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INTRODUCTION ^
$

$
In India, the v ita l role of agriculture arises out of the ^

0
$

♦

*
$

♦

♦
$

position the agrarian sector occupies in the overall economy and 

it s  potential for becoming a leading sector in development* Within 

the agricultural sector, vegetables have a key role* as Shalerao 

et al (1932) state, "Besides providing rich  minerals and vltamines 

to the consumers, they provide additional Inc one as well as employ­

ment to the producers and valuable foreign exchange to the nation"* 

India can grow v ir tu a lly  a ll  the vegetables on account of her geogra— § 

phical situation and clim atic© conditions. She can develop as one of | 

the leading producers of a ll vegetables* Shatia and Rao (1932) renari^ 

that "India produces a kaleidoscopic range of vegetables in varying $ 

quantities thanks to the bountiful nature which has endowed i t  with | 

suitable s o il, climate and topography* These Include several Items  ̂

of not only country-wide consumption demand but also abundant export ^ 

p o te n tia l."  |

Vegetables have as much importance in our food intake as 

cereals* In India, where we are liv in g  on an Inadequate diet of meat< 

vegetables help the people to improve their diet conditions. I t  is  

heartening that the a v a ila b ility  of vegetables has been increasing as 

the years went by* But m  have not s t i l l  reached the recommended ^

consumption le ve l. Against the recommended daily requirement of 240
L

grans of vegetables including 40 grans of f ru its  per capita per day ^ 

(Gopalan et a l,  1981), the actual a v a ila b ility  was 38 grans in 1951, $
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$
ty leading to their short supply and the consequent higher prices In ^

the market* The comparatively higher cost of production of *ege- ^

♦ 

♦

110 grams in 1900 and 160 grams in 197*+ ( Ramachander and Subraman- 

yam, 1981)• The per capita a v a ila b ility  does not give a complete 

picture of consumption as a large percentage of the people live  

below the poverty line said their consumption of protective foods 

fa lls  much short of the average*

The low consumption of vegetables in India is  due to a 

variety of reasons such as their low production and less productfvi

tables coupled with high pricing make i t  d if f ic u lt  for the median

and low income groups of the population to consume vegetables to the^ 

desired extent* Improved n utrition  through increased vegetable con- § 

sumption w ill  neeessfate a considerable increase in the production J
V

of vegetables, which in turn depends on an Increase 1n the area ^

under vegetables and the ir productlvity* An Increase in  the supply $
♦ 

♦ 

♦ 

* 
$

.An

of vegetables w ill take care of their a v a ila b ility  to the poor as a 

rise in supply w ill  moderate the rise in prices*

According to Prasad, "vegetable cu ltiva tion  has not made 

the desired progress because i t  is  labour intensive and requires 

great care and constant attenticm throughout the crop period* Also 

the cu ltiva tion  is  testricted to garden lands* Vegetable c u ltiva te  

depends largely on the timely supply of quality seeds, f e r t il iz e r s ,
L

pesticides and irr ig a tio n . Further i t  requires a well developed J

marketing system* A comparison of the growth rates of vegetables (j

and fru its  v is -a -v is  other agricultural crops has been attempted by $
♦



Bhatla and Ra© (1932)* According to than, the area under vegetables $

♦ 
$

$

is  a very small portion of the total area under agriculture* The 

current area under vegetables is  only about three per cent of the j  

gross cropped area in the country* They have estimated the rates $

of growth of cereals, pulses and food grains for the period 1960-61 $
$

to 1972 * 73* According to their estimates the area under vegetables^ 

and fru its  have increased by about seven per cent per annum, as J

against less than a per cent increase in area under food grains* $ 
$

However, they did not maintain th e ir lead over food grains in respect^

of prod u ctiv ity , (*99 per cent as against 1*7% per cent) highlighting^
.  $ 

♦ 

♦

that enough attention has not been paid for Improving the product! 

v ity o f vegetables aid fruits*

Although the green revolution contributed to an increase in 

agricultural production in India , I t  was mainly the cereal revolution^
A

The vegetable crop remained more or less untouched by the revolution*^ 

Now that we have stabilised food grains production to some extent ^ 

and we are no longer dependent on food a i i  and imports from abroad $ 

for meeting our cereals requirements* We should turn our attention ^ 

to the qualitative  aspect of our food problem namely ris ing  the pro­

d u ctivity  and production of vegetables and fruits*

*

The Sixth five  fear Plan (1980 -  85) targeted to increase

vegetable production to 2^*69 m illio n  tonnes from 18*39 m illio n  tonnes

In 1976-77* XT aims at raising vegetable production by about one ^

third (3^*31 per cent)* To accomplish this target the outlay on the ^
§
♦



development of the horticulture has also been substantially Increased^
t

I t  was $9*5*00,000 In Fourth Five Year Plan and fa*2,00*00*000 1n ^ 

F ifth  and sixth Five Year Plans* ^

$
According to Agarwal (198!) at present the development of  ̂

agriculture does not merely depend on Increasing the agricultural 

produce and Its  productivity, but also on the promotion of better 

and well organised marketing system* One of the means of having

price for the produce* Agricultural marketing 1s the crux of the 

problem of agricultural Improvement 1 n India* I t  1s through an

1 

♦
$ 
♦

better results in agriculture Is  to see that the farmers get a fa ir  ^
♦ 

* 

*

e ffic ie n t marketing system that the required environment and condi- J
A

tlons for an Increased a farm production are created* ^

J
Marketing, In fa c t, emerges as the second generation problem^ 

of agricultural development, even as production remained the f i r s t  $ 

generation problem* “ India produces more than 50 m illio n  tonnes of | 

perishable agricultural products, Involving transactions at the whole^

sale aid re ta il levels of the value between Rs*5,000 and fa*7*000 

crores. I t  1s estimated that by 198** • 85 the production of fru its  

and vegetables w ill  cross 60 m illio n  tonnes* The marketing of these 

perishable crops had received inadequate attention p a rtlcu la rly  In 

areas where transport f a c ilit ie s  are inadequate or i l l  developed*

The marketing of f ru its  and vegetables tend to be characterised by 

very high wastage, estimated at between 20 and kO per cent at 

different stages** according to Gupta and Ram (1979)*

$
$

*
0
♦



Vegetables constitute an essential part of dally diet and $
t

arei therefore, In great demand throughout the year from a ll *
v

sections of population* So farmers take to vegetable c u ltiva tio n , ^ 

as cash crop that would assure them enough returns for meeting their $

$

working capita! needs and family expenses* The farmer 1s not at all $
$

a bad businessman* Consciously or unconsciously he knows the max!- ^ 

mum of business ‘ buy cheep aid sell dear** vegetable production and $

marketing Is  peculiar 1n nature, because of the p e rlsh a b lH ty , bulk . 1
$

fness and seasonab! 11 ty characterising them* The farmer’ s resources 

are limited and staying power In the market 1s very low* The farmer 

as the s e lle r, se lls  his produce at a low price Immediately after | 

harvesting* ^

♦
The producer of vegetables who 1s generally a small or ^ 

marginal farmer, seldom gets the fu ll benefit of his e ffo rts . This $

Is  mainly due to Imperfections In the marketing system of these com- ♦ 
♦

modi ties* Generally I t  Is the middlemen who have benefited by buying^

cheap and selling  dear* In the opinion of Dlwakar and Muralidharan $

(1980), "In  the current marketing set up, both producers and con$umer|

stand to lose, farmers because of low prices received and consumer

because of the high prices paid* The agricultural marketing system

Is  very often viewed as exploitative due to the Intermediaries In

marketing system. I t  1s alleged, who make abnormal p ro fits  at the

cost of producer and the consuner*" ^
1
♦

♦ 

*

" T 1



According to Gupta and Ram (1979)# the farmer receives a $

very low share 1n consumer rupee* I t  Is  because of many factors J
7

such as Inadequate marketing Information services, poor transport j

f a c ilit ie s  available to the v illa g e  etc* The re ta ile r margin and ^

$ 
♦

$

marketing costs are quite substantial each appropriating one fourth

also because of the peculiar structure of market In which they

of consumer rupee* Indian Farmers are s t i l l  bad marketers not only ^

because of their Ignorance towards modern methods of marketing, but ^

$
$

forced to accept the prices offered by the traders* In the words of^ 

iankaran (1979)* The system agricultural marketing saddted with a $
L

long chain of middleman* These are various agencies that stand Y 

between the cultivators and ultimate consumer* The number of middle^ 

man take away the lio n ’ s share of the price paid by the consumer an

consequently the producer -  farmer get a poor share of price*" In *
7

the view of Jayade and Rati! (1982), "unchecked p ro fit making ^

tendency of the middleman is  the main reason fo r low farm income of $

the farmers* The traders, commission agents and others have taken 1 
i

undue advantage, of the perishable and seasonal nature of a g rtcu l- ^ 

tural production*'* Thus there I s a  great need of an e ffic ie n t 0 

marketing system for sustaining and accelerating vegetable production*

A review of the existing studies of the vegetable farming | 

and marketing shewed that many of those studies have been done In ^ 

North India* Since the problem of agriculture are location specifics 

the investigator f e lt  that the study on vegetable cultiva tion  and ^ 

marketing in the context of the agricultural condition 1n Tamil Nadu^

1



w il l  be worthwhlle, Hence the current study on the vegetable grow­

ing farmers of the two villagesnamely Valukkaparal and Ar1chipalayam 

in  Madukkarai panchayat Union in Coimbatore D is tr ic t ,

The main objectives of the s tu ^  are*_

!• 1* To find out the re lative  area under vegetable

cu ltiva tio n ,

2, To assess the re lative p ro fita b ility  of vege­

table cu ltiva tio n ,

3» To find out the cost of cu ltiva tion  of specific 

vegetable crops and find out the welghtage of 

the various cost components,

k* To estimate the returns of the specific 

vegetable crops,

5* To estimate the marketing cost of specific 

vegetable crops,

6 , To find out how the producer price of vege­

tables is  shared among the cost of cu ltiva ­

tion and cost of marketing aid producers1 

margin,

7 ,To find out tire marketing practices of 

vegetable cu ltiva tio n ,

' $• To locate the problems in vegetable c u lt i ­

vation ana marketing*



i t  is  hoped that the study w i11 contribute to the ilte ra »  ^

ture on agricultural marketing in general and vegetable marketing ^
$

in pa rticular and w ill  highlight the problems faced by the farmers ^

In increasing the area under vegetable crops, raising the product!~ ^ 

v ity  of vegetable cu ltiva tio n  and suggest the marketing support $ 

that is  needed for raising the share of vegetables in  the total qtrop ^ 

production* ^



REVIEW OF LITERATURE

The studies relating to vegetable production and marketing 

are discussed under the fo ilw in g  headst

A* Production of vegetables*

8* Demand and Supply response of vegetable crops*

C# Marketed strk lus of vegetables crops*

0* A rriva ls  and prices of vegetables*

E* Price behaviour of vegetables*

F. Services rendered by market functionaries, 

marketing cost and margins* and 

6* Credit and pricing policies for vegetables*

A* Production of Vegetables*

When w© analyse the production side, we find many studies 

that have been done on the economics of vegetable production* A 

case study on vegetable cu ltiva tion  was done by Prasad in 1980 In 

the Kanklpadu 8lock 1n Andhra Pradesh* He selected 90 vegetable 

cu ltiva to rs  from five  villa ge s to study the problemsfaced by them 

In vegetable production.

The study found that 1n the villages farther from the 

marketing centre, the small farmers reported weak financial support, 

lack of transport and Inadequate community f a c ilit ie s  as reasons for 

not taking up vegetable cu ltiva tio n  1n large number as compared to 

other classes of farmers*
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Prasad further found that garden land formed 10 per cent o fJ

,  ^
the total land owned by trie small farmers as against 3k per cent in

case of large farmers* N on-availability  of garden land with good ^

irrig a tio n  sources was an other constraint faced by the snail

farmers In taking to vegetable cultivation* ^

♦
♦

A study on "production and u tilis a tio n  of Potato in Farm* 

khabad D is tric t  in Uttar Pradesh" was conducted by Dfwakar (U 8 2 )*

Ha aimed to find  out the re la tive  Importance of potato production 

for different categories of farms in the area* and to observe the 

u tilis a tio n  and disposal pattern of potato at farm level on different^ 

categories of farms* Sampling plan of his study was as follows! J
7

one primary market was selected from each of tehsil of the d istrict*  ^ 

Around each selected market, three villa ge s were selected from each

tehsil to ta llin g  12 villages in the d istrict*  A l is t  of potato 

growers from each of selected villages were prepared* Six farmers 

were selected from each v illa g e  randomly and the total sample eon* 

sisted of 72 farmers*

Dfwakar*s study Indicated that the percentage of the total 

consunptionof potato increased with decrease in the size of holding* 

The marketed surplus was po sitive ly  correlated the size of holding* 

the past harvest sales of potato was negatively correlated with the 

size of farm* and the sales of cold storage potato was positively 

associated with farm size*

I
*
♦
$
$
♦
$
♦
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Shukla conducted a study on "Marketing of Potato** in 

Varanashi in  1968* He wanted to find  out the total output and cost 

of production of potato and examine u tilis a tio n  and the extent of 

marketed surplus of the produce* The study extended over 59 sample 

producer • sellers bringing their produce to chanuwasatti from 

different villages*

♦
I
♦

I
♦

ft

The results of the study were#

l* The average yie ld  was 60 quintals per acre*

2* Tine average cost of cu ltiva tio n  per acre of potato was 

Rs.637*32, while the value of grass produce was 

8 a* I *7^0*

3* The sample producers consumed 15*2 per cent the

produce at home, paid 1*2 per cent as wages, kept 5*8 ^

per centfbr seeds and the marketed surplus was 17*8 per ff

♦

ft
Shete et al (1980) measured the price spread of tomatoes* 4

T
Their study was based on the cost of production of tomatoes from a £ 

sample of 71 tomatoes producers drawn from eight sample v illa g e  of 

the sangraner and Akola Tehstls of Ahmadnagar D is tric t  in Maharashtra.

cent*

Among other things he found that the per hectare cost of

production, output, gross return and net return of irrig a te d  tcmatc

were more than these of ralnfed tomatoes* They estimated that the £

per quintal cost of production at Rs*59*28# Rs*63*92 In case of J
7

irriga te d  and rainfed tomatoes respectively* £



$
t)

