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INTRODUCTION

Vegetables play a major role in human nutrition and
are indispensible for maintaining good health. They reduce
the demand on cereals and are one of the cheapest and richest
sources of natural protective foods, contributing much needed
proieins, carbohydrates, mineral salte and vitamins in human
diet. "An adult requires 284 gme of vegetables per day, ie.
about 20 per cent of the daily requirements of the total food
of an adult. This requirement is more in the case of a
vegetarian diet, The present consumption of vegetiables in
the country is very inadequate, being only one-fourth to
one~third of the requirement” (ICAR, 1980). This is mainly
due to the scarcity of vegetables and high costs. The low
income group in India suffer from chronic undernutrition and
malnutrition because of their unbalanced diet. "In order to
improve the quality of the diet of the people, it is essential
that the production of vegetables should be increased consi-
derably. This object can be achieved by increasing the present
area under vegetables and also by increasing the yield per unit
of area by adopting betier agricultural techniques” (ICAR, 1980).

Vegetables yield three or four times more than a cereal
crop. However, vegetavle production is not free from its
limjitations., Paucity of authentic literature on vegetable
industry, availability of vegetable seeds, control of insect



pests, diseases and weeds, lack of proper manuring and lack
of proper irrigation facilities are some of the drawbacks in

production of vegetables,

Vegetable production has not received the attention
that it deserves., A study on economics of vegetable culti-

vation would appear very relevant in this context.

Bfforts to increase production may go waste unless the
product is marketed efficiently. In agricultural economy an
efficient marketing system for farm products is a sine qua non

for economic development.

Marketing of agricultural produce is very complex. lLack
of organisation among the producer seller, forced sale, super-
fluous middlemen, multiplicity of marketing charges, mal-
practices in the market, multiplicity of measures, adulteration
of products, inadequate storage facilities, lack of proper
transportation faoilities, absence of grading end stendardisa-
tion of agricultural produce, lack of information, inadequate
faoilities of credits, inadequacy of institutional market are
the main defects from which the marketing of agricultural
produce suffer in general in India (Mamoris and Joshi, 1979).
Particularly seasonality, bulkiness, and perishability are the
major restricting characteristics of fruits and vegetables.
The bulkiness makes the storage and transportation difficult
and costly. Perishability necessitaties immediate consumption

of the produce. Further seasonal character of agriculture is a



problem in itself and produotion cannot adjust gquickly to the
increased level of demand and vioe versa. These characteris-
tics along with market imperfection often deprives the

producers of reasonsole price for their produote and tne con-

sumers of the products during the off seasons.

The present study was taken up in the Malappuranm
district einoe Malappuram is one of the major vegetable growing
areas of Kerala. The major objectives of the study are indi-

cated below.

1. To estimate the costi of cultivation and returns.
2. To identify the problems of vegetable cultivators.
3. To estimate the marketing cost and price spread.
4, To identify the marketing channels.

The resultis obtained from the study would be useful
in locating weak=-spots in the production and marketing of
vegetables, The data on cost structure and marketing of
vegetables would be of useful in formulating policies.

Since this study is confined to a smaller region and
conducted within a short period of time for want of time, the
conclusione are restricted to conditions prevailing there and
any attempt at generalisation must be done with care. Farmers
and traders do not maintain proper records and taey give tne
data from their memory. Therefore informastion gathered is not
free from their recall bjas. And all the more the respondents

in general are reluctant to reveal the extent of income



generation and the souroe of income., They have a tendency
to present inflated figures for costs and deflated figures
for returns. This has created problems in making accurate
and relieble estimates during the study. However care has
been taken to make the estimates as acourate as possible
through oross checking.

This thesis is divided into eight chapters including
the present one. A brief acocount of agricultural economy of
Malappuram distrioct is given in the chapter two. A review
of the relevant literature is given in chapter three, Chapter
four deals with the materials and methods used in this study.
In chapter five the general socio-~economic condition of the
surveyed farmers are given while chapter six deals with
results and discussion. The final chapter deals with the
summary of the major findinges of the study.
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Economy of Malappuram Disetict
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A BRIEF ACCOUNT OF THE AGRICULTURAL ECONOMY
OF WALAPPURAM DISTRICT

Malappuram is composed of the economically lese
developed portions of the Palghat and Koghikode dietricte.
It was carved out of kErnad Taluk and portions of Tirur taluk
from Koghikode district and portions of Perinthalmanne and
Ponnani taluke of Palghat district., The district came into
existence on June 16, 1369. The Nilgiris and Tamil Nadu in
the east and the Arabjian sea in the west provide natural
boundaries for the district, while on the north it is pbounded
by Koghikode district and on the soutn by Palghat district and
portione of Trichur distriot.

The district has a total geographiocal area of 3638 sq. knm.,
which is 9.4 per cent of the total geographical area of the
state, It consists of four taluks, 13 blocks, 92 panchayate
and 122 villages.,

Literacy is a good index of the progresses of a district.
As per 1971 census lialappuram district, with a population
density of 510 per sq. km., and with population of 13,56,3%62
vhich was 8.69 per cent of the state population with a sex
ratio of 1041 females for 1000 males haes the percentage of
literacy as 47.90 againet ine state average of 60.42 per cent.

Only 27 per cent of the population constitute the working

class according to 1971 censue., There are 5,01,082 workers of



which 4,04,618 sre males and 96,464 are females. Among the
total workers 33,8 per oent are agriculturzl labourers,
18.8 per cent are cultivators and 42.4 per cent other cate-

gories,

The distriot has more or less the same climate in the
state, viz,.,, dry season from Decemver to February, hot seasou
from idarch to iMay, tne south-west monsoon from June to
September and tne north-east monsoon from October to November.
The south-wsst monsoon is usually very heavy and about 75
per cent of annual precipitation is received during that period
and flood is of common occurrence at this time causing severe
danages and havoc to crops. North-east monsoon is scanty and
insufficient and is dwindling over years causing drought for
the second cropf. The average rainfall in lalappuram distrioct
vas 3405.3%5 m.m. in 1970-71. The distribution of normsl rain-
fall for the district is given in Table 2.1, The maximum and
minimun temperature of tane disirict is 39°C and 20°C respectively.
The humidity is high during rainy season.

Malappuram district has no major irrigation project.
The district has eight rivers. The Chaliyar river wnich is
169 kms. long has u catchment area of 2434.6C sq.kme. in the
district. The Kadalundi river which is 130 km. long has got a
catchment area of 1113,70 sq.km. in the district. The

Bharathapuzha, the longest river in the state also passes
tarough the district, These and other minor rivers afforad



Table 2.1. Distribution of normal rainfall in Malappuraam
distriot
(Normal based on 1901 to 1950 data)

Monthe Total rajnfall (in mm)
July 787.0
Augusi 405.0
September 198.8
Ootober | 290,0
November 163.8
December 30.9
January 6.7
February 6.5
Maroh 19.3
April 78.7
May 211.0
June 702.4
Total 2900.1

Source s  Bureau of Economics and Statistice, Kerala.
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vent scope for irrigation projects. A large number of tanks
and wells are also used for irrigation. Sourcewise irrigated
area and cropwise irrigated area are given in Table 2,2 and

Table 2.3 respectively.

The soil is essentially of laterite origin because of
heavy rainfall with laterite loam in the central belt and
gradually changing to sandy loam and pure sand towards the
coastal belt and clay loam in the eastern foresti areas border-
ing Nilgiries. The hill slopee are heavily eroded and requiring

s0il conservation measures,

dain crops grown here are paddy, coconﬁt, cashewnut and
rubber, Fruits and vegetzbles are also equally important.
Land use pattern and cropping pattern for the district is given
in Taebles 2.4 and 2.5 respectively. The aain food crop grown
in the area is rice, covering an area of 41,462 hectares which
constitutes 31,77 per cent of the total cropped area followed
by vegetable covering an area of 28,430 hectares which occupies
11.09 per cent of the total cropped area., Ilialappuram ranks
first in the area of production of ocashewnute and Betal leaves
spreading to 16 per cent and 40 per cent of the total area of

cashewnute and Betal leaves respeciively, of the stiate.

Animal husoandry has an important role in the rural
economy of the districti. Various measures are being taken to

improve the livestock population.



Table 2.2. Sourcewise irrigated area

Source Area (in hectare)
Government canals 1278
Lift irrigations 6242
welle (aporox.) 13500

Minor irrigatiion projects 2554

Other sources

(Approx.) 15000
Total 368544

-2 % 3 1 1 2% 3

Taole 2.3. Cropwise irrigated area

Crop Area (in hectares)
Rice 23473
Vegetables 1188
Coconut 13795
Arecanut 9979
Banana 1465

Total 49900



Table 2.,4. Land utilization in Malappuram district for
the year 1978=79

O W S S W W S - - - - e - -

Desoription Aresa
(in hectares)

Total geographical area 363230
Under forest 103417
Land put to non-agricultural uees 16867
Barren and uncultivable wastie 7507
Permanent pastures and grazing lands 450
Land under miscellaneous tree crops 2508
Cultivable waste land 12976
Fallow other than current fallow 3987
Current fallow 7863
Net area sown 207635
Area sown more than once 48761
Total cropped area 256396

T S . - e W g S G Y S SIS G -

Sources *Bureau of Economiocs and Statistics, Kerala.



Table 2.5. Cropping pettern in Malappuram district for the
year 1973-79

Crop Area Percentage to
(in hectares) total ocropped area
Rice 81462 31.77
Other cereals 44 0.03
Pulses 2718 1.06
Coconut 61145 23.85
Other oil seeds 2334 0.91
Sugar crops 1508 0.59
Pepper 3652 1.42
Other spices and condimente 2085 0.81
Betel nuts 8182 3,19
Betel leaves 487 0.19
Druge and other neccotics 622 0.24
Fruits 16771 6.54
Vegetavles 28430 11.09
Cashewnutse 22221 8,67
Rubber 17648 6.88
Tea, Coffee, Cocoe 495 C.19
Green manure and Fodder 33%2 1,30
Other crope 3250 1.27
Total cropped area 256396 100.00

Sources *Bureau of Economice and Statistice, Kerzla,

* Originzlsnot seen



12

Induetirially Malappuram is one of the backward districts
in Kerala. There are five large and medjum industriee in the
distriot, while 516 units are there in the small scale sector.
Forest, which covers an area of 73683 hectaree is the main
gource of raw materials for many wood based industrial unite

which sre funciioning in the distrioct.

Malappuram district has a coastal line of 70 km and is
rich in marine wealth., Ponnani, Kootayi, Tanur and
Parappanangadi are the major fishing centres,

The district is well connected by roads and rails. The
National Highway 47 passes through Tirur and Ponnani taluks
of the district. The Koshikode-Palghat road, Kozhikode~
Nilambur-Gudalur road, Shoranur-Perinthalmanna road, are the
important state Highways passing tarough the district., Mangalore-
Cochin line, which passes through Tirur taluk and the Shoranur-
Nilambur line, which passes through Perinthalmanna and Ernad
taluks are the two broad gage rail roade here,

A map of Malappuram district indicating the study area
ie shown in Fig.1.
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REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Review of studies on production and marketing relevant

to the present study are presented in this chapter.

