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INTRODUCTIORN

The importance of fruits and vegetables
for improving the nutritive value of diet needs no
emphagis and the éeneral pnblic 1s oniy beginning to
reanlize the importance of including fresh fruits and
vegetables in their regular diet. The demand for
fruits is thus increaging particularly among the
equcated classes and will continue to increase as
income increases and knovledge of their value spreads.
The health giving character of some fruits has been
rather widely recognigzed, but many people still regard
fruits as a luxury.rather than a food which should
form part of the daily diet. Host frults contain
considerable amounts of sugar or starch or both and
it is largely those which furniéh the calories. Certain
minerals and vitawmins atre necessary for the maintenance
of health end most fruits are valuable sources of such

minerals snd vitasmins.

Fruilt growing 1s more profitable than mogt
forms of agriculture and it makes possible for a
family to secure an adequate income from an average
holding, Production and productivity should be
increased until the price of fruit falls to a level



at which a progressive grower can still make a
satisfactory profit and all the people can afford
to eat the frult which is necessary for their health.

Pineapple, o btropidul fruit, is the only
mcember of the famlly Bromeliaceae of any great
importance, ~#Pineapple can be consumed as A fresh
fruit, but most of the crop 1ls comed, and camned

pineapple is alsc of very high quality.

Pineapyle thrives in a mild trapiéal climate,
Strong sencshine is not desirable, Complete shade
is also not suitable, but in India, it is grown in
partial shade. In Kerela State, where the rainfall
is heavy, it is grown as an intercrop with.banana
and coconut, Pineapple is grown in very poor solls.
In fact, the quality of the fruit grown on light soils
is eonsidered to be superior. JIn Indla, sandy and
loanmy soils and laterite solls eon the hill slopes
in South India have been found very suitable. Pineapple
is propagated by means of erowms, slips and suckers.
The season for planting is May-June end planting is
avoided during heavy rzing, The plants resch
fruiting maturity in 18 to 20 months. The fruit is
harvested vhen it turns greenish yellow and the leaf

like scales arounc the eyes on the surface of the



fruit dry up at the ends. It requires heavy manuring
end irrigation during dry montha.

The ten principel production areas of pineapple
1ie 4n a belt arcund the globe, extending 30° in
1atitude north snd south of the Equator. The areas
where pineapple is grown in order of their contribution
to vorld supply of canned pineapple together with the
varicties grown in each area are given in Table 1.1.
The great centres of the carming industry are in Hawall
and Sihgapore an@ in neither would it be possible to
grow pineapple excepl on a smail scale were they sold
only as fresh fruit.

In Ingia, pineapple is grown in Kerala, Assam,
Goastal Andhra Pradesh, Tamll Nadu and West Bengal.
The yield of pineapple in India is rather low, varying
from 8 to 25 tons per hectere. Tne most important
variety is Giant kev or Smooth Cgyenne having large
fruits with on average weight of 3 to bt kg each. Mauri-
tius is snother variety having fruits of 14 to 3 kg
welgnt, ‘The variety Queen has small frults of excellent
quality weighing fram % to 2% kg each, Eipley‘Queen
and Red ané green Ripley are related to this variety
and are found in some parts of India.



Iable 4.1 Pineapple growing -a‘feas in the world in
the order of their contribution to

world supply.

3.

. Gountry Variety

1 Hawaidl Cayenne gnd Hilo
2 Pnilippines Cayerne

3 Malava Singapore spanish
L Australia Cayenne and Queen
5 South Africa Cayenne and Queen
6 Puerte Rico Cayenne and Queen
7 Kenya Cayenne

& Mexieo Cayenne

9' | Cuba Cayenne coné Red Spanish
10 Formosa Cayenne

11 India Smooth Cayenne




In Kerala, pineapple cultivation is
pfacti&ed in almost all districts. The district-wise
ares under pineapple along with their percentage is
given in Teble 1.2. The highest area wnder pineapple
in Keralae ils in Conngnore district with 1169 ha, vhich
is gboub 20,12 per cent of the total area, followed
by Quilon with 880 ha (15,15 per cent of the total).

The present trend in pineapple culture is
toward exponsion in production to supply cenned
pineapple for an aﬁparemtly increasing market demand,
The pineapple industry is faced with various problems
relabing to its production, marketing and processing.
while cultivators have labour problems, and problens
with regard to price fluctuations of the produce, the
processors 6o not get enough fruits to meet their
demand, Stwiles relating fa these aspects are absent
and the present study aimg to look into these problenms
and find ways and means to solve these problems. The
results of the sbtudy would throw light on the cost of
cultivation and related aspects, markebing and the
problems if any, facing the growers. OSuggestions
could be made to solve these problems and for better
utilization of megoureces. The specific objectives of
the study are glven below.



Table 1.2 District-wise area under pineapple in
Kerala (1979-'80)

District Area in ha Percentaze
Trivandrum L69 - B.07
qilon 880 15.15
Alleppey 310 534
Kottayan 57 9.88
Tdukkl 360 520
Ernakulam 5 10.05
Trichur . L85 8,35
Palghat .‘ 156 2.69
Malappurém 251 L, 32
Kozhikods 574 9.83
Carmanors 1169 20,12

Total for State 5809 100.00

Source: Farm Guide, 1982, pp.13



1. to estimate cogts and returns of pineapple
cultivation,

2, to estimate markebing costs and price spreads
3. to study the marketing channels.
h. to identify the production and marketing
problems of pineapple cultivators

A study to fulfil these objectives needs
data on various ltems of costs and relating to all
aspects, as they occur at different stages. The
data collected from the pineapple growers 1in Trichur

district were used for the purpose of the study.

Pineapple is grown in Trichur ag a pure crop
in mogt of the areas. Pineapple culbivation ls
confined to the talukts of Thalappilly, Trichur and
Mukundapuram. Trichur had an avea of 1475 hectares,
producing about 22125 M of frults in 1975-76. Due to
'various reasons, pineapple area in Irichur has been
declining and in 1979-80 it was 469 hectares. However,
g large number of pineapple eanning iaét@ries are
located in Trichur district.

This thésis is divided into six chapters
including the introductory chapter. A brief descrl-
ption of the agro-climatic and econoumic aspects of

Trichur distriet is given in Chapter~-2., The relevant .



literaﬁzm has been reviewed in Chaptor 3. Chapter-
deals with the method of analysis folloved in the
stody. The results and discussion part of the study
incorporated as Chapter-5 cover g deseription of the
sample farmers, cost of cultivation, cost of pmductien,
capital procuctivity and resource-use efficlency. The
maz‘l»;eting aspects as well as the problems faced by the
cultivators are also included in thls chapter. |
Chapter=6 deals with the sumuary of the mejor findings
of the study.
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A DESCRIPLTICH OF THE BTUDY AWEA

In the present chapter, a brief descriptiion
of the study area is attempted., It is hoped thal it
wlll provide a.usefulibackgfound information to the '

details thalt follow.

Trifhur district is located in the centre of
the State of Kerala. The distriet is bounded on tne
north by Palghat and Molappuram districts and on the east
by Palghat district, Ernskwlam and Idukky districis lie
to the southern side and Arablen cea to the west. The
district lies between north latitude 10° and 10° %' and

eaat longitude ?59 57¢ and 262 Gt ,

There are five taluks in the distriet, ViZes
Talappilly, Trichur, Chsvakkad, Kodungallur and Mukunda-
pursm comprising A, 72, 30, 16 and 37 villages respectively.
The headquarters of the taluks are respectively Wadakkan-
ehery, Trichur, Chavokied, Kodungsllur and Irinjalskkuda.

The totul geographical area of tﬁe district
1s 2993.90 sq.km. which forms 7.8 per cent of the total
arca of the State.  The district can be éivided iato
three natural divisions vizg., 1. Highland 2. Lowland
and 3, Midland. Velusble trees like teak, elbony ete.



arc grown in the high lands. Toea, coffee and rubber

are the main crops in this region. In midland plains
coconut, avecanut, cashew and other perennial cash
crops are grown. Paddy is cultivated in midland regions
and in valley. The district enjoys a totsl eoastline of
54.5 kn which extends from Chavakkad in the north to
Kodungallur in the gouti.

The climate is tropieal and humld with an
oppressive hot geason. The rainfall is éeasénal and
falrly assured. The average daily maximum temperature in
Moreh and April which are generally the hotest months is
about 31°C to 3290 in the coastzl regiong and about
3693 to 37°C in the interior, The distribution of monthly
rainfell in Trichur district is given in Tsble 2.1.

he soil of the district is broadly divided
into four types namely sandy, sllulvial, laterite and
forest soils. The soil of Trichur and Talappilly toluks
are mostly laterite in nature, while alluvial soll occur
in the low 1y1ng areas of Trichur and Mukundapuram taluks
and enviched with organic matter, nitrogen and potash,

but deficient in phosphorus and ealcium,

Bharathapuzha, the longest river flows westwards

at the northern boundery and Periyar also flows westwards



‘.Eéa.ble 2.1 Average monthly rainfril for Trichur
district « 1980

Month Reinfall (in mm)

January -

February -

Mareh -

April , &0

May 103.0

June 1107.6 |
July 1255:9
August 716,0
Segﬁem‘&aer | 261.2
October L4

Noyeasber 239.0

Decenber 2.0
Souree Farpm Guide, 1982 pp.36
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at the southern boundary of the district. Kecherd,
Karuvannur and Chalakudy ave the other rivers in Irichur,

The total population of the distriet as per
1981 census 1s .37 lakhs, with 78,88 per cent of the
population living in rurel areas and the rest 21,12
per cent in urban avreas. Trichuy district has a high
iiteracy rate of 74.38 per cent. It is 70.851 per cent in
rurel arees and 77.9% per cent in urban areas. Density
of populabion in rursl areas is 682 per kmg and 240
per ¥m® in urben areas, with 80% per kn® for the district
as a whole. The total number of workers in the district
according to 1981 eensus is 64533k of which 60878 are
cultivators, 164845 agrieultursl labourers and H19611

employed in other sectors.

The lsnd use pattern of Trichur district is
shown in Table 2.2. The net gown area forms only
52}39 per cent of the total geographical area. Aboug
35 per cent of the arsa is under férests. The eropping
pattern of Trichur distriet, showing the area under
different erops and their percentages to total is given
in Tsble 2.3. Rice is the most important crop
(11065% ha) grown with 48,32 per cent of the total

crovped area under ite cultivation. The tolal ares



Table 2.2 Land use pattern of Trichur distriet
during the year 1979-80

, : Area in Percentage to
Particulars : hectares total area

Total geographilcal area 299330 100.00

Area under forest 103619 361
Land put to non-agricultural 21365 7413
‘ uses

Barren and uncultivable lands 2269 0.76

Permanent pastures and other 225 0.08
graging lands

Land under miscellsneous tree 131 O k8
crops

cultivable waste land 5141 1.72

Fallow and other current fallows 3112 1.0

Current fallows ' %340 1.0

Net arca sown _ 157918 52, M

Area sown more thean once 79177 26.45

Totel cropped area 237095 79.19

Source  Trichur district Annual Plan, 1981-182



Table 2.3 Cropping pattern in Trichur distyict for
the year 1979-180

Crop Area 1y Pereentage to

hectares total cropped
area
Rice | 110684 18,32
Tapioca < 6573 2.91
Pulses 3259 142
Pepper , 3727 163
Condiments and gpices 7l 0,33
Arvecanut 677 2.96
Tamarind [ R
Yango LEu5 2,03
Jack 38k 1.70
Banana 1380 | 0,60
Pincapple L85 0.2%
Other fruits 5113 2.23
Cashew muts 7127 3.1
VYegetables 4490 1.83
Suzar crops 1120 0,49
Other food crops 193 G.08
Total food crops 161018 70431
Cogonut | 53549 | 23.39
 Other oil seeds 1632 074
Rubber 8950 3.9
Other pilentation crops 1369 0.80
Other nonfood arops A:80 1.08
Tobal nonfood ereps 67980 29.69
Totel cropped area - 228995 100,00

Souree Farn Guide, 1982. pp. 10«17



under food creps come to about 70.31 per cent and
.the rest for non-food crops (29.69 per cent ).

Coconut is the predominsnt perennial crop grown with
53549 hectares (23,39 per cent of the total). Besides,
fruit crops like mango, banana and pineapple are
grown in an arca of LWk, 1380 and 485 hectares

raspectively.

The areas covered by the study are shown in
the map of Trichur district (Pig.1).
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REVIEW OF LITERATURE

~ Studies reloting to the production and
marketing of Pineapple are very limited and hence
similar studies on some fruit crops and field crops are
included in this chaét@r, This is divided into three

sections.

1. General aspects
2, Studies on production functlon

3. Marketing and price spread studies

1. General aspects

Teaotia and Pandey (1962) made some studies on
Pineapple growing and observed that Pineapple has great
scope for development and wider cultivation in the
country. Increasing the arvea under Pineapple cultivatian
could be recommended, but the avallsbility of suitable
planting material acts as a hindering factor in this
regard. The general practice of raising Pineapple
plentation was by vegetative propagation and under Jamaican
conditions Topper (1952) recommended Pinespple cultiva-
tion by suckers, slipg, crowns and seguented stems.
Teaotia and Paendey (1962) proposed slip, crown, sucker

and green stump as planting material for Giant kew



variety and parent stump, suckers and crown for queen
variety In India.