B. Demand and Supply responses of Vegetable crops $

There ^ere various types and varieties of vegetable which $

are complements or substitutes, superior or in fe rio r! necessary or $
*

luxurious* An understanding of Idle nature of demand for vegetables  ̂

is  essential to guide for decision making and programme operation by ^

producers, traders and other public or private agencies* Price, ♦
cross-price aid income e la s tic itie s  of demand for a commodity are ^ 

termed as demand activities* Demand e la s tic itie s  define the nature $
k

of the products from the stand point of consumer perferencesi whether^ 

the products are more or less important in consumer preference* ^

0
A study on the nature of demand e la s tic itie s  of potato and ^

brinjjal in Mymensingh Town, Dengaladesh was reported by fftolla et al ^
t

(197**)* They estimate the demand e la s tic itie s  of these farm p ro - ^ 

ducts using panel data, that was obtained from a group of consuming ^ 

units over © period of time* The data were drawn elected 30 cross- $ 

sectional fam ilies in Hynensingh town and Agricultural University ^ 

Campus during deny 8 and March 15* 1973 have been used* The families^ 

wore s tra tifie d  income^ise into  six groups for estimating various jj 

income consumption function, linea r, double-log* semilog* log Inverse^ 

and quadratic equations were employed in analysing the consumer demand*

♦
The study revealed that the estimates of e ffic ie n ts  of

e la s tic it ie s  of potato and b rin ja l were less than one indicating 

that these are necessary food items* And potato consumption was 

mostly responsive to it s  own price due to the fact that consumer

♦
♦

♦
♦

*
1 5 * 1



preferred to consume varieties of vegetables when aval table* Tne 

price e la s tic ity  of potato was estimated to be around three and 

was re la tive ly  more price e lastic  than brlnjal*

Sidhu and Singh (1981) conducted a study on the absorptive 

capacity of Delhi Market In pa rticu lar and other nakkets In India 

In general for fru its  and vegetables grown In Punjab. The study 

hypothesised that the obsorptive capacity of Delhi and other markets 

depend prim arily upon the extent of net price differentia l between 

different markets* Secondary data regarding arrivals  and prices of 

fru its  and vegetables In the Delhi market arid other markets were 

collected* The study revealed that*

1* The Delhi Market with Its  d a lly  turnover of more than 

rupees one crore has got a tremendous obsorptive capacity* Already, 

In respect of malta potatoes Punjab 1s contributing a significant 

share*

2* Tomato export to Calcutta was found to be a highly 

profitable  proposition during October to December*

The authors found that there was tremendous scope for 

export of f ru its  and vegetables from Punjab to the various markets 

In different states In general and Delhi Market 1n particular*

A study on '‘Dynamics of Potato market In Punjab1' was 

conducted by Kahl and Jain (1980)* I t  sought to  analyse the potato

*
$

$
o
«
$
$
$
$
$

♦

i
»
a
*
$

♦
♦
♦
♦
♦
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producer response to change In prices and to uncertainty associated §
t

with prices using a single model and 2, to study the dynamic .
$

behaviour of potato market and workout the long run and short run ^

Impact m u ltip lie r by using a three equation economic model* ^
'------------ ------------  ------------------------------------ - ■ $

Following pa rtia l acreage adjustment model, the estlm at- ^

ing equation used by him was of the forrai

xt aQ a ♦ a| a(PRt  -  1) ♦ (1 -  a)

xt  -  1 ♦ a2 a cvt  -  I ♦ vt *

with A X t/v PRt -  l Of ^ X t / l  CVt -  I 0*

Where x̂ . Is  the area under potatof xt -  1 1s the area 

under potato lagged by one year* PRt -  1 is  the re lative  profita­

b i l i t y  of the crept and random residual w ith usual spherical 

properties* The analysis showed that p ro f ita b ility  of potatoes 

was less than that of wheat because the wheat crop* benefitted by 

an improvement In y ie ld  and rise in suppor t  price* The long run 

e la s tic ity  was higher than the short run e la s tic ity , showing that, 

as the re lative  p ro f ita b ility  of potato decreases the supply of 

potato w ill  also decreases in long run.

The researchers also used a three equation sim plified model'

$
i)
$
$
$
•

♦
for projecting potato prices and quantities to be supplied and 

consumed* The model consisted of i



♦
Simply equation Y?t «  f (Y*t -  l f Ht -  I ,  Z l t ,  U lt ) ^

Price equation Y2t * i (Yjt* **t-1, Z lt ,  U2t) J

Demand Equation Y^t  * f (*st, Z3t U3 t ) $

$
Where Y jt per capita production of potato In the period ^

ti^st * Real average price received by the growers of potato ^

1n the period 7
t > 9 Quantity per capita consumed as food 1n the period t .  ^

♦
Z lt  * time period! Z«t * Real per capita disposable Income 

th *
1n t  period, U jt ,y 2t »  U^t are error terms 1n the three equation 

respectively and y|t  -  1, V2t  -  1 are respective variables with 

are one year log*

They Inferred that 1n the long run, In it ia l  annual change 

would Increase the per capita production by 0*179 quintals and the 

price w ill  be reduced by Rs* *0112 per qu inta l, while the per eqplta 

consumption w ill  Increase by *0052 quintals*

C* Marketed Surplust

♦
k
$
♦

$
0
*

Diwakar and MuralIdharan (1980) studied the variations 1n 

d istrib u tion  pattern of marketed surplus and factors Influencing the 

marketed surplus of potatoes In Farrukhabad D is tr ic t  of Uttar Pradesh 

The objective of the study weret

1* To observe the behaviour of marketed surplus 

of potatoes among different groups of farms and

♦
1
1
1
♦
♦
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2. To find out the factors affecting the marketed 

surplus of potatoes at farm level* The multi* 

pie regression analysis 1s used as follows*

M*0 ■ a ♦ bj Xj ♦ b2 x2 * x3 * %  *$»

where M.D »  Marketed surplus of potato 1n quintal 

on a farmi a * constant) b|b2b^b^b^ «  Regression 

co -efficients  of respective variables.

♦
♦
$
♦
$
a
$

♦
X| »  sale price of potato 1n rupees per quintal)

*2 * Cross area of potato 1n hectares) * size 

of fam ily) * Distance from market 1n kms and 

x5 * 1 ndetedness of family 1n rupees.

The study found that (1 ) the medium and large farmers

♦

♦
*

A
accounted for 20 per cent and k2 per cent of total marketed surplus ^ 

respectively. ^

♦
The marketed surplus of potatoes at farm level were ^

Influenced by the prices of potato, area under potato size of farm $

households and not so much by the size of 1 and holdings. i

♦

G ills  (1981) examined economics of major marketing 

operations and economics of different alternative methods, periods 

aid markets for sale of potato by canparing the price spread and 

net return to the potato by comparing the price spread and net return^ 

to the potato growers. They selected Jul lundur and Hosblarpur d ls - ^ 

t r lc t  as the area for study. A l is t  of villa ges 1n the potato belt |

i f



of each d is tr ic t  was prepared and two villages from each potato 

b elt were selected randomly 50 potato growers from each belt were 

selected at random with probability proportion to size#

As part of their findings, the author found that twelve 

per cent of the marketable surplus was sold at local markets.

Eighty per cent was sold by the farmers d ire ctly  to big consuming 

centres such as Delhi, Bombay and Calcutta.

D. A rriva ls  and Prices of Vegetables*

An analysis of prices and A rriva ls  of Potato in  N ilg lr ls  

D is tr ic t  of Tamil Nadu was done by Balakrishnan (1981). Using 

the time series data for sixteen years (1962 -  1977) collected from 

the Co-operative Marketing Society of Mettupalayam Market, they 

f itte d  a linear equation.

Y * a ♦ b* ♦ u to estimate the trends in marketing of

potato.

They found amount other things*

1. Both a rriva ls  and price remain steady over 

the years at about the ir mean level.

2. Average price had increased in a ll market 

periods but from dime to September the 

percentage of a rriva ls  of potato had declined 

from 62.72 per cent to 51*67 per cent over 

the years.



Jain and Kaul (1980) conducted a spectral analysi s of

potato a rriva ls  and prices In Punjab 1n 1980* For studying the

behaviour of trend in potato a rriva ls  Mid prices} the seasonal

fluctuation in  potato markets and Identifying existence of cycles

and working of its  p e rlo d ic lty , they used the time series data for«
the period 1961 -  62 to 1975 • 76 and 1963 -  64 to 1975 -  76 of 

the Ludhiana, Pathankot and Hashlprpur, Jul lundur markets respec­

tively* The equation f itte d  to the data was of the form*

L*C* Y, Tt  st  ct  *t vrtiere Yt  cief,otes t,le t ÎT® series

$ 
$ 
♦ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
«  
$ 
$ 
I  
$ 
♦ 
♦ 
♦

data on a rriva ls  and prices* Tt  and denotes the trend component ^ 

and seasonal variation while Ct  and denotes the cyclica l and | 

irre g u la r variations* Trend was estimated by a simple twelve months ^ 

moving average method* The linear regression equation Y * a ♦ b* ^

!
$ 
I  
I
$

1* The a rriva ls  had increased s ign ifica n tly  overtime in a ll the ^

markets except pathankot* $
$

2* There was no cycle of uniform period in  a rriva ls  of potato in J

Punjab* Out prices exhibited a cycle of three years period* ^

♦
I
♦
♦

♦

used, where y indicated the a rriva ls  and prices and ft* indicated the 

time in years*

The study shows thaty



E . p r ic e  Behaviour of B e g e ta b le s i

The low production and high cost of cultivation  of j

vegetables coupled with a high marketing price spread pushes up $

the prices of vegetables. In the study on "Marketing of vegetables ^ 

from producer through the wholesalers and re ta ile rs  to the consumer ^ 

1 n Chanda and Kamachacha markets In Varanashl. The study concludes |

that the range of percentage variations 1n prices was re la tive ly  ^

correlated (value of r being 0.87 for Chandwa and 0.83 for Kamachacha^ 

market calculated by rank correlation method) with that of a rriva ls  $ 

of vegetables 1n the market. ^

Chatta and Kaul's (1982) "price behaviour and market1ng|

margin of potato 1n Punjab" analysed the price behaviour of potato ^

in Punjab 1n the long run and short run. For this purpose, the time |

series data of wholesale prices of potato were made free from trend $

and seasonal variations and then 1t suujjjected to perlodogram ^

analysis. The study found that, 7
$

1. The potato prices did have a definite cycle of three^
L

years period 1n a ll the markets of Punjab. ^

2. correlogran analysis Is further supported the re s u lt  

obtalnned by perlodlogran analysis. The analysis showed a diverge* ^

pattern In the behaviour of prices of this crop, o scl1 latlon kept |

the prices away from reaching the equilibrium .



Diwakar and Muralidharan (1980) 1n their study on the 

price efficiency of potato in Farrukhabad D is tr ic t  of Uttar Pradesh 

findings trie d  to observe the spatial price in te g ra tio n  of potato 

and work out the tempera! price efficiency of potato in selected 

markets of the D istrict*  The data on monthly prices of potato, 

variety wise were obtained from selected markets of the D is tric t 

for the period 1967 ~ 76* To calculate tempera! price efficiency 

cross section data were obtained from selected farmers* Simple 

correlation analysis was used to work out the spatial integration of 

selected markets* For temporal price efficiency cost benefit 

analysis was carried out*

The authors1 found that a ll the correlation co-efficient* 

were very high and significant in producing and consuming markets, 

indicating a very high degree of market integration within the 

d is tric t*  Price d iffe re n tia l for the same variety of a commodity 

between two markets was not more than the transport cost between 

the markets*

F* Services rendered by Market functionaries, marketing cost and 

margins*

The producers aid the consumers are both exploited by the 

middleman* Jnspite of comprehensive agriculture legislations in 

various states due to the superfluous chain of middlemans exploita­

tio n , tiie farmer is  s t i l l  not in  a position to get a remunerative 

price*

♦
i
$
$
$
$
«
$
$
♦
♦

♦
♦
$
♦
♦
♦
i

♦
♦
0
$
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♦
♦
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An empirical Assessment of the role of middleman In 

A gricultural Marketing was carried out by Anandakumar and Samba 

Murthy (1982). Their study examined the role of middleman 1n agrl 

cu ltu ra l marketing with following objectives!

1* To assess the existing pattern and mode of 

sales adopted by the farm producers /  sellers*

2* To evaluate the services rendered by commtsilon 

agents towards the farmers*

3* To test whether the existence of the In s titu ­

tions of commission agents 1s Indespensable 

In the chain of d istribution  of agriculture 

produce*

On the basts of purposive sampling method, a sample of 

sixty respondents was drawn at random from a v illa g e  situated In 

Telengana region of Andhra Pradesh* The data was collected using 

a structured questionnaire*

The study reported that!

♦
$

ft
ft
♦
$
$

$

♦
$
♦
♦

$
♦
0
ft
$
$
«

1* 36*6 per cent of the respondents preferred a

to sell their produce d ire ctly  **3*4 per cent $

through commission agents, 1*7 per cent to J

cooperatives, 18*5 per cent to Government ^

and FCI. $

1
1
1



The provision of cre dit by the commission 

agents was used by kO per cent of the 

respondents and remaining 60 per cent were 

not getting credit from the corranisalon 

agents*

By using the Five point Scale, a considerable 

percentage of the respondents rated that the 

services rendered by the commission agents 

were not 1nd1spenslble*

$ 
a 
$ 
$

$

»  
♦ 
♦ 
♦

Jayacte and Patl 1 (1978) conducted a study on the price ^

spreads In Marketing o f selected vegetables* They determined the ^

Share received by different functionaries and the producers from th®|

vegetables sold In the Mahatma Phule Market -  Pune* The data were ^

collected from 26 commission agents and re ta ilers  for the period ^
$ 
* 
♦ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
♦

from September 1976 to February 1978*

The study reveals the following facts*

1* The producers net share ranged between 32 to 

57 per cent and

2* The re ta ile rs  share ranged between 33 to 60 

percent* The re ta ile rs  were found receiving 

a lio n 's  share of the consumer rupee*

Shukla's study (1968) “Marketing of potato” analysed 

the spread over the consumer price*



From the r e s u lt s  o f  the s tu d y t

1. i t  Is  evident that producer’ s share In the 

consumer rupee for the sale of potato was 

77*39 per cent at v illa g e  level and 

79*^2 per cent 1n the market level*

2* whole saler and re ta ile r shares In the 

consumer rupee for the sale of potato was 

2*82 per cent and re ta ile r 5*60 per cent 

respectively.

3* The v illa g e  money lenders completely 

dcsninated the producer as regards market 

f 1nance. Government finance was almost 

n il and co-operative finance was in ­

significant*

Sharme et al (1980) studied marketing channels and 

producers share In vegetable market in Almoret D istrict*

They studied the effect of different marketing channels in

the vegetable market on the producer’ s share of consumer's rupee.