Since the references on vegetable cultivation are very
scanty, references on other crops are also included in the

review,

Cost studies ,
Rao (1919) conducted a study on grape vine and found
that a profitable vine crop could be get only upto 15 years

of age. '

Studies on the economics of production and resource
uao-efficienqy in the groundnut farms of Pollachi teluk in
Coimbatore district, was conducted by Muniraj (1965), showed
that the average cost of production per acre was Kes,190,00
with a range of Rs.120,00 to Re.231.00, 1t was also noticed
that the net profit per acre varied from Re,17.44 to Re.34.06
in different region of Pollachi taluk,

Gupta and George (1967) have worked out tae profitabi-
1ity of orange cultivation in Nagpur. The study found that
investaent in orange cultivation had an average pay-back period
of seven years, with a net present value of 18.6438.00 per acre
(at a discount rate of 12 per cent), an internsl rate of return

of 39 per cent and a benefit-cost ratio of 2.5. The op timum



size of the grove was observed to be between one and two acres,

Nirmal Singh and Bal (1967) made studies on the economics
of commercjial crops in Punjab, dealing with the shifts in the
trend of area, production, yield and prices of four major
comnercial orops namely, Desi and Amerjican ooiton, groundnut
and sugarcane. The trends in the area under each crop, the
operational coste per hectiare and yields per hectare for each
crop as well as the price trends had been dealt with. From
this profitability of each crop was arrived at,

Mehta and Singh (1970) studied the average cost of
establishing one hectare of apple orchyard upto bearing period
in Kulu and Parabate valleys and 1t worked out to be Rse.13495.45
and Re,10,714.18 respectively.

Shankara Murthy and Chandrasekhar (1979) studied the
costs and returns of production and ocuring of tobacco. It was
revealed that production and ouring cosis together accounted

for 98.74 per cent.,

Arunkumar et al. (1979) analysed the costs and returns
of potato under irrigated and rainfed oconditions in Karnataka.
It was found that the major item of expenditure was on inputs
such as seeds, manures and fertilizere (35 per cent) while
labour formed sbout 23 per oent, Considering labour alone,
irrigation and preparatory cultivation accounted for major
share,
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Elsamma Job (1981) studied the economics of ruober
cultivation by small holders in Kottayam district and arrived
at the following conclusions. Total cost of cultivation per
hectare for establishing rubber i.e., for seven years was
estimated as Re,.11054.00 in termes of 1930~31 prices. iiore
than one half of this was accounted for by labour., Ket returne
per hectare waes Rs.3234,00 during the eighth year and
R8.719%.00 during the 12th year, the year of yield stabiliza-
tion. Cost of production per guintal of sheet rubber was
estimated as Rs,305.00 during stabilized yield period. Pay-
back period was 9.51 years. Benefit-cost ratio was 2,04 and
interval rate of return 24.20 per cent.

Ramasamy (1981) studied production aspects of major
vegetables in Coimbatore district and reported that the
realised yield of brinjal varied from 2,66 tonnee to 23,78
tonnes per hectare in the sample farms, The average realised
yield was 67 per cent of expected yield in the study region.
The results of cost function of the same crop showed that
optimun level of output was 183,33 quintale. The estimated
cost elasticity indicated inocreasing returns to scale in
brinjal production. The yield of bhindi varied from 1.80 tonnee
to 14.56 tonnes and the average being 9,60 tonnes. The coeffi-
cient of varjation in yield was estimated to be 19,26 per cent

for the same crop.



Funcijonal analyeis

Heady (1946) derived production function for a random
sample of 738 lowa farms which was the first empirical esti-
mates of production function for agriculiural farme in
United States. Fuuctions were derived both for types of
farmers and areas of the state, In all cases the inputs were
land, labour, power, equipment, livestock, feed and operaiional
expense all measured in dollars, Output was measured in dollar

value of product.

James (1955) pointed out the marginal value productivity
estimation derived from the Cobb-Douglas type function could
be seriously biased by non-optimum aggregation of inpute or
by non-optimum aggregation of outputs.

Agrawal (19538) oonducted enquiries in Uttar Pradesh and
analysed to ascertain the input~output ratio in farms. The
input-output ratio even in one of the best agricultursl tracts
of India was gquite low. The ratio became still more unfavou-
rable during agriculturally bad years or during the period of
low agricultural prices. The seriousness of the situation
became all the more emphasised when tne low ratiio was judged
against ihe background of small sigze of farms and low acsolute
value of output and input. The inputs on moet of the farms

studied varied between ite,1000,00 and Re,2500,00.

Dasgupta (1961) reported that from the view point of
minimum cost per acre and maximum profit the economic size of



rioe farm would lie in between 16 to 24 acres at the existing
level of labour and capital used in Bhubaneshwar area,

Paulek (1963) analysed the economice of maize production
in the state farmes of Yugoslavia. He concluded that there was
a negative correlation between yield per hectare and the cost
of production per kilogram and positive correlation between
yield and farm income,

Hjelm (1963) presented a short historical review on tihe
doctrine of farm cost accounting in Swegdan in the period
from 1913 to 1962,

Shastri (1964) estimated the input and output anslysis
in Indian Agriculture, Agriculture, Plantations, animsal
husvandry including foresiry and fishery were considered as
individual sectors in the input-output table prepared. An
increase of 10 per cent in factor payment of agriculture
sector will cause an increasse of d.6 per cent in the price
of output of the same sector, 3.2 per cent in itne prioe of
output of animal husbandry and 1.9 per cent in manufacturing
sector. The prices of outpuis in the other two sectors did not
seem to change. On the other hand a 10 per cent increase in
factor payments in the animal husbandry sector caused 5.9 per
oent increase in the price of output of the same sector, caus-

ing little or no change in the prices of outputs of the other

seotore,
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Bagat Sing (1966) analysed the cost of cultivation
of wheat in relation tc sige of holding and reported that
there was an increzsing trend in output per acre with increase
in size. Human and bullock labour inputs decreesed with
increase in holding size and consequently the coet per acre
decreased. These differences were non-significant., The cost
per mound also declined with holding size and these differences

were, significant.

Reddy (1967) examined the production efficiency in
South Indian Agriculture. Hie conclusion indicated that a
rapid development of agriculture in Indis could be achieved
only by breaking through the iraditional state and introduc-
ing technology in a package consisting of new inputs, agricul-
ture education, special skills and techniques and coampetent
guldance in farm planning.

Bourne (1968) conducted an economic survey of the cured
tobacco production in Trinidad. 1In his study the returns
appeared 1o vary directly with costs,

A study by Singarey and Waghmare (1968) indicated that
T.N~1 yielded higher than the local varjeties. Production
function analysis indicated larger marginal returns to land
and bullock lanour when compared with their respective marginal
coste. The marginal return to working capital was less than the
‘marginal cost. The marginal return to human laoour just appro-
ximated the prevailing wage rate,



Raghubansi (1969) examined the economice of cauliflower,
tomato, capsicum and pear. It was found that the value of
input-output was inversely proportional to the eize of the
holding for all crops.

Shetty (1970) studied on Agricultural Production trends
at All India and regional levels, He measured the contribu-
tion of three important components namely, area, yield per
acre and crop pattern to the growth of agricultural production.
He revealed that the acreage expansion was the most important
gsouroe of production at the All Indjia level. The contribution
from area and crop pattern accounting for nearly 90 per cent

of the increase in the agriocultural production.

Spoor (1970) compared the production costs, market
prices, labour productivity, size of holding and variations in
climate and planting in different years. It was found that
profitability was considerably affected by the tiaing of plant-
ing which tended to get increased in years of high prices.

Iéger and derce (1970) analysed the factors governing
the profits on fruit farme. They found that the oest method
to estimate the factors influencing the financial resulte of
enterprises was inrough correlation and regression analysis.
Multiple regressions analyeis was used to forecast the duration
of work and what profit and sale of products should be expected

of the works.
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Studies were conducted by Prabhakaran and Venugopalan
(1971) on selected paddy farm sizes in Kerala state to measure
the efficiency of resource use, by fitting the Cobb-Douglas
type of production function. The results indicated a greater
emphasis on the use of fertiligers snd manures in cultiva~
tors' field. In small farms labour was a significant ingre-
dient with accelerated production. The gross output per acre

was found to decrease with the increase in farm size,

Marketing

Dantwala (1957) stressed reorganisation of the marketing
structure on the basis of diagnosis of the maladies prevailing
in the present structure of marketing and implementation of new
policy. He concentrated on iwo issues, namely marketing margin
and the nature of complementation in the primary markets. He
concluded that both primary and terminal markets were imperfect
and made a few suggestions for improving the present marketing

systenm,

Rangachari (1957) emphasized on the aim of orderly
marketing i.e., to ensure that the producer gets a reasonsbvle
prices for his produce by eliminating waste and reducing the
cost of distribution.

Vandensberg (1962) conducted studies on price spread in
agricultural commodities in Couth Africa and stressed the
necessity for regulating the marketing of agricultural products
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from the farmers point of view to strengthen their bargaining
power with a view to ensure satisfactory and stable prices for

their products.

Bauer argued that economic aid given to India was used
mainly in ways which less likely to promote development in
practioe than was envisaged., He emphasised that development
of infrastruotural facilities like transport, communication and
educational facilities and multiplication of technical and
managerial reesources would overcome structural and human dis-
abilities that hinder rural development, Abbott (1962) while
agreeing with that observation highlighted that that was more
applicable to the field of agriocultural marketing than any
other aspects of agricultural econonmy.

Angelson (1963) analysed supply and demand factors and
marketing possivilities for individusl products and mentioned
three starting point of market research, nsmely, price formation,
production plane and distribution methods.

Weber (1966) studied the marketi structure, price forma~-
tion and trade margins for potatoes in the Federal Republic
of Germany. The marketiing of potatoes in West Germany was
presented under the following main headings. i. supply position
ii. trade channels iii. organization of productive price for-
mation iv. margin and coste in the marketing of potato for human
consumption and v. rationalisation and opinions of the internal

partieﬂ .
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lavania et al. (1966) highlighted the existence of
high price spread due to multiplicity of charges and market
functions, distress sale of agricultural produce and the
malpractices in the market, He also showed that some of the
developments benefioial to producers such as confirment of
ownership of tenents, provision of cheaper institutional
finance and storage facilities to the cultivators had adversely
affected the flow of marketaonle aurpki.

