














































































































































































































































































































































































































































































This theoretical framework lends a hand In 

understanding the production functions for different 

situations with different stages of growth. 

study, two diverse situations are taken for 

In this 

intensive 

field work. These two situations exhibit two different 

stages of agricultural development. While the wet area 

is in the labour cost boundary (between transitional 

stage and capital intensive dynamic stage) where the 

labour cost is relatively high to capital due to 

absorption of more labour in allied activities, the dry 

area I s in the technical change boundary where the 

farmers gradually get used to modern techniques of 

production such as high yielding 

mechanisation (tractors, pumpsets etc) 

chemical inputs. 

in 

As the high-pay-off input model 

conformity with the change in the 

varieties, 

and other 

makes plain, 

stages of 

technological deve I oplllent, the yield from the same 

quantum of input changes from one category of farmers to 

other. In addition to this, the timing of input 

application also plays a significant role in getting a 

i ood reSlu It. The dynamiC production function of 

different stages explain clearly the result of the 

timing of inputs and engineering relationship of inputs. 
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Since neo-classical theoretical framework is 

no longer a major force in the farm decision making at 

micro level in developing countries, this framework is 

used to understand the system and quantify the decision 

making process. 

V. I I Process of input decision .aking 

Input decision of farmers rests on different 

bases and discussion with different people. Before 

taking decision, the decision makers discuss with co­

farmers or neighbours or the concerned people for the 

particular decision. This capacitates them to get to 

the bottom of different alternatives available for a 

particular decision and to circumvent the risk involved 

in particular decision. Similarly, every decision banks 

on different bases for different categories of decision 

maker. This is probed in this section. 

The general framework followed in the analysis 

is that the percentage of different categories of 

farmers in both situations base their decision in 

accordance with the discussion they have had with others 

and the different bases on which they take 

component 

explicit, 

of 

a 

Input decisions. To be little 

certain percentage of farmers base 

each 

more 

their 

decision on the discussion with co-farmer or neighbours 

or agricultural department people and similarly a 
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certain percentage of farmers take their decision on the 

basis of one or the other factors. This i5 carried out 

to al I categories of farmers in the two situations. Al I 

the input components like timing of sowing, fertilizer, 

pesticides, weedini, combination of inputs and harvest 

are taken into consideration separately. 

1 Ti.e of Sowing ~ transplanting: Timini of sowing or 

transplanting is more important than sowing itself in 

agriculture to counter the negative intluence ot the 

exogeneous factors. In agriculture, as was discussed in 

the preceding chapter, the decision of a farmer depends 

on the decisions made by the contiguous farmers, because 

when a crop is cultivated in isolation it gets affected 

easily by exogeneous factors like rats, cattle and wind. 

This timing decision depends on the discussion with the 

neiihbours and on different bases. 

Table 5.1. 

This is presented in 

Table 5.1 presents the percentage of farmers 

taking their decision of timina the sowing on different 

bases and on the discussion they had with others. It 

explicates that the decision makers discuss with the co­

farmers before timing their sowing or transplanting 

decision. It is because the decision of cultivating a 

particular crop on a land rests on the decision taken on 
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the contiguous land since isolated plots are susceptible 

to rodents and animals in addition to other exogeneous 

factors like wind and heat. In the case of HYV and 

other new crops, they turn to agricultural department 

people to get to know the suitable timing of the various 

operation in cultivating it, for they are better 

Tabl. 5.11 Dilcu,.ion and Ba •• , tor d.oi.ion .akin. on ti.ine 
of lowine or tranlplantln. 

Owner 
cu 1 ti­
vators 

Wet Area 

Capita­
list 
farmers 

Tenant 
cu 1 ti­
vatorl 

Dry Area 

Owner 
cu 1 ti­
vators 

Capita­
list 
farmers 

------------------------------------------------------------------
A. Discuss with 

whom 

1. Neighbours 29.41 5.71 14.71 

2. Co-farllers 97.06 97.14 41. 18 97.14 88.57 

3. Agricultural 
Department 26.47 57.14 84.71 62.86 71. 43 

B. Basis of Deci-
sion lIakins 

1. Releale of 
water from 
dam 94.12 94.29 73.53 

2. Rainfall 55.88 71. 43 64.71 94.29 65.71 

3. Climatic 
cond i ti on 5.88 5.71 11. 77 42.86 65.71 

4. Timin& of 
neighbours 91. 18 25.71 29.41 54.29 68.57 

--------------------------------- ---------------------------------
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knowledged about the new crops. This is also clear from 

the Table that farmers discuss about timing at sowing 

mainly with the co-farmers irrespective situation (dry 

or wet), for contiguous land decision is important. 

Here, only the tenant farmers show a different trend 

from others. Irrespective of the category, dry area 

farmers discuss more with agricultural department staff 

than farmers in the wet area. It is because in dry area 

T and V system is very active and farmers also cultivate 

more number of crops. They are also desirous of 

cultivating HYVs as they are available for many dry area 

crops and they are also short term varieties. 

Similarly, basis of decision making also 

varies from area to area. In wet area, timing of sowing 

or transplanting count mainly on the release of water 

from the dam but in dry area they bank on rainfal I 

mainly. 

weather 

Simi larly, whi Ie cl imatic conditions I ike hot 

and winds are major force in the timing of 

cultivation in dry area, it is not at al I a force in wet 

area. Rainfall is a major base for all categories of 

farmers in the two situations. Another major basis of 

decision making is timing of contiguous farmers. 

This Table distinctly distinguishes the 

difference in the decision of timing of sowing or 

transplanting between different situations though there 
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is some homogeneity between different categories of 

farmers. 

2 Weeding -Weeding decisions ~re taken In diScussion 

with th~ workers and of late, with agricultural 

department people due to the introduction of weedlcides. 

Table 5.2: Discussion and Basis tor decision makin& on weedin& 

Owner 
cu I ti­
vators 

Wet Area 

Capita­
lis t 
farmers 

Tenant 
culti­
vators 

Dry Area 

Owner 
cu I ti­
vators 

Capita­
I 1st 
farmers 

------------------------------------------------------------------

A. Discussion 

1. Co-farmers 20.00 8.82 28.57 

2. Agricultural 
Department 47.06 37.14 11.77 51.43 62.86 

3. Workers 91.18 85.71 64.71 71.43 85.71 

B. Basis of Deci-
sion making 

1. Cash avai la- 8.82 11.43 91. 18 11.43 51.43 

b i I tty 

2. Severity of 
Weed 100.00 100.00 35.29 80.00 60.00 

3. Availability 
of labour 47.06 68.57 11.77 57.14 45.71 

4. Impact of 
weedic!de 47.06 2.88 20.59 51. 43 42.86 

--------------------- ---------------------------------------------
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The major bases that influence the decision of weeding 

principally are availability of labour and severity of 

weed. Table 5.2 displays some of these features. 

Table 5.2 explicates that all categories of 

farmers in both situations discuss with workers before 

taking any decision o~ weeding, for they (workers) are 

better informed than formally educated people. Farmers 

do discuss 

department. 

weedicides 

with T and v 

I t is because 

which do play 

people from agricultural 

of the introduction 

a significant role 

of 

in 

alleviating weed severity. Except workers, in the other 

cases, there is a great deal of difference between 

different categories and different situations. 

On 'basis' of decision making, severity of 

weeds and avai lability of labour demonstrate a strong 

position on the decision of weeding In both the 

situations for owner and capitalist farmers but tenant 

cultivators show a different response. 

weedlcide i s dominating on 1 yin the 

cultivators In both situations. I t 

weedlcldes are provided with subsidy to 

and so most of the marginal and smal 

The impact of 

case 

Is 

sma I I 

of owner 

because 

farmers 

farmers use 

weedicide6 on their land, Tenant cultivators here also 

exhibit a different picture of basing weeding decision 
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on the availability of cash and capitalist farmers in 

dry area also show a similar trend. It is because crop 

fai lure means a greater money loss to them since the 

cultivation of a number of different crops involves more 

expenses and investing with borrowed money puts them in 

the red in case of crop failure. 

Based on ~he infOrmation presented in Table 

5.2, it may be inferred that the discussion and base of 

same categories of farmers in diverse situations are 

simi lar. Since there is no counterpart for tenants 

the dry area, it stands apart. 

3 Ferti 1 iser Un like 

fertiliser appl ication 

other decisions, 

requires deeper 

decision 

knowledge 

in 

on 

of 

crop 

ki nds 

growth and stage. In different stages, different 

of fertilizers have to be used. Overdose of 

ferti liser also affects the growth or even the crop 

Itself. ThiS! threat calls for an Intensive deliberation 

with a variety of people starting from fertiliser 

companies and agricultural departments to co-farmers. 

Table 5.3 presents this phenomenon in some detail. 

Table 5.3 explicates that fertiliser 

appl ication 

agricultural 

farmers, of 

decision i s taken in consultation with 

department staff. It is because more 

late, go in for HYV crops and apply more 
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fertilizers than farm yard manures or green manure or 

green leaf manures. Similarly, fertilizer companies too 

send their demonstrators to vii lages and farmers discuss 

with them or they are forced to listen or watch the 

demonstrations. Though some farmers feel that what 

Table 5.3: DI.cu •• lon and Ball. for decision .akinl on tertill •• r 
use 

Owner 
cui ti­
vators 

Wet Area 

Capita­
list 
farmers 

Tenant 
cu I ti­
vators 

Dry Area 

Owner 
cultI­
vators 

Capita­
I 19 t 
tarmers 

the 

------------------------------------------------------------------

A. Discussion 

1. Neighbours 5.BB 

2. Co-farmers 73.53 2.B6 26.47 57.14 48.57 

3. Agricultural 
Department 67.65 91. 43 67.65 82.86 89.57 

4. Fertiliser 
and pesti-
cides 11.77 57.14 20.59 14.29 37.14 

5. Sugar factory 5.88 

B. BasIs of DecI-
sIon making 

1. Cash avai la- 82.35 20.00 29.41 57.14 62.86 

bill ty 

2. Crop growth 98.24 100.00 97.06 91.43 94.29 

3. Preparation 
of T and V 
for HYV 26.47 37.14 42.86 31. 43 

-------------------- ---------- -------------------------------
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demonstrators bring to the vi Ilage are old stock 

crossed the expiry date, they buy it from them. I n 

and 

the 

dry area both cateiories of farmers discuss with the co-

farmers, for they feel that they are better knowledged 

about fertilizer appl ication and side effects out of 

not experience. In wet area, capitalist farmers do 

discuss with co-farmers and almost 100 per cent farmers 

discuss with T and V staff. This is because of their 

pseudo status consciousness which does not al low them to 

come down to the owner Dr tenant cultivator level and, 

secondly agricultural department people and company 

demonstrators go to their doors and discuss with them. 

The basis of decision making differs from 

category to category in diverse situations. Table 5.3 

exhibits the dominance of crop growth as the major basis 

of decision making, irrespective of the category of 

farmers and situations. Since cropping i s very 

uncertain, farmers do not invest more unless i t is 

called for. Thus. whenever crop growth Is not upto the 

mark. they apply more fertilisers. Even in t his case, 

the farmers apply fertil iser only when they have ready 

cash, not with borrowed money, for borrowed money puts 

them in the red in case of crop failure. 1 t is clear 

from the Table that as the uncertainty is quite high in 

dry area, farmers base their fertiliser appl ication 
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decision on availability of cash in dry area. In wet 

area 

they 

owner cultivators apply more fertilisers only when 

have ready cash while it is not the case for 

capitalist farmers and tenant cultivators as they can 

afford to take risk. When farmers go in for HYV crops, 

they have to go by the prescriptions. That is why the 

percentage goes with the percentage of farmers 

cultivating HYVs. 

This Table elucidates that the fertiliser 

application counts on the basis of crop growth and on 

the discussion with agricultural department people. In 

al I other cases, category to category and area to area, 

wide disparitles are there. 

4 Pesticides Proper application of pesticide depends 

spraying heavi Iy on the person carrying out the 

operation (sprayer). In agricultural areas irrespective 

of situations, there are some skilled labourers who 

concentrate only on spraying pesticides either with the 

help of manua II y operated sprayers or machine operated 

sprayers. Since their main work is spraying, they learn 

out of eKperience about different pests and their 

reaction to different kind of pesticides and, about 

different diseases and the appropriate pesticide for the 

disease. 
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Table 5.4 explicates the importance of sprayer 

on the decision of pesticide application. Regardless of 

of farmers and situations, the pesticide categories 

application banks mainly on the efficiency of the 

sprayer since they are aware of the severity and impact 

of the area-specific diseases in the particular location 

and for each crop. Similarly, they are aware of the 

pest attack at different stages of crop growth and the 

period of the pest attacks. Farmers discuss with 

agricultural department people only when the farmers 

cultivate a particular crop on the counsel ling of T and 

V people. Particularly in the case of cotton. they 

approach everybody since the pest (white fly) is not 

susceptible to any pesticide. Of late. farmers have lost 

a I I faith in pesticide companies which come to rural 

areas for demonstration-cum-sales. In this case. most 

of the pesticides are outdated and crossed expiry date. 

and the 

minimal 

consequent impact on pests or 

or nil. Among the categories of 

diseases 

farmers 

is 

not 

much difference is found. 

