SOCIO-ECONOMIC STUDY OF FARMERS IN
PUZHAKKAL BLOCK
IN COMMAND AREA OF PEECHI IRRIGATION PROJECT

BY
SANTHA A. M.

THESIS

submitted in partial fulfiiment of the requirement
for the degree of

IMaster of Science in Agriculture
Faculty of Agriculture
Kerala Agricultural University

Department of Agricultural Economics
COLLEGE OF HORTICULTURE
Vellanikkara, Trichur
Kerala, India

1982



DECLARATION

I, hereby declare that this thesis entitled
"Socio~economic study of farmers in Puszhakkal block
in command area of Peechi Irrigation Project"™ is »
bonafide record of research done by me during the
course of research and that the thesis has not
previously formed tho'ﬁaeia for the award to me of
any degree, diploma, nosociatethip, fellowship or
other similar title, of any othor University or uoociely.

Aoudor,

Vellanikkars,
S
24 - 12 - 1982 ANTHA, 4,M,




CERTIFICATE

Certified that this thesis entitled "Socilo-economic
study of farmers in Puzhakkal block in command ares of
Peechi Irrigation Project" is a record of research work
done independently by Kum, Santha, A.M., under my guidance
and supervision and that it has not previously <formed
the basis for the award of any degree, fellowship or
associateship to her,

fapoye=T

Skl1. D.V. RAJENDRAN

Chairman
X:iﬁ gﬁ%gg’ Advisory Committee
Asgistant Professor of
Agricultural Economios



CERTIFICATE

W¢, tre undersigned members of the idvisory Committee
of Kum. Santha, A.M, 2 cancdidate for the degree of Haster of
Science in Agriculture with nmajor in Agricultural Eoonomios,
agree thot the thasis entitled "Socio-economic study of
farmers in ruzhakkal dlock in command area of feechi
Irrigation 2roject” may be submitted by Kum, Santha, 4,1, in

partial ful@ilment of the recuirement for the degree.

LV, lLajendran
(Vhair an)
Advisory Comuittes

Qo 03 L

«V,.iadhakrishnen VeX.npinathar {rnithan
LT . (4ember )

e

<.£l§a chandran Naiy
- (idenber)



Ii
11X
v

Vi
Vil

CORTENTS

INTRODUCT ION

REVIEW OF LITERATURE
MATERIALS AND METHODS
AREA OF STUDY

GENBRAL CONDITIQONS ON
THE SAMPLE FARMS

FARM BUSINESS STRUCTURE
HOUSBHOLD BCONOMY
SUMMARY

KEFERENCES

APYENDICES

ABSTRACT

a8 *e

se e

L N )

"o s s

L N

LA LR

L B R

L 2R 2 R 2

LA N )

Pages

15 - 21
22 - 28

29 - 63
64 -~149
150 -170
171 =177

i-14v



ACEKROWLEDGEMENTS

1 wish to express my deep sense of gratitude to
Shri, D.V, Rajendran, Chairman of my advisory committee
and Assistant Professor of Agricultural Hoonomics, College
of Horticulture, Vellanikikara, for his valuable guidance,
keen interest and constructive oriticism during the course
of this thesis work,

I putforth my heartfelt thanks to Dr,V,Kadhakrishnan,
Profesgor and Head of the Department of Agricultural
Boonomics, Collere of Hortioulture, Vellanikkara for his
constant encouragement and esteemed advice during the entire
course of research work,

Grateful and humble thanks are due to Shri,V.K.
Gopirathan Unnithan, Associate Professor of Agricultural
Statistiée for his expert guidance and sincere help in the
analysis of data and preparation of thesis, 1 am also
grateful to Shri.K,?, Ramachandran Nair, Assistant Professor
of Agricultural Bxtemsion for his help and encouragement,

1 owe special gratitude to Dean, College of Horti-
culture, ‘ellanikkara for rendering help in undertaxing
the study. 1 am also grateful to Xerala Agricultural
University for avard of research fellowship during the
course of study.

The help and co-operation rendered by my colleagues
are gratefully acknowledged. 1 am indebted to my parents
for their constant encouragement and help. I am also happy
to acknowledge the help of my sister and brothers,

Bl

SANIHA, A.M.



4.1
4.2
4.3
4.4

LIST OF TABLES

Land use pattern of Puzhakkal block.

Area under principal crops in Puzhakkal block

Extent of finance availed by farmer - Size groupwise
Extent of finanoe avalled by farmers - Income
groupvise

Distribution of sample according to size groups
Distribution of sample according to income groups
Jomposition of the sample famili:s - 3ize groupwise
Compesition of the sample families - Income groupwise
BEducational status of sample families - 3ize groupwise

Educational status of sample families -~ Income group-
wise,

Distribution of heads of the households according
to their main occupation - Slze groupwise

~istribution of heads of the households according to
their main occupation - Income groupwise

Oceupational distribution of the income eurners -
Size groupwise

Occupational distribution of the income earners -
Income grouprwise

Land use pattiern of the sample - Slze groupwise
Land use pattern of the sample - Income groupwise
Gropping pattern for the sample - -ize groupwise
Cropping pattern for the sample - Income groupwise
Sourcewise irrigation in the different size groups
Sourcevise irrigation in the ddfferent income groups

Capital assets of the selected cultivators -
Size groupwise

Capital assets of the selected cultivators - Income
groupwise

Jize groupwise investment on livestogk per farm
Income groupwise investment on 1livef ,ok per farm

Value of tools, implements and machiery for
different slze groups

value of tools, implements and maclinery for different
inocome groups



6. 1§ Area under paddy for the different seasons -~
Size groupwise

6. 2 Area under paddy for the different seasons -
Income groupwise

6. 3 Cost of cultivation per hectare of paddy for the
different seasone - Size groupwise

6. 4 Cost of cultivation per hectare of paddy for the
different scasons .~ Income groupwise

6. 5 Input-wise cost of cultivation per hectare of

paddy for different seasons

6. 6 Operationwise cost of cultivation per hectare of
paddy for the different seasons

6. 7 Inputwise cost of cultivation per hectare of
padily excluding rental value for the different
seasons

6. 8 Operationwise cost of cultivation per hectare of
paddy excluding rental value for the different
seasons

6. 9 Utilisation of inpute per hectare for Viruppu -
size groupwise

6.10 Utilisation of inputs per hectare for Viruppu -
Income groupwise

6.11 Utilisation of inputs per hectare for Mundakan -
Size groupwise

6.12 VUtilimetion of dnputs per hectare for Mundakan -
Income groupwise

6.13 Utilisation of inputs per heoctare for Punja (HYV) -
vize groupwise

6.14 Utilieation of inputs per hectare for Punja (HYV) -
Income groupwiee

6.15 Utilisation of inputs per hectare for Punja (Local) -
3ize groupwise

6.16 Utilisation of inputs per hectare for Punja (Local) -
Income groupwise

6.17 Yield and output of paddy per hectare in Viruppu -
Jize groupvise

6.18 Yield and output of paddy por hectare in Viruppu =
Income groupwise

6.19 Yield and output of paduy per hectare in Mundakan -
vize groupwise

6.20 Yield and output of paddy per hectare in Mundakan -
Income groupwise



Yield and output of paddy per hectare in Punja(HYV) -

Jize groupvwise

Yield and output of paduy per hectare in funja(HYv) -

Inocome groupwise

Yield and output of paddy per hectare in Punja (Local) -

vize groupwise

Yield and output of paddy per hectare in Punja (Local) -

Income groupwise
Cost of production
cvost of production

Measures of income
Size groupwise

Hleasures of income
Irconme groupwise

feasures of income
vize groupwise

Measuyxres of income
income groupwise

Measures of income
Size groupvwise

fMeasures of incone
Income groupwise

Heagures cf income
Size groupvwiese

Measures of income
Income gsroupwise

per
per
for

for

for

for

for

for

for

for

quintal - S5ize groupwise
guintal - Income groupwise
padday in Viruppu -

padly in Viruppu -

paddy in Fundskan -
paddy in Mundaken -
paddy in Punja (HYV) -~
paddy in Punja (HYV) -
paddy in Punja (Local) -

paday in 2unja (Local) -

lenefit coet ratios - Jize groupwise
Lenefit cost ratlos - Income groupwise

~ize groupvise distridbution of area urnder coconut,
arecanut and banana.

income groupwilse distribution of area unuer coconut,
srecanut andéd banana.

Zexr hectare cost of naintenance of coconut?,

arecanut and cost
virze grouwpvise

of cultivation of banansg =

rer heatare cost ¢f maintenance of cocconut,
ar-canut and cost of cultivation of banana, =~

Incomewi groupwise

Inputwise cost of maintenance of coconut,
arecanut and cost of cultivation of banana

per hectare,



6.42

6.43

6.44

6.45
6.46
6.47
6.48
6.49
6.50
6.51%
6.52

6.53
6354
6.55
6.56
6.57
6.58
6.59

6.60

6,61
6.62
6.63

6.64

Operationwise cost of maintenance of coconut,
arecanut and cost of cultivation of banana per
hectare

Inputwise cost of maintenance of coconut,
arexcanut and cost of cultivation of banana
pexr hect-re excluding rental values

Uperationwise cost of maintenance of coconut,
arccanut and cost of cultivation of barnana ver
hectare excluding rental value

zxtent of use of labour and festilizers per
hectare for coconut - Size groupwise

Zxtent of use of labour and fertilizere per
hectare for coconut - Income groupwise

Labour utilisation per hectare of arecanuvt -
size groupvwise

Labour utilisation per hectare of arecanut -
Ircome groupwise

uxtent of use of lahour and fertilizers per
hectare for banzna - Lize groupwise

uxtent of use of ledbour and fertilizers per
hectare for banuna -~ Income groupwise

heturns per hectare from coconut, arecanut and
banana - vize groupwise

returns per hectare from coconut, arecanut anc
banana - Income groupvwise

sleasures of income for coconut - Size groupvice
Jeasures of income foxr coconut - lncgoue groupvise
Aeasures of income for arecanut - Size Jrocupwise
Jeasures c¢f income for arecanut - ircome groupwise
Adeasures of income for banana - Yize groupvwise
.Jisasures of income for banana - Income groupwise

Ailch arimals with the farmers according to their
status - Cize groupwise

4ilch animale witk the fzarmers according to their
status - Income groupwise

HJaintenance cost per animal peyr day - Gize groupowise
¥nl-tenance cost per animal per day - Income groupwise

Milk yield per animal in milk per day of lactation -
vize groupwise

4ilk yleld per animal in milk per day of lactation =
Income groupwise



T. 4
Te 5
7. €

T. 7
7. 8

Cost and returns from croes bred animals -
vize groupwise

Cost ani returns from cross bred animals -
Income groupwise

vo3t and returns from desi animals - Size groupwise

Cost and returns from desi animals - Income
groupwiae

Income from crop and livestock enterprises p«r farm
under existing cropping patiern

area, coet and income per hectare of tyvical farms
urnier different size classes

+he income, expenditure and net savings per farm =-
vize groupwise

+he income, expenditure arnd net suvinges per farm -
Income grouvpwise

vonstituents of expenditure on protective fords -
oize groupwise

vonstituents of tolel famlly expenditure -
vize groupwise

Jonstituents of expenditure on proisctive foods -
Income groupwise

vonstituents of total family expenditure -
Income groupwise

Invectmert on household items - Size grouwpwise
Investment on household items - lrcome grouwupwise



11

I11

IV

Vi
VII
VIIX

LIST OF APPENDICESD

Copy of the schedule

Cost of cultivation per hectare
varieties of paddy in Viruppu

Cost of cultivation per hectare
varieties of paddy in Mundakan

Gost of cultivation per hectare
verieties of paddy in Punja

Cost of cultivation per hectare
varieties of paduy in Punja

coet of meaintenance per hectare
Cost of maintenance per hectare

Jost of cultivation per hectare

of local

of local

of high yielding

of local

of coconut
of arecanut

of banana



INTRODUCTION



INTRODUCTION

Agriculture has been given a prime place in India
since the beginning of the era of planned development. The
progress of the entire economy is dependent upon the
agricultural sector to a great extent, Irrigation forms the
datum line for sustained successful agriculture. Hence
wvater resource development, exploiting the surface as well
as ground water was given unique importance in the plans
for agricultural development, Upto the end of the Fourth
Plan an irrigation potential of 11,69 million hectares was
created, But the effective utilisation has been assessed
at 84 per cent of the potential, Hence a shift of emphasis
from creation of irrigation potential to full utilisation
of the available potential was suggested in the plans,

The proper and efficient use of irrigation potential
created, has to be takeh up in two distinct phases - completion
of all engineering works upto the last point in the water
delivery system and more efficient on farm use of irrigation
facilities to achieve improvements in agricultural production.
The Irrigation Commission (1970-72) and the National
Commission on Agriculture (1973) have examined the requirements
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for both phases and emphasised the need for systematic Command
Area (Ayacut) Development Programme., Considering the
unutilised potential existing, Command Area Development

Programme was launched towards the end of the Fourth Plan

as a centrally sponsored scheme,

the concept of Command Area Development is a process
of scientific management of water, land and crops. This
Integrated Area Development requires co-ordinated action on
several directions such as creation of distributaries and
field channels, tapping of surface and ground water, soil
conservation, agricultural extension, co-operation, provision
for inputs and other infrastructural facllities like marketing,
finance, storage etc. The ultimate goal is to promote a
strategy for regional development, with the objective of
maximising output, income and employment and general welfare
of the people. The Command Area Levelopment Authority is
responsible for water management and the integrated development
of the command areas, It may also help in agricultural
development programmes witp special emphasis on small and
marginal farmers and agricultural labourere throuvgh maximising
the yield per unit of water utilised, maximising the yileld
per unit of land irrigated and increasing the area of land

irrigated,

The Command Area Development Authority in Kerala came
into existence on August 1979, The Peechi irrigation project

was one of the irrigation systems brought under the control



of the authority. A study of soclio-economic background of
the area under CADA would enable in the planning of programmes
and further evaluation of the benefits,

Peechi Irrigation Project consists of a dam across
Manali river, a tributary of Karuvannur river. ZThe canal system
consists of two main canals one on either bank. iogether they
are expected to irrigate an area of 17,256 hectares in Irichur
district. The dam is located at 76%1.' E longitude and 10°30'

N latitude. The river descends from the Vaniampara hills of
the Western Ghats, The dam and reservoir is located at Peechi
24 km east of irichur town. The construction of dam was started
in 1947 and water was first let out for irrigation in 1953,

lhe left bank canal which is 45 km long irrigates 2828 hectares
of mundakan lands, The right bank canal which is 37 km in
length irrigates an area of 6764 hectares of mundakan land in
addition to 7664 hectares of kole lands, %1he ayacut of the
peechi irrigation project is distributed in 5 blocks, namely
Irinjalakuda, Anthikad, Cherppu, Puzhakkal and Ollukkara,

The socio-economic study of farmers in Puzhakkal block
of command area of Peechi irrigation project was taken up with

the following objectives,

1. 7o study the methods and practices followed for
cultivation,

2. 1o assess the availability and use of resources.



3. To study cost and income structure of farm

business.

4, Yo study the savings, investments, assets and

debts pattern.

5. To understand general soclal and economic

conditions -~ education, consumption pattern, standard of
living etc.

6. 1o study the infrastructural facilities available.
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REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Socio-economic studies about the command area of
irrigation projects in India seem to be limited. A brief
review of the avallable literature is presented in four

sections in this chapter.

General Locio-economic studies in Command areas

+he various aspects of optimising benefits from
utilisation of irrigation in Chambal Valley was studied by
Anand (1960). He reported that maximum benefits can be
obtained by reclamation of waste lands, adopting protective
seasures like levelling of land, soil conservation, drainage,
mechanisation, provision for inputs, extension, communication,
credit facilities and industrialisation through agro based

industries.

ihe effects o0f Bakra Dam irrigation on the economy
of Barani villages in Hissar were marked improvements in
economic conditions of farm families, pattern of productive
employment of family labour and demand for casual and

permanent labour in villages (Anonymous, 1967).



Pathak and lesal (1977) made an attempt to over view
the importance of irrigation and need for command area
development., They disoussed how canal irrigation can change
cropping vattern and improve the agricultural practices in
command area leading to improvements in economic conditions

of bereficiaries.

Sisodia (1977) =studied the difference in cropping
pattern, cropping 1ntensity.and yields between the command
and non-comuand areas in Chambal Valley. In non-command
area the output was found to be more variable with the
cropping pattern oriented towards food grains. Put there was
a better balance between food grains and cash crops in command

areas,

Charan (1978) conducted a study in West Eanas project
which revealed that iniroduction of the project increased
stability in agricultural production and intensity of inputs
used which resulted in increased yields. Lihe project also
helped to bring more people above the poverty line and to even

out the distribution of income in the region.

Singh et al. (1978) conducted an economic appraisal
of on farm development programme in hamganga command area,
The immediate impact of on farm development observed in the

case of extension of irrigation and cropping intensities,

Khuspe and oSawani (1979) carried out investigation
on the canal water utilisation behaviour of farmers in Mula



Project command area and reported under utilisation of

irrigation facidities by 56.67 per cent of farmers.

Pandey (1979) conducted a socio-economic study of
Kiul-Bandua chandan project command area and highlighted
soclio-economic conditions of the area and infrastructural

facilities.

dharma and Kumar (1979) conducted a survey in lomaria
reservior system and concluded that the discrepancy which
existed in the distribution of water did not adversely affect
agricultural production due to other constraints like ferti-
lizer use by which the small farmers could not reach the

level of productivity reached by large farmers,

Pavar et al. (1980) made an expost evaluation of Uhod
irrigation project. <The study revealed that 39 per cent of
the irrigation potential was unused and the various reasons
attributed were inadequate and untimely supply of water,
unsuitability of land to irrigation, inadequate supply of
credit and other inputs and infrastructural facilities,

Suryawanshi et al. (1980) studied the economics of
investment in Girna command area of ilaharastra which revealed
that there was a definite impact of CAD in cropping petternm,
crop yields and levels of income of farmers, After the
establishment of CADA the benefit cost ratio was found to

increase from 1.14 to 2.13.



BEconomics of Crop and Livestock enterprises

Singh (1966) analysed the relation of size of holding
and cost of cultivation, The results showed an increasing
trend in output and decrsasing trend in cost per acre with

increase in holding size.

Chourasia and Singh (1972) studied the economics of
local and high yielding varieties of paddy and wheat in
Panagar village of Madhya Pradesh, The results showed that
high yielding varieties were more labour intensive and
responsive to fertilizers than local varieties, Even though
the expenditure was high the cost per quintal was low for
high yielding varieties,

Patil et al.(1978) studied the cost and income
structure of farm business in Girna Command area and estimated
the cost of cultivation per hectare of paddy to be Ls,1865,47
with a total output of 11.67 quintals and the per hectare net
profit was Ks,610,59. <1he total per hectare cost of cultiva-
tion of banana worked out to Ks,7492.97. ihough the amount
involved was high the crop yielded a net profit of Re,4876,.54

pexr hectare,

Zal et al. (1980) in an investigation worked out the
input output ratio and found that the ratio was higher for
crop production when compared to milch animals in different
farm sizes, <the study conduoted by Singh (1980) to explore
info the potentiality of dairying revealed that it provide



additional income and employment to farm families.

Singh et al. (1980) studied the economics of livestook
production in Farukhabad district and reported an average gross
farm income and expenses of Ks,4991.,22 and ke,3553,.88 respect-
ively. %he livestock production contributed 28.57 per cent of

total farm income and 29,48 per cent of total farm expenses,

Patil et gl. (1980) made an investigation on the socio~
economic conditions of Ghod command area. While discuseing
the utiligation of farm resources ani cost structure they
ecstimated the cost of cultivation of paday to be hs,1740.45
with an output of 11.72 quintals. The per hectare profit was
}s,885.07.

Radhakrishnan et gal. (1981) reported that the cost of
culiivation of paddy during 1978-79 in lrichur district was
£8.2240.34 per hectare excluding rental value of lend for high
yielding varieties and ks,1905 per hectare for local varieties,
ihe cost per quintal was estimated to be Ro,80 for high yield-
ing varieties and hs,107 for local varieties., The B.C, ratio
was 1,32 for high yielding varieties and 1,12 for local

varieties excluding rental value.

Kadhakrishnan et al. (1981) studied the cost of culti-
vation and economice of paddy in Kerala during 1979-80. The
cost per gquintal was estimated to ke ks,52.88 for high yielding
varieties and Rs,93.60 for local varieties without taking
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rental valus of land into account. 'he benefit cost ratio
was 1.64 for high yielding varieties and 1.14 for local

varieties in Trichur.
Hesource use

The study conducted by Hadhakrishnan (1971) revealed
that permanent men labour and irrigation water were the limit-
ing factors influencing cropping pattern ani hence there
existed greater scope for increasing the income of farmers by
reorsanising existing resources with the technical knowhow

avallable,

Negi et gl. (1972) analysed the resource productivity
and efficiency in different crops, using Cobb-Douglas function.
ihe finiings revealed that land was the most important resource
which had significant and positive impact on almost all crope.
Fertilizer showed a significant and positive impact on high
yielding varieties of wheat,

Chaula (1975) assessed the expenditure on modern inputs
for small farmers in Amritsar and found that only meagre
expenditure was incurred as they did not apply the recommended

dose of fertilizer, irrigation etc.

kathore et al. (197%) compared the recource use
efficency of irrigated and unirrigated area ueing Cobb-Douglas
production function., 21he irrigated farms were found to

gerierate substantial output and were also using bhigher quantum of

labour,



Singh et al. (1975) reported that the percentage of
area under food crops decreased as farm size increased while
that of cash crops increased as size of holding increased,
Input, output and net income per farm showed an increasing

trend with increase in farm size.

Desai (1977) analysed the cropping pattern of farmers
in Surat district and showed that increasing the availability
of net 1rrigablq land would shift the cropping pattern in
favour of more remunerative and labour intensive crops such

as banana, high ylelding varieties of paddy etc.

Lhawvan and Bansal (1977) reported that the land
resources were efficliently used in sm2ll and medium farms.
+he study revealed that all categories of farms could increase
their income by more investment on milch animals and intensive

use of fertilizers,

falaniswamy and Kajagopalan (1977) conducted a study
to find out the pattern of employment of labour in different
farm sizes, 1lhe total labour input per unit area decreased
as the size of farm increased and family labour input was

more on small farmers.,

Mangalabranu (1977) in his report on command area
development of Peechi, ‘halakudy and Malampuzha irrigation
projects revealed that the cropping intersity of Peechi command
area was 168,42 and average 8ize of holdirg was 0.68 hectare.
He also reported that fertilizer use w:s far less than

recommended dose and yileld was 3180 kg per hectare for high
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yielding varieties and 2315 kg per hectare for local varieties
of paddy in 1976-77.

Naidu et al. (1981) indicated inverse relationship
between farm size and productivity and also between farm size
and intensity of cropping. Due to the existance of positive
relationship between cropping intensity and labour use the size
of farm has inverse relationship with employment of human

labour per unit of land,

Incone, dxpenditure and Savings.

Xahlon et al. (1972) showed that adooting modern
technology increased farmers gross income by 48,93 per cent and
production expenditure by 36.2 per cent. The study also showed
that farm femily expenditure raised sharply whereas savings
decreased due to investment on builldings and infrastructural

facilities,

Deole ot gl. (1972) studied the income and savings of
farmers in command area of purna project. +he study revealed
that in the case of nor-beneficiaries, crop procduction accounted
about 68 per cent of gross annual income per holding, income
from wages was about 17 per cent and ircone from livestock
and other sources were meagre, In the case of beneficiaries
crop production accounted for about 76 per cent of gross income
and other sources was about 24 per cent. +he expenditure in

the case of non-beneficiaries was 46,25 on crop productibn and
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53.75 on consumption and for beneficiaries 51,81 per cent on

crop production and 48,19 pexr cent on consumption,

Garg and Srivastava (1972) reported modern farm
téchnology as a major factor which influence income and
expenditure of farmers, The income from crops showed an
increasing trend with increase in farm size. The expenditure
pattern showed that family consumption expenditure formed

the largest share followed by crop enterprise.

The study conducted by Nandal(1972) revealed that the
gains due to green revolution had been distributed among
farmers of all categories irrespective of different demo-
graphic and socio-economic characteristics. But both the
absolute and relative income gains increased with increase
in size of holding, level of mechanisation, formal education
of head of the family and number of income earners of family

which accelerated inter regional and intra regional imbalances

Parthasarathy and Sathyanarayana (1972) reported that
in all types and sizes of farms, family expenses constituted
a najor item of expenditure followed by crop and livestock

enterprises,

The income and expenditure pattern of small farmers
studied by Chawla et al. (1975) revealed that the food items
accounted maximum expenditure followed by clothing, lighting,

housing, miscellaneous items, medicine, social ceremonies and



education. The expenditure on food items varied inversely
with farm size indicating prevelance of diversification of
food habits., Expenses on clothing, lighting, medicine,

education and fuel varied positively with farm sizes.

Sidhu et al. (1980) studied the annual domestic
expenditure per farm family in various size groups in different
zones in Punjadb and found that average expenditure per family
was Ks5,11919,.28 per annum. It was Es,9634.62 on small farms,
Rs,12590,66 on medium farms and Rs,17010.75 on large farms,
They also reported the per head expenditure as ks,1322,44,
Rs,1466,53 and bhe,1450,22 for small, medium and large farms

respectively.



MATERIALS AND METHODS



A4TERIALS AND METHODS

fhis chapter deals with the different aspects of
methocology followed in carrying out this socio-economic

investigaticn,

sampling design

‘he sauple used for the study conzisved of ore
hundred farmers of Puzhakkal block of irichur district,
Wwo stage simple random zampling was adopled, At tThe
firs*t ctege frem the 1list of panchayath wards in the block
five sarnchzyath wards werc selected randomly. in the
second atage twenty fzrm families were selected randorly
from exch selected panchayath ward, <he folilowing were the

panchayath words celected for the study.

caune of J.rd Yame of Panchayat
1. J{lhoorakkattukara Adat
2. danakxoci Arimpur
3. Avanur Avanur
4. Puthurkkars Ayyanthole

5. Kariattukara Ayyanthole



Collection of data

The data were collected using a well structured
schedule (Appendix-I) by personal interview method. The
data in respect of items such as land and farm assets,
various inputs used for different farm enterprises, output,
expenditure ircurred on family mairtenance, social and
economic characteristics and infrastructure developments
were collected. 7The survey was conducted in April 1982,
“he irformations gathered were for the year 1981-82 comunencing

from April 1981 to :darch 13982.

+the data collecteu from the farmers were first
tabulated and classified according to the size of holding
and also by the gross income of the family. +he classifica-
tion by holding size was as follows,

81 - upto 0.60 hectare

5 - 0.60 to 0,80 hectare

2
63 - 0.80 to 1.00 hectare
4 - 1.00 to 1.40 hectares

) - more than 1.40 hectares

‘he income wise clascification was done as follows,
1, -~ Upto E=.7,500

> = ks, 7,500 to ks, 15,000

5 = ke. 15,000 to Esf 20,000

s - i8.20,000 to Eks, 25,000

5 - more_ than Re., 25,000

o I o B

L
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CONCEPTS AND DEFINILIONS

i. Human labour
a. Family labour
It consists of actual work done by family members for
crop production., The labour has bveen valued at the rates paid

to hired labour,
b. Hired labour

Hired labour consisted of casual labour. The actual
payment nade in cash or kind has veen taken into account for

the purpoee of working out economic of crops.

i1i. "wullock labour

Pullock labour consisted of both owned and hired
Oomed bullock labour has be=n accounted as per the rates for

hirea bullock labour prevailing in the locality.
iii, “Yractor hours
iractor use was entirely through hiring in. -he
actual hire charges paid were uwuken into :zccount,
iv. ceedc, manures, fertilizers and pesticides

Home orocvced seeds gndéd nanurec have been valued at
prices which prevaile: in the concerned localities while
purchased seeds, manures and fertilizer are valued at actual

prices paid.
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v. Irrigation charges

Irrigation charges included the cliarges actually
paid for irrigation and dewatering to the revenue department
and co-operative societies, In the case of well irrigation
actual charges paid for fuel or electricity charges were

considered,
vi., kental value of owned lanu

ihe rental value of owred lard has beern -onsidered
as ¥5th of the value of gross produce of the respective crop.
vii, lnterest on woiking capital

Interest was calculated at 12 per cent per annum
for four montha for paddy and for the whole year for

perernrisl and annual croms.
viii, Irtercet on fixed capital

Interest was estimated at the rate of 10.25 per cent
on the value of implements, machinery and sprayers. <he
interest was alloocated to crops in proportion to the area under

each crop.

ix. Depreciation

lhe depreciaticn was ecalculated at two per cent for
pucca buildings and five per cent for katcha buildings. For

implemerts the rate of depreciation charged was 15 per cent
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for iron implements and 20 per cent for wooden implements,
baskets, ropes etc. Five per cent depreciation was

considered for pumpcoets and 10 per cent for sprayers,

iz. Cost concepts

The analysis was carried out by using different

cost corcepts i.e,, cost A, B gnd ¢,

a., Cost A
This cost covers expenses on iteme such as

hired human labour

-l
o

2. hirec bullock labour

3. owned bullock labour

4., seeds (farm produced arnd purchased)

5. manures and fertilizers

£, drxrrigation

7. crop protection

8. depreciation of implements, machinery wil sprayers

9. interest on working capital

Cost A ean be explained as out of pocket
exn~ndituvre or paild up cost,
b. Cost R

ihis irnecludes gcost A + Hental -2lve of owned

iand + dinterest on fixed capital.
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¢c. Cost C

This includes cost B + imputed value of family labour.
x. Measures of income

fhe Farm business analysis has been carried out by

using different measures of income,
a. uross income

Gross income from crops and live stock was computed
was
considerirng all producic i.cluding by products. Itzevaluated
at the prices which prevailed curing the imiediate post

harvest period or actusl prices received.

crofit gt different levels were worked out for

individual crops as follows,

1. Farm busine=gs income: YThe difference lhetween gross income
an. cost A (i,e., profit at Coet A) represents the farm

businese income -f cultivstors.
b, <{amily labour income

+he difference between gross income and cost b
represents the income of cultivators on account of his own
and family labour.

c. Net income
the difference between the gross income and coat C

(L.e., trte profit st cost C) represents the net return for

the farm enterprise.
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d. rarm investment income

It is farm business income (i.e., profit at cost A) -
inputed value of family labour.

xii, Adult consumption units

ihe consumption unite were calculated on the basis of
equivalerce followed by <hare (1975) for studying the

expenditure pattern of the family

Male/Fenale Agze in years Consumption units
{ale or female 1 -5 0.50
Male or female 6 - 9 0.73
Male or female 10 - 13 0.83
temale 14 ana above 0.83
Male 14 and above 1.00

House hold experditure

1o find the astandard of living the perceniege of
exoenditure on different ictems of consumption viz., food,
clothing and foot wear, fuel and lightin,, education, nedicine,
travel, recreation and other items were worked out per adult

uwnit and per house hold,
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AREA OF oUTLY

lhe Puzhakkal block is located in irichur taluk of
Iirichur district, The total geographical area of the block
is 14810 hectares. The climete is humid txopical with an
oppressive hot season. <+he rainfall is seasonal and fairly
assured, +he soil i® mostly laterite in nature with
alluvial patches in the low lying areas. she toitul
population of the block is 116215 according to 1471 census
with a density of 784.15 persons/sq.km. ihe block head

quarters is situated at Purarattukkaras 3.42 km from +richur.

‘able 4,1, Land use pattern of Puzhakkal block

51,.No. Category %ﬁ:j‘ Percentage
1. lotal geographical area 14810.00 100.00
2. rorests 13:3.00 7.414
3. Land put to non-agricultural uses 970.00 6.55
4, Barren and uncultisatle land Nil

5. Permanent pastures ani grazing lands Wil

6 Jend wndex wiecellaneoue fres Eo%e 11400 077
7. Cultivable waste Nil

8. Current fallows . 240,00 1.62
9. fallow lanus other than current fallows 4822.00 32.56
10. Net area sown 7566.00 51.09
11, Area sown more than once 1697.00 11.46
12. Totzl cropped ares 9263.20 62.5%

Source: Kecords at Puzhakkal Block Headgquarters, 1978.
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Table 4.1 shows the land use pattern of the block,
The total cropped area of the block is 9263,20 hectaree which
accounts for 62.55 per cent of the total geographical area.
32.52 per cent of the total area are tallow lands and 7.41 per
cent of the area are forests,

iThe most important crop in terms of area is paddy
wnich accounts for 66,81 per cent of the total cropped area.

table 4.2 shows the cropping pattern of the block.,

Table $.2. srea under principal crops in ruzhakkal Block

S1l,N0. rops Area (ha) Percentage
1, Paddy

1. Viruppu 812.56 8.77
2. .undakan 581.20 0.27
3, Punja 4795, 20 51.77
2. Coconut 597.20 6.45
% Arecar.ut 828,30 5.95
4. Banana 303,00 3.24
5. “apioca 594,80 6.42
6. vegeTtables 57.58 0.62
7. vashew 417.60 4.51
8. lepper 80.00 0.86
9. Eubber 60.00 0.65
10. Pine=zpple 88.00 0.95
11. Ginger 14.00 0.15
12. Cocoa 16.00 0.17
13. Others 20,26 0.22
Lotal cropped area 9263.20 100.00

Source:; &ecords at Puzhakkal Block Headguarters, 1978
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The Puzhakkal block extends in 7 panchayats as

shown below,

Name of panchapts‘ il e8

1. Adat Puzhakkal, Puranattukara,
Chittilepilly, Adat

2. Arimpur Manakodi, Yeluthur, Parakkad,
Eravu.

3. Avanur Avanur, lengalur, Velappaya,
Chulieseri.

4. Ayyanthole Ayyanthole, +richur, Punkunnam,
Pullazhi, Aranattukara

5. Kaiparambu Kaiparambu, Anjur, Peramangalam.

6. Tholur Tholur, Chalskkal, Edakulathur

7. Killammure nillannure

struct P ties

Agricultural development is influenced by available
infrastructural facilities to a great extent, The transport
and communication facilities, agricultural credit, education
and health, irrigation and drinking water facilities are
considered under infrastructural facilities,

*A map of Puszhakkal block indiéating the panchayat wards
selected for the study is also attached.
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Transport and Communication:

The Puzhakkal block head quarters is situated 14 km
from Irichur, 8 km from Mulamkunnathukavu railway station
and connected by the state high way. In this block all
villages are well connected ¥y roads which extends to about
184 Km of pucoca roads and 137 Km of katcha roads. Bus
services are available for 56.8 km in this area, IThere are
21 post offices of which 9 have telegraph facilities and
7 with telephones.

Agricultural Credit:

Farming as a business requires large amount of
capital., Hence the facilities for agricultural credit plays
& vital role in the process of agricultural development.

In the Puzhskkal Block, agricultural credit is esupplied by
various agencies like co-operative societies, land develop-
ment banks, nationalised and commercial banks, government

and private agencies.

The total geographical area of the block is 14810
hectares, In the jurisdiction of the block there are
16 co-operative societies, and 4 branches of commercial
banks serving the credit needs of farmers, <he cultivators
borrow money from different sources so as to meet their
credit requirements, The information on the extent of

loans taken by sample farmers source wise in different
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gize of holdings are summarised in Table 4.3.

Table 4.3. Bxtent of finance availed by farmers-
size group wise
(4n REs,)

Avarge amount of loan per family

Co-operative Commercial Other

society banks sources Total

31 711.54 365.38 461,54 1538,.46
(46.25) (23.75) (30.00) (100.00)
{ 8.55) (91.45) (100.00)

s3 352.17 1708,.70 ——ee 2060,.87
(17.09) (82,91) (100.00)

84 90.91 1034.09 704.55 1829.55
( 4.97) (56.52) (38.51) (100.00)

85 665.00 285.00 85.00 1035.00
(64.25) (27.54) ( 8.21) (100.00)

Average 419.00 765.75 214,50 1399.25
(29.94) (54.73) (15.33) (100.00)

(figures in parentheses represent percentages to total)

per family worked out to Rs,1399,25,
advanced by different agencies the share of commercial banks

It was observed that on an average total amount borrowed

0f the total loans

was the highest (54.73 per cent) followed by co-operative

societies (29,94 percent) and other sources contributing

15.33 per cent.,

The share of loane advanced by co-operative

societies was highest in 85 with 64,25 per cent,

wvas lowest in 84 with 4.97 per cent,

vhile it
The contribution of
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commercial banks to the total loans advanced to the farmers
vas highest for 3, (91.45 percent) followed by 83 with 82,91
percent, The total amount of loan per farmer was highest

in 83 (Es,2060.87) followed by S,, ks, 1829,55.

The loans advanced to the farmers according to income

groups ie presented in Table 4.4.

Table 4.4. Extent of finance availed by farmers -
Income group wise (in Ls.)

average amount of loan per family

Co-operative Commercial

society banks Others Total

1, 666,67 558,33 479.17 1704.17
(39.12) (32.76) (28.12) (100.00)

I, 448,28 685,34 206,90 1340,.52
(33.44) (51.12) (15.44) (100.00)

I 500.00 1525.00 420,00 2445.00
(20.45) (62.37) (17.18) (100,00)

I, 726.67 433,33 —— 1160.00
(62.64) (37.36) (100.00)
(90.91) ( 9.09) (100.00)

Average 41 9. 765.75 214.50 1399.25
(29.9 ) (52.75} (15.33)  (100.00)

(Figures in parentheses represent percentages to total)

Anong,

the income groupe the highest amount was advanced

to I3 which worked out to Es.2445 per family followed by I,

with Ks,1704.17 per family.

The major share was made by
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co-operative societies which was 62,64 percent in Iye The
commercial banks contributed the major share of total loans

advanced for 15 wvhich was 90,91 pexrcent,

Apart from co-operative credit societies there are
3 industrial co-operatives, one farming co~operative and

8 milk parketing Co-operatives operating in the block area.\

Education and Health:

‘here are 9 high schools, 18 upper primary schools and
24 lower primary schools and a Junior college in the block.
Five primary health ceutres and Amala cancer institute arxe
located in this area.

Irrigation and drinking water facilities:

Peechi and Vazhani irrigation projects are the two major
projects providing irrigation facilities in this area. In
addition there are many minor irrigation schemes also. The
total area irrigated by all sources was estimated as 4770
hectares, which was 51,49 percent of total cropped area. <The
drinking water facilities are provided in most places. VWells

also cater to this need.

All villages in the block area eslectrified. iwo
spinning mills are functioning in the block area.



