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CHAPTER = X

INTRUDULTLION
1.1 General 3

Most of the vegetables, L{f properly grown can give »
yleld which is five to ten times grester than any cereal
crop (Choudhary, 1974). Cultivation of vegetables in
limited ares where other fecilities are readily osveilsble
gives maximum out of the soil in the minimum of time.
Moreover, vcgotﬁblcz provide proteins, carbohydrates,
minersl salts, vitamine {n bulk which along with some
cersals and other foods constitute the essentials of o
balanced diet. European sand other countries have solved
their food problem by partly tide over the present crises
by immedistely putting more asres under vegetable

cultivation.

During last few years, in order to keep pece with
the increasing damands for food resulting from repid growth
of populastion in India, menifold efforts being made to
incresse the production of food grains and the supplementsry
foods like fruits asnd vegetables. On account of grester
spprecistion of the value of vegetables in humsn diet and
higher production per unit sxes as compared to thst of the
cereals and pulses interest in vegetable production and
marketing has incressed.. New technigues of cultivation
have inhanced this interest which is reflected in continuing



expansion of area and production of vegetsbles. Use of
right varieties, recommended doses of fertilizers coupled
with proper irrigation and plant protection messures have
ensured high returns to the growers. Thus the vegetable
crops now ars gaining more importance in lessening the
tension both on the economay of the growers and on the
food front of the nation. Indiss total vegetable produ-
ction is sbout 12 million tonnes s against that of 100
million tonnes of food grains, wheress our requiressnt of
foodgrains snd vegetables are asbout 122 million tonnes
and 25 million tonnes respectively (Chaudhary, 1974).

The vegetable requirement for g femily is sbout 350
grams vegetable per adult per day (200 grems green and
150 grams root) (Chaudhari, 1974).

The Government of India has also launched vegetsble
production scheme in the IV and V five yser plen to provide
improved seed, gtechnical advice and other fecilities to

the growers.

The marketing asspect of the asgriculturasl commoddities
in general and of the perishable vegetsbles in particular
is eqully important. It is estimated that nesriy 15 to 25
per cent of the total annual production of 12 million tonnes
of vegetable is lost during the various stages of marketing.



Thus, contineous efforts on the part of researchers
and policy makers are 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 reasonsble

returns to the growers of vegetables.

1.2 Scope snd importsnte of vegetable cultivation

The value of vegetables as an important srticle of
deily human diet haes come to be recognised a2ll over the
world in recent years. They provide many specific
chemical substances needed by our body for growth,
reproduction snd for maintenance of heslth. In Indis
where vegetarianiss has been s way of life since of
the early dasys of recorded history, vegetables are very
importent in our deily diet. They add to taste and
adorn dishes.

The we of vegetables as food -has received remerk-
ably large adoption during she past few decades. They
not only taste good and supply basic necessary nutrients
but also quite s few of them give very high quantity of

food per unit sres and grow quickly.

Vegetable cultivation i{s sn intensive business. It

needs mannual labours for various operations, thus {t



provides year round employment also with the evaluation
of high ylelding varieties and hybrides many farmers are
attracted towards vegetsble cultivation. Vegetables
also fetch ¢ood prices and {ncome in big clities.

Vegetables facilitate adoption of proper rotatioms
which are essentiasl for maintaining the fertility of the
soil. They also respond well to sdded fertilizers.

Vegetable crops, thus, play an important role in the
prosperity of the nation contributing significsntly to the
health and heppiness of the humsn being and also to the

economy of the growers.

1.3 Nutritive value of vogotablos s

The green vegetables are goed sources of the importent
elements like calcium, phosphorus, iron, etc. which asre
needed for proper growth end development of body. Greenish
yellow vegetables supply vitsmin A. Vegetables slso supply
smaller quantities of proteins, fats and carbohydrates.
They alse supplg;!:ty valuable micro-substances like
ascorbic scid, niaecin, riboflavin and thismin.

High food values of selected vegetables in respect of
calories, minersls and vitsmins are presented in Table 1.1.



Table 1.1 3

(per 100 gm of edible portion)
Itenm Okra Brihjal Fenugreek Cauliflower
Moisture 89.6 gn 92.7 g 86.1 gm 90.8 gm
Protein 1.9 go 1.4 gn 4.4 gnm 2.6 gm
Fat 0.2 gm 0.3 ¢gm 0.9 g Q.4 gm
Minerals 0.7 gm 0.3 gm 1.5 ¢gm 1.9 gn
Fibre l.2¢9m 1.3 gm 1.1 ¢gm 1.2 ¢gm
Casrbohydrates 6.4 gm 4.0 gm 6.0 ¢gm 4.0 ¢gm
Cealories 3%.0gan 240 ¢m 49.0 ¢gm 30.0 ¢gm
Calciunm 66.0mg 18.0mg 360.0 mg 33.0 mg
Magnesium 43.09g 16.0mg 67.0 mg 20.0 mg
Oxalic acid 8.0mg 18.0 mg 13.0 mg 19.0 mg
Phosphorus 5%.0mg 47.0mg S1.0mg 57.0 ng
Iron 1.5 mg 0.9 mg 17.2 mg 1.9 mg
Sodium 6.9 mg 3.0 mg 76 .1 ag 53.0 mg
Fotassium 108.0 mg 2.0 mg 50.0mg 113.0 mg
Copper 0.19mg O.lTmg O.26mg 0.05mg
Sulphur 30.0mg 44.0mg 167.0 mg -
Vitamin A 88.0 1U 124.0 IU 6450.0 IU 31.0 1V
Thiamine 0.07 mg 0.0dmg 0.00mg 0.04mg
Ribeflavin 0. mg O.llmg - 0.10mg
Nicotinic scid 0.6 mg 0.09mg 0.7 mg 1.0mg
Vitamin C 13.0mg 12.0 mg 54 .0 mg 6.0 mg
Chlorine - 52.0mg 165.0 mg -

(Chaudhary, 1974 )



1.4 Economic importance of vegetables ;

Vegetables play an important role in reducing the
pressure over cereals end pulses production. In our
country, where there sre varying agroclimatic conditions,
growing of various types of vegetables suited to the
different segsons have been possible with high returns

and hence they are attracting the attention of farmers.

The economic importance of vegetable crops msy be
meagsured in different ways. The principle measure are the
ares under vegetable crops, qusntum of physical production
and monetary velue of vegetsble products. However, since
the productivity of land a8 well as variety of vegetables
varies, the measures of ares and the production would not
be vory~i!gpnd. Naturslly, the menetary value , though
baving some limitations, would be an important meassure of
economic evalustion of vegetasbles. But {n s country
like India where there is no well developed and organised
marketing system for vegetable crops, ne asuthentic records
are available for asscertaining the production and meney
value of vegetables. In sbsence of such information, the
ares under vegetable crops is regarded as a fair criterion
for measuring thd economic fmportance of vegetable creps.



1.5 Economic superiority of new high yielding varieties s

Many high ylelding varieties of vegetables have been
adopted by the vegetable growers of Nended district. For
example, Pusa Sawani and Parbhani Kranti varieties of
Okrs, Manjriogots variety of brinjal, snowball=lé6 variety
of cauliflower have Q:gépo very populsr among the growess.
Due to suitability of the region for growing vegetables
snd specially with the introduction of these new high
ylelding varieties, the vegetable cultivation is contributing
significantly to the farm income of the growers. Cultivation
of these varieties involve lot of farm technology and high
costs of cultivation. Similarly, it invelves lot of skill
in decision making with regard to market sdjustaents.

1.6 Area snd production :

According to rough estimates reported by various
authors, vegetable crops occupy only sbout 1.2 per cent
of the total cultivated asreas of the country with the
total production of sbout 16 million tonnes per year
(Noth, 1976). |

According to the crop division of the Ministry of
Agriculture, Government of India the area undex vegetsbles

was around 0.8 million hectares which occupied an axea of



about C.5 million hecteres (Chaudhari, 1974).

In Maharashtrs Stete gross irrigated ares is
2431500 hectares, which comes to 12 per cent of gross

cropped ares.

The total ares of Nanded district is 10,492 sq. kn.
Nanded is one of the fast developing clities in Marsthwada
with the development of major irrigetikn projects like
Vishnupuri Project, Lendi Project and Minor Irrigation
Projects like Kundrala Project, Dongargson Project. The
ares brought under irrigation is 19,188 ha. (Nikelje,
1%82).

‘ However, no study has been carried out in Nanded
district regarding economics of production and marketing
of vegetables, hence it was thought necessary to undotu
take study on economics of production and marketing of
selected vegetables like Okras, Brinjsl, Fenugreek and
Cauliflower in Nanced district. The present study was

"~ .therefore, undertaken with the following specific

objectives ;

1. To study the cost of production of selected

vegetables .,



To study the comparative economics of production

and marketing of selected vegetables.

To study the marketing cost of selected vegetables.

Scope and utility of the study :

It is hoped thet the study would be useful to the

cultivators in many ways as indicated below :

1)

i1)

1i1)

In deciding his cropping plan so as to asdjust the

area under vegetable crops in suitable proportions.

In adjusting sowing pro,ramme of vegetable crops in
such a way that supply 1is not concentrated in a short

span of time,

In adopting modern techniques of marketing viz.
grading, standardization, better pecking and
hendling, cold storage of products, etc. for

reglising better prices.

In the study of marketing problems, ascertaining

of marketing costs incurred on different stages in the

marketing process is extremely important. Such studies

indicate whether the charges made for certain sexvices

are reagsonable.,
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The study will also revesl roles and utility of
intermediaries in marketing of vegetsbles, It will
also throw some light a8 to how one can gvoid the
present widely believed unfair, illegitimate, uneconomic
snd exploitative elements in vegetable marketing if they

sre found to exist.

Anslysis of marketing structure may slso show some
ways ard means of improving marketing efficiency both
technical and economic for the benifits of all concerned

in marketing.






CHAPTER « II

REVIEW OF LITERATUME

It i3 slways worthwhile to study the work done on
the various aspects related to the research problea by
different research workers. Review of literature on
relevant aspects under study forms an integral part of
any systematic research work. To encompass the past
researcitwork it becomes indispensible to take the
review of litezature that will build » sound footing to
the problem. It also help to have a clear ides in
respect of the concepts used, methods smployed, asnslysis
done and interpretation of the dats collected. The
review of literature is useful .in sppreaching the
problem {n a right way and in anslysing sand interpreting
the dats in a systematic manner. The work done on
vegetable crops by different resssrch workers is

presented below

2.1 Cost of production of vegetable cxops 3

Singh and Thakur (1964) estimated the production and
cost of cultivation of different vegetables in Kulu
valley. The average cdtt of production of one kg seed
of tomato, brinjal, cepsicum, french bean and okrs come
to k., 11,33, B, 3.44, B. 3.54, b. 2.19 and . 15.00

respectively and the cost of cultivetion was sorked out
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to k. 625.25, b. 520.30, k. 420.00, k. 378.10 and
B. 340.18 per scre respectively.

Raghubanshi (1969) studied economics of vegetsble
cultivation in saproonvalley (Himechal Pradesh) and
concluded that on an sverage, input costs in cauliflower
and tomato were worked out to . 13842.35 snd k. 11618.39
per hectare respectively and corresponding output was
. 55229.89 and k. 35442.03 leaving a marginal profit of
k. 41386.85 ;nd k. 28823.64 respectively. The net profit
obtained from tomato and eiultﬁomr grown for seed was
high.

Kokste (1970) studied cost and returns from selected
vegetsble crops in Dindori teluka of Nesik district. It
was revealed that, the per scre gross income from cabbage-
cauliflower was the highest (B. 1894.00). It was followed
by tometo (k. 1851.00) and green chillies (k. 1650.00).

The gross income was lowest (k. 1420.00) i{n brinjasl. Per
acre totsl cost of cultivetion of cabbage-ceuliflower and
tomato were spproximately the same, while incase of brinjal
snd green chillies, it was k. 918.00. Cabbage~csuliflower
geve the highest profit of bk, 1064.33, tomato was the next
vegetable crop giving relatively more net profit (.999.56).
Green r;htnlu and brinjsl have profit of k. 731.31 and

k. 501 .64 per scre respectively.