Similarly. on the basis of decision making 

too, they show a similar pattern. Though majority of 

the farmers apply pesticides only when there is pest 

attack or disease attack. some farmers particularly in 

the dry area follow the prescriptions of agricultural 

department people. It is because in dry area. crops are 
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highly susceptible to disease and pest attack. Hence, 

farmers take the precaution by applying pesticides 

once in 25 days. For the severity of pest attack, 

farmers compare 

Table 5.4 I Dllculslon and balis for decision .aklng on pe.tlclda 
ule 

A. Discussion 

1. Co-farmers 

2. Agricultural 
Department 

3. Fertiliser 
and pesticide 
company 

4. Sugar factory 

5. Spraying man 

B. Basis of decision 
making 

1. Whenever pest 

Owner 
cu I ti­
vat~rs 

2.94 

44.12 

97.06 

attack. 100.00 

2. Once In 25 
days 17.65 

3. Whenever 
disease 
spreads 82.35 

Wet Area Dry Area 

Caplta­
list 
farmers 

68.57 

8.57 

97.14 

100.00 

5.71 

94.29 

Tenant 
cu I ti­
vat~rs 

5.88 

58.82 

20.59 

2.94 

70.59 

100.00 

5.88 

55.88 

Owner 
cu I ti­
vators 

34.29 

80.00 

11. 43 

48.57 

100.00 

40.00 

57.14 

Capl ta­
list 
farmers 

60.00 

14.29 

85.71 

88.57 

37.14 

74.29 

------------------------------------------------------------------
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the weak cattle and the modern crops. As the weak 

cattle are susceptible to lice and flies due to their 

less resistance power. the modern dwarf varieties' 

resistance power is also very less. It is not the case 

for the lndigeneous varieties. for they are location 

specific crops and they counter efficiently the pests 

and diseases. 

The inference that may be drawn from the above 

discussion is that there is a lot of difference in the 

application of pesticides between situations and the 

categories of farmers as the weather plays a role in 

disease and pest attack. 

5 Financing of inputs and combination of inputs 

Financing 

farmers as 

of inputs is a major constraint faced by 

they do not have enough ready cash 

the 

for 

purchase of inputs. They depend on both formal and non-

formal financial institutions for their financial needs. 

Similarly. combination of inputs or engineering 

relationship of inputs is also an important one for a 

good harvest in case of HYV crops. 

Table 5.5 exhibits that the farmers regardless 

of categories and situatio~ depend on banks and 

commercial institutions for financing the inputs. 

because the Agricultural Credit Societies (ACS) 
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Regional Rural Banks (RRBs) advance annual loans other 

(crop loans) for cultivation activities without much 

formalities on the security of crops. 

long-term loans on the security of 

They also 

land for 

extend 

digging 

we I Is and permanent fencing. In addition to this, the 

the sugarcane cultivators take annual crop loans from 

factories. This shows that farmers take loans sugar 

from more than one source. Due to the fungible nature 

loans, the repayment of loans become difficult for of 

the farmers as the loans can be diverted (or utilised) 

to any purpose other than the purpose for which it 

I n sought, the returns in agriculture comes down. 

dry area, farmers bank mainly on neighbours 

relatives in addition to the commercial banks. It 

because the financial conditions of the farmers in 

area i s very critical and they have to count 

is 

the 

and 

is 

dry 

on 

different 

operations. 

sources to carryon the agricultural 

Similarly, discussion on combination of inputs 

also differ from situation to situation. Here, 

the T and V staff from agricultural department 

knowledge about the engineering relationship of 

mainly 

impart 

inputs 

regardless of category of farmers and situations. Co-

farmers also convey some information about the 

combination of inputs in dry area. But many farmers are 

not able to pass on much information about the 
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Table 5.5 I Di.ou •• ion for flnanolnl of Inputs and combination of 
Inputs 

------------------------------------------------------------------

Owner 
culti­
vators 

loIet Area 

Capita­
I 1st 
farmers 

Tenant 
cu I ti­
vators 

Dry Area 

Owner 
culti­
vators 

Capita -
list 
farmers 

------------------------------------------------------------------

A. Discussion on 
financing of 
inputs 

1. Banks and 
ACS 

2. Sugar factory 

3. Commission 
agents 

4. Neighbours 

5. Co-farmers 

6. Relatives 

B. Combination of 
Inputs 

1. Co-farllers 

• 

2. Agricultural 
Department 

3. Ferti I iser 
and pesticide 
company 

4. Sugar factory 

100.00 97. 14 

26.47 28.57 

5.88 

82.35 97.14 

17.65 51.43 

14.71 5.71 

61. 77 100.00 94.29 

17.65 

2.94 

48.57 48.57 

5.71 

31. 43 28.57 

8.82 37.14 54.29 

79.41 88.57 91.43 

14.71 22.86 40.00 

2.94 
------------------------------------------------------------------
I Only In the case of capitalist farmers the basis of decision 

making has shown 74.29 % for HYV and sensitive crops which 
require careful handling of the combination. 
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combination 

activities 

of inputs because they do the agricultural 

pre-attentively. There is a lot of 

difference between the situations though there are !Dome 

similarities 

situation. 

among the categories of farmers in each 

The above discussion permits us to draw the 

inference 

situations 

each farmer 

that the:-e are differences 

in the sources of financing of 

depends on more than one 

between 

inputs 

source 

the 

and 

for 

financing inputs. Particularly, this is high in the dry 

area. Simi larly there is difference between categories 

of farmers in each situation and between situations also 

there are differences in discussion on the combination 

of inputs. 

6 Harvest Harvest decision rests on the crop 

maturity in the case of many crops but in the case of 

some crops, it depends on other factors like cutting 

order from sugarcane factories or commission agents. 

The detai Is are presented in Table 5.6. 

Table 5.6 

particularly in dry 

harvest decision. 

exhibits that some farmers, 

areas, bank on neighbours for 

not It is because some farmers do 

have enough faci lities particularly during rainy season 

to keep the harvested crop for threshing. In this kind 
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Tabl. 

----------------------------------- -------------------------------

A. Discussion 

1. Neighbours 

2. Agricultural 
Department 

3. Workers 

4. Sugar 
Factory 

5. Commission 
Agents 

B. Basis of deci­
sion making 

1. Labour for 
crop cutting 

2. Sugar factory 
cuttine order 

3. Commission 
agents order 

Owner 
culti­
vators 

85.29 

26.47 

29.41 

26.47 

4. Crop maturity 100.00 

Wet .... rea 

Capita­
list 
farmers 

62.86 

54.29 

5.71 

62.86 

2.86 

94.29 

Tenant 
cu It! -
vators 

5.88 

2.94 

67.65 

17.65 

2.94 

14.71 

17.65 

5.88 

79.41 

Dry .... r.a 

Owner 
culti­
vators 

34.29 

Cap! ta­
lis t 
farmers 

48.57 

88.57 94.29 

14.29 65.11 

62.86 94.29 

------------------------------------------------------------------

of a situation. they count on the neighbours for harvest 

decision. This decision actually relies on the 

discussion with workers. for they are short in supply in 
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the peak season. Sugarcane cultivators who take loan 

from sugar factories for cultivation purpose 

harvest their crop after consulting the sugar 

and getting the cutting order. 

have to 

factory 

Likewise. the basis of decision on harvest 

depends on similar bases. Crop maturity is the major 

basis of harvest. for only the matured crop can be 

harvested. Other major base is labour availability. 

There is a difference between different categories of 

farmers and between situations in this respect. It I s 

because in wet area. seasonal irrigation particularly 

during harvest is quite high and consequently it does 

not show up as a major base. 

Thus. irrespective of situation the crop 

maturity and availability of labour playa critical role 

in the decision on harvest. 

This discussion reveals that all categories of 

farmers in the two situations except capitalist farmers 

in wet area discuss with co-farmers before taking up any 

agricultural activity such as the time of sowing. 

weeding. fertiliser application. pesticide use and 

harvesting. In addition to this. farmers turn to 

agricultural department people for activities related to 

the cultivation of high yielding varieties. In the case 

of pesticide application. irrespect!ve of the farmer 
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categories and high yielding or local varieties crop. 

farmers count heavily on the spraying man, for farmers 

think and it is true al50 10 
that spraying men are we I I 

informed about the location specific diseases. 

attack and the effectiveness of different pesticides. 

In addition to these. farmers consult workers for 

weeding and harvest activities. As these stages are 

peak season activities, labour wil I be short In supply. 

Regarding the combination of inputs or engineering 

relationship of inputs which is very Important in a 

dynamic production process farmers express confidence in 

the agricultural department people to get to kno\.l the 

timing of different input applications though most of 

them do not go by the prescriptions due to financial 

constraints and yield uncertainties. For financial 

assistance, they depend on commercial banks, village 

money lenders and relatives. Farmers depend on more 

than one source because of the fungibility 

characteristics of loan, repaying capacity of farmers is 

less and consequently without squaring up the previous 

loans, they go to the other source for fresh loans. 

Contrary to this, there is no common plank as 

such to base the decision of different components of 

Input decision making. Each activity is based on a 

different footing. While release of \.later from dam and 
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rain fal I influence the decision of the time of sowing, 

severity of weed and labour availability playa role in 

the weeding decision. Similarly, when the fertiliser 

application decision rests on crop growth and cash 

availability, severity of pest attack or disease 

influence the pesticide application decisions. Harvest 

decision depends on labour availability and crop 

maturity. Labour availability as such is not a major 

problem in the wet area because during peak harvest 

season, labour migration to these areas is very high. 

V. I I I Dynamic input decision making 

Since the dynamics of input decision making 

process is discussed in the introductory part of this 

chapter, this part starts with the functional form of 

dynamic input decision making. 

The choice of functional form in empirical 

models involves weighing theoretical and practical 

considerations. According to Hatchett 
1 1 (1984) the two 

important considerations are viz. (1) Is the model 

valid? and (2) [s it tractable? Tractability becomes 

particularly important when the estimation equations are 

to be derived from the solution to a dynamic stochastic 

mode I. The great majority of functional forms used in 

economic production analysis is categorised as first-

order eKpansions. Widely used first order functions are: 
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and are 

Linear: 

Y = a 0 + a 1 xl' •• a nX n 

Cobb-Douglas: 

These two are parsimonious 

12 additively separable. 

imposed by the linear model are: 

in the parameters 

The restrictions 

constant marginal 

product and unbounded output. The Cobb-Douglas imposes 

constant input elasticities and unitary elasticities of 

substitution. These two functional forms are used to 

find out the efficiency of inputs in different stages to 

output and to derive the elasticities of substitution at 

different stages to output. 

Analytical tra.ework 

These first order functional forms have been 

used to probe the efficiency and elasticity of inputs in 

different stages on output. As mentioned earlier. the 

production process has been categorised into three 

stages for input decision making. namely. initial 

stage. vegetation stage and maturation stage. In the 

tinal analysis. these three stages and. addition of the 

first two stages and sum of al I the three stages have 

been considered. The initial stage inputs subsume 
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ploughing and other land preparation activities such as, 

basal manuring, fertiliser application at the time of 

sowing or transplantina, seed and nursery cost. The 

vegetation stage is made up of inputs like weeding, 

fertiliser and pesticide application, and other costs. 

The other costs differ for different crops, particularly 

for annual crops. In the case of banana, giving support 

to the plants with the help of bamboo or casurina sticks 

and cutting the offshoots are the major other costs. 

Similarly there are some costs for sugarcane (tie-up, 

1. e. , five or six stems are tied together to avoid 

uprooting of the plant by gusty wind). The maturation 

stage consists of costs involved in protecting the crop 

from animals or birds, other pesticide application and 

harvest cost. 

Correlation matrices were computed for a 1 I 

crops and tor al I categories of farmers. It exhibited 

that there is a high correlation between inputs and 

. 
output, but -pn.ce shows no correlation with any of the 

inputs '(lr output. This brings out two interesting 

results (1) all the inputs are complementarY in nature. 

It means that if a farmer invests more on a particular 

stage, he continues to invest in other stages too and 

a I I stages are interlinked. (2) Price of the produce 

plays no role in the input decision making, for once in 
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the production process, farmers tend to maximise t t,e 

output only. 

This high Correlation also exp\ icat"s the 

presence of the multi col linearity problem. Bu tit I 5 

understood that the cost of cultivation data always wi I I 

have this problem as al I the inputs have to be increased 

in some proportion to rise the production in a given 

engineering relationship of inputs. Even though It I s 

to some extent acceptable. to eliminate or minimise the 

problem 

thesis 

of 

of 

mul ti-coll inearity, 

Deaton and Huel lbauer 

additive 

( 1980) 

separability 

i s 10110Iole,j. 

Accordingly each stage is regressed separately on output 

with zero intercept (through origin) for al I crops and 

for a I I categories of farmers in the two situations 

separately. 

Results 

Linear Regression 

The results of the linea r regression are 

presented separately for the two different situations. 

Table 5.7 presents the linear regression co-

efficients for different stages of inputs and additive 

inputs in wet area. 
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stage 

This Table shows that inputs at the vegetation 

are more efficient on output than other stages 

inputs. Among the categories of farmers, vegetation 

stage is more efficient for capitalist farmers except in 

the case of banana for which owner cultivator category 

more efficiency. I n a I I the stages exhibits 

initial stage, capitalist farmers demonstrate a 

efficiency for al I crops except banana. In the 

stage owner cultivators are more efficient to al 

for initial stage inputs like plough, bullock 

except 

higher 

initial 

crops, 

ca r t s, 

manure and seed are owned by the owner cultivators and 

of they use it liberally and efficiently. In the case 

banana, owner cultivators register a high efficiency 

because banana cultivation requires da i I y care and 

personal touch which only owner cultivators can do it 

efficiently on smal I farms. 