INTEX

e veomm  Block Boundary

wwwww Yillage Boundary
1 Blcck Head Quarters
ol Panchayat Wards 3elected

el H/ P H way
—em e Oiher Roads

i b yoeerdn Ratlway

{ 3
“\TAN g}’
\TANGALU N
r ey ey
PUZHAKKAL BLOCK v J h! 7 ,...—.’) ! Vh"\?‘\r‘-‘ To Shexanwx " \
i N -"4 f . { 3 P e S SuinN . / \
AN J . YLLAPPAYA.: - —.
J‘\_,.a N \_ -
“"""\" o KILLANNUR 2,
KATPARAMBUY 7\,
‘{m :‘\ ANJUR r? \\'
- A Ne T e ; N .
£ ) . \ ; } .- P \¢
() \.\ 3 . N . . ) . :'_,.; (..) (:__‘,f‘ W wd
> "1 i 5 4 N \ . -t ’.-’ _) ? s_
hoad " / oo
%, BDAEULHTHUR \
f .
(\ ./f’ ) ‘_' f \”)
o~ : ‘
| R -“_ /[
? ‘ ) S
Ry HoLur - Y .
& )
F T CHI
- < .5,,«:—-«{
L
ey :
L . CHALAKKAL z, . ’
v ; :
e ¢ . -
5 : \ 4 { U
N I . .
5 : <PURANAT1 uxy@.f‘ N
Y U < . .
. Y ADATS, Y, i
.Z i l‘.ﬁw\w o’ " o oy e Puth \g
ot -
k—a,viw 3 “.{-. »4\» To .ﬁ!éjiﬁﬂt
L X PULLAZHI \ e I o
t i Ty RO K
i kol Com :
: ,/‘L"”ﬂ ' \ Yo ff=""10 Erndkulam
Pl ‘~\ / \ ARANATTUKARA To Teiprayes
ol Y .;Kar' ttuk /ﬁ""’
’ P . iattukara :
f S, PARAKKAD { f .-~ ( .
I LR 5 :
! 1 3
} Y
/
Manakkodry”

-




GENERAL CONDITIONS ON THE SAMPLE FARMS



GENERAL CUNDITIORS ON THE SAMPLE FARMS

Ine socio-economic conditions of the farmers have a
bearing on the ability to adopt the technologies transferred
and on the efficiency of farming., Hence an attempt is made
here to highlight the socio-economic characteristics of the
farmers such as population, educational status, occupational
distribution etc. 1he gample households were classified
according to the size of holding and the gross income of
the households for the purpose of the study.

According to the e£ize of holding the households were

classified into five classes as shown in iasble 5.1,

Table 5.1. Distribution of sample farms - Size grouvp wise

§§z§°§§§§§ o.of  Percent fﬁgg 25 Percent §§§§a§§

(Hectares) holdings to total ea?gé%kmm tgrzgtal h?%:§ng
S, L 0.60 26 26,00 10.32 9.95 0.40
S, 0.6-0.80 20 20,00 14.38  13.87  0.72
53 0.81-1,00 23 23.00 21.17 20.42 0.92
84 1.01-1.40 11 11.00 13.53 13.05% 1.23
55 > 1041 20 20.00 44.28 42,79 2,21

- - -p

iotal 100 100.00 10%.68 100.00 1.04
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The average size of holding was 1,04 hectares. The average
size of holding of the lowest class (81) was 0.40 ha, This
group accounted for 26 percent of households but they had
only 9.95 percent of the total area. Lhe average size of
holding of the largeet group (85) was 2,21 hezzgr:;e;hile
they formed only 20 percent of total households /possessed

42,71 per cent of the total area,

The income wise distribution of the sample is given
in Tadble 5.2.

Table 5.2. Uistribution of sample farme - Income group wise

: No.of Area of Per cont Average
Uross income 1, Per oent . 4 i1 o total size of

Rs/annun ings O ¥0%&l oa0p clase area  holding
(ha ) (ha)
I, < 7500 12 12,00 7.22 6.96  0.60
I,  1500-15000 29 29.00  22.72 21.91  0.78
15 15000-20000 20 20.00 23%3.91 2%,06 1.20
I, 20000-25000 15 15.00 = 17.20 16.60  1.15
15 5 25000 24 24.00  32.63 51,47 1,36

Total 100 100.00 103,68 100.00 1.04

iwelve pexr cent of the households had an income less than
7500 per annum whose average size of holding was 0,60 hectars,

The number of households wae maximum in the income group between
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Rs,7500-15000 which accounted for 29 per cent of the total.
Another 24 per cent of farmers had an average mocre than
ks,.25000 whose average eise of holding was 1,36 hectares and

they possessed 31,47 per cent of the total area.

An anelysis of the slze group-wice composition of the
family members revealed that 51,18 per cent were males and
48.82 percent were fomales. The average family size was found
to be 6.%35. The highest average family size of 6.65 was found
in the lowect size group of holding. <the family size was
found to decrease with incresse in the size of holding., Males
wvere more than females in all sige groups except in 34. The
classification of the respondents family members acoording to
age and sex in different size group of holding is presented
in Zable 5.3.

+he distribution showed that 69,61 per cent of the
total members were in the age groun of 15-60 vhich constituted
the working vopulatinn, Among holding size grovns the
percentage of people in this age group was highcst In 34
(78.78) followed by 55 (70.96). “he proportion of members
of the age group above 60 was highest in S5 which was found
to be 13.71 per cent.

feble 5.4 shows the dietribution of the sample family

menbters in various income groups. The average family size

was highest for I5 which was 7.2% and lowsst in 13(5.4).
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Table 5.3. Composition of the sample famllies -~ Size group-wise
:i' Family members ) . 3 3 5 rall
. Sy 5, 3 4 5 Ove 1

1 < 3 4 5 6 7 8

1. Males Above 60 7 2 5 1 10 25
Avel‘age 0.27 0010 0022 0009 0050 0025
7 of Total 4,05 1.57 3.45 1.52 8.06 3.94

2., Females Above 60 5 5 3 3 7 23
Average 0.19 0.25 0.13 0.27 0.35 0.23
% to lotal 2,89 3.94 2.07 4.5% 5.65 3.62

3. HMales 15 - 60 63 48 42 26 44 223
Average 2.42 2.40 1.83 2,36 2,20 2.23
# to Total 36.42 37,79 28.97 39.39 35.48 35,12

4, Females 15 - 60 56 43 50 26 44 219
Average 2.15 2.1% 2.17 2.36 2,20 2.19
#» to Total 32.37 33.86 34.48 39.39 35.48 34.49

5. Males 6 - 14 19 13 21 4 5 62
AV age 0073 0t65 0.91 0.37 0125 0062
776 to Total 10.98 10.24 14048 6.06 4-03 9.76

6 Females 6 - 14 16 13 14 5 8 53
Avernge 0.62 0.65 0.61 6.45 0.40 0,53
# to YTotal 9.25 10,24 9.65 7.57 6.45 8.35

T Males 0- 5 3 1 7 - 4 1%
Aver-ge 0.12 0.05% 0.30 - 0.20 0,15
% to Total 1.73 0079 4083 - 3.22 2.36

8, Females 0 - 5 4 2 3 1 2 15
Average 0.1% 0.10 0.13 0.09 0.10 0.15
% to Total 2. 1.57 2.07 1.52 1.61 2.%6

M R We e S R AR A WS e YR WR OB W e M

Wy  wm W am e e WS
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Table 5.3 (Contd....)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
9 Males Total 92 64 75 31 63 325

10 Females Total 81 63 70 35 61 310
Average 3.11 3.1% 3,04 3.18 3,05 3.10
% to Total 46.82 49,61 48,28 53,03 49.19 48,82

11, Total Populaticn 173 127 145 66 124 63%
Avercge £.65 6.3 6,30 6.00 6.20 6,35
% to Total 100.00 100.00 10000 100.00 100.00 100,00

Those in the age group 15-60 was higheet in I5. Ihe proportion of

male® was more than females in all groups except for 12 and 14.

Literacy rate was as high as 96,53 per cent, ILiteracy was
8lightly higher for meles (97.74) than for femsles (95.25)., Among
the literates 20.3% per cent had only primery education, 18,68 per
cent had attended middle school and 39,67 per cent had attended
high school. Only 4.79 per cent were graduates while 1,16 per cen
vere post graduates. For males, 100 per cent literacy was found
in 82’ In the case of both males and femsles the literacy was
lowest in S5 with 94,92 pexr cent and 93.22 per cent respectively.
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Teble 5.4. Composition of the sample families - Income groupwise

81,80, Family members I, I, I2 I, 15 Overall
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
t. Males Above 60 2 i 6 P 8 25
Average 0.17 0.24 0.3C 0.13 0.33 0.25

% to Total 2.47 3.87 5.6 2.17 4.62 3.93
2. Females Above 60 3 6 5 3 6 2%

Averﬁge 0.25 0021 0025 0.20 0-25 0.25

% to Total 3.70 3.3t 4.63 3.26 3.47 3.62

3. Males 15 -« 60 30 58 34 33 68 223
Average 2,50 2.00 1,70 2.20 2.83 2.23
% to TOtal 37004 32.05 3‘.48 35087 3903‘ 35-12

4., Pemnles 15 - 60 28 67 34 30 €0 219
Average 2,33 2,31 1.70 2.00 2.50 2.19
% to Totel 34,57 37.02 31.48 32.61 34.68 34, 49

5. Hales € - 14 12 16 14 5 15 62
Aﬂerage 1.00 0.55 0.70 0033 0063 0062

v to Total 14,82 8,84 12,96 5.43 B.67 9.76

6. PFemalss 6 - 14 5 19 9 8 12 5%
Average 0.42 0.65 0.45 0.53 0.50 0.53
% to Total 6.17 10.50 8034 8.70 6.94 8-35

----------------------- Continuede = =« = = = =
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7. Males 0 -6
Average
% to lotal

8 females 0O - 6
Avergage
% to Total

9. Males Total
Average

% tn Total

10 Femnles Total
Average

% to Total

11. Total Population
Average

# to Total

- 6 4 4 1 15
- 0021 0020 0027 0004 0015
- 3.31 3.70 4.35 0.58 2,36

1 2 2 7 3 15
0.08 0.07 0.10 0.47 0.13 0.15
1.23 1,60 1.85 T7.61 1.73 2.36

44 B7 58 a4 92 325
5.67 3.,00 2.90 2.9% 3,83 3.25
54.32 48.07 58.70 47.83 53.18 51.18

37 94 50 43 81 310
5.08 3.24 2,50 3.20 3.38 3.10
45.68 51.93 46.30 52.17 46.82 48.82

21 181 108 92 173 635
6.7 6.24 5,40 6.13 7.21 6.35
10000 100.00 100.00 100-0c 10000 100-00




Table 5.5. Eduecational Status of sample families - size groupwise
Level of S, Sa 85 84 SS Total
education M F M F M F M F M F M F Total
Below S
Total 3 7 1 2 T 3 - 1 4 2 15 15 30
Average 0.2 0.27 0.05 0.10 0.30 0.13 - 0.09 0.20 0.10 0.15 0.15 0.30
Primery
Total 7 12 16 16 17 18 & g 6 8 60 63 123
Average 0.65 0.46 0.80 0.80 0.74 0.78 0.36 0.82 0.30 0.40 0.60 0.63 1.23
% to Total 19.10 16.22 25.40 26.23 25.00 26.87 12,90 26.47 10.17 13.56 19.36 21,36 20.33
Middle Scheol
Total 25 18 1" 9 9 12 5 7 8 9 58 55 113
Average 0.86 0.69 0.55 0.45 0.39 0.52 0.45 0.64 0.40 0.45 0.58 0.55 1.13
% to Total 28.09 24.32 17.46 14.75 13.24 17.91 16,13 20.59 13.56 15,25 18.71 18.64 18,68
High School
Total 41 27 21 20 26 25 15 12 26 27 129 111 240
Average 1.8 1.04 1.05 1,00 1.13 1,09 1.36 1.09 1.30 1.35 1.29 1,11 2.40
% to Total 46.07 36.49 33.33 32.78 38.24 37.31 48.38 35.29 44.07 35.76 41.61 37.63 39.67
Undergradugte
Total 3 12 7 5 3 4 4 4 8 8 28 33 58
‘Average 0.11 0.46 0.35 P.25 0.13 0.17 0.36 0.36 0.40 0.40 0.25 0.33 0.58
® to Total 3,37 16.22 11,11 8.20 4.41 5,97 12.90 11.77 13.56 13.56 8.06 11.19 9.59
------------------------------ Continumed—- - - = = - = = = = = -



Table 5.5 (Contd....)

Total
fﬁliitiin M %1 F M 2F M O F M F N F M f Total
Diploma Total - - 1 1 6 1 1 - 4 - 12 2 14

Average - - 0.05 0.05 0.26 0.04 0.09 - 0.20 = 0.12 0.02 0.14

% to Total -~ - 1.59 1.64 8.82 1.49 3,23 - 6.78 - 3.87 0.68 2.31
Graduate

Total 2 2 5 5 3 4 1 1 4 2 15 14 29

Average 0.08 0.08 0.25 .0.25 0.13 0.17 0.3 0.09 0.20 ¢.10 0.15 0.14 0.29

% to Total 2.25 2.70 7.94 8.20 4.841 5.97 3.23 2.94 6.78 1.39 4.84 4.74 4.79
Post-Graduate

Total - - 2 1 2 1 - - - 1 4 3 7

Average - - 0.10 0.05 0.09 0.04 - - - 0.05 0.04 0.03 0.07

% to Total = - 3.17 1.64 2.94 1.49 - - - 1.70 1.29 1.02 11,16
1lliterate

Total 11 3 - 4 2 2 1 1 3 4 7 14 21

Ave:age 0.04 0.12 - 0.20 0.29 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.15 0.20 0.07 0.14 o.21%

% to Total 1.12 4.05 - 6.56 2,94 2.99 3.23 2.94 5.08 6.78 2.26 4.74 3.47
Literate

Total 88 71 63 57 66 65 30 33 56 55 303 281 584

Average 3.38 2.73 3.15 2.85 2.87 2.83% 2.73 3.00 2.80 2.75 3.03 2.81 5.84

% to Total 98.88 95.95 100.00 93.44 97.06 97.01 96.77 97.06 94.92 93.22 97.74 95.25 96.53
Total

Total 89 T4 63 61 68 67 31 34 59 59 310 295 605

Aversge 3.42 2.8 3.15 3.05 2.96 2.91 2.82 3.09 2.95 2.95 3.10 2.95 6.05

% to Total 10000

100:00 100-00 100:-00 100-00 10000 100.:00 100:00 100:00 100:00 100-00 100:00 100-00

(The % to total above 5 years havae been worked out)

LE



Table 5.6. Educational status of cample families - income groupvise

level of
education

L

Total

Below 5
Total

Average

Erimary
Total

Average

% to Total
dicdle School

Total

Avein ge

% o Total
High Sc¢hool

Total

Avarage

% to Total
Undexrgraduate

Total

Average

% to Total

2.08 (.21

1.08 0.75 0.45
29.55% 25.00

25.00 33.33

43.18 27.78

2.27 8.33 5.00 11.11 14.58 12.50

15 Total
F M F M ?
7 1 3 15 15

0.47 0.04 0.13 0.15 0.15

12 10 14 60 63

0.80 0.41 0.58 0.60 0.63
29.27 10.87 18.18 19.36 21.36

5 15 8 58 55

0.33 0.62 0.33 0.58 0.55
12,19 1€.31 10.39 18,71 18.64

19 29 33 129 111
1.27 1.63 1.38 1.29  1.11

46.34 42.39 42.86 4).61 37.63

2 9 1" 25 33

0.13 0.36 .46 0.25 0.33

4,83 9.78 14,28 8.06 11.19

----- -Continued

30

0.30

123
1.23

20.33

113

1.13
18.68

240
2.40

39.67

58

¢.58
9.59

ge



Table 5.6 (Contd....)

Level of I1 12_ 13 14 15 Toﬁal
education M F M F M F M F M F M P Total
Diploma
“‘RTS¥51 - - 1 - 4 - 1 1 6 1 12 2 14
Average - - 0.03 - 020 - 0.07 0.07 0.25 0.04 0.12 0.02 0.14
% to Total - - 1.25 - 7.41 - 2,50 2.44 6,52 1.30 3.87 0.68 2.3t
Graduate ‘
Total - 1 1 4 4 2 - - 10 7 15 14 29
Average - 0.08 0.035 0.4 0.20 0.10 - - 0.41 0.29 0.15 0.14 0.29
% to Total - 2.78 1.25 4.30 T.41 4,17 - - 10.87 9.09 4.84 4.74 4.79
Post-graduate
Total - - - - - - 1 - 3 3 3 3 7
Average - - - - - - 0.07 - 0.13 0.13 0.04 0.03 0.70
% to Total - - - - - - 2.50 - 3,26 3.90 1.29 1.02 1.16
Illiterate
Total - 1 4 7 3 4 - 2 - - 7 14 21
Avergge - 0.08 0.14 0.24 0.15 0.20 - 0.13 - - 0.27 0.%4 0.21%
% to Total - 2,78 5,00 T7.53 5.55 8.33 - 4.88 - - 2,26 4.74 3.47
Literate
Total 44 35 76 86 51 44 40 39 92 77 303 281 584
Average %.67 2.92 2.62 2,97 2.55 2,20 2.67 2.60 3#83 3.21 3%.05 2.81 5.84
% to Total 100.00 97.22 95.00 92.47 94.44 91.67100.00 95.12 100.00 100.00 97.74 95.25 96.53
Total 44 %6 80 93 54 48 40 41 92 T7 310 295 605
Average 3.66 3.00 2.76 3.20 2.7C 2.40 2.67 2.73 3.83% 3,21 3.10 2.95 6.05
% to Total 100-00 100+00 1€0:00100:00 100°00 100:00 100:00 100:00 10000 100:00 100:00 100:00 100400

6¢
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The average number of persons educated was found to be 5,84

out of an overall average number of persons (6.05) above the age
group 6., The average number of males educated was more for S'
with 3.38 and less for 84 with 2.73. In the case of females

S, recorded 97.06 per cent literacy which was found to be the

4
highest, %‘he detailed break up of the educational status of

the families into size groups is presented in Table 5.5.

The classification based on income group is shown in
Table 5.6. FYor males 100 per cent literacy was seen in classes
I‘, I4 and 15. ine highest rate of literaocy for females was
found in class 15 which accounted 100 per cent. FYor both males
and females the average number of educated persons was highest
for 15 with 3,83 and 3,21 respectively. Ihe aversge number of
persons literate and the literacy per cent were lowest in the
group 13.

The main ocoupation of the head of the families was
Agrioculture which accounted for 57 per cent, while .33 per oent
were employed in Government service. The dependence on agri-
culture was highest for 34 where 72.73 percent of the peads of
house~holds mainly depended on agriculture., The occupational
distribution of the head of the families for size groupe are
given in Table 5.7.

Such a distribution for the income groups shown in
iable 5.8, revealed that those depending on agriculture was
highest in the lowest income group which worked out to 91.67
percent. Those employed in Uovernment service was highest for
1, (46.67 per cent).
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Table 5.7. Distridbution of the heads of the households
accoxrding to their main occupation -~ Size
groupwise

eﬁf:;;‘ Labour Sexvice gzgg:‘ Trade Total
3, 16 2 7 1 - 26
(61.56) ( 7.69) (26.90) (3.85) (100.00)
sz 12 - 8 - - 20
(60.00) - (40.00) - - (100.00)
33 10 1 11 1 - 23
(43.48) ( 4.35) (47.82) (4.35) (100.00)
S 8 - 2. - 1 11
(72.73) (18.18) (9.09) (100.00)
55 11 3 5 - 1 20
(55.00) (15.00) (25.00) (5.00) (100.00)
Overall 57 6 33 2 2 100
(57.00) ( 6.00) ( 33.00) (2.00) (2.00) (100.00)

(Figures in parentheses represent percentages to total)

kable 5.8. Distribution of heads of the households according
to their main occupation- Income groupwise
Vg o O o Profe- .,
cﬁur o Iabour Service ssion ‘rade Others
I, 11 1 - - - 12
(91.67) (8.33) (100.00)
12 20 2 T - - 29
(68.96) (6.90) (24.14) (100.00)
13 8 1 9 1 1 20
(40.00) (5.00) '(45.00) (5.00) (5.00) (100.00)
I4 6 2 4 - - 15
(40.00) (13.33) (46.67) (100.00)
15 12 - 10 1 1 24
(50.00) (41.66) (4.17) (4.17) (100.00)
Overall 57 6 33 2 2 100
- (57.00) ( 6.00) (33.00) (2.00) (2.00) (100.00)

(Figures in parentheses represent percentages to Total)
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Out of the total income earners, 38,28 per cent was
employed in agriculture while 49,28 per cent was employed in
Government service. The proportion of people engaged in
agriculture was highest in 84(59.09 per cent) and that in service
in 53 (58.14 per cent), The number of income earners per family
worked out to 2,09 which is 32,91 per cent of the total members
The average income earners was highest for

iagble 5.9 shows

in the family.
35 (2.35) while it was lowest for 83 (1.87).
the occupationel distribution of income earners of various size

classes,
Table 5.9. Ocoupational distribution of the income earners -
Sige groupwise
- Lo Sere Profe- .
Particulars ::i; Labour vice ssion Irade Total
S’ Total No. 21 5 23 6 - 55
Per farm 0,81 0.23 2.11
(38. 18)(9 09) (41 ez) (10.91) (100.00)
S2 Total KNo. 17 | 24 - - 42
Per farm 0.85%5 0.05 2.10
(40.48)(2.38) (57 14)_ (100.00)
35 Totel Ko. 14 3 25 1 - 43
Fer farm 0. 61 00‘3 ’.0 0004 1087
(32.56)(6.,98) (58.14) ( 2.33) (100.00)
34 Total No. 13 - 8 - 1 22
Pexr farm 1.18 0073 0009 2000
(59.09) (36.36) (4.55) (100.00)
55 lotal No. 15 3 23 5 1 47
Pexr farm 0075 0.‘5 1"5 0025 0005 2035
(31.91) (6.38)(48.94) (10.64) (2.13) (100.00)
Lfotal No. 80 12 105 12 2 209
Per farm 0.80 0.12 1.03 0.12 0.02 2,09
(38.28) (5.74)(49.28) ( 5.74) (0.96) (100.00)

(Figuree in parentheses represent percentages to total)
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A further classification of the income earners based
on income groups showed that 66,67 per cent of the wage earners
of 11 depends on agrioculture, As shown in Ilable 5.10 there is
a steady trend of decline in proportion of people engaged in
agriculture from I, (66.67) per cent) to 15 (20.96 per cent).

Table 5,10. Ococupational distribution of inoome earners in
income groupwise

Agri- Sere Profe- - -

Particulars :3%; Labour vice ssion irade iotal

11 Total No. 16 L 7 - - 24
Pexr farm 1.45 0.09 0,64 2,18
(66.67) (4.17)(29.16) (100.00)

12 iotal No. 31 5 14 3 - 53
Per farm 0.17 0.48 0.10 1.82
(58 49) (9.43)(26.42) (5.66) (100.00)

1y Total No. 13 1 23 1 - 37
Per farnm 0.65 0.05 2.15 0.05 1.90
(34.21) (2.63)(60.53) (2.63) (100.00)

I4 Total No. 7 5 14 6 - 32

Pexr farm 0047 9033 0093 0040 2 '
(21.87) (15.63)(43.75) (18.75) (100.00)

15 Total No. 13 - 45 2 2 62
Per farm 0.54 1.88 0.08 0.08 2.58
(20.96) (72.58) ( 3.23) ( 3.23)(100.00)

Total No. 80 12 103 12 2 209

Per farm 0.80 00’2 0.12 0. 02 2 0

(38 28)(5.74) (49 28) (5.74) (o. 96)(100.00)

(Figures in pazentheses represent percentages to total)

Persons engaged in Government service were highest in class 15
which worked out to 72.58 per cent, The income earners per
family was highest in 15 with 2,58 and lowest for 12 with 1.82.



Table 5.11. land use pattern of the sample - Sise groupwise (Area in hectares)
K] erall

Particulars  Total pf} Lotal pfg Totel 55 Total _ 4 Total pf; :::;9" Per
) area , ... ares farm area fpo:: area sfo.m A2rea oo a fara
1. Total holding 10.32 0.40 14.38 0.72 21.17 0.92 13.53 1.23 44.28 2.21 103.68 1.04

i.%Wetland 5.76 0.22 8.45 0.42 10.96 0.48 T.20 0.65 26.47 1.32 58.84 0.59

ii.Garden land 4.56 0.18 5.93 0.30 10.21 0.44 6.33 0.58 17.8% 0.89 44.84 0.45
2. Lend put to

non-ggricultwal

uses 0.52 0.02 0.80 0.04 0.60 0.03 0.88 0.08 1.60 0©.08 4.40 0.05%
3. Net cropped

i. VWetland 5.76 0.22 8.45 0.42 10.96 0.47 T7.20 0.65 26.48 1.32 58.85% 0.59

ii. Garden land 4.04 0.16 5.13 (.26 9,61 0.42 5.4 0.50 16.20 0.8% 40.43 0.40
4. Orose oropped 15,56 0.60 23.08 1.16 28.79 1.25 17.50 1.59 49.75 2.49 134.66 1,35

i. Wet land 8.99 0.35 13.78 0.69 17.26 0.75% 10.27 0.93 33.63 1.68 83.935 0.84

ii. Garden land 6.57 0.25 9.30 0.47 11.53 0.50 7.23 0.66 16.12 0.81 50.73 0.51
5. Cropping - - -

indensity 158.67 - 169.96 - 139.96 - 138.3%4 116.57 135.64

4%



Table 5.12. Land use pattern

of semple - Income groupwise

(Area in hectares)

Totar ' Totsl 2 ¢ 1 53 gotal R Iy Overall
Particulars o per 9%l L or otal .z otal Ler otal . 4r Total Per
area p.rm 2Y08  poym 2TYCR  poym 8FOR o, pp 8T6R farm area farm
1. Total holding 7.22 0.60 22.72 0.78 23.9% 1.19 17.20 1.15 32.63 1.36 103.68 1.04
1.Vet land 3.83 0.32 12.03 0.41 12.84 0.64 10.38 0.69 19.76 0.82 58.84 0.59
ii.Gaxrden land 3,39 0.28 10.69 0.37 11.07 0.55 6.82 0.46 12.87 0.54 44.84 0.45
2. land put to
non-agricul- 0.3 0.03 0.47 0.02 0.82 0.04 0.85 0.06 1.90 0.08 4.40 0.05
tural uses )
3. ﬁ;ﬁamppe‘i 6.86 0.57 22.25 0.76 23.09 1.15 16.35 1.09 30.73 1.28 99.28 0.99
1. Wet land 3.8% 0.32 12.03 0.41 12,85 0.64 10.38 0.69 19.76 0.82 58.85 0.59
ii. Garden land 3.03 0.25 10.22 0.3 10.24 0.5% 5.97 0.40 10.97 0.46 40.43 0.40
4, Gross cropped
ares . 9.3% 0.78 29.30 1,01 28.58 1,43 22.30 1.49 45.14 1.88 134,66 1.35
i, vet land 5.02 0.42 16,68 0.58 18,42 .92 15.4% 1,05 28,40 .18 83.93 0.84
ii. Yarden land 4.33 0.36 12.62 ©.45 10.16 0.51 6.89 0.46 16.74 0.70 50.73 0.51%
5. Crovping - -
intensity  136-30  » 131.69 - 125,78 - 136,39 - 146.89 135.64
NS



46

The average number of income earners from agriculture is
highest for the lowest inaome group I, (1.45). The average
number of persons deriving income from Government servioce

was highest in 15 which worked out to 1.88.

Table 5.11 shows the land utilization pattern of the
sample in various sige groups. The total area owned by the
sample farmers was 103.68 hectares of which 4.4 hectares are
put to non-agricultural uses, The per farm availability of
net cropped area was 0.99 hectare. Out of this 0.59 hectare
was wet land and 0,40 héctare was garden land. ihe overall
oropping intensity was 135,64. The intensity of cropping was
lowest (116.57) in the largest size clase while it was highest
in 8, (169.96)., In the smallest sige clasa the intensity of
cropping was 158.67. The per farm availability of net cropped
area ranged from 0,38 hectare in the case of S' to 2,13 hectares

for 85, the average worked out to 0,99 hectare.

The land utilisation pattern of the income groups of
the sample is given in Table 5.12. The per farm availability
of net cropped area shows a steady increase from I,(0.57 hectare)
to I5 (1.28 hectaree). The highest cropping intensity was seen
in 15 vhich was 146,89 and lowest in I3 (123.78). The per farm
utilisation of land for non-agricultural purposes ranged from
0.02 hectare (12) to 0.08 hectare in 15.

The overall gross cropped area was 134,66 hectares, of
which 83.93 hectares were wetlands, and garden land accounted

for 50.73 hectares. 1he main crop in the wet land was
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Table 5.13. Cropping pattern for the sample - Size groupwise

(Area in hectares)

Particulaxs 31 52 33 S4 35 Overall

1. Virippu Total area 1.70 2.78 4.18 2,62 2.80 14.08
Perx fﬂm 0-07 0.14 00'8 0024 00‘4 0. "

* to Total '0095 12.05 '4052 ’4097 5065 ‘0046

2- Mundakan Tﬂtal arxea 3013 50'2 70‘7 4-56 9065 29.63
Per farm 0.12 0.26 0,31 0.41 0.48 0.30

% to Total 20.12 22,18 24.90 26.06 19.40 22.00

30 Puﬂja Total area 3055 1.60 2.40 2.72 ‘3010 23-37
(HYV) Per farm 0.14 0.08 0.11 0.25 0.66 0.23

‘/% to Total 22.8’ 6-93 803‘ 15054 26.33 17035

4, Ponja Total area 0.6t 4,28 3,51 0.37 8,08 16.85
(Local)  pop farm 0.02 0.21 0.15 0.03 0.40 0.17

% to Total 5.92 18,56 12,19 2,11 16.24 12,51

Total ‘Iotal area 8099 13078 17.26 '0.27 35063 83093
Vet land L r farm 0.35 0.69 0.75 0.93 1.68 0.84

» to Yotal 57.78 59.71 59.95 58.68 67.60 62.32

5. Coconut Total area 3.00 3.87 4.40 2,55 7.78 21.60
Pagm 00’2 0.19 0019 0023 0039 O¢22

# to Total 19.28 16,76 15.28 14.57 15.64 16,04

6- Arecanut ’Iotal area 0.89 2.70 2025 2050 2079 ‘10‘3
Per farnm 0003 0014 0010 0023 Oo“ 0011

% to Total 5.72 11.70 7.82 14.29 5.61 8.27

7. Banana lotal area 0.13 0,20 0.19 0.28 0.27 1.07
Pex fa.rll 0.01 0.01 0001 0.03 0.01 0.01

Continued




Table 5.15 (Contd....)
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Particulars S' §2. 33 s‘ §§ Overall

8, Mango Total area 1.15 6.60 0.65 0.52 0.93 3.84

Per farm 0.04 0.03 0.03 0.05 0.05 0.04

% to Total 7.%3%9 2.60 2,26 2,97 1.87 2.8%

9. Cashew Total area 0.04 0.95 2.56 1,00 2.83 17.36

Pexr farm 0001 0-05 001' 0009 0-14 0.07

% to Total 0026 4003 8089 5.72 5.69 5.47

‘0. Othexs Total aresa 1.36 1.00 ’048 0038 1052 5073

Per ferm 0.05 0.05 0.06 0.03 0.08 0.06

% to Total 8.74 4.33 5.14 2,17 3.05 4.26

Tﬂtal Total area 6-57 9-30 '1053 7.23 16'12 50!73
garden P P

land or lerm 0.25 0.47 0.50 0.66 0.81 0.51

% to Total 42,22 40.29 40,05 41.34 32.40 37.66

Total {ropped area 15.56 23.08 28.79 17.50 49.75 134.66

Per farm 0.60 1.16 1.25 1.59 2.49 1.35

% to Lotal 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00
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Table 5.14. Cropping pattern for the sample -~ Income groupwise
(Area in hectares)

Particulars 11 Iz 13 I4 15 Overall

1. Viruppu Total area 0.83 4.30 2.32 3.30 3.33 14.08
Per farm 0.07 0.1%5 0.12 o0.22 0.14 0.14
% to Total 8.88 14068 80‘2 1‘.80 7058 100‘6

2. Mundakan Total areéea ‘037 5025 7046 4,90 10065 29065
Per farm 0.‘“ 0.18 0037 0033 0.44 0.30

7 to Total 14,65 17.92 26.10 21,97 23.59 22.00

3. Punj‘ Total area 1054 5033 5044 2.50 8.56 23.37
(BYV)  per farm 0.13 0.18 0.27 0.17 0.36  0.2%
% to Total 16,47 18.19 19,03 11.21 18.97 17.35

4. Punja Total area 1.28 1.80 3.20 4.71 5.86 16.85
(Local) por farm 0.11 0.06 0.16 0.31 0.24  0.17
% to Total 13.69 6.14 11,20 21.16 12,98 12.54%

5. Wetland Total area 5.02 16.68 18,42 15.41 28,40 8%.93
Per farm 0042 0057 0092 1.03 ’018 0;84

% to Total 53.69 56093 64045 691'0 62.92 62-32

6. Coconut Total area 1.28 5.15 4,65 2.34 8.19 21,60
Per farm Oo" 0018 0023 0.’6 0034 0022
% to Total 13.69 17.58 16.27 10.49 18.14 16.04

6. Arecanut Total area 0.82 3.3% 2.02 1.38 3.56 11.13
Per faln 0107 00’2 0"0 0009 0015 0.11
% to Total 8.77 11.43 7007 6-‘9 7089 8.27

Continued




Tabl‘ 5.14 (Contd..-.o)
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Particulars I, 12 I3 14 15 Overall
7. Banana Total area 0.19 0.22 0.27 0,10 0.29 1.07
Per farm 0.0% 0.01 0.0% 0.01 0.01 0.01
% to Total 2003 0075 0094 00‘5 0.64 0079
8. Mango Total area 0.44 1.24 0.80 0.45 0.91 3.84
Per farm 0.04 0.04 0.04 0,03 0.04 0.04
% to Total 4.70 4.23 2.80 2.02 2,02 2.8%
9. Cashew Total area 0.95 1,46 1,51 1.58 1.87 17.36
Per farm 0008 0005 0008 0010 0008 0007
% to TOt&l 10.16 4!98 5028 7.09 4.‘4 5047
10. Others Total area 0.6% 1.20 0.91 1.04 1.92 5.73
Per farnm 0005 OOO‘ 0005 0007 0008 0006
# to Total 6,96 4,10 3,19 4,66 4.25 4.26
Gﬂrdﬂn Total arxrea 4033 12.62 '0016 6089 ‘6074 50075
land Pexr farm 0.36 0.44 0.5 0.46 0.70 0.51
3 to TOtal 4603‘ 43007 35055 30090 37008 37.65
Total Cropped area 9,35 29,30 28,58 22,30 45.14 134,66
Per farm 0.78 1.01% 1.43 1.49 1.88 1,35

# to Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100..0 100.00 100.00
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paddy (Punja) which occupied 29.86 per cent (40.22 hectares)
of the total cropped area. Coconut, which occupied 16,04 perxr
cent (21.6 haectares) of the total cropped area was the major
crop in garden lands., Arecanut occupled 11.13 hectarea which
was 8,27 per cent of total area, ocashew covered an area of
7.36 hectares (5.47 per cent) and banana covered an area of
1.07 hectares (0.79 per cent). <he detailed break up of the
area under different crope hased on size classes is presented
in lable 5,13. <The overall per farm total oropped area was
found to be 1.35 hectares, 1In the case of wvet lands the area
per farm was found to be (.84 hectare and that for garden lands
ves 0,51 hectare. Both for wet lands and garden lands the

cropped arem por farm increased with the size of holdings,

“he cropping pattern of the sample according to income
classes 1s presented in Table 5,14. <The total area under
different crops, was highest for‘Is. Cashew, mango and other
miscellaneous cropa account=d for an area of 16,93 hectares in
total which 1s only 12,58 per cent of the total area. <Lhere
wvas an increase in the cropred area with increase in the income

also, for both garden lands and wet lands,

The overall proportion of area irrigated to the total
area vas recorded to be 68,94 per cent, Of the total area
The area irrigated
irrigated 59.05 per cent was irrigated by canals/was highest in

35 (79.64 per cent) while it was lowest in 8, (55.23 per cent).
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Table 5.15. Sourcewise irrigation in the different sise groups
(Area in hectares)
Particulars 8' 32 S3 84 S5 Overall
1. Net cropped 7Total area 9.80 13.58 20.57 12.65 42.68 99,28
area Per farm 0.38 0.68 0.89 1.15 2,13 0.99
2., Net area Total area 7.22 7.50 11,85 7.86 33,99 68.42
irrigated .. farm 0,28 0.38 0.51 0.71 1.70 0.68
i. Canal Tﬁtal ares 4.48 5028 5'91 3045 21.28 40040
Per farm 0.17 0.26 0026 005' ’006 0040
i1, Well IOtal area 2.74 2.22 5094 4.41 12.7‘ 28002
Per ferm 0.11 Oo‘1 0.26 0040 0064 0028
#» of area
irrigated to total area 73.67 55.23 657.61 62.13 79.64 68,9
Gross area Total area 8.34 14,03 12.47 9.40 38,14 82,38
irrigated Lo pfopm 0.32 0.70 0.55 0.8 1,91 0,82
i, Canal Total area 5.30 8.07 6.34 4.25 23.14 47.%0
Per farm 0.20 0.40 0.28 0.39 1.16 0.47
ii. vell Lotal area 3.04 5,96 6.13 5.15 15,00 35.28
Per farm 00'2 0130 0027 0047 0075 0-35
Intensity of
cropping in




Table 5.16.

93

Sourcewise irrigation in the different income groups

(Area in hectares)

Intensity of cropping
in irrigated axrea

135,75 116.35 121,26 127.52

Particulars I' 12 I3 14 15 Overall

1. Net cropped Total avrea 6.86 22,22 23,09 16,35 30.75 99.28
area Per farm  0.57 0.77 1.5 1.09 1.28 0.99
2, Net area Total area 4.14 14.37 14.96 10.10 24.85 68,42
irrigated  Lon farm  0.34  0.49  0.75 0.67 1.04 0.69
i. Canal Total area 2.56 7.68 8,64 6.90 14.62 40,40
Per farm 0.21 0.26 0.43 0.46 U.61 0.40
ii. Well Total area 1.58 6.69 6.32 3.20 10.2% 28,02
Penfarm 00‘3 0.23 0032 0.2‘ 004} 0028

% of area irrigated
to the total area 60035 64.67 64'79 6‘077 80087 68094
Groas area Total area 5.62 16,72 18.14 12.88 29,02 82.38
irrigated ooy farm  0.47 0.58 .91 0.86 1.21 0.78
i. Canal ‘otal area 3.18 8,37 10.42 8,34 16,79 47.10
‘ Per farm 027 0.29 0.52 0.56 0.70  0.47
i3, VWell To%0) area 2.44 8,35 T.72 4.54 12,23 35,28
Zer farm 0.20 0.29 0-39 0030 0051 0-35

116.78 120,40




o4

The net area ir rigated per farm was found to be 0.68 hectare.
It was lowest for 8, {0.28 hecare) and highest forxr SS (t.70
hectares ). The average intensity of oropping in irrigated area
was only 120.40. Paddy, coconut, arecanut and banana alone

vere irrigated. Among the size classes the highest cropping
intensity being recorded by 82 {187.07). +able 5.15 shows
the area irrigated by the different sources in the size

classes,

ihe area irrigated to the total area was lowest in 1,
(60.35 per cent) and highest in I5 with 80,.87 per cent. 7The
average net area irrigated rangee from 0,34 hectare for I1 to
1.04 hectares for 15. The intensity of cropping in inocome
groups 12 and 15 are lees than the average intensity of
cropping in irrigated area. <he area irrigated in the income

classes is shown in Table 5,16,

The investment on land, livestock, dulldings, implements
and machinery form the assets for the farmers. The investment
on these assets possessed dy the sample farmers on an average
and the extent of availablility the different size classes is
presented in Table 5,17. <he total value of asset per farm was

ke, 146534,20 on an average, The value of land per farm was
Re.110153.34 which had the major share (75.17 per cent)of the

total assets, The proportion of investment on land was very high
in all groups and it was highest in 85 (85.92 per cent).



