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INTRODUCTION

Under pressures of inereasing pepulation snd rise in
inocome, the demand for agricultural products in the country
has been inereasing. In view of the limited scope for
further increasing the area under cultivation, the enhance~
ment of agricultural production to meet the demand has to
come through multiple oropping and use of high yielding
varieties., TYor these, water supply in terms of itimeliness
and adegquagy is an iamportant requirement., Without this, it
will not be pessible to seoure rapid increases in yields
which the application of modern inputs like high yielding
variety seeds, fertilisers, pesticides, etc. is capable of
achieving. |

The development of irrigation facilities has been one
of the major item of state asiivity in India in recent years
and in the Five Year Plans considerable amounts of investi-
ments have been made towards this. S8ince 1950-51, 146 major
‘and 756 medium irrigation projects have been taken up till
the end of the Fifth Five Year Plan. It is envisaged to |
ereate an additional irrigation potential of 15 m. ha during
the Sixth Five Year Plan. This will be m- up of 6.5 m, ha
from major and medium irrigation schemes with an investment
of Be8.6702 erores and 8.5 m. ha from minor irrigation schemes



wvith a public seotor invesiment of Re.1415 crores, abeut
© 2200 orores of institutiensl investment and abeut Re,1000/-
crores of investment from the sources of the farmers

theaselves.

Boqur. the massive investiments that have taken place
has not produced resultis as anticipated. In several cases
availabilily of water for irrigation has been much below the
potential. Even the wvater mihblo is not properly uti-
lized in many cases due to a variety of factors such as
erganintieml, institutional, toehaxul,e' eoonomie, sooio-
logical, etc.*

With a viev to find solutions to these problems and
to ensure integrated development of cemmand areas of irriga-
tion projects, the Governmaent of India has adopted a poliay
of setting up Command Area Development Authorities in respect
of major Airrigation projects. Forty such Authorities were in
existence by 1980, oovoring more than 50 irrigation projects.

As stated above, Command Ares Development Authorities
are intended to initiate integrated development of the command
sreas. The activities undertaken by the authority are pro-
viding engineering vorks to enable proper di-trihniten of
irrigation water, provide the required agrioultural and other

*Jayarsasn, T.K, (1980). Seme research issues in Irrigated
Agrieulture under Major Irrigatisn Frojects. Proceedings of
the National Seminar on Ressareh Trospectives in Agricultural
Beonomics, T.N.A.U., Coimbatere.



supporiing services and to develop a scientific approaeh

© 1o orop production whieh would enable exploitation of the
full pproduetion potemtial ef the irrigation projects. The
programmes envisaged include developing the irrigation
system, arranging a systematic and effiocient water mansge~
ment, land levelling, exploitation of ground water, deve~
lopaent of cropping pattern suited to the locality, previde
for drainage facilities vherever required, oconsolidate
holdinges vherever possible, exploit ground water, ensure
supply of inputs, markeiing, processing and communjocatien
facilities and fe enable the farmers ic take up soll conser-

vation measures, eto.

Command area of Peechi jrrigation project

The Dam and Reservoir is located at Pesohi, 24 Km east

of Trichur town. The dam is built across the Manali river, a
tributary of Karuvannur river. The catehment area of the

dam was estimated as 107.09 sq.m. It was envisaged to irri-
gate 17,256 hectares of paddy land in Trichur district by its
tvo main canals and their branches. The dam is constructed
with masonary and earth work. Apart from irrigation, the
reservoir also supplies 4rinking water tg Trichur Munioipality
and its adjacent )anohgyatl.

The Left Bank Canal extends o 44.86 Km and would
benefit 2848 hectares while the Right Bank Canal measures



36.85 kmn and expected %0 irrigate 14,228 heotsres vhich
includes 7664 hectares of kole lands, The expenditure on
the project till June 1977 wvas Rs.235 lakhs. Generally
water for irrigation is released through the osnals during
August to December for cultivation of Mundakan paddyQ
During February water is sgain released exclusively for the
benefit of kole cultivation. The supply of water from the
prejoct’io c;clastvuly for paddy erop.

Por the development of command areas of Peechi,
Chalakkudy and Malampusha prejects in Kerala, the Command
Area Development Authority -~ came to be established in Kerala,
The Kerala Agriocultural University has recently set up a
special research cell for commsnd areas. Agricultural deve-
lopment of any nature to be ef benefit to the farmer wvarrants
an understanding of the existing socio-sgconomic conditions
of the area to be developed. 7This study is an attempt in that
directions and it propeses to understand the present socio-
eoconomic status of farmers in the Irinjalakkuda N.E.S. Blook
area vhich forms a part of Pesahi Command. The aspecific
objectives of the study ares

1. To study the metheds and practices followed

for cultivatien;
2, To study infrastructural facilities available;

3. To understand general, seciml and econcmie
conditions of farmers in the locality;



4.

5
6.

T»

To study cost and income struoture of the fara

business;
To assess the availability and use of rnéurou;

To study savings, invesiments, asseis and debts
pattern; and

To understand the consumption pattern and standard
of living of the farmers.
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CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF LITERATURRE

Studies on the socio-economic oconditions of farmers
in Command areas of irrigation projects or farmers in
general are covered in the present reviewv. It also covers
the related aspects such as income, expenditure and savings,
resource use in agriculture and economies of orop produstion

and dairying.
1. General socio-economic studies in Command areas

The possible ways to derive maximum benefit from the
irrigation vater of the Chambal valley project were studied
by Anand (1960). He came to the conclusion that reclamation
of wvaste lands, mechanisation to help save labour or animals
power, provision of adequate fertiliszer and other inputs
along with intensive extension work could help farmers to
achieve this.

Wade (1975) suggested that attention should be focussed
on mainly, the alternative approaches to land development and
conselidation, effect of rotational irrigation doth on aggre-
gote output and income of farmers and the role of water
associations in order to enable agricultural development.

Pathak et al. (1977) reviewing on the Kadana Commsnd



area emphasised the need %o sirengthen co-operatives in

the command area to cater to the farmers' input needs.

Bingh (1977) conoluded that there is an underutilisa-
tion of irrigation facilities in the major and miner irri-
gation projects studied, to the tune of sbout 98 per cent.
The reasons attributed were, (1) the non-availability of
assured and regular supply of water in ¢ertain aysteas,

(2) lack of eonstruction of water ocourses and field canals,
(3) non-existence of proper drainage system, (4) lack of
proper land levelling and shaping and (5) inadequacy of
infrastructure, inputs and wastage of water.

Sisodia (1977) tried to reveal the disadvantages of
farmers in the ceuiand areas and other areas of Chambal,
In the areas not benefitted by the C.A.D. programme he |
observed, the extent of land holding, quality of land posse-
ssed,area irrigated and the intensity of oropping vere of
lov order. The cropping pattern of the farmers in the
oommand area had a better balanee between food crops and
cash orops, vhereas food grains dominated for the farmers in
other areas. He has also noted that the net surplus with |
the farmers in the command areas wvere betiter.

In the study conducted by Khuspe and Sawani (1979) in
Mula command area project it was found that about 57 per eemt
of the farmers vers underutilising the sanal irrigation

e



fagsilities. The reasons attributed to this were non-
availability of agricultural eredit, heavy cost inocurred
for the repair and maintenance of field canals, undulating
terrain and non-availability of agrieultural inputs in time.

Suryawanshi and Patil (1980) studied the economios
of investment in Girna Command area of Maharashtra, A
definite impast was observed on the orepping patteran, crop
yields and the inoome levels of farmers. The benefit-cost
ratio increased from 1,14 to 1.2. He has also observed that
the extension agenoy reached the farms, the ultimate areas
to develop. A qualitative change on the attitude to adeption

has also been recorded.

Bagi (1981) analysing the econemics of irrigation in
orop production at Haryana concluded that the techniocal
effioiency was higher on irrigated faras. The relative
allocative efficiency of the inputs were also found to

improve,

2. Income, expenditure and savings

Parthasarathy (1972) studied the income and expenditure
pattern of agrioultural families accerding to type and sise
of farme in Andhrs Pradesh. In all types and size of farms,
family expenditure constituted a major item of expenditure
folloved by orop and livestook enterprises.



g

The study conducted by Deole et al. (1972) in the
command area of Purna prejeet in Parbhani district of
Maharashtira revealed that with regard to the non-benefi-
ciaries orop production accounted for about 68 per cent of
the gross annual income per holding while in the case of
beneficiaries it was 76 per cent. The respective poi'eon-
tages of acrop expenditure were 46.25 per cent and 51,81
per oent. The holdings below 10 acres did not have any

savings.

Chawla et al. (1975) studied the income and expenditure
pattern of saall farmers in Amritsar district. The study
revealed that the income from farm production varied posi-
tively vith farm sise. Food items sgsoounted for maximum
expenditure folloved by elothing, lighting, housing, misce-
llaneous items, mediocine, socisl eeremonies, food and educa-
tion. The expenditure on food items varied inversedly with
fara sise, Expenses on light, medicine, clothing, fuel and

education varied positively w;.th fara size,

Patil et al. (1978) éblcmd that food was the most
important item of expenditure in the Girna project area,
secounting for more than 50 per sent of the total family
expenditure. The next in importance were sclothing and bedding,
fuel and lighting, educaiion, recreation, travelling, mediosl
etoc, Of the total family inceme 73.76 per cent was from orep
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production follewed by livestoek production (12.39 per ecent).
The income from “‘“, earned, business and service, hiring
of implements and animals, etc, also contributed 4 to 5 per
cent sach to the total inoome.

Patil et al, (1980) in their socio-economic study of
Ghod Command area (Maharashira) showed that food was the |
most important item of expenditure acoounting for 53 )pcr eent
of the total family expenditure, Of the total farz income
75.34 per cent came from orop production. The other sources
vere livestook (11,98%), wages and servives (5.92%), hiring
of implements (2,06%), poultry (1.16%), etc. It was observed
that the income of small farmers largely depended on the
eaployment activities other than erop production.

Bidhu et al. (1980) studied the income and expenditure
pattern of Punjab farmers. The study revealed that the major
share of income of the farmers is contributed by orops followed
by dairying and other sources. Yara business inoome per
hectare showed an inverse relationship with the sise of the
farm. But per capita faram business income was found to have
positive relationship with the sige of the farm. An inverse
relationship vas noticed betwesn farm expenditure per heotare
and the farm sise. Per capita farm family domestic expendi~
ture wvas found to have a positive relationship with the farm

sise, Surplus froa agriculture showved s positive relation~
ship vith the farm sisze,
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3. Resource use in uﬂulturd

The study conduom by l.xi et al. (1972) in the
small faras of Nainital hrli. revealed that land was the
loat important resource vhieh has significant and positive
impact on almost all crops. PFertiliszers shoved a signifi-
cant and positive impact on high yielding varieties of vheat,

Desai (1973) studied the economios of resource use on
sample farms of central anmt;. The study eoncluded that
the uncertainty prevailed with respeet to irrigation resouree
caused an mcommic use of 1aboa:j and sub-optimum use of
fertilisers and manures in less developed regions. In regions
vhere irrigaiion facilities are reliable and adequate the
farmers maximised the net‘ rctargs over all inputs,

The study conduoted by Bingh st al. (1975) in Meerut
distriet of Uttar Pradesh showed that the percentage of area
under food crops deoreased as }ho sise of holding increased,
Input, output and net income per farm showed an increasing
trend with an increase in the sise of holdings, mainly because
of the higher eropping intensity and higher expenditure on
oash inputs. |

Singh et al, (1975) studied the income, invesiment and
cropping pattern of small farmers in Kalyanpur Block, Uttar
Pradesh. The study showed that 80% of the total input was
acoounted for by three factors namely human labeur (20%),



bullock labour (214) and rental value of land 38% . Mmenures
and fertilisers acoounted for abeut 8 per cent of the total

cost.

Chawla (1975) studied the small farmers expenditure
ol modern inputs in district Amritsar, revealed that the
small farmers did not apply the recommended dose of ferti-
lisers and irrigation due to lov income, high prices and |
ignorance while other farmers reported diffioculties with
regard to pover supply.

Rathore et al. (1975) analysed the economy of small
faras in Udaipur distriot of Rajasthan. He concluded that
irrigated farms could generate substantial inocome and pro-
duction. Iabour use wvas also greater in irrigated faras, so
also underemployment. He stressed the need for taktgg up

subsidiary occupations.

A study conducted by Acharya and Sukla (1975) analysed
small scale farming in southern Rajasthan. Estimates of six
Cobb-Doughlas type of production funoction and corresponding
marginal value products revealed that total labour, family
labour, hired labour, non-conventional capital, non-mechanieal
eapital and variable expenses exerted a signifiocant effeet on
output, The effeot of land, fixed capital, conventional

ecapital input and machine input did not tura out to be signi~
ficant., Different forms of capital input for which the
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production elasticities were significant had value of HYVs
seeds, fertilisers and insecticides as oennuh iteas. It
also concluded that the adoption of labour intensive HYV
erops inocreased the intensity of eropping and use of ferti-
lizers and inseoticides wvere instruments for increasing the

incomes of small farmers,

Dhawan and Bansal (1977) studied the rationality of
the use of various faetors of preduction on different sizes
of farms in Punjab. The study brought out that land resource
vas efficiently used on the small and medium farms. The
small faramers should curtail the use of human labour, expen~
diture on irrigation and drought animale on the one hand and
increase the expenditure on sesds and manures and fertilisers
and milch animals. The study also revealed that all cate-
gories of farms could increase their income by more invest-
ments on milch animals and through intensive use of chemioal
fertilisers.

Desai (1977) studied cropping pattern of farm families
of Surat district. The results showed that "increasing the
availability of net irrigable land would shift the erop
pattern in favour of more remunersative and also labour inten~
sive orops such as sugarcane, banana and high yielding
variety paddy. The shift would in turn increase the net
income of an average faraer,



The study oconductsed by Palsnisvemy and Rajagopalan
(1977) showed that the family labour input was more in
small farms where it was the permanent laboﬁr in large
farms, The total labeowr input per unit area decreased as
the size of the farm increased.

Patil et al. (1978) conducted s secio-economioc survey
of Girna irrigation project area in Jalgdon distriet in
Maharashtra. 7The study revealed that for almost all ereps,
the use of fertilisers was below the recommended doses, The
utiliszsation of nitrogen was relatively more as compared to
phosphorus and potash,

Patil et al., (1980) in their invesiigation into the
socio-economic conditions of Ghod irrigation project area
concluded that afier the introduction of irrigation over a
period of time, the production levels had been increased
considerably. They made note of the inoreased use of hired
1aboui, low use of feriilisers, eto, in the study area,

4. Economics of ocrop production and dairying

Bingh (1966) studied the cost of sultivaiion in relatien
%0 size of holding. The results showed that there is an
increasing trend in output per acre and a decoressing trend in
human and bullook labour inpute and se the cost of eulti-
vation. The minimum cost of cultivation wvas recorded for a

holding sise of about 40 acres,



Chaurasia and Singh (1972) studied the economics of
looal and high yielding varieties of vheat in Panagar village
of Madhya Pradesh. The results showed that high yielding
varieties area comparatively more labour intensive and
responsive to fertilizer than the local varieties. They
require more expenditure per acre of which about 57 per cent
forms the material cost.

Patil ot al. (1978) studied the cost of cultivation of
various orops in Girna projeot area in Maharashtra and found
out that the cost of cultivation per hectare of paddy wvas
Re.1865.47 with the total output of 11,67 quintals., The
net profit per hectare was Rs.610.59. The per hectare cost
of ocultivation of banana was R8,.7492,97.

Patil et al. (1980) siudied the cost of cultivation
of orops in the Ghod command ares of Maharashira and found
that, that for paddy worked out to BRs.1740.45 with the output
of 11.72 quintals, The profit per heotare was Rs.885,07.

The study conducted by Sidhu et al. (1980) en the farm
expenditure pattern of Punjab farmers revealed that the farm
expenditure per hectare decreased with the inorease in the
size of holding. The contribution of different agrioultural
inputs in the total farm expenditiure in forms of percentages
wvas 31,34, 26.84, 10.56, 8,13, 6.84, 5.62, 4.85, 3.59 and
2.4% on labour, fertiliszer, seed, feed and fodder, land



revenue/land rent/ereop eess, irrigation charges, fuel and
mobile oil, insectieides and weedicides and misecellanecus
items respectively.

Bal st al. (1980) studied the economies of milch ani-
mals and they concluded that the contribution of dairy
business to total farm business income was lov and the input-~
output ratio in case of miloh animals was smaller, However
the performance of milch animals was better on medium and
small farms. The contribution of the dairy enterprises to
total farm business income in small, medium, large and over-
all size of farms were 15.581; 14.03%, 6.38% and 13.16% res-
pesctively. Input-output ratios were Re.1.48, Rs.1.53, Rs.1.29
and Rs,.1.43 from milch animals in the vatiou- size groups
and Re.1.69, Re.1.76, Re.1.64 and Rs.1.70 from erop produstien.

Balishter and Singh (1980) studied the econcmios of
crop and livestock enterprises in Bichpuri bloock of Agra
district of vestern U.,P. Their study revealed that the output
per animal was the highest in small faras and lowesti on large
farms. The share of orops and livestock in total farm output
vere T72.16 per cent and 27,84 per cent, respectively. In
~ the case of livestock the input-eutputi ratio was higher in
sasll farms as compared to orop enterprise, indicating a
better scope for livesiock enterprise as a subsidiary ococu-
pation of the farms.



Bingh et al. (198Q) studied the econcmics of livestook
production in relation teo its contribution to the gross fara
income and employment in Distrioct Parukhabad (U.P.). It
shoved that of the average gross fara income and expenses
of Rs.4991.22 and Rs.3553.88, the livestook productien
accounted for 28.57 per eent in the former and 29.48 per cent
in the later. The percentage contribution made to total faram
1noelo; expenses and employment by livestook was higher on

small faras as compared to large sised farams,

The study conducted by Verma and Tewari (1980) in
district Unnso, Uttar Pradesh revealed that she-buffaloes
gave higher return than cows. The contribution made by live-
stock to gross income and expenses were 21.65 per cent and
24.19 per cent respeéctively as against 78.35 and 75.81 per cent
by orop production. The contribution of livestoek produetion
to the gross fara inocome was higher on the smallest sise

group than the largest one.

Radhakrishnan et al. (1981) reported that the cost of
cultivation of paddy during 1978-79 in Trichur district was
Rs8.2240,54 per hectare excluding rent for high yielding
varieties of paddy while it wvas Re.1905.00 per heotare for
loeal varieties. The cost per quintal was estimated as
Rs.80 for HYVaand Rs.107 for local varieties, The bensfit
cost ratio wvas 1,32 for HIVzand 1,12 for loeal varieties at
total cost exeluding rent,



Radhakrishnan et al. (1981) studied the cost of
cultivation of paddy in Kerals during 1979-80. The resulte
showved that at cost C, exeluding rent, cost per quintal of
high yielding varieties was Rs.52.88 and traditional varie-
ties B2.9%.60 in Trichur distriet. The benefit-cost ratio
worked out to 1,64 fer high yielding varieties and 1,14 for
traditionsl varieties.
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CHAPTER III

MATERIALS AND XETHODSB
Caverage
The study covers the farmers in Irinjalakkuda Block
in the Command area of Peschi Irrigation Project. The
Peeschi Dam was built across the Manali river and wvas meant
to provide irrigation to the paddy orop in the command area.
It supplements the water needs of the Mundakan paddy in the

comnand area besides previding irrigation to the Puncha
orop in the kole lands.

Sample design

Ivo stage simple random sampling vas adopted for the
study. At the first stage, five Panchayat wvards vere
selected randealy, from among the panchayat wards in
Irinjalskkuds Block. In the secend stage, twventy fara
families vere selected randoaly from each panchayat ward.
The total size of the sample vas thus linited to one hundred
as it wvas felt that an individual would not be able to cope
vith a larger sample, hovever desirable that mdy bt from
other points of viev. The panchayais and wards selected
for the study were the following.

WG
A



Name of Panchayat Name of ward
1. Karalam Karalam

2., Karalsa Cheananda -
3. Porathissery Karuvannoor
4. Eattoor Karanchira
5. Muriad Pulleor

The total 100 holdings were further classified
acoording to the size of eperational holding and also
according to the gross inocome of the family. The diffe-
rint sixe groups, their designation used in the study,
»diftcront income groups and their designation are given in
the following tables,

Table 3.1. Classes of sample holding and their
designations ,

A. Aocording to size of holding

81.Ko. Holding sise Designation
1 Less than 0.4 hectares 81
2 0.4 to 0.8 hectiares 8,
3 ‘0.8 %0 1.2 hectares 83
4 1.2 to 1.6 heotares 84
5 1.6 heoctares and above Bg
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B. According to inacome

-

81.Xo. Income ' ‘Designation
1 | Less than R».8,000/~ 1,
2 RI.B.OOO h R.o15'°®/- _ 12
3 Rs.15,000 to Rs.25,000/- I,
4 3.025.000 to R.Q_,S'OOO/" v I‘
5 Rs.3%5,000 and above I5
Collection of date

The data were colleoted using well struoctured sche-
dules designed for the purpose. A copy of the schedule used
is given in the Appendix. The schedules were designed %o
gather information on the various aspectis such as assets
on the farme, utilization of inputs for the crops, their
outputs, expenditure on maintensnce of family, etoc. Personal
interviev method vas adopted for the collection of informa~
tion., The information were gathered for the period froem
18t . Tunt 1981 to 31st Magy = 1982,

Conce use e st
1) Human lsbour:

a) Family labour - The actual work done by the members
of the family on erop and livestook production vas omuord



as family labour. I% was evaluated at the wage rates pre-
vailing in the concerned ward for the purpose of caloulation
o: tho cost, |

| b) Hired labour -~ The actual paid wage lsbour engaged
vas considered as hired labowr. It vas evaluated ai the
rates paid by tpn ;hrlor:, ipnlpﬁins payments in kind vhere-
ver applioablc.v Hired lnboux cgn:iltcd entirely of ecasual
labour.

“14) Bulleook labour

Bullooks for the various operations were generally
hired in by the farmers and the rates paid were considered.
In the fev ocases vhere bulloc;n were ewned, their costs
were evaluated at the ggtnl paid for hired bullock labour.

1i1) Tractor hours

Iractors were used by some of the respondents for
ploughing by hiring in at heurly rates, For the barpalo of
cosiing these were svaluated at the acturl rates paid.

iv) Seeds, manures, fertilisers and pesticides

For seeds and manures purehased, actuasl amounts paid
has been aqoauntcd. Fara produced seeds and manures have
been evaluated on the basis of prevailing rates.

v) Irrigation charges and land revemue
Irrigation charges included the water charges actuslly

22



paid to the Revenue Department for the use of canal water
and also to the irrigation cemamittees or kole committees,
In the case of well irrigation actual charges paid for fuel
used are considered. Leand revemue vas considered as the

actual amounts paid to the Revenus Departiment by the farmers.

vi) Rental value of owned land

Hiring in and leasing out land wae not reported among
the sample farmers., Hense agtual quantum of rent oould net
be found out. The rental value of owned land has been con-
sidered at one~fifth of the value of gross produce from the

various erops.

vii) Interest on working eapital

Interest on working eapital wvas caloulated at 12.5
per cent per smnum for four menths in the case of each crop
of paddy and for whole year for annual and perennial orops.

viii) Interest on fixed capital

Interest on fixed eapital wvas computed at the rate of
10.25 per cent on the value of implements, machinery, sprayers,
eto. The interest charges wvere alloocated for individual
erops in proportion to the area under aach orop.

ix) Depreciation

Loss of value in use is depreciation. For pucea
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buildings it was charged at the rate of two per oent and

for Kacha buildings at the rate of five per cent. Por
implements the rates of depreciation charged wvere 15 por'ecnt
for iron 1lplc-ants’tnd 20 per Qent in the oase of wooden
implements, baakcts; ropes, otoc. The depreciation for
pumpsets wvas taken as five per oent and that for sprayers

ten per oent.

x) Cost conoepts

The analysis was nade uuink different cost concepts -
cost 11. B and C, BSince leasing in of land is not practiised

in the study area, cost 12 wvas not oonsidered.

a) Cost A

The various items included under this head were:

1, hired human labour

2. hired bulloek labour

3. owned bulleck labour

4. seeds (farm produced and purchased)

5. manures and feriilisers

6. expenditure on irrigation

7. expenditure on orop proiection

8. depreciation of implements, machinery, sprayers, ete.
9. interest on working capisal
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b) Cost B
Cost B consiste of cost A, rental value of owned land
and interest on fixed capital.

¢) Cost C
Cost C consists of cost B and imputed value of family
labour,

xi) Measures of income

Farm business anslyses have been ocarried cut by
applying the different measures of income, They are;-

a) Gross income

Income obtained by the sale of main product and by~
product comprises gross income and wvere worked out at the
rates which prevailed in the conoerned areas at the harvest
periods. Income on different cost concepts were worked |

out as follows:

b) Farm business income
The difference between the gross inecome and cost A

represents farm business income of the oultivators.

o) Yamily labour income
The difference between gross jinocome and cost B

(1.e., profit at cost B) represents the inocome of the culti- .
vators on account of his owvn and family labour,
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d) Net income

The difference between the grose income and cost C
(1.0., profit at cost C) represents the net return for the

fara enterprise.

e) Fara jinvestment income

It was computed by deducting the imputed value of
fanily labour from the farm business ineome.

£) Input-output ratio

Input-output ratios were worked out for the different
enterprises and farm business as a whole by dividing the
gross inoome by the total cost.

xii) Adult consumption units

For oaloulating the consumption tc study the nature
of family consumption, the family members of the different
category were equated on the basis of the following egquivalencse,
wvhich wvas standardised by Khare (1975).

Male/Female Age in years  Consumptien wnit
Male or female 0-6 0.45
Male or female 6-14 0.75%
Yenale 14 and above 0,90

Male 14 and above 1.00
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xiii) House-hold expenditure

8) Foed

This includes cost of rioc, pulses, oils, sugars,
vegetables and other artiecles which form a part of the
daily diet of the farm family.

b) Fuel and lighting

This consists mainly of expenditure on firewood,
kerosene and eleotricity charges.

Other items inoclude expenditure on education, medicine,

travel, reoreation, beverages, house taxes, eto.
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CHAPTER IV
~ ARRA OF STUDY

Irinjalakkuda Bloek is situsted 15 km south of
Trichur bounded on the north side by the Cherpu and Anthikad
blocks, on the south by Yolllaj;llnr block, on the west by
Ieﬁakara and Mala bleoki, and on the eastern side by Thalikulam
and Mathilakam blocks.

The average annual rainfall is 2633 am with s maxisum
temperature of 39°C.

The Blook comprises of five panchayats namely, Muriad,
Parappukkara, Porathissery, Karalam and EKattur,on the southern
part of Trichur district, extemding over 96.92 sq.km. The
total population sccording to 1971 census was 86,2682 and was
estimated at 1,03,263 in 1978, The Table belovw gives ihc
panchayatwise area and population.

Table 4.1. Estimated population for Irinjalakkuda Blook
for the year 1978

81. Panchayat No. of Area Popul;tian wl‘o. of
No. : Vards households
1 Muriad 9 21.83% 20,098 3,835

2 Parappukkara 10 21.%6 27,588 5,466

5 Porathissery 10 21.46 26,791 4,734

4 Karalan 9 20.55 16,818 3,850

5 Kattoor 8 11.69 11,968 2,400

7 96.92 1,03,263 20,289%
SBource: Bloek 0ffioce, Irinjalakkwda N.E.8., Blook.
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Agricultural medernisstion to a great extent depends
upon the faecilities available in the region. They include
service infrastructure omutus of oredit facilities, mar-
keting services, input supply services, research and exten-
sion serviees and physical infrastructure consisting of
transport, irrigation, power and storage facilities. The
block is well conneoted by roads which extend to about
73 km of semi pucca roads and 207 km ef kaccha rosds. Ihe
Irichur-Kodungalloor road traverses through the bleock and is
connected to a network of kacecha roads. The Kodungalleer-
Guruvayocor road passes through Eattoor - one of the panchayats.
On the eastern side of the bleok passes the National Highway-47.
The Irinjalakkuda railway station is about five kilometers
frem the blook.

A part of Karuvanneor river passes through the northern
and western boundaries of the bleck. There is a fresh vater
lake in the blook - Muriad kayal. ZTve irrigation projects
supply wvater to the block - the Peechi Irrmtion Project and
the Chalakkudy Irrigation Projeect.

Telephone facilities are also savailable in all loeca-
lities - with telegraph offices at hrnuxmoor, Madaikonam
#nd Nellayi. A number of small markets dealing with a host
of commodities are spread throughout the block. '
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The services of primary co-operative societies are
available in all the panshayats., Branches of commercial
banks funotion in the Irinjalakkuda mmnisipal area vhich is
about five kilometers awvay from the block headquarters. In
the block area there are offices of Indian Overseas Bank at
Karuvannoor, Coohin Bank at Karalam and Kattoor panchayats.
A number of professional money lenders also operate in this

aref,

There is one government hospital in the Kattoor pan-
chayat and another in the munieipal area., A primary heslth
centre funotions in the Muriad Panechayat and & number of
family wvelfare sub-centres distributed in the bloék ares.

Within the block area there are five high schools,
sleven upper primary schools and 16 lover primary schools.
Eduoational facilities are available in the munioipal area

also.

Tile manufacturing is the only established industry in
this block aresa. Making hricks during seasons utilising eclay
from paddy fields is also comaem,

Two major soil types are seen in the northern part |
nemely, the alluvial so0il referred as kole lands wvhich are
heavy in texture and the laterite soil which is the predeai-
nant soil in garden lands. 7The soil is rioch in organic matter,
nitrogen and potash, deficient in phdnhm-. The alluvial
soils are periodiecally subjested to salt water enundation.



It is estimated that about 3500 hectares of vet lands
are brought under cultivation of paddy. Of this abeut 1540
heotares are in the kele region. Paddy is being raised as a
single crep in 780 hectares, doudble crep in 1200 hectares
and triple crop in 190 hestares. In the garden land ceconut
occupies 2610 hectares, tapiecoa 850 hoohr_u. arecanut 508
hectares, banana and plantains 455 hectares, ocashevw in
416 heotares and a varietly of othoé orops are also cultivated,
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GIAPTER V
GENERAL CEARACTERISTIOS OF THE SAMPLE PARMS

xnéwltdgo on ;ihc socie-sconomic oonditions i!.ko tho
population, its structure, educational status, occupatien,
inoome, ets. are of great value in the contoxt of deve-
lopment. In the following pages an attempt is made to
exaaine the general socio-seoneaic eonditions of the sample

farm households.

The sample was olassified inte five ocategories on the
basis on sige of holding. They vere also grouped into five
on the ﬁuh of gross inoome of families, The distribution
of the farmers according to their sise of helding is given
in Table 5.1,

The average ,'#” of the holding was 1.2% hectares,
Twventyseven per cent of the sample farms was in the sise
group between 0,40 heotare to 0.8 hdota:o (1 to 2 acres).
This group acoounted for only 15.76 per ocent of the total
area for the sample. Tventyfour per oent of the total far-
mers had holdings of more than 1.6 heotares (4 acres) and
they possessed 50.41 per ocent of the total area, with an
average sise of 2.58 hectares.

The distribution of sample aceording to income greups
shows that the number of holdings in the different inceme



Table 5.1, Distribution ¢f sample faram households according
to different holding size

81, Holding size Number Per cent Tetal  Perecen- Average
¥o. (in hectares) of to total area tage to sisme of
holdings number cwvned total hold

(in ha) area (in ha
1 0.4 14 14.00 4.00 5,26 0.29
2  0.43-0.8 27 27,00 16,89 13.76 0.63
3 0.,81-1,2 22 22,00 21,81 17,77 0.99
4  1.21-1,6 13 15,00 18,17 14.80 1.40
5 1.6 and above 24 24,00 61,88 50,41 2.58

Total 100 100,00 122,75 100.00 1.23

Table 5.2, Distribution of sample farm households according to
income '

8l. Inocome groups Number Percentage Iotal Percentiage Average
No. (4n rupees) of to total area to total wsise of

holdings number ovned area holdin

(in ha) (4n ha

1 Upto 8000 23 23.00 15.16 12.35% 0.66
2 8000-15000 2% 2%.00 18.26 14.88 0.79
3 15000-25000 23 23.00 32.66 26,61 - 1.42
4 25000"35000 9 9-00 12009 9035 1."
5 35000 and above 22 22.00 44.5%8 36.31 2,03

Total 100 100,00 122,75 100,00 1.2%




classes vere more or less the same except in the income
group of Bs.25,000 to 35,000 where it accounted for only
nine per cent. More than 36 per cent of the total area
owned vas by farmers in the income group above Rse.35,000/-
and they had an average area of 2.03 hectares. The area
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owned by those in the ineome group of Rs,25,000 to Rs.35,000/-

acoounted for only 9.85 per eent. The distribution of the
sample farmers into the different classes are shown in
Tables 5.1 and 5.2, sizewise and incomevwise respeciively.

The composition of the members of the sample families
classified according to the different holding sisze groups is
given in Table 5.35. The total number of members in the
respendent families was 656 of which 51,98 per centi wae
males and 48.02 per cent are females. The average family

sise wvas 6.56.

The largest family sise of 7.27 was found in 85 while
the lowvest family sise in 8,. with an average family sise of
6.00. The distribution between males and females was almost
equal with more males in 84 vhile females were loi'o in
group 85.

Among the different sise groups it could be seen that

the propertion of family members belev 6 years were more in

the first group accounting for 14,34 per oent followed by
the group Sg (7.62 per cent), By (6.88 per cent), 8,



Table 5.5. Composition eof :ijliiil (size groupwise)

Lo it ]
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g1, Age 8, 8 8 8 8. Ave-
No. growp 1 2 3 4 ; 5 rage
1 60 snd Total - 6 7 6 6 25
:bgvt Average - 0.22 0.32 0,46 0,25 0,25
Males Percentage T x .
to total 3.70 4.38 6.82 3-82' 3.81
2 60 and Total 2 1 6 3 : 21
‘“': AV’P“:‘ 0. 1‘» : 000‘ 0.27 0. 23 6.’8 0021
Yemales Percentage : _ \ D
. 3o total 2,25 0.61 3.75 J.41 5.73. %.20
3  15-60 Total 29 - 6% 58 32 56 238
Males ;veracc 2,07 2,33 .64 2.46 2,33 2,38
eroentage : ‘
to total 32.58 38.89 36.25 36.36 35.67 36.28
4 15-60 Total 28 54 47 31 51 211
Yenales Am.‘. 2,00 2.00 2.14 2.38 2.1% 2.11
Percentage - g o 1
10 totsl 51.46 33.3% 29,38 35.23 32.48 32,16
5 6 to 14 Total 1 1 14 7 12 55
Males gvcragv 0.79  0.41 0,64 0.54 0.50 0,55
"~ Percentage
to total 12,36 6.79 9.75 7.95 7.64 8.3%8
&6 6 to 14 Total 21 17 5 12 64
_ Pemales %vnra;:ag 0.64 0.78 0.7T7 0.38 0.50 0.64
ereentage
1o total 10,11 12.96 10.63 5.68 7.64 9.76
7 0% 6 Total 5 4 7 3 4 23
Males Amaa‘ 0064 0.15 0032 0023 0017 6025
Percoentage : \ .
8 Oto6 Total 2 4 L I 19
Females ;vnrlcz‘ 0.36 0.07 0.18 0.08 0.29 - 0.19
eroentage : ‘ ‘ ,
to totals. 562 125 250 14 446 2.90
9 Toetal Total 45 84 86 48 78 341
males ;vcrag:. .21 5.11 3.9 3.69 3.25 © 3.41
ercentage
o0 total 50.56 51.85 53.75 54.55 49.68 51,98
10 Total Total 44 78 T4 40 79 318
females Average 3.14  2.89 %36 5.08 3.29 3.15
TOTIORLIES 43,44 48,15 46,25  45.45 50.32  48.02
11  Total Total 89 162 160 88 157 656
PQ,‘h“‘ Average 6.36 ‘om 7.27 6.77 6-5‘ 6.56
Perosntage 100,00 100,00 100.00

100,00 100,00




Table 5.4. Composition of families (income groupwise)

8l. Age I, I I I. Average
Yo ghowp 1 2 I + s
1 60 and Total 5 6 6 b 5 25
nbgvu :vcr:;:. 0.22 0.26 0.52 0.89 0,23 0.2%
Males ercentage .
to totale. 362 4,03 3.82 4,62 3.40 3.81
2 60 and Total 3 3 5 % 7 21
;bav: gvur.;:. 0,13 0.13 0.22 0.353 0,32 0.21
emales eroen
i total‘. 2,17 2,01 3,18  4.62 4.76 3,20
3 15 t0 60 Total 47 53 61 19 58 258
Males ;vcrngz. 2.04 2,30 2.43 2.11 2,64 2,%8
ereentage
to total 34.06 35.57 38.65 29,22 39.46 36.28
4 15 to 60 Total 50 52 47 21 41 211
Fenales ;vuras:‘ 2.18 2.26 2.04 1.78 1.86 2.1
ercentage
%0 total 36.23 354,90 29.94 32,31 27.89 32,16
5 6 to 14 Total 1 12 14 7 1" 5%
Males ;vnrax:.‘. 0.48 0.52 0.61 0.78 0.5 0.5%5%
eroen
%o total 7.97 8,05 8.92 10.76 T.48 8,38
6 6 % 14 Total 16 14 11 9 14 64
females Avora;:‘ 0.70 0.61 0.48 1.00 0.64 0.64
Peroan
to totals. 11,59  9.40 7,01 13.85 9.53 9.76
7 0t 6 Total 5 4 7 2 5 23
Males ;'m‘:‘ 0.22 0.17 0.26 0.11 0.23 0.2%
ercentage |
tﬁ totll 5062 2‘68 240‘6 3003 50‘0 3051
8 0t 6 Total 1 5 6 1 6 19
Yenales ;VOragl - 2422 0.22 0.26 0.22 0.27 0.19
ercentage
10 total 0.72 3.36 3.82 1.54 4.08 2,90
9 Total Total 68 75 88 5% 79 41
males Average 2,96 %.26 %5.83 .89 3.59
TOTQIIMIE® 49.28 50,34 56,05 55.85 53.74 51.98
10 Total Total 70 T4 69 30 68 315
females ;vur.;:az 3.04 B.22 3.00 .33  3.00
ercentage
11 Total Total 138 149 157 65 147 656
popula~ Average 6.00 6.48 6.8% 7.22 6,68 6.56
Men  Rersentage 445 g0 100,00 100,00 100,00 100,00

to total

100,00




(4.55 per eent) and 3.((3.72 per cent). The proporiien eof
the members of the age group 60 and above was the highest
in 8, (10.23 per eent) fellowed by 85, 83, 8, and 8,,

If one consider, the age group of between 15 to 60
to contribute to prodm_ud, tka .ﬁplo on an average had
68.44 per cent members in the age group 15 to 60, whioch is
regarded as the varkﬁc age éoup; 31.56 per cent or nearly
one-third of the total members of the households were outside
the vorking sge éour. This worked out to be 2,07 members
per family. The work forece consists of almost 5% per eent
males and 47 per cent females. The percentage of poeph in
the age group of 15 %0 60 was lowest in the first sise group
(64.04) and highest in the second size group. Among the
different holding sise groups the proportion of people in the
sge group of 15 to 60 4id net shov much variation.