In the case of paddy, the maturation stage 

inputs exhibit more efficiency for owner cultivators and 

Initial stage inputs demonstrate a higher co-efficient 

than other categories of farmers. In the case of 

additive variable of a II the three stages, capitalist 

farmers disclose a higher co-efficient. The 

cultivators exhibit a very low efficiency in al I 

because they do not invest much on the land as 

owned by others. In the case of banana, 

tenant 

stages 

land is 

owner 

cultivators show a high efficiency in al I stages and in 
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the additive variable too. It is because as mentioned 

earlier, banana requires personal care at every stage of 

Table 5.7: Linear reare.sion co-effioient. of the dynamic. of 
input deci.ion in wet are. 

A Paddy 

1 Owner 

2 CapIta­
lis t 

3 Tenant 

B Banana 

1 Owner 

2 Capl ta­
list 

3 Tenants 

C Sugarcane 

1 

2 

3 

Owner 

CapIta­
l 1st 

Tenants 

Xl X2 X3 Xl + X2 

6.979 8.817 9.495 3.912 
(0.926) (0.943) (0.943) (0.945) 

6.243 13.123 10.569 
(0.930) (0.914) (0.930) 

3.979 
(0.963) 

8.894 
(0.971> 

7.765 
(0.743) 

10.867 13.173 12.590 
(0.949) (0.905) (0.957) 

7.871 11. 256 
(0.931> (0.875) 

6.034 6.158 
(0.925) (0.916) 

5.429 
(0.896) 

5.356 
<0.963) 

5.240 
(0.964) 

7.506 
(0.802) 

10.038 
(0.887) 

7.994 
(0.995) 

10.700 
(0.917) 

7.382 
(0.916) 

4.591 
(0.890) 

7.709 
(0.957) 

7.353 
(0.991 ) 

4.233 
(0.927) 

2.755 
(0.969) 

6.014 
(0.961) 

4.657 
(0.929) 

3.063 
(0.935) 

3.169 
(0.930) 

3.502 
(0.947) 

3.175 
(0.983) 

Xl + X2 + X3 

2.774 
(0.948) 

3.026 
(0.930) 

2.096 
(0.965) 

4.075 
(0.963) 

3.257 
(0.941> 

2.174 
(0.943) 

1. 876 
<0.918) 

2.409 
<0.951> 

2.219 
(0.986) 

----------------------------------- -------------------------------
Notes: (1) All variables are regressed independently to output to 

overcome muiti-coilinearity problem. 
(2) Co-efflclents are computed without constants for 

comparab iii ty. 2 
(3) Figures in parentheses are R 
(4) AI I the co-efflcients are significant at .001 per cent 

level for two tailed tests. 
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input decision in addition to the actual inputs. Other 

categories of farmers cultivate banana in larger areas 

and consequently, they are not able to give a due care 

to it. 

inputs 

stage. 

display 

initial 

That is the reason why the efficiency of al I 

are low though they administer more input at each 

In the case of sugarcane, owner cultivators 

a low efficiency in al I the stages except in 

stage where it evinces higher efficiency than 

al lather farmers. Mainly because it does not require 

day to day care like banana and It requires more 

which can be provided by large farmers because of 

inputs 

their 

easy accessibility to the sources of finance. But it may 

not be the case for owner cultivator and tenant 

cultivators due to their limited financial resources and 

the fungible nature of the loan which they take from 

sugar factories. 

The above discussion leads to infer that owner 

cultivators are more efficient in the initial stage 

while capitalist farmers evince more efficiency in al I 

other stages for a II crops except banana. Tenant 

cultivators show a better efficiency only in the case of 

sugarcane than owner cultivators. But for all othp.r 

crops, they show a very poor performance because as 

mentioned earlier, the non-ownership of land and lack of 

motivation due to high rent force them to be less 
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efficient resulting in not maximising the returns out of 

the available resources. 

Contrary to this, in the dry area, efficiency 

shows a mixed trend to different crops and for different 

categories. Table 5.8 presents the linear regression 

results for the dry area farmers. 

Table 5.8 explicates that owner-cultivators 

are more efficient input decision makers than other 

categories of farmers in the case of paddy and groundnut 

In the dry area. It is because large farms are 

to many exogeneous factors like rats and other 

exposed 

cattles 

since these crops are cultivated in isolated plots where 

some irrigation is avai lable. In all the stages, 

cultivators exhibit a higher efficiency including 

additive variables for both paddy and groundnut. 

both cases, they show higher efficiency in 

owner 

for 

1 n 

the 

maturation stage input. 1 t is because in dry area, once 

the crop reaches maturation stage, it is susceptible to 

many exogeneous elements like birds, rodents and other 

animals. In the case of paddy, rats and birds take away 

the yield while for groundnut, cattle remove the nuts 

and spoi 1 the plant itself. Thus. heavy expenditure are 

incurred at this stage to counter these forces and it 

yields accordingly. In the case of cotton capitalist 

farmers are more efficient because the yield increase 

depends on the use of pesticides to combat white f 1 i e s 
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attack at the blooming stage. Pesticide use is limited 

in the case of the owner cultivators due to financial 

constraints. In the case of jowar, capitalist farmers 

are more efficient decision makers. Here, the 

cultivators are not that efficient because most of 

owner cultivator51 cut part of the plant at 

vegetation stage to feed the cattle. 

owner 

the 

the 

This discussion brings out that maturation 

stage inputs are more efficient contributors on output. 

The inputs at this stage of the crop 1s to combat the 

various exogeneous factors affecting the crop adversely. 

I t also exhibits that while owner cultivators are more 

efficient in the case of paddy and groundnut, capitalist 

farmers are efficient in case of the other two crops, 

viz. jowar and cotton. 

The linear regression results by and large, 

leads us to draw the inference that whil e vegetation 

stage input decisions are more efficient contributors on 

output in wet area, the maturation stage inputs are 

significant factors in the dry area. 

pattern is 

situations. 

cultivators 

seen 

For 

are 

in the efficiency 

example, in the 

more efficient in 

However, no 

between the 

wet area, 

the initial 

input decision for al I crops but in the dry area, 

are efficient only for paddy and groundnut. 
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Table 5.6: Linear regreslion co-efficientl at the dyna.ici of 
input decision in dry area 

A Paddy 

1 Owner 

2 Capita­
list 

B Cotton 

1 Owner 

2 Capita­
lis t 

C Jowar 

Owner 

2 Capita­
l i 9 t 

D Groundnut 

1 Owner 

2 Capita­
lis t 

Xl 

5.555 
(0.889) 

X2 

12.764 
(0.727) 

X3 Xl + X2 

14.888 3.903 
(0.878) (0.861) 

4.309 10.615 10.909 
(0.817) (0.851) (0.855) 

3.070 
<0.831> 

6.352 
(0.864) 

4.059 
(0.840) 

8.196 4.562 
(0.857> (0.925) 

18.583 
(0.863) 

23.118 
(0.915) 

2.489 
(0.871) 

2.937 
(0.911> 

2.418 4.680 13.089 1.598 
(0.927) (0.884) (0.895) (0.921) 

2. 838 5. 741 16. 509 1. 902 
(0.750) (0.746) (0.787) (0.753) 

6.099 30.906 
(0.560) (0.609) 

2.613 11.998 
(0.935) (0.890) 

31. 927 
(0.565) 

14.202 
(0.914) 

5.100 
(0.571) 

2.149 
(0.931> 

Xl + X2 + X3 

3.095 
(0.867) 

2.399 
(0.840) 

2.198 
(0.876) 

2.607 
(0.915) 

1.425 
(0.919) 

1.706 
(0.756) 

4.400 
(0.572) 

1.868 
(0.930) 

------------------------------------------------------------------
Notes: (1) All variables are regressed independently to output to 

overcome multi-col linearity problem. 
(2) Co-efficlents are computed without constants for 

comparability. 2 
(3) Figures in parentheses are R 
(4) Al I the co-efficlents are significant at .001 per cent 

level for two tailed tests. 
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Controlled Cobb-Dougla, Production Function 

control 

Optimal 

model 

input stage is 

with the threfi 

derived 

stage 

from the 

Cobb-Douglas 

production function. An important feature of this model 

is that it is not necessary to have knowledge of the 

structural co-efficients of the single stage production 

functions. The results of this function are presented 

in Table 5.9 and 5.10. 

Table 5.9 presents the results of the double 

log function for different crops for the different 

categories of farmers in the wet area. This Table 

explicates that al I the variables show elasticity of 

output of more than unitary. Banana shows a hiiher 

elasticity for all input stages and additive inputs than 

other crops for al I categories of farmers. Similar to 

1 i near regression results, banana also has the highest 

elasticity of output for inputs in al I the stages. In 

a I I the crops, tenant cultivators register a lower 

elasticity than other categories of farmers. This also 

shows that the vegetation stage inputs have higher 

elasticity on output than other stage input decision. 

It draws the inference that in wet area, irrespective of 

the crop, the vegetation stage inputs decide heavily the 

output. By category of farmers, the e'~gticity 

coet fie i'ent for output with respect to inputs is 
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Table 5.91 Re.ult, of Controlled Cobb-Dougl •• Production 
function in wet area 

--------------------- ---------------------------------------------
Xl X2 X3 Xl • X2 Xl • X2 • X3 --------------------- ---------------------------------------------

A Paddy 

1 Owner 

2 CapIta­
list 

3 Tenant 

B Banana 

1 Owner 

2 Capita­
lis t 

3 Tenants 

C Sugarcane 

1 Owner 

2 Capita­
list 

3 Tenants 

1.241 
(0.818) 

1. 279 
(0.869) 

1.189 1.288 
(0.937) (0.888) 

1. 155 1. 277 
(0.859) (0.792) 

1.305 1.321 
(0.700) (0.900) 

1.225 1. 276 
(0.748) (0.453) 

1.288 1. 156 
(0.867) <0.904) 

1. 258 
(0.920) 

1. 141 
(0.950) 

1.231 1.109 
(0.657) (0.893) 

1. 321 
(0.866) 

1. 262 
(0.790) 

1.205 
(0.923) 

1. 159 
(0.802) 

1.203 
(0.839) 

1.211 1.228 1. 120 
(0.898) 

1. 201 
<0.844 ) 

1. IBO 
(0.913) 

1. 198 
(0.913) 

(0. 858) (0. 845) 

1.243 
(0.714) 

1. 274 
(0.597> 

1. 252 
(0.940) 

1. 177 
(0.820) 

1.22B 
(0.861) 

1.236 
(0.940) 

1. 127 
(0.912) 

1. 132 
(0.898) 

I. 129 
(0.958) 

1. 110 
(0.927) 

1.103 
(0.958) 

1.077 
(0.228) 

1. 151 
(0.942) 

1. 118 
(0.857) 

1.080 
(0.913) 

1.066 
(0.902) 

1.090 
(0.923) 

1. 084 
(0.966) 

Notes: (1) AI I variables are regressed independently to output to 
overcome multi-col linearity problem. 

(2 ) 

(3 ) 
( 4 ) 

Co-efficient. are computed without constants for 
comparability. 2 
Figure, in parentheses are R 
All the co-efficients are significant at .001 per cent 
level for two tailed tests. 
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relatively higher for banana and paddy crops in the case 

of owner cultivators, while for the capitalist farmers, 

it is higher in the case of sugarcane. In the case of 

tenant cultivators, elasticity coefficient is low for 

all crops except sugarcane where it stands second. 

The inference that can be drawn is that by and 

large owner cultivators' input decisions have higher 

elasticity on output for al I crops except sugarcane and 

the vegetation stage inputs have higher influence on 

output. 

In contrast to this, in the dry area, there is 

no clear pattern among the categories of farmers and 

crops. The pattern that emerges in the dry area is that 

the output elasticity with respect to inputs at the 

maturation stage is higher. This has been explicated in 

Table 5.10. 

Table 5.10 discloses that owner cultivators' 

input decisions have more than unitary elasticity of 

output for paddy and groundnut. Initial stage input 

decisions have higher elasticity of output for all crops 

(for cotton and jowar, it is asymptotically same). This 

confirms that owner cultivators are more efficient in 

initial stage input decision making. In the maturation 

stage too, 

elasticity 

owner cultivators exhibit a very high 

of for all crops. Even in the case 
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Table 5.10: Results of Controlled 
function for dry ar.a 

Cobb-DouCIa. Production 

--------------------- ---------------------------------------------
Xl X2 X3 Xl. X2 Xl' X2 • X 3 

------------------------------------------------------------------

A Paddy 

1 Owner 

2 Capita-
list 

B Cotton 

1 Owner 

2 Capita­
list 

C J owar 

1 Owner 

2 Capita­
list 

o Groundnut 

1 Owner 

2 Capita­
list 

1. 189 1.336 1. 362 1. 141 
(0.923) (0.851) (0.835) (0.924) 

1. 140 1. 262 1. 267 
(0.851) (0.832) (0.847) 

1.239 1.176 1.451 
(0.866) (0.787) (0.708) 

1.242 1.163 
(0. 825) (0. 898) 

1. 418 
(0.752) 

1. 102 
(0.873) 

1. 105 
(0.888) 

1. 108 
<0.900) 

1. 144 
(0.794) 

1.258 
(0.815) 

1.535 1.072 
(0.306) (0.875) 

1.147 
(0.711 ) 

1.268 
(0.617) 

1. 512 1. 086 
(0.273) (0.735) 

1.208 1.543 1.541 
(0.682) (0.702) (0.716) 

1.135 1.407 1.422 
(0.529) (0.993) (0.995) 

1. 181 
(0.686) 

1. 110 
(0.540) 

1. 112 
(0.919 ) 

1. 076 
<0.888) 

1.089 
(0.900) 

1.095 
(0.904) 

1.054 
(0.878) 

1. 071 
(0.736) 

1. 158 
(0.682) 

1.091 
(0.564) 

Notes: (1) AI I variables are regressed Independently for output 
to overcome multi-col linearity problem. 