Table 5.17.

Capital assets of the selected cultivators - Size group-wise

(in Ra.)
81,

Yo 3, 3, Sy S, Sg Overall
1. Land Per farm  66065.77 64759.00 86003.65 147546.36 220067.50 110153.34
Per hectare 166444.76 90068.15 93438.07 119956.39 99398.15 106243.57
% to total 68.87 62.08 65.66 83.75 85.92 75.17
2. Livestock Per farm 1108.08 1663.20 1408.04 1308.64 2508.25% 1590.19
and Pexr hectare 2791.67 2313,.21 1529,76 1063.93 1132.90 1533.75
Poul txry % to total 1.16 1.59 1.08 0.74 0.98 1.09
3. Buildinge Per farm 680.77 1275.00 1371.74 863.64 1430.00 1128.50
1.63322/ Per hectare 1715.,12 1773.30 1490.32 702.14 645.89 1088.45
oned | % to total 0.71 1.22 1.05 0.49 0.56 0.77
ii.Residence Per farm 27269.23 35150.00 40782.61 24045.45 30650.00 %227%.00
Per heotare 68701.55 48887.34 44307.98 19549. 15 13843.72 31129.44
% to total 28.41 33.70 31.14 13.65 11.97 22.0%
4. Implements Per farm 773.69 1413.04 1366.43 2355.00 1405.35 1338.17
Ma c;nige Per hectare 1949,22 1965.28 1484.55 1914.63 634.76 1290.67
ry » to total 0081 ’055 '004 1.34 0054' 0.91
5. Shares Per farm 34.23 51.00 45,22 54.55 67.50 49.00
Per hectare 86.24 70.93 49.13 44.35 30.49 47.26
% to total 0.04 0.06 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03
Total Per farm 95931.77 104311.24 130977.69 176173.64 256128.60 146534.20
Per hectare 241688.56 145078.21 142299.81 143220.59 115685.9% 141333,.14
% to total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00

N
Ul



Table 5.18.

Capital assets of the selected cultivators - Income group-wise

(in Rs.)
S1.

E;L Itens 11 12 13 14 15 Overall
1. land Per farm 62959.17 94355.17 135881.20 127378.66 120634.16 110153.34
Per hectare 104641.27 120435.73 113660.56 111086.04  88728.78 106243.57

% to total 69.07 80.13 78.12 82,56 66.47 75.17
2. Livestock Per farm 698,33 723.62  2031.10 2570.34 2103.18  1590.18
& Per hectare 1160.66 923.63 1698.95 2241.58 1546,93 1533.75
PoultZy % to total 0.77 0.62 1.17 1.67 1.16 1.09

3. Buildings  per farm 800,00  860.34  1775.00 966.67  1179.17  1128.50
: Fer hectare 1329.64  1098.15 1484.73 843.02 867.30  1088.45

% to total 0.88 0073 ‘002 0063 0.65 0.77

11.Residence Per fara 25750.00 20327.59 32850.00  21933.33  55958.33 322750
Per hechhre 42797.78 25946.30 27478.04  19127.91 41158.44 31129.44

% to total 28.25 17.30 18.89 14.22 30.84 22.03

4. Implenents Per fara  1119.83  1171.66  1326.80  1369.27  1560.46  1338.17
Machinery [°F hectare 1861.22  1578.02  1109.83 1194.13 1147.75  1290.67

% to tctal 1.01 ‘067 00?6 3#89 0086 Oo91

5. Share Per farm 22,50 59.31 62.00 47.33 40.00 49.00
Pex hﬂctm 37.40 75070 5’086 41 '28 29042 ‘7'26

% to total 0.02 0.05 0.04 0.03 0.02 0.03

Total Per farm 91149.83 117497.69 173926.10 154265.60 181475.30 146534.19
Per hectare 151827.97 150057.53 145483,97 134533.96 133478.62 141333.14

% to total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00

as
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The per hectare value of land worked out to Es.106243.57.

The per farm investment on livestook including poultry was
only ks, 1590,19 and per hectare investment was Rs,.1533,.75 which
waé only 1.09 per cent of the total assets., Kesidential
buildings on an average constituted 22,03 per cent of the
total assets. The per farm investment on residential
dbuildings was Re,.32275/- and per hectare investment was
Es.31129.44. The proportion of the value of buildinge in

sige groupe tends to decrease with increzse in the size groups.
The highest proportion was secn in 8, (33.70 per cent) and
lowest in S; (11.97 per cent). The furm shed contributed only
a minor share (0,77 per cent), <Lhe other items considered are
implements and machinery which aecountedAtor only 0.9! per cent
and the shares in co-operatives which formed only 0.03 per cent
of the total assets.

the total assets position of the farmers based on income
groups is shown in lable 5,18, ihe proportion of value of
land to the total assets was lowest (66,47 per cent) for 15 and
highest for I4 (82.56 pexr cent), The investment on land per
hectare was lowest for the group 15 (Ke,88728.78) and highest
for I, (ks.120435.73). The per farm value of residentisl
buildings was highest for I5 (K8.55958,33) contributing 30.84 per
cent of the total assets., Both per farm and per hectare
investment on livestock were highest in I4 which contributes
1.67 per cent of the total assets, Théf?érm investfment on



Table 5.19. Size group-wise per farm investment on livestock

03

per farm
Draft Milch Young Paul-
0313. Partioulars animals animals stock ~°2%® try Total
roups
81 Kumber 0.08 0.54 0.42 0.15 1.31 2.50
Value (Rs.) 96.15 798.08 153.85 48.08 11,92 1108.08
% to Total 8,68 72,02 13.88 4.34 1.08 100.00
8, Number 0.20 0.85 0.65 0.20 1.60 3.50
Value (Rs) 200.00 1179.20 215.00 52.50 16.50 1663,20
% to Total 12.03 70.990 12.93 3.16 0.99 100.00
33 Number 0.09 0.74 0.39 0.13 1.48 2.83
Value (ks) 65.22 1184.78 110.87 30.43 16.74 1408.04
% to Total 4,63 B4.14 7.87 2.16 1.18  100.00
84 Rumber 0.36 0.64 0.55 0.18 0.82 2.5%
Value (Es) 340.91  772.73 140.91 45.91 8.18 1308.64
% to Total 26,05 59.05 10.77 3.51 0.63 100.00
85 Kumbey 0.20 1.25 0.7% 0.15 5.00 T.3%
Value(Rs) 390.00 1897.50 212,50 47.00 51.25 2508,25
% to Total 11,96 75.65 8.47 1.87 2.05 100.00
Average
Numbexr 0.16 0.80 0.54 0.16 2,09 3.7%
Value (Re) 177.50 1180.34 166,50 44.4% 21,40 1590.19
% to Total 11-16 74-23 10047 2.80 1-}4 100.00




Table 5.20. Income group-wise investment on livestock per farm
Size Draft Milch Young Poul-
Groups Fartioulars .. .15 snimals stock ~08%8 gy Overall
11 Number O. 17 0042 0133 0.04 0085 ‘.79
Value (Rs) 104,17 483,33 T70.83 33.33 6.67 698,33
% to Total 14.92 69.21 10.14 4.77 0.96 100.00
I, Kumber 0.07 0.28 0.14 0.10 0.38 0.97
Value (Rs) 155.17 501,72 41.38 20.69 4.66 72%,62
% to Total 21 044 69034 5.72 2.86 0064 ’00.00
I3 Numbey 0.20 1.10 0.7% 0.65 2.10 4.80
Value (Rs) 225.00 1392,.50 260.00 130.00 23,60 2031,10
14 Number 0.27 1.53 0093 0007 “0‘2-7 ‘007
Value (Rs) 200.00 2026.67 315,33 16.67 13.67 2570.34
% to Total T.78 78.85 12.19 0.65 0.53 100.00
I5 Nunmberx 0.17 1.04 0.T1 0.13 5.17 T.22
Value (hHs) 187.50 1643.08 195.8% 24.79 51.98 2103,.18
% to Total 8,92 78,12 9.3% 1.18  2.47 100.00
Average
Numbex . 16 0.80 0954 Q. 16 2.09 5-75
% to Totel 11.16 74.23 19.47 2.80 1.34 100.00

l
l
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implements and machinery was highest for ‘5 (Re, 1560.46)
while per hectare investment on this item was highest in
I1 (1861.22).

The distribution of livestock population including
paultry and the investment on livestock for the different
size groups of holding is presented in Table 5.19., Milch
animals formed the lion share of the total livestock assets
which accounted for 74.23 per cent, Draft animals contri-
buted to 11,16 pexr cent of the total investment on livestock.
ihe number of animals and expenditure on milch animals was
higheet for Sy whigﬁi1.25 and ks, 1897.50 respectively, It
was interesting to note that pouliry accounted for & meagre
share (1.34 per cent) of total investment on livestock. %he
investment on poultry wue highest in 35 (2,05 per cent),

The average number of birds were 2.09,

Distribution of livestock based on the income classes
is shown in Table 5.20. It revealed that the investment on
milch animals was highest in 14 (ks,.2026,.67) followed by I5
(ks.1643,08). Goats accounted for a minor proportion (2,80
per cert) and that of young stock was 10,47 per cent., The
investment on draft animals was higheat for I, which accounts

for 21.44 per cent.

Table 5,21 presents the investment on the different

types of agricultural implemente in various size groups.



Table 5.21.

Value of tools, implements and machinery for the different
size groups

81.

No. Items S' 82 33 84 SS Overall
1. Y00ls and Per farm 78.69 77.90 118,70 201.36 188.35 102.73
implements per hectare 198.25 108.34 128,96 163,71 85.07 99.08
% Total 10.17 5.51 8.69 8.55 13.40 7.68
2. Sprayer Per farm 16.18  67.25 53.26 127.27 104.00 64.70
Per hectare 40.69 93- 53 57086 103047 46.97 62.40
% Total 2.09 4.76 3.9¢ 5.40 T.490 4.8%
3. Pumpset Per farm 667.3% 1250.39 1177.09 1985.46 1073.00 1147.74
Per hectare 1681,21 1739.07 1278.84 1614.12 484.65 1107.01

% Total 86,25 86.49 86.14 84.31 76.35 85.77
4, Miscellane-~ Per farm 11.54 17.50 17.39 40.91 40.00 29,00
ous Per hectare 29.07 24.34 18.89 33.33 18.07 22.18
% Total 1.49 1.24 1.27 1.74 2.85 1.72
Total Pesfarnm 773.69 1413.04 1366.43 2355.00 1405.35 1338, 17
Per hectare 1849.22 1965.28 1484.55 1914,63 634.76 1290.67
% Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00

19



Table 5.22, Value of tools, implements and machinery for the different income groups

gt: Items i, I, 14 I, _15 Overall
1. 1ools & Pexr farm 99.58 98,40 161.80 131.60 120.88 102.73
implements per hectare 165.52 132,41 135.34  114.77 88.91 99.08
¢ to total 8.89 8.39 12.19 9.61 7.74 7.68
2. Sprayer Pexr farm 12.50 43.10 123.50 53.33 72.08 64.70
Per hectare 20.78 58.10 103.30 46.51 53.02 62.40
% to total 1.12 3.89 9.3 3.90 4.62 4.83
3. Pumpset Per farm 982,75 1015.44 1021.50 1154.34 1338.34 1147.74
Per hectare 16%4.36 1367.70 854.46 1006.76 984.37 1107.0%
% to total  87.76 8C;67  76.99  84.30  85.71  85.77
§. Hiscella~- Per farm 25.00 14.72 20.00 30.00 29.16 23.00
neous Per hectare 41.55 19.81 16.73 26.16 21.45 22.18
% gexto total 2.23 1.26 1.51 2.19 1.87 1.72
5. Total Per farm 1119.83 1171.66 1326.80 1369.27 1560.46 1338.,17
Pear hectare 1861,22 1578,02 1109.83 1194.13 1147.7% 1290.67
# to totzl 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00

¢9
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Pumpsets mads the largest contribution (8%.77 per cent)

to the total., The average per farm investment on implements
and machinery with ks, 1338.17 and ps$r hectare investment with
R8.1290.67. <he per farm investment on implements and
machinery was highest in 84 with Rs,2355.00.

The per farm investment on implements and machinery
vere highest for 15 which worked out to Rs,1560.46 and
¥8.1147.75 respectively., The per farm investment on pump
sets was highest in 15 (Rs.1338.34) and lowest in I,
(7a,982.75). The investment on pump-set showed an increas-
ing trend with incresse in the income. The overall per farm
investment on implements and machinery showed a steady
incre sing trend with increase in income &3 shewn in

vable 5,22,



FARM BUSINESS STRUCTURE



FARM BUSINESS STRUCTURE

Boconomice of crops:

More than 85 per cent of the total geographic area of
Puzhakkal block is cropped area. ZJhough a variety of orops
are grown in the block, the main crops are paddy, coconut,
arecanut and banana, An attempt is made here to estimate
the economics of these orops as they constitute the backbone

of the economy of the region.,
Economics of Paddy Cultivation:

Paddy is oultivated in Pushakkal block in three seasons.
Viruppu, Mundakan and Punja. erﬁppu cultivation starts with
the onset of south west monsoon (April-May). The second crop
namaly Mundakan is cultivated during September-October and
December~January., <he kole land paddy cultivation of irichur
district during the third crop season (Punja) is peculiar and
is sown around January and harvested in April-May., The lands
will be submerged under watexr during most of the year. During
the oropping season bunds are built around kole lands and the

wvater is drained out,



Local varieties are more popular in the Viruppu and
Mundakan whereas high yielding varieties are also cultivated
in Punja. Local varieties commonly cultivated in Viruppu are
'Thavalakannan', 'PKV!, *‘Kattamodan' etc., The varieties
cultivated in Mundakan are 'Chitteni', 'Pathenpathara' (19¥Y2),
Cheera etc. Short duration high ylelding varieties like
Iriveni,Jyothi, Amnapoorna ete. are cultivated during Punja.

Except in Kole lande the fields are thoroughly ploughed
to incorporate weeds and straw into the soil. The land is
puddled and levelled before sowing., Both tractor and bullocks
are utilised for ploughing. ‘'Pattial' ploughing is prevalent
in Kole areas where one or two ploughings are given just after
crop is harvested, <The lands will be left under water until
next year punja season., <LThe only preparatory cultivation done

to raise the next crop is puddling.

Paddy is mainly grown as a transplanted crop during
Mundekan season and direct sown orop in Viruppu and Punja. No
seed treatment is practised in this area. Weeding is done only
once in a season. Chemical weed control is not popular. Weeds
are seen to be more during Punja season compared to Mundakan

and Viruppu.

Pests and diseases are severe during Punja, more so for
the high yielding varieties, Plant protocfion measures were
seen adopted invariably by all farmers during punja whereas

15 pexr cent of the farmers were found applying pestiocides for
Mundakan.



Organic manures like cow dung and green leaf are
incorporated into the s0il along with preparatory cultivation.
Organic manures and fertilizers are applied in Mundakan and
Viruppu. The use of manures in Kole land is little due to the

expenses in transporting manures to the field.

‘he Viruppu crop is purely rainfed whereas the Mundakan
crop is seen supplemented with irrigation, Cultivation in
Kole land is undertaken by dewatering the fields (Padasekharam)
which are protected by bunds. Dewatering is conducted on a
co-operative basis by Xole society formed in each area. The

Punja is a fully irrigated crop.

Harvesting is by cutting at the base of the plants,
Kind payments at the rate of 1/6 of the paddy harvested is
made to the labourers as wages which includes the wages for
transporting, threshing, winnowing etec. +he earheads alone
are harvested in Xole lands for the ease of transporting the

produce from the fields.

In Virippu and Mundakan local varieties alone were seen
grown by the sample farmers while high yielding varieties
were also grown in Punja. In Table 6.1 the area under paddy
for the various seasons for different size clazses are shown.
0f the total 100 farmers of the sample, 33 cultivated Viruppu
crop, 60 cultivated in Mundakan and 63 in punja. Punja had the
largest area under paddy which accounted for 40.22 hectares.
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Table 6.1. Area under paddy'tor different seasons -
Size group wise.

Viruppu Mundakan %gg%? (?:22;)

81 No.of farmers 8 15 16 3
Total area (ha) 1.70 3.13 3.55 0.61
Average area (ha) 0.21 0.21 0.22 0.20

82 No,of farmers 8 12 3 9
Total area (ha) 2.78 5.12 1.60 4.28
Average area (ha) 0.35 0.43 0.53 0.48

33 No.of farmers 10 15 4 7
Total area (ha) 4.18 T.17 2.40 3.51
Average area (ha) 0.42 0.48 0.60 0.50

34 No.of farmers 5 8 4 1
Total area (ha) 2.62 4,56 2.72 0.37
Average area (ha) 0.52 0.57 0.68 0.37

85 No.of farmers 2 10 9 7
iotal area (ha) 2.80 9.65 13.10 8.08
Average area (ha) 1.40 0.97 1.46 1.15
Total No.of farmers 33 60 36 27
Total area (ha) 14.08 29:63 23.37 16:85

Average area (ha) 0.43 0.49 0.65 0.62
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Table 6,2, Area under paddy for different seasons -
Income group wise

Viruppu Mundakan ?gg%’ (ggﬁg;)

I, No. of farmers 3 5 6 3
Total area (ha) 0.83 1.37 1.54 1.28
Average area (ha) 0.28 0.27 0.26 0.43

Iz No., of farmers 1 15 12 5
Iotal area (ha) 4.30 5.25 5.33 1.80
Average area (ha) 0.39 0.35 0.44 0.36

I3 No., of farmers 7 1% 8 3
Total area (ha) 2.32 7.46 5.44 3.20
Average area (ha) 0.33 0.50 0.68 1.07

I4 No. of farmers 7 10 3 6
'l'otal area (ha) 3030 4c90 2.50 4-71
Average area (ha) 0.47 0.49 0.83 0.79

15 No., of farmers 5 15 7 10
Rotal area (ha) 3.33  10.65 8.56 5.86
Average area (ha) 0.67 0.71 1.22 0.59
Total No.of farmers 33 60 36 27
iotal area (ha) 14.08 29.63 23.37 16.85

Average area (ha) 0.43 0.49 0.65 0.62
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The total area under high yielding varieties was 23,37 hectares
with an aver ge of 0.65 heotare. 1he average area under paddy
was found to increase with increase in holding size in all
seasons. The average area under paddy in Viruppu and Mundakan
were 0.43 and 0,49 hectaré;respectively. 44.44 per cent of
the farmers cultiwating high yielding varieties were in 31 but

it accounted for only 15.19 per cent of the area under Punja.

i{he classification based on income also showed an
increase in the average area with increase in income from
I, (0.30 hectare) to 15 (0.77 hectare). 1In 15 the average
area was highest for Punja with 1,22 hectares cultivated
with high yielding varieties and 0.59 hectare with local
varieties. <1he distribution of the total area under paddy
in various seasons based on income classes is presented in

Table 6- 2.

The cost of cultivation per hectare on an average
for Viruppu was found to be Kks,3726.16 while for ifundakan
it was £s,4641.51. For high yielding varieties in Punja the
average coct per hectare worked out to Es.4869.33 and that
for locel varieties it was he,4625,50 which is 5 per cent
less than the cost incurred for high yielding varieties,
A definite trend of decrease in cost of cultivation with
increase in size of holding is not found for Viruppu and
Mundakan., ¥or high yielding varieties in Punja, the highest
cost per hectare was recorded by S, (ks,5618.24) and lowest



Table 6.3.

seasons - S5ize group wise

70

Cost of cultivation per hectare of pqddy for different

(in Rs)
51 S, 83 84 S5 Average

Viruppu Cost C 3601.94 3783.38 3715.70 3536.51 3940.57 3726.16
Cost C excluding

rental value 2692.62 2749.60 2538.48 2634.,68 2874.86 2683,16
Mundakan Cost C 4786.96 4397.23 4612.73 4554.43 4786.47 4641.51
Cost C excluding

rental value 3509.87 3208.86 3298.08 3361.74 3500.55 3381.93
Punja(HYV)Cost C 5618,24 5186,56 4741.39 4747.72 4676.61 4869,33
Cost C excluding

rental value 4488.12 4169.06 3644.22 3550.09 3593.78 3768.94
Punja-Local Qost C 5090.72 52€9.84 4688.21 2253.14 4285.10 4625.50
vost C excluding

rental value 3819.19 3971.70 3362.34 2419.88 3296.93 3481,31

Table 6 4.

geacons - Income group wise

Cost of cultivation per hectare of paddy in different

I, 1,

1q

14

15

Average

Viruppu Cost C

Coet C excluding
rental value

Mundakan Cost C

Coast C excluding
rental value

Punja(HYV )Cost C

Cost C excluding
rental value

Punja-Local Cost C

Cost C excluding
rental value

3735.92 3708.03

2934.38 2682,54
5292.02 4625.93

3694.40 3368.59
4977.43 4775.51

3954.48 3707.14
4650.71 5253.37

3332.81 3928.77

3855, 26

2840.53
4592.90

3398.63
4505.50

3603.85
35€9.34

2582.14

3467.50

2530.70
4311.49

3180.02
5546,80

4212,60
4464.02

3384.10

3916,91

2664. 40
4751.67

3429.79
4942.35

3750.06
5133.78

3945.44

3726,16

2683.16
4641,51

3381.93
4869.33

3768.94
4625.50

3481.31
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in S5 with ks, 4676,61. For loecal varieties in Punja the
highest cost per heotare was found in S, (Es.5269.84) and

the lowest in 54 (3253,14). The cost discussed so far includes
the imputed value of rent on land also (Cost C). 1t cannot

be a true representation of the actual expenses incuired by
the farmers since virtually no rent is paid. Hence the per
hectare cost of cultivation at Cost C and total cost excluding
the value of rent for different size classes were worked out
and presented in Table 6,3. The cost per hectare deleting
rent wae 27,99 per cent less for Viruppu and 27.14 per cent
for “dundakan. For Punja the total cost without rental value
wexre 77.72 percent and 75.26 percent for high yielding
varieties and local varieties respectively of the total

cost.

Table 6.4 presents the cost of cultivation per hectare
of paddy in various seasons for the income oclasses, Jihere is
no definite trend seen among the classes., FYor Viruppu the
highest cort per hectare was recorded by I5 (£5,3916,91) while
the lowest was in 14 (ks,3467.50). &or Mundskan the highest
coet per hectare was recorded by I, (#8,5292,02) which was
12.29 per cent higher than the average cost per hectare for
the crop. ¥While the lowest cost per hectare was in 14
(Es.4311.49) 7.11 per cent less than averase cost per hectare,
For Punja high yielding varieties the highest cost per hectare
was noticed in I4 (he.5546,80) which 18 13.91 per cent higher
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than the average cost and the lowest in 13 (Rs,4505,50) which
is 7.47 per cent less than the average cost.

‘he input wise split up of the coet per hectare of paddy
for the various seasons is shown in Table 6.5. It revealed
that the major share of the total cost incurred wae on hired
human labour which accounted for 22,62 per cent for Viruppw,
25.57 per cent for Mundakan and 26,86 per cent and 27.22 per
cent respectively for high yilelding and local varieties in
Punja. 7The imputed value of rent on land constituted about
22 - 28 per cent of the total cost., It was found that cost A
which forme the paid out cost accounted only for 62.54 per cent
in Yiruppu, 65.04 per cent in Mundakan and 68.16 per cent and
67.74 per cent respeckively for high yielding and local
varieties in Punja. <he proportion of cost B to total cost
varied from 91.3% per cent in the case of high yielding
varieties in punja to 93 per cent for local varieties in

punja.

The total cost per hectare according to the operations
performed during different seasons is presented in Table 6.6.
Among the various operations the largest proportion of the
total cost was contributed by harvesting charges (14.42 percent)
next to which was preparatory cultiv.tion (14,25 per cent) for
Viruppu., <he proportion of cost incurred on seed materials and
sowing was highest for undakan which accounted for 18,92 per
cent followed by harvesting charges which contributed 14.83 per
cent. Llhe expenditure on harvesting was highest for high
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Table 6.5. Input wise cost of ocultivation per hectare of paddy
for different seasons

( in Rs )
Viruppu Mundakan Punja(HYV) Punja(loml)
1. Hired human labour 842,98 1186,.98 1307.75 1259.04
(22.62) (25.57) (26.86) (27.22)
2. Bullock labour 371.73 344,66 407.33 404.79
( 9.98) ( 7.42) ( 8.37) ( 8.75)
3. Seeds 344,76 515.93 329.66 387.88
( 9.25) (11.11) ( 6.77) ( 8.39)
4. Plant protection 156.06 149,06 241.87 108.87
( 4.19) ( 3.21) ( 4.97) ( 2.35)
$. Irrigation nil Nil 394.39 359,20
( 8.10) ( 7.77)
6. Manures 254.55 417.48 68.14 138,80
( 6.83) (8.,99) ( 1.40) ( 3.00)
7. Fertilizers 256,37 275.04 429,17 341.50
( 6.88) ( 5.93) ( 8.81) ( 7.38)
8. lepreciation 14.48 13.74 12,93 11.80
( 0.39) (0.30) ( 0.26) ( 0.26)
9. Interest on working 89.50 116,31 127.60 121.20
capital ( 2,40) ( 2,51) ( 2.62) ( 2.62)
Cost A 2330.43 3019.20 3318,84 3133.15
(62354) (65.04) (68.,16) (67.74)
10. kental value 1043.00 1259.58 1100.39 1144.19
(27.99) (27.14) (22.60) (24.74)
11. Interest on 32.33 30.34 27.91 24.15
fixed capital ( 0.87) ( 0.65) ( 0.57) ( 0.52)
Cost B 3405.76 309.12 4447.14 4301.49
(91.40) (92.84) (91.23) (93.00)
12. Family labour 320,40 332.39 422.19 342,07
charges ( 8,60) ( 7.16) { 3,67) ( 7.00)
Cost C 3726.16  4641.51 48€9,33 4625,50
(100.00) (100.00) (100.02) (100.00)

(figures in parentheses represent percentages to total)
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Table 6.6. Operation wise cost of cultivation per hectare

of paddy in different seasons,

Viruppu Mundakan Punja(HYV) Punjallocal)

3.

4.

5.

7.

8.

9.

10.

11,

12,

Preparatory
cultivation
Seeds and sowing
Weeding

Plant protection

Irrigation

. Manuring

sdertilizer
application

Harvesting
vgpreciation

Interest on
working capital

kental value

Interest on
fixed capital

Totz) cost

37
(1

230,58
(14.25)

419,85
(11.27)

167.68
( 4.50)

244.62
( 6.56)

Nil

362,72
( 9.73)

284.00
( 7.62)

537.40
(14.42)

14.48
( 0.39)

89.50
( 2.40)

1043.00
(27.99)

32,33
( 0.87)

434.40
( 9.36)

877.97
(18.92)

165,33
( 3.56)

241,43
( 5.20)

il

510.78
(11.00)

303.19
( 6.53)

688,48
(14.83)

13.74
( 0.30)

116,31
( 2.51)

1259.58

(27.14)

30.30
( 0.65)

26,16 4641,51
00.00) (100.00)

545,91
(11.21)

432.78
( 8.89)

92.27
10.11)

352.42
(7.24)

1100.39
(22,60)

27.91
( 0.57)

4869,.33
(100.00)

571,00
(12.34)
570.02
(12.32)

373.03
( 8.06)

166.40
( 3.60)

359.11
( 7.76)

1144.11
(24.73)

24.15
( 0.53)

4625.50

(100.00)

(¥igures in parentheses represent percentzres to total)
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yielding varieties whieh accounted for 15.08 per cent. The
preparatory cultivation and fertilizer application accounted
for 11.21 per cent and 11,10 per cent respectively. Viruppu
and Mundakan are rsinfed whereas Punja is irrigated. The
average cost incurred for irrigation was 9,82 per cert higher
for high yielding varieties, The expenditure on plant
protection was more than double for high ylelding varieties
when compared with local varieties in punja. Xor fertilizers
the expenditure was 47.36 per cent higher for high yielding
varigeties, Compared to local varieties only half the cost
incurred for manures and maruring for local varieties is

spend on high yielding varieties in punja for thie item,

An analysils of the cost of cultivation excluding rental
value of land input wise and operation wise for the various
seasons is given in iable 6.7. and ‘able 6.7 respectively.
Hunan labour constituted the major single item. As a proportion
to the total it varied from 31,42 per cent for Viruppu to
36.17 per cent for local varieties in Punja. Hired human
labour, bullock labour and seeds formed more than 50 per cent
of total cost. Family lavour comstituted on an average
11.94 per cent for Viruppu which was the highest while the
lowest was found to be 9,31 per cent for local varieties
ir funja.

The operation wise cost per hectare of paddy shows that

the bulk of the expenditure incurred was for harvestiing,



Table 6.7. Input-wise cost of oultivation per hectare of
paddy excluding rental value in different seasons
(in Rs)
Viruppu Mundakan Punja(HYV) Punja(Local)

(31.42) (38.10) (34.70) (36.17)

2. Bullock labour 371.735 344,66 407.33 404.79
(13.85) (10.19) (10.81) (11,63)

3. Seeds' 344-75 515093 329066 387088
(12.85) (15,26) ( 8.74) (11.14)

4. Plant protection 156.06 149,06 241.87 108.87
( 5.82) ( 4.41) ( 6.42) ( 3.13)

5. Irrigation Nil Nil 394.3%9 359,20
(10.46) (10.32)

6. danures 254.55 417.48 68.14 138.80
( 9.49) (12.34) ( 1.81) ( 3.99)

7. fertilizers 256,37 275.04 429.17 341.50
( 9.55) ( 8.13) (11.39) ( 9.80)

8, Lepreciation 14.48 13.74 12.9% 11.80
( 0.54) ( 0.40) ( 0.34) ( 0.34)

9, Intersst on 83,50 116.31 127.60 121,20
working capital ( 3.34) ( 3.44) ( 3.39) ( 3.48)
10, Interest on 32.33 30.34 27.91 24,15
fixed capital ( 1.20) ( 0.90) ( 0.74) ( 0.69)
11, Yamily lebour 320,40 332.39 422.19 524.07
charges (11.94) ( 9.83) (11.20) ( 9.31)
Iotal cost 2¢83,16 2381,93% 3768,94 3481.30
(100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00)

(Figures in parontheses represent percentages to total)
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Table 6.8, Operation-wise gost of cultivation o per hectare
of paddy excluding rental value in different seasons

( in Rs )
Viruppu Mundakan Punja(HYV) Punja
(Local)
{. Preparatory

cultivation 530.59 434,40 545,91 570.97
(19.77) (12.84) (14.48) (16.40)

2., Seeds and sowing 419,85 877.97 432.78 569,96
(15.65) (25.96) (11.48) (16.37)
( 6.25) ( 4.89) (13.06) (10.72)

40 Plant pl‘otection 244.62 2410‘3 352-42 166.40
( 9.12) ( 7.14) ( 9.35) ( 4.78)

5, Irrigation Nil Nil 394.39 359.11
(10.46) (10.32)

6. ¥anuring 362,72 510.78 107.86 229 25
(13.52) (15.10) ( 2.86) ( 6.59)

7. Fertilizer 284,00 303.19 540.40 366,72
- application (10.58) ( 8,96) (14.34) (10.53)
8. Harvesting 537.40 688,48 734.47 688,71
(20.03) (20.36) (19.50) (19.78)

9, Depreciation 14.48 13.74 12.93 11.80
( 0.54) ( 0.41) ( 0.34) ( 0.34)

10. Interest on 89,50 116,31 127.60 121.20
working capital ( 3.34) ( 3.44) ( 3.39) ( 3.48)
’1. Interest on 32¢33 30030 27.91 240‘5
fixed capital ( 1.20) ( 0.90) ( 0.74) ( 0.69)
Lotal Cost 2683,16 33581.93 3768.94 3481,30
(100.00) (100.,00) (100.00) (100.00)

(¥igures in parentheses represent percentages to total)
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preparatory cultivation and seeds and sowing. The proportion

of expenditure on seeds and sowing was highest for Mundakan
accounting for 25.96 per cent followed by local varieties in
Punja (16,37 per cent), Viruppu (15.65 per cent) and 11.48 per
cent for high yielding varieties in Punja. <‘he expenditure on
weeding was highest for high ylelding varieties which contributed

13.06 per cent of total cost,

Extent of use of resources

In this section an éttompt has been made to quantify the
various inputs used in paddy cultivation such as human labour,
bullock labour,fertilizers, secds etc. Wherever possible the
actual levels of use of inputs are compared with recommended

levels.

The extent of labour, seed materisl and fertilizer used
for Viruppu is presented in Table 6.9. On an average the per
hectare human labour hours used for Viruppu were 102,15 male
labour hours, 680 female labour hours. <4he use of bullock pair
hours was 53.10 and that of tractor 1.22 hours. It was observed
that family and hired labour contributed equally to total male
labour use whereas family labour contributed only 18.86 per cent
to total female labour., A decreasing trend was noticed in the
case of family labour utilised and an increasing trend for hired
labour with increase in size of holding. The tractor utilisation
was more in 33 (1,22 hours per hectare) where dbullock labour

utilisation wae less than the average by 15,44 percent. The
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Table 6,9. Utilisation of inputs per heotare for Viruppu -
Sige group-wise

8, s, S, S, Sg Aversge
Family labour Male 66.27 80.37 49.03 43.01 24.31 51,26
(hre) Females ¥9.06 192,90 117.67 103.22 84.42 128,22
Hired labour Male  58.95 36.41 60.19 41,36 55.43 50.89
(nrs) Pemales 494.74 443.80 561.56 520.03 708.72 551,78
§g§§3°k labour 46.43 61,00 44.90 55.97 58.86 53,10
iractor (hrs) 0.74 0.63 1.22 0.95 1.18 1,22

Seed rate(kg) *80-100 135.88 134.71 133,13 136.26 131.24 133.98
Fertiligers *N-40 28.65 24,84 15,65 25,63 35,43 24,82
(kg) P-20 13.64 16.51 11,51 12,21 16,51 13,88

K-20 20.65 15.80 10.21 21.13 18,32 13,62

* hecommendations as per the Package of Practices

Table 6.10. Utilisation of inputs pexr hectare for Viruppu -
Income group-wise.

I1 12 13 I4 I5 Average

Family labour Male 45.58 51,36 66.51 53.63 39.71 651,26
(hre) Fmales 282,58 123,26 159,63 128,72 73.99 128,22
Hired labour Male  74.31 61.21 56.18 47.57 81.45 50.89

Femalee 524.72 592,80 568.84 516.36 530.35 551,78
Bullock labour

Tractor (hrs) 0065 00‘2 2.21 1-35 ‘058 1.22
Seed rate (kg)*80-100 134.94 131,86 153.37 121,97 135.99 133.98
Fertilizers

P-20 18.13 9.35 W.35 10.35 24.00 13.88
K-20 15.23 12.25 12.75 14.21 15.05 13.62

* Kecommendations as per the Package of Practices.
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quantity of seeds actually ueed was estimated and compared
with the recommended seed rate as per Package of Practices,
On an average the seed rate was found to be 133,98 kg per
hectare which was 33.98 per cent higher even when the upper
limit of the recommended seed rate (80-100 kg per hectare) is
considered. <he seed rate remained more or less the same in
different size groups. The average level of L,P,K utilization
wvas 24,82, 13,88 and 13,62 kg per hectare as against the
recommendation of 40, 20 and 20 kg per hectare cf N,P and K
respectively. <+‘he actual utilization was only 62.05 per cent
of recommendation for nitrogen, 69.4 per cent for phosphorus
and 68,10 per cent for potassiunm. 35 utilised larger quantity

of fertilizer when compared with other size groups.

Input utilization accoxrding to income groups is
presented in L1able €.10. 4s income increased the per hectare
utilization of family labour decreased, 7The use of hired
female labour was highest for I, (592.8 hours) while the
lowest was recorded in I, (516.36 hours). <‘he highest
utilization of bullock labour was in 13 (61.3 bullock pair
hours). The tractor labour use was highest for 13 (2.21 hours).
Highest rate of fertilizers were used by I5 which wae 36,99 kg
nitrogen, 24 kg phosphorus and 15,05 kg potassium per hectare
which was 92.48 per cent, 120 per cent and 75.25 per cent of

K, P, K recommended.

For Mundakan the per hectare utilisation of labour
was found to be 133,96 male labour hours, 871.89 female labour



81

Table 6,11. Utilisation of inpute per hectare for Mundaken -
wige groupwise

8, 8, 54 8, 3, Average
Family labour Male 91,16 65.19 60.02 40.82 27.52 50.66
(hzs) Female 218,78 156.47 144.05 97.97 100,90 132,95
Hired labour Male  62.06 98.73 83.79 62.13 91,67 83.30
(hrs) Female 726.16 703.09 791.14 670.60 755.63 738.94
%g§§3°k labour 50.31 45.86 47.13 53.78 50,10 49.2%
Iractor (hrs) 0.58 1,21 0.95 1,02 1,34 1,13
Seed rate *60-85 137,54 120,31 128,37 150.44 136.37 134.07
Fariiliﬂers *N-4o 25.65 26. 88 24.76 260 98 37069 29077

(kg) P-20  23.54 15,32 20.99 12.60 11.31 15,84 -
E-20 21,63 15.80 17.58 16.71 24.76 19.91

*hecommendations as per the Package of Practices

Table 6,12. Utilisation of inputs per hectare for Mundakan -
Income groupwise

I, 12 I3 14 15 Average
Family labour Male 120.16 107.18 50.56 23.56 26.40 50.66
(hry Female 779.23 257.62 121.34 56.40 31.89 $32.95
Hired labour Hale 45.41 31,46 T7.51 112.18 104.52 83,30
(hrs) Fomale 108.98 587,76 784,68 746.06 859.18 738.94

Bullock labour

(hrs) €3.52 41,07 55.37 36.43 53.01 49,23

Tractor (hrs) - 1.72 0.98 2.41 0'69 1013

?;o% rates %*60-85 135.87 145.45 138,67 124.54 129.39 134,97
g

Fertilizers N- %0 42.34 26,45 24.54 23,22 36.47 29.77

B~ 20 21.53 12,63 11,77 20.94 17.19 15.84

Z~20 22,93 19.93 20,33 15.54 21,23 19,91

*Kecommendations as per the Package of Practices
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hours, 49.23 bullock pair hours and 1.13 tractor hours,

An inorease in the hired labour and decrease in the family
labour was noticed as the sisze of holding increased. The
bullock labour utilisation was highest for 34 (53.78 dbullock
pair hours). The tractor use was highest in 35, 1.34 hours.
The quantity of seeds used was 134,07 kg per hectare which
was 57.73 per cent higher than the upper limit recommended
for transplanted local varieties (60-85 kg per hactaro). Lthe
seed rate was found to be highest for 54, 150+44 kg per
hectare and lowest for Sz, 120.31 kg per hectare. 7he per
hectare utilisation of nitrogen, phosphorus and potassium
was found to be 29,77 kg, 15.84 kg and 19,91 kg per hectare
on an average which were 74.43 per cent, 79,20 per cent and
99.55 per cent of the recommended dose for these elements,

‘he utilisation of nitrogen and potassium were highest for
35 which were 37.69 kg and 24,76 kg per hectare respectively,
while the highest use of phosphorus was found in 9, 23.54kg/

hectare, 1he data are presented in Table 6.11.

