
(Figures in fe.)

size group
1 11 III

wrvrau

Cost 'A* 31.07 26.52 23.03 26.87
Cost *8* 80.83 76.36 72.89 76.69
Cost *C* 93.90 84.06 79.86 85.94

Marketing cost 49.20 48.50 52.40 50.03
Production cost 143.10 132.56 132.20 135.95
Gauss Incoae 200.00 200.00 200.00 200.00
Net Incoae 57.90 67.44 67.80 64.38

Table 16 revealed that overall per quintal cost of 
cultivation l.e. cost 'C* was I. 85.94 and cost of 

production was h. 135.95. The net incoae of b. 64.38 
per quintal was observed as the overall averages decreas­
ing trends were observed.
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It can be seen fees tha Table 17 that tha par 
hactara overall huaan labour utilisation for 
cultivation of fenugreek was 92.37 labour days. 
Faaala and aala labour utilisad in cultivation of 
fanugraak were observed to 60.49 and 31.68 labour 
days. Irrigation required naxiaua aala labour of 
36.63 par cant folio wad by praparatory tillaga 
i.a. 21.64 par cant. Harvesting required aaxiaua 
faaala labour of 44.22 par cant followed by seed 
sowing (broadcasting) and cleaning. A decreasing 
trend was observed for faaily labour use.
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Tabla 18 i Par hactara Input utilisation of Fanugxoak

Input
slsa group

1 II III

Saad in kg 23.86 19.42 27.69 23.64
F.Y.M. (CL) 29.68 21.43 16.39 21.16
Fartlllsar (kg)s
a) Nitrogen (N2) 91.13 42.19 47.38 46.88

Irrigation (No.) 13.86 10.21 10.99 11.68

Tabla 18 shows that tho ovarall par hactara utilisation 
of seed 0*4 N2 was 23.64 and 46.88 kgs respectively. 21.16 
cartloads of F .Y.m. w«s usod averagely par hactara. In slsa 

group IX tha saad aaterial usad for raising tha crop sms 
lass as coop«rad with tha overall par hactara usa. Daclin­
ing trand was scan in casa of usa of fans yard aanure. 
Nuwber of irrigations givan was waxiwuw in slsa group X.



Fig. 4 s 2-££2iI-^i£iEikHii2D-2l-£,£ll:-.£iS.2£2ii-.2j[-.E£QiiaE££.!s

1• Hired human labour - 6.5836
2. Bullock labour - 4.2136
3. Manures and fertilizers - 14.143b
4. Seed - 1.9336
5. Irrigation - 2.5536
6 . Interest on working capital - 1.9136
7. Depreciation - 0.5936
8. Land revenue - 0.6136
9. Interest on fixed capital - 0.2636

10. Rental value of land - 57.6836
11. Family labour - 6.1C&6
12. Supervision charges - 3.9136
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Table 19 s Per hectare cost of cultivation of Fenugreek

(Figures In fc.)

I too
also group

I 11 Ill
Qffflll

Aroa ln 4.40 6.95 11.10

1. 2. 3. 4. 3.

Hired huaan
labour - Mala 252.00

(02.36)
273.60
(03.08)

222.20
(02.25)

249.26
(02.54)

Feaale 395.00
(03.70)

297.00
(09.34)

494.60
(05.01)

395.53
(04.03)

Total 647.00
(06.06)

570.60
(06.43)

716.80 
(07.27)

644.80
(06.58)

Bullock labour 436.00
(04.08)

379.60
(04.27)

453.60
(04.60)

413.06
(04.21)

Manures 1284.00
(12.02)

1071.50 
(12.08)

819.30
(08.31)

1058.33
(10.80)

Seed 190.88
(01.78)

155.36 
(01.75)

221.20
(02.24)

189.14
(01.93)

Fertilisers s
N2 337.91

(03.35)
295.05
(03*32)

331.66 
(03.36)

32B.20
(03.34)

Irrigation 223.00
(02.10)

250.00 
(02*61)

275.00
(02.79)

250.00
(02.55)

Working capital 3140.79
(29.42)

2722.11
(30.69)

2817.76
(28.59)

2893.55
(29.32)

Interest on working 
capital

204.15
(01.91)

176.93 
(01.99)

183.13 
(01.83)

188.07
(01.91)

Depreciation 65.42
(00.61)

57.68
(00.63)

32.49
(00.53)

58.53
(00.59)

Land revenue 60.00
(00.56)

60.00
(00.67)

60.00
(00.60)

60.00
(00.61)

COST *A* 3470.36
(32.31)

3016.72
(34.01)

2930.25
(29.73)

3139.11
(32.03)
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(Table 19 continued)

Jl • 2. 3. 4. 5.

