























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Since neo-clasgsical theoretical framework is

no longer a major force in the farm decision making at

micro level in developing countries, this framework 1is

used to understand the system and quantify the decision

making process.

V.Il Process of input decision making

Input decision of farmers rests on different
bases and discussion with different people. Before
taking declision, 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 avalilable for a
particuiar decision and to circumvent the risk involved
in particular decision. Similarly, every decision banks
on different bases for different categories of declision

maker. This {is probed in this section.

The genera! framework followed in the analyslis
fs 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 each
component of input declisions. To be little more
explicit, a certalin percentage of farmers base thelr
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 thelr decision on the
basis of one or the other factors. This is carried out
to all categories of farmers in the two situations. All
the input components like timing of sowing, fertilizer,
pesticides, weeding, combination of i{nputs and harvest

are taken 1into consideration separately.

1 Time of Sowing or transplanting: Timing of sowing or

trangptanting 1{s more important than sowing {tself |{in
agriculture to counter the negative Influence 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 isclation it gets affected
easily by exogeneous factors |like rats, cattie and wind.
This timing decision depends on the discussion with the
ne{ghbours and on different bases. This is presented In

Table 5.1.

Table 5.1 presents the percentage of farmers
taking their decision of timing 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 decisgion 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

Table 5.1: Discussion and Bases for decision making on timing

A.

of sowing or transplanting

- o ey = e ke = v e e e e e e e A T e MY A m e s iy v W A W W e A = e v o e o e e e A e e

Wet Area Dry Area
Owner Capita- Tenant Owner Capita-
culti- list culti- culti- list
vators farmers vators vators farmers
Discuss with
wvhom
i. Neighbours 29,41 5.71 t4.71 - -
2. Co-farmers 97.086 97.14 41.18 97.14 88.57
3. Agricultural
Department 26.47 57.14 84.71 62.86 71.43
Bagsis of Decl-
sion making
1. Release of
water from
dam 94,12 94,29 73.83 - -
2. Raintall 55.88 71.43 64.71 94,29 65.71
3. Ciimatic
condition 5.88 5.71 11.77 42.86 65.71
4, Timing of
neighbours 91.18 25.71 29.41 54,29 65.57

- et v - e e M R e e o o w WR AR G e
o o e e e e k — W M o = = -
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knowledged about the new crops. This is also clear from

the Table that farmers discuss about timing of sowing

mainly with the co-farmers irreapective situation (dry
or wet), for contiguous land decision is 1{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 aresa. 1t 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 declision making also
varlies from area to area. in wet area, timing of sowing
or transplanting count mainiy on the release of water
from ¢the dam but in dry area they bank on rainfall
mainly. Similarly, while climatic conditions like hot
weather and winds are major force in the timing of
cultivation in dry area, it {s not at all 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 1in the decision of timing of sowing or

transplanting between different situations though there
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is

some

farmers.

2 Weeding

with

the

workers

and

homogeneity between

of

different

late,

-Weeding decisions are taken

with

categories

in

of

discussion

agricultural

department people due to the introduction of weedicides.

Table 5.2: Discussion and Basis for decision making

on

A. Discusgsion

Co-farmers

Agricultural
Department

Workers

B. Basis of Deci-
sion making

i.

Cash avalila-
bility

Severity of
Weed

Avallability
of labour

Impact of
weedicide

Owner

culti-
vators

47.06

81.18

8.82

100.00

47.06

Capita-

list

farmers

20.

37.

85.

11,

100.

68.

00

14

71

43

00

57

Tenant
culti-
vators

i1,

64.

91.

35.

it.

.B2

77

7

18

29

77

28.

51.

71.

i1,

80.

57.

57

43

43

43

00

14

Capita-
list
farmers

62.86

85.71

51.43

60.00

45.71

- - — W o A W e — e ==
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The major bases that influence the decision of weeding

principally are availability of labour and geverity of

weed, Table 5.2 displays some of these features.

Table 5.2 explicates that all categories of
farmers {n both s{tuations discuss with workers before
taking any decision on weeding, for they (workers) are
better informed than formally educated people. Farmers
do discuss with T and V people from agricultural
department. It is because of the Introduction of
weedicides which do play a significant role 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 availabtiity of labour demonstrate a strong
position on the decision of weeding 1in both the
situations for owner and capitalist farmers but tenant
cultivators show a different response. The impact of
weedlicide 1is dominating only in the case of owner
cultivators in both situations. It is because
weedicides are provided with subsidy to small farmers
and so most of the marginal and small farmers use
weedicides on their tand. 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 alsc show a similar trend. It Is because crop

failure 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 Iin case of crop failure.

Based on the information presented 1in Table
$.2, it may be inferred that the discussion and base of
same categories of farmers in diverse situations are
similar. Since there is no counterpart for tenants in

the dry area, it stands apart.

ZFertiliser : Uniike other decisions, decision on
fertiliser application requires deeper knowledge of
crop growth and stage. In different stages, different
kinds of fertilizers have to be wused. Overdose of

fertiliser also affects the growth or even the crop
itself. This threat calls for an Iintensive deliberation
with a variety of pecople starting from fertiliser
companies and agricultural departments to co-farmers.

Tabie 5.3 presents this phenomenon in some detail.

Table 5.3 explicates that fertiliser
application decision is taken in consultation with
agricultural department statf. It 1is because more

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

green leaf manures. Similarly, fertilizer companies too

send their demonstrators to villages and farmers discuss
with them or they are forced to listen or watch the

demonstrations. Though some farmers feel that what the

Table 5.3: Discussion and Basis for decision making on fertiliser
use

Wet Area Dry Area
Owner Capita- Tenant Owner Capita-
culti- list culti- cultl- list
vators farmers vators vators farmers
A. Discussion
1. Neighbours 5.88 - - - -
2. Co-farmers 73.53 2.86 26.47 57.14 48.57
3. Agricultural
Department 67.65 91.43 67.65 82.86 88.57
4. Fertiliser
and pesti-
cides 11.77 57.14 20.59 14,29 37.14
5. Sugar factory - - .88 - -
B. Basis of Deci-
sion making
1. Cash availa- 82.35 20.00 29.4¢ 57.14 62.86
billity
2. Crop growth 88. 24 100.00 97.086 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 village are old stock and

crossed the expiry date, they buy {t from them. In the

dry area both categories of farmers discuss with the co-
farmers, for they feel that they are better knowledged
about fertilizer application and side effects out of
experience. In wet area, capitalist farmers do not
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 allow them to
come down to the owner or tenant cultivator level and,
secondly agricultural department pecple 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 is very
uncertain, farmers do not invest more unless it is
called for. Thus, whenever crop growth is not uptc the
mark, they appiy more fertilisers. Even in this case,

the farmers apply fertiliser only when they have ready
cash, not with borrowed money, for borrowed money puts
them in the red in case of crop fallure. It 1s clear
from the Table that as the uncertainty is quite high in

dry area, farmers base their fertiliser application
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decigion on availability of cash in dry area. Iin wet

area owner cultivators apply more fertilisers only when

they have ready cash while it i{s 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
all other cases, category to category and area to area,

wide disparities are there.

4 Pesticides : Proper application of pesticide depends
heavily on the person carrying out the spraying
operation (sprayer). In agricultural areas {rrespective
of situations, there are some skilled labourers who

concentrate only on spraying pesticides either with the
help of manually operated sprayers or machine operated
sprayers. Since their main work is spraying, they learn
out of experience about different pests and their
reaction to different kind of pesticides and, about
different diseases and the approprlate pesticide for the

disease.
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Table 5.4 explicates the importance of sprayer
on the decision of pesticide application. Regardless of

categories of farmers and situations, the pesticlide

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 oniy when the farmers
cultivate a particular crop on the counselling of T and
V people. Particularly in the case of <c¢otton, they
approach everybody since the pest (white fly) is not
susceptible to any pesticide. Of late, farmers have lost
all 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 consequent {impact on pests or diseases s
minimal or nil. Among the categories of farmers not

much difference {5 found,.

Similarly, on the basis of decision making
too, they show a similar pattern. Though majority of
the farmers apply pesticides only when there 1{s pest
attack or disease attack, some farmers particularly 1in
the dry area follow the prescriptions of agricultural

department people. It is because in dry area, crops are

225



highly susceptible to disease and pest attack.

farmers take the precaution by

Hence,

applying pesticldes

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

farmers compare

Table 5.4 : Discussion and basis for decision making on pesticide
use

Wet Area Dry Area
Owner Capita- Tenant Owner Caplta-
culti- list culti- culti- Jist
vators farmers vators vators farmers
A. Discussion
i. Co-farmers 2.94 - 5.88 34.29 -
2. Agricultural
Department 44,12 68.57 58.82 80.00 60.00
3. Fertiliser
and pesticide
company - 8.57 20.59 11.43 14,28
4, Sugar factory - - 2.94 - -
5. Spraying man 97.06 97.14 70.59 48.57 85.71
B. Basis of decision
making
1. Whenever pest
attacks 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 88,57
2. Once in 25
days 17.65 5.71 5.88 40.00 37.14
3. \AMhenever
disease
spreads B2.35% 94,29 55.88 57.14 74,29



the weak <cattle and the modern crops. Az the weak

cattle are susceptible to lice and flies due to thelir

less resistance power, the modern dwarft varieties’
resistance power 1s also very less. It is not the case
for the iIndigeneous varieties, for they are location

specific <c¢crops and they counter efficiently the pests

and diseases,

The inference that may be drawn frocm 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.

S Financing of 1inputs and combination of inputs

Financing of inputs is a major constraint faced by the
farmers as they do not have enough ready cash 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 {s alsc an important one for a

good bharvest in case of HYV crops.

