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I. INTRODUCTION

Marketing is the most important multiplier of development,
for marketing is one of the most potent levers to convert the danger
of loss into an apportunity for gain, The essential aspect of an
under-developed economy is the inability to organise economic efforts
and energies to bring together resources, wants, and capacities
so to convert a self limiting static system into creative self

generating organic growth, And this is where marketing comes in,

Marketing has been defined in many ways, Marketing has been
desoribed by the Marketing staff of Ohio State University (1965) as
'a business activity, a trade phenomenon, a frame of mind, a sense of
};usiness purpose, a structure of institutions, a process of exchanging
or transferring ownership of products, a process of concentration,
equalization and dispersion, a process of creation of time, place and
possession utilities, a process of demand and supply adjustment and
many other things's Marketing plays the role of an educator, it
cultivates changes in public attitudes, it brings about changes in the
quality of life, it encourages a modern way of living and it increases

the standard of living,

According to Drucker (1957), in the under developed countries
as a group, marketing has traditionally been the forgotten area of
economic thinkings In every underdeveloped country, marketing is the

most under-developed or the least developed part of the economy ifonly



because of the strong pervasive perjudice against the 'Middleman',

As a result these countries are stunted by inability t; make effective
use of the little they have. According to Drucker (1957) marketing
might by itself go far toward changing the entire economic tone of
the existing system without any change in methods of productiong

distributian, of population or of income,

Existence of markets would induce the producers to produce
marketable products by providing them with .standa:'rds, with quality
demands and with specification for their product, It would make the
product capable of being brought to markets instead of perishing on
the way. Low farm productivity in developing economics is explained
by factors such as inefficient methods of irrigation, lack of mechanization
in farming, inadequate supplies of fertili zers and natural disasters,

But one of the most fundamental problems which is often not recgni ged

is the lack of market system. There are small farmers who cultivate

two hectares or less of land accounting for more than 60 per cent of the
population in the third world. Many of these farmers, says Drucker (1957)
do not have access to the market system prevailing in these developing

countries,

Owens and Shgw very aptly point out that agricultural developrent
is a human problem, not so mich a technical one, If all farmers have
access to production inputs, the financial system, the market and

agricultural knowledge, then they can improve the state of agriculture,



But most farmers lack access to a market system and thus lack both
the resources and the incentives to modernige their production methods,
The authors add, "unequal access to the market is one of the reasons
why the Green Revolution of India has benefited mostly the large

farmers",

In most of the developing countries markets, are not fully
developedse They are too small to make it possible to organise distribution
for a single product line in any effective mamners As a result without
efficient marketing organisation, many products for which there is an
adequate demand at a reasonable price are either not produced or
distributeds Marketing is critical in economic development, Thus
development of a rural market system is a basic infrastructure for bringing
about the necessary agricultural revolution, The establishment of mass
market in rural sector is vital to the country's economic growth and

development, It will being a new and richer life to the farme rs,

In the Indian agricultural setting, farmers whose operational
land holdings are between one to two hectares have been identified as
small farmers and those possessing below one hectare as r&iginal farmers,
As per estimates of Rural Labour Inquiry (1974=75) 7446 percent of the
rural households are small and marginal farmer households, They constitute
3944 million rural households, out of a total of 58¢1 million rural

householdss In order to achieve self sufficiency and social justice



this group of farming community should be infomed of the recent

developments and techniques in agriculture,

A study of the small and marginal farmers with regard to their
agricultural and marketing practices is important because of the
special problems arising out of the small Size of their business, These
relate to their capital structure, marketable Surplus, risk bearing
ability and readiness to adopt new techniques, The major limitation of the
small and marginal farmer is the sige of his holdings, This limitation
puts resource and system constraints though it permits them to attain
high level of efficiency in production., For instance, small farmers
grow cash crops on their holdings more or less to the sme extent as
other farmers do, The studies carried out bxart the Programme Evaluation
Organisation of the Planning Commission reveal that the small farmers
have caught up with the more enterprising farmers in less than a decade
and that the extent of the ares under improved seeds and the use of
fertilizers in small farms are not materially different from that of the
medium or big siz farms, Shah (1980) believes that small farmers have
already achieved optimality in the allocation of their land resources to

alternative crops,

One aspect of the efficiency of small farmers in relation to
allocation of land relates to the deal they obtain in marketing their

Cropsy particularly the cash Cropse



The existing research studies on marketing deal with such
aspects as the economics of marketing agencies, the price spreads between
seasons and the variations in the prices as realised by the producers
at one end and the price paid by the consumers at the other end, costs
of marketing, the extent of marketable surplus in relation to food
crops, and functioning of marketing societies, These studies have not
particularly evaluated the extent to which the marketing facilities
have been used by the small and marginal farmers and the impact of
marketing facilities and the impact of their utilisation on their
cultivation practices, Providing a facility is one aspect of a situation.
How it is used is quite another, The social justice to be meted out to
the small and marginal farmers requires that the marketing practices
of the small farmers need to be studied and the interrelation of
marketing practices with cultivation practices be examined before
measures could be suggested for strengthening the market infrastructure

Producion aune

for this group. Hence the present study on the 'WMarketing practices
of amall and marginal Farmers with reference to sugar cane crop! has
been undertaken to highlight these aspects. The study covers the
villages of Pappanaikan Palayam, Dhaliur, Pannimadai and Palani Gounden

Pudur in the Periyanaikan Palayam Panchayat Union of Coimbatore Districte

The cultivation and marketing practices of sugarcane has
been selected for study on account of the key importance of sugarcane
as the mgjor commercial crop in the area, The objectives of the

study are to:



ae Compare the performance and efficiency of small and
marginal farmers,

be Compare the performance and efficiency of farmers using
different outlets of marketing,

ce Compare the performance and efficiency of farmers
when they differ in the final proaduct that they sell,

It is hoped that the findings of the study will prove useful
in dnderstanding the farm decision making behaviour of the vulnerable
group of small and marginal farmers and also indicate the method s
by which marketing infrastructure could be made more relevant to

their needs and réquirements,



II. REVIEW OF LITERATURE
Predundwanand
The literature relating to the study, 'Marketing practices
of small and marginal Farmers with reference t0 sugarcane crop' is

discussed under the following headings,

A Importance of Marketing;

Bs Significance of Small ang Marginal Farmers in the Indian
Rural Sector; and

Ce Studies done earlier,

4. Importance of Marketings

Marketing includes all activities involved in the Ccreation of
place, time and possession utilitye It refers to the performnce of all
business activities involved in the flow of goods and services from the
point of initial agricultural production until they are in the hands of

the ultimate consumers accomding to Kohls (1971).

Marketing of an agricultural product is as important as that of
its production, Unheal thy market environment will prevent agricultural
producers from realising competitive price for their products with consequent
adverse impact on the level of farm incomes, The importance of marketing
can be viewed from the point of view of participants in marketings:

producers, consumers, traders and government,



as Producers! point of view:

Marke% is a place where an agricultural producer can sell
his farm product, The producer often looks at marketing from the
point of view of prices, Prices give him a guideline as to what
type of ¢rop is to be growqhow mch area is to be reserved for it
and how much out of the total produce is to be brought to the market
for sale at one time, Jain (1971) has observed that even the farmers
at the lowest subsistance level respond to prices as they have to

sell a portion of their produce after harvest under economic compulsiaon,

b, Consumers' point of views

Market is a place from where the consumer can get the goods
for his day to day requirements, Marke ting, therefore, renders service
to the consumer in the sense of making goods constantly available to
him for meeting all his demands, The consumer, therefore, looks at
marketing from the point of view timely availability of goods and the

prices at which they are offered,

ce Iraders' (migdlemen's) point of view:

The trader (miadleman) lodks at marketing from the point of
view of keeping himself engaged in the business of buying and selling
and thereby eaming his livelihood, He renders service to the society
indirectly by making available the goods needed for consumption, In
areas of dense population living at subsistence level, the seasonal

failure of a basic food Crop can bring about wide spread famine and suffering,l
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Meanshile other parts of the same country may be holding supplies

more than adequate for their needs. Such disasters are lessened by
transport and readily available buffer stock facilities, availability

of commnication between one part of the country and another, availability
of information on current stocks and future requirements and the
reliability of the existing trade organisation in recognizing and

responding to.the needs of the community,

de Gove ‘s point of W3

In rec:ant years, Government is paying increased attention to
the distribution of limited supplies of agricultural output. The
reduction in the :farﬁl output, coupled with the continuance of high
consumption in many areas emphasise the importance of marketing
mechanism as a means to keeping production and consumption in balance,
Purchases of food grains at minimum support price and their sale at
the maximum controlled price by the Food Corporation of India, dis-
courages hoarding at the farm and market levels, and tries to match

production with consumption, with the help of buffer stocks built up

during the course of procurement,

Inadequate marketing and related infrastructural facilities
fragmented markets and an uneconomic and unpredictable prices act as
major constraints in the way of accelerating agricultural developments

The latter increases the output of farm products. There must be an
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immediate market for these products and price for them high enough
to repay the farmer his cash costs and his efforts in producting them,

remarks Srinivasan (1980),

Rural 8ectors

Farmers possessing land holdings between 1 to 2 hectares are
considered small farmers and those possessing land below 1 hectare
marginal farmers, The small farmer, says Talwar (1978) is the backbone
of. rural economy and it is of utmost importance that he is enabled
to become a healthy participant in the struggle for achieving a higher

degree of prosperity for the nation,

Adccording to the Agricultural Census 1970~71, nearly 70 per cent
of the rural households had operational holdings of five agres of less
and 51 per cent had 2,5 acres or less, That means that out of total
70449 million holdings, 49 million holdings belonged to the category

of small farms of which 34 million were marginal farms,

Rangacharyalu and Rao (1980) had estimated the number of
small and marginal households in the country using the data of the
Rural Labour Enquiry (1974=-75). The distribution of small and marginal
farmers across different categories of households, as they had

estimated is given in Table I.
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TABLE I

DISTRIBUTION OF SMALL AND MARGINAL FARMERS ACROSS RURAL
HOUSEHOLDS (IN MILLIONS)

- -~

S.No. Gategory Agricultural Arti- Others Culti- Total
labour sans vators

1. Marginal Farmers Ted 0.9 S5e4 12.5 2642

2. Small Farmers 0.7 0,1 05 1149 132

3o Others 063 0.1 002 1861 1807

Total: 844 1.1 601 4245 5841

Among agricultural labour households T.4 million were these
of marginal farmers, 0,7 million were those of small farmers, and
Oe3 million others, There were 0.9 million marginal farmers, O,1
million amall farmers and O.1 million other households among artisan
households and their corresponding mmbers among other households
were 5,4 million, 0.5 million amd 0,2 million respectively., There were
12,5 million farmer households 11,9 million small farmer households
and 181 million other households among cultivator households,
Altogether 39.4 million rural households (74+6 per cent) were small
farmer and marginal farmer households with only 18,7 million households
25 percent of them being in the big farmer category, that is, three

fourths of the rural households were small and marginal farmer householdse
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Small farmers do not lag behind others in participating in
technological revolution, A study done by the Programme Evaluation
Organisation of the Planning Commission indicates that these small
and marginal farmers are as enterprising as large farmers, The extent
of area under improved seeds and the use of fertilizers in small
farms are not materially different from that of medium or big size
farms, The performance of small farmers regarding adoption of new
technology should legitimately generate hope @bout their achieving

adequate income levels,

Field studies conducted by the Reserve Bank of India, show
that small farmers who directly benefited from SFDA and enjoyed higher
incomes, The study of Panday (1981) relating to Mathura district
of U.P. revealed that only five percent of bereficiary marginal farmers
rematned below the poverty line after the implementation of the scheme
SFRA, DPAP and CADP whereas among non beneficiaries one third were below

the poverty line,

The economic conditions of these small and marginal farmers
are immediately linked up with the efficiency of the marketing infrae
structure accessible to thems Increases in production will yield them
higher farm income only when combined with remunerative prices for
the crops that they cultivate, The social Jjustice for this group
of small farmers thus depends on the availabilities of a good marketing

infrastructure for their CIOpSe
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Boolsingh (1961) who studied 'problems of marketing agricultural

produce in two districts of Rajastan' detected a number of series

defects in the present system of marketing techniques, The defects

mentioned by him were:

1.

2e

3
4e

The transport and storage of farm products are more
expensive than that of factory production,

The perishable nature of the agricultural products is
another handicap of the farmer/:

dbsence of grading and standardisation of the farm productj

Illiteracy and ignorance of the farmers are other harﬁica;{s
under which they have to market their produce,

He suggested the introduction of co~-oOperatives and regulated

markets and mandis at most of the towns as the most feasible solutions

to these problems, Ghosh (1963) also found that Indian agricultural

market was highly imperfect and that the traditional market sturcture

was altered little inspite of the spread of regulated markets,

C. Studies done earlier:

two heads:

Studies on agricultural marketing be generally fall under

ae Studies that deal with the efficiency with which particular

be

group of farmers utilise the marketing infrastructure within
their accessibility; and

Studies that deal with price spread, costs and margins of
marketing particular groups of agricultural products,
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_The available studies on marketing are discussed under these
two heads,
a. Studjes on the efficjency of utilising market infrastructure;

Rao (1979) in his 'case study of a cotton village'

attempted to examine the nat;re of disabilities faced by the small

and marginal farmers in the product market in a commercialised setting,
The sample of his study was 45 farmers, respresenting 15 percent of

the households of marginal (15) small (13) medium (13) and big farmers (4)s
He considered the operational holding rather than owner holding as

an appropriate basis for classifying farmers in studies concerned

with their performance in the product markets, On this basis farmers
operating between‘ 0450 t0 2,50 acres were treated as marginal, 2,51

to 5,00 acres as small, 5,01 t0 15,00 as medium and those operating

above 15 acres as big farmers, He examined ;ﬂhether the small and marginal
farmers were at g disadvantage in terms of lower product vis-a=vis large

and medium farmers,

The investigator found that the small and marginal farmers were

not subjected to lower product prices, The prices received did not
!
vary with the size of Operationa.l holdings but the quality of the
product had a bearing on the price and it acted against the farms with
limited output, compared to farms with larger outpute The market
deductions on account of moisture and poor quality of the product
J

uniformly applied to all classes of fann?r's. However, 26 percent of the

marginal farmers were subjected to lower prices in periods of slump
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in the market activity solely on account of the small quantity

marketed by them,

2 Neidu (1979) undertook a study on 'price spread and price
received by small, marginal and big far’mersﬂof paddy's His was a

case study ofTekari Village in Bilaspur district of Madhya Pradesh,
He made an attempt to find out the prices received by the marginal,

small and big farmers for their major produce, paddy,

The study revealed that the farmers put their produce for
sale after making retentions for domestic consumption, payments in
kind to hired labourers, blacksmiths, barbers, carpenters, landlords
and kotward and also for seed, The marginal and small farmers in
the village had sold more paddy than even their marketable surplus,
This was clearly the case of distress sales because of the urgent
cash needs, He found that the marketed surplus varied directly with

the inecrease in the size of land holdingse

Yet another finding was that the marginal and small farmers
could not enjoy the procurement prices, because of lack of linking
facilities either by Food Corporation of India or Marketing Societies,
Unless and until the marginal and small farmers increased their ‘

marketable surplus, there was no change for them to enjoy better prices

of their produce either at mandies or any where,

3, Sinha et al (1979) studied the marketing costs of food grains

in Muzaffarpur market in the district of Magzaffarour district in North
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Bihar and Chekulia matket in Chaibasa district in Sowth Bihar, The
food grains selected for their study were rice, wheat and maize, They
tried to locate, identify and analyse their nature, magnitude and their
implications in the context of imperfections in agricultural marketing
and possiblity of reforms, They calculated the gross margins by
comparing the prices at successive levels of marketing and deducting
therefrom the ascertainable costs at different stages of marketing,

They thus used the method of concurrent margins to work out marketing

magins,

They concluded that higher marketing costs and large price
spreads in respect of rice, wheat and maize were largely due to handling
and storage losses, high transport charges, higher cost of weighting,
loading and umloading and high commission charges charged by the
intermediaries, They thus found the grain trade market far from

efficient.