(2 ) 

(3 ) 
(4) 

Co-etficlents are computed without constants for 
comparab II I ty. 2 
Figures in parentheses are R 
AI I the co-efficients are significant at .001 per cent 
level for two tai led tests. 
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vegetation stage, they show a higher elasticity for al I 

crops except jowar. This draws the inference that owner 

cultivators' input decisions are highly effl~lent with 

high elasticity of output and it also goes on to add one 

more leaf to prove the thesis of inverse relationship 

between land size and yield per hectare. 

Similarly, among the st.ges of input decision, 

the maturation stage shows a high elasticity to both 

categories of farmers for al I the crops. This shows 

that the maturation stage input decisions contribute 

more on output than the other stage decisions In d r 'f 

area. In the additive variables, when the initial and 

stage inputs are added, it shows a vegetation 

elasticity than the elasticity of al I the three 

higher 

stages 

are put together. This I s because the dependent 

variable is same for both equations but in the latter 

case, one more stage input is added in the independent 

variable. Among the crops, groundnut shows the highest 

lowest response 

response. 

to inputs wh i Ie jowar shows the 

This discussion concludes that the application 

of inputs 

contributors 

at 

to 

the maturation stage 

output. It also draws 

that input decisions of owner cultivators 

are 

the 

powerful 

inference 

have higher 

elasticity of output than capitalist farmers and t. hus 
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confirms the inverse relationship between land size and 

productivity thesis. 

This double log function analysis makes the 

finding that while vegetation stage inputs have a higher 

elasticity of output in wet area, the maturation stage 

inputs have a higher elasticity of output in dry area 

than other stages. It also shows that while capitalist 

farmers are more efficient in wet area, owner 

cultivators are more efficient in dry area. 

V. IV Recapitulation 

The dynamic input decision analysis produces 

information 

production 

quite different from 

function studies. 

experimentally 

The dynamic 

e)(amined here brings out input use at different 

based 

process 

stages 

of the crop cultivation and its impact on the stochastic 

output. The results are useful to predict the input 

demands at different stages of crop growth. 

To recapitulate the findings of this analysis, 

the following points are presented. 

( 1 ) Theoretical framework of input decision makers by 

covering the different stages of agricultural 

growth and how production function differs in each 

of the stages has been presented to understand the 
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( 2 ) 

concept of production function. Here Schultz's 

High-Pay Off input model has been 

importance to understand the maximising 

of farmers and input decision making in 

given more 

behaviour 

different 

stages. This model brings out how the same quantum 

of input maximises output due to technological 

change. 

To understand the structure of the input decision 

making process, the decision makers' discussion 

with others about the different components of input 

decision making and the different factors on which 

decision makers base their decision of input have 

been discussed. This shows that farmers with the 

exception of some capitalist farmers discuss with 

co-farmers before taking any decision on different 

components of input decision makini such as time of 

sowing, weeding, ferti I iser appl ication, pesticide 

use and harvest in both the situations. They turn 

to agricultural department only when they cultivate 

high yielding varieties. Uhi Ie for fertll iser use, 

they depend on the 'sprayer', for weeding and 

harvest they discuss with workers. 

Un like t his, the basis of decision making 

differs entirely from wet area to dry area. for the 

environment, resource potentialities and power of 
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(3) 

command over resources differ absolutely from wet 

area to dry area. 

Dynamics of input decision making has been 

by dividing the input applications into 

stage, vegetation stage and maturation stage 

grasped 

initial 

input 

decision making. I t accommodates timing of 

different inputs and its impact on output. 

linear regression to see the efficiency and 

80th 

Cobb-

Douglas production function to see the elasticity 

of substitution of different stage inputs on output 

have been employed. The linear regression 

exhibit that wh i Ie vegetation stage 

results 

inputs 

contribute more on output in wet area, maturation 

stage inputs are more efficient in dry area. The 

wh i Ie Cobb-Douglas production function shows that 

input decisions of capitalist farmers have a higher 

elasticity of output In wet area, the decisions of 

owner cultivators have a higher elasticity of 

output. 

From these discussions, the following 

conclusions are drawn: 

( 1 ) Structure of input decision making process differs 

from wet area to dry area and, consequent output 

and efficiency also differ between categories of 

farmers. 
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( 2 ) Prices of the final produce do not playa role in 

the Input decisions thouah input prices play a 

role. 

(3) Efficiency and elasticity of different categories 

of farmers differ from area to area and by reducing 

( 4 ) 

the structural 

increased. 

differences, productivity can be 

Market accessibi!ity plays a role in the input 

decision (not market price as such). It is proved 

in the case of sugar cane. It is also explicated 

in the input decisions of cotton. 

This calls for an Intensive discussion on the 

role of market accessibility. market decisions and their 

role on input decisions and other crop decisions. 

is taken up in the following Chapter. 
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CHAPTER 6 



CHAPTER VI 

HARKETABLE AND HARKETED SURPLUS OF FOODGRAINS IN THE 

STUDY AREA 

In the preceding two chapters, how farmers 

take their decisions of what crop to produce and the 

dynamics of input decision have been probed. In this 

chapter, attention is devoted to an examination of the 

marketable surplus and marketed surplus decisions of 

f.rmers in the study area. The discussion is presented 

in two sections. While the first section goes into the 

theoretical underpinnings of marketed surplus, the 

second section brings out the marketed surplus decisions 

of the farmers. 

Viol Theoretical Underpinnings qL Agricultural Surplug 

and Harketable Surplus 

There is a long tradition, spanning Cantillon, 

the Physiocrats, the Classical economists and, more 

recently, Fei and Ranis, of viewing the agricultural 

sector as dominated by landlords and capable of yielding 
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a potential surplus for the benefit of the rest of the 

1 economy. The Physiocrats, Cant! I Ion and Quesney, 

consider the surplus as conSisting of the land rent in 

addition to direct taxes levied on agriculture. In 

their view, it does not matter whether the state taxes 

the absentee landlord or the farmers. Farmers sel more 

to the non-agricultural sector than they purchase from 

it and the difference is equal to the land rent. 
2 

Being 

the pioneers to formulate a theory of rent on the basis 

of original and indestructible powers of land, the 

Classical economists consider that production is not 

affected by state appropriating this rent or a part of 

it. According to Classicals, long-term development 

scheme leads to the stationary state because 

agricultural output can be Increased only through 

expansion, \.e., the cultivation of new land areas 

lower yields.
3 

In the same Classical tradition, Fei 

Ranis, Lewis and Nurkse postulate that a part of 

labour force in agriculture is underemployed 

land 

with 

and 

the 

or 

disguisedly unemployed and this labour force can be put 

to work in industrial or other service sectors without a 

resulting decline in agricultural output. In this way, 

an agricultural surplus is generated equal to the total 

output minus the wage bil I of the labour force remaining 
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in agriculture. This grass surplus (1. e. output mlnu9 

the wage bil I) represents the incomes of the landlords. 

In turn. 

equa I to 

the net surplus available to the landlord 

this income net of their consumption 

i s 

of 

agricultural and manufactured goods. 4 

Taking patronage in these views, Indian 

agricultural economists have brought about twa principal 

questions relating to the marketed surplus of 

agricultural food grains: 5 

( a ) does; this surplus vary directly with the relativEt 

price of these goads or does i t behave 

ttperversely"; and 

(b) What is the share of holdings of different sizes in 

the supply of marketed foodgrains. 

Host of the studies; have argued that the price 

response of the small and large hOldings with respect to 

marketed surplus is not simi lar. Rajkrishna (1962) and 

T N Krishnan (1965) have analysed the marketed surplus 

to price change by taking recourse to Harshal lian offer 

curve of the sector supplying the surplus. They have 

drawn the inference that the offer curve may readily 

have a backward bending stretch where the elasticity of 

supply of the (foodgrain) surplus with respect to price 

change Is negative. Mathur and Ezekiel ( 1961 ) have 
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e)(plored this issue within the framework of different 

size-classes of holdings and they have argued that the 

subsistence farmers have an inelastic demand for cn sh 

and. hence. prices and marketable surplus tend to move 

in opposite directions. 

Dandekar (1964). in examining the Mathur and 

Ezekiel thesis. argues that the size of holdings and 

negative price elasticity are explained not by 'fixed 

cash needs' hypothesis but by 'normal consumer behaviour 

in the face of changing income'. 

It is clear from this that empirical 

of the price 

differentiates 

holdings, i 5 

response of marketed surplus. 

between different size-classes 

likely to give a better insight 

analysis 

which 

of land 

than an 

aggregative analysis. Since foodgrains also represent a 

complex or different cereals. the analysis would have to 

be content with 

( 1 ) their price situation in production and 

consumpt ion. and 

( 2 ) the possibility that some of them may be inferior 

goods in consumption. 

In consequence. a sharp distinction has also to be drawn 

between the price elasticity of the marketed surplus of 
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a single foodgrain and more. The analysis of Indian 

studies has also extended to the question of the shares 

of different size-classes of holdings in the marketed 

surplus 

6 general 

Narain 

of foodgrains and agricultural produce in 

An interesting study in this regard by Dharm 

(1961) has found out that the proportion of 

output marketed falls unti I the size class 10-15 acres 

is reached and rises steadi Iy thereafter. This finding 

is popularly called 'u' pattern of marketed surplus. 

I tis 

brevity to some 

germane here to cal I attention 

of the Indian studies
7 

which have 

in 

gone 

into the marketed or marketable surplus issue. Dharm 

study Narain, the pioneer to conduct a systematic 

hypothesises that there is as mentioned earlier. the 'u' 

pattern of marketed surplus. Utsa Patnaik (1975) and 

As hok Gulati (1980) contradict this and assert that 

marketed surplus and land size have positive relation. 

Rajkrishna (1965) infers by taking household consumption 

alone to compute marketed surplus that production and 

marketed surplus have positive relation. 

Bhattacharjee's, (1960) study goes with the Mathur and 

and Ezekiel hypothesis and it emphasises that output 

marketed surplus have negative relationship in backward 

regions due to relative price changes. and vice versa in 

developed region. Singh and George (1969) maintain that 

even sma I I farmers cultivate paddy as cash crop and 
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distress 

Ramaiah's 

economy, 

sales is high among small and medium 

( 1981) study expl icates that in 

whatever produced is retained for 

farmers. 

tribal 

self-

consumption and actually some surplus marketed is not a 

real surplus, for they are forced sales. 

Here arises a need for the precise 

of the marketed surplus as many studies have 

definition 

considered 

the actual agricultural produce. Dharm Narain carefully 

states that his definition relates to the quantities 

that the cultivating tamil ies directly market. 

fami 1 ies may themselves buy agricultural produce 

These 

from 

the market or make payment of rent or wages in kind 

which in turn seeps into the market and, thUS, 

measured surplus wi I I differ from the surplus 

the 

that 

becomes available for non-farm use. 1 t perforce 

necessitates the need for defining and differentiating 

the concepts-marketed surplus and marketable surplus. 

Though theoretically the distinction between these two 

i 5 

in 

professed in some studies, it has not been 

many studies and some studies have 

interchangeable. 

Nadkarni distinguishes the 

examined 

used as 

two a5 

"Marketed surplus refers to the amount actually taken to 

the market whereas the marketable surplus is the output 

net of seed, payments in kind and consumption at 
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source U
• Further he accommodates payments in kind to 

rural artisans, washermen, barbers, and priests to 

derive marketable surplus, These distinctions crop up 

because what is marketable need not al I be marketed In 

the given period. He further distinguishes the marketed 

9 surplus into gross and net. Gross marketed surplus 

refers to the actually marketed quantities and net 

marketed surplus is the gross marketed surplus minus 

repurchases of foodgrains. Thig happens, as V.K.R.V. 

Rao puts it, 10 because some small and medium farmers 

make a "distress sale" immediately after harvest due to 

immediate financial needs to clear the loans, etc. and 

purchase the foodgrains later on to meet their 

consumption ne e d s. Nadkarni further asserts that the 

problem of marketable and marketed surplus arises only 

in foodgrains, for foodgrains are wage goods and 

consumed at source (though some oil-seeds like groundnut 

and other crops I ike sugarcane are also consumed at 

source, i t is negligible in proportion) . The same 

definition of marketed and marketable surplus i Si 

followed in this study. 

V 1. I I Marketable ~ Marketed Surplus of Foodgrains 

This section points to the marketing decision 

making process of different categories of farmers in the 
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two situations and marketable surplus of different 

categories 

j owa r . 

of farmers for foodgrains viz., paddy and 

Process ot Marketing Decision 

Akin 

too 

to input decision process, marketing 

decision is subjected to different process like 

discussion and considering the various related factors. 

