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CHAPTER I i 1

INTRODUCTION

1.0 Place of 0il seed crops-in the national economy

The prominence of ocilseeds in the nation's economy need
"~ hardly be stressed, Being the main socurce of vegetable oils,
bilseed. erops are put to both edible and non edible usages.
In addition to providing fat and protein, vital components

of the human diet, oilseed crops form a base for a number of
agro-based industries such as scaps, cosmetics, paints,
varnishes, lubricants etc. Further, bye products such as
husk, oilcgkes and defslted meal obtsined in the proces of
oil extraction finds their usage as high quality protein,
both for human and animal feeds. The substantial Qeightage
(10-96) enjoyed by the o0il seeds in computing the All India
Index number of Agricultural Production and its contribu-
tion to the foreign exchange earnings, about 2.1 percent

of the total world export of principal commodities in 1981
amounting to about 252 crore rupees1, makes obvious the
importance of o0il seed crops in our economy.

Next to cereal crops, oilseed crops contribute signis
ficantly to the agricultural economy of the country. Oilseeds
are cultivated in India on an area of about 160 lakh hectares,
constituting roughly ten percent of the total cropped area
in the country comprising groundnut; rapseed, mustard,
sesame, safflower, niger, soyabean, sunflower, linseed
and castor. -’ Of these, while linseed and castor are mainly
put to non edible use, soyabean and sunflower are, however,

non-traditional oilseed crops, Thearea under groundnut
S

1. Beconomic Survey, Government of India, 1983-8L.
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is the highest, accounting for nearly 4O percent of the
total area under the oilseeds, followed by rapeseed-
mustard (24 percent), sesamum (14 percent), linseed {10
pzrcent), Sufflower (4.26 percent), Hﬁger (3 .50percent) ,
castor (3 percent), sunflower (0.66 ) and Soyabean .
(L.58 per cent)%

1.1 Growth Prends in Oilseeds in India

The area under oilseed crops had increased from about
140 lakh hectares in 1960-61 to about 166 lakh hectares
in 1982-83 {See Table 1.1), thus registering a growth rate
of about 0,40 percent per annum (See Table 1.2). This was
in contrast to a rate of growth of 1.4420 percent per
~annum in respect of production which had. enabled an in-
crease in production from about 70 lakh tonnes in 19 60-61
to about 93 lakh tonnes in 1982.83, This substantial
iricrease in production despite a low growth rate-inm s
area was , however, due to inecreased productivity, the
growth rate of which in the said periocd was about 1,04
percent per annum,

The year 1969-70, the period in which the centrally
sponsored Intensive Oilseeds Development Programme (IODP)
w:-3 launched, had accounted for an area and production of
a')u% 148 lakh hectares and 77 lakh tonnes respectively.

T : growth rates in area prior to and after 1969-70,
£ nagh positive (0.6167 and 0.5187 percent per annum
r spectively), were found nonsignificant indi--- - .0

¢ .ing stagnanCy or near stainanCy during the said periods.

%. Area and production of principal crops in India,1980-81.
Directorate of Economics and Statistics, Dept.of Agri-
culture and Cooperation, Ministry of Agriculture,
Government of India.
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The production, though seemed to be almost stagnant. prior
to 1969-70, had increased at the rate of 1.1163 percent
p2r annum after the implementation of the IODP, A rate
of growth of 0.60 percent per annum in the productivity
for the period 1969-70 through 1982-83 ?ad probably
contribﬁted to increased production. Stagnancy in pro=-
duction earlier to the implementation of the programme
‘was due to stagnancy in area as well as in productivity. ...
Cn the whéle, during the last decade and é half, déspite

- stagnancy in area, production seemed 'to have increased

eonsiderably owing to the increased level of productivity.

GROUNDNUT ECONCMY .. INDIA

Groundnut is one of the chief sources of vegetable
0:l and as it happens to be a legume, known to fix con-
siderable quantum of atmospheric nitrogen into the soil,
the crop is assuming increasing importance in the face of
booming nitrogenous fertilizer prices. Brazilian in §rigin,
i~ 1s noﬁ grown extensivelv in India, China, West Africa,
E' rma and U.S.A. India's contribution in total world area
aid production of 19.775 million hectares and 18,901 millior
tonnes {in shell) a year, was of the order of 31.9 and

. 1
3>,9 percent respectively, as of 1980,

1.2 Growth trends in Groundnut crop in India

Among the major oilseed crops in India, groundnut:';
occupies a premier position with regard to both area and
E production which stood at about &xm 74 Takh hectares and

56 1lakh tonnes respectively in 1982-83 (Table t.1). Except

—

1. Indian Agriculture in Brief - Nineteenth Edition, P,.350,
Directorate of Economics and Statistics, Department of
Agriculture and Cooperation.



for the period 1960-61 through 1968-69,during whichrihe
area under groundnut crop had increased at the rate of
about 1.2940 percent per annum, it had remained almost
Stagnant wak sk during the period after the implementa-
., However,
tion of the programme, -{ no significant change in the
growth rate could be evidenced during the period 1960-61
through 1982-83.

The production, too, had remained almost stagnant
during the periods prior to and after the implementation
6f the programme as the srowth rates were found to be non
significant. The same was evidenced for the period
1960-61 through 1982-83 also, Further, despite a marginal
increase in the area from about 64 lakh hectares to about
71 lakh hectares during the period 1960-61 through 1968-69;
thus régistering a growth rzte of about 1.2940 percent per
annum (found non significant) Pgyx =ReEXEe the production
héd remained static. This might be due to the fact that .’

the productivipy of groundnut which was quite high during
-ﬂfﬂé-eérly sixties (about 750 kgs.per hectare) had even-
tually declined to about 650 kgs. per hectare in 1968-69,
registering a decline in rate of about 1.68L5 percent per
annum, Thus, for the nation as a whole, area and pro-
duction of groundnut had been static for the period 1960-61
through 1982-83 and as a result of which the production
too was stagnant. |

1¢3 Groundnut Economy in Karnatzka

Among the major groundnut producing states of the
Maharashtra
country (Gujarat, Andhrs Pradesh, Tamilnadu/and Karnataka}l,
Karnataka with nearly 7.8 2zkh hectares and about 6.2
lakh tonnes in 1981-82, ranked fifth both in area and

production (Table 1.3). “roundnut is basically a rainfed



e
kharif crop with hardly five percent of the area.being
irrigated. OGroundnut zlone had accounted for about 63° per cen
and 77 per cent of the area and production of oilseeds
in Karnataka in 1981-82 which stood around 13.74 lakh

| hectares and 6.+ lakh tonnes respectlvely.

Average annual area under groundnut in the state
during 1960 - 1963 wes around 9 lakh hectares, wnich though
seemed to.have risen gradually to about 10 lakh hectares
during 1969-1972, had eventually declined., The same dur-
'ing the years 1980-82 was about 8,25 lakh hectares.
However, the growth rate pex for the period 196061 through
1981-82 was not significantly different from zero implying
non-exponential growth in the area.

During the same veriod, production too did not
followest an exponential model with the result the gfowth

to be
rate was found/non significant. The production, however,

had increased from fiwve étgaﬁﬁvggnnes during the years
1960-61 thpough 1975-76, the period prior to implementa-
tion of the programme., This increase in ﬁhe production,
despite relative stagnancy in area,was due to an increase
in the level of productivity from 550 kgs in the period
1960-61 to 62-63 to about 715 kgs per hectare in the periocd:
1972-73 to 74-=75. The nroduction and productivitx after
the implementation of tha programme, seem to be almost
static. |
of

The districts /Raichur, Belgaum, Dharwar, Tumkur,
‘Gﬁibarga, Bijapur, Bellary and Kolar (a;ranged in the
descending order of total produetion), in all account
_for more than 80 percent of the total production of ground-

nut in the state. Of these, Kolar and Tumkur are relatively

smaller districts situated in the southern part and the
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rest, relatively larger ones, belong to the ﬁorthern part
of the state,

Based on the tri-annium average for the period
1979-82, the districts.Belgaum and Dharwar ranked first
as far as the area under groundnut was concerned with
almost identical figures of about 1.2 lakh hectares,
followed by Raichur and Bijapur with 1.17 and 1 lakh
hectares respectively (Table t.4). However,as far as
production was concerned, Raichur ranked first (84,000
tonnes) followed by Belcaum {79,000) and Dharwar (69,000)
respectively. Higher production, despite relatively
lesser area, in Raichur could be attributable to the higher
productivity which stond arbund 750 kgs. per hectare
(triannium averasze for 1979-82) in contrast to about 625
and 610 kgs per hectare respectivelyffor Belgaum and
Dharwar. Except for the districts[gaichur and ¥Tumkur,
in the rest the production had declined or remained stag; 
.nant especislly for the period 1975 through 1982. The
ratés of growth in production for Raichur and Tumkur dur-
ing the above said period were 7.h6{gg§c??E62 percent per
annum,.respectively. While the former was due to an increase
in productivity, the latter was due to an increase in area
only. While the districts[’%ﬁlgaum, Bijapur and Gulbarga,seem:
ed to have lost the area under groundnut (evidenced by
declining growth rates) during the period prior:-- to the
implemenﬁation of the programme, the same was evidenced -
during the period after the implementation in the districts of
Dharwar and Kolsr. The growth rate in area for Dharwar,
though less befbée the implementation of the pro-
gramme,however, nositic o gnilicant in.phe‘later_

years.Ln the whonle, durir ~ the yearé 1960-61 through



1981-82, both area and production seem L0 be either

declining or remaining static especially for the dis-
of

tricts/Belgaum, Bellary, Dharwar and Gulbarga, Pl

1.4 Component Anzlysis - Changes in Production
between the two Periods

Any increase or decrease in the production of a crop
depends fundamehtélly oh the changes in the area under
crop and its average vield. And naturally one would be
interested in measuring the effect of area, the yield
as well as the interaction between the two on the
variation in production., An analytical frame work deve-
loped in enabling us to work out the contributions of
changes in area, yield and the interaction between the
two, towards the changes in production of groundnﬁt bet-

‘the periods
ween[prior to implementing and after implementing the
Intensive Oilseeds Develoument Programme in Karnataka.
Earlier methods, due to Narula and Vidyasagar1 and Varma2
confine onlyZ%%o end points of the reference periods and
noﬁ the entire periods under consideration. ‘

Analvtical Frame %Work

Let, area, production and yield be symbolically
respectively
denoted by A, P and Y/and each be expressed mathematically

in terms of the time element 't' in the form of a semi

[»}¥ ,
exponential model, ¥ = ~e¢ . Then, we have
rity Ly
A e Y J

P = - oy e aw V
Jl aJ y t'.:rud Ygl - -I.ie

‘Where j =1 and 2, are the two different periods under

consideration - prior to and after implementing

1. S.5.Narula and Vidyvasarar, Methodology for working out
contributional of Arez and Yield in increase in pro=-
duction, Agri.Situ.Inc.,(28(7), 473-47 , Oct.1973.

2. K.XK.Verma, Agricultural Growth of Major Edible Oilseed
Crops in India, Agri.Situ.In§Zﬁ,37(5$, 277-282, Aug.1982,



the project,

i refer to the year under consideration,

As production (Pji) is the nroduct of Area and Yield,

Pig = My x Yqy4 and (1)
Pai = fog X Ty (2)
We have
ts .
P1i = ( a1er1 1) ( Y1er'1t1 ) (3)
Ppp = ayvgeli1t At
_ (r,+ 1)%1
P1i = a1y1e 1

P1i , centered for the pericod 1, is given by

e -
Py = a1y1e(r1+ 1) (L)
T aking logarithms,
% ”
Log Pyy = TLog (a5%) + t (r,+ ) (5)

Similarly,

LE 1

Then, 7
(5) - (6) -
(Pio* ) _ (31\’1 ) & _
Log )y = Log (L tto(ryp+ g)o vt (r v )
fp;§£ (32"2 )
But r, = log ( ﬁzhﬁ) ro
1 - { y ) /¢
s 1
= log Eﬁ2t1 %//t
Ay s
- ( i pid ‘l‘
= log (Yyp” )y
fa
and = log E_?ZEL)//t1
Y2

. (8)

(9)

(10)

substituting the valaes of (8), {9), (10} and (11) in (7),

and rearranging, we have



*
P, %) { x )
Log ( ) = Log ( 217 3 . Log%m*} -LogEEl) .
Por ) axyz ) (Aze? ) (az )
* o )
Lo Em1 ! _ Lo ((Y1%
B (2ol ) T T

LHS of 12 speak of the percent change in the production
(averge) for the first period over the second period,

First bracketed exnression on the RHS of (12} speak5
of the contribution due to d{fference in the intercepts for
the two periods i.e., the differences existing initially,
to the changes in production. This is precisely what may
be referred to as the contri
‘or due to interaction between Area and Yield., Second and
the third bracketed expressions on the RHS of (12) speak of
the contribution of changes in area and yield respectively
towards changes in production., However, it may be noted that
unless the semi logarithmic model is valid, the results may
not be meaningful.

The contributions of area, productivity Lyéeld}-ana the
intersction between.the two, in terms of percentages, towérds
difference in preduction between the peridd earlier to and
-after implementation of the programme, for some important
districts in Karnataka and for the state as a whole is a2
presented in the Table 1.5
Table 1.5: Contributions of Ares, Productivity and the

Interaction between the two.

State/District

Area Productivity Interaction
Karnataka State (.38 i@ 5.634C)  ocagy 17.954=) owag 26.42
Belgaum ¢ ecel  Q.09(=} aaasd ¢-1g Ol o9k
Bellary e w11 32.36{-) ol PR U 53 ¢54( )
« Bijapur g1y b L2y e 32, =) s\bgy 31 .92(—2
Dharwar TS S LR ) IR AN 54+ ) 01&1 21 .81( =~}
Gulbarza ¢-ch3y 14 ,"SD(""‘Q tA33) 35 +) g\,“ 49.,79( -)
Tumkur cowd 72,060 e 9. 86 Mo 61.08(+)
Raichur CsW FOLG2(e) 6oub ZJC:/ % ocv\b 8.68(+)
Kolar culds 57.55(+) o 24.9K7) §yq 17461 (+)

(12)

itition due to the technical change

i

&1

2z
e

34

‘(fercentages are computed considering the relative magnitudes onl
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Thus, the state as a whole and the individual districts
as well (except for the Razichur district) do not seem to
exhibit an impressive scenario as regards the growth in area
and production of groundnut. While, in Raichur an increase_
in area as well as an increase in the productivity especiaiiy
after the implementation of IODP had resulted in increased'
production, a decrease in the two had Xex led io decreased

production in the Kolar district. Similarly in Tumkur’ an

increase in the area, desd>ite a decrease in productivity had
resulted in increased production.

Considering the period 1960-61 to 1981-82 into account,
it could be seen that the area under groundnut in the state
has been almost static. This stagnancy in area may have
arisen on account of institutional factors like irrigation,
technical advsncement in groundnut as well as in other
competitive crops etc. Hence, inspite of favourable price
factor, groundnut could not gain area as competing crops.
(like jowar & bajra) enjoved a relative technological
advantage and as a result of which institutional advantage
also, which outweighed thes price advantage of groundnut,
.Further, with the limited availability of irrigation in the
state (around 15 percent), groundnut's share was also limited
as it ‘could not experience anv comparative advantage in the
form of major varietal im-rovements, In fact, there are no
high yielding varieties for sroundnut on a commercial scale
at all and even the available improved varieties do not appear
to be convincinge. :

1.5 Approaches of the Government

. In the light of the constraints faced in the production
of ocilseeds, in general, the Government in the late seventies

envisaged two lines of approach, viz., (a) the area basis
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Yo attain a rapid growth in favourable years, and (b) the

problem oriented basis to ensure predictable levels of pro-

duction even in ﬁnfavourable vears. In order to achieve

this, a three pronged drive has been in operation since

1976

1.5.1. Increasing productivity through the adoption of péqkage
of practices in selected districts, the main ingqﬁ—'
dients of the packare being improved seeds, ferti-
lizer and plant protection measures,

1.5.2, Increasing area under irrigation -egpe- . ’r,/é}§§4
cially for groundnut,

1.5.3¢« Insulatingoilseed production from violenb.fluctua;h

‘ " tions thfbugh suitable agronomic ﬁéasufes and popu=-

larisation of non-traditional crops like sun-flower
and soyabean. |

In order to supplement the efforts of the State Govern-
ment, the Central Government sponsored some schemes, two of
‘these are in operation in Karnataka since 1976,

The'first, 5Intensive Cilseed Development Programme!,
was proposed to0 cover mainly groundnut crop in seVen-dis-
tricts andzsafflower in five of the seven groundnut dis-
tricts during the vear 1983-8L. These districts were
Dharﬁar, Belgaum, Gulbarsa, #aichur, Bijapur, Tumkur and
Kolar. In all, it was envisared to cover a physiéal target
of 700,000 hectares. Alsc planned were 2,500 free demonstra-
- tions at a total cost o Hs,200,000, Besides, it was proposed
to supply minikits costing Rs.£0 each for O.1 hectaresz-to
some cultivators (free ci cost) to try the latest improved
varieties. The main obiect of the minikit programme was“
to learn the performance of the recent varieties under local

conditions and to porul:;rise the same if oroved to be better
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compared to the already existing varieties. Four new varie-
ties (TG-3, TC-17, JL-24 and J-11) were tried in the said -
seven districts. The scheme also provided subsidies for e
Plant protection chemicals and seed multiplication and pro-
curement programmes. In all, the total financial require-
ment was estimated to be Rs,.38 lakhs, |

The second scheme wzs specifically a compaign for
extension of oilseeds to new irrigated areas. It incluaed
the districts, Raichur, Bellary, Chitradurga and Shimdga
(covered under Tungabhadra and Tunga project canals) and
Tumkur, Kolar, Bangalore, Mysore, Mandya, Hassan, Chikmangalur
and Belgaum, which are covered by tanks,wells, and m&:;?opher mi:
irrigation works providing scope for rabi/summer groundnut.
Apart from compaipning for more irrigated areas for the
groundnut crop, the scheme provcses to popularise new
varieties and to increase ver hectare vield by adopting
. improved agronomical vractices. The physical target for the‘
vear 1983-8l was fixed szt 2.21 lzkh hectares with the usual
extension programmes of minikits (315) and demonstrations
(1250)., The total financial requirement of the scheme was
estimated at Rs.12,02,000. Apart from the canal served
districts, Tumkur and Kelzr were the prominent beneficiaries
as the¥ hzve consideratle number of terks and wells,

Under both the schiemes, the main thrust of the programme
implementation were nonulsrising the basic ocilseed producﬁiéh
technology by way of improved variety of seeds, fertiliser
recommendations, suitable agronomic practices, plant pro-
tection messures, as well as extension methods of demonstra-

tion and dispribution of minikits,

1.6 Soepe—end Objectives of the Study

The present study undertook an evaluation of the
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Centrally Sponsored Profect, 'Intensive Cilseeds Development
Programme, for critically examining the various aspects of
implementation of the procramme, specially those relating
to the adoption of recommended package of practices and the
impact of programme on individual incomes of the farmers.
The study, however, was designed specifically to probe inﬁo
the following objectives : |
i.6.1 to assess the impact of the programme, especialiy

with regard to the wroductivity of groundnut and

the income of the individual farmers,
1.6.2 to assess the extent of adoption of improved'packégé of

_practices. and the reasons, therein, for the

deviation {if any),

1.6.3 to assess the role of extension agencies in the
availability of needed inputs and the technical
know-how, and

1.6.,4 to suggest steps for improving the effectiveness of

the programme, with reference to the groundnut crop.
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ChAPTHR IT

;ntensive Oilseeds Dovel opment Programme .
in Karnatzka

This scheme was implemented with effect from 1.4.,1975
vide G,C.No.AAE/AML deted 1,9.76. The objectives of the.v
scheme were,

a) to increase the production to meet the increased

demand by increasing the area under oilseed crops,

b) to develop non-traditioral oilseed crop rich in

oil and protein contents,

¢) to extend the ares under multiple cropping includ=-

ing oilseed crops in cropping pattern, and

d) to increase per hectare yield through adoption of

package of practices and production technology.

2.1 Progress achieved in 1982-83

Amount sanctioned by the Government of India fbr the
year 1982-83 was of the order of Rs.38.55 lakh and an equal ,
amount wa;?;;ﬂ%tioned by the State Government also (Talle 2.1).
However, the Government of India's share in the expenditure
- was as high as 86 percent. The physical targets and achieve-
ments in terms of ares covered under groundnut, presented
in th; table 2,2 show that nearly 82 percent of the targets
had been achieved durinr 1082-83 as against a barget area
of about 1,54,000 hectares in Raidnnyaqi07,049 hectares
amounting to about 70 percent as against 66 percent in
respect of the Kolar district. In Kolar district, only .
13 percent of the target was achieved in the summer as
- percent .
against 23/and 37 percent achieved in respect of the Ralchur

district and the Staste =5 a whole.

The input distribution in 1982-83,in respect of the
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improved seeds, fertilizers, plant protection chemicals,
is presented in the Table 2.3, Eighty hectares of groﬁndé
nut has been covered by the minikit programme to populariSe,
the improved vsriety of seeds such as TG3, TG17, JL-24 L
“or J=11 as against a target of sixty hectares (Table 2.3).
 While, in the districts of Raichur, Dharwar & Belgaum, the
achievement had exceeded the target, only in Gulbarga
- 50 percent of the target had been achieved. As many as
1,112 hectares were covered by demonstrations in 1982-83
as against a target of 8007;§f;rzﬁhs exceeding the target
by 28 percent. This was mainly due to the districts of
Dharwar, Belgaum and Raichur where the achieVement was far
in excess of the targets. Again in Gulbarga, as against
a target of 120 hectares, only 23.6 hectares had been
achieved, Table 2.4 may be referréd to for details.

| Thus, the coverage in the district, of Dharwar,

ulte
Belraum, Raichur, and Bijapur, seemed to be?satisfactory

" in 1982-83. The coveraze in CGulburga, Tumkur and Kolar

also
district/seemed i te saLi:F;;LOry.The main handicap was

insﬁfficient and erratic rainfall during kharif season of
1982-83, which resulted in low yields, reducing the hormal
production by about 40 percent in almost all the distriéts
of the state. The summer season was also not prospective

since thers was no sufficient water in the tanks and wells.

2.2 Pronosed Prosramme of the Work for 1983-84

The financial allocation for 1983-84 for the State
of Karnatzska was Rs.56,75,000 of which nearly 31 percent
was for the seeds subsidy followed by the components, mini-
kits (25%) and plant protection chemical%}BO% subsidy (20%)
respectively (Table 2.5). The number of minikits allotted

to the state for the ground crop (0.1 hect. @ Rs.85 each)
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was 10,500, the financial requirement of which Qas
R5.8,92,500. The number of demonstrations allotted for
groundnut {O.4 hect.® Rs.80 each) was L ,000, thé financial
requirement of which was Rs,3,20,000., The district Raichur
was allotted the highest number of minikits (1000} and
demonstrations (750), the financial outlays being Rs.85,600
and 75,000 respectively, HNext to Raichur were the dis—..-
tric€§§8himoga and Chitradurga with 600 minikits and 500 -
demonstrations each. Flant protection chemiCalé7%0% _
subsidy; maximum outlay was for Bellary district (Rs.1;15,000)
- followed by Raichur and Chitradurga (Rs.?1,00,000 each}

and Shimoga (Rs.50,000). The details of districtwise,.
physical & financial programme for 1983-8L are presented

in the Table 2.6..
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CHAPTER ITI
STUDY ARNA, SA¥PII' D%AIGY AND THE DATA BASE

Fl

3.0 Choice of the aresa for study

3.1 Selection of the Districts

All the eight major sroundnut producing districts
are included in one or the other magior schemes, currently
in operation. However, Felraum, Kolar, Raichur and Tumkur
districts éome under the nurview of both the schemes.

Among these, the district Raichur occupies a bremiéri
-position not only for the.fairly larger area under ground-
nut (1.17 lakh hectares), but alsc that it was one of the
two districts in the state where the production had in-
creased at the rate of about T7.4% percent per annum after
the implementation of the prograi se. This increase in
production was despite the stagnancy in area under the crop
which invariably was due to increased productivity. And the
area under summer crop had amounted to about 35 percent of
the total area under the crop.