4 Narain (1979) conducted a study on the price spread of paddy

and it s impact on small farmers in Thanjavur district. His study

covered 10 per cent of the farmers in the district choosen on the basis

of stratified random sampling, Farmers holding less than 5 acres
accounted for 26 per cent of the marketed surplus ad those holding
between 5 and 10 acres accounted for another 20,5 percent of the marketed
surpluse The marketed produce of small farmers also formed a high
proportion of their total produces They marketed their produce immediately

after harvest retaining only a small portion for meeting the comnsumption
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demands of their families for 3 to 4 months, Virtually they made
distress sales of their output to meet their money needs like rent,
servicing debt, to purchase other necessaries of life like salt,
kerosene and clothing and lived on less than subsistance diete The
decisions of a few traders dominated the paddy marketing centres and
they were highly crucial in shaping the market trends, As the peak
season began, these traders reduced the price day by day and at the
sametime increased the prescribed weight per bag consequently the

small farmers were the worst hit by the wide price spread that resulted.

Narain's study thus brought out that the small farmers who were
already exposed to a mumber of other difficulties were also mefedout

an unfair treatment when it came to marketing their produce,

b, Studies on price spreads, costs and margins in marketing

agricultural products:

1. Xrishnaswamy (1971) made two case studies on the costs and
margins in marketing of wheat in two markets of Sriganganagar (primary)
and Bikendar (secondary) during the peak season one in 1967 before

the implementation of regulation in primary market and another in

1968 after the implementation of regulation., He found that after the
implementation of regulation in the primary market the producers

Share in consumer's price had increased, The marketing expenses had
been reduced, Th;, margins of the commission agent and the wholeseller
at the primary market also came down, The producer-seller was not

any longer required to pay marketing charges.
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2e Sastry (1976) in his study of price spreads in agricultural
xgarketing assessed the variation in the price paid by the consumer

and the benefit derived by the producer outof the price paid by the
ultimate consumer, In most of the cases, the producer did not

derive the benefit of more than 75 percent of the price paid by the
consumer., In some cases it was even less than 60 percente The inter-
mediaries ieee the businessman were found taking away 27 to 57 percent,
He concludes that if the producers and the consumers are to be protected
from the exploitation of the intermediaries the institution of

co-operative marketing has to be encourageds

3. Desai (1979) had conducted a study on the dynamics of

price spread components with reference to sugarcane and paddy. His
study covered 150 small and big farmers in the six villages of Coimbatore
block in Tamil Nadu selected on the basis of startified sampling.

He also used the information obtained from the rice mills and gur
mayking units as well as from the wholesalers and retailers in rice

and gur at the Coimbatore market, On fitting regression equations

to assess the sensitivity of the price spread of its various components
the author found that the bottlemeck of transport facilities affected
the share of producers expecially small farmers in the price spread.
The study further revealed that the siz of holdings and nature of

crops did have favourable influence on the producers share in the

price spread,
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Thus a largé mumber of the existing research studies on
marketing deal with such aspects as the economics of marketing agencies,
the price spreads between seasons and the variations in the price
realised by the products at the one end and the price paid by the
consumers at the other end, costs of marketing, the extent 'of marketable
surplus in relation to food erops and functioning of marketing
societies, They have not particularly evaluated the extent to which
the marketing facilities have been used by the small and marginal
farmers and the impact of the utilisation of marketing practices on
their cultivation practicess Providing a facility is one aspect of
a situation, How it is used is quite another, The social justice to
be meted out to the small and marginal farmers requires that the
marketing practices of small farmers need to be studied and the
interrelation of marketing practices with cultivation practices be
examined before measures could be suggested for strengthening the market
infrastructure for this group. Hence, the rationalle for the present
study on marketing practices of small and marginal farmers with

references to sugarcane crop,



III. UMETHODOIOGY
p rodudasan and
The methodology used in the study on the, marketing practices
of small and marginal farmers with reference to sugarcane crop consists

of the following staps:

le Selection of the area;

2¢ Selection of the method;

3¢ DPreparation of the interview schedule;
4, Collection and analysis of data;

5¢ Definition of terms and concepts;

and 6e Presentation and interpretation of the datae

1e Selection of the area:

For the purpose of this study, four principal sugarcane
growing villages, Pappanaikan palayam, Dhaliur, Pannimadai and Palani
Gounden Pudur were selected from the Periyanaikan Palayam Panchayat
Union in Coimbatore district. 4s sugarcane cultivation required
consistant and abundant irrigation throughout the course of the cCIrop,
the investigator was constrained to select these villages purposively
for the studye These villages were also contiguously located, sharing the
characteristics of the same agricultural region. Therefore, the sampling
frame for the study was the small and marginal farmers from these
villages who had cultivated sugarcane as the principal crop on their

land during the agricultural years of 1979 and 1980, In the first



stege the investigator identified and listed the small and marginal
farmers in these villages with the assistance and help of the officials
and popular leaders, From out of this list, an equal number of small
and marginal farmers were selected for the study at randomes In all

100 small and marginal farmers were covered under the study,

»

2. Selection of the 1 H

The investigator used the direct personal interview method
for collecting the data because the study called for information on
sensitive issues like particulars on land ownership, gross income
realised from farming, costs of c_:ultivation and profit margins, Like
any business man who would be the least inclined to divulge the
details of his business to an outsider, even so the farmer, operating
an independent business in farming was highly reluctant to part with
his business information. Therefore, the investigator hadto use all
the skills at her command to convince the farmer of the genuine
research purpose behind the collection of the datas The information
given by the farmer had to be cross checked and counter checked for
its reliability and accuracy at several pointse On account of these
considerations, the direct personal interview method was selected
for this study as it was the most effective tool under the circumstances
to achieve the research objectives. As Sukhia et al ( 197¢ )
pointed out, the dynamics of interviewing involve much more than an

oral questionnaire and data obtained from the subjects out of

al
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interview that are in the nature of face to face relationship,
is more reliable, accurate, and consistent than what could be obtained

through other methods of data collection,

Se jon of the Interview Schedule:
The interview schedule evolved for the purpose consisted

of questions under several sections:

@ Femily beekground;
@, Size of holdings;
©, Area under sugarcane in 1978-79 and 1979-80;
@, Expenses of cultivation;
do Type of produce;
£, Sale of produce
ie. Preparation of the product and
iie' Marketing; and

;g. Other information.

The schedule was pretested in the month of January 1981
on 27 farmers, On the basis of the reactions obtained to specific
questions and the results of the pilot study, the schedule was
reconstructed. The revised schedule contained some questions on aspects
which were not covered in the original schedule like the utilisation
of the waste products and by products, .The finalised imterview schedule

as used in the study is given in Appendix I,



4. Collection gnd Analysis of Datas

The field work for the study was done in February and March
of 1981, The data was tabulated and consolidated there after, The
data on production and marketing practices were classified by the
size of holding, by type of the final produce and by the method of
" male. This technique of cross classification used in tabulating
date helped in controlling for other interacting variables and in
isolating the influence of the particular variable on the agricultural

and marketing practices of the farmers,

5 Definition of terms and concepts:

Small and Marginal farmers:

The terms'small farmer' and'marginal farmer' were defined
in accordance with %he SEDA defi;aitions of these termé. Thus, small
farmer was defined as one whose operational holding was between
one and two hectares., Marginal farmef was one whose operational holding

was less than a hectare,

Cross incomes

The concept of gross income was defined as the sale proceeds

from sugarcane crope



Net income: ’
Net income or profit was defined as the difference between

gross income and the expenses of cultivation,

6e Presentation and j nterpretation of data:

The tabulated date are presented, interpreted and discussed

in the next chapter on results aml discussion,
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

~

The results of the study on the production and marketing
practices of small and marginal farmers with reference to sugarcane

crop are discussed under the following heads:

A, Production performance in aggregate;

Be Production and marketing practices of farmers by
the size of their holding;

Co Production and marketing practices of farmers by the
type of the final produce;

B, Production and marketing practices of farmers through
the choice of marketing outlets;

E, Problems in marketing,

A. Productjon performance in aggregates
As a prelude to the discussion of the production and marketing

practices of farmers across specific groups, their performance in

aggregate is presented and discussed firste

Table II gives details on the production performance of the
group of farmers as a whole in terms of their size of land holdings

area under sugarcane, productivity, revenue, costs, and profits,
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TABIE II

AGGREGATE PRCDUCTION PERECRMANCE OF SMALL AND FARGINAL FARMERS

S.No. Item 1978=T79 1979-20
1e Mean percapita holding in hectares 1e¢26 1.26
2 Total area under cultivation in

hectares 1264 26 126,26
3 Area under sugarcane in hectares 95,51 103,20
4e Proportion of land under sugarcane

in hectares 75465 81.74
5e Yield in quantals per hectare 39455 42,36
Ge Gross revemue per hectare (in Rs,) 8868.96 13807, 20
Te Costs of cultivation per hectare

(Bs. ) 1177902 12012, 20
8. Net revemue per hectare (Rs,) ~2909, 48 1795410
9, Gross revenue per quintal (Rs, ) 132,56 192,83
10, Cost of cultivation per quintal

(Bs.) 178,08 167,76

11, Net revenue per quintal (Rs,) 44445 25,07
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Be Mean percapita land holdings of the small and marginal

farmers together was 1,26 hectares,

Pe The total land available for the sample group of farmers
was 126426 hectares out of which 75,65 percent was under sugarcane
in 1978-79 and 81,74 percent was under Sugarcare in 1979-80, Thus
the area under sugarcane cultivation increased by six percent between

these two years,

Ce The productivity for the entire group of farmers engaged

in sugar cane cultivation had increased from 39455 quintals in

1978-79 1;o 42436 quintals in 1979-80. The unit costs of cultivation
per hectare had gone up from Rse11771.02 to 12012420, The gross

Tevenue per hectare realised by the farmers had also gone up from
Rs.8868.96 to Bs, 13807,20, The gross revenue thus, had gone up at a
rate that was very out of proportion to the rate of increase in costs
,and productivity, It was this increase which enabled the cultivators to
reverse the losses which they incurred in 1978=79 and earn profits in

1979-80 amounting to Rs, 1795 per hectare,

are discussed in the following aspectss

1s Proportion of land under Sugar cane cultivation;
2o Rate of return from sugar cane cultivation; and

3¢ Method of meeting the costs of cultivation,



1e roportion of 1 er cane cultivation:
Table III gives details on the land holdings of small and

marginal farmers and the area of their land under sugar cane cultivation,



TABIE III

SIZE OF LANDHOIDINGS AND AREA UNDERCANE BY SIZE OF LAND HOIDING

farmer farmer Both
1 Mean percapita holding
in hectare 1978=79 1.68 85 1¢ 26
1979-80 1468 85 1426
2e Total area under cultie
vation in hectare 197879 83.77 42449 126426

1979-80 83477 42,49 126, 26

3 Area under sugar cane
in hectare ) 197879 62,93 32458 95451
197980 65.77 37443 103, 20
4, Proportion of land under

sugar cane in hectares 1978-79 75612 76468 75465
1979-80 78451 88409 81.74
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The percapita holding of the marginal farmer was half the

size of that of the small farmer, The size of holding of the marginal
farmer was .85 hectare as against 1,68 hectares available to the
farmers groups The marginal farmers devoted a proportionately larger
area for sugarcane than small farmers. The area under sugarcane
increased to 88,09 per cent of the land under cultivation of the
marginal farmers (by nearly 12 percent) whereas the corresponding
increase of the area under sugarcane for small farmers was less than
5 percent, During the period under counsideration relatively more of

marginal farmers had taken to sugarcane cultivation,

2, Rate o urn from cultivations
The production performance of the fafmers in relation to
sugar cane and the returns they realised from production were
analysed and compared for the two agricultural years under study,
This comparison gives an idea of the change in, productivity and profits
arising from sugar cane cultivation for the different groups of
farmers and for the sample as a whole, Tables IV ard V give details
on rate of return from sugar cane realised by these two groups of
farmers and by the sample as a whole during the two consecutive years

1978«79 and 1979-80,
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TABIE IV
RATE OF RETURN FROM SUGAR CANE CULTIVATION IN 1978-79 BY SIZE COF
LAND HOIDING
Small Marginal
SeNo. Ttem farmer farmer Overall
1. Share of final product:
as area under cane 6145 3845 100
#e Total output 62 38 100

26 Yield in quintals per

hectare : 36090 42427 39.55
3 Gross revenue per

hectare (&s,) 9086, 68 8426,73 8868,96
4, Costs of cultivation

per hectare (Rs,) 11751.48 11808,.86 11771.02
Se Net revenue per hectare

(Rs.) ~2664,80  =3382,13 -2909,48
6o Gross revemue per

quintal (Rs.) 145,65 117.98 132,56
Te Cost of cultivation

per quintal (Hs,) 188,37 165432 178408
8. Net revenue per

quintal (RS.g ~42,72 ~4Te34 w4 4445
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TABLE V
RATE OF RETURN FROM SUGARCANE GULTIVATION IN 1979-80, BY SIZE OF
LAND HOIDING
Small Marginal
S.No, Ttens farmer farmer Both
1e Share of final product:
ae area under cane 62 38 100
be Total out put 61.5 3845 100
2. Yield in quintals per hectare 38483 44,78 42436
3 Gross revemue per hectare (Rs) 13471.52 14552419 13807, 20
4q Cost of cultivation per
hectare (Rs,) 11935.94 12146442 12012, 20
Se Net revenue per hectare (Rs) 1535.58  2405,77 1795410
6o Gross reveme per quintal (Rs) 205426 192,28 192,83
Te Cost of cultivation per
quintal (Rs.) 181.88 160449 167,76

8e Net revenue per quintal (Rs) 23438 31479 25,07
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Between the two years under consideration the yield of
sugar cane/its products per hectare had increased from 39455 quintals
t0 42,36 quintals, The productivity of land for the marginal farmers
(42,27 quintals per hectare) was found to be higher than the
productivity of land for small farmers (36,99 quintals per hectare)
for the period 1978-79., However, the gross revemie realised by the
small farmers (Rs. 9086,68 per hectare) was larger than the amount
realised by the marginal farmers (Es.8426473 per hectare) Ia terms
of gross revenue per hectare and per quintal, small farmers fared
better than the marginal farmerss The costs of cultivation per
quintal was higher for the small farmer than for the marginal farmer,
Area wise~the costs, of cultivation were higher for marginal farmers
(Rs+11808,86 per hectard) than the small farmers (Rs.11751,48 per

hectare).