The autnors found in their investigation tnat the 

farmers who had l i t t l e  to s e ll ,  sold tneir produce lo ca lly ,

knowing fu lly  well that the v illa g e  petty shop keepers offered

comparatively low prices. The most important marketing channel

was the agent of exporters. The maximum purchase was done

by pre harvesting contracts made by the agents of exporters which

amounted to 6 ? .jip e r cent of the total amount marketed through 
various marketing channels*



The marketing cost 1ncurred by a ll market functionaries $ 

constituted a significant portion of the consumer price* Marketing $

costs were largely accounted for by transport and handling charges, $ 
$

labour and packing expenses, market fees and tax etc* Variations ^

In the margin of the market functionaries ctepends upon telemarketing $
' $ 

* 
$ 
♦

cost and margin of vegetables* A study on “Marketing costs and  ̂

margin of potato In FarriJchabad D is tr ic t  of Uttar Pradesh” . In this J

costs in  th e ir business*

Many empirical studies have been reported on the marketing

study, the potato marketing channel in  iSarnichabad D is tric t were Q
Idsntffled  and analysed to examine the cost and margin to various ^ 

Intermediaries dealing with potato at different levelss
V

Sampling Plan of the Study* J
7

From the each tehsils  In the d is t r ic t ,  Farrukhabad market J
\f

Chhibramace market, Kalmgani Market and Kannuj Market were selected*  ̂

The l is t  of 72 potato growing farmers are selected from three village^ 

1n each tehsils  In the d is t r ic t .  The l is t  exibited the number of ^ 

farmers In porportlon of 4*1*1 as small, medium and large farmers 

respectively*

The study indicated the following facts*

I ,  There was eleven different channels through which 

potato were marketed*



2• Commission agents and wholesaler shared 

50 per cent of the marketed surplus In the 

marketing channel for potato*

3* 8y using Fishers ’t 1, the difference of 

producer share in consumer rupee are 

calculated* The small farmers get lower 

price compared to medium and large farmers* 

k. The share of the farmers in  consumer's rupee 

varied from 51 per cent to 75 per cent 

depending on the channels of the marketing*

Gtpta and Ram (1960) made comparative analysis of busi­

ness structure of traders in Delhi vegetable market* They obtained 

with different market functionaries*

Their study showed thatt

1* Commission agent get about 25 per cent net 

return over his investment In vegetable 

business of the total cost nearly 60 per cent 

was fixed and kO per cent varlafolei 

2* The labour wage was major component of fixed 

cost* I t  accounted upto kO per cent to the 

total cost and

3* The amortized value of building accounted 

for about eight per cent to the total cost*



the study on “Marketing of vegetable * A sample study 

was conducted by Bhale Rao et al (1981). The study was based on 

the data collected by survey method from ISO randomly selected 

vegetable growers In Varanashf C ity . The major findings of the

study werei

1. 67.74 per cent and 68.50 per cent of the total marketing 

charges are payable by the producers. 10.08 per cent and 9.84 per 

cent paid by wholesaler and 22.18 per cent and 21*66 per cent paid 

re ta ile rs  in  Chandwa and Haaachacba markets respectively.

1
0
♦
0
♦
0
«
0
0
0
0
0

2. The producers share In the consumer’ s rupee for the 

vegetables was lowest for green pea and highest for b r ln ja l. The 

price spread accounted for more than 32 per cent of the price paid 

the consumers for the major vegetables under study.

In the study ©©“Measurement of price spread of tomatoes" 

conducted by Shete et al (1900), the marketing cost and margin of 

tamo to producers were analysed.

The study revealed that*

0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

1. The total cost of marketing was Rs.20.97 and Rs.20.76

quintal In case of irriga te d  and ralnfed tanatoes respectively.
\

2. The producer, itinerant trade**, commission agent and 

re ta ile rs  incurred on an average Rs«20*30, Rs.42.05* Rs.8.75 and 

rs. 27.30 as the total cost of marketing of tomatoes.

0
0
00
0
0
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*
3* The producer got a net p ro fit of Rs.14*94 and Rs.24.92 ^

per quintal over the total cost of production of tomatoes end three | 

Intermediaries together desired a p ro fit of R$#5^*65 and Ri*48*87 P®*̂

$ 
$ 
♦

quintal incurred by them In marketing of tomatoes*

A study on the price behaviour and marketing of margin of 

potato 1n Punjab was conducted by Chatta and Haul in 1982. They 

examined the potato price behaviour in  Punjab 1n the long run and 

run and composition of potato price spread at a point of time* by 

analysing the time series data of wholesale prices of potato*

The reported that*

- 4

1* On an average labourers earn Rs.10 per day for transport*] 

ing the potato*

2. Margin of a ll Intermediaries taken together was 27*28 perj

cent In the sale* Primary and secondary wholesaler shared 3*78 per ^

cent and 4*50 per cent re ^ e c tlv e ly  where as ratal ler*s share was ^
♦ 
♦

19*00 per cent*

S i l l  and 6111 (1981) did economic analysis of potato market-♦

1ng in  Punjab* The concluded that*

1* The farmers paid three types of charges such as grading,

cost of packing m aterial, weighint and stitching* In local and
' ♦distant market, farmers paid the additional cost on transport, ^

unloading, commission etc* ^

♦ 
♦ 
♦



2* The maximum net gain of Rs*7*93 and 18*^0 per quintal 

was obtained In the month of the July and November respectively as 

compared to Immediate post harvest sale*

Subramantyam (1981) studied the effect_of marketing on 

cost of production said returns on vegetables* He analysed*

1* The expenditure Involved 1n production*

♦

♦
♦
♦
$
♦
$
♦

■■

2* The expenditure on various Items of marketing aid their 

re la tive  importance in the total cost of production* and

3* The effect of marketing cost on cost of production and 

returns* The study area was Malur and Chlckballapur taluks of Kolar 

D is tr ic t  1n Karnataka* The data was collected through personnel 

interviews by Investigator of the scheme* The reference period of 

the study was the Khariff season of 1979* The sample for this study 

consisted of 106 cultivators*

The study Indicated the following results*

1* The Input costs incurred for raising the crop was around 

^0*50 per cent of the total cost of production and the rest was 

shared by the fixed and marketing cost*

2* Industton of marketing costs increased the cost of 

production by aromd 37 per cent, 57 per cent and 26 per cent in 

respect of b r in ja l, tomato and bean* This clearly shows that the 

marketing costs have a considerable impact on cost of production*

♦

I

♦

♦
♦
♦
♦
♦
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♦

♦
♦
♦
♦s
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$
Gupta and Ram (1979) estimated the share of marketing costs ^

and margin in  the consumer price for selected vegetables in Delhi* §
t±

They selected specific lot in the consumer market and traced i t  back | 

through the marketing system* Comparing prices at successive levels 

of marketing to get an idea of grass margin of the intermediaries.

Daily data on the prices and expenses incurred by different market $ 
♦

functionaries were gathered by this method from January 15 to March 2(|i
1979. They analysed the level of differences in re ta il margin of a $

&
vegetable in different income status markets by using the "C rit ic a l 

differenc©"

Gupta and Ran found thatp

1. The re ta ile r got the highest net margin which accounted 

for almost H of the consumer p rice , due to his large handling opera­

tions and assumption of great ris k .

2. Margin of the re ta ile r bore a direct relationship with 

Income status of the lo c a lity . High income lo ca litie s  25 to 38 per 

cent( medium income lo c a litie s  19 to 28 per cent and low income 

lo c a litie s  \k*6 to 22.6 per cent of margins.

3. Location was an important factor influencing re ta il 

margin, transport, packing and labour expenses are major component 

of marketing costs.

The Economics Department of Gobi Arts College (1981) 

conducted a study of the vegetable market In Goblchettipalayam.

*
♦

♦
i
i
♦
i
a
i

♦

♦
♦
♦
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♦
The study attempted to find out the pricing practices in different ^

A
vegetable markets (d a lly  market, moore market and pudupalayam Market)| 

of Gobi Municipal Town* ^

f
The researcher found that* £

♦
1* Earning more money and attracting more customers were L 

the objectives behind se lling  more than one type of vegetables. 7

Compensating the less in one vegetable by the gain in another was 

also a prominent objective* &

2* The market margin in general for a ll vegetables was 

about 12*75 per cent, pudupalayam market enjoyed a larger market 

margin (16*75 per cent) due to Its  location (fa r away from daily 

market, moore market) with fewer venders enjoying o ligopotistic  

conditions*

A survey of a ll these studies suggest that the marketing 

margins where in  range of 77 to 79 per cent to producers! 2*8 

per cent to wholesaler and 5*6 per cent to re ta ile rs of the consumer 

rupee in the marketing of potato* In tomato marketing, per

cent, 5^*65 per cent, and J»8*37 per cent shared by producers, 

commission agents and re ta ile rs  respectively. Marketing cost depend 

on re ta il margin, transport, packing and labour expenses* The 

studies showdd that the a c tiv itie s  of market functionaries where to 

a large extent responsible for reducing price d ifferentia l of 

vegetables specially and temporally*

t
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G. Credit and Pricing Policies for Vegetable*

A study on "Credit and pricing policies for vegetables" 

was conducted by Bholerao et al ( l 982}* they traced the relation* 

ship between the bulk line cost and average cost of major vege­

tables (grown by a sample farmers In Kashivldyaderth Slock of 

Varanash! D is tr ic t , Uttar Pradesh) as a basis for fix ing the scale 

of finance for cre dit In stitu tions and for fix ing support prices 

of vegetables* Their study revealed that In case of a ll the 

vegetables more than SO per cent In every respect (output, farmers, 

and area) Is  covered by bulk line cost of production* Hence they 

recommended that this cost be adopted for fix ing the scale of 

finance and price*

♦
♦
♦
$
♦

*
$
♦
$
♦

♦
*



I I I .  METHODOLOGY

The methodology adopted by the Investigator for the study

on “Production pattern and Marketing practices of vegetables in

1# Selection of the areas 

2* Selection of the sample $/ 

3* Collection of dates 

k* Hypothesis frameds /  /

5# Methods of analyslss.

Arch1pal ayam of Madukkaral Panchayat Union In Coimbatore d is tr ic t , j  

In these villages almost a ll the households are engaged in farming. ^ 

These two v i 1lagesare noted for their contributionto vegetable ^ 

production 1n Maddt-kkari Panchayat union. Therefore these villages I  

were chosen for study by the investigator. h

2. Selection of the samplet A

There were 670 farmers in the two villa ge s together* of ^

whom J0 0  farmers were selected at random for the study. The sample 

constituted about 15 per cent of the total universe under study.

selected area# consisted of the following stepsi

*

6. Definition of concepts; a n d /

7. Consolidation and Tabulationof da

1. Selection of the liatea*
$

The area chosen for the study was the Valukkappari and $
i±

\M flWVft SA S i 4t A ' « »  11m  4  t  am I  a  |» »



The procedure of systematic random sampljngwas used to locate the 

Individual farmers. When the particular farmer was not found 

cu ltiva tin g  the vegetables, the next farmer was selected by the 

process of substitution.

3. Collection of Data*

The investigator collected primary data by using an 

Interview schedule. The cu ltiva to rs  were interviewed with a 

suitable interview schedule. The interview schedule contained

♦

♦
$
♦
$
I
i
$

♦

questions pertaining to area under vegetable cultivation* production

pattern and practices* marketing practices and problem of the 

fanners* The Interview schedule was refined after a p re -te st, which 

was done in the month of December 1982. The reference period of the 

study was 1982 -  83* The data collection was done by the investi­

gator in  January 1983.

kf Hypothesis tested in the study*

The hypothesis tested in the study are*

*
♦
♦
♦

♦
♦
♦

a. Site of holding does not determine the 

cropping pattern of the farmers.1

b. Cost of cu ltiva tion  and gross revenue 

of crops is  independent of the size of 

holdings in vegetable cu ltiva tio n .

c . Productivity of vegetable crops does 

not vary as between different groups 

of farmers.

♦

♦
♦
♦
♦



d. Returns an vegetable 

for a ll the farmers.

5, Method of analysis*

For purposes of analysis 

Into  four grotqps depending on the

1. 5 to 10 acres

2. IT to 15 acres

3. 16 to 20 acres

km Above 20 acres

♦
cu ltiva tio n  are same ^

♦
♦

♦

the sample was post * s tra tifie d  ^ 

site  of land holdings. h

Small farmers 

Semi-raed1un farmers 

Medium fanners 

Large farmers.

The data thus collected was cross classified  and summarised 

using averages and ratios wherever they were relevant.

The sta tistica l tool used for testing the hypothesis In 

the study was students *t* test. I t  was used to find out I f  there 

were any significant differences In the cropping pattern, cost, 

revenues and returns of the farmers with  varying sizes of holding.

A il i llu s tra tiv e  conclusion Is  given In Appendix XI.

♦

♦
♦
♦

♦

♦
I

6. Definition of Concepts* A

Cost* The terra cost of cu ltiva tio n  1s used here In a res* J

tr lc t iv e  sense. The economic meaning of cost would Include both ^
A

direct and imputed costs such as the rate of retortion fixed Invest* j* 

raent and land that would have been used in raising the crop under ^

consideration. The investigator wanted to avoid die problem of $

♦
♦



$
estimating these Imputed cost Involved 1n cu ltiva tio n , on account J  

of the a rb ita r1ness, Inherent In such cultivation# Hence the cost . 

of cu ltiva tio n  1n the study simply refers to the Immediate expenses ^ 

of cu ltiva tio n  like money spent on procurrlng seeds, fe r t il is e rs  $
L

and Insecticides, the labour charges and the payment made for hired ^ 

labour that was used for preparing the land, tending the crop har- ^ 

vesting I t  and assembling 1t for sale. ?

Net Revenue«

Net revenue was obtained by deducting the cost Incurred 

In farming from the gross revenue obtained by the farmers* The net 

revenue realised from each crop was calculated# The net revenue 

received by the farmers from the cu ltiva tio n  of various crops and 

per kg#, of vegetable output was also calculated#

Marketing Costi

Cost incurred by the farmers for the sale of their produce 

at the market are called marketing costs* The marketing costs of 

vegetables (tomato, and b r ln ja l)  above were analysed#

7# Consolidation and Tabulation of Data*

The data that had been consolidated and tabulated are 

presented In die next chapter on results and discussions#

1
1

1
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I V ,  RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

The results of the study on the "Product!onpattern and 

marketing practices of vegetables In selected area” are analysed 

and presented under the following heads*

1, Background Information of the farmers!

