
C H A P T E R  VIII 



The ana lys i s  of  t h e  ind iv idua l  crop s tud i e s  now l o g i c a l l y  

l e a d s  t o  t h e  determination of t h e  e f f i c iency  of t h e  t o t a l  farm 

bu,usiness on d i f f e r e n t  s i z e  of farm u n l t s  as  influenced by t h e  

cropping p a t t e r n  followed thereon. 

Reseacfi worker have long recogniaed t h e  shortcomings of 

t h e  var ious  measurer of farm e f f ic iency  of the  t o t a l  farm business. 

Ilowever, t h e  Indian Agri.:ultural I3conomists have agreed In principle 

t o  adopt t h e  following measuroe f o r  analysing the  i n t e n d  

organizat ion o f  farma by grouping than In to  t v o  b r o ~ d  cn tegor ies  a 

1. Aggregate measures r Those expressed in tennr  of c o r t s ,  r e tu rns  
and ne t  Income per  farm and per  hectare.  

2. Ratio measures r Those expressed M f i n a n c i a l  t e s t  r a t i o s  in 
terms of gross r a t i o ,  f ixed r a t i o  and operat ing r a t i o .  

haaregate  measures I 

Costs and re tu rns  fran crop production I 

The l e v e l s  of t o t a l  inpu t ,  output ,  ne t  income, femily 

labour income and farm Lusineas imomo fran crop en te rpr i se6  on 

per  farm b a s i s  a r e  given i n  t a b l e  VIII-1. 

- 
I T 1 = l y   arm '~nput-  

S i ze  group t ~~~~t Net l abour  business 'output 
i n  hec ta re  ' I Output : income , Income-- 

3 and above1 0913.41 17360.06 6446.65 7572.34 7876.47 1 31.59 
Over all 7890.46 12585.82 4695.36 5541.56 5761.06 1~1.59 - 



Table VIII-1, shovs t h a t  Input coat  per  farm varied f ran 

RI. 961 .37 on the  lowest s i z e  group t o  Ro. 1091 3.41 on the  l a rges t  

a i m  group of f arm8 while the  net income varied from Rs.  426.65 

t o  R8. 6446.65 per  farm on the  respective s ixe  groups. These 

r i s e s  i n  the  values f r an  lowest t o  la rges t  r i z e  group8 vere due 

t o  l a rge r  area under cul t ivat ion.  The average output and net  incom 

per f m  caue t o  Hs.  12585.82 and Fs. 4695.36, respectively, by 

m&ng an aveuage input of Iia. 7890.46. 

and re turns  a e r  hectare on croD ~ m d u c t t .  1 

The per hectaro values of input ,  output,  net  income, famil 

labour inccme snd Input-output r a t i o  on crop production have beem 

given i n  t a b l e  V I I I - 2 .  

--- 
I t P a a i l y  I Farm Input- 

s i z e  gmup I ksut 
i n  hectare I 

Net labour 'buriners'output 

3 & above 2264.1 3 3601.67 1337.48 1 571.03 1636.1 2 1 11.59 
- 

mered l  231 0.29 3666.32 1356.03 161 8.48 1682.50 1 81.59 

Tablo VIII-2, reveals  t h a t  t h e  ?er heatare  values of Input 

output, net  income, family labour income and farm business incme  

showed a r l r e  from the  lwert  s ixe  group upto 2-3 hectare a f t e r  whl 

they declined. These r i s e s  are associated v i t h  t h e  be t te r  

a v a i l l b i l i t y  of i r r i g a t i o n  water, higher inveatnient on cash input8 



l i k e  high yielding v a r i e t i e s  seeds, f e r t i l i z e r e ,  h i red labour etc. 

and higher i n t e n s i t y  of cropping. In  the  last s i ze  group of  3 a d  

a b v e  hectare, the  lower in tens i t$  of cropping due t o  l e s s e r  m e a  

under i r r i g a t i o n  vas responsible f o r  lower net  return per hectare  

than i n  the  s i z e  gmup of 2-3 hectare. Similarly, input-output 

r a t i o  rose from 1 r l  .bb on the  loweat s i ze  group t o  1 11 .66 in 2-3 

hectare  s i ze  group. 