As selection of planting material depends on
local conditions and the type of variety to be grown,
a study using the varlety Glant kew at the frult research
station, Basti, Utter Pradesh was conducted by Teaotia
and Pahdey (1966). 1t revealed‘that there was no
difference betwoen alips and suckers for flowering, but
alips were reconmended due to the more vigorous growth
of slips, Crowns were to be used only whem slips and
suckers are not available. Stumps proved to be a total

failure,

Singh gt al. (197%) méntianed the importance of
Pineapple for its canned glices and bottled juice as well
as for consumpbion as fresh fruit., High cost of production,
both for fresh fruit and preserved products, had héuave;
left this fruit to the reach of the ellte only. Recentiy,
Pineapple cultivation assumed greater importance because
of high nutritive value gnd delicious taste, unique
flayour and better digestive properties due'ta engymnatic
content 'Bromelin'. 1t was suggestgd that improvement
in the prevalent agro-techniques of Pineapple cultivation,
therefore needs to be taken up in order to make it more

remunerative, The plant population per unit area was



et
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found to be vme of the most lmportant factors, which
is directly ryelated with the total erop yield and

lower cost of producticn.

Ordinarily the first or plant erop of pineapnples
gave highest yield in Héwaii, but where the method of
planting allows for a greatly incfeased muber of fruits
in the ratoon crops, the first crop was likely to be
small. Thne highest yields iﬁ the world were obtained
in Hawall, wvhere formerly 10 tons per acre was considered
satisfactory, but where with lmproved practices 25 to 30
tons were expecked and the maximum was as high as L0 tons
in the plant eropa The first ratoon gave 20 to 29 tons
and the secomd much less. Ordinarily the yield in one
cycle befére replanting would be 5¢ to 60 tons with 75
tons as the limlit. In other countries, average yield
was about 10 tons of gmooth Cayemne or 6 to 7 tens of
queen or othey small varieties. On account of the wide
spacing used in South Africa, yilelds of 9 tons of smooth
Cayemns and agbout 2 tong of other varieties were recorded

(Hayes, 1970).

Sane {(1939) recorded experimental yield in one
field in Ceylon for four years, ranging from about 4 to
10 tons, with an aversge of less than 7 tons per acre.

Eao (19#6) estimated only 2.% tons per acre for the entire
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country. Nalk (i9h9) estimated 5.5 tons in South
India, with as much as 10 tons of the kew variebly.
Choudhury (194+7) reported a yileld of 000 fruits per
acre in Assam which was nearly 9 tons. Valulng the
fruits at 2 annas each, he calculzted an income of
85,500 per scye and he estimated the cost of production
at #.310 per acre. Dharesuar (1950) reported an
average profit of &, 3 per acre from growing pineapple

as on intererop in coconuts.

Vérious levels of gpacing were tried in
piloecapple cultivation in different parts of the world,
by severgl workers, such as Kwang and Chiu (1966) in
Talwan, Nyemhuis (1967) in Natal, and Su (1957) in China,
General recommenﬁaﬁion for spaeing of plneapple in
India was at the rate of ten thousand to seventeen
thousand plants per hectare against doublie of this number

in other countries,

Chadha et al. (1971) obtained a yield of 87
tons per ha with a paﬁulatiOﬁ of 43,036 suckers per
heetare. Simdilarly many workérs, viz., Allen (1955)
in Melaya, Briant and Tidbury (19+2), in Zangibar,
Cannon (1957) in Queonmslend, Dodsen (1968) in Switzeriand,
Su (1957), in China and Wang and Chang (1958) in Taiwan
had reported yleld increasse with increased planting



densities. In recent years, Wu (1969) reported as
' high as 71,757 plunt per hectare to be optimum under

Malasisn conditions.

gulsivation of pineapple as a commercial frult
in Indis was limited to ao area of 12500 ha and canned
pineapple slices had a good market in the international
trade. India had s potential to exploit this market
provided cost of cultivatlon could ue brought down and
aTes under the crop increased (Chadha gk al.y 1973).
Tne estimabed cost of proguction of pineapple in Indis
was . 200 compared to B.9% per ton of fruit in Philippines
as reported by Indian Institute of foreign trade (1968).
Thig wag primarily due ﬁo low yields of 12 - 15 tons
per ha in Indis compared to 60 = 70 toms in Philippines.
Such low yields veve mainly due to conventional system
of plenting oniy 15,000 to 20,000 suckers per hectare
as against 50,000 to 60,000 suckers in Phnilippines and
- Hawaiil,

Chadna et al. (1973) laid out a gystematic
trizl st the Indion Institute of Horticultural Research,
Hessaraghatta, Bangalore in order to find ocut the
optimum plant density for obtaining meximum yields of
good quality fruits. Tae growth characters, yield,

fruit size as well as fruit quality were comparad at



six plenting densities, viz., 43036, 47649, 53796,
57383, 6@60 and 63758 planta- per ha, The planting
density of 63758 plants per hectare was fouwnd to be
the besh resulting in an estimated yield of 105.78
tons per hectars without erown coampared to 66.6: tons
obtained with planting density of 43036 plants per
heetere. The avezﬁage fruit weight obtained was 1.86 kg
vith crown and 1.659 kg, without crown. The sucker
and siip production was algo meximun in this density
with sn average 102 suckers and 432 slips per hundred
plants.

A trial with 90 x 90 ea, 75 x 75 en, 60 x 60 cm
and 49 x 45 cm plant to plant and row to row planting
distance was conducted on glabt kew variety of pineapple
in Bangalore, by Simgh gt al. (197%). The study revealed
that the narrower spacing decrcased the plent growth,

reduced the frult welght and eircunference, but lncreassed

the total yields and they were found to be highly
econopicnl also.

Rolfs (1903) found cut that gemerslly shading
wag favourable for pinecapple and it pmﬁucgd 2% per cent
ineresssd yicld under shode. Dugzar (1905) pointed out
that partisl shading was one of the factors favouring
improved texture and gugslity of the produce. liayes(1957)

21



suggested that a half-shaded condition might be

useful and favourable for successful pineapple culture.
Coilins (1960) explained that in pineapple, a very low
 percentage of sunlight would retard the plant growth
‘and result in small fruits of poor quelity particularly
lacking in sugars. Johnson and Peterson (197%+) observed
that in pineapple top quality fruits,weie produced undeyr
'~ econditions of abundapt sunshine.

2. Studies on production function

Production function in the pure mathematical
sense is the technicel, functional relationship that
exists between resource inputs and product outputs,
Production functlion can be-defined as a relationghip
baetween the inputs of producticn serviee per unit of
tize and output of produce per unit of time.

Headyl(19h6) fitted an aggregate production
funation from a rondom sample of Iowa farmers ascertain- |
ing the reoal estate, labour in months, machinery and
equipment, value of livestock and ¢ash operating

expenses as direct variables,

Singh and Garg_(1971) derived an aggregate
farm productlon function of the Cobb-Douglous type using -
expenditure on bullock labour in rupees, expenditure on

machinery in rupees, area in acres and expenditure
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on labour in rupees ag the independent varlables.

Prabhekaran and Venugopalan (1971) in their
study on farm gize and resource use relationship of
paddy farms in Kerala, classified the farms into three
size group and for each . slze group, the input-outpub
relationghip was studied by fitting the Cobb-Douglous
type of preduction function taking three inputs factors,
namely land (x,), labour (2,) and manures end fertili-

2ers (xa) and output s return in rupess.

Brati et al. (1972) fitted the Cobb-Douglous
type of production function %o examine the allocation
efficiency of eapital on different inputs like expenditure
on high yielding varicties, seeds, fertilizers and
drrigation expenditure on human labour, operated avea

and expenditure on bullock labour.

Rajekubby b al. (197%), Mortl gt al. (1971)
and Singh and Singh (1973), used Cobb-Douglous type of
production function in their studies. In thelr study
two sets of production function were set (1) vefore
and after getbing the benefits after eliminating priee
variations (2) between beneficiaries and non-beneficlaries

at a particular poin{ of time using a nusber of'variables.

ILavania gt al. (1976) derived the Cobb-Douglous
type of production function to study the impact of medium



oo
[N

term loans of commercial banks on productivity in

agrieulture.

 8ingh gt al. (1971) fitted a Cobb-Douglous
type of production function using total farm crop
returns in rupees as dependent variable and rupees
invested on owned irrigation equipment, ipvestment on
draft cattle, expenditure on fertilizers and operated

area in acres as independeni varigbles.

Nadda gt al. (1981) fitted Cobb-Douglous type
of production fuﬁctimn to have an ides about resgource
allocation., Using yield in quintals as the dependent
varisble and seeds and mamures in quintals, human labour
day, and bullock labour as independent variables. It was
found that resllocation of the resources 3hoﬁld be
considered for inereasing the output since these vere

not utilised efficiently and judieiougly.
3. Marketing and price spread studles

The expansion of pineapple production beyond
the present boundaries appeared to be largely dependent
upon the development of larger markets for the
processed fruit (CGollins, 1960). New markets could be
found in those countries where a considerable proportion

of the people enjoy a standard of living which permits



Do
(2 |

them to purchage gome food ltems not considered as
necessary, and which are in a price range sbove some

of the essential foods, The continued operabion of the
present ﬁreducing areas depended upon a conbipuing
peri@d of prosperity in the countries now preoviding
the matrkets. New variebies not greatly different from
the present major variety would play a part in fubure
production, largely on the basis of more economical
production and more wniform year round quality of the

eamed fruit,

Ghogh (1963) analysed the Indien market
structure and concluded that the traditional market
structure persisted inspite of the gpread of regulated
markets, Veﬁkataramaﬂ (1964 ) conducted a study on
marketing of grapes in Bangalore South and found that
growers could get much nigher price by selling the

produce dirvect to the wholegale mavrkets.

Fairis (1964) described that the real impact
snd structure of marketing could be measured in terms
of such varisbles as prices, cost and volume of outputb.
Miller and King (196%) observed that there was evidence
to support the hypothesis that price did play a part
in market structure. Kshlon and Sidhn (1965) studied

the market price structure of potatoes in Punjab dealing



with the warketing costs, mergins and the prices.
Weber (1968) defined merket structure by giving the
various steges in marketing from agricultural production

through processing to consumption.

Gandhi (1967) in a study in Kerala observed
that the system of marketing was old and ungystematic
and it was nol in the interest of the growers.
Sriveman (1970) s%uéied the marketing of tama?ind in
Tamil Nadu gnd pointed out that the mavketing of tamarind
through cowoperatives was good from the stand polint of

produCcers.

Degal (1979) anazlysed the dynamics of price-
spread components and\fcuﬁd that price-spread explains
the vaviation bebween the ?rices received by the
producers and pald by'the cengunmers and the magnitude
of variation represents the cost of marketing, which in
turn, determines the producer's share in the conswuer's

price.

Joshi and Sharma (1979) worked out the retail
price~spread of rice in selected States of India,
Sinha gt 21, (1979) made a study 6n priee-spread of
important food graing in two agricultursl markels of
Bihar and worked out the merketing cosbts, margins of

intermediaries as well as the price spread and producer's
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share in consuumer's price.

Suryaprskash st pl. (1979) in a comparative
study of price spread of selected agricultural commo-
dities in Karnataka inciuded ¢reps like arecanut,

coconut, copra, cotton and groundnut, The different
| marketing channels were identified and the margins
realised by the various intermediaries estimated,

Pandey gt gl. (1979) studled the price spread
in paddy, potato and wheat and identified the marketing
chatnels snd intermediaries. Sain (1979) arrived at the
price spreaﬁ_of paddy, vhealt and jute in West Bengal.
Neog and Barkataky (1979) measured the price spread for
rice in Assam and arrived at the relative change in

price spread.

Sarma and Rao (19?9) eatimated the price spread
of pulses in Andhré Praﬁeﬂh{ Price spread in groundnutb
markebing in Uttar Pradesh was worked out by Verms and
Nigam (1979) anclysing the relationship between arrival
ang prices of groundnut and estimating the marketing
costs and margins,

Chatha end Kewl (1979) made a study into the
merketing margins of potato ercﬁ. Behaviour of wmarketing
marging and bost-of vegetables in Delhi, viz., Brinjal,
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cabbage, earrot, caulifiower, green peas and tomato,
was analysed by Gupta end Ram (1979). It revealed

that the producerreceived a very low (38 per cent)
share in the consumer price whereas the r@tailgu%margin
and marketing costs were quite substantial. Transport,
packing =nd lobour expenges were the major components
of marketing cost. A siellar study was pede in Bangalore
city by Prasad (1979) and price spread and producei’s
share in the consumer's rupee arrived at. Nandal and
Karvasra (1979) estimated onion price spread in Harysna.
Malik (19579) made a case study of Himachal's apple and
analysed the markebing chamnels and price spread in

perishable commodities.