13

\\/ﬁitll (1972) studied cost and returns of vegetable
crops in the vicinity of Parbheni city. His study
revegled that on an average per hectare total cost of
tomato, chilli, methi and Qg}g}ax were worked out to
B, 2453.88, k. 2431 .81, b, 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.

Pawsr (1972a) studied economics of production and
marketing of selecged vegetables grown in Haveli tahsil
of Pune district. His findings indicated that pes wes
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 st the lowest 1.e. k. 13090.42 and b, 1184.31
at cost A and cost C respectively. The other vegetables
viz., tomsto, brinjsl and cabbage, cauliflower gave pex
hgg§ggo net returns of b, 9571.14, k. 3373.20 snd
B. 39564.95 at cost C respectively.

Hedgire (1974) found out that average cest required
to produce one quintal of potato tubers is k. 51.50,
. 55.27 oand k. 55.70 at cost A, E and C respectively.
Average value of produce per quintal is k. 62.49, givihg
net income per quintal of k. 10.99, k. 7.22 sand B. 6.79
at cost A, B and C respectively.
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In“size group IV the highest input-output ratio
wai obtained a8 comparsble cost A and C followed by
group size III, II and I. Input-output ratio for grow
size I, II, I1I and IV st cost A is . 1.03, k. 1.24,
B. 1,27 sand B. 1.29 respectively and st cost C it was
k. 0.93, k. 1.16, . 1.17 gnd k. 1.20 respectively.

Sikka arnd Swarup (1977) found in their study of
relative economics of different vegetables that returns
over variable cost wes more in case of tomato during the
kharif sesson and in cese of cauliflower during the rebi

season.

Madalia and Kukadia (1978=79) studied cost and returns
in vegetable cultivation in Surst district. Theaverage
per hectars cost of production of porwar (pointed gourd)
worked out to k. 5947.96, which was the highest while that
of bhindi worked out to k. 3230.50, it was the lowest
smong all the four vegetsbles under study (i.e. Porwer,
Bhindi, Gilodi and Chillies). 1In the cultivetion of
variow vegetables, the variable cost accounts for 96
per cent and fixed cost account for only 4 per cent of
the totsl cost. On an aversge chillies cultivetion gave
the highest net return of k. 5843 .42 per hectare. Porwsr

followed closely to it. The per hectare net return from
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bhindi wes k. 4188.90, which wes lowest among all the
vegetables under study.

Subrshamenysn and Mruthyunjays (1979) revealed that
the cost of cultivation of tomato has neasrly 39 per cent
of the was towards the marketing snd is slmost equsl to
sctual cultivation cost the study of the recling price
the cost of production and the informal contract price
offered by the govermment processing asgency revealed that
the farmers profit expectation is nearly 40 per cent and as
such a price which i3 nearly 40 per cent above cost of
preduction seems to be s falr price to induce cultivater
for supply of the produce. Most of the cultivators felt
the need for transport srrangement to be made by the
purchasing agancy for picking wp the produce st the field
per village iovox. This will enable the cultivators to
save the commission and octrol charges with the transpoert

charges sccount for the major marketing cost.

‘ Raut, Pawar and Mazire (1984) revealed that the per
hectare cost of production and gross returns were the
highest at k. 10384 ond k. 17356 .60 respectively {in the
case of tomato and the lowest at k. 1996.50 and %.2864.19
respectively in the case of coriasnder, the per hectasre net
return regard between k. 241 .17 snd k. 7172.6C the lowest
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and highest being in carret and tomato respectively.

The major components of the marketing cost of vegetable
were commission, transport losses in handling and
packing which together asccounted for 92.75 to 94 per
cent of the total cost of marketing. The study,
therefore, recommends that adequate facilities for
quick and cheasp transport, cold storage and preservation
should be developed where ever possible a large number
of intermediaries should be eliminated by organizing

producer's co-operatiyes.

\,/iig;hokar (1989) studied economics of vegetable
cultivation in Parbhanl district and concluded that on
an aversgge, input costs in Bhindi, Brinjal snd tomste
were worked out to k. 14866.21, k. 20437.16 and
. 17063.27 per hectare respectively and corresponding
output was k. 18687.40, k. 30981.24 and k. 25555.52
leaving & marginal profit of b, 3821.19, &. 10544.08
and k. 8492.25 respectively.

2.2 Resource use efficiency

Naik (1965) studied semple of farms in Ankodias
village in Baroda district using cobb-dougles functien.
He concluded that water charges paid had the highest
elasticity and wages, peld to labourers were below
marginel productivity.
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Jhs (1967) analysed the data collected in Ahmednagar
and Nasik districts with veriasbles as output in rupees,
cropped land in acres, human labour in man days, bulleck
labour in days and value of working capital in rupees.

He obserxved thet the elasticities in respect of human
labour and working capital were the highest in bigger
sized forms than those in smaller sized farms.

Shingare and Waghmare (1963) estimated recource
productivity due to T.N. 1 paddy in Kolasbas district by
using cobb-Douglas function with variables such as
output in kilograms, {:nd in gunthas, human labour in
man days, bullock labour in days and working capital in
rupees . They observed that individual inputs showed
Qqntnishinﬁ returns whereas sum of elasticities indicated
increasing returns which however was not tested. Marginal
returns to land and bullock lesbour were found more than

marginal cost.

Sankhayan and Sirohi (1971) estimated resource
and maize farms selected for three villages of Theog tahsil
of Mahasa district in Himechal Predesh. It was observed
ffom the cobb-Dougles type of productian function snalysis
that the sum of elasticities of various fnputs used a8
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0.908002, not significantly different from unity which
indicated constant returns to scale in case of seed

potato. In cese of malze there was diminishing returns

to scale a8 the sum of elasticities was O0.74471. The

seed potato study suggested that there wes no possibility
of incregsing the farm returns through reallocstion of

the limited gvasilable capital smong the various input

uses s the resources were optimally sllocated. They
further neted that profitability can be increased by
diverting funds from human lsbour te manures and fertilizers

in case of naize farms.

2.3 Comparstive economic of production of vagotablos ]

Korde (1963) studied economics of vegetables growing
in neighbourhood of Nagpur, and concluded that smong all
vegetable crops 'Aruni' gave highest net income of
k. 488.51 per scre. The second in order was the cauli-
flower which gavwe a net income of b. 407.62. The rest
of the vegetasble crops i.e. Pumpkin, enion, chillies,
tomato and brinjal resulted into the net income of
B. 278.93, B, 217.23, k. 201.68, B. 195.93 ond b. 188,06

per acre respectively.
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Tayade (1972) has compared the costs snd returns
of vegetsbles and fig in Pune district. FHis study
revegled that on small sized farms per hectsre, totsl
cost of vegetables worked out to k. 1894 .41 which wes
spproximately half of gross income from them, resulting
into s net profit of k. 979.30 per hectare. Un medium
and big sized farms totsl st of vegetables were sbout
the ssme viz., k. 1079,06 and k. 1135.32+ Similaerly,
in gross incomes of the two groups, there was 3 difference
of sbout k. 200.00 only. Net profits of these two groups
were B. 1168 .70 sand B. 1351 .50 per hectare respectively.
He éencluded that the productivity of vegetasbles s quite
encouraging in all 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 fourcrops, three
crops and two crops, the difference tn Case of rotation
with five and four crops per yesr wcs of the order of
more than one thoussnd rupees per hectare; in case of
rotation with four and three crops, it was k. 280.94 only.
This clearly indicated that {t was not the number of crops
which contribute towards net returns but the nature of

crops and their market value were also importmt.
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Garg and Prased (1974) studied thst the vegetable
forming ylelds higher returns per hectare i{in comparison
to food grein crep. The highest returms per hectare
was obtained from tomato being k. 3948.28 followed by
cauliflower . 3640.26, onion k. 2653.04 and brinjeal
B. 2394 .46, lady's finger palak and tomato gave net
income of B, 1799 .48, h. 1070.42 and k. 1469.69 per

hectere respectively.

when the economics of the highest paying vegetgbls
crop i.e. tomato was compsred with that of high ylelding
variety of wheat in the ssme locality the per hectare
investhent was found to be higher by 3.64 per cent on
wheat over tomato. But the net income was higher on
tomato which was greaster by l§ times than wheat. The
returns per rupee investaent was b. 39.48 against
b .22.80 in wheat. Further, the employment of lslLour deys
wes higher in tomato than in wheat, which came to 144
days and 113 days respectively.

Vegetable farming is subjected to problems like non-
svalilability of storage facilities processing and preserva-
tion units and wide price flunctustions leading to less then
expected yields. It is an enterprise of higher returns and
can be undertaken on small plece of laond with lesser

investament.
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Gangwar and Chikkara (1974) cobserved that, the
cost of cultivation of cauliflower, onion, longmelen,
tomato and lady's finger were k. 2763.92, b. 2317.08,
B, 2123.28, . 3009.25 ond B. 2824 .84 respectively and
the cost of production per quintal of caulifloweyr, onton,
longmelon, tomato and lady's finger were observed to be
. 35.77, k. 20,99, b, 34.10, k. 28.08 gnd b. 38 .87
respectively. The net returns per hectare were h.192%.18,
k. 1642.18, b. 1212.38, b. 2519.10 ond k. 1742.29 from
cauliflower, onion, longmelon, tomato and lady's finger
respectively. Among sll vegetalles, tomato wes most
profitable followed bycauliflower. The input-putput ratie
suggests that the farmers with capitsl, serve s most
restrainsts should go for tomato cultivetion followed by
onion and cauliflower rather then other vegetasbles.
Further study also indicste that small farmers were
economically more efficient a8 compared to others. Thus
there i3 s greater scope for expansion of the vegetsble
cultivation of the farms.

Surendrapal Singh (1974) observed that, the input-
output retio of vegetable crops is potate 1:l.43,
caulifdower 132.21, cabbage 132.18 and Bhindi 1:1.09.
In this study the higher input-cutput ratio is received
from cauliflower and cauliflower gnd cabbage compared to
potato and bhindi drops.
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Tewari, Dhall, Sharms (1974) observed that vegetable
growing farmers were cultivating their land more intensively
than the cereal growing fermers. The area under vegetsble
was 59.10 per cent of the totsl cropped ares in case of
vegetable growing farms, whereas the figure for the cerssl
group was only 3.5 per cent. The gross income of ceresl
growing farms was less then half of the vegetable growing
forms . Agriculture contributed more than 83 per cent of
the gross income on the cereal faras. wheress on vegetsgble
growing farms, its contribution wes 80.91 per cent crops
contributed 66 .41 per cent of the gross income on cereql
forms. While their contribution towards gross income was
sore than 75 per cent in the case of vegetable farms.
Vegetable cultivators on sn average invested amore then
four times on fertilizer and manures thsn the ceresls

growing farmers.

Pritana (1973) studied cropping system including
vegetables in Chisng Mai Valley (Theilend). He observed
that vegetable crops previded higher net return than asny
field crop, given the same sres of cultivationwithin a
cropping system. Howeger, vegetsble production {nvolves

more risk then field crops.
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Sahoo and Patro (1975) tested four cropping
sequences st the model Agronomic centre, Bhubaneshwar
snd found that Rice-cauliflower-Maize sequence recorded .
masximum net profit. It was followed by jute-maize-
cowpes-perennial fodder.

2.4 Maprketing of vegetsbles @

Balsubramsniasn (1960) showed that during the process
of distribution over 20 per cent of fruit snd vegetsble
production was wasted. He also concluded that less than
1.00 per ce;t of fresh fruits and vegetsbles production
was wasted. He also concluded that less than 1.00 per
cent fresh fruits and vegetables grown in Indis were

converted into different processed products.