The average values of input,  output, net Income, f a l l y  

labour i n c w e  ernd farm bu.qiness income came t o  Rs. 2310.29, 3666.32, 

1356.03, 161 0.48 and He. 1682.50, respectively. 

pisf rihtion-of coat on Input f ac to r :  per hectare t 

Haan l a lour ,  bullock lcbour,  seed lnanures and f e r t i l l z e r s ,  

i r r i g a t i o n ,  r e n t a l  value of land and over-head charges c o n ~ t i t u t e d  

t h e  main items of input on crop production. The d i s t r ibu t ion  of 

costa  on these items under d i f f e ren t  s i z e  group of holdings haa 

been vorked- n t a b l e  VIII-3. p'"' 
Table V I I I - 3 8  -of co 

Total  2002.85 221 ti= 2527.01 2264.1 9 2310.29 
(lOO.00) (10u.00) (100.00) (l00.00) (lO0.00) 



The average cost  of cu l t i va t ion  per hectare on sample fanz 

rose  f r o m  Re. 2002.85 on lowert s i z e  group of 0-1 hectare  t o  

Re. 2527.01 on 2-3 hectare s i ze  group of f m r .  Thir rim in t o t d  

input cost war u d n l y  due t o  higher in t ens i ty  of cropping and 

higher investment on cash inputs  made by t h e  farmers of 2-3 h e c t a n  

s i z e  group. The average input cost c m e  t o  Rs. 2310.29 per hectard 

The cost  on items cf input l l k e  human labour, bullock labour,aeed, 

manures and fe r t i .Uzer8  and i r r iga t ion ,  in general, showed an 

i n c r e a s l ~ ~ g  trend with the incroase i n  the s i ze  of f a m r .  

The analyais of individudl input Coat reveals  t h a t  t h e  

human labour coat accounted f& t h e  highent percentage, being 24.5E 

t o  the total cos t  folloved by bullock labour (16.79 per cen t )  

keeping r en ta l  value of land constant ), manures and f e r t i l i z e r 8  

(12.60 per cen t ) ,  read (9.59 per cent)  and i r r i g a t i o n  (7.59 per  

cent) .  

The r e n t a l  value of land has been estimated on t h e  bas i r  

of prevail ing r a t e s  in the study area. On an average, i t  VM 

worked out  ta R s .  504.26 per hectare. I t s  share i n  the  t o t a l  coat 

ceme t o  21.83 per cent. The over-he3d charges nainly included 

charges on account of depreciat ion,  repa i r s  and in te res t .  This 

item, on an average, accounted f o r  a b u t  6.60 per cent  t o  the  

t o t a l  cost  of cul t ivat ion.  

M i l k  vroducthn,  a 

Costs md - re turns  on milk ~ m d  uct ion  pe r  fsuv r 

Keeping milch anin~al, both cows and buffaloes, in t he  

farming comuriity w a s  a cormon bract ice  in the  study area. The 

cost8 Incurred and incame received from m i l k  production on pe r  



fanu bas i s  under vafious s i z e  group o f  holdings a r e  given i n  t a b l e  

3 & above 2142.36 3605.1 7 1462.81 1566.20 1633.77 1 a1.a 
- 

ove ra l l  1658.23 2761.48 1103.25 1219.30 1255.89 1 a1.6t 
- ------.--- 

Table VIII-4, revea l s  t h a t  the m i l k  pmdaction,  on an 

average, f ielded A net. income of  h. 1103.25 per farm with an 

average cos t  of Rs. 1658.2: and average output of 1,s. 2761.48. 