Suryawanshi and Kepase (1979) studied the
ec@nmﬁicé of production and trading In Roses in
- Meharashtra and worked out the cost of production,
marketing costs and prige spread. Singh st al. (1980)
studied the economics of production, marketing costs,
margins and problems in production and marketing of
green chillis in Ghazipur distriet, The praﬁucer's

shave in the econsumer’s rupee was olso arrived atb,
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METHODGLOGY

The present study on the prbauctiﬂn and
marketihg of pineepple in Trichur distriet 1s based
oen data eollected from a sample of cultivatars. The
somple was selected irrespective of the size of
holding and covering all parts of Trichur district
vhere pineapple is grouwn either as pure crop or inter-
crops. In this cheptexr, the sampling procedure adopted

a8 well as the method of anslysis are explained,
Sampling procedure

‘The absence of a relisble sampiing frame
neesssitated the collection of list of pineapple culti-
vators from different sources. Tne population size
being very smsll and scattered, 1t was not possible o
stratify it into subgroups and then select randomly.
Henee, from the list of eultivators obtained, fifty

formers were selected by simple random sampling.
Collection of data

The @ata for the study were collected by
'persgnal interview method, based on a structured
interview schedule prepared in advance. A specimen

of the schedule is given irn Appendix-I. The data on
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mavketing aspects were collected from a few camm;ssibn
agents, wholesalers and retailers: The information
collected includes the area under pineapple, itemwlse

and yearwise cost of cultivation, marketing aspectas,
prices received and the problems faced by the cultivators,
The survey was conducted during March-april, 1982.

Hethod of anslysis

The pareentage analiysis, analysis of capital
productlivity and functional analysis were used for
analysing and interpreting the data.

Cost of.cultiVation

Cost of cultivation refers to the total expenses
incurred in cultivating one hectare of pineapple. Cost
of cultivation item-wise, operation-vise ond year-wise
calcoulated and thelr pereentage to totzl were worked
out, from first to fourth year of planting. Pineapple
starts ylelding in the second year and afterwards ratoon
crops are tzken upto 5«6 years. The returns get stabi-
lised by fourth yeer, so the costs and returns are
estimated only upto fourth year. By fifth year, the
returns start declining.
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Cost of produetion

Cost of production is the écst of producing
one quintal of frudts. S8inee there 1s no return in
the first year, the expenditure for the first year is
distributed among three years from second te fourth,
in proportion to the yleld obtained In each year. For
calculabting cost of production per quintal, returns
frop suckers 1s subtracted from the cost of cultivation

in each year.
Capital productivity analysis

There are various methods to measure the capital
produetivity (Gittinger, 1976), The four methods used
in thig study are -« (1) Pay-back period (2) Benefit
cost ratio (3) Net present worth and (&) Internallrate

of return,
1. Pay-back period

Ine pay-back period is a measure of the length
of time from the begipning of a project to the tiwme

net benefits return the cost of capital. investment.
2. Bensfib-cost ratio

Tne beneflt cost ratio is defined as the ratio

between the present worth of benefits and that of costs



Benefitecost ratic = L roSent worth of benefits

“Present worth of costs

Symbolically, B.C.ratio = En B
t=1(1 + %) 7

£% ¢ .
(1 + I)%

Net present worth

This 1s anothef diseounted cash flow measure

of project worth., This is defined as the present worth

of the cash flow stream. Discounting was done by
adopting the following formila.

Net present worth (HPW) = S By - ©

By = Benofits in t™ year
Gy £ Costs in tP year

4] & Total numbey of years of the project

I = Fate of interest (discount rate)

The discount rate used is 12 per c¢ent, being

the horrowing rate for ghort term loans,

k, Internel rate of retwn

Internal rate of zreturn is that discount réte
vhich mzkes the net present worth of the cash flow equal

32
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to zero, This represents the average earning power

of the money used in the project over the projeect 1ife.

Symbolically, IRR dis that discount rate 1I?

such that

n
-3 Btﬂctzﬁ

=1 e 1t
The value of I is determined by trigl and

error method.
Resource use officiency

Cobb-Douglous production functions cf the form

b
y = ax4 b‘!beE 33 3 Xllvbh‘

were fiticd hased on
abgolute values of productlon as well asg per hectare
values for the main crop. The influence of factors sueh
as lend area (xy), human labour (x,), number of suckers
(x3) and cost of fertilizer (x,) on toial production (y)
wag evaluated using this funetion. Logavithmicslly the

function is represented as

¥Y=log a + b1 l@gx1 + b2 1ogx2 + b3v10gx3 + bk logxh
where,

Y = tobzl output in rupees

xé = land area in hecteres (Pineapple)

X, = human labour in men equivalent days

Xy = suckers in 'oco nunbers

%, = cost of fertilizer in rupees

bq, bz, b3 and by, are elasticities of inputs.
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Using the data on ratoon crops for four
years, a similar type of functlon was fitted with
der hectare value of production and resource use

afficiency of the various factors estimated.
darketing studies

Price spread for dlfferent chonnels of
naTketing was analysed by taking the difference between
the farm price and the consumert's price. It can be

repressuted as,

Ba = Pp = B4 where,

P = pYice spread
P = farm price

Y = consumer's price

Ine perecentage priee spread was calculated by

ising the formula (P, = Pp ) % 100 and expressed
Pr
28 percentage relative to the farm price, The components

> price spread such as the merketing costs incurred by
the varicus intermediaries as well as the margins

shtained by them were alsc estimated,
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
I. Genersl Economic and Social condition of the sample

~ In order to obtain some background information
about the pineapple cultivators, family details were
eollected and analysed. Details regarding the size of
holding, education, occupation, income etc. of the

respondents are gilven below.

The samplalpineapple cultivators were grouped
according to the area under pincapple and this size-group
clagsification 1s given in Table 5.1 along with their
pergentage to total. The table reveals that 48 per cent
of the respan&eﬁta had an area below one hectare, 32
per cent between one and two hectares and 20 per cent
above two hectares. The average area under pinecapple
for the sample was 1.45 hectares, |

Table 5.1 Classification of respondents asecrding to
area under pincapple :

Bélbw. above

1 hectaxe 1-2 hectares 2 hectares Total
P2 16 10 50

®“8) (32 (20) (100)

WFiﬁuras in paranthesis represent percentages
of the total

39
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1. Size of holding

The average sige of holding for the sample
selected was found to be 3.23 hectares. Of the totsl,
L2 per cent of the respondents had 2 - 4 hectares of
a¥ea under cultivation, 32 per cent betwecn 1 « 2
héetazas, 12 per cent below one hectare and 1% per cent

above b hectares, as is evident from Table 5,2.

Table 5.2 Distribubion of respondents accérding
to size of operationsl holding

Holding Below 1«2 ey Above

sige_.___ 1 heetare hectares hectares Total
Classes o N hectares
I 6 ? 10. . 1 e
(25.00) (29.17) (&1.67)  (%,17) (100,00) .
iz - 0 9 7 0 16
(0) (56.25) (&3.75)  (0)  (100.,00)
111 ¢} 0 L 6 10
(0) {0) (40.00) {60.,00) (100,00)
Total 6 16 o1 7 50

(12,00) (32.,00) . (42.00)  (1%.00) (100.00)

* Pigures in paranthesks shov percentages
of the total
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2. Family size

Tae average size of family for the sample
was found to be 6.31. Table 5.3 shows that %.58
per cent of the tobal families had only 2+ members,
while 62.50 per cent had § to 7 members. The families
having B=10 members were 16.67 per cent and 6.29
per ccnt had more than 10 members in the familys The
dgistribution of respondents according bto family size

in the three clasgses differed much.
3¢ Age

Age-group classification of respondents as
given in Table 5.4 reveals ﬁhat DT per-cant of the
regpendents belonged to the age group of L1-50, 30.%7
per cent between 31 and k0, 28.7" per cent between |
5960 =nd the rest 12."7 per cent above 60 years. The‘

average age for the sample came to be 43.02 years.
b, Bducaticn

Analysing the educational status of the
respondents?! family, it was found that only about
1 per cent of the total sample was illiterabe. Out of
the rest, 7.59 per cent was children in the pre-school
age group and 20.79 per cent studied upto primary

school, 27.39 per cent upto mlddle school aznd



Table“$;3 Distribution of respondents based'on‘

family size
Fanil ic Db o 8«10 Above 10
e gembera ge;bers members me;bers Total
Classes
I 2 15 3 3 23
(870)  (65,22)  (13.04)  (13.0%)  (100.00)
IX L 8 3 ¢ 15
: (26,67) (53.33) (20.00) {0) (100.00)
11l 1 7 - 2 0 10
{10,00) (70.00) (20-00) (0) (100.00)
Total 7 30 8 3 L8
(14.58) (62.50) (16.67) (6b25) {100.00)

* Pigures in parenthesfs represent percsntage
of the total

Taﬁle .+ Ageegroup classification of respondents

N0 B1e50 51-60 " Total

Age Above 60
SRCeenam  (yoars) (ycars) (years) (years)  (years).
Clasges
I 9 8 L 3 2
(37.50)  (33.33)  (16.67) (13.50)  (100.00)
II _
' (25900) (H.25)  (FHso)  (6'25)  1§oo.00)
III 2 2 b 2 10
(20.00) (20.00)  (40.00) (20.00) (100.00)
Total 15 15 P 6 50
(30.00) (30.,00)  (28,00) (12.00) (100.00)

* Fipures in paronthests represent percentage
of the total '



Table 9.5 Distribution of respondents? family'acgording to ecducation

Class-1 Class~IT Class-IIT Total

Ievel of education o

No. Percen- Ho, Percen- . No, - Percen~  No. Percene=

" tage tage ' tage taga
1. Below 5 12 7.89 7 7.78 L 6.5% 23 7.59
2. Primary School 30 19.7% 2 26.67 18  29.51 63 20.79
3. Middle School 35 23.03 28 3111 20 32.79 83 27«39
li‘ « I’iigh Sehool 38 25 030 20 22.22 11 1 8;03 69 2. ??
6. Graduate 15 9,87 8 8,88 3 L.g2 26 - 8,59

Total 152 100.00 90 100.00 61 106.00 303  100.00

6€



22,77 per cont upto high school. Only 8.59 per cent
were able to study in Colleges. The education level

among the three sige-groups was found to be similar,
The distribution of respondents family aecording to -
education is given in Table 5.5,

5« OGccupation

The @istribution of respondents family according
'to ocecupation as shown in Table .6 reveals that W2
per cent of the totzl wag engaged in agriculture alone,
28,49 per cent hod business as seecondary oeccupation ’
along with agriculture and 22.09 per cent had government
jobs or other similar services. While 29,73 per cent
of the respondents in Class-III took up business as
subsidiery occcupation, only 19.05 per éent in Class 1
had business, . : ‘

6. Family income

Of the total respendent families, 2% per cent
hed income above P3,2%,000 per annum, 33,33 per cent
had income between %,15,000 and 25,000, 31.25 per cent
betwaen %,5000 and 15,000 znd 10.k42 per cent below
£5.5000 per annum, The ¢lassification of respondents
according to family income 1s given in Tgble S.%. It

40
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Table 5.6 Occupatlonewise classification of respondents’
family
Oceupation  Agriculture Agriéulture' Agriculbure Total
~ alone + +
Classes busisess service
I ho 16 28 &
(+7.62) (19.05) (33.33) (100.,00)
I 5 26 (L% 11 51
(50.98) (27.k5) (21.57) (100.00)
Iil 19 11 7 3
(51.35) (29.73) (18.92) (100.00)
Total 8 L9 38 172
(%9.22) (28,%9) (22.09) . (100,00)

* Fisures in parenthesks represent percentsages

of the total

Table 5.7 Classification of respondents accerding to
Famlly income
camlly Upto  B.5000 - §,15001 = Above  Total
Anee 3. 5000 15000 25000 5. 25000
Classes,
i 5 8 6 b 23
(21.7%) {34.78) (26.09) (17.39) (100,00)
iz 0 6 7 2 15
( 6) (46.00) +6.67) (13.33) (100.00)
111 0 1 3 6 10
(o) §10.00) {30.00) (60.00) {100.,00)
FPotal 5 W15 16 12 48
{10.42) 2%.25) (33.33) (25.00)

(100,00)

® Fizures in parenthesPs represent percentages

of the total



was found that among the three classes, sn Class
III 60 por cent of the cultivators had an annual
income of above %,25,000, while in Class I and II
the percentages were 17.39 and 13,33 respectively.
For the estimation of armual income, income from

all soureces was ¢ongidered.

4



II, COST OF CULTIVATION

Pineapple, being a perennial crop taking five
to six years to complete its crop cycle, the costs for
its cultivation ave incurved over this perlod. Therefore,
'1nformat1an was collected on the quantitles of wvarious
inputs applied by the sample cultivators during the
different years from planting till fourth year (this
being the terminal year of stable yield), after vhich most
farmers resorted to replanting,. The inpuls used were
tabulated and the per hectare use of the different inputs
for variouas years of cultivation have.been worked out,.
The 4nputs weres valued at actual prices pald in the casge
of purchased lnputs and at the rate, existing in the area
dguring the period of investigation, for others.