Table 5.4 shows that the proportion of people in the
age group 15 to 60 ranged frem 61.5% in the fourth income
group to 70.47 in the second, This indicates that a simeable
part of income of farmers are to be utilised for purposes

not directly related to improvement in production.

Eduoat status

Kerala is recognised to be in the forefront comsidering
the extent of literacy. The sample averages also indicated
the same. Of the total number of 6356 members in the sample
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families 5.64 per ocent ~ eeming in the age greup belev five
years are yet to reeeive Qduoatian. Among the balanee 619
members it is seen that 85,21 per cent are literate. ILite-
racy vas higher among the ljltt accounting to 87.68 per eent
while that for femsales vas 82,54 per cent.

On a further analysis of literacy it was seen that
all the literates in the sample have attended lehoelu,.but
to varying levels. While 15.24 per cent had oduo;tian upto
the primary school level, 18.90 per oent attended middle
school, 36.13 per cent attended high school, 6.7 per eent
attended College. Graduates accounted for 6.25 per ecent of .
the total and post-graduates 1,52 per eent.

Oceupational strugture

It vas generally observed that a siseable proportion
of sample families, to the tune of 67 per cent, were getiing
income from other occoupations along with agriculture. The
nature of employment were wage labour, pctty irado. profe-
ssions, government service, etc. Iwelve per cent of the
sample families were geiting inoome from wage labour and
petty trades. Another 12 per cent received income froa
lp.ﬂillil.d jobs, ITwentyeight per cent of tho.-anplo fami~-
1ies had accepted services as their major souree of inceme.
Fifteen per cent of the total families are engaged in mere
than o oocupations. The details are presented in Table 5.7.



Table 5.7. Ocoupational distribution of head of families (sise groupwise)

(in nambers)
Agriculture and subsidiary businees rotal
;:,,"::,, Completely  Iabour Trade Profession Service lore then
© "dependent on - C o , twe ocou—
agricul ture pations
1 , 3 3 2 1 2 3 14
(21.43) (21.43)  (14.29) (7.14)  (14.29) (21.43) . (100.00)
2 1 - 2 3 7 4 27
| (40.74) (7.41)  (11011) (25.93)  (14.81)  (100,00)
3 6 3 1 T T, T 22
(27.27) (13.64) (455  (18.18) (18.18)  (18.18)  (100.00)
4 6 - 1 1 4 1 13
' (46.16) (7.69) (7.69) (30.77) (7.69) (100.00)
5 7 - - 3 11 3 24
(29.17) (12.50) (45.83) (12.50) (100.00)
Total 33 6 6 12 28 15 100
(33.00) (6.00)  (6.00)  (12.00) (28.00) (15.00) (100.00)

(Figures in parentheses are peroentages)

1%



Tadble 5.8. Occupational distridbution of head of families (income groupwise)

(in mhcr_-)
Agrioulture and subsidiary business Total
Income Con
pletely Iabour Trade Profession Service lMore than
groups dependent : two oocou-
on agricul~ pations
ture
1 15 . 3 - 2 2 1 23
(65.22) (13.04) (8.70) (8.70) (4.35) (100.00)
2 5 : 3 : 2 4 4 -] 235
(21.74) (13.04) (8.70) (17.39) (17.39) (21.74) (100.00)
3 9 - 1 4 5 4 75
(39.13) (4.3%) (17.39) (21.74) (17.%9) ( 100.00)
4 - ; - 1 : 4 | ‘4 2 9
(11.11) (22.22) (44.44) (22.22) (100.00)
5 4 - 2 - 13 3 22
(18.18) (9.09) (59.09)  (13.64) (100.00)
Total 33 6 6 12 28 15 100
(33.00) (6.00) (6.00) (12.00) (28,.00) " (15,00) (100.00)

(Figures in parentheses are perosntages)

A



Table 5.9. Occupational distribution of the income sarners of households
(sise groupwise) .

(in numbers)
81. Sise Main ocoupation ‘ Total
No. groups A&m- Iabour Trade TProfession Service Others number
1 8, 3 4 2 1 3 2 18
(33,33) (22.22) (11.11) (5.56) (16.67) (11.11) (100.00)
2 8, 14 2 2 3 12 2 35
(40.00) (5.71) (5.71) (8.58) (34.29) (5.71) ( 100.00)
3 By 9 5 3 3 10 3 >
(27.27) (15.16) (9.09) (9.09) (30.30) (9.09) (100.00)
4 8, 8 - 1 1 4 2 16 ‘
(50.00) (6.25) (6.25) (25.00) (12.%0) (100.00) -
5 8g 17 - - 3 25 2 47
(36.17) (6.38)  (53.19)  (4.26) ( 100.00)
Total

54 1 8 1 54 1 149
(36.24)  (7.38) (5.38) (7.38) (36.24) (7.38) (100.00)

(Figures in parentheses are percentages)

gh



Table 5.10. Oscupational Aistributien of the income earners of houssholds
(inocome groupwise) '

(io_uyabers) _____

Main secupation

81. Income. | Total
No. growp Agrieul- Iabour Trade Profession Servies Others  DumbDer
[ ]
1 1, 14 4 - 2 2 3 25
(56.00) (16,00) (8.00) (8.00) (12,00) (100,00)
2 1, 12 2 3 5 7 2 31
(38.71) (6.45) (9.68) (16.13) (22.58) (6.45) (100,00)
3 15 s 2 3 8 5 54
B (i) (sle2)  (5.88)  (m6)  (z3.5)  (8.82)  (100200)
4 I, s - i - 10 2 18
(18.75) (6.25) (62.50) (12.%0) (199;%)
s Ig 10 2 ) 1 27 1 43
(23.26)  (4.65)  (4.65)  (2.33)  (62.78)  (2,33)  (100.00)
Total 54 11 8 11 54 11 149 '
(36.24) (7.38) (5.38) (7.38) (36.24) (7.38) (100§00)

(Figures in parentheses are percentages)

4y
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The ooccupational liytribation of respondents classed
into ihe different inceme Mt- showesd that the dependence
on agrioulture in I, vas m. Qh.llc in 14 none of the
respondents solely depended on agrieulture. The distribu-
tion is presented in Table 5.8, |

The ocoupational distrimution of the income earners
among the sample houumns is presented in Tables 5.9 and
5.10. In total 149 members frem the different families earned
ineome. According to tho_mlot wage earnmers, agriculture
and service were found to bc the n,jor sources of income.

The proportion of people engaged in agrioculiure to the
total income earners vas foumd to be the highest in 84
(50 per eent) followed by 85, 85, 8, and 85. The proportien
of people engaged in serviees was the highest in 85 followed
by 82 and 83. In 81 the majer occupation of one-third of
the total wage earners vas agrisulture,

Among the different inocome groups the proporiion of
people engaged in apr.taul{m vas the highest in I, (56 per
cent) followed by I3 (44,12 per cent). In groups 15 and I,
majority of the people were angaged in servioces (62.79 and
62,50 per cent respectively).

apd use pattern
The land use pattern of the different sise groups is



Table 5.11. land use patiern of the sample (sise groupwiss)

%,

8, s, By 8, 8g Overall
Total Per Total Per Total Per Total Per Total Per Total Per
area farm area farm area farma area farm area fara area fara
1. Total halﬂinc 4,00 0.29 16.89 0.6 21.81 0.99 18.17 1.40 61,88 2.5 122.75 1.2%
1) Vet land 1.68 0.12 7.54 0.28 10.46 0.48 10.94 0.84 731.60 1.32 62.21 0.62
1i) Garden land 2.32 0.17 9.36 0.35.: 11.35 0,52 7f23 0.5 30.28 1.26 60.54 0.61
uses _ ) , - |
3. lross aropped 4 14 0.30 19.07 0.71 21.38 0.98 19.71 1.52 70,02 2.90 134.55 1.35
1) Vet land 1.89 0.4 9.88 0.37 11.21 0.51 13.31 1.02 32.45 1.77 V8.7 0.79
ii) Garden land 2.25 0.16 9.19 0;54‘-‘°b§7 0.47 6.40 0.49 27.57 1115 55.80 9@5““
4. Not oropped area 3.688 0.28 16.55 0.61 21.53 909‘ 17.99 1.38 61.47 2.56 121.43 1.2‘
i) Wet land 1.68 0.12 7.54 0.28 10.46 0.48 10.94 0.84 31.60 1.32 62.21 0.62
i1) Garden land 2,20 0.16 9.02 0.3% 11.07 0,50 7.0% 0.54 29,88 1.25 59.22 0.5%9
Wet land 1.38 0.10 6.99 0.26 9.96 0.45 9.53% 0.73 28.50 1.19 56.36 0.56
b) Unirrigated 1.26 0.09 2,80 0.10 4.98 0.23 3.28 0.25 9.6%3 0.40 21.95 0,22
Percentage of areas
net area
118 100 110 114 "1

Cropyping intensity 107



Table 5.12. Iand use pattern of the sample (Inceme groupwise)

Total Per Total Per Total Per Tetal Per Total Per Total Per
area farm area farm area farm area farm ares fara area fara
1) Wet land 6.94 0.30 9.26 0.40 18.64 0.81 6.26 0.70 22.11 1.01 62.2_1 0.62
i1) Garden land 8.2% 0.36 9.00 6.39 14.0% 0.61 5.8% 0.65 25.48 1.07 §60.54 0.61
Land put to non~- ‘ : ‘
agricultural uses 0.43 0,02 0.18 0,010 0.82 0.04 0,13 0.01 0.76 0.03 1.32 0.1
2. ;‘:::' oropped 43,07 0.57 17.80 0.77 35.79 1.64 15.12 1.68 50.74 2.31 134.53 1.9%
i) Wet land 7.39 0.32 9.40 0.41 22,93 1,00 9.91 1.10 29.09 1.32 76.73 '&ﬂ i
ii) Garden land 5.68 0.25 8.40 0.37 14.86 0.64 5.21 0.5 21.65 0.98 55.80 0.36
3. Net oropped area 14.73 0.64 18,08 0.79 31.83 1.38 11.96 1.3% 44.82 2.04 121.43 1.21
1) Wet land 6.94 0.%0 9.26 0.40 18.64 0.81 6.26 0.70 21,11 0.96 62.21 0.62
i1) Garden land ' 7.80 0.34 8.81 0.38 13.19 0.57 5.70 0.63 23.72 1,08 59.22 0.%9
a) Irrigated 11,39 0.50 15.08 0.66 26.27 1.14 9.35 1.04 37.39 1.70 99.48 0.99
Wet land 6.48 0.28 9.80 0.43 16.36 0.71 6.10 0.68 17.63 0.80 %56.36 0.56
b) W] igated 5 3, 0.15 3.00 0.13 5.56 0.24 2.61 0.29 7.43 0.34 21.95 /0,22
Percentage of area 77.3% 83.41 82.53 78.18 83.42 81.92
irrigated to net area
Cropping intensity 69 98 119 126 13 111

LY
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represented in Table 5.11 for the selected households. The
total ares owned by the sample farmers vas 122.75 hectares.
In all, 1,32 heotares wers put to non-agricultural uses. The
net oropped area vorked out to 121.43 hectares. The availa-
bility of net eropped area por ;hrl vas 1,21 hectares, vhile
the total holding per farm was 1.23. The cropping intensity
vas 111 per cent on an average, The total holding of farmers
consisted of wet lands and garden lands almost in oquﬁl pro~

portions on an average,

The average net area cultivated was found to inecreasge
vith the sise of holdings. It vas 0.28 for B,, 0.61 fer 8,,
0.98 for By, 1.38 for 84 and 2,56 for 35. The same trend vas
noticed in the case of average area irrigated. The propertien
of area irrigated to the ant‘arin vas found to be the highest
in 8, (84.33 per cent) followed by 8, (8%.,08) snd S‘ (81.82).
The average worksdout to 81,92 per ceat.

The percentage of ares irrigated to net area vas
highest in Ig (8%.42 per cent) followed by I, (83.41 per sent
and I5 (82,53 per cent).

Cr _pat
Table 5.13 shows the cropping pattern of the sample
holdings. The total cropped area wvas found to be 134,53

hectares. Of this 55.8 hectares vere garden lands and
78.7% wet land which worked out %o 41.42 per ocent and
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58.5! per cent iocycottvtlr. Of the total gross cropped
area 58.5| per cent was under paddy, 32.97 per cent under
coconut and 3,64 per cent under arecanut, The area under
banana, pepper, cashev and gther crops consisted of 0.85,
0.27, 1.6 per cent respectively. The proportion of wet land
to total oropped ares was found to be the lowest in 84

(45.65 per cent) and the highest in 8, (67.53 per cent). The
high yielding variety coverage vas highest for puncha paddy,
in 8, (80.15 per cent) and the lowest in 84 (35.43 per oent)..
But for the mundakan seascn, the HYV coverage wvas highest in
83 (56.52 per oent) and lowest in 84 (10,67 per cent). In
sise group S, 40.1 per cent of the total area (1.66 heoc) was
under coconut, which is the highest preoportion of area under
a single orop to the total area, |

The area under each orop per faram is also worked out
and is presented in Table 5.13. Wet land per farm was found
to be inoreasing with sisze at the holdings. It was 0,14
hectare in first holding size class and 1,77 heoctares in
the highest holding size class, the average being 0.79 hcétaro.
The average area under coconnt was found to be 0.44 heotare and
the per farm area under eoccenut was found to be increasing
with an increase in total sise of the holdings. The per fara
area under arecanut and bsmana, on average wvere found to be
0.05 and 0.01 hectare respectively. The respective per fara
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area for cashev and other ereps worked out to 0.02 and 0.03
hectare. Per farm total ¢n§icn land wvas found to be 0,56
hectare. kvqragn per farm eropped iren'wia found to be
1.35 hcctaro-, Per farm gross erepped iroa was found to be
the highest in By (2.90 h.otarf.) and the lowest in 8,
(0.30 hectare).

The income groupwise crﬁpying pattern is pronqntqd
in Table $5.14. The percentage of ares under paddy was found
to be the highest in I, (65.54) followed by I (60.67) and
I (57.3%). The proportion of ares under coconut whiech is
the most importani cash orop in the area was the higgo-t
in I, (37.36 per cent) follewed by Ig (34.84 per cent) and
1y (31.17 per cent). The per farm area under coconut was
found to be the highest in I; (0.80 heotare) and the lowest
in I; (0,17 hectare).

Gapital sssete

The investiment by the farmers has been broadly classed
into land, livestock, buildings, implements, machinery and
shares. Since the average sise of farms varies from 0.29
hectare to 2,58 hectares for the different holding sisze groups,
it vould be of interest to understand the asseti position both
per farmer as well as per heoctarse, Buch a distribution ef the
assets for the holding size greups are presented in Tabdle 5,15,
On the whole it was seen that the investaent on land accounted



&%

for the bulk of fhc total assets (94.13 per cent)., The total
assei value of land per farmer in the sample was Rs.388451.80,
The per hectare value of land was Rs.516457.67. In all the
sise groups, the propertiion of land in the total assets wvas
very high. It was more ﬂun 90 per .ecnt for group 83», 8‘ and
group 5; recording the highest (97.24 per cent)., It was
87.13 per oent in §, and 77514 per eent in 84. The value of
land per farm was found %o be over 10 lakhs in group 85. over
2,5 lakhs in group 83 and 84, sround 1,5 lakhs for group B2
and little more than Rs.68,000 for group Bye

The average velue of livestook was about Rs,2000 whieh
vas below 1 per oent of the value of total assets. Residen-
tial buildings on an average seccounted for 4.59 per cent of
the total assets. The proporiien ef the value of buildings
for the different sise groups to the total assets vere found
to deorease vith the increase in holding -in group., The
highest preportion was in ;roub 8, (18.25. per ocent) and the
lowest in group 85 (2.1F per eent)., SBimilar trend is alse
notieed for the farm house and the cattile shed. The average
investment on implements was 0.46 per ecent. The ownership of
shares in co-operatives accounted for a meagre proportien
of total assets with an overall average of 0,01 per cent.

~ The total assets per fara for the sample was wvorth

Re,412672.25. It was found teo be inereasing wvith incresse



Peroentage

Table 5.15. Capital assets of cultivators (sise groupwise)
: (in rupees)

, 1. Iand -~ Per farm 68971.43% 143342.59 261831.81 262269.2% 1034980.40 388451.80

Percentage to .
total apoet ™.74 87.13 90.58 92.64 97.24 94.13
2. Livestock - Per farm 1254.29 1348.56 1790.59  1590.15 1796.54 1571.53
gu‘ h.:am‘to 43%90.00 2155.77 1806.19 ° 1137.70 696.78 1280.27

eroentage

total asset 141 - 0.82 0.62 0.56 0.17 0.%58
5. Buildings - Per farm 16214.29 16222.22 22477.27 15076.92 22500.00 18955.00
1) mﬁmulwru hectare 56750.00  25932.50 22673.09 10787.01  8726.57 15441.96

Peroentate to ' .
total asset 18.28 9.85 7.78 | 5.33 2.11 ‘559
i1) Fara house-- Per fara 1507.14 1670.37 1309.09  2146.15  2306.25 1782.50
eattleshed ;!r'htotnrtto 5275.00 2670.22 1320.50 1535.50 894.47 1452.14

sroentage & ‘
machinery Per htetarcto 2568.00 3017.23 1599.45 1365.77 = 1037.56  1508.24
5. Shares in Per farm 40.71 50.37 67.27 126.15 39.79 60.05
Co-operatives: gnr hcotaroto 142.20 80.52 67.86 90.26 15.43 48.92
ereentage

total asset 0.05 0.03 0.02 0.04 0,01 0.01
Total - Per fara 88721.57 164521.55 289061.67 283117.52 1064298.15 412672.25
\ Per hectare 310525.50 263000.70 291579.86 202560.69 412785.32 336189.21
100.00 100,00 100,00 100._00 00.00 100.00

7§



Table 5.16. Capital assets of selected culiivators (Ineceme greoupwise). ~ ,
' (in rupees)
Itens | I, ) O I’ I, 15 Avmgc'
1. land ~ Per farm 134700.00 175481.73 306302.17 3095688.88 994534.09 388451.80
Per hectare 204360.15 221033.95 215705.75 2350463.19 490797.44 316457.67
Tercemtese . 59.39 86.41  91.67  91.28  97.71 94.13
2. Livestock ~ Per farm 1135.04  1672.39  1924.91  1402.78  1624.09  1571.53
Percentage ta
total 0.75 0.82 0.58 0.41 0.16 0.38
3. Buildings:
a) Residantial buildings :
Per farm  12043.48  22760.87 21304.35 25000.00 = 17272.7% 1895%5.00
;_ﬂr heoctare 18271.77  28669.22 15003.06 18610.42 8524.00 15441.96
sreentage »
to total 7.99 | 11.21 6.38 737 1.70 4.9
») Para house
Cattle shed ‘ :
Per fara 1276.09 1486.96 2545.65 @ 1500.00 1938.64 1782.50
;or hn‘hnh 1936.02 1872.95 1792.71 1116.63 956.71 1452.14
total 0.85 0.73 | 0.76 0.44 0.19 0.43
4. Implements and machinery |
Per farm 1488.09 1622.46 1966.07 1584.70 2459.67 1851,.37
Percentage
10 total 0.99 0.80 0.59 0.47 0.24 0.46
5. Shares in Co-operatives
Per fara 53.48 57.39 75.87 90.56 40.68 60.05
{:’;:;“““ o o.04 0.03 0.02 0.03 - 0.01
Total - Per farm 150694 .18 1.80 334119,02 339166.92 1017869.90 412672.25
Per hestare 228625»73 2 W98.50 235295.08 252481.58 502313054 ’361?3:2‘
_ Percentage 100.00 100.00 100,00 100,00 100,00 200 _

&L



in size of holding. Tetal assets per hectare on an average
vas Rs,3356189.21, It was the highest for the group 85.

The trend in oapital ixvestaent among different income
-groups both per farm and per hectare remained more or less
similar to that of holding sise groups. The total valus of
assets found to be increasing with an inerease in mm..

‘The distribution of total asseis sccording to different
income groups are pressnted in Table 5.16. It may be noted
that both in the ocase of holding sise groups as vell as of
income groups, the average assets per farmer increased with
the increase in their holding or income.

Livestook

Different types of domestio animals and birds vere
found to be possessed by the farmers, They included milch
animals, di-eusht animals, young steek, goats snd poultry.
The average possession of these for the different sise cate-
gories of farmers both in terms of numbers as well as value
indjcating the proportion of the investment to the total
are shown in Table 5.17.

Of the total investment of Rs.1576.03 on sn average
on livestoock, Rs.1161/~- vas on miloh animals which is 73,67
per ocent. The average number eof mileh animals was 0,88,
' The investment on drought animsls was 123,50. Investment on
young stock censtitutes 9.68 per oent of the total investaent,



Table 5.17. Investment in lt!l!toct by the households per fara
. (Bise groupvise)
8ise  Particulars Milch  Braft TYoung Goats Pouliry Total
groups anm;nln animals stook
Yalue (Rs) 1057.14 32,14 82,14 21.43 61.43 1254.28
Percentage to ‘ ' ’ '
total investi- g4.28 2,5 6.55 1.71  4.90 100,00
mnent on ‘ . ; L . :
livestook ‘
8, Number 0.78 0.15 0.41 0.30 4.19
Value (Rs) 977.78 88.89 129.6% §68.52 83.74 1348.56
Percentage to ' ’ ‘
Sotalnvest™ 72,51 6,59 9.61  5.08  6.21 100,00
livestoek
Yalue (Rs) 1309,09 177.27 143%.18 65.91 95.14 1790.59
Peroentage to : . .
Jotal invest= 73,11 9.90  8.00 3.68 5,31 100,00
livestoek , ‘ : a »
8‘ Eumber 1.00 0.1% 0.77 0.2% 5059
Velue (Rs)  1138,46 153.85 138.46 46.15 113.23 1580,15
Percentage :e , | |
total invest~ .
aent on 71.59 9.68 8,71 2,90 7.12 100,00
livestoek 4 ,
85 Number 0.96 0.17 0.58 0.04 5.1%
Percentage to
total invest~ ‘ o
ment on 72.59 8.3% 13.10 0.23 5.72 100,00
livestoek
Overall average
Number 0,83 0.16 0.50 0.20 4.58
Value (Rs) 1161.00 123,50 152,50 47.50 91.5% 1576.09
Percentage to ‘ . 4
Jotal lnvest™ 7367 7.84  9.68  3.01 5,80 100,00

uvu_talk
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Table 5.18.  Investment in livestock by the households per hectare
(Income groupwise)

- . W g o

Income Particulars

Nileh IJraft Young (Goats Poultry Totel

groups animals animals stock
I, Number 0.78 0.09 0.30 0.04 2,52 3.73
Value (Bs) 930.43 47.8% 95.65 8.70 50.4% 1133%,04
Percentage to '
lotal invest™ 62,12 4.22  B.44  O.TT  4.45 100,00
stook
I2 Numbey 0.74 0.26 0.43 0.39 4.17 5.99 ..
Value (Re) 1126,09 226,08 141.30 95.65 8%.26 1672.38
Percentage to
total invest- £7.33 15.52 8.45 5.72 4,98 100,00
ment on .
livestock |
Value (Rs) 1460.87 86.96 243.48 28.26 105.35 1924.92
Peroentage to ‘
total invess-~ _
aent on 75.89 4,52 12,65 1.47 5.47 100,00
livestook
14 Numbey 0089 - 0033 0033 9.00 10.55
Yalue (Rs) 1038.89 - 105,50 77.78 180.56 1402.79
Percentage to
o™ 74.06 - 7.2 5.5 12,88 100,00
livestock
Value (Rs) 1175.00 200.49 147.75 45.45 92.27 -1660.9%4
Percentage to
Sotal Invest~ 70.74  12.07  8.89 274  5.56 100,00
livestoock
Overall average
_ Number 0.88 0016 0.50 0.20 ‘058 5032
Value (Rs) 1161.00 123,50 152,50 47.50 91.5% 1576.0%
Percentage to
omatainvest™ 1367  7.84 9.8 3.01  5.80 100.00

livestock

———



Ameng the various sise groups, the highest number of
milch animals were observed in 8, and the lowest in growp Bye
The value of milch animals vas the highest for group 83
amounting to Rs.1309.00.

Poultry were found to be the next important item of
investaent by the farmers, On an average each family possessed
4.58 birds, vhioch accounted for 5.80 per cent of the total
investaent, Generally, the number of birds as vell as the
total investment on them was found to have a direct relation-
ship with the size of the farm,

Too ements and mach

Investaent on tools, implements and machinery was
Re.1851.37 per farm and amounted to Rs.1508.25 per heotare
on an average. This item formed only 0.46 per cent of the
total assets. A break up of ’the total investment on tools
and implementis for the different sise groups are shown in
Table 5.19. Tools included items like spade, pick axe,
erov bar, etc, and temporary items like basketis, mats, ropes,
eto.

Investaent on pumpset constituted the major part eof
the total investment -~ 90,60 per cent on this category of
investaent. This amounted to Rs.1677.40 per farm and
Rs.1366.52 per heotare on an average. The proportion of



Table 5.19. Distribution of tools, implements a2nd machinery per fara (sise groupwise)

total investaent

(in _rupees)
Itens 81 82 83 34 85 Average
. 1. Tools and implements: .
Per hectare 141.50 67.23 50.44 53.16 32.53 47.10
Percentage to )
total investment 5.51 2.2% Be 15 3.89 3-1‘ 3-12
2. Temporary items:
Percentage to o
3. Sprayers: . |
Per fam - 36.11 31.82 - 138.33 49.95
total investment 1.91 2.01 - 5.6 2.70
4. Pumpeets:
Por farm 610.7T1 1751.85 1439.55 1761.54 2388,.3%3 1677.40
Per heetarato 2137.50 2800.47 1452.09 1260.32 926.31 1366.52
Percen
gy ot 83-2¢ 92,82 90.79 92.28 89.28 90.60
Total ,
Per fara 733.71 1887.43 1585.64 1908.93 2675.17 1851.37
Per heotare 2568.00 3203.22 1599.46 1365.76 1037.55 1508.25%
Peroentage to 105,00  100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00
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Table 5,20. Bistrihuti@n of tools, implements and machinery per farm (Income groupwise)

- (in rupees)
Items I 1 I I Average
1 2 I 4 5 Avara
1. Tools and implements:
%cr hoctartto total T7.24 48.3%0 47 .49 41.77 37.51 47.10
ercentage
investment 3.42 2.36 J.43 3.54 3.09 3.12
2. Temporary iteas:
;cr hoctaroto 99.27 86.62 47.31 32.20 35.86 53.94
ercentage :
total investaent 4.40 4.24 3.42 2.73 2.96 3.58
3. Sprayers: ,
Per faram - 25.13 33.61 39.56 149.45% 49.95
gcr h'::‘r‘to - 31.65 23.87 29.45 73.76 40.69
srcentage -
4. Pumpsets
Per farm 1571.74 1490.22 1797.8% 1445.78 2161.50 1677.40
gnr h'ctarota 2081.1%3 1877.05 1266.07 1076.26 1066.69 1366.52
srcentage , :
total investaent 92.18 91.85% 91.44 91.23% 87.87 90.60
Total
Per farm 1488.08 1622.37 1966.05 1584.70 2459.67 1851,37
Per heotare 2257.64 2043.62 1384.54 1179.68 1213.684 1508.25
Peroentage to 100.00  100.00 100.00  100.00 100.00 100.00

total investaent

19



investiment of pumpsets to tetal expenditure for tools,
implements and machinery was the hidhoit in 8, (92.82 per
cent) and the lovest in 8, (83.24 per cent).

The prono:tiun‘ot expenditure on temporary items vas
the highest in 8, (11,25 per eent), the average being
3.58 per cent.

. Tools and implements cunntxﬁutcd 3.12 per eent of
total investment for tools, implements and the machinery,
The proportion was highest in 8, (5.51 per ocent) and lovest
in 8, (2.23 per eent).

Investment on sprayers accounted for 2,70 per cent of
the total expenditure on tools, implements and machinery.
This smounted to Rs.49.95 per farm and Rs.40,69 per hectare
on an average,

Table 5.20 presentis the distribution of tools, imple-
ments and machinery among the income groups. The propertio~
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nal expenditure io the total expenditure on various items was

found to be decreasing with increase in income for pumpsetis
and temporary items. But expenditure on sprayers wvas found
t0 increase with increase in income,

"8 8 co~operative

Another item of invesiment was shares owned by the
farmers in the co-operaiive societies. This item acoounted

g,



Table 5,21, shares owned Wy furm fanilies (sise groupvise)

e o ___(in rupees)
Type of shares 8, '2 B’ 8‘ . 85 Total
1. Service
Co-operative 400.00 940,00 1020,00 1135.00 660.00 4155,00
Soclety '
Percentage 70.18 69.1% 68,92 69.21 69.11 69.19
2. Milk co-opcrativt :
Boeioty 100.00 240,00 260,00 290.00 160,00 1050,00
Percentage 17,54 17.65 17.57  17.68 16,75  17.49
5. Oih.r' ‘ ' 70.00 130.90 muoo 215000 135.00 800.09
Percentage 12,28 1%.,24 13,51 135.11 14.14 :13.32
Total 570.00 1360,00 1480,00 1640.00 955.00 600%,00
Percentage 100,00 100,00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100,00
Table 5.22, Shares owned by fmrm families (Income 5ronpw1-o)
7 | (inkrugoc-)
Type of shares I, I, '1, I, I, Total
1, Bervice Co-  850.00 915.00 1215.00 565.00 610.00 4155.00
operative Society - Co .
Percentage 69.11 69.32 69.65 69.%2 68.16 69.19
2, Milk co~epera- 215,00 230,00 300,00 140,00 165,00 1050.00
tive Booiety , ; , , L
Pormugl 17.48 17.42 17.19 17.18 18.44 170‘9
3. Others 165.00 175.00 230.00 110.00 120.00  800.00
Percentage 13.41 13,26 13,18 13.50 13.40 13,92
100,00 100.00 100.00

Percentage 100.00 100,00 100,00




for only a meagre 0,01 per sent of the total investment.

The distiribution for tae various sise and income groups are
shown in Tables 5,21 and 5,22 respestively. In both the
inocome groups and sise groups bulk of the shares owned by
farmers vere in serviee oo-aynrnttvn societies. The total
value of shares possessed was seen to be for Rs.6005/- only -

b5

Re.4155 in service co-operative societies, Rs.1050/- in milk

co-operative societies and 31.800/-_1n other types of

societies,
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WAYER VI
ECONOMICS OF PARM BUSINESS

‘Yara holdings in ihe ayea By snd large are small.
Bach farmer vas found to pessess mere than one fragaent,
consisting of vet lands and garden lands. 7This faot vas
reflected in the cropping pattern in the sample holdings.
Wet lands were generally oultivated with paddy. It was
seen that garden lands are put ulor": variety of coreps
such as cooonut, arecanut, hansna, eashev, pepper, ¢io. in
different combinations. The ﬂﬁﬁ“l folloved for oulti-
vation of various orops remain m or less the same in
Irinjalakkuda Bleoek. An acceunt of the oultivation prac-
tises followed, the cost of Mttutm of different orops
- and prefitabilily of aifferent ereps are given in this part.

PADDY

Paddy is grown in two seasons mainly, the Mundaksn
. season wvhieh starts by August amd Punchs from January.
Generally it is observed that majerity of the cultivators
' grov paddy only during the !whl. Yor both these seasons
the ewltivation practices remsin more or less the same vith
slight variations to adjust te the prevailing olimatic con~-
ditdens, Paddy cultivation is cemeentrated on the banks of
m river and in areas nm to as 'Xole lands”

o g.i &5
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vhich remsin submerged wader vater for almost six months
in an year,

In areas vhere wvater level is comparatively lov and
vhere the water recedes mlﬂ August, two crops are made
possible - Mundakan snd Puncha. In other areas only the
puncha erop h possible,

At the exd of the Puneha arop, after harvest, the lands
are generally ploughed omes -~ patinl ploughing - and left to
wvater enundation. /

Cultivation operation for Mundakan paddy starts seon
after the wvater recedes, by August. Fields are ploughed,
puddled snd levelled to aitain required tilth. Land prepa-
ration is acocomplished by pleughing using bullocks or tractors
or by digging up the land, Puncha paddy is seen cultivated
both in the areas vhers mundakan is grown as vell in lands
vhieh remain under wvater ovea during the months of June to
December., In such aress where Puncha orop is raised land
profarat.ton is effeoied similarly. In oeriain parts of the
Block, nsmely Karuvamnoer, sultivation of paddy is in lands
vhich are dewatered.

S8eeding is through both broadoasting as well as trans-
planting. Both high yielding and local wvarieties were culti-
vated, The seed rate for broadeast is seen to be 80-100 kg per
heotare vhile transplanting it is areund 40-50 kg per heetare,
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Farners do not treat mm- before sowing. Seedlings
to be transplanted are raised in separate nurseries and are
transplanted afier about 20-25 days in nurseries.

Covdung is the orgamie msnure commonly applied. Ash
and green leaf are seen used vherever it is available,
Thess are given as basal deses along vith ploughing - pre-
paratory oultivation. Chemisal for}_ilinu are applied by
majority of the farmers beth as basal doses and top dressing.

Handveeding is the esmmen practice to control veeds,
Generally tvo weedings are given. Plant protectien ohemicals
of different varieties m‘ used to eonirol pests and diseases,
The applieation of pnuc'uu .are more for Puncha than for
Mundakan.

Harvesting is by euitting at the base of plants and they
are bundled and transperted, threshed and cleaned, Women are
generally employed for theass gperations., Workers are pa“
oash vages except for harvest vhere payments are made in kind.

A. Area under paddy

Both high yielding and looal varieties were ocultivated.
Eightythree farmers of the sample were found to cultivate
paddy during puncha - fortyeight of them high yielding varie-
ties and thirtyfive ocultivated leocsl varieties. The total
area wnder the high yielding varieties of paddy was 26.87 heo~
tares while that under lesal varisties vas 27.57 hectares,
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For Mundakan paddy, the average area under high yield-
ing varieties per fara was 0.59 heotare and for local varie-~
ies 1t was 0.78 hectare. The srea under iraditional varieties
vas found to be 32.20 per oent more than that of high yielding
varieties. The distribution is presented in Table 6.1.