2* Production pattern of vegetables and 

non-vegetable54

3* Marketing practices of vegetables# 

k, Cost of marketing and returns from 

vegetable cropsy

5,  problems in  cu ltiva tion  and marketing of 

vegetables,

1, Background information of the fanners*

The background Information of the fanners relate to 

their size of holding, sources of income, family size, and educa­

tional status.

a* Size of holding*

The cla ssifica tio n  of holdings adopted in,the study d1ff 

from the classification  used by others. For instance Uyas (1979) 

had classified  the holdlngsreported inN.S.S* rounds under five 

categories* Marginal land holders (those owning less than one acre
/PO

small land owners (owning between one and five  acres) y Medium land



owners (owning five 4to fifteen acres)t anti 31g land owners (awning 

more then f if t y  acres of land) Such a c lassification  did not suit 

the requirements of the current study as tne land under cu ltiva tion  

was Irriga te d  or garden land that could he used re lative intensively 

throughout the year and allocation of land for vegetable cultivation  

w ill  depend among others on the working capital requirements of the 

fanners and their a b ility  to mobilise from other sources* Therefore 

the investigator used a different cla ssifica tio n  as inTable I •

Table I also gives the d istribution  of farmers in each group*

$

*

♦



T a b le  I

DISTRIBUTION OF LAND HOLDINGS AMONG FARMERS

S*No. Size of holding
Number of 

farmers

1. 5 - 10 acres (Small) 23

2. I I  - 15 acres (serai-medium) 27

3* 16 - 20 acres (Medina) 2k

k. Above 20 acres (Large) 26

Total 100



The table reveals that a ll the sample farmers having 

large size of holding* The size of holding decisively affects the 

Income from agriculture farming of certain size under certain condi­

tions determine the scale on which farming operations can be under­

taken and yields the best results and maxlnum return to die farmers. 

Thus size of farm affects cost of production* The post s t r a t if i ­

cation of farmers by the ir size of holding revealed that they were 

f a ir ly  equally distributed among the four groups, fa c ilita tin g  a 

comparative study of their cu ltiva tion  and marketing behaviour*

b. Family $1zei

In farming, there are economic advantages in having large 

fam ilies. Family is  the immediate source of supply of labour for 

the farm operations* In this context a large family Is considered 

a gainful proposition p a rticu la rly  by marginal and small farmers 

when they are unable to hire paid labour for their needs*

The family size of different groups of farmers Is  given 

In Table I I .
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$
$
*

♦
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♦
♦
♦

♦

$
I

♦
♦
♦

♦
♦
♦
♦

♦
♦
♦

Table IX

FAMILY SIZE OF FARMING GROUPS

S*No« Farming Groups Family size

1 • Small 6.1
t

2. Semi -  medium 5*8

3* Medium 5*9

*>• Large 5*6

Overall 5*6

As expected small farmers had large fam ilies and the fam1 

size of the large farmers was the smallest.

1
♦
♦
♦
♦
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c.Education I

Literacy of the farmers Is crucial for modernising the 

agricultural methods and raising the farm productivity# Galbraith 

aptly remarked, "No where In the world 1s there an I l l ite ra te  

peasantry that 1s progressive#"# According to Roster "Education 

with appropriate rural technology 1s a must In the process of 

transforming the rural economy Into an Innovative se lf generating 

one#" Hence the Investigator studied the education status of the 

sample farmers* The details of which are given In Table XII#



EDUCATION LEVEL OF FARMING GROUPS

Level of Education# Literate
S.NO. Farming

groups Ill ite r a te
Primary Middle Secondary College

1 • Small W 7 7 . W 11 3 m -

2. Serai -  
medium 35(68.6%) 9 5 2 -

3. Medium 39(79.5*) 5 • 3 2

6. Large M(7<».5%) 10 1 . 3

5. Total 163(75.1%) 35 9 5 5

(16%) (8%) (2.3*) (2.3*)



$
L

217 adult workers reported that they were engaged In J

c u ltiva tio n , of whom as much as 75 per cent were to ta lly  I l l i t e r a t e ^  

And only 6.6 per cent of the cu ltiva tors  had received either $

secondary education of collegiate education# By and large the | 

lite ra cy level of these cu ltiva to rs  remained for below the national ^ 

average of 36 per cent* No relationship however could be ascertained 

between the size of holding of these cu ltiva to rs  and their educa- T 

tlonat level* ^

d* Source of Income*

Apart from dairying, which was reported by a ll the fanning 1

fa n llle s , poultry and beekeeping as subsldary sources of Income t

where reported by a few* They are described InTable IV* V
$
♦
♦
t)
♦
♦

♦
♦
♦
♦
♦
♦

43



Table IV

DISTRIBUTION OF FARMERS 8Y SUBSIDIARY SOURCES OF INCOME

Number of families reporting
5*No* Forming group* ----------Sufe-sources of . I n c a ™ ........................

Poultry Beekeeping

1. Small 6 1

2. $em1 * medium 5 2

3. Medium 10 2

k. Large 7 «*

Aggregate 28 5

♦

♦
♦

♦

$
♦
1
♦
i
1



One th ird  of the farmers wider study (33 per cent) 

had poultry or be© keeping as m subsidiary source of Income*

This was expected to have a bearing on their vegetable cu ltiva tio n

I
$
♦
o
$
$and marketing practices. In so far as they provide them some money ^

for their day to day commitments In agriculture , ^
V

2. Production Pattern of Vegetables and Non-vegetablest

Cropping pattern, cost and returns of different crops, 

duration of fegetable cu ltiva tio n , cost, p roductivity, wastage, 

home consumption, and marketed surplus of vegetables are covered 

under th is  heading,

a* Cropping pattern*

Cropping pattern refers to proportion of area under d iffe re d  

crops at a point of time* The cropping pattern of any region is  an |

outcome of the long process of h istorica l evolution* ^

*
At one time, I t  was believed that cropping pattern In India j  

could not be changed* Slnha (196**) w rite -  "In  a tradition  -  ridden j  

country with a very low level of knowledge, the peasants are tn w lll-  

1ng to make experiments. They accept everything with a s p ir it  of re­

signation and a sense of fatalism , form them, agriculture is  a way 

of life  rather than a commercial position. In an agricultural ^

community where the members are i l l i te r a te  and tradition -  ridden, $

there is  hardly any p o s sib ility  of crop shifts*?* ^
' ♦

♦
♦
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Among the economic motivations that are crucial 1n 

Influencing farmer*s decisions about the cropping pattern, price 

and a v a ila b ility  of Irrig a tio n  appear to be Important* Price 

Influences the acreage under the crops In two ways* One 1s that 

the variations In the inter crop price parties lead to shifts  In 

acreage as between the crops* Another Is that the maintenance of 

a stable level ofprices for crop provides a better Incentive to 

the producer to Increase the output than what a very higher level 

of prices does, 1f there Is  no uncertain!ty of this level being 

maintained over a number of years* Cropping pattern is  also 

dependent upon the a v a ila b ility  of Irrigation* The NCAER estimated 

that 1f additional Irrig a tio n  fa c ilit ie s  were provided in the Punjab 

the cropping pattern as much as 3**» m illio n  acres could be changed, 

of which nearly 1*6 m illio n  acres now under gram could be put to 

more paying crops -  (Sartkaran, 1972)*

In tiie lig h t of these considerations, the Investigator 

studied the cropping pattern of the sample vegetable growers*

Table V gives the details  of the cropping pattern of the sample

♦
♦
♦
♦

♦

♦
♦
♦
♦

♦

♦
$



T a b le  V

CROPPING PATTERN OF SAMPLE FARMERS

S.No* Name of crop*
Area under 
cu ltiva tio n  
(In  acres)

Percentage 
of area

Under cultiva tion

1. Coconut 396*5 23

2. Cotton m 8

3. Paddy 353.65 21

k* Groundnut 28.5 1.5

5. Sugarcane 222 13

6. Maize 65.5 k

7. Ragl 5 0*3

8* Ladles finger 3.5 0.2

9. Orlnjat 71 k

to* Tomato %3Q*25 25

Total 1718.9 100



The .distribution of acreage under different crops 1n the 

two villa ge s under study shows that this area was endowed with 

favourable topographic and clim atic conditions that enabled the 

farmers to d iversify their c u ltiva tio n , additing a number of 

commercial crop in their cropping pattern. The fa c ility  of year 

round irr ig a tio n  through wells combined with the enterprise of 

farmers had led them to take a number of commercial crops for 

cultivation* nearly three out of every ten acres of the cultivated 

area was under vegetable crops*

♦
$
$
i
«
$
$
*
♦
♦

In the aggregate, nearly 500 acres are under vegetable 

crops. Thus vegetable crops because the staple crop of this region 

The next in priorit'yof cu ltiva tio n  was the coconut (about kOd acres 

followed by paddy (350 acres)

b. D istribution  of areq under various crops*

The production pattern depends upon trie size of holding 

of the farmers* Table VI shows the d istribution  of area under 

various crops.

$

♦

♦
i

»



DISTRIBUTION Of AREA UNDER VARIOUS CROPS BY 
FARMING GROSSS

Ta b le  V I

(1n acres)

S.No. M a ;.e o f
crops

Size
of holding 
(5 -  10) .

Area Percent 
age

Size
of holding
i  I1- : 152 .

Percent­
age

Size
of holding 
(16 -  20)

Area Area Percent­
age Area

Size
of holding 

(20_&_abQve  ̂ _
Percent­

age

1* Coconut 19 11 k% 11 130.5 29.6 206 28

2* Cotton 10.5 6 61 17 33 7.5 38.5 5

3. Paddy 28.A 16 54.5 15 70 16 200.75 27

A* Groundnut b 2 12.5 3 6 1 6 6

5. Sugarcane 32.5 18 52 1A 51.5 12 86 12

6* Maize 16 9 12.5 3 10 2 27 k

7. Ragi 1.5 •8 3*5 1 - - - *

8* Ladles finger .5 .2 1.5 •A .5 .1 .1 .1

9* B rinja l k*S 2 17 5 20 k.B 29.5 *

10. Torre to 63.5 35 108 30 118.5 27 1%0.25 19

Footnotei student*s *t* test t value * 6*366, significant at 5 per cent level*



S ta tistica l analysis was done to find out whether the

$
♦
$
$

cropping pattern of farmers was Influenced by the size of their size  ̂

of holdings* The *t» value was s ta tis tic a lly  significant at 5 per cehjfc

le ve l, indicating that the size of land holdings decisively Influenced*
the cropping pattern of the farmers*

$ 
$ 
♦

The relative acreage under tomato declined with increase  ̂

in the size of the land’ hptdlngs* Tomato is  considered a promising ^

cash crop more by the sraal1 farmers than by others* They devoted a |

large proportion of their area for this crop because i t  fetches them  ̂

money for meeting day to day needs. $

C* Cost and Returns of Different Crops*

The investigator compared the expenses of cu ltiva ting
A

different crops against the value of production or gross revenue that I 
(i-̂ * i

resulted from* The data on costs and gross revenue were used to 1}

calculate the net revenue per acre under different crops* The relative^
*p ro f ita b ility  of the crop was thereafter ascertained*

Table V II gives details of the direct expenses involved 

in cu ltiva tio n  of different crops, the gross revenue realised from tl 

and the net revenue enjoyed by the farmers 1nfeach of these crops.

♦
♦
♦
*
*
1
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Table VIX
PER ACRE COST AND REVENUE CR0PW1SE

(In  Rs.)

• No* Name of crops Revenue 
per acre*

Cost per 
acre

Net Revenue 
per acre

1. Coconut 12*860 2,561 10,308

2* Cotton 2,067 m 1,073

3. Paddy 2,18b 976 1,203

A. Groundnut 2,920 917 2,003

5. Sugarcane 3.623 1,1*1 2,b82

6* Halzo 1,287 687 600

7. Ragl 1 , W 635 839

8* Ladles finger 1,290 983 309

9. Brlnjal 7,133 |,626 5,509

10* Tomato 2,330 880 1,b96



r

♦
$

$

♦
♦
*

i
*

?
*

$
♦
♦

♦

♦

♦

♦
♦

♦
♦
♦
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♦

♦

The net revenue yielded by the coconut crop was the ^
* $

highest, the amount beingfclO*308 per acre* The perennial nature of ^ 

the crop together with the low cost of maintenance had brought down the| 

cost of production of coconut to a remarkable extent* The gross revenu* 

realised by the farmers was at the same time very high on account of ^

year round yie ld  and steady demand for coconut o il seed and ordinary ^

purposes. Leaving coconuts as an exception, cu ltiva tio n  of b rln ja l was 

even more profitable  than sugarcane, yielding a net nature of about 

Rs.5,510 per acre, as against Rs.2,**80 per acre yielded by sugarcane*

1

The order of p ro fita b ility  of various crop were* coconut, b r ln ja l, V 

sugarcane, groundnut, tomato, paddy, cotton, ragi and maize* k

Cost and returns of different crops were also computed fo r|  

sp e df 1c groups of farmers* The difference In the p ro f ita b ility  of $

crops that may exist among these different groups of farmers was |

expected to Indicate the difference In their efficiency. The cost of ^

the farmers would d iffer from one another depending on their farming $

practices and farm productivity. The gross revenue would also d iffe r | 

depending on the quality of the crop raised by them and the tin* and ^

point of sale used by than. The efficiency of the farmers would be |

reflected in  the different net revenue they obtained. Hence a cunpara- J  

tive  analysis of per acre cost and revenue on different crop was made A 

as in  Table V I I I .  1

♦

♦
♦



♦

The large the farm size, the lower was the cost of c u l t ! -  ^ 

vatIon 1n respect of b r ln ja l, except for semi -  medium farm groups. ^ 

The least cost cu ltiva tion  Rs.1,*»63 per acre of b rln ja l crop reported^ 

by large fanners groups. Revenuewlse however the small farming ^ 

group was found to be most e ffic ie n t with gross revenue of ^

R s.10,179 per acre of b rln ja l crop. This helped him in maximising 

the net revenue from this crop Rs.8,553 per acre. I t  was thus clear 

that large farmers enjoyed a cost advantage over the small farmers.  ̂

But opportunities available to the small farmers for higher product!-1 

v1ty and better marketing out weighed their cost disadvantage. Wo ^ 

p a rticu la r relationship was discernible about other crops.

The *t* test that was done to find out 1f the cost of 

cu ltiva tio n  of Individual crop varied with s ize ofhoi ding yielded

a *t* value that wae significant only et one per cent level. This ^

Indicated that the size of holding If*?luenced“tRe”cost o f cu ltiva tio n  ^
L

of a crop only to a certain extent, the la tte r depending on other J 

variables also as far Instance the acreage under the particular crop ^ 

and the quantity and quality of Inputs used. Even as the cost the ^ 

gross revenue realised from various crops was associated with the size] 

of the holding only to a certain extent.