Kahlon ;nd Rendhwa (1964) studied the marketing of
Horticultural products. They found that the seasonsl
f luctustions in the prices of fruits snd vogog;bln 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 and freezing industry could play a
significant role in oxrderly marketing and better distri~-
bution. They also suggested that too many intermediasries
and retailers in marketing should be eliminated by

forming the growers' co-operatives.
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Mirchandani end Hirsnandani (1963) in their pasper
on 'Regulated merkets - their review and their impact
on market structure and efficiency ' - concluded that
on the whole the regulated markets have exercised a
very wholesome infiuence on the marketing structure and
have generally raised the marketing efficiency. They
have :g,g;ggd in the reduction of marketing charges to
the oxt}nt of 48.00 per cent.

$idd.sppa (1967) in his study reported that out of
16 million tonnes of fresh fruits and vegetsbles grown in
India, nesrly 25 per cent i3 wasted in various ways and
it 1s due to lack of adeguate facilities for transport,
storage and preservation, Attention to this problem is
therefore an urgent necessity in the country snd it s
desirsble to conserve them by trsditional s well as
modern method of storage, transport and distribution nps

preservation.

Sinch snd Ceorge (1968) undertook a project on
marketing of vegetablew in Punjab. The following are the
important findings of the project.

1. The producer’s share was the highest when produce was
sold to terminal market and the lowest when it was

sold to pre-harvest contracters.
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2. Various types of packing materials were in use.
Per quintsl cost of packing worked out to b. 0.42
for tomatoes, k. 0.27 for brinjals, k. 0.30 for
cauliflower and k. O.17 for pess.

3. Horse driven carts, bullock carts, and the trucks,
were the means of transportstion. Trucks were
found to be most economical but at the same time

the most uncertain also.

4. The retailors were nost disorganised and had very
low capital investnent ranging from k. 75.00 teo
k. 77.00. The commission agents were found charging

comnission both from growers snd retelilors.

Pawar (1972 b) while studying economics of production
and marketing of selected vegetailes found thet, preducer's
share in consumer's rupee was not more than 358.76 per cent
in case of all the six VOgotfhlel studied Ly him. It wes
8180 a8 36.69 per cent in tomstoes. The margins of the
commission agents and the retailers were ranging from
4.38 per cent te 7.38 per cent and 24.10 per cent to 48.67
per cent respectively. This shows that major poertion of
consumer's rupees went into the pocket of retailors rather
than producers. Transport and commission charges were
major items of marketing cost. Perxcentage of commission

charges to the value of produce come to 12.5 per cent.



Bhalerso, Venkateswarlu snd Anseri (1979) studied
price spread in vegetsbles. Their study revealed thet
the producer's shere in the consumer's rupee in the case
of majority of vegetables is very low. The wholesalers
and the retailer's in the market mechanism sre grabbing
sizable portion and thereby multiplying the marketing
costs. Co-operativisation and regulstion of marketing
activtths are suggested to be the effective measures to
set right the situation.

Gupta and Ram (1979) had made enquiry into behaviour
of market margins and cost ofvegetables in Delhi with
view to estimate price spresd ond rg}gg.ot location on
the retsilers margin and to messure theeffect of variation
in consumers price. The anslysis revealed that the
producer received s very low (38 per cent) share in the
consumer's price, wheress the retailers margin snd
marketing cost were quite substantiasl, each appropristing
~ one fourth of the consumer's price. Location played an
important role in influencing rctatlo;T;‘-argtn.
Transport pecking and labour expenses were the major
components of marketing cost. According to them co-
operative opdtavour srd processing would probably go »

long way in improving marketing perforamasnce.
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Prased (1979) undertook a study on price spresd
for selected vegetsbles in Banglore city. He concluded
that the price spresd between the retall price and net
price received by the producers st farm level was
k. 0.95, 6. 0.51 and k. 0.4l for every kg of besns,
cabbage and brinjal respectively. The producerms net
share in the consumers urupee was as low as 38.90 per
cent for beans, 53.20 per cent for cabbasge and 58.47

per cent for brinjal.

\//ﬁagqg (1981) studied economic snalysis of marketing
of voé;tablcs in BEsnglore city. Study was restricted to
only three major vegetables of the ares viz., cabbage,
brinjal and tomsto. The price spread was relatively
higher for sales through commission sgents a8 compared to
ce-oporetigo ggggpty. Retailozrs shere wes the significent
cons tituent of tho total marketing margin. The share of
producers - sellers in consumerw rupee wes higher when
sold through co-operative ;octoty a8 compared to that of
commission agents. The marketing wst per quintal incurred
by the producer~seller was highest in the case of tomato
followed by brinjasl. However, it was lower when sold
through the co~operative soclety, thsn the commission
sgents . Tﬁo wholesale price of these vegetacles were
significantly, influenced by arrivals, number of bidders
snd marketing agency.



Mazire (1983) studied resource use, ®sts and
returns market margins and resourece productivities of
selected vegetable production sequences in Pune district.
The dagas for the year 158.-82 from 20 cultivators from
five villages were collected. The vegetal:le crops in
various sequences required s contineous use of lebour.
Per hectare total costs of cultivation were worked out
to k. 24759.63, b. 28560.81, B. 20129.14, k. 19120.50
and k. 17309.17 while the gross returns were k. 37498 .95,
. 40388.70, B. 30604 .80, B. 29063.05 nd k. 25792.%0 for
sequences I, II, III, IV end V respectively. The per
quintal cost of marketing for the vegetatles in the
sequences ranged between B. 17.3% to 32.67. The price
spregd indicated that the producers share in consumers
prices were ranging between 43 to 59 per cent while the
maximum share of it was swallowed by the retsilers.
Considering the costs of marketing, the sequence (cabbage-
methi + Coriasnder, guar) gave the highest profit. The
production function analysis indicated oger utilizastion
of manures sndfertilizers while the MVPs of humsn labour
days indicated some scope for increasing the output. The
study racommends that cultivators should consider the
nature of vegetsble crops, rescurce use structure, mgrket
prices and net returns of the individual crops while

selecting a particular sequence.
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\//éirtva!tava (1984) reported that shares of the
producers and the retailors were directly asffected by
the consumers price. In such a dynamic set-up of
vegetable marketing the producers share was inversly
related to consumers price. The benifit derived from
an increase in the consumers price did not go to the
producer instead, it hes absorbed by the retailors.
This trend would be great disincentive to the small and

marginal growers.

Aundhekar (1989 b) worked out the per quintal
marketing cost of okra, Brinjal and Tomato wes k. 41 .40,
k. 30.32 #nd k. 34.0R respectively. Near about 30 per
cent expenditure we & incurred on commission for sll the

three crops.






Fig. 1 : Map of Nanded district showing the selected villages
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CHAPTEM « IIX
‘ ¢ S-/
MATERIALS AND METHOD T \@ %
3.1 Genersl 3

The study of economics of production and marketing
of selected vegetables in Nended district is carried out.
Increase in irrigation facilities due te Vishanwuri
project and other miner irrigation projects and vegetsbles
are well responsive for irrigstion, Nended district is
purposively selected for study purpose.

Any type of investigation to be conducted fer specific
objectives inveriably requires sdeption of scientific
methods and procedures for conduct of investigation snalysis
and drawing useful conclusions.

3.2 Selection of ares

Nanded district is one of the major districts growing
vegetsbles. Nanded taluke of Nanded district was selected
for the present investigation, en the basis of avallablility
of good transport and marketing facilities.

3.3 Selection of vu.lam H

Pawiewadi, Muget, Tarods snd Maralek villages were
selected for study purpose because all these villages sre
10 to 12 kms from Nended city i.e. they are in the vicinity
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of Nanded city and having good marketing fscilities for
vogotabfis.

3.4 Selection of cultivators

The list of vegetasble growers was prepared from the
selected villages on the basis of net cultivated sres of
the helding. A rendom sample of 250 cultivators was
selected. They were grouped into three cptegories such
ss small (size group I, medium (size group II) end large
(size group I1I) on the basis of the criteria of the

Government of Maharashtra. The size groups are as below

1) Size growp ) Upto 2.00 hectares
11) Size growp II 2.0l to 5.00 hectares
111) Size growp 1I1I sbove 5.00 hectares.

3.5 Prepasrstion of schedule 3

An asppropriate questionnasire was prepared asccording
to the objectives.

3.6 Collection of data

The required data was collected by personal interview
method by paying personal visit with the help of specially

prepared questionnsire.
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3.7 Analysis of dats :

For the purpose of analysis sample cultivators were
grouped in to three groups as size growp I, I1 end III.
These qxbups consisting %6, 74 and 120 culti;ators respe~
ctively.

Distribution of ssmple holding in different size
groups anxi number of holding taking different selected
vegetables in each group is given in Table 3.1.

Table 3.1 3 Distribution of ssmple holding in different
sizes 3

Size Net ares No. of No. of holdings growing
grow  eperated  holdingd oI Fenu- Cauli-

in ha greek flower

I Upto 2.00 3 14 13 14 15
11 - 2.00 to 5.00 74 20 16 17 2l
111 sbove 5.00 120 ] 33 3l 2
Total 230 62 62 62 64

3.8 Cost concepts wed in economics of production of

vegetsble crops i

An attempt has been made in this study to work out the
cost of cultivation, the cost of production and the unit cest
of production of the selected vegetables.
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3.8.1 Cost of cultivetion ot vegetable crops 3

The veriasble costs and the fixed costs required for

cultivation have been grouped under three catagories using

cost concepts A, B and C.

Cost A

Under this cost sll cash and kind costs incurred by

AR

cultivators have been accounted.

i)
11)
ii4)
iv)
v)
vi)
vii)
viii)
ix)
x)

Hired human labour

Owned and hired bulléck labour
Manures

Seeds

Fertilizers

Irrigation charges

FPlant protection charges
Deprecistion of implements
Land revenue

Interest on working capital.

Cost B 3

1) Cost A

11)
111)

Rental value of owned land

Interest on fixed capitel.



Cost C 3

i) Cost B
ii) Femily labour.

The elements of costs that entered into totsl cost

1.0, 'Cost C' have been computed as below 3

1) Human lsbour s

Hired human labour cost was computed on the basis of
wages sctually paid to the casusl labour. The wages of
the family labour was considered a8 the prevailing wage
rate for malesand female lgbour in the villege. This was
obsexrved to be k. 20.00 per day for male and k. 10,00 per
day in cesé¢ of female labour.

14) Bullock lsbour 3

The bullock lasbour cost in the present study hes been
worked out at prevalling rates for hired bullecks for
diffexrent farm operstions in the locality. This was obsexved
t0 be B, 40.00 per day for hire of s bullock pair.

111) Manure

Famm-yard manure and compost produced on the farm and
purchased from outside have been considered st prevailing
selling prices. This was observed teo be B. 30.00 per cart
loed.
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iv) Seed 3

The actual expenses incurred for purchase of seeds
have been taken into sccount. The cost of seed was

estimated at the prevailing market rates.

v) Fertilizers

The actusl expenses ipcurred on fertilizers have been

tasken into account.

vi) Irrigation

In case of irrigation by well snd oil engine or electric
motor smounts of depreciation on the value of well, oil
engine, electric motor and the engine shade were computed at
sppropriste rates snd taken as overifead charges. In addition
to this, the cost of repairs, fuel, lubrication, ¢ nexgy
charges of electricity were considered a8 direct or veriasble

costs.

vii) Pleant protection :

The actual hire charges of plant protection spplisnces
taken from outside and actual cost of insecticides, pesti-

cides were considered.



viit) Implement 3

The depreciation of sll iron and wooden implements
were computed on the basis of eriginal purchase price and
the estimated useful life of implement. The total asmount
of depreciation was apportioned on the basis of total

cropped ares.

ix) Land revenue

The land revenue wes worked out for the ares eof
vegetables and other cases and taxes paid by the farmers

were considered.

x) Interest on working caspital

The overhead cost i.e. interest on working capitsl
was calculated at 13 per cent per yesr. The period of
vegetables was considered as 6 months.

xi) Rentsl value of land 3

Rentsl value of land was calculated s 1/6th of

total income=land revenue.

xii) Intezest on fixed capitsel 3

Interest on fixed capital was calculated st the rate

of 10 per cent per yeasr.
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xi{11) Gross efficiency standarxd

Gross farm income included the value of all crop
products, produced. It is the function of yield and

prices received by the farmers.

xiv) Cest per hectare 3

It was calculated by dividing total cost by the ares
under particular vegetsble crop.