The average area under high yielding varieties of
paddy per farmer in Puncha was 0,56 heetare while that for
local varieties 0,79 hectare., When distributed acoording
to different holding sise groups the area under paddy was
found to inoreass with the sise of the farm both for high
yielding varieties and loscal varieties. Among income groups
though & similar trend vas observed for local variesties, it
vas not seen for high yielding varieties, The aggregate area
under loocal varieties in Puncha was found to be 41,07 per cent
moxre than that for high yielding varieties. The distridution
is given in Table 6.2.

The cost per hectare of high yielding varieties during
Mundakan seasen on an average was found to be Rs.4186.60 (an
shown in Table 6.3). The highesti cost was recorded by s,
(R8.4513,00) which was 7.80 per oent higher than the average
cost and 25 per oent higher than the lowest cost recorded by
84'(1-.5610.52). For the local varieties the average cost
vas feund to be 22.18 per cent lower (Rs.3426.70) than that

of the high yielding varieties., ZThe highest eost wvas found
to be R8.3549.23 in 5, vhich was 3.58 per cent higher thsn



Table 6.3. Total cost of cultivation per hesctare of paddy (Mundaken)

(in mpu-)v

Bise groups 81 82 83 8‘ | 85 Average
*) High yielding 4302.08  4074.08 4513.00  3610.32  4185.87 4186.60
b) Looal varieties 3549.23 3453.18 3164.98 3450.66 3379.41 34%46.70
Income groups 11 I2 I5 I‘ 15 Average
*) Bigs yislding 3869.67 - 4002.60  4241.56  4297.27 4186.60
®) Loecal varieties 2921.04 3817.36 3736.42 3119.71  3321.8% $426.70

Table 6.4. Total cost of oultivation per hectare of paddy (Punchs) (in rupees)

8ise groups 8, s, 8’ ) 84 85 Average

*) Bish yielding 5929.20 5337.42 SZ3T.96  48T1.2T  4647.40 4959.11
B) looal varieties 5924.51 4627.41  4312.07 4831.49  4345.43 4498.27
Income groups 11 Iz I3 14 15 Average

2) High yielding 5116.11 4951.06  4980.13  4931.28  4914.38 4959.11
b) lLoeal varisties 4506.91 4476.45  4588.05  4033.52  4511.18 4498.27

of
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the average and 12.14 per sent higher than the lowest recerded
in 85 (33.3154-98)a

Anong the income groups the cost of ocultivation per
heotare for HYVs was found to be inoreasing with an increase
in income.

The total cost of ocultivation per hectare of paddy for
the Puncha both for high yielding varieties and loocal varie-
ties for the different classes and groups are represented in
Table 6.4. The aversge cost inocurred for the high yielding
varieties vas Bs.4959.11, while that for looal varieties it
vas R8,.4498,27 wvhich vas 1,24 per cend less. It oan be noted
from the table that the cost of cultivation for the different
sise groups beth for HYIVs and looal varieties vere foumd to
deocrease wvith inocrease in area, The highest cost for HYVs
was recorded by S, (R8.5929.20) whioch is 19.56 per cent more
than the average, while the lowest recorded by 85 the largest
sise group (Rs.4647.40) which is 27.58 per oent less than the
~ cost for 8. The average cost of cultivation of local
varieiies was Rs.4498.27. In this case the cost for 5, was
found to be 31,70 per cent more than the average and 37.3%9
per eent more than the lowest cost per hectare incurred by 83.
It may slso be noted that the cost per hectare for the lovest
sige group vhich had only a tiny area of 0.13 hestare under
paddy remained almost the same for both HIVs and lecal varie-
tiesn. zho higher costs in the lower i&zo groups appear to be



due to certain imdivisibilities, partieularly in the empley-~
nent of wvage labewur,

The total cost per heotare ameng the various inceme
groups for the high yielding varieties shoved deorsasing
trend with increase in income.

An inputwise split up of the average cost of cultiva~-
tion per heotarse of paddy for beth the high yielding varie~-
ties and the looal varieties for Puneha and Mundakan are
represented in Table 6.5. It is clear from the table that
the bulk of the total cost was inourred on hired human labeur,
wvhieh accounted for around 350 per eent of the itotal. Rental
value of land assumed next in the order of 1nportanno; also
ascounting for 25 to 30 per cent of the total cost. Use eof
manures and fertilisers put together accounted for 8 to 13
per eent of the total cost.

The cost of cultivation distributed between the various
operations is attempted to and is presented in Table 6.6.
Among the various operations the largest proportion of cost
4o the total cost wvas incurred on seed materials eand soving -
around 18 per cent on an average. Harvesting constituted
about 15 per cent. Expenditure on preparation of land sccounted
for sbout 10 per cent to the total cost. The expend iture on
fertilisers in the case of Puncha high yielding varieties vas
ﬁhr:o times more than that for Mundakan high yielding varieties.



Table 6.5. Cost of cultivation per hectare

of paddy (inputwise)

- it - (in_rupees) _
81 Bbconnll Nundakan
'o. Im. : . )
¢ HYV IV HYV IV
1 Tractor use 172.63 139,73 68.47 150,03
- (5.48) (3.11) (1.64) (4.38)
2 Animal labowr 248,68  347.49  143.81 143,88
(5.01) (7.72) (3.44) (4.21)
3 Hired human labeur 1366.04 13541.97 1539.44 1097.2
(27.55) (29.83) (36.77) (52.0!
4 Beed materinls 429,78 «42 453,49 415,02
(8.67)  (9.%9) (10.8%3) (12.11)
5 Mapures 79.27 154.78 187.00 179.34
(1.60) (%.00) (4.47) (5.2%)
6 Pertiliszers 565.}1 zSS.OO 169.45 175.00
(11.‘ ) 7.45) (4.05) (5.11)
17 Pesticides 222.4 15906 9%.32 85.37
(4.49 (3.35 (2.28) (2.49)
8 Iryr tion 331o8° 397.8 - -
9 Depreciation 35,11 35,11 35.11 %5.11
‘ : (0.70) (O.78) (0.84) (1.02)
10 Interest on 138,06 128,60 107.68 91.24
verking oapital (2.78) (2.86) (2.56) (2.66)
11  Coest A $589.5% 3343.60 2799.77 2372.22
(72.38) (74.33) (66.88) (69.2%)
12 Rental value 1290.6 1095,85 1326.00 1015.4
(26.0% (24.35) (31.67) (29.6%
1% Interest on 2%.96 23.96 23.96 23.96
ﬁ.xul oa’pital (0.48) (005’) (0057) (0079)
o 98.89) (99.21) (99.12) (99.56)
14 Pami labour 54,91 35.56 36,87 15.03%
of (1.113 (0.79) (0.88) (0.44)
15 Cost C 4959.11  4498,.97 4186.60 3426,70
(100.00) (100,.00) (100,00)

(100.00)

(Figures in parQthc-c- are purouijucgg to total)



Table 6.6. Cost of cultivation per hecotare of paddy

]
(operationvise) (1n rupees)
Puncha Mundakan
81, Operations
¥o. HYV ) 4 HYV v
1 Preparation of 528,76 599.6° 328,17 366.86
land (10,66) (13,33 (7.84) (10.71)
2 Seed materials 675.50 708.94 824.09 708,59
5 Manures and 98.60 159.05 234,717 218,52
manuring (1.99) (3.54) (5.60) (6.38)
4 Pertiliszers and 595.10 553,57 177.36 184,63
applicatien (12,00) (7.86) (4.24) (5.39)
5 Plant protection 286,20 210. 106.58 95,36
(5.77) (4.68 (2.55) (2,78)
(3.80) (5.25) (4.77) (3.48)
7 Irrigation 331,80 307 .87 - -
les (6.69)  (6.54)
8 Harvesting 767.12  63%9.50 82%,30 567.72
(15.47) (14.22) (19.66) (16.57)
9 Depreciation 35.11 35.11 35.11 95,11
(0.71) (0.78) (0.84) (1.02)
(70.71) (72.26) (65.18) (67.0%1)
10 Interest on 138,06 128.60 107.68 91.24
working eapital (2.78) (2,86) (2.58) (2.66)
11 Rental value 1290.69 1095.85 1326.00 1015.43
(26.03) (24.35) (31.67) (29.63
12 Interest on 23.96 23.96 23.96 23.96
fixed capital (0.48)  (0.53)  (0.57) (0.70)
Total cost 4959.11  4498,97 4186.60 3426,70
(100.00) (100.00) (100,00) (100.00)

(Figures in parentheses are percentages to total)



But for plant protection, expenditure during Puncha vas
doudble the expenditure incurred during Mundakan., No cost
was inourred on irrigation for the Mundakan as it is a

rainfed orep.

In celya;tm cost C imputed rental wvalue of land wvas
also acceunted for whioch ocannot be sonsidered as a true
representation of the actual cost inourred by the farmers.
S0 & split up of cost of oultivation on the basis of total
cost excluding the rental value of land was worked out and
is shown in Table 6.7. Accerding to this the extent of hired
hunan labeur during Puncha season was to the order of sbeut
40 per cent for both the high yielding and local varieties.
Yor Mundakan high yielding varieties more than 50 per eent
of the expenditure was on hired labowr and 15.85 per ocent of
the expenditure was on seed materisl., Yamily labour censti-
tuted only 1.29 per cent of the total cost, The respsctive
proportion of expenses for local varieties wvere 45.51, 17.21
and 0,62,

Among the ux".lou- operations seed materials and sowing
and harvesting sccounted for the bulk of the cost. The pro-
portion of expenditure on seed materials and soving wvas the
highest for loeal variety Mundaksan sceeunting for 29,39
per eent, followed by high yielding Mundakan varieties (28,81
per esnt), Puncha local varieties (20.84 per eent) and Puncha
high yielding varieties (18.41 per eent).



Table 6.7. Ceost of oultivatien per hectare of paddy exoluding
rental value of land (inputwise)
(in rupees)
81. Itens ‘ ‘ ndakan
No. v v HYV Ly
1 Traotor use 172.63 139,73 68.47 150,03
(4.71) (4.11) (2.39) (6.22)
2 Animal labour 248,68 347.49 143%.81 145.88
(6.78) (10.21) (5.03) (5.97)
3 Hired human labour 1%66,.04 1341,97 1539.44 1097,
(37.24) (%9.44) (53.82) (45.51
4 Seed material 429,78 422.42 453.49 415,02
(11.72) (12.42) (15.85) (17.21)
5 Manures 79. - 134.78 187.00 179.34
(2.16 (3.96) (6.54) (T.44)
(15.42) (9.85) (5.92 (7.26)
7 YPesticides 222.47 150.6 95.32 85.3
. _ 7(5.05 (4.43 (3.33) (3.54
8 1Irrigation 31,80  307.87 - -
N 9.04) (9.05)
9 Depreciation 35.11 35,11 3511 35.11
, _ ‘ (0.96) (1.00) (1.23) (1.46)
10 Interest on 138.06 128.60 107.68 91.24
vorking oapital ‘ (3.76) (3.78) (3.76) (3.78)
11 Family labour 54,91 35,56 36.87 15.0
(1.50) (1.05) (1.29) (0.62
12 Interest on 23.96 23,96 23.96 23,96
Total cost 3668.42 3403%,12 2860,60 2411,.21
(100.00) (100.00)

(100.00) (100.00)

(rigures in parentheses are percentages to total)
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Yor harvesting the prepertiional expenditure vas
28.78 per cent for Mundekss high yielding varieties, 23,53
per cent for lecal varietiss im Mundakan seasen 20.91 per
oent for Puncha HYVs and 18,80 per cent for Puncha looal
varieties. The cost of fertilisers and its application vas
the highest for HYVs puneha Rs.595.10 acoounting for 16.23
per esnt of the total cost, | The proportion of the same for
the loocal variety Puncha was 10.39 per cent (Rs,.353.57).
Yor the Mundakan, this operation sccounted for 7.66 per eent
of the total cost (Rs,.184.63) for lecal varieties while
6.2 per cent for HYVs (Rs.177.36). The proportion expendi-
ture to total cost for manures and manuring wvas found to be -
higher _t'or Mundakan in general aecéuntms for Rs.218,.52
(9.06 per cent) for the loeal varieties and Re.234.71 (8,20
per eent) for the HYVs. The expenditure on this item for
Punocha local varieties wvas Rs.159,05 (4.67 per cent) and HYVs
' Rs.98.60 (2,69 per eent). The cost for preparing the land -
was the highest for Puncha loocal varieties Re.599,.65 (17.62
per cent) follewved by HYV Puncha Rs,528.76 (14.41 per oent).
Yor the Mundakan this item accounted for Rs.366.86 for loecsl
varieties, Re.328,17 for high yielding varieties. Irrigatien,
an operation only for the Puncha arop accounted for littile

more than 9 per cant for both high yielding and loecal
varieties. The informatien is presented in Table 6.8.



Table 6.8. Cost of cultivation per heetare of paddy exeluding

rental value of land (operationvise)

e

(in rupees)
Puncha Mundakan

8l. Operations : '

No. HYV v HYV vy
1 Preparation of land 528;7‘ 599.65 328,17  366.86
(14.41)  (17.62) (11.47) (15.21)
2 Seed materials 675.50 708,94 824.09 708.59
and sowing (18.,41) (20.84) (28.81) (29.39)
3 lManures and 98.60 159,085 ' 234,71 218,52
4 Pertilisers and 595010 555057 177036 18‘063
(7.80) (6.19 (3.73) (3.95)
6 Weeding 188.21 2%6.1 199,64 119,22
(5.13) (6.94 (6.98) (4.94)

7 Irrigation 331,80 307.8 - -

e (3.05)  (9.05

8 Harvesting 767.12 639.50 823.30 567.7T2
(20.91) (18.80) (28.78) (23.55)
9 Deprtoiation 35.11 3501‘ 55-11 35011
(95.58) (95.54) (95.40) (95.22)
10 Interest on vorking 138.06 128,60 107.68 91,24
fixed oapital (0.65) (0.70) 7(0.83) (0.79)
Total cost 3668.42 %403,12 2860.60 2411.2%
(100.00) (100,00)

(100,00) (100.00)

-

- —

(Figures in parentheses are percentages to total)

TR



a) High n.uiu Varieties during Mundakan season

In this, the use of family labour was found to be
decreasing vith increase in sisze in the case of high yield-
ing varieties, The hired mam labour use vas the highest
in 8, (212,50 man hours) but the hired female labour was
the highest in 8, (1065 hom); the average being 72.72
hours and 1032,27 hours respectively. The involvement of
family labour was of the order of 15.5! in the case of male
labour and only less than one per cemt in the case of female
labour. The utilization of bullock and tracior shows that
bullock labour was the hidaqst in 84. 7This was the lovwest
in 82 vhere the use of traotor was higher. The respective
averages vere 19,31 and 1,96 hours.

Use of seeds also showed variation - the highest rate
in 8., (151,78 kg) vhioh is 54,12 per cent higher than the
lovest rate used (98.48 kg) in 54, the average use being
130.74 kg as against the recommended rate of 30-100 kg ta}
broadossting.

It can be seen from Table 6.9 that the use of ferti-
lisers was much belov the recommended dose. The quantities
applied by the farmers as percentages of recommended rateyniunls
in the oase of N, P and K were 83.21 per oent, 71.86 per oent
and 61,34 per oent respectively en an aversge. The lovest



Table 6.9. Use of resources per heciare (Mundakan high
yielding varieties -~ sise groupwise)

80

= " -
Groups 8 8 8 8 8c  Average
Unit 1 2 3 4 5

Panily labowr (hrs)

Men 97.5%0 12.5%0 20.00 45,00 7.50 13.35
Women - 15.00 - - 1.20 3.04
Hired human
labour (Hrs)
Men 212,50 75.00 77.50 50,00 67.50 72.72
Wonen 1030000 945.00 967050 920-00 10‘5000 10%2.27
Total human labour .
Men 510.00 87-50 97050 95000 75000 86007
Women 1030.00 960.00 967050 920,00 1066.20 1055-51

Bn%%::% labour 60.00 12,50 20,00 45.00 17,50 19,31

Traoctor labour - -

(hrs) 4,31 1.27 1.74 1.96
Seeds (kg) 98,48 110,63 151,78 125.00 134.10 130.74
Pertilizers (kg)

Kitrogen 6.45 14.38 20.10 28.75 9.40 11.7%

Phosphorus 6.45 17.95 5.43 - 9.40  9.8%

Potash 6.45 10.78  5.43 37.50 13,90 13,53




Table 6.10., Use of ro-ourooi pexr hectare (Mundakan-high
yielding varietiss Ineome groupwise)

-Gllll0l I4 I, I, I, I;  Average

Unit
Faaily labour (hrs)
Men 62.50 - 17.50 25.00 2.50 13.3%5
Women - - T.50 - 2.50 300‘
Hired human
labour (hrs) (
Men 87.50 - k 5’000 50,00 72.50 T72.72
Wemen " 1025.00 - 950,00 837.50 1130.00 1032,27
Total human
labour (hrs) ,
Men 150.00 - 82.50 75.00 75.00 86.07
Women 1025.00 - 957.50 837.50 1132,50 1035.31
Bl:t%:::k(n.) 25.00 - 20,00 12.50 20.00 19,31
”“g}g,“m" - - 5,18  3.16  0.20  1.96
Seeds (kg) 112.95% - 107.65 160,00 136.75 130.74
Pertilisers (kg) |
Nitrogen 19.88 - 14.00 16,60 8,08 11,7%
Phosphorus 19.88 - 8.88 15.18 T.25 9.85

Potash 19.88 - 23.85 8.75 .8.70 13.53




~ mitregen use was in 8, (6,45 kg) wvhich is only 13.50 per eent
of the recommended dose, REven the highest level used

(28.75 kg in 8‘) wvas oaly 41,'.07 per cent of the recommenda~
tion. The highest quantity of phosphatic fertilisers used
vas 17.95 kg in 82 Just above 50 per cent of the recommenda-
tion. In the case of potassic fertilisers only in S 4 the use
vas found to be almost om par with the recommended dose and
in all the other éoipa it vas very lov.

, Among the incoae groups (as per Table 6.10) no farmer
in 12 vas oultivating high yielding varieties of paddy.
Family labour use was found to be deareasing wvith the in-
erease in income. In all the income groups the use of ferti-
liser wvas below the recomamended dose.

b) loeal Yarieties during Mundskan season

The use of family labour was found %o be very lovw for
Mundskan loesl varieties, The use of hired female and male
labour was found to be almost the same among the groups, the
averages being 49.35 hours and 925.72 hours respectively.
The bullook labour was found to be the highest in B‘ and
tractor use highest in 83. The respectivs overall averages
wvers 20.15 hours and 4.29 hours.

Beed rate vas found to vary widely among the holding
sise groups. The average seed rate wvas 119,84 kg. As stated

82



Table 6.11. Use of rescurces per heotare (Mundakan-loecal
varieties sise groupwise)

Groups 8 8 8 8 Aver
P s 1 2 ] 4 5 ge
Fanily labour (hrs)
Men 57.50 20,00 12.50 5.00 - 5.31
Women 75.00 - - - - 1.62
Hired human
labour (hrs)
Men T7.50 42,50 47.50 42,50 52,50 49.35
Wemen 775.00 910,00 747.50 995.00 920,00 925.72
Total human labour(hrs) |
Men 135.00 62,50 60.00 47.50 52,50 54.66
Women 850.00 910,00 747.50 995.00 920,00 927.34
hl(l::l:)hboar 37.50  7.50 15,50 15,50 15,50 20.15
Tractor labour - - 6067 4.25 5.18 4.29
(hrs) , ,, ; ,
Seeds (kg) 153,13 121,95 83,33 114,30 122,83 119,84
Yertilisers (kg) |
Nitrogen 4.40 19,63 13,33 14,10 12,33 13,%
Phosphorus 4.40 14.33 16068 8.45 9.93 10.29
Potash 4049 8.78 - 20,35 13.93% 14,00

83




Table 6.12. Use of ressurses per heolare (Mundakan-loeal

varisties inceme grewpwise)

oy

B¢

L, &

Graups 1 I Average
Unit 1 4 5
Peaily labour (hrs). . ﬁ |
Men 30.00 100,00 5,00 1.25 - 5«31
Wemen 45.00 - - - - 1.62
Hired human
labour (hrs) : : _
Women 755.00 1225.00 925.00 845.00 925.00 925.72
‘Total human |
labour (hrs) : - ‘
Men 65.00 107,50 52,50 73.75 45.00 54,66
Wemen 800,00 1225,00 925.00 845.00 925,00 927.34
Bulloock : . 47
labour (ara) 22.50 37.50 20,00 20.00 17.50 20.15
Tractor lsbour - - 5061 0.81 502’ 4.29
(ars)
Seeds (kg) 151,93 140,63 112,88 126,83 118,75 119,84
Pertilisers (kg) | | |
Hitrogen .- - 18.70 13.33 11.30 13059
nﬂ”hﬂruﬂ - - 9,50 12,10 11 2% 10.29
Potash - - 23,10 16.15

8025 1"000
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earlier no greup was fownd to apply t.rimnru upto the
recommendation. The farmers in 84 are found to be applying
lower quantities or» N, P and X, The average use of ferti-
lizer wvas 13,5, 10.29 and 14 kg of N, P and K respectively.
The details are furnished in Table 6.11.

Table 6.12 shows the use of resources ameng the income
groups. The use of family labour was found to be deoreasing
with an inoresse in inceme, in general., Though hired female
labour did not show much variatien, hired male labour was found
t0 vary much among the groups, It was 7.5 hours in 12 and
72.5 hours in I‘ - 1.0., about 10 times. The average worked
out to 49.38. Bulloeck labour utilisation was slmost the same,
but tractor use differed much. In the first two inocome groups
no tractor labour was used, The average tracter use was
4.29 hours., The seed rate 4id not vary much, In the firsti
two income groups fertiliszers was not used at all.

o) High Yielding Varieties during Puncha season

Table 6.13 shows details of resource use per hectare
for HYVe during Puncha. On an average 81,53 hours of male
labour and 960.76 hours of female labour was used. The pro-
portiion of family labour to total labour was to the tune of
20.25 per ocent in the oase of male labour and only 1.08 per
cent in the oase of female labour. JFroa the table it can be

noted that the per heciare employment of family labour - both



male labour and female labeur vas found to decrease with

an inorease in the sise ef the holdings. The quantum of
cnp;qynonx of hztod labour -~ male as vell as female - per
hectare 4id not shov any oenstant pattern, Use of bullock
pairs also showed a deoreasing trend with the inoreass in the
size of the fara. The cnplqjlnnt of tractor pover was
higher in 8y and §, than the other groups - the aversge being
4,95 hours.

With regard to the quantity of seeds used per hectare,
the groups showed not much differente, the aversge quantity
of seeds used being 127.87 kg per hectare.

On an average 51.37 kg of N, 27.25 kg of Po0; and
49 kg of K was used as against the recommended dose of 70 kg X,

The per heotare use of fertilisers in the different
holding sise groups was found to decrease with an increase
in the sigze. In grouwp 82 though the application of nitrogen
vas the highest (62.75 kg per heotare), it vas 9.84 per cent
less than the recommended dose. The application of nitrogen
wvas found to be the lowest for group 8‘ (40.20 kg per hectars).
Considersble variation was noticed ameng holding sise groups
in the use of phosphatic fertilisers as well as potassic fer-

tilisers though in the later case the rate of use wvas even
higher than the recommendation.



Table 6.13. Use of resources per hectars
varieties sise groupwise)

8?87

(Puncha-high yielding

Growps Uit 8, 8 By 8, S5, Aversge
Family

labour hrs

Men 37.%50 40.00 25.00 10,00 5,00 16.51
Women 77.50 22.%0 ’5'00 5.00 - 10.3%4
Hired human hArs ‘

labour

Men 12.50 72.% 63%.00 47.50 62,50 65.02
Women 942.50 957050 9%0.00 947.50 957.50 950.42
Total human

labour hrs

Men 50,00 112,50 90,00 57.50 67.50 81,53
Women 1020.00 990.00 945,00 952.50 957.50 960.76
Bulloek ' ' ' .

Tractor - . . . .
labour hrs Of54 F 47 9,78 4.53 4.9%
Seeds kg 124,05 121,75 136,45 114,95 129,08 127.87
Yertilisers kg : ‘

Nitrogen 58. 50 62.73 5;810 53 40,20 46,68 51.37
l‘halph'orul 52.20 41,0% 29.95 16.25 22,60 27.2%

40,85

52.05 49.00




Table 6.14. Use of resourees per heotare (Puncha-HYVs

income groupwies)

88

@roups Unit & Zﬂ | Isk '14 15 Average
Tanily labour hrs
Men 5$.00 15,00 17.50 12,50 6.50 16.51
Women 25.00 %0,00 10,00 0.98 - 10.%4
Hired human
labour hrs
Men 75.00 65.00 57.50 55.00 70.70 55002
Total human
labour hrs
Men 90.00 80,00 7%.00 67.50 77.20 81,53
Women 825.00 1005.00 552.50 826.26 1047.2% 960.76
Bulleok : .
Tractor . , ' :
labour hrs 0.5% 6.12 8.92 9.55 1.80 4.9%
Seeds kg 131,00 137.15 112.63 122,40 1%4.15 127.87
Yertiliserss kg |
Phosphorus 35.55 34.0% 22,55 23,33 26.20 27.25
Potash ' 54.80 27.68 42,50 70,70 51.65 49.00

-
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The utilisatien eof family labour in various income
groups showed similar trend as that of the holding sise
groups as shown by Table §.14., Use of hired human labour
vas not seen to vary much with inorease in .moone - it wvas
around 65 man hours in the oase of male labour and around
950 hours in the case of feaale labour., The use of bulleck
labour showed a decreasing trend w.nh inorease in income,
the average being 34.40 hours. The quantity of seeds used
414 not differ much between the different income groups.

- None ot» the groups were found to be using the reco-
maended dose of nitrogenous fertilisers. lMoreover, there
was considerable variation in tﬁtmnr use among inceae
groups. It is therefore reascnable to assume that level of
farming income 4id not influence fertiliszer use. JFarmers in
I5 found to be using the largest quantity of nitrogenocus
fertiliser, 56,98 kg which is also less than the recommended
quantity.

4) Loeal Varieties during Puncha season

The use of the reascurces - hbo\u'._ ssed naterial and
fertilizers for puncha loeal varisiies are shown in Tadle 6,15,
Here also decreasing use of family labeur was seen with
regard to male and feasle labeur in the incresse of holding
- size, Hired male 1abonr use also deoreased with inorease
in the sise. Hired rm lnhnr remained sluost the same



Table 6.15. Use of resources per hestare (Puncha-loocal varieties
sise groupvise)

Groups Unit 8, 52 85 84 85 Average

Family labour hrs

Women 120.00 12,50 5.00 12,50 5.00 8.59
Hired human

labour hrs

Total human

labour hre

Men 197.%50 T7.50 77.50 95,00 70.00 78.59
Women 1157.50 1055.00 942.50 1075.00 1022.50 1029.27
Bulloek labour hrs 60,00 67.50 37.50 42,50 42.50 42.21
Tragtor labeur hrs - 1.17 5.56 0.42 6.23 5.99
Tertilizerss kg

Nitrogen 43.55 36.23 25,98 32.08 26.50 28,91
Phospherus - 12,33  14.38 20.38 17.63 17.10

Potash - 15.65 14-.98 31 75 33.88 28.78

P -
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sxoept in B, vhere it wvas the lovest smounting to 937.5 hours -
the average being 1020,68 hours. While bullock labeur
deoreased with holding sise, trastor use inoreased with
inecrease in aize of holdimg. Utilisation of seeds per hec-
tare shoved little variation among groupe ~ the average use
worked out to 127.85 kg.

Only farsers in the mmallest sixze cron§ wvas found te
be using the reeommended dose of nitrogencus fertiliser of
40 kg per hectare. The average use of nitrogenocus fertiliser
vas 28,91'kg and that was 27.73 per eent less than the re-
commended dose. The average use of phosphatic fertiliser
vorked out to 17.10 kg, which was 14,50 per cent lover than
the recommended dose. In £ no farmer vas seen using phos-
phatic and potassic fertilisers for local varieily paddy
during puncha., With regard to potassic fertilisers, the
average use was 43%.90 per cent hikhcr than the recomnended
dose of 20 kg per hectare,

, Among the various income groups (Table 6.16) the male

family labour use vas the highest in the first income group
(25 man hours) and female family labeur highest in I,

(25 hours). The averages vere 8.77 and 8.%59 hours respestively.

- Hired male labour was the highest in I, (107.5 hours) and
female labour in I4 (1205 hours). The respective averages

wvere 69.82 hours and 1020.68 heurs. While tractor powver was



Table 6.16. Use of resources per heotares (Puncha-local varieties
income groupwise)

@roups Unit I, Iz 13 I 4 15 Average
Family labour hrs

Men 25.00 10,000 10,00 - 2.50 8.77
Women 5.00 250” 10000 - - 8.59
Hired human

labour hrs

Total humsn ’

labour hrs

Women 1210.00 890.00 10%2,00 880,00 1050.00 1029.27
Bulloek labour hrs 62.50 62.50 40,00 30.00 40.00 42,21
Tractor labour hrs - 1011 ’056 0142 ‘ 6.25 ’o”
Seeds kg 102,95 139.75 131,13 129,50 125,70 127.8%
Fertiliserss kg

Phosphorus 9.4% 17.43 26.%58 - 11.7% 17.10

28.78

92
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found to be increasing with the inocreass in income, the
bullock labeur was found te desrease with increass in
income ~ the average of esah being 3.99 hours and 42,21
heurs respectively. BSeed rate remained almost the same
among the different inceme groups.

None of the groups were found to use nitrogenocus
fertilisers upto the recomasnded dose. The lowest level of
uee was in I, (23 kg) whieh is 42.50 per oent lower than
the recemmended dose. The use of phosphatiec fertilisers
vas very lov (9.45 kg) in I, and higher than the reccamended
dose in I, (26.58 kg). In I,, the use of petash vas also
very lov (8.40 kg) and in 1‘ it vas more than double (45 kg)
the recommended doses) 20 ke

eld tput ad
a) Righ Yielding Varieties during Mundsksn season

| The holding sisevise and inceme groupvwise yield and
‘output of high yielding varieties is given in Table 6.17.
Average yield was found to be 33,58 quintals. Yield shows
mueh difference among the sise greups. .‘H wvas found to be

the highest in 8y (39.99)quintals) and the lowest in 8,

(21.08 quintals). Byprodust contributes 19.39 per ceat of

the total receipt. The contributien of main product to tetal
receipt was found to be the highest in By (82,92 per eemt).
Total receipt was recorded to bi the highest in B3 (Rs.7885.20)



e L

Table 6.17. Yield and output of paddy per hectars -
Mundakan hish.rtnll&ac'vuriotio-
Bise groups 84 2 B,ﬁ 84 85 Average
Yield in ’ ot '
Outputs
a) Main pro- 3372.73 4855.17 6400,51 4200.00 5469.03 5344.16
duot (Rs) (77.13) (82.92) (81,17) (80.77) (80.19) (80.61)
b) !¥£§:§“°‘ 1000.00 1000.00 1484.69 1000.00 1350.72 1285,82
(22.87) (17.08) (18.83) (19.23) (19.81) (19.39)
Total receipt 4372.7% 5855.17 7885.20 5200.00 6819.75 6629.98

(100,00) (100.00)(100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100,00)

Income groups 11 Ia I, I4 15 Average
Yield in L ‘ ‘ . =
quintals 25.76. 31.41 36.12 35.04 33.58
Outputs
a) Main pro- 4124,10 - 5026,0% 5779.29 5550.,16 5344.16
duet (Rs) (80.48) (83.04) (77.98) (80.32) (80.61)
b) Byprodust 1000,00 - 1026.81 1632.14 1359,77 1285.82
(Rs) (19,52) (16.96) (22,02) (19.68) (19.39)
Total receipt 5124.10 -~ 6052.84 T411.4 g g 6629,.98

(Figures in parentheses are persentages to total)
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wvhich is 80,33 per oent higher than that of the lowest in
8, (Rw.4372.73). The yield and output for the income groups
are also shown in Table 6.17. !hi yield and output showed
no consistent relationship.

b) Loocal Varieties during Mundakan sesson

Table 6.18 shews the yield and output of loeal
varieties of paddy cultivated during mundakan. The average
yield vas 25.79 quintals per heotere. Yield was found to be
the highest in S, (24.23 kilsgraas) and the lowest in 8,

(21 quintals). The propertien of main product and bypreduwot
to total returns vas found ¢ be 78.24 per cent am‘l 21.76
per cent, their respective value being Rse.3962.80 and
Rs.1101,82. The proportien of value of main preduct %o
total receipt wvas found to be the highest in 5g (79.69) and
the lovest in 5, (74.83 per esent). On an average the total

output was found to be Rs,5064.62.

The various income groups did net shov any constant
pattern vith regard to yield -~ the highest yield was in
1o (28.52 quintals) and the lowest in I, (19.38 quintals).
The eontribution of byproduet to total returns varied froa
25,55 4n I, to 20.33 in I,. The total returns also showed
wide variation ameng the income groups ~ the highest receipt
vas in Iy (R8.5994.56) and the lowvest in I, (Rs.4165.38).

Comparing the high yielding varieties with loscal



Table 6.18. Yield and output of dy per hectare -
' Mundakan loeal varieties

- - -

Sise groups 84 By 8’ 84 85 . "
Yield in ,

quintals 21.00 24,23 23.80 23.22 24.01 23,79
Outputs '

2) Main pro- 3568.75 3814.31 4165.00 3866,69 4026.61 3962.80
duot (Rs) (78.11) (78.29) (76.92) (74.8%) (79.89) (78.24)

b) Byproduet 1000,00 1057.91 1250,00 1300.48 1026.38 1101.82
of (Rs) (21.89) (21.71) (23.08) (25.17) (20,31) (21.76)

Total receipt 4568.75 4872.22 5’ 5.00 5167.17 2.99 5064.62
(100,00) (100,00) (100,00) (100 00) (100.00) (100,00)

Income groups 11 12 I3 I‘ I5 Average
Yield in .

quintals 19.35 23.75‘ 28,52 21.80 21.49 23.79
Outputs

) Main pro- 3165.38 3918.75 4734.11 3767.68 3543.15 3962.80
duct (Re) (75.99) (79.67) (78.97) (74.45) (79.21) (78.24)

5) Byprodust 1000,00 1000.00 1260.45 1292,68 930,06 1101,82
(Re) (24.01) (20.33) (21.03) (25.55) (20.79) (21.76)

Total receipt 4165.38 4918.75 5994.56 5060.36 4473.21 5064.62
(100,00) (100,00) (190.00) (100.60) (100 00) (100,00)

(Pigures in parentheses are percentages to total)
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verieties cultivated during the Mundakan season it oan be
seen that high yielding wvarieiies gave 40 per cent higher
yield than the local varjeties, Preoporiional contribution
of byproduet to total output was 19,39 per ocent for high
yielding varieties and 21.16 per cent in the ocase of local
varisties. Even though the yield difference was 41.15 per
cent, the total returns was 30.91 per cent higher in high
yielding varieties than the local varieties. This diffe-
rence can be attributed teo the higher price of the loscal
varieties for both main preduct and byproduct.