Relatively large areas of land were reported under tomato

and paddy. These two crops were compared for their cost and returns. ^
A

Cost of tomato ranged from Rs.800 to 920 per acre; The gross net ^

return Rs* 1,200 to Rs.l,7*»0. I t  was found that cost of cu ltiva tion  of ^

$
♦



*
*
4
4
4
4

paddy ranged from R s .W  to R$* 1,070* The gross revenue from paddy 

varied from Rs.1,020 to Rs.3,520. The net revenue ranged from 

rs«S70 to Rs*2,680* The spread between the maxlmtm and minimum net 

returns was less In the case of tomato than In paddy* The net yie ld  

from tomato was more stable than the net y ie ld  from the paddy*

This again explains why the farmers of the area have taken to tomato 

cu ltiva tio n  1n a large measure* This finding was In line with what 

as G il l  et al (1980) stated about the tomato crops “Being a short 

duration crop, I t  dominates 1n the vegetable market throughout the 

year* Besides being a short duration crop, I t  f i t s  well In the 

cropping pattern of the farmers and fetches high returns per unit of 

area and tim e.M

d. Duration of Vegetable Cultivations
7
L

With the transformation of agriculture from the w a y -o f-life - *

approach to the market -  oriented —  agriculture, the performance In |

the f ie ld  of f ru its  and vegetables has also been by and large Improving^
♦ 
4As short duration crops, vegetables f i t  well Into the cropping pattern 

of the fanners and fetch them high returns per unit of area*

The Investigator examined the duration of the vegetable

crops cultivated by the sample farmers, the details of which are given 

In Table IX*



Table IX

DURATION OF VEGETABLE CROPS -  SIZE OF HOODINGWlSE

c Name of the 
crop with 
duration*

Number of the 
farmers 

reporting

Percentage
to

total

Tomato

a* k months 56 56

b* 5 months 26 26

c. 6 months 18 18

Total too 100

B rlnjal

a* 9 months 5 18

b« 10 months 9 32

e* 12 months 16 56

Total 28 100



♦
A ll the farmers were cu ltiva tin g  tomatoes* Among those |

56 per cent of farmers produced tomatoes involving four month dura- ^

tio n . 26 per cent had tomato crop of five  months duration* Six ^

month duration was reported by 18 members* J
7

The b rln ja l crop was cultivated by 28 per cent of the | 

farmers, duration of the crop ranged from nine months to twelve h 

months* The long duration b rln ja l crop was favoured by 56 per cent $ 

of th is  cultivators* ;

e* Cost Structure of Vegetable Cropsi

Production cost at farm level include Sent on lend, amoun 

expended on purchase of seeds, fe rtiliz e rs  and pesticides, amount 

paid for labour, amount spent on purchase and maintenance of farm 

charges* Of these 1 terns sane like rent on land, amount spent on 

purchase and maintenance of farm equipments and e le c tric ity  charges 

are In d iv is ib le  in that 1t may not be possible to allocate them to 

particular crops* Hence, the investigator extended these terms 1n 

the analysis of cost of c u ltiva tio n , Included only the expenses 

Incurred on the purchase of seeds, f e r t il is e r  and pesticides and 

amount spent on labour* The analysis of costs of cu ltiva tion  was 

restricted  to the two major vegetable crops of the area, tomato and 

b r ln ja l, Cadies finger was excluded from the analysis In view of 

the very small acreage reported under that crop* Table X gives the 

details of cost structure of tomato crop*

♦
$

♦
$
♦

$
♦
♦
♦
♦
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In respect of tomato cu ltiva tion  a comparative analysis ^ 

of direct expenses of cu ltiva tion  comprising the expend!ture on ^ 

seeds, f e r t il is e r  and labour share that the medium and large farmers $ 

are most e ffic ie n t than the small and semi-medium farmers* Their 

cost of cu ltiva tion  per acre are lower than the aggregate value 

figure of fts*579 per acre, the f ir s t  group of small and semi • naedii 

farmers incurred more than acreage expenses of cultivation* The 

group which had the least cost of cultfvation of tomato was the 

medium size farmers, their d ire ct expenses per acre being Rs*5**3*

In the aggregate out of every producer ruppe sent in 

the cu ltiva tio n  of tomato, 21 palse went for seeds, k3 paise was 

spent on f e r t il iz e r  and 36 paise spent on labour*

Table XI gives the break up of the cost of cu ltiva tion  

of brinjals*

I
o



$
In the cultlvatfonof b rln ja l crop, the direct expenditure J  

of cu ltiva tio n  for the entire group was rs*960 per acre* The large ^ 

farm group which was able to minimised the expenditure of only ^

Rs*831 against the aggregate of Rs*960* The semi-medium group 

turned to be the least e ffic ie n t with the maximum cost of cu ltiva tion  

of b rln ja l as I t  happen 1n the cu ltiva tion  of tomato*

A break down of d irect expenses of cu ltiva tion  of b rln ja l 

Into  Its  components revealed that of every rupee that was spent on 

Its  cu ltiva tio n  65 palse went towards seeds, palse spent on 

f e r t i l iz e r  and pesticides,aid 36 pals® was spent on labour* The most $ 

remarkable fact was that the labour charges that the fanner Incurred 

on cu ltiva ting  both tomato and b rln ja l appeared to be the same namely 

36 palse out of every rupee spent on cultivation* This Implied that
V

both vegetable crop required the same amount of attention 1n the fleld*^

The balance was distributed between other two expenditure on expenses $

namely seeds, fe rt iliz e rs  and pesticides, b rln ja l claiming five  palse J
7

f e r t i l iz e r  than tomato out of every producer ripee* ^

f* Production and Productivity of Vegetable Major crops«

The productivity of different farm groups in respect of 

tomato and b rln ja l -  the major vegetable crops of the villa ges under 

study was compared to Identify the group that maximised Its  producti­

v ity  as against others* This assessment was found necessary to ^

distinguish the group which maximise its  production with others which ^
t

were not able to achieve this maximising objectives. J

!



Table X II gives details of the production and productivity 

in  respect of major vegetable crops of the Farm groups.

Table X II
PRODUCTION AND PRODUCTIVITY OF MAJOR VEGETABLE CROPS

(in  kgaras)

S*No* Farm Group Acreage Total
output

Productivity 
per acre

Tomatoes

1. Small 63-5 1 , 20,130 1892

2. Semi-medium 108 2,76,950 2564 \

3* Medium . 118.5 2,05.900 1737-5

4. Large 140.25 2, 17.800 1550

Overall 430.25 8>»20,780 1907*6

B rinja l (
1 . Small 4.5 4|,000 9556 (

2* Semimedium 17 97.500 5735 i
i

3. Medium 20 1,37,000 6850
\
(

4. Large 29.5 2, J 9*,000 8122 <

Overall 71 5 , 17,100 7213 1

Fot note* *t» value of productivity of tomato 1.90, significant at 
1 per cent level,

t  devalue of b rin ja l 3*36 significant a t  5 per cent le ve l.



On an average about 1,900 kgms of tomato and 7*280 kgms 

of b rln ja l were raised 1n an acre of land. The productivity of the 

small farmer group In respect of tomato was around the aggregate 

le ve l. However they were the most e ffic ie n t group in the c u ltiva ­

tion of b r ln ja l* recording the highest productivity of 9*556 kgms. 

of b rln ja l per acre. The least productive group of farmers In the 

tomato cu ltiva tio n  were the large farmers* with 1*550 kgras of tomato 

per acre* The farmers with semi-medltmi holdings were the most 

productive group* their productivity being 2*56^ kgms.* of tomato 

per acre. I t  was* however* the least e ffic ie n t group 1n cu ltiva tin g  

b rln ja ls .

S ta tistica l analysis was done to examine whether the 

farmers would have realised varying productivities of the vegetable 

crop In accordance with their size of holdings. The productivity of 

b rln ja l crop varied with the size of holding* its  *t* value 1s 

significance at 5 per cent le ve l. The productivity of tomato crop 

however did not e x lb lt  a pronounced relationship frith th e ir size of 

holdings.

♦
♦$
♦

♦♦
♦

♦
0

a
g . Estimation of Marketed Surplus of Vegetables!

Marketed surplus of the vegetables for different groups of A

farmers was arrived at after from th e ir  deducting total of output of ▼

vegetables* the amount lost In the f ie ld  and In storage and the amount^

of the output used for self consumption of the farm fam ilies. $

♦
♦



Amount of Vegetables Lost by Wastage*

The vegetables crops are characterised by p e rish a b ility , 

bulkiness and seasonab1 11 ty . Being perishable In nature, w aste^ 

arlslng In the production of vegetables are considerable. Modern 

techniques of cu ltiva tio n  and Inputs used by the farmers aim at 

reducing the rate of wastage at farm level* wastage of vegetables 

as recorded 1n different farm groups are shown 1n Table X III*



Table XXII
WIST AGE OF VEGETABLES * FARM GROUPWISE

( In kgms.)

S.No. Farm groups Total
output

Amount of 
wastage percentagi

1.
Temeto
Small 120130 810 0.67

2* Semi -  medium 276950 1315 0.47

3* Medlun 205900 1125 0.54

4. Large 217800 965 0.44

Overall 820780 *1215 0.51

B rlnja l

1. Small **3000 130 0*30

2. Semi-medlun 97500 295 0.30

3* Medlun 137000 320 0.23

4. Large 239600 620 0.25

Overa11 517100 1365 0.26

♦
$
♦*



The proportion of the produce wasted was re la tive ly $
*

larger In  the tomato than b rln ja l In aggregate* Q*kk per cent of J 

the total output of tomatoes was lost In wastage, where as the wastag^ 

recorded In  b rln ja l was only 0*26 per cent of the total j  

output* In otherwords, the wastage suffered by the farmers In 

tomato cu ltiva tion  was twice the amount of wastage they encountered 

In the b rln ja l cropf expressing both In quantitative physical terms.

2* Details of Home Consunptlon of Vegetablesi

A part of the vegetable production is  set aside by farms 

for day to day consumption of the ir families* Though this may be 

InsigAffleant very small amount compare to the ir total output of theli 

vegetables s t i l l  I t  has to be deducted from the total output for
V

a rriv in g  at the mount of marketable surplus* The <jpjntim of vegetable^ 

output used by farmers forborne consumption Is  shown in Table XIV* $



♦
♦ Table XIV

AMOUNT OF HOME CONSUMPTION OF VESETA8EES

♦

♦

♦

♦

♦

♦

♦

S .no.  Farm Groups

$ 
$ $ 
♦ ♦ 

4
Amount of k

Total output Home percentage 7
consumption »

1
Tomato l

1. Small 120130 705 •58 ♦
L

2* Semi-medi um 276950 950 .36 V

3. Medium 205900 915 •66 1

6 . Large 217300 800 •36

Overall 820780 3360 .61 |
Brinjal j

1. Small <*3000 135 •31 ♦
*
♦
♦

2* Semi-medium 97500 225 •23

3. Medium 137000 265 • 19

6. Large 239600 390 • 16 ♦
♦
♦

Overall 517100 1015 .19

*

♦
♦
♦



♦
$
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The amount used of both the vegetables for home oonsunp- 

tlon was far less than the amount wasted. The amount they used up 

for self-consumption was less than the amount they wasted in both 

the vegetables.

3. Marketed Surplus of Vegetables!

The details of marketed surplus of vegetables crops at 

the disposal of different groups of farmers are given in  Table XV



MARKET*0 SURPLUS OF VEGETABLES-CROP WISE

TABLE XV

mojFmn group w is e *

(in  kgms)

S.No.

w » « » « » « » « »  w N i

Far® Group Total Output Marketed
Surplus

percentage

Tomato

1. Small 120130 118615 98.7

2. Semi -Medium 276950 27^85 99.1

3. Medium 205900 203860 99

*»« Large 217800 216035 99

overa11 820780 813195 99

B rlnjal

1 . Small 3̂000 **2635 99.1

2. Semi "medium 97500 96980 99.1

3. Medium 137000 136M5 99.5

*f. Large 239600 238590 99.5

6. Overall 517100 51^620 99.5

♦

♦♦

*♦

♦♦
♦
♦♦♦



Ho variations were observed in marketed surplus of these 

two vegetables among different farm groups* Except for about one 

per cent of the output lost In self-consumption and wastage, 99 

per cent of the total output was marketed in both the cases*

3* Vegetable Marketing Practices of the Farmersi

A ll the farmers were marketing their vegetables outside 

the village* None of them sold their produce w ithin the village* 

They marketed them both in the Sundarapuram daily  market which was

$
$
$
$
s
$
$
♦
♦♦♦
$

away from the vi Hages,by seven ki laneters and in the Coimbatore

Market which was ten kilometers away*

A ll the vegetable producers sold their produce d ire ctly  

In  the market. They did not sell through agents. A few farmers 

(s ix ) engaged vendors to sell their vegetables indldtejthe villages* 

Vegetables were sold immediately after they were collected from the 

f ie ld  because they were highly perishable, and the farmers did not 

have storage f a c ilit ie s  to preserve their keeping q u a lity . The loss 

of output suffered by the farmers in  marketing vegetable crop, was 

very small less than the per cent of the total marketed surplus* I t  

is  very insignificant compare to the marketing losses reported by 

Gupta and Ram (1979) at 20 to kQ per cent. However i t  cover only 

the losses reported at one market stage, not a ll  the losses in 

marketing*

The reasons given by them for th e ir direct sale to merchan 

in the market area area tabulated in  Table XVI*

♦♦*I
*
i

♦

I
♦
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REASONS BEHIND THE CHOICE OF DIRECT MARKETING CHANNEL

Ta b le  XVI

S.No. Farm groups
Quicker

sale

Number of farmers reporting

2W  conven,ance

1* Small k 8 11

2. $emf<*aedftaR 10 7 10

3. Medt tin 6 5 13

k. Large 7 11 8

Overal 1 27 31 k2



According to k2 per cent of the farmers, marketing through $ 

the agents Involved greater r is k , therefore they considered marketlng| 

to he convenient and beneficial to them* The other reasons mentioned^ 

by them were greater margin o fp roflts  and quicker sale of the output* J

a* Pricing of Vegetables!

According to Chatta et at (1982), “ The large production, 

seasonal and perishable nature of the crop and the limited storage 

fac1 11 ties has a profound effect on the growers* Income and economic 

efficiencies of the production, due to wide fluctuations In prices 

of vegetables"* The price spread warles depending upon various 

marketing channels adopted for marketing the produce* According to 

National planning Committee (19^7), “The farmer In general, sell his 

produce at an unfavourable place and at an unfavourable time and 

usually get very unfavourable terms."
1

Maximum and minimum prices reported by the farmers for thefĉ

1vegetable crop 1n the last harvest season are given In table XVI1*



Table XVII

REALISED PRICES OF VEGETABLES * CROP, WISE AND GROUP WISE

(Price per k g .)