3.86.2 Marketing espects 3

i) TIrsnspertation s

Vegetables sre generally brought in the market by
cultivators in their bullock carts. Some cultivators wse
the mode of transportatton of Auto-rikshaw, cycle~rikshaw
or Tempo's or bring their vegetables eon Bicycles,

i4{) Msethods of marketing 3

The prices of vegetables are set by the commission
sgents on Behalf of the seller with the buyer by open

suction of vegetable lots.

111) Marketing costs 3

It includes transport, octrei, hamali, commission of
the asgent, incidental charges and losses occured during
marketing.
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PACKAGE OF PRACTICES Fun ORmA

Botanical name

Femily
Local name
Origin
Climate
Soil
Sowing time
Seed rate
Spacing
Manuring

Fertilizers

Varieties

lrrigstion-

Intexcudture

operstion

Abelmoschus esculantus.

Malvaceas.

Bhendi.

Africe.

Warm.

Loose frisble and well manured leam soil.
June and Januarxy.

10 to 15 kg per hectare.

45 x 30 cm

50 coart loads of farm yard masnure
per hectare.

40 kg N, sand 40 kg ons per hectare

Pusa sawni, Pusa mekhmali, Parbheni
Kranti.

In summer - 4 to 5 days intervsal
In winter « 10 to 12 days intexval
2 to 3 hoeings and weedings.

Insect pest and diseases and their control measures ;

1) Jassid -

$11) Bhindl -

leaf
weevil

i1i) Bhindl -

leaf
borerx

0.1% B.H.C. or D.D.T, or 0.0Z% Endrine or 0.02%
Parathion or Malathion.

O.1% B.H.L. or D.D.T. or 0.02% Endrine or
0.02% Parathion or Malathien.

0.03% Endrine.
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iv) Yelow vein mosaic. (caused by Hibiscus virus 1 smith

which is spreasd by insect vectors Bemisis tabasci.)

- 0.16% D.D.T., 3% B.H.C., Growing mosaic tolerant

verieties like Puss sawni.

v) Powdéry mildew (caused by Exrysiphe cichoracearum.)

= Dusting of sulpher.

Yield 8 50 quintals per hectare.

s =N

PACKAGE OF PRACTICES kUit BINJAL

Botanical 3 Solanum nlongona.

name

Femily : Solsnacese.

Local $ Venge

name

Origin s India

Climate § Warm

Soil $ Deep, well drasined, fine and rich loam.

s:wlng 3 Manjrigota, Pusas purple round <« May, June.

time ——

. Puss purple cluster - August,
September.

Pus g purple long, Parbhani - December,
Kranti January.

Seed rate 700 to 1000 grams.
(per hoctaro?
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Spacingv $ Manjrigota, Pusa purple round - T75x60 cms.

Puss purple cluster, Pusa - TOXTS cms.
purple long, Parbhani kreanti

Manuring s 40 to 350 cart loads of farm yard manure per

hectare.

Fertilizers 3 60 kg Ny and 50 kg P Os POr hectare.
Varieties : Arun, Manjrigots, Pusa purple round, Puss

purple cluster, Pragati, Puss purplo long,
Parbhant kranti.

Irzrigation 3 In summer - 3 to 4 days interval

In winter =12 to 15 days interval.

Intercultures 3 to 4 hoeings and weedings.
operation

Insect pest and disesses ;

1)
11)
i)
iv)

v)

Brinjel fruit and sheot borer - 0.2X Endrine, 0.1% D.D.T.
Brinjal stem borer - 0,04% Parathion.

Jassids - O.1X D.D.T. or B.H.C. or 0.0Z Endrine.

Damping off (caused by Phythium sp. and Rhytophera sp.) -

Hot water treatment of seeds for 30 minutes at 52°C,
rotation, seed tresgtment with cerassn.

Little leaf ~ Parathion.

Yield 3 250 to 300 quintals per hectare.
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PACKAGE OF PRACTICES FUR FENUGREEK

Botanical nmme

Local name
Climate
Soll
Sowing time
$Seed rate
Spacing
Manuring

Fertilizers
Vaerieties
Irrigstion
Yield

Ttiﬁonoua loﬁnu-guocu-.

Methi

Cold

Losmy, alluvial and heayy clay.
September, January.

2 to 30 kgs per hectare.

20 cm in line. (or brosdcasting)

25 cart loads of ferm yard manure
per hectare.

30 kg N, per hectare.

Kssuri, Pusa early bunching.
7 to 10 days intervel.

350 to 80 quintals per hectare.

PACKAGE OF PRACTICES FUR CAULLFLOWER

Botanical name
Fanlly

Local name
Origin
Climate

Soil

Sowing time
Seed rate

Spacing

Brassics olerscey var. botrytis.
Cruciferae. |

Phul kobi.

Greecs.

Cool and moist.

Sandy losm and clay loan having pH
6.0 to 7.0

“.Y' June.
600 to 750 grams per hectare.
60x60 cms .
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Mgnuring $ 30 to 40 cert losds of farm ysxd
msnure per hectare.

Fertilizers : 100 kg Nz and 50 kg ons per hectare.
Varieties ¢ Boerly varieties - Puss kotki, Pusa
deepalli, improved
Japanees.,
Late varieties -~ Snowball-lf,
Eob. - lzmS‘
lxrigation 3 For early planting = 3 to 6 days
fntervgl
For late planting = 10 to 15 days
intervel
Interculture 8 3 to 4 weedings, blanching.
operation

Yield : 200 to 250 quintals per hectare.






CHAPTER « IV

RESULTS

Dets on cost of production of okrs, brinjal,
fenugreek and cauliflower vegetables were snalysed in
oxrder to schieve the objects of the study. The results
are presented in this chapter cropwise.

Table 1 5 Cropwise classification of vegetable growers

——

Group No. of % Total Total X to Average
— sample No. of area total ares per
holding (ha) srea holding(ha)

Upto 2.00 s6  22.4 140.0 13.61 2.5
hectare -

2.0l to 5.00 74  29.6 269.2 26.18  3.63
hectare

Above 5.00 120 48 .0 6l8.8 60.19 5.1%
hectare
Total 250 100.0 1028 100.00 4.11

Table 1 indicates that the overall agerage holding
was 4.11 hectares. The average holding of size groups
I, I1 and III were 2.50, 3.63 and 5.19 hectares respecti-
vely. The lIixd size group covered 60.19 per cent of
total hectarege of the selected vegetasble growing culti-

vators.
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Table 2 : Land utilization of selected vegetable growers
(Area in hectares)

Particulers S$ize grouw
—— ) 4 i1 111 Total

Aversge

Total holding 140.00 269.20 618.80 1028.00 4.11

(100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00)
Permanent 13 .40 27.20 89.80 130.40 0.92
fallow ( 9.597) ( 10.10) ( 14.31) ( 12.69)
Irrigated 84.90 174,70 315.00 574.60 2.29
srep ( 60.64) ( 64.89) ( 50.90) ( 53.71)
Dryland 41 .70 67.30 21380 322.80 1.29
Total area 99.70 133.20 431.50 664.40 2.6
under crop ( 70.21) ( 49.47) ( 69.73) ( 64.47)

(Figures in the bracket indicates the percentages)

- It is revealed from Table 2 that the increasing trend
was seen for area under irrigastion.
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Cropping pattern of selected cultivaetors

(area ip hectares)

Crops . Size grouwp Overasll
i 11 III

Mung 6.1% 9.22 24.78 13.38
( 3.9%) ( 3.07) ( 3.8%) ( 3.%)

K=jowar 17.93 2l .66 3 .82 22.80
( 10.37) ( 7.23) ( 4.48) ( 6.13)

Udid 3.13 5.87 10.3% 6 .45
( 1.81) ( 1.9%) ( 1.61) ( 1.73)

Cotton 23.97 3%.78 68 .00 42,98
(13.86) ( 11.94) ( 10.37) ( 11.4%)

Tur 7.3 14.99 42.42 21.97
( 4.22) ( 5.00) ( 6.59) ( 5.80)

Safflower 1.96 4,13 25.91 10.66
( 1.13) ( 1.37) ( 4.08) ( 2.86)

Gram 3.1 7.00 32.19 14,10
( 1.79) ( 2.33) ( %5.00) ( 3.79)

509 axcane 3 066 67 0‘1 113 067 ‘9 o“
Vegetables 16 .80 28 .60 43.08 29 48
: ( 9.72) ( 9.9%4) ( 6.69) ( 7.93)

P addy 15.%8 21.20 39.17 2.3
( 9.@d) ( 7.07) ( 6.09) ( 6.80)

wheat 6 .43 12.73 45 .67 21.61
( 3.72) ( 4.2%) ( 7.10) ( ».8)

Banans 2.7 41 .13 107 .45 28 .42
(15.%50) ( 13.73) (16.71) ( 15.72)

Others 18.00 29.37 6l.36 36.24
(10.41) ( 9.80) ( 9.34) ( 9.74)

Total - 172.78 299 .49 642.84 37L.71
(100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00)

(Figures in the bracket indicsted the percentage)
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Table 3 indicate that on an asverasge 18.74, 14.91

and 2.86 per cent ares was covered by different ceresls,

pulses and safflower (oil seed) respectively.

Paddy

and Tur covered major arxes in cereals and pulse crops

respectively.

Cash cxop like cotton, sugarcane and banana covered

greater hectarasge.

by various vegetable crops.

About 7.93 per cent ares was occupied

The same trend was observed

in all the size groups under study.

Table 4

Area under vegetable crops

(sares in hectares)

Crops Size group

- Overall
1 11 111

Okra 3.10 5.90 7 .40 3.46
( 18.45) ( 20.62) ( 17.18) ( 18.32)
Brinjal 3.30 4.70 10.19 6.08
( 19.64) ( 16.43) ( 23.357) ( 20.%2)
Fenugreek 4.40 6.9 11.10 7 .48
( 26.19) ( 24.30) ( B.78) ( .37)
Cauliflower 6.00 11.08 14 .40 10.48
( 35.71) ( 38.63) ( 33.44) ( 35.94)
Totsl 16 .80 28 .60 43.0% 29 .48
(100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00)

(Figurew in the bracket indicates the percentage)
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From Table 4 it is seen that overall sverasge asres
of 29.48 hectares was under dtftuttnt vegetable crops.
The vegetable crops okra, brinjasl, fenugreek and
casuliflower covered 18.52, 20.52, 25.37 and 35.%4 per
cent areps respectively. Incressing trend ias observed
for csuliflower cultivation within the three size groups
and it covered major ares in all the size groups followed

by fenugreek, brinjasl snd okra.
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Table 5 revesled that the per hectare 273.85 human
days were utilized. Family labour snd hired lsbour
contributed 34.62 and 65.38 per cent labour days respe~
ctively. Plant protection requires maximum male labour
1.0. 26.02 per cent followed by irrigation and preparsry
tillage. About 33.10 and 26.00 per cent average female
labour days were utilized for harvesting and weeding

operation respectively.

All operstions utilized 296.06, 237.35 and 280.22
human labour days in size groups I, II snd III respectively.
Maximum family labour were used in I size group.

Overall bullock lsbour utilization was found to the
tune of 16.64 labour days. Prepasrstory tillage and menur-

ing covo:od the major proportion of bulleck lsbour.