Hived and famlly labour were treated alike and
female labour was converted into man equivalent days
at the rate of 3 women equal to 2 men. Interest Gn-
working capital has also been caleulated at the rate of
12 per cent per annum which is the rate charged by
Co-operative banks for short-term losns, Hovever, since
all the costs are not neeeSSarily incuryed at the begimning
of the yoar, but are distributed over the éntire year,
‘ interest-uéulﬁ be over estimated. In order to avold
that, interest on one year's working capltal was calculated
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for a period of six months. In the case of the

first two years vhich is the pre-bearing stage interest
was calculated at 12 per cent per amnum for only one
yoear. DRental value of land 48 not inecluded gs all the
holdings are owner operated, | ﬁ

Tae cost for undértaking one hectare of
pineapple cultivation and the cost that a farmer would
incur at the present cost of dmputs for four years is
presented, The cost fisures for different Siée heldings
classified based on the area under pineapple as size
clags~1 having below 1 hectare area, size class II
between 1 gnd Q'hecta?es, and. sige class III gbove 2
hectares, have been arrived at based on the data collected
from sample farmers. DTaking the weighted average of
these‘three clagses, year-wise and itemewlse eost for
the district was estimated, The inputewise and
operationevise distribution of the total costs for four
years for classes I, II, III and the district have veen
pfas,entad in Tables 5.8 and 5,9 (Fig. 2 and Fig.3). |

Exemining the breagkeup of totél cost, 16 is
¢lear thet major pfaparticnnof expenditure (59.32 per cent)
was for human labour folloved by fertilizers (24.25
per cent). Vith regard to the operationewise distribution



Table 5.8 Input-wise tobtal cost of cultivation per hectare of

pineapple for four years (in Hupees)

g%: itens Clags=~1 Class-~II Clags-III Disfrict
1 Inplements 5 76 85 68
(0.18) (0.26) (C.29) (0.22)
2 Human labour 19187 16939 16738 17929
(61.143) (57.70) (56.32) (59.32)
3 Planting material (Suckers) 2247 190k 1643 2056
(7.19) (6.%8) (6.20) (6.78)
L Fertilisers 6808 7656 8256 7356
(21.80) (26.08) (27.78) (21& 25 )
5 Growth stimulants 150 165 168
(0.48) (0.56) (0.56) (0.52)
6 Taxes 20 20 20 20
{C.86) (0.07) (0.07) (0.07)
7 Interest on working easpital 2765, 64 2597.0%  2610.60 - 2680 92
(8.536) (8.85) (8.78) (8.
Total 31232.6% 29357. 29720.60 3033%.92
(100.00}) (100.00) (1004 ))

(106.6G0)

*Tigures in paraoniheses represent percentages of the total
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F:gz ITEMWISE TOTAL COST OF CULTIVATION PER HECTARE
OF PINEAPPLE FOR FOUR YEARS FOR TRICHUR DISTRICT (IN Rs.)
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Table 5.9 Operation-wise cost of cultivation per hectare of pineapple
for four years (in rupess)

S1.
No

Clags~1

. Operations Class~II Class-III . District
- 1 - - Preparatory culbivation L1169 4029 359% *+9§9
' | (13.35)  (13.92) (2208) (13.31)
"2  Planting material snd ka3 2872 2831 3129
~ planting : : (10.96) (9.78) (9.53) (10,31)
.3  Monures, manuring and - 11800 11968 12436 11980
~ earthing up (37.78) 0.78) B1.684) (39.48)
L Heedin ’ 7080 6192 6336 6648
| e | (22.67)  (21.09)  (2M.32)  (21.94)
5 . Growth stimulants and its - 960 885 g2k - 930
~ application ‘ (3.07) (3.01) (3.11) (3.07)
6 Protection of fruits 610 459 567 553
2 Harvestin o 25 20 315
- e | 132) &k ¥ (1.5%)
8  MisceIlaneous expenses g& 96 105 88
, ) . (0.2l ) (C.33) (0.35) (0.29)
9 Interest on working capitsl 2765 .64 . 2597. 0% 2610,60 2680.92
§ (B.88) (B85 (Burb) (8.8%)
Total 31232.8+  29357.0% 29720.60 303,92
(100.00)  {100.00) (100.00) (100.00)

* Fipures in parantheses represent percentages of the total
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5 OPERAT(ONN(SE TOTAL COST OF CULTIVATION PER HECTARE

f'% OF PINEAPPLE FOR FOUR YEARS FOR TRICHUR DISTRICT (N Rs.)
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of copgts, manuring and earthing up occupied a major
share of the total cost (39.48 per cent), while 21, P
per cent of the cost was incurred for weeding and

13.21 per cent for preparatory cultivation, Tae above
figuresg are for the distriet as a vhole, énd dlfference
in costs were noticed among the three different size
groupg. The impute-wige and operationewise cost of culti-
vation for the four years forzsize ¢lagses I, II and 11X
and for the distriet are given in Appendices Ila and IIb,

The total cost of cultivation for sige c¢lass I
came to about %.31232.64% per heectars while for class II
it wag £5,29357.0% and 3,29720.60 for class-III. The cost
was found to be 6.36 per cent higher for the class I
gEroup asg compared to class-II, and 5.43 per cent higher
than clase~Iil. For the district as a wnole the cost was
estimated at %,30334.92 per heetare based on the weichted

arithmetic mean of the three classes.

‘Expenditure was highest during tue first year
of planting, being W4.37, %3,96, 52.22 and %3,80 percen-
tages to the totel for four years respectively for
¢lasses I, II, III and the district, The yesr-wise total
cost of cultivation is given in Table 5,10 (Fig.t). The
high cost during the first year of cultivation was cue
to initial preparatory eultivationy eost of planting



Table 5.10 !éar-wise cost of cultivation per hectare of pineapple
(in rupees)

Year Lo Class=I - claaséli‘ Class-I1X District
1 1356.60 C 1290k.6% 1259, 60 13289.92
(4. 37) ' (%3.96) (L2.22) (43.80

5885.60 5602.2% 5818.40 5784 il

(18.85) (19.08) (19.58) (19.06)

SH5.20 $425.08 5676.30 5631.78

- (18.39) (18.48) (19.10) (18,57)

FM5,20 5425.08 5676.30 5631.78

(18.39) (18.48) {(19.10) (18.57)

Total 1232. 29357.0% - 29720.60 30334,92
?wg.oo) (28?).00) (2@0&0) . %ngom

* Figures in parantheses represent percentages of the total
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materizls and planting costs which are absent in

the later years.

A comparison of the expenditure for different
items reveal that the major item of expendlture was
lzbour cost with 61.43, 57.70, 56.32 and $9.32 percentages
of total cogt for ¢lasses I, II, III and for the district
respectively, The year-wise expenditure on human labour
and labour utilisation per hectare for the three classes
as well as for the distriet is given in Table S5.11a.
Bxpenditure on human labour was the highest during the
first year of the crop due to more use of labour for
preparatory cultivatign, cleaning the suckers and planting
operations in addition to the labour utilized for weeding,
manuring end earthing up. From second to fourth year,
human labour was ubilised for weeding, manuring and
earthing up, protection of fruits and harvesting. Labour
cost per heebare was found to be more or less uniform
for the three classes from second to fourth year, though
1aboﬁr cost for cilass I was 9.7 per cent higher than
class-1I, during the first year. Totzl expenditure on
labour for class~I was 13.27 pef cent higher then elass-I71

and 14+.63 per cent higher %han class-III.

The bresk-up of the labour utilizabion inko
hired and fawmily labour in mendasys along vith their



Table 5.11a

Labour utilisation per hectare of pineapple crop

Cilass~-I1

Clags-I Class-III District
Year . s : e g .
Mandays Cost Mandays Cos Mandays GCost Mandays Cost
{54 ) (5. ) (%, ) (&, )A
1 465 8363 448 7623 181 7208 453 7895
(43.59) (45.00) (43.06) (43.87)
2 1% 398 178 3028 . 205 3070 191 3262
(18.23) (17.88) (18.34) (18.13)
3 204 3663 185 3 215 3230 200 20
{(19.09) (18.56) (19.30) (19.00)
4 204 3663 185 1u1+ 215 3230 198 320
Total 10567 19187 996 16939 1116 16738 = 1052 17997
{100.00) (100.00) (100.0G0) (100.00

*'Sigures in parantheses represent percentages of the total

08



Table 5.11b

Hired apnd Tamily labour utilization for pineapple per hectare

v Class-1 Class=-11 Class-I1I District |
ear '
 Hired Family Total Hired  Family Total  Hired Fawily Total Hired Family Total
1 377 89 65 130 18 W8 k@ - %81 403 60 463
(81.08) (18.92) (100.00) (95.98) (4.02) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (87.0%) (12.96) (100.00)
2 155 39 1% 16k 1 178 . 205 - 205 162 29 191
(79.90) (20.10) (100.00) (12.13) (7.87) (160.00) (100.00) {100,00) (8+.82) (15.18) (100.00)
3 57 k7 20k 170 15 185 215 - 215 172 28 200
(76.96) (23.0%) (100.00) (91.89) (8.11) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (86.00) (14.00) (100.00)
oo 63 204 165 20 185 215 - 215 158 %0 198
(69.12) (30.88) (100.60) (89.19) (10.81) (100.00) (100.00)

(100.00) (79.80) (20.20) (100.00)

* Figures in parasntheses represent percentages of the total

oGl

G
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percentagaes to totel 1s given in Table 5.11bs It was

, feun@ that in the category of big cultivaﬁars (class III,
wilth area above 2 hectaresﬁ family labour was not
utilised for pineapple cultivation, Family labour was
used more in the case of smell cultivators (18.92 |

per cent) with aréé below 1 hectere. Only a small pere
centage (4,02 por cent) of total lsbour utilized in
clagg-Il was contributed by the family members. For the
district as a whole, labour contributed by family members
cane %o about 12.96 per eent. The above results point4
to the fact that in the case of pinéépple, the contrie
bution of lebour by the members of farmer's family

was low.

The cost per heetare for the purchase of
suckers during the first year was %.2247, 1904, 1843 and
2056 respectively for classes=-I, II, III and the digtriet,
This included the expenditure on transport of suckers
alse, The expense Tor suckers constituted 6.78 per cent
of the total cost for the district as a Whol e,

Expenditure on fertilizer per hectare was
1:,6808 (21,80 per cent),b9656 (26,08 per gent), A8 8256
(27.78 per cent) andA?386 (24.25 per cent) respectively
for classes~I, II, IIY and for the district. The
expense was 12,25 per cent higher for clags II than
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class-1 and 8,32 higher for clags~III when compared

A
to class~I. The fertilizer use was found to e

lovest in claas~1, as is clear from the above figures.

The cost for implements eceurred in the
first year of cultivation was 5,68 for the district
and it was found to be entirely used up during the
four years. Tazes are incurred as land revenue at the
rate of five rupee per hectare every year and it was

same for the three classes.

* Pincapple comes to bearing in the second year
and afterwards ratoon crops are tsken. The nature of

,expenditure as well as returns fyrom second to fourth

53

year are given in Tables 5.12a, 5.12b and 5.12¢. The eost

of establishment refers to the portion of costs gtiri-

buted to thabt particular year from the first year's cost

in proportion to the yleld obtained in the respective

yearse It may be observed thet the cost of establishument

wag similar for second and fourth year, but very high
for third year. Returns for third yesr both in terms
of quantity and value were more than that for second
‘and fourth year. Returns in the third year came to
%4 per cent of the total returns for four years in the

district as a whole, while 27.7 per cent of the returns
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Table 5.12a Cogts and returns for pineapple during the second
year of eultivation

Sl. :,Items X

~ Cost per heetare (Rupees)

No. e
? Glass~1 _Claas—II c;aas-III District )
. A. Cost of estaplishaent 3820 3581 3522. 3683
(39.35) (36.99) (37.71) (38.92)
B, Item-wise expenditure | \
1. Hopar Sebons 398 3028 3070 3262
Te HQManN Lzdour . oy - -
) (36.04)  (32.98) . (32:87)  (F.47)
2. Fertiiizers 1702 1914 2064 1&2
| (17.5%)  (20.8+) (22.10) - (19.46)
3. Growth stimulants 50 ' 5 56 53
3 € (0?52) (0?66) (0?60) (0?56)
. (0.05) (0.05) (0,05) (0.05)
5« Interest 630.60 600,24 623,40 619,44
‘ - (6.50) (6.5%) (6.67) (6.5%)
Total 9705.60 9183.24 934040 s TSI TS
(100500) (100?00) (13‘5 00) }(%o.eo)
 RETURNS PER HECTARE
L Clags-I Class~II rclass-III | District _
Quane~ Value Quan- YValue Quane Valae Quan= Value |
tity () . wdty (@) tity (&,)  tity (&)
1. Fruits (qt)  113.6 10962 106.8 108%: 115.% 11367 114.78 11021
2, Suckers Nos.) 5600 627 U907 - 559 566 628 5351 605
 Total value 11589 11453 11995

11626

*Figures in parantheses

represent percentages of the total
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Table 5.12b Costs and returns for the third year of pineapple