Among sise groups, the proportienal contribution to
tetal returns of bypredust was found to be higher in the
case ;t local varieties than the high yielding varieties,
it is of the order of 17 %o 22 in high yielding varieties
irh.tlo in loeal varieties 20 %o 25 per oent,

e) High yielding varieiies during Puncha season

Inforaation on yield and output of puncha high yielding
varieties of paddy, both asise groupvwise as wvell as income
groupwise is presented in Table 6.19. The average yield per
heotare wvas found to be 33,82 quintals which was valued at
Rs.5275.56. Both yield and output of paddy were the highest

for the farmers in 8, (35.67 quintals and Rs.5423.66) and



Table 6.19,

Puncha high yielding varieties

Yield and output ¢f paddy per hectare -

~2¢ 98

-

Sise groups 81 | 82 8, s‘ 85 Average
Yield in | , _
outputs ' |
a) Main - 5423.,66 5579.04 5131,04 5298,486 5241.46 5275.56
duct (Rs) (85.49) (83.70) (81.10) (83.24) (80.76) (81,75)
b) Byproduet 920,80 1086. 95.7 1066.78 1248,37 1177,92
(Rs) (14.51) (186.30) (18,90) (16.76) (19.24) (18,29%)
Total receipt 5344 46 6665.81 6326,83 6565.25

(1 00.00) (100.00) (16@;00

6489.87 6457.48
(100,00) (100.00) (100,00)

Income groups I, I, I, I‘ I5 Average
Yield in ry
quintals 33.36  32.01 35.»31 33,35 33,30  3%.82
Outputs
) Main 4973.80 4815.40 5310,06 5284.06 5571.62 5275.56
duct u) (78.68) (81.81) (83.81) (79.71) (82.46) (81.75)
b) Byproduct 1348.03 1070.65 1025,71 1345.01 1185.41 1177,92
(Re) (21,32) (18.,19) (16.19) (20.29) (17.54) (18.95)

Total reeceipt

.6321,83 886,03 6335.7T7 6629.07
(100.00) (100.06)(1%.00)(100.00) (100.00) (100.00)

6757.0%

6453.48

(Figures in parentheses are peresntages to total)
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the lovest in 5,. The sentribution of hWypreduct to total
output wvas 18,25 per cent an an average. 7The contribution
of main produet to the tolal output is seen to deoreass
with inorease in the sise of the holdings. On an average
the income from bypredusts amounted to Es.1177.92 per
hectare, '

Among the income mu,n_ the propertiional contribution
of main product to tetal outyput was found to be the highest
in I, (85.81 per oent). !ohl output vas found to increase
with inorease in inocome exeept in I, (Rs.5886.05) whioch had
the lowest, the highest value being Rs.6757.03 in 15.

\
d) looal varieties during Punsha season

Table 6.20 shows the yield and output of the loosl
varieties. On an average it was 25.89 quintals per heotare -
30.6% per eent less than thst recorded by the high yielding
varfeties. Yield was found %o be decrsasing vith inorease
in holding sise, Highest yield vas recorded by By (33.26
quintals) which wvas 28.47 per esmt higher than the aversge
and 37.89 per cent higher than the lowest yield of 24,12
quintals vhich was obtained by 3.5. This higher yield may de
due to natural improvementis in lecal varieties. The main
product-byproduct ratio in its contribution to total returas
was found to be 331, their walues being Rs.4144.96 and
Rs,1334,22. Total receipt vas the highest in 8¢ (Rs.7001.29)
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Table 6.20. Yield snd output ox nnlqy per hectare - Puneha
-~ - loeal variesties

Sise groups 8, 5, By 's‘ 8 Average
Yield in , ‘
Outputs

O) Main (- Dl 5495.21 42“031 ,“1087 4843015 5858096 41“t9‘
duot (Rs) (78.50) (75.1%) (73.88) (78.68) (74.64) (7%5.6%)

») oduct 1505.08 1409,79 1393.8% 1312,54 1311.39 1534,22
abel (Re) (21.50) (24,8 g agna) (21.32) (25.36) (24.35)

Total receipt 7001.29 5674.10 5333.70 6155.30 5170.35 5479.18
(100,00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100,00) (100.00)

S

Income groups 11 xz I, I‘ I5 Average
Yield in _ y |

quintals 27.10  26.77 26,27 26.2% 24,28 25.89
Outputs

dast Lhe) (112310 8152490 C15.51) (79.38) (740745 (75:68)

b) Byproduct 1281,97 1404,10 1380.49 1100,00 1312.79 1354.22
v (Rs) (22.89) (24.59) (24.6 g (20.75) (25.26) (24.39%)

Total receipt 5600. 54 5709.17 $%91.70 35300.00 79.18
° ’ (100.00) (100.00) ?196.06) (100.00) (160.00) {‘00.00)

(Figures in parsntheses are pesreentages to total)
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snd the lovest in 8, (Rw.5170,35), the difference of the
order of 35.41 per cent,

Among the income myt.' the yield and the total
receipt wvere found to deerease with increase in income.
Yield was 27.10 quintals in I, while 1% vas 24.28 quintals;
11.61 per cent Jmnr, in I,. The total receipt was the highest
in I, (R8.5709.17) vhieh vas 9.84 per eent higher than the
lovest recorded in I, (Re.5197.72).

Comparing the yield of high yielding varieties with
local varieties during the puncha season it wvas found that
the yield was 30.63 per eent higher in ithe former than the
later. The contribution of the byproduct to total receipt was
18.25 per eent in the high yielding varieties vhile it was
24.35 per cent for looal varieties, BEven though the yield
difference was 30,63 per eemt, the difference in the value of
main preduct between these varieties was only 27.28 per cent,
the reason vas the higher pries realised for loocal varietly
paddy. The wvalue of total eufput was only 17.78 per ceat
higher in the high yielding varietiies than the local varieties.

W
st of duction

. The oost of preduction per quintal of paddy vas werked
oeut, both for puncha as well as for mundaksn snd are represented
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in Tables 6.21 and 6.22. The cost C inoludes the value of
paddy paid as wvages for harvest, The grain yield recorded
also includes the quantity given as wages for the harvest.
Henes deduction of the value of grains attributed to harvest
and the quantity of grain given as wages from the yield are
done for adjustment., JFrom the resultant cost, the cost of
produeing the grains vas arrived at by subsiractiing ithe value
of byproduot from the total cost. The sost per quintal was
worked out on the total cost including rental value of land
and for excluding rental value., ZTo obtain the cost for pro-
ducing paddy, excluding the rental value of land, the ameunt
of rental value agscounted by grain alone was deducted.

The cost of production of high yielding varieties on
an average during Mundakan season vas found to be Rs.73.13
at cost ¢ and exclusive of rental value of land, it was only

Rs.35.51,

The gnt of producing local varieties wvas found to be
higher than that of high yielding varieties (Re.86.21)at
cost C and gR-.47.53 at cost excluding rental value on an
average. |

For Puncha high yielding varieties the cost of pro-
duction per quintal was found to be Re,104.29 at total cost.

But exelusive of rental value of land, it was only Rs.67.78
por quintal of paddy. The cost of production was found to be
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Table 6.21. Cost of production of paddy per quintal - Mundakan
(in rupees)

S8ise groups B, 8y 85 A 85  Average

High yielding varieties
At total cost 156,09  91.65 60.44 89,35  68.05  75.1%

At aost ex-
_ol:’ing rental 118,75 54.38 22.63 52,01 30.36 35.51
value

Inoome groups 11' I, Iy | I, '15 Average
At total cost 10’029 - 8%.49 5%.72 69 9% 5.1

At cost exclu- ‘

ding rental 65.94 - 45.97 17.69 32.34 35.51

value

Loosl varieties

8ise groups 81 82 »83 B‘ 35 Average

At total cost 111070 970‘0 64071 790‘7 86.60 “021
At cost exclud-~-

value
Ineome groups I b ‘15 I‘ I5 Average

At cost execlud-

value




Table 6.22. Cost of produstien of paddy per quintal - Puncha

- - | (in rupees)
fise groups 81 82 83 g 4 85 Average
High yielding varjeties | . '
At total cost 128.29 114.67 117.34 104.29 91,61 104.29
At oost exclud- ' " |

ing rental 102,36 77.49 80,67 68,01 55.27 67.78
value

Income groups I1 12 IS ' 14 15 Avurugc
At total cost 106,65 116.3%8 101,00 98.24 102.80 104.29
At cost exclud~

ing rental 71.63 81,30 67.30 60.77 63.79 67.78
value

lgeal varieties

8ize groups 8y 82. S’, 8‘, 85 Average
At total cost 127.76 113.26 111.94 109.73 118.97 115.%0
At cost ex-

rental value

Income groups 11 12 I, I‘ : 15 Average
At %otal cost 111,95 106.59 112.64 101,17 126.63 115.,%0
At cost exclud~-

ing rental 74.52 68.71 75.59 62.14 T7 .44

value

88.86

I ot
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decreasing vith increase in the sise of holding. At total
cost exoluding rental value of land, it varied from Rs.102,.%6
in the saallest holding sise group to Rs.55.27 in the largest
holding sise group. No omi-imt relationship wvas found
between gross farming income and cost per quintal of paddy.

Por local varieties the ocost per quintal was found to
be higher than that of high yielding varieties, On an ave-
rage the cost per quintal amounted to Rs.115.30 at total cost
and Rs.77.44 at total cost excluding rental value of land,
The cost was found to be decreasing with increase in sise of
holding except in the highest holding size. As in the ocase
of HYVs, here also sise of family inceme 4id not show any
influence on cost per quintal. '

Averaging the cost of production for both the seasens,
the cost of preduction of high yielding varieties of paddy
amourited to R2.98.16 per quintal at cost C and it was only
Rs.51 770 at total cost excluding remtal value. For local
varieties the cost of preduction was found to be Rs.10%.99
at ocost C and Rs.68.04 at total cost exeluding rental value
of land, |

b) Income from paddy cultivatiien

It is commonly believed that the ocultivation of paddy
these days results in loss. It will therefore be of interest
t0 understand the returns from ocultivation. There are



different measures vhich ean be used to evaluate farm profits.

The income measures that are used in this study are (1) Net
income at cost G, (11) Net imocme exoluding rentsl value of
land, (1i1) Farm business inccme, (iv) Family labour income
and (v) Farm invesiment income. The benefit-cost ratio was

also worked out.

Table 6.23% presents the various income measures vorked

out for Mundakan high yielding varieties. Profit at all ecost

levels wvas found to be the highest in 85 and lowest in 81\.

Net income on an average at cost C was found to be Re,2443.38
and at cost exoluding rental value, Rs.3769.38. Average fara

business income, family labour income and farm investaent
income worked out to Rs,.3830.21, Rs.2480.25 and Rs.379%.%4
respsctively. On an average, the benefit~cost ratio at cost
vas found to be 1,58. The highest raiio was in 84 (1.75)
followed by SS (1.63), 84 and 82 (1.44 each) and the lowest
in 8, (1.02). On sn average the bensfit-oost ratio st eost
excluding rental value of land was worked out to 2.3%2,

Among the income groeups, profit was found to be the
highest in I, and the lowest in I, at all cost levels. The
benefit cost ratios were 1,75 and 1.32 for I‘ and I, respec-
tively at oost C,

Teble 6.24 shows profit at various cost levels for
Mundakan leoal wvarieties. 7The net inceme at cost C on an

c .



Measures of income and bemefit-cost ratios for

Table 6.2%.
©~ High Yielding Varieties - Mundakan (1n rupess)

Bise growps o 8, sg' ’g! 3* 85 Average
Net inoome - . .
at cost C 70.65 1781.09 3372.20 1589.69 2629.88 2443.38
ot inoome o 1745.40 2952.12 4949.24 2699.68 3993.03 3769.38
cluding rental
value ,
Fara business »
inoome 1057.71 3031.91 5026.68 2811.19 4028,0% 38%0,21
Tanily lsbour 516,86 1827.79 3423.22 1752.18 2647.17 2480.25
Fara invest~ : . ,
ment inoome 811,50 2985.21 4975.66 2648.69 4010.74 3793.34
Benefit-cost . . ‘
ratio at :;t‘l 1.02 T.44 1.75 Tob4 1065 ‘1.58
eost
At cost exclud~-
ing rental 1.21 2.02 2.69 2.02 2,42 2.32 -
value of lsnd
Income groups I, I, Iy I Iy  Average
Net income | - ‘ ,
at Coat C 1254.13 2050.24 3169.87 2612.66 2443.%8
B o

oos - _ ,
exeluding  2218+93 3260.81 4652,16 3994.65 3769.38
‘rental value
Fara business -
income 2474.48 3328.79 4728.97 4924-71 5@30.21
Yemily labour -
income 1412.26 2099.53 3230.58 2619.81 2480.25
Yara invest- - '
Benefit-cost
ratios at
a) total cost 1.32 - 1.51 1.75 1.61 1.58
b) cost exslud~ 1,80 - 2,17 . 2,69 2,31 2,32

;;: rental

sl



' Table 6.24. Measures of inoeme and benefit-cest ratios for

loocal varietiss - Mundakan

108

- of lend

1.84

- (in rupees)
Sise groups 81 82 : 85 8‘ 85 Average
Net income ; %0
at cost O 1019.52 1419.04 2250,02 1716.51 1673.58 163%7.92
{o:ainnal: at

- to cos
exoluding 2083.27 2393.48 9393.02 2749.94 2684.18 2653.41
rental value
o ug IROSS 238375 2475.29 3392.77 2780.63 2701.89 2692.40
Teally 1aboWr 1253,90 1467.76 2283.35 1728.49 1673.58 1652.95
Tara investi~
ment income 2149.3%7 2‘26'57, $359.44 2768.75 2701.89 2677.37
Benefit-cost
ratios at
a) total cost 1.28 1.41 1.7 1.50 1.50 1.48
b) cost exolud-
ing rental value 1.84 1.97 2.60 2.14 2.1% 2.10
of land ‘ '
Inceme groups I, I, I3 I‘ 15 | Average
Ket inocome
at cost C 1244.%4 1101,39 22%8.14 1940.65 1151.38 1637.92
Net inoon: at ‘
total cost ex- , .
oluding rantalz169'72 2085.14 3457.0%5 2952.72 2046.02 2653.41
value
::f- business »341,76 2364.09 3489.52 2971.87 2068.93 2692.40
rx;& 18BoUr 1378.96 1351.39 2271.72 1943,70 1151,38 1652.95
Pora invest~- ,
ment inoome 2207.14 2114.09 3475.74 2968.82 2068.9% 2677.37
lcnntit-:ost '
ratios a
‘) total eost 1.43 1.29 1.60 1.62 1035 1.48
b) ecost exelud-
ing rental valne 209’ 1.74 2.36 2.40 2,10

«
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average vorked out to Rs,.1637.92. The prefit was found to
be the highest in 8, and the lowest in 8.‘. Re.2692.40,
Rs.1652.95 and Rs.2677.37 vere the farm business inoome,
family labour income and fara investmaent inocome respectively,
on an average. The benefit-cost ratio at eost C wvas 1.48 on
an sverage. The highest ratio vas recorded in 8, (1.71)
folloved by 5, and 8 (1.50), 8, (1.41) =nd 8, (1.28), The
benefit~gcost ratio at cost exoluding rental value of land

on an average was worked out to 2,10,

Among the income groups profit was found to be the
highest in I.’ snd the lowest in 15 at all cost levels. The
benefit-oost ratio was found to be the highest in I‘ (1.62)
and the lowest in I, (1.29).

The high yielding varieties wvere found ito be more
profitable than the local varjeties at all cost levels, com-
paring the average values, But in 81, 84 and I.5 the 1Vs
were found to be more profitable than the HYVs,

In Table 6.2% is shown the different messures of pro-
it ocultivating high yielding varieties during Puncha both
sise groupwise and incoae groupwin as wéll as the benefit-
cost ratios. Profit at all cost levels was found to be the
lewest in 84 and the higho‘-t in 85. Net income at cost C
vas found to be Re.1494.37 per hectare on an average. Net
income vas found to be the lowest in B, (Rs.415.26) and the



iihlo 6,25, Messures of income and benefit-cost ratios for
high yielding varietiss ~ Puncha

(in rupees)
8ise groups 81 8, s, 8‘ 85 Average
at'cost 0. 415.26 132839 1088.87 1493.98 1842043 1434.37
I e '

coss% ex- ;
oluding rental 1064+15 2661.55 2354.24 2767.03 3140.40 2785.06
value
’1;'“:"“‘"' 1957.28 2832.74 2455.89 2812,94 3172.14 2863,9%
ml‘““’ 622.29 1466.49 1164,10 1520.88 1856.46 1549.28
Fara invest~
ment inecme 1750.25 2694.64 2380.66 2786.04 3158.11 2809.02
Benefit-cost
ratios at
a) total cost 1.07 1.2% 1.21 1.51 1.40 1.%50
b) cost exclud~-
ing rental value 1 36 1.66 1.59 1.77 1.94 1.76
of land
Income groups 1, 12 13 14 15 Average
Net inoome 4
at eost C 1205.72 9%4.99 1355.64 1707.79 1842.65 1494.%37
lo:ainaon: st
total ocos
rental value
’x::-:"m" 2685.40 2214.04 2693.34 3081.58 3233.60 2863.93
"". 1y 1aBour y3g3.61 1007.88 1407.50 1737.67 1859.28 1549.28
Fara invest- :
ment income 2507.51 2141.15 2641.48 3051,70 3216.97 2809.02
B‘:::lf‘:?lt
ratios a
.) total cost 1.24 1.19 1.27 1-35 1031 1.%50
b) cost excluding
rental value 1‘64 1.56 1371 1090 ‘ 1.1‘

of land

1.84
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highest in B, (Rs.1842.43) which vas 3 times higher tasn

84 and 23.29 per cent higher than that of the average., JNet
inoome at cost excluding reatal value vas found to be
Rs.2785.06 on an average. In general, the sise groups shew
an inereasing trend with regard to the wvarious income mea~
sures. The average farm business income, family labour
income and farm invesiment income were found to be Rs.2863.93,
Re.1549.28 and Rs,.2809,02 respectively. The bensfit-cost
ratio vas generally found t¢ inereass with inorease in sise,
The average value vas recorded to be 1.3, the highest in 85

Among the jincome groups the profit at all cost levels
vas found to be the highest in I, and the lowest in I,.
Benefit~cost ratios did net shov any consistent pattera.

The various inoome messures for the cultivation of
looal varjeties during Puncha is givea in Tadle 6.26. The
net income at cost C wvas Rs.980.91 on an average. The pro-
fit at all cost levels was found to decrease with an increase
in sise vith the excepiion ef 8,. The net income vas found ‘
to be the highest in 8, (Rs,1323.81) vhieh was 34.96 per oemt
higher than the average ana 60.48 per cent higher than the
lowest recorded by 85 (Rs.824,92). | Average profit at total |
sost exoluding rental value of land was Rs.2076.75 per hectare,
The fara business income and family ladbeur inesme worked out
0 B».2135.58 and Rs.1016.47 ﬂ%ﬂﬁh. Benefit-cost ratie



Table 6.26.

local varieties - Puncha

Measures of inceme and benefit~cost raties for

ing rental value 1,65
of land . ,

. — (in_rupees)
S8ise groups 31 82 8, B‘ 85 Average
bet ineoR®  1077.38 1046.69 1023.63 1323.81 824.92 980.91
::t 1noan: at
tal cost ex~ ,

oiading r«nta12417'16 2181,51 2090.77 25%4.87 1858,99 2076.75
value

Thragousiness 2665.63 2250.48 . 2154.26 2627.92 1899.04 2135.58
TasLly 18bour 4399.35 1082.57 1060.70 1377.85 847.26 1016.47
Jara invest-

ment inoome 2543.86 2214.60 2117.19 2573.88 1876.70 2100,02
Dﬂ::tit-:a-t

Fasions a

a) total sost 1,18 1.23% 1.24 1.27 1.19 1.22
b) cost exclud-~

m rental value 1.55 1.62 1.“ 1.71 1.56 1.61
of land

Income groups I, I, 15 14 I5 Aversge
Net income

at ooat O 1093.63 12%2.72 1003.65 1266.48 686.54 980.91
et

0o ! ,

exoluding 2213,74 2374.55 2121,99 2326,48 1726.08 2076.75
rental value

{;ﬁ:_:“'*”"' 2321.82 2455.70 2186.78 2342.58 1757.96 2135.56
i::ti: labeur 1164,29 1282,92 1049.75 1266.48 695.51 1016.47
Farn invest~ 2251,16 2403.50 2140.68 2342.58 1748.99 2100,02
ment income

Bynefit-cost

ratios at y .

a) total cost  1.24 1.28 1.22 1.39 1.18% 1.22
b) cost exolud- ,

1.71 1.61 1.78 1.50 1.61

-



wvas found to be the highest in 84 (1.27) follewed by 8,
(1.24), 8, (1.2%), 85 (1.,19) and 8, (1,18) which was the
lowvest. Among the income groups, the net income at cost C
vas found to be the highest in I, (Rs.1266.48) and the lowest
in Ig (Re.686.54).

Comparing the local and high yielding varieties in
Puncha, the profit was found to be lesser in the case of
loocal varieties than the high yielding varieties. The net
income was found to be 52.35 per ecent higher for HYVs. Bene-
fit-cost ratio at cost C was 1,22 in the case of LVs as
against the HYVs vith benefit-cost ratio of 1.30. In all
the groups exoepting 81 and 12 the high yielding varieties
vere found to be more profitable.

The high yielding varieties of paddy grown during
the Mundakan season was found to feteh more profit per heo-
tare than that of puncha. The net profit at cost C wvas
63.51 per cent higher during Nundaksn. The reason may be
attributed to the higher cost of cultivation during Puncha
mainly on account of irrigation, fertilizers and plant pro-
tection expenses. The benefii-cost ratio at cost C was worked
out to 1,56 in Mundakan as sgainst 1,30 in Puncha. |

The local varieties cultivated during Mundakan was also
found to be more profitable than that of similar varieties
in Puncha. The net income was found to be 66.29 per cent



higher than that of Puncha, The benefit-cost ratio vas
1.48 for Mundaken leoeal varieties, wvhile that for Puncha
vas only 1.22,

COCONUT

Coconut is estimated to be grown in 2610 heotares in
the block and is an important cash erop. Only annual main-

tenance is carried out for the orop.

The operations start with the onset of monsoon. The
basins arcund each palm are cleared of weeds and opened wup
g0 a8 to enable application of manures and fertilisers..
Usually green leaf, vherever available, scae quantity of
fertilizers and ash are applied and the basins are covered.

By Janwary, the basins are again oleared and opened
so as to enable irrigation. Generally the palas are irriga-
ted two to three times a veek for about five months.

Harvesting of nuts are usually onoe in 45 to 60 days
(fortyfive days during summer and sixiy days during rainy
season). In an year, there oan be 7 to 8 harvests.

Area oy 60 4

The ares under coconut in the sample as & whole vas
found to be 44,35 hectares on an average. The per fara area

under cocomut was found to be inoreasing with an incresse in
the sise of the holdings as well as the inoome of the farmer,



Table 6.27. Area under cocemmt

(in heotares)
I II I11 Iv A J Average |
Groups Total Per Total Per Total Per Total Per Total Per Total Per

ares fara arsa farm area farm area fara area farn area fara

A 8ise groups 1,66 0.12 6.90 0,26 T.72 0.35 4.99 0.58 235.09 0.96 44.35 0.44
B. Income groups 3.98 0.17 6.65 0.29 11.78 0.51 4.26 0.47 17.68 0.80 44.35 0.44

Table 6.28. Cost of maintenance per hectare of cocomut '
(in rupees)

troups S Ix - m Iv v Aversge
A. Sise 6445.77  6788.56 6206.43 6372.46 6210.54 6330.79
-groups
B. Ineone s
gronps  5279:02  T151.31 5846.63 6514.37 6280.11 6330.79

gtl
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The average area under sosomnt vorked out to 0.44 heotare
per farm. The table 6.27 shews the area under coconut in
sise groups and inocome greups.

A, Cost of nuntdnnec of cooonut

The cost of maintenance of cocommt per heotare vas
worked out both inputwise as well as eperationwise and is
given as Appendix tables II.17 to 1I.20.

The average cost of uﬁin‘hm« was vorked out to
Re.633%0.79 (Table 6.28). Among the various holding sise
groups, the highest cost was recorded against B, (Rs.6788.56)
which vas 7.25 per cent higher than the average cost. The
cost of maintenance ger hectare among the sise groups as well
as the income groups varied and no definite trend was seen.

Among the various inputs used, manures accounted feor
the largest proportion of total expenditure followed by
hired human labour (5.29 per eent) and irrigation (3.68 per
oent). Hervesting charges asccounts for about 10 per cemt
of the total cost. Imputed remtal value of land formed the
bulk of totial cost which is Rs.2778.35. The inputwise cost
of maintenanee is given in Table 6.29.

Table 6.30 shows the operationwise maintenance expen-
diture of cosonut, Among the different operations the
expenditure vas the highest om msmures and manuring (11,21
per eent) folloved by harvesting (10.78 per cent), irrigation



Table 6,29, Cost of maintenance of coconut per hectare

-

uatwise
(1np ) (in rupees)
s1. Items Cost insluding Cost excluding
No. rental value rental value of
- land
1 Hired human labour 335.20 335.20
(5.29) (9.44)
2 Seed material - _—
3. Manures 590411 590,11
4 Yertilisers 104.02 - 104.02
j ‘ (1.64) 1(2.93)
5 Plant protection 15,12 15,12
6 Irrigation 23%5.24 - 233.23
(5053) j(s 57)
7 Harvesting charges 682.37 . 682,37
(10.78) (19.20)
8 Miacellaneous 593.61 593,61
' | (9.38) (16.70)
9 Depreciation 201,52 201,52
(3.18) (5.67)
10 Interest on vorking $30,62 330.52
Cost A 3%5080 -
(48.74)
11 Rental value of land 2778,3%5 -
12 Interest on fixed 364.41 364.41
oapital (5.76 - (10.26)
Cost B 6228,5%6 -
(98.%9)
13  Family labour 102,2% 102,2
Cost C 6330.79 3552.44

(Pigures in parentheses are percentages to total)



Table 6.30. Cost of lllainlanbt of ocoeonut per heotare
(operationvise)
(in rupees)

8l.  operatiens Cost imeluding Cost exeluding

No. rental value  rental value of
land
1  Weeding and inter- 142,18 142.18
cultural eperations (2,28) (4.00)
2 Manures and 709,55 709,55
manuring (11.21) (19.97)
r’rtiu“r' and 135 Pe ‘9 1 36 . 49
appliocation (2,18) (3.84)
- 4 Plant protection 15.32 15.32
(0.23) (0.43)
5 Irrigation 76.3 376.3
1o ?5.95’ (10.59
6 Harvest 682.37 682,37
1n8 (10,78) (19.21)
7 Misoellanecus 593.61 593.61
8  Depreciation 201, 52 201,52
(3.18) (5.67)
9 Interest on working 330,62 330,62
oapital (5.22) (9.3%1)

10 Reantal value 2778435 -
of land (43.89)

11  Interest on 364.41 364.41
fixed capital (5.75) (10.26)
Total cost 6330.79 3552.44

(190.00) (100,00)

(Pigures in parentheses are percentages to total)
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(5.95 per cent) and intersultural operations (2.25 per oeat).
The expenditure on fertiliser was found to be very low (emly
2,16 per ocent) and on plant preteotion meagre (0.23 per cent).

Inputed rental wvalue of land formed the bulk of the
total cost Rs.2778.35 (43.89 per cent). The cost of main-
‘enance excluding rental value of land wvas also worked out
and is alse given in Table 6.29. 19.20 per cent of this
out of pooket expenses was ox harvesting charges, 16.70 per
cent on miseellanecus items and 16.61 per cent on manures.
The expenditure on hired human labeur, irrigation and ferti-
lizsers wvas 9.44 per cent, 6.57 per oent and 2.93 »er cent
respectively.

B. Resgurce use

Table 6.31 shows the utilinuon of various resourees
among the different holding sise groups. Family labour use
wvas found to deorease with the sise both for male and female
labour, the average being 40.56 hours and 3.06 hours res-
peotively. The hired male labeur use vas the highest in 8’
(127.5 hours) and the lovest in B, (82.50 hours). Hired
female labour was found to be the highest in 8, (20 hours)
and the lowest in 85 (12.5 hours). Compared with the ferti-
liser recommendation, the quantity of fertilizer applied was

found to be far below. The quantities of N, P and K applied
per heciare on an average vere 5,20 kg, 6.49 kg and 17.34 kg



Table 6.51. Resource use of eesonut per hectare
(sise groupwise) =

Size groups B4 ' Bé '83 84 8g Average
1. Tamily labour
(hrs) : B
1) Male 110,00 80.00 50.00 55.00 17.50 40,5
i1) Temale 17.50 10,75 - 1.05 - 1.05 3.08
2. Hired labour :
(hrs) '
1) Male 82.50 117059 ‘21-59 ’07150 140.00 128052
11) Pemale 17.50 15,00 17.50 20.00 12.50 17,22
3. Total human
labour (hrs) L :
i) Male 192,50 197.%0 177.50 162,50 157.50 169.08
ii) Yemale 35.00 25,75 18,5% 20.00 13,55 20,28
4. Pertilisers (kg) R |
Nitrogen 1.69 0,98 4.98 6.5  6.50 5.20
Phosphorus 1.9% 0.87  4.46 18.09 6.67 6.49
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Table 6.32. Resource use of sosenut per hectare
(inoome groupwise)

Income groups 1, I2 I’ 14 15 Average
1. Tamily labour
(hrs) B .
i) Male 100.00 5%.00 40.00 32,50 22,50 40,56
i1i) Pemale 5.00 5400 _ 2050 7.%0 2.50 3.06
2. Hired labour | '
(hrs) \
i) Male 82.50 122,% 115,00 152,50 145.00 128,52
i1) Yemale 17.50 17.%0 17.5%0 12,50 12.50 17.22
5. Total human |
labour (hrs)
1) Male 182,50 177.50 155.00 185.00 168.00 169.08
i1i) Pemale 22,50 22,50 20,00 20,00 25,00 20.28
4. Yertilisers (kg) " o |
Nitrogen 2.35 6.38 T.43 32.%8 1.33 5.20
Phosphorus 2.45 15.38 1.43 31.88 1.33 6.49
6.05 17.34

Potash 5,75 49.6%5 2,85 69.53




vhich was found to only. 1»63‘ per cent, 19,00 per cent and
12.75 per cent respestively of the recommended quantitiesof

et 2x130-In income classes alse family labour was found to
deorease with inorease in income, Among the income groups
better use of fertilizer use was in I‘.- 32.58 kg N, 31.88 kg P
and 69.55 kg K.

C. Returns from coconut mnﬁtm

Yield and gutput of cogomyd

The yield and output of cosconut is shown in Table 6.33,.
The average number of nuts per hectarse was found to be
9995.85. ZThe yield per heetare vas found to be the highest
in 8, (10931nuts or 54,66 nuts per palm), vhich vas found to
be 9.36 per cent higher than the average and 26.96 per cent
higher than the lewest yield obtained in S, (8610.59). The
average main product value ebtained per hectare was found to
be Rs,12107.23. On sn sverage, the proportiion of byproduet '
value to the total output was verked out to 12.85 per eent.
The total output wvas found to inerease with incresse in the
sise of the holding. '

Among the income groups the yield was found to increase
vith increase in inocome (Table 6.54). The highest yield was
recerded in Iy, vhich was found to be 11,65 per cent higher
than the average and 31.39 per sent higher than the lowest



Table 6.33. Yield and cutput ¢f sscemut (8ize groupwise)

- A -

gxso groups 81 "It B’ 84 85 Average
1. !iolq (numbers) | o
®) per heo=  9208,55 8676.99 8610.59 10951.62 10630.00 9995.83
b) Per palm 46.04  43.38  43.05  54.66  53.15  49.98
4. Byproduct(Rs) 1556.40 2069.32 1821,90 1863.30 1686.33 1764.54
ad (13.96) (16.51) (14.82) (12.90) (11.263 (12.85)
5. Total output 11150,48 12524.11 12295,90 14443.64 14971,62 13891,77

(100.00) (100,00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00) .(100.00)

(Pigures in parentheses are percentages to total)

Table 6.34. Yield and output of cesonmt (income groupwise)

s s

Income groups

11 _ I2 "I, 1‘ I5 Average

-

1. Yield (numbers)

2.

a) Per hec-
tare

») Per palm
Yalue of
preduct (

3. Yalue of

4. Total cutput 10981.48 11905.79 13391.79 13714.97 15670.13 13891,

-y P

8460.00 S4TT.50 96T7.50 9622.26 11115.31 9995.8%

42,30 42,39 48,39  48.11 55,58 49,98

9114.81 9939.74 11405,22 12410.24 13991.38 12107,
(83.00) (83.49) (85.17) (90.49) (89.29) (87.1§

1866.67 1966,05 1986,57 1304.73 1678.75 1784.5%4

(10C.00) (100.00) (100,00) (100.00) (100.00) (100,00

 (Figures in parentheses are percentages to total)



yield recorded in I, (8460 muts). The aversge value of
byproducts per hectare vas feund to bde Rs.1784.54., The
total output wvas found 4o be the highest in 15 (15670.13)
wvhich was 12,80 per eent higher than the average and 42.70
per oent higher than the lewest recorded in I, (Rs.10981.48).

D, Profitability of cooconut eultivation
a) Cost of preduction

The cost of produetion of coconut for 1000 nuts vas
vorked out and is presented in Table 6.35. Cost of produoc-
tion at cost C (total cost) was found to be Rs.454.85. It
was found to be the highest in 8, (Rs.530.99) and the lowest
in 8, (412.51), The cost of production at cost excluding
rental value of land vas found to be Rs.176.88 on an average,
the highest and the lowest value being Rs.288.77 in 5, and
Rs.145%.92 in 85 respectively.

Among the income greups the unit cost was found 4o be
the highest in I, and the lowest in J:3 at all cost levels.

b) Measures of income

Various income measurses have been worked out and are
presented in Table 6.36. The met income at cost O worked
out to Rs.7560.98 on an averags. The net income wvas found
to be mmum with inerease in sise of holdings. The
Righest net inocome was recerded in 85 (R8.8761.08) whieh is



Table 6.35. Cost of productiion ef eecomnt per 1000 nutis
(in rupees)
Bize groups 81 '2 85 8‘ 85 Average
1. Cost of produc-
tion ats-~
Cost A - 202,5% 164,98 161.73 97.66 116.54 130,19
Cost B 498,53 522,27 493.57 400.12 421.40 444.62

2. Cost excluding
of land ;

Income groups I, I, x, 14 I, Average
1. Cost of produc~-
tion ats~
Cost A 149.26 256.37 T7.69 215.67 102,33 130.19
Cost B ‘91.78 59‘0‘9 588.52 5’2-‘6 ‘08-67 444.62
Cost © 521.55 6110‘1 5’8«&85 541043 ‘1’-98 454.85

2. Cost excluding
rental value 261.94 33%0.7% 122,10 2%6.%6 1%2.01 176.88

of land
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Measures of inceme and benefit-cest ratios for

126

126

Table 6.36.
coconut
( (in rupees)
Sise growps 8, B, By 8, 85 Average
Noi imoome &% 4704.71 5535.55 6089.47 ©071.18 6761.08 7560.98
Net income at
cost exoluding  6934.81 8000.37 8554.65 10959.91 11755.40 10339.33
rental value
of land
Totoge tiness  7728,94 8823.27 9081.32 11512.84 12046.42 10805.97
Toaily labour  5003,14 5723.09 6223.88 8206.59 8805.78 7663.21
Jara invest-
aent inecme 7430.51 8635.T5 8946.91 11377.43 12001,72 10703.74
Benefit-cost
ratios at
‘) cost C | 1073 1.82 1.98 2.27 2.41 20‘9
b) cost exeluding
D) %ost exeluding . 2.65 2.85 3.28 4,15 4.66 3.91
Income groups I, 1, 13 I‘ I5 Average
Net inoome ,
.t ceat e 4702.46 4754.4@ 7545.16 7200.60 9390.02 7%60.98
oct esoloding  6898.76 T135.64 10223.52 9943.59 12524.05 10539.33
rental value of land
’1;?“‘.'"“‘“ 7652,10 7766.2% 10653.29 10535,10 12855.96 10805.97
mﬂ; lebour 4954.34 4896.28 T644.14 7T289.80 9448.97 766%.2%
Fara invest~-
i 7600.22 7624.4% 10554.31 10245.90 12795.01 10703.T4
Benefit-cost
ratios ats
a) oost C 1.75 1.66 2.29 . 221 2.50 2.19
b) cost excolud 2.69 2.50 ‘025 3.64 4.98 ,v91

rcntgl value of 1
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found to be 15.87 per oent higher than the average value

and 86.22 per oent higher than the lewest income reccrded

by 8, (R8.4704.71). All the income messures vers found te
be inoreasing with an inorease in income, The benefit-cost
ratio at cost C vas found to be 2,19 on an average with the
highest and the lovest ratios being 2.41 in 85 and 1.7% in
81 respeetively. The bensfii-~cost ratiec at cost excluding
rental value of land worked out to 5.91, on an average.

Among the income groups profit was found to be in~-
creasing vith an inorease in income at all cost levels, the
highest values in I5 and the lowest in I.,. The benefit-cost
ratio vas worked out to 2.50 in 15 vhich vas the highest
and 1.66 in I,, the lovest.