Interest on 20.96 27.86 28.98 25.93
fixed capital (00.19) (00.31) (00.29) (00.26)
Rental value 6077.50 4940.00 59 40.00 5652.50
of land (56.93) (55.69) (60.28) (57.68)

Cost *8* 9568.82
(89*64)

7984.58
(90.02)

8899.23
(90.31)

8817.54
(89.98)

Fastily labours
Male 475.00

(04.45)
281.40
(03.17)

409.80
(04.15)

388.73
(08.96)

Feaale 279.80
(02.62)

213.70
(02.40)

134.90 
(01.36)

209.46
(02.13)

Total 754.80
(07.07)

495.10
(05.58)

544.70
(05.52)

598.20
(06.10)

Supervision 350.00 390.00 410.00 383.33
charges (04.27) (04.39) (04.16) (03.91)

Cost •c* 10673.62
(100.00)

8869 .68 
(100.00)

9853.93
(100.00)

9799.07
(100.00)

Yield in qtl. 81.00 66.00 79.00 75.33
Value of produce 24550.00 20000.00 24000.00 22850.00
Per quintal cost 131.77 134.38 124.73 130.29

(01.23) (01.51) (01.26) (01.32)

(Figures in the brackets indicate the percentage to total cost)

Table 19 shows that overall per hectare cost A, B and C were 

b. 3139.11, b. 8817.54 and b. 9799*07 respectively. The share of 

cost A and cost B was 32,08 and 89,98 per cent respectively. The 

huwan labour contributed 12.10 per cent in overall per hectare 

cost *0*. The paidout cost was 29.52 per cent whereas the inputed
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cost waa 59.S5 par cent. Manurea and fertillxer utilization 
was qi4.14 par cant. Dacraasing trend waaong tha aixa group 
was obaerved for Manure.

Tha hlghaat par hactara ylald of 01.00 quintala was 
obtainad In let aixa group.

Tabla 20 s Par quintal Marketing cect of Fanugraak

(Anount in fe.)
also group

1 XI 111
" Overall

Tranaport 4.50 4.50 4.50 4.50
(00.02) (00.67) (00.79) (00.75)

Octroio 1.50 1.50 1.50 1.50
(02.94) (02.09) (02.92) (02.91)

Hawaii 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
(01.90) (01.92) (01.95) (01.94)

Cowilaaion 27.00 26.00 26.00 26.33
(52.94) (50.09) (50.73) (51.24)

Loaaaa 7.00 0.50 0.00 0.00
(13.72) (16.37) (15.60) (15.57)

Othara 10.20 10.40 10.25 10.28
(20.00) (20.09) (20.00) (20.00)

Total 51.00
(100.00)

51.90
(100.00)

51.25
(100.00)

51.30
(100.00)

Tha Tabla 20 ahowa that about 51.00 par cant axpandituro 

waa incur rad on coaniaaion.
Tha axpandituro lncurrad on cowilaaion waa graatar 

in aixa group I and tha axpanditura lncurrad on tranaport waa 
aawa in all tha aixa groqpa.
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Table 21 t Per hectare co»t of production of Fenugreek
(Aaeunt In k.)

slxe group
OverallI tea —■

Z IX III

Cost * A* 3470.36 3016.72 2930.29 3139.11
Cost »B* 9963.82 7934.98 8899.23 8817.94

Cost *C« 10673.62 8869.68 9893.93 9799.07
Marketing cost 4131.00 3429.40 4048.79 3868.38