The average values o f  fanilly labour incone ard r a m  buainers inca~ l t  

came t o  PI. 1219.:jO w d  Rs. 1255.89 per  fanc, respect ively.  'iheae 

values,  i n  general ,  showed an increasing t r end  v i t h  the  i nc rea se  

i n  t h e  s i z e  of farms m a k l y  because of  t h e  f a z t  t h a t  higher  number 

of l ive-stock per farm was n d n t a i n e d  on l , a r g w  fnrms. 

The average input-output r a t i o  was worked ou t  t o  1 r1.66 

vhich rose frun 1 r1.50 on t h e  a n d l e s t  s i z e  group t o  1 r1 .68 on 

the  l a r g e s t  one because of r e l a t i v e l y  higher  output per  milah 

mhml on l a r g e r  f m ~ a .  

The per  hec t a r e  values  of Inrut,, m t p u t ,  not Income, f d  

labour incane and f w :  tyoiness xcome and input-output r a t i o  from 

milk production have been worked out  in t a b l e  V I I I - 5 .  



Table VIII-5: Input. output and other d e t a i l s  i n  
en te rpr i ses  per hectare (In 

I I I E'mily Farm h p u  t- 
Net size i n  hectare ,  g'DuP Input I 0utput :income ' labour  lbusiness 'output 

I i n c m  tincome f r a t &  

O - 1 1037.06 1558.96 521 -9 0 620.52 639.1 5 111.50 

1 - 2  555.35 883.69 328.34 41 3.85 426.27 1 11.59 

2 - 3  597.40 986.32 388 -92 433.68 446.72 1 rl.65 

3 & above 444.47 747.96 303.49 329.09 338.96 1 11.68 

overal l  533.36 874.58 341.22 385.40 396.97 1~1.66 

Table VIII-5, reveals  t h a t ,  on an average, a net  income o 

R s .  341.22 per hectare  was received from milk production with an 

average cos t  of Re. 533.36 and output of Hs. 874.58. The average 

values of family labour income and farm busineas income were 

calculated a t  Rs. 385.40 and Rs. 396.97 per  hectare ,  respectively. 

A s  against per farm basis ,  t h e  value. of input,  output, net  income 

fan l ly  labour income and f a m  business income per  hec tam declined 

t k a t h e  r i s e  i n  t h e  s i z e  of farms mainly because bhe f m e r s  of l a rge  

s ize  group did  not maintain the  number of milch animal i n  proportit 

t o  t h e i r  cu l t iva ted  area. 

The ove ra l l  average input-output r a t i o  came t o  1 r1.66 

with a some what increasing trend with the increase in t h e  s i z e  of 

holdings. 

C m  + m i l k  enterur isea  LRooled ) r 

An analysia of t h e  farm business as a whole (crop + milk 

production pooled together)  in respect of input,  output, ne t  incom 

femily labour income and farm business income per fann i s  given In 

t a b l e  VIII-6. 



Table VIII-6: Coatr r e tu  J n c r o ~  + Y-1 

0 - 1  1459.16 2136.32 677.1 6 887.28 921 -78 

1 - 2  4148.09 6335.66 21 87.57 2784.14 2893.01 

2 - 3 7498.57 12339.1 0 4840.53 5605.71 5806.1 2 

3 & above 13055.77 20965.23 7909.46 91 5 8 . 9  9510.24 

Table VIII-6,  reveals  t ha t  t h e  combined crop + m i l k  

production, on an average, gave a n e t  incame of Rs. 5798.61 per 

farm with an average input of Re. 9548.69 and output of Hr.l5347.30< 

The average values of f an i ly  labour income and farm businere Income 

were calculated a t  Rs .  6781.33 and R r .  701 6.96 per farm,respectivel: 

I'hese values, In  general, tended t o  r i s e  with t h e  r i s e  i n  the  s i ze  

of farms mainly because of l a rger  s ize  of farm businesr In respect 

of both (crop + m i l k  production) cm l a rge r  i m r .  