Mamoria and Joehi (1979) have mentioned that the grape
growers sold the standing orop to contractore long before it
wapg ready for harvestiing. 5Some growers harvestied their own
produce and sold in the local or distant markets directly
or through agents., When the fruit was sold through commission
agent he paid for the transport, etc. and charges for his
services a commission of 2% pajee per kawara. Direct sales
by growers brought in about 87 paise per mound more as compared

with sales through a forwarding agent.

A study was conducted by Das (1979) on marketing
efficiency and price spread in fruit and vegetiable marketing
in Papua New Guinea. The average total price spread was found
to be 69.1 per cent and the producer received 3C.8 per cent of
the consumer dollar, The relatively wide price spread was due
to high transport coste, substantial amount of spoilage and
large profit margins, specially at the retail level.
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An attempt was made by Prasad (1979) to find out the
price spread and the producers' share in the consumer's
rupee in the marketing of selected vegetavles in Bangslore
city. The price spread between the net price received by
the producers of vegetables at the fara level was the order
of Re.0.55, Re, 0,51 and Re, 0,49 for every kilogram of beans,

oebdage and brinjal respectively.

Gupta and Ram (1979) studied the behaviour of marketing
margins and costs of vegetables, The analysis revealed tnat
the producer received a very low (33 per cent) share in the
consumers price whereas the retailer's margin and marketing
costs were guite substantial, each appropriating one-fourth
of the consumer rupee. location played an importient role in
influencing retail margin., Transport packing and labour
expenses were the major components of marketing costs., Co-
operative endeavour at ovotn the producer and consumer level
and aleo the facilities of cold storage and processing would

probavly go 8 long way in marketing performance,

Ramasamy (1981) conducted a study on problems in produc-
tion and marketing of major vegetavles in Coimbatore district,
The main marketing channel identifjied for brinjal was producer-
commission agent~wholeszler ~ retajler-consumer. Estimated
price revealed ihat percentage shtre of producers in the con-
sumers rupee varied from 36.81 to 57.40. The producer claimed

that the prices that reslised for brinjal were unremunerative.



The average price realised during the last season was HB8.51.00
per quintal as against tae expectation of Rs.85.00 per quintal.
The main marketing channel identified for bhindi was producer-
commission agent-wholesaler-retailer~consumer, Farmers
received about 38 per cent of consumers' rupee as their share,
The respective shares to wholesslers and retailers were 25 and
13 per cent for bhindi.

Prasad (1982) has written a paper on price spread for
paddy and wheat in Allahaoad district., Identifying the marketing
agenciee and channels involved in the marketing coste and
margins in the marketing of these two commodities and esti-
mating the price paid by the consumer and the share of the
producers in the consumere rupee were the main objective of
the study. The study was based on data collected from onse
primary and one secondary market of Allahabed district,

Uttar Pradesh, 1978-79. It revealed that the producer's
share in the consumers rupee was very low due to the presence
of a large numver of middlemen between the producer and the
ultimate consuamer. Among different cost items transport was
the higheet.



Materials and MAethods
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MATERIALS AND METHCDS

Collection of data

The data for the present cost of cultivation study were
collected from selected holdings of Malappuram district of
Kerala state during the year 1981-82. The sampling design
adopted for the study was stratified multistage random
sampling. The NES blocks in the districti were arranged in
descending order in terms of area under vegetables and the
first two, viz., danjeri block and dalappuram block were
selected. Two panchayats were selected from each block
randomly. The list of panchayats seleoted from the two blocks

is as given below.

Manjeri block - Pulpetta,
Thirukkalankodu.

Malappuram block - Ansakkayam,
Morayur.

From each of these seleoted panohayats a sample of three
wards were randomly selected, Saapling frame of vegetable
growing farmers was prepared in each panchayati ward and a
random sample of four farmers was selected from each ward for
the study. Each of the farmers selected was found to grow
vegetables in only single holdings. Thus the sampling frame
of holdings and that of farmers was exactly identical, The

data for marketiing study were collected from five wholesaleres,
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three commission agents and eleven retailers. Data were
collected from the selected farmers and the traders by the
interview method as no written record for the vegetable
growing was availadle with them,

A well structured questionaire covering the varioue
aspecis of vegetable cultivation and their marketiing was
prepared and was administered directly io the sample respon-
dent farmers and traders, Specimens of the schedules are
attached as appendix I and appendix II. 7he information
collected included are area under production, yield rate,
cost of cultivation, marketing of produce, marketing chaunels,
cost of marketing, prioe of the commodity at different levels.
Among the various vegetiable crops grown by the farmers of the
area pumpkin, ashgourd, ocucumber, bittergourd, snakegourd,
pulses were the major orops. Of these only the first two were
selected for the present study, because these two crops occupied

a ma;or share of area grown under vegetables,

idethod of anslysis

Conventional percentage methods and functional methods

were used for analysing and interpreting the datsa,

Cost of cultivation was divided into different components
aooording to factors of productions and farm operations. Per-
centages corresponding to different operations and inpute wers

worked out,



Cobb Duglas production functions of the form

y=a x1b’ x2b2 x3b3 x‘b4 xsbs xsba vere fitted based on the

absolute values of produotion znd per hectare values for

both the crops. The variables included in the study were
production (y), land (x,). human labour (12), manures and
fertilizers (x3). seede (x4). pesticides (xs) and irriga-
tion (16). land was measured in oente, human labour in man
days, wvhile expenditure on asnures and fertilizers, seede and
pesticides are recorded in rupees., The unit for last input
namely irrigation was its frequency during the period of the

orope.

Variation in price of msrketing was analysed by taking
the difference between the prioe paid by the consumer and the
prioe received by the farmer by using the relation

P. = Po-Pf wvhere Ps = prioce spread

Pc = price paid by the consumer
Pf = Price received by the farmer

The absolute value of prioe spread was expressed as

percentage relative to price received by the farmer and theese

indioces of price epread were calculated for theese two orops.
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GENERAL ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL CONDITIONS OF THE SAMPLE

To get a background knowledge of vegetiable growers
(pumpkin and ashgourd) faaily partioculars of the sample

cultivators were studied.
Yam size

An analysis of family size of respondents showed that
56.25 per cent of tne total families came under the size group
having four to six members, The famjlies having seven to nine
members were 29.17 per cent of the total. Classification of
respondent family according to different size group is shown
in Table 5.1. In both the blocks, the highesti preparation of
the family came under the sigze group with four to six members.
Manjeri block had 70.8% per cent and Malappuram block had
41.67 per cent in this group. The respondent had an average
family size of 5.94.

Age and sex

The distribution of the sample families according to age
showed that 35.79 per cent of the members were velow 14 years
of age and 2,80 per cent in the age group of 60 and above.
The percentiage of working members i.e. the members between
15 and 59 is 61.41. The proportion of male and female among
total members was 54.74 and 45.26 per cent respectively. The
distribution of family members of respondents according to age
and sex is given in Table 5,2,



Table 5.1. Distribution of the respondentis according to the size

of family
Members Aversge
yoame of sige of
oc 1t03 4106 7109 Above 9 Totzl family
Manjeri 1 17 5 1 24 6.00
(4.17) (70.83) (20.83) (4.17) (100,00)
dalappuram 3 10 9 2 24 5.38
(12,50) (41.67) (37.50) (8.33) (100,00)
Total 4 27 14 3 48 5.94

(8.33) (56.25) (29.17) (6.25) (100.00)

- - - - -

(Figures in parenthesis show percentage to total)



Table 5.2. Classification of respoundents’ family according to age and sex

- - A > o= - -

Age group (years)

———

- - -

O-14 15-59 60 and above Total Total
Blook members
dale Female iale Female ale Fenale Male Female
Meny 1 19 48 44 2 0 81 63 144
erd (22.53) (13.19) (33.33) (30.56) (1.39) (0.00) (56.25) (43.75) (100.00)
i 26 26 49 34 0 6 75 66 141
daleppuran 2044 (1o048) (34275) (20011) (0.00) (4226) (53.39)  (46e81)  (100.00)
97 T8 2 6 156 129 285
Total (28300) (1%?79) (34.04) (27.37) (0.70) (2.10) (54.74) (45.26) (100.00)

S S G W B T S S B G - v

(Figures in parenthesis show percentages to total)

0e
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Literacy

Almoet 90 per cent of the heads of households were
literate. Percentage of illiterate farmers was 10.41. Out
of the total, 56.25 per cent wae educated upto primary school,
16.67 per cent upto middle school and 16.67 per oent was edu-
cated in high school. A distribution of the respoudents
aooording to their educational statue is given in Taocle 5.3.

The educational status of the respondent family members
wag analysed. Those educatedto the primary school were
37.70 per cent while 26.59 per oent were educated-to the middle
school. Only 22.22 per cent and 1.19 per cent were educeied
in high schools and oolleges respectively. 12,30 per oent
were found to be illiterate, Among the 87.70 per cent literate
59.10 per oent were males and others female, kembers below
six years were not included in this classification. Table 5.4
and Table 5.5 present the detailed break up of the educationsl
status of the families,

Occupation

Most of the farmers in tne sample were dependent on agri-
culture only. Classification of the respondents based on the
occupation is given in Table 5.6. It was observed 70.84 per oent
of the farmers of the itotal respondents depended on agriculture
alone, vhile 14.58 per cent had agriculture as main occupation
and the rest 14,53 per cent had agriculture as secondary

ooccupation,



Table 5.3. Distribution of the farmers according to literacy

D an B G- - " - o - s o - - . e e - - o -

Nzame of Primary Middle High Illiterate Total

Block school school school

Kanjeri 13 4 6 1 24
(54.16) (16.67) (25.00) (4.17) (10G,00)

idalappuram 14 4 2 4 24
(58.33) (16.67) (8.33) (16.67) (100,00)

27 8 8 5
(56.25) (16.67) (16.67) (10.41) (100.00)

- o - - > G T G D T G G W G G WIS B S WS AN G GRS PR T G Gl W - - - B W S S G S S W

(Figuree in parenthesis snow percentage to total)

Table 5.4. Distribution of the respondents family acoording to

literaocy
Name of Illiterate Primary Kiddle High College Total
Block sochool school school
Manjeri 10 53 25 39 2 129
(7.75) (41,09) (19,38) (30.23) (1.55) (100,00)
Malappuram 21 42 17 1 123

42
(17.07) (34.14) (34.14) (13.82) (0.13) (100.00)

Total 31 95 67 56 3 252
(12.30) (37.70) (26.59) (22.,22) (1.19) (100.00)

T A P S T A, G DS P G W G G T W e B> SO G T . Sun P G W G G G IS S GRS U S I P UG D D e W G SIP G UV R A e I T B A G e AP W G N S GO WS S SR fap P e S P B

(Pigures in parenthesie show percentage to totsl)
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Table 5.5. Distribution of literates of the respondentis
family aocording to sex