Cost Of 
production

14801.62 12299.08 13902.68 13667.46

Cross incoae 24990.00 20000.00 24000.00 22890.00
Net Incoae

Input-output 
ratio t

9749.38 7704.92 10097.32 9182.94

On Cost 'A* 117.07 lf6.62 lf8.19 lf7.27
On Cost *i* If2.96 If 2.90 If 2.69 If 2.99
On Cost 'C* It2.30 If2.29 If 2.43 If 2.33

Table 21 revealed that overall por hectare coot A, 6 and 
C wort k. 3139.11, k. 8817.94 and k. 9799.07 respectively. 
Overall Marketing cost wart k. 3368.32 and tha overall par 
hectare net returns were to the extent of k. 9132.94. Per 
hectare net return of k. 10097.32 were found to be the highest 
in sire group III. The overall Input-output ratio on cost A,
8 and C was it7.27, It2.39, 1*2.33 respectively.
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Table 22 t Per quintal coat of production of Fenugreek
(Figures in ft.)

Itea
else group

Overall
i 11 111

Cost 'A* 42.84 45.70 37.09 41.87

Cost «B* 118.13 120.97 112.64 117.24

Cost *c* 131.77 134 .38 124,73 130.29

Marketing cost 51.00 51.90 51.25 51.38

Production cost 182.77 186.28 175.98 181.67

Gross incoaa 303.08 303.03 303.79 303.30

Nat incoaa 120.31 116.75 127.81 121.62

Tablt 22 shows that overall par quintal costs of 

cultivation and costs of production wars fe. 130.29 and 
fc. 181.67 respectively. The net incoaa par quintal was 
found to ba fc. 121.62. Marketing cost was higher In 
lind also group. Nat return par quintal of fe. 127.81 

was found to ba higher in sisa group 111.
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Table 23 revealed that tha par hectare overall huaan 
labour utilisation was 175.44 labour days. Family labour 
contributad 22.03 par eant labour days. Irrigation 
raqulrad aaxiaua Bala labour l.a. 34.16 par eant followed 

by harvesting and plant protection i 4. 32.79 and 11.32 
par cant respectively. About 35.41 and 21.52 par cant 

overall female labour days were utilised for weeding and 
seed sowing operation.

Bullock labour utilisation was found to tha tuna of 
9.72 labour labour days. Nearly preparatory tillage and 

aanuring covered all the proportion of bullock labour.

Table 24 i per hectare input utilisation of cauliflower

HuWftew-; •> sise group
OverallInput 1 TT

I IX III

Seed (kg) 0.52 0.50 0.50 0.50
F.Y.M. (CL) 20.66 21.71 19.16 20.51
Fertilizers (kg) i

a) Nitrogen (N2) 100.00 93.21 99.30 97.50

b) Phosphorus (P20&) 43.33 46.60 59.37 51.43

Plant protedtion (kg) 2.41 2.44 2.46 2.43
aeasure
Irrigation (No.) 28.93 23.93 24.72 25.34
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Table 24 revealed that overall par hectare use of 
teed. Nitrogen and Phosphorus vie re 0.50, 97.50 and 
51.43 kgs respectively. The use of F*Y.M. was greater 
In size group 11. Overall per hectare 25.84 Irrigation 
number were given to the cauliflower crop. The 
Increasing trend was observed among the size groups 

for plant protection measures. And decreasing trend 
was observed on seeds. Use of seed, fertilizer and 
Irrigation numbers Is greater In size group 1, l.e.

0.52 kg , 100 kg nitrogen , 48.33 kg phosphorus and 
28.83 numbers irrigations.



Fig. 5 ; Overall distribution of cost elements of Cauliflower

1. Hired human labour - 8.76%
2. Bullock labour - 2.40%
3. Manures and fertilizers - 12.75%
4 . Seed - 2.5C%
5. Irrigation - 3.90%
6. Insecticide - 0.52%
7. Interest on working capital - 2.00%
8. Depreciation - 0.6C%
9. Land revenue - 0.37%

10. Interest on fixed capital - 0.2C%
11. Rental value of land - 57.21%
12. Family labour - 6.73%
13. Supervision charges - 2.00%
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Table 25 i P*r hectare cost of cultivation of Cauliflower

(Figure* in k.)