Table 6 3 Per hectare input utilization of okra

Input .. Size growp Overall
I Il 111

Seeds in kg 10.32 8 .47 10.94 .77

F.Y.M. (C.L.) 27.74 22.08 26 .48 8.70

Fexrtilizers in kgs

s) Nitrogen ("a) 51 .61 42.37 49.32 47.76

b) Phosphorus(p o) s1.61  42.37  49.32  47.76

Plant protection 2.41 3.00 2.43 2.61

measures in kg

Irrigation 10.96 8 .64 8 .64 9.4)

(in nuabers)
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Table 6 revealed that overall per hectare use of
seed, N and P were 9.77, 47.76 and 47.76 kgs respectively.
Oversll pexr hectare 9.41 irrigetion numbers were given
to the okrs crop. Use of seed was some what grester in
Ilixd size group, while the use of FYM was greater in
Ist size group. Use of N and P was more in lIst gsize
group as compered with Iind and Illxd size groups.
Incressing trend was seen for the plant protection
-tasux::fm‘



Fig. 2 3 Overall dxstrlbutxon of cost elements of Okra
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l. Hired human labour = 15.17%

2. Bullock labour = 5.21%

3. Manures and fertilizers - 15.29%
4, Seed - 3.06%

5. Irrigation - 2.67%

6. Insecticide - 1.,63%

7. Interest on working capital - 2.67k
8. Depreciation - 0.55%

9. Land revenue = 0.46%
10, Interest on fixed capital - 0.18%:
1l. Rental value of land = 39.34%

12, Family labour = 9.27%

13. Supervision charges = 4.30¢



Table 7 5 Per hectare cost of cultivetion of okra
' (Fig. in b.)

sl

Item Size gro
. d Overall
I 11 11X
l‘ A 3. 3. ‘. g.
Hired humafi ™
labour - Male 296 .00 226 .00 396 .00 207.33
e ( 1.92) ( 1.98) <« 2.9%) ( 1.62)
Female 1266.00 1884.10 1782.50 1644 .20
( 9.51) ( 16.32) ( 13.2%) ( 12.87)
Total 1522.00 2110.10 2178 .50 1936 .86
(11.43) ( le.27) ( 16.20) (13.17)
Bullock labour 747 .60 57%.20 675.20 666 .00
( 5.61) ( 4.98) ( 3.%3) ( 5.2)
Manures ' 1387.00 1144.00 1324.00 128%.00
( 10.41) ( 9.91) ( 9.64) ( 10.06)
Seed ..412.80 338.80 421 .60 391 .06
3.10) ( 2.93) ( 3.13) C 03.08)
Fextilizers
Na 361.27 296 .59 345.24 334.36
( 2.71) ( 2.%6) ( 2+36) ( 2.61)
PO, 361.27 296 .59 345.24 334.36
( 2.70) ( 2.96) ( 2.%) ( 2.61)
Total 722.94 593.18 690.48 668 .78
( 9.42) ( 5.13) ( 5.13) ( 5.23)
Irrigation 320.00  345.00 359.00 341.33
( 2.40) ( 2.98) ( 2.69) ( 2.67)
Insecticide " 192.80 240,00 194 .40 209 .06
( 1.44) ( 2.07) ( 1.44) ( 1.63)
working 3303 .94 58346 .28 $842.10 53497 .44
capital ( 39.84) ( 46.31) ( 43.45) { 43.06)

(continued)
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(Table 7 continued)

1. 2. 3. 4, S.
Interest on 344.70 347.%0 379.73 357.32
working capital (02.%8) (o3.01) (02.82) (02.67)
Depreciastion 77.61 70.19 64 .62 70.80
(00.%8) (00.60) (00.48) (00.50)
Lsnd revenue 60.00 60.00 60.00 60.00
(00.43) (00.51) (00.44) (00.46)
COST 'Af 5786 .30 5823 .97 6346 .45 9985 .00
(43.46) (50.44) (47.20) (46 .87)
Interzest on 23 .00 2 .96 4.7 23.90
fixed capital (00.17) (00.20) (00.18) (00.18)
Rentsl value $190.00 4440,00 $440.00 5023 .33
of land (38.98) (38.46) (40.4%) (39.34)
COST 'B! 10999.30 10287.93 11811.20 11032.81
(82.62) (89.12) (87.84) (86 .41)
Femily labour 3
Male 491 .60 498 .60 425 .00 471 .73
(03.69) (O4.31) (C3.16) (03.69)
Female 1320.80 207.10 609.20 712.36
(09.92) (0L1.79) (04 .50) (08.87)
Totsl 1812.40 708.70 1034 .20 1184.10
(13.61) (06.11) (07.69) (09.27)
Supervision 500.00 $50.00 600.00 550.00
ch‘tg" (m 075) (0‘ 076) (G o“) (0‘ 030)
COST ‘¢! 13311.70 11%43.63 13449 .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
(a1.%6) (Q1.66) (Ol .42) (Ql.%4)
(Figures in the brackets indicate the percentage to totsl cost

i . Cost 'C').
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Table 7 indicates that the oversll per hectare
cost of cultivation h. 12,766.9]1 was worked out for
okrs. Pasid out cost was contributed 43.06 per cent
while the imputed cost such as rentsl value of land,
interest on working cepital and interest on fixed
capitsal shared 45.75 per cent. Human lgbour contri-
buted 24 .44 per cent of cost 'C'., The femily human
lsbour share worked out to 9.27 per cent. The expen-
diture on manures snd fertilizers was 15.29 per cent.
Plant protection contributed 1.63 per cent. Irrigation
required 2.67 per cent expenditure.

The per hectare cost of cultivation (cost 'C*)
were b, 13,311.70, B. 11,5%43.63 and k. 13,445.40 for
Ist, Iind and IlIxd size groups respectively. Human
labour contributed 25.04, 24.38 snd 23.89 per cent in
cost 'C' for size groups Ist, IInd and IIIrd respecti-
vely.

An overall yleld of 64.66 quintals was obtained.
The highest average per hectare yields of 70 quintals
was achieved in IIIrd size group.



Tsble 8 : Per quintal marketing cost of okra

(Amount in N.).
Item Size group
— Oversll
1 II 111

Transport 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00

(10.%2) (10.7%) (10.10) (10.49)
Octroil 1.%50 1.%0 1.50 1.50

(03.15) (03.22) (03.08) (G3.13)
Hemali 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

(94.73) (33.76) (54 .%4) (%4 .33)
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) (;a.xa) (17.98)
Total 47.50 46 .90 49 .50 47.83

(100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00)

A

(Figures in the

bracket indicates the percentage)

Table 8 ipdicates thst, asbout 54.35 per cent amount of

total marketing costs goes towards the commission asgents a8

their commission.

hemali are identical for all the size groups.

The per quintal cost of tramspert, octroi,

Since these

charges are fixed and are levied on the basis of per quintsl

of produce.
12.%4 per cent.

(17.98 per cent) per guintal as overall average.

The overall losses in marketing process were of

Other incidental expenses were k. 8.60
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Table 9 3 Per hectare cost of production of okra

(Amount in k.)
Itema = St:oI:ronp T Overall
Cost 'A’ 5786.30 5823.97 6346 .45 5985 .57
Cost 'B* 10999.30 10287.93 11811.20 11082.81
Cost 'C! 13311.70 113%43.63 13445 .40 12766 .91
Merketing cost 3040.00 2790.00 3465.00 3098 .33
Cost of 16351.70 14333.63  16910.40  15865.2
production
Gross {ncome 21000.00 18000.00 22000.00 20333 .33
Net income 4648 .30 3666 .37 5089.60 4468 .09
Shaa
On Cost 'A’ 133.62 113.09 133.46 15.3.39
On Cest 'B* 331 .90 1sl.74 13l.86 13l.84
On Cest ‘C! 13l .57 131.%5% 131.63 131.99

Table 9 ipdicates that the overall per hectare cost 'A',
cost 'B' and cost 'C' were k. 5985.57, k. 11,002.81 and

h. 1 2. 766 .91 rekpec tive ly .

Per hectare net income wes more
in size group III {.e. k. 5,089.60.
ratio wes found to be 1:;3.39, 1:1.84 and 131.59 considering

cost "A', cost 'B' and cost 'C' respectively.

The everasll input=-output
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Considering cost 'A' and cost 'B' higher input-output

ratio was obtained in size grou I.

Table 10 35 Per quintal cost of préductton of okra

At cost 'C' higher
input-output ratio is obtaining in size group III.

(Figures in b.)

Item = Grouwp “:_; 1T Oversll

Cost ‘A’ 90.41 97.06 90.69 92.70
Cost 'R’ 171 .86 171 .45 168 .73 170.68
Cost 'C* 207.99 192.39 192.07 197 .48
Marketing cest 47.50 46 .50 49 .50 47.03
Production cest 255.00 238 .89 21 .%7 245.15
Gross income 3 .12 300.00 314 .28 314.13
Net income .42 61.11 73.28 69.17

Table 10 shitws that the per quintsl oversll aversge
cost of cultivation L.e. cost 'C' was h. 197.48.
contribution of cost 'A' and cost "B’ were 46.87 gnd 86 .41

per cent respectively.

Oversall per quintal cost of

The

production was B. 245.18. Net income of k. 69.17 wss

achieved.
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Table 11 revealed that the per hectsre sversge
humsn labour utilization was 270.09 lgbour days
family labour and hired lasbour contributed 28.55 and
69.91 per cent respectively. Near about 66.22
per cent share wes of femagle labour. Plant production
required 27.29 per cent male human labour followed by
irrigation and prepary tillage i.e. 18.02 and 16.72
respectively. Plucking required maximum female lsbour
" of 42.09 per cent followed by weeding i.¢. 19.57.

Oversll per hectare use of bullock lasbour deys
were 14.77. About 50.71 pcr'cont bullock labour days
were used for prepratory tillage followed by manuring
and hoeing operation {.e. 25.45 and 23.83 respectively.
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Table 12 3 Per hectere input utilization of brinjasl

Input size group _ Oversll
1 11 111
Seed in kg 00.89 00.97 00.76 00.87
F ‘Y M. ("L) "‘""”"“m 063 ” 095 ” o“ “ 050
Fertilizer ;(ig) |
a) Nitrogen (Nz) 69.39 99.14 54 .97 61.16
b) Phosphorus ---87.27 90.42 47.09 51.%9
(PO
279
Plant 2.9% 2.28 2.29 2.50
protection in kg
Irrigation in 8.78 7.6% 7.78 8.07
numbers

Teble 12 shows thst the overall per hectare use of
seeds was O.87 kgs. About 24.50 cartloasds of F.Y.M. was
used per hectare gveragely. In case of chemical fertilizer
the use of nitrogen was dominating over phosphorus. Plant
protection measures were smounting to the extent of
B. 87.73. Decreasing trend was observed for the use of

N2 and ons.