Costs and returns on crop + m i l k  production per hectare 1 -- 
The c o s t s  and returns on x o p  + milk production on per  

hectare basis  have been presented i n  t a b l e  VIII-7. 

Table VIII-7: Bpab and r e t u r n s -  ~r- 
(;LP r u ~ e e d .  -- -- -t----- '77- E ' a r m  ' Input- 

i n  hectare ,  
Net I labour %usinerr ' output '"" @Oupt Input ' h t p u t  : 

I ncome income ratio - 

Overall 2843.65 4540.90 1697.25 2003.88 2079.36 1 21.60 





Table VIII-7, p o r t r a s  t h a t  a net  income of Ra. 1697.25 

per  hectare was received from crop and m i l k  production pooled 

together v i t h  an average input o f  Rs .  2843.65 and output of 

R r .  4540.90. The average values of f m i l y  labour inccune and f a m  

buaineas income cane t o  Fb. 2003.80 and 11s. 2079.36 per  hectare,  

respectively. 

Though, there  vas not  a de f in i t e  t rend in care  of input 

pe r  heatare,  t he  ne t  income per hectare shoved a r i s i n g  trend 

v i t h  t h e  r i s e  in the  s i z e  of farms mainly because of much higher 

output received from crop pmduction on l a rge r  farms. 

The average input-output r a t i o  was vorked out t o  1 x1.60 

vhich shoved an increasing trend v i t h  the increase  in the s i z e  of 

farma becauae of r e l a t ive ly  higher output received on l a rge r  f w a .  

The percentage contr ibut ion t o  t o t a l  output and input 

from crop and m i l k  enterpr ise@ on d i f f e ren t  s i z e  groups i s  g i w n  

in t ab le  V I I I - 8 .  

Siza '?ercen&e share of t o t a l  'Sercentaae ahare of t o t a l  - -- 

- ' group 1 
- 

autput t i n  hectare , in~ut 
CroD - ' 2 2  ' M U  t 

O i l  64.97 35 03 65.89 34.1 1 
1 - 2  79.08 20.92 79.92 20.08 
2 - 3  80.82 19.18 80.88 19.1 2 

3 & above 82.80 17.20 81 .51 18.49 
- - 

Aver age 80.52 19.48 8 ~ 1 5  18.85 

Table VIII-8, indicates  t h a t ,  ae compared t o  t h e  share 

o f  c o s t s  incurred4 1. e. input,  crop enterprises make a l a r g e r  



relative contr ibut ion 

general,  t he  f a m a  i n  

t o  the t o t a l  output. It i s  examined tha t ,  ir 

t he  area  following the presont l eve l  o f  

production technology, i n  crop and milk production, have a be t t e r  

comparative advantage i n  crop production. The mall farmerr have 

b e t t e r  earninge through milk production. The higher c c m t r i h t i a n  

of m i l k  en te rpr i ses  t o  the  t o t a l  output of smaller farms i r  

expressed by the  reason t h a t  althouefi t h e  number of milch d a l  

per  farm w a n  m a l l e r  on them a s  compared t o  l a r g e r  holdings, yo t ,  

became o f  t h e  number of milch animal per hectare  was re l a t ive ly  

la rger  on smaller holdingn. 

q t i l i z a t i o n  -- of human labour on crop and milk production8 

The u t i l i z a t i o n  of human labour in crop production, maintenance of 

d r a f t  c a t t l e  and milch animel on per farm and per  hectare b a r i r  

under d i f f e ren t  s i ze  group of holdingr have been calculated in 

t a b l e  VIII-9. 