On the other hand, Kolar, s smaller district in the
southern part of the stste, accounting for about 12 percent
of its gross cropped srez under groundnut, inspite of an
incréase in the area under groundnut from about 30,000
hectares in 1661-64 (trienmium aversge) about 74,000 hectares
in 1975-76 had shown a2 d=cline in the area at the rate of
about 5.22 percent ner asnnum in the subseguent years.
Further, Kolar district has the least developed inffa-‘
structure in resvect of marketing of agricultural produce
which could be evidencad by the fact that the regulated -
markets in the district hazndle abeocut 10% of the total pro=-
ductién.1 Comparing the number of regulated markets and

"the value of turn-over in them in XKolar district -

1. Agricultural Marketing Statistics,1979-80, Karnataka
State Agricultursl itarketing Board,Banglore {unpublished).
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2
with that of the Rsichur district - 26 and Rs.77.50 crores -

the contrast becomes obvious.,

3.1.1 RAICHUR DISTRICYT AT A GLANCE

Raichur district is in the North-Eastern part of
Karnataka and stands between 15.090 and 16.31+o north lati-
tude and 75.&50 and 76.350 east longitude., Two major rivers,
Krishna and Tungabhadra flow on either side of the district.
”Lérge part of the district is covered by black soils,bpp the
+ are aoils of red, serdy Toame und red lesme pregant in some

The total ~eorranticszl area in the district according
to census (1981) is 14,017 sc.kms. and the same according
to village papers is 13,882,338 hectares, 74 percent of which
was the net area sown in 1982-83. The net area irrigated
was 1,06,356 hectares. 7The normal reinfall in the district
is 601.6 m.ms., and the sctuzl average rainfall during )
1982-83 was 618.Lh m.ms, Canals are the major source of
irrigation accounting for 91,184 hectares. Tanks, ﬁelis}[f
.and other sources accounted for 3,229;.9,h18 and 2,525
hectares respectively.

Important crops grown in the district are cotton,
© jowar, groundnut and baira. Among these, groundnut occu-
pieé a premier position (next to cotton and jowar) in the
district with regard to both area and yield with the figures
of 1,16,9&2.hectares and 1,02,6L43 tonnes respectively
(1982-83}.

Raichur district comprising nine taluks (. Deodurg,
Gangavati, Koppal, Hustu~i, Lingsugar, Munvi, Raichur,

sindhanur and Yelburrsa) wes inhabited by 17,83,822 people

2, Karnataka at a Glance, , Bureau of Economics &
Statistics, Government of Karnataka, Bangalcre.
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and 88 percent of them live in rural aress, the villages
numbering 1,401 in 1682-83., Number:of ovmer-cultivators
~and legndless agricultural labourers in the district were
2,18,973 and 1,93,736 respectively in 1982-83 (Table 3.1}
marginal and small farmers accounted for about 37 percent
of the total holdines in the district. Nearly 32 percent ‘
of the total operational holdings were in the size of less
than 2 hectares. Maximum number of holdings \agﬁ recorded
in the size holding bvetween 2 and 5 hectares. Taluk.-wise
distribution of land holdinrs by size is presented in the
| Table 3o1.

There were 370 rerictered factories in the district
in 1982-83, with an annual value of the industrial output
of about 19.70 crore rupees and employing 14,110 people.,
There were 129 textile facteries,1982-83), 12 chemical
factories and one ensineering factory in the district.
There were 2,200 handlooms with 1370 weavers' families
operating outside the factories registered under the Factories
Act. ”

Number of co-operstive societies, in 1982-83 in the
.district, were 1,608 which, however, included the liquidated
societies also, out of which 209 were Agricultural co-op.
credit” societies. ﬁember:hip in all were 2,98,431 out of whom
1,50,053 were the Agricultural Co-operative credit societies.
About 378,20 lakh rupees was advanced as loan, as on 30.6.
1982, 96.5 percent of which was short-term and the rest
medium term loans,

At the end of 1983, 2% regulated markets comprising
17main and 9 sub mark&ts?;;ﬁthe district. There were as

main

cne O™MmeE
many as 7/markets in the Sindhunur taluk, / each in

Gangavati and Koppal, 3 eacir in Raichur and Mauvi, and 2 in
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Yelburga. Thus, Deodura and Lingsuesr taluxs uau

no markets at all, In fnct, it was in Raichur that the
first regulated market wzs established in the state and
perhaps one of the largest markets with an annuai turnover.
6f ébout RS.60.5C crores (1982-83), ouﬁ of'a district total
of about Rs.77.50 crores. Thus, Raichur has probably one

of the best developed marketing infrastructure in the state.

3.1.2., Kolar District st a Glance

Kolar belongs to the maidan (plains) group of districts
as'distinct from the hilly, western portions of the state
called Malnad and it is the easternmost district of the
Karnataka State. It is situated between 12°46' and 13%8"
north latitude and 77021' and 78035' east longitude. | Ipsf
greatest length from north to south is about 85 miles and
its greastest distance from east to west is also roughly
the same. It 1s bounded by the districts of Bangalore and
Tumkur on the west, end on all the other sides it is
surrounded by the districus of the adjioining states of
Andhra Pradesh and Tamil Nadu.

The total geographicsl area in the district, accord;"
ing to census (1381), is £,223.00 sq.kms. and the same

according to village papers is .7,79,467 hectares, The met arez

irrigated was 74,637 hectares. Thus, nearly 80 bercent of.
the area is under rzinfed condition and hence the life of |

the farmihg community is articulsted By éhe raihs, Kharif
being the main seasom of *the district, the success is always

under the shadow of the monsoon vhich is unpredictable and
"l

uneven in distribution. In the alsence of any perenial.

rivers and the canals the irriration is through wells and
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tanks, which is again derendent on rains. The normal rain-
fall of the district is 730.5 m.ms., the maximum is received
during the mbnth of September, followed bv it in the month
of October. Hence, good precipitation, during kharif

fills up the tanks and wells enabling rabi and

summer cCI'OopPS.

The rainfall durin< the year 1982 was, however, 554.8
m.ms. only. The tanks, :wlls, and other sources had
accounted for 29,014, 45,571 and 52 hectaree.respectively
during 1981.-82,

Important crops f?uwn.in the district are.ragi,éfound-
nut , pﬁlses (other than -ram and tur), paddy and mulberry.
Among these, groundnut occunies a dremier position (next
only to Ragi) with racard to both area and yield with the
figures of L7,092 hectares and 32,079 tonnes respectively

Kolar district commrising eleven taluks (Bagepally,Gudibar
Bangarpet, C.B.Pur, Chinz=mani, Gauribidanur, Kdiar, Malur,
Mulbagal, Sidlaghatts, nanA Srinivasanur) was inhabiﬁed b§3i
19,05, 492 people (19€1 census) and 78 percent of them
lived in rural aress. Number of owner-cultivators (families)
and landless agricultural labourers were 2,86,254 and
-71,659 respectively in 1°87-83 (Table 3.2). Marginal and
smzlls farmers (fzrmers with size of holding less than one
hectare and between ore and two hectares respectively)
accounted'for about &L percent of the total holdings,
operating nearly 35 percent of the net area under cultiva-
tion in the district. Haximum number of holdings (1,08,851)
were rewarded ir the . ize neldinr less than one hectare,
but eovering just 13 =ereent of the net area under culti-
vation (Table 3. ).

There were 1,429 »e-istered factories in the district
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in 1982-83 with about 16,306 workers employed in them, As
against 89 chemical and 340 engineering factories, there
were 1,157 handlcoms in the district. There were 2,71k
coming
villages (out of a total of 2,848)/uncer development of
sericulture covering 8,221 sericulturists (both . direct
and indirect), having = cocoon production of 91.43 lakh
kgs. valued at Rs.3,459 1-ih runees,
Munber of cooperi-ive ;ocfeties, in 1982-83, in
the district were 1,09% o1 which 215 were Agricultural
Credit Co-op. societies.¥embership in all were 4,560,266
of whom 2,9L,023 were in the Asricultural Credit Co.op.
societies., /About Hs.Z2%¢ 1aikh was advanced as loan during:
the year, the shore of obort, medium and long term loan
being 58.,C, 35.00 and 7,4 nercent respectively.
At the end of 1)-;, vLiere were 14 reculasted markets
in the Kelar district with eoual number of main and sub
‘merkets. The taluks, Bacepally, Gudibanda, Sidlaghatta
end Srinivasapur did not H;?;;ny main market, with the
other taluks hevinr one each. Gudibanda taluk did not
nave even the cub-m-rb:t, The v=lue of the turnover in
the regulsted markets was of the order of Rs.1,023.74 lakhs.
Sidlachatta tzluk in srite of having two sub-markets (there
are 'no masin masrkets), had not reccrded any transaction.

Thus, it is clear how the kolar district is least developed

in respect of marketings infrastructure,

3.1.3 Selection of tiec nluksg

KT
Two taluke from e~ of =he district were selected
from each of the “istricus chosen based on the area under
groundnut snd «w-: ve o oovrer: of the adovtion of practicés
under the Intersive i see s Development rrogramme. ‘The

officials of tie Dewpsrtuent of Acriculture, however, were
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consulted in the selection of the taluks as well as in’

the selection of the villages.

3.1.3¢1 Raichur and Manvi Taluks:

The taluks selected in the Raichur district were
-Raichur and Manvi. Thé;%;%%%g%%;cal areas of the taluks:
are 1,540 and 1,717 square kilometers or 151,415 and
179,273 hectares, amounting to around 11 and 12 percent

of the total ares in the district. Net area sown in the
Raichur and Manyi taiuks (1982-83) amount to 80 and 83
percent respectively, “While, the net area irrigated'in
the Raichur tsluk accounted for  just 9.47 percent of

the net area sown, the same for the Manvi taluk was about
17 .46 vercent resvectively. The area uﬁder groundnut in
the two taluks in 1682-83 were 5,048 and 13,750 hectares
amounting to 4.31 and 11.76 prercent of the total groundnut
area in the district respectively. The number of regulated
markets including sub markets were 3 in each of the taluks
-with the annual turnover, as on 31.3.1983, were about 60,50
and- 2.23 crore rupees amounting to 78.06 and 2,88 percent
of the total turn over in all the regulated markets inlthe

‘district, respectively.

. 3e1:3+2s Gauribidnue anc Hagepalli Taluks

The taluks selected in the kolar district were Gauri-
respective
bidanur and Bagepalli. The/geographical areasof the taluks
are 882,94 and 937.09 souare kilometers or 86,727 and
90,009 hectares amounting to 11.13 and 11,55 percent of
the total area in the district respectively. Net area
sown in the two taluks (1982-83) amount to 49.07 and Li1.41

percent respectively. While, the net area irrigated in

the gauribidanur tsluk in 1982-83 was 13.91 percent and



the same in respect of Bagepalli taluk was 0.05 percent, of -
the net area sown. This amounted to 16.15 and 7.30 péféénéIOf
the ret area irrigated ir tne district. The normsl areé under
groundrut in the two taluks In 1983-8L were 9,2L9 and 13,985
hectares amounting to 15.G0 and 2L.03 percent of the total.-
groundrut arez ir the di<trict. while there was only one main
regulated market ir Gauriridarur, there was nome in Bagepalli.
However, theres were twe eub marltets ir the Ragepalli taluk.
The value of the turrover were atout 61.79 and 71.38 lakh
rupees amcurting to 6.04L ard 6.97 percent of the total'tufn-
over in all the regulated markets in the district, respectively.
3.2.0 Selection of Villapes and respondents

v
‘Seventeer villages (including hamlets) elever in Kolar

and six ir Raichur, =spread¢ over the four =elected taluks in
the two districts were selected in consﬁltation with the
qfficials of .the Department of Agriculture so as to have
sufficient number of berneficiaries and non beneficiaries under
the‘prOgranme and as well as to represert the crop grown in
diféerent conditions such as irrigated/dry, kharif/summer,
etc. In the Kolar district, eight willages belonged to Gauri-
bidarur taluk and the reet (3] to éagepalli taluk, Manvi faluk
in the Kaichur hacd accrurted for four villages and the rest
(2) by the Raichur taluk. Mames= of the villages and hamlets_
selected are preserted in the Table 3.3. )
Stratified rardem «ampling technique was employed "in
the =selection of resporderts, strata being bas;d on the
size of holding. Mumber of respondents in each strata was
determined by provortional allocatibr. In all, eighty
responderts (50 vereficiarice ard thirty nonbereficiaries)

were selected from e ach cf the district. The number of

respondents, irn total were one hundred and sixty.
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The sampling was carried out separately for each of the .
district. The districtwise number of respondents in

different strata is presented in the Table 3.4.

SOCIO ECONOMIC PROFILE COF THE RESPONDENTS

3 241 KOlar District

Eighty families, selected for the purpose, in the
Kolar district had 453 people in total of whom 291 were
in the category of beneficiaries {50 families) and the
- rest in the nonbeneficiaries.(Table 3.5). Thus, the
average size of the family was around 5.63 and the same
 for beneficiaries and the nonbeneficiaries was 5280 and
5.40 resp?ctively. There were 159 earners, comprising
112 male, L5 female and two children, 4s auzsinst
36 illiterates (11 beneficiaries and 27 nonbeneficiaries),
the rest were literates comrrising 19 upto 7th standard
(middle school), 2 in the secondary school and‘12:€olle--‘
giates (Table 3.6). Main occupation being farming, 54 o

families had sub-occupations such as Agricultural labour,

)

'__,‘,‘A».-; .

1

dairy, serilucture etc., the details of which are ﬁrééénfed
in Table 3.7. selected
Net agricultural land ovmed by the, families was 158.41

hecgares out of which 70.20 hectares belonged to the beﬁe-
ficiaries and the rest (81,61 hectares) to the non-benef"
ficiaries (Table 3.%9)., Further, 32 marginal farmers had
owned about 20 hectares of land as against 28 small farmers
owning 39 hectares, and the rest (medium and large farmers).

Inclusive of
hsd owned about 99 .40 hectares of land./ 7.560 hectares of

land taken on leass the area cultivaled by the

families was sbout 165 hectares. Area cropped more than
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once was 42.06 hectares and hence the gross cropped area
was about 208 hectares. The area irrigated by wellé;gndp
tanks were about 16 and 62 hectares, amounting to about -
7.0 and 30 percent of the gross cropped area (Table -
3.8). Both the groups of farmers, beneficiaries and non
beneficiaries, were zlmost identical with regard to the
area under irrigation and also the area cropped more

.than onces

et TPe t‘tal ares under cultivation during the kharif

sk . [

Season was about 101 he:tares gncunting

to about 77 percent of the gross cropped area and the resﬁ
during summer (Table 3.9). Fortyfour percent of the gross
. cropped area ypger cereals (mainly ragi)

as against 23 percenl rroundnul, L percent supgarcane,

3.4 percent sunfloper, 1 percent. mulberry and the rest
under other crops. As far ass the groundnu:t was concerned,
about 35 peréent of the area was irrigated and nearly e
~59-percent of the gross cropped area under groundnut ﬁaé
under local varieties,

Groundnut was the main crop grown in summer, in
addition to cereals ¢o5 » certain extent, Nearly forty one
hectares amountin~ to aucut 20 percent was under groundnut
dur{hg the summer seascn. The area under local varietiés
and improvéd varieties were zlmost identical and the entire
area invariably being under irrigstion.

The number of bullncks, cattle and sheep owned by the
families were 67; 171 -rd 154, valued st Rs.84,350,
Rs.2,22,220 and Rs.26,.° respectively (Table 3.10),
Fourteen iron plou -hs . ued at Hs.1,715 were owned by the
families of which «lev-i: »lou~hs belonged to the behe-‘

ficiaries group., - - 'nauors valued at Rs.1,25,000



2%

belonginglto the nonbeneficisries and each belonged to tﬁé
'mfarmers in the size holding above foﬁr ﬁéctares wereffgund
in the Gauribidanur taluk of the district. Thirty. 'four
pumpsets valued at Rs.1,49,500 were found to be belonging
to‘the respondent families of which 22 belonged to the -

beneficiaries.

3.2.,2 RAICHUR DISTRICT

From among L68 people in the eighty families, selected
for the purpose, 302 were in the category of beneficiaries
{50 families) and the rest in the non-beneficiaries (Table
3.5). Thus, the averace size of the family was around
5.85 and the same for the beneficiaries and non-beneficia~
ries were 6.64 and 5.53 respectively, There were 205
earners in all, comprisirg 120 male, 77 female aﬁd'8
Ehildrepq As against L9 illiterates (29 beneficiaries and
20 non beneficiaries), the rest were literates comprising
22 up to.7th' standard {middle school), 2 in the secondary
school and 7 collegiates (Table 3.6). Main occupation
being farﬁing, 56 families had sub occupations such as
sgricultural labour, dairy, sericulture, etc., the details
of which 7represented in the Table 3.7.

“ Net agricultural land owned by the families was 175:43
-hectares out of vwhich 97.48 hectares belonged to the bene-
ficiaries and the rest (£1.95) to the non beneficiaries
(Table 3.11). Thus, as against a per family availability
of 1.95 hectares per beneficiaries, the non beneficiaries
had a net available 2,73 hectares per family. Further,

31 marginal farmers had owned about 25 hectares of Tand
as againsﬁ 28 small farmers owning 42 hectares, and the

rest (medium and large farmers) had owned about 112 hectares
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of land. Inclu=ive of 5.2 hectares of lasrd taken on lease
(a1l on share rent) the ‘areca cultivated by the familiesﬂﬁés
8L .63 hectares. The area cropped more than once was

112.36 nectares and the grose< cropped srea was 297.01 hectares
as agai»st an area of 117.83 hectares being irrigated by AN
tgﬁks/canals-(mOStly carals) which together amounted to aboﬁt
L1 percent of the groses cropped area (Table 3.11). As

against an area of 75.L8 hectares of land belonging to the
beneficiaries being irrigated dgencting availatle irrigated
land as 1.51 nectares per fauiily, non bereficiaries had

1.56 hectares of irrigated land per family.

The tdtal area under cultivation during the kharif
season was about 14,8.83 hectares, amounting to about 50 pef-
cent of the gros=s croppad area and of the rest 19.6 hectares or
6.60 percent was in the rabi season snd L3..0 percent in the
summer seascn (Tatle 3.12). Yearly 61 percent of the gross
cropped area during khari¢ was under cereals, mainly Bajra
and jowar, as agairst 19.27 percent for sunflower and 15.32
percert for grouranut re-;cctively. Dry and the irrigated area
urder groundnut during tie kiharif ceason were almost identi€al.
Néarly twelve perce=t of the aresa under groundrut had improved
varieties and the rest were sll local varieties only. In
Raichur district, groundnul wae not grown as a rabi crop.

Orly cereals ard coticn were grown during the rabi season.
Thirty three percent cf L area was under groundput during
te sumner seasor wanich akourted LO agbout 98 hectares. The

area under local and improved varieties were almost
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identical and both ware invariably under irrigation. (Fé;:
details regarding other zrovs in the summer season,; if
see Table 3,12), | .
The number of bullocks, cattle and sheep owned by the
families were 132; 172 and 116, valued at Rs.1,04,750,
Rs.1,11,350 end Rs.,20,£00 respectively (Table 3.13). 0n1§
two iron nloughs, values st its,200/- were found in the |
families, and both belorred to the non beneficiaries. -
There were only eight numpsets, three belonging to the
_beneficiaries and five to nonbeneficiaries, valued at

3.3 - DATA BASE

The information rerardine nroduction and marketing of
the groundnut and other crops were collected
from the respondents using structured interview schedules
which were initially tested for their feasibilities. The
format of the schedule used for the purpose is presented.
in-the Appendix, .

The secondary data, recuired for the purpose, was
collected from the following sources @

1) Department of igriculture, Government of Karnataka,

2) Karnataks State izricultural Marketing Board,

Bangalore, and
3) Bureau of beonemins and Statistics, Government of

Karnatka, Bangalore.
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CHAPTER IV

ECONGMICS OF CULIIVAIIUN OF GROUNDNUT
- A_COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS

e ~

- Cost of Cultivation

Generally, the rainfall and irrigation are the
deciding factors for allocation of area under the crop
groundnut, The major reguirement of the input in the
groundnut cultivation, in addition tc the human labour,
is seeds. Not only the seeds are reguired in substan-
tiélly larger quantities, but the quality of the same is
also very important, The seeds of improved varieties of
groundnut have been provided free of cost to the benefi-
ciaries under the IODP Scheme. The other benefits such
as fertilizers, plant protection chemicals and farm impie-7
ments being provided have been negligible. The cost and
returns are presented separately for the beneficiaries and.
‘the non-beneficiaries, However, in view of Che diverée B
‘conditions prevailing in the two districts-(Raichur and
Kolar) under consideration, the same will be presented
separately for the two districts and also in each season
(Khafiﬂﬁand Sunmer),

It may be mentioned that groundnut is grown as a
mixed crop especially in the Kharif seasdn. In such cases,
groundnut has been treated as ihe main crop and, therefore,
90 per cent of the common cost is accounted on the main
crop. Similarly, allocation of area under the crop is
also made on the same basis.” This seems reasonable

especially under the absence of any prescribed procedure

* Problems in growth ¢f{ uilsseds - A Study of groundnut
in Tamil Nadu, Research Study No. 78, Agricultural
Economic Research Cen:ire, University of Madras,
Madras, 1984.
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in apportioning the area under each crop.* Imputed
values for owned inputs have been calculated as per the
prevalent prices and wages. Interest on working capital
for those farmers who have not borrowed from any source
was worked out at the rate of ten per cent per annum for
four months, the dJuraticn c¢f the crop. Hhewever, in the
case of the farmers being loanees, the interest nas been
worked cutl on the am..nl irawn at Lhe prescribed rate of
interest. The lovans Ir. iLhe privale money lenders
generally carry a rale ol incerest ranging between 3 and

5 per cent per month,

L.l Cost of Cultivaticn - Raichur District

L.1.1(a) Beneficiaries - Tmprcved Varieties - Summer Season

The average cost =f cultivation of groundnut for
the beneficiaries in iLhe Aaichur district growiﬁg
.,improved'varieties vorkecd out to be around Rs. 3,644 per
hectare (Table 4.1). Nearly 51 per cent of ithe total
cost is due to human labour which amounted to Rs.l1,8364,
of which 44 per cent is cn hired laocur and the rest is
the imputed value i¢r fazmily labour., Followed by human °
.labour were the components of Bullock Cost, tertilizers
and the seed costs, the contribution of each towards the
costvbeing 19.72 per cent, 19.44 per cent and 18.13 per
cent respectively. Of the seed cost of ks, 661 per
hectare, nearly 78 per cent was being given free of cost
as a part of the IJDP by che Government, Hence, taking
the cost of seeds given free cf cost also into account,
the total cost turns out to be around Rs.4,157 per
hectafe. The in%ter=zsi (r working capital amounts to
about 1,74 per cent ¢f % .otal cost of cultivation of

groundnut.

* Evaluation Repori on uilseeds Development Programme -
(1976-80), Planaing Commission, Govt, of India, 1984.
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The cost of cultivation was the highest in
respect of the medium farmers (ITIrd Category, with
size of holding between 2 and 4 hectares) with a value
of Rs.3,823 followed by the large farmers (IVih cate-
gory, with size holding 4 or more than 4 hectares) with
a value of Rs.3,747. It was tne least in respect of
small farmers (IInd cactegory, with size holding between

1l and 2 hectares).