Table 5.5 exhibits that the farmers regardless
of categortes and situation depend on banks and other
commercial institutions for financing the inputs. It is

because the Agricultural Credit Sccieties (AC5) and
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other Reglional Rural! Banks (RRBs) advance annual loans

(crop loans) for cultivation activities without much

formalities on the security of crops. They also extend

long-term loans on the security of land for digging

wells and permanent fencing. In addition to this, the

sugarcane cultivators take annual crop locans from the

sugar factories, This shows that farmers take loans
from more than one source. Due to the fungible nature
of loans, the repayment of loans become difficult for

the farmers as the lovans can be diverted (or utilised:!

to any purpcse other than the purpeose for which {t 1Is

sought, the returns in agriculture comes down, In the
dry area, farmers bank mainly on mneighbours and
relatives in addition to the commercial banks. It is

because the finmancial conditicons of the farmers in dry
area is wvery critical and they have to count on
different sources to carry on the agricultural

operations.

Similarly, discussion on combination of inputs
also differ from situation to si{tuation. Here, mainly
the T and V staff from agricultural department impart

knowledge about the engineering relationship of 1inputs

regardless of category of farmers and sltuations, 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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5.5 : Disoussion for financing of inputs and combination of

inputs

M AR R R e e e TR M M S W R W W = = = ow = e -
B T e T T e it

Tanant
culti-
vators

Owner
culti-
vators

Capita-
fist
farmers

- mm W e = e w o e MR M R e A e e A MR i M MR i e o T W M W e o A = e o

A. Discussion on
tinancing of

inputs

i. Banks and
ACS

2, Sugar factory

3. Commission
agents

4. Nefghbours

5. Co-farmers

6. Relatives

B, Combination of'

100.00

26.47

5.88

B82.35

97.14

28.57

97.14

61.77

17.65

2.94

8.82

79.41

100.00

48.57

5.7

31.43

37.14

88.57

94.29

48.57

28.57

54.29

91.43

- - .._.-_‘______..--_.——-_--.-----_.._...-_-....__-__._ ____________

in the case of capitalist tfarmers the basis of decision

inputs
1. Co-farmers
2. Agricultural
Department
3. Fertiliser
and pesticide
company
4. Sugar factory
1 Only
making has shown

74.29 % for HYV and
require careful handling of the combination.
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combination of inputs because they do the agricultural

activities pre-attentively. There is a lot of

difference between the situations though there are some

similarities among the categories of farmers 1in each

situation.

The above discussion permits us to draw the
inference that there are differences between the
s{ituations 1{I{n the sources of financing of inputs and
each farmer depends on more than one source for
financing Inputs. Particularly, this {is high Iin the dry
area. Similariy there is difference between categories
of farmers in each situation and between situations also
there are dlifferences in discussion on the combination

of Iinputs.

6 Harvest : Harvest decision rests on the crop
maturity In the case of many crops but in the case of
some cCcrops, it depends on other factors Ilike cutting
order from sugarcane factories or commission agents.

The details are presented in Table 5.6.

Table 5.6 exhibits that some farmers,
particularly in dry areas, bank on neighbours for
harvest decision. [t {s because scome farmers do not
have enough facilities particularly during rainy season

to keep the harvested crop for threshing. In this kind
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5.6 : Discussion and basis for decision making on harvest

e e e e e e - o - - —

A. Discussion

Neighbours

Agricultural
Department

Workers

Sugar
Factory

Commission
Agents

B. Basls of deci-
sion making

1.

Labour for
crop cutting

Sugar factory
cutting order

Commission
agents order

Crop maturity

Wet Area
Owner  Capita-
culti- list
vators farmers
B85.29 62.86
26. 47 £4.29
29.41 S.71
26.47 62.86
- 2.86
100.00 94.29

Dry Area
Tenant Qwner Capita-
culti- culti- Iist
vators vators farmers
5.88 34,29 48.57
2.94 - -
67.65 88.57 94.29
17.65 - -
2.94 - -
14,71 T4.29 85.71
17.65 - -
5.88 - -
79.41 82,86 94,29

of a situation,

decision.

discussion with werkers,

This

decision
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the peak season. Sugarcane cultivators who take loan

from sugar factories for cultivation purpose have to

harvest their crop after consulting the sugar factory

and getting the cutting order.

Likewise, the basis of decision on harvest

depends on similar bases. Crop maturity is the major
basis of Tharvest, for only the matured crop can be
harvested. Other major base is labour availability.

There 1is a difference between different categories of
farmers and between situations in this respect. [t is
because in wet area, seasonal irrigaticn particularly
during harvest s quite high and consequentiy 1{t does

not show up as a major base.

Thus, irrespective of situation the crop
maturity and availability of labour play a critical role

in the decisicn 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,
wveeding, fertiliser application, pesticide wuse 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, irrespective of the farmer
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categories and high yielding or loca! varieties Crop,

farmers count heavily on the spraying man, for farmers

. . . 10
think and it is true also that spraying men are well

informed about the location specific diseases, pest

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 wiil be short in supply.

Regarding the combination of inputs or engineering
relationghip of {nputs which {s very important in a
dynamic¢ production process farmers express confidence in
the agricultural department people to get to know the
timing of different input applications though most of

them do not go by the prescriptions due to financial

constraints and yield uncertainties. For financia
asgistance, 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 s
less and consequently without squaring up the previous

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

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 3

different footing. While release of water from dam and
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rain fall influence the decision of the time of sowing,

severity of weed and labour avaitability play a role 1in

the weeding decision. Similarly, when the fertiliser

application decision rests on crop growth and cash

avalliability, severity of pest attack or disease
influence the pesticide application decisions. Harvest
decision depends on labour availability and crop
maturity. Labour avai{lability as such is naot a major

problem in the wet area because during peak harvest

season, labour migration to these areas is very high.

V.III 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 (1984)11 the two
important considerations are viz. (1) ls the model
valid ? and (2) Is it tractable ? Tractability becomes
particularly important when the estimation equations are
to be derived from the solution to a dynamic stochastic
model. The great majority of functional forms used |in

economic production analysis is categorised as first-

order expansions. Widely used first order functions are:
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Linear:

Y = apg + ayxy ... anpXn
Cobb-Douglas:
InY = apg + ajlnxy v aplnxg

These two are parsimonious in the parameters

and are additively separable.12 The restrictions
imposed by the linear model are: constant marginal
product and unbounded output. The Cobb-Douglas {imposes

constant input elasticities and unitary elasticities of
substitution. These two functional forms are wused 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 framework

These first order functional forms have been
used to probe the efficiency and elasticity of {nputs in
different stages on output. As mentioned earlier, the
production process has been categorised iInto 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 all the three stages have

been considered. The initlal 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 transplanting, seed and nursery cost. The

vegetation stage 1is 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.
Similariy there are some costs for sugarcane (tie-up,
l.e., filve or six stems are tied together to avoid
uprooting of the plant by gusty wind). The maturation
stage caonsists of costs involved in protecting the «crop

from animals or birds, other pesticide application and

harvest cost.

Correlation matrices were computed for all
crops and for all categories of farmers. It exhibited

that there 1is a high correlation between inputs and

output, but price shows no correlation with any of the
inputs gr output. This brings out two interesting
results (1) all the inputs are complementary in nature.

It means that i{f a farmer invests more on a particular
stage, he continues to invest in other stages too and
all stages are interlinked. t2) 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 the

output only,.

This high correlation alsn explicates the

presence of the muiti collinearity probiem. But it 1s

understood that the cost of cultivation data always will

have this problem as al!! the inputs have to be increased
in some proportion to rise the production {n a glven
engineering relationship of inputs. Even though 1t s
to some extent acceptable, to eliminate or minimise the
problem of multi-collinearity, additive separabllity
thesis of Deaton and Muellbauer (1880) is followed.
Accordingly each stage is regressed separately on output
with zero intercept (through origin) for all crops and
for all categories of farmers in the two situations

separately.

Results

Linear Regression

The results of the linear regression are

presented separately for the two different situations.

Table 5.7 presents the linear regression coO-
efficients feor different stages of inputs and additive

inputs Iin wet area.
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This Table shows that inputs at the vegetation
stage are more efficient on output than other stages
inputs. Among the categories of farmers, vegetation
stage is more efficlent for capitalist farmers except in

the case of banana for which owner cultivator category

exhibits more efficlency. in all the stages except
initial stage, capitalist farmers demonstrate a higher
efficiency for all crops except banana. In the initial
stage owner cultivators are more efficient to all crops,
for initial stage inputs like plough, bullock carts,

manure and seed are owned by the owner cultivators and
they use {t liberally and efficlentl!ly. In the case of
banana, owner cultivators register a high efficiency
because banana cultivation requires daily care and
personal touch which only owner cultivators can do it

efflciently on small 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 wvariable of all the three stages, capitallist
farmers disclose a higher co-efficient. The tenant
cultivators exhibit a very low efficlency in all stages
because they do not invest much on the land as land is
owned by others. In the case of banana, owner

cultivators show a high efficiency in all stages and 1In
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the

additive variable too.

It 1s becauge as mentioned

overcome multi-collinearity problen.