S.No. Farm groups 

Tomato

Maxlmun Minimum

u Small 1.32 1.00

2. Semi-medium 1.30 1.00

3* Medltm 2.00 0.50

k* Large 1.10 0.^0

Overall

S rln ja l

5.73 2*90

1. Small 1.25 0.60

2* $em1-medium 1.50 0.50

3* Medltm 1.00 0.7S

k. Large 1.20 0.60

Overall k.95 2'kS



b. Objectives held by the Farmers In Marketing Vegetable Crops* $
♦

Farmers cu ltiva ting  vegetables are price takers rather than^ 

price maker 1n so far as they are not In a position to with hold the | 

produce for the sake of pushing up the prices of vegetables 1n the k

market* They prefer to acceptancy the prevailing prices 1f they k

think that those prices satisfy the objectives which they have set T 

before themselves e a rlie r in cu ltiva ting  and selling vegetable crops* ^

1
Objectives that Influenced the farmers about the disposal 7 

of the vegetable produce were e lic ite d  and they are given In Table 7 

X V III. I



T a b le  X V I I I

OBJECTIVES HELD BY THE FARMERS IN THE DISPOSAL OF THE VEGETABLE

PRODUCE

S.No. Farm groups
Number of respondents mentioning

Maximising 
Prof 11

Earning
reasonable

p ro fit

Minimum 
Margin of 

p ro fit

1 . Small 22 23 2

2. Semi -med1 urn 18 15 15

3. Medium 15 24 22

4. Large . 15 25 25

Overall 80 88 64

$
♦

♦
i
$
$

♦
♦
♦

D
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♦
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♦
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♦
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♦

$
♦
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♦♦♦
$
♦
♦

The rate of return on the two vegetable crops were 

obtained by different group of farmers* They were calculated from 

the total cost and revenue figures given In Table XXX* Table XX 

gives average cost, revenue and p ro fit  obtained by farmers an every 

acre of cultivated vegetable crop*

*
*
♦
♦
$
$
0
$
♦

♦

♦$

♦
$
$
•♦♦
$

♦♦♦
♦♦



Average p ro fit realised from c u ltiva tin g  tomato crop was 

Rs*U90 per acre* Tire smal 1 and semi «<ned1 urn farmers appeared to 

have an advantage over the other farmers In regard to tomato crops* 

Their cost of cu ltiva tion  was higher than those of others yet they 

scored a higher p ro fit than others because of the high revenue which

h

*
$
$
t
o
$
o

they realised unlike others* The semi-medium groups had the highest ^

cost of marketing Rs#969 per acre Of tomato crop 1n Hne with Its  hig*^
L

marketing costs, the revenue that I t  obtained was also highest namely ^ 

rs . 2 , 70^ per acre of cul tlvatlor^of tomato* L

, m ^  f
The farmers obtained a pet return of rs*3*090 per acre when^

they cu ltiva te d  brinjal* The size of p ro fits  was Inversely related 1

to the size of the land holdings of the farmers* The small farmers *

obtained the highest return Rs*7#608 per acre from b rin ja l c u ltiv a tin g

the returns of others were found declining with Increase in s1|e of ^♦
holdings* j

l
The s ta tis tic a l analysis revealed that p ro fit  from b rin ja l j  

tended to vary more with size of holding unlike th^p rofit from tomato  ̂

crop which did not depend that extent on the size of holding* J

The investigator also computed the cost, revenue and p ro fit 

figures per kgms*, of vegetable crops cultivated by the farmers, so 

as to find out how the producer price was divided between the cost 

and profits* Table XXI gives per unit cost, revenue and p ro fit ^

realised from cu ltiva tin g  tomato and brin ja l*  ^

♦ ♦
J
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Table XXI

PER KILOGRAM COSTS, REVENUES AND RETURNS ON VEGETABLE CROPS -  FARM

GROUP WISE '

• -  £ei  !!?1 m m m m Revenue P rofit
S* No* Farm group ~ ~ ~ • • • • • •  * "  per Kg* per Kg*

Cultivation Marketing

Tana to

1* Small •k9 • 10 1.36 .77

2* Semi «med1 um #38 • 19 1.06 • 56

3* Medium mk$ • 15 1.16 •56

km Large •56 • 17, 1.^3 .70

Qveral 1 mk6 m\k 1.23 •63

Brinjal

I . Small • 16 •09 1.00 • 80

2* Semi Nmed! um #35 .19 1.53 1.00

3* Median .23 .13 •89 .53

k. Large • 18 • 13 .80 •ko

Overall • 22 • 13 • 90 •62



On an average one kilogram of tomato was sold by the 

farmers R$#1#23 of which **6 paise went towards the cost of c u ltlv a ti 

It# kO paise bringing I t  to market and 63 paise remain as the 

p ro fit  on the quantity produced# In regard to b rin ja l cm an average 

i t  sold at the rate of 98 paise per kilogram, of which 22 paise was 

spent on c u ltiv a tio n , 13 paise was spent cm marketing and 62 paise 

remained as producers profit#

*
$
♦

♦
$
$
♦
1

Problems in Cultivation and Marketing of Vegetables«

Srlnivasan (1980) considered inadequate marketing and 

related infrastructural f a c ilit ie s , fragmented markets and uneconomic 

and unpredleatable prices, as major constraints affecting agricul­

tural marketing In general and vegetable marketing in particular# 

when the sample farmers asked to state the problems they faced In 

cu ltiva tio n  and marketing of vegetables, they came out with a number 

of problems# They are given In Table XXII#

♦♦**
*

i
♦
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Table XXXI
PROBLEMS IN CULTIVATION AND MARKETING OF VEGETABLES

S*NO« Problems Nuuber stating

1 2 3

Cultivation

1. Spread of diseases caused by Insects 75

2* Higher price for Inputs 71

3. Labour problems 70

Limited land 5<i

5* Inadequate finance 50

6. Lack of modern methods of cu ltiva tio n

7. Lack of knowledge In applying HYV in 
farm cu ltiva tio n hS

8* Lack ofiirrlgatlon f a c ilit ie s ho

Marketing

1. Transportation problem 91

2. 01 stance to market 91

3* Lack of storage fa cilitie s  91



*

1 2 3

4. Strikes, bus breakdown e t c .,  e ll 
unforeseen problems 83

5. Demand fluctuations (specia lly  during 
festivals  off season) 79

6* Produce Is  highly pershable affected by 
clim atic conditions 79

7. Competition in  the market 72

8* Price fluctuations 64

9* Lack of Information abour ruling price 41

10* High rent for the shop 34

i n Labour problems 20



The f i r s t  major problem faced by farmer Is  diseases that 

the plant suffer on account of which they suffered losses In produc 

tloru *t5 per cent of the farmers fe lt  that while high yielding of 

these vegetable crop are available they did not hsve know how to 

use them* Another grot# believed that s c ie n tific  break through aid 

vegetable cu ltiva tion  has not yet been effected by Indian scientist 

as In the case of the table series and cash crops* These responses 

regarding the need for developing new technology In vegetable 

cu ltiva tio n  hoping trlth pests and for Increaslngyleld 1s very 

Imperative*

1I
♦*
*

0

«
0
0

0

0

0
0
0
0
0
0
0

The distance location of the market was cited as a 

major problem 1n marketing (91 per cent)* Farmers experienced 

d lf f lc i l t le s  1n transporting th e ir vegetables from their v illa g e  

to market* P articu la rly  when the public transportation system was 

paralysed* because of exogerteoas circumstances like strikes* and 

mechanical failure* An equal number of farmers fe lt  that they did 

not have adequate storage fa c ilit ie s  to preserve the vegetables* 

when they like to wait for higher prices In market. Fluctuations 

1n demand for vegetables during festival and off season affected 

the price at which the farmers were able to dispose of their produces.< 

79 per cent of farmers f e lt  that vegetable crop was highly affected byj 

clim atic conditions* aid hence they were forced to make distress sale ^ 

of the produces during the certain circumstances* $

0 
0 
0
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What matters most In vegetable marketing is  the time lines ^

of scale* I f  the whole sale dealer of vegetable could mobilise the $

output of vegetables at the farms themselves Instead of waiting for J
7

the producer to their door step, the farmers could save themselves 

burden of bringing the vegetables to the aarket* 7

4

4
4

4
4
4
4
4
4
4



V* SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

Vegetable farming is  of crucial importance in India, 

where majority of the people liv e  on an inadequate diet of meat.

The per capita a v a ila b ility  of vegetables has increased rather 

slowly and Is  s t i l l  not any where near the recommended le ve l. There­

fore the Investigator undertook a study on the economics of vegetable! 

cu ltiva tio n  and marketing* so as to explore the p o s sib ilitie s  that 

exist for increasing vegetable production and suggest suitable policy 

measures towards agtualising it*  The study had following objectives*

1* To find out the re lative  area under vegetable 

cu ltiva tio n .

2 . To assess the re la tive  p ro f ita b ility  of 

vegetable cu ltiva tio n .

3* To find out the cost of cu ltiva tio n  of specific 

vegetable crops and find out the weightag© of 

the various cost components.

To estimate the returns of the specific 

vegetable crops.

5* To estimate the marketing cost of specific 

vegetable crops.

6.  To find out how the producer price of vegetables

is  shared among the cost of cu ltiva tio n  and cost 
of marketing and producer *$ margin.

♦♦
1

1
♦
♦
♦
♦
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♦

♦

7• To find  out tne marketing practices of vege- J
♦

tables cultivation* A

8* To locate the problems In vegetable }

cu ltiva tio n  and marketing*

The sample farmers numbering 100 were selected on the bas1 s; 

of systematic random sampling from the two villa ge s Valukkaparal I 

and Ailchtpalayam* known for vegetable cu ltiva tio n  1n Madukkaral (

Panchapat Onion of Coimbatore D istrict*  They were classifie d  Into , 

four groups according to the ir size of holdings for purposes of 1 

analysis*

The findings of the study are*

1* In the group of vegetable cu ltiva to rs  who 

had been studied, they were 23 small farmers 

operating an area of $ to 10 acres* 27 

seml-medltxi} farmers having an operated area 

of 11 to IS acres* 2*1 medlun farmers opera­

ting an area of 16 to 20 acres* 26 large 

farmers having more than 20 acres*

Vegetable cu ltiva tion  thus was not restricted 

to feimers of any particular groups* Small 

as well as large farmers had taken to 

vegetable cultivation*

1

1

♦

1



2* The small farmers had large family and 

the family size of the large farmers was

smallest*

3. Out of 217 adult workers in agriculture  

75 per cent were to ta lly  illite ra te *

And w ily ***6 per cent of the cultivators 

had been educated beyond the primary level*

k* 33 per cent of the farmers had poultry or 

beekeeping* Income from these sources 

provide them some money to meet their 

dally  expenses*

5* Nearly three out of every ten acres of the 

cultivated area was under vegetable crops 

(29*2 per cent)

6* Tomato was considered a promising cash 

crops more by the small farmers than by 

others*

6* Cultivation of b rln ja l was even more 

profitable than sugarcane yielding a 

net returriof sabout Rs*5*50O per acre9 

as against Rs*2*480 per acre yid'ded 

by sugarcane* The order of p ro fita b ility  

of various crops were* Coconut*brinjal* 

sugarcane, groundnut* tomato* paddy* 

cotton* ragl and maize*



7. The farmers of the area had taken to tomato cu ltiva tion  

In a large measure, because the net y ie ld  from tomato was more stable 

than the net y ie ld  from tomato was more stable than the net yield 

from the other crops (paddy)•

8* A ll the farmers were cultiva ting  tomatoes* Among those 

56 per cent of farmers produced tomatoes In four months duration*

26 per cent had tomato crop of five  month duration and la stly  six 

month duration was reported by 18 members* Sim ilarly the long 

duration b rln ja l crop was favoured by 56 per cent of the cultivators*

9* Large farmers1 were more e ffic ie n t than others In 

b rln ja l cultivation  as their costs of cu ltiva tio n  per acre was lower 

than the aggregate value figure of Rs*579 per acre.

10* In the aggregate out of every producer rupjle spent In 

the c u ltiva tio n  of tomato, 21 palse went for seeds, 43 palse was 

spent on fe rt iliz e rs  and 36 palse was spent on labour*

11* The direct expenditure on cu ltiva tio n  of b rln ja l for 

the entire group was Rs*960 per acre* Among them R$*83l Incurred 

by the large farmers which was the minimum*

12* A break down of direct expenses of cultiva tion  of 

b rln ja l Into Its  components revealed that of every ruppe that was 

spent on Its  cu ltiva tio n  65 palse went for seeds, 48 palse spent on 

f e r t i l iz e r  and pesticides and 36 palse was spent on labour*



13* On an average about 1,500 kgms of tomato and 7,280 kQ* 

of b rln ja l were raised In an acre of laid* The most e ffic ie n t farm 

group 1n the cul t l  vat Ion of tomato was semi -  medl tm farmers 

( 256^ kgms* per acre) and small farmers recording the highest 

productivity of 9,556 k g s ., of brtnjal per acre.

1*>. The proportion of the produce, wasted was re la tive ly  

large 1n the tomato crop (•¥* per cent of the total output) than 

b rln ja l where the wastage was only 0*26 per cent of the total output*

♦
$
$

*
$

♦
$
$

15* The amount used of both theiyege tables for hone consump*^ 

tlon was far less than the amount wasted*

16* No variations observed In the marketed surplus of

tomato and b rin ja ) among the four farm groups. With one per cent ^

of the output lost in consumption and wastage, 99 per ©ant of the £

total output was marketed In both the cases* ^*
17* A ll the farmers were marketing their vegetables outside*} 

the village* None of them sold their produce w ithin the village* | 

They marketed them both in the Sundarnpursm dally Market which was 

away from the v illa g e s , by seven kilometers and In the Coimbatore 

Market which was ten kilometers away*

18* A ll  the vegetable producers sold the ir produce d ire ctly

1n the market* They did not sell through agents*

1



19* Vegetables were sold Immediately after they ware 

collected from the f ie ld  Decause they were highly perlshable* and 

the farmers did not have storage f a c ilit ie s  to preserve their 

keeping quality*

20* The farmers selected the direct marketing channel 

because 1t was convenient (42 per cent) t gave them greater margin of 

p ro f it  (31 per c@ nt)i and fa c ilita te d  the quicker sale of the output 

(27 percent)*

♦
$
$
«
$
$

♦

21* The farmers disposed of the Vegetable produce I f  they 

thought the market price gave them a reasonable p ro fit  (88 per cent)! 

or I t  helped them to maximise the p ro fit  or I t  provided than a 

minimum margin.

22* Average p ro fit  realised from cultiva ting  tomato crop 

was R s .l ,183 per acre* The small and semi-medium farmers received 

greater p ro fit  than other farm groups through they had the highest 

cost of cu ltiva tio n  and marketing*

♦♦♦
♦♦♦
$

23* A net return Rs*3#090 was obtained when the farmers 

cultivated  brln ja l*  The small farmers obtained the highest return 

of rs.7»608 per acre.