The cost of human labour appeared to be identical
for both the farmers in the Ist and IInd categories as
ﬁell as for those in the categories III and IV when
family labour value was imputed., Buc, tne family labour
had accounted for nearly 61 per cent of the value of the
total labour cost for .he tfcrmer catvegories as againsﬁ
a mere 34 per cent in r~=ieny of the farmers in the
latter categories, Similarly, the former categories had
incurred a sum of Rs, 650 towards the fertilizers as
against a sum of Rs. 900 by the farmers in the other

~

categories,

It may be prcper tou mention that nearly 79 per

cent of tine beneficizries were either marginal or small
farmé}s, both being almost identical in nﬁmbers.'Furhter,‘”
‘the value of the seeds of the improved vériety received

by the marginal and small farmers was around Rs. 560 per
hectare (about 93 kges.) which was nearly 62 per cent more
than that received by Lhe medium and large farmers. But
the quantity of seeds purchased by the latter categories
of farmers was almost double than that of the farmers in

former categories which stood at Rs.2<6 per hectare,

4.,1.2 Non-beneficiaries - Locsl Varietieg - Summer Seascn’

The average ccen 7 cultivation of groundnut for
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the non-beneficiaries growing local varieties in the
summer season wcrked cut to be arcund Rs. 2,816 per
hectare, 22 per cent less than that for the benefici-
aries (Table 4.2). Nearly L6 per cent of total cest |
was due tc the human labour, of which about 67 per cent
was towards the hired labour. Thus the proportionlof
imputed value for family labour for the non-benefieiefie§1f
_was less compared to that of the beneficiaries. As

against a sum of Rs, 719 incurred by the beneficiaries
towards the bullock charges, the non-beneficiaries had
incurred Rs. 378 per hectare, - The amount towards
fertilizer for the two grcups was fis, 708 and Rs. 516
respectively. The majcr difference, however, was in
the.form of seeds. As against a sum of Rs. 661 incurred
towards seeds by the beneficiaries (about 110 kgs),

the non-beneficiaries had incurred Rs. 437 (about 146

kgs). The former had used improved varieties and the

lacter had grown local varieties.

The coefficient of variability (g;) wibh respect
to the expenditure incurred towards total cost for the
beneficizaries was just zrzcund 3 per cent in contrast to
nearl; 30 per cent in respect of the non-beneficiaries.
The variabilities did ditier significantly from each
other, The mean values, too, differed significantly
indicating that the beneficiaries had incurred more
expenditure compared to ine non-beneficisries. This
was trﬁe in the case of seede also., The variabilities
in the case of seeds; however, did not dif'fer signi-

ficantly, the CVs being <9 and 23 per cent respectively.



b.1.3 The beneficiaries growing local varieties
and Non-beneficiaries growing improved
varieties in the sumvrer season

.The beneficiaries growing local varieties in the
summer season had incurred on an average a sum of
Rs. 2,998 as against a sum of Rs. 2,853 per hectare
incurred by the non-benericiaries growing improved"
véfieties (Table 4.3). Az against a sum of Rs. 544
incurred by the rormer categcories towards seeds, the
latter had spent a sum of Rs. 556 towards the same,., The
amount incurred towards feftilizer were Rs., 541 and 772
respectively. Further, as against 4 non-beneficiaries
growing improved varieties,there were L1 beneficiaries
growing local varieties, The difference in the total
cost incurred by the beneficiaries and the non-benefi;'
ciaries growing local varieties was, howvever, found non-
”éiénificaﬁt in spite of the signifiicant difference in

the variabilities.

Thus, combining the information from the Tables
4,1 to 4,3 the cost of cultivation per hectare for the
beneficiaries growing groundnut in the summer season
{irrespective of the varieties) work out to be Rs.1,337.25
in coﬁtrast to Rs, 1,129,08, thus registering approxi=
mately a difference of 18 per cent. Similarly, the total
cost of cultivation of improved varieties of groundnut,
in general in the summer season, works out to be
Rs. 1,432,97 as égainst a sum of Rs. 1,177.71 required

for growing the lccal varieties,

L.I.,4L, Cost of Cultivaticn - Kharif Season

" It may be mentioned that tne data in thne present

study pertains to the gharif 1983 and summer 1984,
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'Hﬁbwever, the actual benelit was accrued 56 the sample:-
beneficiaries in the sunwer seascn only in the Raichur
district, Thus, this may reflect the production pattern
of the farmers, especially the beneficiaries, earlier

to receiving the benefitse,

Both beneficiaries and the non-beneficiaries, in
the absence of any benefit, had grown only local
varieties, The average cost of cultivation for the non-
beneficiaries was arcund Rs. 2,608 in contrast vo
Rs. 3,698 incurred by ine beneficiaries (Table 4.4), thus
registering a significant difference of about 42 per cent.
The expenditure incurred cn seeds and hence the physical
quantities also had differed significantly from each

other., The same w2s true in the case of fertilizer also.

L,2 Ccst of Cultivarion - Kolar District

In Kolar district, among the sample farmers, the
benefits had been prcvided both in the Kharif and Summer.
seascn, unlike in the Raicnur district where we had
beneficiaries c¢nly in .:.e sumuer seascn. Furcher, it
may be mentioned ihst ir the summer season whe cost of
—cultivation and the returns are the combined figures for:
Pothéthe improved and the local varie;ie§_as the same

was not available separately.

4.2,1 kherif Seascn - Beneficiaries - Improved Varieties

The average cost c¢f cultivaticn of groundnut for
the beneficiaries growing imprcved varieties in the
Kharif season works out tec Rs, 2,305.70 per hectare, 36
per cent of which was due to human labour (Table 4.5).
Nearly 11 per cent of the total value of labour was on
hired labour and the rest imputed value for the family
labour. The amounts Zue *c seeds and green manure were

almost identical, torming nearly 19 per cent.
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.As high as 83 per cent of the beneficiaries were
in the categories I and 1II, the value of the benefit in
- the form of the improved seeds being Rs. 168 per hectare,
The value of the benefit accrued to the farmers in the
categories III and IV was around Rs. 200 per hectare.
The total cost of cultivation for vhe tormer categories
‘was about Hs. 835 as against Rs., 1,345 for the rest of
the farmers, thus regis.ering a significant difference of
about 61 per cent,

4L.2.2 Kharif Season -~ Non-Beneficiaries and
Beneficiaries - lLccal Variecies

The average cost ¢f cultivation of groundnut for
the non-beneficiaries growing local varieties which
stood at Rs. 1,867 per hectare (lable 4.6), was signi-
ficantly lower than that ur the beneficiaries growing
improved varieties, The value of the seeds incurred
remaining the same, it indicaced that the non-benefi-
ciaries had used relatively higher valuation of seeds,
The total cost of cultivacion, on an average, for the
beneficiaries growing lccal varieties was around Ks,2,270
per hectare, CV being jusi 7 per cent (Table 4.6).
Though this differed signiticantly Irom that of the non-
beneficiaries, as far as the beneficiaries growing
.imprOVed varieties were concerned it was almost on par,
As high as 20 per cent of the total cost was due Lo seeds
which implied use of relatively greater quantivies of

seeds,

L.2,3 Summer Season - Berneficiaries and Non-Beneficiaries

As against a sum ¢f Rs. 2,885 incurred by the bene-
ficiaries towards the total cost of cultivation, the non-
beneficiaries had incurred a sum of Rs. <,443 per hectare

(Table 4.7) thus registering a significant difference of
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about 18 per cent. {ne value of Lhe seads in respect of
benefliciaries was ®s. 639 and vhe same for the non=-
beneficiaries was Rs. 510 per hectare. Nearly 33 per cent
pf the total value ¢f the seeds for the beneficiaries

was provided free ci ccsu,

Again, as hignh as‘82 per cent of the beneficiaries‘
were marginal and small farmers. The value of seeds
being provided free of cost works out to Rs. 240 per
_uhectare‘for the marginal and small farwers., In contrast,
it amounts to Hs, 83 in respect of other farmers. The
value of the seeds purchased for the two sets of farmers
works out to Hs, 388 and Ks., 604 respectively., The same
in respect of totél cost are Hs. £,749 and As. 3,495

respectively.

”h.3.0 Qutput, Prices and Incomes

4L,3.1 Raichur - Summer Season - Beneficiaries
and Non-=beneficiaries

The average yield per hectare of grcundnut for the
beneficiaries growing improved varieties was 16.63 quintals
as against a quantum of 13.60 quintals realised per hectare
by the non-beneficiaries growing local varieties, thus
registering a significant difference of 22 per cent (Table
L.8). . The prices receivel by them were Rs. 427.97 and
435,32 respectively and they did not differ from each
other significantly. The marketing cost per hectare f;r
the beneficiaries growing improved varieties in the sﬁmmer
season was Rs. 139 as apainst Rs. 187 in respect of the
non-beneficiaries growing local varieties, Thus the net
income for the former cavegories cf farmers works out to
be Rs. 3,331 per hectare and the same for the latter
categories of farmers Ks. 2,913, thus registering a signi-
Vficént difference cf about l4 per cent. However, the

point to be noted is that the value of 'the seeds éiven
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free of cost is not considered while computing the total
cost for the beneficiaries. And the price received
- remaining the same whatever the difference in the net
incomes is due to difference in the production pattern,
especially the usage of'improved seeds and fertilizers.

Further, the superior pertormance of the improved
seeds could be ascertained from the fact tnat the yield
in respect of the local varieties grown in summer season
by the beneficiaries {13.10 quintals) was significantly
lower than that of the imprcved ones (Table 4.8).  With
the result, the net inccne was less by 712.20, when local
varieiies were grown, registering a difference of about
27 per cent.

Non-beneficiaries growing improved varieties,
ﬁhough negligible in number, had realised a net income
of Rs. 3,145, about Rs. 136 less than that of the benefi-
ciaries registering a difference of just 6 per cent, Even
this difference in net incomes could be attributable ﬁorefff
to the difference in the prices received rather to the
yields obtained,

The beneficiaries, in general (irrespective of
the varieties), had beeh able to obtain an average yield
of 6.Q1 quintals per hectare in contrast to about 5.01

.::‘_—._—'-':-5
"quintals realised by the non-beneficiaries in the summer

season, The net income realised by the beneficiaries
was Rs, 2,999 as compared to an income of Ks, 2,961
realised by the non-beneficiaries.

L.3.2 Raichur -« Kharif Season - Heneficiaries
and Non-Beneficiaries

The beneficiaries and the non-beneticiaries, both
growing only local varieties i.e., in the absence of the
IOﬁP, did not differ significantly from each other in

‘reépect of the output ani prices and as & result the incom



realised also. (Table 4.9). Furtiher, it éppeared that
“the farmers in general were able to realise more incomes
in the summer season as compared to the Kharif season as
they were able To obtain nigher yields and betier prices
during the summer season,

4.3.2 Analysis of Variance of the Yields -
summer Season

The average yields obtained by the beneficiaries
and the non-beneficiaries in different categories in the
summer season growing improved and local varieties were
subjected to test for tre analysis of variance to test for
the differences. firom thie result presented in the Table
4,10 it is obvious that cnly the difference between the
varieties (improved VS lccal) is significant, that too
~only at 10 per cent level oi significance., But, this is
to be viewed from the pcint that the degrees of freedom
associated with error is just nine. The same is, hence,'
.tried through a2 non-parametric test.

The non-parametric test under consideravion is the
Kolmogorovsmirncv's I'wo Sample Test, being used to compare
the distributicns c¢f the number of Iarmers producing a
ﬁarticular quantum waen the improved varieties are grown
and when local varieties are grown. |

Let S(x)-denote the number of farrers growing
improved varieties and local varieties, obtaining an yield
of x or below respectively, Let n, and n, be the total
number of farmers growing improved and local varieties
separately. Under the null hypothesis of two distributions
‘of yields are identical, the test statistic,
| 4 D2 nqn,

nqy + np

T =
follows a chisquare distribution with two degrees of freedom

D = faxinum (Sl(X) - 32(X)
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The value of T for our observed daca came out to be 6.5;3 ;7/ 2
“which is significant. Thus it cculd bé concluded that

the improved varieties do yield more than the local

varieties, {See Table 4,11}. This, in a way, registers

the impact of the scheme alsc as it establishes the

superior performance of tne improved varieties supplied

free of cost under the project.

L.3.2 Kolar - Kharif Season - Beneficiaries
and Non-Beneificiaries

The average yield per hectare of groundnut for the
beneficiaries growing improved varieties was 10.55 quintals
as against a quantum of g.1o quintals realised by the non-
beneficiaries growing lccal varieties, thus regiscvering a
significant difference of about 30 per cent (Table 4.1.2).
The prices received by Lhem were Rs. 451,75 and Rs.468.G4
respectively per quintal and difference between the two
was found to be non-significant. As Elmost all the farmers
had scld their prcduce on the farm itself. No expenses
had been incurred towards the marketing of the produce; The
net income fcr Lhe beneliciaries works out t¢ be Rs.h,766
per hectare as against a sum of Rs. 3,798 realised by the
ﬁon-beneficiaries, thus registering a significant differenge
of about 25 pef cent. A sum of Hs. 423 towards the seed:v?
.. cost being supplied free ¢f cost under the scheme is, however,
not taken into account as far as the beneficiaries are
concerned. And, as in the case of Raichur district (Ref.
b.3.1), the price received remezining the same whatever the
difference in the net incomes is due to differences in the
production pattern only especially in the usage of improved‘
seeds, |

However, as far as the beneficiaries growing local
varieties were concerned, they were found on par with the
those who were growins im-roved varieties both with regard

to price and with regard .. yields. With an yield of 9.58
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quintals per hectare and realising a price of Rs.455.81
per quintal, the 'beneficiaries growing local varieties

had an income of about Re. 4,364 per hectare, around 9

per cent less than those who had grown improved varieties,
Further, there were nc non-beneficiary who had grown
improved varieties.

4.3.2.1 Kclar - Summer Seascn - penef'iciaries
and hNon-geneliciaries

In the summer season, with regard Lo the costs and
‘yields of the beneficiaries, tine data available was mixed
viz., it could not be reported separately [or the improved
and the local varievies. And the non-beneficiaries had
gfown only the local varieties, With the result, no Lnlt
meaningful comparison could be made.as the main differenc
or the impact of the project virtually lies in the usage
of improved seeds exclusively. However, the results are
presented in Table 4.13.

In general, it could be concluded that the seeds
of the improved varieties, being provided free of cost of
the beneficiaries, 4o perform better than the local
varieties as far as tne vields are concerned. To this
effect, it may be szid that the scheme has a positive
impact and cculd be terme! as success. However, how much
©of this could be attripuranle tc ivne difference in the
levels of technical ofticially achieved by the beneficiaries
and the non-beneficiaries and how much of it could be due
to thé increased level c¢f uszge of the inputs is the real

issue. The same is dealt i1n the next section.
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CuAPTun-V
THE LoPLLEENTATIUN OF TaZ PRUGRAMME

» AND
ADUPTION OF THL iECUssENLED PACKAGE uF PrACTICES

This cnapter deals with the extent of adoption and #he"'
reasons for deviation (if any) from the recommended package of
practice for adoptioh by the cultivators c¢overed under ﬁhe?
scheme. These practices relate to the use of 1mproved seed
a'Speciflc seed rate, seed treatment, specified number of

.irrigations, use.of farm yard manure/compost of a speclfled

quantity, application of chemical fertilisers and inter- .

cultural operations.

5;1 Improved Seeds

Seeds of the improved varieties was provided free qf |
cost to the beneficiaries with a viéw to evaluate its pérform-
‘ance ‘and then to popularise the same if found suitable.

The important varieties which were, provided free;gf;gggttgb

" most of the beneficiaries, in general, were JL 24, TMV 2 and
S 208. The varieties, DH 330, DH 302 and spanish improved,
were tried on a smaller scale. While the variety S 208

had been tried only in tne kaichur district in contrast to
the variety TV 2 only in the Kolar district, JL 24 had been
tried in both the districts. Db 330 was also tried only in |
_the Raichur district.

The average yield per hectare in respect of JL 24 in
the Raichur district was 10.80 quintals as against a mere -
11.45 quinpais obtained in the nolar district, thus register—_
ing a difference of about 47 per cent (Table 5.1). Howevér,
the pdint to be noted is that even in the Haichur district,.
the yield obtained in the Raichur taluk was just 1ll. 08 H : 
qu1ntals, about 7.50 qunltais less tnan that of the Munv1
-taluk. - These differences in the yields could be attrlbutable

to the differences in the irrigation facility and hence . .
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in the‘Case-of inputs also.

Further, with an yield of 11.45 guintals per hectare,
JL 24 .seems :.to have fared better compared to the other
varieties in the nolar district. Though spanish improved
has yielded more than JL 24, as the estimate is based on -
very few number of ooservations it is refrained from
iqferring about the same.

Un the other hana, $ 20b had fared well in the Raichur
district, both in the raichur and pMManvi taluks and could be
branded as the most suitable one for the Raichur district.
According to the farmers, Lh 330 is very poor in shelling
-percentage and hence not suitable to the Raichur district.

5.2 Seed rate, seed and spacing treatment.

As against a required quantity of about 103 kgs. pgf
‘hectare, the beneficiaries had used, on an avérage,'ébouf;j
101 kgs. per hectare, in spite of the. fact that ﬁ‘little
more than half the area under groundnut in the two. dist¥icts
were covered by the local varieties-(Table 5.2). This is
quite appreciable in view of the fact that the recommended
seed rate ranges vetween 100 anc 115 kgs. per hectare., The
'average amount of seeds used in the anolar district was around
92 kgs. per hectare, 3 kg. snorter than tne amount required.
This was[:ghtrast to a rate of lO?lkgs. used by the farmers

in the Raichur district, only one kg. shorter than the

required quantum,

Prior to sowing, Eﬁeﬁiéall? treating the seeds . . .
é&iﬁ#ﬁfznhinmxrxkﬁuzg-ig recommended to protect them from
the soil torne and externally seed borne diseases. In all,
only 35 per cent of the farmers héd resorted to this&5'3e=--

!

seed treatment. While in tse naichur district, 50 per cent of

.
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the farmers had treated the seeds, only 20 per centiha&;:
..done so in the aolar .district. The major reason for not
resorting to the seed treatment was either they did not
havemoney to purchase or enough:.of money to go

to the taluk headquarters and then purchase the same

(Table 5.3). This necessitates for arrangements to make
available the input as the farmers are not in a position to
incur an expenditure on the transportation, This reason was
given by nearly 45 per cent of the farmers who had not -
carried out the seed treatmént. Twenty~-three per cent had
not resorted to seed treatment as they felt: that the :! -.:
seeds were quite healthy ,xacxbarxexdoemaborre stk EXIXREK
Nearly 9 per cert of the faruers were reluctant and another
6 per cent seemed to be not convinced of the same,

The recommended spacing of 12" between the rows aﬁa 6n
between the plants and a sowing depth of not more than 2v
was followed by only 38 per cent of the farmers(Table 5.4).
Nearly 5 per cent of the farmers had not followed the
_recommehded spacing as the implementsowned by them were not sui
abié~':for the purpose. Tne rest (%5 per cent) were of the
-Opiﬁion that the recommended spacing was on the higher side
and hence sufficient amount of cultivable land is lost N
which leads to a reduction in the plant population. Thesé
“farmers had an inter row spacing of 6" only and the interplant
spacing was, however, as per the recommendation.

The farmers' point of view that the recommended spacing
is high éé quite noteworthy as one of the developmental
strategies laid out by the iinistry of Agriculture, Govern-
ment of India, had'aimed at increasing the plant population
for a better yield. Ana, as the farmers are nof convinced

about the recommended spacing which in turn reflects the
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plant population, the situation warrants for strengthening
both the research ana the extension services.

5.3 Numter of irrizations

Depending on the soil and climate, the number of
irrigations generally vary between 8 and 10, rougaly aboﬁt
once in 10-12 days. The recommended practice was~foli§ﬁed
by 58 per bent of the farners. Among the non—folLowefs,
the major reason for the non—adoption of the practice was,
due to either the failure of rains or due to ﬁonava;labiliﬁy
Vugfuspfficient water. Unly one faruwer haq_reported‘limited
supply of power as the reason for lesser number of irriga-
tions (Table 5.5)}.

5.4 Use of FYk/Compost

Though there seems to be no definite recommended doéage
for the application of Fil/compost, nearly 4LO per cent of
the farmers had applied the same to their soil, The average
amount of FYd¥/compost added was around 5 cart loads (=500 kgs.)
per hectare as against a desifed quantity (as expressed by
farmers) of about 7 cartioads per hectare (Table 5.6}. The
reason for the non applicatiocn of FYi/compost was either due
to the lack of capital to cuy the sane or due to the non-
availapility in adeyuate yuantities, Thus, the need to
increase the local production of FYli/compost is quite obvious,

5.5 Use of Chemical fFertilizers

for
The recommendec levels of fertilizeréin the groundnut

crop grown as irrigated crop is:
{a) for the nortiern districts: 25 kg. nitrogen, 75 kg.

{Raichur) Phosphorous and 25 kg.
Potash; per hectare.

(b) for the southern districts: 25 kg. Hicrogen, 75 kg.
(Kolar) Phosphorus and 37.5 kg. -
Potash; per hectare. .
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As against a required quantity of 84 kg. N, 58 kg. P.
and 32 kg. K (as expressed by the farmers), the levels used,
in general, were 56 kg. N, 46 kg. P. and 24 kg. K (Table 5.7}.
This reflected that ther¢ is a tendency to use more of
nitrogen than recommended (little more than twice the quﬁntity
recommended) and less of phosphorus than recommended. .The
quantum of potash used was, however, on par with the recommende
level. This tendency to use more of nitrogen and less of
phosphorus is quite alarming as the usage of nitrogen adds
more towards the vegetative growth rather than the pod forma-
tion. And the situation may appear to be quite explosive:
considering the required quantities expressed by the farmers.

While the usage of nitrogen in the Raichur district
was almost three times tne quantity required, the levei of
phosphorus used was nalf the amount recommended. Thus,
with the balanced levels of fertilizer appllcatlon, it may.
be possible to increase the yield especially in the northern
-districts of the state like Raichur, Bidar, Belgaum, etc.

In the Kolar district, except for the nitrogen usage, the

P and K levels seem to be inadequate.

| The commonly used fertilizers in botnh the districts
were the complexes {(17:17:17 or 19:16:1%), urea, DAP,
Potash and superphosphate. The holar district seemsto be

- using more of DAP which, however, is a healthy sign, thanks
to the efforts of the extension agencies in the district.
In contrast to this, urea has been used predominantly in
the Kaichur district. The efforts shoula be strengthenéd to
educate the farmers as regard to the usage of balanced and
proper-kinds of fertilizers.

Considering both tune districts, in general, as high as
78 per cent of the farmels had'applied fertilizers as basal

doges. And nearly hall oi them had resorted to the top
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dressing as well in spite of tne fact there exists no

recommendation for tiie same.

Lack of money was the principal reason for the non

répplication of the fertilizers. A sizeable proportion had
also indicated that the high cost of fertilizer as the ‘reason
for not using tne fertilizers.

4

5.6 Interculturai Uperations

Weeding and hoeing are the main intercultural oﬁerations
for the groundnut crop. =~ minimum of two to four such opera-
tions are recomménded for adoption, Farmers seem to be,
generally, aware of the need for carrying out these operé-
tions depending upon the extent of weed and the prevailing
climatic conditions. Unly ¢ per cent of the farmers had
deviated from the recommended practice mainly because of
the cost constraints.

5.7 Plant Protection leasures

Generally it is reported that most of the oilseed
crops are hignly susceptible to various types of pests and
diseases. The same was, however, not found true in the
Kolar dnd Raichur districts as hardly 34 per cent of the
farmers had felt the need for the usage of the plant protec-
tion chemicals. The rest did not need the same as no
' disease/pest attack ever uccured or did not warrant for the
usage. Among the farmers whose crops needed the same, -
nearly 80 per cent had applied and the_reﬁp could not do.'so for
l;;hﬁ of mohey. |

5.8 Soil testing

The soil samples of the fields of half the number of
' farmers had been collected for testing by the departmental
staff. The results had been made available only in 46 per

cent of the cases. ImxthexreskxERExzamexwasxmafxmatexavakiabke
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~only in 4o per cent of tue cases, In the rest = the samé
was not made available to the farmers even after 3 months

after collecting the soil saumples. This was specially the.
case in the folar district where as high as 92 per cent of
the soil test result was not made available (Table 5.8).

5.9 Application of Gypsum

Application of gypsum to the soil is reported to not
only increase the productivity but also can improve the
guality of kernals and increase the o0il content. The re-
commended level of application is about 500 kgs. per hectate.

In the cases where the application of gypsum was nece-
ssary, as high as 70 per cent of the farmers had used the i
same (Pable 5.9). The principal reason for the non-applica—
tion was that the farmers seem to be not convinced of the
effect of the usage of gypsum though it is available at
relatively lower costs. And even in the cases where gypsum
~had been applied, it was far below the level of recommenda-
tion. This again depicts the need for the effective exten-

sion services,

5.10 QOpinions of the farmers about the programme

Seventy three per cent of the farmers had obtained the
information about the improved package of practices from
-. the Gram Sevaks in the villages which speak of the earnest
efforts on the part of the extension agencies. A small. pro-
portion of tnem carry out the day to day operations in -
farming after discussing zuong tremselves or on the basis of
their past experiences (Table 5.10).