Co-etfficients

are

comparability.

computed

Figures in parentheses are R
All the co-sefficients are significant at .001 per cent

level for two tailed tests.
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without

constants

earlier, banana requires personal care at every stage of
Table S5.7: Linear regression co-efficlents of the dynamics of
input decision in wet area
Xi X2 X3 X1+ X2 X1 + X2 + X3
Pagdy T
1 OQwner 6.979 8.817 9,495 3.912 2.774
(0.926) (0.843) (0.943) (0,945) (0.928)
2 Capita-
fist 6.243 13.123 10.569 4,233 3.026
(0.930) (0.914) (0.930) (0.927) (0.930)
3 Tenant 3.979 8.8394a 7.765 2.755 2.096
(0.963) (0.971) (0.743) (0.969) (0.965)
Banana
1 Owner 10.867 13.173 12.590 6.014 4.075
(0.949) (0.905) (0.957) {0.961) (0,963
2 Caplta- 7.871 11.256 10.700 4,857 3.257
iist (0.931) (0.875) (0.917) (0.929) (0.941)
3 Tenants 6.034 6.158 7.382 3.063 2.174
(0.925) (0.916) (0.916) (0.935) (0.943)
Sugarcane
1 Owner 5.429 7.506 4.591 3,168 1.876
(0.896) (0.802) (0.890) (0.930) (0.918)
2 Capita- 5.356 10.038 7.709 3.502 2.409
list (0.963) (0.887) (0.857) (0.947) (0.951)
3 Tenants 5.240 7.994 7.353 3.175 2,219
(0.964) (0.995) (0.991) (0.983) (0,9886)

All variables are regressed independently to output to

for



Input decision in addition to the actual inputs. Bther

categories of farmers cultivate banana in larger areas

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

to it. That is the reason why the efficiency of all
inputs are low though they administer more input at each
stage. In the case of sugarcane, owner cultivators
display a low efficlency in all the stages except in
initial stage where it evinces higher efficiency than
ali other farmers. Mainly because {t does not require
day to day care !ike banana and It requires more {nputs
which can be provided by large farmers because of their
easy accessiblility 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 mnmore efficient in the (initial stage
while capitalist farmers evince more efficiency in all
other stages for all crops except Dbanana. Tenant
cultivators show a better efficiency only in the case of
sugarcane than owner cultivators. But for all other
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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eftficient resulting in not maximising the returns out of

the available respources.

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 exposed
to many exogeneous factors |ike rats and other cattles
since these crops are cultivated In {solated plots where-
some irrigation is available, In all the stages, owner

cultivators exhibit a higher efficiency 1including for

additive variables for both paddy and groundnut. In
both cases, they show higher efficiency in the
maturation stage input. It ig 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 yleld while for groundnut, cattle remove the nuts
and spoll 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 yleld increase

depends on the use of pesticides to combat white flies
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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 makeres. Here, the owner
cultivators are not that efficient because most of the

owner cultivators cut part of the plant at the

vegetation stage to feed the catt!le,

This discussion brings out that maturation
stage inputs are more efficient contributors on output.
The inputs at this stage of the crop is to combat the
various exogeneous factors affecting the crop adversely.
It alsco 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. Jjowar and cotton.

The linear regression results by and large,
leads us to draw the inference that while vegetation
stage input decisions are more efficient contributors on
output in wet area, the maturation stage inputs are
significant factors in the dry area. However, no clear

pattern 1s seen in the efficlency between the two

situations. For example, in the wet area, owner
cultivators are more efficient in the initial stage
input decision for all crops but in the dry area, they

are efficient only for paddy and groundnut.
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Table 5.8:

Linear regression co-efficients of

overcome multi-collinearity problen.

(2) Co-efficlients

are

comparability.

2
(3) Figures in parentheses are R
(4) All the co-efficients are significant at .001 per cent

computed

level for two tailed tests.
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without

the dynaaics of
input decisfon in dry area
X1 X2 X3 Xt + X2 Xt + X2 + X3
Paddy
1 Quwner 5.55% 12.764 14,888 3.903 3.095%
(0.889) (0.727) (0.878) (0.861) (0.867)
2 Capita- 4,309 10.615 10.909 3.070 2.399
list (0.817) (0.851) (0.855) {0.831) (0, 840)
Cotton
1 Owner 6,352 4.089 16.583 2.489 2.198
(0.864) (0.840) (0.863) (0.871) (0.878)
2 Capita- 8.196 4.562 23.118 2.937 2.807
list (0.857) (0.925) (0.915) (0.911) (0.915)
Jowar
{ Owner 2.418 4,680 13.089 1.598 1.425
(0.927) (0.884) (0.895) (0.921) (0.919)
2 Caplta- 2.838 5.741 16,509 1.902 1.706
list (0.750) (0.746) (0.787) (0.753) (0.756)
Groundnut
1 Owner 6.099 30.906 31.927 5.100 4,400
{0.560) (0.609) (0.565) (0.571) (0.572)
2 Capita- 2.613 11.998 14.202 2.149 1.868
ilst (0.935) (0.890) (0.914) (0.931) (0.93C)
Notes: (1) All variabies are regressed independently to output to

constants



Controlled Cobb-Douglag Productign Function

Optimal input stage 1is derived from the
contro! model with the three stage Cobb-Douglas
productlion function. An important feature of this model
is that it is not necessary to have knowiedge of the
structural co-efficlents of the singie stage production

functions. The results of this function are presented

in Table 5.3 and S5.10.

Table 5.8 presents the results of the double

log function for different crops for the different

categories of farmers 1{in the wet area. This Table
explicates that all the varlables sheow elasticity of
cutput of more than unitary. Banana shows a higher

elasticity for all! input stages and additive inputs than
other <crops for all categories of farmers. Similar to

linear regression results, banana also has the highest

elasticity of output for inputs in all the stages. In
all the crops, tenant cultivators register a lower
elagsticity than other categories of farmers. This also

shows that the vegetation stage inputs have higher
elagticlty 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
ocutput. By category of farmers, the erasticity

coefficient - for output wtth respect to inputs is

244



Table 5.9: Results of Controlled Cobb-Douglas Production

function in wet area

X X2 X3 X1 + X2 X1 + X2 + X3
A Paddy
1 Owner 1.241 1.279 i.288 1.156 1.110
(0.818) (0.869) (0.B67) (0.904) (0.927)
2 Capita- 1.189 1.288 1,258 1.141% 1.103
list (0.937) (0.888) (0.920) (0.950) (0.958)
3 Tenant 1.155 1.277 1.231 1.109 1.077
(0.859) (0.792) (0.657) (0.893) (0.228)
B Banana
{ Owner 1,305 1.3214 1.321 1,205 1.151
(0.700) ((Q.900) (0.866) (0.923) (0.942)
2 Capita- 1.225 1.276 1.262 1.159 1.118
Iist (0.748) (0.453) (0.790) {0.802) (0.857)
3 Tenants 1.203 1.211 1.228 1.120 1.080
(0.839) (0.85%8) (0.845) (0.898) (0.913)
C Sugarcane
i Owner 1.201 1.243 1.177 1.127 1.066
(0.844) (0.714) (0.820) (0.912) (0,902}
2 Capita- 1.180 1.274 1,228 1.132 1.090
list (0.913) (0.597y (0.861) (0.888) (0.923)
3 Tenants 1.198 1.252 1,236 1.129 1.084
(0.913) (0.940) (0.940) (0,958 (0.9686)

o w m m Em E — m o ER e e e o e oy = e W M A em e e o = = B W e e A e de A BN O o W = e = e B m o . m  mm o o o w

Notes: (1) All varlables are regressed independently to output to
overcome multi-collinearity problen.
(2) Co-efticlents are computed without constants for
comparability. >
(3) Figures in parentheses are R
(4) 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
0of owner cultivators, while for the capitalist farmers,
{t 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 all crops except sugarcane and

the vegetation stage inputs have higher influence on

output.

In contrast to this, {n 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
ocutput for paddy and groundnut. Initial .stage input
decisions have higher elasticity of output for all crops
(for cotton and jowar, 1t is asymptotically same). This

confirms that owner cultivators are more efficlent in

Initial stage input decision making. In the maturation
stage too, owner cultivators exhibit a very high
elasticity for all crops. Even in the case of
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Table 5.10: Results of Controlled
function for dry area

Cobb-Douglas Production

X1 X2 X3 Xt o+ X2 X1 + X2 + X3
A Paddy
1 Owner 1.189 1.336 1.362 1.141 1.112
(0.923) (0.B51) (0.835) (0.924) {0.919)
2 Capita- 1.140 1.262 1.267 1.102 1.076
fist (0.851) (0.832) (0.8a7) (0.873) (0.B8B)
B Cotton
1 Owner 1.239 1.176 1.451 1.105 1.089
(O.866) (0.787) {0,708 (0.888) (0,300
2 Capita- 1.242 1.163 1,418 1.108 1.098
list (0.825) (0.,898) (C,752) (0.900) (0.904)
C Jowar
i OQOuwner 1.144 1.258 1.538 1.072 1.054
(0.794) (0.81%) (0.306) (0.B75) (0.878)
2 Caplta- 1.147 1.268 1.512 1.086 1.071%
list (0,711 (0.617) (0,.273) (0.735%) (0,736
D Groundnut
1 OQOwner 1.208 1.543 1.541 1.18% 1.158
(Q.6B2) (0.702) (0,716} (0.686) (0.682)
2 Capita- 1.135 1.407 1.422 1,110 1.091
list (0.529) (0.993) (0.995) (Q.540) (0.564)

Notes: (1) Al!l variables are regressed independently for output
to overcome multi-collinearity problem.
(2) Co-efficients are computed wi{ithout constants for
comparability. 2
(3) Flgures in parentheses are R
(4 A}l the co-efficients are significant at .001 per cent
level for two tailed tests.
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vegetation stage, they show a higher elasticity for all

crops except jowar. This draws the {nference that cwner

cultivators'’ input decisions are highly efficient 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.

Simitarly, among the stages of input decision,
the maturation stage shows a high elasticity toc both
categeocries of farmers for all the crops. This shows
that the maturation stage input decisicns <contribute
more on output than the other stage decisions in dr
area. In the additive variables, when the infitial and
vegetation stage 1inputs are added, it shows a higher

elasticity than the elasticity of all the three stages

are put together. This {3 because the dependent
variable 1is same for both equations but in the latter
case, one more stage input is added in the incdependent
variable. Among the crops. groundnut shows the highest
response to inputs while jowar shows the lowest

response.

This discussion concludes that the application
of inputs at the maturation stage are powerful
contributors to output. [t alsc draws the inference
that input decisions of owner cultivators have higher

elagsticity of output than capitalist farmers and thus



confirms the inverse relationship between l!land size and

productivity thesis.

This double log function anailysis makes the
finding that while vegetation stage inputs have a higher
elasticity of ocutput in wet area, the maturation stage
inputs have a higher elasticity of output in dry area
than other stages. It alsc shows that while capitalist
farmers are more efficient in wet area, owner

cultivators are more efficient in dry area.