Farmers as a group suffered losses out of sugar cane cultivation
in 1978-79. The loss per hectare for the entire group of small and
marginal farmer was Rs,2910 (the figure given has been rounded to
nearest Rs,10), while the marginal farmer(Rs. 3380 per hectare)
suffered a relatively larger amount of loss than the small farmers
(Bs. 2665 per hectare), The loss incured by the group was Rs. 44455 per
quintal, which was a little higher for the marginal farmers Rs,47.34

per quintal, against the small farmers Rs, 42,72 per quintale For the
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period 1379-80, the group as a whole realised prafits. For this
period the gross revemue realised by the marginal farmer Bse 14552, 19
per hectare) was higher than the amount realised by the small farmers
(Bs.13;t71.52 per hectare), Profits per hectare realised by the
farmers as a group was Rs.1795, while marginal farmers enjoyed a
relatively larger amount of profits (Rs,2405) than the small farmers
(Rs.1535), The profit margins realised by the group was Rs,25,07 per
quintal, which profit was higher for marginal farmer (Bs,31.79)

against small farmer (Rs.23,38),

It appeared that the farmers had incurred losses by cultivating
sugarcane in 1978-89, At the time the sales were effected, perhaps
the prices of jaggery and brown sugar had registered a fall and thus
led to lossess This situation was reversed in 1979-80 when sugar cane

cultivation yielded a positive rate of return,

In 1979-80 the unit cost of cultivation and the gross revemue
realised, and the rate of return were higher for the marginal farmers
than for the small farmers because the marginal farmers planted superior
varieties and also used more of manures and fertilizers, Thus it
could be inferred that evem with in the group of small and marginal
farmers, marginal farmers were more efficient than the small farmers,
The size of holding did not stand in the way of raising their efficiency

in cultivation,
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3e od_of meetj the costs of cultivations

Costs of cultivation are met by the fé.mers through
taking loans from the banks, advances from the traders, and from
their own funds. The extent of the use of these funds is explained

with the help of Table Vi,
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TABLE VI

SOURCES OF FUNDS FOR AGRICULTURAL OPERATIONS - BY STZ& OF HOIDING

S . S
«No ources farmer farmer Both
Te Own funds 19 10 29
2e Own funds and credit from

banks 17 23 40
3 Own funds and credit from

traders 12 13 25
44 Own funds, credit from banks

and credit from traders 2 4 6

Total: 50 50 100
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Oan funds and bank credit were together used by 40 percent
of the farmers in meeting their costs of cultivation. Advances from
traders were taken by 31 pércent of the farmers for meeting their costs
of cultivation, together with their funds and credit from other
sourceses This method of financing the costs of cultivation might
place these farmers at a disadvantage when it comes to the disposal
of their produce, They may be obliged to sell their out put to the
traders from whom they had taken the advance., They deny to
themselves the option of selling at more remunerative prices by

pledging indirectly to sell their produce to these traders.

C. Production and marketing practices of farmexrs by the type
of the final products

The investigator wanted ’to analyse the impact of variations
in the final product on the performance amd efficiency of small and
marginal farmers, To assess this impact, an analysis of the land
position of the farmers by the type of the final product in which they
choose to sell their sugar cane crop and their efficiency in terms of
yield, gross revenue cost of cultivation and rate of return on

cultivation of sugar cane was carried outs

The analysis of the production amd marketing practices of
farmers by their type of final products was done under the following
headss:

1e Classification of farmers by the type of the final product,

2 Their area under sugar cane and their pe rformance,
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Farmers differed in the type of the finalrproduct that
they made and sold out of Sugarcanes The customary practice of
farmers in this region is to make either brown sugar or jaggery or
both and sell them at the nearest market, They sometime enter in to
contract with the sugar mills for supplying cane at agreed prices,
but then this is done only during times when the expected price of
brown sugar or jaggery is too low to meet the costs of cultivation
and also allow a reasonable margin of profitse When the prices are
not promising they opt their land out of sugarcane cultivation,
There are other crops whose cultivation is equally competitive on

these irrigated lands. So larmd is shifted out of sugar cane,

The classification of farmers by the type of the final product

they sell is discussed with the help of the Table VII.



39

TABLE VII

CLASSIFICATION (F FARMERS BY THE FINAL PRODUCT FOR SALE

Number of Number of

S, No, Type of final product small marginal Both
farmers farmers

1. Brown sugar 5 3 8

2e Brown sugar and Jagge rL-d 9 8 17

3 Jaggery 36 39 75
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Threefourths of the farmers converted their cane into
Jaggery for the purpose of sale, while 17 percent made both brown
sugar and jaggery and the remaining made only brown sugare The farmers
who produced jaggery do so to avoid the risks associated with the
preparation of brown sugar, They were risk averters. They also
wanted to save on the costs involved in transporting the product
to the market place, Merchants to whom the Jaggery was sold normally
look up the responsibility of transporting it from the village to

the market place,

A small minority of the farmers (8 percemt) who produced
brown sugar were risk-lovers in as far as they wanted to profit from
the higher prices available from brown sugar., The behaviour of the
farmers who produced W9th brown sugar and Jjaggery could be described
as the behaviour of profit maximisers, As and when the relative price
of the brown sugar or jaggery was higher than that of the other
they shifted from one to the other or produced both in scme combination
80 as to maximise their profits, The cost involved in the preparation
of jaggery/brownsugar was Rs.80,77 per quintal for small farmer and

it was the same for marginal farmer alsos

How these three groups of farmers differed in terms of mean
percapita land holding and proportion of the land they set aside

for sugarcane are given in Table VIII,
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TABLE VIII

SIZE OF LAND HOIDING AND AREA UNDER SUGARCANE OF FARMERS
CLASSTFIED BY TYPE OF FINAL PRODUCT

S.¥o. Items Yoar Brown Jaggery Jaggery Overall
. sugar brown
sugar
Te Mean percapita hold-
ing in hectares 1978=7T9 1,37 1.44 1421 1426
1979-80 1,37 1.44 1421 1.26
26 Total area under
cultivation in
hectares 1978=79 10,93 24.28 91.50 126426
1979-80 10,93 24,28 91450 126426
Se Area under sugar
cane in hectares 1978-79 T.69 19.63 68,19 95,51
1979=-80 8,50 19,63 7507 103,20
4 Proportion of land
under sugar cane
in hectares 1978~79 T0.36 80,85 T4.88 75465

1979-80 TT7.77 80.85 82,44 81.74
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The mean percapita land holding of the farmers who made both
jaggery and brown sugar (1,44 hectare) was larger than the percapita
land holdings of the other two groups of farmers, The jaggery makers
had the least size of percapita holdings namely 1,21 hectares while the
proportion of land under sugarcane for Jaggery and brown sugar makers
remained stable over the two year period, the area devoted to sugar cane
in the group of jaggery makers increased by 7¢56 per cent and in the group

of brownsugar mekers it increased by 7.41 percent,

Tables IX and X give details on returms from sugar cane cultivation
for farmers who have been classified on the basis of the final product that

they sell,
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TABLIE IX

RATE OF RETURN FROM SUGARCAIE GULTIVATION FOR FARMERS IN 1978-79
CLASSIFIED BY THE TYPE OF FINAL PRODUCT

Brown Jaggery and
S.No. Ttem sugar  brown Jaggery Overall
gugar
1. Share of fingl productions
(a) Area under cane 9 20 1 100
(b) Total cutput 8 20.1 7149 100
2e Yield in quintals per hectare 44,02 38461 39430 39455
e Gross revenue per hectare
‘(in Rs.) 11786,00 937959 8263.,91 8868.96
4 Costs of cultivation per
hectare (Rs.) 11436,6 11454,80  11884,60 11771,02
Se Net revenue per hectare (Rs) +3494,40 207521 -3620,69 -2909,48
6o Gross revenue per quintal (Rs) 158.42 143,78 124,04 132,56
Te Cost of cultivation per
qunital (Rs.) 155451 175458 178491 178,08

8, Net revemue per quintal (Rs.) +2491 -31480 =54451 ~44445
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TABLE X

RATE OF RETURN FROM SUGAR CANE CULTIVATION FOR FARMERS IN 1979-80
CLASSIFIED BY THE TYPE OF FINAL PRODUCT

SeNoo Item Jaggery ani Jaggery Overall
Brown brown sugar

N WD e S S e @8 R NS G W GR ER S B e e AN Gn WS T WM s SR s W @ me mm Eme G e e G e e @w e e e

1e Share of final
product ins

as Area under cane 8 19 73 100
be Total ocutput 8 19 73 100
2¢ Yield in quintals
per hectare 41,62 41434 42,73 42,36
3 Gross revenue per
hectare (Rs) 14855,40  13469.40 13776.90  13807.20
4, Cost of cultivation
per hectare (Rs) 11550,70  11454,80 12210,20  12012,20
5 Net revenue per
hectare (Rs) 3304,70 2024,60 1566.70  1796,10
6. Gross revenue per
quintal (Rs) 211,17 192,79 190,78 192,83
Te Cost of cultivation
per quintal (Rs,) 164417 163495 169,08 167,76