ARECANVT ‘

Compared to coconut, arecanut is witivitcd only to a
very limited extent snd generally palms in bearing stages vert
seen. The maintenance operations of arecanut starts with
veeding and opening up basins for manuring st the onset of
monsoon. Manures and green leaf are applied in the basins
and covered, During January basins are opened up again for
irrigation. Sale of nuts is generally on contract., Harvest-
ing and plant protection are carried out by the contrasters.
The information on srea under arsosnut is given in Table 6.38.
The average area under arecanut was found to be 0.05 hectare,
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Table 6.,57. Area under Arecanut

(in hectares)
S8ise groups , 81 8, 8, 84 85 Average
1) Total ares 0.31 0.80 0.8% 0.71 2.2% 4.90

i14) Per farm area 0,02 0.03 0.04 0,0% 0.09 0.0%

Income groups I, 12 Iy 1, Is  Average

i) Total area 0.75 0-76 10‘8 002” 1-64 ‘090
ii) Per farm area 0,03 0.03 0.06 0.03% 0.07 0.05

Table 6.38. Cost of maintenance of Arecanut per hectare
' (in rupees)

8ize groups 81 82 83 84 85 Average

4405.75 4885.05 4375.58 5303.75 4302.13 4565.16

Ineome groups 11 I, 13 14 15 Average

4592.,49 4892.12 4614.68 2262.74 4857.20 4565.16




s 129

Table 6.39. OCost of maintenance of arecanut per heotare
(inputwise)
ﬁ_ _ L (in rupees)
' Cost includ- Cost excluding
;:’ Itens ing rental rental value
N . - value of land
1 Hired human labour 677.33 6T7.33
’ (14.34) (19.81)
2 Seed material -
3 Manures 1093. 1093%,93%
- (25.953 (31.99)
4 Fertilizers -
5 Plant protestion ﬁ - -
6 Irr i‘lt.’.ﬂn : 375.21 376.
. (8.24) (11,00
T Miscellaneous 4 134.6 134.63
(2,95 (3.94)
8 Depreciation 201,52 201,52
(4.41) (5.89)
9 Interest on vorking 298,04 298.04
eapital (6.53) (8.72)
10 Cost A 2781.72 -
. (60.93)
11 Rental velue of land 1145.7 -
(25.10 )
12 Interest on fixed capital 364.31 364,31
(7.98) (10.66)
13 Cost B 4291,78 -
' (94.01)
14 Fanily labour charges 273.%8 273.38
: ’ (5.99) (7.99)
(100.00) (100.00)

(Pigures in parentheses are percentages to tbtal)



Table 6.40. Cost of maintensnse of aresanut per hectare
(Operationwise)
- (in rupees)
81. Operations Gtst 1nnls¢in¢ coat sxcluding
¥o. rtnsul value rental value of
land
1 Preparatory oultivation - -
2 S8eeds and sowing - -
s Weeding and inter- 481,48 481.48
oultural eperation (10.55) (14.08)
4 Irrigation 579.26 579.26
(12.69) (16.94)
5 Manures and manuring 1360,17 1560.17
(29.79) (39.78)
6 Pertiliser and - -
application
7 Plant protection - -
8 Harvesting - -
9 Misoellaneous 134.6 154.6
(2.9% (3.93%
10 Depreciation 201.52 201,52
w (4.41) (5.89)
1" Interest on working 2968.04 298.04
capital (6.53%) (8.72)
12  Rental value of land 1145.7% -
(25.10)
13 Interest on fixed 364.31 364,31
eapital (7.98) (10.66)
14 Total cost 4565.,16 3419.41
(100.00)

(100,00)

(Psigures in parentheses are percentages to total)

;‘i3313u
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The area under arecanut was found ito be increasing vwith an
inarease in sise of holding.

A. Cost of maintensance of arsesnut

The cost of uuw per hectare worked out to
Rs.4565.16 on an average. ZThe sisevise and incomewise cost
of maintenanee is shown in Table 6.,38.and in Appendix II.21 to 24

The highest cost vas rescrded by 8, (Re.5303.75) and
the lovest by 8, (Re.4302.13), Among the income groups the
expenditure was the highest in I, (Re.4892,12), 23,96 per
eent of the total cost vas secounted by manures, 14.84 per

Ac.n‘l by hired human labour and 8,24 for irrigation. The
split up of cost of maintenanece inputwise is given in
Table 6.%9.

Cost of maintenance at total cost excluding rental
value vorked out to be Rs.%419.41. Manures; hired human
labour and irrigation forms 31.99 per eent, 19.81 per eent
and 11 per oent respectively eof the total cost. Cost of main-
tenance split up at cost exeluding rental value is given in
Table 6.39.and Table 6.40.

B. Resource use

For arecanut only very limited quantities of inputs
are applied. Hired labour is the foremost ameng them.
Table 6.41 shovs the labour hours emplaeyed in arecanut



Table 6.41. Resource use in aregasnut cultivation per heotare

s
e

Size groups 84

8,

B4

8

Average

a) Family
labour(hrs)

1) Male 303.25 203.75

ii) Yemale -
b) Hired

labour(hrs)

i) Male

11) Pemale .

19.35 202.50

192.94

214.12

80,28

-

315.49

23.52

-.-

327.35

108,16

266,12

Inocome groups 11

I,

Iy

I

Average

a) Yamily
labour (hrs)

1) Nale 264.00
11) Yemale -
b) Hired labour (hrs)
i) Male 85.33

i1) Yemale -

161.84 58,11

271.05 325.68

-

25.95

-

192.59

- T70.73

-

304.88

-

108.16

266,12

- eees o



oultinuog. Fanily labeur was found to decrease with
increase in the sixe, m average being 108.16 hours. Ne
female labour was sngaged for arecanut oultivation. The
hired labour shoved wide variation among sigze groups, the
highest being in Sg (327,35 hours) and the lowest in 8,
(19.35 hours). The use of hired labour was found to in-
orease with increase in size., The use of hired human labeur
on an average was found to be 266.12 hours.

" Among the inoome groups alse the family labour vas
found to decrease with increase in inceme. Hired labour was
found to be the highest in I, (325.68 hours) and the lovest
in I, (85.53 hours).

C. Returns from arecanut ocultivation
a) Yield and output

The Ammo gross incems from arecanut was found to
be Ra.5728.74 per hutu'o.: Since most of the produce were
sold on contriet basis, tﬁo data on quantity of aresanut
produced could not be ascertained. 7The per hectare income vas
found to be the highest in §, (Rs.8361.68) which is 45.96
per ocent higher than the average and more than double the
levest value recorded by 5, (Rs.4158.29).

In moral. tl}o output wvas found to inorease with an
inerease in income. In I; it was found to be Re.7641.26
which is 38.38 per cent higher than the average Rs.5728.74.



Table 60420

Output for arecamant per hectare

134

F-

(in rupees)

8ize groups

8, )

By

54

By

Average

4320.79 4158.29 4523.64

 8361.68 6115.59 5728.74

Income groups I1

I,

13

I

Iy

Aitra;t

2259.04 7641.26 5728.74

3496.55 4345.55 5086:62

Table 6.4%. Neasures of income and btncfit«oolt ratios for
arecsnut (size groupwise)

. . | _ (in rupees)
84 8, 8y 8, S Average
1. Net income , |
at cost C ‘8“95 ’126.76 1‘300‘ 305702’ 1813046 1165058
2. Net income
at cost ex~
olndiax 779.20 104,90 902,00 ‘7’0.27 30350,3 23090”
rental value
of land , , ;
3. Yarm busi- 2024,26 1271.04 1780.13 5349.75 3341.14 2947.02
ness income
4. Temlly LabOMEG, 4o _195.98  627.93 3259.89 187170 1436.96
5, Para te J
’ ment i::::. 1274.90 740.26 13%00.26 5147.79 3282.90 267%.64
6. Benefit-cost
ratioes at A .
‘) cost © 0098 0085 1003 10% 10‘2 102’
b) total cost
excluding 1.22 1.0% 1.2% 2,30 1.99 1.68

rental value
of land




Table 6.44. Measures of 1neoﬁe and benefit~cost ratios for

areeanut (4income groupwise)

- (in rupees)

1. Net income _ - .

at covt 0 -1095.94 =546.57 1465.94 -3.70 2784.06 1163.58
2. Net income

at cost ex~

eluding  -396.63 322,54 2682,06 448,11 4312,31 2309.33

rental value

of land
S. Farmn busi-

Tory ael-, 961.68 1213.82 3168.68 816.31 4759.84 2947.02
4. Tanily ~439,09 -144.08 1621.7T 62.19 2960.63 14%6.96

labour inocone
5. Fara invest-

ment inoome J04.83 811,33 3012.85 750.42 4583.27 26T3.64
6. Benefit-const

ratios at

8) cost C 0.76 0.89 1.32 1.00 1,57 1.25

b) total cost

sxeluding =~ 4 g9 1,08  1.79 1,25 2,50 1.68

rental value
of land
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Profitab £ _arecany
a) Cost of production

Due to the unavailability of data pertaining to the
quantity of arecanut produced, eomputation of cost of pro-
duction is not attempied,

b) Measures of income

Average net inoome at cost C worked out to Rs.1163,.58
(Table 6.43). The cultivation was found to inour loss in
the lowesti size groups. The largest size groups were found to
have higher profit than the smaller sise groups. Profit at
all cost levels were found to be the highest in 84 and the
lovest in 8,. The benefii-cost ratio at cost C was found %o
be 1.25 on an average and at ocost excluding rental value of
land 1.68.

The net income at cost C was found to be the highest
in Is (80.2784.06).(Table 6.44).

BANANA

Systematic planting of banana was not found common
and it wvas planted mixed with other crops. Generally banana
cultivation was seen soattered in the garden lands. Paddy
lands are also put under banana at times., As a rainfed eorop,
planting nev suckers is undertaken during April-iay and
vherever irrigation facilities are available the oreop is



13%4

planted during Augusti-Septeaber. No definite spacing vas
seen adopted. Pite are made and filled with green leaf,
farm yard manure. Suckers are planted in these pite. JFer-
tilizers were rarely applied. In a few cases vhere it is
applied, it is given in two doses, within four months of
planting. Irrigation is given twice a veek by farmers vho
have the facilities. Plant protection measures are not
sdopted. By the time the plants putforth bunches they are
propped up to aveid dsmages. Bunches are ready for harvest
in 12 %o 14 menths from the date of planting.

Ares under bamapa

The total area under banana in the sample was found to
be only 1.15 heotares. This orop was generally ocultivated
as an intercrop. Only a few farmers were cultivating it as
8 pure crop. The area under banana is shown in Table 6.45
for both classification. |

The area under banana per farm was found to be
0.01 hectare on an average. The production of banana in
this regions is not market oriented,

A. Cost of cultivation of banana

The cost of cultivation of banans for both classifica~
tion is worked out in teras of rupees and is presented in
Appendix II.25 to II.28. R
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Table 6.45. Area under banans

Bise groups 8, 8y ' 83 LA 85 Average
i) Total area 0,07 0.35 0.16 0.19 0.38 1.15
(in ha)
ii) Per fara 0.01 0.01 0,01 0.01 0.02 0.01
area (in ha)
Income groups 11 12 | 13 I‘ Is Average

(in ha) :

ii) Per fara 0,01 0,01 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.01
area (in ha)

- -

Table 6.46. Cost of cultivation per heotare of banana
(in rupses)

Bisze groups | 8, ' 8, ' 85 ' 8‘ 85 Average

-

39901,05 36663.11 '36413.52 34885,31 33750.42 36248.82

Incone ¢rouy-‘ 14 | I2 ' ;13 I4 Is‘ Average

39726.01 37108.85 33158.25 32241.44 38473.98 36248.82




Table 6.46 shows the ¢est of cultivation at cost C.
The oost of cultivation per hectare of banans on an average
worked out to Rs.36,248,82. Among the holding size groups
the highest cost was resorded by 8, (Rs,39,901.05) and the
lowest by 8, (Rs.33,750,42). Ameng the different income
groups, the highest cost was ineurred by I, (Rs.39,726.01)
and the lowest by I, (Rs.%2,241.44).

A split up of the cost of oultivation is given in
Table 6,47. Rental value of land accounted 24.87 per cent
of total cost which forms major item of cost followed by
manures (18.48 per cent), hired human lsbour (14.09 per eent)
and seed material (10,18 per eent). |

Among the different eperations, manures and msnuring
accounts for 23.46 per cent of the total cost, followed by
seed material and sowing 10,18 per oent, feriilisers and
application (8.99 per cent), preparatory oultivation (8.80
per cent) and propping (6.90 per eent)as shown in Table 6.48.

Exoluding the imputed rental wvalue of land the cost of
oultivation worked out 4o R-.§7235.17 per hectare of whieh
the contribution made by manures, hired human labour, seed
material and fertilisers were 24,60 per cent, 18.76 per ecemnt,
13.55 per eent and 10.13 per cent ro-pcotxvcly. Irrigatien
contributes only 1.6 per cent to the total cost of cultiva-~

tion.



Table 6.47. Cost of oultivation of banana per hectare

10

(inputwise)
. (in rupees)
. Cost inoluding Cost excluding
a1 Itens rental valus = rental value of
1 Hired human labour 5108.47 5108.47
(14.09) (18.76)
2 Seed material 3689,64 3689.64
(10.18) (13.55)
(18.48) (24.60)
4 Pertilisers 2758.79 2758,.7
(7.61) (10.13
5 Plant protection - -
6 Irrigation 435.41 435.41
(1.20) (1.60)
7 Harvesting charges - -
8 Miscellaneous 595,70 595.70
(1.64) (2.19)
9 Propping 2499.99 2499.99
_ (6.90) (9.18)
Depreciation 201,52 201,52
11 Interest on working 2638.80 2638,.80
capital (7.28) (9.69)
12 Cost A 24628,81 -
(67.94)
13 Rental value of land 9013.65 -
(24.87)
14 Interest on fixed capital 364.41 364.41
: (1.01) (1.34)
15 Cost B 34006.87 -
(93.82)
16 Pamily labour charges 2241.95 2241.95%
v § (6.18) (8.,22)
17 Cost C 36248,.82 272%5.17
(100,00) (100,00)

(Pigures in parentheses are pereentages to total)



Table 6.48. Cost of cultivation of banana per hectare

(operationvise)
R (in rupees)

81. Sast including Cost excluding

¥o. Operations rental value rental value of

land
1 Preparatory ocultivatien 3188.86 3188,86
(8.80) (11.70)
2 Beeds and sowing 3689.64 3689.64
(10.18) (13.55)
cultural operations {5.13) (6.83)
4 Irrigation | 435.41 435.41
(1.20) (1.60)
5 Manures and manuring 8502.45 8502,45
(23.46) (31.22)
6 DPertilisers and 3259.58 3259,58
application (8.99) (11.97)
7 Plant protection - -
8 Harvesting - -
9 Propping 2499.99 2499.99
(6.90) (2.19)
10 Miscellaneous 595.70 595.70
(1.64) (2.18)
11 Depreciation 201,52 201,52
(0.56) (0.74)

12 Interest on working 2638.80 2638,80
oapital (7.28) (9.68)

1% Rental value of land 901%.65 -

(24.87)

14 Interest on fixed 364 .41 364 .41
oapital ‘ (1.01) (1.34)
Total cost 36248.82 27235.1

(100.00) (100,00

(Pigures in parentheses

L4

are perecentagesto total)
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The table 6.49 shews the utilisation of labour -
family and hired, N, 7, and Kﬁin.hlnlnl. On an average,
the family men lpbopr mm for 879.02 hours. The hired
male labour was the highest in 8y (2410 hours) and ine
lowest in 8, (1790 honrt), }ho aversge being 2036.81 hours.

The quantities of fertilisers applied were 159.52 kg N,
169.43 kg P and 346.94 kg K as against the recommended levels
of 475 kg N, 267.5 kg P and 750 kg K. The highest quantities
of N and P was applied by the farmers in 85 and the lowest
quantities by those in 8‘.

Among the different inceme groups also the application
of family labour was found to deorsase with increase in
income. Use of hired labour was the highest in 15 (2600 hours),.

Nitrogenous fertiliser appliocation was the highest in
I (215.15 kg) and the lowest in I, (111,55 kg). Phosphorie
fertiliger use was also found teo be the highest in 15 and the
lowest in 12. The higheat potassic fertilizer use vas regorded
in I4.

a) Output from banana

Table 6.50 showe information on value of output of
banana, both size groupwise as well as income groupwise. The
total output per hectare wvas found te be worth Rs.45068.23.
The output wae found to be the highest in 8y (Re.54147.73)
and the lovest in 83 (R#.42430.73). The coniribution of



Table 6.49. Resource use of Bsmans per hectare

S8ize groups 8, 8, } BS 8, B Average
1. Family labour
(in hre)
Male 1832,50 1%00,00 995.00 T750.00 33%0.00 879.02
. Female 27.50 57059 - - e 19010
2, Hired labour ’
(in hrs)
Male 1761.38 1700.00 2165.00 1907.50 2410,00 2036.81
Fenale - - - - - -
3. Yertilizers
(in kg/ha)
| 13,63 189.60 78,73 146.35 200,00 159,52
P 17.05 203.75 85.03 146.35 213.83  169.43
K 51%.08 408.95' 582.50 240,00 213.83 346.94
Income groups 1, I, I, I, 1, ~ Average
1. Family labour
(in hrs) _
 Male - 2314.83 1049.38 668.75 666,68 436.38 879.02
Female 42,73 - - 126.98 - 19,10
2. Hired labour :
(in hrs) .
Male 9%-65 2028023 199’.75 1873003 2600,00 2036.81
Yenale - - - - - -
3. Fortilisers
(in kg/ha) , N
| 184.48 111,55 120.83 170,63 215,15 159,52

? 191,60 111,55 124.70 178.58 239.70 169.43
K 434,65 324,08 402,20 2989.68 293.67 346,94
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Table 6.50. Output of banana per hectare

oy . -

Size groups 5, sa 83 - 84 §5 Av.fa;o

Main product ' 47940.34 38976.88 37267.00 39526.74 41055.85 40067.35
(V_llll. MRI) (88.54 (89039) (8708’) (88182) (89007) (88-90

Byproduect 6207.39 4624,28 165.7 4973.26 5039.89 5000,88
Rs) (11.46). (10.61). 12.17 (11.18) (10.93) (11.10)
Total output  54147.73 43601,16 424%0.73 44500,00 46095,74 45068.23
(Rs) (100,00) (100,00) (100,00) (100.00) (100.00) (100,00)
Ineome groups I1 _ I2 , I3 } I‘ 15 Average

Main product  42457.26 45308.64 34437.50 34968.25 42854.55 40067.35
(value in Rs) (89.33) (90.13) (87.25) (87.40) (89.64) (88.90)

oduat 5071.23 4960.32 5031.25 5039.68 4954.55 5000.88
n'fga) (10.67) (9.87) - (12.7%5) (12.60) (10.36) (11.10)

Total output 47528.49 50268.96 39468.75 40007.93 47809.10 45068.2
(Re) (100.00) (100,00) (100,00) (100.00) (100,00) (100,00

(Figures in parentheses are percentages to total)
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byproduct to total output was found to be 11.10 per oemt.
Ameng the inocome groups the output sheved no oconsistent
P‘tm.

D. Profitability of banana ocultivation

b) Cost of production

Sinee it was difficult to colleoct data on thclqnnnxlty
of banana produced, cost of production per dunch was vorked
out and is presented in Table 6,51. Average cost of pro~
duotion smounted to Rs.13.02 per bunch at cost C. Produec~
tion eost was found to deoresss with an inorease in sise of
‘farms ~ it wvas Es.14.04 in 8, and Re.11,96 1n,85. The ave-
rage cost of production at ocost exocluding rental value of
land vas worked out to be Re.9,26 per dbunch,

¢) Measures of inocome

Table 6.52 presents the various income measures
worked out for banana, The average net income at cost C
was found to be Rs.8819.41. The net income per hectare vas
found to be the highest in 84 (Rs.14,246.68) snd the lovest
in B, (R6.6017.41). Income st cost exeluding rental value
of land was vorked out to Rs.17,83%.06, on an average. The
highest net income at cost C was notisced in I, (Re.13,160.11)
smong the inoome groups. The net inocome at cost excluding
rental value of land was recorded to be the highest in Iy
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Table 6.51. Cost of production of bansna per buneh (in rupees)

Sise groups 8, 32 83 3‘ 85 Average
Cost of produo-
tion at , | - o ' n
8) Cost A 7.50 8.02 8.30 7.80 8.66 8,18
b) Cost B 12,22 11,91 12,00 ~11.68 11,61 12.09
o) Cost C 14.04 13.35 13.02 12.46 11,96 13,02
d) Cost exoluding : :
rental value 9.5% 9.72 9.48 8.75 9.11 9.26
of land
Inoome groups 11 12 I, I4 I5 Average
Cost of produo-‘
tien at :
a) Cost A 7.81 7.91 1.69 7.11 .41 8.18
@) Cost C 14.44 13,40 1172 11,33 13.97 13.02
4) Cost excluding
rental value 10.60 9.21 8.43 8,00 9.98 / 9026

of land
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Table 6.52., Measures of income and benefit cost ratios for banana
(iu_Tupess).
8ise groups 81 82 83 s‘ 85 Average
Not lncome 8 14246.68 6938.05 6017.41 3614.69 12345.33 8819.41
x.ttxnoe;;dzzs
cost exo0 : , '
o IX0MainE  25076.23 15658.28 14503.56 18514.69 19187.96 176833.06
of land
Tacame 2% 29939.83 19738.73 17354.59 20807.21 20269.40 20439.42
{::ii; labour  15614.58 10383.14 8470.18 11489.69 13180.44 11061.36
Jara invest- ,
aont inoome 2%571.9% 1629%.64 14901,82 189%2,21 19434.29 18197.47
Benefit-cost '
ratio at '
‘) Cost C 1.36 1-19 1.17 1.28 1-’7 .24
b) cost exclud : '
rental vnln:n8 1.86 1.56 1.52 1.71 1.71 1.65
of land
Income groups I1 12 I‘3 I‘ 15 Average
Net income &t 750248 13160.11 6310.50 T766.49 9335.12 619,41
Net ineome at
cost exeluding 17008.18 13213.90 14204.25 15768.08 18896.94 178%%.06
i:g 1l value of
{;ﬁ:.:“"“"' 23717 .47 26326.15 16206.92 17895.79 20258.81 20439.42
:;:éii labour 13310,31 15783.57 7982.38 9591.89 10426.03 11061.36
TArR Jnvestment 17709.64 23702.69 14535.04 16070.39 19167.90 18197.47
Benefit-cost
ratio at
a) cost C 1.20 1.35 1.19 1.24 1.24 1.24
b) total cost ex~
cluding rental 1.56 1.86 1.56 1.65 1.6% 1.65

value of land




(Rs.18,896.94). On an average, the benefit~cost ratio at
cost C worked out to 1,24 vhile at cost excluding rental
value of land 1,65.

Livestock form an important part of the economy of
rural householde. Dairy business is eonsidered as a profi-
table enterprise and has drawn the attention of the farmers,

About 65 per cent of the sample households vere found
to maintain aileh animals, either cows or buffaloes. Dreught
animsls wvere maintained by some heuseholds, but not throughout
the year, The farmers possessing large areas under paddy and
vith sufficient financial baekgrownd, purchase bullocks
vhenever necessary and sell the animals after use,

The number of animals owned hy the farmers are shown
in Table 6,53 and 6.54.

The number of crossbred cows were found to be leas than
the desi ones, their respective numbers vere 27 and 45. In the
larger size groups and higher income groups, no farmers vere
found to maintain buffaloes.

Conts and returns from livestoek
a) Maintenance of livestock

The maintenance coats vary with the type of animal.
This wvas found to be different in 4different sise and income



Table 6.53. Number of animals per household (n;so groupvwise)
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81 82 B, 8‘ 85 Average
Cows in milk:
a) Cross bred 0,14 0.11 0.14 0.15% 0,21 0.15
b) Desi - 0.11 0.27 0046 0.17 0.19
Cows -~ dry
a) Crose bred 0.07 0.19 0.0% 0.08 0.17 0.12
b) Desi 0.14 0.22 0.32 0.23 0,33 0.26
Buffaloes in milk:
8) Cross bred - - - - - -

- 0.14 - - 0.07

Table 6;54. Number of animals per houseshold (1npalc groupwise)

I1 Iz I, 14 I5 Average
Cows in milks
a) Cross bred 0.04 0.13 0,22 0.11 0.2% 0.15
b) Desi 0.09 0.1% 0.26 0.22 0.27 0.19
Cows ~ dry
a) Cross bred 0,09 0.04 0.17 0.22 0.14 0.12
b) Desi 0.30 0.22 0.35 0.33 0.14 0.26
Buffaloes in milk
a) Cross bred - - - - - -
b) Desi 0.09 0.04 0.13 ~ 0.0% 0.07
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Table 6.55. Maintienance cost per day per animal (size groupwise)

(in rupees)
51 82 \ 83 8‘ Ss Average

Cows ~ oross bred:

a) in milk 6.50 8.50 8445 7.40 T7.56  7.76
b) dry 5.85 6.11 5.85 4.35 4.93 5.53
Cows - Desi . - ,
8) in milk 4.7% 4,50 4,23 4,18 3.63 4.13
b) dry .40 2.83 3.65 3.60 340 3.36
Buffaloes

8) in milk 9.50 - 8,57 - - 9.10

b) dary 5«50 - 4.57 - - 5.10

Table 6.56. Maintenance cost per day per animal (income groupwise)

- - , ---{ip_rupees) __
11 12 I, 14 15 Average

Cows =~ cposs bred:

8) in milk 8.80 8.00 8,68 7.70 6451 7.76

b) dry 6.10 7.25 5.19 5,03 535 5¢53

Cows - Desi:

a) in ailk 5.48 5.67 3.T7 3+T5 4.39 4,13

b) dary 313 2.58 339 .97 4.52 3.36

Buffaloes:

a) in milk 9.75 9.5%50 8.57 - 9.00 9.10

b) dry 5.75 5450 4.51 - - 5.00 5.10

- -




groups. The per day maintemsnee costs both during lactation
period and dry period is givem in Table 6,55 and 6.56. The
total meintenance cost was worked out depending on the
duration of lactating and dry perieds.

On an average it vas vorked out that the mbor of |
lactating days per year in eows and buffaloes wvere 210 and
165 days respectively. The corresponding dry periods were
155 and 200 days respeciively., The maintensnce costis for
lactating period and dry period were worked out at the daily
retes and the annual cost of maintenance was computed,

b)) Milk yield

On an average the ocalving interval of cows was found
to be 470 days - of which 270 days in milk and 200 days dry.
On an average the animals were in milk during 210 days in a
year. In buffaloes the calving interval was found to be
720 days - vith 300 days in milk and 420 days dry, and on an
uﬁruso the number of days im milk per year was 165 and the

dry days were 200, 7The average milk yield per animal per day

is presented in Tables 6.57 and 6.58 in litres per day.

The average milk yield pesr animal per each 1ietatin¢
day vas found to be 4,62 litres for orossbred cows (vhich is
lover than the potential of the crossbreds) and 2,95 litres
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in desi cows. The average milk yield of buffaloes vere vorked

out to 6.67 litres per day which is also below potemtial.



“
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Table 6.57. Milk yield per day per animal (size groupwise)

-{in_litres) ____

- o - -

S S5 Average

- - -

81 82
Cows: :
a) Croes bred 5,05 3.96
b) Desi 2,95 2.77
Buffaloes 6.55 -

4.38 4.91 4,62

2,84 D455 2.95
- - 6.67

Table 6,58. Milk yield per day per animal (income groupwise)

- _(in litres)
11 12 I‘ I5 Average

Cowss : , '

a) Cross bred 5.67 4,50 3.51 4.76 4,62

b) Desi 3.31 2.37 }.93 2.49 2.95

Buffaloes 6.68 6,80

- 7000 6067
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¢) Costs and returns from livesteck

The costs and returns from the livestook in different
eise and income groups for different types of animals worked
out and is given in Tables 6.59 to 6.64.

Table 6.59 shows the costs and returns from orossbred
cows. It was found that sinee the yield obtained per animal
was far below the potential for cocrossbred cows, the net
income from crossbreds was not found to be attractive., The
maintenance cost was almost on par with the gross returns
leaving only a marginal prefit of Re.52.59 per farm and
Rs.194.76 per animal annually.

The net income per farm was found to be the highest in
8¢ (Rs.210.21) and the lowest in 8, (less of Rs.116.54). But
net income per animal was recorded to be the highest in 84
(Rs.688.58) and the lowest in 8, (a loss of Rs.393.31).

Among the inoome groups (as shown in Table 6.60) the
per farm net income was found to be thol highest in 15
(R8,155.70) and the lowest in I, (& loss of Re.32,96). The
net income per animal was found to be the highest in I,
(Rs.517.69) and the lowest in I, (a loes of Rs.189.50).

The rearing ‘ot non-deseript ocows involved comparatively
lesser maintenance cost per animal (Rs.1389.73)as against
Re.2490.64 in the case of orossbreds). 7The costs and returns



Table 6.59. Costs and returns froa ero;u bred ocows per year
(size groupwise)

15¢

84 2 3 4
Maintenance cost
(in Rs)
Total 6815.25 21856.40 10725,00 6684.75
Per farm 486.80 809.50 487.50 514.21
Per animsal 2271.75 2732.05 2681.25 2228,25
Milk produced (in litres)
" Total 3181.50 6652.80 3914.40 2759.40
Per fara 227.21 246.40 177.93 212.26
Income from
milk (in Rs)
Per farm 602.21 652.96 4T71.51 562.49
Per animal 2810,33 2203.74 259%.29 2437.47
Income from |
dung (in Rs) y
Total - 450,00 1080,00 440,00 577.50
Per farm 32.14 40,00 20.00 44.42
Per animal 150.00 135,00 110.00 192,50
Gross receipt
(in Re) :
Total 8880,98 18709.92 10813,16 7889.91
Per farm 634.36 692.96 421,51 606.92
Per animal 2960,.33 2338.74 2703.29 2629.97
Profit or loss
(in Rs)
Total +2065.7% -3146.48 88,16, 1205.16
Per farm 147.55 =~116.54 4,01 92.70
Per animal =393.31 22,04 401,72

688,58

5 Average

21165.75 67247.15
881,91  672.47
2351.75 2490.64

25788.00
257.88
955,11

9279.90

386.66
1031.10

68338.21
683,38
2531.04

24591.74
1024.66
2732,.42

1620,00

67.50
180.00

4167.50
41.68
154.35

26211.74 72505,T1
1092,16 725.06
2912.42 2685.40

5258.56
52.59
194.76

5045.00
210,21
560,67

- - o




Table 6.60.
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Costs and returns from oross bred cows per year
(income groupwise) |

I, I, ’13

15 Average

‘Iaintannncc cost

(in Rs)
Total

Per farm
Per animal

Milk produced
(in litres)

Total
Per farm
Per animal

Income from
milk (In Rs)

Total
Per farm
Per animal

Income from
dung (in Rs)

Total
Per fara
Pexr animal

Gross receipt
(in Re)

Total
Per farm
Per animal

Profit or loss
(in Re)
Total

Per farm
Per animal

8380.50 11215.00 23645.25
364,37 487.61 1028.05
2793.50 2803.75 2627.25

3572.10 3780,00 8624.00
155,31  164.35 378,00
1190.70  945.00 966,00

9466.07 10017.00 23039.10
411.57  435.52 1001.70
3155.36 2504.25 2559.90

467.50 440,00 1620.00
20.33 19,13 66.67

- 155.83 110,00 180,00

9933.57 10457.00 24659.10
431.89 454.65 1072.13
3311.19 2614.25 2739.90

1553.07 =758.00 1013.85
670 52 ’32.96 44.08

L ———

6435,60 17570.80 67247.15
T15.07 798.67 672.47
2145.20 2196.35 2490.64

2211.30 7530.59 25788,00
245.70 342,30 257.88
T37.10 941,32 955,11

5859.95 19956.09 68338.21
651,11 907.10 683.38
1953.32 2494.51 2531.04

600.00 1052.00 4167.50
27.08 47.27 41,68

6459.95 20996.09 72505.T1
T1T.7T  954.37 T725.06
2153.32 2624.51 2685.40

24.35 3425.29 5258.%6
2,71 155,70 52.59
8.12 428.16 194.76
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in respeci of nen-deseripld sovs are represented in Table 6.61.
Bventhough the milk yield was higher in arossbreds, the
overall net income per animal was found to be higher in desi
covs than the erossbreds., The net income per animal was
found to be Re.194.76 in erossbred ocows and Re.456.52 for

desi cows.,

- Among the sise groups, the per farm net inocome frem
desi cows was found io be the highest in 85 (R8.417.,30) and
the lowest in 8, (Rs.59.63). But net income per animal vas
found to be the highest in 85 (Rs.8%4.61) and the lowest in
83 (R8.290.05). o

Anong the income groups ﬁ(hblo 6.62) the net inoome
per snimal was found to be the highest in I, (Bs.964.20)
snd the lovest in Ig (Rs.111,77). The net income per fara
wvas recorded the highest in I‘ (R8.535.66) and the lowest
in Iy (Rs.45.73). B

Compared to cows, buffalees feiml to provide in higher
net inocome, The sigze groupwise and inocome groupwise costs
and returns vere worked out and are presented in Tables 6.63
and 6.64. '

eni.r in groups 81 and 83 the farmers were tound to own
buffaloes. The net income per animal was worked out to
Re.777.25 in 8¢ and Rs.1237.85 in Sy, the average being
R2.,974.65 per animal. '
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Table 6.61. Costs and returns from Desi cows per year
(eize groupwise)

- N e A Gin G S i G S . N S T S S S AR A

8, B, By 8, Sg  Average
Maintenance
cost (in Rs)
Total 2788.60 12452.85 18902.65 12922,.20 15471.60 62537.90
Per farm 199.19 461,22 859.21 994.02 644,65 625.38
Per animal 1394.30 1383.65 1454.05 1435,80 1289.30 1389,7%
Milk produced
(in litres) :
Per fara ‘ 88,50 193.90 353.66 412,89 372.75 285.68

Inoome from ‘

milk (in Rs)
Total 328%,.35 13873.55 20618,34 14224.14 23706.90 75706.28
Per farm 234.5% 513.84 937.20 1094,.16 987.79 757.06

Per animal  1641.68 1541.51 1586,0% 1580.46 1975.58 1682,36
Income from

dung (in Rs)
Total 340,00 1715.,00 20%5,00 1485.00 73%74.96 7375.00
Per fara 24.29 63.52 93.41 114,23 307.29 73.75

Per animal 170.00 180.56 158,08 165,00 614.58 163.89

Gross receipt (in Rs)
Total 3623.35 15588.55 22673.%34 15709,.14 25486.20 83081.28

Per farm 258,81 577.35 1030.61 1208.40 1061.9% 830.81
Per animal 1811.68 1732,06 1744.10 1745.40 2123.91 1846.25
Profit or loss

(in Rs)
Total 834,75 3135.70 3770.69 2786.94 10015,30 2054%3.38
Per farm 59.63 116.14 171,40 214.%8 417.30 205.43

= e oun oy Yo - — -
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Table 6.62. Costs and returns from Desi cows per year
(income groupwise)

I, 12 I3 I‘ 15 Average
Maintenance |
cost (in Rs)
Total 14723,55 9364.80 18440,10 7014.25 12995,20 62537.90
Per farm 640.15 407.17 801,74 772,36 590.69 625.%8

Per animal 1635.95 1170.60 1317.15 1402.85 1443.91 1389,73
Milk produced ‘

(in litres) |
Per farm 272.00 173.11 412,97 458,50 213,91 285.68

Per animal 695.10 497.70 678.45 825,30 522.90 634.85
Income from

milk (in Re)
Total 16578.14 10551.24 25170.50 10935,2% 12471.17 75706.28

Per animal 1842,02 1318.91 1797.89 2187.05 1385.69 1682.%6
Income from

dung (in Rs)
Total 1545.00 1490.00 1910.00 900,00 15%0,00 T375.00
Per farm 67.17 64.78 83,04 100,00 69.55  73.75

Per animal 171.67 186,25 136.43 180,00 170.00 163.89
Gross receipt '

(in Rs) -
Total 18123.14 12041,24 27080.%0 118%5.23 14001.17 8%081.28
Per farm 787.96 523,53 1177.41 1315,03 636.42 830,81
Per animal 2013,68 1505.16 1934.32 2367.05 1555,69 1846.2%
Profit or
loes (in Rs) /
Total  3399.59 2676.44 8640.40 4820.98 1005.97 20543.38
Per fara 147,81 116,37 375.17 535.66 45.73 205.43

Per animal  377.75  334.56 617.17 964,20 111,77 436,52

i

- -



Table 6,63. Costs and returns frem Buffaloes per year
(size groupwise)

]

59

8

Average

1 B 3 5
Maintenance
ocost (in Re)
Total 10670.00 - 6984.00 - 17654.00
Per farm 762.14 - 317.45 - 176.54
Per animal 2667.50 - 2%28.00 - 2522.00
Milk yield
(in litres)
Total 4323.00 -~ 3380.85 - 7703.85
Per farm 308,79 - 153.68 - 77.04
Per animal 1080,75 - 1126.95 - 1100.55
Income from
milk (in Rs)
Total 12969.00 - 10142,55 - 23111.55
Per farm 926.36 - 461,03 - 231.12
Per animal 3242.25 - 3380.85 - 3%01.65
Income from
dung (in Rs)
Total 810,00 =~ 555,00 - 1365.00
Per fora 57.86 - 25.23% - 13.65
Per animsl 202,50 - 185.00 - 195.00
Gross receipt
(in Re)
Total 13779.00 -  10697.55 - 24476.55
Per fara 284.21 - 486,25 - 244.77
Per animal 3444.75 - 3565.85 - %496.65
Profit or loss
(in Rs)
Total 3109.00 - 3713.55 - 6822.55
Por fara 222.07 - 168,80 - 68.2%
Por animal T77.25 - - 974.65

-

- G S S G - A G - o

1237.85

-



Table 6.64. Costs and returns from Buffaloes per year

(inocome groupwiss)

16t

I, I, . ;5 I‘ 15 Average
Maintenance
cost (in Rs)
Total 5517.50 2667.%0 6984.15 - 2485,00 17654.00
Per fara 239.89 115,98 303.66 - 112,95 176.5%4
Milk yield
(in 1litres)
Total 2204.40 1122,00 9222.45 - 1155.00 770%.85
Per fara 95.84 48.78 140,11 - 52.50 T7.04
Per animal 1102.20 1122,00 1074.15 - 1185,00 1100,55
Income from
milk (in Rs)
Income from
dung (in Re)
Total 390.00 185,00 588,00 - 202,00 13%65.00
Per animal 195,00 185.00 196.00 - 202,00 195,00
Gross receipt
(in Rs)
Total 700%.20 3551,00 10255.35 - 3667.00 24476.55
Per farm 304.49 154.39 445.88 - 166.68 244.77
Per animal 3501,60 3551.00 3418.45 -  3667.00 3496.65
Profit or loes »
(in Re)
Total 1485.70 883.50 3271.00 - 1182.00 6822,55%
Per animal 883,50 o 1182.00 974.65

742.85

1090.40




Table 6.65. Net inocme per fiifm from livestook smd poultry
(size groupwise)
_ _ (in rupees)
8, 82 a, 8 4 85 Average

I. Miloh animals: , |
a) Cross bred 147.55 -116.54 4,01 92,70 210.21 52.59

b) Indigenous 59.63 116.14 171.40 214,38 417.30  205.43

o) Buffaloes 227,07 =~  168.80 - - 68.23
d) Gosts 118,57 159.26 157.82 155,38  109.17 137,22
II. Poultry 383.93 523.14 596,25 711.26 641.29 572,50

Total 931.75 682,00 1092.,28 1173.72 1377.97 1035.97

-en -

Table 6.66. Net income per farm frem livesiook and poultry
(income groupwise) (in rupees)

I. Miloh animals:
a) Cross bred 67.52 -32.96 44,08 2.71 155.70 52.59

b) Indigenous 147.81 116.37 3I75.17 535.66 45.73 205.43

o) Buffaloes  64.60 38.41 142,2% - 53.73 68.23
4) Goats 108,70 178.20 119,13 158,11 134,55 137,22
1I. Poultry 315,00 521.24 657.99 1125.00 580.00 572,50
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Among the inocome greups, no farmer in I‘ wvas found to own
buffaloes.