V.1V Recapitulation

The dynamic input decision analysis produces
information gquite different from experimentally based
preduction function studies. The dynamic process
examined here brings out input use at different stages
of the crop cultivation and its {mpact on the stcchastic
ocutput. 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) Thecoretical 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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concept of production function. Here Schultz's
High-Fay 0Off input model has been given more
Importance to understand the maximising behaviour
of farmers and input decision making in different

stages. This mode! brings out how the same quantum

of input maximises output due to technological

change.

To wunderstand 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
decislon makers base their decision of input have
been discussed. This shows that farmers with the
exception of some capltalist farmers discuss with
co-farmers before taking any decision on different
components of input decision making such as time of
sowing, weeding, fertiliser application, pesticide
use and harvest in both the situations,. They turn
to agricultural department only when they cultivate
high yielding varieties. While for fertiliser use,
they depend on the ‘sprayer’', for weeding and

harvest they discuss with workers.

Unlike this, 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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command over resources differ absolutely from wet

area to dry area.

(3) Dynamics of input decision making has been grasped
by dividing the input applications 1into initial
stage, vegetation stage and maturation stage input
decision making. It accommodates timing of
different inputs and its impact on output. Both
linear regression to see the efficiency and Cobb-
Douglas production function to see the elasticity
of substitution of different stage inputs on output
have been employed. The linear regregsion results
exhibit that while wvegetation stage inputs
contribute more on output {n wet area, maturation
stage inputs are more efficlent in dry area. The
Cobb-Douglas production function shows that while
input decisions of capitalist farmers have a higher
elasticity of output in wet area, the decislions 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
trom wet area to dry area and, consequent output

and efficiency also differ between <categories of

farmers.
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(2}

(3)

(4)

Prices of the final produce do not play a role |in

the ({nput decisions though input prices play a

role.

Efficiency and elasticity of different categories

of farmers differ from area to area and by reducing

the structural differenceg, productivity can be

increased.

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 t he

role of market accessibility, market decisions and their

role on input decisions and other crop decisions. This

is taken up in the following Chapter.

252



NOTES AND REFERENCES

Boeke J.H. (1953) Economics and Economic Policy of

Dual Societies as exemplified by Indonesia
Institute of Pacific Relations, New York. Here he
makes a fundamental distinction between the
objectives of economic activities in western and
eastern society and Sociological Dualism in
Indonesia. Quoted in Yujiro Hayami and Vernon W
Ruttan (1871) Agricultural Development: An
international perspective, The Johns Hopkins

Press, Baltimore, pp. 17-19.

Hatchett Stephen Alan (1984) Dynamic input
decisions: An econometric analysis of crop response
to irrigation, Unpublished Ph D thesis, University
of California, Davis, pp. 15-16,.

Stevens, Robert D. and Cathy L. Jabara (1988)
Agricultural Development Principles : Economlic
theory and empirical evidence. The Johns Hopkins
University Press, Baltimore, p. 130,

The five stages of Rostow are ‘Traditional soclety,
Pre-conditions for take-off, take off, the drive to
maturity and the age of high mass consumption.
Rostow W.W. (1960) The stages of economic growth: A
non-Communist Manifesto, Cambridge University
Press, London.

The three stages with two boundaries are depicted
in a figure in in Stevens, Robert D and Cathy L.
Jabara (1988) 0p. Cit. p: 131.

Hayami, Yujiro and Vernon W, Rutton (1971)ry Op.
Cit. p. 39, Survey of Agricultural Develocpment
Theories has been presented in the second and third
chapters.

Schultz T.W. (1964) Transforming traditional
agriculture, Yale University Press, New Haven,
Conn. p. 145,

lbid., p. 17S.

How the same amount of a particular input pay-oft
differently in technically different production
functions has been clearly explained with the help
of two curves in Stevens, Robert D. and Cathy L.
Jabara (1988), Op. Cit., p. 133.

253



10

11

12

The discussion with the spraver among whom some
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CHAPTER 6



CHAPTER VI

MARKETABLE AND MARKETED 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 i{s devoted to an examination of the

marketable surplus and marketed surplus decisions of

farmers Iin the study area. The discussion is prasented
in two sections. While the first section goes into the
theoretical wunderpinnings of marketed surplus, the

second section brings out the marketed surplus decisions

of the farmers.

Vi. Theoretical Underpinnings of Agricultural Surplusg

and Marketable Surplus

There is a long tradition, spanning Cantillon,
the Physiccrats, the Classlical econaomists and, more
recently, Fel 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
economy. The Physiocrats, Cantillon 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 sell 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 productien 1is not

affected by state appropriating this rent or a part of

it. Acceording to Classicals, long-term development
scheme feads to the stationary state because
agricultural output can be increased only through land
expansion, i.e., the cultivation of new land areas with

. 3
lower yields.

In the same Classlical tradition, Fei and
Ranis, Lewis and Nurkse postuliate that a part of the
labour force in agriculture |{s underemployed or

disguisedly unempioyed 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 1is generated equal to the total

output minus the wage bill of the labour force remaining
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in agriculture,. This gross surplus (i.e. output minus
the wage bill) represents the incomes of the landlords.
In  turn, the net surplus available to the landlord s
equal to this 1income net of thelr consumption of

agricultural and manufactured goods.‘!t

Taking patronage in these views, Indian
agricultural economists have brought about two principal
questions relating to the marketed surplus of

agricultural food grains:5

{a) does this surplus vary directly with the relative

price of these goods or does it behave

"perversely"; and

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

the supply of marketed foodgrains.

Most of the studies have argued that the price
response of the small and large holdings with respect to
marketed surplus is not similar. Rajkrishna (1962) and
T N Krishnan (1965%) have analysed the marketed surplus
to price change by taking recourse to Marshailian offer
curve of the sector suppl!ying 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 1is negative. Mathur and Ezekiel (1961) have
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explored this issue within the framework of different

size-classes of holdings and they have argued that the

subsistence farmers have an inelastic demand for cash

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 analysis
of the price response of marketed surplus, which
differentiates between different size-classes of tand
hoidings, is likely to give a better insight than an
aggregative analysis. Since foodgrains also represent a

compiex ot different cereals, the analysis would have to

be content with

(1Y their price situation in production and

consumption, and
(2) the possibility that some of them may be inferiar

goods in consumption.

In consequence, 3 sharp distinction has also tc be drawn

between the price elasticity of the marketed surplus of



a single foodgrain and more. The analysisg of Indian
studies has also extended to the question ot the shares
of different size-classes of holdings in the marketed
surplus of foodgrains and agricultural produce in
generale. An interesting study in this regard by Dharm
Narain (1961) has found out that the proportion of
output marketed falils until the si{ize class 10-15 acres
is reached and rises steadily thereafter. This finding

is pepularly catled U’ pattern of marketed surplus.

It is germane here to call attenticon 1in
brevity to some of the Indian studies7 which have gone
into the marketed or marketable surpius issue. Dharm
Narain, the pioneer to conduct a systematic study
hypothesises that there is as mentioned earlier, the U’
pattern of marketed surplus. Utsa Patnaik (1975) and
Ashok Gulati (1980) contradiect this and assgsert that
marketed surplus and land size have positive relation.
Rajkrishna (1965) infers by taking household consumption
alone to compute marketed surpius that production and
marketed surplius have positive relation.
Bhattachar jee's, (1960) study goes with the Mathur and
Ezekiel hypothesis and it emphasises that output and
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 small farmers cultivate paddy as <cash crop and
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distress sales is high among small and medium farmers.

Ramaiah’s (1981) study explicates that in tribal
economy, whatever produced 1is retained for seif-

consumption and actually some surplus marketed is not a

real surplus, for they are forced sales.

Here arises a need for the precise definition
of the marketed surplus as many studlies have considered
the actual agricultural produce. Dharm Narain carefully
states that his definition relates to the quantities
that the culitivating tamilies directly market. These
families may themselves buy agricultural produce from

the market or make payment of rent or wages in kind

which in turn seeps inte the market and, thus, the
measured surplus will differ from the surplus that
becomes avallable for non-farm use. It perforce

necessitates the need for defining and differentiating
the concepts-marketed surplus and marketable surplus.
Though theoretically the distinction between these two
is professed in some studies, it has not been examined
in many studies and some studies have used as

interchangeable.

Nadkarni (1980)8 distinguishes the two as
"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

[ ]
[8)]
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source". Further he accommodates payments in kind to
rural artisans, wachermen, barbers, and priests to
derive marketable surplus. These distinctions crop up
because what is marketable need not all be marketed in
the given period. He further distinguishes the marketed
surplus into gross and net.9 Gross marketad surplus
refers to the actually marketed gquantities and net
marketed surplus 1is the gross marketed surplus minus
repurchases of foodgrains. Thia happens, as V.K.R.V.
10

Raoc puts it, because some smail and medium farmers

make a "distress sale" immediately after harvest due to

immediate financial needs to clear the loans, etc., and
purchase the toodgrains later on to meet their
consumption needs. 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 like sugarcane are also consumed at
source, it is negligible in proportion). The same
definition of marketed and marketable surplus ig

followed in this study.

VIi. 11 Marketable and 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 ot tarmers for foodgrains viz., paddy and

jowar.

Procesg of Marketing Decision

Akin to input decision process, marketing
decision too is subjected to different process like
discussicn and considering the various related factors,
This ©process capacitates them tc get to the bottom of
market accessibility and the prevalling market

conditions. Table 6.1 presents the process of marketing

decision.