24. fomato producers received Rs*t*23 as the average reve 

per k ilo  gram of which 46 palse went towards the cost of cu1t1vat1on9^



25• In regard to brin ja l*  revenue obtained by the 

farmer was 98 patse per kg** of which 22 paise was spent on 

cultivation* 13 paise was spent on marketing and 62 paise was 

received by farmers as profit*

26* In cu ltiva tion  of vegetables, the major problem 

faced by the farmers was spread of diseases caused by insects 

followed by higher prices for Inputs and labour ptoobteras*

27* ProbIon of transportation* distant loactlon markets 

and lack of storage f a c il it ie s  were some of the major problems 

faced by the farmers 1n vegetable marketing*



Conclusloni

S ta tistica l analysis was carried out to  find out how far 

the size of land holding Influence the cropping pattern of the farmer 

and cost and revenue of different crops, while cropping pattern 

decisively depended on the land holdings, cost of cu ltiva tio n  of 

crops and revenue obtained by them was not so much Influence by the 

size of land holdings. In regard to vegetable c u ltiv a tio n , the 

productivity and p ro fit  from the cu ltiva tio n  of b rln ja l were negatlvel 

associated with the size of land holdings, were as the productivity 

and p ro fit  of tomatoes did not so much vary with the size of land 

holdings*

I t  may be observed that vegetables have emerged as an 

Important cash crop, cultivated by the farmers on par with cotton, 

sugarcane and groundnut, claiming three out of every ten acres of 

the cultivated area. Crops like b r ln ja l, yielding a net return of 

about Rs.5,510 per acre even more profitable them sugarcane, which 

yielded a return Rs.3,620 per acre. They sold the vegetable produces 

d ire c tly  to the merchants in the market.

The producer price of tomato was Rs.1.23 per k g ., of which 

bO paise went towards the d ire ct expenses of cultiva ting  i t ,  ^0 palse 

was the marketing cost of farmer and 63 paise was the p ro f it . Brlnjal 

sold at an average rate of 98 paise per k g ., of which 22 paise was 

spent on c u ltiv a tio n , 13 paise was spent on marketing, 63 paise 

remain as the farmer*s profit#

♦
$
$
$
♦

♦II
1

1*
$

♦♦
♦
♦♦



♦♦
am account of pe rishability  or the vegetables farmer were ^

$
not In a position to withhold stocks 1n expectation of higher p ric e y  

This suggested the need for developing community cold storage $

f a c ilit ie s  either at the market centres or at the v illa g e s  themselve| 

so that farmer would be able to store their vegetable output at a 

nominal cost for the sake of minimising their d if f ic u lt ie s , In 

transporting In large quantities 1n town market centres, the 

merchants might think of organising transportation to the villages 

to collecting vegetable products fresh from righ t at the farm 

Itse lf*  They f e lt  problem In regard to Vegetable cu ltiva tion  of

methods of cu ltiva tio n  of or raising the productivity of vegetables* 

Hereafter, agricultural research should give the highest p rio rity  

to vegetable c u ltiv a tio n , as I t  gave to cereals in the past*

$

♦

♦
lack of modern methods of cu ltiva tio n  which pnlnts to a new directiot^ 

1n horticu ltura l research namely the need for evolving sc ie n tific  4

*♦
♦

♦♦
♦
$

♦ 
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♦

JOURNALS

1• Agarwal
(1981)

2. Ananda Kumar and 
Samba Mur thy
(1982)

t
BIBLIOGRAPHY $

$
i “problems of Agricultural marketing ^ 

In India'1 -  Indian Journal of ^
Marketing -  Vol.XI pp.23-25* $

« "Pole ofmmlddleman In agricultural | 
marketing" -  As empirical assessment 
Indian Journal of Marketing# Vol* » 
X II I  Pp.3 -  12. I

3* Balakrlshnan 
(1981)

"An analysis of prices and a rriva ls  ^ 
of potato In N llg ir is  D is tric t of  ̂
Tamil Nadu" -  Agricultural Marketing 
V o l.X X III. Pp 1 -  h A

%« Bbalerao# Aasari 
and Jyagl
(1981)

5. Bhalerao, Ansar1 
Rama Shanj Sin^h 
and Jyagl

6. Bhatla and 
Kutunbao Rao 
(1980)

7* Chatta and Kaul 
(1982)

• "Marketing of Vegetables" -  A sampled
study Agricultural Marketing $
Vol.XXIV pp 26-29. \

t "Credit -  Pricing policies for 
vegetables" -  ( A Case study for 
bulk line cost) Rural India# Vo1.*i4 
Pp.172 -  W *

• "Fresh fru its  and vegetables grading^
A study In retrospect and prospect 
Agricultural Marketing* Vol.XXIV 
Pp.51-56*

h "A study Into the price behaviour 
and marketing margin of potato 
In Pun|ab" Agricultural Marketing v
vol.xxv, pp.io-14. f

$
♦♦
♦

$
♦*♦



8. Oalblr Singh G1H and 
Gurmiich Singh G ill

(1981)

9* Olwakar 
(1982)

10* Olwakar and Mural1dharan 
( 1980)

11 • Gupta and Ram 
(1981)

i “ An economic analysis of potato 
marketing In Punjab'* -  Agricul­
tural Marketingf Vol.XXIV. 
Pp.1012

i “production and u tilis a tio n  of 
potato 1n Fartichabad D is tric t 
In  Uttar Pradesh” , Agricultural 
Marketingf Vol.XXIV, Pp.1-6

i “A study on the d istribution 
pattern and Factors Influencing 
the marketed surplus of potatoes 
In Farrukhabad D is tric t in Uttar 
Pradesh” . Agricultural Marketing 
voi.xxm.

“ An analysis of price efficiency 
of potato In Farrukhabad D is tric t  
of Uttar Pradesh” * Agricultural 
Marketing* V o l.X X H I. July 1980. 
Pp.21 -  25.

*A study of marketing cost and 
margin for'potato In Farrukhabad 
D is tric t  of Uttar Pradesh”.  
Agricultural Marketing,
January 1981.
Pp.19.27

< “Price spread behaviour of vege­
tables In Delhi” Agricultural 
situation In India -  Vol.XXVI 
pp. 557 -  559.

$
b
$
♦♦♦
o
♦
ii
(i

♦

♦♦
♦
♦

♦
♦♦♦

97



12. Harsh Jain and Kaul
(1980)

13.

14.

«  a spectral analysis of potato § 
a rriva ls  end prices 1n Punjab” ^ 
Agricultural Marketing, V o l.X X IlJ 
pp#20-24* $

“Dynamics of potato In Delhi ^ 
Market 1n Punjab” Agricultural j  
Marketing# Vol.XXXII* October “

Jogalah aid Atma tinga Murthy t

(1981)

Jayade and Patel 1 
(1981)

15. Kshir sagar and 
Mall1k
(1982)

16# La ll
(1980)

17# Lokar 
(1982)

1980, Pp.15-18- $
$

»  Functional aspect of warrangal ^ 
Agricultural Marketfn Andhra 1 
Pradesh” Indian Journal of 
Marketing VoUXl# Pp*(11-16)

“Price spreads of Marketing of 
selected vegetables” -  
Indian Journal of Marketing 
Vol#XI. Pp.26-29*

“Correlation between packaging 
and quality control fru its  
and vegetables” Vol.XXV pp*10-> 
B *

“Augmenting vegetable produc­
tion” Indian Horticulture#
Vo1*25 P*l#

“Better steps for agricultural 
Marketing*1 -  Klsan world Vol*9

P#17*



18* Mohandoss
Murthy Unjaya and 
Subramanyam 

1981

♦
o

"A study of fru its  and vegetabele 
cold store units in^Bangalore ci 
Agricultural situation in India 
Vol .XXXV, Pp.765 * 772.

19. Nalr Mathur 
(1981)

20. Prasad 
(1980)

« "Rural Marketing" Indian Journal $ 
of Marketing V o l.X I, pp.l->8. $

i Vegetable cu ltiva tion  in Karlkipadui 
Block * Andhra Pradesh" -  A case ? 
study* Vojana f Vol.XXIV. pp.25-26 ?

21. Rafiqual Islam *
H o lla , Majibur Rahman 
Sakar, Humayan Kabir
and Shahadat Hossaln 
(197%)

22. Rajagopal «
(1982)

23. Ram and Gt^ta t
(1980)

2%. Ramachander and Subramaniam t 
(1980)

25* Ramaswamy ,

"A Note on the nature of demand 
e la s tic itie s  of poultry potato 
and b r ln ja l."  Indian Journal of 
agricultural economics. VolXXIX. 
Pp.5% -  59

"Rural Marketing" Kurukshetra,
Vol.XXV. Pp.13-15. $

"Acomperative analysis of business/ 
structure of vegetables traders ill  
D elh i", V o l.X X III. Pp.31-3%. t

" Tips for boosting vegetable produ-* 
ction" Indian H orticulture .
V ol.25 P .1.

" Market regulation as applied to 
terminal markets for f ru its  and 
vegetables" 
same issue
Agricultural Marketing Vol.XXII 
PP%5 -  %9. ♦♦♦

♦

99



26. Rashid Ahmed Ansar! 
(1982)

Sharma A.W. and Sharma V.K. 
(1981)

28* Shete, Ratal Jaganatha Rao 
and Rawer
(1980)

29* Shi*la 
(1968)

30* Sldhu and Singh
(1981)

31* Subramanlam

32* Ilyas

"3anks and Dairy Farming” , ^
Indian Farmers Digest, Vol.XV. $ 
Pp*2!*22t $

“Marketing channels and producers*^ 
share In vegetable market 1n 
Almora D is tr ic t” Indian Farmers 
Digest. Vol.XIV, Pp.42 -  48.

“Measurement of price spread of 
tomatoes” Indian Journal of 
Marketing, Vol.X. Pp.1-6*

«  
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
♦ ♦ 
♦

“Marketing of Potato” Agricultural^ 
Situation 1n India. Vol.XXIII ^ 

Pp.25 -  31

» “potential for marketing of f ru it  
and vegetables from Punjab In 
Delhi and other markets", 
/agricultural Marketing.
V o l.X X III, Pp.13-16.

i "Effects of marketing costs on 
cost of production and returns"
A Case sudy of vegetables. 
Agricultural Marketing 
Vol.XXIV* Pp.7-9.

♦♦
<)
*
$
♦♦

"Economics of Investment 1n F e rti­
lize rs  and pesticides" -t A Case 
Study of vegetables. Agricul­
tural situation In India ^
Vol.XXXIV, Pp.857 -  862. $

♦



Uyas

(1979)

BOOKS

1* Coale and Hoover 
(1959)

2. G ill  
(1981)

3* Gopalan 
(1981)

k* Thingan 
(1982)

5* Ruddar Datt 
and Sundaram 
(1972)

6* Sankara 
0972)

i "Same aspects of structural changes 
In Indian Agriculture” • Indian 
Journal of Agricultural Economics 
VoUXXXIV 
Pp.16.

t “Population growth and economic
development 1n low income countries" 
Oxford University press, P*10*

i "Economic development past and present 
Indian Economic Development* Sankaran 
Progressive corporation* Private Ltd, 
Bombay -  Madras*

i "N u tritive  value of Indian Foods" 
National Institu te  of Nutrition 
Indian Council of Medical Research 
Hyderabad* 
p-29*

t "The Economic of Development and 
Planning" vicko Publishing House 
Private Ltd** Mew Delhi P*209*

i "Indian Economy" Chand & Co*(Pvt) Ltd 
Ram Nagar* New Delhi* P*9

» "Indian Economic Development" Progre­
ssive Corporation* (P vt) Ltd**
Bombay -  Madras P*20l*

o
$
$
•
•
$
$♦
♦
♦

♦

♦

$
$



♦♦
t)
$
♦
4
$
$
1
$
♦
♦*$*

7* Department of Economics 
(1978)

8* Srlnlvasan 
(1980)

t “Retail pricing  of vegetables 
In Gobi Market" Research Survey 
Manograph* Economics Department 
Gobi Arts College, Gobi*

t “pro&ectives of Agricultural 
Marketing Research** 7th 
chapter*
Motional Seminar on Research 
Prospective* 1n Agricultural 
Economics*
Centre of Agricultural and 
Rural Development studies 
Tamil Nadu Agricultural 
University -  Coimbatore*

$
♦
*

a
a
♦
$
♦
♦
1

♦

♦



APPENDIX I

Interview schedule to e l ic i t  Information from the 

a g ricu ltu rists  about their vegetable farming and marketing 

practices.

1. Name of the Village t St. No.

2. Name of the head of

the family i D.No.

3. Occupation of the head

of the family ••

h. Details of the family *

a
«

♦

$
♦

$
*
*
♦♦
♦♦
♦
♦

s i.
No.

Relation­
ship with 
head of 
the family

Ill ite ra te
L1teratee-___

stud- Study- 
led 1ng

4

1
Name Age Sex



5. Occupational pattern*

Non-Agrlculturlsts
Serial Number A gricu lturists  -  -  -
of the members Types of job Income

6, Sources of Income:

S i. No. Sources

1. Farm Cultivation

2. Poultry

3. Da1 ry

if. Beeweeping

5. Others.

Income/month or year



7. Total area cultivated by the family 

a) Total area under various crops?

S.No. Crops Duration Area under cu ltiva tion

(1981-82) (1982-83)

b) Total area le ft as follows

SI.No. Types of area Area

♦
$
♦
♦
♦I
♦

♦
♦

♦

♦♦

♦♦
♦

♦♦
♦

(1981-82)

1. Non F e rtile .

2. Non Irriga te d.

3. Waste,

if. Others.

(1982-83)

♦♦
♦
I
♦♦
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8. Vegetable cultivation*
o
$

S I. Vegetable Variety Area Dura­ Quan­ Amt Net Amt.
No. 1n tion t it y of out for

acres of wast put home
out age con-
put 1f sum-

any t1on

Amt* Total 
sold re - j 

venuf

$
*

--------------------- *

♦
$

1

9* Production pattern:

S I. No, Crops Area under Total Sale Price
cu ltiva tion  yie ld  per standard
In acres unit

♦
*

........ 4

Total J  
revenue (y



Cost- of. C l ( //Vft l >  O vfO-

S.No. Crops Acreage Dura- seeds
t1on

Fertl
H ze r

Labour Equ 
char- 1p-
ges ment

♦
k
h
♦

....................... ♦

Power Anjr 
other/

k
................. $

$

♦

\
I I .  Problems 1n cu ltiva tion  of vegetables:

1. Inadequate finance

2. Lack of Irrig a tio n  fa c ilit ie s  -----------

3. Limited land 

k. Labour problems

5. Higher price for Inputs

6. Lack of modernisation

7. Lack of knowledge 1n apply 

HYV 1n farm cultivation

8. spread of diseases caused 

by Insects*

Yes No. »

1

♦
♦

♦♦
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12. Marketing of vegetables

1. Marketing of vegetable w ithin the v illa g e :

a) Do you dispose the vegetables at the farm site

Itse lf?

Vegetable No. 11 ( )

Vegetable No. 2 ( )

Vegetable No. 3 ( I

B) who comes and collect them?