Fig. 3 : Overall distribution of cost elements of Brinjeal
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Hired human labour - 1l A2%
Bullock labour - 3.53%

Manures and fertilizers - 12.08%
Irrigation - 2.,35%

Insecticides - 1.57% .
Interest on working capital - 1.85%
Depreciation - 0.34%

Land revenue - 0.35% -
Interest on fixed capital -~ 0.15%
Rental value of land - 58.37%
Family labour = 7.l4%

Supervision charges - 3.28%
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Table 13 ;3 Per hectare cost of cultivation of brinjal
(Figures in &.)
size growp
Item Owrall
1 I 111
Ares 3.3 4.7 10.1%
1. I 3. R S,
Hired humasn
labour - Male 280.00 259.60 31%.20 288.26
(Ql .86) (C1.%0) (0L.73) (QL.72)
Female 1363 .40 1809 .00 1712.40 1628 .26
(09.07) (10.49) (09.52) (09.72)
(10.93) (12.00) (11.28) (11.42)
Bullock lsbour 629.20 969 .60 574 .80 591 .20
, (04 .18) (03 .30) (03.19) (03.%3)
Manures 1181 .50 1297.%0 1225.00 1234 .66
(07.86) (07.92) (06 .81) (07.37)
Seed 3% 00 388 .00 304 .00 349.33
(02.36) (02.25) = (01.69) (02.08)
Fertilizers ,
N, 485 .73 413 .98 384.79 428.16
(03.23) {02.2%) (02.14) (02.99)
POy 400.89 352.94 329.63 361 .13
(02.66) (02.04) (Ql .83) (02.1%)
Total ~~886 62 766 .92 .- T14.42 789 .32
(03 .90) (04 .45) (03.97) (O4.71)
Izzrigation 380.00 395.00 410.1% 395.05
(02.52) (02.29) (02.28) (02.33)
Insecticide 108.25 79.80 80.1% 263 .20
(00.68) (00.46) (00.44) (01 .57)
Working capital 49550.77 4995.02 4760.72 4768 .83
(30.28) (28.98) (26 .49) (28 .48)

(continued)



. (Table 13 continued)

6l

1 [ 3 2 L ] 3 . ‘ » 5 [ ]
Intexest on 295.7% 324 .67 309 .44 309.95
Depreciation 65 .42 57 .68 52.49 38 .53
(00.43) (00.33) (00.29) (00.34)
Land revenue 60.00 60.00 60.00 60.00
(00.39) (00,34) (00.33) (00.3%)
Cost ‘A’ 4971 .94 5437 .37 5182.6% 5197-32
(33.09) (31.93%) (28 .84) (31.0¢)
Interest on 20.96 27 .86 28 .98 25.93
fixed capital (00.,13) (00.16) (00.16) (00.1%)
Hental value of 7940.00 10190.00 11190.00 $773.33
lend (52.84) (%9.12) (62.27) (58+37)
Cost 'B' 12932.%0 1565%.23 16401 .63 14996 .58
Femily labour 3
Male 579 .60 548 .20 464 .40 530.73
(C3.83) (03.18) (02.58) (03.17)
Female 1012.00 480,00 508 .00 665 .00
(06.73) (02.78) (02.79) (03.97)
Total 19901 .60 1028 .20 967 .40 1195.73
(10.59) (05.96) (05.38) (07.14)
Supervision charges 500.00 350.00 600.00 550.00
(03.32) (03.19) (03.33) (03.28)
Cost 'C? 15024 .50 17233 .43 17969.06 16742.32
(100.00) (100.00) (100.60) (100.00)
Yield in qtl. 160.00 20%.00 225 .00 196 .66
Value of production
_ 32000.00 41 000,00 45000.,00 39333.3)
Per quintal cost $3.90 84 .06 79 .86 89 .92
(00.62) (00.48) (00.44) (00.51)

(Figures in the brackets indicate the percentage to totasl cest)
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Table 13 revesled that overall per hectare cest of
cultivation k. 16742.32 was worked out for brinjal crop.
Actual paid out cost was contributed 28.48 per cent
while the imputed cost i.e. rental value of land, interest
on fixed capital, interest on working capital contributed
60.37 per cent. More smount was incréassed s human labeur.
About 12.08 per cent wes incregsed on inputs like manures
and fertilizers. Very less smount was required for plant

protection megsures i.e. 1.57 per cent.

Bullock power and irrigation requirement were 3.33

and 2.35 per cent respectively.

Decreasing trends were observed among the size groups

for bullock power, manures gnd fertilizers, respectively.

Overall per hectare yleld of 196.66 quintals was
obtained. The highest per hectare yleld of 225.00 quintals
was observed in IIIxd size group followed by size grew
IInd end Ist respectively.
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Tabie 14 3 Per quintsl marketing cost of brinjal
(Amount in k.)
size gro
Item 0% Overall
I II 111
Tramsport 5.00 .00 5.00 $.00
(10.16) (10.30) (9.54) (09.99)
Octrof 4 .50 1.50 1.50 1.%50
(03.04) (C3.09) (02.86) (02.99)
Hamali 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
(02.03) (02.08) (0L.90) (Qle99)
Commission 27.00 26 .00 28.00 27.00
(%4 .87) (%3.60) (93.43) (53.96)
Losses 6.00 6.00 7.00 6.33
(12.19) (12.37) (13.3%) (12.6%)
Others 8070 9.00 9090 9020
(17.68) (18.5%) (18.89) (18.38)
Total 49.20 48 .50 52.40 30.03
(100.00) (100 L£0) (100.00) (100.00)

(Figures in the bracket indicates the percentage)

It is seen from the Tsble 14 that the expendi ture towards

commission was about 33.56 per cent.

more in size group I1II.
B. 50.08 per quinteal.
¢roup 1I.

cent.

were sgme for all the groups.

process were sbout k. 6.33 (12.65 per cent).

It was comparatively
The overall marketing costs were
The marketing costs were low in size
Other incidental expenses were sbout 18.38 per
The costs incurred for transpert, octroi snd hsmali

The losses in marketing
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Teble l!_s 8 Per hectare cost of production of brinjal
(Amount in k.)

size group

Item Overall

- I 11 111
Cost 'A' 4971 .94 5437 .37 9182.6% 5197.32
Cost 'B' 12932.90 15655.23 16401 .63 14996 .58
Cost °'C? 15024.950 17233 .43 17969.08 16742.32
Marketing cost 7872.00 9942.50 11790.00 9868 .16
Cost of 22896 .50 27175.93 29799.03 26610.48
production
Gross income 32000.00 41000.00 45000.00 39333.33
Net imcome 9103.50 13824.07 15%240.97 12722.84
Input-output
ratio
On Cost 'A' 1:6.43 1:7.%4 1:8.68 137.%6
On Cost 'B* 132.47 132.61 132.74 1:2.62
On Ceost *C!? 1:2.12 1:2.37 132.%50 132.34

Table 15 indicates that overall per hectare cost 'A',

cost 'B* ond cost 'C' were k. 5197.32, b. 14996 .58 and
h. 16742.32 respectively.

cost was k. molbo
from brinjel crop was . 12722.00.

Uverall per hectare marketing
The overall per hectare net income

The input-output rstio

was 137.96, 132.62 and 1:2.34 for cost A, B and C respe-~

ctively.

In size group I1I, the net income was comparatively
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more. Incressing trends were observed for input-output

ratios for cost A, B and C within the size groups.

Table 16 3 Per quigtsl cost of production of brinjal
(Figures in b.)

s -
size group
Item  woisme " 11 111 Overall
Cost 'A’ .07 26 .52 2.0 26 .87
Cost 'R’ 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 30.C8
Production cost 14;'3 A0 132.%6 132.20 135.9%
Gross income 200.00 200.00 200.00 200.00
Net income $7.90 67 .44 67.80 64 .38

Table 16 revesled that oversll per quintal cost of

cultivation {.e. cost 'C' was B. 85.94 and cost of
The net income of k. 64 .38

production was k. 133.95.

per quintal waes observed s the overall averages decreass-

ing trends were observed.



(19303 03 abequeszad sejeaipul s3Inbyy rcHﬁu.vc:v

L1°0¢

0€°9C BE°G9 80'6F 90°'v9 LG°8L GI'GE €0°GS GCT°8S 62°6% £6°8C 99°vE Inoqet
10°2C GS'6E 9¥°ZT LS'09 Sv° 6y TT'TT BE°Ey OL°6C 89" €T OT°2C 06°6E 09271 POIIH
TIEP: 99 pE  6°69 €6°GE ZV' T2 949 9%°vy $8° Ty OL'OS Z28°6% 9y Ty €££°¢9 Inoqey
@GOk L6°0Z €V 6T B6°EE 69 €T 6°0C PY°GE LE'TZ LO°¥T EL°TS B6'LZ GL'€2 paumg
00°00T 00°00T 00°00T 00°0T 00*03T 00400T 00°00T 00°00T 00°00T 00°00T 00°00T 00°O0T 0O°00T 00°00T 00°00T 00°00T
LS°OT LE'Z6 ©64°09 88°1€ PE*TT GS'¥6 G6°Z9 O09'TE 6+°6 TB'BL L0°TS SL°LZT O06°0T £6°€0T 8¥°L9 CE°9E 1e30]
6 ZT vy €€ 62 9O vb 66 99°Ey OT'6C 8L vy
CL 9T L ST pL LT WL L2 0€°'2Z 0€'ZT ZZ'0€ TZ'of Buiisenzey
$9°ZT £9° 9¢ o' 1T LL'pE G6°ZT 6L°9€ PEET zZr8e
89' 1T 89" 11 66°071 66°0T 172°01 1 12°0Tt 98" €T 98° €1 uoeBiIar
. !
CT'0OT LZ°L0 Z9'6T 9C OT 62°80 60°GT £6°80 CL°90 €6°ZT TL°OT TL'90 TT18T
BE'6 Ov'v 86'v 66°6 TZ'S LL'¥ $0°L G¥'E 6S°€E EI'TT ¥5°v  66°9 w1130y
€0°TZ EV° T 66 vT 9L°0ZT €0°¥T $TPT - 9R*'ZZ €9°6Z “LO'9T GE'0Z 06°€Z GL°ET
EV'6T BL°PT G9°'¥ £€9°6T €1'CT OC'Vv GC'LT GO°ET 99 ¢ €T°CZ E€1°9T 00°¢ Suimos pray
ZTL've 160 T¢°TT  OG'9¢ LE O OT'ET Z8 1€ €£8°€0 88°0T 1v°'GE TL°€D 19°01
LYE L9'E " i9'¢c PT° P TP 't TO'E 20°€E ZO0'€ 98°E . 98°€ 98'¢ ssInuey
9L’ ST LO°#2 TL°ST 09°¢€T T6°CT ¥6°€T L6°CT 86T
95 vT 95 HT 98°vT 98" T . €°T €21 65°9T 66°97 Butueay
{T°G9 9p*'Lo $9-it  6v°€9 T19°L0 8L°2Z LT°89 OZ'€0 I€°EC 68S°¥9 BL°P 9E° 6T sbeyry
-.06°9 06°9 06°9 oT°'L oZ°L oL L¥'9 ¥ Lvy'9 0°L p0°L 'L Azoyeaedar
48 1 d w 48 1 i | w dq 1 3 n a8 3 E § "
111880 111 11 1 SUOY RIS
dnoxb ez1s .
yaexbnumg 3o UOTIPZITTIN INOQET @IEIIAY Jad 3 LT &1 m



67

it can‘bc seen from the Table 17 that the per
hectare oversll humsn labour utilization fer
cultivetion of fenugreek was 92.37 labour days.
Female and male labour utilized in cultivation of
fenugreek were observed to 60.49 and 31.88 labour
days. Irrigetion required msximum male labour of
36 .63 per cent followed by preparastory tillege
i1.0. 21.64 per cent. Harvesting required maximum
female labour of 44.22 per cent followed by seed
sowing (breadcasting) snd cleaning. A decressing

trend was observed for family labour use.
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Table 18 3 Per hectare input utilizstion of Fenugreek

size grouwp
Input Overasll
1 1I 11X

Seed in kg 23.86 19.42 27.65 23.64
PoY .M. (CL) 25 o“ 210‘3 16 039 21016
Fertilizer (kg)s

a) Nitrogen (N,) 31.13 42.1% 47.38 46 .88
Irrigation (No.) 13.86 10.21 10.99 11.68

Table 18 shows that the overall per hectare utilization
of seed and N, was_23.64 and 46.88 kgs respectively.

2.16

cartlosds of F.Y.M. wes used aversgely per hectgre. In size

group II the seed material used for raising the crop was

less as compsred with the overall per hectsre use. Declin-

ing trend was seen in case of use of farm yerd manure.

Number of irrigstions given was maximum in size group I.