Table 6.1 expiicates the discussion and baslis

on which the marketing decision is taken. It shows
that irrespective of the category of farmers and
situations, tarmers discuss with commission agents, for

ccmmission 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
ot cultivation. Some farmers discuss with relatives,
co-farmers and neighbours to know the prices of the
produces. Except commissien agents, among different
categories of tarmers, there is no uniformity in

discussion.
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Tadble 6.1 : [tscussion and basis for deocision making on
aarketing:

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

Ouner Capite- Tenant Owner Capita-
cultl- list culti- culti- l1ist
.ators farmers vators vators faramers

A NS ¥-{'} ¥ BN

'\"‘h:, - 2_9“ - -

a8l .
agents L...00 T1.43 aa. .. hB.57 €5.71

J-tare 8.57 17.14
o Saugar . .~.47 48,57 - -
S Relat:. - - 31.43
B: Sasis of
declieior

1 Loans ° z

toaals -

agents 17.6% - - -

LI T

-eeds $0.00 2.94 54.29 100.00

Price

situa’ 64.71 ca. I 57.14 62.086
v .eeedlar

after “a- . o%’ T, .94 A 3 | 48 .%7 47.86

IS4 A this, the bas: . of decision

as - . ~pns -~y among different categorles
ot ‘re. ihow:e .* marketing (e done immediately
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after harvest and particularly in the case of owner

cultivators, {t {s 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 1in
marketing decision. Though it contradicts with the last
factor of immediately after harvest, it is because some
proportion otf the produce is kept to meet the cost of
cultivation {in the next season and this proportion |is
disposed whenever the price is favourable. Household
needs as a basis expounds the general! paradigm that
paddy is cultivated in wet areas as commercial crops.
That is the reason why {t {s not exhibiting significant
figure in wet area whereas {t 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
discussion regarding market matters mainly with
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 of Foodgrains

Marketable surplus 1{s, 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 of tenant cultivators}), payment to rural
artisans and, payment to temples and priests in kind.
Though the last two items are gradually getting
monetised, stil! small proportion is given to them. It
is observed that the marketable surplus {3 marketed
except a few cases of owner cultivators. [In these cases,
they sell off some portion of foodgrains which is meant
for household consumption and depend on the public
distribution system (PDS) for less-priced foodgrains.

This is presented in Table 6.2.

Table 6.2 exhibits the major components of
retentions for paddy. The major ftem of retention is
the household consumption, for paddy {s <cultivated
mainly for 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. [t 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 {s

very high among both categories farmers,
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Table 6.2 : Marketable Surplus of Paddy for

different categories of farmers

(Percentage to total produce)

Kind Rura! Reli- Total
hold pay- Arti- gious Reten-
consump- ment sans purpose tion
tion

Wet
OQwner cul- 27.11 11,25 1.51 Q.53 40,40
tivators (21,36) (1.80) (1.18) (0.36) (22,77
Capitaiist 11,727 11,79 6.72 0.21 24.44
farmers (12, 36) (6.92) (0.69) (0.173 (16.80)
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) (0.32) (20.00)
Capitalist 9.93 18.36 0.79 g.23 29,32
farmers (7.13) (8.71) (0.51) (0.12) (11.27)
Note: Figures in parentheses are standard deviation.

*» Kind payment of wages subsumes kind payment of
rent also. The break up is 28.29 per cent rent
and 14.83 per cent kind wages.

% The standard deviation {s 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 emplovyed on

contract to locok after thp crop from the time of

preparation of land to harvest except the major works
like transplanting, weeding and harvesting. For 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 fallure, the loss is equally distributed
between the contract labourers and farmers. In the caswe
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. While
modern techniques of production make the life of rural
artisans like blacksmith and carpenters who attend to
the works of wooden or iron plough, spade and other
implements miserable, the higher standard of living or
fashion make the life of traditional village washerman
and barber harder, for rural youth prefer to go for
fashion haircut and wash their clothes with soap powder.
Due to these developments, this practice s fastly
getting deceased in wet area,. On the whole, less than
SC per cent of the produce only forms the marketable
surplus of the farmer3 except capitalist farmers for

whom it ie around two third of the produce.

Table 6.2 also expiicates that owner

cultivators in both the situations have similarities in
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many cocmponents of retention

except household
consumption, tor paddy is cultivated exclusively for
household consumption in dry area. In the case of

payment of wages in kind too, ocwner cuitivators in dry
area record a higher variance than their counterparts in
wet area though the average Is same, for in dry area
even owner cultivators employ some workers on the
contract of the eighth of the produce to take care of
the crop. Between the capitalist farmers, the dry area
capitalist 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 of
wages is very high in dry area because all the
capitalist farmers have one minimum or two contract

labocurers with the eighth or ninth of the produce as

remuneration. The standard deviation is wvery high
because some farmers have more than one contract labour
to take care of the crop. In the case of tenant
cultivators, the third of the produce goes for rent

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

the produce is retained on an average.

Thiz discussion draws the inference that on an

average less than 50 per cent of the produce only 1is
marketed In the case of all categories of farmers with
capitalist farmers, for whom it is two third of the

produce, and tenant cultivators, for whom {t 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 1is

higher for capitalist farmers. Contrary to these, the
payment of rent in kind 1is the highest 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 ig a
staple food in the dry pockets. Unlike paddy, the major
components of retention are household consumptlion and
kind payment ot wages cnly. Even payment of wages 1In

kind is only for harvest,

Table 6.3 : Marketable surplus of jowar on different
categories of farmers in dry area

(Percentage to total output)

Household Kind payment Total
consumption of wages Retention
OQwner cultivators 41.438 7.485 48,923
(11.547) (1.769) (11.851)
Capitalist farmers 14.893 6.203 21.096
(7.76%) (1.968) (8.611)

Table 6.3 presents the major components of

retentions for both categories of farmers in dry area.
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This exnibits that household consumption is the major

component tor both categories of farmers. While it

retains around 50 per cent of the jowar produced for

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

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 |s
paid only tor harvest and it is fixed per acre unlike
paddy for which contract labcocur is in vogue. On the
whole, less than a half only goes to the market in the
case oOf owner cultivators whereas only around one

quarter is retained in the case of capitalist farmers,

This shows that both paddy and jowar are
cultivated mainly tor household consumption in dry area
though in the wet area, it ls cultivated for commercial
purpose also. 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 for hcusehoid purpose and one or two bunches for
temple, everything 1is marketed surplus. Similariy,
sugarcane is cultivated absolutely for the 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 the juice is not {n vogue Iin the study area as

sugar tfactories themselves make advances to meet the

cost of cultivation, tarmers are bound to sell] 1t to the

factories ouly. Cotton is cultivated exclusively for

commercial purpose though some proportion of the cotton

seeds are taken for the cattle as feed. In the cage of
groundnut, some portion is retained for seeds, household
consumption and payment of wage In kind for harvest.
Among these components, the major one iIs the seeds for
which three to four bags of groundnut or 35-40 kilograms
of seeqs are retained and, for household consumption
only c¢ne or two bags and for kind payment of wages two
bags are retsined. The rest {s disposed immediately
after harvest ar desiccating the nuts for a few days.
That is the reason why this crop is also not considered

to study the marketable surplus intensively.

Recapitulation

ln this Chapter, while the first section has
gone 1INt the theoretical underpinnings of the
marketable surplus and marketed surplus, the second part
has pojnted out the relevance and significance of these
thearies in the study area. The first section has
distinguished and detined the two concepts, and has

presented the theoretical development from *U’ pattern



of marketed surplus  through straight line marketed

surplus to distres: sales. The second section has

presented thne wmxjor components ot retention for paddy

and jowar, and the ditterence in marketed surplus

between diftrerent categonries of tarmers.

The rtindings ot the study show that the

marketed surpluz dircers from cne category to another

irrespective of si1ze, Though the size of holdings of
the tenant cultivutors are more than the owner
cultivators,. the marketable surplus of tenant
cuttivators iz lower than the owner cultivators due to
rent payment. Simitarly, the kind payment of wages in
dry areas 1z highei than the kind wages payment In vwet
area due Lo the proevalence ot contract labourers with
the eightnh or nintn ot tne produce as remuneration In
dry area. This also shows that household consumption is
also high omong some capitalist farmers due to Jjoint
families (vuriance i highl. Prevalence of these
institutions make the application of A pattern of
marketed surplus, direct relationship between production
and marketea surplus ang, between price and marketed

surplus skeptical in the tield level,
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CHAPTER VI

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

A  study of decision making process helps in
understanding the system from the root and the behaviour
of the agents {n the system. Decision making studies
also aids policy makers to discern the process and the
different components of decision making. ft 1s in this
direction, the present study 1s sought to contribute.
This gstudy is an attempt to find out the influence ot
price and non-price factors on the decision making
process of different categories of farmers {n diverse

s{ituations.

This study is conducted at a micro fevel by

taking two revenue villages, one each from the two

diverse gituations, Cholavandan, a wet village and
Uthappanaickanur, & dry village have been selected o©on
the basgis of their representativeness to the two
situations. Farmers in the selected villages have been
grouped {nto three categories viz. owner <cultivators,
tenant cultivators and capitalist or large farmers.

White in the wet village, we could find farmers under
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all the three catezories, in the dry village farmers

came under only two cutegories namely, owner cultivators

and capitalist or large ftarmers, as tenant cultivation

was not in vogue in this particular village. From each

category, 35 farmers have been gselected that {s 105

tarmers from the wetl area., and 70 from the dry area.
The majer non-price and price tactars congsidered are
viz. age {(a proxy for experience), slze of tamily,
modernity, educaticn, risk taking behaviour, political
influence and ratiovnality quotient (price factors).
Scaling technique, w:th the help of borrowed scales, has
been wused to quanti:ty the gualitative varlables. The
analysis has been carried out {in the theoretical
framework of ‘cautiocus optimising principie’,

Both macrc and micre analysis have been done.
At the macro level, the land wuse pattern, cropping
pattern, irrigated sres and source of frrigation have
been analysed at the state, (Tamil Nadu) and district

(Madurai) levels, to undersgtand the general

characteristics of trne ayrarian structure and to select

the village. While =ne <tate level analysis assisted in
selecting a representative district {Madural) and
understanding the ‘naracteristics of the dry and wet

situations through -ocial and demographic features viz.
literacy, caste cowposition and 2 gender difference 1In

work force, the ocistrict fevel analyslis he |l ped in

~d
un
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selecting the representative villages from the

representative taluks tnrough disaggregated anaiysis at
taluk level and, it <corroborated the state level
analysis 1In sociz! ana demographic features. The

representative tzluis zre Nilakottadi (wet area) and

Usilampatti for dry area . Cholavandan and

Uthappanaickanur villages are selected from these two
taluks respectivel,.