I ton
I*'-

alt* group
I 11 III

Are* in ha* 6.00 11.05 14.40
i. 2. 3. 4. 5.

Hired human 
labour - Mai* 462.20(02.94) 597.20

(03.75)
1000.00
(05.87) 686.46

(04.23)
Feael* 800.00

(06.09)
700.00
(04.39)

700.00
(04.11)

733.33
(04.52)

Total 1262.20
(06.04) 1291.20(06.14) 1700.00(09.99) 1419.80

(06.76)
Bullock labour

-

406.40
(02.59)

347.20
(02.18)

413.60 
(02.43) 369.06

(02.40)
Manure* 1033.00

(06.66)
1065.50
(06.81)

958.00
(05.63)

1025.50
(06.32)

So ad 416.00
(02.65)

400.00(02.51) 400.00(02.35) 405.33(02.50)
Fertilizer* s
H 700.00

(04.46)
652.47(04.09)

695.10
(04.06) 682.52

(04.21)
-JMmmmmt*''P2°5 338.31

(02.15)
326.20
(02.04)

415.59
(02.44)

360.03
(02.22)

Total 1038.31(06.61& 978.67 (06.14) 1110.67(06.52) 1042.55(06.43)
Irrigation 500.00

(03.18)
650.00(04.08)

750.00(04.40) 633.33 (03.90)
Insactlclda 84.35(00.53) 85.45(00.53) 86.10(00.50) 85.28(00.52)

Marking capital 4740.26
(30.21)

4843.97 
(30.43)

5418.39 (31.84)
5000.87
(30.85)

(continued)
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(Table 23 continued)

Jk e 2 • 3. 4. 3.

Interest on 
working capital

308.11
(CU.96)

314.83 
(01.97)

352.19
(02.07)

325.05
(02.00)

Depreciation 89.92
(00.37)

108.32
(00.68)

96.77
(00.36)

98.33
(00.60)

Land revenue 60.00
(00.38)

60.00
(00.37)

60.00
(00.35)

60.00
(00.37)

GUST * A* 3198.29
(33.12)

5327.14 
(33.46)

5927.35
(34.83)

5484.26
(33.83)

Interest on 
fixed capital

22.83
(00.14)

31.32 
(00.19)

45.79
(00.26)

33.38
(00.20)

Rental value 
of land

8690.00
(35.38)

9190.00
(37.73)

9940.00
(58.42)

9273.33 
(37.21)

COGI *fi* 13911.14 
(88.65)

14348.66 
(91.40)

15913.14 
(93.33)

14790.98
(91.26)

Family labour $
Male 1200.00

(07.64)
800.00
(03.02)

478.80 
(02.81)

826.60
(05.09)

Female 279.80
(01.78)

243.50
(01.32)

271.90
(01.59)

265.06
(01.63)

Total 1479.80
(09.43)

1043 .50 
(06.53)

750.70
(04.41)

1091.33
(06.73)

Supervision
charges

300.00
(01.91)

325.00
(02.04)

330.00
(02.05)

325.00
(02.00)

COST •€* 13690.94
(100.00

15917.16
(100.00)

17013.14 
(100.00)

16207.08
(100.00)

Yield in qtl. 116.66 123.33 133.33 124.44
Value of produce 33000.00 37000.00 40000.00 37333.33
Per quintal cost 134.15 

(00.85)
129.06
(00.81)

127.60
(00.75)

130.27
(00.80)
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Table 25 showed that th« overall par hectare cost of 

cultivation i.a. cost 'C* worked out to to. 16207.OB, Cost 

*A* and *8* contributed 33.83 and 91.28 per cent respecti­

vely. Overall paid out cost was k. 5000.87 (30.83 per 

cent), whereas imputed cost i.e. rental value of land, 

interest on working capital and Interest on fixed capital 

contributed 59.41 per cent i.e. 57.21, 02.00, 00.20 per 

cent respectively. Manure, fertilizers and plant protection 

measures contributed 8.57 per cent i.e. 6.32, 6.43 and 0.52 

per cent respectively. In cost 'C' 6.83 per cent expenditure 

was Incurred on bullock labour and irrigation i,e. 2.40 and 

6,32 respectively.