8e Net revemue per quintal 46,98 284,84 21,70 25,07
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The weightage of the final product in respect of area under
sugar cane and total output remained nearly equal to each others. The
weightage of jaggery in the total output increased from 71 percent in
1978=79 to 73 percent in 1979-80, with the weightage of other two products
declining by one percent each in the total outpute The productivity
of land for the farmers producing brown sugar was found to be higher
(44402 quintals per hectare) than the productivity of land for the formers
producing jaggery and jaggery plus brown sugar in 1978-79, The gross
revenue realised by the farmers producing brown sugar was higher and
also they realised profits (Rs.349.40 per hectare), where as the other
groups that produced brownsugar plus jaggery and jaggery incurred lossese
The loss per hectare was Rs,2075. 21 for brown sugar plus jaggery
producers and Rs, 2620,69 for the jaggery producers, During the agricultural
year 1979~-80 the productivity of land for the jaggery producers was higher
at 42,73 quintals per hectare compared to the other two groups of farmers,
But the gross revenue realised by the farmers producing brown sugar
(Rse14855.4Cper hectare) was higher, compared to others, The gross
revenue obtained per quintal by the brown sugar makers was‘also higher
at Rse211,17 per quintal as against Rs.192,79 per quintal for jaggery

plus brown sugar makers and Rs, 190,78 per quintal for jaggery makers,

The costs of cultivation for the jaggery makers was high
(Rse 169408 per quintal) compared to the other groups of farmers., But
the net revenue realised per quintal was the least for the jaggery

producers (Rse21470),
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D. Chojce of marketing outlets by farmers gnd jts jmpact on their
production and marketing practices: ’

An analysis of the production and marketing practices of
farmers by the choice of their marketing outlets was carried out under

the following headss

1. Distribution of farmers by selected market outlets

2. Factors influencing the farmers in the selection of
sales outlets

3 Area under sugarcane and performance of farmers by
marketing outlets,

There were only two groups of buyers available to buy the final
product from these sugarcane cultivators, One group was that of merchants
who bought the product right in the village, The costs associated
with marketing namely packing, transporting, loading, unloading, market
fees, waiting charges, weighing charges at the market place were borne
by them and not by the farmers, Tms the farmer who sold the product
to the merchant effected considerable savings of cost on these items of
marketing, Others who sold through the commission agents to the wholesalers
in the nearby market centres had to bear these costs of marketing and

also pay brokerage charges to the commission agents through whom they

sold,

1. istribution of farmers by selected rketi outlets:
'The distribution of farmers by the marketing outlets they had

opted for, is given in table XI,
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TABLE XT

DISTRIBUTION OF FARMERS BY SELECTED MABKETING OUTIETS

. Small Marginal
SeNo. Marketing farmer farmer both
1o Directly to merchants 37 42 79
26 Through commission sgents 13 8 21
Total: 50 50 100



Seventy-nine percent of the farmers choose to sell to the
nerchants directly, while only 21 per cent were preparéd to sell through
the commission agents.e This itself indicates that farmers stand to
make considerable savings in marketing costs and also avoid the physical
labour and agony of taking the produce to the market and waiting there for
the sale to be effected., The proportion of marginal farmers selling
through this outlet (42 percent) is slightly higher than the proportion
of small farmers who chose this outlet (37 percent). Those farmers
selling through commission agents has to incur marketing cost it was
RS 27440 per quintal for the small farmers, and Ks.28,40 per quintal for

the marginal farmers,

As for the practices associated with marketing 21 percent of the
small and marginal farmers disposed of their produce onee a in week to
the commission agents and the rest 79 percent disposed of their produce
twice in a week to the merchants, Absence of adequate storage facilities
and the poor keeping quality were mainly respousible for the quick disposal.
To jmpart artificial colouring, heavy quantities of hydrose and trisodium,
and calcium were freely used in the mamfacturing process, This colour
perceptibly declined within a week or so and the quality of their produce
slowly deteriorateds In order to realise the maximum market value the

growers disposed their produce within a week, or twice a week,



49

2, Factors jnfluencing the selection of market outlef;

The farmers selected the particular outlet for sale, i€,

selling to the merchants and selling through commission agents to the

wholesalers due to the following reasons:

be
Ce
d.

Ce

Imvediate cash;

No transport cost;
Already received loans;
Higher prices and;

Customary reasons.

4n analysis of the weights assigned by small and marginal

farmers which influence them in the selection of the sales outlet and

traders shows the weightage assigued by the farmers to the factors that

motivated them to select the particular sales outlet,
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TABIE XII

FACTORS INFIUENCING THE FARMERS IN SELECTING SAIES OU TI8T

S.No, Factors influencing Small Marginal Both
selection farmer farmer
1e Imediate cash 250 250 500

(49. 50)  (42,08) (45.50)

26 No transport cost 144 188 332
(28 51) (31.64) (30.21)

3 Already received loans 43 75 118
(8651)  (12.62)  (10.74)

4, Higher prices 42 62 104
(8431) (10.43) (9.46)

Se Customary reasons 26 19 45
(5415) (3419)  (4409)
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Foot Note:

Figures in paranthesis are percentages for the vertical

totals,

While cash needs were almost the same for small and marginal
farmers, the marginal farmers were more concerned with saving on
transport costs, while marketing their final product. Marginal farmers |
were more handicapped by the earlier loans they had taken from the traders,
Nevertheless they appeared to be more rational than the small farmers as

they sought out traders who offered them relatively high prices,

Table XITII shows how the farmers differ in their size of land

holdings and the area under sugarcane when they had classified into two

groups based on their marketing outlets,
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TABLE XTII

SIZ OF LAND HOIDINGS AND AREA UNDER SUGARCANE OF FARMERS CLASSIFIED
BY MARKET OUTIETS

It v Farmers Farmers
en ear selling to selling to Overall
merchants Commi ssion
agents
Mean percapita -
holding dn hectares  1978-79 1,46 1621 1426
1979-80 1446 1.21 1426
Total area under
cultivation i~ heders,  1978a79 30455 95471 1264 26
1979~80 30455 95,71 126426
Area under sugarcane 1978=79 22426 T3¢25 954 51
W Ao 1979-80 23,58 79432 103420

Proportion of land
under sugarcane 197879 72,86 76453 75465

had®o 479,80 78417 82.88 81,74

- S - @R ME A M N E N B WP e B mS e NS wN TR GO MR M ap WS WR WP T W as P SR UR 4B R R SR am S o m



53

The mean percapita holdings of the farmers who sold their
product to the merchants was 1,46 hectares, which was a little higher
than the mean percapita holdings of the other group of farmers who
sold their sugarcane products through the commission agents, Since
the farmers in the second group were at a disadvantage in terms of
their land size, they perhaps chose to sell through the commission
agents, taking in the process all the risks associated with marke ting

in a bid to malte the best of a bad jowe

The Table XIV and XV gives details on size of holdings and

area under sugarcane of farmers clagssified by their markek outlets,
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IABIE XTIV

RATE OF RETURN FROM SUGARCANE CULTIVATION GLASSIFIED BY MARKET OUTIETS
IN 1978-79.