The income clars wise distribution of the inpute
used for Mundakan is given in Table 6.12, 1ihe family labour
use both male and female showed a decreasing trend with
increase in income, while hired labour showed an increasing
trend. %The highest bullock labour utilisation was recorded
by I, (63.52 bullock pair hours) while the lowest for I

4
(36.43 bullock pair hours), The highest tractor use was found
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Table 6,13. Utilisation of inpute per hectare for Punja (HYV) -
Size groupwise

8 8 S S S

1 2 3 4 5 Average

Family labour Male 143,74 101.49 65.82 76,33 46.28 70.35

(hrs) Female 344.97 243.58 157.97 182,20 111.08 168.84

Hired labour Male 64.56 89.45 176,14 88.64 109.90 95.23

(hrs) Femalea744.95 759.64 765.07 886,46 838.98 817,20

Bgilgck labour 61.60 50.00 5.%6 42,74 61.99 58,18

]

éractor 0092 1.21 2.56 2035 1052 1.61

(hrs)

?eed rate *80-100 112,04 110.63 115,00 95.96 110.73 111,14

kg)

Fertilizers N-70 52.95 44.68 45.21 36.24 44.35 44,82

(kg) pP-35 31.73 27.6% 25.65 23.78 28.81 28,26
£-35 38,78 34.52 36.21 28.34 24.31 28,90

* Lecommendations as per Package of Practices,

Teble 6.14. Utilisation of inputs per hectare for Punja (HYV) -
Income groupwise

I, 12 I3 14 15 Average
F‘mily labour Male 163-86 105071 81081 48015 30.72 70035
(hrs) Female 393.27 253.70 196.34 115.56 73.72 168.84
Hired labour Male 28,98 63.16 57.62 129,52 142.21 9%.23
(hre) Female 554.21 652.68 669.14 1075.84 985,50 817.20
(hze e 1aPouT 66.15 68.23 61.45 52,57 50.07 58.18
Iractor (hre) v 2.12 1.65 2.10 1.41 1.61
?ae% rate *80~100 109.09 98.45 125.55% 112,20 105.84 111.44
kg
Yertilizexrs K-70 43.25 32.43 54.60 47.14 45.92 44.82
(kg) P=35 24,36 22.74 48.17 28.78 25.08 28.26

K-35 25,87 24.52 31,23 23,73 32.20 28.90

*Recommendations as per Package of Practices.
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in 14 (2,41 hours), The highest utilisation of fertilizers
was observed in the group I1 with 42.34 kg nitrogen with
21.53 kg phosphorus and 22,93 kg potassium per hectare.

The high yielding varieties grown in Punja were more
labour intensive compared with Viruppu and Mundakan, It was
observed that the per hectare labour utilisation was 165.58
male labour hours, 986.04 female labour hours, 58.18 bullock
pair hours and 1.61 tractor houra, The actual seed rate
followed by cultivators was 111,14 kg per hectare which is
11.14 per cent higher than the upper limit of recommended
seed rete. For high yielding varieties the utilisation of
nitrogen, phosphorus and pbtassium was estimated to be 44.82 kg,
28,26 kg and 28.90 kg per hectare respectively. It may be
noted that the use of N, P, K compared to the recommendation
were only 64.03 per cent nitrogen, 80.74 per cent phosphorus
and 82.57 per cent potassium, <The lowest size group of
farmers were found to use more fertilizers (52.95 kg nitrogen,
31.73 kg phosphorus and 38,78 kg potassium per hectare) which
was 75,64 per cent, 90.66 per cent and 110,80 per oent
respectively of recommended dose, Iable 6,13 presents the
size group wise utilization of inputs for high yielding

varieties in Punja.

The input utilisation for high yielding varieties in
Punja according to income group was worked out and presented
in Table 6.14. “he per hectare utilisation of female labour
vas highest for I, (1191.40 hours) followed by 15(1059.22 hours ).
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Tadble 6.15. Utilisation of input per hectare of Punja(local) -
Size groupwise

S S S S S Average

1 2 3 4 5

Familylabour Male 66,92 178,18 55,58 46.09 29.68 49.10
(hrs) Female 160.06 187.63 133,40 110.62 96.55 129.97

Hired labour Male 14.19 101.56 89.06 42.23 102.73 95.05
FeMale 574.67 882,04 853.42 341.12 713.98 744.88

?ullgOk lﬂbour 68.86 61.25 62.61 46.59 53.62 57083

hre

Tractor (hIS) - ‘.45 0.78 2.32 1027 1019

?ee% rate *80-~100 111.97 95,30 133,56 112,43 132.48 122,07

kg

Fertilizers*N~4O 42,21 34.38 25.76 22.71% 35.38 $33.09
P=20 18.32 16.43 19,89 15,21 15,43 16.7%
K-20 26.51 22,23 15.38 14.8%3 24.87 22,06

*Kkecommendation as per Package of Practices

Table 6,16, Utilisation of inputs per hectare for Punja (Lo€al) -
Income groupwise

1 12 I3 I4 15 Average

Family labour Male 88090 74034 52094 45051 33044 490‘0
Female 533,37 1738.41 127,05 109.22 45.26 129.97

Hired labour Male 37.76 109.36 58.75 77.44 137.17 95.05
Female 442,85 813,69 621,29 6396.35 896.22 744.88

?giigck labour 50.94 61.90 39.13 72.61 56.41 57.83

tractor (hrs) 0.43 0.86 2,32 0.58 1.34 1.19

s;ﬁ% rate *80-100 100. 31 114,17 146,25 123.42 114,98 122,07

(ke

ertilizers N-40 22.15 45.13 20.15 21.50 48.16 33,09

(kg) P-20 15,23 19,45 12.50 13.80 20.8% 16.71
K=20 19.36 21.45 15.80 25.25 23.71 22.06

*Kecommendation as pexr package of practioces,



More male labour was utilised mere by I,. with 192,84 hours
per hectare. Bullock labour was used more by I, (68.23
bullock pair hours) followed by I, (66.15 bullock pair hours).
The tractor use was maximum for I, 2,12 hours. The maximum
use of fertilizers was observed in group 13 with 54.6 kg
nitrogen, 48.17 kg phosphorus and 31.23% kg potassium per

hectare.

For local varieties in Punja the per hectare
utilisation of labour was 144,15 male labour hours, 874.85
female labour hours, 57.83 bullock pair hours and 1.19 tractor
hours on an average. Highest level of labour use was found
in S, (179.74 male labour hours and 1069.67 female labour
hours). The bullock labour was highest in 81, 68.86 bullock
pair hours. The tractor use was maximum in Sg» 2432 hours.
The overall seed use was found to be 122.07 kg per hectars.
The highest quantity of seeds was used in S3 (133.56 kg pex
hectare) while the lowest in 3, (45.3 kg per hectare). <Lhe
N, P, K utilisation were 33.09 kg, 16.71 kg and 22,06 kg
respectively. +he highest 1ev;l of utilisation of fertilizers
was noticed in 31 where 42.21 kg nitrogen, 18.32 kg phosphorus
and 26.51 kg potassium per hectare. Table 6.15 presents the
data psertaining to the input utilisation dy varioﬁs sige

group of holdings,

An analysie of the inputs utiliaodﬁaccording to
income groups is given in Table 6.16. It revealed that the
per hectare utilisation of family labour decreased with
increase in the income., For both males and females the
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hired labour showed an increasing trend with increase in the
income. %he bullock labour utilisation was highest for Iy
72,61 bullock pair hours, 25,56 per cent higher than the
average. The tractor use was highest in 13. 2.32 hours., 7The
N, P, K use was highest in 15. 48,16, 20,83 kg and 23,71 kg

per hectare respectively.

Yield and output of paddy

ihe yield of pad.y obtained was estimated in quintals,
As it was difficult to quantify the by-product (straw) its
value in rupees was considered for estimating the total output

from paddy cultivation,

‘he awerage yield per hectare in Viruppu was found to
be 20.61 quintals valued at he,3534.04. <he average value of
total output per hectare recorded was Ks.5216.05. The yield
of paddiy and value of the total output were highest in 33.
The lowest level of yield and value of total output was
recorded by 84. On an average the value of by product
constituted 32,25 per cent of total reveinrts and it worked
out to Ls.1682.01 per hectare. Table 6,17 shows the yield

and output among the size classes in Viruppu.

Among the income groups the yield and value of output
were highest for I5 with 27.18 quintals and Rs.6262,53 per

hectare respectively. The proportional contribution of main
product towards total receipt was also high in I5 which worked
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out to 74.%9 per cent. The lowest yield per heotare of 16.58
quintals was recorded by I' vith a total receipt of Rse,4007.70

The information on yield and output for Viruppu of the various
income classes are shown in Table 6,18,

Table 6.17. Yield and output of paddy per hectare in Viruppu -
Size group wise

8 ) 8 S S Average

1 S 3 4 5
Yield
Malin product
(Gtls. )

ii. Value (&) 3099.06 3566.52 3910.05 3018.35 3685.71 3434.04
(68.16) (69.00) (66.47) (66.94) (69.17) (67.75)

By product
i. Value(Re) 1447.52 1602.37 1976.07 1490.82 1642.86 1682,01

(31.84) (31.00) (33.57) (33.06) (30.83) (%2.25)

fotal output 4546.58 5168.69 5886,12 4509.17 5328.57 5216,05
(Es) (100.00)(100.0)(100.00)(100.00)(100.00)(100.00)

(Yigures in parentheses represent percentages to total)

Table 6.18. Yield and output of paddy per hectare in Viruppu =
Income group wise

I‘ Iz 13 I4 15 Average

Yield

Main product
i) %pggtigy 16.58 20.19 18.08 17.37 27.18 20.60
«tle,
i1)Value (Rs) 2841.83 3460.40 3100.00 2978.20 4658.92 3534,04
(70.91) (67.49) (61,10) (63.58) (74.39) (67.75)

By et () 1165.87 1667.05 1973.66 1705.81 1603.61 1682.01
(29.09) (32.51)(38.90) (36.42) (25.61) (32.25)

Total output 4007.70 5127.45 5073.66 4684.01 6262.53 5216,05
(100.00)(100.00)(100.00)(100.00)(100.00) (100.00)

(¥igures in parentheses represent percentages to total)
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The local varieties in Mundakan recorded an average
yield of 24,5 quintals valued for Rs,4219,55, Table 6.19
shows the size group wise yield and output in Mundakan. The
highest yield and output was obtained in 33. with 25.73
quintals of graind and ks,6573.24 per hectare respestively.
While the lowest yield was 22,69 guintals and total output
of ka,5963.47 for 34. No clear cut relationship between the
yield of paddy and size of holdins could be obsserved,

Table 6.19, Yield and output of pzdiy per hectare in dundekan -
Sige group wise

51 82 83 84 85 Average
Yield
Main product
1) wuantity
(<t1s) 25.14 25.14 25,73 22.69 24,79 24,50

i1) Value(Rs) 4226.79 3966.04 4496.51 3917.82 4288.83 4219.55
(68.89) (66.75) (68.41) (65.70) (69.80) (68,.23)

Eyproduct

1908,68 1975.80 2076.73 2045.65 1855.78 1964.77
i) Value(ss)

(31.11) (33.25) (31.59) (34.30) (30.20) (31.77)

Total output 6135.47 5941.84 6573.24 5963.47 6144,61 6184,32
(ks.) (100.00) (100.00)(100.00)(100.00)(100.00) (100.00)

(Figures in parentheses repra2sent percentages to total)



30

Table 6.20. Yield and output of paddy per hectare in Mundakan -
Income group wise

I, I, I, I, I, Average
Yield
Main product
i) Suantity 21,55 24,71 24,55 20.98 27.01 24,50
(Stls, )

11) Value (i) 3700.29 4238.90 3979.37 3678.79 4694.21 4219.65
(66.53) (67.45) (66.64) (65.03) (71.06) (68,23)

By product
1) Value (Rs) 1861.51 2047.79 1991.37 1978.55 1911.21 1964.77
(33.47) (32.57) (33.36) (34.97) (28.94) (31.77)

Total output 5561.80 6286.69 5971.33 5657.%4 6605.42 6184,5%2
(Rs) (100.00)(100.00)(100.00)(100.00)(100.00)(100.00)

(Figures in parentheses represent percentages to total)

Table 6.20 shows the yield and output for Mundakan for the
various income groups. As in the case of holding size groups
here also no clear cut relationship could be observed between
yield of paddy and value of total output on the one hand and
income of the households on the other. However the highest
level of yield and output was found in the highest income group.

Tables 6,21 and 6,22 shows the yield and value of total
output per hectare of high yielding and local varieties in
Punja, The average yield was 31,14 quintals per hectare for
high yielding varieties which is 25,01 per cent higher than
the average yield for local varieties (24.91 quintals perhectam)
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On comparison it was found that the contribution of the

main produet to the total value of output was 80.86 per oent
for high yilelding varieties and 74.65 per cent for local
varieties, The 25.01 per cent increase in the yield for high
yielding varieties was not reflected in the total recipts
wvhich showed a 3,82 per cent decrease, This is mainly due
to the lower contribution of the by product (19.14 per cent)
to the total receipts and the low prices prevailing for high
yielding variety paddy. Among the size classes S4 recorded
highest yield (35.37 quintals per hectare) for high yielding
varieties which is 13,58 per cent higher than average yield.
No relationship could be observed detween the yield of paddy
and straw on the one hand and sige of holding on the other.

Table 6.21. Yield and output of padiy per hectare in Punja (HYV) -
Size group wise

S 3 8 S S Average

Yield

Main product
1)Qu2:t1:; 31.33 27.82 30.80 35.37 30.68 31.14

(Gtls. )
11)Value (Re) 4476.32 3975.00 4400.85 5052.86 4382.65 4448.93
(79.22) (78.13) (80.22) (B4.38) (80.95) (80.86)

By product

1)Value (Rs) 1174.30 1112.50 1085.00 935.28 1031.50 1053.00
(20.78) (21.87) (19.78) (15.62) (19.05) (19.14)

Total output 5650.62 5087.50 5485.83 5988,14 5414.13 5501.93
(Rs) (100.00)(100.00)(100.00)(100.00)(100.00)(100.00)

(Figures ir parentheses represent percentages to total)
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Table 6,22, Yield and output of paddy per hectare in Punja(Local)-
Size group wise

8 A
1 S, 33 34 35 verage
Yield
Main product
1. zggggftr 28,67 31.26 27.59 14.00 20.60 24.91
11. Value 23) 4914.85 5359.06 4729.43 2400.00 3531.22 4270.59

(77.31) (82.57) (71.34) (57.61) (71.47) (74.65)

By product
i. Value (Bs) 1442.81 1131.63 1899,94 1766.350 1409.65 1450.10

(22.69) (17.43) (28.66) (42.39) (28.53) (25.35)

Tgtal output 357,66 6490.69 6629.37 4166.30 4940.87 5720.69
(Rs) (100.00)(100.00)(100.00)(100.00)(100.00)(100.00)

(¥igures in parentheses mepresent percentages to total)

Table 6.23. Yield and output of Paddy per hectare in Punja(HYV) -
Income group wise

11 12 13 14 15 Average

Yield
Main produoct

i.Suantity
(Qtls. ) 28,16 30.15 24.75 39.66 33,73 31,14

1i.Value (Bs) 4023.96 4307.24 3565.35 5666.00 4819.86 4448.93
(78.67) (80.63) (79.08) (84.93) (80.85) (80.86)
By product

i.Value (Bs) 1090.80 1034.60 943.01 1005.00 1141.58 1053.00
(21.35) (19.37) (20.92) (15.07) (19.15) (19.14)

Total output 5114.76 5341.84 4508.36 6671.00 5961.93 5501.93
(ks) (100.00)(100.00)(100.00)(100.00)(100.00)(100.00)

(¥igures in parentheses represent percentages to total)
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Table 6.24. Yield and output of Paddy per hectare in Punja(local) -
Income group wise

I, I, I5 I‘ 15 Average

Yield
Main product

1)suantity 28,94 31,98 21,01 22,75 25.72 24,99
(Gths)

i1)Value (BB) 4961,76 5483,56 3602.25 3901.32 4409.9% 4270.59
(75.30)(82.80) (72.98) (72.25) (74.22) (74.65)

By product
i)Value (Rs) 1627.74 1139.44 1333.75 1498,30 1531.76 1450,10
(24.70) (17.20) (27.02) (27.75) (25.78) (25.35)

Total output 6589,50 6623.00 4936,00 5399.62 5541.71 5720.69
(100.00)(100.00)(100.00)(100.,00)(100,00)(100,00)

(¥igures in parentheses represent percentages to total)

The comparison between high yielding and local varieties
in the income groups are made based on the Tables 6.23 and 6,24.
For high yielding varieties the highest yield was recorded in
14 with 39,66 quintals per hectares which is 27,36 per cent
higher than the average yield. The value of output per hectare
of 14 was worked out to Bs,6671.00 which wae found to be 21.25 per
cent higher than the average. For loocal varieties the highest
yield was recorded by 12, 31.98 quintals per hectare which is
28.38 per cent higher than the average yield for local varieties,
The per hectare yield which is slightly more than the average
yileld for high yielding varieties may be due to the natural
improvements brought about in traditional varieties. Here alzo
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it was not possible to observe any clear cut relationship
between the level of income of the households and yield of

padiy.
Cost of production of paddy

The coat of production per quintal of paddy was worked
out at cost C and total coet excluding rental value of land,
The cost of production per quintal of grains was worked out
for the net quantity the farmer received on the nex cost
incurred., Net cost wae arrived at by deducting from cost C

the value of gradns given as wages and that of the by product.

iable 6,25 shows cost of production for different
holding size groups. The average cost of production for
Viruppu at cost C was Rs,87.70 per quintal and at total cost
excluding rental value was Ks,46,57 per quintal. The lowest
cost per quintal was recorded by 33. ihe average cost of
production for Mundakan was worked out to hs,97.31 at cost C
which is 10,96 per cent higher than the average for Viruppu.
35 records the highest cost of production of is.107.24 for
Mundakan while the lowest was Es,83,88 for 83. The average
cost of production of high yielding varieties in Punja is
about 1 per cent lower than that of local varieties, DBut the
cost per quintal excluding rental value was highexr for high
yialding wvarieties,
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Table 6.25. Cost of production per quintal - Size group-wise
' (in Re)

81 Bg_ S:¥ 84_ 85 Aroﬁ:go
1. Viruppu
i. gg cost C 113.74 100.14 64,08 103.60 88.01 87,70

11,At Cost excluding
rental value 72.58 33.45 22,95 62.45 46.86 46.57

2. Mundakan
i. At cost C 102.95 95.37 83.88 98.20 107.24 97.31%

ii,At cost excluding
rental value 60.21 54.23 41.94 56.76 62.98 54.93

30 Punja-HYV
i. At coet C 141.95 146,37 114,08 100.76 114.45 118,76

11,4t cost excluding
rental value 107.67 112,07 79.79 66.48 80.16 84.47

4. Punja-Local
i. At cost C 118.40 128.23 86,50 101,76 i33.08 119.78

11.At cost excluding
rental value 77.25 87.08 45.36 60.59 91.94 78.64

Table 6,26. Cost of production per quintal - Income group wise

I1 12 13 14 15 Average
1. Viruppu ,
io At total Qost ’54-64 68015 88056 86.94 77003 87070
i1i. Cost excluding .
rental valua ‘17'66 47.03 47072 45.81 35.89 46,57
2. Mundskan
i. 4t total cost ’56085 94012 90-55 99036 94-09 97‘3‘
ii. Cost excluding
rental value 88.62 52.94 51.65 57.27 52,35 54,93
3. Punja “HYV
i. At total cost 139,79 123.94 140.52 108.49 106.56 118,76
11, Cost excluding
rental value 105050 89.66 ‘05095 74. 20 72.27 8‘0‘7
4, Punja-local
i. At total ocost 90.49 128,51 93.44 122.76 133.33 119,78

ii, Cost excluding
rental value 49.35 B87.36 52.24 81.61 92,81 178.64




For all seasons except for local varieties in Punja,
the lowest income group reocorded the highggt cost of production
as shown in Table 6.26. But in the oaseLTQcal varieties in
Punja the highest cost per hectare was recorded by 15 and the
lowest cost of production in I,. Apart from these, there was
no consistent relationship between cost of production and

level of income of families,

Income from paddy cultivation:

There are different measures of income applied to
evaluate net returns, (1) The net income at cost ¢ (2) Farm
business income (3) Family labour income, (4) Ferm investment
income., <These measures were worked cut for different size and
income groups. Net income on cost excluding rental value was
also worked out so as to have a correct idea of the income

obtained over actual expenses.

+he profitability of the crop can be judged better from
net income. <he net income is caloulated by deducting from
grose income the total expenses for production. The net income
on cost C excluding rental value of land is also computed. The
farm business income is the gross income minus out of pocket
expenditure or cost A, 7The family labour income is calculated
ag gross income mirus totzl expenses for production excluding
 wages of family labour. 1t is profit at cost B. The farm

investment ircome is calculated by deducting the wages of family
labour from farm dbusiness income.
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Measures of Income for Paddy in Viruppu -

(in Es)
81 82 S3 84 85 Average

1. Net income 944.64 1385,.51 2170.42 972.66 1388,.00 1489,.89

gt cost ¢
2. ket income at

cost C exclud-

1nf rental 1853,96 2419.29 3347.64 1874.49 2453,71 2532.89

value '
3., Farm bdbusiness

inconme 2283%,16 23927.20 3667.68 2195,62 268%,01 2885,.62
4, Family labour

income 1342,28 1867.75 2464.59 1230,70 1599.04 1810.29
5. farm investw

ment income 1885,52 2444.96 32373,51 19357.58 2473.97 2565.20

i{able 6.28, Measures of income for

Income group wise

Paddy in Viruppu -

(in Rs)
It I2 13 I; I§ Average

1. Net incoma' 271.78 1419.,42 1218.40 1216.51 2345,.62 1489.89

at cost ¢
2. liet income at 1073,32 2444.91 2233.13 2153.31 3598.13 2532.89

cost V exclud- :

ing rent value
%2, Yara business

income 1596.88 2782.43 2671.96 2513,99 3864.27 2885,62
4. Family labour

incone 761,75 1727.57 1623.25 1538.51 2583,89 1810.29
5., Farm invest-

ment income 1109.91 2474.28 2272.88 2192.19 3626.00 2565,20
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The various income measures of Viruppu according to
size classes are presented in Table 6,27, ‘he average net
income was found to be its,1489,89 per hectare at cost C. The
net income excluding rental value of land recorded was
Ks,2532,89 per hectare which was 70,01 }E&ﬁﬁx than the net
income at cost C, The per hectare net income at cost C was
lowest in S‘(hs.944.64) and highest in 83 (bo,2170.42). On
the whole the per hectare farm businesc income received was
Rg,2885,62. Among the sige groupe the farm business income
was highest for 33 (ks,3667.68) and lowest foxr 84 (18,2195.62).
The per hectare family labour ineome was estimated to be
ke,1810.29 on an average., Among the different size groups of
holdings the per hectare famlily labour income ranged from
1,1230,70 to #5,2464,59. At the average the farm investment
income for Viruppu was £s,2565,20. 1t was found to be maximum

in 33 with Kg,3373,51 and minimum in S1 with ks,1885,52,

A further analysis of the profit for the income groups
revealed that the highest per hectare net income was received
by 15 (K=2,2345.62) and the loweet by I, (bo,271.78). For all
the measures the maximum was recorded by 15 and minimum by I1
and no definite trend seen in between claesses. Lhe data are

precented in lable 6,28.

On comparison with Viruppw, Mundakan crop obtained a
3.55 per cent higher net income per hectare. 1vhe average net

income worked out to Rs,.1542,81., Among the various size of
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Table 6,29, Measures of income for Paddy in Mundakan -
Size group wise, (in Rs )

2 3

3 4 S5 Average

1. Net income
at cost C 1348.51 1544.,61 1960.51 1409.04 1358.14 1542,81

2. Net income

at cost C

rental value
3. Farm business
income 3204.11 3149.82 3661.15 2909.75 2913%.63 3165.12

4. Family 1895,46 1935.78 2320.63 1653,97 1604.45 1875.20
latour ingome

5. farm invest- 2657.16 2758.65 3%01.03 2664.82 2661.38 2832.73
ment income

Lable 6.%0. Hezrures of income for Paddy in Mundakan -
Income group wise ( in Rs )

I, I2 I3 I4 I5 Average

1. Net income _
at cost C 269.78 1660.76 1378.43 1345.85 1853,75 1542,81

2. Net income at

cost © eclu- »
ding rental 1867.40 2918.10 2572.70 2477.32 3175.63 2802.39

value
3. Farm business

income 3235.50 3590.52 2910.03 2641.11 3365.35 3165.12
4. Femily labour

inconme 1604.29 2303.81 1681,78 1486,.86 2012.14 1875,.20

5. farm invest-
ment income  1900,99 2947.47 2606,68 2500.10 3206.96 2832,73
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holdings net income per hectare was lowest for 81, ks, 1348,.51
and highest for SB' ks,1960.51. (n an average net income
exclusive of rental value was X8,2802,39. Ihe average farm
business income per hectare was Es,3165,12, the highest being
recorded in 83 (Rs,3661.15) which is 15,67 per cent higher
than the average. IThe highest family labour income per hectare
was received by S3 he,2320,63 which is 23.75 per cent higher
than the average (Be.1875.20). The farm investment income

per hectare was found to be Ks,2832,7% on an average. It was

observed that 53 recorded the maximum profit at all costs,

rrom the distribution of the profits om various coet
concepts was observed that the maximum was recorded bk 15 for
all measures excepf farily labour income and farm business
income. The measures of profit for ifundakan is presented in

Iable 6.30.

In the case of high yielding varieties in Punja season
there is a reductlon in the p:ofit when the different measures
of income were considered. The average net income was only
kg,632,60 per hectare, Among the size groups 32 incurred a
loss of 13,98.86 at cost ¢ while the profit was only Rs.32,38
in case of ~,. s shown in iable 6.31 the profit excluding
rental value was &s5,1732,99 per hectare on an averags and it
vas lowest in 62, k5,918,664, 1t wus observed that without
cor.sidering the Inputed rental value the cultivation of high
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Table 6.31. Measures of income for Paddy in Punja (HYV) -

size group wise (in ke )
°1 ) Sy e S Average

1. Net income _
at cost C 32,38 98,86 744.44 1240.42 737.52 632,60

2. Net income at
cost U exclue .
ding rental 1162.50 918,64 1841,61 2438.05 1820.%% 1732,99

value
§. farm business

income 2056.49 1553.06 2262.40 2959,'4 2118.3%1 2183.09
4. Yamily labour

ircome 294,81 509.89 1139.36 1698.42 1015.22 1054.79

5. farm inveet-
ment income 1194.06 944.11 1867.48 2501.14 1840.61 1760.09

Table €.3%32, Mensuree of income for Paddy in Punja (HYV) -
Income group vise ( in Rs )

11 12 13 14 15 Average

{1.Net 4income
at cost C 137.33 566,33 2.86 1124.20 1019.09 632,60

2.et income at
Cost U exclud-
ing rental

ralue 1160.28 1634.70 904,53 2458,40 2211,38 1732.99
%.Farm business

income 2177.04 2298,33 1429.36 2770.07 2419,28 2183.09
4 .Family labour

income 1120.50 1200.59 493.71 1413.09 1203.88 1058.79

5.Yarm invest-
ment income 1193.87 1664.07 938,51 2481,18 2234.99 1760.09




102
varieties did not involve loss for the ditferé%%?%f¥¥¥¥§;rs.
The farm business income fer hectare was maximum for 34
Ke,2959,14 which 18 35.55 per cent higher than average
(Ks,2183.09). On an average the per hectare family labour
income was ks,1054,79. The average per hectare farm invest-
ment income was Es,1760.09. It was observed that nominal
profits or even losses were incurred in lower size groups
whereas the larger size groupe were ir a better position,
the highest profit for all measures was recorded by 34 followed

by S, and S

3 5°

Information on net income for various income groups
for hizh yielding varietiies in Punja is given in Table 6,.32.
the group 13 obtained only nominal profit (is,2.86 per hectare)
at cost C. When the rental value was excluded the level of
profit was £3.,904.53 per hectare for the group 13. 14 recorded
highest profits at all costs fcllowed by 15, 12, I, and I3 in

the order of profits obtained by them,

¥or local varieties in Punje the measures of income are
presented in Yable 6,33 for the different sizes of holding.
The net income per hectare was found to be Kg,1055.19 on an
average., IThe highest profit at all measures was recorded by 33.
#hen the rental value is sexcluded the per hectare income was
Re,22%9.3%8 on an average, the highest being i5,3267.03 for 83
followed by 5, and 32 with X2,253%8,47 and hs,2518.99 respectively

Zhe farm business income per hectare was highest for 33(35.3626.3
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Table 6.33. Measures of income for Paddy in Punja (Local) -~

Size group wise

( in Re)
Sy 8, 3 S, 8, Average

{. Net income

at cost C 1266.94 1220.85 1941,16 913,16 655.77 1095.19
2. Ket income at :

cost C exclue~

ding rental 2538.47 2518.99 3267.03 1746.42 1643.94 2239.38

value
3. farm business

income 2971.55 3013.74 3626.39 2086.05 1904.94 2587.54
4, ‘amily labour

income 1668,46 1689.93 2274.65 1189.70 896.51 1419,20
5. farm invest~

ment income 2570.03 2544.66 3292.90 1809.51 1663.56 2263.54

Table 6,34. Measurss of income for Paddy in Punja (Local) -
Income group wise
( in BRs )
I1 Ig__ I1 I4 15 ASerage

{. Net income

at cost ¢ 1938.79 1369.63 1366.66 935.60 £07.93 1095.19
2, Net income at

cost U exclud=-

ing rentel  3256.69 2694.23 2353.86 2015.52 1996.27 223938
3. farm businese

income 4223,97 3169.62 2705.46 2311,34 2213.12 2587.54
4. Family labour .

income 2872.21 1815.65 1684,.28 1208.64 1008.56 1419,20
5. Farm invest-

ment income  3290.55 2723.55 2387.84 2038.30 2012.49 2263.54
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follovwed by 32 (ka,3013,74) and 81(33.2971.55) with an awcragc
of Re,.2587.54. The maverage family labour income was
ke,1419,20, the highest being recorded by S5 followed by 32
and S,. the average farm investment income was Rs,2263,.54

per hectare.

ithe income group wise distribution of profit revealed
that the highest profit at all costs was realised by I1
followed by I,. The income measures showed a decreasing
trend in profite with an increase in income., Table 6,34
showe the different ingome measures for local varieties in
Punja. 7The highest net income was recorded by I, with
Re,1938.79 and lowest was Ls,807.93 in Ig at cost C.
Exclusive of the rental value the highest net income was

recorded in I, (ks,3256,69) and the lowest in 15 (Re,1996.27).

The measures of profit shows that the cultivation of
high yielding varieties was lese remunerative when compared
with the local varieties, BEven though higher yields were
obtained for high ylelding varieties, they did not compensate
the lower prices obtained for high yilelding varieties in the
markets, More over the quanfit{ ofrgtrain obtained is also

CE v tiviniion

{ost ¢
much less and that theLincur%cd for high yielding varieties

are high compared to local varieties,

Benefit cost ratios

Benefit cost ratio is a measure of efficiency of the
farm business., <This gives an 1dea of the returns per rupee
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invested., It was worked out for the different seasons separately
and presented in Table 6,35 and 6.36. smong the different seasons
the benefit cost ratio was highest for Viruppu (1.40) followed
Mundakan (1.33), Punja cultivating local varieties (1.24) and
high yielding varieties in Punja (3.13).

Table 6.35. Benefit cost ratios - Size groupwise

Seasons 8, S, 83 S4 35 Average
Viruppu 1.26 1.37 1.58 1.28 1.35 1.40
Mundakan 1.28 1.35 1,43 1.31 1,28 1.33
Punja (HYV) 1.01 0.98 1.16 1.26 1,16 1.13
Punja (Local) 1.25 1.23 1.41 1.28 1,15 1.24

Table 6.36. Benefit cost ratios - Income groupwise

Seasons I 12 I3 I4 15 Average
Punja (HYV) 1.03 1.12 1.00 1,20 11,21 1.13
Punja (Local) 1.42 1.26 1.38 1.29 1,16 1.24

1
‘he benefit cost ratios did not show any coneltent relationship
with size of holding or with the farmers income., However it was
found that generally the benefit-cost ratdo was the lowest in

the lowest income group.
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kesource use efficiency:

Linear and log linear production functions were fitted
to evaluate the efficiency of resources for paddy cultivation.
The rezcurces considered were land area, bullock labour, men
labour, women labour, nitrogen, phosphorus, potassium, plant
protection chemicals, organic manures and income.

Linear model can be represented as
Y = bo+b1 Xyt by, x, b3 Xy b, X, + b5 Xg *t bg xg t

b7 Xq + b8 xg 7 b9 Xq + b1° %40

Log linear model

Y = Yield (kg)

xy = Area (cents)

=  Bullock labour (Rs)
= Male labour (Hrs)
= Female labour (Hrs)
X5 = Nitrogen (kg)

Xg = Phosphorus (kg)

X7 = potassium (kg)
= Plant protection chemicals (Eks)
= QOrganic manures (Rs)

3 Gross income (Rs)
bo. b1, b2 oo b,o are regression co~efficients,
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Eventhough linear and log linear functions were tried
the R? was not significant, Many reasons can be attributed
to this, It may be that there is not much variation in the
inputs used and hence there could not be much variation in
yield, caused by those inputs. The variation in yield can be
due to other factors like soil, climate etc. It may also
perhaps be due to the fact that the farmers had reached a
stage where slight changes in the input may not reflect in
the output. ‘Alternatively there could be influence of inputs
on yield, but it may be in some other form of relationship.

Economice of coconut, arecanut and banana

Coconut and arecanut are grown as mixed crops. Lhese
being established perennial crops, the cost of maintenance
and the annual returns per hectare alone vwere estimated, For

banana the cost of cultivation and returns have been computed.

By and large coconut gardens in the area, are established
ones, fience only the maintenance of such gardens were studied,
Regular inter-cultivation operations are done with the onset
of monsoon., <The land is either ploughed or dug by the onset
of south-west monsoon., ILater basins are prepared around palms
for application of manures. Fertilizers are generally not
applied while manuring with cowdung and green leaves are
practised. Green manure is used to the extent of its availabi-

lity. Irrigation channels are prepared by January. Irrigation
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is given twice or thrice in a week during the summer months,
Plant protection measures are not adopted except for

controlling rhinoceros beetle and bud rot.

The most common variety grown is weet coast tall, The
hybrid varieties are not popular in this area. Inter-
[
croppinz and mixed cropping is oommonLSooonut gardens., Undex

planting is seen carried ocut in many of the coconut gardens,

Arecanut is grown as a mixed crop with coconut. The
intercultural operations start with the onset of monsoon.
Organic manures are applied at the basins and covered. By
January, channels are made to facilitate irrigation.
Fertilizers are not commonly used. The sale of the produce
is by contract., The harvesting and plant protection are
carried out by contractors, the cost of which are deducted

from the payments for the produce.

Usually banana is cultivated a® an intercrop is garden
lands. To some extent it is also grown as a pure orop. lhe
planting of suckers arxe during ‘4pril-May for rainfed orop
while in August-September for irrigated crop. No definite
spacing is seen adopted. Suckers are planted in pits of

.5m x ,5m x .5 m filled with green leaf and farm yard
manures, Fertilizers are also applied by farmers. Irrigation
is given twice a week where facilities exist, Plant

protection measures are not seen adopted, 3By the time the
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plant put forth bunches they are propped to avoid damages,
Bunches are ready for harvest in 12-.13§ months,

Cotonut is the most important orop in garden land.
It ococupied 42,57 per cent of garden land on the sample farms.
the average area under coconut, arecanut and banana for the
different size dlasses worked out and presented in Table 6.37.
The average area under coconut worked out to 0,22 hectare,
while it was 0.15 hectare for arecanut and 0,03 hectare for
banana, <‘he average area under coconut was highest in 85
(0.39 hectare) while the lowest was recorded in 5 (0.12
hectare). For arecanut and banana the average area was
highest for S5, (0.25 hectare and 0.05 hectare respectively).
For coconut an increasing trend in the average area 1is

noticed as the total farm size increased,

The income group-wise distribution of area for the
sample farmers are presented in lable 6.38. Lhe average
area under coconut showed an inoreasing trend from I1
(0.11 hectare) to I (0.34 hectare). FYor arecanut the
average area was lowest for I, (0.07 hectare) while it was
highest for 15 (0.20 hectare). It may also be noted that

the average area under banana was highest in I, (0.05 hectare).

ihe average cost of maintenance per hectare of coconut
worked out to Ks.9027.81. 1he cost of maintenance of arecanut
was Rs,4575.74 per hectare. The cost of cultivation at cost C
for banana was found to be Ks,26069.45. The total cost
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Table 6.37. Size group wise distribution of area under coconut,
arecanut and banana
(Area in hectares)

Coconut Arecanut Banana
81 No. of farmers 20 13 7
Lotal area 3.00 0.89 0.13
Average area o.12 0.07 0.02
32 No. of farmers 20 16 6
-fotal area 3087 2070 0020
Average area 0.19 0.17 0.03
83 No. of farmers 23 14 9
i‘otal area 4-40 2025 0019
Average area 0.19 0.16 0.02
34 No. of farmers it io 6
Total ares 2.55 2.50 0.28
Average area 0.2% 0.25% 0.05
35 No. of farmers 20 19 9
Total area 7.78 2.79 0.27
Average area 0.39 0.15 0.03
Total No.of farmers 100 T2 37
Total area 21.60 11.13 1.07

Average area 0.22 0.15 0.03
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Table 6.38 Income group wise distribution of area under
coconut, arecanut and banana

(Area in hectares)

Coconut Arecanut Banana
I1 No, of farmers 12 11 4
Total area 1.28 0.82 0.19
Average area 0.11 0.07 0.0%
12 No. of farmers 29 18 12
Total area 5.15 3.35 0.22
Average area 0.18 0.19 0.02
I3 Ro. of farmers 20 16 9
Total area 4.65 2.02 0.27
Average area 0. 23 0. 13 0. 03
I4 Ko. of farmerse , 15 9 3
Total ares 2.%4 1.38 0.10
Average area 0.16 0.15% 0.03
15 No. of farmers 24 i8 9
Total area 8;19 3.56 0.29
Average area 0.34 0.20 0.03
Total No.of farmers 100 72 37
sotal area 21.60 11.13 1.07

Average area 0.22 0.15 0.03
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excluding rental value of land is also given in “able 6.39.