At the wicro level uging primary data, the
influence of price und nun-price factors on what crop to
grow has been analysed with the help of multi-variate
linear set of regreision and crop diversification index.
The dynamics of input decision at the field level has

been probed with the help or controlted Cobb-Douglas

production functiun, The crop state has been grouped
under initial, vedetation and maturation stages. in
this controllea uwocel, each stage Input has been

regressed on output to bring out the influence of input
at each stage of tue crop on the output. The marketing
decision has been anslysed by taking the prevalence of
different rural znu ayrarian institutions into account.
The marketable :surplus has teen computed only in the
case of foodgrain:s with the percentage of retentions to

total output, as owiher Ccrops are not consumed at source.

1o
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Summary of the Findings

The analysis on the reasons tor cultivation of
different <crops established that the distance of the
land from the pilace of residence, closeness te motorable

or main road and certain superstitious beliefs are the

major reasons focr crop composition. In the case of
banana and jowar. land has to be closer to home as they
require dally care. To cultivate sugarcane, land has to

be cioser to road which makes the transporting of the

harvested crop easier, When the distance is more from
the road, the workers are reluctant to take up the
harvesting work. for it requires more manual work to
transport the canes to the road. In the wet area, a
superstition - cultivating banana., paddy and sugarcane
in combination causes family-disintegration - decides

largely the crop composition.
The analysis of exogeneous factors has shown

that though most of the exovgenecus factors are similar

in nature for all crops and all categories of farmers in
the two situations, the extent and nature of their
impact differs. While rat problem 1s a majcr exogeneous

factors in the cultivation of paddy (particularly in dry
area, due to cul!tivation Iin isoiated ltands), pest and

disease are the major exogeneous factors for the other

cCrops.
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The analysis ot risk taking behaviour has
explicated that while the risk taking attitude differs

between difrerent categories ot tarmers in wet area, it
does not make much difference betuween categories of
farmers in dry area, While the wet area farmers are

more risk taking irrespective of the category to which

they belong to, the dry area tfarmers are more risk

averse.

The multi-variate linear regression results
have establisned that in the wet area, information as a
varlabie shows a posgitive and significant influence on
the decision making ot all categories of farmers. While
modernity shows a positive relationship for both owner
and tenant cultivators for all cCrops, it shows 2
negative association for the capitaiist farmers In the
case of all crops. This is in contormity with the view
of diversity within the rural sector,

In dry area, the multi-variate linear
regression results have demonstrated that {in addition to
information, rationality guotient and political
influence play a role in the decision making cf all
crops for both categories of farmers. While education

shows a positive influence for owner cultivators, 1t |is

negative for capitalist farmers.



A two dimensional comparison of these results

have substantiated that while 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 gsize of
operational holding and area under substitute crops on
the cropping decision by using the multivariate linear
regression brought out that in both situations,
operational holding has a positive and significant
influence on crop decision for all categories of farmers
and for all crops except jowar In the dry area. [t 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 {n the dry
area, on the same land, farmers raise more than one crop
or the same crop for more than one seascn 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 wlth co-
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farmers to take any decision related to input
application. In addition to this, they turn to the
staff of the agricultura! department for activities

related to the cultivation of high yielding varieties
which are grown at the ccunselling of T and V staff. |In
the case of pesticide appliication, irrespective of
categories o¢of farmers and varieties of crop, farmers
count heavily on the sprayer, a skilled labour for
pesticide appliication. In addition tg 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
discuse with bank officials, village money lenders and
relatives.

The analysis of the factors influencing the
decision on different components of inputs exhibited the
dominant role of water availabillity 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 |inear 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 maturation stage inputs are

significant factors in the dry area. However, no clear

pattern {s seen between the two situations. Fer
instance, in the wet area, owner cultivators are more
efficient {n the initial stage input decision ftor all
crops whereas in the dry area, they are efficient in the

initial stage oniy for paddy and groundnut.

The double log function results have shown
that while in the «case of owner cultivatcrs, the
elasticity of output with respect to all stage inputs is
higher for paddy and banana, it is higher {n the case of
capitalist farmers for sugarcane 1In the wet area.
Similtlarly, Iin the dry area, while for owner cultivators,
a higher elasticity of output with respect to inputs for
paddy and groundnut is observed, a higher elasticity of
output with respect to input for cctton and Jowar s
obtained for capitalist farmers. In the stage wise
analysis, while 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. Cn the whecle, in
both the situations, for all categories of farmers and

for all crops, the elasticity of output is more than

unitary.
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The analysis of the process of marketing

decision has established that farmers, irrespective of

category, discuss with commission agents regarding

market matters. Among the factors which influence the

marketing decision, household consumption shows its

dominance in the case o0f foodgrains. Cne more
interesting finding in this analysis is the ‘price
situation’ and ‘immediately after harvest’'. Both the

factors sway the market decision because mecst of the
farmers dispose part of their marketable surplus
immedi{ately after the harvest and keep a portion of it
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 altl
categories of farmers in the case of paddy. Among the
components, household consumption is the major one for
owner cultivators while payment of wages 1in kind 1is
higher for capitalist 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.

'n the case of jowar, the major components ot
retention are household consumption and kind payment of

wages. Nearly half of the produce is retained by owner



cultivators while it {s only a fifth for capitaiist

farmers. The proportion of payment of wages in kind 1is

same for both categories of farmers in the dry area

because payment in kind is made only for harvest and it

{s fixed on a per acre basgis.

Conclusion

The findings of the study can be stated as
follows.

Location o©f the land decides the cropping
decision of the farmers. While farmers prefer to
cultivate sugarcane when land is closer to the road in
the wet area, they cultivate paddy when it is a
waterlogging land. [f it is in the wind shadow region,
they prefer to cultivate banana. [f paddy is cultivated
in isclated plots, the rodents wil] damage the c¢crop
considerably. Hence, the crops in the «contigucus land
also plays a role {n the cropping decision.

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 majior crops to a
maximum of four major crops. In case of crop tailure,
the mono-crop farmers face total loss 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 inf luence

vary from one category of farmers to the cther 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, the substitute crops also play a role in the dry
area.

Except capitalist farmers in wet area, all
categories of farmers in the two situations discuss with
the co-farmers regarding the different components of
inputs. Most of the farmers base their decision of
adopting technology by perceiving the guccess of co-
farmers. In addition to co-farmers, they discuss with

sprayers (the man who sprays pesticides) regarding

pesticide application. High Yield Varieties related
activities are discussed with agricultural department
staff,

While 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, rodents,
birds and animals affect the crop at the maturation

stage.
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The elasticity of output in the two situations

for all categories of farmers is more than unitary.

The marketing decisions are taken in

consultation with the commission agents in both the

situations and to all categories of farmers, Farmers

digpose of the major portion of thelir produce
immediately after harvest. They keep a portion to meet
the cast of cultivation. At the time of marketing this

portion, price plays a role irrespective of category.

The marketable surplus of foodgrain wvaries
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
cf the produce for tenant cultivators in wet area. In
the dry area, the difference is less because the

capitalist farmers pay wages in kind.

The prevalence of number of rural institution
determine the marketable surplus. The 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 all
the components viz: tactics for uncertain environment,
feedback mechanism, learning, satisficing and multiple

goals. This study has observed the farmers’ tactics to
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counter the uncertain environment in the chare of wages

in the dry area, banana decision to avoid windy season

at pollination stage and, in taking drought and pest

resistent crop decisions. Feedback mechanism has been

observed clearly in the farmers' discussion with other

experienced people in the particular activities like
spravyer, 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 tec
counter the uncertain environment. This has come out

clearly in the discussion on the reasons and exogeneous

factors for cultivating a particular crop. In addition
to these, farmers attempt to maximise the output and
profit by 1increasing the input proportion. This s

observed in the analysis of the elasticity of output and
bases of input decision making. The discussion on

marketing decision of farmers vindicates the multiple

goals of cultivation |ike profit and household
censumption. Thus, this study draws the inference that
farmers are more cautious in optimising the limited
resources and any policy 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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APPENDIX-T
gﬁpﬁiﬁLiﬂi{xﬁX—ﬁﬁnﬁgylgnﬁoqiggﬂléf}LlJHlnglﬂggugjﬂjarmers

1. #Ham» of th-s HH:

o

2. Occuration: Frimary/3acoen

3. Total members in the HY: woTking members:
4. liow wany of thesm arpa em?loynd in agriculture:
. P

. Dc You parform all the agricultural proctices with
fanily lahour alone: Yos /MNo .
Fanily labour:
Family + hired 75:25, 50150, 25:75
Hired labour:

6. Do you have any permanent labour in your house 7

Wwhat are the works which are performed by hired
labour:

By family labour: -

ouring peak s»asons de vou eschange labour like
ploughing, harvesting, etc with your neighbours
or relatives 7

How many acres ol land have you qotl

) - Owned | Leased | Cthars if ény like .
land in | encroached land {

ot S T R s e i ot b S o A < kAR e ek S st A ot = ¢t n

Irrigated
Dry

|
e I

1. Ar2 you depending on others for capital to invest on

tand 7 .
sanks: Money lenders: '
Neighbours*: Relativrs. Otheyrs:

what crops do you cultivate ? (and areca share)

1) 2)
3) 4)

12. Do'you cultivate the crops for fanily needs or
commercial purpose ?

i} Familv needs (i1} Family + commarcial
G ' 75:25, H0:00, 25:75

(iil) Commercial purpose

% without interest
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Conficentls

APPENDTX-TI

Decision making process_of farmers in croo cultivation

N Rajasakaran . Dr V S SATYAPRIYA
R

zezarch Scholar Supervisor

PART- A

)

Identification

Villego: . Taluka:

Name of .
the HH: . © Qccupation:
R=ligion: L . Subsidiary:

2} Steple food:

‘lain food:

—_
—

n) Substitutes:
1)
2)

3)

300



Dot

ails of hoysohold Mm->uhars

s
Ne ! Name
|
i
e S —

ihge

Modavnitﬁ :

{a)

(b}

S latiend TR T
'Ship with catiow ciiotion
i i

head

|
!
1
!
A;”“Mh.““.u
E
i
|
|
|
i

Uo yeou rperform poojas

If yes, give details.