This process capacitates them to get to the bottom of 

market accessibi I ity and the prevailing market 

conditions. Tab I e 6.1 presents the process of market ing 

decision. 

Table 6.1 explicates the discussion and basis 

shows on which the marketing decision is taken. I t 

that irrespective ot the category of farmers and 

Situations, farmers discuss with commission agents, for 

commission agents are conversant in market affairs and 

some farmers take advances from the agents. Sugarcane 

cultivating farmers discuss with sugar factories, for 

they take loan from the sugar factories to meet the cost 

of cultivation. Some farmers discuss 

co-farmers " n d neighbours to know the 

produces. Except commisslc;n agents, 

categories 

discussion. 

of farmers, there is no 
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after harvest and particularly in the case of owner 

cultivators, it is more, for owner cultivators lack 

storing facilities and repayment of loans forces them to 

go for distress sales. Next comes the price situation. 

Except tenant cultivators, for all categories of 

farmers in both the situations, price plays a role in 

marketing decision. Though it contradicts with the last 

factor of immediately after harvest, it is because 

proportion of the produce is kept to meet the cost 

cultivation in the next season and this proportion 

some 

of 

I s 

disposed whenever the price is 

a basis expounds the 

favourable. Household 

needs as general paradigm that 

paddy is cultivated in wet areas as commercial crops. 

That is the reason why it is not exhibiting significant 

figure in wet area whereas it shows cent per cent in dry 

area. 

This discussion elucidates that in wet area 

paddy is cultivated for commercial purpose and farmers 

take into consideration the prices though some produces 

are disposed immediately after harvest. They hold 

with discussion regarding market matters mainly 

commission agents. Though there is no clear pattern 

among different categories of farmers and different 

situations in holding discussion, there is clear pattern 

in the case of basis of decision making between 

categories and situations. 
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Marketable Surplus ~ Foodgrains 

Marketable surplus Is, as defined earlier, 

estimated by deducting the major components of retention 

viz. household consumption (including seeds). 

payment of wages in kind (including kind payment of rent 

in the case ot tenant cultivators). payment to rural 

artisans and, payment to temples and priests in kind. 

Though the last two items are gradually getting 

monetised, still small proportion is given to them. It 

is observed that the marketable surplus i9 marketed 

except a few cases of owner cultivators. In these cases, 

they sel I off some portion of foodgrains which is meant 

for household consumption and depend on the public 

distribution system (PDS) for 

This is presented in Table 6.2. 

less-priced foodgralns. 

Table 6.2 exhibits the major components of 

retentions for paddy. The major item of 

the household consumption. for paddy 

retention is 

is cultivated 

mainly tor consumption at source by many farmers. Since 

there is difference in the size of the family, the 

standard deviation is very high. Next comes the payment 

of wages in kind. It takes away more than a decimal of 

produce. In the case of capitalist farmers. it is 

around one fifth of the produce. In the dry area, it is 

very high among both categories tarmers, 
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Table 6.2 Marketable Surplus of Paddy for 
different categories of far.ers 

(Percentage to total produce) 
--------------------- ----------------------------------

House- Kind Rural Re li- Total 
hold pay- Arti- gious Reten-
consump- ment sans purpose tion 
tion 

-------------------------- -----------------------------

We t : 

Owner cul- 27. 11 11.25 1. 51 0.53 40.40 
tivators (21.36) ( 1 . 90) (1.16) (0.36) (22.77) 

Capitalist 11.72 •• 11.79 6.72 0.21 24.44 
farmers (12.36) (6.92) (0.69) <0.17> (16.60) 

Tenant 18.78 43.12 1. 80 0.53 64.23 
cultivators (9.48) (10.06) (0.90) (0.62) (16.52) 

Dry: 

Owner cul- 38.03 11.50 2.14 0.48 52. 15 
tivators (19.23) (6.93) (1.54) ( O. 32 ) (20.00) 

Capitalist 9.93 18.36 0.79 0.23 29.32 
farmers (7.13) (8.71) (0.51> (0.12) (11. 27> 

Note: Figures in parentheses are standard deviation. 

• Kind 
rent 
and 

payment of wages subsumes kind 
also. The break up is 28.29 per 

14.83 per cent kind wages. 

payment of 
cent rent 

.* The standard deviation is higher than the mean 
because there are three jOint families with more 
than 25 members. 

for tarmers prefer kind wages in dry area to avert risk 

of higher monetary loss. In dry area, there is an 
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unwritten convention that labourers are employed on 

contract to look after t~~ crop from the time of 

preparation of land to harvest except the major 

For 

loIorks 

like transplanting, weeding and harvesting. this, 

they are given the eighth or ninth of the produce. This 

reduces the money expenditure for the farmers and in the 

case of crop failure, the loss is equally 

between the contract labourers and farmers. 

distributed 

In the Cil.,S 

of payment to rural artisans, it is lesser than the 

other components because of the modern techniques of 

production and improvement in standard of living. Wh I Ie 

modern techniques of production make the life of rural 

artisans like blacksmith and carpenters IoIho attend to 

the works of wooden or iron plough, spade and other 

implements miserable, the higher standard of living or 

fashion make the life ot traditlonal village washer man 

and barber harder, for rural youth preteI' to go tor 

fashion haircut and wash their clothes with soap pololder. 

Due to these developments, this practice i s tastly 

getting deceased in wet area. On the whole, less t.han 

50 per cent of the produce only forms the marketable 

surplus of the farmer9 except capitalist farmers for 

whom it is around two third of the produce. 

Table 6.2 a I so ex pi i ca t e 9 that owner 

cultivators in both the situations have similarities in 
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many components of retention except household 

consumption, for paddy is cultivated exclusively for 

household consumption in dry area. In the case of 

payment of wages in kind too, owner cultivators in dry 

area record a higher variance than their counterparts in 

wet area though the average is same. for in dry area 

even o'Wner cultivators employ some workers on the 

contract of the eighth of the produce to take care of 

the crop. 

capitalist 

Between the capitalist farmers, the dry area 

farmers record a very high proportion for 

payment of wages in kind while in other cases, they have 

by and large uniform proportion. The kind payment 

wages is very high in dry area because al I 

of 

the 

capitalist 

labourers 

farmers have one minimum or two contract 

with the eighth or ninth of the produce as 

remuneration. The standard deviation is very high 

because some tarmers have more than one contract 

to take care of the crop. In the case of 

labour 

tenant 

cultivators, the third of the produce goes tor rent 

payment alone and on the whole, more than two third of 

the produce is retained on an average. 

This discussion draws the inference that on an 

less than 50 per cent of the produce only average 

marketed in the case of al I categories of farmers 

capitalist farmers, for whom it is two third of 

1 5 

with 

the 

produce, and tenant cultivators, for whom it is only one 
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third of the produce. Among the components of 

retention, household consumption is the major one for 

owner cultivators while payment of wages in kind is 

higher for capitalist farmers. Contrary to these, the 

payment at rent in kind is the hi g he s t for tenant 

cultivators. Between the situations, retention is 

higher in the dry area than wet area. 

Similar to paddy, the other major food crop is 

jowar in Madurai district and certainly jowar is a 

staple food in the dry pockets. Unlike paddy, the major 

components of retention are household consumption and 

kind payment ot wages only. Even payment of wages in 

kind is only for harvest. 

Table 6.3 Marketable surplus of jowar on different 
categories at far.ers in dry area 

(Percentage to total output) 
--------------------------------------------------------

Household Kind payment Total 
consumption of waaes Retention 

---------------------------- ----------------------------

Owner cultivators 

Capitalist farmers 

41.438 
(11.547) 

14.893 
(7.765) 

7.485 
(1.769) 

6.203 
(1.968) 

48.923 
(11.851) 

21.096 
(8.611) 

--------------------------------------------------------
Note: Figures in parentheses are standard deviation. 

Table 6.3 presents the major components of 

retentions for both categories of farmers in dry area. 
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This exhibits that household consumption is 

component for both categories of farmers. 

the major 

While it 

retains around 50 per cent of the jowar produced for 

the owner cultivators, it is only around one-fifth of 

produce tor capitalist farmers, for capitalist farmers 

cultivate more area under jowar and they consume more of 

paddy than jowar. Payment of kind wages do not show any 

difference between the two categories, for kind wage is 

paid 

paddy 

only tor harvest and it is fixed per acre unlike 

for which contract labour is in vogue. On 

who 1 e, less than a half only goes to the market in 

the 

the 

case of QI.Jner cultivators whereas only around one 

quarter is retained in the case of capitalist farmers. 

This shows t ha t both paddy and jowar are 

cultivd.ted mainly tor household consumption in dry area 

though in the wet area, it is cultivated for commercial 

purpose a 1 so. Contrary to this, the other crops like 

banana, sugarcane, cotton and groundnut are cultivated 

solely for commercial purpose. 

In the case of banana, except two or three 

bunches tor household purpose and one or two bunches for 

temple, 

sugarcane 

everything i 5 marketed surplus. 

is cultivated absolutely for the 

Similarly, 

factories. 

Since they cultivate factory canes, it can not be used 

for consumption at source. Another thing, making gur by 
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taking 

sugar 

the juice is not in vogue In the study area as 

factories thsuiseives make advances to meet the 

cost of CUi tlvation, tarmers are bound to sell It to the 

factories olily. Cotton is cultivated exclusively for 

commercial purpose though some proportion of the cotton 

seeds are taken tor the cattle as feed. In the caie of 

groundnut, some portion is retained for seeds, household 

consumption and paYluent of wage in kind for harvest. 

Among th~be coulponents. the major one is the seeds for 

which three to tour bags of groundnut or 35-40 kilograms 

of seeas ar~ retain~d and, for household consumption 

one or two babs and for kind payment of wages two only 

bags 

after 

are ret:.ined. The rest is disposed 

t,arvest or desiccating the nuts for a 

That is the reason why this crop is also not 

to study the marketable surplus intensively. 

immediately 

few days. 

considered 

R e ca pit u 1 at i o.~! 

In 

gone lntG 

this Cr.apter. while the first section 

theoretical underpinnings of 

has 

the 

marketable SUrf.!luS and m&rketed sur)7lus, the's;econd part 

has pOi"t~d out the relevarlce and significance of 

theories 1 n study area. The first section 

distinguist,ed and det i ned the two concepts, and 

these 

has 

has 

presented the theoretical development from 'U' pattern 
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of marKQted sUI'plus 

distress 

t~lrough straight line marketed 

surplus to sa 1 es. The second section has 

presented trle 11'~Jor ~omponents ot retention for paddy 

and jO'war ~nd th", ditterence in marketed surplus 

between di.tr8fent C3.tegories ot t3.rmers. 

Iindin;;s ot study show that the 

marketed ~urplus dilr2rs from cne category to another 

irrespecti'J'" Tt'Qugh the size of 

the ten;:.tH ClJltiv~tors are more than 

cultivators. the lila r I~E' t::,b I e surplus 

holdings of 

the 

of 

owner 

tenant 

cultivators IS lo,,"r th.:.lfl the owner cultivators due to 

rent paYIlli":nt. S i m i l3.rly. the kind payment of wages in 

dry art?3S i s hi e:l1r-!l t h'" II t. t\ e kind wages payment in wet 

area duE' tCJ t r, i": pr(:v:llellcl! at contract labourers with 

the eightrl 01' Tlintrl of tn0 produce as remuneration in 

dry area. Tr,is :dso srlows trlat household consumption is 

also high Jillong so",e c.::.pi ta I ist farmers due 

f am i I I 12 S ~v:iriance is Prevalence 

inst! tutions the a~pltCa\.ion of • U' 

to 

of 

joint 

these 

pattern of 

marketed surplus. direct relationship between production 

and UlafKett2d surplu~ arId. betwe~Tl price and marketed 

surplus sLeptic3.i ill the; I il'ld Il'vel. 

• 
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CHAPTER 7 



.', .. 

CHAPTER VII 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 

A study of decision making process helps in 

understanding the system from the root and the behaviour 

of the agents in the system. Decision making studies 

also aids policy maKers to discern the process and the 

different components of decision making. 

direction, the present study is sought 

This study is an attempt to tind out the 

It is in this 

to contribute. 

influence ot 

price and non-price factors on the decision making 

process of different categories of farmers 

situations. 

in diverse 

This study is conducted at a micro level by 

taking two revenue vi Ilages, one each from the two 

diverse situations. Cholavandan, a wet vi I lage and 

Uthappanaickanur, d dry vii lage have been selected on 

the basis of their representativeness to the two 

situations. Farmers in the selected vi llages have been 

grouped into three categories viz. owner cultivators, 

tenant cultivators and capitalist or large farmers. 

I./hile in the wet vi Ilage, we could find farmers under 
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a I I the three cate~ories, in the dry village farmers 

came under only two c~tegorles n~mely, owner cultlv~tor5 

and capitalist or Ic.(ge t3.rmers, as tenant cultivation 

was not in vogue in this particular vii lage. From each 

category, 35 farmers have been selected that Is 105 

farmers from the w~t area, and 70 from the dry area. 

The major non-pric0 and price tactors considered a.re 

viz. age ( a proxy ror experience), size of family, 

modernity, educati'~i', risk taking behaviour, po I I t I c~ I 

influence and rat i u [, a lit "Y quotient ( pr Ice factors) . 