¥hen the rental value of land was excluded there was 31,66
percent reduction in the cost for maintemance of :scoconul

The reduction was 33.24 per cent for arecanut and 29,55 per

cent for banana. 7The total cost per hectare in respect of
these crops did not show any relationship with size of hold-

ing. However in the case of arecanut and to some extent in the
case of coconut there was negative association between hold-

ing size and ceoat per hectare.

Table 6.40 shows the cost of maintenance per hectare
incurred for coconut and arecanut and cost of cultivation of
banana in the income classes, 4s well be seen from the table
cost per hectare did not show any relationship with gross

income of families,

The input wise split up of the cost of maintenance per
hectare for coconut, arecanut and the cost of cultivation of
banana are shown in Table 6.41, It was observed that the
major cost item for coconut waa rental value of land which
accounted for 31.86 per cent. Manures contributed 18,97 per
cent and hired labour accounted 18,8 per cent., Ffor arecanut
33.24 per cent of the total cost was accounted for rental
value of land 27.5 per cent on manures and 13,45 per cent on
hired human labour. For banana 29.55 per cent of fhe total
cost acoounted for rental value, while hired labour and

manures accounted for 16.99 per cent and 12,23 per cent
respectively.
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Table 6.39. Per hectare cost of maintenance of coconut, arecanut
and cost of cultivation for banana - 9ize group wise

(in Rs)
1. 31 32 83 34 35 Average
1. Coconut
1-ﬁot:1 8999.53 9250.41 9039.18 8583,05 9067.32 9027.81
11.Total
Cost ex~
cluding
rental 6415.67 6201.43 6048.04 5886.22 6221.49 6169.95
value

2. A:geoanut
L.30tal  4678.59 4921.51 4673.54 4321.40 4355.98 4575.74
11,Tot51
coat
excluding
rental 3200.34 3158.04 3102.53 3018.85 2900.94 3054.83
value
3.Eanansa
i.Cost C 24720.65 24481.61 27016.99 24750.02 28597.12 26069.45
11.Cost €
excluding
r:;tal 17770.67 17265.02 19547.31 17101.60 19953,29 18367.14
value

Table €.40, Per hectare cost of maintenance coconut, arecanut and
cost of cultivation of banana - Income group wise

(¥igures in rupees)
T1 T, ;3 iﬂ f; Agerage

1. voconut
i.fotal Cost 8902.57 8964.04 9248.42 8853.75 9034.01 9027.81
#1.Total Cost

excluding 6272.3% 6151.33 6213,56 6085.,06 6180.25 6169.95

rental w lue ,
b \CY 701 & e

i.Total Cost 4836.12 4181.85 4865.31 5334,65 4428.55 4575.74
#i.Total Cost

excluding
rental vaiue 5408:09 2890.77 3183.43 3440.30 2906.08 3054.83

W GE Em AR s e GB MR e W s AR WE e WP We @E G G GF WP Am VD R MR A RS M G TR S Wh WD e

excluding
rental mluve 17570.67 18016.47 17245.75 18189.36 20259.81 18367.14
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Table 6.41, Input wise cost of maintenance of coconut,
aracanut andsoultivation of banana per hectare

cdBt of ( in Rs )

Itens Coconut Arecanut Banana
1. Hired human labour 1697.31 615.50 4428.99
(18.80) (13.45) (16.99)
2. Seed material .o .o 1879.40
( 7.21)

3. Plant protection 43.01 .o .o

chemicalse ( 0.48)

4. Irrigation 585.43 262,56 1403.69
( 6.48) ( 5.74) ( 5.38)
5. Manures 1712.70 1258.10 3188,40
(18.97) (27.50) (12.23)
6. fertilizers 388,76 .o 1346.49
( 4.31) ( 5.16)
T.Propping .o .o 1320,18
( 5.06)
8. Miscellanemlﬂ . . 4470 26
( 1.72)
9, VYepreciation 112,50 120.96 120.93
(1.25) ( 2.64) ( 0.46)
10. Interest on working 544.5%5 270.09 1696 . 21
capital ( 6.03) ( 5.90) ( 6.51)
(56.32) (55.23) (60.72)
11. Eental value 2857.86 1520,91 7702.30
(31.66) (33.24) (29.55)
12.Interest on fixed 217.50 233. 11 233,78
capital ( 2.40) ( 5.09) ( 0.90)
(90.38) (93.56) (91.17)
( 9.62) ( 6.44) { 8.83)
Total Cost 9027.8% 4575.74 26069.45

(100,00) (100.00) ( 100.00 )

(Figures in parentheses represent percentages to total)
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Operation wise c¢ost of maintenance of coconut,

arecanut and cost of cultivation of banana

per hectare (in Es )
Items Coconut Arecanut Banaga
1. Preparatory cultivation .o .o 2664.09
(10.22)
2. Yeeds and sowing .o - 2870.19
(11.01)
3. Weeding and inter- 312.86 599.94 1183.30
cultural operations ( 3.47) (13.,11) ( 4.54)
4. Plant protection 106,74 .o .o
( 1.18)
5. Irrigation 973.75 344,23 1403.69
(10.79) 7.52) ( 5.38)
6. Manuring 2212.87 1486.50 4430,19
(24.51) (32.49) (16.99)
7. *ertilizer application 515,33 .o 1584, 71
( 5.71) ( 6.08)
8. Harvesting 1173.85 .o .o
(13.00)
9. Propping .o .o 1732,78
( 6.64)
10. Mis cellaneous .o .e 4470 27
( 1.72)
11. ~epreciation 112,50 120.96 120.93
( 1.25) ( 2.64) ( 0.46)
12, Interest on working 544.55 270.09 1696,21
capital ( 6.03) (5.90) ( 6.51)
13. hental value 2857,.86 1520.91 7702,3%
(31.66) (33.24) (29.55)
14. Interest on 217.50 233,11 233,78
fixed capital ( 2.40) ( 5.10) ( 0.90)
iotal Cost 9027.81 4575,74 26069,45
(100.00) (100.00) (100.00)

(¥igures in parentheses represemt percentages to total)
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The break up of the cost per hectare distributed
between the operations is shown in Table 6.42. For coconut
the major share was contributed by manuring which accounts
for 24.51 per cent. Next to it comes harvesting accounting
for 13.00 per cent, For aracanut, manuring incurred 32.48
per cent of total cost and 13.11 per cent for intercultural
operations. 16.99 pexr cent of the total cost of cultivation
of banana is on manuring, 11.01 per cent on planting and

10.22 per cent on preparatory cultivation.

1he cost was worked without considering the rental
value of land and found that in coconut 27,76 per cent of the
total cost incurred was on manures, 27.51 per cent on hired
human labour and 14,07 per cent on family labour. In the
case of arecanut 41,18 per cent by manures and 20,15 per cent
by hired human labour. For banana 24.11 per cent of the total
cost of cultivation excluding rent incurred on hired human
labour, 17.36 per cent on manures and 12.53 per cent as family
labour charges, <1able 6,43 shows the input wise distribution
of total cost excluding imputed rental value.

A further analysis of the ocost based on operations
excluding rental value illustrated that the major operation
in terms of coet incurred was manuring which accounts for
35.87 per cent of total cost and 19.03 per cent oﬁ harvesting
for coconut. HManuring in arecanut involved 48,66 per cent
of total cost and 19,64 per cent for weeding and intercultural
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Table 6.43. Input wise cost of maintenance of coconut,
arecanut and coest of cultivation of banena
per hectare excluding rental value

( in ks )
Coconut Arecanut Banana
i, Hired buman labour 1697.31 615,50 4428,99
(27.51) (20.15)  (24.11)
2, veed nmaterial - - 1879,40
(10.23)
3. Plant protection 43.01 - -
che :icals ( 0.70) :
4, Irrigation 585.43 262,56 1403.69
( 9.49) ( 8,€0) ( 7.64)
5. sanures 1712.70 1258,10 3138.40
| (27.76) (41.13)  (17.36)
6. fexrtilizers 388,76 - 1346, 49
( 6.30) ( 7.33)
7. Propping - - 1320.18
( 7.19)
8, Miscellaneous - - 447.26
( 2.44)
9 Jlepreciation 112,50 120.96 12C.93
( 1.82) ( 2.96) ( 0.66)
10. Interest on 544,55 270,09 1656, 21
working capital ( 8.83) ( 8.84) ( 9.24)
11, Irntere=t on fir-d 217.50 235,11 233.78
capital ( 3052) 7&63) ( 1-27)
12. Family labour charges 868,19 294,51 2301.82
, (14.07) ( 9.64) (12.53)
Total vost 6169,.95 3054.83 153567.14
(100.00) (100.00) (100.00)

(¢igures in parentheces represent percentages to total)
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Table 6.44., Operation wise cost of maintenance of coconut,
arecanut and cost of cultivation of hanana per
hectare excluding rental value

( in Ks )
Coconut Aracanut Banana
1. Preparatory cultivation - - 2664,09
(14.50)
2, veeds and sowing - : - 2870.19
(15.63)
3. Weeding and inter- 312.86 599,04 1183.30
cultural operations ( 5.07) (19.64) ( 6.44)
4. Plant protection 106.74 - -
( 1.73)
5. Irrigation 973%.75 344.23 1403.69
(15.78) (11.27) (7.64)
6. Menuring 2212,87 1486,50 4430.19
(35.87) (48.€6) (24,12)
7. fertilizor 515.3% - 1584,71
avplication ( 8.35) ( 5,63)
8. Harvesiing 1175.85 - -
(19.03)
9., Propping - - 1732.78
{ 9.43)
1¢0. HAiscellianeous - - 447.26
eo ( 2.44)
11. Jepreciation 112.50 120.9¢ 120.93
( 1.82) ( 3.96) ( 0.66)
12, Interxrust on working 544,55 270.09 1696, 21
capital ( 3.83) ( 8.84) ( 9.24)
13. lrtere.t on fixed 217.50 23%., 11 233.78
capilal ( 3.52) ( 7.62) ( 1.27)
lotal 6169.95% 3054,.83 7

12367, 1
(100.00) (100.00) (100.00

(figurss in parentheses represent percentages to totald)
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operations, For arecanut the sale of the produce is on contract
and value of the produce obtained excludes harvesting charges.
Hence harvesting charges are not taken into iceount separately.
.HAIVOBting charges for banana had been included along with the
miscellaneous item as it is not incurred separately. As shown
in Table.44 the proportional distribution of casts among the
-various operations for banana was 24,12 per cent for manuring
and 14.50 per cent for preparatory cultivation and 15,63 per cent

on planting,
BExtent of use of resources:

4n attempt was made to understand the extent of use of
labour and fertilizers for major crops. <he pattern of use of
these inputs for coconut, arecanut and banana are discussed

separately.

ihe extent of use of labour and fertilizer for coconut
by various size groups are presented in Table 6.45. The total
labour hours used for the annual maintenance of coconut per
hectare were 688,65 malewlabour hours and 250,12 female labour
hours. It was observed that the family labour contributed
289,60 male labour hours which was 42,05 per cent of total male
labour required for coconut. The entire female labour was hired.
The utilisation of male labour was found to be 774.94 hours for
85 which was the highest and the lowest wae 611,52 hours in 83.
fhe extent of fertilizers used were 25.03 kg nitrogen, 20.67 kg

phosphorus and 71,64 kg potassium on an average per hectare as
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Table 6.45. Bxtent of use of labour and fertilizers per hectare
for coconut - 3ize group wise

Item 84 8, 84 A ' 85 Average

Famidy Male 561.49 347.64 320.19 254.31 150.15 289.60
labour
(hrs)  Femle - - - - - -

Hired Male 105.63 299.06 291.33 399.43 624.79 399.05

lab
(hrs)  Pemale 373.69 294.35 234.16 176,67 214,34 250,12

Fertilizers
(kg) *H 68 9.20 21.00 54.05 5.28 23,20 25,03

K 136 17.74 78.40 128.41 2.33  T79.67 T1.64

*Recommendation as per Package of Practioces

Table 6.46., Bxtent of use of labour and fertilizers per hecotare
for coconut - Income group wise

Item I 1, 13 I4 15 4yerage

18811y yale  604.24 329.36 360,68 282,33 176,90 289,60

(hrs) Female - - - - - -

?:ﬁ:ﬁ, Male 117.93 290.44 367.24 351,95 544.30 399.80

Fertilizers
(kg) *N 68 16.58 18.16 13.18 29,15 36.14 25,03
34 11.88  10.91 13.66 24.15 31.15 20.67
K 136 45.63 46,77 50.34 35,15 113,75 T71.64

* Recommendation as per package of Practices
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againat the recommendation for average management of 68 kg
nitrogen, 34 kg phosphorus and 136 kg potassium per hectare,
The utilieation of N,P,K, by sample farmers compared with the
standard recommendation were 36,87 per cent of nitrogen,
60.79 per cent of phosphorus and 52,68 per cent of Potaaa;nl.
‘he highest N,P,K utilisation wae found in 83 vith 54,05 kg
nitrogen, 49.15 kg phosphorus and 128,41 kg potassium per
hectare which waoe 79,49 per cent of the nitrogen, 144.56 per
cent of the phosphorus and 94.42 per cent of the potassium of
the recommendation. Only meagre quantities of K,P,K, were
used by 84. Thus fertilizer use pd: hectare was not influenced
by the size of holdings,

Table 6,46 shows the input utilisation of soconut
for the income groups. <he total family labour utilised
was highest for 1, which recorded 604.24 male hours and
lowest by Ig wvhich wvas 176.9 male hours per hectare, The
family labour utilisation showed a decreasing trend with
increase in income. The highest of total male labour
utilised was found to be 727.92 male hours per hectare in 15.
‘here was no definite trend in the utilisation of labour
between the income groupe. The N,P,K utilisation was highest
for I5 with 36,14 kg nitrogen, 31.15 kg phosphorus and
113.75 kg potassium which was 53,15 per cent of Nitrogen,
91,62 per cent of Phospherus and 83,64 per cent of

Potassium of the recommended dose,



Table 6.47. Labour utilisation per hectare of arecanut -
Sige group wise

Itens S1 82 S5 84 S5 Average

Family Male 120.33 98,52 99.33 90.59 108.35 101,11
labour
(hrs) Female - - - - - -

Hired
labour Male 100.50 118,17 112.86 149.82 100.65 118.40

(hrw) Female 210,24 118,31 128.70 47.04 127.76 114,12

Fertilizers were not generally applied for arecanut.
Labour utilisation alone is shown in lable 6.47., <he total labour
used was 219,51 male labour hours and 114,12 female labour hours
per hectare on an average. Family labour showed a decreasing
trend with increase in the size groups. The hired male labour
4 with 149,82 hours and lowest for
S, with 100.5 hours. The female labour utilised was maximum
with 210.24 hours and minimum in S, with 47.04 hours,

per hectare was highest for S

in 31 4
Labour for harvesting could not be included as it is incurred

by the contractor.

Information on input use according to income groups is
presented in Table 6,48, The male labour utilised was maximum
for I, with 276,46 hours per hectare and lowest in 12 with
219,96 hours., Female labour utilisation showed a decreasing
trend with increase in income, %lhe female labour utilised
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was highest for 11 which recorded 221,03 hours and lowest
for I4 with 88.04 hours,

Table 6.48. Labour utilisation per hectare of arecanut -
Incomewise groups

Itenms I, 12 I3 14 15 Average

Family Male 230,42 96.61 108.89 96.47 101.43 101,11

labour . ,
(hre) Fomale - - - - - -

Hired
labour Male 46.04 123.35 116,49 164.79 146.95 118,40

(hrs) Female 221.03 104.81 151,93 88.04 120.84 114,12
&H “

Table 6.49. Extent of use of labour and fertilizers per hectare
for banana - Size groups wise

w

S o
Items 1 82 33 4 DS Average

Famil
laboug Male 661.35 849,03 906.22 680.97 749.45 767.27

(hrs) Female - - - - - -

Hired
1abour Male 901,74 634.93 945.56 1113,49 1639.77 1101.29

(hrse) Female 334.41 604,96 398.33 287,71 468,63 417,98

Fertilizer
(kg) *N 475 226,46 108,00 228.94 58.79 181.93 149.65

P 287.5 150.97 72.00 152,63 39.19 121,28 99.76
K 750 320.66 141,02 184.20 117,57 263.85 195,37

*hecommendation as per Package of Practices.
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Table 6.50, dLxtent of use of labour and fertilizers per hectare

of banana « Inoome group wise

Itens 11 12 13 14 15 Average
ia:ily Male 1656.,50 607.76 644.85 388,12 550.41 767.27
abour
(hrs ) Female - - - - - -

Hired Male 309.34 1190.06 880,19 1782,37 1523.81 1101,29

%ﬁgggr Female 376.99 151.40 520.84 443.26 542.59 417.98

Fertilizers

(Kg) * K 475 174.74 160.82 100.89 149.23 170.28 149,65
P 287.5 116,49 107.17 67.26 100.92 113,04 99.76

K750 249.48 221,64 101.78 156.40 240.55 195,37

*
Kecommendations a® per Package of Practices

Input use for banana is shown in Table 6.49. Total
human labour utilised was 1868,.,56 male labour hours and 417,98
female labdour hours per hectare on an average. ihe highest
male labour use of 2389,.,22 hours was found in SS. Female
labour was highest in 82 with 604.96 hours per hectare.
Fertilizer use per hectare was found to be 149.65 kg nitrogen,
99.76 kg phosphorus and 195,37 kg potassium against the
recommended dose of 475 kg Nitrogen, 287.5 kg Phosphorus and
750 kg Potassium per hectare., The utilisation was only 31,51
pexr cent nitrogen, 34,7 per cent phospherus and 26,05 per cent
potassium of the recommended dose, <The highest use of N,P,K

was noticed in 8, with 226,46 kg, 150,97 kg and 320.66 kg
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respectively which was 47,68 per cent nitrogen, 52.51 per cent

phosphorus and 42,75 per c¢ent potassium of the recommended dose,

Table 6.50 shows the utilisation of inputs in different
income groups for banana. <he family labour utilised was
highest in I, with 1656,50 male hours and lowest in I‘ with
388,12 male hours per hectare. The hired female labour used
was maximum for I5 with 542.59 hours and minimum in I, with
151.4 hours per hectare. The total male hours utilised was
highest for 14 which recorded 2170.49 hours per hectare while
the lowest was in I3 with 1525,04 hours per hectare. The
N,P,K utilisation was highest for I, with 174.74 kg, 116.49 kg
and 249.48 kg respectively which was 36,79 per uent nitrogen
40,52 per cent of phospherus and 33,26 per cent of potassium of
the recommendation, Thus there was very little association

between input use and 1levels of family income,

Returns from coconut, arecanut and banana:

On an average the groé%??%%ﬁfcoconut obtained for the
year under study was found to be Rs.14289.32 per hectare, of
which 89,15 per cent was contributed through the sale of
coconuts. (iable 6.51). Aracanut yielded an average return
of Ks,T7604.54 per hectare. Both for coconut and arecanut
gross returns did not show any relationship with size of
holding. <he overall returns obtained from banana was of the
order of keg,38511,69 per hectare, Of which 88.76 per cent



Table 6.51.

keturns per hectare from coconut, arecanut and banana - 8ize group uise

(in Rs )
31 82 83 34 85 Average
1. Coconut
Main product 11419.49  13729.67 13440.19 12021.23 12593,28 12738.85
(88.39) (90.06) (89.87) (89.15) (88.50) (89.15)
By product 1499.83 1515,.25 1515.49 1462.90 1635.88 1550.47
(11.61) ( 9.94) (10.13) (10.85) (11.50) (10.85)
Total receipt 12919.32 15244.92 14955.68 13484.13  14229.16 14289.3%2
(100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00)
2. Arecanut
Total receipt 7391.25 8817.37 7855.37 6512.73 T275.19 7604.54
3. Banana
i. Main product 30695.7t1 31582.96 33256.85 32484.60 39166,67 34183.60
(88.33) (87.53) (89.04) (87.56) (90.62) (88,76)
ii. By product 4057.20 4500.00 4091.54 4757.50 4052.50 4328.09
(11.67) (12.47) (10.96) (12.44) ( 9.38) (11.24)
lotal receipt 34752.91 36082.96 37348.39 38242.10 43219.17 38511.69
(100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00)

(Figures in parentheses represent percentages to total)

2T



Table 6.52. Returns per hectare of coconut, arecanut and banana - Income group wise

(in Rs )
I1 12 I3 14 I5 Average
1. Soconut
Main product 11726.62 12781.14 13407.16 12394.86 12619.96 12738.85
(89.17) (9¢.88) (88.35) (89.54) (88.44) (89.15)
By product 1424.46 1282.52 1767.16 1448.60 1648.85 1550.47
(10.83) ( 9.12) (11.65) (10.46) (11.56) (10.85)
Total receipt 13151.08  14063.71 15174.32 1384%.46 14268.81 14289.32
(100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (#00.00)
2. Arecgnut
Total receipt T140.13 6455.41 8409.41 9471.77 9612,35 T7604.54
3. DBanang
Main product 36902.52 33759.12 30147.06 32500.00 37062.54 34183.60
(88.60) (90.32) (87.77) (89.53) (88.34) (88.76)
By product 4750.00 3620.00 4200.00 3800.00 4890.19 4328.09
(11.40) ( 9.68) (12.23, (10.47) (11.66) (11.24)
Total receipt 41652.52  37379.12 34347.06 36300.00 41953.13 38511.69
(100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00)

(Figures in parentheses represent percentages to total)

Lol
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was contributed by bunches while 11,24 per cent by sale of
suckers and leaves, The returns per hectare showed an
increasing trend with increase in holding slize groups., It
was 5£8,34752.91 per hectare for 81 and Ks,43%219,17 pex
hectare for 85. The receipt for 35 waa 12.22 per cent higher

than the average.

iable 6,52 shows the distribution of total receipts
for the different income groups from coconut, arecanut and
banana, In the case of coconut no consistent relationship
between per hectare returns and gross family income was
noticed. <he returns from arecanut showed an increasing
trend with income groups with the exception of group Iz. For
banana though the highest returns were received by IS' the
gross returns did not show any consistent relationship with

gross family income,

Income from coconut, arecanut and banana.

The mezsures of income for coconut was worked out size
groupwise and presented 1n.Table 6.53. +he overall net income
from coconut per year at total cost was found to be Rs.5261,49
per hectare. #Without taking into account the imputed value
of rent on land as an item o0f cost the net income per hectare
was Es,3119,35, Norne of the measures of income was found to
have any consistent relationship with holding size of the
families.



Table 6.53. Measures of inocome for Coconut
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- 3ize group.wise

(in Rs )
sesdliuy
S1 82 83 84 85 Average
{. Net income 3919.79 5994.51 5916.50 4°901.08 5161,.84 5261.49
at cost C
2. Net income
at cost C
excluding
rental value
"3, Farm busi-
nese inocome 8458,81 10359.23% 10108.89 8638,58 8593%,06 9205,06
4. Family labour
income 6604.27 T037.42 6877.08 5664.02 5610,61 6129,68
5. Farm investi-
ment inocome 6774.33 9316,32 9148,31 7875.64 8144.29 8336.27
Table 6.54. Measures of income for Coconut - Income groupwise
I Ig I: I4 15 Average
1. Net income
at cost C 4248,51 5099.64 5925.90 4989.71 5234.80 5261.49
2. Net income
at cost C
excluding
rental value
of land 6878.73 17912,38 8960.76 T7758,40 8088,56 8119,37
3. ram buesi-
ness income 8970.62 9152,8% 10247.71 8859.99 8802.27 9205.06
4, Family
labour income 6061.23 6087.72 7006.94 5836.69 5765,50 6129,.68
5, farm invest-
ment income 7157.89 8164,75 9165.67 8013.01 8271.57 8336,27
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Table 6,55, Measures of income for Arecanut -~ Size groupwise

(in Rs)
84 32 83 84 S5 Average

1. Ket income

at cost C 2712.66 3896.00 3181,49 2191.33 2919.21 3028.80
2, Net income at

cost C exclue

ding rental
3, Farm business

income 4822.58 6191.37 5291.16 4043.37 4835,81 5077.14
4. Family labour

income 3073.65 4155.07 3479.48 2463,09 3244.25 3323.31
5. Farm invest-

nent income 4461,59 5932,16 4993.17 3771.61 4510.77 4782.63

Iable 6.56.

Measures of

income for Aracanut - Incomewise

(in Rs)
I, I, I I, 15 Average

{. Net income

at cost C 2304.01 2273.56 3544.10 4137.12 3183.80 3028.80
2. Net income

at cost C

excluding

rental value

of land 3732.04 3564.64 5225,98 6031.47 4706.27 4549.71
3. Farm business

income 4702.45 4106.85 5758.56 6575.49 5109.02 5077.14
4. Family labour

income 2995,26 2563.40 3870.7T7 4426.53 3375.06 3323.31
5. Farm invest-

ment income 4011.20 3817.01 5431.89 6286.08 4917.76 4782,.83




131

Information on inocome groupwise distribution of net
income from coconut is given in Table 6.54., There was no
consistent relationship between net income and the gross
income of families. However both family labcur income and
farm business income were lowest in 15. The data is

illustrated in Table 6.54.

As can be seen from lables 6,55 and 6,56 arecanut
yielded an overall net income of hks,3028,80 per hectare at
total cost. Bxcluding of rental value of land the net income
was Rs., 4549,71., The income at all measures was highest for S,.
The farm businees income was Ks,5077.14 on an average. None
of the income measures was found to be associated with hold-

ing size or gross income of families.

Table 6.57 and 6.58 shows net income measures in
respect of banana., The overall net income from banana wvas
Rs.12442.24 per hectare at cost C, Excluding of rental value
of land it was found to be Ks,20144,.55 per hectare. Thus
net income was the highest in the case of banana. The average
farm business income was found to be Ks,22680.19, family labour
income was Es,14744,.10 and farm investiment income was
Rs,20378.37. All measures of income were found to be highest
for 35 and lowest for 31.

Net income at all measures was found to be highest in 11.
The net income exoluding rental value was Es,24081,85 per hectare
for I1 vhich was 19,55 per cent higher than the average.



Table 6.57.
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Measures of income for Banana - Size groupwise

(in Bs )
81 82 83 S¢ 85 Average
1. Net 1n:onn 10032.26 11601.35 10331,40 13492,08 14622.05 12442.24
at cos
2. Net inoonme
at cost ©
excluding

rentalvale 16982,84
of land

Farm busimes
income

Fanily lsbour
income

Farm invest~
ment incoms 1725%.52

3.
19238.05

4.
12016.79

5.

18817.,94 17801.08 21140.50

21637.86 20760.42 23461,.74
14148.44 13050.07 15534.99

19090.77 18041,.75 21418,23

23265,.88 20144,.55

25650.38 22680.19
16869.97 14744.10

23402,50 20378.37

Table 6.58, Measures of income for Banana - Income groupwise
(in BRs )
I1 12‘ I} 14 15 Average
1. Net income
at cost C 15751.35 11886,.83 10231.90 10850.64 13302.82 12442.24
2, Ret income
at cost C
excluding 24081.85 19362.65 17101.31 18110.64 21693.32 20144.55
rental wmlue :
3, Farm busi- .
4, Family
labour 20721.06 13710.12 12166.45 12015.00 14954.04 14744.10
incone
5. Farm invest-

ment income 24361, 21

19615.02 17307.22 18365.25
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Economice of livestock

Liveatock with the farmerc consisted of milch cows
and draught animals mainly. Among the sample households 64 per
cent of farmers were maintaining cows. The draught animals
are not maintained throughout the year, They are purchased
before a crop season and later sold after use, Discussion
in this chapter confines only to milch animals which forus
the major share in the livestock possessed by farmers. None

of the farmers possessed buffuloes,

‘he status of milch animals for different farm sizes
is presented in Iable 6.59. <he total number of cows possessed
by the sample was 80, The overall average number of cows
worked out to 0.80 per farm. Of the total, 38 were crose
bred which accounts for 47.50 per cent of cows possessed.
At the time of investigation 45 per cent of the cows were dry.
The average number of cows per farm was highest in S5 with
1.25 and lowest in 31 with 0.54. <he average number of cross
bred cows was 0.75 for 35 while for desi cows, it was 0,.50.
85 possessed 31,25 per cent of the total number of cows in

the sample.

The distribution of milch animals among the income
groups is shown in Tabl 6.60. More number of cows were
maintained by IS (25) which constituted 31,25 per cent of

total number of cows. Y‘he average number of cows per farm
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fable 6,59, Milch animals with the farmers according to their

status - Sise groupwise

(in numbers)
5 8, 85 5 55 éverall

Cove in milk

1. Cross bred Iotal 5 5 3 3 10 26
Average 0.19 0.25 0.13 0.27 0.50 0.26

2. lesi Total 4 2 6 1 5 18
Average 0.15 0.10 0.26 0.09 0.2% 0.18

Cows dry

1. Cross bred Total 1 3 3 - 5 12
Average 0.04 0.15 0.3 0.25 0,12

2, Desi Total 4 7 5 3 5 24
Average 0.15 0.3%5 0.22 0.27 0.25 0.24
Total 14 17 17 7 25 80
Average 0.54 0.85 0.74 0.64 1.25 0.80

Table 6 . 600

Milch animals with the farmers
status - Income groupwise

according to their
(in numbers)

I‘ 12 13 14 15 Average

Sowe in milk

1. Cross bred Totsal 2 3 6 3 12 26
Average 0.17 0.10 0.30 0.20 0.50 0.26

2., Desi Total 1 3 6 1 7 18
Average 0.08 O"O 0030 0.07 0'29 0018

Cows dry

1. Cross bred Total - - 5 4 3 12
Average 0.2 0.26 0.12 0.12

2. Desi Total 2 2 5 12 3 24
Averag@ O. ‘7 0008 0.25 0.80 Oo" 0024
Total 5 8 22 20 25 80
Average 0,42 0,28 1,10 1.33 1.04 0.80
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was lowest in I2 which was found to be 0.28, The average

number of cows inoreased as the gross income increased.
Cost of maintenance of livestook

The maintenance cost varied .+ith the breed and
gstatus of the animals, The maintenance cost per day was
worked out for croes bred and desi cows both during
lactation and dry pertod and presented in Table 6,61,
according to the farm size. The average maintenance cost
was ks,5,99 and bg8,3,53 per day per animel during

lactation for crose bred and desi cows respectively.

iable 6.61., Maintenance cost per animals per day -
Size groupwise
(in rapees)

7]
2]
0
Lo

i 2 5 4 35 Average

A, Cross bred cows
In milk 6.25 17.35 6,53 3.86 5.51 5,99
Dry 4.35 3.63 4.48 2.14 4.61 4.10
B. Desi
In milk 3.58 3.67 3.39 3.67 3.42 3.53
Dry 2.13 2.45 2,32 2,59 2.25 2.32
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For cross bred cows the maintenance cost was 69,69 per cent
higher than desi cows on an average. During the dry period
the maintenance cost was Rs, 4.10 per day per animal for
cross bred cows which was T6.72 per cent higher than desi
cows (Rs.2.32 per day per animal). The maintenance cost
during lactation is 46,1 per cent higher than in dry period
for oross bred cows while it is 52,16 per cent higher for
other cows. The highest maintenance cost was found in S,
with Rs.7.35 per day per animal for cross bred cows during
lactation, For desi cows the highest maintenance cost was

hs,3.67 per day pexr animal for 32 and S4.

The distribution of the maintenance cost in different

income groups ie presented in Table 6.62,

Table 6,62. ijaintenance cost per animal per day =
(Income groupwise) ( in rupees)

11 12 I3 I4 I5 Average
A. Cross bred cows
In milk 5.43 6.26 5.56 6.20 6.20 5.99
Dry 5.13 4.58 3.48 3.97 4.52 4.10
B. Desi
In milk 3026 3085 3049 3c15 304’7 3053
Dry 1.95 2.15 2-52 2075 2.28 2.32

“he highest maintenance cost was recorded by I, (ks.6,26)
for cross bred animals during lactation which was 4.50 per cent
higher than the average maintenance cost of an animal for a day.
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For desi cows the highest was also found in I, with Re,3.85
per day per animal which is 9,07 per cent higher than the

average.

Milk yield

Ihe calving interval was found to be 470 days, during
which about 270 days the cows were in milk and the remaining
200 days they were dry. To compute the annual milk yield the
lactation and dry periods for the year were considered in the
proportion in which they occur in a complete calving interval.
In total, 200 days were considered as lactation period and

165 days as dry period a yearx.

The average milk yield per animal per day of lactation

was worked out and presented in Table 6,.63.

lable 6,63, Milk yield per animal in milk per day of lactation -
Size groupwise
(in litres)

5’ 82 33 84 35 Average
1. Cross bred 4,62 5.99 4.34 A,22 4,73 4,88
2, Desi 2.92 2.59 2.42 2,07 2.99 2.64

The average milk yield was 4.88 litres for cross bred and
2,64 litres for desi cows, The average milk yield was highest
for 8, (5.99 litres) and lowest in 8, (4.22 1itres) for cross
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bred cows, For desi cows the highest milk yield was 2,99 litres
for S5 and lowest in 84 with 2,07 litres. The overall
average milk yield for crose bred cows was found to be

84.85 per cent higher than that for desi cows.

The distribution of milk yield per animal per day among
the income classes is presented in Table 6.64.
Table 6.64. Milk yield per animal in milk per day of lactation -~

Income groupwise
(in litres)

I1 I2 I3 14 15 Average
1. Cross bred 4,46 4.49 4.81 4.66 5,33 4.88
2., Vesi 2.7% 2.08 2,91 2.18 3.04 2.64

For cross bred animals the highest milk yield was recorded in

15 with 5,33 litres and lowest in I1 with 4,46 litres per animal
per day. The highest milk yield recorded for desi cows was

5.04 litree per animal per day in 15 which was 15,15 per cent
higher than the average. While the lowest milk yield obteined
in 12 with 2,08 litres per animmal per day,

Keturns and cost from livestock enterprise

The cost and returns from cross bred as well as desi
cows are worked out and presented. Table 6.65 shows the

maintenance coat and net income from cross bred animals
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Table 6.65. Cost and returns from cross bred animals -
Size groupwise

51 8

2 4 5 Average

1. Mainten-
ance (Rs)
Total cost 11806.50 16551,60 12271.28 45%6.37 27939.7% 73105.50
Per farm 454,10 827058 533053 4’2040 1396099 731006
Per animal 1967.7% 2068.95 2045.20 1134,12 1862.65 1874.50

2. Milk produced
(litres)

Total 5544.00 9584.00 5220.00 337600 14340.00 38064.00
Per farm 213.23 479,20 226,96 306491 T717.00 380.64
Per gnimal 924.00 1198.00 870.00 844.00 956,00 976.00

3. Income from
milk (Rs)

Total 17208.,00 28080.00 15168.00 8836.00 38768.00 108160.00
Per farm 66‘.85 1404.00 659048 8‘2.36 1938'40 ‘08':60

Per animal 2868.00 3510,.00 2528,00 2234.00 2584.5% 2773.3%

4. Income from

dung (ks)
Total 990.00 1440.00 870.00 60C.00 2030.00 5930.00
Per farm 38.08 72.00 37.8% 54,55 101.49 59.30

Per animal 165.00 ‘80.00 145-00 150.00 135.32 152005

5. Total receipt
(k=) 18198.00 29%520.00 16038.00 9536.00 40798.00 114090.00
Per farm 699.93 1476.00 697.31 B866.91 2039.89 1140.80

Per animgl 3033.00 3690.00 2673.00 2384.00 2719.35 2925,38
6. Net income
(Rs.)

Total 6391,50 12968,40 3766.72 4999.63 12858.25 40984.50
Per farm 245, 83 648.42 163.78 454.51 642,90 - 409.84

Per animal 1065%.3%5 1621.0% 627.80 1249.88 857.20 1050.88
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Table 6.66. Cost of returns from cross bred animals -
Income groupwise

&

1

I,

Overall

t.

2.

3.

4.

5.

Mainten-
ance(Es)

Total cost 3204.90

Per farm 267.08
Per animal 1602.45
Milk proe-

duced (litres)

Total 1784.00
Per farm 148,67
Per animal 892.00
Income from

milk (Re)

Total 5926.00
Per farm 493.83

Per animal 2963.00

Income from

dung (Rs)

Lfotal Z10.C0
Per farm 25,83
Per animal 155.00
Total moeipt

(HS. ) 6236000
Per farnm 519.66

Per animal 3118.00

Net incone

(Rs)

Total 3031.10
Per farm 252.58

Per animal 1515.5%

16061,60 18548.20 9475.25 25815,55

553.85
2007.70

927.41 631.68
1686.20 1895.05

7184.00 10582.00 4660.00

247.72
898.00

529.10 310.67
962.00 932.00

20864.00 30844.00 14490.00

719.45
2608,00

1120.00
38,62
140.00

1542.20 966.00
2804.00 2898,00

2145.00 600.00
107.25 40.00
195.00 120.00

21984.00 32989.00 1508000

758.07
2748,00

1649.45 1006,00
2999.00 3018.00

5922.40 14440.80 5614.75

204.22
740,30

T722.04 374.32
1312.80 1122,95

1975.64
1985.80

13854.00
577.42

1086.00

36036.00
1501,.50
2772.00

1755.00
73.13
135.00

37791.00
1574.63
2907.00

11975.45
498.99
921,20

73105.50
731.06
1874.50

38064 .00
380. 64

976.00

108160.00
1081,60

2773.33

5930.00
$9.30
152.05

114090.00
1140.00
2925.38

40984.50
409.84
1050.88
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according to size groups. The average maintenance cost of
a cow was found to be Es,1874.50 for an year. The average
milk yield was 976 litres for a lactation. The total
returns from a oross bred cow was found to be ks,2925,38
in a year, of which 94.8 per cent from milk. The average
net ircome per animal profit recorded was 8s.1050.88. The
highest income was obtained in 82 with ks,1621,05 per animal
for a year which is 54.26 per cent higher than the average.
The lowest being recorded in 33 with Rs,627.8 which is
40.26 per cent less than the average. It can be noted that
the highest meintenance cost, total returns and net income

Soe
are in 2

An gnalysis of the maintenance cost and rciurns
according to income groups is presented in Yable 6,66. The
higheet net income was cbtaired in I, (Rs,1515.55) which 18
44,22 per cent higher than the average, where the maintenance
cost is 14,51 per cent lees than the average. ror i, the
annual milk yield is 8,61 per cent less than the average
and the profit in 11 is more due to low maintercnce cost

incurred. The highest milk yield was obtained in I, which

5
is 11.27 per cent higher than the average. Jo delinite trend

is seoan betiyeecr the income clessesn,

The maintenance cost and returms for a year were worked
for desi cows and presented in lable 6.67. -<he overall average

maintenance cost was Ks,1088.80 which is 41,92 per cent less



142

Table 6.67. Cost and returns from de=i animsls - Size groupwise

51 82 S3 34 S5 Overall
{.,Hainten-
ance (Rs)
Total cost 85%9.60 10277.28 11668.80 4645,40 8420,92 43552.00

Per animal 1067.45 1141,92 1060.80 1161.35 1052.62 1088,80
2,Milk Proéuced

(1itres)
Total 46T72.00 4662.00 5324.00 1656,00 4798.00 21212,.00
Per farm 179.69 233.10 231.48 150.55 239.90 211, 12

Per animal 584.00 518.00 483.99 413.99 599.75 527.80

3.1lncome from

milk (Rs)
Total 14000.00 13230.00 16588.00 5224.00 11280.00 60322,00
Per farm 538.46 661,50 721.22 474.90 564.00 603.22

Per animal 175,00 1470.C0 1508.00 1306.00 1410. 00 1508.00

4,Incone fronm

dung (Rs)
Total 1360.00 1305.,00 1715,00 740.00 1080.00 6200,00
Per farm 52, 31 65.25 74,57 67.27 54.00 62.00

Per anim¥al 170.00 145,00 156,00 185.00 135.00 155,00

5.Total receipt '
(Rs) 15360.00 14535.00 18303.00 5964.00 12360.00 66522,00
Per farm 590.77 726.75 795.79 542.17 618.00 665, 20
Per animal 1920.,00 1615.00 1664.00 1491.,00 1545,0C 1663.00

6.loet income

Rs) .
otal 6820.40 4257.72 6634.20 1318,60 3939.08 22970.00
Pexr farm 262,32 212.89 288.45 119,86 196,95 229.68

Per animal 852.55 473,08 603.20 329.65 492.38 574.20




Table 6,68,

Income groupwise

Cost and returns from desi animals -
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I‘ I2 13 14 15 Overall
{. Mainten-
et
8
otal cost 2921.25 12372.25 10024.20 4335.00 13899.30 43552.00
Per farm 243.44 426,63 501.21% 289.00 579.14 435,52
Per animal 973.75 1124.75 1113.80 1083.7% 1069.18 1088.80
2. Milk produced
(Litres) ‘
Total 1650,00 4576.00 5238.00 1744.00 7904.00 21112.00
Per farm 137.50 157.79 26%.90 116,27 329.33 211,12
Per animal 55%0.00 416,00 582.00 43%6.00 608.00 527.80
3. Ircome from
milk (Rs)
Total A668,00 15774.00 16398.00 5464,00 18018.00 60322.00
fer farm 589,00 543.93 819.90 364.27 750.75 603.22
4. Income from
dung (ks)
Total 435,00 1815.00 1125.00 680.00 2145.00 6200.00
Per farm 36.25 62.59 56.2% 45.33 B89.38 62.00
Per animal 145.00 1€5.00 125,00 170.00 165,00 155.00
50 Iatal
receipt(Rs) 5103.00 17589.00 17523,00 6144.00 20163.00 66522,00
Per farm 425,25 606,52 876.15 409.60 840.13 665,22
Per animal 1701.00 1599.00 1947,.00 1536,00 1555,85 1663.00
6. Ngt)inoome
8
Total 2181.75% 5216.,75 T498.80 1806.00 6263,70 22970.00
Per farm 181,81 178.89 374.94 120.60 260.99 229.68
Per animal 727,25 474,25 833.20 452.25 486.67 574.20
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than the maintenance cost for cross bred animals., The average
milk production estimated ®as 527.8 1litres for a lactation
which is 45,92 per cent less than that of cross bred cows.
ihe net inoome was Re,574.2 for desi cow in a year which is
45.36 per cent less than that of oross bred cows. For desi
cows the highest net income was recorded in 3, with ks,852.55
which is 48,48 per ocent higher than the average. The lowest
net income was obtained by 34 (Re.329,65) where the
maintenance cost is highest (KEs.1161.,3%5), which ies 6,66 per
eent higher than the aversge maintenance cost. <The milk
yield is highest in 35 with 599.75 litrec and lowest in 54
with 413,99 litres.