Table 6.65 shows the met income froam livestook and
poultry together, sise greoupwise. No maintenance charges
were found inourred with regard to maintensnce of goats and
pouliry. No purchased feed were given ito them, On an
average the net income wvas worked out to Rs.1035.97. This
vas found to be the highest in 85 (Re.1377.97) and the lovest -
in 8, (Re.682,00). Among the income groups, gross income
was found to be the highest in I, (Re,1821,48) and the lowest
in I, (Rs.703.63).

FARMSTEAD ANALYSIS

A {ypieal farm in the srea of study has only a smsll
area under oultivation. This avallable land is put under
a number of erops -~ nnoﬁli. apnuals and peremnisls. Rear-
ing of milch animals vas also ocommon in the area, It will
be of interest to understand the pattern of income and
expenditure from agriculture and asllied aotivities.

In Table 6.67 the oropping pattern, the costs ineurred,
gross inoome and net income exoluding rental value of land
froan the different agricultural and allied activities for
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the different size greups on & per farm basis are presented.
In general the area under 4ifferent crops was found to
increase vith an inorease in the sise of the fara. 85o also
the expenditure, gross inceme and net income.

The average expenditure per farm was worked out to
R8.6111,45, 24.13 per cent of whioch is on livestook including
poultry. The proportional expenditure on livestoock was found
t0 be decressing vith an inorease in the size of the holding.
It vas 49.92 per cent in 8,, 31,31 per ecent in 5,, 31.77 per
eent in 85, 22,83 per cent in 34 and 14.09 per ceant in 85.
The bulk of this expenditure, 25.58 per cent was on coeonut.
The area under coconut is also high (0O.44 hectare per farm).

On an average the groes income per farm was worked out
to Re.14,3035.56, of which 17.55 per cent was contributed by
livestook., It may be noted that though the proportiional
expenditure on livestook was 24,13 per eent, the contribution
to gross income was only 17.55 per eent indicating & lower
benefit-cost ratio for livestoek enterprise than crop produo~
tion. 43.08 per cent of gross income obtained was from cocenut.

The net income at total cost excluding rental value of
land per farm wvas found to be Es.8192,11, of which 12,65 per
cent net income from livestock and the rest from crop prodwo-
tion. Net inocome was found to be the highest in Bg Re.18,324,.78
and the lovest 8, (Rs.2326.15).



In Table 7.7 of echapter VII, the expenditure pattern
for the farmers is shown, It is seen that the average house~
hold expenditure worked gut to Rs.8160.64. Assuming the
farmers are to meet the entire household expenditure from the
income obtained out of ereps and livestock, it may require
1.21 heotares of land aceording to this patiern. If he has
to depend solely upon met income from orope alone, then it
may require 1,38 heectares ¢f land. Only in !34 and 85 the
net ineome per farm from ereps and livestook is suffiecient
enough to meet the househeld expenditure., This points to the
faot that vhile making lsmd refora policies, theée econcaie
viability of the holdings sheuld also be considered, Other~
wise there wen't be any incentive for the farmer to produce
maximum from the land possessed by him and thus adversely
affect production and productivity,

In 81 the net m.r from- farm and livestosck enterprises
covers only 34.42 per cent of the household expenditure, in
B, it 1s 56.51 per cent and in 8, 72.40 per cent.

~ Table 6.68 shovs the farm inccme, farm expenditure snd
net returns per heotare of land under the existing oropping
pattern in the area. In genersl a hectere of land had 0,59
hectare under paddy (including both mundaken and puncha),
0.32 hegtare under ocosonut, 0.04 heoctare under arecanut, 0,02
heetare under varous m;m'and‘o.m hectare each under banana,
pepper and oashevw,



The oxpond;tnrb per hectare for orop production and
livestock production on an average was wvorked out to
R8.4527.00 and the gross ineome R».10,595,23 leaving a net
inoome of Rs.6068.23.

The area required %o provide net inoome (at ocost exclud-
ing rental value of ltnl).Airon ecrops alone, sufficient eneugh
to meet the household uxpdndituro for various sisze groups
vere worked out and is given in Table 6.69. It oan be seen
that only the farmers in the largest holding sise group had

suffiocient area under possession.
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Table 6.69. Qp':ntm land requirement under the existing crepping
pattern .

84 8 83 8 4 s5 Average

1. iﬂ farm
income at

Sog rental 4980.00 5394.92 4845.74 5339.59 6619.85  5914.17

value of land
(in rupees)
2. Household

expenditure o -
per year 6757.61 7029.99 8067.31 8029.%9 10509.70 8160.84

(in rupees)

e A e
3. Average area [ 8 0.61 0,98 1,38 2.5  1.21

in heotares)

4. Area required
10 nmeet :
h:ﬂ:'h@u 1 036 1 .,o 1 .8‘ 1. 50 1. 56 1 38
expenditure
(in hectares)
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CHAPTER VII
HOUBEHOXD ROONOMY

The quantity and quality of goods and services vhich
a family is sccustomed to cmuo decide their standard of
living and this is determinsd by the income of the family.

The farmers obtain:: 'ianoy income from different
sources - from ervp and livestook production, through nen-
agricultural occupations like trade, service, etc., as also
through remittances froam relatives.

Net e, @ ture L)

The net income at total oost obtained from differenmt
sources, household expenditure and eavings are shown in
Table 7.1 and 7.2. The net income per family on an average
was workod_ out to Re.27,557.70. It was the highest in 85,
R8.51,191.45, 3 times higher than that in §,. The average

household expenditure amounted to Rs.8160.64. It was found .

to be increasing with an inorease in the holding sise.

The surplus left on the #cu inoome after meeting
the expenditure on different items is oonsidered as net
savings. On an average Rs.19,197.06 vas left as savings
per family per year. The average per capita savings worked
out to Re.2926.38 per annum. ZIhe extent of savings, beth

per family and per capita is seen %o ineresse with an increase
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Table 7.1. Net income, cxylnlitnra and nst savings per family
(size greupvzuc) | (in rupees)

172
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iR

8, ~ s2 8, s‘ 85 Average

1. Net income from

agrioulture ,
and other 14194.00 12543.27 19550.21 41495.28 51191,45 27357.70

sources

2, rm]’ sxpen~
yeoar

3. Bavings/
dissavings

a) Per family 7436.39 5513.28 11482.90 33465.89 40881.75 19197.06
b) Per oapita 1169.24 918,88 1579.49 4943.26 6251.03 2926.38

Table 7.2, Nei income, expsnditure and net savinge per family
(Income groupvise)
(in rupees)

I, I, I, I‘ I5 Average

- -

1. lbt income fr
a¢rxou§g:ro a:: 4642,06 13300.53 19071.74 2558%.94 75180,23 27357.70

other sources

2., Family expen-
diture per 6423.15 7555.57 8580.68 9579.74 9548.78 8160.64

year

3. Bavings/dissavings | ,
a) Per family -1781,09 5744.96 10491.06 16004.20 65631.45 19197.06
b) Per oampite - 296.85 886.57 1936.03 2216.65 9825.07 2926.38
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in the sise of holdings. While the savings per faaily vas
only Rs.5513.28 for 8y, the lowest, it was more than seven

times higher for 85 anounting to Rs.40,881,75.

A comparison ot.ytr sapita savings showed that it vas
Re.918.88 for 8!. the lewest, and Rs.6251.03 for 85, the
highest.

~ The per capiia savings ranged from a deficit of
Rs.2§6.85 in I, to savings ef Bs.9825.07 in 15. The extent
of savings indjocated that there was no margin left for in-
vestaent and to meet any sudden unpredictable expenditure
in the smallest income group.

Debt pattern

A split up of the souroewise loans availed (as shown in
Table 7.3 and 7.4) showed that the extent of ioans advenced
by the co-operatives and the Nationalised Banks on an average
remained more or less the same. Other sources supplied about
12 per cent of the total loans., 7The average amount of loan
taken per family vorked out to Re.850,50. The lower income
groups veres found to avail greater extent of loans.

Investment on household ariieles

Other than food, shelter and elothing, there are other
items which adds comfort to life. Information on the mate-
rials possessed by the farm famfilies give additional under~
standing about the standard of living. The total investment
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Table 7.%5. Extent of losms availed (size groupwise)

G A A S S A

(in rupees)
81. Bize Average u-fnnt of loan per family
No. groups o gnerative MNatjonalised  Others Total
Society Banks
1 s1 276079 ‘2‘4¢2 250000 7‘1.08
(37.35) (28,92 (33.73) (100.00)
2 8 188.8 344,44 104.6 637.96
2 (29.61 ($3.99) (16.40 (100.00)
3 By 704.55 663,64 134,09 1502.27
(46.90) (44.18) (8.93) (100.00)
‘¢ 8, 823,08 423,08 53,85  1300,01
(63.352) (32,54) (4.14) (100.00)
5 85 83.33 208,33 20,83 312.49
______ (26.67) (66.67) 58.66) __€100,00)
Aversge 371.75 374,00 104.75 850,50
' (45071) (43097) (12.52) (100.00)

(¥igures in parcnthcse- are percentages to total for the
respective groups)

Table 7.4. Extent of loans availed (inoome groupwise) (.. rupees)

Avcrag- anount of loan per family

§1. Inocome
No. §roups  Co-gperative Nationalised Others Total
Socielyy Banks
1 Iy 655.43 478,26 213,04 1346.73
(48,.67) (35.51) (15.82) (100.00)
2 12 282.61 391b3° 4‘-57 7180‘3
(39.33) (54.46) (6.21) (100,00)
3 Ig 586.96 369,57 93%.48 1050.01
(55.90) (35.20) (8.90) (100,00)
4 I‘ 233.3 333.33 266.6 833.33
(8.00 (40,00) (32,00 (100,00)
5 I5 - 268.18 - 268.18
(100,00) (100,00)
Average 371.75 374.00 1c‘n75 850,50
(43.71) (43.97) (12.32) (100,00)

(Figures in parentheses are pereentages to total for the

respective groups)



per family and per capits were worked ocut and are presented
in Table 7.5 and 7.6.

From the Table 7.5 it oan be seen that the average
expenditure per family om hﬁulthold articles vas Qérkod out
to R8.403%6.50 and per ecapita expenditure Re.615.32. O0f the
total investment, furniture sesounted for 20.63 per cent,
followed by moter vehicles (18.8% per ecent), Almirsh (10,75
per cent), fan (11.40 per eent), utensils (8.57 per cemt),
bicyoles (5.00 per osnt) mad the rest 14,67 per cent accounted
for items like seving machine, pressure cooker, electiriec irem,
boxes and wall clook. Among the sise groups, the total expen-
diture per family was found to be inoreasing with an inerease
in the size of holdings.

With regard to different items the average number of
radio per family was found to be inoreasing with an inerease
in the holding sige., Same trend vas noted in items like
bicycle, fan, pressure cooker, electric iron and Almirah.
The expenditure noticed to be inoreasing with an increase in

income.

The number of almost all the items purchased per family
vas found to inorease with an inoresse in income, The diffe-
rence oan be attributed to the purchasing power and preference
of the highest income groups to buy these items - and it is
a clear indiseation of the higher standard of living of the

higher income groups.



Table 7.5, continued

-

Boxes Furniture Usensils Wall = Aversge.
‘ ' cloeck
Per femily 220.00  998.21 257,14 89.29 18%4.64
ercentage T . '
to. totel 11.99 32,61 14.02  4.85 . 100.00.
Per family 284.26  634.26 306,48 83,33  423%4.26
Percentage 6.71 14498’ 7.24 1,97 = 100,00
Per family 300,00  T77.2T°  298.86 147.73  2848.18
ercentage : . ' ‘
to total 10,53 27.29 10.49 5.19  100.00
8, ;cr capita 51.14 129,26 41,48  19.89  475.47
aroen e . ‘ :
to touf‘s'l 10,76 27.19 8,72  4.18 100,00
Per family 340.65 1219.79°  520.8% 245.8% 663%0.83
85 Peor Olﬁ.tﬂ 52.07 1 o 79062 37058 1013053
Perecen e
%o totals 5.14 18.40 7.85  3.71 100,00
Averages '
Per family 300.30 8%2.50° 946,00 144,00 4036.%0
Per capita 45.78  126.91 52.74 21.95 615,32
Peroentage Todd 20,63 8,57  3.5T  100.00

to total




Table 7.6. continued
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Boxes .v!wtulturc Utensils Wall Average

- - o . cloock N

Per family 195.65 502,17 246.74 54.35 1670.22
11 Per 0‘]’1“, to 52961 . 33.70 41 .12 9.05 278.37

Peroentage

total & 11,71 30,07 14.77 3.25 100,00

Per faaily 254.57 719.57 281,52  65.22 4173.04
I, §or cqi:;a ‘o 39.30 111,07 43.46 10,07 644.16

eroentage ;

Per family 298,91 935.87 357.61 208.70 35749.57

Percentage to ak A

total T.97 24,96 9.54 5.57 100.00

Per family 400.00 972.22 411,11 244.44 4584.44
I, Per capita 55.38 134,62 56.92 35.85 634.77

Peroentage to f

Per family 418,18 1130.68 478.41 211,36 64435.41
15 Per capita 62,59 169.22 71.60 31.63 964.3%

Percentage . % . . 100,

%o total 6.49 ,17455 T.42 3.28 100 qo
Average: .

Per family 300.30 83%2,9% 346.00 144,00 4036.5%0

Per oapita 45.78 ‘“t91 52.74 21.95% 5150’2

Pergentage T.44 20.63 8,57  3.57 100,00

to total

”



The average expenditure per family per year for the

different items are presented in Table 7.7, sise groupwise
and in 7.8 income groupwise, The expenditure per adult unit
is also worked out and are shown.

The average expenditure per family was found to be.
Rs.8160,64 per year and Rs,1433,25 per adult unit per year,
it wvas observed that the food items accounted for the major
portion of expenditure of farm families, acocounting for 67
per ocent of the total. The expenditure per family on food
items alone on an average was Rs.5467.27 which worked out to
‘R8.960.21 per adult unit.

Among the food items, protective foods constituted
an expenditure of 54.17 per cent, and ocereals _44.21 per cent.
The expenditure onm pulses vas only 1.62 per ocent,.

The next important item was clothing which constituted
15.95 per cent of the total expenditure, The expenses on
esdueation, travel, fuel and lighting, recreation, ete. toge-
ther was around 20 per oent,

It vas found that the percentage expenditure on food
decressed with the inorease in the sise of the holding ranging
between 75 per cent in 84 to 60 per cent in 85. The percen-
tage expenditure on clothing, eduecation and house tax ete.
found %o increase with an ineréuc in sise of the holdings.



Table 7.8. ocontinued
Sl.  Items I, I, I 1 Average
No. Value Yalue Value Vuiu. Va;uo Yalue
(in Rs) (in Bs) (in BRs) (in Re) (in Rs) (in Re)
Per adult unit 22.30 23.60 31.90 29,50 91.10 41.05
Percentage to
total 1.81 1.76 2.20 1.91 5.55 2.86
11 House tax Per family 7.79 15.26 28.3%9 27.00 32,00 21.30
Percentage to
total 0.12 0.21 0.34 0.28 0.33 0.26
12 Tobaoce Por family 36.52 20,87 54.26 - 13.30 19.10 26.48
laromtage B 0.5 0.28 0.40 0.4 0.20 o.32
13 Boocial and Per family 110.65 49.13 15%5.43 200,00 178.40 152,75
. other items ;u- -&ﬁt m:tot 21.20 26.5%0 26.3%0 %2.20 30,70 26.83
o ereentage :
total 1.72 1.97 | 1.81 2.09 1.87 1.87
14 Iand cess Per family 3.40 3.98 738 6.70 8.70 591
Per adult unit 0,70 0.70 1.20 1.10 1.50 1.04
’t;‘;sn"‘s’ o .08 0.05 0.09 0.06 0.09 0.07
Total Per family 6423.15 7556.57 8580.68 9579.74 9548.78 8160.64
Per adult unit1230.59 1342.64 1449.44 1542.36 1643.25 1433.25
Percentage 100.00 100.00 109,00 100,00 100.00 100.00
t0 totel
Adult units 120,05 136.16 - 55.90 127.84

129.43

569.38

481
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With regard to educatien and recreation, the propertional

expenditure in 85 wvas found to be much higher than in 84,

7.95 and 1.06 per cent fer edwcation and 5.23 and 1.64 feor
recreation respectively for 85 and 81,

Among the size growps the expenditure per farm was
found to increase with u inerease in the size of the holding.
It was Rs.10,3%09.70 in l,, 52,56 per cent higher than that
recorded in 8, (Rs.6757.61).

In general the expenditure on the various items ameng
income groups was found te¢ be inereasing with the inorease in
income, The details are presented in Table 7.8.

Eventhough the absolute expenditure per family on
proteoiive foods was found to be inereasing with inorease
in inoome, the pox?ecntaco expenditure on those item was found
%0 be almost the same among the various income groups. While
taking into consideration the o_xplnu'mrc on total food -
comprising cereals, pulses and protective foods - the percen-
tage contribution to total expemditure was found to be decreas-
ing vith an inorease in income. Percentage expenditure enm
clothing, education and reoreation was found to inocrease with
an inerease in inoome whils that on fuel decrease.

Consumpiion of protective foods

Protective food is an important 1tu of diet. PFoods
rioh in proteins, vitamins and minerals 2re ilermed as protective
food. This group of foeds inelwde milk, meat, fish, egg,
vegetables, fruits, ete,
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The expenditure en impertant items of protective foods
per family and per adult wnit in different sigze groups of
holdings is presented in hblo T+9e.

It can be observed that the oxpcndiﬁnre on protective
foods per family was Rs.2961.77 per year on an average, which
worked out to Rs.520,17 per adult unit per year, Ameng the
items of protective foods, the .xpcnuturc on milk and milk
products were the maximum assounting for 25.43 per cent
folloved by fish (12.78 per eent), meat (12.31 per eent),
vegetables (11,52 per cent), edible oils (10,88 per cent).
Among the size groups, tﬁo expenditure on protective food
vas found to be the maximum in 85 - both per family and per
adult unit - which vorked out to Re,3681.28 per family and
Re.649.55 per adult unit, The expenditure on protestive
food was found to be higher in the larger sise groups than the
smaller groups indicating that the farmers having larger
holdings have a better standard of living than those with |
smaller holdings.

Among the income groups, the expenditure per family as
vell as per adult unit on pretseiive foods was found to be
increasing with an inerease in income (Table 7.10). The
expenditure per adult unit was higher for I (Re.587.26).

The percentage expenditure om milk and milk producis, meat,
fish and egg vas relatively higher in the higher inoome groups,
indieating & better standard of living.
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SUMMARY
The present study wvas sondueted with a viev to under-
stand the socio-sgonomio status of farmers in Irinjalakkuda

Block in the Peechi Command Area., Ths specific objectives
of the investigation were the follewing.

1. To study the methods end practices followed for
oultivation; |

2, To study infrastruetursl fasilities available;

3¢ To understand general, secial and economio conditions
of farmers in the localitly; ‘

4. To study eost and inceme strusture of the farm
business;

5. To assess the availablility and use of resources;

6. To study savings, m“'h‘mtt, assets and debts
pattern; and

T. To understand the sonsumptien pattern and standard
of living of the farmers.

One hundred farm families were selected at randoa from
five Panchayat wards in the Bloock. The data were collected
by survey method during the months of March, April and May
1962 and the reference period was the agricultural yoar
1981-82, |
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1. Methods and practiiees followed for cultivatien

Fara holdings in the area were very small. Yet, each
farmer wvas found to possess nore than one fragment censisting
of wet lands and garden lands, Wet lands were under paddy.
Garden lands vere put under a variety of erops such as cocomut,
arecanut, banana, cashew, pepper, ets, The oultivation prac-
tices of paddy, coconut, arecanut and bamana only wvere studied,

Paddy

Paddy is grown in two sessons, nsmely Mundakan and
Puncha., For both these seasons, the eultivation practices
remains more or less the same with slight variations to adjust
to the prevailing climatic conditions. Paddy cultivation is
concentrated in 'kole lands' wvhiesh remain submerged under
wvater for slmost 2ix months in an year., Ploughing is done
either 'by traetor or by bullecks. Qnd treataent 1s not
praetised, Cowdung is the organic mamure commenly spplied,
Pertiliszers are applied by majerity of the farmers. Hand-
veeding is the common prasctice. Plant protection chemiocals
of different varjetiies are in use., Vemen are generally
empleyed for harvesting.

Coconut

Before monsoon starts in May, the basins of coconut trees
are cleared and fertilisers or manures ars applied. By January
basins ‘nro opened up to enable irrigaition. Palms are irrigated
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2 40 3 times a week, Harvesting is done 6 to 7 times in

an year.

Arecanut

The maintenance operations in respeet of arecanut wvere
more or Jless similar to that for eoconut., Irrigation and
manures vere not applied regularly. XNo farmer was found to
apply fertilisers for this orep. 8Sale of produce was mainly

on contract.

Banaps

Systematic planiing of banans was not found commen and
it vas planted mixed with other ereps. As a rainfed oreop
planting new suckers is undertaken dwring April-iay snd wvherever
irrigation facilities are available the orop is planted during
August-September. No definite spasing was seen adopted. Fer-
tilisers are rarely applied, Irrigation is given twise a
veek. Plant protection measures are not adopted. Propping
is done to aveid damages.

2. Infrastructural facilities in the block area

The infrastruotural facilities available were found to be
satisfactory. The services of primary co-operatives ss well
as commercial banks were available in the block area. The
block is well connected by rosds. National Highway-47 passes
through the eastern part of this bleck. Peechi and Chalakkudy
irrigation projects supply irrigatien water to the various



parts of the bleck. kﬂvunthnnlh in -olclpnrt- of the block,
the farm to market itranspertation tncilitio- were found to
be insufficient, generally the communication and marketing
facilities can be said to be satisfactory.

3. General characteristics of the sample farms

The total members in the respeondents families were
656, of whioh 51,98 ﬁer cent were males and 48.02 per ocent
females, the average family sise was 6.56. 68.44 per cent
of the people came in the age group of between 15 an4 60.
The literacy percentage of the nalin was found to be 87,68 and
that of females 82.54, the average being 85.21. About 64
per cent of the sample faallies were found to get income from
other ocoupations also. The net eropped area on an average
worked out to 1,21 hootaron, Ihy total cropped ares on an
average for the selected farms worked out to 1.35 hectares.
Paddy, coconut and arecanut osoupied 58,51, 32,97 and 3.64
per cent of the toial cropped srea reaspectiively. The cropping
intensity was found to be 111, ‘

4. Cost and income struoture of flrl business
Costs and returns of psddy (Mundakan and Puncha),

ooeoﬁnt, arecanut and banana were work;d out. The cost of
oultivation per hectare on thcfdinrugo for high yielding
varieties and local varieties during Mundakan wvorked sut to
Rs.4186.60 and Re.3426.70 w:.’ih an yield of 3%.58 quintals
and 23.79 quintals of paddy rcugmsitti&r. ‘The total cost
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excluding rental value ¢of land were worked out to Rs.2860,60
and Rs.2411.21 respectively. The value of straw obtained
were Rs,1285.82 and Re,1101,82., The value of total output
worked out to R».6629.968 and Re.5064,62. Cost per quintal
for Mundakan HYVe was Re.75.13 and LVe Rs.86.21. Execluding
rental value of land cost per quintal worked out to Rs.35.51
and Rs.47.%% for HYVs and LVs, respectively during Mundakan
season. The benefit-cost rattoi'ﬁozkod out at total cost

to 1.58 and 1.48 respectively.

The cost of cultivation per hnct#ro“an fho average for
HYVe and 1LVs during Puncha worked out to Rs.4959.11 and
Bs.4498.27 with an yield of 33,82 quintals and 25.89 quintals
of paddy respectively. The total cost cxniudxng rental value
of land worked out to Rs,3688.42 for HYVs and Rs.3402.43 fer
LVs. The value of siraw obltained were Re.1177.92 and
Rs.1334.22 for HYVs and LVs respectively. The total value
of output worked out to 33.54§S¢48 and’Rs;547§.18. Cost per
quintal at total cost and at cost excluding rantal valﬁo of
land were Re.104.29 and Re.67.78 for Puncha HYVs and Rs.115.30
and Rs.77.44 for Puncha LVs respeotively. The benefit-cost
ratios at cost C were 1.30 and 1.22 respeetively.

The average cost of maintensnce of coconut per hectare
worked out to Re.6330.79 and average yield vas found to be

.9995.8% nuts bcr hectare. 7The total maintenance cost
- exgluding rental value of land whrknd out to Rs.3552.44. The
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value of total output was Rs.1%,891,.77 with a net return
of Re.7560.98 over variable eost.

The total cost of maintensnce per hectare for arsecanut
worked out to Rs.4565.16, while the 'sron income Rs,.5728.74,
resulting in & net return over variable cost of Rs.1163.58.

The cost of ocultivation of banana per hectare, on an
average, worked out to Rs.36248.82 and excluding rental value
of land it was Rs.27235.17. The gross income was Rs.45068.23
giving a net return of Rs.8819.41 over total cost,

The costs and returns for miloh animals were also worked
out. The maintenance cost of orossbred cows and desi cows
worked out to Re.2490.64 and Ru;1389.73 per animal per year.
Total receipts amounted to Rs.2685.40 and Rs.1846.25 per
animal per year for cross~bhred cows and desi cows respeotively
giving a marginal return o;cr variable cost of Re.194.76 and
R8.456.52 per year. Maintenance of buffaloes waes found to
‘give a profit o.f R8.974.65 per amimal per year. DIraft animals
were not maintained throughout the year. The net income per
farm from livestock and peuitry vas Rs.2510.36 on an average.

From an analysis of farmstead as a whole it was found
that the average expenditure per farm on crop and livestock
amounted to Re.6111.45 of which 24.13 per cent was on livestock.
The gross inoome worked out to Rs,14303.%56 of which 17.55
per cent from livestock, Tho net income per farm worked out
to Ru.8192.11. The study l‘thmnd that in order to meet the
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household oxpcnﬂ{m at the current level from net inceae
from crops and livestoek alens, the aversge faraer in the
study arsa should possess & nst area of 1,21 hectares. But
if he has to depend solely ilpen orop production alone, then
he must have an area of 1.8 heeotares in his possession.
The emaller farms were not in a pélitien to meet the house-~

hold expenditure from the tiny area they possess.

5. Use of resources

The cultivation eptrgtxm were carried out mostly by
human and bullock labour. For peddy eultivation om an ave-
:ui 72,21 hours of male labeur and 988.17 hours of female
labour were found to be empleyed. Yor the crops cocomut,
arecanut snd bansna, the respeetive figures were 169.08 and
20.28; 108.16 hours of male labowr with mo female labour and
2915.83 and 19.10 respectively. ZIractor was also employed to
& limited extent substituting bulleck labour mainly for the
proparaﬁbn of land for paddy cultivation, On an average
29.02 hours éf bullock labeur m 5.79 houie of tractor were
found to be employed for ene hestare of paddy oultivation.
Dependence of family labour was fmmd to be more in the smaller
size groups thean in the larger sise groups. The utilirzation
of fertilisers was far belov the éoomondatiom. On an
average 26.38 kg N, 16.12 kg P and 26,33 kg K were found to
be applied per hectare of mdy. As ares of holding increased
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Zertiliser use per hestare vas found to docrease vhile as
income of households ineressed, fertiliser use was found to
insrease.

6. Savings, investnents, sssets and dedis pattemn

On an average ths savings per family vorked out %o
Re.19,197.06 and the per espita savings vas Rs,2926.%58. The
average value of housshold artisles per family wvorked eut Vo
R8.40%56.50 and per oapita investmaemt on those items ves
Re,615.32., The total investasnt per farm in different espital
sssets such as land, livestesk, implementis, buildings sand
others worked out to Rs.4,12,672,25. land accounted for
94.13 per osnt of the total assets. 7The aversge ameunt eof
losns taken per family verked sut %o R8.850.50. The exteat
of loans taken from the ce~oparstives and the nationslised
commereisl benks on an sverage remained more or less the same,
around 43 per omnt,

7. Consumption pattern and standard of living

0f the averags household expanditure per fars of
Re.8160.64 por yeor, sxpeniditure en fool ssceunted for 67
per cent.Oithe total expemses on food Wsoeunted for 44.21
per oant and pulses censtituted 1,62 per oent. Proportion
of expenditure on foold teo teial sxpenditure deoreassd vita
mmmﬁnns&otmmuwunm.

The sxpanditure on costly foed items like fish, meat and milk
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showed a positive relstienshiy with (e aise of holding and
gross inoeme of the families depisting ihe higher standard
of living of the larger Mlding sise greups and higher inoeame
groups.
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APPENDIX I
INTERVIEW SCHEDULE .
DATE;

IDENTIFICATION:

1. Name & Address ]

2. Religion s

3. Ward |



I. PAMILY DETAILS

8l. Name of the Sex Age Relation Educational Occupation Income Remarks
No., members ;o ;h' Main Sub Main Sub
L ;1

-

II. MEMBERSHIP IN CO-OPERATIVE BOCIETIES:

8l. Name of persons Neme of the
Feo. wvho are members societly

Year of No. of
becoming shares
mnenber

Total amount m
of shares




III. LAND HOLDING:

Area \

Fragaent Distanes Total Area Seurces ZIype of Present Rent Crops Remarks
No. from re~ area under irri- of irri- tenure value of growa
sidence (in centgbuild- ted gation land
ings, in ocanal/
rot:do, oents) well/tank
(In Sents)
IV. CROPS GROWN (PADDY)
s - Prag- Ares vy Irri- Yield Quantity Quantity Rate Total Reaarks
::: ment variew gated/ (kg) utilised sold (kg) amount
Yo. ) rai.hf.d ; (k‘) .

P B N B

MP BP MNP BP MP FEP




V. OTHER CROPS

Crop Frag- Area JNo. of No.of Total Value Reaarks
;tnt p.hl:tl/ P.l?.: yield
. L&~
¢ pulas e ® w w
1. Coconut
2. Arecanut
%. Cashew
4. Pepperx
5. Banana

YI. BUILDINGS & OTHER STRUCTURES

g1 Parti- Bpesifi- Year of Value Expected Annual Present Remarks
‘culars oation oon- of con~life mainte- value
¥o. floor struc- gieug- (yrs) nance (Rs)
area ption(‘. t4 :ﬁm-
urehase ure
ey » (Rs) (Rs)

1 Residential
buildings

Yarn shed
Cattle shed
Store

Water taxk
Pond

Cempound wall

-~ O S NN




VII. PARM IMPLEMENTE & MACHINERY

- pre—

Iten Speci~ No. Year Pur- [Expeo- Annual Remarks
fication of cshase teod mainte-
pur- value life nance
chase cost(Rs)

I Implements
1. Country plough
2. Improved plough
3. Levelling plank

II. Hand tools
1. 8pade
2. Pickaxe
3. Biokle

1. Tractor
2. Power tiller

IV. Transport

1. Bulleck oarts
2. Hand oarts

Y. Plant protection
‘ 1. Hand sprayers
2. Power sprayers
3. Dusters

VI. Dairy equipments
1. Feed tray
2. Milk ocans

VII. Temporary
1. Baskets
2. Bambeo mats
3¢ Muram
4. Coir ropes




VIII. IRRIGATION STRUCTURE & BQUIPMENT

81.1;.. No. Frag- Specifi- Year of Value at Annual Remarks

No. aent ©8tion construc-scomstiruc-mainte-
¥ tion tien/ nance
0. purchase cost (Ra)

(Rs)

1. Well

2. Tubewell

3. Pump set

4. MP shed

5. Pond

6. Chaunels




IX. OPERATIONAL COSTS

8l. Item

No.,0f Juel

No.of No.of Maintenance cost/ Remarks
¥o. hrs./ days/ n=menth eost year
day  week oar Major re- Amnusl
4 pairs maintes
iast nanee cost
year
1; n‘etﬂr
2. Pover $iller

X. INCOME FROM RENTING OUT

-

81. Item
No.

Hours
rented

Rate/hour Total

Reaarks
(Re) rent
(Re)

Iractor

Power tiller
Punpset

Sprayer
Drought animals
Bullock cart
Hand oart

- O W S AN -

out




XI. LIVESTOCK

Deseription Breed Age

Home Year of Purchase
bred/ pur- price/
pur~ chase/ market

Present Reasrks
vorth

I. Miloh animals
1. Buffaloes

2. Cows

II. Young stock

1. Heifers
a. Male

b, Female

2. Buffaloes
a, Male

b, Female

III. Drought animals
IV. Goats

Y. Poultry

chase urth value




XII. MAINTENANCE CHARGES OF LIVESTOCK/DAY/ANIMAL

: : Green fodder Dry fodder Concentrates Mineral Votori-lmn
Type No. of , mixture nary
of animals Qty. Yalue Qty. Value Qty Value Qty. Value OXpen-
animsals , ses
' Home Pur~ HP Pur. HP Pur. HP Pur. HP Pur. HP Pur
prod- cha-
uced ged

XIII. STATUS OF MILCH ANIMALS

Mileh Present No.of Date Date Total Milk ;nu'nn Milk Converted to Presemt Re~
mh status eom~ of pre-of lacta- (in litres)ton~ sold other pro- worth marks
pletedvious pre- tion T i ong Sra Qty. Vaiae ducts of ami-

lacta-calv- - (in = Va-ual
‘lons ing :152:— fioa '3V ot Itrs) (1tra)(Re.) Used So- Va-




XIV. INCOME FROM BIRDS

81. Type No. of  Tetal No. of No. of Value
No. birds No. of g ogEn
. laying  eggs eonsumed sold
eggs ;
XV. INCOME YROM DUNG

- N - S

available

-~ o

Used within Quantity Total smount

the farm

sold

-




XVI. HOUSEHOLD ARTICLES

81, Iten Year of Purchase Mainte- Present Remarks
Ho. purchase prioe nance worth
: cont

1  Redio

2 Bewing machine

3 Bieyecle

4 Motor cycle

5 Booceter

6 Motor oar

7T Fan

8 Pressure cocker

9 Eleotric iron

10 Almirah

11 Boxes

12 Furniture

1% Utensils

14

15
XV1I. BOURCES OF POWER
81. Purpose Device Materisl Expense/ Remakrs
No. menth

1 Cooking

2 Iighting

3 Irrigation

4 Transport of farm

produot




XVIII. MARKETING OF FARM PRODUCE

8l1. Iten thitj To vhon VWhere Distance to Mode of Marketing :
No. sold sold sold thoknom‘ st transport problems if any
: marke




XIX. CONSUMPTION PATTERN OF THE FAMILY

-

81. Partioculars Quantity in kg. per

¥o. Day Mesk/Month/Year

Rate Total Remarks
per  ameunt
unit per year

A, Food
1. Rice"
2. Tapioca
%. Wheat
4. Pulses
5. Bugars
6. Oils
7. Milk
8. Meat
9. Fish

10. Egg
11. Vegetables

B. Olothing & Footwear
C. Rent

D. Tuel & lighting
E. Education

¥, Medieine

G. Iravel

H, Recreation

I. Beverages

J. Taxes

K. Tobaceo

L. Liquor

M. Others, if any




XX. IOANB AND BAVINGS:
i. loans obtained

81, Agensy Date of Purpess Amount Interest Amount Amount
No. berreving . rate outstand- due

ing

1i. BSavings like loans advanced, jevellary, shares, cash in
- bank, oash in hand, deposits, ete.