Fig. 4 : Overall distribution of cost elements of Fenugreek
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Table 19 : Per hectare cost of cultivation of Fenugreek
(Figures in k.)
size growp
Item Overall
L 1 11 111
AT®d i ha 4 .40 6.9 11.10
PR

ll 20 30 ‘. 50

Hired human

labour = iale 252.00 273.60 222.20 M9.26
(02.36) (03.08) (02.23) (02.%4)

F“.l' 395 om 297 .00 ‘“ 60 3’5 53
(03.70) (03.34) (c8.01) (0¢.03)
Totsl 647.00 570.60 716 .80 644 .80

(06.08) (06 .43) (O07.27) (06 .58)

Bullock labour 436 .00 379.60 453 .60 413.06
(04.08) (04.27) (04 .60) (04.21)

Manures lm .00 1071 .50 .19 30 lm‘ 33
(12.02) (Lz.08) (08.31) (10.80)

Seed 190.88 155.36 221 .20 189.14
(QL.78) (QL.7%) (O02.24) (01.93)

Fertilizers

"2 357.91 295.08 331.66 328.20
(03.3%) (03-32) (03.36) (03.34)

Izrigation 225.00 250.00 275 .00 20.00
(02.10) (02.81) (02.79) (02.53)

working cepital 3140.79 2722.11 2817.76 2893 .58
(29.42) (30.69) (28.99) (29.52)

Interewt on working 204.15 176 .93 183.1% 188.07
(00.61) (00.69) (00.53) (00.99)

Land revenue 60.00 60.00 60.00 60.00
(00.%) (C0.67) (00.60) (00.61)

COST *A? 3470.36 3016.72 2930.2% 3139.11
(32.%1) (34.01) (29.73) (32.03)
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(Table 19 continued)
o o

1 [ ] 20 3 L J ‘ * 5.
Interest on 20.96 27 .86 28 .98 .93
fixed capital (00.19) (00.31) (00.29) (00.26)
Rental value 6077.%0 4940,.00 59;40,90 2652.50
of land (56.93) (95.69)  (60.28) (57.68)
Cost 'B' 9568 .82 7984 .58 8899.23 8817.%4
(89.64) (90.02) (90.31) (89.98)
Family lsbours
Male 47%.00 28] .40 409 .80 388.73
(04 .45) (C3.17) (O4.15) (03.96)
Female 279 .80 213.70 134 .90 209 .46
(02.62) (02.40) (Ql .36) (02.13)
-

Total 754 .80 493.10 544,70 598 .20
Supervision 350.00 390.00 410,00 383 .33
charges (04.27) (O04.39) (O4.16) (03.91)
Cost 'C! 10673 .62 8869 .68 9853.93 9799 .07

(100.00) (100.00) {100.00) {100.00)
Yield in qtl. 81.00 66 .00 79.00 75.33
Value of produce 24350,00 20000,00 2M000.00 22850.00
Per quintal cost 131..77 134 .38 124.73 130.29

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

Table 19 shows that everall per hectsre cost A, B and C were
B. 3139.11, k. 8817.54 and k. 9799.07 respectively.
cost A and cost B was 32.03 and 89.98 per cent respectively. The

The share of

human labour contributed 12.10 per cent in oversll per hectare

cost 'C', The paldout cost was 29.52 per cent whereas the imputed



cost was 59.85 per cent.
was Ggl4.14 per cent.

n

Manures and fertilizer utilizastion

Decreasing trend wemong the size group

was obsezved for manure.

The highest per hectars yield of 81.00 quintals was

obtained in Ist size group.

Table 20 3 Per quintal marketing cost of Fenugreek
~ (Amount in b.)
size grow
Item e ‘ Overall
I 11 Il1
Transport 4.50 4.%0 4.50 4.50
(C8.82) (08 .67) (C8.78) (C8.73)
Octrolo 1.%0 1.50 1.50 1.%0
(02.9¢) (oz.») (02.92) (02.91)
Hamall 1.00 1 .00 1.00 1.00
(OL.96) (0l.92) (C1L.9%) (Q1.94)
Commission 27.00 26 .00 26 .00 26 .33
(52.94) (50.09) (%0.73) (51.24)
Losses 7.00 8.50 8.00 8.00
(13.72) (16 37) (15.60) (15.%7)
Others 10.20 10.40 10.2% 10.28
{20.00) (20.038) (20.00) (20.00)
Total 51 .00 51 .90 3. 31 .38
(100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00)

The Table 20 shows that about 51.00 per cent oxpcnt?ltm
was 1ncurrod on comaission. |
4 The expenditure incurred on commission na gtutor
in size group I and the expenditure incurred on transport wes
ssme in all the size groups.
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Table 21 1 Per hectare cost of production of Fenugreek
(Amount in b.)

size group

Item ——— " 1 111 Oversll

Cost 'A’ 3470.36 3016.72 2930.2% 3139.11

Cost 'B! 9568 .82 T7984.58 8899.23 8817.%4

Cest 'C* 10673 .62 8869.68 9853.93 9799.07

Marketing cost 4131 .00 3425.40 4048.75 3868 .38

Cost of o 14804 .62 12295.08 13902.68 13667 .46

production

Gross income 2453%0.00 20000.00 24000.00 22850.00

Net income 9745 .38 7704.92 10097.32 9182.%4

Input-output

ratio

On Cost 'A' 137.07 136.62 138.19 137.27

On Cost 'B* 152.%6 1352.50 132.69 1352.99

On Cost 'C? 1312.30 112.28 1:2.43 1:2.33

Table 21 revealed that eversll per hectare cost A, B and
C were b. 3139.11, k. 8817.%4 snd k. 9799.07 respectively.
Overall marketing cost were k. 3868.38 and the oversll per

hectare net returns were to the extent of k. 9182.%4.

Per

hectare net return of k. 10097.32 were found to be the highest

in size group I111.

The overall input-output ratio on cost A,
B and C was 137.27, 1:2.99, 152.33 respecgively.
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Table 22 5 Per quintal cost of production of Fenugreek
(Figures in B.)

size grow
Iten Overall
W I II III
Cost 'A' 42.84 4% .70 37.09 41 .87
Cost 'B° 118.13 120.97 112.64 117.24
Cost 'C! 13l.77 134 .38 124,73 130.29
Marketing cost 31.00 51.90 51.2% 51.38
Production cost 182.77 106 .28 179 .98 181 .67
Gross income 303.08 303.038 303.79 303.30
Net income 120.31 116.75 127.81 121 .62

Teble 22 shows that overasll per quintal costs eof
cultivation and costs of production were k. 130.29 and
k. 181.67 respectively. The net income per quintsl wes
found to be k. 121.62. Marketing cost wes higher in
" Iind size group. Net return per quintal of b. 127.81
was found to be higher in size group III.
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Table 23 revealed that the per hectare overall human
labour utilization was 175.44 lgbour days. Family lsbeur
contributed 22.03 per cent labeur deys. Irrigation
required maximum male lgbour i.e. 34.16 per cent followed
by harvesting and plant protection { »#. 32.79 snd 11.32
per cent respectively. About 35.4)1 and 21.52 per cent
overall female labour days were utilized for weeding and

seed sowing operation.

Bullock lsbour utilization wes found to the tune of
9.72 labour lsbour days. Nearly preparatory tillage and

msnuring covered all the preportion ef bullock labour.

Table 24 1 Per hectsre input utilization of casuliflower

size growp

Input - " 11 - Oversll
Seed (kg) 0.52 0.5%0 0.50 0.50
F.Y. M. (CL) 20.66 21,71 19.16 20.31
Fertilizers (kg) s |
a) Nitrogen (N,) 100.00 $3.21  99.30 97.50
b) Phosphorus (P,0,) 48.33 46.60  39.37 5l .43
Plant protedtion (kg) 2.41 2.44 2.46 2.43
meas ure

Izrigation (No.) .28 .83 23 .98 24.72 2 .84
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Table 24 revealed that overall per hectare use of
seed, Nitrogen and Phosphorus were 0.30, 97.50 snd
51 .43 kgs respectively. The use of F.Y.M. was grester
in size group II. Overall per hectare 25.84 {rrigation
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
irrigstion numbers is grester in size group 1, i.e.
0.52 kg , 100 kg nitrogen , 48.33 kg phosphorus end
28 .83 numbers irrigations.
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Fig. 5 : Overall distribution of cost elements of Cauliflower
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Table 25 ;3 Per hectare cost of cultivation of Cauliflower
(Figures {n b.)
size group
Item Overall
***** I 11 11X
Ares in ha. 6 .00 11.0 14 .40
l * 2. 3 * ‘ * 5 *
Hired humen
labour - Male 462.20 997.20 1000.00 686 .46
(02.94) (08.7%) (08.87) (0s.23)
Female 800.00 700.00 700.00 733.33
(05.09) (04.39) (04.11) (04.92)
Total 1262.20 1297.20 1700.00 1419.80
(08.04) (08 .14) (09.99) (c8.76)
Bullock labour 406 .40 347.20 413.60 389 .06
. (02.59) (02.18) (02.43) (02.40)
Manures 1033.00 1085.%0 958 .00 102%.50
(06.%8) (C6.81) (08.63) (06.32)
Seed 416 .00 400.00 400.00 405.33
(02.65) (02.%1) (02.3%) (02.9%0)
Fertilizers 3
Nz 700.00 652.47 695.10 682.52
) (04 .46) (C4.09) (O4.08) (0s.21)
POy ‘ 338.3) 326.20 415.59 360.03
(02.13) (02.04) (92.«) (02.22)
Total 1038 .31 978 .67 1110.67 1042.%%
(06 .619 (06.14) (06.82) (06 .43)
Irrigation 500,00 650.00 750.00 633.33
(03.18) (Oe.08) (O .40) (03 .90)
Insecticide 84.3% 85 .45 86.10 8%.28
(00.53) (00.53) (00.%0) (00.92)
Working capital 4740.26 4843 .97 5418.39 9000.87
(30.21) (30.43) (31 .84) (30.8%)

(continued)



(Table 25 continued)

(AR

1 L ) 2. 3 . 4 L] s [
Interest on 308.11 314.8% 3%2.19 3B.00
working capitsl (01.96) (Ql.97) (02.07) (02.00)
Depreciastion 89.92 108 .32 96 .77 98 .33
(00.37) (00.68) (00.%6) (00.60)
Land revenue 60.00 60.00 60.00 60.00
(00.38) (00.37) (00.38) (00.37)
CUST A 5198.29 8327.14 $927.3% 5484 .26
(33.12) (33.46) (34.83) (33.83)
Interest on 22.85 3l .52 43%.79 33.38
fixed capital (00.14) (00.19) (00.26) (00.20)
Rental value 8690.00 9190.00 9940.00 9273 .33
of land (%5.38) (87.73) (58 .42) (37.21)
COT 'p! 13911.14 14548 .66 15913.14 14790.98
{88 .65) (91 .40) {93.53) (91.26)
Family labour
Male 1200.00 800.00 478 .80 826 .60
(07.64) (0%.02) (02.81) (05.09)
Female 279 .80 243 .50 271 .90 205.06
(0L.78) (Q1.%2) (01.59) (QlL .63)
Total 1479.80 1043 .50 750.7C 1091 .33
(09.43) (06 .5%) (04 .41) (06.73)
Supervision 300.00 325.00 350.00 325.00
charges (o1r.91) (02.04) (02.05) (02.00)
CO8T *C? 1%5690.94 15917.16 17013.14 16207.08
(100.00 (100.00) (100.00) (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 134.1% 129.06 127.60 130.27
(00.8%) {00.81) (00.7%) {00.80)
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Table 25 showed that the overall per hectare cost of
cultivation 1.e. cost 'C' worked out to k. 16207.08, Cost
'A' and 'B' contributed 33.83 and 91.26 per cent respecti-
vely. Overall paid out cost was k. 5000.87 (30.8% per
cent), whereas imputed cost i.e. rental value of land,
interest on working capital snd 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
meagsures contributed 8.37 per cent i.e. 6.32, 6.43 ond 0.52
per cent respectively. In cost 'C' 6.83 per cent expenditure
was incurred on bullock labour end irrigation i,e. 2.40 and
6,32 respectively.

Increasing and decressing trends were observed smong

the size groups for hired and family humen labours.