+he distributior of maintenance cost and returns
according to income groups is presented in lable 6,68, 4Lhe
highest cost of maintenance was recorded in I, (ks,1124,75)
followed by 13 (ke.1113.80). the nighest net income recorded
was in 13 with bLe,833,20 per animal followed by 11 with
1s,727.25 which are 45,12 per cent and 26.6% per cent higher

than the average regpectively,

Farm stead analysis

In farm stead analysis a farm as a whole is considered
as a eeparate unit comprising of crop and livestock enter-
prises. This is attempted to get an idea of the viability of

of farm units,
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On an average each farm unit have an area of 1,35

hectares under dirfbtent'orqpa. Anong the various crops
grovn Punja paddy is seen to be the main orop area-wise.in
wet land with an average area of 0.40 hectare which is 29.(3 per
cent of the total area and ecoconut in garden land with 0,22
hectare which is 16.3 per cent of total area. The total
cost incurred for agricultural activities was found to be
k8,5892.57 per farm for a year on an average. Of this 19.8 per
cent acoounted for livestook production. The cultivation of
Punja accounting for 24.75 per cent and coconut by 23,04 per
cent of the total cost inocurred in the farm. The overall net
income from the farm was worked out to Rs,5632.97. Of this
15.76 per cent was attridbuted to income from livestock and
poultry.

A comparison of the total expenditure per household
and the income from cultivation is made to see the extent to
which agricultural activities support the farmers, The total
money expenditure per household (including cost of cultivation
of orops and household expenditure was Rs, 15661,10 on an
average (Table 7.6). The income from crop and livestock
enterprises was Rs,10625.31 which accounts for 67.85 per cent
of the total expenditmwre. It is e¢vident that, the income from
agricultural activities do not suffice to meet the entire family
expenditure, ZThe data pertaining to the area put under
different crops per farm, cost of cultivation and income from
different crops in the various sisze groups is presented in
Table 6.69.
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In order to have an understanding of the extent of
area one should have under the present cropping system in
Puzhakkal block. An exercise is made to estimate the
minimum area reguired by a farm family to meet its entire
family expenditure at the existing level from agricultural
activities alone, The coverage of thé different crops in
oﬁe hectare, the cost of each and their respective incomes
have been computed and presented in Table 6.70 according
to farm size, In the situation existing in the block a
farm of one hectare area would consist of (.62 hectare of
wet lard and 0,38 hectare of garden land. The wet land would
be distributed among three crops such as Viruppu (0,10 hectare)
Mundakan (0,22 heotare) and Punja (0.30 hectare)., In the
garden land 0.16 hectare may be oeccupied by coconut, 0,08
hectare by arecanut, (.01 hectare by banana, 0.05 hectare by
ceahew and other crops cover an area of 0.08 hectare, .Tho
total co8t of cultivation for a hectare is estimated to be
k8,4364.86 on an average. The net income on an average would

work out to 18,4172.59 from one hectare.

The total cultivation and living expenditure pex family
on an average at the present level of expenses worked out
to Re,15661.10 per annum (Table 7.6). The average gross
ircome from one hectare under the present cropping pattern is
£s,8537.45 which covers only 54.51 per cent of the total

expenses, In order to meet the total cultivation and living
expenses from the income obtained from agriculture alone the
area required shall be 1.83 hectares,
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The oropping pattern of such a farm shall consist
of the following:

Crops Area (hectare)

1. Paddy

a. Viruppu 0.18

b. Mundakan 0.40

c. Punja (HYV) 0.31

d. Punja (Local) 0.24
2. Coconut 0.29
3. Arscanut 0.15
4. DBanana 0.02
5. Cashew 0.09
6. Others 0.15

Total '083
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HOUSE HOLD ECONOMY

The household income from various sources including
the net income from agricultural enterprises determines the
purchasing power of faﬁn households. The level of income
influences the food habits and decides the standard of living.
In this chapter the income pattern, the pattern of food
consumption, expenses on different items of house hold, in

realation to holding size group and income groups are discussed,

The farm families live with the income from farm, wage
earnings income from service, business etc. The income from
different sources and household expenditure according to size
of holding is presented in Table 7.1. The total income per
family on an averasge worked out to Rs,.22132,51., 0Of this income
42.79 per cent from crop production and 39.75 per cent from
service. The other amactivities asltogether contributed 17.46 per
cent, The income from crop production increased with the increase
in size of holding. It was Ks,4264.41 for 81 and Rs, 16599,91
for 35. The percertage share of crops was highest in .‘34
(64.21 per cent) followed by 35 (53.87 per cent), The proportion
of income from service was highest in S, (50.73 per cent) and it



Table 7.1.

The income, expenditure and net savings per farm - Size groupvise
(in Rs)
51 82 83 S4 35 Average
1. Crop production 4264,.41 865%.89 8950,.33 11363.77 16599.91 9471.17
2. Livestock imcluding (27-09)  (38.99)  (37.55) (64.21) (53.87) (42.79)
poultry 1316.70 23718.95% 1674.98 1579.63 3299.09 2044.77
( 8.37) (10.72) ( 7.02) ( 8.93) (10.71) ( 9.24)
3. Wages from labour 1221.15 157.50 752.17 - 458,36 613.67
( 7.76) (0.71) ( 3.16) ( 1.49) ( 2.77)
4. Income from trade - - - 909.07 600.00 220.00
.14) ( 1.95) ( 1.00)
5. Income from 951.92 - 1565,22 1090.91 1290.00 985.50
profession ( 6.05) ( 6.57) 6.16) ( 4.18) ( 4.45)
6. Income from sexrvice 7984.62 11002.00 10891.30 2754.55 8565, 00 8797.40
(50.73) (49.58) (45.70) (15.56) (27.80) (39.75)
Total income 15738,80 22192.34 23834.00 17697.95 30812.36 22132,.5%
Income per capital 2366.74 3494.86 3783.17 2949.66 4969.74 3485.43
(100.00) (10C6.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00)
(Centd....)

18T



Table 7.1 (Contd....)

81 82 83 84 35 Overall
Expenditure

1. Crop production 23%7.97 4179.87 4002.95 553%6.97 8805.44 4725.99
(19.48) (26.33) (26-28) (36.21) (42.30) (30.18)
2.1ivestock production 782.55 1341.44 1040.87 834.71 1818.04 1166.58
° ° (6.46) ( 8.4%) ( 6.84) ( 5.45) ( 8.73) ( 7.45)
3. Household 8965.46 1.351.48 10186.44 8956.04  10194.95 9768.53
expenditure (74.06) (65.22) (66.88) (58.43) (48.,97) (62.37)
irotal expenditure 12105.98 15872.79 15230.26 15327.72 20818.43 15661.10
(100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00)

Expenditure per
capita 1820.45 2499.65 2417.50 2554.62 3357.81 2466,.31
Savings %632.82 6319.55 8603.74 2370.23 9993.93 6471. 41
Savings per capita 546,29 995,20 1365.67 395.04 1611.92 1019. 21

(Figures in parentheses represent percentiages to total)

éST
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showed a decreasing trend to an increase in sise. The
livestock including poultry contributed 9.24 per cent to
the total income,

The total expenditure on crops and the household
worked out to Rs,.15661.10 per year on an average. <The
net saving was worked out to ks,6471.41 per family and
R8,1019,12 per capita. The savings was highest in SS with
R8.9993%.93 per family and Rs,1611,92 per capita. The saving
showed an increasing trend with increase in size of holding

except in S4.

The income group wise distribution of income,
expenditureand saving is given in Table 7.2. The gross
farm income was Bs,7455.67 in I, and Es.42410.22 in 15.
ine income per family showed a steady inoreasing trend with
income groups., The proportional income from crop production
showed & decreasing trend from I1 (68.91 per cent) to 15
(32.58 per cent) while the income from services thowed an
increasing trend from 10.50 per cent for 11~to 53.47 per cent

for 15.

The expenditure on family and crop production showed
an increasing trend with increase in income. The lower
income groups I, and I2 had net dissavings of Es,1347.82 and

699,65 per family respectively. The per capita dissaving
vas Rs, 199,68 for I, and 112,12 for I,. The highest saving

recorded in 15 with Ke,21439,.92 per family and Ks,2973.64 pex
capita, '



Table 7.2. The income, expenditure and net savings per farm - Income groupwise

( in Rs )
I1 12 I3 14 15 Average
income
1. Crop production 5137.43  17396.77 9740.01  9493.73 13816.37 9471.17
(€8.91) (55.82) (51.%5) (42.30) (32.58) (42.79)
2. Livestock including
poultry 1101.58 1111, 21 2641.10 1760.08 2842.18 2044.67
(14.78) (11.3%0) (13.92) ( 7.34) ( 6.70) ( 9.24)
3. Wages from labour 433,33 831.04 145,00 1944.48 - 613.67
( 5.81) ( 6.22) ( 0.77) 8.66) ( 2.77)
4. Income from trade - - - - 916.67 220.00
( 2.16) ( 1.00)
5- Income from - 4‘3‘79 547050 ‘550000 2175-00 985‘50
profession ( 3.10) ( 2.88) ( 6.95) {( 5.13) ( 4.45)
6. Income from 783.33 3217.25 5895.00 7686.67 22660.00 8797.40
service (10.50)  (24.0€) (31.08) (34.25) (53.43) (39.75)
7. Total incone 7455,67 13370.06 18968,61 22444.96 42410,@2 22132.51
(100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00)
Income per capits 1104.54 2142,.64 3512, 71 3661.49 5882, 14 3485,.43

Continued
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T‘ble 702 (Contd..... )

11 12 I3 14 15 Average
Expenditure
1. Crop production 2772.42 3546.04 4904.44  4836.50 6918.88 4725.99
(31.49) (25.20) (31.71)  (30.23) (32.99) (30.18)
2. Livestock production 510.52 980.48 1428.62 920.68 1654.78 1166.58
( 5.80) (6.97) ( 9.24) ( 5.75) ( 7.89) ( 7.45)
3. Household expendi- 5520.55 9543.19 9%34.45 10243.20 12396.64 9768.53
ture (62.71) (67.33) (52.05) (64.02) (59.12) (62.37)
Total expenditure 8803.49 14069.T1 15467.51 16000.38  20970.30 15661.10
(¢00.00) (100.00) (100.000 (100.00) (100.00) (100.00)
Bxpenditure
per capita 1304.22 2254.76 2864,35 2610.18 2908,50 2466.31
Savings -1347.82 -699.65 3501.10 6444.58 21439,.92 6471.41
Savings per capita -199.68 =112,12 648.35 1051.32 2973.64 1019.12

(¥igures in parentheses represent percentages to total)

GST
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Subsequently the detalls on household expenditure
is discussed. The consumption of food items consists of
cereals, pulses and protective foods. Food rich in
proteins, vitamins and minerals are termed as protective

foods,

the expenditure on important items of protective
foods per family and per adult unit for different size
groups of holding is prezented in Table 7.3. It was
observed that the expenditure per family on protective food
item was ks,3%325,69 per year znd Rs,600.61 per adult pex
year, Amorg the items of protective food, the expenditure
on grocery and cocoruts was the maximum (26,03 per cent)
folloved by milk (19,57 per cent), fish (14,20 percent) and
vegetahles and fruits (12,49 per cent). Among the different
gize groups the expenditure on protective foods increased

with incress in the farm size.

ihe total expenditure iﬁcurred per family was
ks,9768.53 and kg, 1763,27 per adult unit for the sample as
a whole. Iltem wise break up of the total family expenditure
is given in Yable 7.4. %he total expenditure or food grains
was worked out to kKs,6462,17 per family and 1167.05 per
adult unit which was 66,15 per cent of the total family
experditure, Among the food items, cereals constituted of
of 3C.26 per cent and 34,04 per cent constituted by protective
foods, HNext to food item, clothing constituting 15.67 per cent.



Table 7.3. Constituénts of expenditure on protective foods - Size group wise

(in Rs)
31 82 83 84 85 Average
1. Sugar Per family 122.77 142.80 127.83 259.95 194.48 157.37
Per adult unit 21.20 25.59 23.85 48,81 35.48 28.42
% to total 4,06 4.18 3.61 8.74 5.44 4.73
2; Edible Per family 252.42 266.40 287.96 248,55 259.20 264.32
°118  per adult unit 43.58 47.73 53.72  46.66  47.29 47.74
% to total 8.35 7.80 8.14 8.34 7.25 7.95
3. Milk Per family 515.90 694.00 730.98 521,36 T761.94 650.78
Per adult unit 89,07 124.35 136.37 97.88 139,01 117.53
% to total 17.03 20.32 20.67 17.49 21.31 19.57
4. Hemt Per family 320.00 302.00 314,78 234.5%5 405.38 322,88
Per adult unit 65.25 54,11 £8,72 44.03 73.96 58. 31
% to total 10.58 8.84 8090 7087 11.3‘ 9070
5. Fish Per family 464.62 443%.00 525,57 414.55 494.00 474.68
Per adult unit 80.22 79.38 98.05 77.83 90.13 85.73
# to total 15.37 12;97 14.86 13.91 13.82 14.20
6. Bgg Per family 43.54 86.40 142.61 75.64 164.80 102.68
fer adult unit 7.%2 15.48 5,60 14.20 30.07 18.54
7% to total ‘044 2-53 4-03 2054 4.61 3.79

Continued
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Table 7.3 (Contd....)

Items S1 82 S3 84 S5 Average

7. Vegetables Per family 404.23 442,75 456.09 348.18 392.50 415.35%
and fruite Per adult unit 69.79  79.33 85.08  65.37  71.61 75.01

% to total 13.37 12.96 12.89 11.68 10.96 12.49

8. Urocery Per family 446.15 480.00 484.78 581.82 410.00 436.00
Per adult unit 77.03 86,01 81,11 71.68 T74.80 78.74

% to total 14.75 14.0% 12.29 iz2.81 11.47 12.49

9. Coconuts Per family 409.23 503.00 458.26 454,55 440.00 450.40
per adult unit T70.66 90.13 85.49 85.34 80.28 81.34

10. Others Per family 45.00 54.90 58.26 40.31 53.25 51.23
Per adult unit T7.77 9.84 10.87 7.68 9.72 9.25

% to total 1.49 1.61 1.65 1.37 1.49 1.54

Total Per family 3023.86 3415.25 3537.12 2980.06 3575.55 3325.69
Per adult unit 522,09 611,95 659.86 559.48 652.35 600.61

% to total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00

86T



Table 7.4. Constituents of total family expenditure -

Size groupwise

(in Rs)

S . .
!;: Items 31 52 83 S4 bs Average
1. Cereals Per family 2978.00 2890.18 2780.05 3135.68 3093.38 2955.73
Per adult unit 514.16 518.04 518.62 588.71 5€4.38 533.80
Y4 to tctal 33022 27.93 27.29 35.01 30034 30.26
2. Pulses Per family 150.96 207.50 189.,1% 190.91 177.50 180.75
Per adult unit 26,06 37.18 35.23 35.84 32.38 32.64
# to total 1.68 2.01 1.86 2.13 1.74 1.85
3. Protective rer family 3025.86 3415.25 3537.12 2980.06 3575.55 3325.69
foods Per adult unit 522,09 (11.95 659.86 559.48 652.35  600.61
% to total 35.73 32.99 34.72 33,27 3%5.07 34.04
4. Total food Per family €152.82 6513.93 6506.30 6306.65 6846.43 6462,17
Per adult unit 1062.31 1167.17 1213.71 1184.03 1249.11 11€7.05
# to total 68.63 62. 93 63.87 T0.41 67.16 66.15
5. Clothing Per family 120%.85 1835.0C 1752.17 1295.45 1525,00 1530.50
Per adult unit 207.85 228.79 326.87 243.22 278.23 276.41
6. Fuel & Per family 357.82 358.54 360.77 338.14 341.74 35326
lighting  per sdult unit 61.78  64.26  67.30 63.48 62.35 63.80
% tof total 3.99 3.46 3.54 3.78 3.35 3.62

Continued,
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Tabl‘ T.4 (contd.o.oo)

gi' Items S‘ 82 33 S 4 35 Average
% to total 4,87 6.23 5.63 3.76 5.20 5.30
8. Medicine ~rer family 292,69 33%32.50 308.70 226.36 310.00 307.10
% to total 3.26 3.21 3.03  3.20  3.04 3.14
9. Travel Pexr family 328.85 297.50 413.03 209.09 357.50 354.50
Per adult unit 56.78 74.22 77.05 49,26 65.23% 64.02
% to total 3.67 3.84 4.06 2.33 3.51 3.63
10. Lecreation Per family 128.85 190.00 193%.48 113.64 187.50 166.00
Per adult unit 22.25 34.04 36.09 21.33 34.21 29,17
# to total 1.44 1.84 1.90 1.27 1.84 1.70
11. Others  Per family 64.04  79.01 78.07 70.35 96.78 77.50
Per adult unit 11.05 14.16 14.56 13.2% 17.66 14.00
7 to total 0.71 .76 Q. T7 0.79 C.95 0.79
Total Per family 8965.4€ 10351.48 10186.44 85H6 04 10194.95 9768.53
Per adult unit 1548.44 1855.10 1900.46 180.31 1860. 39 1763.27
# to total 100,00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00

09T
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The expenses on fuel and lighting, education, recrcstion,
medicines etc, formed less than 20 per cent of total

expenditure.

It was obserxrved that percentage expenditure on food
was highest in 34 with 70.41 per cent followed by S; with
68,63 per cent., While it was lowest in 5, vith 62.93 per
cent. The total family expenditure was highest in 5, with
ks,10%51,.4 g per family and Lc,1855,10 per adult unit. The
lowest family expenditure incurred in 84 with ks.8956,04

per famlly,

The constituents of expenditure on protective foods
according to income groupe is presented in Table 7.5. The
expenditure on protactive foods showed an increasing trend
for an increase in income, the highest was recorded in 15
with Ke,4327.45 per family and ks,683.19 per adult unit whioch
i= 30,12 per cert higher than the average. +The lowest was
vorked out to Re,1784,86 per PTamily and Ks,299.6 per gdult
unit in 1, which is 46,33 per cent lower than the average.

lhe abcolute amount epent on different items was highest in 15.

Total family expeniiture for the income groups is
presented in Iable 7.6. The per family and per adult
expenditure increased with increase in the income groups.

The highest family expenditure incurred in 15 (ks,12396.64)
and per adult expenditure of hs,1933,95 which was 64,73 per cent



Table T.5. Constituent of expenditure on protective foods - Income groupwise
(in k=, )
Items I4 1, 13 I4 IS Average
1. SJugar Per family 75.50 233,34 118,50  122.50  161.75 157.37
Per adult unit 12.34 43.13 25.36 235.53 25.53 28.42
7 to total 4,12 T.69 3.55 3.58 3.74 4.73
2. Bdible oil Per family 197.92 271.00 241,15 283.27 286.92 264.32
7 to total 11.09 3.97% 7.22 8.29 6.86 7.95
3. Milk Per family 103,02 4T3a 133 661,55 807.42 1025,.69 650.79
Per adult unit 17.29 83.50 141.57 155.21 160.0% 117.53
» to total 577 15.78  19.80 23.62 23.70 19.57
4, Meat Per family 201,67 307.16 344.00 281.33 410,83 322.87
Per adult unit 53-85 56078 73-61 54-08 64.09 58031
» to total 11.30 10.12 10.30 8.23 9.49 9.70
5. Fish ser family 318.53 451,72  506.00 440,55  550.00  474.68
per adult unit 53.43 79,80 108,28 84.69 98.80 85.73
2 to total 17.84 14.23 15.14 12.88 12.71 14.20
6. Egg Per family 30.00 31.72 109.60 66 .67 241.50 102.68
Per adult unit 5.04 5e36 23.45 12.82 37.68 18.54
% to total 1.68 1.0% 3.28 1.95 5.58 3.79

-~ontinued,
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Table 7.5 (Contd....)

Itens I1 12 13 14 15 Average

7. Vegetables Prer family 240.00 414.83 452,75 432,67 461.67 415.35
and fruits .. aqultwnt  40.29 76.68 96.89 83.17 72.02 75.01

8. Yrovery Per family 541,62 417.24 43C.00 426,67 516.67 436.00
Per adult unit 57.35 7T.12 92,02 82,02 80.60 78.74

# to total 19.14 13.75 12.87 12.48 11.94 12.49

9. Coconuts Per ftamily 239.17 402,17 434.50 506.67 592.50 450.40
pPer adult unit 40.15 74.32 92.98 97.40 92.43 8t1.34

# to total 13.40 13.26 13.00 14.8@ 13.69 13.54

10. Others Per family 39.58 46.21 43.00 £1.33 69.92 51.23
Per adult unit €.64 8.54 9.20 9.87 10.91 9.25%

Total Per fauwily 1784.86 3034.07 3341.05 3419.06 4327.45 3325.69
Fer adult 299.€0 560.82 714,96  657.24  683.19  600.61

» to total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00

£9T



Table T.6.

Constituents of total family expenditure per year - Income groupwise -

(in Rs)
gi, Items I p I3 14 I5 Average
1. Cereals Per family 2235.63 3403.93 2586.94 2909.83 3110.21  2955.73

2er adult unit  375.26 629,19 593.59 559,37 485,214 533.80

% to totsal 40.50 35.67 28.3%2 28,41 25.09 30.26

2. Pulses Per family 93.75% 179.31 1£3.7% 181.69 247.92 180.75
Per adulit unit 15. 74 33.14 32.90 34.92 %8.68 32.64

3. Protective Per family 1784.86 3034.07 3460.80 3339.26 4327.45 3325.69
food Per adult unit 299.60 560.52 T702.12 641.86 €75.35  600.61

% to total 32.33 31.79 37.89 32.60 34 .91 34.04

4. Total food Per family 4114.24 6617.31 6201.49 6430.76 7T685.58 6462.17
Per adult unit 690.60 1223.15 1288,61 1236.15 119g9.28 1167.0%

% to total 74.50 €3.34 67.89 62.78 62.00 66.15

5. Clothing Per family - 415,00 1306.90 1252.50 2041.33 2270.83 1530.50
Per adult unit 69.66 241,57 268,03 392.41 354,26 276.4%

6. Fuel and Per family 242, 41 242.22 406.53 338,31 387.01 553.26
ligh¥ing ey adult unit 40.69 63.26 87.00  65.03 60.38 63.80

% tO total 4039 3059 4045 3.30 3012 3.62

7. Biucation Per family 316.67 437.93% 430.00 443.33 833.33 517.50
Per adult unit 53.15 80.95% 92.02 85.22 130.01 93.46

% to total 5.74 4.59 4,71 4.33 6.72 5.30

Continued
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T&bl‘ 706 (contd'u.oo)

Items I, I, 1, I, I Average

8. Medicine Per family 112.50 333.10 285,00 326.67 379.47 307.10
Per advlt unit 18,82 61.57 £0.99 62.80 59.15 5%.46

% to total 2,04 3.49 .12 %.19 3.06 3.14

9. iravel Per family 154,17 291.38 357.50 433,33 479.17 35%4.50
# to total 2.79 3.05 3.91 4.23 3.86 3.63

10. Recreation ~fer familiy 100.00 136.21 120.00 160.00 268.75 166.00
Per adult unit 16.79 25,81 27.82 30.76 41,93 29.88

% to total - 1.82 1.43 1.43 1.56 2.17 t.70

11. Others Per family 65.56  78.14  71.43  69.47  92.80  T7.50
Per adult unit 11.00 14.44 15.29 13.35 14.48 14.00

% to total ‘.19 0082 0078 0.68 0.75 0079

Total Per family 5520.55 9543.19 9134.45 10243.20 12396.64 9768.53
Per adult unit 226.27 1763.99 1955.99 1969.8% 1933.95 1763.27

% to total 100.00 100.C0 100,00 100.00 100.00 100.00

G9T
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higher than the average, The lowest was worked out to
Re.5520.55 per family and 926.27 per adult which was 55.07 per
pent less than the average. The percentage expendituré on
food items showed a decreasing trend to an increase in income,
The experditure on food items contributed 74.5 per cent of
the total expenses in I1 while it was only 62,00 per cent in
15. The abselute amount mpent is highest for 15 for almost
all times,

‘the investment on house hold articles mey give an
idea of the standard of living. The important items consi-
dered are radio, sewing machine, bicycle, fan, electric iron,
furniture and utensils, The total investment per family and
per capita of these items in different size groupe at the
time of investigation is given in Table 7.7. IThe average
total investmert on these items was ks,3086,10 per family and
557.35 per adult. 0Of the total investment the major invest-
ment was on furniture (50.52 per cent followed by utensils
(18.34 pexr cent) and radio (15.44 per cent), Fetwesn the
size classes the higkest investment was found in 85 with
Le, 3872 per family ard hs.70€.44 per adult which was 25,47 pex
cent higher than the aversge. The lowest was recorded in S1
with 8,2469,62 per family and Rs,426,.39 per sdult which was
19.98 per cent lower than the average. The sversge number of
house hold articles per family vere 0.81 radio, 0.12 sewing
machine, 0,36 bicycle, 0.73 fen ard 0,14 selectric ironm.



Table 7.7. Investment on household items 4 Size groupwise

(in Rs)
el 51 Se B, S Average
Fo. Value No. Value No. “Value No. #aluo No. ValGe No. Value
1.Radio
Per family 0.69 398.08 0.75 490.00 1.00 586.96 0.64 243.18 0.90 566.25 0.81 476.50
Per adult unit 68.73 87.80 109.50 45.66 103.31 86.06
% to total 16.12 19.03 16.96 8.38 14.62 15.44
2.::w1ng Per fa:ti{ 0.12 69.2% 0.05 25.00 0.13 81.74 0.09 79.55 0.20 115.00 0.12 73.55
crine Pers: a 11.95 4.48 15.25 14.94 20.98 13.28
% to total 2.80 0097 2-36 2.7‘ 2'97 2-38
3.By;1 Per f:mi%y 0.27 151.35 0.45 19.66 0.26 128.26 0.36 286.36 0.50 226.75 0.36 188.9%
P
Y i 26.13 3.52 23.93 53,76 41.37 34.12
% to total 6.13 0.76 3.70 8.87 5. 86 6.12
4.Fan ger fg:ﬁy 0.3% 80.77 0.35 81.25 1.09 296.52 0.73 225.45 1.20 334.75 0.73 197.75
er
it 13.95 14.56 55.32 42.33 61.07 35.71
% to total 3.27 3.16 8.57 T.77 8.64 6.39
5.Elec~ Per family 0.04 4.81 0.10 18.75 0.26 55.43 0.09 11.82 0.20 29.25 0.14 24.90
tric Per adult
iron gn%t 0.83 3.36 10.34 2.22 5.34 4.50
o total 0.20 0.73 1.60 0.41 0.76 0.81
6.FPurni-Per family 1251.92 1345.00 1734.78 1454.55 2027.50 1559.00
ture per adult
% to total 50.69 52.24 50.11 $0.14 52.36 50.52
7.Uten~ Per family 513.46 595,00 578.26 600.00 572.50 566.00
sils i;itadult 88.65 106.61 107.88 112.65 104.45 102.22
% to total 20.79 23.11 16.70 20.69 14.79 18.34
Sy
(centdoooooo) o

-



Table 7.7 (Contd....)

5, §é 53 Q; S5 Average
No. Value No. Value RKo. Value No. Value No. Value No. Value

Total Per family 2469.62 2574.66 3461.95 2900.91 3872.00 s0g6.10
Per adult unit 426.39 461,33 645.83 544.63 T06.44 557 .35
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Table 7.8. Investment on household items -~ Income groupwise

(tn Rs )
i1 i, 1y ;14 15 Average
No. Value No. Value No. Value No. Value No. Value No. Value

P 35.57 60.55 65.80 88.75 147.39 86.06

% to total 9.29 13.94 9.74 15.88 21.02 15.44

2.5ewing Per family - - 0.14 96.72 0.10 47.50 0.07 53.33 0.21 116.67 0.12 173.55
machine per adult

unit 17.88 10.16 10.25 18.20 13.28

% to total 4.11 1.50 1.83 2.60 2.38

3.Bycycle Per family 0.25 1¢4.17 0.34 172.41 0.50 241,25 0.20 126.67 0.42 246.67 0.30 188.95
P dult

e 17.49 31.87 51.63 24.35 38.48 34.12

% to total 4.84 7.34 7.64 4.36 5.49 6.12

4.Fan Per family 0.25 54.17 0.17 41.38 0.95 284.75 0.53 141.67 1.58 418.75 0.73 197.75%
P dult

ugita 9.09 7.65 60.94 27.23 65.33 35.71

% to total 2.51 1.76 9.02 4.87 9.32 6.38

iren  Der adult 6.85 3.84 10.07 4.50

% to total 1.01 0.69 1.44 0.81

6.Furni- Per family 1266.67 1246.55 1655.00 1606.67 1972.92 1559.00
ture Per adult

unit 212.62 230.42 354.16 308.86 307.79 281.55

% to total 58.80 53.04 52.41 55.28 43.90 50.52

T7.Utensils Per family 529.17 465.52 590.00 496.67 729.17 566.00

Per adult unit 88.82 86.05 126.26 95.48 113.76 102.22

% to total 24.56 19.81 18.68 17.09 16.23 18.34

Total Per family 5254.18 2350.17 3158.00 2906.68 449%.55 3086.10

Per adult unit 361.59 434,41 675.80 558.76 701.02 557.35

% to total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00

69T
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The investment on house hold articles accoxrding
to income groups is presented in Table 7.8. Among the
different income groupe the total investment on these items
per family and per adult inoreased with inerease in the
income groups. The highest investment in I (Bs.4493,55)
vas 45,61 per cent more than the average and lowest
expenditure in I, (ks,2154.18) which was 30,2 per cent
" less than the average.

LR N

Hem T



SUMMARY



SUMMARY

The socio-economic study of farmers in puzhakkal
block, forming a part of the command area of Peechi
irrigation project, was conducted in 1982, The main
objectives of the investigation were - to study the
me thodes and practices followed for cultivation, under-
stand social and economic conditions of farm, farm
business structure and infrastructural facilities,
Hundred farmers from the hlock were selected and
informations were gathered through personal interview.
ine salient findings of the investigation are summaried

below.

It was observed that 69 per cent of sample
farmers owned an area below one hectare and average
size of holding worked out to 1.04 hectares. The average
family size was found to be 6.35. The family members
consisted of 51,18 per cent males and 48.82 per cent
females; 96.53 per cent of the total members of the
respondents family were literates. The main occupation

of 57 per cent of heads of the families was agriculture
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while 33 per cent were employed in Government service. Out
of the total income earnexrs only 38,28 per cent were
employed[é%riculturo wvhile 49.28 per cent in Government
service. The availability of net cropped area per farm
was 0.99 hectaxe, The cropping intensity worked out to
135.68, The overall total cropped area was found to 1,35
hectares per farm, The area irrigated was 68.94 per cent
of the net area owned. The average investment on the
assets such as land, livestock, dbuildings etc, was worked
out to ks, 146,534,20 per farm. Among the livestock milch
animals assumed a lion share accounting for 74.23 per cent
of the total worth. On an average an amount of ks.1338,17

was invested per farm on farm implements and machinery.

The detalls regarding the methods and practices
followed, cost structure,utilization of resources and
profitability were studied for the important crops. It was
observed that local varieties were grown during Viruppu
and Mundakan, Punja is the major paddiy crop grown in Kole
lands, High yielding varieties occupy majority of the area
under Punja.

ihe cost of cultivation (Cost C) per hectare of
Virippu was ks.3726,16 with an output of 20.61 quintals,
The net income from this crop was ks, 1489.89 and cost of
production per quintal worked out to Re.87.70. On an average
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the labour hours required per hectare were 102,15 male hours,
680 female hours, 53.1 bullock pair hours and 1,22 tractor
hours. The seed rate actually followed was found to be
133.98 kg per hectare. The N, P, K utilisation was 24.82 kg,
13.88 kg and 13.62 kg per hectare respectively which is 62,05
per cent nitrogen, 69.4 per cent phosphorus and 68,10 per cent

potassium of the recommended dose,

For mundakan the cost of cultivation was Ks,4641,51
(Cost C) with an output of 24.5 quintals per hectare. The
coat of production worked out to Rs,.,97.31 per quintal with a
net profit of Kes,1542,81., The utilisation of labour was found
to be 133,96 male hours, 871.89 female hours, 49.23 bullock
pair hours and 1.13 tractor hours. The seed rate was found to
be 134,07 kg per hectare. The ¥, P, K utilisation was found
to be 29.77 kg, 15.84 kg and 19.91 kg per hectare which is
T74.4% per cent nitrogen, 79.20 per cent phosphorus, 99,55 per

cent potassium of the recommended dose.

The high yielding varieties in punja recorded a cost
of cultivation of Re.4869.33 per hectare (Cost C) with an
average production of 31,14 gquintals. The cost of production
worked out to Ks,118.76 per quintal with a net income of
Rs,632,6 per hectare., The labour utilisation per hectare was
‘165.58 mele hours 986.04 female hours, 58.18 bullock pair

houre and 1,61 tractor hours, The seed rate followed was
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111,14 kg per hectare. The utilisation of N, P, K was
44.82 kg, 28,26 kg and 28.9 kg per hectare respectively
which is 64.03 per cent nitrogen, 80.74 per cent

phosphorus and 82,57 per cent potassium of the recommended

dose.

For local varieties in punja the cost of cultivation
worked out to Ee,4625,5 (Cost C) with a production of
24.91 quintals per hectare. The cost of production worked
out to Es,119,78 per quintal with a net income of ks, 1095.19.
The utilisation of lebour per hectare was 144.15 male hours,
874.85 female hours, 57.83 bullock pair hours and 1.19 tractors
hours on an average. The seed rate was found to be 122.07 kg
per hectare, The N, P, K utilisation was 33.09 kg, 16.71 kg
and 22,06 kg recpectively which is 82.73% per cent nitrogen,
83.55 per ocent phosphorus and 110.3 percent potassium of the

recommended dose,

The high ylelding varieties in punja record the
highest cost of cultivation and yield., The cost of production
wvas lowest in viruppu followed by Mundakan. Between the
local and high ylielding varieties in Punja the cost of
production is about one per cent lower for high yielding
varieties, In terms of net returms from padiy cultivation,

Mundakan stood first with ks, 1542.81 per hectare. High
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yielding varieties p:pducod maximum yield per hectare but

the income per hectare was lowv. The reasons could be the

lovw recovery of straw and low price offered for high

yielding varieties in the markets, In the case of utilisation
of resources like labour, and fertilizers the high yilelding
varieties in Punja ranks first, The benefit cost ratio was
1.4 for Viruppu, 1.33 for Mundakan, 1.24 for high yielding

in Punja and 1.13 for local varieties in Punja. '

i{he average cost of maintenance of coconut per hectare
was Rs,.9027.81 with a net profit of Rs.5261.49 per hectare.
The labour used for maintenance was 688,65 male hours and
250.12 female hours. The extent of fertilizers used were
25.03 kg nitrogen, 20.67 kg phosphorus and 71.64 kg potassium
per hectare which is 36,87 per cent nitrogen, 60.79 per cent
phosphorus and 52,68 per cent potassium of the recommended
dose,

For arecanut the maintenance cost was Rs.4575.T4 per
hectare on an average with a net income of Eks,3028,80 per
hectare, The total labour used was 219,51 male hours and
114,12 female hours, Fertilizers are not generally applied
for arecanut,

The cost of cultivation of banana worked out to
R8,26069.45 with a profit Ks,12442,24 per hectare. The

labour utilisation per hectare was highest for banana with
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1868.56 male hours and 417,98 female hours., The N, P, K

utilisation per hectare was found to be 149,65 kg nitrogen,
99,76 kg phosphorus and 195,37 kg potassium which is 31,51
per cent nitrogen, 34.70 per cent phosphorus and 26.05 per

cent potassium of the recommendation,

The cost of maintenance of ocrossbred animals was worked
out to Rs,1874.5 per animal per year and it was ks, 1088.8 for
desi cows. The milk yield was 976 litres for cross bred cows
and 527.80 litres for desi cows on an average per year. The
net income recorded was Ras,1050.88 for cross bred and 574.2 for

desi cows per year.