Cost per hectarek(ﬂupees)-

gﬁ’ . Items ’ A :
. Class~I  Class-II Clags-III ‘District
As Cost of establishrent 6163 L6685 - 5360 5551
(51.75)  (6.3+) (65.56)  (Lolen)
B. Item-wlise expenditure
for the year _ '
1. Human labour 3663 eyLh 3230 320
(30.76)  (31.10) (29.27) (30.57)
2. Fertilizers - 1702 199 2064 1836
- (14.29) (18.93) (18.70) (16.42)
3. Growth stimulants 50 55 56 23
| (0.53) (0.5%) (0.51) (0.1:8)
L, Taxes 5 5 9
(o.ﬁa) (6.0%) (0.05) (0.05)
5. Interest 325,20 307,08 321.30 318.78
(2.73) (3.0+) (2.91) (2.85)
Total 41908.,20 161110.08 11036.30 11182.78
(100,003 €100.00)  (100.00)  (100.00)
RETURNS PER HECTANE
Clags~I Class-II  Class~IITI  District
Quan~ Value Que~é Value Quan~ Value Quane Vélue

ity (B.) ity

D )
ilg

tity

(B.)  tity (=)

1. Fruits (Qt) 183.23 17682 169.23 17261

2, Suckers (Noa) 12800 133 12550 4430

Total value

13567 1560 12873

175.61 17298 177,43 17478

W56

19115

16691

18858

189H

*Figures in parantheses represent pereentages of the totzl

55
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Table 5.12¢ Costs and returns for the fourth year of pineapple

12294

~cultivation
A Costs per hectare (Rupees)
S1. Ttena —— - | _
Na, ‘ Class~l  Clags-II Class-II1  District
A+ Cost of estavlishment 3867 3651 . 3668 373;
(1-0,23) (:0,23). (3%.25) (39.36)
B. Itenm-visge expenditure
~ for the year 4
1. Human labour - 3663 ELY 3230 320
L | (38,11) © (3w.64) (3+.57) (36452)
2. Fertilizars 1702 . 1914 . 206k 1836
i (17.71) (21.08) (22.09) (19,60)
3. Growth stimulants 50 55 56 53
o - - (0.52) (0.6%) {0,60) (0.57)
l"c Tax33 5 . 5 5 . 5
o : - €0.05) - (0.06) (0.05) (0005)
5. Interest 325,20 307.08 321, 318,78
o (338) (3.50) TERTYS M (4
Total 9612,20  9076.08 9F}h,30  9365.78
‘ (100,G0) - (100.00) {100.00) (100.00)
RETUENS PER HECTARE
Class-I Clags-II Class-III District
uan- Value' Quan- Valte  Quane Value  Quane  Valws
Lity  (B.) ity (B.) - tity (5.0 tity (@)
1e Fruits (0t) 115 11098 108.9 11108 120.2 116840 113.b 11251
2. Suckers(Nos)1M:8+ 127+ 10841 4186 10632 4222 16970 1225
Total value 12372 13062 12476

*Figures in parantheses represent percentages of the total
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- were obtailred in second year and 28.2 per cent in
the fourth year, Among the different size groups there
was Yot much variation in the quantity and nature of

returns,

The costs and returns per hectare of pineapple
for a erop cycle (upto 4 years) are given in Table 5¢13.
In the first year, there was no returns, since the crop
comes to bearing only by second year. Maximum yield
was obtained in the third year when compared to the
returns in second and fourth year, The total.returns per
hectare in the second year was ©,11626 for the district.
For third and fourth years, the per hectare returns
came to B, 1893+ and ©,12476 respectively, The returns
obtained through the sale of suckers at the end of the
fourth year ﬁas considered as the salvage value. Afﬁ@r
the fourth year the returns started declining rapidly
and farmers resorted to replanting and hence all the
studiea are made up to the fourth year only.



Table

5.13

Costs and returns of pincapple per hectare for four years
(in rupees)

COB1S. '
Eéar Class=I Class~-I1 Class-I1I District
1 13856, 6% 1200%, 64 12549.60 43289.92
2 7885 60 5602 ,24 5818.40 5781 i
3 745 .20 5425 .08 5676430 5631.78
L SM5.20 5425.08 5676.30 5631.78
) EETURIS |
Year Clags-I | . Clasgulz Clags~I11 | District
Fruits Sucker Total TFruits Sucker Tobal Fruits Sucker Total Frults OSucker Total
1 has L4 " L - - -~ w - - - L
2 10962 627 11589 1089 559 11453 11367 628 11995 11021 605 11696
3 17682 .33 19115 1726 %30 18691 17298 1560 18858 17478 {456 1893
L 11098 1o 12372 11108 1186 12094 11640 1222 13062 11251 1225 19476
1200* 1200% 1200%

1200%

* Salvage value at the end of fouth year
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JIi. COST OF PRODUCTION

- Cost of production of pineapple is the cost
incurred in produeing one quintal of pineapple Fruits.
The actual expenditure incurred by the sample cultivae
ﬁors.in each class was taken for the eomputation of
cogts, The economiec life of pineapple is considered
as 4 to 5 yeérs, with yield obtaining from second year
onwards., After the main crop, ratoon crops sre taken
for pineapple. The costs incurred in first year has been
proporticnally allocated among second, third and foprth
year, bagsed on the yleld obtained in the respective years.

The eost of cultivation per hectare as well as
the cost of production per quintazl of pineapple fruits
from secqndlto fourth year for the three classes and for
the district as a wicle are given in Table 5,1%. Along
with the production of fruits, some quantity of suckers
was also obtained as by-products, In order to obtain
the cost of producing one quintal of fruit, the value of

suckers was deducted from the costs in each year.

Cogt of production per quintzl of pineapple was
found to be. the highest during the Sécard year, being
5.79.92, 80.75, 75.50 and 79.26 respectively for classes
I, 11, III and the district as a whole. Gost of production



Table 5.1 Cost of production per quintal of pineapple

Cost of cultivation per Production per hectare

Cost of production per

v hactare (Hupees) (Quintal ) quintal (Rupees)
ear \ :
Class~-I Class Clags District Class (lass Class District Class Class €Class District
II I1IX I IT IIX I il III
2 9078.60 £62%.24 8712;#0 8859.5% 413.60 106,80 115..0 111.78 79.92 80.75 75.50 79.26
3 10475.20 8680.08 976,30 9726.78 183.23 169.23 175.61 197.43  57.17  51.29 53.96 5h.82
k 11380 72.51 7245 67.57  71.78

8338.20 7890.08 8122.30 8§139.78 115.00 108.90 120.20

09
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was the lowest in the third year with .57,17, 51.29,
53.96 and 54,82 respectively for classes I, 11, I1X

gnd the district, The above results could be attributed
to the fact thal production was highest for the second
crop {third year). Fer the fourth year, the cost of
production per quintal of pineapple ecame to £5,72,51,
7245, 67,57 and 71.78 respectively for classes I, I,

II1 and for the district, Marked variation in the cost
of production was noticed during the three different
years. From seeond year to third year, cost of production
hod declined, but it increased during the fourth year.

The variation in the cost of productian was not signifieant

among the ¢ifferent size groups.



bd

IV. CAPITAL PRODUCTIVITY ANALYSIS

Pineapple being s perennial crop, and the
inveﬁtmanté and returns on the crop being made over
four years (here only four years are considered), it
‘becomes necessary to test the worthiness of investoents
over this long period. Considering the change in cost
‘of inputs and the inflationary trend, measuring produe
ctivity to capital becomes inevitable. Capital
productivity anslysis bring out a measure of the efficiency
of returns obbained over a period of time. The following
four measures of capital productivity are estimated for

this study.

1. Pay=back period

2. Benefitecost ratio

3. liet present worth and
%, Internal rate of return

1+ Pay=back period

Pay-back period is an undiscounted measure
.of the worthiness of an endegvour. It measures the
efficiency of culbivatlien by indicating the perlod within

which the returns effect the investments.
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The pay~back period for the three classes and

the distiiet are shown below.

Closs ~I = 2477 years
Clasgs~II = 2.78 years
Class«IIl %= 277 years
District = 2477 years

The above results incicate that the three clagses
as well as the district are more or leas similar with
regard to the pay back perlod: The computation of pay-
back period is given in Appendix-III. The two drawbacks
attributed to this measure are =« (1) it fails to
consider earnings after the pay~back period, (2) it
fails to take into consideration differences in the
timing of proceeds,

The other three methedé, viz., benefit cost ratio,
net present worth and interngl rate of return are
discounted meaéures of 1nves§menthworth. Using a sultable
discount rate, the investment is reduced to the present
value bptthe first year's cost is not discounted. The
returns are also similarly discounted., The discount
- rate used for the present analysis is 12 per cent which
is the borrowing rate for short term loans. The stroam

of costs and benefits are then compared.
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VI. MARKETING OF PINEAPPLE

Agricultursl marketing ic a process which
starts with o decision to produce a saleable farm
comnodity and 1t involves all aspects of market structure
or system, both functional and institutional, based on
technical and economic considerations and includes
pre and poste-harvest operations, assembly, grading,'
storage, transportation and distribution. . Increased
produétian resulting in greater percentsge increase 1n'
marketed surplus sccompanied by the inerease in demand
from urban population calls for a rapid improvement in

the existing marketing systenm,

An atterpt is wade in this study to identify the
market intermediaries and channelé, as also to estimate
the marketing efflciency for pineapple.

Pineapple marketing systenm

| The disposal of pineapple fruits by the sample
cultivators vas found to be in three weys == (1) the
cultivators had the practice of bringing the produce
in vang, lorries or other vehieles to Trichur narket and
selling it thraugh'ccmmissioﬁ agents to traders, who

take their commlission as a percenta:e of the nrice
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‘obtained; (2) village traders purchase the produce
from cultivators and then brought it to the market;
(3) some cultivators sold their produce to industrial
units directly also,.

The usual system of marketing of pinespple in
Irichur known ag "taragu®, was through commission
."agents end sold \to the traders by the producers, In cage
of small guantities of the produce, which had to be
transported over long distances, the producers sold it

to Village merchants who in turn sold it to the traders.
Marketing channels

Harketing c¢hannel for a produce is the route
through which the produce passes, as it move from the
producer to the final copnsumer: The channel involves a

nuaber of market intermediaries,

There are only three channels for pinespple
marketing in Trichur district, as shown below.

c::smmi.ssion agent N wholeseler
or Co~-operstive society

fetailer . ' >can,sumer
Y Village merchant Commission agent _

7

> consumer

4. Producer

2. Producer
Wholesaler >Retailer

>Prccessing factories (processed products)

3 +« Producer /7 _

™ yi1lage merchant



- The distribution of cultivators according to
the marketing channel is given in Table 5.18. In
c¢lass~I having an areae of below 1 heectare, 58,33 per cent
of the ecultivators marketed through channelnl, 3750
per cent through channel-II and only 4,17 per cent
through the third channel, In class 1I, the percentages
were 61.25, 12.50 and 6,29 for channelel, II and III

regpectively.

Table 5,418 Distribution of cultivators based on
markebing chamel

Classes I i1 IiX -District
I 1% 1z 10 37
. (5@..33) (_81’?25 ) .(100._00) (7‘% .00)
11 .9 2 - 11
{37.50) | (12.50) (22.00)
11X S 1 - 2
o ?) (6,25) (+.00)
Total

ol 16 19 50
(100.00) (100,00)  (100.00) (100.00)

*Figures in parsntheses represent percentsges to total

All the sample eultivators in class-III; haviﬁg an area
of above 2 hectares marketed thelr produce through the

18



79

first channel.. For the district as a wholé, o

per cent of the sample cultivators marketed theif
produce through the first chamnel, 22 per cent through
channel-II and only 4 per cent through the third
channel. The above data showed that the secand
channel including village merchsnts in the chain of
intermediarics was common gmong smell cultivato;s, and
among big cultivators this particular chennel wes not
at all preferred. The frult and vegetable marketing
co-operative society at Irichur was found to act as
cormissicon agent and a few of the producers marketed

their produce through this scoclety.
Marketing functiong and functlonsries

In the case of pineapple, marketing functions
are few, 1f the produce is s0ld as fresh fruit. After
harvesting the fruits, 1t is token to the market in
van, car, autorickshaw or bullock cart. The producers
themselves toock the produce to the markets and so0ld to
vholesalers through commigsion agents. 1In very few
cases, the village merchants purchased the fruits from
different producers and then took it to the market.
Trénaportation costs differ depending on ths distance
to market, On an averapge 1t came o about 3,3 per quintal
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of the ﬁroduce per kilometer. Besides, the loading
and unloeding charges came to about .k and &,3 per

quintal respectively.

Since pineapple is a perishable cormodity,
the fresh fruits ars not stored usually for future sales.
Lack of proper storage facilities appeared to be the

reason for this.