Asked for their remarks atout the improved varietiés
and the modern improved practices of package, 43 per cent of
the farmers expressed the need for the chemical fertilizers
the absence of which, they feit, would not result in higher

_ ‘district
yields (Table 5.11). Tuis was wore so in t&e Raichurj/where
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nearly 80 per cent of the farmers haa expressed £er the same ,
in spite of the fact that what they were lacking in was
‘more- of balanced levels of fertilizers rather than adequate
quantum of fertilizers. Seventeen per cent of the farmers
were of the opinion that the impro%ed varieties do fare
better compared to the traditional varieties with regard

to the yielding potentialities. A small proportion of the

farmers wsre of the opinicn that growing improved varieties

pre-supposes adequate capital, irrigation and good manageriai

capabilities.

As against L5 per cent of the farmers expressing lack
of sufficient land as the reason for not going in more for
the improved varieties of groundnut,* the same in réspect
of the farmers expressing inadequate irrigation facilitiés
was 30 per cent (Table5.14). 4 sizeable proportion had
e#pressed that the cost of seeds of improved varieties was-
quite high and hence they cannot cover more area un@epjtﬂe,
same. | o

Further, majority of the farmers were happy that under
the programme they were avble to receive good quality seeds
free of cost not only for the current season but also for

the succeeding seasons (Table 5.13). Thus, this had served

"~ the seed multiplication purpose alsoc. A sizeable proportion

(13 per cent) felt that the amount of seeds supplied was
"substantialiy iow and hence was not in a position to make
any remark on the performaﬂée of the improved varieties.

An equal proportion of the farmers had felt that the improved

varieties were no better than the traditional varieties.

% In view of the fact tnat in the last 5 years area under
groundnut for tne respondents had not changed, these reasons
assume prominence.
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CHAPTER VI
MARKETING OF GROUNDNUT

6.0 Cnannels of Marketing, Reasons for Selling to a
particular agency, and the time Of sale

The main channels of marketing for groundnut were

{(a) Producer farmer - Mill owner/Mill agent (on thé farm) - Oil
Mill;

(b) Producer farmer - Landlord - 0Qil Mill§[Direct§; Cohsﬁmpﬁion;

.tc)rPrdducér famer - Taluk merchant - 0il mills/Directl
Consump tion and

(d) Producer farmer - Regulated Market - Commission Agent/
Co-op. Societies-0il Mills/Direct

Consumption.

6.1 Kolar District

From ° . Table 6.1, it could be seen that as high
as 85 percent of the farmers in the Kolar district have
sold their produce on the farm itself either to the millowner
or to the mill sgents. A small proportion of the farmers
had sold their produce to the taluk merchant and againlon
the farm itself. The rest was accounted mostly by the land-
_ landlord
lord's purchases. By /  we mean, a larger grower/farmer
in the’ village purchasing from the smaller farmers. ~ 
' Except for the fact that among the farmers who had sold theirf
produce to the taluk mercnant, 'majority were benefiqiafiés; ‘J
of I0DP, there appeared to be no difference between the ’ 

beneficiaries and the nonteneficiaries as far as the cnannel:

of disposal was concerned.

The major reasons for selling the produce nyfa_f_yiﬁ

particular agency were, the contractual sale .. which the
possible. -

farmer might have entered into or/increase in marketing cost
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by selling to other agencies (Table 6.2). And an equally
good number of fagTizg had expressed that the absence of
market {regulated)/within their reach as the reason for
their selling to a particular agency. Some others opined
that selling the produce on the farm itself saves a lot of
botheration involved in tramaporting the produce over a
diétance. Again, there appeared to be no difference between’

the beneficlaries and the nonbeneficiaries in their reasons.

in selling the produce to a particular agency.

Further, nearly 50 percent of the farmers had sold
their produce within a fortnight after the harvest which
reflects the extent of immediate port-harvest sales the farmers
havg; adopted' ~ (rapble 6.3). The striking difference |
bet*een the beneficiaries and the nonbeneficiaries was ﬁh;f"
“guite a good number of non-beneficiariés had sold their producg
a month after the harvest. As far as the beneficiaries were’r
concerned, only 1, percent had sold their produce one month
after the harvest in contrast to 40 percent in respect of 'the

nonbeneficiaries.

6.2 Raichur District

;

As far as Raichur district was concerned, about
90 percent of the farmers had sold their produce in the
regulated market thrcugh the commission agents. Among the
rest, a sizeable proporticn had sold their produce again in
 the regulatéd markets but tnrough the co-operative society.
The private traders and the larger farmers had accounted for

the rest.

The major reasons for selling the produce to a

particular agency were either the farmers had been tied up



¥ 52

because of earlier arrangements (contracts) or they had
‘received éompetitive prices (Tatle 6.&). ”Thege two reasons
had accounted for nearly 70 percent of the farmers. The |
other reasons, in the order of prominenée'were the earlier
acquiantances the farmers had and the absence of other |

alternative marketing avenues.,

The proportion of the farmers (in general) selling
their produce in the three different periods specified :
(Table 6.4) appeared to be almost the same. However, it was
interesting to note that relatively more number of nonbene-
ficiaries had sold their producé a fortnight after the
harvest than the beneficiaries. This, at the same time,
implied that relatively more number of beneficiaries had soid

their produce within a fcrtnight after the harvest.

The striking difference between the Raichur and Kolaf
districts -+~ was that the majority of the farmers in 7
Raichur district had sold their preoduce in the regulatéd |
markets and the same was not true in the case of farmers in
Kolar district. Alicst all the farmers in Kolar
district had sola their produce on the farm itself. Wwith the
result, no expenciture was incurred lowards the marketingn;?
Kolar. This difference vetween the two districts with regérd
't6 the agency to whom the farmers sell their produce necessiates
a comparitive study of the markets in the two districts. The
same, making use of the relevant time series data and the

current informaticn on the sample respondents, follows herein.

6.3 Pace and Pattern of Arrivals

The markets considered for the purpose were

Chintamani (Kolar district) and Raichur (Raichur district)
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respectively, .The monthly data on arrivals and prices
(modal price)'zer?collected from the resgpective Agricﬁltural
Produce Market Committees for the period 1974-75 through .
198 3-8/, for Chintamani and for the perlod 1975=76 through‘

1983~ 8L for the Raichur market.

The general pace and pattern of arrivals reveal
that for the period under consideration the months Novemberw
through February had acccunted for more than the average as

.far as the Chalntamanl market was concerned a2s against the
months September through December and March through May in
respect of the Raichur regul ated market (Tatle 6.5). The
month25ecember had acccunted for the maximum arrivals at
Chintamani‘as,againsb the minimum in the month of August.
The same for the Raichur market were April and July respec-.

tively.

A suitable mathematical model was identified. and
fitted to the annual data on prices and arrivals at the
regulated markets to study the trend, the general direction
in which the grapn of a time series could have moved over

the pericds under study.

6.4 Trend in the Pfrices
The trend in lhe yrices was studied by fitting a
semi-exponentisl model of the type
b= e (1)
for the annual data on average prices. Annual data were
obtained by taking the weiphted average for the monthly
modal prices, weights being the quantity arrived. The

expression (1) inter-relates the price (P} and the time (@);

and are the paraneters; 'u' is the disturbance term
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with usual assumpticns and 'e'! is the napierian logarithmic
base. The parameters were estimated by reducing (1) to

linear in logarithms and employing ordinary least squares.

The same for the Cnintamani market cameout to be

| = 1.5268 and = 1,050 {(2)

as agalnst the value of |
= 1.9100  and = 1,0747 (3)

for the Haichur warket, lue variavilities explained by ﬁhe
models being 70 and /¢ percent respectively. The estimates
of were found significant ('t! values :‘3.06 and 2.76) indir
cating that the leries were increasing with a constant pro-‘-f
portion of change, the rates of change for Chintamani and

‘Raichur market were 8.6 znd 7.02 perceng per annum respectively

6.3.1 Trend in Arrivals

A second degree polynomisl,

Qf = 2.5026 - 0.6317 t + 0.0535¢% (1)
(2.0676) (1.9478) R“ = 0.54L83
* in '000 Quintals

inter-relating the total gyuantum of the produce arrived
annually (Qt) and the time element (t), was fcund appropriate
-'in describing the trend in the arrivals at the Chintamani
regulated market. This indicated that the arrivals had-
declined considerably in the initial stages and then had
gradually started picking un. This cculd be evidenced from
the fact that nearly <3,U0G0 gquintals of grourhut had arrived
in the market in the year '¥(3-76, which slumped to or low
as about 4,500 quintals ir 197/7/-76 and then had risen to record

about 17,000 quintals in +Jo3-&l.

In contrast to this, the trend in arrivals at the
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Raicnur regulated market azs somewnat complicated., For the

first six yeari- period (1¥74~75 througn 19779-50") the_qUantum
of arrivals had remained #nost the same (about 40,000. qtls.)
which was evidenced by the fact that thé éiﬁpe coefficient in

the linear regression equation

Qt = LL.5268 - 1.8852¢t (5}
obtained by regressing Qt on t, was found not to differ from -
unity. Further, the Raichur market which had recorded an
arrival of about 7.2 lakh qtl. in 1940-81, had slumped to
about 2.86 lakh gqtl. in 1583-8, recordin;?_annual decline of

about 1.40 lakh qtl. in the prccess.

Thus, the trend in the arrivals of grcurd nut in the

Raichur regulated market is virtually on the decline as aganst
a slightly increasing trend witnessed in the Chintamani market.
However, it may be noted that the arrivals in the Chintamani
market might have exceeded prouuction (of the hinterland) in
the recent times, as tne prccuce comes into the market'juri-
sdiction (destined tokards other places) not only by the nearby
market areas but also by the neighbouring state, Andhra Pradesh.
This resultsin double entry and registering of arrivals in more

than one market.

of
‘6.5 Seascnality/Prices and Arrivals

A twelve month cenuiered moving average was ccmpute& N
using the monthly data on pricesand arrivals for the periods
under consideration to approximate an estimate of trend-cycle
canponent. This wass divided into the original series to get
an estimate of the seascnal irregular element., This .amounted

to assuming multiplicative model of the tine serial.

Significant differences (if any) among the months as well



- 56

as among the several years under consideration were tested '
employing Friedman's two way analysis of variance'.. The

usage of the non-parametric test follows as a result of the
ratios being subjectea to analysis. The significant difference
among months would imply the presence of seasonality in the
series., A significant difference among the years is an indi-
cation of the change in the seascnal pattern, referred.to.ag-'
the moving seasonal. Whereas a nonsignificant difference over
years as well as a non-significant difference in the inter-
action between the months and years indicate a constant seaéénal

pattern.

In case, the seasonal pattern was found to be constant,
the mean of the seasc¢nal irregular compenent for each month
(over the year under study) was calculated leaving off}thf;
values which appeared to be unusually low and alsovunusualii'
high. The sum of such means were ad justed to 1200 to get an
eétimate of the monthly seasonal indices. In case, the resulﬁs
of two way analysis of variance indicate that the seasonal
pattern was moving, then eeasonal indices could be computed
for two or more different periods (azégn the case of constant
seasonal pattern) so that the seascnality tendsto remain

constant at least during the different periods under considera-

“tion.
6.5.1 Arrivals

As regards the arrivals of groundnut in the markets
of Chintamani and Ralcnur regulated markets, while'the diff—
erences anong the months were found to be significant
(Chisquare values : 52.85 =nd 54.62), the differences among )
yesrs was found to be nonsignificant (Chisquare values : 6.45
and 2.91), This not only indicated the presence of seasonality

but also that the seasonal pattern was constant, i.e., it bad



57

not changed over years.

of '
The month/June had accounted for the minimum arrivals

with an index of 39.,5 percent as against the monthof
December which had the maximum arrivals (265.77 percent) in.
the Chintasmani market (Table 6.5). The monthszﬁgvember through
February had arrivals more than the average indicating the
peak season for the marketing. From February onwards

- the arrivals start declining, reach the minimgm in

the month of June and tbhen gradually increase to reach the

- peak in November,

In the Raichur market, the arrivals are minimum in |
the month of wuly {12.58 percent) and maximum in the month-
of April (217.72 percent). While the monthszgeptember throﬁgﬁ
December and March and April account for arrivals more théh'_
the average indicating two different peak keasons, amoﬁg thégé
rest the months June, July and February account for subatghﬁfélly
lower arrivals. The two different peak seasons in the Réippuf
mérket are due to two different crops, one in Kharif an@‘liﬁ'
‘the other in summer, being taken in the district aé against
only one crop (Kharif) in the Kolar district. Further, it could
be seen that the post harvest months in Chintamani and Raichur
" account for nearly 65 and 71 percent of the total arrivals
respectively indicating heavy post harvest sales and low holding
capacities of the farmers. The differenge in the ranger.of ;:
‘variation in‘the seasonal indices of arrivals between Chintgﬁgni

does ~ .
and Raichur / -not seem to be too high (22.92 percent).

6.5.2 Prices
In the Chintamani market, not only the differenees
among the months were found to be significant (Chisquare

value ; 28.79) indicating tne presence of seasonality but
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the difference among the years were also found significant
(Chisqmare value :. 19.4L) which pointed ZEZMBt the seasonal
pattern had changed over years. The seasonal pattern was,
however, found to be GBrREEEREEWMEMRXEXex constant when the periods
1974-75 to 1977=78 and 1975879 to 1983-84 were considered

separately (Chisquare values : 0.30 and 0.90).

In contrast, the differences among years in the-
seasonal pattern was Pund nonsignificant (éhisquare value :
5.2857) indicating that the seasonal pattern was constante.
Significant differemces found among the imonths (Chisquare value:

32.98}, however, indicated the presence of seasonality.

The seasonal indices computed for two different
periods, 1974L-75 to 1977-78 (referred to hereafterwards as
period I) and 1978-79 to 1983-84 (referred to as period|II);,i
for the Chintamani and that canputed for the Raichur regulétéd
market are presented in the table 6.7. 1In Chintamahi markei,.
_the month August had accounted for the maximum price in both
the periods as against the month of May in the Raichur market.
Strangly, the month August had accounted for the minimum price

at the Raichur market as against the months, November and

fxke October for the periodsa I and II at the Chintamani market.

At the Chintamani market, with reference to the
period 1I, the price after registering a minimum in the monih_‘
of October, tendsto increase for the next four months, deéreaééé
in the next two months ang again increasesto reach the maximum
in pugust. 1In contrast at the Ralchur market, the |
prlces after being miniwwi in the menth of August, tend to
increase in next 3 monthe, decrease in the next 3 months and
again increase to reacn a maximum in the morith of May. The
range of intra-year variation in prices at the Chintamani

market was L2.78 percent as against just 28.19 percent in
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respect of Raichur market.

The correlation coefficient{computed by spearman's rank
method) between the seasonal dindices of price and arrivals of
Chintamani and Raichur markets workeg out to be +0.2621 which
however, was found nonsighificant. This revealed that the
arrival pattern may not influence the price and that the market
may be receiving the price from other sources. That is, price
may be determined from forces not taken into account in the
analysis. However, the relationship between the arrivals

and the price could be ascertained in the two markets by comput-

ing elasticities and time lags through the harmonic zanalysis.

6.5.3 Seasonal Blasticities ana Time Lag

To assess the cyclicality in the seasonal movémént‘épd
then to compute the elasticities and time lag, a hérmonicfméael
of the type was fitted to the monthly seasonal indices of
arrivals and prices of the two markets; and

Y, =Y + A Cos 2 t° + Bsin2 yt° (6)

Y, = is the series under consideration;

t
A and B refer to the partial regression coefficients;
P is the period of the cycle in months; and

Y, is the general mean of the series around which the

series oscillate with changes in time, 'tt,

, (t=1,2,o-o,12)0

The period 'P' is detected by trial and error method
i.e., assuming a period initially and then testing forits
significance. The test of significsnce involved the Schuster's
method of comparing the empirical mean squared amplitude with;fhe
nypothetical mean squared amplitude of a no periodic series,

in addition to the usual metnods of testing R® and the partial
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regression coefficient. The anplitude of the cycle =f is

given by (A2 + B2)°'5 and the p angle by Tan-1(B/A)- '

The periodicity of the seasonal cycle of both the |
arrivals and prices was of 12 months duration at the Chintamani
market as against a duration of 6 months at the Raichuf market.
‘This. was in conformity with the sigle (Kbharif) and the double
crops (Kharif and Summer) being taken at the two diétriéts
respectively. However, it may be noted that there was no
strong evidence of cyclicality in the seasonal pattern as far
as the price of Chintamani market war concenned. The results

are presented in the Table 6.8,

Seasonal price elasticity which indicates the respon-
‘siveness of arrivals to the price within a: year, defined asi
the ratio of percentage change in the quantity arrived to a;f
percentage change in the price of'that canmodity, was compﬁ%éd
through the ratio, g

Q.5 0.5

2)7"7 /(a8 + Bo) (7)

E = (A2 + B
sp 1 1
(1) is the ratio of the amplitude of the arrival cycle
[numerater} to the amplitude of the price cycle (denominapqr)}

-

The seasonal price elasticities in respect of the
Chintamani and Raichur regulated markets turned out toc be
15.1413 and 7.2610, this implies that one percent change -in the
Irice will bring around 15 and 7 percent change in the arrie-

- . C .
vals at the Chintamani and Hal chur markets respetively.

Using the expression,
| . 2 2,05 b,
aCos x + b sin x = (a~ + b™) Cos (X = are Tan =} (8.

the equation (1) could be rewritten as

[y
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. 5 0.5 o N
2 by .
Yt = Yo + (AT ¢ Bz) cos (30t° ~ are Tan a) (?)
It could be seen that, corresponding to the seasonalr-

cycle, the price of groundnut reaches a maximum/minimum when f

30@t° = T4, where,

T, = are Tan (By/Ap) (10)
similarly{ arrivals. reach the peak when 30t° = Ta,
where, |
T, = are Tan (B4/A4q) (11)
Difference between T, and T, (expressed in degrees)
divided by 30° yield the time lag. Time lag is the time
required by the market to adjust itself for changes in either
the price or arrivals. Time lag, infact, is indicative of th;-
imperfections in the market conditions arising out of supply. .
conditions especially due to seasonality in production and
the time involved in transporting the commodity from the fam
to the destination. Time lasg, 1n general, refers to the
extent to which the functicn is displaced fram the arbitrary

origin.

. The time lsg in respect of Chintamani and Raichur
-markets. wrked out to be 1% and 8 days respectively. This
indicated that the Chintamani market needs little more than
twice the numbgr of days required by the Raichur market to _;
ad just itself] Zrchanges in price/arrivals. Further, as.far‘as
the lead-lag relationships was concerned, at the Chintamani

market price seemsto bte lesding the arrivals. At the Raichur-

‘market, however, it was the arrivals which was leadng the price.
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6.6 Relation beiween Farm Harvest/_Price and
the Regul ated Market Price

In a competitive market system, the price of an
agricul tural coiumnodi vy observea?ﬁ different levels, viz.,
farm, wholesale and retail . reflect the cost and
profits of various intermediaries specializing in the provisién
cf.ﬁarketlng services. Perfect competition anong buyers and
sellers of agricultural ccmmodities would cocme in the way of r
realising excessive margins by various intermediaries. Perféé%’
competition coupled with good infra-structural facilitieslii;-
t}ansportation, storage, processing etc¢c., result in efficiépéf
in transmission of price fran one level of another. Thus,-
any change in the consumer demand could be reflected back t§f 
the producers and the changes on the supply side is reflectéd
through the sy stem from the producers to tne consumers. "Té.
.gécértain vhether the price s transmitted efficiently or not,
it is enquired into the relation between the farm harvest price

and the regulated market price with reference to the two

markets under ccnsideraticn.

Let the farm harvest price and the regulatedmarket price
be dendted by F and P, their aifference (F - P) by S. Consider-

ing S as a function of F, we have®*

S = A+BF§
Then,
R=A+ (1#+B) as R=S+F
or R = A + KF (12)

e e s A W N s & kSl e e—

* Tt is assumed that the farm level prices determire the

regulated market price.
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In (12}, when the intercept (A) is zero, it leads to a
and
scale of constant percentage spread / When K = 1, it Leads to

absolute spread. : :

In the place of original variables (prices), if logarit!
values are used, then the regression coefficient is interpreted
as the elasticity of price transmission which in the ratio of
proportionate change in the price at the regulated market fbr

an unit charnge in the price at the farm level. e

It could be seen from the Table $.9 that the regression
coefficient (original variables used) connecting F and R atlthe

Chintamani market was significantly lesser than unity 1n con-f

trast to no significant difference in respect of the Ralchur
market. Thnis impliec thst an unit change in F in the Ra;chur
district brings, at best, result in an increase in the.p?i@é;
at the regulated market vy a fixed amount indicating absq}gﬁé
market margins. . Thus, 1t could be concluded_that'the pfi%éf
' ié"frahsmitted more efficiently in the Raichur district as

compared to the Kolar district.

As far as the regression with the logarithmic values
of

wereﬁgoncerned, the scope/coefficients (both at Raichur and

Kolar) were significannﬁgifferent from unity {less than unity)
. only at 5 percent level bf significance. The intercept was

also significant only at 5 percent at the Raichur market as

against being nonsignificant at the Kolar district. Tnhis

implied that one percent change in the farm harvest price .

resultsin less than a percentage change - . at the Chintaman

ﬁarket in contrast to mofe than a percentage change : ~ .+

at the Raicnour regulated market. However, the proportionate

as

change was much higher in the Kolar market/compared to that

of the Raichur market.
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6.7 Comparison of the Prices between Kolar and Raichur
The differences in the prices prevailing in the two
districts were assessed vy running simple linear regressions

and testing for the significance of the constants.

5.7.1 Fann level
Regrpessing F of Raicnur on F of Kolar, we had

| = 0.2692 + 0.9117 F- -
(Raichur) (Kolar)

The regression coefficient (0.9117) was significantly different

from unity only at 5 percent level of significance- and the
intercept was nonsigrificant. This implied that the prices
ﬁrevailing at the farm level in the two districts were

identical for the period under consideration.

6.7.2 Regulated Market Level

Regressing R of-Raichur on R of Kolar, we had
R 0.3305 + 0.9819 R
(Raichur) = (Kolar)

. While the intercept was significantly differ-
ent from zero, the slope coefficient was not significantly
different from unity. Tris implied that the farmers at the
Raichur regulated market nave an absolute advantage as far as th
prices for grounanut is concerned as compared to L N

" the Kclar market. . .

6.8 Comparison of tne Farm Level Prices of Kolar (X )
1

and Raichur (1/2) with that of the State (Z)

To enable the atove comparison, we computed
R= ATE

2y

; i=1,2 ..., n, years.

.it could be seen that
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if X = 2, then R =0
X Z; then R 1 and
X Z, thenR 1.

The value of R for Kolar was =1,1530 or agaiﬁst:atfﬁ
‘yglue of +1.5280 in respect of Raichur. Thus, compared |
to the state level prices, while the price at Kolar seems

to be lower by sbout 15 percent, the’s;me at Raichur

#

seems tO be higher by about 53 percent.

Thus, it could be concluded that, based on the prices
at the farm and at the regulated market for the last decade,
‘ihaﬁ'farm prices at Kolar and Raichur were dmost identicgl.-
And the prices at the regulated market of Raichur was higﬁér
than that of the Chintamani market by a constant margin.,
That is, the farmers bringing the produce at the Ralchur

-

market had an absolute advantage compared to those of the

. ) o larger ,
Kolar district. This is due to the fact that - / number
of o0il mills are situated in the Kolar district and hence
the competition among the mills is quite high. Infact the

material. -

millers are complaining that they run short of raw/ to such an
extent that they are forced to purchase the same from placégr_;'
as far as 200-250 km. away. And in the process, the cdstAify
jnvolved in transportation increases markedly. Thus, the

millers rather prefer to move to the fasms itself for -their

purchases than to wait at the regulated markets. .