P G G G W e G W G S G S > -

Nsme of Block Male Yenale Total
literate literate literate

lenjeri 11 47 118
(60.17) (39.83) (100,00)

Malappureaa 59 43 102
(57.84) (42.16) (100,.00)

Total 130 90 220

(59.10) (40,90) (100,00C)

D W Y G e G D R W P S S G G S A G S e S G A Y SR G S SR G GBS D G G AN S S IS A G G G G SRS G N W S S G I G T TS T e O S e W W G S S O

(FPigures in parenthesis show percentage to total)

Tavle 5.6. Classification of the respondents according to
occupation

S S P B O S G T R W S T T A G S G S W G s W T S G S U R W T S G G S S G e G SR G G TR WP S B W

Name of Block Agriculture Agriculture Agriculture Total
as the only as majin as sub
occupation occupation occupation

- W T A G S - Y G S T W WS S S D W

Manjeri 15 4 5 24
(62.50) (16.67) (20.83) (100.00)

Malappuram 19 3 2 24
(79.17) (12.50) (8.33) (100,00)

Total 34 7 7 48
(70.84) (14.58) (14.58) (100,00)

W G e G I e Gus G G GDS A S Gl G A W G G e W G S NP - W G G e s B s G W S G Y W W G

(FPigures in parenthesis show percentage to total)
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Land holding

Distribution of the selected faramers according to land
owned is given in Table 5.7. Among total respondents 14,58
per oent had total area between one to fifty cents and 45.34
per cent between 50 to 150 cents and 25 per cent between
150 to 250 cents. Holdings above 250 cents were 14,58 per cent
of the total,

Cropping pattern

Gross oropped area of the tolsl respondent farmers was
98.38 hectares, The net area cropped was 90.78 heotares and
area sown more than once were 7,60 hectarese., Approximate gross
area under irrigation was 43.30 hecteres. Paddy, vegeiables,
and rubber were the most important crops grown. Table 5,8

shows the cropping pattern.

Area under pumpkin

The distribution of the selected families according
to area under pumpkin is given in Table 5.9. Among the total
respondents 33,33 per cent had area between one to 10 cents.
39.58 per cent was between 10 to 20 cents. Holdings witha

20 cents and aoove was 27.09 per cent,

Area under ashgourd

The distribution of area of the selected families
according tvo area under ashgourd was given in Table 5,10.

Among the total respondents 31,25 per oent had area between



one to 10 cents and another 31.25 per cent had area between
10 to 20 ocents. Holdings with 20 cents and above was
37.50 per cent.



Table 5.7. Distribution of the selected farmers according to

land holding

area between (in cents)

Particulars
1-50 50=150 150-250 250 and Total
above
Number of
farmers 1 22 12 7 48
Percentage to 44 g5 45,84 25.00  14.58 100,00

the total

D e e A GO0 s wEn WS T G VIS W S S S S S0 -

Table 5.,5. Cropping pattern

o - > G W O G G R G G e S W G W . W

Paddy

Vezetables

Other seasonal crops
Annual crops
Perennisl crops

I M WO I W B G W G G S G W G S IS e T T O

D P e G G G G W S I S S G U TS G S G WS W G e QU SIS S S

G e W I G W SO0 G G I U e G W G W P T e - - -



Table 5.9. Distribution of the selected farmers according to
area under Pumpkin (in oents)

B S T TI OT G G Re G  AED e S T G G M G SR S S G TR B W e G G WS G G G G TS e S e GO B e AN e TS N U A GTE S IS W SR G W T S

Name of Block 1 %0 10 10 to 20 20 and Total
above

Manjeri 1 7 6 24
(45.83) (29.17) (25.00) (100,00)

Malappuram 5 12 7 24
(20.83) (50.00) (29.17) (100,00)

Total 16 19 13 48
(33.33) (39.58) (27.09) (100,00)

D O S YIS W S D e GID W W P T e Y D T G G G0 S G TS G G B W T S G W S B U GV G G W S R A S S G G G S S S S S S G

(Figures in parenthesis show percentage to total)

Table 5.10. Distribution of the selected farmers according to
area under ashgourd (in ocexts)

O O D G G s W S G ST G P I IR G S O G T GRS G G W O W G TR D GRS Y R AN G A G G T G SN S G R A i R SR S G G SR TS Tae S A S D AU e G

Name of Block 1 t0 10 10 to 20 20 and Total
above

ilanjeri 1" 6 7 24
(45.83) (2%.00) (29.17) (100,00)

Malappuram 4 9 1 24
(16.67) (37.50) (45.83) (1006,00)

Total 15 15 18 48
(31.25) (31.25) (37.50) (100.00)

A - B D S B G R T e S G D W 5 G W GRS GNP G d S W N G W - - an e s B> o G ne W W SIS A S WY G T G g G

(Figures in parenthesis show percentage to total)
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The observations and the collection of data were made
during the year 1381-82 to study the production and marketing
of pumpkin and ashgourd. The observations on produciion
aspects are pregented and discussed in Part I and those on

marketing in Part II.

Part I: Costs and Returns

Cost ooncepts

There are many cost concepts used in cost of cultivation,
studies, viz., Cost A1, Cost Az, Cost B and Cost C. A brief

discussion of these cost concepts followe:
i) Cost A1: It includes the following item of costs.

1. Value of hired human labour (permenent and casual)

2. Value of manures and fertilizers (owned and purchased)
3. Value of seeds (both farm produced ard purchased)

4. Value of pesticides

5. Depreciation on farm implements

6. Interest on working capital

7. Miscellaneous expenses

ii) Cost Ays It is cost A1 plus
8. Rent paid for leased in land

111) Cost B: It is cost Ao plus
9. Imputed rental value of owned land

10. Imputed interest on fixed ocapital
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iv) Cost Cs It is cost B plus
11. Imputed value of family labour

In this study an attempt is made to estimate costs
and returns and coste have been worked out on the basis of
the above four cost concepis. In the case of purchased
inputs/paid out costs, coets actually incurred by the sample
faerms were taken into account. In the case of inputs used
from within the farm or farm home appropriate imputations
of costs have been nade., The oost of family labour was imputed
at the rates prevailed in the area during this period. An
interest rate of 12.5 per cent was charged for the working
oapital and it was worked out only for a period of two montns.
Wherever tne land was leased in the actual rent paid was taken
into account and in the case of owned land rent was imputed.
An amount of Rs.1500,00 per hectare was imputed as rent for owned
land, based on the prevailing rent in this arez. There were no
farm buildinge mainly or exclusively used for agriculturzl pur-
pose in the sample, Hence in the item 'Fixed Cost' only depre-~
ciation on machineries, implements and temporary deadstocks was
included. Depreciation rates of five per cent for machineries,
15 per cent for implements and 20 per cent for temporary dead-
stock were used for tne computation of cost. Depreciation on

such items were worked out and allocated to pumpkin and ashgourd

cultivation on ine basis of relative position of area under

these vegetables to total area oropped.
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Jtemwiee cost per hectare

Itemwise break up of the cost of cultivation of pumpkin
and ashgourd is given in Table 6.1. The table revealed a
good deal of variation in costs between the crops. The total
coet incurred on punpkin was more than on ashgourd. Costs
A1, Costs A2, Cost B and Cost C per hectare of pumpkin were
18.3457.39, Re.4439.65, Rs8.4984.89 and Rs,7898.,16 respectively.
For ashgourd tne cosis were Rs,3075.75, Ks.4072.80, Re.4603.25
and is.73%24.97 in the same order. Cultivation of pumpkin
resulted in 12 per cent (Rs.331.64) more of Cost A4, nine
per cent (is.366.85) more of ocost Ay, eight per cent (R8.331,64)
more of Cost B and again eight per cent (Rs.573.13) more of
Cost ¢, than ashgourd. The variation in tne totel cost could
be explained betiter by analysing each of the cost components

separately.

Inputwise cost per hectare

Information on inputwise costs is given in Table 6.2 (Fig.2).
It can be seen from the table that the largest single itiex of
input was human labour. For pumpkin this item constituted
57.80 per cent (Rs.4565.35) of the total cost and for ashgourd
this was 57.60 per cent (Re.4219.50). Among the labour cost
63.51 per cent (Ke.2913.21) constituted family laoour and 36,19
per cent (Re.1652,06) formed the hired lavour for pumpkin. In
the case of ashgourd 64.50 per cent (Rs.2721.72) was accounted
by family laoour and 35,5 per cent (Rs.1497.78) by hired laoour



Table 6.1. Itemwise break up of the cost of cultivation of

- e

- - - -

pumpkin and ashgourd

51, Partioulars Punpkin Ashgourd
No. (Re./ha) (Re./ha)
1 Hired human labour 1652.08 1497.78
2 JManures and fertiliszers 1279.07 1092,01
3 Seeds 42,19 40.99
4 Pesticides 344.04 312,90
5 Depreciation on farm
implements 63.17 63.17
6 Interest on working capital 71.84 63.90
7 Miscellaneous 5.00 5.00
i. Cost A1 3457.39 3075.75
8 Rent paid for leased
in land 982.26 997.05
ii. Cost A2 4439,.65 4072.80
9 Imputed rental value of
10 Imputed interest on fixed
capital 27.50 27.50
iii. Cost B 4984.89 4603.25
11 Imputed vzlue on family
labour 2913,27 2721.72
iv. Cost C 7898.16 7324.97

41
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Table 6.2, Inputwise cost of cultivation of pumpkin and ashgourd

S1.

Particulars

Pumpkin

Percen- Ashgourd Percen-
No. (Rs/ha) tage (Re./he) tage
1 Human labour 4565.35 57.80 4219.50 57.60
2 Manures and fertilizers 1279,07 16.19 1092,01 14,91
3 Seeds ‘2019 O. 53 40,99 0. 56
4 Pesticides 344,04 4,36 312.90 4,27
5 Rental value of land
(owned and hired) 1500,00 19,00 1500.00 20.48
6 Intersst on working
cepital 71.84 0.91 63.90 0.87
Depreciation 63.17 0.80 63.17 0.86
8 Interest on fixed
capi tal 27.50 0.35 27.50 0,38
9 Miscellaneous 5.00 0.06 5.00 0,07
Total cost 7898.16 7324.97 100,00

100,00

- e
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out of tne labour cost. This particulars are presented in
Tavle 6.3.

Table 6.3, Cost of family labour and hired lebour used per

hectere
Sl. Particulars Pumpkin Percentage Ashgourd Fercen-
No. (in Rs) (in Re) tage
1 Family labour 2913.27 63.81 2721.72 64.50
2 Hired laoour 1652008 36019 1‘97078 55050
Total 4565.35 100,00 4219.50 100,00

D B - S0 W S G T - e owas - - -

Actual days of laobour employed was 215 man days per
hectare for pumpkin and 200 men days per hectare for ashgourd.