How much do you snzna

Do you tysi

¢chapprls

?

Y.

in

on

land: Yas|No

r2ligious ceremoni»s ?

4 oor on the Punds with

] Iin } . :
! [ decisioni 1
i i making
! ; ;
d 3 S
| 1 :'
: { i
! ;
; !
1 | |
i ! i
! 3
i i i
1 | i
! ]
o
i ;
| !
|
| |
i !
S o
t
| o
| o
: -
\ N



]
~——

)

h)

i}

Acricultural n:thods that wor- us s by 6ur foro-
fathers cannot be improv ¢ uron: Agra»/Disacraa

I{ disarrre, give datails:

oncial_cuStqms for which w: ¢o not havs proper »x-
planation should not b: strictly ohuey:d simply
acauss thys: ary tim: honour:d: Agrez/Disaqrss

If disserze, give astails:

It is 2)weys coo to rztnin< and swarch for the
reasons why a2 aco2 old custons of ovr sacisty woere
Laid in that rparticulc: fashion 7 Aaraa/Disagres

Traditional ni=thods of Jarming have to bs chang=d
in ordar to rais:> th. lavels of livinog of a forwer.
Agrez/Disanr 2.

A Tarmar's lnowladge of inputs and outruts ralation-
ship is areati~rr at pres:nt than aver befors,

poT2/Disagr 2n

“lantras have forrzaching sifects if ona can chant
and rocite accurataly the richh wantras on right
occasion, he can produce mirvaculeous ~ff=cts.
Aqran/Nisaqran

A roeal problam in raspact of th:» farmer is thai he
doas not think throuch & s>t of noals ana obj2ctiivaes
Tor his farm

Antax/Discgree

& farmer shonld decide whai is rioht for hinspoll
irraspoctiva oi whot othars thinlk of him for his

decisions.,

AgT22/Disagina
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5) Dn fision makina:

Fi(wu: of noiahtour Varmars and
1

a) Tapact of th. s.e-
v 1 crhays

I discussion wit

ABT b5 discungw Ty~ o asis of daci;.x
Cvd th whom of iiract  sion naking ‘

cand tinn on rroduc.-
| snant tivity
P e s e ey e S e e e ey v o 1
| i ? |
‘1 Sharing ' S

labousr | ;

2 Shiring i
' TRARVES

J Cram
Vo

O

ioti-s

Tin~ of !
sowina/ i ; : '
tramsciant. : { |
inc f !

5 waedine

| : : -
6 artilisars : f i
1 i

\
7 Yinmancing ! )
of inruts l : |
|
|

P Coabviration
of in:onts

his]

Fwsticides

IRy ATvest

i
1 !
1 arkat/ !
1, - '
mark=t

TEMEEE S s mmemnaa im e apel o bwmdn  fasrtti rmE R s = SN ry rm eeimr s 81 Fnm kot acde s ke e Ml = e v f

* (a} T'~ighbours, b) Co-farmers, c¢)} T & V Fersonnal,
{d} ~53/D:partmant viorkzrs

** Luffici:ntly, moderataly, little

b Imrrccts of Governmint programmas on decision

Listi of
nrocre:-
e

e e : = .

Livels of 10n crop or in-  Cpinion !

impact b puts snacify about the
[roQTanme

|
y f
U eV SRS U
! .
‘ |

t
1
i | |
|
|

’
[
L
i

— e+ ——— ]

1 :
I 1

Frar fo Mo, aubei-ii -0 0 Yeons, coocaramant oato,



({C} Market accusaibhility

N

*

Frodtkt Jderkot

<
2

I‘ R

b - e ooz dlobour

‘ D1¢ rice w 0 Dlue- . Tricn
tanc. dir0rainco tng - ‘ dlffﬁl‘nt'

'

|
| \
.

|
!

i
i
1

L e TP

Prica diffarunce and distanca from tha district

h=adguartars maricat

{D} Ipact of -lxopanious Foctors

—

S e

{J

T

P
v
—

1.

RationAality guotiant s¢

Crops L*st the axod2naous LeVﬁl of th ir
factors which affesct ! impact
Hh-~ crops* i

T T e T e T LTI FPa

[ UU. EESUU R |

o v e

e me e a e v — P N L

* Hainfall, 1nsoct and pﬂst attack.

tle

i

How did you d2cid:2 how much area to put under
giffsr=nt crops 7
Last y=ar:

Current yoar:

313

Voetar voarkat includ.4

PRETPT



[ %]

o Coa . .

S0 Gid you decide the auantity and combinntion
oFf {.rtilis~rs 4o Ui vueed to Uil .rant cronms 7
o L ) B - o

(Zor di’f-rant crars)

Crors

i . . . . f !
Combination Fiplication itel

- R L et e

1 ' |

a) D¢ you disciss this or do it yoursplf ?
ifov: did vou d-acide the various methods of nlant

rrotection ? (for diffzrent cronrs).

How did vou dacide th? Li.az of marketing your
snrouuce 7

What typre of writisn zacrods do you kiep ?

Have vou 2v2r {rizd (o figur> ont vyour oxractad
nrofits from any major crop on your fara 7

If yes, can you indicats oxpacted levels of rrofit.

e e e
Crors jross incone | Cost  |Nat 1ncome1
R e immmamrEe .t s . e b . S S PP ‘-—A-‘

|

s
1
|

%
:

4



FF.RT'-__B

1. Teotal land noldings:

Typ2 ofs
langd

Ownad

Leoasoed Cthers spacify

e if encroeachad
i in out

T S T o e e o T e Y P R A AT Ry e e o e e 8 L vy ¢ R PR b e o L4 L b 4 a8 e g g o e
i | 1 !

DL

{
L
!
| ‘ )
P \ |
! | '
|
!
i

@]
=}

| oL

. Total @ | |

ces et mmnt cmmeme b i e e

b

1

!

|

' |

g. ..... i —— 1.__..._-._-....,._.‘.--._...._._.___.‘_'.. ....... .....:.‘. ......................... .__g\
-

a) Sypzcify recasons if any for kacping the land
fallow:

i)
i1}

iii)

2. Distancz2 of th2 fragments:

e - - o A P P e S e o M vt e 4 ¥ e e e R g T S b S S s S e
hi T P e e ————————

Avarcga Mo of frag- ' Crops iG@v? Spo--
size ‘meqjai}pﬂ__'i-”--mj-——'!leleIQG—
P Irr.|Dry {scrs for
i ‘| | ,
Irr. .Dry ‘ teultivat-
‘ lina parti-- |
lcular crops!

SR O o8

| !
L

than 5 kms |

S SO

|
|
o
o
o
\ i
|
}

|
|
bréat)r |
\
I
,
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Whan ths distance is mor -
farms ?

Tenancy systems:

‘TS of

how do

You manAaar tha

|
i
|

1
|
1
|

- e e, e vt
Tyhc of 1 Crop Dist a
| ! tanc Agraemaent
tﬂnnncy ; land# lof 1 and iperiod
- | ‘
PR @ i ﬁ |
i i
F iR | '% "
| I
S5 C * :
| | i | !
QS ; | | !
i ' ' I
L. O TS SRR S e e

Fartile R Irrigat:c ~ FI
Sa2ni fartile & Irrigatad
Low cuality & Irrigeated -
fertile & Unirrigated -- FU
Sani fartile

- SFI
LGI

Unirrigated - SFU

Low quality Unirricated - LU

Changaes in thz tonancy

system and cropping pattorn

¢
Gnnnr Llon T2nancy ICIOPPIHU ,Lnnd undnr Cultl-!
| system pattern | vation
| . (in crop T T e e
l codes }* | Area Rent |

|

—_— ‘ |
Head of H i ‘
l'('l"hr')l‘ i l
[

'
" Grand father!
] l

* TAq .

I addy,

Hanana,

Ch -~ Chollam,

i'an - GN -

{a)

Have
ma2riod in tarancy systz2oa and
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Groundnut,

you noticad any major br:a

e P Y

|

Cot -~ Cotton

5C -- Sugarcans

kthrough ovr tha
cropping pattern 7



Lo

(d)

5.

what kind of ~roblaus have you

Jocad with landlerd

T20ording Tent and l2osad in anrosment 7

Is thers any srecific raason f{or lzasing out thno

Land 7

Cut of the monticnad tenancy system which onz is

bmeficial to th»
stanca 7

taonants 7

Aagricultural implzm2nts

Item

No. owned

i No. hired

\
i

..i...‘.-. [

WP

!
- |
Wl {
1 [
Trs :
- ‘f
FT ;
- Pu i
. OBV | ’
‘. | |
' % E
| MAS# : !
i
MCS* |

!
[
. ‘.
Lt aream e et .