Vegetable No. 1 ( )

Vegetable No. 2 ( )

Vegetable No. 3 ( )

c) Quantity anr? prices of vegetables procured at the 

farm s ite :



S.No. Name of
Vegetable

Amount sold per day 

Max. Mfn. Average

Sale price per standard 

Max Min. Average. ♦i

♦
!

$
................................................................... 4

I I .  Marketing of vegetables outside the v illa g e :

a) Do you take the vegetables to the market?

Yes

What *4s the distance to the market?

b) Do you sell through agents or do you sell d irectly?

Reasons:

♦♦

♦

c) To whan do you sell the vegetables 1n the markets



♦♦♦
I

!
♦♦
♦♦♦
♦
$
1

........................................................................................................... ..............................4

S I. Name of Amount sold to the Amount sold d ire ctly  to the ^
No* vegetable merchants re ta ile rs  and consumers $

Sty* Prlce/std. u n it qty. price /  std* unit*

Max Min* Ave. Max. Min* Ave.
♦

1
»♦♦

$
♦
$
♦ .......................................................................................................................

0
7 13.  Do you engage vendors:

| Yes No.

♦♦
♦

♦
$
$
t*♦
$

Reasons]



!**. Do you give commission for the vendors /  shop keepers*

♦$ 
♦ $ 
0 

i

S.No. Name of Quantity Charge per Total $
Vegetable Sold Unit commission. ^

....................................................................................................................................................................................... ♦

♦

..........J
.......................................................................................................................................................................  ♦

$
15. Do you have your own vegetable shop? I

Yes No.

If  so,

Place of the vegetable shook

S.No. Name of Price 
vegetables

Amount Rent No. of Sal ary
sold for labour for
average the appolntedlabour
per
day

shop ers.

Any
others

♦♦♦
1

t)
$



16# Pricing of vegetables*

What 1s your objective 1n fix in g  the selling  price?

Yes No,

a. Maximising p ro fit ...............

b. Earning reasonable

profitable by pushing 

up sales as much as 

possible ..........

c . Minimum marginal p ro fit  •••••••

d. Any other objective ...............

17, When w ill you get greater margin or p ro f it .

Yes No.

a. When the wholesale prices are low .«••••••.

b. when the wholesale price are high *••••••»«

c . At the festive seasons ...................

d. In the f ir s t  week of the month .....................

e. At any other point of time »»»»••»*»••*



18. Do you transport the vegetables to the markets:

Yes Mo.

I f  so, how do you transport the vegetables to 

the market?

a. Labourer.

b. Bus

c . Bui lock Cart

d. Lorry.

19. What 1s the cost of transportation:

SI* No. Mane of Transportation Labour cost Any
vegetable cost per stan- 1n transport- other

dard unit atlon



20* Do you find any wastage of vegetables during the marketing ^

of vegetables? §

4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4

I f  S O .

S.No. Name of Quantity of
vegetables vegetable for 

sale

Yes. No.

Quantity of vege­
table as wastage.

4
4
4
4
4
4

4

4 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
4
\ 21. Problems In Marketings

Yes No.

Lack of Information about the

ru llin g  price ...........

transportation problem •••••*

Distance to market . . . . . . .

4
4
4
4
4
4

4 a.
4
44 b.

4 c.

4
4
4
4
4
4

4
4
4
4
4
4
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d. Price fluctuation

e. Labour problems

f .  High rent for the shop

g. Demand fluctuations 

(specially during festivals

off seasons)

h. Lack of storage fa c ilit ie s  

1. Since produce are perishable

commodities -  cllmstef conditions

j .  Strikes but breakdown etc* 

a ll unforeseen problems

k. Competition In the market

l .  Other problems



APPENDIX I I

Sample calculation of Mt "  test

Test the difference between the cost per acre of 

various c w s  among farmers with different sizes of holdings#

The analysis was done by using the following students 

•t' test formula:

* “ X1 ~ X2_ x jn}__n2_
S nl ♦ n2

Where s «  (x^ -  Xj ) * <x2 • x2)

nl ♦ n2 -  2

* Average cost Incurred by the 

semi -  medium farmers.

Xj Average cost Incurred by the 

large farmers.

n 1 and n 2 are the number of crops they cultivated 

and s 1s the combined deviation.



S.No. X1 (X j-x ) (Xj -X j )

1. 1560 340 115600

2. 880 <-> 340 115600

3. 850 <-) 370 136900

4. 990 ( - ) 230 52900

5. 1780 560 313600

6* 810 <-) 410 168100

7. 1130 (•) 90 8100

8* 2010 790 624100

9. 970 ( - ) 250 62500

«  1220 (X, -  X ,)2

'*2 • 943.3 <*2 -  x2 >2

*2 < V X2> (x 2 -  x2)

970 26.7 712.89

1210 266.7 71128.89

1065 121.7 14810.89

740 <-)203.3 41330.89

1140 196.7 38690.89

590 (-)3 5 3 .3 124820.89

450 (-*) 493.5 243344.89

1460 516.7 266978.89

865 ( - )  78.3 6130.89

• 1594700

807950



-  ; .1 J537A fia . *J3m591 * 3 8 7 ,7 2
16

* 1220 -  943.3 X  2.12

387.72

* 1.512

Calculated *t* value • 1.512 significantec one per cent le vel. 

Thus the result 1n the analysis accent the research hypothesis 

and rejected n111 hypothesis.
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COM PARATIVE AN A LYS IS  OF PER ACRE CO ST AND REVENUE ON D IFF E R E N T

CROPS ( I n  r u p e e s )

Table VIII

S .N O . Name o f  th e  c r o p

S m a ll Farm  G ro u p s S e m i-M e d iu m Farm M e d ia n  Farm  G ro u p L a rg e  Farm  G ro u p

— —
R e ve n u e  C o s t N e t

R e venu e Revenue C o s t N e t
R evenue R evenue C o s t N e t

R evenue C o s t N e t

1 . C o c o n u t 7 77 0 3 7 8 0 3 9 9 0 6 4 6 0 1560 4 9 0 0 6 3 5 0 1070 5 2 8 0 3495 9 7 0 2 52 0
2 . C o t t o n 1900 8 3 0 1150 2 3 0 0 8 8 0 1420 2255 910 1340 1490 1 21 0 275
3 . P addy 1080 *♦70 6 1 0 3 5 2 0 8 5 0 2 6 7 0 1595 1020 5 7 0 2 1 8 0 1065 1120
4 . G ro u n d n u t 1500 7 40 7 60 5 2 2 0 9 90 4 2 3 0 1245 970 2 7 0 8 30 7 40 90

5 . S u g a rc a n e 1 69 0 if 90 1200 4 0 5 0 1780 2 2 7 0 3 49 0 1220 2 2 7 0 3 3 1 0 1140 2 1 6 0

6 . M a iz e 3 9 8 0 780 3 2 0 0 1100 8 1 0 2 9 0 1600 1100 5 1 0 1010 5 9 0 4 2 0

7 . Rag1 900 8 0 0 100 1720 5 6 0 1150 »

a . L a d ie s  f i n g e r 1 42 0 m o 3 8 0 1430 1130 3 57 950 5 5 0 4 5 0 1100 4 5 0 65C

9 . S r l n j a l 101 80 1620 8 5 6 0 8 7 4 0 2 01 0 6 7 4 0 6 0 5 0 1530 4515 6 4 7 0 1 46 0 5 0 1 C
1 0 . T a n a  t o 2 5 5 0 920 1630 2 7 0 0 9 7 0 1740 2 0 0 0 8 0 0 1200 2 21 0 805 140f

I .  F .  N o te  « Th e  f i g u r e s  r e l a t i n g  t o  c o s t s  a nd  r e t u r n s  hav*
e  b ee n  ro u n d e d  t o  th e  n e a r e s t  r u p e e . T h i s  a p p l ie s  t o  a l l  o t h e r  t a b l e s  a l s o .

2 .  F .  N o te  » t *  v a l i e  o f  c o s t s ,  1 .5 1 2  s i g n i f i c a n t  a t  one p e r  c e n t  l e v e l ,  ' t *  v a lu e  o f g r o s s  re v e n u e s  1 -7 6  s i g n i f i c a n t  a t  one p e r  c e n t  l e v e l .



Table X

D E T A IL S OF D IS T R I3 U T I0 N  OF CO ST OF TOMATO PRODUCTION
( i n  R upees 1)

S .N o . Farm  G ro u p s
A c re a g e  
u n d e r 
Tam a to

E x p e n d lt u r e  
on

s e e d s

C o s t  o f  
s e e d s  

p e r  a c re

E x p e n d !t u r e  
on f e r t i l i ­
z e r  and 
p e s t i c i d e s

C o s t  o f  
F e r t i  H z e r  
p e r  a c re

E x p e n d !t u r e  

o n
L a b o u r

L a b o u r  
c h a r g e s  

p e r  a c r e

T o t a l
d i r e c t

e x p e n s e s

D i r e c t  
e x p e n s e s  
o f  c u l t i v a t i o n  
p e r  a c re

1 . S m a ll 6 3 .5 8735 138 16030 252 13795 217 3 8 5 6 0 607

2 . Semi -  m edium 108 14165 131 305 60 283 2 2 6 9 0 2 1 0 67415 6 2 4

3 . Medium 1 1 8 .5 127 70 108 256 50 216 2 59 1 0 2 1 9 6 4 3 3 0 543

4 . L a rg e 1 4 0 .2 5 15540 111 359 40 2 56 27010 193 78490 5 6 0

5 . O v e r a l l 4 3 0 .2 5 5 1 2 1 0 119 108180 251 89405 2 08 248795 5 7 9



Table XI

D E T A IL S  OF D IS T R IB U T IO N  OF COST OF PRODUCTION OF B R IN JA L

( I n  r u p e e s )

S .N o . Farm
G ro u p s

A c re a g e  E x p e n - C o s t  o f
u n d e r  df t o r e  se e d s
B r f n j a l  o n  s e e d s , p e r  a c re

E x p e n - 
d 1 t u r e  
on
f e r t i l i ­
z e r s  a i d  
p e s t i c i d e s

C o s t  on 
F e r t i l i ­
z e r s  a n d  
p e s t i c i d e s  
p e r  a c r e

E x p e n - 
d l t u r e  
o n
la b o u r

L a b o u r
c h a rg e s
p e r
a c re

T o t a l  
d l r e c t

e x p e n s e s

D i r e c t  
E x p e n s e s  
o f  C u l t i v a t i o n  
p e r  a c r e

1 . S n a i l 4 .5 1005 223 1950 433 1355 301 4 3 1 0 957

2 . Semi - m edium  17 2k75 m 10150 598 7800 459 20925 1202

3 « M edium 2 0 2045 102 8 4 7 0 4 2 3 .7 8 3 7 0 4 19 18885 945

4 . L a rg e 2 0 .5 5 4 7 0 185 11350 4 02 7200 244 2 4 5 2 0 831

5 . O v e r a l l 71 10955 155 3 2 4 2 0 4 57 24725 348 6 8 1 4 0 9 6 0



Table XIX

TO TA L  C O S TS , REVENUE AND RETURNS ON VEGETABLE
CROPS ( I n  r u p e e s )

S .N o . Farm
G ro u p s A c re a g e

M a rk e te d  
s u r p lu s  
( I n  k g s . )

C o s t  o f  
c u l t i ­
v a t i o n

C o s t  o f  
M a r k e t in g

T o t a l
c o s t

T o t a l
R evenue P r o f i t

To m a to

1 . S m a ll 6 3 .5 118615 5 8 4 3 0 (9 3 ) 1 1 8 6 0 (7 ) 701 90 161775 9 1 4 8 0

2 . S e m i-M e d iu m 106 274685 1 0 4 6 4 0 (7 6 ) 3 2 5 9 5 (2 3 ) 1 37230 292005 1 54770

3* M e d lu n 1 1 8 .5 2 0 3 8 6 0 9 4 1 7 0 (7 6 ) 2 9 8 8 0 (2 4 ) 1 24 0 5 0 237 29 0 113235

4 . L a rg e 1 4 0 .2 5 216035 1 2 1 3 1 0 (7 6 )  3 6 6 4 0 (2 6 ) 157960 309815 151855

O v e r a l l 4 3 0 .2 5 813195 3 7 8 5 6 0 (7 7 ) 1 1 0 9 8 0 (2 3 ) 4 8 9 5 4 0 1000880 5 1 1 3 4 0

B H n j a l

1 . S m a ll 45 42635 7 3 0 5 (9 1 ) 4 2 6 4 (9 ) 11570 45805 3 4 2 4 0

2 . S e m l-m e d fu a 17 9 6 9 8 0 3 4 1 0 0 (6 3 ) 1 7 3 5 8 (3 7 ) 5 1 5 2 0 148705 9 7 1 9 0

3 . M edium 2 0 136415 3 0 6 9 5 (6 3 ) 1 8 1 2 0 (3 7 ) 4 88 1 5 1 21000 72185

* . L a rg e 2 9 .5 2 3 8 5 9 0 4 3 1 6 0 (5 8 ) 3 1 5 6 0 (4 2 ) 7 4 7 2 0 1 90 44 0 1 18 2 3 0

O v e r a l l 71 5 1 4 6 2 0 1 1 5 3 2 0 (6 2 ) 7 1 3 0 0 (3 8 ) 186625 5 0 6 4 5 0 3 19 82 5



Ta b le  XX

PER ACREAGE C O S TS , REVENUES AND RETURNS UN VEGETABLE GROPS -  FARM GROUP W ISE

S* N o. Barm Group
C o s t  p e r  

I n  C u l t i v a t i o n

A c re

In  M a rk e t in g

G ro s s  R e ven u e  
p e r  a c re

P r o f i t  p e r  a c r e

To m a to

i . S m a ll 9 20 185 2 55 0 11*1*0

2 . S e m i-m e d i tin 9 10 3 00 2 7 0 0 1430

3* M e d iu n 795 250 2 00 0 9 60

6 . L a rg e 865 2 6 0 2 0 1 0 1080

O v e r a l l 8 8 0 2 6 0 2 33 0 1 19 0

B r i n j a l

! . S m a ll 1 62 0 9 5 0 2700 7 6 1 0

2 . S e m i-m e d iu n 2 0 1 0 1020 8 7 5 0 5 7 6 0

3* Med fu n 1535 906 6 0 5 0 3 6 1 0

6 . L a r g e 1*»60 1070 61*70 291*0

O v e r a l  1 1624 1001* 7 13 0 6 5 0 5

F .N o t e  t *t* v a lu e s  o n  r e t u r n s  f r a n  to m a to  c r o p ,  2*156 s i g n ! f l e a n t  a t  1 p e r  c e n t  le v e l*  

i  *t*  v a lu e  on r e t u r n  fro m  b r i n j a l  c r o p ,  3*36 s i g n i f i c a n t  a t  5 p e r  c e r t :  le v e l*