The second major item included was the rental value of
the land (both paid and imputed). This amounted to Rs.1500,00
per hectare in voth the cases and constituted 19 per cent for
pumpkin and 20.48 per cent for ashgourd. The third item of
input in terms of relative importance in total cost was manures
and fertilizers. ianures and fertilizers constituted 16,19
per cent (Rs,.1279.07) and 14.91 per cent (#s,1092.01) respec-
tively for pumpkin and ashgourd. Pesticides formed the next
important item. This constituted 4,36 per cent (Re.344.04)
for pumpkin and 4.27 per cent (Rs.312.90) for ashgourd. All
the other jtems individually constituted less thau one per cent
of the iptal cost, for both the crops.



Operationwise cost per hectare

Operationwise cost per hectare is given in lable 6.4
(FPig. 3). In both the caees irrigation was the moet important
item in terms of cost., It accounted for 37.64 per cent of
the totel cost (Re.2973.23) for pumpkin and 37.58 per cent
(Rs.2752.79) for ashgourd. The next major item for pumpkin
was manures and manuring wanich accounted for 21,94 per cent
(Rs.1732.99). But for ashgourd the second largest item was
the rental value of the land (both owned aund hired). It
constituted 20.48 per cent (Rs.1500.00). The third largest
jtem was rental value in the czse of pumpkin and manures and
manuring for ashgourd, &Hental value for pumpkin constituted
19,00 per cent (Ks.1500,00) end manures and manuring for
ashgourd constituted 20,21 per cent (Re,1480.67). Plant pro-
tection was the fourtih major item of operation. Lkxpenditure
on this item formed 7,51 per cent of the total cost in both
the cases (Rs&.593%.23 for pumpkin and Rs,.549.87 for ashgourd).
After cultivetion operation was the next importaxt factor wnich
constituted 4.39 per cent (Rs.346.60) for pumpkin and 4,52
per cent (Rs,330.99) for ashgourd. All the ouher jitems indi~
vidually constituted less than four per oent of ine toial cost

for both the crops.

Output and value of pumpkin and ashgourd per hectare

Output and value of pumpkin and ashgourd per hectare are

presented in Tavle 6.5. The table shows that the outpui of



Table 6.4. Operationwise cost of ocultivation of pumpkin and

ashgourd
sl. Operation Pumpkin Percen- Ashgourd Percen-
No. tage tage
1 Preparation of land 247.88 3.14 230.91 3.15
2 Seeds and sowing 250,76 3.17 240,63 3,28
3  Manures asnd manuring 1732.99 21,94 1480.67 20,21
4 After cultivation
5 Plant protection 593%.23% 7.51 549,87 7451
6 Irrigation 2973.23 37.64 2752.79 37.58
T Harvestiing 85,96 1.09 79.49 1.09
8 Rental value of land ,
(owned and hired) 1500,00 19,00 1500,00 20.48
9 Interest on working
capital 71.84 0.91 63.90 0.87
10 Depreciation 63.17 0.80 63.17 0.86
11 Interest on fixed
Oapi‘bal 27050 0035 270 50 0.38
12 Miscellaneous 5.00 0.06 5.00 0,07
Total cost 7898,16 100,00 7324.97 100,00
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pumpkin was 14227.61 kg per hectare and ashgourd 17201.03 kg
per hectare. In terme of economic units, per hectare value

of the products were Rs.9796.66 and Rs.11362.13 for pumpkin
and ashgourd respectively. Output of ashgourd was 21 per cent
(2973.42 kg per heotare) more than that of pumpkin. Value

per hectare was also high in the case of ashgourd. It was

16 per cent (is.1565.47 per hectare) more then pumpkin., It

is evident from the tavle that production of ashgourd was

more profitable than pumpkin.

Cost of production per kilogram of vegetables

Cost comparison on the basis of per hectare cosis is
strictly not relevant and meaningful., What is more relevant
is cost per unit of output. The table 6.6 gives the parti-
culars on cost of production per kilogram of vegetavbles. Cost
of production per kilogram of pumpkin based on Cost A1, Cost Az,
Cost B and Cost C were &e,0,24, Re. 0,31, Re. 0,35 and #e.0,56
respectively. For ashgourd they were Re.0.17, Re,0.24, Re.0,27
and fe,0.43 in the same order. Cultivation of pumpkin involved
33 per cent (i#e,0.06) more of coet A4y 29 per cent (Re.0.07)
more of cost A,, 30 per cent (Re.0.08) more of cost B, 30 per
cent (Re.0.13) more of cost C than ashgourd to produce one
kilogram of the product, So ashgourd was more profitable than
pumpkin.
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Table 6.5, Output and value of puampkin and ashgourd

Vegetables Output/ha Value/ha
(kg) (Rs)

Pumpkin 14227.61 9796.66

Ashgourd 17201.03 11362.13

Table 6.6. Cost of production of pumpkin and ashgourd

Particulars Pumpkin Ashgourd
(Re./ks) (R'o/ks)
Cost A1 0.24 0.18
Coet A2 0.31 0.24
Cost B 0035 0.27

Cost C 0056 0.43

A0 W WS S W
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Benefit-cost ratio

Benefit-cost ratio is a measure which would indicate
ag to whether ihe cost inocurred is commensurate with the
return obtained. Benefit-cost ratios based on cost A1,
Cost A,, Cost B and Cost C are presented in Table 6.7. Though
a good dezl of variation could be seen for the return on a
rupee invested, returns were positive in all the cases for
both the crops. Benefit-cost ratios obased on Cost A1, Cost A2,
Cost B, Cost C were 2,33, 2.21, 1.97 and 1.24 for pumpkin and
3.69, 2.79, 2.47 and 1.55 for ashgourd respectively. In all
the cases benefit-cost ratioes for ashgourd were nigh. Cost A1
of ashgourd gave more than 300 per cent return, cost A, and
Cost Az of pumpkin and cost ﬂz and coet 5 of ashgouré gave
more ihan 200 per cent return while cost B and cost C of

pumpkin and cost C of ashgourd returned more than 100 per cexnt.

The aocove anzlysis on economics of vegetable cultivstion
has shown that there was considerable difference, in the culti-
vation cosis per hecture, between pumpkin and ashgourd. Great
difference also exieted i cost per unit of output. In both
the cases, vegetable cultivation resulted in net benefit to
the farmers, though the extent of net benefit differed for

the wwo crops.

Measures of efficiency
Income measures in relation to different cost concepts:

Different income measures are associated with different

cost concepts as followss

6.8)



1. Farm busineses income = Gross income minus cost A1

2. Owned farm business income = Gross income minus cost A2
3. Family labour income = Gross income minus cost B

4. Net income = Gross income aminus cost C

5. Farm investment income = Net income plus rental value of
owned land plus interest on owned
fixed capital.

6. Heturn over varjiavle cost = Gross income minus variable costs.

Table 6.8 presents the income measures in relation to
different cost concepts, FYarm business income for pumpkin
was Rs.6339.27 and for asngourd Rs.8286.33. It was 31 per cent
(Re,1947.11 per hectare) more for ashgourd than pumpkin. Owned
farm business incomes were is.5367.01 and Re,7289.33 for
pumpkin and ashgourd respectively. Owned farm business iuncome
of ashgourd was 36 per cent (£s&,1932.32 per hectare) more than
pumpkin. Femily labour income for the production of pumpkin
and ashgourd wag: Rs,.4811,77 and Re.6758.38 respectively. It
was 40 per cent (ie.1347.11 per hectare) more for sehgourd than
pumpkin. XNet income for pumpkin was 18.1893.50 and for ashgourd
Rs.4037.16. 1t was 113 per cent (Xs,2138.66 per hectare; more
for ashgourd than pumpkin. Farm investmeni incomes for pumpkin
and ashgourd were Hs.244%.,74 and Re.4567.61 respectively. This
wvas founé to be o7 per cent (Rs.2123.87 per hectare) more for
ashgourd than pumpkin. Returns over variable costs were
Re8.3566,01 and Re.5696.73 for pumpkin and ashgourd respectively.



Table 6.7. Benefit-cost ratio of pumpkin and ashgourd
Benefit-cost ratio Pumpkin Ashgourd
baged on
Cost A1 2.83 3,69
Cost A2 2.21 2.79
Cost B 1097 2047
Cost C 1.24 1.55
Table 6.,8. Income measures in relation to different cost
concepts (per hectare)
sl1. Particulars Pumpkin Ashgourd
NOQ (R‘) (R')
1 Farm business income 6339.27 8286,.38
2 Owned farm business income 5357.01 7289.33
3 Family labour income 4811,77 6758.88
4 Net inocome 1898.50 4037.16
5 Farm investment income 2443.74 4567.61
6 Return over variable costs 3566.01 5696.73
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Return over variable cost of ashgourd was 60 per oent
(Re.2130,72 per hectere) more than pumpkin. From these we
can infer that cultivation of ashgourd was more profitaole

than puampkin.

The salient results of the economics of pumpkin and

ashgourd are summed up in Table 6.9.

Problems in vegetable cultivatjon

The study was also aimed at identifying the problems

of vegetable growers. Attack of the pest and disease, high
input costes were the main problems reported by the farmers.
Farmers also stated ihat they experience serious transporte~

tion problems in marketing their products.

Functional anslysis

Cobb-Douglas production functions were fitted for the
collected data. Cobb-Douglas produotion function is used
since it ie the vest method of measuring the nature of
resources used in agriculture and it allowe diminishing
merginal productivity and increasing or decreasing returns
to scale., It assumes a constant elasticity of production
over the entire range of inputs. The function is logarith-
mically linear and can be fitted by the method of least squares
(Heady 1946, Heady and Dillan, 1961).




Table 6.9. Economics of pumpkin and ashgourd cultivation

Puapkin

Sl. Particulars Ashgourd
No.
1 Output (kg/ha) 14,227.61 17,201,03
2. Cost of cultivation (Rs/hsa)
i) Cost A1 3,457.39 3,075.75
ii) Cost A2 4,439.65 4,072.80
1i1) Cost B 4,984.89 4,60%,25
iv) Cost C 7,898.16 T:324.97
3 Cost of production (Re/kg)
1) Cost A, 0.24 .18
11i) Cost A2 0.31 0.24
1ii) Cost B 0.35 0.27
iv) Cost C 0.56 0.43
4 Gross income (in Rs) 95,796.66 11,362.13
Net incoame (in Rs) 1,898,50 4,037.16
6 Benefit cost ratio
i) Cost A, 2.83 3.69
11) Coet Az 2021 2079
iii) Cost B 1.97 2.47
iV) Cost C 1024 1055

g

Do
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The inputs taken into consideration were area (x1),
human labour (xz), cost of manures and fertiligers (x3). cost
of seeds (x4). cost of pesticides (35) and number of irriga-
tion (xs). The partial regression coefficiente and their
standard errors, t values, multiple correlation coefficiente (R),
coefficients of determination (Rz) and the F ratios for the

two crope nasmely pumpkin and ashgourd were determined.