An unit change in the farm orice resulted'infaﬁ-ideéf |
tical changé in the prices at the regulabe?_market'of'Réiéhﬁr
i%blying that the system was relativelyzggficient in transmittin;
the price information, in contradiction to the general belief.
that farm prices do not often reflect the market forces of
supply and demand waich in turn pave  way for reductiqn in the
farmer's share. <The relatively lower time lags in respect of

the Raichur market also speak of the relative efficiency in the

market conditions.
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6.8 The average price received vy any farmer(b.oth thé aistfi‘
combined) was Rs. 450.12 per gquintal of groundnut, The.samef}l
for the Kolar and Raicnur districts separately was Rs. 47§:65f
and Rs. 427.68 respectively per quintal. Among the sever51 :
factors contributing to this difference, the season,.the'ﬁariéty

grown -and the marketing conditicns seemed to occupy prominéncé.

In general, in both the districts, the farmers had
-fébéived a highef.price for the summer crop compared to that
grown in the Kharif season. The price received for the summer
crcp at the Raichur district was around Rs. 437 per quinﬁal

as against Rs. L14 fcr the kharif crop.-,
The same for the Kolar district were Rs. 509 and Rs. 458 res-
pectlvely per qul intal of groundnut. This may be due to'lower ‘
area covered under groundnut during the summer season and hence
lower quantities offered for sale resulting in relatlvely more
competition angzgigher prices,

Further, as mentioned earlier in the chapter 5, there
was no significant cifference in the prices received for the.
improved and the locszl varieties. However, the intra-varietal
(imprc;ed) differences wilnin snd between the two districts

was guite high.

The farmers growing the improved variety JLZh had fetéhed
a price of Rs. 507 per quintal for the farmers in the Géuriﬁiéénu;‘
taluk as against Rs. LOO per quintal received by the farmérs;in
the Bagepalli taluk. . , Similarly, the farmers ofithél
Raichur taluk hsd received a price of Rs. 452 and those in ths‘
‘Manvi taluk Rs. 426 for JLzL. 1n contrast to this, 8206 had
fetched a price of Hs.4L1 2s against Di 330 fetching a prlce '
of Rs. 426 for the farmers of Raichur taluk. TMV2 prown in the

taluk of Bagepalli had fetched a price of Rs.430 and the



67

same in Gauribidanur, Rs,515 per quintal of groundnut.

Thus, it could be seen that the variety JLZ24 had
fetched the maximum price, in gereral, and more so in the
Kolar district. Hence, inspite of the fact that the farmers
in the Raichur district wsell tneir procduce in the regulated
markets, receive a lower price compared to their counter—-
parts in the Kclar district. The farmers in thé Kolar'dié-
trict might have receive:i a higher price due 10 heavy compé;.*
tition among ine ouyers ana Lneir knowledge about the varietal
performance in terms of shelling percentage. It could also
be due to the unfsir practices in weighing that might have
allowed ‘the millers in Kolar Histrict in offering higher prices.
Or the type of competition at the Raichur in questionabie.ﬁ
In the absence of information, relevant to the issues,nwé-?f'
refrain from arriving at any specific : conclusiénffeé;;dé

_ding the same. . _ ‘ .o
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CHAPTSR  VII
SUMMARY &ND SUSGxSTIONS

7.1 . Objectives of the Study

The study undertook an evaluation of the Centrally
Sponsored Intensive Oilseeds Development Programme in
Karnataka to attain the following objesctives:

i) to assess the impact of the Programme
espacially with regard to the productivity
of greundnut and the income of the indi-
vidual farmers;

ii) to assess the extent of adoption of improved
package of practices and the reasons, therein,‘
for the deviation (if any),

iii) to assess the rrls of extension agencies in
the availability of needed inputs and the
technical know-how, and

iv) to suggest steps for improving the effectifg-"
ness of the programme with reference to the
groundnut crop.

]

7.2 Coveraze oi the Study

Two districts, Haichur and Kolar, the former in the -
northern part and the latter in tne southern part of the
State, wer2 chosen initially. ahile the production Qf"grppﬁd—
nut in the Raichur district had increased considerably after

Vthe»implementation of the Programre, Kolar distfiét had 
evidenced the decline in production during the same period.
and hamlets :
Seventeen villages/{eleven in Kolar and six in Raichur),
spread over four selected taluks (two in each of the district)
were selected in ccnsultation with the officials of the

Department of Agriculture so as to have sufficient number of

beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries under- the programme.
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Stratified randem sampl.ng gechnique was adopted in the
selection of respondants, strata being bas2d on the size.
of th2 helding. In &7 , :si:hivy vespondents (50 benefi-~
ciariss znd 30 nen-ben.liciaries) were selected from each of
the district. HRumber ol respondents in each strata was
determined by proportional allocation and the sampling ﬁaé'?
carried out separately for sach of ths district. '

The informatien recarding production and marketing
of ths crop groundnut and other crops (if any)weZéjcolleéted
~from tne selected respendents using structured interv1ew
schedules which were initially tested for their fea51b111t1es'
.The study (primary aata) pertains to the year 1983-8i.

7.3 Major Findings

* The important aspect of the Programme was that the
seeds of the improved varieties were disctributed free of
cost as a part of the minikit programme, the objective of
which was to evaluate the pertormance of the improved
varizties and to ponularise the same if found suitable.

7.3.1 Type of Beneficiaries

The majority of the beneficiaries were either marginal
or small farmers (the size of holding less than or equal to
2 hectares), both bainz zlmost identical in numbers. While,
in ﬁgichur, the proporiicn of marginal and small farmers was
nearly 79 per cent of the total benaficiaries, it was 83 per
cent in Kelar distriet. Tha value of ths seeds of the
improved variesy reczivz=d by thess farmers in Raichur was
around 3is. 560 psr hae-ure (abeut 93 kgs.), nearly 62 per
cent more than that recsived by the other farmers. In--, ’
contrast to this, in Knlazr, the valus of ths benefit for the
marginal and small faraers was as. 168 per hectare, about 16
per cent less than tnat received by tne ovher farmers.

7.3.2 Yields, Cost an: inComss

In general, it c~uld be cencluded that the improéea
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varieties do perform better compared to the local varietieé_
as far as the yields are concerned. To this effect, it
may be said that uliz schere has a positive impact and could
be termed as success.

The avera.e yieid per nectare of grcoundnut for the
beneficiaries greowing improved varieties in Raichur district
during summer was 16.03 guintals as against 13.60 quintals - .
realised per hectare by tne non-beneficiaries growing local
varisties, thus registering a significant differencs of 22
per cent. The difference in net incomes was about 14 per
cent which was, naturaliy, significant. And ths prices' |
received remaining almest the same, whatever the diffefence'
in the net incomes could be attributable to the differences
in the production pattzrn, espzcially the usage of improved. g
seeds and fertilizefs.

The difference in th: yvield obtainad by'the bene—
ficiaries growing improved variaties and the non-benéficiaries
growing leocal varieties was significant and the same was about
30 per cent. Prices received b2ing identical, the differences

rates ,
in tne yield/had lad to a signifiicant difference in the net
income to the ex-ent of abcut <5 par cent. Tha major con:
tributor to this difference was the varietal differences.
i The diiferences in the total costs incurred by the
beneficiaries growing improved varieties and the non-
beneficiaries growing locgl varisties were significant both
in Kolar and in «aicuur. The same was abeut 18 and 22 per
cent respectively,

7.3.3 Varietal Pericrmznce

The major improved varietiss, tne seeds of which were
distributed free of cc.t undsr the programme were JL 24,
TMV-2 and $-206. The virieties, JH-330, DH-302 and Spanish
Improved, were vrisd on a smaller scale. JL-24 had fared

better compared to cther varieties in both the districts, -
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- And its performanc: was far better in Raichur compared'tua-\
that in the Kolar district. At the same time S-206-had “Ul.
" fared well in both the’Taiuks . of Raichur (Manvi and ‘
Raichur). This was in contrast to JL-24 for which the
difference in the yielcds between Manvi and raichur taluks
was as high as about 77 per cent. Jid-330, owing to poor
shelling percentage, was found not suitable iﬁ .. Raichur
district,

7.3.4 Seed Rate, Spacing and Seed Treatmsent

The beneficiaries had followsd the recommended

package of practice as i'ar as the quantum of the sceds to

of
be used per unitﬁ;and-was concerned., Hardly 35 per cent of
the seeds
the farmers had resorted to treating/with

Rhizobium culture as the sana would prevent soil borne and

externally seed berne diseases, The major reason for not -

E

resorting te the seed treatment was either they did not haﬁé
meney to purchase or did not have snough of money to go to
the taluk headquarters to . purchase the same, The; ‘
recommended spacing of 12" between the rows and &" betwaeﬁ
the plants and a sowing depth of not more than 2" was folloﬁéd
by only 38 per cent‘cr Lne larmers. The majority of the |
farmers were of the opinion that the recommended spacing;was

on the higher side and hence sufficient amount of land .is-

lost leading to a reduction in'ths plant population.

About 58 per cent of the farmers had followed the
recommended level of irrigation. The othergcould not do so
for lack of sufficisnt water or due to failure of rains.

7.3.6 Use of FYM/Compest

Though there seemed to be no definite recommended
- dosage for the application of FYM/compost, nearly 40 per cent .
of the farmers had applied the same to their soil. .The major

reasons for the non-application was either dus to the lack -
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ol «funds Le buy tue s:zme or due to tne non-availability
in adequate quantitizs.

7.3.7 Use of Cnemical rvertilizers

The study revealed that there was a tendency onAth9£ 

part of the farmers tc use more of nitrogen than recommendéd
and less of phospieorus than recommended. In fact the
farmers had applieggggxffgh as twice more than the recommendecd
levei. The guantum o~{ potash used was, however, on par with
the recomr.ended level. The tendency to use more of ni£}6éen
..and less of phosphorus is quite alarming.as the same lendé'
more towards the vegetative growth rather than the pod
formation.

- As high as 73 per cent of the farmers had applied
fertilizers as basal cdoses. And nearly half of them had
resorted to top dressing as well in spite of the fact that
there was no recommendation for the same. The farmers
in &he Kolar district had used relatively more of phospha@ic_
fertilizers, @specially DAP which help in pod formation, -
This was in contrast tec the'farmers in Raichur district who
had used more of urea whiggifigas to vegetative growth .

Lack of capital was ths principal reason for the non-
application of the fertilizers. The nigh cest of fertilizers
also had prevented seme o the farmers in using fertilizers..

7.3.8 Intercultural Cperations

The Tarmers w2r-, generally, aware cf the need for
carrying out the intercultural operations (weeding and
hoeing) depending upcn the extent of weed and prevailing:ffl-
climatic conditions. |

7.3.9 Plant Protection lzasures

in contrast toc inz general reports that most of the.
oilseed crops are highbsuscepcible to various types of

s however, C

pests and diseases, in the present study/hardly 34 per cent

of the farmers had felt the nesed for the usage of the same.
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And 80 per cent of them had applied the necessary
do so-
chemicals and the rest could not/ for want of money.

7.3.10 Soil Testing

The soil samples of the fields of half the number
of farmers had been colject;d for testing by tha Depart-
mental staif. In mecre than 52 per cent of tne cases, the
results were not made available even after 3 months of
¢collecting Lhe samples. This was especially the casé
in e nclar district,

7.3.11 Application of .uypsum

Application of gypsum to ths soil is reported to

but only o
not-only increase/ the preauctivity but also the gquality of .
kernels and the oil content therein. Wherever found
necessary, as nigh as 70 per cent of the farmers had applied
gypsum, but, far below the recommended level. The main
~ reason for the nen-application of gypsum was that-the'férmers
: wére nct convinced of -he e:ilect of the usage of the samé.
“though it is available at'relatively'loﬁér costs.,

7.3.12 Farmers' Opinicn About the Programme

fost of the farners had obtained the information
about the impreocved pacrage of practices from the Gram Sevaks
in the villages. Tne farmers were of the opinion that the
impgoved varieties presupposes tha need for chemical
fertilizers and irrigation facilities, the absence of which
would not result in higher yields.

The area under groundnut for the respondents had not
changed in the last 5 y:ars <ither for lack of sufficient
land or for the lack ~f a:ecuate irrigation faecilities. The hi

cost of the sweds o iz improved varieties L
the reauirement of

in additinn to/ higner seed rate, ‘ had impeded
te 2xtansien of mers . -3 undaer groundnut.
The majority of tho [farmers were happy that under the

program~e they wsre abl: to _receive good quality
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- seeds free of cost not only for the current season but
also for the succeeding seasens. Thus, this had.sérved;“‘
_thg dual purpose of evaluating the performance of?thé; :;
improved varieties and the seed multiplication“aiso;f'

743,13 Marketing of Groundnut ‘ T

In the Raichur district, as high as 90 per cent of -
the farmars had sold their preducs in the regulated markets
through the ccmmission agents. This was in contrast tO"
Kolar where majority of the iarmers had sold their produée
on the farm itself either to the millowners or to the mill
agents;-‘The major r2asons ior selling the produce to é‘
particﬁla; agency were either the contractual sale into :
which the farmers mkzht have 2ntered or the extra ﬁérkéting
cost to be incurred if the produce is to be sold to other
agencies. A sizable proportion had also reportad that they
had received competitive prices. As far as the égency to .
wﬁom the produce is sold or the reasons for the same,‘ﬁhéféj
appeared to be no difference batween the beneficiérieéjaﬁAEﬁha
non-beneficiaries. The same was tru2 in respect of'tﬁééggiéés
received for their produce. However, relatively more number
of baneficiaries had sold their produce within a fortnight
after the harvest, implying post-harvest sales. |

The price ssries (annual average) in both the dlstrict=
were found to be increasing with a constant proportlon‘of
change, the rates of cnange {corresponding to two partlcular
" markets) were 8. l%i;n%?%t02 per cent, per annum respectlvely
..The trend in the.a rivals of groundnut in Ralcnur was
virtually on the decline as against a slightly increasing
trend witnessed in Kolar. The presence of ;easonality was
evidenced with respect to both the arrival and the price

series. .While the seasonal pattern was constant as far as

the arrivals was concerned, the same was of moving nature

. with respect to prices in Kolar. There seemed to be no

relation betﬁeen arrivals and prices with regard to the



_ seasonal elements implying that the arrival pattern maj
not have influenced the price. bBased on the prices at'the
farm and at the regulated markst for the last decade,fthé A
farm prices at Kolar and Raichur were almost identical;kAnd
‘the prices at the regulated market of haichur was hlgher |
.-than .that of the Kelar market by .a constant margln implying’
that the farmers bringing the produce at the Raichur market
had an absclute advantage compared to those of the Kolar
district.. |
Among the several factors centributing to the diff-
erence in the prices received between the farmers of Raichur
- . and Kolar distrlcts the season, tha variety grown and tha -
" marketing'conditioqs seemed to occupy prominence, The-variépy
JL-24 had fetched the maximum price, in general, and more so

in the Kolar district.

T4 Suggestion
7.4.1 The varisty JL-24, though fared quite well in both

the districts, had displaysd wide intra varlatlons not only
also
between the regions (districts) but/w1th1n.‘ - The steps

PR ¥

should be taken to achisve unlformlty with regard to the
yields obtained on the farmer's fields. Hereafterwards, all
efforts should be concentrated to popularise the variety
JL-24 in Kolar and $-206 in the Richur districts.w;;ﬁf“ﬂ?ﬁ%Q;
74,2 Arrangements shculd be made to see that enough of
rhizobium culture, necegssary for,controlling the seed borna
available’
and soil borne disceases, /at the village level itself so. that

"this saves a lot of expenditure to be incurred 1n golnglpo

“the taluk headquarters to purchase the same.

7.4,.3 The farmers' point of view that the ;ecommended spacin
is high is quite noteworthy as on2 of the developmehtal |
strategies laid out by tha Ministry had aimed at increasing
the plant population L'or a better yield. As the spacing

reflects the plant population, the situation warrants fo:

" strengthening both ths research and the extension services.
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7.4.4 There is a nsed to increase the local production
of FYN/compost as the majority of the farmers had‘not'appiied
the same due to the nen-availability in adequate_quantitiéé.
Z+k5 The éfforts shruld be streﬁgthened to eduéate tﬁg“
farmers, in regard: tolie usace of balanced and proper klnd
of fertilizers as tnere has been a tendency on the part of
the farmers to use more of nitrogen and lesss of phosphatic*
fertilizers.
7.4.9 The results ol the soil testing should be made é?giiQ
able at the earliasst so that the farmers can taks up-apgro;
priate measures. 5 | ':,“
| 7.4.7 The fact that the farmers were not conv1nced of the -
- effect of phe-usage of gypsum (though available at relaplvely
lower costs) and those who applied had used{substantially.u
lower than the recommended level, calls for the need for

the effective extension services,
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Table 1,1 : Area, Production and Productivity ot Uilseeas
and Groundnut in India : 1960-61 to 1982-83,

(Area 000! hectares; Production 000' tonnes; -
Productivity Kgs./hect.)

Years 0il Seeds Ground Nut o
- i - Area = Produc- Produ- Area Produc- Produ-
tion ctivity tion ctivity

1960-61 13770 €982 507 6403 4812 . 750
1961-62 14772 7284 493 6889 4994 730
1962-63 15335 7388 4,82 7283 5064 700
1963-64 14,823 7133 1,81 6886 5298 770
1964L-65 15255 8503 557 7376 600L 810
1965-66 15248 6396 419 7698 4263 550
1966-67 14995 6425 428 7299  LA11 600
1967-68 15667 8303 530 7553 5731 760
1968-69 14472 6845 473 7088 4631 650
1969-70 14811 7734 522 7125 5130 720
1970-71 15,18 9259 601 7326 6111 830
1971-72 16033 8746 545 7510 6181 790 :
1972-73 14749 6858 465 6990 4092 580
T1973-7h  1sL51 885L 573 702h 5932 8O

197475 15638 @520 545 7063 -5111 700
1975-76 15457 10173 658 7376 6991 950
1976-77 14660 7820 533 69L8 5260 760

1977-78" 15386 8930 580 7028 6070 870

1978-79  1590L 9347 588 7433 6208 840
1979-80 15175 8078 532 7238 5772 800
1980-81 15557 8383 539 6801 ° 5005 740
1961-82 16647 10902 655  7LL8 7239 970
1982-83 16600 9300 560  7L00 5600 756

Source : Agricultural Situstion in India for different years.
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Table 1.2 ¢ Growth Rates1 in Area, Production and
Productivity of Oilseeds and Groundnut
in India for Different Periods.

OILSEEDS GROUNDNUT
Periods Periods
1 I1 III I IT ITI1

a) Area 0.6167 0.5187 0.4035ws 1.2940" 0.0505 -0.1158 -

b) Pro-

duc- -0,1308 1.1163 1.hh20 -0.3905 0,3639 -0,1380
tion

c) Pro- -0.7&25 0. 5976 1.038§* -1.68L0 0.313& -0.2538
ducti=-
- vity

*% Significant at 1 percent.

"

Pefiod I

1960-61 to 1968-69, period earlier to the
N implementation of TODP Scheme in the country;
?eriod II : 1969-70 to 1982-83, period after thé implementa-
tion of the scheme; and |
Period IIT : Years 1960-61 through 1982-83.

1 Growth rates in this study are computeol using the
expression

Y = Aert
where, Y is the variable under consideration,
is the growth rate,

is the intercept,

¢ = H

is the time element in years, and

o
W)
=

in the natural logarithm base.



Table 1.3

1970-71
1971=-72
1972-73
197374
1974 =75
1975-76
1976-77
1977-78
1978-79
1979-80
1980-81
1981-82

Source @

/9
¢ Area, Production and Productivity of Oil-

seeds and Groundnut in Karnataka:1960-61
to 1981-82,

(Area 000' hectares; Production 000! tonne:
Productivity kgs./hect.)

Area Olgggggf Produ- .Areagﬁogggggz-_ Produc=-
ction ctivity tion tivity
1247 510 101 915 hi8 518 |
1233 575 418 902  Lh9 525
1182 27 1,83 870 500 605
1194 603 504 892 54,0 637
1220 733 601 916 662 723
1191 479 4,02 903 433 504
1210 626 517 922 562 642
1280 662 517 967 587 639
1256 710 565 933 635 716
1310 745 564 962 663 725
1398 875 625 1027 780 799
1429 876 613 1027 764 785
1093 725 533 772 499 680
1242 726 614 906 638 741
1101 697 633 922 667 720
1173 446 380 958 628 660
12,0 710 573 838 367 160
1325 786 593 887 550 653
1329 767 622 885 598 712
1310 617 852 597 738
1251 650 547 - 790 L75 632
1374 835 639 859 640 784

ar ar me W ww W SR e me M wm mm S e W g A %% a8 = as o A A =

Bureau of Economics & Statistics, Government of
Karnataka upto 1973-74 published; the rest un-. . =
published. :
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Table 1.4 ¢ Growth Pattern of Groundnut Economy in
Karnataka for Different Period

Triennium Averages For Growth Rates for

(=)

L _ Periods —
'gzaﬁe[ . 1961-864 ~ 1973-76  1979-82 I 11 111
abitaheb NN & D RO ¢ NN § W 17 DAY € DU () R
Karnataka A 8,87,858 9,84,093 8,33,667 0.1170 1.754L0 0,526l
State 2k =) |
P 4,96,108 6,68,586 5,70,667 2.2600 32,3200 0.7900
Y 559 679 685 3.1400 ' 4.0700 0.2636
o
‘Belzaum A 1,39,769 1,26,358 1,20,325 1.6?6? 0.3900 0.3700( -
P 73,933 . 83,770 79,297 0,2200 2,5600 0,1000
e e e
Y 1.8600 2.1700 1,0700
. ek . .
Bellary A 95,377 Th 51k 38,967 2.6?0? 7.6?0? L, +8000( )
P 52,469 . 46,660 37,583 2.3000 3.18007 0.3700(-)
Y 4.9900 10.8700 L4 .4300
Binapur A 1,112,417  11,11,597 99,496 3.3400 1,5600. 1,0900(=)
P 16,616 56,618 41,186 1.%0?- 3.3?0? 0,9200( -}
Y 2,0400 17700 0.1700
%* **‘ o
Dharwar A 1,40,82L4 1,66,783 1,20.324 0.7500 4.4%0? 0.8200( -
ok
P 90,046 96,900 69,132 0.0400 3.4,600 2,1500(-
o - & ek %ok
Y 0.71(-) 7.9100 1.3300(-
3k
Gulbarga A 94,038 99,388 82,770 u.1?o? 1.3?0? 2.7%0?
%
P 140,556 77,475 Ly , 765 7.8%0) 6.5?09 L,0500( -
| *
Y .3.7500 1.,2300 1,2800(~
% : ’
 Kolar A 29,843 73,257 149,237 3.5200 5.2223? 1,.5900
" P 32,146 61,686 33,761 4.1100 8.1?0? 3,2100
Hookk
Y 0.5900 2.8800 1,.3800(-'

0002
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Raichur A 1,05,024 1,18,738 1,16,796 0.2800 3,4600 0.2200

P 46,739 70,782 83,669 1,2600 7.4600 1 8300
: . Dde
- Y 1.5400 4.0000 1:6100
, Tumqu'_ A 41,610 55.617 82,862 _0.130? 15;7665' 3,5000

i *

P 26,790 46,369 52,738 3.5100 15.6200 5.1700
: ¥

3.6400 o.1uo§ 1.6700

Period I : 1960-61 to 1974-75 years earlier to the implementation
. of the scheme -

II : 1975-76 to 1981-82 years after the "
III : 1960-61 through 1981-82,



Table 2.1 ¢ The Amount Sanctioned and Expenditure incurred during 1082-83
in Karnataka for I.0.D.,P., :

Sl.
No,

Items

Minikits
Demonstrations
Transport, handling and
processing charges in
seeds

Plant Protection

a) 50% subsidy on plant
protection chemicals

b) Operational charges
i) Aerial

ii) Ground

Amount Sanctioned
tha G ODI.
(1982-83)

471000
100000
250000
250000

1072000

Amount Sanc-
tioned by the
State Govt,
(1982-83)

250000
250000

1072000

Expenditure Govt .cf India's State Govt,.'s

incurred
during
(1982-83)

250000

975085

share in ex-

enditure

1982-83)
24,1990
39076
98007
125000

975085

share in
expenditure
(1982-83)

24,1990
39076
98007

125000

28



 Table 2.1 (contd.)