Increasing and decreasing trends were observed among 

the size groups for hired and faally human labours.

Overall per hectare yield of 124.44 quintals was obtained.



80

Table 26 s Par quintal marketing coat of Cauliflower

(Amount in b.)

Item
site group

OverallI 11 III

Transport 5.00
(09.17)

5.00
(08.95)

5.00
(08.97)

5.00
(09.41)

Octroi 1.50
(02.75)

1.50
(02.68)

1.50
(02.69)

1.50
(02.82)

Hamali 1.00
(01.83)

1.00
(01.79)

1.00
(01.79)

1.00
(01.88)

Commission 28.00
(51.37)

28.10 
( 50.31)

28.20
(50.62)

28.10
(52.91)

Losses 8.00 
(14.67)

8.25
(14.77)

8.00
(14.36)

s.os 
(14.59) „

Others 11.00 
(20.18)

12.00
(20.48)

12.00
(21.54)

11.66 
(21*95)

Total 54.50
(100.00)

55.85
(100.00)

55.70
(100.00)

55.35
(100.00)

It was aaan from tha Table 26 that the overall 

expenditure towards commission was about 52.91 per cent. 

The overall marketing costs were k. $5.35 par quintal. 

Other incidental expenses were about 21.95 per cent.

The cost incurred for transport, octroi and hamali were 

same for all the groups. The losses in marketing 

process were about b. 8.08.
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Table 27 * Par hectare cost of production of Cauliflower

(Anount in b.)

I tea ,
size group

I 11 III
§J» 4i X X

Cost 'A' 5196.29 5327.14 5927.35 5484.26

Cost *8* 13911.14 14548.66 15913.14 14790.98

Cost *C' 15690.94 15917.16 17013.14 16207.08

Marketing
cost

6357.97 6887.98 7426.48 6890.81

Cost of 
production

22048.91 22806.14 24439.62 23097.89

Gross income 35000.00 36000.00 40000.00 37333.33

Net income

Input-output 
ratio s

12951.09 14194.86 15560.38 14235.44

On Cost * A* 116.73 116.94 1*6.74 1*6.80

On Cost *B* 1$2.51 1*2.54 1*2.51 1*2.52

On Cost *C» 1$2.23 1*2.32 1*2.35 1*2.30

Table 27 Indicated that overall per hectare cost A* B 

and C were b. 5484.26, b. 14790.98 and b. 16207.08 respe­

ctively. Overall per hectare narketing cost was b. 6890.81. 

The overall input-output ratio was 1*6.80, 1*2.52 and ls2.30 

at cost A, B and c respectively. The overall net income was 

worked out to be b. 14235.44 per hectare. In size group 111, 

the net Incowe was comparatively sore. Input-output ratio 

was greater in size group II.
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Table 28 t Per quintal cost of production of Cauliflower

(Figures in fc.)

size group
Overallitem tmmm. ”1

1 II III

Cost 'A* 44.55 43.19 44.45 44.06

Cost *B* 119.24 117.96 119.35 118.85

Cost 'C* 134.50 129.06 127.60 130.38

Marketing cost 54.50 55.85 55.70 55.35

Production cost 189.00 184.91 183.30 185.73

Gross income 300.00 300.00 300.00 300.00

Net ireome 111.00 115.09 116.70 114.26

Table 28 revealed that the overall per quintal cost 

of cultivation l.e. cost *C* was fc. 130.38 and cost of 

production was fc. 185.73. The net income of fc. 114.26 

per quintal was observed. Increasing trend was observed 

aaong the sizegroups for net income.