Table VIII-9s -- ner  

I 
Par t i cu la r r  7 & above , Gverd: 

Per.; 
SOP production 474.04 1639.60 3025.82 5368.03 3893.78 

Maintenance of 
d r a f t  c a t t l e  111.79 232.6 323.80 477.18 378.14 

322.08 462 .05 803.00 1 241 .54 952.08 

902-,sl- -2233-59- -'+I??* 62- -7_08_6*?5 Total  - - - - * - - - - - 224.00 
2 ! l L k h u ;  
Crop production 987.58 1093.07 1260.76 1113.70 1142.12 

(52.21) (70.26) (72.86) (75.75) (72.g 
maintenance o f  232.90 154.69 1 4.92 99.00 124. 
d r a f t  c a t t l e  (1 2-32) (8.94) f7.80 ) (6.7i) (7.91 
upkeep of milch 671 .oo 334.58 257.5 307.46 
animal (35.47) 9 (19.34) (1 7.52) (19.53 
~ o t a l  1891.48 1 .79 1730.26 1470.28 1574.02 

(1 00.00) (?Z~.OO) (1 00.00) (100.00) (100.00 

Signif icant  a t  5.0 per cent l e v e l  -0.7761* 



Table VIII-9, reveals  t h a t  the per fafm average u t i l i z a t i c  

o f  human labour u n i t s  cane t o  5224 hours. It wru 3894 u n i t s  on 

crop pmduction, 378 on maintenance o f  draft  c a t t l e  and 952 on 

upkeep o f  milch animal. On per hectare baais ,  the  total u t i l i e a t i l  

of human labour un i t8  stwd a t  1574 un i t s ,  out of which 1142 u n i t s  

were u t i l i z e d  on crop production, 1 24 on mdntenmce of d r a f t  o a t t  

and 307 u n i t s  m upkeep of milch animal. In terms of percentage, 

on an average, 72.56, 7.91 and 19.53 per cent  of t h e  t o t a l  labour 

u t i l i z e d  vere used in  crop production, maintenance of d r a f t  c a t t l e  

and upkeep o f  milch animal, respectively. 

The s i z e  gmup wise u t i l i z a t i o n  of labour shows t h a t  t h e  

labour un i t s  on crop production on per hectare  baair  increases VIE 

t h e  Increase in the  s i z e  of holdings upto 2-3 hectare s i z e  group 

and declined afterwards. This increasing trend i n  per hectare 

labour utilization was associated with the  increase In t h e  i n t e n s i  

o f  cropping and percentage area  under high yie lding crop v a r i e t i e s  

vhich alao increased upto 2-3 hectare s ize  group and had declined 

afterwards. The labour u t i l i z a t i o n  on maintenance of d r a f t  c a t t l r  

and upkeep of milch animal per  h : x t a r e  shoved a reverse trend,  1 . 4  

i t  d e c r e a e r  with the increase i n  the s i ze  of holdings, t h e  rearar 

being t h a t  the  farmere of l a r g e r  s i z e  groups d id  ~t maintain the 

number of d r a f t  and milch animals i n  proportion t o  t h e i r  s i z e  of 

farmr. 

Ut i l l za t i cn  of f en i ly  and hired labour I 

The break-up of labour u t i l i z a t i o n  Into  fanily and hlreC 

labour u n i t s  has been presented in t ab le  VIII-10. 



Table VIII-101 o f  &g&Jy and h 

- 
'U t i l i za t ion  of labour hour tUt i l i za t ion  of labour hour Size  group, I 

in hectare,*ed 
I >tal - F- 1 

3 & above 3872.39 3214.36 7086.75 803.40 666.88 1470.28 
(54.64) (45.36) (100.00) 

Average 3096.20 2127.80 5224.00 1017.26 556.76 1574.02 
(64.63) (35 .37) (100.00) 

significant at 5.0 per cent l eve l .  

Tablo VIII-10, shows that  out of an average 5224 hourr 

utilization of inunan labour per  farm, the  f au i ly  labour accounted 

f o r  3096.20 hourr and hired labour 2127.80 hours. Both of these  

f igures  showed an Increasing trend with the  increase i n  t h e  s i z e  

of holdings because of  the  l a rge r  s i z e  of farm businerr of l a rger  

f armr. 