2
O o (3) __ ... () _ . ... (5)_ ___. 6) _ ____(n
6 Seed subsidy 1662000 1662000 1662000 1662000 -
i) Certified seeds |
ii) Truthfully labelled
seeds
7+ Nucleus seed production
fOI“ (ICAR) - - bl - -
8. Contingencies 50000 50000 10172 5086 5086
Total 3855000 3855000 3655403 31462414 509159

The expenditure incurred during the year 1982-83 is satisfactory
the amount sanctioned by Government of India and State Government

S el W o A wa S e s e W e @

and there is no deviation in

£8
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Table 2.2': Physical targets andpachieveménts (1982-83) Area in hectares(Groundnut)L

-------—---—-------------------‘-----------------------‘--

Sl. District Coverage targets _Coverage achievements Covage.,achived in diff, Pgress Remarks
No. Kh. Sum. Total Kh. Sum, Total Impd, Ferti-  plant
seeds lizers prote-
_ | ction
| 1. Dharwad 124000 15000 139000 105000 1225} 11725h 117254 117254 17698
2. Belgaum 123000 15000 138000 99463 11190 110653 98&63; 109623 6565
3. Gulbarga 90000 - Q0000 02742 - 92724 15200 92724 19147
L. Raichur 110000 L3000 154000 97049 10000 107049 107049 107049 39512
5, Tumkur 58000 20000 78000 63320 2891 66211 15392 73320 1528
6. Bijapur 31000 - 31000 31000 - 31000 5000 5000 980
7. Kolar 60000 10000 70000 LL655 1348 L6003 L6003 L2759 7825
Total 597000 103000 700000 533229 37653 570882 LOL361 537729 96255

P8



Table 2.3 : Input Distribution, 1982-83

Units Distribution  Actual ,
targets distribu-
tion
‘a) Improved seeds Tonnes - -
cropwise/varietywi se
1. Certified seeds
of Groundnut - - 1000
' 24 Truthfully labelled
: seeds of groundnut - - 9490
3+ Good quality seeds
of groundnut - - 61056
b) Fertiligzers
1+ Nitrogenous (N) - 16127 15385
3. Potassic (KZD) - 16127 15385
¢) Plant Protection C
Chemicals
1. Dust - 5000 L337.5
2. Liquid Liters 150000 155215
Minikits
sl. Crop Im;d: ) Size Districts Target Cover- Avg.
No, variety of cover- age yield
- distribu- Mini- age ach. per
¢ ted kit (hect) (hect) hect.
- gbtaine
k‘ kgSo
Imp. e
vari- plo
ety
1. Groundnut TG3,TG,ns 4 ha. Dharwad 10 22.5 815 729
2. JL-24 or Belgaum 10 14,5 1400 840
‘3. J-11 Gulbarga 7.5 & 612 3L0
k. Raichur 10 17 608 . 514
5, Bijapur 7.5 7.5 956 750
6. Tumkur 7 +5 745 k17 315
7. Kolar 705 7.5 780 385
Total : 60 80.5




Table 2.4 : Demonstrations undér IOﬁP, 1982-83

sSl, District Crop Coverage Target (Hects) Coverage Ach, (Hect.

Mo * Kharif R/ s Total Kharif R/s otal
1. Dharwad Groundnut 120 - 120 203 .6 384 242
2, Belgaum 120 - 120 126 35,2 171.2
3. Gulbarga 120 - 120 23.6 764 100.0
ba Raichur - 120 - 120 184 L6 .4 230 .4
5. Bijapur , 120 - 120 7h 34,k 108.4
6.  Tumkur 100 - 100 96 61 160.0
7 Kolar 100 - 100 91.2 8.8 100.0

Totals 800 - | 800 808.4 303.6 1112.0

98



Table 2.5 : IODP, 1983-84

_ ewm A mm SR W W o W W e W A A o @ e em e e W e we Em o W o . oww

Sl. Schemes &  Crops Production Financial
No. its compo- targets for allocation
nents the year for

1983-8L4 in 1983-84
lzkh tonnes

1. IODP G.Nuts 5.0 .
Sesamum 0.45
Sunflower 0.25
Niger 0.15
Castor 0.22
Total for
Kharif
1, Staff - - 5,10,000
2. Contingen-
' cies - - 50,000
3. Minikits 14,111,900
L. Demonstration 4,52 ,000
5. Transport,hand-
ling & Process-
ing charges 3,14,100
6. Seeds subsidy 17,82,000
7. Plant Protec-
tion chemi-
clas 50%
subsidy 11,55,000

Total 56,75 ,000




Table 2,6 : Districtwise Physical and Financial Programme Proposed for 1983-84 Under IODP,

. .
----—-------—-------ﬁ--hH------—---------ﬂ-------

Plant Protection

S1l. Name of the Minikit Programmes on G.Nut Demonstration on G.Nut
No. District Physical Financial Physical Financial Chemicls 50%
------------------------------------- subsidy
1. Bangalore 500 L2500 200 20000 20000
2. Kolar 500 42500 200 20000 10000
3, Tumkur 550 L6750 300 30000 10000
L. Shimoga 600 51000 500 50000 50000
5. Chitradurga 600 51000 500 50000 100000
6. Mysore 200 17000 200 20000 20000
7. Mandya 200 17000 100 10000 10000
8. Hassan 200 17000 100 10000 10000
9. hickmagalur 200 17000 100 10000 10000
10. Belgaum 450 38250 320 32000 20000
1. Raichur 1000 85000 750 75000 100000
12. Bellary 500 L2500 LOO L0000 115000
Total 5500 L,67500 3670 367000 475000
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Table 3.1 : Talukwise owner Cultivators and Agricultural
o Labourers in the Raichur District;1982-83.

81, Taluk Agril. Holdingwise Cultivators {in hectares) Total
No. Labour- 0 - 1 1- 2 2 -~ 5 5=-10 10 &

ers , above

1 Raichur 19,985 4,693 4,693 8,740 5,485 2,920 26,511
2  Manvi 27,466 2,011 5,036 9,335 4,962 2,732 25,842
3 Deodurga 19,751 3,777 4,073 2,531 6,615 4,097 19,327
L Sindhanur 21,325 2,462 4,959 11,414 7,553 4,010 29,889
5 ﬁiﬁg- '

sugur 16,138 1,953 5,357 4,979 5,742 3,099 21,689
6 - EKulhtugi 13,728 2,044 4,449 8,137 4,329 1,948 22,533
7 Koppal 21,62 2,995 4,604 7,874 4,085 1,940 21,498
8 Cangavati 30,945 3,249 3,543 7,499 4,671 2,681 20,438
9 Yelburga 22,956 3,720 6,515 11,756 6,702 3,024 31,246

Total: 1,93,736 26,904 43,229 72,265 50,194 26,451 2,18,973

Table 3.3 : The Villages Selected for Drawing the Households

- OEE E ES O EE W SR S S o T e G T gy Ee s BB am W TE  my am gy WE gy Sm AN AT am e e Em

1, Turukana Dona. 1. Neer Manvi 1, Thondebhavi 1. Potepalli

2. Yedlapura” 2. GovinaDoddi 2. Belachikka~- 2. Rayadurgam-.
. (Grama) -vahalli palli

3. GovinaDoddi 3. Chikkahusena 3, Nanjreddy-
(Camp) -mara -palli

L, Chimalapura 4. Kallinayakana
halli

5. Bandaradahalli

6. Watadahosa-
halli

7. Sabbana halli

8. Srinivasacharla
halli



Table 3.11 Land holding pattern & utilization among the respondents. (a) Dist.: Raichur, Taluk: :Manavi

T T (_I?egefl_ci_ar_}es) L
Size of Land Given Given Total Land taken Total Irrigated by Current Permant. Net Cropped AT
cultiva- owned on on owned on culti- we T an Dry fallow fallow culti- area er¢
ted cash  share land cash share wvated canal vated -ec
holding rent rent culti- rent rent - -~ mo1
vated th:
onc
1 2 3 b 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 1
Upto 2.50 22.75 - 3.00 19,75 - - 19.75 - 18,75 - - - 19.75  39.25 19,5
2,51 = 5,00 34,00 - - 34.00 - - 34.00 - 30,00 4.00 - - 34,00 62,00 28,
5.01 - 10.@ 18.95 - - 18.95 - 8.00 26-95 - 18095 8.00 - had 26.95 11-5090 18.95
10,01 and : ‘
above 33.00 - - 33.00 - - 33.00 - 33.00 - - - 33.00 66.00 33,0
Total 108,70 - 3.00 105,70 - 8.00 113,70 - 101.70 12,00 - - 113.70 213.15 99.4F

e
B o}



Table : Land holding péﬁtern'& utilizatibn’among the respondents. | (b) Dist.Raichur, Taluka Manavi

| (Non-Bgneficiaries)
gi;e-oE o La;d -ﬁiv;n Given Total Land taken Total- Irrizated by Current Permant, Net Uropped Arez
culti- owned on on owned on cultle well Tank Dry fallow fallow culti- areg Crop)
vated cash share land cash share vated canal ~ vated -ad
holding rent ° rent culti« rent rent , more
vated than
\ _ once
1 2 3 L 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15
Upto 2.50  5.50 - - 550 . . 5,50 - 5.0 o - 5,50 11,00  5.50
2.51=5,00 15.50 - - 15,50 - - 15.50 = 15.5C = - - 15,50 31,00 15.50
5.01-10,00 33,48 - - 33.88 - - 33.88 - 33.8¢ 8.00 = 2,00 31.88 50.88 19.00
above - 93000 25.00 - . 68000 - bt &.OO - . 56000 12.00 15.00 - 53.00 109.00 56.00

100,88 20,00 15.00 2,00  105.88 201.88 96.00

]
—
N
N
.
(6.8
(08

1

Total : 14,7.88 25,00 122.88 -

B8



Table : Land holding pattern & utilization among the respondents. (c) Dist. Raichur, Taluka:Raichur

- e ™ - - @ W um - ey - - - e e - - - -, e Ny -~ - - - - L - - - - - e - e W e W YW e - -

Land Given Civen Total  Loud taken Tobal Irrie-ted Current Permant. Net Cropped Area
iifﬁiff owned on on cwned on culti~ we ‘an Dry fallow fallow culti- area cropp
vated cash snhare land cash share vated canal ' vated ~-ed
holding rent rent cultl= rent vent : more

. vated than
S _ once
1 2 3 L 5 6 7 8 G 10 11 11 12 14 15
Upto 2.50 12.50 - - . 12.50 - - 12.50 - 11.50 1900 - v 12.50 214..00 11050
2.51 - 5.00 h6;50 - -— hétso - hat 46050 5.00 36.50 5.00 bt - - h6050 80050 3&.00
5.,01=-10,00 24,00 - - 24,00 - L, .00 28,00 - 15,00 13,00 - - 28,00 L3.00 15,00
10,01 and
above 52,00 - - 52.00 - -

52.00 - 19.00 33.00 - - 52.00 63.00 11000

LOOO 139 000 50% 82 000 52.00 - - 139'.00 210.50 71 .50

Total 135.00 - - 135.00




Table: ﬁand holding pattern & utilization among the respondents.

"-hﬁr--ﬁnh--’nﬁn

Land Given Gives Toval

rent

on owmed
share l»snd

vohed

eultlie ront

-p-"b--ﬁlﬂ"-ﬁ”-ﬁ‘-‘--'ﬂ--ﬂﬂ-‘

Tongd teken Total Irrigated

on cultie we 7 ) oey
share vatad _ cannl
rant

- 10,80 3.00 - 7.00
- 25,00 3,00 1.00 21,00

owned on

cash

yent
% z

Ypro 2,50 22.0C -~
2.51 ~ 5.0C 10.00 -
5.01 10,00 25400 -
10.01 and

above - -
Total 57.00 -

- 10,00

1.00 548,00 6,00 10,00 32.00

(d) Dist.:Raichur, Taluka:Raichur
| (Non-Baneficiaries)

ﬂ““-‘-“’ﬁ-‘

Surrent Fermant, Set

- o A a

Cropped &r

fallow culti~ area cr
vated -8

mo

th

Of¢

11 13 1% 1
- 13.00 21.00 & 8.¢C
- 10.00 12,00 Z.C
- 25 \00 29 gOG !} QQ
- 48.00 62.00 14.0(

ge



Table 3.2 : Talukwise Agricultural Families in the
Kolar District;1982-83

-------------_-‘-——_---——-_-u-----

S1l. Taluk Agril, Agril, Category of Agril. Families
No. Families Labou- in hectares ’
rers C=-1 12 2l L=10 10 & .
above
1. Kolar 27,488 7,660 13,812 7,689 4,080 1,514 393

2. Mulbagal 20,386 5,560 8,098 5,988 3,989 1,854 550
3. Bangarpet 24,027 7,676 11,204 7,482 3,778 1,096 L67

4. Srinivas-
-pur 21,106 5,61 7,218 7,418 3,078 2,797 600

5. Malur 21,972 2,h56 7,184 6,248 3,200 4,820 520

6. Chickballa-
pur 22,821 9,237 13,653 5,628 2,350 1,001 189

7. Chintani 25,141 6,770 10,925 8,032 4,255 1,591 278
bau

8. Sidlagha- 5 -
tta 22,035 5,663 12,627 5,822 2,10 933 213

9 Gowribida- i
nur 25,730 15,668 12,820 6,879 3,823 1,760 348

10 Gudibanda 4,665 325 2,650 960 585 320 140
11. Bagepalli 20,893 4,C05 8,560 6,863 3,843 1,720 907 .
Total:  2s60,25k 71,659 1,08,851 68,059 35,308 19 06 4035

-—----——-'-—_----—-—..—-——--—-——u--—-

Size of -holding No.ef Agril. fercentage Net area Percentage
in hectares Familles of holdings cultivated of area to
to total the total
0-1 1,08,851 46.08 45,198 12.93
1-2 68,059 . 28.81 75,499 21.60
2=k 35,303 14 .94 98,902 28.31
4=10 19,406 .21 90,259 25.83
10 & above ’ z&,635 1 096 39’5924' 1 1 033

2,36,251 100.00 3,49,452 100,09




Table No.,3.4 : Distribution of selected families according to size of cultivated holding

Cate-  Size  Taluka:Gaurl Bidamar Taluke:Bazeselli Taluka: Manavi Taluka:Raichur Total
gories of Benefi Non- Total Bene- Non Total Bene- Non- Total Bene- Non Total Bene- Non Total
cultiva- cia- Bene- ficia DBene- ficia Bene ficia Bene- ficia Bene-
- ted ries ficia=- ries ficia ries ~ficia ries ficla ries ficia
holding ries . ries -ries ries ries
I upto 12 8 20 8 L 12 11 L 15 7 9 16 38 25 63
2,50
acres .
II 2.51 to 7 2 9 14 5 i9 9 L 13 12 3 15 L2 14 56
5.00
IIT 5.01 to L 2 6 3 4 7 . 3 L 7 3 3 6 13 13 26
10,00 :
IV 10.01 and 2 3 5 - 2 2 2 3 5 3 - 3 7 8 15
above
Total 25 15 L0 25 15 40 25 15 40 25 15 40 100 60 160

56



Dist.Kolar

--&--—--————-—---------

Dist ,Ralchur

Taluka:Gauri Bidanur Taluka'Bagepalli

S W — S e

Benefi Non=

- eciari- Benefi-

Total Bene-

Ay D GRS R R ) R OGS WS W R S A b

- fieci-
aries

" Taluka:Manavi

Total

do of Fami-
lies

Male Adults
Female Adults
Children
Total

Male Earners

FEmale
Earners

Children
Earners

Total
Earners

es ciari-
es
25 15
L9 32
L9 27
£5 31
163 90
L1 25
9 2
50 27

Total DBene-= Non
ficlia- Bene
ries fiei

aries

L0 25 15
£1 L0 27
6 38 26
96 50 19
253 128 72
66 28 18
11 21 13
- 1 1
77 50 32

200
L6

3k

148
38

2L

Taluka: Raichur
Non Total Bene~ Non

Bene fici- Bene

fici aries ficia

aries ries
15 LO 25 15 L0
27 71 51 26 77
23 62 L6 28 7hL
31 96 57 31 88
81 229 154 g5 239
20 g 38 2L 62
13 37, 25 15 L0
3 8 - - -
36 103 63 39 102

Total
Benefi~ Non Total
ciari- Bene-~
es ficia

ries

100 60 160
184 112 296
172 104 276
237 112 349
593 328 921
145 . 87 232
79 L3 122

6 L 10
230 134 364



Table 2.6': Literécy of Head of the Families among the Respondents.

CT Tttt Kolar .Dist. Dist.Raichur Total
Taluka:Gauri Bidanur Taluka Bagepalli Taluka: Manavi Taluka:Raichur
Benefi- Non Total Bene~ Non Total Bene- Non Total Bene- Non Total Bene- Non Total
ciari- Bene- ficia=- Bene fici- Bene~ ficia~ Bene ficia- Bene
es fici- ries fiel . aries ficia ries ficiag~ ries ficig~
aries aries ries ries Tries
Illiterates 6 5 11 16 11 27 16 9 25 13 11 21, 51 36 g7
Upto 7th 10 6 16 g 3 12 5 5 10 1C 2 12 3L 16 50
Uptvo SOS.L.C. 2 - 2 - - - 1 = 1 - - 1 ll- - L}
&
S.S.L.C,/above 7 N 1 - 1 1 3 1 L 1 2 3 11 8 19
Total ' 25 15 L0 25 15 LO 25 15 40 25 15 LO 100 60 160

46 .



Table 3.7 : Number of families having suboccupation.-

- o S S EE W S o R WS Gy S PR o o M TE R B W s W G " s W W EE G A S S S . W S SN I W W &= - e e e W . oW W - e W e a» =

Occupation -Dist.Kolar Dist .Raichur Total
Taluk:Gauri Bidanur  Taluka:iBagepslll TalukaifManavi ____ + Taluka: Raichur - ___
Bene- Non Total Bene- Non Total Bene- Non Total Bene- Non Total Bene- Non Total
ficia- Bene~ © ficia- Bene=- ficia- Bene- ficia- Bene- ficia~ Bene-
ries ficia- ries ficia- ries ficia=- " ries ficia- ries ficia-
ries : ries ries ries ries
1. Agril.
labour 6 3 9 11 8 19 13 9 22 17 11 28 L7 31 78
2. Dairy 1 1 . - - — - - - - - - 1 1 2
3. Silkworm ' .
keeping 5 2 7 2 - 2 - - - - - - 7 2 9
L. Cycle shop 1 - 1 - - - - - - - - - 1 ' - 1
5. Cloth shop 1 - 1 - - - - - - - - - 1 - 1
6. Kirana shop 2 1 3 - - - - - - - - - 2 1 3
7. Hotel - - - - - - 2 - 2 - - - 2 - 2
8. Floor Mill 1 - 1 - - - - - - - - - 1 - 1
9. Tailoring - 1 1 - 1 1 1 - 1 - - 1 1 2 3
10, Carpenter - - - 1 - 1 - - - 1 - 1 2 - 2
11. Washerman - - - 2 - 2 - - - 1 - 1 3 - 3
12, Service - 2 2 1 - 1 1 - 1 - - - 2 2 b
13+ Pension - - - 1 - 1 - - - - - - 1 - 1 W
17 10 27 18 9 27 17 9 26 19 11 30 71 39 110 °
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Table 3.8 : Land Holding Patternand Utilization among the respondents. (a)} Dist: Kolar Taluk:;4Gauri-
. . : o " Bidanur

Cate- Size of Land Given on Given:Total Land taken Total Irrigate by Dry Current Permit Net Cro- Area

gories culti- owned cash rent on ouned culti= well Tank fallow fallow culti d
vated share land casﬁ share vated canal vated gﬁ:a ;gggped
hold- rent culti- rent ‘rent than
ing vated " acre
1 2 3 b 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15
I Upto ‘
2.50 15.50 - - 15,50 - - 15.50 2,50 10,50 2.50 - - 15.50 27.50 12,00
5,00 21,00 - - ¢1.00 1,00 3.00 25,00 3.50 16.75 4.50 - 0.25 24.75 32,25  7.50
IIT 5,01 -
10.00 . 29.50 - - 29.50 b - 29.50 2900 22.00 5050 - - 29.50 35.50 6.00
IV 10,01 and ~
above 1,2 .00 - - 42,00 - - 42,00 - 27.00 15,00 - - L2.00 64,00 22,00
Total: 108,00 - - 108,00 1.00 3,00 112,00 8.00 76.25 27.50 - 0.25 111.75 159.25 47.50
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Table ¢ Land Holding Pattern and Utilizatlon among the ~(b) DPist. Kolar, Taluk; : Gauribidanur |
respondents. : - 9

‘ o e . _ (Non-Beneficiaries)
S;z; ;f- Land - Given on Given Total Land taken Total Irrigated by Dry Gurrenﬂzgéimit Net Cro- Area

cultiva= owned cash rent on owned __ on culti~ well Tank fallow low culti pped cropped
ted hold= share land  cash share vated canal vated area more
ing : rent culti- rent rent _ . than
vated acre
1 2 3 L 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 11 15
Upto 2,50 13,02 = - 13.02 - 1,00 14,02 1.27 11.25 1.00 - 0,50 13,52 24,05 10.53
Z.51 - 5,00 7,00 - - 7.00 - - 7.00 - 7 .00 - - - 7.00 12,00 5,00
5001 - . .
10,00 9.00 - - 9.00 -  7.00 16,00 - 16,00 - - - 16.00 26,00 10,00
10.01 am
above 73.00 - - 73 .00 - - 73 .00 - 43.00 30,00 - - 73,00 92,00 19,00
Total 102,02 - - 102,02 - 8.00 110,02 1,27 77.25 31.00 - 0.50 109.52 154,05 L4 .53

00T
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Table.;‘Laﬁd Holding Pattern and Utilization among the respoﬁdents. (d) Dist.:Kolar, Taluka; Bagepalli

_________________ ;-—----—------——------m----_;pm“':-___-___
Size of Land Given Given Total Land taken on Total Irrigated b Current Permmrt; Net Cropped Area
cultivated owned on on owned cash share culti- Well Tank Dry fallow fallow culti- area cropppe
holding cash share land rent rent vated canal vated more

rent rent culti- : _ than
vated : - once
UptO 2.50 7-00 - - 7.00 - - 7-00 1.50 hae 5-50 - - 7.00 7.00 -
2.51 - 5,00 20,00 - - 20,00 - 0.50  20.50 2,50 1,00 17.00 - - 20.50 20,50  --
5.1 -10.00 30.C0 - - 50,00 - - 30.00 1.C0 1,00 28 .C0 - - 30.C0 31,00 1.00
10.01 and

above lI-SUOO - - 1&5 000 - - - lIrSeOO 10.00 - 35 000 - - 11—5 .OO 14-9-00 LI-.OO

Total 102.00 - 102,00 - 0,50 102,50 15,00 2,00 85,00 - - 102,50 107,50 5.C0

20T



Table 3.9 ¢ Area under different Crops among the respondents,

Non Irri-~ Local
irri- gated non Irri-

gated irri-

gated
1 2 3

Upto 2.50 1,50 9.50 1,00
2.51 - 5.00 3.00 10.50 -
5.01 - 10.00 3.50 14,00 -

10.01 ang above - 17.00 7.00

Total 8,00 51.00 8.00
Size holding 1 2 3
Upto 2,50 1.00 10.75 -
2.51 - 5.00 - 6.50 -
5.01 - 10.00 - 11.00 -
10,01 ang above 10.00 26,00 -

--~-—---------—---—---

----——-—---~-——--~----

il

(a) Dist, : Kolar, Taluk' :Gauri Bidanur

-.-—--.------—-—-.