S c a lin g tee h n I que, ',n t h ttl e tl e I pot b 0 r rowed sea I e s, h a • 

been used to quantirv the qualitative variables. The 

analysis has been carrit?d out In the theoretical 

framework of 'cautious optimising principle' 

Both macro 3nd Inicro analysis have been done. 

At the macro I eve: I, tt',e I and use pattern, cropping 

pattern, Irrigated Jrea 3nd source of Irrigation have 

been analysed at tr,,-, st"te, <Tamil Nadu) and district 

(Madurai) levels. to understand the general 

characteristics of tr,2 "~rarian structure and to select 

the village. While '.he stat.e level analysis a651sted in 

selecting a replt::.oentative district <Madural) and 

understanding the char~ct.eristics of the dry wet 

situations through ~oci&1 and demographic features viz. 

literacy, 
"t" anj a gender difference cas tee 0." 1..1 0 S 1 1 0 n I 

in 

work force. the ....:istrict level analysis helped in 



selecting the l'<2pr"sentatlve villages from the 

representative talul;3 tnrough disaggregated analysis at 

taluk level and. i t corroborated the state level 

analysis In soci::.1 de '1>0 g rap hie features. 

representative t 8. 1 ulz S "re Nllakottai (wet area) 

Usilampatti for dry area. Cholavandan 

Uthappanaickanur ;1 la~es ale selected from these 

taluks respectivel). 

At the III i c !' 0 I eve Ius in g PI' i mar y d a t a , 

The 

and 

and 

two 

the 

influence of price- ~I\d nun-price factors on what crop to 

grow has been an3i;sed with the help of mUlti-variate 

linear set of re61',,~s!Oll al,d crop diversification indeK. 

The dynamics of IIIIJut d",ci:;iur1 at the field level has 

been probed wi t.tI th<2 he I p Of contro II ed Cobb-Douglas 

production tuncl!"lI. The crop state has been grouped 

under initial. v0~et"tior1 ~nd maturation stages. In 

this contro I I eo ::,od t2 I • E:3ch stage input has been 

regressed on outP0t to bring out the influence of input 

at each stage ot tIl,," crup un the output. The marketing 

decision has beL'11 .;"" I ysed by taking the prevalence of 

different rural ;;I,U ;:.~r"r!all institutions into account. 

The marketable ~urplus has been computed only in the 

case of foodgrain's wi ttl the percentage of retentions to 

total output. as ulh"r crops are not consumed at source. 



Su •• ary of the Findings 

The analysis on the reasons tor cultivation of 

different crops established that the ~istance of the 

land from the place of residence. closeness to motorable 

or main road and certain superstitious beliets are the 

maior reasons for crop composition. In the case of 

banana and ]owar. land has to be closer to home as they 

require dally care. To cultivate sugarcane. land has to 

be closer to road which makes the transporting ot 

harvested crop easier. When the distance is more trom 

the road. the workers are reluctant to take 

wor k. for it requires mOre manual harvesting 

transport the canes to the road. In the wet 

superstition - cultivating banana. paddy and 

in combination causes family-disintegration 

largely the crop composition. 

up 

work 

area. 

the 

to 

a 

sugarcane 

decides 

The analysis of exogeneous factors has shown 

that though most of the exogeneous factors are simi lar 

in nature for al I crops and 301 I categories of farmers in 

the two situations. the extent and nature of their 

impact differs. While rat problem IS a major exogeneous 

factors in the cultivation at paddy (particularly in dry 

area, due to cultivation in i!Dolated lands). pest and 

disease are the major exogeneous factors for the other 

crops. 
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The, anaiYsis of risk taking behaviour has 

explicated that while the risk taking attitude differs 

between difterent categories of farmers in wet area, it 

does not make much difference between categories of 

farmers 1 n dr'y areo.. While the wet area farmers are 

more risk taking irrespective of the category to which 

they belong to, the dry area farmers are more risk 

averse. 

The multi-variate linear regression results 

have established that in the wet area, information as a 

variable shows a positive and significant influence on 

the decision making of al I categories of farmers. W h i Ie 

modernity shows a positive relationship for both owner 

and tenant cultivators for a I I crops, i t shows a 

negative association for the capitalist farmers in the 

case of al I crops. This is in contormity with the view 

of diversity within the rural sector. 

In dry area, the multi-variate linea r 

regression results have demonstrated that In addition to 

information, rationality quotient and po I I ti ca I 

influence play a role in the decision making of a I I 

crops tor both categories of farmers. Wh I Ie education 

shows a positive influence for owner cultivators, it is 

negative for capitalist tarmers. 
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A two dimensional comparison of these results 

have substantiated that wh i Ie there are clear-cut 

differences between the two situations in the decision 

making, it shows a different picture within the 

situations between categories of farmers. It shows that 

there are diversities between the categories of farmers 

in wet area, whereas there is no difference in the dry 

area. 

Analysis of the influence of size of 

operational holding and area under substitute crops on 

the cropping decision by using the multivariate linear 

that in both regression 

operational 

brought 

holding 

out 

has a positive and 

situations, 

significant 

inf luence on crop decision for all categories of farmers 

and for al I crops except jowar in the dry area. It is 

also found that while all the crops in the wet area 

display a negative association with substitute crops 

uniformly, most of the crops in the dry area demonstrate 

a positive association. This is because in the dry 

area, on the same land, farmers raise more than one crop 

or the same crop for more than one season in an 

agricultural year. 

The analysis of the input decision making 

process illustrated that all categories of farmers, 

except capitalist farmers in wet area, discuss with CQ-
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farmers to 

appl ication. 

take any decision related to input 

In addition to this, they turn to the 

staff of the agricultural department for activities 

related to the cultivation of high yielding varieties 

which are grown at the counselling of T and V staff. In 

the case of pesticide application, irrespective of 

categories of farmers and varieties of crop, farmers 

count heavily on the sprayer, a skilled labour for 

pesticide application. In addition to these,farmers 

discuss with workers regarding the weeding and harvest 

activities since these are peak season activities in 

both the situations. Regarding financial matters, they 

discuss with bank officials, vi llage money lenders and 

relatives. 

The analysis of the factors influencing the 

decision on different components of inputs exhibited the 

dominant role of water availability either rain fall 

or release of water from the reservoir for the timing of 

sowing decision. The fertiliser and pesticide 

application depend upon the crop growth and severity of 

pest or diseases. 

The dynamic input decision making has been 

analysed by dividing the crop state into initial, 

vegetation and maturation stages. The linear regression 

results have led to draw the inference that while 

vegetation stage inputs are more efficient contributors 
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on output in wet area, the maturatlo~ stage inputs are 

significant factors in the dry area. However, no clear 

pattern is seen between the two situations. For 

instance, in the wet area, owner cultivators are more 

efficient in the initial stage Input decision for a I 1 

crops whereas in the dry area, they are efficient in the 

initial stage only ror paddy and groundnut. 

The double log function results have shown 

that wh i 1 e in the case of owner CUltivators, the 

elasticity of output with respect to all stage inputs is 

higher for paddy and banana, it is higher in the case of 

capitalist farmers for sugarcane in the wet area. 

Similarly, in the dry area, while for owner cultivators, 

a higher elasticity of output with respect to inputs for 

paddy and groundnut is observed, a higher ~lasticity of 

outpu~ with respect to input for cotton and .10war i 9 

obtained for capital ist farmers. In the stage wise 

analysis, whi Ie vegetation stage input decisions have 

shown a higher elasticity of output in the wet area. 

maturation stage input decisions have displayed a higher 

elasticity of output in the dry area. On the whole, in 

both the situations, for all categories of farmers and 

for a I I crops, the elasticity of output IS more than 

unitary. 
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The analysis of the process of marketing 

has established that farmers, irrespective of decision 

category, discuss with commission agents regarding 

market matters. Among the factors which influence the 

marketing decision, household consumption shows its 

dominance in the case of foodgrains. One more 

interesting finding in this analysis is the price 

situation' and 'immediately after harvest' Both the 

sway the market decision because most of the factors 

farmers dispose part of their marketable surplus 

immediately after the harvest and keep a portion of i t 

to meet the cost of cultivation in the next stage. This 

produce is disposed whenever the price is remunerative. 

The analysis of the proportion of retention to 

the total produce has confirmed that on an average only 

less than 50 per cent of the produce is marketed for all 

of farmers in the case of paddy. Among the categories 

components, household consumption is the major one for 

owner cultivators while payment of wages in kind i s 

higher for capital ist farmers. In the case of tenant 

cultivators, payment of rent in kind is the highest. 

Between the situations, retention is higher in the dry 

area. 

In the case of jowar, the major components of 

retention are household consumption and kind payment of 

wages. Nearly half of the produce is retained by owner 
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cultivators whi Ie I tis on I y a f 1ft h for capitalist 

farmers. The proportion of payment of wages in kind i 5 

same for both categories of farmers in the dry area 

because payment in kind is made only for harvest and it 

is fixed on a per acre basis. 

Conclusion 

The findings of the study can be stated as 

follows. 

Location of the I and decides the cropping 

decision of the farmers. Whi Ie farmers prefer to 

cultivate sugarcane when land is closer to the road in 

the wet area, they cultivate paddy when it i s a 

waterlogging land. If it is in the wind shadow region. 

they prefer to cultivate banana. If paddy is cultivated 

in isolated plots. the rodents wi II damage the 

considerably. Hence. the crops in the contiguous 

also plays a role in the cropping decision. 

crop 

land 

Dry area farmers are more risk averse than the 

wet area farmers. Most of the wet area farmers are 

practising mono-crop cultivation while the dry area 

farmers cultivate a minimum of two maior crops to a 

maximum of four major crops. In case of crop fai lure, 

the mono-crop farmers face total los9 whereas crop 

diversification helps in compensating a loss in one crop 

by the other crop. 
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There is more diversity in the rural sector in 

wet area than in dry area. The variables like modernity 

scale. risk taking behaviour and political influence 

vary from one category of farmers to the other in wet 

area but it is not the case in the dry area. 

While the size of holding determines the 

decision of land allocation to different crops in wet 

area t the substitute crops also playa role in the dry 

area. 

Except capital ist farmers in wet area, a I I 

categories of farmers in the two situations discuss with 

the co-farmers regarding the different components of 

inputs. 

adopting 

farmers. 

sprayers 

pesticide 

activities 

staff. 

Most of the farmers base their decision of 

technology by perceiving the success of co-

In addition to co-farmers, they discuss with 

(the man who sprays pesticides) regarding 

appl ication. High Yield Varieties related 

are discussed with agricultural department 

Wh i Ie vegetation stage inputs are more 

efficient in wet area, the maturation stage inputs have 

higher efficiency in dry area. This is because in the 

dry area, the exogeneous elements like pests, 

birds 

stage. 

and animals affect the crop at the 
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The elastiCity of output in the two situations 

for al I categories of farmers is more than unitary. 

The marketing decisions are taken in 

consultation with the commission agents in 

situations and to all categories of farmers. 

dispose of the major portion of their 

both the 

Farmers 

produce 

immediately after harvest. They keep a portion to meet 

the cost of cultivation. At the time of marketing this 

portion. price plays a role irrespective of category. 

The marketable surplus of foodgrain varies 

from category to category of farmers in both the 

situations. The amount of retention too varies from one 

third of the produce for capitalist farmers to two third 

of the produce for tenant cultivators in wet area. 

the dry area, the difference is less because 

capitalist farmers pay wages in kind. 

[ n 

the 

The prevalence of number of rural 

determine the marketable surplus. The 

institution 

important 

institutions are joint family system. tenancy. contract 

labour system and other kind payment to rural artisan. 

To sum up. the conclusions of this study go 

with the cautious optimising principle and satisfy a I I 

the components viz: tactics for uncertain environment. 

feedback mechanism. learning. satisficing and multiple 

goals. This study has observed the farmers' tactics to 

285 



counter the uncertain environment in the share of wages 

in 

at 

the dry area, banana decision to avoid windy season 

po I I ina t i on stage and, in taking drought and pest 

been resistent 

observed 

crop decisions. Feedback mechanism has 

clearly in the farmers' discussion with other 

experienced people in the particular activities like 

sprayer. workers and commission agents. Farmers learn 

from co-farmers and, also they learn from past mistakes 

and experience. Farmers also have the urge to learn to 

counter the uncertain environment. This has come out 

clearly in the discu55ion on the reasons and exogeneous 

factors for cultivating a particular crop. In addition 

output and to these. farmers attempt to maximise the 

profit by increasing the input proportion. This i s 

observed in the analysis of the elasticity of output and 

bases of input decision making. The discussion Dn 

marketing decision of farmers vindicates the multiple 

goals of cultivation like profit and household 

consumption. Thus. this study draws the inference that 

farmers are more cautious in optimising the limited 

resources and any po I icy measure to improve the 

agricultural production has to take into consideration 

the behaviour of decision makers for the success of the 

plan. 
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oCC2sior, h~ c~n rI0dl'ce l~ii·~cuJ.nus ~ff~cts. 

·'.n1·' ° !II-: S 101'("·"\ "-'1 . '. - .• ~ ( , 

j) t, r,."l proLll><!\ jn r~sr"ct of th, form"r i.5 tlpc h2 
doas not think ti'IOU~h 8 S?t of ~oJls anci Ohj1Ctiv~s 
::'or his f Jrm 

k ) H f.)rrM~r shOl,ld cl,:,c:lcJ:~ Wil?i. is r.'_Ciht for hi.,ns~l; 
ir:t;-fip.::ctiv~ Oi 'i'.'Ii('t. utfl,-'rs thtn!~ of hi'n for his 
cJ(?cis).ons. 