I7 awn:d maints-- |

Substantiat? your

¢

‘moanca charge.,  If 0
itirsd re=nt paid i
'th+ acricultural

yoar

* Tn thesa casas you meption the gap batween the

dosagzs qivan separataly,
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a)

How do vou dacids

b) How do you dacids

Fixed

Items ! No

e T
|

oo

I'yp~ of soil,

th= gar b-tweon dosagrs ?

th2 cuanitity in -ach dosage 7

acrse2ts on farm:

Command-- US@iuLPH5
v

S }.\.alnt‘)nnncmr
' : ‘ing arca 'to cuitiva- jcharae paid
: ; ' i tion |
eSS SR PN Wil SO |
! i !
1) luildingsi f L I
l on land: ! ' : |
: : } :
1 | |
| a) Iump~} | |
; sats % :
I ! : : ‘
: b) Other ! - i %
' shadg i | .
! 1 : ) l
P 2) Well & ; i |
i !
dug: ! | ; l
i | , |
Tube: ] i | !
3) }~rmanﬂnt! l ! i
fancing E L | :
4 Frrmnanant) ' i :
; drainage ' i ! i ;
e e em e e ——— e ris SE ko e o l.....-u.. M bt paf et 41 e o
PARTC
Snil anc _croppine pattarn .
AT=2a irrigatzd/dry
e e e b 1 e e o e
Cror Kharviff Rﬂb) Summbr . Annual !
codes ooyl Ry R T Sen 1l T Sot
: A
AEER type ‘Al  type | | typey re tvee,




2. Prics situation

I ﬁ.w””. e e e oo e
+ Crop S Lag Current Lno v1LJd Lurrnnt i
codrs pxlce pllC9 * ; anld '

- S e - ' v :
i [

| !
|

T T T e e e e LA VR SR EEE I o op e e s S R b A e bk e R § A P

a) MHow did vou take the dac151on of what crop
to produce ?

b} Do you expect the future rrices of a particular
crop with pasi average price 7

Yas [No

I
¢} Efif=set of lag year price of a crop in this
year decision.
Lag rrice If ro- Input chanqas Crop channos
mamonr < roadied ——

. Ara e - ~d
the a hﬁ:e tlfl-ggurglvaw CPSBQ
exact sRY ted
rata crop

Increase sub-
staptially
Incr=zasez
moderately
Stays same
=creasa
oderatelv
Decrease
cunstantially
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Log weather impact

|

lLag weathar | Imract on input I Crop chanced !
= o - L e e e em -y e ‘-'._....._.. . ,‘-‘..- .
1AIOJ !Pgru prra-- o La- Culti-| Cropr
! ti- jnure bour i vated | chan-
liser; i | crop | ged
‘ : i
Morawal i j i l
Incgease sub-~ | ' f
stantially i i [
Increase l : i :
mot=rately | | !
| ]
Reciuce sub- ' l 1
stantially | _ !
! |
Reduce mode~ | ; E
rats1v l ! ; I
t
i 1.

————

Farnars_Qespronsas:
Acree/Disagrec

i} » fammer should agrow mors number of crops to
avold greater risks involvad in growing one
or two crops.

ii) A farmer should not snend much time in thinking
and planning bt should ¢o ahead and de th=s job
th2 way he alr~ady knows.

iii} & farmer vhoe is willing to tals gr2ater risks
than thz avarave farmer usu:ally doas batter
tinancially.

iv) To ha a successful farmer it is most important
to do the host you can wiith what you have
without going in debt,

vy i specialisad farming invelves leas risk than
divarsificatiorn of farming.

vi) Jt is bettar to have a smaller yield than
take the chance with losina a longer cnz.
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vii) It is batter for a farm-r not to trv new

viii) Tryine an entirv ely new method in

ix)

X}

farming methods unlass most other farmars
hav~e used tham with success

e

i farming by
a farper 1nv0Jv“¢ risk but it is worth it.

A farmer should Arow cash crops Lo ingeraasa
monutary profits in coararison to Groviing of
food crops for hons connunption,

Do2s your decision d:irend on the:

1) Cash to purchass inrvts {innuts dscision)

2) la»ds of houszheolds consumplion ‘crop combina—
tien)

3) Rainfell in th2 initial crop stage (crop
dacision)

4} Spottinn stars {(for harvesl sowing)
5) Spottinng birds flying or incects (sowinag)

6) Others spacify:

Impact oY information on dacisions

Information:

B I P L L e I P -t

L]
Media | Froduce |Iapuis! Tech- I ertl— J Lavn |
| price nrice | nigusas lisor &l ol im--
: : of rro- | pesti-- : pact on
! : duction | cides decisio
: appliedl
| U NAUURDVUNIPUIURR ORUSVUIURIETE DU RPN TP ) PR PPN AP
: | |
‘1 AIR ! :
2 TV \
‘3 CF | |
4 T | \,
g NEx% 2
i 6 OS**‘ I 1{
* a) Substantially,
b) Medorat=aly
¢c) Little
d) ilo

#% It subsumes bulletins and magazines, and
rersconal experiesnce, sales man.
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Crod

CFar
1

A B

| Wh

Polj

a)

b,

it availability and eepssinility

_ IR N TP PR e e
ticu-. i Casihh loans | Loans in kind
ars Lmmmyoe s

Short jLong — |TIten Twuantity | Value
term | t2rm E !
B S N . ‘ e e
| |
| 1
|
| |

|
!
|
|
!
|

|

| ; |
f |
: i
; !
i I
] i
i ]
: 1 ;

et et . A S A

tical influence

J0 you hava any close associestion with politi-
cians, hur2aucrats 7

o H
a5 /Mo

n

, give datails.

LDoya

U0 they h21n in any one of the following ways:

wvancing loans to mael th: oxpenditurs of
“nents/subsidies for fartilisar and sneds/
sr¥%eting tho produce/or othars

v details:
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- - u .
Uogt of cultivation
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B _—_————-— e ————_— —_
Lo
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HESTE
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: i
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.4 - Q - I
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et | - ity
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Ml m : @9 n bl
P ® iowl o = 9 L oz ostol oo [
o e o= S S = N - - T 2 et 3OS oo r
: LB T U T T S G A Vs FE R PR L e o2 S I S <SR
tog o = 0 4 oz o e
[SXx] oy - N MG D D~ Do - N ™
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S e — = -
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111
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-t

a/ iranss
8,5CT

planting:

4

2covin
16) §,.5CT

~

|&p] )
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Part B

(1)

(2)

(3)

USER/cob® LisT

Total Land Holdings

Type of lands:

(1)
{2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)

Dry land

Irrigated (a. Canal, b. Well, ¢. Others)

Garden

Current fallow

Permanent fallow

Others

Tenure systems:

(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

Fixed kind rent

Fixed money rent

Share cropping

Others

Agricultural Implements:

IP
WP
BC
wI
Tre
PT
ViLPW

OEP

MOS

Iron Plough

Wooden Plough

Bullock Carts

Weeding Implements
Tractors

Power Tillers

water Lighting Persian Vheel
0il kngines and Pumpsets
Electric Pumpsets

Motor attached spravers
Manually operated sprayers
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(4)

Live Stock Owned:

() Bullock
(2) Cows
(3) Buffaloes
{(4) She Buffaloes
(3) Sheep
(6) Goats
(7) Poultry
(8) Others
Eazrt Ci
(9) Soil and Cropping Pattern:
(1) BS = Black Soil
(2) BAS = Black Alluvial Soil
(3) RS - Red Seoll
(4) S5 = Saline Soil
{5) 0S = Others, Specify
(6) Information:
(1} AIHK - All India Radio
(2) TV - Television
(3) CF =~ Co-farmers
(4) TVVLW-= Training and Visit Village Level
Workers
(S} NP - nNews Papers
{(6) 0SS = Others, Specify
(7) Credit avallability and acceseibllity:

(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

A B
W H
P U
GIT

Amount borrowed

From Whom borrowed
Purpose of borrowlng
dot it in time
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(%)
(6)
(7)
{8)
(9)

PARD D

R1
Sty
M P
CIT
LR

= Hate of interest

= Securlty

= Mal Practice

- Cost incurred for transaction
- Loan Repaid

P Principal

IR Interest rate

Cost of Cultivation

Nursery:

(1)

(2)

(1)
(2)

Ploughing

Faro Yard Manure (including loading,
transport, spreading)

(3) Levelliny, Seed bed preparation
(4) Bunding
(5) Fertilizer (basal dressing)
N
K
"‘
{(6) Irrigation, drainage, furrows, ridges
(7) Sowing (including seeds for nursery)
reparation of M b4 H
{(8) Ploughing or turning the soll
{9) FYMm (vide 2)
(10) Levelling (seed bed preparation)
(11) Bunding
(12) Fertiliser (basal dressing)
N
«
]1
(13) Irrigation
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(3)

(4)

Sowjing-transplanting:

(14)
{15)

(16)

(17)

Sowdng (including seed and seed pre
treatment)

Transplanting (including pulling,
transport)

For sugarcane: cutting re—
treatment Setts ! ' P

For bananas: Seedlings, load, transport,
unload, pre-treatment

For sugarcane: Planting of ;.¢¢,

For bananasi Planting ©Of seedlings includ-
ing covering up,

Vegetative stage:

(18)
(19)

(20)

(21)

(22)
{23)
{24)

(26)

(26)

(27)

Weeding (eing , earthing for sugarcane,
cotton, groundnut)

Pesticides (herbicides, fungicides,
insecticides)

Fertiliser (top dressing)
W
K
P
(including gypaum fOr groundnut),

For bananas: Digging and covering up
hollowe

Irrigation and drainage system maintenance
Izrrigation and drainage including waterman
For & sugarcane: twlst propping

For bananas: Tying stems, removing side
shoots

For sugarcane: Propping

For bananas: Bamboo propping including
tying

For bananasi Bamboo-price, load, unload,
transport

For bananas) Bamboo-remove, storage
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(5) Mature stage:

(28) Harvest, cutting, transport from field
(including threshing for paddy)

(29} Threshing, cleaning storage (including

for paddy)
(30) For sugarcane: Transport to factory
Far bananasi Transport to market

(6) angous !

{31) Vayda: Land tax, water tax, Cess
{32) watchman:

(7) Others:

{33) Other operations:

(9) Produce self used:

QP -~ Quantity of production

MV - Market value

VBP - Value of by products

HC - Household consumption

WPK - Wages paid in kind

KPRA = Kind payment to rural artisan
AP - Religious purpose

oS = Others specify
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