Farmers Farme rs
SeNo. Ttem selling to selling to Total
merchants commission
agents
1e Share of final product in:
ae Area under gane Vi 23 100
be Total output 78 22 100
2 Yield in quintals per hectare 40,05 37482 39455
3 Gross revemue per hectare (Rs.) 9747.00 8602,44 8868,96
4 Cost of cultivation per
hectarey (Rs.) 11896, 01 11359.76 11771.02
5e Net revenue per hectare -2149,.01 ~2757.32 -2909,48
6o Cross revenue per quintal 144,00 148448 132456
Te Cost of cultivation per
quintal (Rs,) 175476 177,70 178,08
8e Net revenue per quintal (Rs,) =31.76 =29422 -44,45
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TABLE XV
RATE OF RETURN FROM SUGARCANE CULTIVATION CLASSIFIED BY MARKET CUTIRTS
IN 1979-80
Farmers Farmers
SeTo. Tten selling to selling to Total
me rchants commni ssion
agents
1. Share of final product in:
ae Area under cane 77 23 100
®. Total output 17 23 100
2. Yield in quintals per hectare 42,62 41,55 42436
3, Cross revemue per hectare (Bs,) 13800 13823,91 13807420
4, Costs of cultivation per
hectare (Rs,) 12197.20 11397,.80 12012, 20
5 Net revenue per hectare (Rs,) 1602,80 2426411 1735.10
6o Gross revenue per quintal{Rs.) 191.61 196,96 19283
Te Costs of cultivation per

8. Net revenue per quintal (Rs.) 22425 34,64 25.07
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The share of the farmers selling through two different
market outlets remained equal to each other and remained nearly constant
over the two agricultural years, except for the one percemt variation
between the two variables in 197879, The share_ in area of farmers
selling through a particular market outlet was matched by a corresponding
and almost equal share in output, Yield per quintal was higher for
the farmers selling to the merchants than the others in both the years,
Farmers who chose to sell their products through the commission agents
had lower unit costs of cultivation than the other grbup in both the
years. The extent of saving effected by thc—;m in costs of cultivation
per hectare was 5 percent in 1978-79 and 7 percent in 1979-80 over the
other group that sold its products to the merchants, The entire group
suffered from losses in 1978~79, but the extent of loss was more for
the farmers in the second group and fhis was inspite of their relatively

lower costs,

However when all the farmers enjoyed profits in 197980 the
net profit for the group that sold through commission agents was

higher than the others who sold to the mercharts by more than 50 percent,

B. Problems in marketings

The major problems associated with the marketing of the final
produce as mentioned by the farmers were, absence of transport facilifies,
marketing centres functioning only on specified days, absence of marketing
society, and absence of co-operatives, The problems of marketing as

mentioned by the farmers are given in Table XVI,



Y §

TABLE XVI
PROBLEMS IN MARKETING PROBUCTS OF
SUGARC ANB
Small Marginal
S.No. Ttem farmer farrer Both
1e Absence of marketing society 50 44 99
(100) (88) (99)
2. Absence of co-operatives 50 45 . 95
(100) (90) (95)
/
S Marketing centres functioning
only on specified days 42 32 74
(84) (64) (74)
4 Absence of transport facilities 14 10 24
(28) (20) (24)
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All the farmers surveyed except ome felt that, they were
handicapped by the absence of a marketing society in selling their
products of sugarcane, Ninty-five percent of the farmers felt that if
they had organised thexﬁselves under marketing co-operatives, they would
have gaineds Thus the setting up of marketing societies and the organi sation
of co-operatives emerged as the felt needs of small and marginal farmers,
for improving their prospects in marketing sugarcane productse Eighty
four percent among the small farmers and 64 percent of the marginal
farmersexpressed that, since the marketing centres functioned only on
specified days, they were faced with the problem of storage of their
productss A small proportion of the farmers (24 percent) observed that
tiqey suffered from transport facilities in taking their products to the market
centres. Thus institutional and organisational problems in marketing had
been the foremost ones, with problems concerning physical facilities coming

only next,

The institutional framework for marketing sugarcane products
needs to be strengthened particularly with a view to meeting the needs of
small and marginal farmers, Possibilities far organising them under marketing
co-operatives should also be explored, so that collectively their
bargaining strength improves and enables them to get the benefit of

remunerative prices,



SUMMARY AND CONCIUSION

Marketing is the most important multiplier of development,
Market by itself can contribute much towards changing the entire economic
tone of the existing system without any change in methods of production
and distribution. Yet in a developing economy marketing remains the
most under developed, if anly because of the strong pervasive prejudice
against the middlemen., Ownes and Shaw poinmt out that agricultural
development is a human problem, not so much a technical one, If all
farmers had access to production inputs, the financial system, the
market and agricultural knowledge than they can improve the state of
agriculture. According to these authors unequal access to the market
is one of the reasons why Green Revolution of India had benefited mostly
the large farmers, Development of a rural market system is thus a
basic infrastructure, vital to the country's economic growth and

developments It can bring in a new amd richer life to the farmer,

The Indian agricultural setting is dominated by small and
marginel farmers who constitute 74,6 percent of the rural households,
One aspect of the efficiency of the small farmers in relation to
allocation of land ard 1and use relates to the deal they obtain in
marketing their crops particularly their cash crops. The existing
research studies on marketing have not particularly evaluated the extent
to which the marketing facilities have been used by the small and

magrginal farmers, and the impact of the marketing facilities and of their
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utilisation on their cultivation practicess Providing a facility

is one aspect of a situation. How it is used is quite another,

The social justice to be meted out to the small and marginal farmers
Tequires that the marketing practices of the small farmers, be studied
and inter relationship of marketing practices with cultivation
practices be examined before measures could be suggested for strengthen-

ing the market infrastructure so as to suit their needs,

chw\iﬁ'a%r\‘u’d
The present study on the merketing practices of amall and

marginal farmers with reference to Sugarcane crop was contemplated to

high light these aspects, The study covered the villages of

Pappanaikan Palayam, Dhaliur, Pannimadai and Palani Gounder Pudur in

the Periya Naiken Palayam Panchayat Union in the Coimbatore district,

The reference period for the study was two agricultural years 1978-79

and 1979-80, as sugarcane is a crop of two yeai's standing, The investigator
used the random Sampling method to select 100 farmers for the study. The

interview method was used for the collection of data,

The main findings of the Study are summarised ag unders:

Overview of farmer!'s performance;

1e The mean percapita holding of the small and marginal farmers

together was 1,26 hectare,

2, The total dand available for the sample group of farmers was

126426 hectares, Threefourths of the operated land area was
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under sugarcane in 1978«79 and this increased to 82 percent
in 1979-80, The area under sugarcane cultivation increased

by 6 percent between these two years,

The productivity of land under sugarcane for the sample
farmers increased from 39.55 guintals per hectare, in

1978=79 to 42,36 quintals per hectare in 1979-80,

The unit cost of cultivation per hectare had gone up from

Rse11771,02 in 1978=79 to Rs,12012,20 in 1979-80,

The gross revenue per hectare hal gone up from Rs,8868,96 in

1978=79 to Rs,13807,30 in 1979-80.

The farmers as a group faced losses during the year 1978~79 and
the increase in revenue in 1979~80 enabled thke cultivators
to reverse their losses and earn profits, amounting to

Rse.1795 per hectare,

The share of the sub-grops of farmers (whatever the criteion
of grouping) in the total area under cane and total output
remained equal to each other indicating that one sub-group
was as equally efficient as the other in the utilization of
land under sugarcane, In other words, all the farmers were

equally efficient as far as land use was concerned,

Advances from traders were taken by 31 percent of the farmers
for meeting their costs of cultivation together with their
funds and credit from other sources, This might place them at

a disadvantage at the time of disposal of their produce, They
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may be obliged to sell their output to the traders from

whom they had taken the advance,

There were only two groups of buyers available to buy the

final product from these Sugarcane cultivators, One group was
the merchants who bought the product right in the village,

The costs associated with marketing were their responsibility,
Thus the farmers whosold the products to the merchants effected
considerable savings of cost on marketing, Others who sold
through the commission agents to the wholesalers in the nearby
market centres had to bear these costs of marketing and also
pay brakerage charges to the commission agents through whom they
solde The marketing cost incurred by this second group of
farmers was Rs, 28,40 per quintal for the marginal farmers, and