The production functions for pumpkin and asngourd based
on absolute values together with the partial regression the

multiple correlation coeffioient (R), coefficient of determi-

nation (Rz) and F values are given below.

Pumpicin

0.6124
*6

(F "= 9.6832; R = 0.7658; R%= 0.5864)
** Significant at 1% level

Ashgourd
- 0.,9270 _ 00,0820 -0.,0726 0.0001 ~0.2621
y = 2,6570 X, X5 Xy X, Xg
0.9520
g

(F = 8,0086 3 R = 0.7346; R%= 0.5396)
** Significant at 1% level
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where
y = Production
x4= Area in cente
Xy® Human labour days
Xy® Cost of manures and fertilizers
X, Coet of seeds
Xg® Cost of pesticides
Xg= Number of irrigztion

The elasticities of production with respect to different
inputs, their standard errorse and t values based on absolute
values are given in Tables 6,10 and 6.11.

Table 6.10. Elastiocities of pumpkin production in relation
to different resources (absolute values)

- - - - T A T G W e W S D A e S

Resouroces Xq X, Xy X4 Xg Xg
by 0.8234 0.1034 =0.0930 0,0041 -0.0645 0.6124

SE of b, 0.2929 0.2687 0.1817 0.3072 0.1266 0.5008
t 2.8112 0.3738 0.5118 0,0133 0.5095 1,2228

- - e . S T S - - e

*% Significant at 1% level
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Table 6.11, Elasticiiies of ashgourd production in relation
to different resources (absolute values)

Resouroes x4 x2 13 x4 x5 36
b, 0.9270° 0.,0820 =0.0726 0.0001 =0.2621 0.9520
SE of b, 0.1729 0.1548 0.1636 0.0001 0.1643 0.5388
% 5.3615 0.5297 0.4401 1.0000 1.5953 1.7669

D G G I e D W S G T W W G S P S S - o

»+ Significant at 1% level

The coefficient of determination Rz explains the propor-
tion of verjation in the dependent variable (y), explained by
the different independent variabioe included in the functional
model. Fiftynine per cent of variations in pumpkin production
and 54 per cent of varjatione in ashgourd production could be
explained by the fitted regression function.

The wvalues of bi indicate the expected percentage change
in the product in response to a one per cent change in the
input x4. In other words b1 indioates the percentage by which
the output y would change if input x4 changes by one unit while
all other factors remain constant at their geometric mean levels,
it bi is less than one decreasing returns to scale is antici-
pated by varying x, alone. If sum of bi is less than one taen
diminishing returns to scale is anticipated. Increasing retufna
to scale is anticipated if sum of b1 is more than one. In the
present study vased on absolute values for both tne crops and

on per hectare value for pumpkin b1 values were found to be



less than one indicating decreasing returns to scale by varying
x, alone. But b, (partial regression coefficient for the input
irrigation) based on per hectare value for ashgourd was more
than one showing increasing returns to scale by varying that
input alone, but for all the other inputs b1 was less tnan one.
Sun of by based on absolute values was more than one for both
the crops indicating increasing returns to sozle and sum of

b, based on per hectare values was less thau one for both the

i
orops indicating decreasing returns to socale.

None of the partial regression coefficients excepti area
was found to be significant for the two crops inspite of a
highly significant F value. This could be due to the presence
of multicollinearity in the data, The simple correlation
coefficients between output and area were found to ve 0,74 for
pumpkin and 0.69 for ashgourd. This means that about 55 per oent
of variation in output in pumpkin and 48 per cent of varjation in
output in ashgourd could be explained by fluotuation in area
alone. Such a major contribution by area could be explained as
‘output increases in proportion to the arez' if other factors

remain constant,

In these circumstances, regression of yield on the six
inpute on a per hectare basis was attempted. The corresponding
partial regression coefficients, standard errors, t values,
multiple correlation coefficients, coefficients of determina-

tion and F vazlues were determined.



The production function for pumpkin =nd ashgourd based

on per hectare basis is given below.

Pumpk in
y= 403.2000 x,70-1922 5 0-1644 , 0.0616 , -0.2977 , -0.1133
0.4993
XG
(F=1.4186; R = 0.4146; R%=0.1719)
Ashgourd
y= 872.6000 x4 x, Xy X, Xg
1.0245
Xg
(F = 1.56T4; R = 0.4342; R=0.1885)
wheres

y = Production per hectare
x4= Area in cents

X" Human labour hours per heotare

Xy = Cost of manures and fertilisers per hectare
X,= Cost of seeds per hectare

X5 Cost of pesticides per hectare

Xe® Number of irrigation

The elasticities of production with respect to different

inputs, their standard errors and t values based on per heotare

values are given in Tables 6.12 and 6.13.



Table 6.12. £Elasticities of pumpkin production in relation
to different resources (per hectare values)

- - an e e - - e - - o v

Resources x4 x2 x3 x4 xs 16
bi -0,1922 0,1644 00,0616 -0.2977 =0.1133 0.4993
SE of b1 0.1392 0.1584 0,.1335 0.1644 0.0980 0,466%
t 1.3007 1.0379 0.4614 1.8108 1.1561 1.0708

- - - - - LT T 2 2

Table 5.13, Elasticities of ashgourd production in relation
to different resources (per hectare values)

Resources X4 12 x3 14 xs x6
b1 «0.,2652 0.0433 0.1217 ~0.1641 -0,2108 1.,0245

SE of bi 0.1554 0.1721 0.1660 0.1712 0.1133 0.5395
t 1.7066 0.2516 0,7331 0.,9585 1.860% 1,8990

- e - o o - - - -~ o~ - - D S G G G e W

Here influences of other factors through area is elimi-
nated. In pumpkin and asihgourd only 17 per cent and 138 per cent
respectively of the varjiantione in yield were explained by the

independent varis.lcs,

The F ratios for puampkin and ashgourd were not significant.
This may be due io lack of considerable variability among the
levels of inputs used by farusers of the sample area so as 1o

generate appreciable variability in productivity for identifying
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the important factors of production. The variation in yield
could also be attributed to meny other factors not considered
here such as texture, stiructure and reaction of soil, micro-

climate, etc.

Linear model production functione were fitted for the
crops since the F ratios for the Cobb-Douglas production
functions besed on per hectare values were not significant.

The linear model production funotions explained about 11 per
cent variation in pumpkin and eight per cent in ashgourd res-
pectively and the F ratios were also not significant. Therefore
the utility of limear models for predicting tae response was
limited, Other complicated models could not be tried due to

lack of computation facilities.

Part II. Marketing

In recent years the consumers have complained about high
prices for agriculturzl as well as other commodities and tne
agriculturistis have also complained about receiving low prices
as well as lower share in the consumers' rupee, One of the
main reasons advanced for the low prices received by the agri-
culturiste and the relatively high prices paid by the consumers
ie the existence of more market intermediaries for agricultural
commodities., The reasons for the existence of a wider price :

spread can be traced in a large measure to the nature of agri-

cultural marketing wnich is most disorganised in India., The
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existence of intermediarjee ie an inevitiable feature in any
marketing processes as the producere cannot have direct contact
with the uliimate consumers, However, the share of the con-
sumers rupee realised by the intermediarjes for the role played

by them is a debatable issue (Suryaprakash et al., 1379).

In the present study an attempt is meade to identify
the marketing praotioes and channels as aleo to evaluate the
efficiency of marketing of pumpkin and ashgourd.

Preparation for marketing

After harvest, some steps are necessary for the pre-
paration of fresh vezetables for the market. Usually cleaning
and packing are the two steps for pumpkin and ashgourd. Clean-
ing involves the removal of soil, dust, adhering deoris,
insects and spray residues. A dry brushing with olé cloths or
torn gunny bage are also given. The vegetables are packed in

gunny bage., They use the fertilizer sacks for this purpose.

Iransportation

Farmers in general took their products to the vegetable
markets. The traders generally do not come to collect tne
vegetables in villages. Vegetables were transported in bus,
lorry, jeep, autoriksha or bullock cart, If the market was
within four or five KM range the vegetavles were transporied
by headload. Transportation ooet varied according to the mode

of iransportation and distance of market place from farm gate,



Transportation cost per kilogram was eight paise for ianjeri
block and six paise for Malappuram block and averaged seven
paise for the district.

iarket structiure

There are four wholesale dealers for vegetables at
Manjeri block, three wholesale dealers at ilalappuram block
and several retail shops in the Malappuram district. There
are no commission agents for vegetables in the district.
Some farmers took their vegetaovles to Calicut market also,

where they sold tneir products through commission agents.

Method of sale

Farmers sold their products to wholesalers, retailers

or directly to the consumers., The different marketing chennels

are indicated below.

1. Producer-consumer

2. Producer-retailer-consumer

3. Producer-wholesaler-consumer

4. Producer-wholesaler-retailer~consumer

5. Produoer-comuission agent-wholesaler-consumer

6. Producer-commission agent-wholesaler-retailer-oonsumer

About fifty per cent of the total sample farmers sold
their vegetavles exclusively to wholesalers, 12.50 per cent
exclusively to the retailers, 6.25 per cent to trades-cum-

commission agents, another 12,50 per oent to both wholesalers



and retailers and 8,33 per cent to both retailers and consumere,
About 71 per cent of the sample farmers of Manjeri and 25 per
cent of tne sample farmers of Malappuram distirict sold their
vegetables exclusively to wholesalers. None of the farmers

at Manjeri sold their produotisto commission agents. Distribu~
tion of the respondents according to type of buyers are given

in Taole 6,14,

sarketing efficiency

There are various methods to study economic efficiency
of agricultural markets such as the price spread and marketing
costs, temporal prioe differences and storage costs and tne
degree of market integration. For want of resources, in the
present study efficiency is assessed on the basis of price

spread and marketing costs only.

The relationship between the producers' and consumers'
price is manifested by what is known as the price epread. In
fact, the prioe spread is a broad spectrum which disclose the
proportione of various componénts of the marketing cost of the
produce, and thus explains the difference between the prioe
recejived by the producers and price paid by consumers., In other
words, the magnitude of the difference representis ithe marketing
costs and margins which in turn, determines the producers’
gshare in the consumers' price, In order to secure a sizeable
share to the producer, it would be imperative to minimise the

costs and margins, constitute with'the performance of thne
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Table 6.14.

the type of buyers

(=p]
Cw

Distribution of the respondents according to

Malappuram

(100,00)

Product sold to Manjeri Total
wWholesalers 17 6 23
(70.83) (25.,00) (47.92)
Retailers 1 5 6
(4.17) (20.83) (12,50)
Trader-cum~-commission - 3 3
agents (12.50) (6.25)
Wholesalers and - 6 6
Retailers (25.00) (12.50)
Wholesalers and - 1 1
Commission agents (4.17) (2.08)
Wholesalers and 1 1 2
Consumers (4.17) (4.17) (4.17)
Retailers and 2 2 4
Consumers (8.33) (8.33) (8.33)
Wholesalers, retailers 2 - 2
and comsumers (8.33) (4.17)
None 1 - 1
(4.17) (2.08)
Total 24 24 48
( 100,00) (100.00)

Figures in parenthesis

L g

show the percentage to the total



deserved marketing functions, MHacro level studies of price
spread do not appear to be relevant in pricing decisions.
They conceal more than what they are expected to reveal,
Spatially confined mioro studies in prioe spreads of various
agricultural commodities, which are lacking in the country at
present, undeniably provide a few surrogates useful in prioe

fixation (Desai, 1979).