Pineapple marketing involves a number of
intermediaries such as village merchants,‘ccmmiesion
agents, wholesalers and retailers, These differsnt
intermediaries perform a 1ot of services. In case of
small cultivetors, transporting of the produce to the
market becomes a problem and hence the villege merchants
are doing then ihe service of btaking their produce to
the market, though a margiﬁ of the profit is takén
by them,

-

There are about seven comnission agents in
Prichur market including cne co-operative soeciety. In
addition to pineapple, they deal with apples, oranges,
grapes and mangoes. The frult and vegetable marketing
soclety alone handles as much as 250 MI of pineapple

fruits per onnwn and the commission charges are somewhat
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low (6 per cept) when compared to other cmmmission
agents. Bécauée of the lack of bergalning power,

the producers are not able to get 2 proper price for
thelr produce even if they bring it to market. The
‘commigsion agents holp them to get the maxioum possible
price from the wholesalers and retailers and a percen-.
tage of the value of the'produce has to be given as _
commigsion. It was found to be about &~10 per cent.

A number of vholesalers snd retallers are there who
deals in fruits llke apple, grapes, oranges, bineap@le,
mango and banana. ,

Marketing efficiency

An elficient marketing system is one of the
essential requirements for enhancing agricultural
productivity vhich encourages the farmers by glving them
fair returns for their produce. The economic efficieney
of a market can be measured in terms Q? the price
spread and marketing costs, temporsl price differences
and stérage costs snd the degree of market integrations
In the present study, efficlency 1s asgessed on the
basis of price~spread and marketing c¢osts.

Tne price spread refers to the differences

vetween the price paid by the consumer and the price
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receivéd by the preducer for an equivalent quantity

of farm product. This spread consists of marketiug

costs and margins of the interﬁediaries which ultimately
determines the overall effectiveness of a marketing
system. I the goods could be moved from the producer

to the ultinmate consumer st least possible cost congistent
vith the provision of services the consumer desires, the
mavketing system is efficient. Xeduction in the cost of
perforaance of varlous marketing funciions and improving
the standard of service with the sane or lower costs
represent clear case of mavketing efficicney. At the
same time, the provision of édditiaﬂal markebing services
that may raise the cost of marketing slso represents
greater efficlency if the consumers value them more than
the corresponding saving in cost. If the cervices
provided ave same, then the marketing system or ageney
that provides these servieces with the minimum of eosts

is the wmore efficient (Sidhu and Rangi, 1979),

Price spread can be worked oub by either
Yeoncurrent margins® method or "lageed margins® method.
Concurrent margins refer to the difference between the
prices prevailing at successive stnges of sarketing on

the sawe date, vwhile lagged margins is the difference



between the price of farm produce obtsinable at a
particuler stoge of marketing and the price paid for
it at the preceding stage of marketling during an
aarlier period, the 1ength of time between the two
dates being the average period for which the mgrketing

agency holds the product, Concurrent margins do not

take into account the time that elapses between purchages

and sele of the produce by the same party either due to
stock holding or processing for price consideration,
Lagged marging teke into account the time that elapses
between purchase and sale by a ﬁarty and for that matter
betwegn sale by the farmer and purchase by the conéumer
and this ellows for the cholce of time which the trader
exercises while»carrying cut his business. The approach
zenerally adopieé in the lagged margin method is |
selecting spécific‘lots and tracing them baek‘to the
source of ofigin (8inha gt al., 1979).

The method of concurrent marging wags used
in the present study. The costs and profits of the
various intermediaries as vell as the price per quintal
of pineapple in Trichur narket is given in Tables 5.19g5
and 5.19b. The produqer's share in the consumer's price

was found to he 51.79 per cent (&,101 out of %,195).
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Table 5.10a

pineapple

Harketing costs and mergins for

Sl.

Marketing channgl =

Priee/cost Perecentage

199 (-2 100,00

Eé;;lin%ermediaries B/Q%.
I Produger's sele price 101;?3 51.79 ©°©
II CGommission agﬂni/ o
gg;ggggiggva seclety 8 ,?: he10 O
111 Wholesaler
&) Purchase price 101 £ 51,79 ©
b) Costs 10.50 °  5.38 °©
e) Harging £ P50 17,69
d) Sale price ™Mo o0 P,By O
IV  Retniler _
al) Purchase price 6 < M8y %7
b) Costs 8.2§7§ k,23 *
¢) ¥argins 10,7576 20,97
d) Sale price 195 Lv¥ 100,00
v Consumerts purchase price




Table 5,19

price for pineapple

Producer's share in the consumer's

Sl

Amocunt

Ko, Intermediaries B, /Qts Percentage
1 Producerts share 101 51.79

2  Wholesaler's margin 50 17.69

3 tetailors margln 40.75 20,90
L Cost of marketing 18,75 9,62
5 Consumerts price 195 400,00
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The wholesalers got a margin of 17,69 per cent (f5,3%,50)
while for retmilers it was 20.77 per cent (%5,40.75),

The marketing costs as incurred by the vholesalers and
retailers inciuded transportation, loading, unloading.
and rent for bulidings. For wholesalers the costs came
to aboub 13,10.,50 per quintal k5.38 per cent) and for
reta%lers it was 0.8.25 per quintz=l (%,23 per cent).

Frice spread

The price spréad for pineappie wés czlculated
using the formila, Py =P, = Py =Py (xy - 1)
where, |
| Py = Price spread
- Préducer?'s price

<
it

P, = Wholesaler’s price

P2 = Petailerts price

1 Uh6
& - 'i,i' =z 1.
p~] 0 |
P ~i -
¥y =2 = 1.336
Py

The gpread between the producer's and
consumer's price eame to ’s, %, The percentage price

Ps % 100 was 93.07.

Fo

spread as obtained by the formula,
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The producers and consumers price as well as the price

apread is glven below.

i1

Produfer's price (PO) 75,101 per quintal
Consmmer's price (P,) = .195 per quintal
Price spread (?5) = [, % per gquintsl

Percentage price spread = 93.07

Tne gbove data indicate a very high price-gpread
on account of high marketing costs and the margins |
realised by various intermediaries at different stages
of warketing., This is ap indication of inefliclency of
morketing and hence measurgs to increase martketing
efficiency through lowering the price-spread 1s necessarye.
Thig lowering of price-gpread is possible only by relucticn
in warkebing costs and marging, and reduéing the nuober

of intermedlasies.
Processing of nineapple

A.numhex'of produets are made from plneapple

such ag siice, julee, titbit, squash, syrup and Jam,

Slices
Medium sized fresh Truits without any type of
baeterial or other types of spoilage ls selected and

inedible vortions are removed. They are then washed
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thoroughly in water and the outerskin is removed by
manual lsbour. The peeled fruit is then gliced in

a slicer. The thickness of the glices will usually be
1.3 cme The sliced fruit is sorted according to the
size of the cans in which they are to be canned.
Generally A2%, A1 Tall and A2 cans are employed in camning
pineagple slices. -Bach slice is punched by using punches
of suitable sires and the centre cone ls removed by cone
punches. The eyes are then removed and the prepared
fruit iz thern filled in steriliged éans on weight basis.
A percentage drained weight of 5C should be malntnined
on the basis of the net weight of the ecan. ot sugar
solubion contadning 35 to 0 per cent sugar and 0.2 o
0.3 per cent acidity as citric acid at a temperabure of
abéut‘BQ to 90°C is used for covering the slices in the
can. The cans are then allowed to pass through an exhaust
bore to create vaccum in the cezn. When the center of
the can af'ter exhausting reaches a température of 175 to
180°F, they are immediately sezled hermabtleally by using
a double scanner to prevent the loss of vaccum, The
seagled cans are processed in boiling water (2129F) for

a predetermined time. The time varies according to the
size of the can., Gererally A 2k can of 850 gm net
veight is processed at 2129F for 25 to 30 minutes, After



procegsing, the cons are cooled immediately to avoid
over caéking to a can body temperature of about 100°%,
The cooked cons are then wiped and coated with a thin
coat of odl to prevent corrosion due to oxygen and

stored in a coul ¢ry place.
Titbits

The procedure is same ag above except in the
cubbing, and it is considered of low quality compared %o

slices,

Juice

Pineapple fruits are made into o pulp, and
squeezed. After boiling the pulp, sugar is added, to get
pineapple julce,

Squagh

Alter toking the pineapple Juice as mentioned
above, 1t 1s made into syrup, Colour, essence and
@r@serﬁaﬁives are added to prepare pincapple sqﬁa&h.

Jam

Ihe pulped pineapple fruit is mixed with sugar,
boiled and thickened. ‘The chemical pectin is added for
thickening, Adding essence, preservatives etec., pineapple

Jaw is obtained. .



Them arve five main canning units in
frichur - Caico, Darleo, Pio food Packers, Pico
Industries and Cahning Company and Sudha Fruit Products.
Out of this, Sudha Fruit Preducts.is gperated in the
Co=~operative sector, asAalunit of tho Frult and Vege-

table Marketing Society, Txichur.

The pineapple fruits for the above factories
are brought' from Camanore and Idukki districts. The
producers of pinespple in Trichur distriet do not sell
their proguce directly to @rscessmg factories, as the
price obtained from them is rather low, when compared to

the market price.



VII, PRODUCTION AND MARKRTING PROBLEMS OF PINEAPPLE
CULTIVATORS

Pineepple cultivators are faceﬂ with several
problems in procduction end narketing. Land ceiling
had forced big culbtivators to part with thelr pinespple
lands or convert thewm for culbivation of other crops.
Lorge scale culbivation of pineapple would be impossiblo
it éeilings are fized for crops like pinespple. A4S
production depends on area under culiivation, it is

esgentlal that area is net alloved to reduce.

: | High cost of labour as well as the searcity of
labour was pointed out as a major problem experienced
by the pineapple cultivators in PTrichur. Begides, other
inpuybts like fertilisers, growth stimulants ete. gould
not bz used to the extent recormended due to their high

cost and high application charges.

With regard to the method of culbtivation
followed by the saumple cultivators, it was found that
most of them wéré growing the crop in a compact area and
for many ycars continmuously though replanting was done
once in 5 to 6 years. ALl the cultivators were uging
iumproved varietices of planting material, The recommended

gpaeing for the ervp is very close and hence difficulties



were experienced for cultursl operations such as ‘
nanuring and earthing up, wecding, protectian of frults
and harvesting. The cultivators, therefore, were found

to prefer a wider spacing.

ihe occurrence of pests and disesses was rare
in the study area and so plant protectlon measures were
not necessary. Though all the cultivators inﬁerviewed
vere aware of the hormonsl stimulants that are recomzended
for controlling flowering in pineapple, they were
doubtful as to the effectiveness of it. It had not
gained popularity and they fear that though number of
fruits inereases, there is much reduction in size of

fruits as also decrease in fruit quality.

. The cultivators found it difficuwlt to sell
their produce at the desired pries due to the absence
of proper marketing fgecilities. The fruits naq'to be
taken over long distances to the Trichur market and hence
~ problems in transportation and storage wes experimnced,
Pineapple being perisheble has to be disposed off
soon after harvest and lack of proper storage facilities
in the market mekes it difficult for the cultivators.
Moreover, wide fluctuation-both day to day and seesonal. -

in price of fruits was noticed in the market.



There is a co-operative society in Trichur
for the marketing of frulits and vegétablas, in which
most of the pineapple cultivators arve members, This
society has a factory of its own (M/s.Sudha Products).
But this factory is finding it difficult to compete
with other industrial concerns as it started activities
only a cowple of years ago. Substantial government _
asslstance in the form of 1oéﬁ and subsidy would help to
improve the conditlon of the factory and thereby ease

the problem of the cultivators.,

Honavailability of sufficient quantity of
pinespple fruits wasféeneral problem faced by the
canning factories of the district. Léck. of sufficient .
produetion in the distriet necessitated the factories
to depend on frults from outside the district, High
cost of tin was also pointed out as another difficulty

standing in the way of production of processed fruits.

Suggestions for improvement.

Some attempts should be made to popularise the
use of hormones which will help in adjusting the season
of harvesting, thereby ensuring a better price for the

fruits., Care should be baken while spraying growth
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stimilants to plants. &Spray only to plants having
good growth and vigour. If sprayed to weak plants,
wilting of plante will be resulted., Spraying should
be done during the period of August-September.

Inprovements in transportabtion and storage
facilities are necessary for sclving the marketing
problems of the cultivators. By encouraging the cultie
vators to take up more and more of pineappla eultivation,
it would be pogsible o lncresse the production in thig
digtrict and ﬁhﬁsAemabling the supply of fruits to the

canning centres.
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SUMMARY

The present study on the "Production and
Marketing of Pineapple in Trichur District” was
conducted with the following objectives in view.