Rs. 27440 per quintal for the small farmers,

The percapita holding of the marginal farmer (.85 hectare) was

half the size of that of small farmer (1.68 hectare),

The marginal farmers devoted a proportionately larger area

for sugarcane than the small farmers, The ares under sugarcane
increased by 11 percent in the group of marginal farmers, the
corresponding increase for the small farmers was less than 3
percents During the period of study relatively more of marginal

farmers had taken to Sugarcane culti vation,

The productivity of land for the marginal farmers (42,27 quintal
per hectare) was higher than that of small farmers (36,90 quintal
per hectare) during 1978~79. The increase in the yield of

marginal farmers was obtained at a slightly higher cost, The
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cost of cultivation were higher for marginal farmers (Rs,11808.86

per hectare) than for the small farmers (Rse11751.48 per hectare),

In 1979-80 when profits were obtained from sugarcane cultivation,
marginal farmershad higher profit margins (Bse31.79 per quintal)

than small farmers,

e ractices of farmers by the type of the

final produce:

Three fourths of the farmers converted their came iuto jaggery
for the purpose of sale while 17 percent made both brown sugar
and jaggery and the remaining made only brown sugar, The
farmers who had produced jaggery were risk averters, They wanted
to avoid the risks associated with the preparation of brown
sugare They also wanted to mimimise the costs of marketing by
saving on transport, packing expenses, loading add unloadding

charges and others,’

The proportion of land under sugarcane for jaggery plus brown
sugar makers remained stable over the two year period, It
increased by 7456 percent for the group of jaggery makérs and

by Te41 percent for brown sugar makers,

In 1978~79 which was an unfavourable year for sugar cane
cultivators, the only one group of farmers who were able to
make profits were those who produced brown sugar, Their profits

amounted to Rs, 349.40 per hectare, This confirmed the hypothesis
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that the brown sugar makers were more enterprising than
others and that they wanted to.take advantage of the changing
prices of brown sugar so that they could maximise their

profits

Seventy nine percent of the farmers sold their products

directly to the merchants in the villages, Twenty one percent
sold through the commission agents, Those who sold through
the commission agents disposed their produce onee in a week,
while those who sold to the merchants effected bi~weekly

sales,

An analysis of the factors influencing farmers in selecting
their sales outlets showed that marginal farmers were more
concerned with savings on transport cost,’ They were also more

handicapped by the advances they had taken from the traders,

Farmers who sold their products through the commission
agents had lower unit costs of cultivation than the other
groupe Their costs were less than that of the other group by

5 percent in 197879 and 7 percent in 1979-80,

The net profits of the farmers who sold through the commission
agents was higher than that of others who sold to the merchants
by more than 50 percent,’ The profits of the farmer was

Rse 2426411 per hectare, as against Rse1602,80 of the latter,
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Problems in Marketing:

21, All the farmers surveyed, except one, felt that they were
handicapped by the absence of marketing society in selling
their products of sugarcane, Ninety five percent of the
farmers felt that if they had organised themselves under
marketiné co-operatives, they would have gaineds Thus the
setting up of marketing societies and the organisation of
co-operatives emerged as the felt needs of small and marginal
farmers for improving their prospects in marketing suger cane

product Se

22, Eighty four percent among the small farmers and 64 percent of
the marginal farmers expressed that, since the marketing
centres, functioned only on specified days, they were faced with

the problems of storage of their products,

Conclusians

The study proved that both the small and marginal farmers were
equally efficient as far as land use was concerned, The group of marginal
farmers were found more rational than small farmers in that they planted
superior varieties of cane, used more fertilizers and mamures, These
cultivation practices no doubt put up their costs of cultivation, their
yield was also higher and the marginal farmers were more than compemsated
for the rising costs of cultivation by relatively larger profits., A4dvances
from traders were taken by 31 percent of farmers for meeting their costs of
cultivation, Marginal farmers felt that they were hamiicapped by these

advances,
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Jaggery was the major final products of the farmers, Only
those who sold their products through the commission agents iacurred
costs on marketing, this marketing cost was Rs.27.40 per quintal for

the small farmers and HsSe.28.40 per quintal for the marginal farmers,

All the farmers surveyed felt that they were handicapped by the
absence of marke ting society in selling their products of sugar cane,
Ninety five percent of them felt that, if they had organi sed under marketing
co~-operatives they woulg“:g;ined. Thus the setting-up of marketing societies
and the organisation of co-operatives emerged as their felt needs, The
need for institutional and organisational facilities came foremost,
with the need for physical facilities receiving a lowar priority. Thus
the study highlighted the need for strengthening the institutional
framework for marketing products, particularly with a view to meeting the
needs of small and marginal farmers, If they were also help to organise
themselves under marketing co-operatives their bargaining strength would

improve still and they would get the benefit of remunerative prices for

farm products,
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APPENDIX I

INTERVIEW SCHEDUIE TO ELICIT INFORMATION ON THE PRODUCTION AND MARKETING
PRACTICES OF SMAILL AND MARGINAL FARMERS WITH REFERENCE TO SUGAR CANE CROP,

Name of the Interviewer Door Number
Name of the village

1e Size of holdings:

aes Total acreage under cultivation

Owned: Hired:

Amount paid as rent, Rsi

II. Area under sugar cane in 1978=79 and 1979-80

Total output

From To Area under in units  in Rs.



I1I. Expenses of cultivation:

26
3
4.
5e

6o

Rs,

Labours

a. Liand Preparation
be Planting

ce Weeding

de Applying fertilizers
and memures

d, Watering

Te Plant protection

Seeds
Manures
Fertilizers
Pegticides

Power and Irrigation

Foot Note:

1.
2e
Se
4.

5.

From own funds: of

Credit from banks: CB

AMvances from merchantss AM
Credit from co-operatives: C,C,

Credit from money lenders: C.M,

75
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a, How did yow sell your produce in 1979807

Jeggery [ 7 Jaggery and brown sugar /__/ Brown sugar /__7

Cane [/_/ Seeds [/ Cane and Seeds [/ __7

'

b. Why did you prefer the particular method of disposal? Reason:

ce How do you utilise the by-products?

Cattlefeed for own use / / Cattle feed for sale [/ /

Value in Rs, /7 Value in Rs, 7

Ve a, How is you produce graded?

1, po Twice a week [/ Reasons:

2e Once in a week ( 7

3 Once in two weeks /__7

be How do you pack the produce?

Ce What is the cost incurswed for packing and who will bear the cost?



7

a, How do you sell your produce?

b,

Qo

de

1o
2e
3e
4e
56
6o

Why
Te
24
3
4e
5e
6o

Why
1
24
3
4e
56
64

Te

Are

Through regulated marketss
Direct sales s
To the co-operative markets:
To the merchants in Shandies:
To the village shop keeper:

To commi ssion agents :

did you select this particﬁlar type of sale?
No transport cost 2

Imnediate cash :

Higher prices :

Already received loans |

Customary reasons ¢

Others (specify) ¢

did you sell through this particular agency?
Others not known

Local

No commission

Low commission

Immediate cash

Customary reasons

Others (specify)

you satisfied with the available marketing facilities?

Yes: No;

It PO, reasons:
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es Place of disposal:

fe Is marketing society present in your locality?

Yes: No:
VIIZ. as Sales of jaggery/brown sugar: Preparation:
S.No, Ttems Amount (in Rs, )
1, For crushing machine
2. For chemicals
Se For Labour
4, For fuel cost
5e Others (specify)

Foot Notes Specify if the fuel is b;ought or baggase is used as fuel,
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Be Marketing jaggerys:

SeNoo Items Amount in (Rs,)
1e Transport cost

2¢ Labour cost

Se Storage cost

4, Packaging charges

5e Cost of loading

Be Cost of unloading

Te Brokerage

8e Commi ssion charges
9. Rent

10, Market fees

11. Weighing charges

12, Other costs (specify)

Cce Mention the benefits you derived from the marketing society?



VIII,

1.

2.

3

4e
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Other information:
What are all the problems involved in Marketing?
ae Non-availability of link roads:
be Absence of traders:
ce DPresence of middle men:
d. ~ Absence of Transports

e, C@ntres funciioming only
on specified dayss

f. Absence of co-operatives:

ge Absence of marketing society:

What is your suggestion for improving the marketing practices

In what way would you like the Government to improve the marke ting
facility?

What are your suggestions for veducing the marketing cost,