8l.No. Form of saving Year Present value Reaarks




- XXI. SAVINGS & INVESTMENTS;

A, Acquisition of real estate, buildings, vehicles

81. Month _ Aoquisitien/  Aequisition/ Remarks
No. inprovemnmt improvement cost

-

B. DISPOSAL

A S e S S S0 W

8l.No. Item Year . Bilhoul value Remarks

- g -



XXII. INPUT AND OUTPUT USE DURING 1980-82

S1. Name of Variety Area No. of . Preparatory sultivatim
Ne. erop - (in cents)  plants ; ' - S—
| | Irri- Unirri- or trees Ballock pairs Men Women

gated gated for annual
or pere~ No. Hrs. Days Amount Family Hired PFamily Hired

nnial . 4: » -O: ® ) 4'. . "
SEYSEY X% 3%y
1. Sessona
2. Annmal
%« Perenmnial
IXIII. ‘
Bi. Name Q. Value SEEDE AND SOWING AFTER CULTIVATION CPERATIONS
Fe. Men Women Men Vemen
“Femily  Hired TPamlly Hired 35" ~ Paally Hired  FPaally  Hired
‘ \ opera~

. oo s ¥ e s pe tlon et o e . me . >
S€%  SX% SR% SER T SRR GEN 3%% iR

1. Seasonal
2. Anmasl
5« Perennial




IXIV

%} Kame of lName of PLANT PROTECTION IRRIGATION
. sror shemical Qty. Va- Iabour for applieation
lue Men ~ Somemn  Mem ~ Women
Pamily Hired JFamily Hired Family Hired Yauily Hired
: " . o R e o
N - 0" ® e . + ° L . +*» . +» ) J
i +» * » °
L $X3 SRy @y AN 42N S8% X% SX%
1. BSeasonal
2. Amual
3. Perennial
XXV. PERTILIZERS AND MANURES AND THEIR APPLICATION
81, Nsme of mtﬁxm- Manures Application |
No. eroP  “gome Qiy. Value Neme Qty, Valwe Nem Vomen
Family Rired Family Hired
_ No. Days Amt. No. Days Al‘_t. No. Days Amt. No.Day Amt.
1. Bemsonal ”
2. Annual

3. Perennial




g1 HARVESTING KIND PAYMENTS YIELD
No. of Men Women Qu?mv ’{;30 Main produoct By products
arop .
Quan-~ Value Quan- YValue
r':“j e ey Hamed My Gaie uy (in Re)
* * » » » * »
S£9 S8% S%% $X7 |




XXVII. CONSTRAINTS IN PROPUCTION:

Rating in a seale

g%: Desoriptien | :ﬁm :g the
prebleas

1 Availability of fertilisers

2 High price of fertilisers

3 lack of capital

4 Non-availability of eredit

5 Lack of irrigation faeilities |

6 Non~availability of high yielding seeds

7 Lack of marketing faeilities

8 Iack of communication facilities

9 Iov price of farm produse

10 faall size of faras

1" Non~availability of labeur




Table II.1. Inputwise cest of §!13t1l31¢n gcr hectare of HYV
paddy - Puncha (sise grempvise

| — (in rupees)
| ::: Itens 81 l, 33 34 B, Average
(0.56) (4.32) (7.02) (3.41) (3.48
2 Animal 362,60 399.9 321,41 147,75 183.39 248.68
labour (6.12) (7.49) (6.14) (3.03) (3.95) (5.01)
% Hired humsn 1634.10 14T74.66 1279.04 1513,.53 1374.15 1366,.04
-~ labour (27.56) (27.83) (24.42) (25.963 (29.57) (27.55)
4 Beed 556,30 32,54 19.92 414,93 429,78
ll:.l".ll (90”) tg? t&!ﬁ) 0‘2) (8093) tB.‘?)
5 Manures 129, 97 &1 106.10 105,43 48,80  79.27
(21i3) (a3 (200m) (208 (fhosy  (1.60)
9 Fertilisers 73%8,07 535;29 "00" 521029 ‘91 54 5‘5071
(12.45) (10.98) (13.18) (10.70) (10.58) (11.41)
7 Pesticides ,83011 ”‘O” ﬂ“.SO 254.82 184.04 222.47
(6.46) (4.43) (4.68) (5.2%) (3.96) (4.49)
8 Irr tion 296, T2.9 T79.71 280,32 3%11,00 551.80
ie (4.99 36.99 T.25) (5.75) (6.69) (6.689)
9 Depresia- 118,40 50,96 41,52  %2.42 25,69 35,11
tion (2.00) (0.98) (0.79) (0.67) (0.51) (0.78)
10 Interest on 464 94 147,48 148,88 136.65 127.60 138.06
::;fﬁ:f (2.85) (2.523 (!.54) (2.80) (2.75) (2.78)
Cont A 4387.18 3833, 70,94 3552.31 3317.69 3%69.5%%
(73.99) (71.82) (7%.90) (72.92) (71.39) (72.%8)
11  Rental 1268. 1335.16 1265.37 %.0 1297. 1290.69
value (21.40 (2‘0 ("0‘6) (2 «13 ; (2‘003)
12 Interest on 65.‘0 ”oog 25042 19;-0’ 17071 2’09‘
fixed capital(1.11) (0.62) (0.%0) (0.39) (0.38) (0.48)
Cost B 5722,17 5199.32 5162.73 4844.57 4633.37 4904.20
t (96.51) (97.41) (98.56) (99.45) (99.70) (98.89)
B Taily 207.03 138,10  75.23 26,90 14, 54,91
abeur  (5.49)  (2.39) (1.44) (0.35) (0.30) (1, n)
Const C 9.20 96 4871.27 4647.40

592 5337.42 5237, 49%9.1
(100.00) (100.00) (190.00) (1eo.oo)(1oo.eo) (160.06)

ARSi-de R

Pigures in parentheses are perssatages to total



Table IX.2. Inputwise cost of sulsivation per heetare of HYV
psddy - Puncha (Inmseme groupvise)

(in rupees)
g%: Itens 14 X, I’ I‘ Is Average
1 tractor 18,50 214;35 12,12 327,25 65.04 172.6
(0-36) (‘0 ) 6&27) (st (1025) (30“
2  Animsl 417.69 270,12 236.49 130,80 238.22 248.68
labour (8,16)  (5.46) (4.75) (2.65) (4.85) (5.01)
3  Hired human 1186.76 1304.13 1298.80 1223%.46 1552.12 1366.04
~ labour (23.20) (26.34) (26.08) (24.81) (31.58) (27.5%)
4 Seed 451,91 452,76 370,87 400.91 456.39 429,78
material  (8.83) (9.14) (7.45) (8,13) (9.29) (8.67)
5 Manures 149,82 59.06 120,12 92.5 37.21 79.27
(2.93) (1.19) (2.41) (1.88) (0.76) (1.60)
(12,75) (11.53) (11,3%1) (15.84) 9.91) (11.¢¥)
7 Pestioides 245,78 253,17 262.42 172,61 199.24 222.47
(4.80) (5.11) (5'.27) (5.50) (4.05) (4.49
8 Irrigation 308:59 359.14 309,33 366.95 324.2 351,80
9 Depreciation 65.02’ 47.02 29,17 235,77 30,65  35.11
(1.27) (0.9%) (0.59) (0048) (0.62 (0011)
10 Interest on 449, 96 141,25 140.19 136.83 135.52 138,06
Pt (2.79)  (2.85) (2.81) (2.77) (2.76) (2.78)
Cost A 3636.45 3672,01 3642.43 3557.49 352%.43 3569.55
(71.08) (T74.17) (73.14) (72.14) (71.70) (72.%8)
11 Rental 126437 1177.21 1267.15 1327.81 1551.41 1290.69
12 Interest
- 37.42 28,95 18,69 16,10 22,91 23,96
Sepitel  (0.T3)  (0.58) (0.38) (0.33) (0.47) (0.48)
Cost B 49%8.22 4878.17 4928,2T7 4901,40 4897,75 4904.20
(96.52) (98.53) (98.96) (99.39) (99.66) (98.89)
B haily 177.89 72,89  51.86  29.88 16.63 54,91
hacges  (3.48)  (14T)  (1.04) (0.61) (0.34) (1, i
Cost C 5116.11 495%1.06 13 4931.28 4914,38 495%9.11

4980
(100.00) (100.00) (100.00)

100«00)(100.00) (100.00)

Pigures in parentheses are parcentages to total



Table 11.5. Operationvise cesld of sultivation per hectare of HYYV

paddy - Puncha

(sine grempwise)

(in rupees)
s1., Itens 8 8 8 8 g Average
Yo. ’ 1 2 3 4 5_

1 Preparation 610.69 57T3.48 656,13 556.44 434,69 528.76
- of lamd (10.30) (10.74) (12.53) (11.42) (9.35) (10.66)
2 N ate 812,98 T1T.43  645.06 614,07 684.12 675,50
soving (13.71) (13.44) (12.32) (12.61) (14.72) (13.682)
s lanurmg 153,17 132036 12707 ‘28-55 59.37 98089
| (2.75) (2.49) (2.44) (2.64) (1.28) (1.99)
4 Tertilizer T92.94 621,45 718,04 539.02 521,23 595,10
application (13.37) (11.64) (13.71) (11,07) (11.22) (12.00)
5 Plant 514.79 308,95 294,00 329,88 243,82 286.20
protection (8.68) (5.79) (5.61) (8.77) (5.2%) (5.77)
6 Weeding 282.44 236.44 176.58 203.90 167.55 188,
(4.76) (4.43) (3.37) (4.19) (3.60) (3.80
T Irrmtien 295.09 $72.93 ,79071 280,32 315.2‘ 31 «80
T (4499)  (6.99) (7.25) (5.75) (6.74) (6.89)
8 Harvesting 833.97 809.92 758.46 157.98 756,47 T67.1%
(14.07) (15.17) (14.48) (15.56) (16.28) (15.47)
9 Depreocia~ 118.40 50.96 41,52 32.42 2%.69 35.11
tien (2.00) (0.95) (0.79) (0.67) (0.51) (0.7¢)
Total . 4425.47 3625.72 5797.29 3442,58 3204,12 3506.49
(74.64) (71.64) (72.50) (70.67) (68,94) (70.71)
10 I eine °® 168.74 147.45 148,88 136,63 127.60 138,06
oapitel (2.85) (2.76) (2.84) (2,80) (2.75) (2.78)
(21.40) (24.98) (24.16) (26.13) (27.9%) (26.0%
12 Interest on  gg.10 33,09 26,42  19.01  I7.T1 23,96
sapital (11D (0.62) (0.50) (0.39) (0.38) (0.48)
Total cost 5929.20 5337.42 5237.96 4871.27 4647.40 4959.11

(100.00) (100.,00) (100,00) (100,00) (100.00)(100.00)

Figures in paremntheses are percemtages to total



Table 1Il.4. Operationwise sost t! sultivation per hectars of HYY
paddy - Punoha {ineems grewpwise)

- (in rupees)
:%: Itou- ‘ 11 I, I, 14 15 Average
1 Ircpariticn 60507’ 535 5’0.25 549072 4150 av 528b7‘
of lamd  (11.84) (11.80) (12.66) (10.97) (8.463 (10.66)

2 g::‘:.-'ﬂ' 642.73 T700.3% 587,23 502,34 795.99 675,50
(12.56) (14.15) (11.79) (10.19) (16.20) (13.62)

soving
% Hanuring 205038 n" 144,52 99.95 47.54 95059
(4.01) (1.59) (2,80) (2,03) (0.97) (1.99)
4 Yertiliser 687.28 605.4 58%.94 - 704, 519.46 595,10
application (13.43) (12.23 (11o7§) (14.28) (10.57) (12,00)
5 Plant 31605 31809‘ 39.6 25‘00 244,82 286.20
protection (e. 18; (6.44) ?6.82; (5.15 (4.98) (5.77)
6 ~ Weed 104,50 227, 158,60 143.04 233.1 188.
ins (2.04) (4.583 (3.18) (2.;0) (4.74 (3.80)
7 Irrigation 308,80 359.14 309.33 366.93 324.2 351.80
(6.04) (7.25) (6.21) (7.44) (6.60) (. ss) |
8 Harvesting 738.56 685.21 771,50

815.65 792,72 767.1% .
(14.44) (13.84) (15.49) (16.54) (16.13) (15.47)

9 Deprecia- 65,02 47.02 29.17 23.77 30.65 35,11
tion (1.27) (0.9%) (0.59) (0.48) (0.62) (0.,7d)

Total 3674.46 360%.67 3554.10 3450,54 3404.54 3506.40
(71.82) (72.79) (71.37) (69.97) (69.28) (70.71)

10 Interest on 449 g6 141,25 140,19 136.83 135.52 138,06
vorking (2,73) (2.85) (2.81) (2.77) (2.76) (2.78)

oapital
11 Rental 1264-57 1177.21 1267-15 "27¢51 1351-41 129°¢
value (24071) (23078) (25044) (25-9’) (27050) (25.03
12 Interest on 3742 28,95 18.69 16,10 22.91  23.96
fixtdal  (0.73)  (0.38) (0.38) (0.33) (0.47) (0.48)

Total cost 5116.11 4951.06 4980.13 49%51.28 4914.38 4959.11
(100,00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00)(100.00) (100.00)

Figures in parentheses are percentages to total



Table II.5. Inputwise cost of smlitivatien

paddy - Puncha (sime growpvise

or heotare of 1LV

(in rupees)
81. Iteas 8 : B s Average
51 1 s, By 4 5
1 fracter - 40,78  124.56 14.62 217.92 139,73
(0.88) (2.89) (0.30) (5.01) (%.11)
2  Animsl 515.15 577,56  296.56 371.99 299.13 347,49
labour (8.70) (12.48) (6.88) (7.70) (6.88) (7.72)
S  Hired human 1587,.12 1354.25 1304.60 1390.70 1328.32 1341,
labour (25.79) (29'”) (30:25) (28078) (§°t45) . (29‘33
4 Beed 587.12 424,10 373,07 403,51 4%8.28 422.42
materials (9.91) (9.16) (8.65) (8.35) (10.09) 9.39) -
5 Manures ‘92-42 ?‘0 ) 184.‘6 112003 ,59042 1’4078
(8.31) (1.5% (4.27) (2.32 (3.21) (3,00)
6 !‘rtili’.r. 46.20 00060 291 52’655 275t06 5’5
4.16) (6 50) 6.12) (10.8%) (6.33) (7.35)
7 Pesticides  T76.97 171,10  176.28 135.56 148.21 150.6
(1.30)  (3.70)  (4.09) (2.81) (3.41) (3.35
8 Irrigation ’5’060 %01.02 266.42 397.46 280,46 307.87
(5.97) (6.51) (6.19) (8.2%) (6.45) (6.84)
9 Depreciation 118,40  50.96 41.52 42,42  23.69 35,11
(2,00) (1,10) (0.96) (0.88) (0.55) (0.78)
10 Interest on 459,03 131,68 122,36 135.67 125,82 128,60
vorking  (3.89) (2.85) (2.84) (2.81) (2.90) (2.86)
Cost A 4136.06 3423.62 3181.44 3527.38 3271.31 3343.60
(69.81) (73.99) (73.78) (73.01) (75.28) (74.%%)
11 Rental 1400.38 1134,82 1067.14 1231,06 1034.0T 109%.84
value (23.64) (24.52) (24.75) (25.48) (2%.80) (24.%8)
12 Interest on , ' '
66.10 33, 26.42 19.01  17.71  23.96
::;:2‘1 (1.12)  (0.72 (0.61) (0.39) (0.41) (0.5%)
Cost B 5602.54 4591.5%  4275.00 4777.45 432%.09 4462.T1
(94.57) (99.22) (99.14) (98.88) (99.49) (99.21)
3 Iaily 321,97 35.88 37 54.04 22,34 35,56
l‘““ e [ [ ‘ v Y » | ]
eharges  (5443) (0.78)  (0.86) (1.12) (0.51) (0.79)
Cost C 24,51 41

> 4627,
(100.00) (100,00) ¢

,12; 1 9 : 5143
H .033 $350:00) (10060 ('1'oo"."’a§) |

Tigures in parenthcses are peresntages to total



Table II.6. Inputwise cost ¢f smltivation per hectare of LV
paddy - Punshs (ineeme greupvise)

-1

4506.91 4476.45 ?W&S
(100,00) (100.00) (100,00)

(100.,00) (100.00

(in rupees)
Bl. Items 1 I. Average
No. 1 xz I’ 4 s )
1 Tracter - 35.4 106;19 125,00 301.1% 139,
(0.79) (2.31) (3.10) (6.68) (3.113
2 Animal 4’0.59 ‘7’0‘0 194-52 223.00 !44.70 41949
labour (9.56) (10.58) (6.42) (5.%3) (7.64) (7.72)
%  Hired humesn 1401,82 1221,57 1375.51 1389.30 1335,02 1341,
labour (31.10) (27.29) (29.94) (%4.44) (29.59) (29.8%
4 Beed 420,26 378.88 415.44 413,00 460,02 422,42
" materials  (9.32) (8.46) (9.05) (10.24) (10.20) (9.39)
5  MNanures 57.54 146,41 204,12  79.50  T9.45 134.78
(1.28) (3.27) (4.45) (1.97) (1.76) (3.00)
6 Pertilisers 251,21 347.16 351,11 226,65 366.45 335,00
(5.57) (7.76) (7.65) (5.62) (8.12) (7.45)
7 Pesticides 154.29 17807 148047 759‘ 152070 'ﬁt‘
(2.98) (3.99) (3.24) (1.87) (3.81) (3.3%
e (8.69) (6.73) (7.66) (7.14) (5.04) (6.84)
9 Depreciation 65.02 47.02 29,17 2%.77 30.65 55,11
(1.44) (1.05) (0.84) (0.59) (0.68) (0.78)
10 Imterest on o0 10 125,31  130.96 113.75 132.350 128.60
iy (2.80) (2.80) (2.85) (2.82) (2.93) (2.86)
Cost A 3278.72 3255.47 3404.92 2957.42 3439.76 3343.60
’ (72.75) (72.72) (74:21) (T3.32) (76.24) (74.33)
Rental 1120.11 1141.8% 1118,%4 1060.00 1039.54 1095,
value (24.85) (25.51) (24,38) (26.28) (23%.04) (24.36
12 Interest on , .
37,42 28,95 18, 16.10 22,91 23,9
fixed
capital (0.83)  (0.65) (0.41) (0.40) (0.51) (0.55)
Cost B 4436.25 4426.25 4541.95 4093.52 4502,2 145:.1
(98.435) (98.88) (99.00) (130.00) (99.56; ”.iz)
13 Jally 70.66  50.20 46.10 - 8.97 35,56
hw . .o‘ [ [ ] )
oharges (71.57) (1.12) (1.00) (0,39'5 (0.79)
 Cost C 4033.52 4511.18

) t_ta’::%

Pigures in parentheses are mmm o tetal



Table II.7. Operationviss cest of eultivatien per hectars of 1V

paddy - Puncha (sise growpwise)

- (in rupees)
1 Preparation 723,35 711,63 548,64 5%0.68 606.39 599.65
of land (12,21) (15.38 (i2.12) (11.40) (13.95) (13.39)
2 Seed ma-
1018.94 726,36 694.25 708.19 678,53 708,94
terals and (17.20) (15.70) (16,10) (15.30) (15.61) (15.76)
(12.47) (1.87 (5,11 (2.77) (3.68) (3.54)
4 Fertiliser 255. 15 323,08 30‘ 076 545.70 292.82 353, 57
application (4.48) (6.98) (7.07) (11.29) (6.74) (7.86)
5 Plant 114.96 218,04 272,66 178,12 210.40 210,7
protection (1.94) (4.71) (6;52) (50‘9) (4.84) (‘o“
(3.64) (5.70) (2.57) (4.18) (6.31) (5.25)
7 Irrigation 535.60 301,02 266 92 397.46 280.46 307.
5.97) (6.,51) (6.19) (8.25) (6.45) (6.84)
ins (12.66) (13.97) (14.75) (13.01) (14.73? (14.22)
9 Deprecia- 118.40 50,96 41,52 32.42 25,69 35,11
tion (2,00) (1.70) (0.96) (0.67) (0.5%) (0.T78)
Total 4298,95 3527.82 3096.15 3445.75 3167, 3 ?250.
, (72.96) (71.92) (71.80) (71.32 (72,90) (72.26)
10 3§;""‘ °B 159,08 131,68 122.36 135.67 125.82 128.60
capita (2.69) (2.85) (2.84) (2.81) (2.,90) (2.86)
11  Rental value 1400.38 1134.82 1067.14 123%1,06 1034.07 1095.84
(25.64) (24.52) (24.75) (25.48) (2%.80) (24.36)
12 Interest o ¢ 40 33, 26,42 19,01 17,71 23,96
fixed 44 * * » I
oapital (1.12) (0,723 (0.61) (0.3%9) (0.41) (0.9%)
Total soat 5924.51 4627.41 1449

2.07 4345.43 ¢z 97
(100,00) (100,00) (10@.90) (190.00) (100.00) 100.00)

Figures in parentheses are par.caﬁa;n- to total



fable 11.8. Operationvise cost ¢f oultivation per hectare of IV

.p.dly - Puncha (inseme grouwpwise) (in rupees)
81, Items 1 _ - 1 I, Ave:
1 Preparation 545,49 623 45888 33,00 699.64 9.6
of lamd  (12.10) (15,04) (10.87) (14.45) (15.51) (¥3.33
2 Seed mate- '
900.01 529,70 701,70 608.00 789.99 708,94
Thane Tt (19.97) (11.83) (15.29) (15.07) (17.51) (15.76)
S  Msnuring 88,50 166,3 233.28 92,00  95.97 159,05
(1.96) (3.72 (5;06 (2.28) (2.13) (3.%)
application (5.87) (8.1%) (3.17) (5.9%) (8.61) (7.86)
5 Plant 172.98 248.89 202,80 103.95 240.86 210.7
protection (3.8‘) (505‘) (‘0‘2) (2058) (505‘) (4.68
N 3 '..dm 154.10 199.‘0 281 0‘0 150.00 2‘9.95 2".1
(3.42) (4.4%) (6.13) (3.72) (5.54) (5.25
7 Irrigation 391,79 301,34 351,43 288,00 227,34
« AR IR I X I 6 R
8 Harvest 641.72 649.31 646,72 755.80 593.54 639.50
ins (14.24) (14.51) (14,10) (18.74) (13.18) (14.22)
9 Depreciation 65.02 47.02 29,17 23,7 30.6 35.11
(1.44)  (1.05) (0.64) (0.59 (o.sa; (0.78)
Total 3223,28 3180.46 3320,06 2843.67 3316.43 3250.56
(71.%52) (71.08) (72.36) (70.50) (73.52) (72.26)
10 Interest on 4,0 10 125,31 150,96 113.75 132.%0 126,60
ity (2.80) (2.80) (2.85) (2.82) (2.93) (2.86)
11 Rental 1120.11 1141,8% 1118.34 1060.00 1039.54¢ 1095.84
12  Interest on
$7.42  28.9 18,6 16,10 22,91  23.96
Xt (0.83)  (0.65) (0.41) (0.40) (0.51)  (0.53)

Total cost 4506.91

4476.45

4588,05

52

4511,18

(100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (103300) (100.00) (103?@83

Pigures in parentheses ars percentages %o total



Table II.9. Inputwise cost of enltivation per heotare of HYV
paddy - mm (lin groupvise) (in rupees)
81, Itens 8 8, 8 8
g 1 2 50 N 5  Averase
1 Trastor - 150,86 4443 - 60,88 68,47
| (3.70) (0.98 | (1.45)  (1.64)
2  Animal 454,55 86,21 153.06 337.50 130,79  143.81
labour (10.57) (2.12) (3.39) (9.35) (3.12) (3.44)
S  Hired human 1542.42 1334,84 1635,84 1125,00 1595.69 1539.44
labeur (35.85) (32,76) (36.23) (31.16) (38.12) (36.77)
4 Beed 549.24 459,77 5,00 350,00 463.85 453.49
mnaterials (12.77) (1102’) 8.’1) (9.69) (11008) (10033)
5 Manures 189.%59 211.9 191,53 62,50 188.6 187.00
(4.40) (5,200 (4.24) (1.73) (4.51)  (4.47)
6 Tertilisers 100.38 269,94 245.79 233.13 138,34 169.45
(2.33) (6.63) (5.45) (6.46) (3.30) (4.05)
7 Pesticides 233.14 150,1 61.61 156,38 78.53 95.52
(5.42) (3.69) (1.37) (4.33) (1. (2.28)
8 Irrigation - - - - -
9 Depreciation 118.40 50.96 41,52 32.42 23.69 35.11
(2.75)  (1.25)  (0.92) (0.90) (0.57) (0.84)
10 Interest on 499 50 108,59 109.94 91.88 107.22 107.68
::;1t, (2.96) (2.67) (2.44) (2.54) (2.56) (2.%6)
Cost A 315,02 2823.26 2858,52 2388,81 27687.72 2799.7
77.06) (69.30) (63.34) (86.17) (66.80) ( s“g
11 Rental 674,75 117103 1577.04 1040.00 1363.15 1326,00
value (15.68) (28.74) (34.94) (28.81) (32.57) - (31.67)
12 Intereston 66,10 33,00 26,42  19.01 17.71  23.96
capital (’054) (0.81) (0059) (0053) (0.42) (905’)
Coet B 4055,87 4027.38 4461,98 3447.82 4168,58 4149,
: (94.28) (98.85) (98.87) (95.50) (99.59) (99.12
B iy 246,21 46,70 31,02 162,50 17.29 36,81
Cost C 4302,08 4513,00 3610,32 4185.87 4186.60

(100.00) (1(%?00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100,00)

Pigures in parentheses are peresntages to total



Table II.10, Inputvise cost of sultiivation per hectare of HYV

paddy - Mundaken (imesme groupvise) . rupees)
81, Itens 1 . 1 I A
g1, 1 I Iy 4 s Average
1 Trasoctor - - 181.39 110,71 7.15 68.47
- (4.53) (2.61) (0.16) (1.64)
~ lsbour (4.87) - (3.69 (2.02) (3.57) (%.44)
3  Hired humsn 1334.64 - 1355.24 1342,.50 1719.07 1539.44
. labour (34.49) - (93.86) (31.65) (40.00) (%6.77)
4 Beed 519.58 - $79.53 472,14 476,90 453.49
material (1%5.43) (9.48) (11.13) (41.,10) (10.8%)
5 Mapures 150.60 - 155,76 250.00 190,11 187.00
(3.89) (3.89) (5.89) (4.42) (4.47)
6 Tertilisers 115,21 - 246,25 21%.26 124.44 169.45
(2.98) ‘ (6.15) (5.0%) (2.90) (4.05)
7 Pestiecides 181,85 - 124,07 81,10 72.62  95.%2
(4.70) (3.10)  (1.91) (1.69) (2.28)
8 Irrigstion - - - - - -
9 m”“i‘“ﬂn 65.02 - 29017 23.77 50065 3’011
(1.68) (0.73) (0.56) (0.71) (0.84)
10 Interest on
101.90 - 10‘077 10’.17 110;97 1010‘8
wor : '
itay  (2.63) (2.62) (2.43) (2.58) (2.59)
Cost A 2649.52 - 2724.,05 2682,46 2885,22 z'még
value (26.48) (30.24) (34.95) (32.16) (31.67)
12 Interest
ottt CR 1) (0.47)  (0.38) (0.53) (0.57)
Cost B 3711.74 - 953,31 4180,85 4290,12 4149'.13
(95.91) (98.77) (98.57) (99.8%) (99.12
12 Family 158,13 = 49.29  60.71 © 7T.15  36.87
hbo“ [ ] 0 L 4
Cost C 3869.87 - 4002,60 4241.56 4297.27 4186.60
(100,00)

(100,00) (100,00) (100.00) (100,00) -

Tigures in parentheses are pergentages to total



Table 1I.11., Operationvise esst of cultivation per heetare of HYV

paddy - Mundakesm €!$ll groupviss) (1n rupees)

Bl. Items 8 B, 8 8 Average
B1. | 1 2 By . 5

gy

of land (19.37) (8.29) (6.08) (12.12) (7.31) (7.84)

2 Seed mate- 1079.55 761.4 779.3%4 400,00 $7.7% 824.0g

ials and
Soving (25.09) (18.69) (17.27) (11.08) (1.38) (19,68

3  Maxuring 340,89 283,76 245.97 162,50 223,27 2%4.71
(7.92) (6.97) (5.45) (4.50) (5.3%) (5.60)
4 Yertilizer 119,32 287.90 252.16 245.6% 143.60 177.%6
application (2.77) ‘ (7‘07) (5.59) (6.80) (3.43) (4.24)
protection (7.18) (4.08) (1.58) (5.02) (2.05 (2.55)
6 Weeding 151,52 186,78 ' 155,06 400,00 197,68 199,64
(3.52) (4.58) (3.39) (11,08) (4.72) (4.77)

7T Irrigation - - - - - -
8 Harvesting 481,82 686,49 982,14 600,00 860.1 823.30
’ (11.,20) (16,85) (21.76) (16.62) (20.55) (19.6®)
9 Depreciation 118,40 50,96 41.52 32,42 2%3.6 35,11

(2.75) (1,2%) (0.92) (0,90) (0,57 (0.84)

Total 3433,7 61.36 2799, 2459.4% 2697.7 +96
y (79.82) (67.78) (62. g (33.123 (64.45 %15.18)

10  Interest on 127.50 108,8 109,94 91.88 107.22 107.68
verking (2.96) (2.67) (2,440 (2.54) (2.56) (2.38)

capital
11 Rental 67‘075 117‘0 ' 1’77004 1N°0°° 156301 15:‘.00
value  (15.68) (28.74) (34.94) (28.81) (32.57) (31.67)
12 Interesi 66410  33.09  26.4 19,01  17.71  23.96
R fixed (154 (0.81)  (0.59)  (0.53) (0.42)  (0.5)
Total cost 4302.08 4074.,08 4513,00 3610,32 4185.87 4186.60

(100.00) (100,00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00)

- -

Figures in parentheses are percentages to total



‘Table 1I.12. eycratienuitt ctaj is sultivation per hectare of
EYV paddy - Mundakem (lan-ln groupwise)

. (in rupees)
Bl, Items b { 1, 1 1 Average
o 1 ‘z 13 4 ) 5
1 Preparation 421.69 - 408,12 267.86 291,29 328,17
of land (10.90) (10.20) (6.%2) (6.78) (3.84)
2 Beed nate- .
911-14 - 555 6361» 938088 82‘
Tialesmt (23.34) (18.38) (16383 (31:83) (i9sé8
3  Manuring 240,96 - 199.12 307.14 230.99 234,71
(6.23) (4.97) (7.24) (5.38) (5.8)
4 DPertilizer 122,74 - 258,08 216,93 131.59 177.%6
application (3.17) | (6.45) (5.11) (3,06) (4.24)
5 Plant 219,50 - 138,86 93.60 78.24 106.58
protection (5.67) (3.47) (2,21) (1.82) (2.5%)
6 Weeding 135,54 - 240.54 128,56 207.48 199.64
(%.50) (6.013 (3.03) (4.83) (4.77)
7 Irrigatien - - - - - -
8 Harvest 589,16 - 799.12 915,71 872.28 823,50
e (15.22) (18.47) (21.59) (20.30) '(19.5%3
9 Depreeiation 65,02 - 29,17 23.7T 0.6 35.11
(1.68) (0.7%) (0.56) (0,71 (0.84)
Total 2705.75 - 2668,57 2640.00 2781.40 2728.96
(69.92) (66.67) (62.24) (64.73) (65.18)
10 Interest 45190 - 104.77 103.17 110.97 107.68 -
°n vwor L . { » [ 3 L E
SapioalE  (2.63) (2.62) (2.43) (2.58) (2.58)
11  Rental 1024.80 - 1210,57 1482.29 1381.99 1326,00
value (26.48) (30.24) (34.95) (32.16) (31.67),
12 Interest on :
Hxal  (0.97) (0.47)  (0.38) (0.53) (0.57)
Total cost 3869.87 - 4002,60 4241.56 4297.27 4186.60
¢100,00) /(100.00) (wo.oo) (100, oo) (100.09)

Figures in parentheses are percentages to total



Table II1.13.

Inputwise cost

sultivation per hectare of LV

psddy - Puncha (sizme groupvise) -
8l. Items 8, 8, 8 8, Average
e 1 r 5 4 5
1 Traeter - - 233.33 148,75 181,19 150,09
(7.37)  (4.31) (5.36)  (4.38)
2  Animal 281.25 300.67 - 100,00 115,80 120,41  143.88
labour (7.92) (8.T% (3.16) (3.%6) (%.56) (4.21)
3 Hired hnnn.1002.55 707.00 ﬂ‘o” 117’085 1081.25% 1091t :
labeur (28.25) (20.47) (27.69) (34.02) (32,00) (32,02
4 Seed 575'00 ‘970“ ”’o” 38105, 425-00 "509’
material (10.57) (14.40) (7.37) (11,06) (12,58) (12.11)
5  Manures 250,00 125,28 250.00 267.84 172.0 179.34
(7.04) (3.63) (7.90) (7.76) (5.09) (5.23)
6 Yertilisers 73.75 1715 97.92 184.2% 18%.06  175.00
(2,08) (5063; (3.09) (5.34 (5.‘2 (5.,11)
T Pesticides 3301’ 84 ” 100. 100,0 78. 85.’7
(2.34)  (2.44) (3.16) (2.90) (2.33)  (2.49)
8 Irrigatien - - - - - -
9 Depreciation 118.40 50.96  41.52 32.42 23,6 35.11
pre (3.38)  (1.48) (1.31)  (0.94) (0.90)  (1.02)
10 Interest on
84.04 77.78 91,78 90.4 91,24
arita (1) BT (Bd6)  (2a6) (2683 (2e86)
Cost A 2185,00 2396.93 2022.2% 2386.24 2351.10 2572.22
(61.56) (89.41) (63.89) (69.16) (69.57) (89.23)
11 Rental 1063.75 9T4.44 1083.00 1035.43 1010.60 10154
value (29.97) (28.22) (34.22) (29.9%) (29.90) (29.63%
12 }2:25"‘ o0 66,10 33,09  26.42 19,01 17,79 23.96
capital (1.86) (0.96) (0.8%) (0.55) (0.52) (0.70)
(9%.40) (98.%9) (98.95) (99.65) (100.00) (99.56
13 il 234,38 48,72 33,33 11,88 - 15
llhﬂl' L] [ [ ] [ ]
charges (6.,60) (1.41) (1,05) (0.34) (0.44
Cost C 3549.25 3453.18 3164.98 3430.66 3379.41  3426.70
(100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (190.00)(100.00) (100.00)

Figures in parentheses are perssntages to total



Table II.14. Inputvise eest af mlt&ntun per hectare of 1V
paddy - Mundaken (inssme groupvise) (in n’“.)