-—m--—-———-—_-—-—-—n—-.-

___________ (Beneficiaries) _
Other Crops™ " Summer Others ~ ~ T6tal Cropped
irrf< Groundnut Grountnut Non- Non- rri- otal
gated improveq irri~ irri- gateq
non = irri- Non- Irri- gateq gated
1rri~ gated irri- gated
gated gated
8 9 10 11 12 13 15 16 17
- - - - 12,50 - 2.50 25,00 27.50
3.00 - - - 9,00 - 3.00 29.25 32,25
- - - - 6,00 - 5.50 30,00 35,50
4,00 - - - 22,00 - 15,00 49,00 64,00
7.00 - - - 49,50 - 26,00 133,25 159,925
(Non-benefiniaries)
8 9 10 11 12 13 15 16 17
~- - 10.03 - - - 1.00 23.05 24,04
- - 5.00 - - - - 12,00 12,00
8.00 - -~ - - 26,00 26,00
20,00 - - 19,00 - - - 30.00 62.00 92.00
20,00 - - 42,03 - - - 31.00 123,05 154,05

---———-—-‘-—-
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Table : Area under different crops. (b) Dist, Kolar, Taluk Bagepalll,
(Beneficiaries)
Size Kh?rIf Groundnut Summer Total Cropped Area
holding Cereals Local Improved Suryakati Mulbany Sugar Cereals Groundnut Non- Irri{- Total
Non- Irri- Non- Irri- Non=~ Irri- Non- Irri- TIrri- cane Non- Irri- (Local) irri- gated
irri- gated irri- gated irri- gated irri- gated gated rri=- irri- gated Non- Irri- gated
gated gated gated gated gated gated irri- gated
gated
1 2 3 4 5} 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17
Upto 2,50 0.50 - 6.00 - 7.00 - 1.00 - - - - - - - 14.50 - 14,50
A ]
2,51 - 5,00 7.50 6.75 21.00 - 6.00 2.75 8.00 1.00 1,50 - - 1.00 - 0.62 42,50 18.62 61,12
5.01 - 10,00 5.00 2.00 10.00 0.50 2,00 0.50 1.00 - - 0,50 - 1,50 - - 18,00 5.00 23,00
10.01 and
above - - - = - - - = - - - - - - - - ~
fTotal 13.00 8,75 37.00 0.50 15,00 3.25 10.00 1.00 1.50 0.50 - 2.50 - 0,62 75.00 ?3,82 98,692
Dist, Kolar, Taluk Bagepalli
(Non-beneficicries)
Size holding 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 " 11 12 13 14 15 15 17
UptO 2.50 O.‘SO - SQOO 1050 - bt - - - - - - - - 5.50 1.50 7.00
2.51 - 5.00 1050 2o50 15.50 1000 - - - - - - - - - - 17.‘)0 3.50 20050
5.01 - 10.00 11.00 2.00 16,00 - - - 1.00 - - - - - - 1.00 28,00 3.00 31.00
10.01 and
above 7.00 8.00 28,00 - - - - - - 2.00 - - - 4.00 35.00 14.00 49,00
;jé Total 20.00 12,50 64,80 2.50 - - 1.90 - - 2,00 - - - 5.00 25,00 22,00 107,50
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Tavle 3.10 : Pattern of agricultural Implerents  and animals oWned among the respondents, (a) Dist.Kolar, Taluk :Gaurl Bidanyr
(Beneficiaries)w
T e i Cbmitomks T T T T Cow _ MtTch Galele™ "7 "7 =~ - - - goa ; o éui%ScE " Tractor C ggl-‘_agili ST T T T Gehimiae Others
No. Value Working ggig?e ggffsioie %ggggélue VE%Egglue %%?"ngﬁe 0. Value 0. Value g?gé?es No, alue Mo VaTue
Noo VaTue Wo. Value ﬁ%?95§§ue

---------- I ST ‘2- ST —3~ ST -4- ST g ST ; ST ; ST é ST _9- ST -16 ST Il- ST ~l2- i
Upto 2.50 4 1600 - 3 4300 12 10400 7 1050 1 35 - - - 3 9000 - -

2.51 - 5,00 4 4000 - S 8450 9 11000 - 2 75 1 500 - - 6 23700 2 8app -

9.01 - 10,00 10 15300 - 8 9000 19 28700 65 12000 3 325 3 3120 - 1 250 6 18800 3 1100 -
10.01 and above 2 10000 - 4 6500 16 16120 - 1 120 1 1200 - 2 290 2 8000 1 300 -

Total 20 30900 - 20 28250 56 66220 72 13050 7 545 5 4800 - 3 540 17 57500 6 9800 -

Dist.Kolar, Taluk - :Gauri Bidanur

ze holding 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

to 2.50 4 3200 - 5 8000 - 2 300 - 1 500 ~ - - - 1 350
51 - 5.00 2 3500 - 2 1600 4 3800 - 1 120 - - - 1 4000 1 120 -
)1 - 10,00 2 1800 - 2 1000 3 3000 - - - - 1 150 1 3000 2 800 -
)1 and above 2 2500 - 13 43500 13 13500 - - - 2 125000 1 1200 6 19000 - -

Total 10 11000 - 22 63100 20 20300 2 300 1 120 1 500 2 125000 ¢ 1350 8 26000 3 920 1 350
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Azvicultural implements (b) Dist. Kolar, Taluk : Ragepalltl
(Beneficiaries)
--------------------------------------- Iron “Bulloek T T T T T - - == “0I1TEngs -~ Vehi- =~ -~ T~ ~
holding Bullocks . Miich cat;ii ;ow — Sheep _Eloggh cart Tractor Sprayer  Elec, Pump cles Others
No. Value ﬁ%z_vg§he cat%le No saoue No, Value No. Value No. Value VWNo. Value No. Value No., Value Yo, Value No. Va
No. Value
------------ i S i 3 4 ) 6 7 8 9 19 11 19
2.50 2 3000 2 1500 8 4800 3 4100 3 450 1 200 - - - - - 8 60!
- 5.00 16 15450 6 4500 6 8800 2 2800 38 2750 3 550 3 2800 - - S 31000 1 500 1 80
- 10.00 ) 5100 - 5] 3450 - 27 5400 - 2 1800 - - - - -
and above - - - - - - - - - - - -
Total 23 23550 8 6000 19 17050 5 6900 68 8600 4 750 5 4600 - - 5 31000 1 500 9 1400
Dist.Kolar, Taluk :Bagepalli
(Mon-beneficiaries)
- -hgléing 1 2 3 4 5 6 7. 8 9 10 11 12
2.50 - 6 3500 1 600 - - - - - - - - -
- 5,00 4 3800 4 3250 4 2000 - 4 500 1 450 1 600 - - 1 5000 - 1 1200
- 10,00 8 12900 - 1 1000 - 8 4000 1 150 2 1600 - - 1 15000 - -
and above 2 2200 2 1850 3 2200 - - - 2 1700 - - 2 15000 - -
Total 14 18900 12 8600 9 5800 - 12 4500 2 300 S 3900 - - 4 35000 - 1l 1200




Table 3,12 :

& Area under different crops

: zong the respondents,

(@) Dist, : Ralchur, Taluk :

Manavi

(Beneficiaries)

109

"""""""""""" oundnyt - * T T T U ¢ C 7T T T IREDI)T T T Sufmdr~ T T < < - =Gromndnmt- - = = - = o= = - —qoioo- o o 8d"aT
Size Cereals LocalGroundn¥E roved Suryakanti Cereals Cereal Local Improved Eur¥i N cropped area
holding Non Irri- Tom Trri~ Nog= —Irri- TNon—trrt- Non Irrl- N TrI- Non IFFI-  ARx Irri- X»zn Total
irri- gated irri~- gated irri- gated 1rri- gated {1irri- gated {irri~ gated irri~ gated |irri- gated irri- gated irri-
gated gated gated gated gated gated gated lgated gated gated
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 Y 19 20
Upto 2,50 - 10.00 - 8.00 - - - 1.75 - - - - - 16,08 - 3.42 - - 39.25 39,2¢
2,51 -
5,00 - 24.00 - 1,00 - 2,00 4,00 3.00 - - - - - 11.85 - 15,15 1,00 4.00 58.00 62,00
5.01 =
10.00 - 10,00 - - - 2.00 - 6.95 8,00 =~ - - - 1.80 - 17.15 - 8.00 37.90 45,90
10.01 and !
above - 25.00 - - - 3,00 - 5,00 - - - 4,00 - - P 26,08 2,92 - 66.00 66,00
|
Total - 69.00 - 9.00 - 7.00 4,00 16,70 8.00 - - 4,00 - 29,73 !.- 61.80 3.92 12,00 201,15 213,15
Dist, : Raichur, Taluk : Manavi
(Non-beneficieries)
Size holding 1 2 8 4. 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
Upto 2.50 - 4,50 - 1,00 - - - - - - - - - 5.50 - - - - 11,00 11.00
2,81 ~ 5,00 =~ 11.00 - 3.00 - - - 1.0 =~ - - - - 7.00 - 8.50 - - 31,00 31,00
5,00 -10.00 2,00 21.88 6.00 2,00 - - - - - - - - - 9.00 - 8.00 2.00 8.00 42,88 50.88
10.01 - and
above 4,00 36.00 8.00 - - - - 20.00 - - - 10.00 - 4,00 - 17.00 10.00 12,00 97.00 109.00
Total 6.00 73,38 14.00 6.00 - - - 21,50 - - - 10.00 - 25,50 - 33.50 12,00 20.00 181.88 201.88
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(b) Dist, Raichur, Talu}

Table : Area under di“ "erent crops :Raichur,
Kharif (Beneficiaries)
""""""" a Bl € - T T T L T T T T T T(SummBry T T S T T T s = s e s s e e e s e e ek e e a .
Size holding Cereals(KharIf7G.Nut(Local) Suryakanti cé?ggig Cotton Cereals m G.Nut(local} Improved Surya Total cropped are
Non irri- Non~ Irri- Ron Irri- TWNon- Trri~ Non Non- IFrI=- Non- I'rri= Non Irri- kanti Non Irri- Tc
irri- gated irri- gated 1irri- gated 1irri~ gated {irri~- irri- gated irri- gated {irri- gated Irri-= 1irri- gated
gated gated gated gated gated gated gated gated gated gated
------- 1 o 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 1g
Upto 2,50 2,00 1.00 - 5.00 - 4,50 - - - - - - 7.25 - 3.25 1,00 2,00 22,00 24
2.51 - 5000 3.00 16050 2000 11000 had 14.00 - - - - 2.00 - 22.12 - 5.88 4.00 5.00 75.50 80
5001 - 10.00 9000 6.00 - 2.00 - 4000 7000 jnd - - e - 13.00 ol 2000 - 16.00 27000 43
10,01 and above 8,00 15,00 - - - 4,00 20,00 - 5.00 - - - 9,63 - 1,37 - 33.00 80.00 63
Total 22,00 38,00 2,00 18,00 - 26 .50 27.00 - 5.00 - 2,00 - 52,00 - - 12,50 5.00 56.00 154,50 210
(Non-beneficic.ries)
Size holding | 1 2 3 4 S 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 1g
Upto 2,50 2.00 4,00 4,00 - - 3,00 - - - - - - 2.00 - - - 6.00 15,00 21
2.51 - 5,00 1.00 3.00 6.00 - - - - - - - - - 2.00 - - - 7.00 5,00 1¢
5.01 - 10.00 10.00 1,00 2.00 3.00 - - 9.00 - - - 2.00 - 2.00 - - - 21.00 8,00 2¢
12,01 and above - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Total 13,00 8,00 12,00 3,00 - 3.00 9.00 - - - 2.00 - 12,00 - - - 34,00 28,00 6¢
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Table 3.183 : Pattern of Agricultural Implements and anlmals owned among the respondents. Dist. Raichur (a) Taluk : Raichur
. _ (Beneficiaries)
Size of holding Bullocks ‘ Milch cattle - 011 Eng. Vehicles Others
Cow Milch Buffeloes Sheep Iron Bullock Tractor Sprayer Elec.
: Working cattle Plough cart pump set
No. Value No., Value No, Value No. Value No. Value No. salue No. value No, Value No, Value No. vValue No. Value No. Val
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
Upto'2.50 4 2550 - 6 3350 - - - - - ' - - - -
2,51 - 5,00 20 16950 - 17 7600 11 6700 5 700 - 3 4600 - - 2 9000 1 500 -
5901'- 10.00 - 8 5600 - 2 1400 4 4300 - - 2 2700 - - - - -
410.01 and above . 8 8500 ' - 14 5400 3 2600 ~ - 3 3900 - - 1 6000 - -
Total 40 83600' - -39 17750 18 13600 5 700 - 8 11200 - - 3 15000 1 | 500 -
Dist, Raichur, Taluk : Raichur
(Von-Beneficiﬂries)
Size holding 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
Upte 2.50 11 8050 - 6 3300 1 900 15 3000 - 1 1500 - - _ _ 3
o5l - 2.00 7 4900 - 6 2400 2 12900 1 150 - 2 3000 - - 1 5000 - -
5.01 - 10,00 8 4800 - e 1200 S 48090 - - 2 2800 - 1 120 2 13000 1 500 -
10.01 and above .- - - - - - - - - - - -
Total 26 17750 - 13 6300 2 7600 16 3150 - 5 7300 - 1 120 3 1R000 1 500 -




1%
Table 3,1_3 : 10

Dist,: Raichur (@) Taluk : Manavi

(Beneficiaries)
Size of holding Bullocks Milch cattle ’ 011 Eng. Vehicles Others

~ Cow MTIch Buffeloes Sheep .© 1Iron Bulloek * Tractor Sprayer Elec,

)
Workin cattle ' ' ? Plough eart ' §F52v£§£ |
No. Value No, Value N5, Valume No. Value No. Valye No. Ealuo No."VaTue No. Value Ng. Value Wo. Va ue No., Value No. Valu

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 | 8 9 | 10 11 12
Upto 2,50 16 11550 - 8 54ooA“3 1600 55 11650 . - 2 2700 - - - | - R
2.51 - 5.00 16 13700 - '  20 - 9806"14_‘11200 s 600 - 2 3000 - - ~ 2300 - -
.01 - 10.00° 4 3000 = - 3 1600 ."4, . - - - - - - - -
10.01 and above 6 5800 - 7 5400 6 6100 - - 2 -a200 - - o 1 50 -
o | ‘v | . |
Total 42 34050 - 38 22200 23 18900 60 12250 - 6 9900 - }- - 3 800 -

Dist.: Raichur, Taluk : Manavi

(Non Beneficiaries)

Size holding 1 2 3 4 5 ' 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
Upto 2,50 2 1200 - 3 1500 1 1800 - - - - - - - -
2,51 - 5,00 6 4550 - 5 2800 1 1000 - - - - - - - -
5.01 - 10.00 6 4800 - 5 2000 3 1500 - - 1 1500 - - - - -

10.01 and above 10 8800 - 7 . 5200 8 8600 - 35 4500 2 300 2 2800 - - 2 6500 - -

Total 24 19350 - " 20 11500 13 12900 35 4500 2 300 3 4300

i
!
AV

6500 - -




Table 4.1 ¢ Cost of cultivation of groundnut for the beneficiaries growingfimproved varities
in the summer season (Raichur District).. |

(Per hectare in Rs.)

Eageéo;y—‘:_- ge;d; -7 _M;nare Fertiliz;rs Pgsgi;ide; - T ﬁuilgcg Iagoﬁr- fnterest Human labour Grand
of the Free Purcha- Free Purcha- Free Purcha- Owned Hired on work- Family Hired
farmers sed sed sed ing

' capital
[ .0 N - R ) R 'S R €' B €3 82 B - R -7 B £ ) M T ' Ry P sty PEY R P

T 658.13 5h70 8543 - 72480 - 112,20 457.60 281.25  73.75 118428 718.75 3692.75

II 464 .88 193.75 26.10 - 592,60 2,00 64.58 581,00 152,48 52.58 1117.00 740,00 3520,08
IIT 369.60 142,93 125,00 - 927.30 - LL .18 641,68 LL.,60 41,05 868.55 987.30 13822.58
IV 321.05 308,75 - - 871.25 5,00 85.43 583,98 L1.25 91,05 363.13 1401.88 374L6,70

Total 513.45 147.33  56.58 - 708.48  1.55 82,85  540.50 178.45  63.55  1036.13 £28.58 36L4.50

---—_--------—"'----'------------u——l----—--—um-—-—-—_—_-—n-—

Table 4.2 : Cost of cultivation of groundnut for the non beneficiaries growing local varieties
in the summer reason (Raichur district)

I - 402.50  75.00 - 478.88 - 61.88 196,25 169.20 82.88 537.50 834.88 2864 ,20
II - L,66.25 - - 617.50 - 40,63 256,25 15.63 72.50 302,50 857.50 2628.75
11T - k62,50 . o - uLy1.88 - 3.75 330.00  106.88  88.75 326,25 709.32 2469.34
Iv ,,' - - 562.50° 375,00 - 837.50 - - 475 .00 ioo,po 135.00 = 325.00 1737.50'-L5503xyﬁ

Total - b37.28 44,78 - 515,73 . _ L0.80 254,70 123.38° -85.50 ";h33.95 "862.h3. 2815.53



Table 4.3 ¢ Cost of Cultivation of groundnut - Raichur district

(a) Beneficiaries growing local varieties in the summer season.

Category Seeds Manure Fertilizers " _Pesticides .Bullock Labour Interest Human 1abour Grand
of the Free Purcha=- Free Purcha- Free rcha- Owned Hire on work- Family Hired Total
farmers sed sed sed ing
capital

(1) {2) {3) {4) (5) (6) (7) (&) (9) (10) {11) (12)  (13) (14)

X - BXIY9R  XEXX9R XEXXEE - ERNYGY - KXIXE  ZAXYKX  REYYTX  T73ER

I - 513.98 103 .50 - 645 .00 - 41.35 231,43 251.73  77.88 L48.75 872.88 3186.55

T - 525,93 - - L28,23 - 55.45 321.48 13743 56.20 L478.70 85), .88 2858 ,25
17 - 5% .60 83 .35 - 490,00 - 15.43 273,35 EERE 4.0 376,68 837.10 2565.53

v - 552450 103,33 - 390.00 -~  64.18 524,18 3L,18 67.50  340.83 1126.68 3303.35
lot.al - 52375 58.65 - 521433 - L6.33 294,28 164 .63 61.95 446,25 880,50 2997 .65
{b) Non beneficiaries growing improved varieties in the summer season.
(1) S S L R £ B 1 B U7 R ) H TS B R PPt S Py g/ s () T

II - 621.25 - - 800,00 - 51.25 360,00 115,00 91.25 378.75 791.25 3208.75
III - 470,00 - - 550,00 - 30,00 162,50 10.00 62,50 142,50 617.50 20h0,00
IV - 631.25 - - 937.50 - 38.75 236,25 7.50 51 .25 87.50 961,25 2951.25

'} - - - - - - - - - - - - | -
Total - 585 .63 - - 771 .88 - 42,83 279.70 61 .88 7L.08 24,6.88 790,33 2853.18

r4as



Table 4 4:Cost of cultivation of groundnut: in the Kharif season for the farmers growing local
varieties (Raichur district). :

(per hectare in Rs. )

—----—---—-—-'c—---———--—----------,-----—--------------------_-

Category Seeds Manure Ferti- Pesti-  Bullock Labour Interest ‘Human Labour Grand Total
of the lizers cides Owned hired on work- Family Hired
farmers N ‘ ing
capital
(a) Beneficiaries
I 588,13 325.00 551.25 08,25 403,75 163,13 70,63 381,25 1045,00 3516,88
II 353,53 253,90 317.38 70.33 248,10 128,90 88,48 210,93 803,53 2482,05
III 607.50 12012.50  1890.00 - 540.00 112,50 172,50 2265,00 1047,50 7647 .50
IV 600,00 825,00  1465.00 30,00 532,50 - 165.00 600.00 2400,00 6327 ,56
Total 473,65 401,83 652,45 37.95 353,18 131,48 96,55 539.83  1)711.38 3693.23
(b) Non beneficiaries
I 325.00 296,08 250.00 - 355,28 78.95 9.88 177.50 317;78 1310.28
II 345.00 334.83 325,90 - 401.78 23,23 33,93 238,85 746.88 2450, 38
III 360.00 500.00 565.00 60.00 440,00 20.00 72,00 205,00 1303.00 3525.00
IV - - - - - - - - - -
Total 343,18 380.80 . 385,25 21.83 398,78 42.3§ 39.03 204.23 793.08 2608.48



Taﬁle L.5 : Sost of Cultivatien of Groundnut for the Beneficiaries Growing imprcved Varieties in the Kharif
' Season (Kolar Cistrict)

(Per hectare in RS.)

Category Seeds Manure rertilizer Pesticides pullock labour Interest duman labour Grana
of the = ==-=c-=mcm-ee  =e;cc-scac-a= m= mmeeeseascace . ee-. mmme————— on  =m=ecme-ccceac. . Total
farners Free Pur- rfree  Pur- Free  Pur- Hired Qwnsd working Family dired
chase chase chase ‘ capital

1 342,18 - 231,08 - 53.00 - - 127.85 4el,738 54.65 211,78 304, 1441.738
I1 Lel.28 - NS - 227.13 - - 17.30 671.73 136.55 229.43  S2w.u3 2445443
I1: 342.50 - 335.90 - 396,75 - - - 545,030 72,50 151.25 602,75 2100,25
TV 665,00 - 450.00 - 510,00 - - - 1500,00 40.00 480,00 1642.00 aézo.oo
Total 433.53 - L3.55 - 213.38 - - L6.68 668,95 99.28 238,05 595.43 2305.70

L - v E A A wp dm = W - L - == Sy A WF ER O E AR W S &G S W W A W AR S Ay W Aw - en e ER W e e G A S A M A EE S WS AR ar as AT W AR ™ O Ew



Table 4.6

Ea;e;o;y- T -S;eas i Manure  Fertilizer Pesticides Bullock labour Interest

of the eeccrcaccaaa. | meGt e e ee- SETsmsSsssses cemsmeccccccses on

farners Frsze  Pur- trree Pur- Free Pur- Hired Owned  working lamily
chase chase chase capital

(a} Beneficiaries

I - £22,15 213,93 - 87.15 - - 75.00 36644 63.93  194.05

il - £57.65 261.45 - 139,25 - 20,60 129.55 387.:% 110.45 14A.69

1 - »55.00 280,83 - 223,33 - 25.90 30,00 583,15 83433  51.63

IV - L95.95 223.75 - 4£13.13 - 7450 71.25 321.25 &b,z 43.93

Total - 4L56.25 247.75 - 170,95 - 14.68 100,08 389.48: 92.50 «27.23

(b} Non-beneficiaries

1 - 392,50 120i63 - 37.00 | = - - 523.50 40,00 234,00

iT - 426.00 254,50 - 157.00 = = - 109.50 372,50 120,50 112.00

ITI - 4£51.00 71.G5 - 140,50 - - 151.50 333.75 52,50 102.50

IV - 470.00 146.68 - 364.18 - - 140.00 217.50 60.00 51.68

Total - 430.98 148.63 - 113.13 - - 95.83 379.53 70.83 1,3.20

-a-—-—-—-------———--——-—-——-—-'------

: Cost of Cultivation of Groundnut in thetharif season Growing Local Varieties (Kolar District)

Total

2120.45
2154.33
2499 .15
2452.20

1613.13
2061.50
1787.20
2345.85



Tablg 4.7 : Cost of Culﬂivation of Groundnut in the Summer Season (Kolar District)

---———---———---—---——-—n---n-—----——------4----------—-----g--

Category Seeds A Manure rertilizer =  Pesticides Bullock labour Interest Human labour Grand
of the =  ~sceccccccace eirmddman | mmeccicmcanee s ——— Ol | esmceccccmdmccna- Total
farmers rree Pur- Free Pur- ree Pur- Hired Owned working Family Hired

chase chase chase capital

———-——--__——-.-----——---—----h-—.-----.—---——--—n--—--—-—a--—---

(a) Beneficiaries

I 220,63 370.20 236.s5 3333 Lek.13 7.30  25.33 272.20 152.70 59.18 339.30  782.30 2380.83
T1 279.18 123.75 285.43 = 891.25 - 55,68 386,68 56.68  $5.30 25,.18 1050.07 3.5, 30
17 153,20 450.00 337.50 - 332.5) - 55.00 122,50 71,25 10,25 176.25 502.5)  be4s.73
v 13.75 758.75 287.50 - 20L2030  3l.z5 200030 171025 240,00 128.75 4375 1035.53  asiithd
Total 211,38 427.38 263.63 16,18 446.70 | 6.83  58.18 306.83 129,78 63.18 27,.68  914.55  2884.78

(b) Non-benzficiaries

I - 54,7.85 138,93 - 136,08 - - 152,85 226.43 50.35 161.78-  454.65 1868.93
II - 4L83,33 - - 701,68 - 31.68 285,68 66.68 84.18 156.68 924.18 2715.05
IIT - 667.50 125.00 - 607.50 - - 125,00 - 102,50 92,50 1562.50 3282,.50
IV - L25.00 81.25 - 533.13 - 39.38 37,50 556425 101.25 91.25 1171.25 3036.25



Table 4.8 : Output, prices and the incomes of the

beneficiaries, non-beneficiaries in .'222244-

the summer season : - Papthur '
Category Output- Pri;es B ) Inco;e* Marketing
of the = (Qtl,) (Rs./Qtl.) (Rs./ha.) Cost -
Lavmers | o L L L L L L L o e e e e oL (Rg./ha.Ll _ 7

Y

(a) Beneficiaries - Improved varieties

I 15.05 412,58 2516,63 154,18 .