J 1 1 



5) ~ncision mQkino' -----'_"' __ .... ",-". 

I··\I~''''',cl o{ Lh, 
~lL-' r!iSCl1~~Sion 

. c: ::;.i (I"., (1 f 
\I,'~_t:) 0';-)1"1"5 

f1.s~· ·~C ts ~')j '<:;Cl 1 ::;::* 
V·j th vlho:71 

Clod ci ',10 
o{ i 1(,lCt 

on rrr)cluc:· 
tiv:it:, 

"_~"Isis of d-3'ci·" 
: sian naI<inC) 

I , 1 Sb,~rj.nc; 
121bOL!}'-

: Sp.~nt 
'. -- •.. j .•.•.. 

I 

,'2 Sh,rin(; 

7 

P 
I 

1(j 

• 1 

\i;l'~ ': r 

Cr0:-:, 
vorioti.·,:-s 

Ii!I], .... of 
so ..... in·.,/ 
tr2ilS r,:t2cnt· 
i n~. 

Fin,lnr:ing 
of i nf-uts 

CO,',1t·i.r..l tion 
of :i. n ,-,., ts 

,,"'11"\1-'5 t 

"CC.":'~;S 

* (,]) ';':iqhbours, b) Co-·fan:1ers, 

Cd) r.S/!J-~I~·.::rtm~nt v}ork?!s 

"* littJ.G 

b) 18f,cts of C,ov?rnm-:..nt rrogr(1~llm2s on dC'cision 

....... ] .... _ ............ ", , 
Lis t of r L .'v'21s of IOn croD or in·.. C)~i nion 
rroc;r2" i impact \ puts s;>.,cify I ,',bOClC th0 

! I Frog r il,~fi,)(~ I .. + ........... , ................. i ............................. i 

,,- I II nr:1 "'nt '.' 1:c. 

)12 
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3 

,4 
, 
'r. ,J , 

(;rO;1S 

·--~." 

frO"il'c:t '",ri-:'t , 
~. 
; iJ.i. s 

f'C 
, , 

. i' r L C' "* 
d::' "r~rlC,) 

, ., .. - . __ .. --

-.c: tri[ ""r!(-?t includ-·I 

'....n~l. 1.'iJour 

.=r.:~·- r ric'~ 
j 'Inc' diff:l' 'nc" 

"": Pric;~ dj ff:::>r~nc.~ and distllnc·:o fro:1l th.'} district 
h~ajGuart~rs mar;~,? t 

, 
I. 
I 

•. ", ..... '.""" ._ •• _ ••• _ .. .._. • .... 4· __ .... ~· ._. __ • __ ...... ~_-; 

~L~_st th? C'xO,~:2n20us ,Level of th~ir : 
~,;ct")rs which ~ff,.ct! impact , 

Crops 

i _ .. _ ... _ .. __ .._~t~:: c~~,,~~ ..... ....... 1 _..........._~ 
! i i 

: 1 I 
I 

~ ! 

,5 
I 

,_ l.. ..... ,. __ .. . ....... _ .... _._~, ' •• __ ... ~'" ~~ .. ,~._ .. __ ._ •• __ • ..J 

* f\ainf~llt ins~ct ~nd P0St ~ttacl(. 

( E) l~"-\.Lo_n."}..i.t.Y. ~1.coti;Dt_.s.'j' \0 

1. How did you G:cid1 how much ar~fI to put und~r 
diff~r~nt Cr!1rS ? 

Last y:,';:lr: 

Curr~nt '1"?ar: 

JIJ 



2. 

3. 

Crop : C()'llbi n ,-; ti 0:1 

I 
I 

? I 
J 

..•• ~." ....... 'w •• '_""_'~' •••..• , ... _.~ ••••• , •• 

~l) Dc YOI! discl~ss this or do it yoursr;lf 7 

.. i 

:1, 'tel 
-··1 

i~ov! did \ .. ou c.l-"cid o thc~ v2rious m<:;thods of pL~nt 
"rot',cti~~ 7 - (for cl:i.ff~r~nt eroT's). 

4. Ho\', clie you r:-:!cide t:,.~· ti.-12 of rn'~Jrk0 tin0 your 
;"",rol:uc~ ? 

5. Wh~t t)'i'~ of ~ritt~n r~cro(ls cio JOU k?GP 7 

6. H("l:v~ you ?V?r tri:?(' ~o fil]l!r2 01)7. 'lour ~Xr?ct,?'d 
r1rof:i..ts fro11 any rr12.jor crop on your rar,l ? 

If Y9S, c,"'In you 5.ndic;lt . .':;- '?xv~ct'?d Ipv~ls of rrofj t. 

2 

3 

5 

,~ , I . ['r ')s.~_~ n~o:~ .... 

I 

Cost 
_1 •• __ ·_. __ , 

I 
I , 
I 
, 

I 
I 
! 

...•. - .... , ........ --' ............. _ ........................ -! .• _ .... _ ...•.. _ .. -
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1. Tot'll lilnd holdie9s: 

Typ) of! 
1 and I 

".- ... _-_ ... " .... .. . .. ~ "_' ..... ·_.0 .... ,_ ..... _. _ .. _._ 
Own2d 'oth'~rs sr)c~.fy 

if "ncro,och~d 

I
L __ ~ __ . ___ ",,; .. _ ~. ___ ..• _ ... ___ ,I._:n :out ---.... _._- .---- - .. _._- .. _. -.-.-.-.--.. ' , 

DL 

IL 

GL 

OL 

1 
I 
I 

J 
~ i 

, '. I " ....... -----1'---.. - ...... - ....... ---.. --_ .... --- ................ - .. - .............. --1 

, Total . .! '\ 
._. _ •• _ .• __ • _.~ ••• _~ ___ ••••• _ •• " • __ ••• ~._. __ •• _ •••• _ ••••••••••• 4_ ••• _ ••• _. _.' ••• _ •••••••••• _._, j 

3) Sr'ccify reason" if ony for k~Qpin" th" land 
f ,1.1.l OV}; 

i ) 

i i ) 

iii) 

? Dist,'1nc:-? of e::? fT,Jgments: 

~, .. _. , .. ,-- ____ { ____ .. _. ____ .. ___________ --t-_·· ... -----.• -.-- .. -- .. -~----
Dis t21nc~i Av-:.~r~g;) ~jo of fraC]- Crops . Giv) Sf):?--

1\ size II.!!'I~or,~nr-t .. q..i,on_. i -i'rr.II'Orv ~~;~c f~;"-
.Dry cultivCJt 
! ir~q r,lr'ti·· ,I 

\ '!I eu 1"lT crors!, 
I : . I - .. · .. ·1-· ..... · .... · .. -';._. · ...... ·1-...... -· .............. \. 
, " I' !L~:)s t:-';''In! 1 . 

11 km 

: 1 '2 kms 
I 

17. .". 3 l<tll S 
I' 
;3·- l \ems 

it! S kens 
, 

igr'ilt,r I 
th.1n 5 kmsl 

I -------------'._ .. 

, 

, 
. .. _.- .. -._ ..... _ ... _..,. .... 

I I I I. I 
.•• __ ... _ •• _._ .L_. __ ._. __ ,,_ ... ··--1 

)15 



Wh?n th~ disti1nc· .. ~ ~ s mOr.' ho'" c.'o \'OU tl .... n m;~mn0 -~ "1? 
farris? 

3. Te-nancy syste-ms: 

* 

-- . ___ . -, .. 1 ... _ •. _._ .... _ .... _J._. __ ._. ______ ._._ .. ~ 

fertib & Irri9~t1G - n 
S2:~i f~rtil~ & Irriqat~d .. SFI 

LOl. C!uali ty & Irri9<'t?d .. L',,1 

~:ertj.l-::- & Unirri<]ated -- FU 

59'1i f~rt:19 \Jnirrigated - SFU 

Low qU,1\i tl' Unirri<;'Jted - UIL' 

4. Ch.~n\.:;.~s in th·2 t~n2nc~' 3ystern ,ind croppinq ratt,?rn 

I -..... ---

* rd ... YC1ddy, Ch - Chollilm, Cot - Cotton 

f'~n .- B~n~n~, GN .. - Groundnut, SC .. SugarcanD 

(a) H·1V', you noticc-d cny mnjor br':2'!<+.hl"(Jugh Qv-,r th2 
~~riod in t~n~ncy syst'~~l ~nd cro)='11ing p~tt~rn ? 

)16 



(bj \.11ilt I(ind of '-'I'o','h"ls h;w.? YO'J.'c,cl ".,j,th t,1ndlord 
r~~rrdin~ rel,"t ~11d l~~s~d in ~~r·!.~mQnt ? 

(c) Is th~r~ any sr~ci[ic r~~~on for J.J~sjn~ out th~' 
Lond 7 

(d) Cut of thp m0n"tion?d t~n~ncy (iyst'~m Wllich nne is 
b111eficial to th~ tJn2nts? Sl,!L)st~nti~t? your 
st,lnC,? 7 

5. Aoricllltllral imp12ffi?nts 

, 

-, "_.'." "--r--" , ..... , " .. -" .... 
I t2m i No. ov;ned 

! 

".-.-"---'." ... ' .... '. , , 

I j\!o. hir0d 'r[ ')vm!d maint-:J·· I 

':~,,~[1(.:O ch,lrg0. If i 
iL~_r,'_'d f7nt pZlid i~ 
:tt~', "',lTicultural I 

Y0a r i 
:-. '--', .•. -"j --. , .. '-'--'-"~'.-' •. ' ---_ .... __ ._ ... _ .. - " ---I 

IP 

I.P 

III 

Trs 

OEF 

r:F 

, ' •.• ___ •• __ 0_' •••• _ ••••• _ •• 0 •• 
.(..~- "-".' ..... _. __ .- ...•... _ .. ,- -_.-._-_ ...... -.... . 
* In thes0 cns~s you mention the gap b0tw0en tile 

dosa0~s qiv~n snr~r~t~ly. 
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f). i:ix~d a~·sets on fiJrm: 

I te'1 S No. C Orn;;1 '~1 n d·­
ing flrlJi) 

I 
Us.? 1 \J ~ n '_.~ s 1,\~Clint?nilnC0 

i ti c r; 
. tr Ct!: 1" i V,l-' IIChc.rC;8 Pdid.1

1 
•. _ •.•.•.. "'" ••.•••.••.••.• - .......... '" ......... i --. . . ... -- .. --.............. 1 

1);~;i~~~;s: I I 

.,) I um p. 1. 'I' 
S 3 ts 

2 ) 

b) Oth.?r 
sh..:ds 

dug; 
i 

Tube, I 
3) I"rr;l~n:'nt! 

4 ) 

L:-ncing \ 
I 

I 
f'?i.-.'nan:-nt I 
dr~lin,]CJ'? 

Crop 
c oct.~ 5 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

. 
! 

! 
I 
I, 
I 

I ~._ ....... " .. L_. __ ._, ... __ , ... _ . .J_ •. , •. •• _ •••• __ ~. __ 

I 
I 
I 
i 

_ ..... __ ..... ' .......... ..1. ................. __ ....... . 

:)f soil, OS I 1"1/\3, ns I os 
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2. Pric~ situation 

.. ~~ "~ •. " ... , ••••• ~. ".0<. " .•.••. ,., ""_"'" ._._ ._ .......... . 

L3\'j erOF 
cads- s I pI'ice 

Current 
: price 

... ~ .... _ .... -.. 

L~a yield :Currnnt 
yi." 1<3 

··-·----4···-· .. ·· .. -.-..... , '-"r '-"" 
I 

2 

I 
I 
I 

I 
I 

I 

___ .. ___ .... J_ .......... _.J. 

I 

I 
I , 

I 
I 

I 
, I 
, I , I , 

I ! \ i 1 

-"-"'-'-' .' ... -----.. _._ .... -_ ..... - .. --_ ... _ ... \ 

a) How did yo~ take th~ decision of what crop 
to pIoduc~ ? 

b) Do you n.rect the future rrices of a particular 
crop wit:, past averag9 price? 

c) 2:'i~ct of lag ye~r price of ~ crop in this 
y~:-1r c0c1.sion. 

Incrc,'2se sub·· 
stantiall/ 

Incr?as2 
mod~rat>?l y 

Stays SrlI7l€ 

1J-:.cr~aS2 

r"Jooerutr;?J y 

Dccr~ase 
~.\Ji.lstanti.al.l.y 

If r~·· 
ITI::)r,1Dl)r 

t:18 
exac t 
ra t.e 

In0ut chan9~s Crop chan0ps 
"r;"o-i:'I',~ - . t";f',~ r-,j·.:--(\,·c -,::- -6"io(J2-(j 

nure l.1 1- !Jour Ll V~l'- CI'"OjJ' 

$r?r tr:d 
(rop 

...... ~" ... -...... -........ -.--. ------._., ....... _---- .. _ .... __ .•...... . . ,' .... _ ... -.. ~- ......... __ ... -- .... . 

)19 



Laq we.J. the r 

Inc:c,ease sub­
st~ntially 

Inc:-eusC' 
moC:~~rately 

Rec;uce sub­
st~ntic:lly 

R""..'\1.uc'? ~ode­
-:a t ... 1:" 

Im:-,lct on 
1-' , ~ . 