0
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UhAPli-r* - V

The results In respect of the study of economics 

of production and marketing of some important vegetables 

have been presented in the last chapter. In this 

chapter an attempt has been made to discuss the results 

obtained in the light of the results of studies carried 

out by other researchers' where ever possible. Ihe 

crop wise discussion of results obtained through analyst 

is presented as below i

ukra ;

Okra contributed 18.52 per cent area from total 

vegetables, okra required 273.85 human labour days for 

its cultivation. Ihe share of female labour was 

comparatively more as they required for weeding and 

harvesting operations. The bullock power required was 

16.64 labour days. The manure utilization was found 

to be less than the recommended level, per hectare 

overall average cost a and cost fc contributed 46.87 

and 86.41 per cent respectively, per hectare cost of 

production was found to be fc. 15865.24 and the gross 

return was worked out to Rs. 20333.33 with a net return 

of to. 4468.09 . Per quintal cost of production of okra 

was b. 245.15 and per quintal marketing cost of okra
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was k. 47.83. Par hactara yiald was workad to be 
64.66 quintals. Iha ovaraii input-output ratio was 
lsl.59* Similar rasults war# observed by Madalia 
and kukadia (1978-79)* Aundhakar (1989)* Surendragopal 
Singh (1974).

Brinjai s

Brinjai contributad 20.52 per cant araa of tha 
total vegetables. This crop rsquirsd 270.09 huaan 
labour days for its cultivation. Brinjai crop is 
soaawhat sturdy crop as coaparad to tha othar three 
vegetable crops. Tha utilization of aanuras was 
coaparatively lass than that of tha racoaaandad level. 
Cost A and cost B contributad 31.04 and 89.57 par cant 
of total cost. Par hactara cost of production was 
k. 26610.48 and gross return was k. 39333.33 with a 
net return of k. 12722.84. Par quintal cost of 
production of brinjai was k. 135.95 and tha par 
quintal marketing cost was found to ba k. 50.03.
Par hactara yiald of brinjai was Jk. 196.66 quintals. 
Input-output ratio was ls2.34. Similar result* ware 
observee by Aundhakar (1989).
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Fenugreek %

Out of total area under vegetable* fenugreek 
contributed 25.3? per dent area. Fenugreek required 
92.37 huean labour day* which were comparatively 
lea* than other three crops. The utilization of 
manure was comparatively less than the recommended 
level. The overall per hectare cost of production 
was k. 13667.46 with a net return of k. 9182.54.
Per quintal cost of production of fenugreek was 
worked out to be k. 181.67 and per quintal marketing 
cost was found to be k. 51.38. Per hectare yield of 
fenugreek was 75.33 quintals. Input-output ratio 
was ls2.33. Similar results were obtained by Patil 

(1972).

Cauliflower s

Cauliflower crop contributed 35.54 per cent area 
under vegetable crops. per hectare human labour 
utilization was to the tun* of 175.44 labour days. 
Female labour utilization was greater than the male 
labour. Overall per hectare cost of production was 
k. 23097.89 with a net return of k. 14235.44. The 
highest yield of 133.33 quintals per hectare was 
obtained in XXlrd group. The overall per quintal
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marketing cost was found to be fe. 55.35. Per quintal 

cost of production of cauliflower was 185.73 rupaas.
Tha input-output ratio obtained was ls2.30. Similar 
results were observed by Surendragbpal Singh (1974).

Cauliflower contributed maximum area i.e. 35.54 
per cent, followed by Fenugreek, Brinjal and Okra i.e. 
25.37, 20.52 and 18.52 per cent respectively. Okra 
required sore human labour days i.e. 273.85 than the 

other three crops in study i.e. Brinjal, Cauliflower 
and Fenugreek with 270.09, 175.44 and 92.37 human 
labour days respectively. The bullock power required 
was more in okra i.e. 16.64 bullock labour days followed 

by brinjal, fenugreek and cauliflower i.e. 14.77, 10.57 
and 9.72 bullock labour day* respectively. The input 

utilization of cauliflower crop was found to be maximum 
as compared to other three crops in study. For okra 
crop cost A and cost 8 worked out to be fe. 5985.00 and 
fe. 11032.81 respectively. For brinjal crop cost A and 
cost B worked out to be k. 5197.32 and fts. 14996.58 
respectively. For fenugreek it was fe. 3139.11 and 
fe. '8817.54 respectively. And for cauliflower it was 
fe. 5484.26 and fe. 14790.98 respectively. Cost of 
cautivation was found to be higher for brinjal crop i.e. 
fe. 16742.32 followed by cauliflower, okra and fenugreek
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l.e. k. 16207, k. 12766.91 and k. 9799.07 respectively. 