.

“ 31. Items 1 : 1 I X Amm
o 1 Iy 3 4 5
1 Iractor - - 1“652 23046 18’004 150.
(5.26) (0.91) (5.51) (4.38
2  Animal 173,08 281,25 144,23 146,34 133,93 143,88
labour (5.93) (7.37) (3.86) (4.69) (4.03) (4.2)
% Hired human 782,69 1356,2% 1195.93 1025.00 1062,05 1097.29%
labour (26.79) (35.!3 (32,01) (32.86) (31.97) (%2.02)
4 Seed 500,00 459,38 353,26 411,38 451,64 415,02
material  (17.12) (12,0%) (9.45) (13.19) (13.60) (12.11)
5 Manures 155,85 312,50 170.36 75,17 220,24 179.%4
(5.27)  (8.98) (4.56) (2.35) (6.63) (5.28)
6 TFertilizers - - 207.2 242.58 149.18 175,00
(5.5%) (7.78) (4.49) (5.11)
7 ©Pesticides 78.84 - 112,16 57.46 81,08 83,37
‘ (2.70) (s.ée) (1.84) (2.44) (2.49)
8 Irrigatien - - - - - -
9 Depreciation 65.02 47,02 29.17 23,77 30,65 35.11

(2.23) (1.23) (0.78) (0.76) (0.92) (3.02)
10 Interest on .4 4, 98,26 96.36 80,5 92,47 91,24

capita (2.40) (2,57) (2.38) (2.57) (2.78) (2.66)
Cost A 1823.62 255486 2505.24 2088.49 2404,28 2372,22
| (62.43) (66.92) (67.05) (86.95) (72.38) (69.23)
11 Rental 9250” 93,01 1‘”9’1 10120 3940“ 101’3‘
value (31.68) (25.77) (32.09) (32.44) (26.93) (29.63
12 Interest on
;42 2895 18,69 16,10 2091 23.96
[xal  (128)  (0.76) (0.50) (0.52) (0.69) (0.70)
Cost B 2786.42 3567.36 722,84 3116.66 3321.83 34116
(95.39) (95.4-’5’ (39-845 {99503 (100.00) (99.56 )
13 TYaaily 154,62 250,00 ‘ - f
labour & & 3.38 : »
charges (4.61) (6.55%) (o,.m (2:30) (0edd

Cost C 2921.04 3817.%6 42 3119.71 3321.,83 3426.70
: (100.00) (100 00) (%co) wc'oo)(wo.oo) (100,00)

-

umu in parentheses are p-miuu $0 total



"’”Ttt eultivation per hectare er

Table II.15. Operationvise eeg
IV paddy - W (sise groupwise)
| (in rupouu)
81, Itens 8 s, 8 8 8. A ~
1 Preparation 468,75 423,16 366.67 359.56 354.36 366,86
of land (13.21) (12.29) (11.59) (10,42) (10.49) (10.7V)
2 Beed mate~ ‘
437.50 761 86 266,67 752.67 720,87 708.3%9
risle md  (12,33) ‘5!3 (8.43) (21.81) (21.33) (20.88)
3 Manurin 3,7 $16.67 252,38 205,28 z%s.sz
4 Tertiliser - 08  106.2% 193,14 192,80 164.63
application (’o"’) (30’5) (5.60) (5.71) ( 5'»39)
5 Plant '90.94 91.34 118,3 110.42 88,96 95,36
protection (2.56) (2.8%) (3.74) (3.20) (2.63) (2.78)
6 Weeding 281 2 ‘1‘& , 166.6 121, 109.52 119.22
7 Irrigation - - - - -
8 Harvest 593.7 551,90 995,00 375.56 565, 1 567.72
ing (15.733 (15.57) (18.80) (16.68) (16.72) (16.57)
9 Depreciation 1189‘0 5909‘ 41052 32c42 23.6 s. N
(3.34) (1.48) (1.31) (0.94) (0.70) (1.02)
Total 2335.34 235% 1977.78 2306.34 2260.67 2296.01
(25807 (€3.15) (82.49) (06.84) (66230 (67.01)
10 Interest on
84,04 92,19 77.78 91,78  90.4 91,24
verkis (2.37)  (2.87) (2.46) (2.66) (2. (2.66)
11 Rental 1063.75 974.44 1083.00 1033.43 1010.60 1015.4
value (29.97) (28.22) (34.22) (29.95) (19.90) (29.6%
12  Interest on
66,10 33,0 £26.42 19.01  17.71  23.96
fixtdal  (1.86)  (0.96) (0.83) (0.55) (0.52) (0.70)
Total cost 3549.23 ¥164 «98 3450.66 3379.41 3426,70
(100.00 (1oe.ee) {100.00) (100,00) (100.00) (100,00)

Figures in puoathun are mtqu to total



Table 1I1.16.

Operationwise ¢est of sultivation per heotare of
v palqy Mundaken (innen. ¢rourw1-0)

- —— (in_rupees) .
g:: Itens 11 I, 13 I‘ 15 Average
1 Preparation 288.46 g 386.91 272,36 385.42 366.86
of land (9.88) (13.92 (10.36) (8.7%) (11.,60) (10.71)
2 Beed mate- ,
519.2%3 1021,88 658.44 622,70 796.79 708.59
heias (1.18) (26.7D) (116623 (19:96) (23.99) (20.68)
ine (7.24) (9.1 (5.51) (2.9%) (8.06) (6.%8)
4 DPertiliser - - 220,84 253,76 156,62 184.6
application (5.91) ‘3-1’). (4.71) (5.39
% Plant 88.46 - 122,61 68,64 90,%8 95.36
protection (3.0%) (3.28) (2.20) (2.72) (2.78)
6 Veeding 211,54 187.50 122.28 142.28 98,21 119,22
(7.24) (4.,91) (3.27) (4.56) (2.96) (3.48)
7 Irrigation - - - - - -
8 Harvest 505,85 559.38 676,32 5%9.84 505,95 567.72
ine (17.25) (14.65) (18,10) (17.%30) (15.2%) (16.57)
9 Dcpr.oiutian 65.02 47.02 29.17 25.77 %0.6" 35.11.
(2.2%) (1.23) (0.,78) (0.76) (0.92 (1.,02)
Total 1888,10 2T06.40 2422.46 2011.21 2311,82 2296.01
(64.64) (70.90) (64.83) (64;47) (69.59) (67.01)
10 Intare rest o 70,14 98.26  96.36  80.33  92.47 91,24
11 Rental 925.%8 98%.7% 1198.91 1012.07 89‘0“ 10150‘
value (31.68) (25,77) (32.09) (%2.44) (26.9%) (29.63
12 Interest on 37.42 28.9 18,6 16,10 22,91 23,96
fixed :apital (1.28) (o, 76? (0,50 (0»52) (0.69) (0,70)

Total cost 2921.04

71

3321,83

3817.36  3736.42 3119,
(100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100;00

) zm';e'

)

Pigures in parentheses are perscentages %o totll



fable II.17. Inputvwise ocest d Wmnco per hestare of
coeonut (sise gtempwise)
o (in rupees)
81, Items 8 s, 8, B, Aversgs
81, 1 2 % 4 5
1 Hired human 229.51 {G‘HS %16.91 309, 362.66 %ss.w
labour (3.56) 4,9%) (5.11) (4.86) (5.84) 5.29)
2 Irrigation 669.48 226.4 206,95 169.20
ies (10.39) ?‘33 (30383 (%.2%) (2.72) (5.35
3 Manures 529.52 T44.65 9.87 5%545.30 590.11
(8.21) (g!§¥!' (12.00) 23.69) (8.78) (9.5!)
4 Yertilisers 137.7% 128,32 139,14 95.08 104,02
(2.14) (1.oe (2,07) (2.18) (1.53) (1.84)
5 Plant 10,54 16,38  14.26  15.85 15,16 15,32
protection (0.16) (0.24) (0.23) (0,25) (0.24) (o.a¢)
6 THarvesting 554,64 643.54 663.76 613,350 664.47 662 ;
sharges (8.60) (12.43) (10.69) (9.63) (10.70) (10-7.5‘
7 llmila- 595!% 520,82 ”i“ 614 93 52‘071 ‘ ”’-51
8 Depreciation %27.9 344.7 ‘ , 226,82 1,5021 201 52
Pr‘ 25-093 (5.08 (,t;’ (3.56) (2.18) (50;5)
Total work- 3054.95 3125.75 2070,16 2616.79 2611.79 2755.18
- ing oapital (47.39) (46.04) (46.24) (41.06) (42.05) (43.52)
9 Interest on
_ o 366.59 375. Yk o 314,01 315,41 330,62
pbek s (506) 50530 (3033 levsm (5.08) (desd)
Cost A ’421 05‘ 3500034 . 21‘ 58 2930’80 291’.20 S@ﬂS.ﬂO
| (53.08) (51.57) 2513!) (45.99) (47.10) (48.74)
10 Rental 2230,10 2464.82 2499,18 2868,73 2994.32 !
11 Interest on . ‘ ,
— 495,70 635.36 398.26 417.52 246.32 364.41
cottal  (7.69)  (3.38) i ais) (301 (470)
Coent B 51‘7." “01002 6012.62 62’7.0 61‘59“ 62"'5‘
| (95.37) (97.24) (97.83) (97.88) (99.88) (98.39)
12 Faaily 296,43 187,54 134,41 - 135.41 44,70 102,
e, (4.69) (2.98) (231 (2.19) (04D) (1.6
Cost C 5.7 88.56 6206,43 6372.46 6210.54 63%0,
‘ (%. (100.00) 61%&0 (139.00 (100.09) (?00.!03)

‘h total

Figures in parentheses are pei



Table 1I.18.

ocosonut (inceme lllirvino)

Inputvise cost of naintmnagce per heeotare of

. Y3 - (i rupeen) .
1. s 4 L L I I lvme
1. Hired humsm 225.63 326.0p - 305.86 402,58 386,62 zs;».ze
labour (3.59) (4.56) (5.23) (6.18) (5.84)
2 Irrigation 389.23 +«78 252-95 00,80 116.92
(6"20) ?2 (4.33 5.15) (1&36) (’.&g
s Manures 668 +09 37 096 5000 tth?? 61?.77 59‘6’1
(10.64) (10.32) (8.55) (6.84) (9.74) (9.32)
4 Tertiliszers 53,72 215.68 26,74 497.31 30,05 104,02
proteetion (0.23) (0.13) (0.38) (0.,22) (0.21) (0.24)
6 Harvesting 613.14 705,67 670.42 600.73 716.8% 682,37
charges (9.76) (9.87) (11.47) (9.22) (11.41) (10.78)
7 Miscellaneseus 441.14 1123,.%8 . 485,34 495%.09 24.67 593.61
. (15.71)  (8.30) (7.57) (8.35) ($.38)
8 Depreciatien 588.94 271.33 181,42 163.38 151, 201,52
(6.19) (3.79) (3.10) (2.51) 2.4$§ (3.18)
Total wverk- 2794.09 3696.04 2445.09 3017.74 2514.44 2755.18
ing capital (44.50) (51.68) (41.82) (45,32), (40.04) (43.52)
9 Interest on '
335,29 443,52 295.41 362,13  301,T 30,62
::;it. (5.38) (s, 20) (5.02) (5. 3 (4,80 ?5.22)
Cost A 3129,38 $139.58 2738,50 3379.87 28161 508560
(49.84) (57.89) (46.84) (51.88) (44.84) (48.74)
10 Rentel 2196.30 2381.16 2678.36 2742.99 3134.0% 2778,3
value (34.98) (33.30) (45.81) (42.11) (49.90) (43.89
11 Iaterest on ‘
701,46 488.79 350.7 302,31 270,96 364,41
ﬁ:ﬁu (11.17) (6.8%) g (4.64) (4.31) (5.76)
Cost B 6027,14 7009.51 5747.65 6425,17 6221,16 6228.56
(95.99) (98.02) (98.3%1) (98.63) (99.08) (98.%9)
12  Pamily labour 251.88 141.80 98,98 89,20 58.95 102.2%
~ Charges (4.01)  (1.98) (1.69) (1.37) (0.94) (1.61)
Cost C 6279.02 T151,31 5846.63 6514.37 6280.11

(100.00) (100, 00) (100,60) {100.00) (100.00) (338-23)

rxguroi in parcgihdaos are percentages to total



Table 11.19. Operatienwiss cest sf malhtenance per hestare of

coconut (siss grewpwise)

(in rupees)

Bl Items 8 8, By 5, 8y  Avarage

| Weeding and 4., 56 144,93 136,10 150.45 141.43 142,18
intercultural - 3 H xEN" - .

intereultoral (2.24) (2.13) (2.39) (2.36) (2.38) (2.9

2 Irrigation 883,32 569,08 3%58.3 T1.44 269,40 376.3

(13.70) (8.38) (5.77 5.85) (4.66) (5.95.

ine (10.28) (11.42) (14.36) (9.20) (10.62) (11.2¢

4 Yertiliser 173.84 98,66 167.19 173,24 125.42 136.4

5 Plant 10.54 16,38 14,26 15,85 15,16 15.%2

6 Hmuthu 554,64 84%.54 “3075 513152 6“.47 “2.’

(8.60) (12.43) (10,69) (9.63) (10.70) (10,78,

7 Miseellameous 595.56 520.82 5%0.,86 614.92 624.71 59%.61

8 Depreciation 327.99 344.75 222,91 226.82 1%5.27 201,52

(5.09) (5.08) (3.58) (3.47) (2.18) (3.18)

Total 3353.38 3513.29 3004, 2752.20 285‘.4? 2857 .41

9 Interest on = 366.59 375.09 344.42 %14001 315.41 330,62

vorking capital (5.69) (5.53) (5.55) (4.93) (5.05) (5.22)

1C Rental value 2230,10 2464.82 24%9,18 3888173 2994.32 2778.%%

(34.60) (36.31) (39.62) (45.33) (48.21) (43.89)

 fixed oapital  (7.69) (9.36) (6.42) (6.55) (3.97) (5.7%)

Total cost ‘“5: 5783.56 52060‘, ‘”2.45 63100“ 6’”0‘”

(100,00) (100.00)(100,00) (100.00)(100,00)(100,00)

Rigures in parentheses are percentages to total



Table 11.20. Operationwise lott o saintan
eoeonut (Income apving)

‘ ,»pqr heciare of

(in rupees)
81.  Items I I, I, I. Aversge
oL 1 2 I 4 5  Average
1 VWeeding and 155 95 128,57  140.49 133,80 147.38 . 142.18
intercultural ,.7¢ -4 SEEP -4 PL 4 -4 hrAel P
operations (2.48)  (1.80) (2.40 (2,08) (2.35) (2.25)
2 Irrigation 581.44 449,94 403.66 508,78 25%52.42 376.37
9.26) . (6.29)  (6.90) (7.81) (4.02) (5.95
Manur 778.77 8T3.14 608,15 5%7.352 742,01 . 709,
? ng J2ad) (5515 (Towos  Carsss m.m s
4 JYertiliser 72. 56 275 32155 6’5&75 : 13‘0
5 Plant 14.20 9.02 22,33 . 14,08 13.01 15.52
6 Harvesting 613,14 T05.67 . 10.42 600.73  716.8% 682. T
(9.76) . (9.87) (11.47) (9.22) (11.41), (19.7&)
7T Miseellaneous 441,14 1123,58 . 485,34 493.09 524.67 59%.6%
, (7.03) (15.71) (8.30) (7.57) (8.35) (9.38)
8 Depreciation 388,94 271,33 . 181,42 163.%8 151,65 201,52
(6.19)  (3.79) . (3.10) (2.51) (2.41) (3.18)
Total 3045.9 3837.84v'2544.07 107. 94 2573.59 . 2857.41
9 Interest on 4 ) , y
335.2 3.52  293.41 362,13 301,73 330,62
wor . . , t :
kg (330 (6300 (Guon (.56 (4803 (3.m)
10 Rental wvalue 2196.%0 2381,16 h!‘?Bd,‘" 274%.99 3134.0%3 2778.35
* (34.98) (33. 30) (45.81) (42.11) (49.90) (43.99)
11 Int.l‘.lt en 701, 6 v ” 502-31 27009‘ ,“-“
fixed capital(ii, 17) (6. 73 (5-623 (4.64) (4.31) (5.?))

Total cost

6279.02 7131.31 5846, 6330,
(100.00) (100,00) (100.00) (100.00)(100.00) (100.6

63 6514.37 6280.11

)

Pigures in parentheses are pergentages to total



Table IX.21. Inputwise cost of naintenance per heotare of
Areeanut (sise groupwise)

05 4375.58 4565.
(100,00) (100.00) (100.00) (160.00)(100.00) (100.00)

(in rupees).
81. Items 8. s re 8 8 Average
Yo. 1 2 3 4 5 , .
1 Hired human  47.85 508,79 552,54  79%.65 su.sg T3
labour (1.03) (10.42) (12.17) (14.96) (19.63) (1 4.
2 Irr ‘u.’a 6710’0 523.57 473-96 17" 259019 ,7‘i
ad (15.24) (10.82) (10.95) (5.98) (6.04) (3.23
3 Organic 892.85 1070.35 1088.48 1211.74 1095, 109393
mr’mta (20.27) (21.91) (24.88) (22.8%) (25.48 (23 .56)
4 MNiscelluneous 110,50 125.44 126,67 199.68 142,22 1%4.6
(2,51) (2.57) (2,89) (2.63) (3.31) (2.39 ,
pree 10483 (12063 (5.08) (44389 (3.14)  (4ad?)
Total verking 2050.47 2577.90 2449.56 2669.:2 2477 .1 am
6 Interest on
W
by (5.38) (6.33) (6.72) {6.08) (6.91) (6.53)
Cost A 2296.53 2887.25 2743.51 3011.93 2774.45 2781,7¢
‘ (52.13) (59.10) (62.70) (56.79) (64.49) (60.93)
7 Rental value 364¢15 831056 75309‘ 1672034 12”&12 11‘507
(19.61) (17.02) (17.23) (31.53) (28.43) (25.10
8 Interest on 495.70 635,36 398.26 417.52 246.3%2 364.41
fmd 03?1“1(11.25) (15001) (9:10) (7087) (5.73) (70”) .
Cost B 3656.%9 4354.27 3895.71 5101,79 424%,.89 4291.78
82.99) (89.1%) (89.0%) (96.19) (98.65) (94.01)
9 Pemily 749.36 530.78  479.87 6 58.24 273.%8
ﬁ:“.ﬁ, (17.01) (10.87) (10.97) (3.a1§ (1.35)  (5.99)
Cost C 4405,75 4885, 530%.75 4302.13 16

Tigures in parentheses are percentages to total



Table 11.22. Inputwise cost of

Arecamat (inoome cﬁiiswzso)

gintenancs per nectare of

Cost C
: (100.00) (100 00)

o (in rupess)
1  Hired human 212,31 674,08 816,40 489,46 797.65 677.33
labour (4.62) (13,78) (17.69) (21.63) (16.42) (14.84)
2 Irrigation 717,06 421.27 333,26 296.23 250,57 376.
(15.61) (8.61) (7.22) (13.09) (5.16) (8.24
manures (18.06) (26.49) (24.44) (9.48) (25.38) (2%.96)
4 Misocellaneous 115,62 133.70 140.82 124,47 139.88 134.6
(2.52) (2.73) (3.05) (5.50) (2.88) (2.95
5 Depreciation 388.94 271,353 181.42 163.38 151,65 201,52
(8.47) (5.55) (3.93) (7.22) (3.12) (4.4%)
Total working 2263.28 2796.19 2599.95 1288.15 2572.70 2483.68
~ oapital (49.28) (57.16) (56.34) (56.93) (52.87) (54.41)
6 |Intereston 71,59 335.54 311,99 154,58 308,72 298.04
e (5.91) (6.86) (B.T6)  (6.83) (6.36) (6.53)
Cost A 2534,87 3131.73 2911,94 1442.73 2881.42 2781,72
| (354300 (64s025 (83,303 (£3.763 (39.58) (80433)
7 Rental value 699.31 869,11 1216,12 451,81 1528.25 11457
| | (15.23) (17.77) (26.35) (19.97) (31.46) (25.10
8 Intereston 701,46 488.79 330,79 302431 270.96 36441
spttar  15.21) (9.99) {7.47) (13.38) (5.38) (7.98)
' Cost B 3935,64 89,63 4438 g 2196.85 4680.6 2291.78
(85.70) (91.77) (96.62) (97.09) (96.36) (94.01)
9 il 656,85 402,49 155,83  65.89 176.57 273.38
hiee  (1830) (8.23) (3.38) (2.91) (3.84) (5.99)
4592.49 4892.,12 4614.68 2262.7T4 4857.20

565,16
oe.ao) (100.00)(100,00) (1oo.oo)

‘!‘unrn in parentheses are pcrmh‘u %o total



Table IX.2%. Oporatim.tu cost of u&nten&n“ per hectare of
- Arecanut (sise |rilvvialy
~ e (in rupees)
81,  Items 8 8 8 8§ 8 A
Yo. _ 1 ) s 54 5 verage
1 Weeding and .4, .9 483,57 485,72 517.29 474.91 481.48
intercultural e ' M - - : .
operations . (9.T7) (9.30) (11.10)  (9.75) (11.04) (10.55)
2 Irrigatien 910,46 805.15 718.89 $15.75 418.84 579.26
(20.67) (16.48) (16.4% (9.72) (9.74) (12.69)
3 Orgeuic 1020.41 1549,87 1375.2% 1491.64 1364.25 1360.1
aanures and : 2 $ : . .
applioation (23-16) (27.63) (31.4%) (28.12) (31.71) (29.79
4 Miseellaneous 110.50 125.44 126.6 139,68 142.23  134.6
(2.51) (2,57) (2.89 (2.63) (3.51) (2.95
(7.44) (7.06) (5.09) (4.28) (3.14) (4.41)
Total vorking 2799.8 $108,68 2929.42 2891,18 2535.4% 2757.06
6 Interest on ,
246.06 309,35 293 9% 322,71 297.26 298.04
epitar (5.38) (6.33) (6.72) (11.74) (6:31) (8453)
7 Rental value 864.16 831,66 753.94 1672.34 1223.12 1145.7%
(19.61) (17.02) (17.23) (31.53) (28.43) (25.10)
8 Interest on  495.70 635.36 398,26 417.52 246.32 364.41
fixed ospital (11.25) (13.01) (9.10) (7.87) (5.73) (7.98)

Total cost

4405.75 4885.,05 4375.58

75

2,13

4565.16

5303,
(100,00) (100.00)(100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00)

-

Figures in parentheses are percentages to total



Table II.24.

Operationvise oatt uz naintannao: per heotare

of Aressaut (Ineeme groupvise)

- - - (in rupees)

g8l. - Items 1 I I I I Average

Fo. 1 2 ’ 4 5 ‘
1 Weeding and 471.07 490.84 508.12 ’75.51 474,91 481,48
B atiane ™ (10.26) uo.én (17.01) (16.64) (9.78) (10.58)
2 Irrigation 969.18 663,42 553.45 428.01 408,87 579,26
_ ' (21910) (13056) (11099) (13’.92) (3.042) (‘2-59‘)

3 Organio 975.32 1639,40 1371.95 261,67 1573.96 1360.1

mapures and - : - e $ hd
application (2124) (33.51) (29.73) (11.56) (32.40) (29.79

4 Misoellaneous 115,62 133,70 140,82 124.47 139.88 1%4.6
o (2.52) (2.73) (3.0%) (5.50) (2.88) (2.93
S Deprecistion 388.94 271,33 181,42 163,38 151,65 201,52
(3047) (5:55) (509’) (7&22) (3»012) (4641)
Total working 2920.13 3198.69 2755.68 1354.04 2749.27 2757.06
 eapital (63.58) (65.38) (59.72) (59.84) (56.60) (60.39)
6 Interest on 574 g9 335,54 311.99 154.58 308.72 298,04
capita (5.91) (6,86) (6.76) (6.83) (6.36) (8.5%)
(15.2%) (17.77) (26.35) (19.97) (31.46) (25.10
Interest on T01.46 488,79 3%0.79 302,31 270.96 364.41
fixed oapital (15.27) (9.99) (7.17) (13.36) (5.%8) (7.98)
Total cost 4592049 ‘892.12 4‘1‘0“ 2282«7‘ “57'20 “5 16

(100,00) (100,00) (100.00) (100.00)( 100,00) (100.00)

Figures in parentheses are percentages to total



Table 11.25,

(sizse growpwise)

Inputwise cest of suliivation of Benana

- —— (in_rupees)

Bl., Items 8 8 s 8 8 Average
Xo. , 1 2 3 4 5

1 Hired human 4403.41 4263.01 5418.62 4765.63 6063.83 5108,47
labeur (11.04) (11,63) (14.88) (13.66) (17.97) (14.09)
2 Suockers 3451,70 3815,03 3T72.04 3171.88 3848.40 3609.64
(8.65) (10.41) (10.36) (9.09) (11.40) (t0.18)
. (18.51) (18.64) z_ﬂ»s‘n (18,07) (18.99) (18.48)
4 Tertilisers 1441.76 2749.T1 0.24 3148.70 3035.64 27%8.7
8.61) 7.50) (6.15) (9.0%) (8.99) (7.6
5 Irr tien 1378.5% 283% !09.6 304,84 560,61 55.41
ien (3.45)  (0.77) (0.58) (0.87) (1.66) (1.20)
6 Misocellaneous 695.02 528,90 9’0‘75 708,.3% 494 .68 595.70
(1.74) (1.44) 2.20) (2,03 (1.47) (1.64)

7 Propping 2528,41 2485.5% 2455.92 23526.08 2513.30 2499
(6.34) (6.18) (8.34) (1.24) (1.48) (8303
8 Depreciation 327.99 344.7% 2’2091 . 226.82 155.21 ﬂ'@‘.”
e (0.82) (0.94) (0.61) (0.65) (0.40) (0.38)
9 Interest on ,495 70 2556.69 2686.75 2538.51 2767.11 2638,80
e 50 lawr Tas (. (8.20) (7.8
Cost A 24207.90 23862,43 25076.14 23692.79 25626.3% 24628.81
(60.67) (65.09) (68.87) (67.92) (76.52) (67.94)
10 Rental 10829,55 8720 y 6842,64 9013.6!
value (27.14) (25.!’8 iﬁ,ﬂ? ?3305?? (20.27) (24.87
11 Interest on 495,70 635,36 398.26 417.52  246.32 364,41
capital (1.24)  (1.73) (1.09) (1.20) (0.73) (1.01)
Cost B $5533,15 33218,02 33960,55 33010,31 32915,31 34006.87
(89.05) (90.60) (93.26) “(94.63) (37.5%) (9%.82)
12 Temily 4367.90 3445.09 2452.77 1875.00 835,11 2241,9°
e, (10.95) "(9.40) (8.74) (531)  (2.47)  (6.18)
Cost © 39901,05 36663.11 36413,32 34885.31 33750.42 36248.82
(100.00) (100.00) (100,00) {100.00) (100.00) {100,00)

Figures in parentheses are persentages %o total




Table I1I.26.

Inputvise cost of muntm of Banans
(Inoome cnmm o

R R (in rupees)
,m 1 “: Iy 4 5 orage
1 Hired human 2421.6% 4769.34 seoo 00 4682.%54 6545.45 5108.47
 labewr (6.10) (12,833 (13,08) (14,58 (1,013 (140080
2 Suckers $782.0% 3619.05 3933.33 3669.64
| (9.52) (10.332 {w. (11.22) (10.22) (10.18)
S  Manures 8796.50 6878.% 6@93.15 3928,57 T33%.33 6700.4
(22.14) (18';54) (18.!8) (12,18) (19.08) (18,48
4 Tertilisers 2457.86 eg tr 3015.48 3377.28 27%8,7
(6.19) (s.s «57) (9.35) (8.T8) (T.8%
5 Irrigatien 507.62 378,39 ﬂ.za 1373.65 178.64  435.41
ie (0.77) (1.,02) (1.29) (4.26 (o.m 1.20)
6 Misoellaneous 555.56 436,50 595,70
(1.40) u.‘R zz.m (1.55) (1.56 (1.64)
7 Propp 2549 86 2482,%0 2512.50 252%.80 2469.70 2 99
8 Depreociation 388.54 271-3 181.42 163,38 151.6 201.!2
(0.98) (0.73) (0.55) (0.51) (0.39) (0,56)
9 Interest on ,551,18 2565.30 2492.34 2369.16 2951,82 2638,80
s s (8.42) (6.97) (7.52) (7.3%) (7.67) (7.%8)
Cost A 2?811.02 23942.81 23261,.8% 22112,14 2 s!o.:g 24628.81
59.94) (64.52) (70.15) (68.58) (71.61) (67.94)
10 Rental 9205,70 10053.73 789%.75 6001.59 9561.82 9013.85
; value (25._17) (27‘ (”‘51) (24082) (2‘035) (2‘0‘1) ‘
11 Interest on ' ‘ N
TO1.46 488,79 330,79 302,31  270.96  364.41
ot A7) (1L32)  (1.00)  (0.98)  (0.70)  (1.01)
Cost B “53718.18 34485.39 31486.37 30416.04 3798%,07 487
(84.88) (92.93) (94.96) (94.34) (97.16) (93.82)
12 Janily 6007.83 2623.46 1671.88 1825.40 1090.91 .9
harges (15.12)  (7.07) (5.04) (5.86) (2.84) (5.133
Cost C 39726.,01 37108.85 33158,25 32241.44 38473.98 %6248.82
(1oo.oo) (100.00 me.ao 100,00) (100.00) {100.00)

Pigures in ynronthun are mmm 49 total

"



- Table II.27.

Banane (sise grewpwise)

Operationvise e¢ost of sultivation per hectare of

- (in rupees)
8l. Item 8 B 8 g 8 Average
¥o. 1 e B s
1 Beeds and  3451,70 3815.03 3772.04 3171.88 3848.40 3689.64
soving (8.65) (10.4%) (10.36) (9.09) (11.40) (10.18)
2 Preparatery 3870,74 3271.68 3287.1% 28%8,.54 3122,34 3188.86
cultivation (9.70) (8.92) (9.0% (8.14) (9.2%) (8,.80)
3 Intereultu- 5594 17 1907,.51 20%0,86 1666.64 1795.21 1858.82
TensPers™ (5.25) (5.20) (5.38) (4.78) (5.32) (5.1)
4 Mamuring ?301.14 8786.13 9519.90 7994.79 7912.23 85%02.45
 (24.56) (23.96) (25.59) (22.92) (23.44) (23.46)
S Pertiliser 1832.39 3327.75 2744.,02 3591.40 5512.33 3259, 58
application (4.59) (9.08) T.54) (10.29) (10.41 (8.9%)
6 Irrigation 1578.55 283,52 209" 504 .84 560.61 35.40
(3.45) (0.77) (0.58 0.87) (1.66) 1.20)
7 Miseella- 696,02 528,90 199,75 708.33 494.68 595,70
neous (1.74) (1.44) (2,09 (1.47) (1.64)
8 Propping  2528.40 2485.55 z4ss.sz 2526.04 2513.30 2499.9
6.34) (6.78) (6.T4) (7.24) (7.4%) (s.sog
9 Depreciation 327.99 344.75 222,91 226,82 135.21 201,52
(0.82 (0.94) (0.61) (0.65) (0.40) (0.56)
Total 25982.10 24750.82 24842,18 23029.28 23894.35 24231.96
(65.12) (67.52) (é8.22) (66.01) (70.80) (66.84)
10 Interest on
259%,70 2556.69 2686.73 2538.51 2767.11 2638.80
el (6.50) (6.97) (7.38) (7.28) (8.20) (7.26)
11 Rental value 10829,55 8720.23 8486.15 8900,00 6842.64 9013.65
(27.14) (23.78) (23.31) (25.51) (20.27) (24.87)
12 Interest on 495.70 635,36 398,26 417.52 246,32 364.41
fixed capital (1,24) (1.73) (1.09) (1.20) (0.7%) (1.01)

Total cost 39901.05 %6663, 10 36413.32 34885.%1
(100.00) (100,00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00

33750.42 36248.8

Figures in parentheses are percentages to total



Table 11.28. Operationwise ceat of cultivation per hesotare

of banana (Incems greupwise)

| - (in rupees)
8i. Iten 1 , I, 1 kvnrtgnv
Ko, 1 It l I’ “. 5
1 BSeeds and 3382.11 3712,52 3409.%8 3619.05 39335.3%3 3689,64
soving (9.52) (10.00) (10.28) (11.22) (10.22) (10.18)
2 Preparatory 3636,10 3217.%0 2968.75 3134.92 3212,12 3188.86
3 nteteul=  2207.98 1895.,94 1671.88 1309.52 2075.76 1838,62
e tations (5:36) (5.11) (5.04) {(4.08) (5.40) (5.13)
4 Mamuring 10861.84 8672 703,13 5198,41 9212,12 8502.4
(27.34) (23.37) (23.23) (16.12) (23.94) (23:325
5 Pertiliser 2977,56 2828, mv.o; 3809,13 3846.97 32%9.5%
application (7.50) (7.62 (8.65) (11.81) (10.00) (8.98)
6 Irrigation 307.62 378,35 427.28 1373.65 178.64 435.40
(0.77) (1.02) (1.29) (4.26) (0.46) 11.20)
T Miscella- 555-65 54203’ 00,00 4’6051 609009 595.70
8 Propping  2549.86 2482,30 2512,%0 2523.81 2469.70 2499.99
(6.42) (6.69) (7.58) (7.83) (6.42) (6.90)
9 Depreciation 388.94 271,33 181,42 163.38 151,65 201,52
(0.98) (0.73) (0.55) (0.5%) (0.39) (0.56)
(68.64) (64.,68) ( 7.68; (66.90) (66.77) (66.84)
10 Interest o544 43 2565.30 2492.34 2369.16 2951.82 2638.80
it 8 (6.42)  (B.91)  (T.52) (71.35) (7.67) (T.28)
11 Rental 9205.70 10053.79 7293.75 8001.59 9561.82 901%.6
value (25.17) (27.09) (25-81) (24t82) (24085) (24031
12 Interest , ,
701.46. 488.79 33%0.79 302,31 270.96 364.41
on fixed .
capital (1.77)  (1.32) (1,00 0.94) (0.70) {1.01)
Total cost 39726.01 37108.85 35158.25 32241.44 3847%.98 36248.82

(100.00)(100.00) (100.00

(100,00) .(100.00) (100,00)

Pigures in parentheses are yerGniactlfto'total
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| o

The study was wnderisken with the following objectives,
vis., to study the methods and practices xcllovo‘d for oulti~
vation, the general, social and economic charseteristies of
the farmers in the study area, cost and income structure of
the farm business, the resource use; and the savings, invest-
ment, assets and debis patiern. |

One hundred farm families were selected by two stage
random sampling, from vhom the relevant data were collected
using & well stiructured sehedule.

The methods and practiees followed for cultivatien
of different crops were found 4o be more or less the same in
different parts of the dloek. Generslly, twvo orops of paddy
(Mundakan snd Puncha), coconmt, mmt and benana were the
major orops grown.

Dependence on hired labour was high in the area.
Tracter power was substituted for bulleck power %o a limited
extent, Dependence of family hw was more in smaller sise
groups. The utilization of tci'unmn vas belov the rece-
maended levels. The per hectare use vas found to decrease
vith inorease in the sise of the holdings and increase with

inorease in income,

The cost of oculiivation for Mundskan season wvas found
10 be’ lower than that of Puncha, mainly due to differences



in cultivation eperstions. Mﬁonsh yield vas slightly
higher,the cost per quintal vas also higher during Puncha
than Mundskan. Thus the study shoved that Mundsksn peddy
vas more profitable than Punshs due to lower cost of oulti-

vation.

Bventhough coast of ocultivation was found to deoreass with
Mnu in sise of holding RO elesreut asscciation was found
between family income and cost of sultivation.

Though the cultivation of eseenut and banana resulted
in high net returns they invelved heavy investaent alseo.
Awecsniat cultivation in the ares was found %o be in & declining
stage.

Expenditure on food 4id net show much difference among
different holding size groups sad inesome groups except in
the highest income group and largest holding sise group.
Expenditure on costly foed items like, fish, meat and milk
shoved a positive relstionship vith the sise of holding and

. gross inoceme of the families. Only the farmers in the higher
income groups were able to mest the hoanhold expenditure froam
the net income obtained from erop ’roduthn and livestook.

The infrastructural faeilities in the area were found
to be satisfactory. There were sufficient oredit, communica-
tion and marketing facilities in the area., But in some parts
of the block, transpert facilities are yet to be developed.
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