Price spread can be worked out by either ‘concurrent
margins' method or 'lagged margine' method. ‘Concurrent
margins' refer to the difference between the prices prevailing
at successive stages of marketing on the same date, while
'lagged marginse' is the difference between the price of furm
produoe octainacvle at a particular stage of marketing and the
price paid for it at tae preceding siage of marketing during
an earlier period, the length of time between the two dates
being the average period for which the marketing agency holds
the product. 'Concurrent mergins' do noi take into acoount
the time that elapses between purchases and sale of the produce
by the same partiy either due to processing or stock holding
for prioe consideration. 'lagged margins' take into account
the time that elapses between purchase and saie by a party and
for that matter between sale by the farmer and purchase by ihe
consumer and this alilows for the choice of time which the trades
exercises while carrying out hie business. This method of
calculating 'lagged margins' is based on the same principle



which ie involved in the 'first in first out' method of
accounting. The method gensrally adopted is that selectiing
specific lots and tracing then back to the source of origin
(Sinha et al., 1979).

In the present study, price spread has been studied by
comparing the price prevailing at successive stage of marketling.
Since price used for comparison relate to the same period,
the price spread and marketing margin so worked out is
‘concurrent’ and not 'lagged mergin'. For this purpose, the
average prices received by fearmers are compared with prices
which prevajiled in retail markets in Manjeri and Malappuram.
Table 6.15 explains the price spread for tne crops.

In the case of pumpkin out of Rs.1.28 per kilogram paid
by consumer only Re.0.64 (50 per cent) went to the producer
geller and in the case of ashgourd it was He.0,63 par kilogram
(53.85 per cent) out of Rs.1,17 per kilogram paid by the con-
sumer. 7The wholesaler's margin was Re.0,34 per kilogram
(26.56 per cent) for pumpkin and Re,0,23 per kilogram (19,66
per cent) for ashgzourd, The retailer's margin was #e,0.19
(14.85 per cent) and Re,0,20 (17.10 per cent) for pumpkin and
ashgourd respectively. The wholesaler's margin was higher than
the retailer's margin in both the oases. The marketing charges
other than marketing margins for the intermediaries were very
low. So it was evident that tne middlemen snatched a substan-

tial share from consumers' rupee,



Table 6,15.

Spread over the consumer price (paise per kg)

Sl. Shares Pumpkin Percen~ Ashgourd Percen-
No. tage tage
1 Prioe received by producer
or price paid by wholesaler 64 50.00 63 53.85
2 Pixed cost on investment
for wholeealer 4 3.13 4 3‘42
Working cost for wholesaler 2 1.56 2 1.7
4 VWholeealers' margin 34 26,56 23 19.66
5 Prioe received by whole~
saler or price paid by 104 81,25 92 78.64
retajiler
6 Fixed cost on investiment
for retailer 3 2.34 3 2.36
7 Traneport cost incurred
by reteiler 1 0.78 1 0.85
8 Other cost inourred by
retailer 1 0.78 1 0.85
9 Retajlers' margin 19 14.85 20 17.10
10 Retailers' sale price or 128 100,00 117 100.00

customers' price
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Prioe spread for Malappuram and Man,eri blocks seperately
for pumpkin and ashgourd are given in Table 6.16.

Tacle 6.16. Prioce spread for pumpkin and ashgourd

{(fox indwidoal blocks)

- u e - - - - - W 0 G G O o

sl. Blocks Crop Price spread
No. paise/kg
1 Malappuraa Puapkin 60
(88.23)
Ashgourd 50
(74.62)
2 Manjeri Pumpkin 69
(116.95)
Ashgourd 58
(98.31)

Figures in parenthesis represent the percentage price
spread to the prioe received by the farmer
The table reveals that the extent of price spread was
different for the two orope. The price spread was found to be

high for pumpkin in both the blocks.

The combined data shown in Table 6,15 as well as the
data for individual blocks clearly indicate incidence of high
prioe spread. High price spread in itself may be justified
if it is commensurate with the services rendered and the mar-
gine of intermediarjies are not unduly high. In the present
cage the margins particularly of wholesalers are very high.
It is therefore legiiimate to conclude on the basis of the

aovove study on price spread that efficiency of marketing of
the two agricultural productes studied was rather low.
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SUMMARY

The present investigation on the production and
marketing of vegetables (pumpkin and ashgourd) in Malappuram
district was undertaken during the year 1981-82,t0 estimate
the cost of cultivation, oost of production, benefit-cost
ratio, price spread and to identify the marketing channels,
The study was also aimed at identifying the problems of the

farmers.

Stratified multistage random sampling was adopted for
the !tuw .

The total cost incurred on pumpkin was more than that
of ashgourd. Costs A1, Costs A2. Cost B and Cost C per hectare
of pumpkin were R&.3457.39, R8.4439.65, Rs.4984,.89 and
Re,.7898.16 respectively. For ashgourd the costs were Rs.3075.75,
Re.4072.80, R8.4603.25 and Re,7324.97 in the same order.
Cultivation of pumpkin resulted in 12 per cent (is.381,64)
more of cost A,, nine per cent (366.35) more of cost A2,
eight per oent (Rs.?51.24) more of oost b and again eight
per oent (Rs.578.19) more of oost C than ashgourd.

The largest single item of input was human labour,
For pumpkin thie items constituted 57.80 per cent (Ke.4565.35)
of the total oost and for ashgourd this was 57.60 per cent
(Re.4219.50). Among the laobour oost 63.81 per cent (Re.2313.27)
constituted family lavbour and 36.19 per cent (Rs.1652.08)
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formed tne hired lavour in the ocase of pumpkin., In the case
of ashgourd 64.50 per cent (Re.2721.72) waes accounied by
family laoour and 35.5 per cent (Bs5.1497.70) by hired laoour
out of the labour cost. Aoctual daye of labour employed was
215 mandaye per hectare for pumpkin and 200 mandays per
heotare for ashgourd. The second major item included was

the rental value of the land (both paid and imputed). This
was amounted to Re.1500/-~ per hectare in both the cases and
constituted 19 per cent for pumpkin and 20,43 per centi for
ashgourd. The third item of input in terms or relative
importarnce in total cost was manures and fertiligzers. Manures
and fertilizers constituted 16,19 per cent (Re.1279.07) and
14.91 per cent (Rs.1092,01) respectively for pumpkin and
ashgourd, Pesticide formed the next importent item. This
constituted 4.36 per oent (Re.344.04) for pumpkin and 4.27
per cent (Re,.312.90) for ashgourd., All the other iteme indi-
vidually constituted lees ihan one per oent of the total cost

for both ihe crops.

In voth the oases irrigation was the most important
operation in terme of cost. It aocooountod for 37.64 per cent
of the total coet (Rs.2973.23) for pumpkin and 37,53 per oent
(Rs,2752.79) for ashgourd. The next major item in pumpkin
wvas menures and manuring which accounted for 21.94 per cent
(R8.173%2.99). But for ashgourd the second largest item was
the rential value of itne land (both owned and hired). It
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coustituted 20.43 per oent (R8.1500,00)., The third lergest
item was rental value in the oase of pumpkin and manures and
manuring for ashgourd. Tental value for pumpkin constituted
19 per cent (Rs.1500,00) and manuree and manuring for ashgourd
constituted 20.21 per cent (Re.1480.67). Plant protection was
the fourth major item of operation. Expenditure on this item
formed 7.51 per oent of the total oost in both the cases
(R8.593.23 for pumpkin and Rs.549.87 for ashgourd). After
cultivation operation was the next important factor which
constituted 4.39 per cent (He.346.60) for pumpkin and 4,52
per oent (Rs.330.99) for ashgourd. All the other items indi~
vidually constituted lees than four per cent of the totzl cost

for oboth the crops.

The output of puapkin was 14227.61 kg per hectare and
asagourd 17201.03 kg per hectare., In terms of economic units,
per hectare wvalue of the producte were Rs.9796.66 and Rs,
Rs.11362.13 for pumpkin and uashgourd regpectively. Output of
ashgourd was 21 per cent (2973.42 kg per hectare) more than
that of pumpkin. Value per hectare was also high in the case
of ashgourd. It waes 16 per oent (Rs,1565.47 per hectare)
more than pumpkin.

Costs of production per kilogram of pumpkin bvased on

Cost A1, Cost A2, Coet B and Cost C were Re,0.21, Re.0.31,
Re.0.35 and Re,0,.56 respectively. For ashgourd they were
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Re.0,17, Re.0.24, Re.0,27 and Re.0.43 in the same order,
Cultivation of pumpkin involved 33 per oent (Re.0,06) more of
coet Ay, 29 per cent (Xe.0.07) more of cost A,, 30 per oent
(4e,0.08) more of cost B, 30 per oent (%e,0.13) more of

coet U than ashgourd to produce one kilogram of the product.

Benefit~cost ratios based on Coet A1, Coet Aa. Cost B
and Coet C were 2.83, 2.21, 1.97 and 1.24 for pumpkin and
3.69, 2.79, 2.47, and 1,55 for ashgourd respectively. In
all the ocaeee benefit-cost ratios for ashgourd were high.
Cost A1 of ashgourd gave more than 300 per oent return,
oost A, and Cost A2 of pumpkin and Coet A2 and cost B of
ashgourd gave more than 200 per ocent return while cost B and
Coet C of pumpkin and cost C of ashgourd returned more than

100 per cent,

Farm business income for pumpkin wae Rs,.6339.27 and
for ashgourd Rs,.8286.38. It was 31 per cent (Ke.1947.11 per
hectare) more for aehgourd than pumpkin. Owned farm business
incomes were Rs.5367.01 and Rs,7289.33 for pumpkin and
ashgourd respectively. Owned farm business income of ashgourd
wvae 36 per cent (Rs.1932.%2 per heotare) more than pumpkin.
Family labour income for the produotion of pumpkin and aeh-
gourd were Rs.4811,17 and Rs.6758.88 respectively. It wae
40 per cent (1947.71 per hectare) more for ashgourd than
puapkin. Net income for pumpkin wae Re.1898.50 and for
ashgourd Re.4037.16. It was more for ashgourd than pumpkin



by 113 per cent (Rs.2138.66 per hectare). Farm investiment
incomes for pumpkin and ashgourd were Rs.2443.74 and
Re.4567.61 respectively. This was found to be 87 per cent
(Rs.212.97 per hectare) more for ashgourd than pumpkin.
Returns over variable coste were Rs.3566.01 and Rs.5696.73
for pumpkin and ashgourd, respectively. Return over varjable
coste of ashgourd was 60 per oent (Re.2130.72 per hectare)
more than pumpkin. So cultivation of ashgourd was more

profitable tham ;uipikin.