The par hectare cost of production was found to ba 

greater for brlnjal crop l.a. k. 26610 followed by 

cauliflower, okra and fenugreek l.a. k. 23097.89, 

k. 15865.24 and k. 13667.46 respectively. Per hectare 

yield was observed to be iso re in case of brlnjal l.a. 

196.66 quintals followed by cauliflower, fenugreek and 

okra l.a. 124.44 , 75.33 and 64.66 quintals respectively. 

Per hectare net returns obtained were wore for 

cauliflower l.e. k. 14235.44 followed by brlnjal, 

fenugreek and okra l.e. k. 12722.84, k. 9182.54 end

k. 4468.09 respectively. The overall per quintal 
Marketing cost was found to be higher for cauliflower
l. e. k. 55.35 followed by Fenugreek, Brlnjal and Okra 

l.e. k. 51.38, k. 50.03 and k. 47.83 respectively.

The Input output ratio was found to be naxlnuB for 

brlnjal l.e. 1$2.34 followed by fenugreek, cauliflower 

and okra l.e. Is2.33, 1*2.30 and 1 *1.59 respectively.
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CHAPTER - VI

SUMMARY Mu CCHGUSidNS

Majority of Indian population take vegetarian diot. 

Moat of tha population it rural and mainly depend on 

agricultural occupation and it includes the land owner 

and tha agricultural labours. Tha production of fruits, 

animal products and ailk can not be increased in short 

duration for fulfilment of nutritional status of 

developing and under developed countries due to pressure 

of tremendous population growth. In this situation 

nutritional requirements and nourishment of peoples 

the only alternative left is to increase the production 

of vegetables as it can be achieved during a short 

span of period and improve the dietary standard of the 

people by providing proteins, carbohydrates, mineral 

salts, vitamins in bulk in the country.

Very few research studies have been undertaken 

about the economics of production and marketing of 

vegetables. Handed district has got some pockets of 

vegetable cultivation, specially in Handed taluka.

This study has got its own importance and will be very 

useful for the cultivators. The study was undertaken 

with specific objectives as under.
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1. To study the cost of production of selected 
vegetables.

2. To study the cooperative econoalcs of production
*»*-*W" •

and Marketing of selected vegetables.

3. To study the Marketing cost of selected vegetables.

Four villages located near Nended were selected. 
Vegetable growers were selected randomly and classified 
Into three groups on the basis of their land holding.
The data were collected In specially designed schedules 
for the year 1990-91.

Gross sectional data of 230 cultivators from the 
four villages were collected and analysed for different 
aspects viz. labour and Input utilization, cost of 
cultivation, marketing costs of selected vegetables In 
Handed district. In this chapter the results obtained 
are summarised.

——age table crops occupied 7.93 per cent area. In 
case of okra human labour required was 273.83 labour 
days# out of which the share of family labour was found 
to be 34.62 per cent. In 1st size group the human 
labour utilization was greater. A yield of 64.66 
quintals per hectare was achieved at overall level.
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The yields were higher in IHrd size group. The per 
quintal cost of cultivation was fe. 197.48. On an 
avaraga coat A and coat B contributed to the extant 
of 46.87 and 86.41 per cent respectively. Overall 
per aqulntal marketing coat was found to be fe. 47.83 
in which the major share waa of commission agent.

On an average brlnjai crop occupied an area of 
6.06 hectaree. Brinjai crop required 270.09 human 
labour daye and 14.77 bullock labour daya. Family 
labour contributed 34.44 per cent, of the total labour 

required for ita cultivation. Overall per hectare 
coat of production waa worked out to be fe. 26610 
with a net return of fe. 12722.84. The input-output 
ratio wae It2.34 which waa the highest in all the 
vegetables under study. The overall coat of marketing 
was fe. 30.03 per quintal in which the share of 
commission agent was 33.96 per cent.

Fenugreek crop covered 23.37 per cent area. The 
human labour required was 92.37 labour days. The input 
utilization of fenugreek was comparatively less as 
compared to other vegetables under study. Coat A and 
coat B contributed 32.03 and 89.98 per cent respectively.
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