I Crop chan~gcl 

I}', 1"0 J f,-~~~:. i ,'\(1 .• ,1.<1-
;ti- Inure !Jollr I 

Cd ti -I eral' 
vatr:-d i ch.:'ln·· 

'liser; 
. ---I ,.!", , 

, 1 

___ .:_. ____ .... L_ .. 

crop : 9'>u 1 
j-. 

I 
I 
1 

.. _.1 __ . ___ ._. __ ... l. __ . ___ . J 

i) ,-. ia.'Crn,-,r sholild qrow ,·,;or= num:opr of crop" to 
~void greater risics involved in qrowing ona 
or two Cl·OnS. 

ii) A farmer shoul~ not sn~n~ much tim a in thinking 
,1nd r1"nninc,. h,'t should (:0 t'lhr:acl and do th~' job 
th~ ~~y h~ ~lr~a~y knows. 

iii) h [ar;-.12r \'.ho is \'Ji1.1i.ng to tak.:o g!'2at'~r risks 
thiln th~ 21verch~0 faPller uSI.la.lly (jO(?-S uett<?r 
financi;)ll y. 

iv) To h::- a succrssful farmr>r it ts lil0St import0nt 
to do th~ h:lSt. YOl' Ctln voit.h \-vh(1t you h.3vP 
wlttlout going ~n clcbt. 

v) 1\ !::.l"'f"\ci~llis~d f()onin<:,! invoJvps If~,ss risk th<l!l 
~iv~rsificalion of f2rminq. 

vi) \1 t is bett'lT to hllV0 a s,llallp.r yield V'1an 
take thp. chance with losin(1 ':1 l()n~:cr on? 



vii) It is bqttnr for a farm'T not to try new 
f.l.rminC] m~+'hQds unl?ss most otll~r f21T'l;ors 
hav~ u5t?d th~rn vlith SlICC:::'SS. 

viii) Tr'lin<:".: i!n r:-ntil'21y n·-·w 'Tlcthocj 'I.rl f.1rnlin~ by 
a fnr~~r involv0s risk bllt it is vlorth it. 

iX) J, frlrrnr.)r sholllrl flrow col";h Crr)),)s Lo tncrr.'ll:': 
~i\Qn,:~~ .. \ry ~\rofj.t:: in cO,'l~·"\~'i,,,on t.o (;1'o'.'JiI1(,1 of 
fooe: CTOrS for ho~n? co/):.~Jr:lr)ti'_'n. 

x) D"J.'~s your ciecision Q,n'end on the: 

1) Cash to purch()s:: in~'\'ts (in~-,uts dac:i.sion) 

2) I·J.::!·)uS oI hous:!holds consl!fllrlion (crop cor~'\bina­
ti on) 

3) Rainf21l in th2 initial C}'OP staQc (CTOp 
c:~cision) 

.1) Sr:ottin0 St2lIS (for h2lrvC'~ l sO\'\linq) 

5) :";pottirl'J i.-.j.rds flying or iilsr::-cts (sovJinr)) 

4) Impact of information on d~cisiol'S 

~ ... -.-- ...... 'f'-'" 
I AIP.! 

2 T V 

3 r: F 

5 i~F ** 

6 OS** I 
'_. "' __ ' .. 1. I ......... ..1. ..... __ ... __ .. 

* a) ~ub5tnntially. 
b) r.,;ocl.0r(1t~ly 
c) Litt.t~ 
d) ;.'0 

. __ ..... __ ._'., ..... , ...... '.-~ 
F='erti- I L·:.v<":!l 
1 isnr & I of im·-
pl?'sti·· pact on 
cid~~ ! decisio 
,"pplle~L .. 

I 

i 

** It suhsumGs bulletins and ma'JJziw~s t lind 
personal exreri~nce, silles man. 
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I \'~ B 
I 

PD 

CiIT 

RI 

.~J." _ c, 
• ft:' i I I_ 

I 

CI-:-

til 

I I 
I I 

! I ....... _.:. __ ............. _ ....... J ......... __ ..... _.c .. __ . 

6. rolitical infl\!~nce 

a) 00 you havo any clus~ association with IJoliti 
:;~.u.'$, b\lr~c:1UcT<l'ts 7 

'v/"o .J ~ • 

. ·,:vJocinc.; loans to :T1~~(?t th,> r;xr,~nd'i.turC! of 
"l~~ •• U;/5tlbsiC!ips fCl.r f .... rt; lis'":'r t"'1/)(~ s'J'cds/ 

Jrketinq t11'~ prorluce/or oth·:TS 

322 
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1. CQct ·of cultivrltion 

1"' ., .••• . ... 
r , 

11-~~~';~~1I1 ti ::r-------I voted 

I 
Spusons 

I j·,!',;.l .!~ 
i 

J .l'."l1-~L}.t_S ... Y.S.·7.9. 

, I) tl..~'l.....:cLC~~Y: 

1) ~ LO 

2) F\'I!, 

3) 

4) 

5) 

Lrl 

I3g 

I"IKI' 

i, 

K 

1-

6) IDF 

7) SJ~~ 

I b) F.r:.' x):"!.rJ'1_t.ipl.! 
of ·lai. ... 

I 
(i~,)!:f - -

c;) J LO 
I 

9) i;\{! " I 
I 

10) Lg I 

11 ) Be;: 

i 12 ) I'-!I(P 

r .~ 

v .-

r 

1 3 ) Ir 

I I 11 
I I - ---

I 
I 

I 
I 

I 
I 

I 
: 

I 
I 

I 

323 

IiI 
.. , .. ~ 

I 

I , , 
I 

I 
i 

IV 
- - i­

I 
, 

-f-- --- ---- ----
f 

I 
I 
I 

I 
I 

I 
I 

I 
I , 
i 
I 

I 
I 
I 
i 
I 
I 

I 

j 
I 

I 

I , 
I 
I 

I 
.•• -1 

I 
I 

, 
I 

I 
I 
I 

I 

I 
i 
! 

I 

I 
! 
I 
I 
I 



i····· ....................... __ .. . 
~.- .. ,- ..... "'-""'-""'- -' .. ,-, 

II II ,:J_oy.,i.n9/ :l:..!".o.n_s.~. 
! E.1..c:!)_~.j·l).0 : . 

1~;) Tre 

16) S.SCT 

8,SCT 

17) S.fS 

p,·rs 

, 1'1 'j,:::'(l'=>tative -.".,.", .... -----
S tOqr:> , - -,.- "-' 

1 ;: ) ',(dry 

1 ') ) )""? S 

'2:1 ; ~JKI-

" 

K 

F 

21 ) DD 

?) ) J. U·,: 

2J , .l :=J,I 

:!4 
, 

S 'n: ) 

~i. TH 

2S i S.~ 

[). F 

8. i?I' I 
I 

27 1 '" i)r j 
v') ~;\i)tU.rf.'. ,s.~.~Sl2:' 

~:R')'ICT ii, 

~9) res 

30) S.T!' 

II 

I 
I 
, 

I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
i 

I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 

I 
I , 
I , 
I 
I , 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 

I 
I 

i 
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I · • . , 

I 
\ 

I 
I 
I 

I 

I 
I 

I 

I 
I 
I 
I , 

I 
I 

\ 

I 
I 

\ 
, 

I I 
I 

I 
, 
I 
I , 

I I 
I 

I 

I 

\ 
I 

I 
I I 

\ 

\ ! i 

I I 
I I , 

I 



·._ ...... __ .. "-"'-r .. _; r··· .. 11:· -Iii' ··· .. 1V-·· .. -:··v······, 
............. "-"-"1'"'' ...... j-'-"'" .! ...... -. .,.. ··.·f.·· ..... ·. 

VI) ~U.,,-c.o) la.nc-"+s i: 1 

31) fA;: I 

n)~ I 

33 ) os 

I 
1 
I 

I 
I 

, 
...... -1 Total·--···/·····j-- ... _ ... L r······· .. ·.t .. 

............... _ .. ,. 1 ............ L ................... _ .. _ .. 1 .................. L ....... __ . .! 

* 

( " , 
/. ) 

If cultiv~t1d in both th9 S0nson5 give th~ total 
~r~a aneJ total cxp8nditur~. 

;-iC 

KfHA 

os I _ .... -" +-............... ' ." 
1 

Tot;:)l! 

.. _, .l .. 
I 
i 

._.~ •• _L_. ___ •. 

1 i 

I 
/. ... .1 .. 

i 
I 

.. -.. J ................ """"" 
I 
I 
I 

... _ ... .1. ......... "I 

* If cultivat~d in both S~ilsons qive th~ tot~l 
rroduction 
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Part 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

usm/cOlJ!: LIST 

B 

Total Land Holdings 

Type of lands I 

(1) Dry land 

( 2) Irrigated (a. Canal, b. Well, c. Others) 

(3) Garden 

(4) Current fallow 

(5) Permanent fallow 

(6) Others 

Tenure sya terns I 

(1) Fixed kind rent 

(2) Fixed money r ... t 

(3) Share cropping 

(4) Others 

Agrlcul tural Implements I 

IP 

WP 

BC 

WI 

Tn 

PT 

VII.PW 

CJEP 

EP 

MAS 

/.'DS 

Iron Plough 

Wooden P lOUllh 

Bullock carts 

Weeding Implements 

Tractors 

Power Tillers 

Water Llghting Persian ~"'eel 

011 ~glnes and Pumpaet. 

Electr1c Pumps eta 

Motor attached sprayers 

Manually operated sprayers 

126 



(4) Live StOCK Ownedl 

( 1) BullocK 
(2) Cows 
(3) Buffaloes 
(4) She BUffaloe. 
(~) Sheep 
(6) Goats 
(7) Poultry 
(B) Others 

Put CI 

(5) Soil and Cropping Pattern: 

(1) BS BlaCK Soil 
(2) BAS BlaCK Alluvlal So11 
(3) HS Red So11 

(4) SS - Sallne Soil 
(5) OS Other" Specify 

(6) Information: 

( t) AlH All Indlil Radio 
(2) TV Televi,ion 
(3) CF Co-farmer, 
(4) TVVLw- Training and Vhit Village Level 

Workers 
(5) N I' N ..... Papere 
(6) u SUthers, Specify 

(7) Crad1 t avallabil1 ty and acceuib1l1 ty I 

(1) A B Amount borrow.d 
(2) W ~ From Whom borrowed 
(3) P U - I'urpose of borrowing 
(4) lilT Got it 1n time 
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(~) R I Rate of intere.t 
(6) Sty - Security 
(7) M P - Mal Practice 
(8) Clr - COlt 1ncurred for tran.action 
(9) L R - Loan Repaid 

P Principal 
IR Intere.t rate 

PARD D 

C o"t ot cult tva t ion 

(1) Nururyl 

(1) Ploul/hinl/ 
(2) farm Yard Manure (including loading, 

transport, .pre.dinl/) 
(3) Levellinl/, Seed bed preparation 
(4) Bunding 
(5) fertilizer (ba.al dre.aing) 

'" 
K 

(6) Irrigation, draina~e, furrows, ridl/es 
(7) Sowin9 (includin9 .eeds for nursery) 

(2) Preparat10n of Main fieldl 

(8) Plough1nl/ or turning the IOU 

(9) F'iM (vide 2) 

(10) Levelling ( •• ed bed preparation) 
( 11) Bunding 
( 12) fertlliur (ba.al drel.ing) 

" , 
" 

( 13) Irrigation 



(3) SOwing-transplanting. 

(14) Sowing (including .eed and saed pre 
treatment) 

(1~) Transplanting (inclUding pulling, 
transport) 

( 16) For sugarcane. Se t to , cutting, pre­
treatment 
For banan.s. Seedlings, load, transport, 
unload, pre-treatment 

( 17) For sugarcane, Planting of :~8 t t 8 

For banana. • Planting of "edling. includ-
ing covering up., 

(4) Vegetative Itage' 

(1B) Weeding (eing , earthing for lugarcane, 
cotton, groundnut) 

( 19) l'e. ticide. (herbicides, fungicides, 
insecticide' ) 

(20) Fertiliser (top dres.ing) 

~ 

K 

P 

(including gYPAurn for groundnut). 

(21) For bananas, Digging and covering up 
hollo ... 

(22) Irrigation and drainage system maintenance 
(23) Irrigation and drainage including waterman 
(24) For t lugarcane. twist propping 

(26) 

(26) 

( 27) 

For bananas, Tying stems, removing side 
.hoots 

For lugarcanel Propping 
For bananas, Bamboo propping including 

tying 
For bananu. Bamboo-price, load, unload, 

tranaport 

For bananaa. Bamboo-remove, storage 
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(28) 

(29) 

Harv.st, cutting, transport from field 
(including threshing for paddy) 
Threehing, cleaninq storage (including 

for paddy) 
(30) For lugarcane: Transport to factory 

Transport to market 

(6) M1.c,llaneoY,1 

(31) Vaydal Land tax, water tax, Ce.s 
( 32) We tchman I 

(7) Other.: 

(33) Other operations I 

(9) Product nlf uetdl 

QP - Quantity of production 

MV - Market value 
VBP - Value of by product. 

He - Hou •• hold coneumption 
WPK - Wag's paid in kind 
KPHA - Kind payment to rural arUean 

RP - Religious purpose 
as - Others .pecify 
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