Under the existing oropping scheme of Puzhakkal block
the minimum area required by typical farmers to maintain his
family at the present level of conveniences had been estimated

as 1,83 hectares,

The totsl family expenditure worked out to Rs,9768.53
per annum, Of this more than half (Ks.6462.18) is constituted
by food items., The expenditure per adult was Ks,1763,27 per
annum of which the food items contributed ks, 1167.05. The
total income of the family on an average was Ks,22132,51. O0Of
which 42.79 per cent from orops and 39,75 per cent from service.
The total savings per year worked out to Rs,6471.41 per family

which was ks,1019.12 per capita on an average., Among the lower



177

income groups no savings were recorded, They were spending

more than their income.

‘he primary co-operatives and commercisl banks were
seen rendering services in the block area, Peechi and
Vazhani are the two major projects providing irrigation
facilities,
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APPERLIX 1

COPY OF THE 379" ULE

SOCIO-ECOECMIC QIU Y G ‘MERS

F vaf
IN PU4HAL 2LUCK IN
CLUAND ﬂmﬁ uF PRECHI
IRFIGATION 2R OJECT

BV
ID-ETIFICATION.,
1. Name and Address:

2, heligion
3. VYillage

aw

Code lio,



MMILY DETAILS:

S1. Name of the Relation to Educa~ _QOccupation %gg%

No. members Sex Age the head. tional Ma Sub ! Remarks
MEMBERSHIP IN CO0-OP:l AL IVE HUCIETIES:

31. Name of yersons ., _ Year of No,of Lotal amount

No. who are cembers = me of the soclety of shares remerks

becomirng member shares

L £ D . T e . el B SR i U S WS S S KN B

LARD HOLDING:

Frag- Distance
ment from he-
No.

Total =
area
sidence (in cents)

Area under Area  .ources of

Type of Present

Euildings, irri- irrigation Crops
roads etc. gated can:i(well/ tenure o‘ir‘amd nent opown  Temarks
(in cents)(incenms) =




CROPS GROWN (PABDY)

N Frage- Irri- Yield(Kg) Quantity UQuantity Rate Total
Jeason ment Area “ariety gated/ sold amount Remarks
No. __ Tainfed 4, 5, MP BP MP BP MB EP MP BP
OTHER CRO#S
P ment Area plantg/ pelms kemarks
Ne. palms yielding g re i B2
Seasonal

Annual
Perernial




BUILDINGS AND OTHER STRUCTURES

81 Specifi- Year of value of § Annual
No. Particulars cation constru- construct- £Expected mainten- &
. floor ction/ imn/pur- life ance Presen
area purchase chase (yxrs) expendi- value Remarks
(Ra) (Ls) t\(:%: ) (Rs)

1. liesidential
buildings

2. Farm shed

3. Cattle shed
4. Store

5. Yater tank

6. Pond

7. Compound wall




PARM IMPLEMENTS & MACHINERY

gg::f‘ Fo Yr.of Pur- Exp- Annual
Iten tion ° pur- chase ected nmainte Remarks
+ chage value life enance
cost(Rs )

I. Implements

1. Country piough
2. Improved plough
3. Levelling plank

Il, Kand too0ls
1. Ypade

2. Pickaxe

3. Sickle

IiX. Machinery

1. Tracter
2. Power tiller

IV, {ransport

t. bullock curtvs

2. Hand carts

V. Plant protection

1. Hard sprayers
2. Hower sprayers
3. ‘uaters

VI.¥airy eaquipments
1. feed tray

2. Milk cans

VI1I. Temporary

1. “askets

2. Bamboc mats
3. fursm

4. Coir ropes




IR! IGATION STRUCTIURE & EQUIPMENT

4. Sprayer

5. Yrought arimals
6. Bullock cart

7. Hand card

81 Frag- Speci- Year of Vvalue at Annual
No. Item No. ment fica~ construct- const- maint-
. No. tion {on ruction/ enance Remarks
purchase cost
(Rs) (ks )
1. Well
2. Tubewell
3. Pump set
- 4, Pump shed
5. Pond
6. Channels
OPERATIGHNAL QOSTS
81 No,of No,of No,of y . Uainfenance cost/yx
No, Tvem  hre./ days/ uonth .o0p jajor snmwal main- LS
¥ ne repairs tenance
¥ last yezr  cost
1. Trantor
2. Power tillex
3. funmp set
INCOME FROM RLNT IEG OUT
81, . douzxs hate/hours Total rent -
out \ )
1. Iractor
2. Power tillar
3. Pumpaet




LIVE STOCK

Home Yr,of Purch- Re
Description Breed Age bDred/ purch- ase Present ln;ka
pur- ase/ price/ worth
chased birth market
value

I, Milch animals
{. Buffaloes

2. Cows

I11. Young stock

1. Hzifers
a) Male
b) Female

2. Muffalces

a) Yale
b} Female

I11.8rought
aninals

IV, Usats

V. pPoultry




MAINTBRANCE CHARGES OF LIVESTOCK/DAY/ANIHAL:

P dreen fodder Dry fodkr ‘oncentrates HMineral mixture Veteri-
ype of No,of : nary
animal ;:i; Gty. Value «ty. Value <ty. Value «ty. Value expenses Hemarks

P » HP P HP 2 Hf P HP P HP P

*Hp = ome produced P = Purchased

STATUS OF MILCH ANIWALS

No.of Date Dete Total ilk yleld s .
pre- e Milk ililk ‘onverted to
Milch gepg COMP= oOr pre- of iact- (in litres) oD old__ other pro- Pre-

aNi- _  leted vious pre- ation sent
mals .5  lacta- cal-  cent period Ist 2nd 3rd ?“?ﬁd Gty. va. --Sucts worth He-
tioms ving calving 1/3 1/3 1/3 1i*r28k1ns)%§3 Used i:— ga- oti marks
‘ » ue ani-

male




INCIME FEOM RIRDS

81. No.,of Total No.of No.of No.of eggs

No, 1YP®  piids eggs eges sold Yalue
laying consumed
egee

INBOMB FROM DUNG

Approximate quanti- Used within Wuantity
ty available the farm solad

“‘ - -

+otal amount

HUUSEHOLD ARTICLES:

s1, Year of Purchese  Maintenance Present Re-

purchese price coat work maxrkse

No. Items

1., HKadio

2. Sewing machine
3. Bieycle

4. otor cycle

5. woeooter

6. Motor car

7. fan

8. Pressure cooker
G, Electrie iron
10. Almirsh

11, ['oxes

12, Furriture

13. Uter=ile

14,

15.




SQURCES OF POWER

51, Purpose

No.

vevice

Material zZxpense/month iguarke

1. Cooking
2. Lighting
3. Irrigation

4, iransport of
product

MAREBTING OF FAYM 2L.O0UCE

81, <vantity %o whom where _iStance ‘lode Harketing
No. Itenm cold sold sold %o the of problems
neerest tronge if any
narket port
CONSUMPLIUN  2AT RN .F THE FalILY
Lotal

51,

e
No,

Particulars

wuantity an Kg,per Late

Uay/Yeek/Yonth/Year 3§§t

ancunt lomarks
per yeaxr

8, Food

1.
2,

Te
8.
9.
10,
11,

Rice
dapioce
“heat
Zulses
Mugars
uils
dilk
dent
“ish
i.iigg
‘egetalles

B. UClothing % Footwenr

~-Cgntinued




CONSUMPTION PATTFERN OF THR FAMILY (Contd...)

wantity in Kg.pexr Late f24::15‘:1. )
pexr 2.:50un -enarks
Day/Week/Month/Year  ynit per year

w1,
No.

Particulars

Rent

Fyel ~ lighting
Eduention
Medicine
Iravel

. Lecrestion

I. Heverages

v. tayes

K. iobacco

L. Liguor

M, Others, if any

-

s ST ! gl\a (= o'

LUANS AHD SAVINGS
1. Loans cgbhbiained

310 Dats of

Iinterest =mount .
No. “gency borrowing ~pount

rate 2utst ol due
G ing

Purpose Amount

ii. ®davings like loans aévancec, jJewellary, shares, cash in bank,
cash in hand, deposite etec.

51,

Ko Form of eaving Year Present value Lamerks

~ - -




SAVINGS AND INVESTHMENTS:
A isition of re estat

veh

S1, Acguisiltion/ Acquisition/ .

No, Honth improvement improvement cost hemarks
DICPCRAT,

wl, Iten Yeoy Pispoeal valuve hemarks

Ko.




INPUT AND OUTPUT USE DUKING 1981 -82

Aresa
No.of
L.i’_‘.EEEEE )--.. plante
Irri- Unirri- or
gation gated trees
for
annual
or per-
ennial
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Appendix 1Ils

Input-wise cost of cultivation per hectare of local varieties of Paddy - Viruppu -
Jize group-wise

( in Es.)
Items 81 E2 B} s4 SS Averag.
1. Hired human labour 795.28 663,96 882.51 T774.12 1055119 842.98
(22.08) (17.5%) (23.75) (21.89) (26.78) (22.62)
2. Bullock liabour 325,00 426.99 3514.23 391,81 412.07 371.73
( 9.02) (11.29) ( 8.46) (11.08) (1C.46) ( 9.98)
3. Teads 270.G0 385,65 347.85 349.37 3%57.5 244.76
( 7.49) (10.27) ( 9.36) ( 2.83) ( B.56) ( 9.25)
4. Plant protection 20%., 19 131,17 154,75 51,1 64.9 156.06
( 5.79) ( 3.47) ( 4.16) ( 7.10) ( 1.65) ( 4.19)
5. Irrization N1l Nil Nil Eil Nii Nil
6. *anures %212.8 285,56 224,28 223,62 262.5 254.55
( 8.68) (7.%54) ( 6,06) ( 6.32) ( 6.66) ( 6.83)
7. Yertilizers 250.52 246,95 195,81 213,48  399.77 256,37
( 6.26) ( 6.53) { 5.27) ( 6.04) (10.14) ( 6.88)
8. Depreciation 17.58 12.19 13,63 21.07 9.95 14.48
( 0.49) ( 0.32) ( 0.36) ( 0.60) { 0.25) ( 0.39)
9. Interest on working capital 87.05 86,22 85,32 88,98 101,68 89.50
( 2.41) ( 2.28) ( 2.30) ( 2.527) ( 2.%58) ( 2.40)
%@, Cost A 2263,42 2241.69 2218.44 2313.55 2643.56 2330.43
(62.84) (59.25) (59.70) (65.42) (67.09) (62.54)
10, kental value 90832 1033.78 1177.22 901.83 1065.71% 1043.00
(25.25) (27.32) (31.68) (25.50) (27.04) (27.99)
11. Interest on Fixed Capital 31.56 25.€7  25.87 63,09 20,26 32.33
(0.88) ( 0.63) ( 0.70) ( 1.78) { 0.5%1) ( 0.87)
Cost B 3204.30 3301.14 3421.53 3278.47 3729.53 3405,76
. (88.96) (27,25) (92,03) {(92.7%1) (c4.t4) (91. 40,
12, Family labour charges 397.64 402,24 294.17  258.04° 2i1.04 320,40

(11.24) (12.75) ( 7.92) ( 7.29) ( 5.36) ( 8.60)

Cost C * 3601,94 3783.38 Z715.70 353%6,.51 3940.57 3726.16
{100. 00) (100.00)(100.00) {(100.00) (1006.00) (100.00)

(Figuree in parentheses rapres ut percentages to total)



Appendix 1Ib
Input-wise cost of cultivation per hectare of local varieties of Pacdiy in Viruppu -

Income group-wise ( in Rs)
Ttems I, 'Té ”T; ‘14 fé Average
1. Hired human lsbour B73.83 924,61 873.58 788.16  757.29 842.98
(235.52) (24.94) (22.82) (22.73) (19.33) (2z2.62)
( 3.00) (10.158) (i1.13) ( 3.51) (10.48) ( 9.98)
3, veeds 0C.49  529.65  350.17 354.4 380,42 344.76
( 8.20) ( 8.89) ( 9.08) ( 92.64) {( 9.71) { 9.25)
4, ¢lant protection 192.31 173.79 189.98 95,34 161.45 156.06
( 5.15) ( 4.69) ( 4.93;, ( 2.75) ( 4.19) (4¢.19)
5., Irrigation Wil Hil Hil Nil Nil Nil
6. sisnures 3138.5 245.12 210,22 325,82 210.84 254,55
(8.5%) ( 6.61) ( 5.45) ( 9.40) ( 5.38) ( 6.83)
7. dertilizers 281.%6 190.19 239,18 23%6.06 368, 1 256.37
( 7.53) ( 5.13) (6.20) ( 6.81) ( 9.40) ( 6.88)
8. Depreciation 19.77 15,03 16.8% 11.70 135.61 14.48
( 0.53) ( 0.41) ( 0.44) ( 0.34) ( ©.35) ( 0.39)
9. Interest on working capital 77.38 90.19 92.37 83,46 95.93 89.50
( 2.07) ( 2.43) ( 2.40) ( 2.41) ( 2.45) ( 2.40)
Cost A 2410.82 2345,02 2401.70 2170.02 2398,26 2330.43
(64.5%3) (63.24) (62.30) (62.58) (61.23%) (62.54)
10. kental value 801.54 1025.49 1014.73 936.80 1252.51 1043.00
(21.45) (27.66) (26.32) (27..2) (31.92) (27.99)
11, Intereatv or fixed capitzl 2359 2. .37 35.98 38,88 27.87 %2.33
( 0.90) ( 0.79; ( 0.88) ( 1.12) ( 0.7%) ( 0.87)
Cost L 724%.,9% 33949,88 34.0,41 3145,70 3678.64 3405.76
(86,38) (91.09) (29.5%) (90.72( (9%.92) (91.40)
2. Family labour charge 489,97 308,15 399,08 32.8 238,27 320.40
(13.,12) ( 8.31; (10.4%) ( 9.23) ( 6.08) ( 8.6¢)
Jost U 735,92 708,03 3855.26  3467.%0 3916,.91 3726.16
(100.00) (100.00) (10C.00) (100.00) (100.00) §100.00)

R

(rigures in parentheses represent percentages to total)



Appendix 1Ilc
Uperation-wise cost of cultivation per hectare of local varieties of rPad.y in Viruppu -

Size group-~vize { in R=)
Items 51 82 33 84 35 Average
1. Preparatory cultivation 501.94 €04.3C 481,75 H31.35  B47.73 53G.81
(13.94) (15.,99) (22.97) (12.02) (135.69) (14.25)
2. Seeds andsowing 248,62 471,26 444,14 407.1%  387.50 412.85
{ 2.63) (12.46; (11.95; (11.51) ( 2.83) (11.27)
3. Weeding 200. €0 176,01 203, 54 137.61 114.28 167.68
( 5.7} ( 4.65) ( 5.47; ( 3.89) ( 2.90) ( 4.50)
4‘ glaﬂt pl’;)'tection :16.22 234091 2?7‘75 352.‘}6 135071 244062
{ 8.78) ( €.21) ( 6.,13) ( 9.36) ( 3.44) ( 6.56)
5. Irrigation Nil il Nil Nil Nil Hia
6. Manuring 447.00  431.47 319,98 278.1 335,71 362.72
(12.41) (11.40) ( 8.61) (7.36) ( 9.79) ( 9.73)
7. Yertiliser applicasion 300.48 261.54 215,31 229,36 4:9.97 284,00
( 8.34) ( €.91) ( 8.79) ( 6.49) (11.42) ( 7.62)
8. Harvesting 441,57 485.53 521,39 525.95 721,39 537.40
(12.26) (11.78) (14.03) (i4.87) (18.31) (14.42)
9. Depreciation 17.58 12.19 15,63 21,07 Y. 95 14.48
( 0.49) ( 0.72) ( C.37) ( 0.60) ( C.25) ( 0.39)
10. Interest on working capital 87.05 36,22  85.32 88.98 101.68 89.50
. ( 2.42) ( 2.28; ( 2.30) ( 2.52) ( 2.98) ( 2.40)
11. nental value 30832 1033.78 177,22 301.83 1065.71  1043.00
{25.25) (27.32) (31.68) (25.5C) (27.04) (27.99)
12. Interest on fixed capiial 31.5. 2%.67 25.37 63.09 20.26 32.33
( ©.88) ( 0.63) ( 0.70) ( 1.78) (0.51) ( 0.87)
vost o _ . A

Cost C 2601.94 3783.38 371%,7 3536,51 3940.57 3726.16
(100.00) (100.00) (120,00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00)

(Figures in parentheses represeni percentages to total)



dAppendix IId

Operation-wise coet of cultivatiocn per hectare of local

varicties

nf 2addy in Viruppu

Income group-wise (in Rs)
Iifem N ll_~__-~_12 13 L I4 15 Average

1. Preparatory cultivation T16.46  530.9 531.00 463,50 509.41 530.58
(19.18) (14.32) (15.33) (13.37) (13.01) (14.25)

2. seeds ané sowing 364,62 256G, 04 %3,68 412,53 488,77 413.85
(10.30) ( 9.9%5) (11.38) (11,90) (12.48) (11.27)

3., Yerding 209,22 210.53 241,57 148,51 30.3%6 167.68
( 5.62) ( 50.68) ( ©.49) ( 4.28) ( 2.31) ( 4.50)

4. 2lart protaction 307.59  303%.9 33%.21 171,61 161.45 244,62
( 8.2%) (8.20) (78.69) ( 4.2%) ( 4.12) { 6.56)

5. Irrigation Wil NiY e W) nil Nil Fil
6. .larvring 455,62 6T 297.71 440.3%8 301,86 362,72
(12.20) ( 9.90) ( 7.72) (12.70) ( 7.7%4¢ ( 9.73)

T. Fertilizer sanplication 297.17 209.1 230,65 257.26 406,63 284.00
( 7.35) (5.64) ( 7.28)y ( 7.42) (10.7%8) ( 7.62)

8. Iiarvef.tmg 432096 5570 38 5420 53 502. 73 568- 58 537.40
(11.59) (15.03) (14.07) (14.50) (14.52) (14.42)

9. bepreciation 19.77 15.C3 1€.35 11.70 13.61 14.48
( 0.53) (0.41) (C.44) (0.34) ( 0.3%) ( 0.39)

10: Interest on working capital 77.38 90. 1Y 92.37 8%.46 95.93 89.50
( 2.07) ( 2.43) ( 2.40) ( 2.41) ( 2.45) ( 2.40)

11. kental value 80.54 1025.49 1014.73 §36.8 1252.651 1043.00
(21.45) (27.66) (2¢.32) (27.02) (31.98) (27.99)

12. interest on fixed capitcl 35.59 29,37 33.98 35,98 27.87 32.33
( 0.96) ( 6.79) ( 0.88) C1.42) ( u.7%) ( 0.87)

Jost © 3735.92 2708.03 3855,26  3467.5  3916.91 5726,16
(100.00) (100.CU) (100.00) (100.0C) (106.00) (100.00)

(Figures in parantheses

represent percentages tc total)



Appendix

iii a

Input-wise cost of cultivetion per hectare of local
Size groupvwise

varieties of Paddy in Mundakan -

(in(Rs. )

Itens 61 82 83 84 Ss Average

1. Hired human labour 1093.91 1175.04 1240,29 1024.62 1264.74 1186,98
(22,85) (26.72) (26.89) (22.50) (26.42) (25.57)

2. Bullock labour 352.17 321.04 329,94 376.43 350.70 344.€6
( 7.36) ( 7.30) (7.15) ( 8.27) ( 7.33) ( 7.42)

3. Seeds 56C.00 466.53  540.88 607.33 498,03 515.93
(11.70) ( 9.25) (11.73) (13.33) (10.40) (11.11)

4, Plart protection 98,98 122.95 129,32 179.98 179.23 149.00
( 2.07) (2.80) ( 2.80) ( 5.95) ( 3.74) ( 3.21)

5. Irrigation il Nil il Nil Wil Nil

6. ianures 490.3¢ 385,95 291,32 A44 .34 491,58 417,48
(10.24) ( 8.78) (6.32) ( 9.76) (10.27) ( 8.99)

7. Fertilizers 205,62 262,48 254,51 282.5 315,97 275.04
( 4.30) ( %.97) 3.52) ( 6.20) ( €.60) {( 5.93)

8. bepreciation 17.58 12.19 1%.63 21.07 9.9% 13.74
( 0.37) ( G.28) ( 0.30) ( 0©.46) ( 0.21) ( 0.30)

% ig::g;it on vorking 112,74 107.39  112.00  117.45 124,27 116.%1
( 2.36) ( 2.44) ( 2.43) ( 2.58) ( 2.60) ( 2.51)

46. Cost A 2931.%6 2792,02 2912.09 3053.72 3230, .8 3019.20
. (€1.24) (63.49) (€3.13) (67.05) (67.50) (65.04)

10. kental value 1277.09 1188.37 1314.65 1192,.69 1285.92 1259.58
(26.68) (27.03) (28.50) (2€.19) (26.87) (27.14)

11. Intexrest on fixed 31.56 25 .67 25.87 63.09 20.26 20.54
capital ( 0.66) ( 0.58) ( 6.56) ( 1.39) ( c.42) ( 0.65)
Coet B 4240,01 4006.06 422,61  4309.50 4540.16 4309.12

, (28,57) (91.10) (92.19)  (94.62) (94.85) (52.84)

12. Family labouxr charges 546,95 391,17 360.12 244.93 252.29 332.%9

(11.42) (8.90) (7.31) ( 5.33) ( 5.1%) ( 7.16

gost © 4786.96 4297.23 4612.73 4554.43 4786.47 4641.5
(100.00)(100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00)

(Figures in parentheses represent pexrcentares to total)



Appendix III b
dppendixxX¥ Inpud-wise cost of cultivation per hecatre of local varieties of Paddy

in Mundakan ¢4 Income group-wise (in ks)
Items i 1, 13 14 15 Average
1. Hired human labour 272.46 829,08 1213.38 1269.11 1425.51 1186.88
{ 5.05) (17.92) (26.42) (29.44) (30.00) (25.97)
2. Bulloek lsbour 444.61 287.51 387,61 254,98 371.10 344,66
( 8.25) ( 6.22) ( 8.44) ( 5.91) ( 7.81) ( 7.42)
3. Seeds 477« 81 572,93 588,61 464.74 465,.5€ 515,93
: ( 8.8%) (12.39) (12.77) (10.77) ( 9.80) (11.11)
4. Plant protection 127.55% 119,95 166.57 T71.32 185,65 149,06
‘ ( 2.327) ( 2.59) ( 3.63) ( 1.65) ( 3.99) ( 3.21)
5. Irrigation i1 N1l Nil Hil N1l Ril
6. danure 461,22 495.96 %08.36 594.6 368.18 417.48
( 8.55) (10.72) ( 6.71) (13.79) ( 7.75) ( 8.99)
7. Fertilisors 429,96 272.01 262,2 2%35.36 285,89 275.04
( 7.97) (5.88) ( 5.71) ( 5.33) ( 6.02) ( 5.93)
8. Deprecintion 19.77 15.03% 16.83 15.01 9.58 13.74
( 0.37) (0.32) ( 0.37T) ( v.35) ( 0.20) ( 0.30}
9. Interest on working capital 93%.32 103,70 117.74 116,01 124,62 116.31
(1.73) ( 2.24) ( 2.%6) ( 2.69) ( 2.62) ( 2.51)
Cost A 2326.% 2696.17 3061.30 3086,23 3240.07 3019.20
p (45.00) (58.28) (66.65) 69.96 ) (68.19) (65.04)
10. fental value 1897.62 1257.%34 1194,27 1131.47 1321.88 12%9.58
(23.63) (27.18) (26.00) (26.24) (27.82) (27.14)
11. Interest on fixed capital 2%.59 29.37 33.98 22.78 %1.33 %0.34
(00.€2) ( 0.64) ( 0.74) ( 0.53) { 0.66) ( 0.65)
Cost B 3957,.51 3082,38 4239.55 4170.48 4593, 28 4309.12
(76.25) (36.10) (93.39) (96.73) (2€.67) (92.84)
12. family labovr chuxges 1234.51 €35.05 303,35 141,01 158,39 332,39
(24.75)  (12.90) ( 6.61) ( 3.27)  { 3.33) ( 7.16)
Cost © 5292.02 4625.93 4592.90 4311.4% 4751,67 4641.,51
(100.02) (100.00)(100.00) (10C.00) (150.00) (100.00)

(¥icures in paranthe..es reprezent percentages to toial)



Appendix

iIl ¢

Operation-wise cost of cultivation per hectare of local varieties of raddy in Mundakan -

Size group-vwise (in Rs)
31 52 53 54 85 Average

t. Preparatory cultivation 60.03 414,25 395.95 458.9 453.77 34.40
T.61) ( 9.42) ( 8.58) (10.08) ( 9.48) 9.36)

2. Seeds and sowing Y604 2% 329,47 891.94 887.58 362,12 877.97
(20.06) (18.26) (19.34) (19.49) (18.,01) (18.92)

3. Yeeding 137.29 169,84 185,55 76.82 199.86 165.3%3
( 2.8T) (3.86) ( 4.03) ( 1.69) ( 4.18) ( 3.96)

4, riant protection 185,82 214,09 216.38 291.04 269,17 241,43
( 3.88) (4.87) ( 4.69, ( 6.39) ( 5.62) { 5.20)

5. Irrigation Nil ¥il Nil Nil Nil X1l
6. Manuring 662.07 544.03 130,36 479.32 517.99 510,78
(13.83)  (12.37) ( 3.34) (10.52) (12.32) (11.00)

7. Fertilizer spplication 221.00 10,75 288,3 11.¢ 535,38 031
op ( 4.02) T.g%) ({ 6.52) ? 6.%5) (5;.01) ? 2.52)

8. Harvesting 721.50 582.683 737.57 651.87 T14.75 688,48
(15.07)  (13.25) (15.99) (14.31) (14.93) (14.83)

9, Depreciztion 17.58 12. 13 12.63 21.07 9.95 13.74
( 0.37) ( 0.28) ( 0.3C) ( ©c.46) ( 0.21) ( 0.30)

10. Intereut on working capitell12.74 107.39 112.00 117.45 124.27 116.31
( 2.36) ( 2.44) ( 2.43) ( 2.58) ( 2.60) ( 2.51)
11. Eental value 1277.09 1188,37 1314.65 1192,69 1285;92 1259.58
(26.68) (27.03) (28.50) (26.19) (26.87) {(27.14)
t2. Interost on fixed capital 31.56 25.67 25.87 63.09 20.26 30.30
( 0.66) (0.58) (0.56) (1.39) ( 0.42) {( 0.65)

Cost ¢ 4786.96  4297.23 A€12.73  4554.542 4786.47 4641.51
(100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00)

Figures in parentheces reprecent percent:gen

to “otal)



Appendix 111 4

Cperation-wise cost of cultivetion per hectare of local varieties of Paddy in Mundakan -
Income groupwise -

(in Es)
Itens I1 I, . 13 14 15 Average
1. Praéparatory cvitivation 56%,27 33724 454,57 37C.79 470.05 474.40
(10.64) (. 8.37) ( 9.46) ( 8.,80) ( 9.89) ( 9.36)
2, veedr ar: sowing 794,94 350,99 912,67 752,21 886,15 877.37
(12.02) (20.56) (14.87; (17.4%) (18.6%) (18.32)
3. uYgeding 182,21 177.08 149,85 147.05% 176.63 165.33
( 3.44) (3.83) (3.26) ( 3.41) ( 3.72) ( 3.56)
4, ?2lant protectior 274,717 193,83 261,52 172.7¢ 279.48 241.43%
( 5.14) ( 4.19) ( 5.€9) ( 4.01) ( 5.86) ( 5.20)
5. Irripation kil Nil Nil Nil kil N1l
6. Manuring 623,61 580.08 476,25 T0C.T3 427.54 510.78
(11.78) (12.54) ( 9.50) (16.25) 9,00) (11.00)
7. Fertilizer application 498,.4 290,96 286,9 286.61 502,98 303.19
(9.42) ( 6.29) ( 6.25) ( 6.65) ( 6.358) ( 6.53)
8. Harvesuing 613,56 40,31 743,32 596 .04 T22.45 688,48
(11.99) (12.84) (16.29) (13.82) (15.21) (14.83)
9. DeprGCiﬂtion 19. 77 '5-03 16083 15001 9'58 13074
( 0.37) (0.32) ( 0.37) ( C.35) ( 0.20) ( 0.30)
10. Interest on working 93.3%2 103.70 117.74 116.01 124.62 116.31
capital. ( 1.7€) ( 2.24) ( 2.56) ( 2.69) ( 2.62) ( 2.51)
11. vental value 1597.62 1257.34 1194.27 1131.47 1321,.88 1259.58
(30.%99) (27.18) (26,00) (2€.24) (27.82) (27.14)
12, 1Inter: 't on fixed caviml 33.59 29,357 33.98 22,78 31.33 30.%0
( 0.63)  (0.63) ( 0e74) ( 0.53) ( 0.€8) ( 0.65)
€ost C £292,02 4625,9Y3 4592.9 £511.49 4751, 23 4641,51
(100.00) (3c0.00) (120.00) (100.00) (100.00) (t00.00)

(v4gures in paranthosces vepres nt percentuges to total)



Appendix IV a
Input-wise cost of cultivation per hectare of high yielding varieties of Paddy in Punja =

Size groupwise - ( in Rs. )
Itens S, 2. 83 54 Si: Average

1. Hired humarn labour 1124.87 1217.9 114,76  1374.00 1373.50 1307.7%
(20.02) (23.43) (24.99) (28.94) (29.37) (26.86)

2. Bullock labcur 431,23 350.00 487.5 299,19 433%.97 407.33
( 7.68) (6.75) ( 8.17) ( 6.30 ( 9.2) ( 8.37)

3. Seeds 368.94 338.75  391.66 331,96 30€,.26 329.66
( 6.57) (6.53) ( 8.26) ( 6.99) ( 6.55) ( 6.77)

4, Plant protection 365,37 527.50 165.0C 226,17 190,89 241,87
( 6.50) (10.17) ( 3.48) ( 4.76) ( 4.08) ( 4.97)
( 7.96) ( 7.57) ( 8.950) ( 7.04) ( 8.36) ( 8.10)

6. Manures 141.63 100.00 91.66 - 54.2 68.14
( 2.52) (1.93) ( 1.9%3) ( 1.16) ( 1.40)

7. Fertilizers 559,67 459,44 462,22 225,71 405.59 429,17
( 9.96) (&8.86) ( 9.7%) ( 6.86) ( 8.67) ( 8.81)

8. lepreciation 17.58 12.19 13.63 21,07 9.95 12.93
( 0.31) (0.24) ( 0.29) ( C.44) ( 0.21) ( 0.26)

9. Interest on working 137.56 125.94 123,98 116,50 126.76 127.60
capital ( 2.45) ( 2.62) ( 2.61) ( 2.4%) ( 2.7%) { 2.62)

8. Cost A 3594.13 3534.44 35223.43 3029.,00 3295.82 3318.84
_ (63.97) (68.15( (67.98) (63.80) (70.48) (68.16)

10. Lental value 1130.12 1017.5 1097.17 1197.63 1082.83 1100.39
- (20.12) (19.62) (23.14) (25.23) (23.15) (22.60)

11, Interest on fixed 1,56 25.67 25.87 63.09 20.26 27.91
capital ( 0.56) ( 0.49) ( 0.5%) ( 1.833) ( 0.43) ( 0.57)
Jost B 4755.81 1577.61 4346.47 4289,72 4398,91 4447.14
(€4.€5) (88.26) (91.68) (9C.35) (94.06) (91.33)

12, Faaily labour charges £€62.43 608,95 394,92 458,00 277.7 422.19
(15.35)  (11.74) ( 8.33) ( 9.65) ( 5.94) ( 8.67)

Sost C 5618, 24 5186,56 4741.39 4747,.72 4676,61 4869.33
(1 0.00) (100.00)(100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00)

(Yigur-a in parentheses reoresent peorcentoges to total)



Appendix IV ®

Input-wise cost of cvltivetion pexr hectare of higsh yleiding varictioa of Paddy in Punja -
Income groupvwise in ks

1. Hired humau ladour 779.68 1005.33 1009.28 17533.35 t1658.6 1307.79%
(15.66) (21.05) (22.40) (31.25) (33.56) (26.86)

2, ‘ullock labour 463,08 477.64 43G. 14 368,00 350,51 407.33
( 9.30) (16.00) ( 9455) ( 6.63) ( 7.09) ( 8.37)

%. Seeds 314.12 376.84 315.80 349,60 306,07 329.66
( €.31) ( 7.83) ( 7.01) ( 6.30) ( 6.19) ( 6.77)

4, Plant Frotection 390.54 265,39 205.88 309.44 201.56 241.87
( 7.8%) ( 9.62) ( 4.97) ( %.58) ( 4.08) { 4.97)

5. Irrigation 292,87 310,08 351,47 506.50 459.74 394.39
{ 5.88) (6.49) ( 7.80) ( 9.13) ( 9.20) { 8.10)

€. Hanures 87.44 6,20 84.55 60.00 39.14 68,14
( 1.76) (2.01) (1.88) ( 1.08) {0.79) ( 1.40)

7. Fertilizers 477.23 Z7€.99  54£.69 412.30 380,72 429.17
{ 9.59) ( 7.89) «12.138) ( 7.43) (1.70) ( 8.8%1)

8, Uepreciation ,19.77 15.03 14.77 11.70 g .58 12.93
: ¢ 0.40) ( 0.31) ( 0.33) ( 0.21) ( C.19) ( 0.26)

9. Interest on working 112.99 117.06 118,42 150.04 136,24 127.60
capital ( 2.77) ( 2.45) ( 2.63) ( 2.70) ( 2.76) ( 2.62)
Cost A 2937.72 3043.51  2079.00 3900.9% 3542.16 3318.84
(59.02) (63.73) (68.34) (70.33) (71.67) (68.16)

10. Lental value 1022.9% 1068,37 901.67 1334.20 1192.29 1100.39
(20.55) (22.37) (20.01) (24.05) (24.12) (22.60)

11.1!!1’;31‘9@1" on fixed 33-59 29137 33-98 22,78 23;6‘ 27091
capital ( 0.67) { 0.62) ( 0.75) ( 0.41) ( 0.48) ( 0.57)
Cost B 3994, 26 4141.25 4014.65 5257.9% 47538.06 4447.14
(80.25) (8€.72) (59.11) (94.79) (96.27) (91.33)

12. ramily labour charges 983,17 634,26 490.85 263.89 184.29 422.19
(19.75) (13.28) (10.83) ( 5.21) ( 3.73) ( B.67)

Cost O 4977.43 ATT5.51  4505.50 554€.80 43942.3%5 4869.33
v (100.00)  (102.00) (100.c0) (1¢0.c0) (120.00) (100.00)

(Figures in parantheses represent peigentcges to total)



Operationwise cost of cultivation opexr hectare of

Appendix IV o

vize groupvise -~

high yielding varieties of Paddy in Punja -

(4n Bs.)
ltems 31 ?2; 33 34 35 Average
{. Preparatery cultivation 615,56 484,383 45,83 528.63 538,17 545.91
(10.96) ( 2.34) (11.51)  (11.13)  (11.51) (11.21)
2. Jeeds and vowing 545.1 452.50 637,50 417.50 368,09 432,78
( 9.70) ( 8.34) (13.45) ( 8.79) ( 7.87) ( 8.89)
( 7.73) (13.26) ( 5.80) ( 5.03) (12.32) (10.11)

4.  lant nrotection 610.8% 670.00 243.75 281.57 278,29 352.42
{(10.87) (12.92) ( 5.14) ( 5.93) ( 5.95) ( 7.24)

5. Irrigation 447.28 392.72 403.02 334.40 391.14 394.39
( 7.96) ( 7.57) (8.50) ( 7.04) ( 8.36) ( 8.10)

6. ‘lanuring 278.04 132.81 145,83 - T4.14 107.86
( 4.95) ( 2.56) ( 3.08) ( 1.59) ( 2,22)

7. Fertiliger application 633.58 514,16 501,96 706.57 490.89 540.40
(11.28) ( 9.91) (10.58) (14.88) (10.50) (11.10)

8. Harveating 737.51 681.19  727.91 842,14 718.97 134.47
(13.13) (13.13) (15.35) (17.74) (15.37) (15.,08)

9, Depreciation 17+58 12.19 1%3.63 21.07 9.95% 12,93
( 0.31) ( 0.24) ( 0.29) ( 0.44) (0.21) ( 0.26)

10. Interest on working 137.56 135,94 12%,98 116.50 126.75 127.60
capital ( 2.45) (,2.62) ( 2.61) ( 2.45) (2.71) ( 2.62)

11. Eental value 1130.12 1?17,50 1097.17 1197.6% 1082.8% 1100.39
(20.12) (19.62) (23.14) (25.23) (23.15) (22.60)

12. Interest on fixed capitzl 31.56 25.67 25,87 63.09 20.26 27.91
( 0.56) ( 0.49) ( 0.55) (1.33) ( C.43) ( 0.57)

Jost C 5618.24 5186.56 4741,39 4747.72 4676.61  4868.33
(100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (10c.00) (100.00) (100.00)

(¥igures in pnrantheses represent percentages to total)



Appendix IV 4

Uperation wise cost of cultivation per hectare of high yielding varieties
of Paddy in Punja - Income groupwise -

(in Rs)
Itens 1, 12 13 14 15 Average

1. Preparatory cultivation 654,15 599,47  687.5 522.00 410,05 545.91
(13.14) (12.55) (15.26) (9.41) ( 8.30) (11.21)

2. veeds and sowing 408.03 591,78  388.42 401.60 375.58 452.78
( 8.20) (12.39) ( 8.62) ( 7.24) ( 7.60) ( 8.89)

3. Weeding 537.56 473,60 277.57 724.00 561,92 492.27
(10.30) (10.02) ( 6.16) (13.05) (11.37) (10.11)

A, Plant orotection 616,58 299,82 07 .54 371.44 304.48 352.42
(12.39) ( 8.16) (6.83) ( 6.70) (6.16) ( 7.24)

f. lirigation 232.87 310.03 351.47 506.50 459.79 394.39
‘ ( 5.88) ( 6.49) ( 7.80) ( 9.13) (. 9.30) ( 8.10)

6. Hanuring 142,49 122.75 162;68 90.00 62,75 107.86
) ( 2.86) ( 2.57) ( 3.61) ( 1.62)  ( 1.27) ( 2.22)

7. fertilizer applicaticn 53%0.62 426,86 597.9 456.30 €00.86 540.40
(10.66) ( 8.94) (13.27) ( 38.23) (12.16) (1190 )

8. Harvesting €05.83 62€.37 663,58 956,24 805.25 T34.47
' (12.17) (13.12) (14.73) (17.24) (16.29) (15.08)

9, Depreciation 19,77 15.03 14.77 11.70 9.58 12.93
, ( 0.40) ( 0.31) (0.33) ( 0.21) ( 0,19) ( 0.26)
10. Intercst on working 112.99 117.06 118,42 150.04 136,24 127.60
capital ( 2.27) ( 2.45) ( 2.6%) ( 2.70) ( 2.76) ( 2.62)

11. lental value 1022.95 106G.37  901.67 1334.,20 1192,.29 1100.39
(20.55) (22.37) (20.01) (24.05) (24.12) (22.60)