11 16,58  434.67 36853 113,18 . iF
III 13.88 138.29 2281,.93 118,50 - -
IV 25 .25 466,19 7320.80 91,00 - °

C Total  16.63 427.97 34,7058 139,20 =

"{b) Nonbeneficiaries - Local varieties'

I 12.20 428,53 2363.93 191.00
11 17.63 425 .73 5350.63 250,00
111 13.75 L31.55 3461 ,38 131.25
IV 13,60 450,00 1570.00 -
CTotal  13.60  435.32 310488 187,13 .

(¢) Beneficiaries ~ Locsl varieties

I 13.65 LL8 10 2930.05 154,18

II 5 12,28 427,20 2385 .68 143.18
111 12.93 126,89 2951 .98 118.50

1V 16.16 430.28 3624.15 91;00 |
Total 13,20 436.0L 2758 ,00 139.29-,,;{

(d) Non-Beneficiaries - Improved Varieties

I - - - -

11 11.75 407 .66 1581 .88 250,00
III 20,33 400.00 6085 .00 131,25

v 19,68 395.68 4833.75 -
Total 15.88 LOT . Lk 3519.65 187.13

* Net income is calculated without taking marketlng cost’ into
‘account. Marketing Cost does not include the cost incurred
at the market which approximately work out to be % of the

_gross value.



Output, prices and the net incomes of the beneficiaries

local varieties in the Kharif season in the Raichur district,

- Category
of the
farmers

ITI
IV

and t

he non beneficiaries.growing

Non beneficiaries

-rv-rvv-rvrrv-r'rvvv'r'rvrvv-r--'

Beneficiasries
Output Prices Net Income Mkt.COSt
12.73 438.95 2068.75 154.18
9.00 372.53 935.93 143,18
18.75 L50.C0 790.00 118,50
17.50 180,00 1772.50 31.00
11.96 L23 .54 1368.35 139,20

Total

Output Prices Net income Mkt.cost
6.58 342,21 439.73 191.00
6.25 L42,50 315,25 250,00
17.00 409 .56 3437.50 131.25
10.28 399 bk 1495 .78 187,13

------------__-------.-“_---_-‘_---.---—-.-------—--——---—-—-ﬂ

81T
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Table L .10 : The output of beneficiaries and the non-

beneficiaries in quintals/hactare growing
local and improved varieties and the
analysis of variance.

Categories Improved Local
S : Benefi- Non bene- Benefi=- Non bene-
claries ficiaries ciaries ficiaries
I 15 .05 15 .88 © 13,65 12,20
1T 16,58 11.75 12,28 17 .63
IT1 13.88 20.33 12.93 13.75
IV 25 .35 19 .68 16,10 13,60
Analysis of Variance
Source Dt Sums of Mean S.S. FobSef@gg

Varieties (Impr. Vs. Local) 1 L3 4281

Farmers

(Benifi. Vs, Non
Beni.)

Varieties . x Farmers

Size holding of farmers

Error -

1 0.,0625
1 1.8496
3 50,7322
9 102,3720

L3 4281 3.8179

0.0625 -1
1.8496 .  iﬁ5'
16.9107 1.4867

“11.3747
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Table 4,14 Distributions of the number of farmers obtaini
a particular yield when the cultivar grown 1is
improved and when the cultivar is local, in th(

Rafehur district,

Tield Improved variety Local variety =
Interval %) x)
(Qtl./hect.) Fre- Cumulative S . Ere=~ Cumu~ S,
o quency freguency 1 quency lative .
fre~
quency
less than 6,25 0 0 0 2 2 0
6,20 - 8,75 6 6 0.1132 68 8 0.137¢
8.75 = 11,25 9 15 0.,2830 17 25  0,4310
11,25 - 13,75 S5 20 0.3774 6 31 0.5345
13,75 = 16,25 5 25 0.4717 S 40 0.6847
- 16,25 = 18,75 6 31 C.5849 8 48 0.8276
18,75 - 21.25 10 41 0.7736 5 53 0.9138
More than 21.25 12 53 1.0000 5 58 1,0000

Total 53 53 - 58 58 -

D = 0.5849 0.8276

4 D2 ning

T = = 6,53

nii-nz
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Table 4,12 : Output, prices and the net incomes of the
beneficiaries and the non beneficiaries in
the Kharif season (Kolar district).

Category of the Output Prices Net In-
farmers Qtl./hs. Rs./Qtl. ‘come
RS o/hect .
(a) Beneficisries 'Improved varieties
I . 5«53 420,17 879 .65
11 12.33 LL9 .24 3092,10
III 11,25 451,00 2967 .50
IV 16.00 500.00 3380,00
Total 10.55 451,75 21,60.23
”(b)'Benefiéiaries Local varieties
I 6.90 435 .89 881,20
II 9,33 186,86 2385,15
11T 12.50 L86.78 3385.60
1V 13.13 470,23 2250,10 -
Total 9.58 L55 .81 2094 .43

(e) Nonbeneficiaries -~ Local varieties

I 6.60 bl 91 1323,28
IT 10,15 . 465 4.2 2662.53
111 7.38 185 .17 1790.93

IV 8.33 487.62 1713.58

Total g.10 L68 .9k 1930.75
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Table L4.13 : Output, prices snd the net incomes of the
beneficiaries and nonbeneficiaries in the
summer season {(Kolar district)

Category
of the Qutput Prices Net Income Output Prices Net
farmers A Income
Qtl./he Rs./Qtl Rs./he. Qtl./ha.Rs./Qtl. Ry/Qtl.
I 13.70 506,63 4565.28 10.43 522.82 3581.48
il 11.03 545.33 2525.98 13.13 571.00 2979.33
III 18.45 472.22 552L.98 13.89 571.00 4648.69

IV 14,.83  523.03 3208.18  20.53 516.25 7572.10

Total 13.51  507.80 3973.05 13.89  533.63 4968.50
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Table 5.1 : The Yield Poientialities of sifierent Improved:
Varievies iried an cvhe Different Taluks of ths
Raichur zni aolar Cistrictis ’

(Cuintals per hectare) .

D ek R WS e ke T  wm - A T e S T e Gl S

..Nariety Manavi Raichur haichur Bage-  Gouri- Kolar

palli Bidanur

W es dm we mm wEm W e e we Wk wm  me me M me udm W @8 R Ay AR E = AP W ww SR Emam

l) JL-CL 7-102 L.LB 6072 h.ae z&-?l L}oss
' (23) (7) {30) (8) (19) (27)
2) TNV=2 - - - L.14 5.00 L2l
(15) (2) (17)
3) Spanish = - - 2.53 7.0 5,78
Improved {1) (2) 3
L) DH=-302 - - - - 4,20 L,.,20
(1) (1)
5) 5-206 £.20 7430 7.03 - - -
(1) 11) (13)

6) DH-330 - 5499 5.50 - - -

- e e e o E W m me e W e A MR e wE Ee W Am W M e e W W W S e =
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Tabls 5.2 : Adoption cf ihs Hecommended Sced hate by
the Benericiuriss in the Raichur and Kolar
pwistricus \

(Guintals per hectare)

Eageéo;y ------- ﬁ;i;h;r— STt T Roia; o --
of the el el eaeaaa
farmer Luantity - Quantity
1equired Used Required Used
I O Ld 6G. 42 86.94 85.41
II 113,59 112,25 ha58 7458
i 65.74  65.7h  104.56 65.74
IV 177.92 177.92 124.12 112.57
Total 107.65 107.16 95.38 92.03



Table 5.3 : Adoption of the Racommended Seed:Treatment Technique by the Beneficiarias in the Raichur and
Kolar Districts Co . :

) Raichur Kolar T
S.Nc, Particulars h SN ememeecceccadmmmmees | eecccaccdccea. —e——— -—— Total
Categories of farmers Categories of farmers
I II III IV I II III IV
1j No. of farmers adopting the :
se2zd treatment 7 12 1 5 2 3 I3 1 35
2) No deviating ' 7 8 5 L 18 14 6 2 65
<BASONS rOR DEVIATION:
1) Good seeds, hsnce no necessary - 1 1 - - 5 3 3 1 15
2) Shortasze of money 3 3 3 2 1 1 - - 13
3) Costly | - - - - - 5 2 -
4) iieluctant 1 - 1 | 1 - 2 1 -
5) Not convinced of the pruitile r - - - 2 1 - - 3
6) Too costly as it involves going
to the taluk headquarters 3 3 1 1 7 - - - 15
7) Lack of sufficient time - - - - 2 2 - - L

8) Good sesds were not available . o
and hence not necessary - ' - B R - - - 1 | 2

-----------------
--.-—-—--l-----—------—-—,‘— -.---"'-.-\---""--"'----'---‘,---—---"-



Table 5.4 : Adoption of Spacing by the Bensficiaries in the Raichur and Kolar Districts

- e . oy oy W Sy - - m m m e e wm . oW,

----—--------—-—--—-n—----'---—-----‘-—-—--

1) No. of farmers adopting the
recommended spacing

2} No deviating

REASONS FOR DEVIATION:
1) Loss ef cultivable land
2) Implement not suitable

3) Not convinced .

Raichur

b E W AP WY S NS e ey WP N W R W N G P D S S aw

Categories of farmers

e Gy R W WS G L D M W S eSS M A

Kolar
Categories of farmers
I II IIT Iv
9 12 8 2
11 5 2 1
11 3 1 1
- 2 1 -

——-———-—---_-—---—--——‘--——---—---—-------—--—'——----n--

9eT.



Tabls 5.5 : Adoption of the Recommended Level of Irrigation by the Beneficiaries in the Raichur and

Kolar Districts

-------- Raichur Kolar
S. Particulars == 0 Zz @ e=smasceccacseas mmmmemcun | meee-sasscecececcsccsseas Total
No. Categories of farmars Categories of farmers
I I1 III v I II ITI IV

1) No. of farmers following tha

reacommznded level 11 ) 14 2 3 2 53
2) No., of deviating 9 10 1 L 6 9 7 1 L7

RsASONS »Qn JBEVIATION:
1) Lack of suificient rains - - - - 6 - - - 6
2} Lack of sufficient water 9 10 1 L - g 7 1 40
3) Lack of power - - - - - 1 - - i

L2T.



- Tabla 5.6 : Use of FYM/Compost by tha Beneficiaries in the Raichur and Kolar Districts

"""" I 1 2 T
sl. Particulars @ =e;eccrcecccscccenmeecsames 0 Sccccccccccccsccsc-ecaes- Total
No. Categories of the farmers Categorias of the farmers
R 11 11 IV T 1 1 1w
1} Ne. of farmers applied: 6 11 3 5 11 5 1 0 L2
a) Cuantity required CL¥/ha 6.19 12.68  7.25 5.69 7.62  6.32  7.17 5,70 7.L0
b) Luantity used CL/hé 243 L.g8 1.31 5.01 6,17 5.56 7.17 5.15 L.78
2) Ne.of farmers not applying 8 10 3 4 g 1z 9. 3 58
RZASONS rOR NOT APPLYING:
1) Lack of money 1 - - - 8 12 - - 21
2) Non-availability - 10 ~ - 1 - 9 3 23
3) Hot necassary ' - - - - - - - - -
L) High cost 7 - 3 L - - . - 12

- W e o Em W Wl M SR MM O WR R wr vE wh W mam Wy ey en G M e sk S oy o ap A ap s W A am wm s MR M A G W R SN MR R B R S S W G W Wy wm am

* One cart-load = 500 kgs.



Table 5.7 : Adoptlon of the ?econmcnded Levels of Fertillzers by'the Beneficidrles ‘in tha Raichur and
Kolar Distri¢ts

------------------------ m m e e e e e e e e . e e m ..., ... —-—-—-ea-
Raichur Kolar .
------------------ mem——— piimieinddetabebdd b DD DD DS R Total
S. .Particulars Category of the farmers Category of the farmers
Iqo. ------------ - - - ———— ---‘- ---------------------
I 11 II1 IV I I1 III IV
1) Numbef of farmers applying | '
fertilizers - Basic dosage 12 18 L 6 11 14 12 3 78
2) Number of farmers applying
fertilizers - Top dressing 11 18 3 8 1 2 1 3 L7

—h——*————------—--———-——-——---—_—-----—----———--———-—

-—-----.--—--.——-n-__m--n——-—---——--——---—-—_-.—_------_

Raichur Kolar Average
Fertilizers A CTTESITTTOIOSOSSSSSSoSSs e et n e ecssmssscs—smmsccs | s ecccscecacaa-
' Required Used Racom- Required Used Recom- Kequired Used
, mended mended
1) Nitrogen 104-51 73.00 25 . 93.39 3l.1 25 83.77 56,02
2) Phosphorous L6.32 38.53 75 Th o34 58.31 75 5757 4647
3) Potassium 38,12 30.11 25 23.62 14,66 38 32423 23.84

62t



| Tabls 5.8 : Number of Soil Samples of the Beneficiaries Flelds iieported to Testing in the Raichur
A and Kolar Districts .

%
Ralchur Kelar
g, Particulars = seccacecliaccacencececeaes 00 schiscecccccccccccsacso=s Total
No, Catagorles of farmers Categoriss of farmers
I I1 111 IV I 11 III Iv

1} Humber sent for testing and

got th2 results 5 4 - 2 2 - - - 13
2) Number sent ior testing and

did not get phe results L 3 2 3 6 10 7 2 37
3) Number not tested 5 14 L 12 7 3 1 50

OET



Table 5.10 : Sources from Whom the Farmers Obtain the Information on the Impro?ed Packaze of Practices
: in tne Raichur and Kolar Districts ' ‘

———-—--——--——------—--n-------—-----—------—--—-----—-

Raichur . Kolar
S. Raxx Source SoTes-s-ssmomoscsessdea eccceeeeecececoecccaaea Total
No. Categories of farmers Categories of farmers
1 1I II1 IV I IT 111 v
1) Gram Sevak 11 19 5 7 12 10 7 2 73
2) QOthar farmsrs 3 2 i 2 6 6 3 - 23
3) Own exparience - - - - 2 - - 1 3

L) Fdllowing traditional -
method only - - - - - - 1 - - 1



Table 5.11 : Opinions About ths Improved Varieties and Modern Improved Package of Practices

S . Raichur ' Kolar '
S. Particulars = == ccccmmemcmcimmadacciia | mmdddacccmemacea .———— Total
No. Categories of farmers Categories of iarmers

I II III IV I II 111 v
1) X¥eod chamical fertilizers 9 18 5 8 2 1 - - 43
2} nequires nore money 2 S A ¢ 2 4 2 3 - 12
3) Presupposes assured irrization - - - - 7 3 2 1 - 6
4} Need to be more vigilant 2 2 1 1 3 p) 3 1 18
5) Good yields are obtainable ' 1 - - - 8 6 1l 2 . 18
&) No effect - - - - - 1 2 - 3

geT



Table 5.12 : Reasons for Not Extending the Area Under Groundnut Undsr Improved Varieties If rfound Profitable

- .
W Em o wh e we Sk we dm W ew mh W mm s m San e e mr e R s M e ew M m M e em o ey ms e W W W Mm@ WM S W e W wr e w ey e e e as

S. Particulars
No ‘

Raichur

G A D N Y R Y MR R WM TR W YR R TR A e AR YR A AR S S S R SN s D T WD I MR SR EE W BRSNS

Categories of farmers

A W S AR SR MR R MR AR TR AN MR TR D W L D ARl R A D W WS WD W NN b e e S W

1) Lack of sufiicient land

2) Lack of adequate irrigation

3) Two crops not possible

) Lack of monay

5} Prefer foodgrains

I 1I III
8 11 2
2 8 J
- 1 -
b 1 L

1V I II 11 IV
é 14 3 1 -
2 2 8 6 2
- 1 2 1 1
1 3 A 2 0

L5

3D

10,



- e mm wh W WM A W W s W

- o . - e wp s - - - - - - - s e W -

1) Saved the expenditure completely
cn seeds

2} The anmount given is not
sufficient

3) Low yields dus to lack of
attantion

L} Obtained good sezsds for tha
next season

5) Saved a part of expenditure
on seeds

‘Table 5,13 : Farmers' Opinion About the Programme in the Raichur and Kolaf Districts

Raichur ) : i iolar STt T
----------------------- Memmcsmcscccsmaccsaaca- Total
Categories of farmers Categoriss of farmers ,

I 11 I Iv 1 I1 111 v

4 8 3 5 8 6 5 - 39

- - - - 9 > 1 - i3

- - - - - 5 3 - 8

8 10 1 3 3 3 - - 28

2 3 2 1 - - 1 3 12
..................... - - - - -.;‘- - e w e = =

ger
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Table 6.1 : Farmer's Preference on the Channel of Sale of
Groundnut™in the Kolar District

- Am a3 4B S W W & R o W s W S m e dE A B W BN B O EE MR B W am e WR W

1 Regulated Market - - - - - - 1 - 1
2 Farm |

(a) Millowner 11 6 5 - 2 4 3 3 34

(b) Landlord 3 - - - 1 - - - 4L

ic; Mill agent 4L 8 L 3 7 2 2 4 34

d) Taluk Merchant 2 3 1 - 1 - - - 7

TOTAL 20 17 10 3 11 6 6 7 100

Table 6.2 : Reasons for Selling the Produce to a Partlcular
Agency (Kolar District)

......
-— ek es Wn am R SN Wy Ry W = SR o S W TR o = o & - - - - e am S W W W

" . 1 Contractual Sale 5 5 = - 2 2 2 1 “,jggf”
2 Competitive price 1 3 - - L 1 1 - 10
jﬂﬁo‘bothefations as

the buyers came to

the farm 1 2 2 - - - 1 - 6
I, No other alternat-
ives ‘ 1 1 - - - 1 - - 3
5 Costly to sell |
outside 7 - 2 - L 1 - 2 16
6 Need money badly - 2 2 - - - - - L

7 No other market 2 1 3 3 11 1 2 1h._f

8 Earlier acquin-

tance ' - - = ~ - - - 1 1

9 If needed, Can .
get the loan - i - - - - 1 1 L
10 3+5 3 i 1 - - - - - 5
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Table 6.3 : Extent of post Harvest Sales in tkie‘Kolar"Di:sﬁr:'i;it |

Beneficiaries Non-beneficiaries
Time/Period e mmmm e mecmemeaar mearm—————————— -
T Categcries of Farmers Total
1 Il 111 1v I 11 111 Iv
1 Less than 15 days
after the nar-
vest 7 11 L - 10 3 2 - L7
2 15 days to one :
month ' 3 2 L 2 1 p - - 14
'3 More than a |
month - L 2 1 - 1 L 7 19

Table 6.4 : Reascns for Selling the Produce to a Particular
Agency {Raichur District)

Beneficiaries Non-beneficiaries
Reasons Categories of Farmers 'Tpgal
I IT 311 1Iv I II I1I IV 23
1 Contractual Sales 7 12 2 4 & 3 1 2 .39
2 Competitive price 6 5 3 2 2 1 L - gé};;
3 No botherations ' ﬂf
as the buyers came S
"to the farm - - - 1 2 1 1 1 6f3
. 4 Earlier acquian- .
tance - % - - 1 - - - 2
5.I£‘ﬂéeded, can . o
get the loan - 2 - - - - 1 1. .4
6 No other alterna-
tive 1 - 2 - -1 - - 5
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Table 6.4 : Extent of Post Harvest Sales in the Raichur District

Beneficiaries Non-beneficiaries
———————————————————————————— - v - Totnal ’
Time/Period Categories of Farmers =
I I 111 v I II III IV
1 Less than 15 . .
days after the s
harvest 6 ‘“* 1 1 - 5 1 2 - 30
.2 15 days tc one 4 'f
month 5 3 3 5 L 2 3 1 26
3. More than a L | i
month 3 I 2 3 L 3 2 3. 24

s G em W W S SR e ay T R am A ek EE ES e M T G mA Wy EE ER e W W A & an

Table 6.5 : Pace and Pattern of Arrivals of Grcundnut in the
Regulated Markets of Raichur (1975=76 to 1983-8#)
and Chintamani (1974-75 to 1983-8L4).

- eas R SR e S SR e G dE e @y SN en e S e Ym wk @ W W AR EF WP YN S W Ay M W

‘ August
Sep t3'r' ber
Octoper
November
December
January
february
Marchn
April

May

Raichur Chintamani
arrivals Percemtage Arrivals  Percemtage
to the to the
total total
53,567 1.51 4,123 3,79
1,61,277 LSk 3,467 3.19
3,817,863 10.756 L, 188 3.85
3,172,303 10.4L9 7,944 7.31 .
L ,68,715 13.20 16,191 14,90
3,15,758 §.90 21,170 22.52
2.30,4,98  6.49 17,220 15.85
1,15,483 3.25 10,180 9.37
3,63,791 10.25 74315 673
5,99,202  15.88 L,58L,  L.22
3,73,701  10.53 L, 508 Lot5
1,13,L86 3.20 L 478 Let2



139
Table 6.6 : Tohe Monthly Seasonal Indices of Arriﬁals_of.l

Groundnut for the Regulated Markets of Raichur
and Chintamani ‘

A S e G e MDY S W

) Month Chintamani Raichur
quly 12.56 . L 13
August 95.48 Li L3
September 19774 4,6.50
October 123.08 - 76.51
November 142,85 193.26
Deceinber 11719 261.51
January G319 198.25 -
February LE.95 120.83
“March 125 .66 76.81
April 217.72 L8.12
May 65.79 43.20
. June 35.36 39.45
"Range of variation 205.1,  238.06 T

 em e e m A A an M a W mp S e W e we ms S e W w wr e Sm @w ma  mm am

Table 6.7 : Monthly Beasonal Indices of Prices of Groundnut o
for the Regulated Markets of Chintamani and Raichu

- ome e e e A " W o W W e - - e e e W W s aa s e ae e e

Cnintamani Raichur
Month = =  =ecc-a ELIQQ e

I 11
1 July 113.03 - 104 . 14 99.27
2 August 113. 34 116.89 82.86
3 September 110.19 15.95 98.86
L October 101.21 T 11 84.89
5 November 72 .56 87.02 109.65
6 December 7¢.01 Y9 .49 101.71
7 January 101,50 100.24 100.95
& February 0. 39 107 .52 99.01
9 Marcn _ 99.35 104,71 102.28
10 April 103.2%5 102. 35 108.04
12 June 105.27 104.36 102.04

Range of

Vari ation L0. 7 L2.78 28,19



117 - 100 100 100 100

o)
2 A ~90.5088(5.21)5.3899(292) -29.6237(1.68)4.9058(1.77)
3 B ~12,3963(0.71) 27122 1.47) -4 3+ 104,5(2.45)5.2740( 1. 71)
L R® 0.75,2 0.17L5 0.49L5 9x8% 0.4295
5 Amplitude 91.3538 6.033,  2735.5615 51,8820
6 K L .504L8* 0.98L0 2.9834L% 3.1417*
7 Period(Months) 12 12 6 6
g Tan™ (B/A) 7.7956  -26.7031  -55.5011 17.0715
9 Elasticity 15. 1413 7.2610

* Re fers to Period 11 (Figures in the
brackets refer to 't' values)

Table 6.9 : Estimates of the linear regression between farm .
Harvest Price anc tne Regulated Market Price

ol A

(a) Original Variaoles LR
Correlation

Market/Area A K tn r, Coefficient
1 Chintamani 0.2637 0.8609  1,.72%% 21.,8%* 0.9875
2 Raichur O.LL3 C.osdl, 1.8,  1.29  0.9681
(b) Logarimic Values ;
1 Chintamani 0,102L  0.8770 1.84, . 2.,23% 0.9811
2 Raichur 0.2315 0.8225 2.69* 2.04%  0.9632.
et Values test for the significanb difference between

zero and A
LA A Values test for the signif icant difference between

unity and K.
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