Overall per hectare yield of 124.44 quintsls wes obtained.
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Table 26 ;3 Per quintsl marketing cost of Caullflower
(Amount in B.)
size group
Iten Overall
1 II 111
Transport 5.00 5.00 5.00 $.00
(09.17) (08.93) (08.97) (09.41)
Octroi 1.50 1.%0 1.50 1.50°
(02.7%) (02.68) (02.69) (02.82)
Hemali 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
(Q1.83) (01.79) (aL.79) (o1.88)
Commission 28.00 a8.10 28 .20 28.10
(31.37) ( 50.31) (5%0.62) (%2.91)
Losses 8.00 8.2% 8.00 3.08
(14.67) (14.77) (14.36) (14.59)
Others 11,00 12.00 12.00 11.66
(20.18) (20.48) (21 .54) (21+95)
Total 54 .50 5% .85 %%.70 55.3%
(100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00)

It was seen from the Table 26 that the overall

expenditure towards commission was about 52.91 per cent.

The oversll marketing costs were B. 55.35 per quintal.

Other incidental expenses were gbout 21.95 per cent.

The cost incurred for transport, octroi and hamali were

same for all the groups.

process were asbout k. 6.08.

The losses in makketing
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Table 27 3 Per hectare cost of production of Csuliflower

(Amount in b.)
size group
Item . Cverall
I 11 111

Cost ‘A’ 5198.29 9327.14 3927.3% 5484 .26

Cost 'B' 13911 .14 14548.66 15913.14 14790.98

Cost 'C! 15690.94 1%917.16 17013.14 16207.08

Marketing 6357.97 6887.98 T426 .48 6890.81

cost

Cost of 22048 .91 22805.14 24439.62 23097.89

production

Gross income 33000.00 36000.00 40000.00 37333.33

Net income 12951.09 14194.86 19%60.38 14235 .44

Input-output

ratio s

On Cost 'A’ 136.73 136 .94 136.74 136.80

On Cost 'B' 1:2.91 1:2.54 132.51 132.92

On Cost ‘(! 1:2.23 132.32 132.3% 132.30

Table 27 indicated that oversll per hectare cost A, B
and C were b, 5484 .26, k. 14790.98 and k. 16207.08 respe-

ctively.

Oversll per hectare marketing cost was k. 6890.81.

The oversll input~output ratio was 136.80, 132.52 and 112.30

st cost A, B and ¢ respectively.

The overall net income was

worked out to be k. 14235 .44 per hectare. In size grouwp III,

the net income was comparatively more. Input-output ratio

was grester in size group II.
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Table 28 ;3 Per quintal cost of production of Cauliflower

(Figures in k.)

size group ,
Item _ 1 - - Overall
Cost 'A' 44 .55 43.19 A4 .45 44,06
Cost 'B' 119.24 117.96 119.3% 118 .8%
Cost 'C' 134.%0 129.06 127.60 130.38
Marketing cost 54 .50 8% .85 55.70 $5.33
Production cost 189.00 le4.91 183.30 185.73
Gross income 300.00 300.00 300.00 300.00
Net { rcome 111.00 115.09 116.70 114 .26

Teble 28 revealed that the overall per quintal cost

of cultIvition i.e. cost 'C' was k. 130,38 and cost of

production was k. 185.73.

per quintsl was observed.

among the sizegroups for net income.

The net income of B, 114.26
Increasing trend was observed
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The results in respect of the study of economics
of production and marketing of some important vegetakles
have keen presented in the last chapter. In this
chapter an attempt has bee¢n made to discuss the results
obtained in the light of the results of studies carried
out bty other researchers' where ever possible. The
crop wise discussion of results obtained through analysis

is presented as below :

vkra :

Ukra contributed 18.52 per cent areg from total
vegetakles., Ckra required 275.85 human labour days for
its cultivation. The share of female labour was
comparatively more as they required for weeding and
harvesting operations. The bullock power required was
16,64 latour days. The manure utilization was found
to ke less than the recommended level. Per hectare
overall average cost A and cost B contributed 46 .87
and 86 .41 per cent respectively. Prer hectare cost of
production was found to be k. 15865.24 and the ¢ross
return was worked out to k. 20333.33 with a net return
of k. 4468.09 . »Per quintal cost of production of okrea

was Rs. 240.15 and per quintal marketing cost of okra
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was kB, 47.83. Per hectare yield was worked to be

64 .66 quintals. The oversall input-output ratio was
131.99. Similar results were observed by Madalias

and Kukadia (1978-79), Aundhekar (1989), Surendragopal
Singh (1974).

Brinjal s

ot

Brinjal contributed 20.52 per cent area of the
total vegetables. This crop required 270.09 humen
labour days for its cultivation. Brinjal crop is
somewhat sturdy crop ss compared to the other three
vegetable crops. The utilization of manures was
comparastively less than that of the recomamended level.
Cost A and cost B contributed 31.04 snd 89.57 per cent
of total cost. Per hectare cost of production was
k. 26610.48 and gross return was k. 39333.33 with
net return of k. 12722.84. Per quintal cost of
production of brinjel was k. 135.9% and the per
quintal marketing cost was found to be k. 50.03.

Per hectare yield of brinjal wes k. 196 .66 quintals.
Input-output ratio was 1:2.34., Similaer results were
observee by Aundheksr (1969).
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Fenugreek

Out of total area under vegetable, fenugreek
contributed 23.37 per dent area. Fenugreek required
92.37 human lsbour days which were comparastively
less than other three crops. The utilization of
manure was compatatively less than the recommended
level. The overall per hectare cost of production
was k. 13667.46 with a net return of k. 9182.34.
Per quintal cost of production of fenugreek was
worked out to be k. 18l1.67 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 132.33. Similar results were obtained by Patil
(1972).

Cauliflower s

c.ultfloutrvcrop contributed 35.54 per cent area

under vegetable crops. Fer hectare human labour
utilization was to the tune of 175.44 lsbour 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 IIird group. The overall per quintal
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marketing cost was found to be k. 353.35. Per quintal
cost of production of cauliflower was 185.73 rupees.
The input-output ratio obtained was 1:2.30. Similar
results were observed by Surendragopal Singh (1974).

Csuliflower contributed maximum ares i.e. 35.54

. per cent, followed by Fenugreek, Brinjasl and Okra i.e.
25.37, 20.52 snd 18.52 per cent respectively. Okra
required more 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
lasbour 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 days 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 B worked out to be k. 5985.00 and
k. 11082.81 respectively. For brinjsl crop cost A and
cost B worked out to be k. 5197.32 and k. 14996 .58
respectively. For fenugreek it was k. 3139.11 anrd

k. 8817.54 respectively. And for cauliflower it was

. 5484 .20 and k. 14790.98 respectively. Cost of
cautivation was found to be higher for brinjal crop {.e.
k. 16742.32 followed by cauliflower, okra and fenugreek
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1.0. b. 16207, k. 12766.9]1 and k. 9799.07 respectively.
The per hectare cost of production wss found to be
gregter for brinjal crop 1.e. b, 26610 followed by
casuliflower, okra and fenugreek i.e. B, 23097.89,

B. 15865.24 and k. 13667 46 respectively. Per hectare
yield was observed to be more in case of brinjasl {.e.
196 .66 quintals followed by cauliflower, fenugreek and
okras {.e. 124 .44, 75.33 snd 64.66 quintals respectively.
Per hectare net returns obtsined were more for
cauliflower {.0. b, 14235.44 followed by brinjal,
fenugreek and okrs L.e. k. 12722.84, k. 9182.54 and

b. 4468.09 respectively. The overall per quintel
marketing cost was found to be higher for cauliflower
f.0. B, 35.35 followed by Fenugreek, Brinjal and Okra
f.0. k. 51.38, b. 50.03 and b. 47.83 respectively.

The input output ratio was found to be maximum for
brinjal 1.e. 1:2.34 followed by fenugreek, cauliflower
snd okrs 1.0, 132.33, 132.30 and 131.59 respectively.






CHAPTER - VI

SUMMARY ANL CONCLUSLIONS

u;Jortty of Indian population take vegetarian diet.
Most of the population is rural and mainly depend on
agricultural occupation and it includes the land owner
and the sgricultural lsbours. The production of fruits,
snimal products and milk can not be incressed in short
duration for fulfilment of nutritional status of
developing and under developed countries dus to pressure
of tremendous population growth. In this situation
nutritional requirements and nourishment of peoples
the only alternative left is to incresse the production
of vegetables a8 it can be schieved during a short
span of period and improve the dietary standard of the
people by providing proteins, carbohydrates, mineral
salts, vitemins in bulk in the country.

Very few research studies have been undertaken
sbout the economics of production and marketing of
vegetables. Nanded district has got some pockets of
vegetable cultivation, specially in Nended taluka.
This study hes got its own importance and will be very
useful for the cultivators. The study wes undertaken
with specific objectives as under.
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1. To study the cost of production of selected

B

vegetables.

2. To study the comparative economics of production

i

and marketing of selected vegetables.

3. To study the marketing cost of selected vegetables.

Four villages located near Nanded were selected.
Vegetable growers were selected randomly and classified
into three groups on the basis of their land holding.
The dats were collected in specially designed schedules
for the year 1990-9l1.

Cross sectional data of 2350 cultivators from the
fdur villages were collected and snalysed for different
sspects viz. labour and input utilization, cost of
cultivation, marketing costs of selected vegetatles in
Nanded district. In this chapter the results obtained

are summarised.

w—-segetable crops occupied 7.93 per cent area. In
case of okra human labour required was 273.85 labour
days; out of which the share of family labour was found
to be 34.62 per cent. In Ist size group the human
labour utilizaetion was greater. A yield of 64.66

quintals per hectare was achieved at overall level.
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The yields were higher in IIlxrd size group. The per
quintal cost of cultivation was k. 197.48. On an
average cost A and cost B contributed to the extent
of 46.87 and 86 .41 per cent respectively. Overall
per agquintal marketing cost was found to be B. 47.83

in which the major share was of comaission agent.

On an average brinjal crop occupied an srea of
6.05 hectares. Brinjsl crop required 270.09 human
labour days and 14.77 bullock lsbour days. Femily
labour contributed 34.44 per cent, of the total lasbour
required for its cultivation. Oversll per hectare
cost of production was worked out to be k. 26610
with a net return of k. 12722.84. The input-output
retio was 1:2.34 which was the highest in all the
vegetables under study. The overall cost of marketing
was b. 50.03. per quintal in which the share of

commission asgent was 33.96 per cent.

Fenugreek crop covered 25.37 per cent area. The
human lsbour required was 92.37 labour days. The input
utilization of fenugreek was comparatiyely less as
compared to other vegetsbles under study. Cost A and
cost B contributed 32.03 and 89.98 per cent respectively.
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verage par quintal eost of produstion wms Rs, 181,67 ,

Per nestare yield vas 75,33 quintals, The per quimtal
cost of marketing was Rs, 51,38,

Cauliflover scowled 35,54 per cont ares under
vegetables, The buman labour requitement was 175,44
labour days of whish the stare of family labdour wvas
38,86 par sesk, The per hedtare Sost of prodwtion
wms Re, 23087.89 with net return of % 14235,00
vhich vas greater than that of other vegetables under
study, The overall per quintal marketing sost was fourdd
to be R, 58,36 o

Input output ratio was found to be greater for
brinjal erep 1 ., & 1j2,34 followed by fenugreek,
cauliflover and okra 1.8,143,33, 1:2,30and 151,59
respestivealy .

Gonslusions s

Followving some oomluion Gan be dravn froa the study:s
1o Per hectare @08t of oultivation of okra , brinjal,fenugreek

e

and cauliflover was Bs,12786,91 , Rs, 18742,33 ,
Rse 9290,07 and Rs. 15307,08 respectively whish

showed high cost of cultivation in brinjal erop
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compared to other Srops .

8. The per hestare high returns was observed in

sase of caulifiover sonparcd to other 6rops .

3 . Per quintal merkebing ooot of okra , brinjal ,
formgrosk and Sauliflover vas Bs, 47,83 , Rse 50,03,
R, 51,33 snd Rs, 56,35 respectively stowirg the lowest
matiebing cost in okra 670p .
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