12. Interest on fixed cavital 3%.59 29.37 33,98 22.78 25,61 27.91
Ccst C A977.43 4775%.51  4505.50 5546.80 4942,.35 486€9,3%
(100.00) (i100.00) (190.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00)

(¥iuvres in parantheres represent percentages to total)



Appendix V a
Input wise cost of cuitivation per hecture of local varieties of Paddy in Punja -

Size group-wise ( in Rs)

Items 34 5, 33 84 85 Average

1. i{ired huwrar labour 904.58 1407.2%  133%%,95 553.08 1206.90 1259.04
(17.77) (26.,70) (22.4%) (17.00) (28.17) (27.22)

2. Bullock labour 482,03 428.74 438,28 326,09 375.31 404.79
( 9.47) ( 3.14) ( 9.35) (10.02) ( 8.76) ( 8.75)

3. Seeds 448,53 366,00  376.56  434.78  397.65  387.88
( 8.81) ( 6.,95) ( 8B.03) (13.36) ( 9.28) ( 8.39)

4. Plant protection 285,95 165,96 T70.50 54.35 84.42 108,87
( 5.62) ( 3.15) ( 1.50) ( 1.67) ( 1.97) ( 2.35)

5. Irrigation 274.35 461.21 260,53 203,26 361,20 359.20
( 5.39) ( 8.75) (5.56) (6.25) ( 8.43) ( 7.77)

6. Manurecs 318,63 105,97 127.79 217.3%9 144.80 138.80
| ( C.26) ( 1.97) (2.73) (6.68) ( 35.38) ( 3.00)

7. Fertilizers 512,69 397.92 266,24 190,22 338,32 41.50
(10.07) ( 7.55) ( 5.68) ( 5.85) ( 7.90) 7.38)

8. Depreciation 17.58 12.19 13.63 21.07 9. 95 11.80
{ 0.35) (0.23) (0.29) ( 0.65) ( Ce23) ( 0.28)

9. Interost on working 143.77 13%.33 115,50 80,00 117.3%8 121,20
capital ( 2.78) ( 2.53) ( 2.46) ( 2.46) ( 2.74) ( 2.62)
Cost A 3386.11 3476.95 3002.98 2080.25 3035.93 3133.15

(66.52) (65.98) (64.05) (63.95) (70.85) (67.74)

10. Rental value 12714.53 1298.14 1325.87 833,26 988,17 1144.19
(24.93) (24.6%) (28.28) (25.61) (23.06) (24.74)

11. Interest on fixed capital 31.56 25.67 25.87 63.09 20.26 24.15
( 0.62) ( 0.49) (0.55) (1.94) (6.47) ( 0.52)

Cost B 4689,2 4800.76 4354.72 2976.60 4044.36 4301.49

(92.11) (91.10) (22.89) (91.50; (94.38) (93.00)

12. Panily labour chairges 401,52 465.08  333.49 276.54 241,38 324.07
( 7.89) ( 8.90; (7.11) ( 8.50) ( %.62) ( 7.00)

Cost C 5090.72 £5263.84 46588.21 3253.14 4285.10 4625.50

{(1co.00) (100.20) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00)

(+£igurss in parsntheses represent percents~ses to total)



Appendix V b

Inputewise cost of cultivation per hectare of local varieties of Paddy in Punje -
income group-wise

(in ke )
Iteus I1 12 13 14 15 Avevnge
1. Hired human labour 666,84 1%245.19 952,86 1102.77 1654.74 1259.04
(14.34) (25.61) (26.70) (24.70) (32.23) (27.22)
{( 7.67) v B.25) ( 7.67) (11.39) ( 7.69) ( 8.75)
3. Seeds 400.79 406,71 567,04 399,09 381.€6 %87.28
| ( 8.€2) (7.74) (10.23) (.8.94) ( 7.43) ( 8.39)
4. Plant protection 125.3%9 234.88 32.36 75.43 135.98 108.37
( 2.70) ( 4.47) (c.95) ( 1.64 [ 2.65) ( 2.35)
S. Irrigation 404.55 395.05 204,87 342,23 435.94 %59.20
( 8.70) (7.52y (5.74) (7.67) ( 8.49) ( 7.77)
6. Aanures 78.37 63.88 113,14 154,06 176.74 138.80
( 1.69) ( 1.22) (3.17) ( 3.45) ( 3.44) ( 3.00)
7. fertilizers 223.28 426,76 137.75 378,37 495.66 341.50
( 4.20) ( 8.12) (5.26) (8.48) ( 7.70) ( 7.38)
8. Depreciation 19.77 15.03 11. 03 11.70 3.58 11.80
( C.43) ( 0.29) ( 0.31) (0.26) ( 0.%9) ( 0.26)
9. Interest on working 90.23 132.55 86,01 118.3%7 143,41 121.20
capital ( 1.94) (2.52) (2.41) ( 2.65) ( 2.79) ( 2.62)
vost A 2365.53% 3453.%8 2230.54 3088.28  3728.59 3133.08
, (50.86) (65.74) (62.49) (€9.18) (72.63) (67.73)
10. #ental value 1317.30 1324.60  987.2 1079.52 1188.34 1144.19
(28.3%4) (25.21) (27.66) (24.19) (23.13) (24.74)
11. Interest on fixad 33.59 29.37 3%2.98 22,78 16,21 24.15
capital { 0.72) ( 0.56) ( 0.95) (0.51) (0.32) ( 0.52)
vo3t B BT 24 4807.35 251,72 1190.93  4333.15 4301.49
(79.98) (21.51) (21,10)  (93.88): (96.09) (93%.00)
12, family labour charges 933.42 446,02 317.62 275.04 200.63 324,07
. (20.07) ( 8.49) ( 8.90) ( 6.12) (3.91) ( 7.00)
cost C 4650,.71 5253.37 3569.,34 4464,02 S133.78 4625.50
(100.00)  (100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (10C.00)

(Figures in parentheses reoresent percentages to total)



Appendix V ¢
Operation-wise cost of cultivation per hectare of local varieties of Paddy in Punja -~

Size groupwise - (in Rs)
Itens S 5, Sy B, S Average
1. Proparatoty oultivation 645-42 676.4 599034 461095 5020‘7 571000
12.68) (12.84) 12.78) 14.20) (11.72) (12.34)
2. Seeds and sowing 503.92 $37.03 587.51 358.7 594.43 570.02
9.90) (10.19) (12.53) (11.03) (13.87) (12.32)
5. Weeding 375.82 418,22 376.28 271.74 353.96 375.03
4. Plant protection 386.44 265.72 109.89 103.26 124.43 166 40
( 7.99) ( 5.04) ( 2.34) ( 3.17) ( 2-90) ( 3.60)
5. Irrigation 274.35 461,21 260.53 203.26 361.2 359.11
5.39) ( 8.75) ( 5.%6) ( 6.25) ( 8.43) ( 7.%6)
6. Hanuring 334.97 179.67 179.14 326.09. 264,85 229.2%
7. Fertilizer application 288,01 64.00 295.03 230.98 358.4 366.72
5.66) 8.80) (6.29) ( 7.10 ( 8.36) 7.93)
8. Harvesting 819.44 797.86  799.6 299.73 590.54 88,71
(16.10) (15.14) (17.06) 9.21 (13.78) (14 89)
9., Depreciation 17. 58 12.19 13.63 21.07 9.95%
( 0.35) ( 0.23) (0.29) ( 0.65) ( 0.23) ( o.zs)
10. Interest on working 141,77 133.73 115.5 80.00 116.74 121.20
capital ( 2.78) ("2.54) ( 2.46) ( 2.46) ( 2.72) ( 2.62)
11. BRental value 1271.53 1298.14 1325.87 833.26 988.17 1144.11
(24.98) (24 63) (28.28) (25.61) (23. 05) (24.73)
12. Interest on Fixed Capital 31, 56 25.67 25.87 63.09 20.26 24.15
(0. 2) ( 0.49) ( 0.55) ( 1.94) ( 0.47) ( 0.53)
Cost C 5090.72 5269.84 4688.21 3253.14  4285.1 4625.50
(100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00)

(Figures in parentheses represent percentages to total)



Appendix V 4

Operation-wise cost of cultivation per hectare of local varieties of Paddy in Punja -

Income group-wise (in Es
Items I1 Iz 13 14 15 Average

1. Preparatory ocultivation 474,14 730.55 383.11 648.34 583.59 571.00
(10.20) (13.91) (10.73) (14.52) (11.37) (12.34)

2. Seeds and sowing 538.4 539.15 407.62 563.03 680.73 570.02
(11.58) (10.26) (11.42) (12.6%) (13.26) (12.32)

3. Weeding 313.48 494.44 405,74 273.77 413.25 373.03
( 6.74) (9.41) (11.37) (6.13) ( 8.05) ( 8.06)

4. Plant protection 191,22 256,25 62.68 108.66 205.69 166.40
( 4.11) (6.78) ( 1.76) ( 2.43) ( 4.0t) ( 3.60)

5. Iz‘rigation 404055 395005 204087 342023 435094‘ 359011
( 8.70) ( 7.52) ( 5.74) (7T87) (8. 49) ( 7.76)

6. Manuaring 123.43 105.56 176.34 253.60 299.68 229.25%
( 2.65) ( 2.01) (4.94) (5.68) ( 5.84) ( 3.96)

7. Fertilizer application 303.72 441,78 210.39 403,51 413,22 366.T2
8. Harvesting 840.28 89.04 00.37 638, 11 744.60 688,71
(18.07) (13.12) (16.82) (14.20) (14.50) (14.89)

9. Bepreciation 19.77 15.03 11.03 11.70 9.58 11.80
( 0.43) ( 0.29) (0.31) (0.26) (0.19) ( 0.26)

10. Interest on working 90.23% 132.55 .01 118.37 14341 121.20
capital ( 1.94) ( 2.52) ( 2.41 ( 2.65 ( 2.79) ( 2.62

11. Hental value 1317.9 1324.6 987.2 1079.92 1188.34 1144.1%
(28.34) (25,21 (27.66) (24.19) (23.15) (24.73)

12. Interest on fixed capital 33.59 29.37 33.98 22.78 16.21 24.15
( 0.72) ( 0.56) ( 0.95) (0.51) ( 0.32) ( 0.53)

Cost C 4650.71% 5253.37 3569.34 4464.02 5133.78 4625.50
(100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00)

(¥igures in parantheses represent percentages to total)



Appendix VI a
Input-wise cost of maintenance per hectare of coconut - ¥ize group wise -

( in Bs )
Items 31 Sg S} 84 85 Average
{. Hired humen labour 1064,26 1485.83 1342.32 1551.77 2295,.10 1697.31
(11.83) 16.06) (14.85) (18.08) (25.31) (18.80)
2. Plant protection 23.10 31.23 35.79 33.33 63.79 43,01
chemicals ( 0.26) { 0.34) ( 0.40) 0.39) ( 0.70) ( 0.48)
3. Irrigation 791.44 616.97 520.83 518,75 549.07 585.43
( 8.79) ( 6.67) ( 5.76) ( 6.04) ( 6.06) ( 6.48)
4. HManures 1792.13 1710.45 171101 1812.55 1651.45 1712.70
(19.91) (18.49) (18.93) (21.12) (18.21) (18.97)
5. Fertilizers 173.03 371.56 594.27 267.73 402,84 388.76
( 1.92) 4.02) ( 6.57) ( 3.12) ( 4.44) ( 4.31)
6. Depreciation 138.64 146.18 123,27 142.25 69.98 112,56
( 1.54) ( 1.58) ( 1.36) ( 1.66) ( 0.77) ( 1.25)
7. Interest om working 477.91 523.47 519.30 519.20 603.87 544.55%
capital ( 6.31) (5.66) (5.74) (6.05) (6.66) ( 6.03)
. Cost A 4460.51 4885.69 4846.79 4845.55 5636.10 5084.26
(49.56) (52.82) (53.62) (56.45) (62.16) (56.32)
8. Rental Value 2583 .86 3048.98 2991.14 2696.83 2845.83 2857.86
(28.71) (32.96) (33.09) (31.42) (31.39) (31.66)
9. Interest on Fixed capital 270.68 272.8% 240.67 277.73 136.62 217.50
( 3.01) ( 2.95) ( 2.66) ( 3.24) ( 1.51) ( 2.40)
Cost B 7315.05 8207.50 8078.60 17820.11 8618.55 8159.62
(81.28) (88.73) (89.%%) (91.11) (95.05) (90.38)
#0, Fanily labour charges 1684.48 1042.91  960.58 762.94 448,77 868.19
) (18.72) (11.27) (10.63) (8.89) ( 4.95) ( 9.62)
fotal Cost 8999.53 9250.41 9039.18 8583.05 9067.32 9027.81%1
(100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00)

(Figures in parantheses represent percentages to total)



Appendix VI ®

Input-wise cost of maintenarce per hectare of coconut -~ Income groupwise

( in Rs)

Itens I, I, 13 T4 TEA Average

t{. Hired human labour 1012.7% 1376.17 1563.08 1693.96 2088.42 1697.31
(1:.38) (15.35) (16.90) (19.13) (23.11) (18.80)

2. Plant protection chemicals 29,84 29.0% 50.88 23.98 55.00 43,01
( 0.34) ( 0.352) (0.50) ( 0.55) (0.27) ( 0.48)

3. Irrigaticn 749.81 60%.92 675.20 586.74 497,88 585.43
( 8.42) (6.74) (7.30) ( 6.63) ( 5.51) ( 6.48)

4. Manures 1679.07 1798.06 1644.09 1638.54 1728.67 1712.70
(18.86) (20.06) (17.78) (18.51) (19.13) (18.97)

5. Fertilizers 118.14 448,27 759.0% 275.90 413,34 388,76
( 1.33) ( 5.00) (3.88) ( 4.25) ( 4.61) ( 4.31)

6. epreciation 142,99 129,26 105.46 130.41 97.33 112.50
(1.61) (1.44) ( 1.84) ( 1.47) ( 1.08) ( 1.25)

7. Interect on working 447.91 526,17 527.85 533.94 585,90 544.55
capital ( 5.03) (5.87) (5.71) (6.05) (6.48) ( 6.03)
(46.96) (54.78) (53.26) (56129) 60.52) (56.32)

8. Rental value 2630.22 2812.74 3034.86 2768,.69 2853.76 2857.86
(29.54) (31.38) (32.81) (31.27) (31.58) (31.66)

9. Interest on Fixed capital 279.16 252.37 205.91 254,61 183.01 217.%90
( 3.14) ( 2.827 ( 2.23) ( 2.88) ( 2.03) ( 2.40)

Coat B 70893.85 7975.99 8167.38 8006.77 8503. 31 8159.62
, (79.64) (88.98) (88.30) (90.43) (94.13) (90.38)

10. Famrily labour charges 1812.72 988,08 1082.04 846.938 530.70 868.19
(20.36) (11.02) (11.70) ( %9.57) ( 5.87) ( 9.62)

fotel Cost 8902.57 8964.07 9248.42 8853,75% 903%4.01 9027.81
(€00.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.0C)} (100.00)

(Figures in parantheses represent percentages to total)



Operation-wise cost of maintenance

Appendix

vl

144

per hectare of Coconut ~ Size groupwise

(in Rs)
Items 31 82 83 84 SS Average

1. Inter-culture 337.00 314.58 331,46 345.49 281.35 12.86
("3.74) ( 3.40) ("3.67) ( 4&03) ( 3.10) 3.47)

2. Plant protection 119.77 87.48 114,61 86,27 113.53 106.74
( 2.83) (0.95) ( 1.27) ( 1.00) ( 1.25) ( 1.18)

(11.16) (10.78) (10.19)  (10.17) (11.18) (10.79)

4. Manuring 2539.50 2299.1  2179.33 2165.88 2078.46 2212.87
’ (28.22) (24.85) (24.11) (25.24) (22.92) (24.51)

5. fertilizer application 263.71 487.64 T01.99 492,79 527.47 515.33
6 . ( 2.93) (5.27) (7.77) (5.73) (5.82) (5.71)
. Harvesting dharges 1263.73 1073.17  917.04 983.75 1396.82 1173.85
5 . (14.04)  (11.60) {(10.14) (11.46) (15.40) (13.00)

7. Vepreciation 138.64 146,18 123,27 142,25 69.98 112.50
. ( 1.54) (1.58), (1.36) ( 1.66) ( 0.77) ( 1.2%)

8. Interssy on working 477.9% 523.47 519.30  519.20  603.87 544.55
10. Interess o , yagioe)  seansS) (5:74) (605) (6les)  (6.03)
. .98 29911 2696,8 2845.83  2857.8%
1xed capyy_, £28.71) (32.96) %%3.03) (%1.42) (§1.39) (31.66)
('3°07 272,83 220.67  277.73  136.62  217.50
Tota1 goat o5 *O1)  (2l95) (2.66) ( 3.28) (1.51) (¢ 2.40)
99.573
(1 2250.41 9040.09 8583.05 9067.32  9027.81

Tepresent percentages to total)



Appendix VI a
Operation-wise cost of maintenance per hectare of coconut -

Income group-wise

(in Rs)
Itens 14 I, 13 I, ;5 Average

1. Interculture 282.95 302.14 311.37 291,22 3%52.13 312.86
( 3.18) { 3.37) ( 3.37) ( 3.29) ( 3.67) 3.47)

2. Plant protection 126.74 60.97 124.43 50.96 138.94 106.74
( 1.42) (0.68) (1.35) (o0.58) ( 1.54) ( 1.18)

3. Irrigation 1275.40 942.95 3T7T7T.13 315.64 963.00 373.75
(14.33) (10.52) (10.57) (10.%4) (10.66) 10.79)

4. Manuring 2337.98 2302.91 106.45 2276.66 2184,20 2212.87
( (26.26) (25.69) (22.78) (25.71) (24.18) (24.51)

5. Fertilizer apolication 176.34 480.84 583,12 482.54 560.01 515.33
( 1.98) ( 5.36) ( 6.31) 5.45) ( 6.20) ( 5.71)

6. Harvesting charges 1202.88 1153.72 271.84 1148.90 1135.73 1173.85
(13.51) (12.87) (13.75) (12.98) (12.57) (13.00)

7. Depreciation 142.99 129,26 105.46 130.41 97.33 112.50
( 1.61) ( 1.44) ( 1.14) ( 1.47) ( t.08) ( 1.25)

8. Interest on working capital 447.71 526.17 527.85 $33.94 585.90 544.5%
(5.03) (5.87) (5.71) (6.05) (6.48) ( 6.03)

9, Rental value 2630.22 2812.74 30%4.86 2768.69 2853,76 2857.86
(29.54) (31.38) (32.81) (31.27) (31.59) (31.66)

10. Interest on Fixed capital 279.16 252.37 205.91 254,61 183.0 217.50
( 3.14) ( 2.82) ( 2.23) ( 2.88) ( 2.03) ( 2.41)

Total Cost 8902.57 8964.07 9248.42 8853%.57 9034.01 49027.81
(100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00)

(Figures in parantheses represent percentages to total)



Input-wise cost of maintsnance per Rectare of aracanut

Appendix VII a

Size group-wise

(in Rs)

Items d, 32 83 84 85 Average

1. Hired human labour 721.98 627.59  595.98 543.53  650.09 615.50C
(15.43) (12.75) (12.75) (12.58) (14.92) (13.45)

2. Irrigation 251,59 212.43  369.45 226,38 260.57 262.56
( 5.32) ( 4.32) (7.91) (5.24) ( 5.98) ( 5.74)

3. Crganic manures 1181.25 1362.35 1200.45 1292.63 1197.29 1258.10
(25.25) (27.68) (25.69) (29.91) (27.49) (27.50)

4. Depreciation 138.64 146.18 123.27 142,25 69.98 120.96
(2.96) ( 2.97) ( 2.64) ( 3.29) ( 1.61) ( 2.64)

5. Interest on working capital 275.22 277.45 274.70 264.57 261.35 270.09
(5.83) (5.64) (5.83) (6.12) (6.00) ( 5.90)

Cost A 2568,67 2626.00 2563%,87 2469.36 2439.38 2527.21
\ (54.90) (53.36) (54.86) (57.14) (56.00) (55.23)

6. Rental value 1478.25 1763.47 1571.01 13C2.55 1455.04 1520.91
(31.60) (35.83) (33.61) (z0.14) (33.40) (33.24)

7. Intorest on fixed capital  270.68 272.8% - 240.67 277.73 136.62 233. 11
( 5.79) ( 5.54) ( 5.15) ( 6.43) ( 3.14) ( 5.09)

Cost B 4317.60 4662.30 4375.55 4049.64 4030.94 4281.23

(92.28) (94.73) (93.62) ( 95.71) (92.54) (93.56)

8. Family labour charges 360.99 259.21  297.99 271.76 325.04 294.51
( 7.72) (5.27) (6.78) ( 6.29) ( 7.46) ( 6.44)

Total Cost 4678.59 4921.51 4673.54 4321.4 355.98 4575.74
(f00.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00)

(Figures in parantheses represent percentages to total)



Appendix VII ®
Input-wise cost of maintenance per hectare of arecanut - Income groupwise (
in ks )

Itenms I‘ I2 13 I4 15 Average

1. Hired human laboux 442, 06 579.67 653.34 578.83 682,52 615.50
( 9.14) (13.86) (13.43) (10.85) (15.41) (13.45)

2. lrrigation 262.48 207.24 282,10 353.14 268,44 262.56
( 5.43) ( 4.96) ( 5.80) (6.62) (6,06) ( 5.74)

3. Organic manures 1331. 41 1180.76 1325.93 1523.58 1172.65 1258.10
(27.52) (28.24) (27.25) (28.56 (26.48 (27.50)

4., veprsciation 142,99 129.26 105.46 150.41 113. 21 120.96
( 2.96) ( 3.09) { 2.17) ( 2.44) ( 2.88) ( 2.64)

5. Interest on working 259.04 251,63  234.02 310432 266.51 270.09
capital ( 5.36) (6.02) (5.84) (5.82) (6.02) ( 5.90)

. 2437.68 2348.56 2650.85 2896.28 2503.33 2527.21
(50.41) (56.16) (54.48) (54.29) (56.53) (55.23)

6. Rental value 1428,03 1291.08 1681.88 1894.35 1522.47 1520.91
(29.53) (30.87) (34,57) (35.51) (34.38) (33.24)

7. Interest on fixed capizal 279.16 252.37 205.91 254.61 211.49 233.11
( 5.77) ( 6.03) ( 4.23) ( 4.77) ( 4.77) ( 5.09)

Cost B 4144.87 3892.01 48%8,64 5045.24 4237.29 4281.23
(85.71) (93.07) (93.29) (94.57) (95.68) (93.56)

8. Family labour charges 691.25 289.84 526,67 289,41 191,26 294.51
(14.29) ( 6.93) (6.71) (5.43) ( 4.32) ( 6.44)

Total Cost 4836,12 4121,85% 4865.31 5234.65 4428,55 4575.74
(100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (10C.00) (100.00) (100.00)

(#£igures in parentheses revrssent percentages to total)



Operation-wise cost of maintenance per hectare of arecanut -

Appendix

VII ¢

Size group-wise

( in Re )

Itesn S1 32 S3 34 S5 Average

1. Inter culture 562.5 575.33 571.38 621.21 639.62 599.94
(12.02) (11.69) (12,23) (14.38) (14.68) (13.11)

2. Irrigation 3%1.59 287.43 434.45 326,38 340.57 344,23
( 7.5%) ( 5.84) ( 9.30) ( 7.5%) ( 7.82, ( 7.52)

3. ila uring 1601.72 1598.96 1457.84 1386,.71 1452.80 1486,50
(34.24) (32.49) (31.19) (32.89) (33.35) (32.49)

4. repreciation 128,€4 146,18 12%2.27 142,25 69.98 120.96
( 2.96) ( 2.97) ( z.64) ( 3.29) ( 1.61) ( 2.64)

5. Interest on working 275.22 277.45 274.70 264.57 261,35 270.09
cepital ( 5.88) (5.64) ( 5.88) (6.12) ( 6.00) ( 5.90)

6. rental value 1478.25 1763.47 1571.01 1302.55 1455,04 1520.91
(31.60) (35.83) (33.62) (30.14) (33.40) (33.24)

7. Interest on fixed capital 270;68 272,83 240,67 277.73 136.62 233.11
( 5.79) ( 5.54) ( 5.1%) ( 6.43) ( 3.14) ( 5.10)

Total dost 4678.6 4921,57 4673.32 4321,40 4355.98 4575.74
(1(00.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00)

(tigures in parantheses represent percentages to total)



Appencix VII 4

Operation-wise cost of maintenance per hectare of arecanut - Income group-wise

(in Re)

Itens 1, I, 13 I4 15 Average

1. Inter-culiure 690.09 575.77T 613,16 675.00 565,31 599.94
(14.27) (13.77) (12.60) (12.65) (12.77) (13.11)

2. Irrigation 401.75 201.37  345.09 461.93 335.23 344,23
( 8.31) (6.97) (7.09) (8.66) (7.57) ( 7.52)

3. Manuring 1635.06 1390.37 1629.79 1608.03 1414.33 1486.50
(33.81) (33.25) (33.%0) (30.14) (31.94) (32.49)

B. Vepreciation 142.939 129,26 105.46 150.41 113,21 120.96
( 2.96) ( 3.09) ( 2.17) ( 2.24) ( 2.56) ( 2.64)

5. Interest on working capital 259.04 251,63 284,02 310,32 266,51 270.09
( 5.36) (6.02) (5.84) (5.82) (6.02) ( 5.90)

6. Rental value 1423.¢3 1291,08 1681.88 1894.,35 1522,47 1520.91
(29.53) (30.87) (34.88) (35.51) (34.38) (33.24)

7. Interest on Fixed capital 279.16 252.37 205.91 254.61 211.49 233,11
( 5.77) ( 6.03) ( 4.23) ( 4.77) ( 4.78) ( 5.10)

Total Coet 4836.12 4181.8% 4865,31 5334.65 4428.55 4575.74
(100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (10C.00)

(Figures in paventheses represent percentages to total)



Appendix VIII a

Input-wise cost of cultivation of banana ~ Size group-wise (in ks )
Items S1 Sg 83 84 Si Average
{. Hired human labour 3969,07 3501.50 4040.50 3915.89 6143.09 4428.99
(16.,06) (14.30) (14.96) (15.82) (21.48) (16.99)
2. Suckexs 1825.40 1796.26 1963.35 1950.35 1833.33 1879.40
( 7.38) ( 7.34) ( 7.27) ( 7.88) ( 6.41) ( 7.21)
3. Adanures 33330 33 zw- 21 4505020 319’049 2425093 %188.40
013.48) (11.70) (16.68) (12.89) ( B.48) (12.23)
4, Fertilizers 1269,84 1353.35 1041.66 1063.83 1888.39 1346.49
( 5.14) 5.53) ( 3.86) ( 4.30) ( 6.61) ( 5.16)
5. Irrigation 1587.30 1353.35 1302.03 1063.83 1777.78 1403.69
( 6.42) 5.53) ( 4.32) ( 4.30) ( 6.22) ( 5.38)
6. ’rens. 1375.76 1443.05 1403.93 1384.35 1077.22 1320.18
( 5.57) ( 5.89) ( 5.20) 5.959) ( 3.77) ( 5.06)
7. Aiecellaneous 353, 21 440,51 430.790 485.30 470426 447,26
( 1.43) ( 1.80) ( 1.59) ( 1.96) ( 1.64) ( 1.72)
8. reprecintion 133,64 146.13 123.27 142.2% 69.98 120.93
( 0.56) (0.60) ( 0.46) (0.57) ( 0.24) ( 0.46)
9. Interncst on vorking 1662,31 1547.69 1777.28 1583.67 1882.37 1696, 21
capital ( 6.72) ( 6.32) ( 6.58) (6.40) ( 6.58) ( 6.51)
Cost A 15514,86 14485.1 16587.97 14780.96 17568.7 15831.5%
(62.76) (59.00) (61.40) (59.72) (61.44 (60.72)
10. Hental velue 6950.58 T216.59 7T469.68 7648.42 8643.8% 7702.30
(28.12) (29 48) (27. 65) (30.90) (30.23) (29.55)
11. lntereot on fixed capital 270.68 272.83  240.67 277.73 136.62 233.78
( 1.05) ( 1.11) ( 6.89) ( 1.12) ( 0.48) ( 0.90)
Cost E 2273%6.,12 21934.52 24298,.32 22707.1% 26349.24 23767 6%
“ g 91.97) (89.90) (89.94) (91.752 (92.14) (91.17
12. Family labour charges 984.53 2547.09 2718.67 2042.9 2247.88  2301.8
( 8.03) (10.10) (10.06) ( 8,25) ( 7.86) ( 8.83)
Cost ¢ 24720.65 24481.61 27016.99 24750.02 28597.12 26069.45
(100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.90)

(#igures in parantheses represent percentages to total)



Appendix VIII b

Input-wise cost of cultivation of benana - Income group-wise (in Bs)
Iltems I1 Ig 13 14_ I5 aAverage

1.Hired human labour 1682.00 5279.42 3682.25 623%.62 5656.61 4428,.99
( 6.49) (20.7Y) (15.27) (24.49) (19.74) (16.99)

2.5uckers 1984.54 1802.01 1851,59 2051.90 1835.66 1879.40
( 7.66) ( 7.07) ( 7.68) ( 8.06) ( 6.41) ( 7.21)

3.Manures 298R, 72 2170.62 3155.08 2600.,60 3566.43 3188.40
(11.54) (12.44) (13.08) (10.22) (12.45) (12.23)

4.Fertilizers 1125.73 T71.46 1663,50 629,63 1879.20 1346,.4°
( 4.35) ( 3.0%3) ( 6.90) ( 2.47) ( 6.56) ( 5.16)

5.Irrigation 1312.%7 1163.9% 1257.54 1523.,50 1674.€0 1403,69
( 5.45) ( 4.57) ( 5.21) ( 5.99) ( 5.84) ( 5.38)

6.Preps. 1324.74 1462,%2 1345.65  1325,50 1183,66 1320. 18
( 5.11) (5.74) ( 5.58) ( 5.21) ( 4.13) ( 5.06)

T.#iscellareous 340.52 453.65 425,80 478,40 521,57 447,26
( 1.31)  (1.78) ( 1.77) (1.88) ( 1.82) ( 1.72)

8. Lepreciction 142.99 129.26 105,46 130.41 110.72 120.9%

( 0.5%) (0.51) (0.44) (0.5%) ( 0.39) ( 0.46

9. Interest on working 1320.19 1707.94 1618.42 1796,83 1971, 41 1696.2
cepital (5.10) (6.70) (€.71) ( 7.06 ( 6.88) ( 6.51)
Cost A 12521.8 15940.81 15105.29 16770.39 18399.86 15831.55

(47.57) (62.53) (62.64) (65.90) (64,22) (66.72)

(32.16)  (29.33) (28.49 (28.53 (29.29) (29.55)

11. Intercct on fixed capital 279.16 252,37  205.9 254,6 208,73 235.78
( 7.08) (0.99) (0.8) (1.00) (0.73) ( 0.90)

Jost R 20931.46 23669.00 22180.61 24285,00 2€999.09 23767.63

(80.81) (92.85) ( 91.9) (95.42) (84.24) (91,17)

12. Femily labour churges 4969 ,.51 182%.29 1934,.9% 1164,36 161,22 2301.82
(19.19) ( 7.15) ( 8.02) ( 4.%8) ( 5.7€) ( 8.83)

vost ¢ 25901.17 25492.29 24115.16 25449.36 28650.31 26069.45

(102.00) (100.00) (100.00) (10G6.00) (100.0C) (100.00)

(figures ir parantheses represent percentares to total)



Appendix VIII ¢

Operation-wise cost of cultivation of banana - Size group-wise (in Rs)
81 32 SQA 84 §§~ Average

1. Preparatory cultivation 2559.52 2522.15 2796.88 2748.23 2638,.89 2664,.09
0 (10.35) (10.30) (10.35) (11.10) ( 9.23) (10.22)
2, veeds and sowing 2757.94 2965.06 3046.88 2880.07 2708.96 2870.19
(11.16) (12.11) (11.28; (11.68) ( 9.47) (11.01)
3., Inter cultural operations 972.22 1037,.26 912.88 962,05 1805.55 1183.30
( 3.93) ( 4.24) ( 3.38) ( 3.92) ( 6.31? ( 4.54)
4. HManuring 4087.30 2166.01 5546.88 4078,.01 5111, 14 4430.19
) (16.53) (12.93) (20.53) (16.48) (17.87) (16.992

5. tertilizer application 1333, 893 1599.41 1406.25 1242.89 2148.15 1584.7
(5.62) (6.53) (5.21) (5.02) (7.51) ( 6.08)
( 6.42) ( 5.53) ( 4.32) ( 4.30) ( 6.22) ( 5.38)
7. Provping 1992,06 2214.57 1963.54 1620.57 1203.70 1732.78
( 8.06) (9.05) ( 7.27) ( 6.55) ( 4.21) ( 6.64)
80 iMiscellaneous 353‘ 21 44 ¢51 430070 485030 470.20 “7'27
N ( 1.43) ( t.80) ( 1.59) ( 1.96) ( 1.64) ( 1.72)

9, Uepreciation 138,64 146.18 123,27 142.25 69.98 120.93
(0.56) (0.60) (0.46) ( 0.57) ( 0.24) ( 0.46)

10. Interest on working 1662,31 1547,69 1777.28 1583.67 1882.37 1696,21
capital ( 6.72) ( 6.,32) ( 6.58) ( 6.40) ( 6.58) ( 6.51)
11. Rental vulue 6950,58 T7216,59 T7469,68 7648.42 B8643.83 7702.3%6
(28.12)  (29.48) (27.65) (30.90) (30.23) (29.55)
12. Interest on fized capital 270.68 272.83 “40.67 277.753 136.62 233,78
( 1.09) ( 1.11) (0.89) ( 1.12) ( 0.48) ( 0.90)

Cost C 24720.65 24481.61 27016.99 24750.02 28B597.14 26069.45

(100.00)(100.0C) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00)

(Migures in parantheses represent percentages to total)



Appendix VIII 4

Operation wise cost of cultivation of banana - Income groupvwise (in Rs)
Items I, ?g_, 13 14 15 Average
1. Preparatory cultivation 2641.75 2836.9 2306.15 3160.09 2664.34 2664.09
(10.20) (11.36) ( 9.56) (12.42) ( 9.30) (10.22)

2. Seeds and sowing 2822, 16 3170.62 2573.53 2907.54 2937.06 2870.19
(106.90) (12.44) (10.67 (11.42) (10.25) (11.01)

3. Intercultural operations B37.62 1015.05 469.25 2163.75 1348.60 118%,30
( 3.23) ( 3.98) ( 4.02) ( 8.50) ( 4.88) ( 4.54)

4. Hanuring 452,58 4767.34 4358.29 %176.02 4790, 2% 4430.19
(16.42) (18.70) (18,07) (12.48) (16.72) (16.99

5. fervilizer spplicetion 1546.39 570.26 1871.€5 1068,.61 2290.21 184,7
(%.97) (2.24) (7.76) ( 4.20) ( 7.99) ( 6.08%

6. Irrigation 1412.37 1163.93 1257.54 1523.50 1674.66 1403.69
( 5.45) ( 4.57) ( %.21) ( 5.99) ( 5.85) ( 5.38)
7. Lropping 1974.78 1889,1%5 153,75 1529.60 1692, 56 1732,.78
( 7.62) ( 7.4%) ( 6.44) 6.01) ( 5.91) ( 6.64)

8. .ilseellaneous 340.58 453.65 425.8 478,40 521.57 447,27
( 1.31) ( 1.78) ( 1.77) ( 1.88) ( 1.82) ( 1.72)

9. Uepreciation 142 29 129.26 105.46 130, 41 110,72 120.92
(0.55) (0.51) (0.44) ( 0.51) ( 0.39) ( 0.46)

10. Interect on working 1320.19 1707.94 1618.42 1796.83 1971, 41 1696.21
cepital ( 5.10) ( 6.70) ( 6.T71) ( 7.06) ( 6.88) { 6.51)

11, lLental value 8330.5 7475.82 6869.41 7260.00 8390.50 7702.%1
| (32.16)  (29.33) (28.49) (28.53) (29.29)  (29.55)
12. Interest on Fixed Capital 279.16 252,37  205.91 254.61 208.73 235,78
( 1.08) (0.93) (0.8) ( 1t.00) ( 0.73) ( 0.90)

Cost C 25901.07 25492.29 24115.16 25449.%6 28650,31 26069.45

(100.00) (100.00) (102.00) (100.00) (10C.00) (100.00)

(¥Yigurcs in parantheses reprecent percentages to total)
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ABSTRAL?

An investigation on the socio-economic status of
farmers in Puzhekkal block, forming s part of command area
of Peechi Irrigation Project, wvas conducted in 1982, The
main objectives were to study the methods and practicese
followed for cultivation, understand social and economic
conditione of the farms, farm business structure and infra-

gtructural facilitiesn,

«wo stage random sampling was adopted for the astudy
and data were collected from a sample of 100 farmers by
personal interview., Jihe data were tabulated and classified
according to the size of holding and also gross ihcome of
of the family. '

The size of holding worked out to 1.04 hectares én an
average, The family size was found to be 6,35. .he family
members consisted of 51.18 per cert males and 48,82 per ocent
females, <Lhe literacy was found to be 96,53 per cent, The
cropping intensity woxked out to 135.68. The area irrigated
was 68.94 per cent of the net area owned. The average
investment on lard, livestock, buildings etc. worked out to
ko,146,534.20 per farm, On an average an amount of he,1338,17

on
wae invested per farm/implements and machinery.



It was obeerved that local varieties were grown during
Viruppu and Mundakan. Punja is the major crop of paddy grown
in 'kole' lands with larger area under high yielding varieties,
The high yielding varieties in Punja recorded the highest cost
of ocultivation of Ks,4869.35 per hectare and yield of 31.14
quintals on an average. GWhereas for local varieties the highest
yield recorded watc 24,91 quintals in Purnja with a cost of culti-
vation of Es,4625.50. 1he cost of proauctiorn was lowest for
Viruppu, Ls,.87.70 per yuintal and highest for local varieties
in Funja, £3.119.80 per quintal., In terms of net returns from
paddy cultivation , Mundaskan recorded the highest hs,1542,81 per
rectare., i‘heutilisation of labour and fertilizers were more for

high ylelding varieties,

The annual cost of maintenance of coconut was Ls,9027.81
per hectare with a net income of Xa.5261,49 p-r hectare. ror
arecanut the maintenance cost was Kks,4575.74 per hectare per
annua with a net income of ks.3028.8 per hectare. 4he cost of
cultivzation of banana worked out to 1z,26069.45 with a net profit

of ks, 12442.24 per hectare,

The cost of maintenance of cross bred animals was worked
out to &8,1874.50 per animal per year with an annual milk yield
of 976 litres. whereas for desi cows the annual maintenance cost
was 75,1088,80 with a milk yield of 527.80 litres. Lhe minimum
area required by a typical farmer to live on agriculture as

wain occvpation had been estimated as 1.83 hectares.



‘he total annual household expenditure worked out
to E8,15661.10 per family having an average family size
of 6,35. The gross income of the family was ks,22132,51
on an average. +he total savings per annum was worked out

to he,6471.41 per family on an averags.
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