() To f£ind out the cests and returns, and (2) marketing
costs and price spread for pineapple in Trichur district,
his stndy ia baged on primary daba collected from a
gample of 50 pineapple growers solected by simple

random sampling and from a few market intermediaries.
Ihe data for the study was collected during March-April,
1982,

| It vas found that almost all the sample
cultivators were literate and had more than one oeccu-
pation, Only 47.42 per cent of the respondents was
engaged solely in egriculture. The aﬁerage-size of
family was 6 and 63 per cent of the sample farmers had
5 to 7 members in their family., The average size of
holding for the sample seclected was 3.23 hectores with
L2 per cent‘of the respondents having arsa between
2 to 4 hectares, The vespondents were grouped into
three size groups based on their area wnder Pineapple
with size class-I having avea belov 1 hectere, clags-II
between 1 and 2 nectares and class-III above 2 hectares,



Cost of cultivation per hectare of pineapple
for four years was estimated year-wise, item-vwise and
opereticn~wise based on 1981 prices. The total cost
of cultivation per heetare for four years was found to
be £,31232.6%, 29357.0%, 29720,.60 and 30334+,92 respe-
ctively for c¢lasses I, II, III and the district.tnmong
the four years, cost of cultivation was highest in the
first year being %,13289.92 (42.55 per cent) for the
district.,

The major ltem of expenditure was humen Jabour
constituting about 61.43 pér cent (85,19187), 57.70
per cent (K,16939), 56.32 per cent (i3,96738) and 59.32-
per cent (%.17995) for classes-I, II, III and the
district raépect1VEly. Expenditure on fertiliser accounted
for 24+.25 per cent (%,7356) for the district. The
cost incuryed for the purchase of suckers during the
first year was &.2056 (6;78 per cent).

With regard to the operationewise cost of
cultivation, manuring and earthing up occupied a major
share of the total cost being 37.78 per cent (i3.41800),
%0.76 per cent (%.11968), 1.8+ per cent (I,12436),
and 39.48 per cent (.11976) vespectively for classes-I,
II, 11X and the district. The expenditure for weeding
was found to Se 2k 0% per cent (B,6656) of the total cost.
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Pinespple starts yielding in the second year
and costs and returns from second to fourth year was
estimated. Returns for the second year was found to be
f5,11626 with fruit yield of 111.78 quintals per hectare,
for the district. Maximwn yleld was obbtained in the
third year with 177.43 quintsls of fruits per hectare
accounting a return of &51893k. In the fourth year the
returns eame to L.12476 with 113.% quintals of fruit
yield per hectare,

Cost of production per quintal of pineapple
frults was highest in the second year with %,79,92 for
class-I, £, 80,75 for clase-II, ,75.50 for class-III.
The average for the district was £8.79.26, In the third
year cost of production was lowsst with F.57.17, 51.29,
$3.96 and 54,82 respectively for classes-I, II, III and
the district. |

Ine pay-back period for the district was 2,77
years with a benefit cost ratio of 1.31 and net present
worth of &,8258.09. The intemal rate of preturn came
to h3.37 per cent. The beneflt cost ratio, net present
worth as well as internal rate of return were higheost
for c¢lass~III having an area of more than 2 hectares,
folloved by class-II with an area between 1 and 2 hectares
and lastiy class-I.". having area below 1 hectare.



Regource use efficiency was studied using
the Cobb~Douglous production function. The marginal
value of productivity for the Tfactor, number of guckers,
was very high indéicating that only this factor had |
significant influence on yield and so as number of

suckers per hegtare increansges there ls increased returns.

Harketing of pineapple wag found to be through

thvec channels in. Trichur and the Profucer yo—s—e agen£>

> coligumer

wholesaler : >Retailer
channel was the most comuon one and 74 per cent of the
respondents marketed through this chammel. Pineapple
marketing involved a pumber of intermediaries such as
village mefchénts, comnission agénté, wholeszlers and
retailers, each of whom do some service and take) some

margin of profits.

The marketing efficiency in the case of pineapple
was assessed on the basis of price spread and marketing
costa., The proéucer's share in the consumer's price
was 51.79 percentage. The comission paid to the
commisgion ageﬂts>contributed about %.10 per cent, while
wholésalers and retailers took 17.69 per cent and 20.77

por cent marging respectively. The price spread as



calculatéd based on the ddfference beltween producerfs
and congumer?'s price vas found to be B,%., The study
of price spread indicated inefficiency, in the marketing
of pineapple,

Pineapple cultivators are faced with several
problem in production and marieting such as high labour
chavrges, high cost of inputs, high fluctuation in
price and absence of proper marketing facilities. In
the case of canning centres, the problems vith respect
to nan-availability of sgufficient fruits as well as
high cost of tins are experienced. So as to improve
the congition of the ?ineapple induétry, earketing
facilities are to be ilmproved and opérated in co-~-operative

sector,
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| Appendix I
QUESTIONNAINE FOR DATA COLLECTION
PRODUCTION AND MARKETING OF PINEAPPLE IN mlcm
DISTRICT

BASIC INFORMATIOR

1. Name and address of Producers

Villazes Blocks
Taluk Elas

2. Distance to nearest market:

3« Total area owned by the Producer:
%, Total area cultivateds:

5., Famlly detalls

Felatione Oceupation. Inconme
ship with Bdue
head of cation Main Subsi- Main S
household dlary

S1, .
No. Name Age  Sex

6. Area under pinespple:
Crop ' Area
a. Pure ¢rop ; -
bs Intercrop

7. Number of fragmenté: _
Eragment No. Areg
8. Area under other crops:

A. Seasonal crons



Area
1. Paddy
2, Pulses
3. Others

B, Armugl crops

1. Banana
2. Taploca
3 Others

C. Perennial crope
1+ Coconut
2. hrecanud
3. Fruit trecs
L, Others

9. Variety cultivated:
10.Planting material used:

a. Crown b. Suckers
2. Slips d. Others

11.80urce of irrigations

Source | Area
1. Canals
2« Tanks
3. Wells
%, Others

12.50urce of Tinance for pineapple cultivation

Source Becurity Amound Purposs

1. Self-finance
2. Money lenders
e. Commeredal Banks
« Co~operative sccilety
5. Others



43. Are you a member of Co~-operative Soclety? Yes/No
If yes, name of the society:

1%, Pized costss
1. luplements ond machinerles:
81.No, item

1. Sprayers

2« Pumpsets

3. Ploughs

I, Tractors

5« Tillers

6. Hamnotties

7+« GCroybay

8, Others

2. Temporary deadstock

ten Ho, Coat

1. Baske tg
2, Ropes
3. Others

3. Taxes:

a+ Land Bevenue
b, Hater toex

e, Panchayat tax
d. Income tax

a. Others (specify)



COST OF CULTIVATION OF PINEAPPEE (PURE CRHOP)

Planting maberisl used:

Areas Time of plantiﬁg g
Variety used: Time of Harvest i
W
Animal labouy Human labour . out -
akdon @ . Total npubs Tots
Operation HO. e Men tomen gff:‘:st cost
Hired Family Hired Family lobour G6Y. Cost
Bo, BB, Ho. 5, No, . Ho, B3,
1 2 3 A5 6 7 & 9 1w W 12 13 15
i Year

I. Preparatory culbtlvation
1« Clearing the land
2« Ploughing/Digsing
3. Levelling
i, Preparing trenches of suituble size

II.Planting material end planting:
T« Selection of suckers
2. Drying and curing of suckers
« Ireatment of suckers

3 .
L. Cost of chemicals for tycatment (specify chemical used)
5
5)

o« Cost of suckers

Planting of suckers adopled proper spacing




10

1

12

13 1 15

1 2 3 & 5 6

III. Hanures and fertilizers
1. Cost of orgapic mamre
2+ Application of organic manure
3. Cost of fertilizers
1st dose (basal)
Ty'p o8 The
c.
2« Application charges

6. 3rd dose of fertilizers
1« Cost of fertilizers
2
Do
L1
2+ Application charges
IV. After cultivations

o Weeding (Manual)

2. If h@rbieideu useds
3. Gost of herbicides
b, Application charges

V. Plant protection:

1. Cost of chemleals (specify chenlesal)
2 ﬁpplicatlaﬂ charges
3« Hire charges of equipment, if any.

Vi. Miscellanecuss:
' Expenditure

Total for 1st year




p " T3 % 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 M 15

II Year

I. Maintenance
1. Digging interspaces
2« Weeding = manual
3.« If herbiecides used
& Cost of herbicides
b, application charges
L. Irrigation charges

II. Manures aend fertilizers~

Lth dose

Iypes a,
D
C,

ITl. Plant protection
‘ 1. Cost of chemicgls
2« Applicatlion charges
. 3. Hire charges of equipment, if any.
IV. Growth stimulants:
, 1. Quantity and types of growth stimulants/hormones used
2. Spraying charges




1 2 3k

10

11 12 13 1

15

V.‘Proteatien of fruits
1. Wrapping the fruits with leaves
2. Other methods, if any.

VI. Harvesting and handling
1. Harvesting charges
2+ Irangportation

2« Moge of ftrangport
be Distance to morket
¢ Paeking, if any.

ViI. Miscellaneocus

Expenses:

Total for II Year

GRAND T0TAL




ViI. ¥Yield and incomes

1. Total yileld of fruit

2« Price received per unit

3+ Incoxe

L Income through sale of slips/sucker/crowns
5« Price per unit

6, Total income

Summary of cost of culbivation

18t year 1. Preparatory cultivation
2. Planting material and planting
3.« Manures ané fertilizers
b, After cultivation
5. Plant protection
6. Miscellenecus expenditure
Total for 1st year

2nd year 1. Melintenance
2. Manures and fertilizers
3. Plant protection
L, Growth stimulanbs
5. Protection of fruits
6. Horveeting and handling
7+ Miscellaneous expenges
Totel for 2nd year
GRAND TOTAL
Profit and loss statement

1+ Grosg income
2. Total expenditure
3+ Net profit/loss



1

2

3a

%,
5.
64

-
8.

9e
0.
11.
i2.

13

1.
2,

3.
%o
5

FROBLEMS OF PINEAPFIE CULTIVATORS

Whether grmwlng in a compact avea or fragmented.
If fragmented how many fragments.,

Previous crop grown in the area.

Whether permanent labour employed throughout the
year

Whether planting material is of improved
variety. If no reasons.

Are you adopbing corvect spacing (If no
TEasons )

Are you applying fertilizers according to
reconmendation, If no, reasons

Are you adopting recommended plant protection
measures, If no, reasons

Are you adopting soil conservation measures.
Type of soil ccnacrvatiﬂn measure used.
if no, reasons

Are you doing regular weeding culitural practiceu.
If no, reasons

Whether adequate finance is obtained

a. If yes, source of finance

b. If no, reascns

Are you using hormonagl stimlants and other :
chemicals for ppryaying for controlling flowering
Are you aware of these hormonds/chemicals

Ay otheYr probtlems

HARKET NG ASPECIB - PRODUCER IEVEL

Total quantity producsed

Quantity spoiled during

a+ Hgndling

b. Trangport

Quantity used for home consumption

Yes /o
Yes /Mo

Yes/No

Yes/Ho
Yes/No

Yes/No

Yes/No
Yes/Na

Yes/No

Yes/No

Quentity used for payment in kind (as wages, gifts)

Total quentity marketed



6., Time of sale of the produce
1. Prior to harvest
2, Immediately after harvest
3. After storinb for a period

7. Where do you sell your produce. SpBCIfy the nagie and
place of market.

8. How do you sell your produce

Source

a. Through Commission agent
. Directly te merchants
¢: Directly to consumers
d. Coeoperative Society
e, Profegeing factories
- £, Others

9, For direct gelling

a. Mode of transgport

b, Hoad facilities

¢. Type of buyer

d. Costs incurred in Marketing
1+ Tramsportation costs
2+ Loading, unloading
3. Weighing cherges
h, Gate fee
5, Market fee
6. Deductions
7. Speoilage
8. Others (specify)

e Price received/unit

£, Promptness in payment ~ whether there 1s any delay.
in getting the awount

£« Problemg in marketing
1.
2
3.



h., Suggestions for improvoment

INITEMEDIARIES
1. Type of Intermediary
2. Name and address ,
3. Experlence in the business
&..w@rking expenditure

8l.No, Particulars Expenditure

. Bemarks

1. Lzbour cherges

2. Electricity charge/month
3« Water charge/month

%, Taxes paid

1. Sales tax

2. Income tax

3. Loecal tox

L, Profegsional tax
5. Others

5. Packing matorials used
6. Others(specify)

5. Volume of buslness per year (monthewise)

L) - : Wi o > . . 7 »
Total purchased From Iransport

Month whom
Qty.Price Value pure-

Logs ILoad- Con-

in ing& tract,
Mode Dis- Cost transeunload- if any
port ing - andc

¢charees methiod

chased tance

Jamaary
February
Mayeh
April

¥

A
July
August
September
Qctober
Hovember

Egcemb@;




6, quantity sold (month wige)

Tetal-sales 'Spoilagé To . VWeighe Market1 Ky Con-‘
- whom ing fee C.A, tra- O
Gty. Price Value Qty.Value sold charge co?mi- cts, ext
. ssion
charges any

Month

January
February
Harch
April
May
June
July
Mmgust
Septeunber
Oetober
Noveumbery
Decenmber

7+ From whom purchased:

S1.Ko. Particulsxrg No. 8ty. Brice/unit Value
1. Bralier
2. Commission agent
’ E. Village kevrchant
- Growers
5 Preesharvest contractors
6 Qthers (specify)

8. How it was disposed off

S1.No, Porticulars e, 0Obky. Princs/Unit Value
1, To wholesale merchants

e ¥o Brokers

3 Commission agents

L, Processing units

5e Retollers

6.  To agents at other places

7s Others (specify)

9. Is grading done? Yes/lo
If yes, give particulars

Grades Lost/Unit Price/Unit

If no, reasocnsi



10. Stourages

1. Do you store your produce? Yes/No
2. If yes, for how long

3« Method of storage

L, Cost of storage:

5. Loss in storage:

No, Particuler gby.stored obv.disposed Loss Teasons
1. ' |
Qe '

99+ Proceggingi

1. What are the varicties you undertake for processing?
2, From whom do you purchage?

3+ Do you have any contract? Yes/No

b, If yes, what ave the terms of contract followed.