Area in cents, human labour days, cost of manures and
fertilizers, cost of seeds, ocost of pesticides, number of
irrigation were the independent variables considered for
regression analysis. Fiftynine per oent of variation in
pumpkin production znd 54 per cent variation in ashgourd
production could be explained by the fﬁttadlregreasion func-
tion. None of the partial ragrebeion coefficients except
area was found to be significant for ithe two crops inspite of
a highly eignificant F value. This could be due to the
pregence of a highly multicollinearity in the data, Regre-
ssion of yield on the s¢x inpute on a per hectare basis was
also attempted. But ¥ ratios for the functions an R? values

were not significant.
Transportaetiion cost per kilogram was eight paise for

Mangeri block and 6 paise for iMalappuram block and averaged
seven paise for tne district,



About 50 per cent of the total sample farmers sold
their vegetables exclusively to wholesalers, 12.50 per cent
exclusively to retailers, 6,25 per cent to trazder-cum-
commission agents, another 12,50 per cent to both whole-
salers and retailers and 8,33 per oent to both retailers
and consumers, About 71 per cent of the sample fzrmers of
Manjeri and 25.00 per cent of the sample farmers of
KMalappuram district sold their vegetadles exclusively to
wholesalers. Noue of the farmers at enjeri =0ld their pro-

ducts to commission azents.

In tne case of pumpkin out of fis.1.28 per kg paid by
the consumer only Re.0.64 (50 per cent)wwent ito tane producer
and in the case of ashgourd it was still iess, i.e., only
Re.0.63 per kg (53.85 per oent) out of #s.1,17 per kg paid
by the consumer. The wholesalers margin was kie,0.34 per
kilogran (26,56 per oent) for pumpkin and Re.(.23 per xilo-
gram (19,66 per cent) for ashgourd. The retailers margin
was Ke, 0,19 (14,85 per cent) and Re.0.,20 (17.1C per cent)
for pumpkin and ashgourd respectively. It was evident inat
the middleman snatched a substantial share from consumers'’
rupee, The extent of price spread was different for tne two
crops. The price spread was found to be high for pumpkin in
both the blocks.

Attack of pest and disease and high input costs were
the mein problems reported by the farmers, Fermers also stated
that they experience serious tranapo;tation probleme in
marketing their products.
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APPENDIX
COPY OF THE SCHEDULE

PRODUCTION AND MARKETING OF VEGETABLES IN
MALAPPURAM DISTRICT

VEGETABLE PRODUCER
Date of interview

A G G S WD S G S W S B G G I G W D S T G I D W B G A G A S UGG A AN S G G G YIS D b YD B G G N & - - -

IDENTIFICATION
1. Name of the village:
2. Name of the Panchayats
3. Name of the blook:
4. Name of the farmers

5. Addreass of the farmers

Code No:

FAKILY SIZE AND COMPOSITION

G S GO S G G T G PR G A T B0 S T S W e W

Name Sex Age Literaoy

Ococupation Income
Hain Sub Others Main Sub Others




FIXED CAPITAL: Land

O G D G T S G R Y G W e G D SRS G T U G D W G D - — e - . - - - wm

S.No. Particulars Wet Garden Dry Others
1.4. Area owned

ii. Area leased in

iii. Area leased out

iv. Operational area
2.1. Yalue of the own land

ii. Rental value of tue leased out land

iii. Rental value of the leased in land
B.1. Lané tax

ii. Water tax

iid. Other charges

F1X«D CAPITALs Buildings and Otner Structures

R O G G55 A G G A T G G TS G e GED (b SO0 dBv SO T G G A G I W - — - B B G - - .

S.No. Particulers No Value Expected iainte-
in Re. 1life nance
1 Farm house
2 Implement Shed
3 Storage godown
4 Irrigation Struct.
i. Open well
ii. Tube well
iii U.G. Pipe line
iv Others (Specify)
5 Cattle Shed

6 Othere (Specify)




Fixed capital : Implements and Machineries

S.Ro. Particulors No. Value Bxpected idajintenance
in Rs, life - cost

IMPLEMENTSs

1 Ploughs : Wooden

~ Iron

2 Sprayers

3 Dusters

4 Mammutties

5 Crow bares

6 Sickles

7 Spades

8 Pick Axe

9 Carte

10 Others
MACHINERIESS

1 Electrio Motor aund Pumpset
2 0411 Engine

3 Tractor

4 Power Sprayer

5 ~ Others

TEMPORARY DEAD STOCK:

1 Coir ropes

2 Baskets

3 Bamboo Stioks

4 Bags

5 Muram

6 Others

CROPPING PATTERN:

Type of crop Season Area No. of fragments
Seasonal

Annual

Perennial




COST OF CULTIVATION Crops

Male @ Ares in acress
Female @ Yield
Juvenile @ Value of produce (Hs)

Family labour Hired labour Physical unit Total

S.No. Particulars
N F J K P 3 o v cost
1 Main field preparation
2 Seeds and sowing

Cost of seeds
Coet of sowing
Transporting charges

3 Manures and fertilizers
Cost of FYM
Cost of fertilizers
Spreading charges
Transporting charges

4 After cultivation
Weeding
Howing operstion
5 Plant protection

Cost of chemical
Cost of spraying

6 Irrigation
No. of irrigations
Guiding charges

7 Harvesting
No. of pluckings
b §
ii
iii
iv




4.
5

6.

7.

!
MARKETING ASPECTS AT THE PRODUCERS LEVEL

Total quantity produceds
Fuantity retained for home oconsumption
Quantiity spoiled

a. During phyeical handling
b. Due ito perishability

Net quantity marketed
dethod of sales

a. Pre~harvest contract
Commission agent

Village merchant

d. Direct sale

b.
o.

to

whole sale market

f. Others. specify
Total prioe received
Prioe per unit

Cost of aarketing:

A, Cost inourred by the farmer from farm to market.

B. Cost inourred by the farmer at the market:

8
b.
Ce

a.
e,
1.

a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

Preparation for market

loading and unloading

Transport

i. Mode of transport

ii. Distance from the aarket
iii. Transport per unit per trip
iv. Total charges

Cleaning and grading charges
Packaging charges

Weighing ocharges

Gate fee
Stall fee
Commission
Brokerage
Taxes



APPENDIX I
INTERMEDIARIES

1. Type of Intermediery
2. Name and address:
3. Variety dealing wita:
4, Fixed Investment:

- - o -

C N oo & Ul -

G D O P WS A W T G WP W T A W @ B G G G T Y > -

A > S -

Particulars Present value Deprecia-
in Re, tion
remarks

Building velue/rent paid per month
Furniture used

Storage structure (if any)
Processing units (if eny)
Permanent staff

Machineries (if any.

Vehicles (owned-hired if any)
Other jitems |

5. Working expenditure:

- - -

S.No.

Ll X Y Y

1

2
3

- an o e o

- Y A - Y

T G - 0 L G G S S P W I G B P G G G S G - - - ar

Particulaurs kxpenditure

- - G D A G G W WD WS = G G S G G G B G G S G (D e G i B G IS G GV GRS AT ST B S I A GRS B -

lavour charges: a. Wages paid
b. Perquisites if any

Electricity charges/month
Water charges/month
Communjication charges/month

i. Trunk calls
ii. Local calle
iii. Travelling expenses
iv. Postage

Taxes paid:

i. Sales tax

ii. Income tax
iii. Local cess

iv. Professional tax

v. Other local taxes
Packing materials and concluding
processing materials)
Incidentals

- - - G w



Volume of business per year (mouthwise)

- - -~

donthse Variety Total purchases Total esales

Quantity Price/ Value Quantity Price/ Value
in kgs unit in Hs in kgs unit
in &8s in Rs

- aw ——— - — - o -

January
February

April
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ABSTRACT

The present investigation on the production and
marketing of vegetables (pumpkin and ashgourd) in Malappuram
district was undertaken during the year 1981-82 to estimate
the cost of cultivation, cost of production, benefit-cost
ratio, price spread and to identify the marketing channels,
The study was also aimed at identifying the probvlems of

the farmers.

Stratified multistage random sampling wases adopted for
tne study.

Costs A1, Costs A2, Cost B and Cost C per hectare wvere
R8.3457.39, R8.4439.65, 18.4984.49 and Rs.7898,.16 respectively
for pumpkin and Re.3075.75, Re.4072.80, Ke.460%.25 and
Re.7324.97 respectively for ashgourd. The largest single
item of input was human labour for pumpkin and ashgourd., In
both the oases in terms of cosis of operation irrigation was

the most important item.

The output of pumpkin was 14227.61 kg per heotare and
it wae 17201.03 kg per hectare for ashgourd. At the prices
at which farmers sold these products, gross value of output
was Rp.9796.66 for pumpkin and Ke,.11362.13 for ashgourd,

respectively.

Cost of production per kilogram of pumpkin based on



Cost A,, Cost A,, Cost B and Cost C were Re,0.21, Re.(.31,
Re.0.35 and Re,0.56 respectively. For ashgourd they were
Re.0,17, Re.0.24, Re.0.27 end Re.0.,43 in the same order,

Benefit-cost ratios based on Cost 51, Cost Aa, Cost B
and Cost C were 2,33, 2,21, 1.97 and 1,24 for pumpkin and
3,69, 2.79, 2.47 and 1.55 for ashgourd respectively.

Farm business income for pumpkin was Re.6339.27
per hectare and for ashgourd it was Re,8286.38. Owned
farm business incopes were Rs,5367.01 and Re.7289.33 for
pumpkin and ashgourd respectively. Family labour income for
the production of pumpkin and ashgourd were He,4812.17 and
Rs.6758.88 respectively. HNet income for pumpkin was
Rs,1898,50 and for ashgourd £¢,4037.,16. Farm investment
income for pumpkin and ashgourd were Rs,2443.74 and Re.4567.61
respectively. ZReturn over variable cost of ashgourd were

3903566001 and 35'5696073 respecﬁ.V.ly.

The predominant marketing chamnel was producer-whole-
saler-retciler~consumer. About 50 per oent of the consumers'
rupee went to the middlemen in the marketing of both of
pumpkin and ashgourd and hence the prioe spread was high.

It was also found that the profit margin of intermediaries
were very high, indicatiive of marketing inefficiency.