5. What is the price paid/unlt to the seller

6. What are the ecosts involved in processing

a. Fixed investments
b. VHorking expenses

7. Do you export your produce t0 neighbouring.
countries/States : Yes/No

8. If yes, to which places do you export.
9, What are the costs lanvolved.

as Preparation for the markct
b. Trangportation costs

¢e. Loading charges

de Marhet fees, commission

¢. Welghing charges

£, Shipping charges, if any
5. Gate fee, deductions

h. Other costs (aspecify)

10. Sales of produce (monthewige)

Months - Varieties : Value in bs,

V1 Vo lvs W vy V2 V3 Vy V.1 Vg V3 W,

January
Pebruary
Mareh
April
May
Junie
July



August
September
October
November
December

11,

12.

Preblems in processing
1. .

2
3. |
Market financing

51,00, Source imount Period Interest

13.

1,

15,

1+ Co=operatives

2. GComuercilal banks
3. IMoney lenders

%, Relatives

5. Others

Do you provide finance to cultivator? Yes/llo

If yes, terms and conditions under which it is given
and at what stage of erop:

1. Written agreement
2. Matual understanding
3. Interest charged
}» Others (specify)

Is there any obligation on the cultivator to sell his
produce through you?

Ways and mesns to recover the credit in case he failed
to sell his produce throuh you?

PROBLENMS IN MARKETING:

1"4

Trangport
Qe Lackrcf transport facllities
b, High ®ost

Ce Oth@rs



2. Storages

a. Abgsence of storage facilitles
b. High cost
¢, Others

3. Market finance inadequate

%, Absence of geading and progcessing
5. Fluctnating prices

6. Too uwany middliemen

7., Malprectices followed by traders
8. Problems of disposing the produce
9, Preparation to market

10. Absence of regulated markets

mggestions to lmprove marketings

1.
2e

3.



Appendix IJa. Inpute-wise cost of cultivation of pineapple
: for four years (Rupees per hectare)
Year 8l. Items Class~-I Class~II Clags«III Disbtrict
Ko
I 1 Implements 5 76 85 68
Hpeen (0.&5) (0.59) (0.68) (G.51)
2 Human lgbour 8363 7623 7208 7895
(60.35) (59,07) (57.4b)  (59.41)
3 Planting material 2247 190k 1843 2056
(16.22) (1h.,;) (1.68)  (15.47)
4 TFertilizers 1702 191% 2064 1842
(12.28) (14+,83) (16.45) - (13.86)
Taxes 5 5 5
? _(o.og) (0.0%) (0.0%) . (0.04)
6. Interest on %88 382,88 134,60 | 1423.92
working eapital  (10.71) (10.72) {10.71) | (10.71)
Total 13856.64% 12904,64%  12549.60 13289.92
(100.00) (100.00) (100.00) €106.00)
II 1  Human labour 98 3028 3070 - 3262
(59.43) (5%.0%) (52.76) . (56.42)
.2 TFertilizers 1702 1 1% 206k 1842
: } (28192) (3‘*-16) (stl‘?) (31.86)
3 Growth stisulsnts 50 55 56 ' 53
(0.8%) (0.98) (0.9%) (0.92)
L Taxes 5 5 ] 5
‘ (0.09) (6.09) (0,09) . (0.09)
%  Interest on work- 630,60 600.2% 623,40 619.Lk
ing capital (10.71) {(10.72) (10.72) - (10.71)
Tobal, 5885,60 5602.,2%  5818.40 57814k
(100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.0C)
IIT 1 Human labour 3663 31hh 32390 3H19
(63.16) (S? 96) (56.90)  (60.71)
2 TFertilizers 1702 191k 206k 1836
(29.62) (35.28) (36.36) (32.60)

{Continued)



Appendix IIa (Contd.)

Year

81,

Tio. Items Clags=I Class-II Clags«III Distriet

3 Growth stimu- 50 55 56 53
lants (0.87) (1.01) (0.59) (0aPe)

%  Taxes 5 5 5 5

: (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09)

5  Interest on 325,80 307.08 321,30 318,78
working capital (5.66) (5.66) (5.66) (”.66)
Totzl 5%&5.2@ 425,08 676,30 5631.78

(‘2@0.00) (100.00)  (100.00) {100.00)
v 1 Humsn labour 3663 314k 3230 3419
: (63.763 (57.96) (56.90)  (60.71)

2 Fertilizers 1702 191k 206k 1836
‘ (29.62) (35 28) (36.36) (32.60)

3 Growth 50 55 56 53
stimulents (0287)  (8701)  (0099)  (0.3)

2+ ‘Tmﬁ’m - 5 L" 5 5

(0.09) (0.09) {0.09) (0.09)

§  Interest on 325.20 307.08 321430 318.78
working capital (;»gﬁ) (5.66) (5.66) (5.66)
Total 5745.20  Th25.08  5676.30  5631.78

(100 00) (100,00) (160,00)

(100.00)

* Flgures in paranthesis represent percentages of

 the total



Appendix Iib.

for four years (Rupees per heetare)

Operatiocn=-wise cogt of cultivation of pineapple

1.

Class-III District

fear Te, Operations Class»1~ Class-11
I 1  Preparatory r169 L029 3591 4008
cultivation (30,09) (31.22) (28.' (3C.16)
2 Planting material 3#23 2872 2831 3128
and planting (2.70) (22,25) (22. 56) {23.54)
3  Manures, manuring 2950 2992 3109 2999
and ear%hing up  {21.29) (23.19) (2M.77) (22.53)
b Yeeding 1770 1548 158 1662
| (12.77)  (12.6@)  (12.62)  (12.51)
5 Miscellaneocus 60 ' 81 90 73
expenges (0.143) (0.63) (0.72) {0.59)
6 Interest on vorke 448464 1382,.6% 144,60 1%423.9
ing ecapital €10.79) - €10.71) (10.?2) (10.71
Total 13856.6  12904,6h 12549.60  13290.59
(100,00) (1C0.00) {100.00) (100.00)
I 1 Manuring and 2959 2992 310 29905
' sarthing up (50.12)  (53.51) (J30+3) (51.80)
2 VWeeding 1770 1548 158 1662
. (30.,07)  (27.63) (27.22)  (28.7%)
3 Praying 320 295 308 310
%  Protection of 130 99 117 117
frodts (2.29) (1.77) (2,01) (2.02)
5 Harvesting 80 63 72 73
: : (1.36) (1.12) (1.2%) (1.26)
6 IMiseellaneous 5 5 5 5
© eXpenses (0.09) (0.G9) (C.09) (0.09)
7  Interest on ©30.60 600 2% 523,140 619,14
wvorking capital (10.71)  (10.71) (10.71) €10.71)
Totel 5885,60  5602.24 5818.40 578,48
| (160.00) (100.00)  (100,00) {(100.00)

(Continued)



Appendix ITb. (Contd,)

Ciass=-1I1 District

Year ﬁé: Operations Clags-1 class~xl
IIZ 1 Mepuring and 2950 2992 3109 2%93
' earthing up (51.39) (55+15) (Sh.77)  (53.15)
2 Weeding 790 1548 158k 1666
(30.81) (28 53) (27,91> (29.58)
3 S8praying 320 308 - 310
| RO RS AT « RO
L Protection of 240 180 225 218
fruits (}-3-.18) (3:32) (3;96) (3087)
%  Harvesting 134 98 12k 121
(2+35) (1.81) (2,18) (2.15)
6 Mlscellsnecug 5 5 5 5
expenses {0.09) (0. 09) (0.09) (0.09)
7 Intersst om 325.20 . 307.08 321.30 318,78
working capitel (5.66) (5.66) (5.66)  (5.65)
 fotal 5M5.20  5%25.08 567630  5631.78
{100,00) {100,00) (100.00) (100.00)
IV 1 HManuring and 2950 2992 3109 . 2993 -
earthing up (51.35) (55.15) (5%.77)  (53.15)
2  Weeding 1770 1548 1584 1666
(30.81)  (28.53)  (27.91) (29.58)
3 Spraying 320 308 310
' (557 €2-5£) (5:143) (5.50)
L Protection of iR - 225 218
fruits (%.18) (;.32) (3.96) .  (3.87)
5  Harvesting 135 B - 121
(2.35) €1-31) (2.18) (2.1%)
6 Miscellancous 5 5 5 5
CXpenses (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09)
7 Interest om 325,20 307,08 321.30 "~ 318,78
working capital (5.,66) (5.66) (5.66) (5.66)
Total 575,20 BLoy 08 5676,30 56 1.?8
7 (100 0@) (15&.00) (100.30) (108.00)
* Fisures in par1ntheais represent percentages of the total



appendlix IIT. Computztion of pay-back perlod

a. Clagssel

Estimated Progresgsive Returng  Progressive

Yearx cost total of costs (B, ) total of returng
o (e ) (%) , (%)

1 13856, 8+ 13856.6¢ . - -

2 5885, 60 192, 11589 11589

3 - 5745.20 25487 bl 19115 - 30704

Y G745 .20 31232.6% 12372 . L3076

Pay back period: 2.77 years

. be Clags-II

Estimated ~ Progressive Returns  Progressive

Yeoayr cost  total of costs (&, ) total of returns
R (8.) (i, )
1 1200%,6¢  t290h.8k - -
2 5602, 2 1850686 11453 1453
3 5425.08  23931.96 18691 S 3016y
Y sh25,08 - 29357.04 42294  4oh3B
{Continued)

Pay back periods’ . 2.78 years



Appendiz IIT {(Contd.)
g M Glﬂﬁs - III

Progressive

Progressive

Estinated Returns
Year cost total of cobds (&, ) total of
‘ (s, ) (s, ) returns (is, )
1 125%9, 60 12549, 60 - -
2 5848.40 18368,00 11995 11995
3 5676430 2 0hh . 30 18858 30853
Y 567630 29720.60 13062 %3915
. Pay back periodi ' 2.77 yeurs
d. District
Estimated Progr633iVQ  Heturns Progressive
Yooy - coshb total of cozts (5. ) totsl of
L {%sa ) c (s, ) returns(, )
1 13290.59 13290.59 - -
2 578148 19072.07 11627 11627
3 5632.26 ok, 33 18934 30561
| 5632.26 30336.59 12476 43037

Pay back period:

2.77 years
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ABSTRACT

A study on the production and merketing of
pineapple in Irichur district was candﬁéted,duxing Harche- |
April, 198é to eveluate the coste and returns of pineapple
.preﬁuetién, the matketing costs and price spread as well

ag the problems faced by the cultivators..

Simple random sampling was adopted for selecting
the semple and Fifty cultbivetors vwere surveyed by personal

interviev method.

The botel cost of cultivation per hectare of
pineapple fér four years for the distriet was féund to be
54 30334.92 and cost waw highest for the first year being
f513289.92 (42.55 per eent). The major item of expenditure
wag human labouy constituting avout 59,32 per cent (B,17995)
of the total é@sﬁs, Bxpenditure on fertilizer accounted
for 24,25 per cent (f.7356) aﬁé that for suckers 6.78
per cent (B.2056) for the district. Wlth regard to the
operaticn=yige cost of cultivation, menuring and earthing
occuplied z major share of 39,48 per cemt (B5.11976) and

for weeding the expenditurve was 15,6656 (2.0 per cent).

Pinespple siarﬁs yielding in the second yeny
and meximum returns was found to obtain in the third year
with #%,1893% per hecteye for the district, The returné |
in the second and fourth year were B.11626 and %.12476

respectively. Cost of production per gquintal of pineapple



Pruits was highest in the geccnd yoar {(.79.26) and
lovest in the third year.with 5.5%.82 for the district,
The pay-back period was 2.77 years, with a benefit cost
ratio of 1.31, net hresant'wortn of %;8258,09 and
internal rete of return of 43.37 per cent. IThe nuaber
of suckers per hectare was the fzetoy which was found

-tofbe significont in the regression‘anaiyais.

. The pain morkebting channel in the case of

pineapple was producer Qgg%%ggigg.__, ﬁhdlasaler :
Retaller 4 . consumer chennel, .$he marketing effis

cienéy aspessed on the baais of Qrica-spread and marketihg
costs revegled that there was a high price sgpread of

fs. 9% per quintgl and the produeers got only 51.79 per eemt
of the consumerts price, while wholesalers and retailers
got 17.69 per cent and géh?? pey cent margins,respeétivélg
Pinespple was marketed as fresh fruit commonly, butvtha
camning industries in Trichur make & number cf‘eanned
products such as squash, slices, titbits ete. \

High cost of 1nput&; fluetuatiun‘zn prices and’
improper marketing facilitles ete. are the problems faced
by the cultivators in this district. Noneavailability of
sufficlent frults to factories become a serlous problem

in the case of esnming units.