Of t h e  t o t a l  average u t i l i z a t i o n  of 15% hour. pe r  h e c t m  

family labour contributed f o r  101 7.26 hours, being 64.63 per  cent  

and t h a t  of hired labour 556.76 hours accounting f o r  35.37 per  

cent t o  t h e  t o t a l  labour u t i l i z a t i o n  per  hectare. The u t i l i z a t i o n  

of family labour was highest on smallest s i z e  group of  holdings ant 

decreased with t h e  increase In the  s i z e  of holdings while jus t  a 

reverse trend w a s  noticed in case  of h i r e d  labcur u t i l i z a t i o n .  

The main reason f o r  t h i s  trend wan that  t h e  cu l t iva to r s  of m n a l l  



s i z e  group of holdings t r y  t o  complete t h e i r  farm operations i n  time 

with the  help of tho i r  fan i ly  member. only vh i l e  large sized 

farmers generally depend on h j  red labour f o r  cmple t ing  t h e i r  

farm operations i n  time. 

Further, due t o  poor investment capacity of the  m a l l  

farmers, t h e i r  pocket generally do not al lov them t o  anploy hired 

labour. On the other hand, the  m l t i v a t o r a  of higher a i m  group 

of holdings, due t o  la rger  average area under cu l t iva t ion  a re  

bound t o  employ hired labour in order t o  complete t h e i r  farm 

operations i n  time a8 fan i ly  labour falls short  v i t h  them as  

canpared t o  t h e i r  s i ze  of 'holdings. 

Share o f  fails and hired labour i n  crm ~roduct-and maLnt;enancr 

of -0 

Table VIII-11, presents an account of the  u t i l i za t i .on  o f  

family and hired labour i n  crop production and maintenance of 

d r a f t  and milch animals. 

Table VIII-11 r and labour h w  in crop ~FOductlPn_lY1P 
- 0  

- 
I Size -D i n  hectare I 

Part iculars  ' 0-1 t - t ? ?  - t 1 & dove ,Average 
I 

840.43 825.81 662.28 
Upkeep of anlmalr - b46*82 r5*36 903.90 462.72 469.50 356.58 31 -90 
Totel 1744.33 1288.53 1 1  31.78 803.40 101 7.26 
laLx4Amd-T 
Crop production 147.1 5 2G7.26 593.48 666.88 556.76 
Upkeep of animals - - - - - ---- 
Total  147.1 5 267.26 598.48 666. w- 
zittau 
Crop production 937.58 1093 -07 1260.76 11 13.70 1142.12 
Upkeep o f  animals 903.90 462.72 469 50 356.58 431 .gO 

Total  189.48 1555.79 1730.26 1470.28 1574.02 



Ihe percentage f r ac t ion  of  family labour and hired labour 

j.n crop produetion has been worked out i n  t ab le  VIII-12. 

- - 
Percentage share of family and hired labour in Yize group In , 

hectare  u r ~ d k c t i o n  - ' 
0 - 1  85.10 14. 90 
1 - 2  75.55 24.45 
2 - 3  52 53 47.47 

3 & above 40.12 59.88 --- --- - 
h e r a l l  51 .48 48.52 

The percentage share or family labour t o  t o t a l  labour used 

i n  crop production declined from 85.10 t o  40.12 f rm smal ler t  s i z e  

gr,mp t o  l a r g e s t  me. On an average, the  percentage share of  

family and hi red labour cane t o  51.48 and 48.52, respectively to 
< < \ ( < .  L - 

t h e  totalL 'used in crop production. 

U t i l ~ i o n  of fa;tIy labour t o  t o t a l  a v a l l i b l l i t ~  of rani- labour I 

The family labour u t i l i z a t i o n  t o  the  t o t a l  a v a i l i b i l i t y  

of fatnlly labour under d i f fe ren t  s i z e  gmup s f  h.ddingr i s  g i v a  
6 

h 
i n  t a b l e  VIII-13. T p e e  hundred dayr, 1.0. 2,400 hour8 have been 

t r ea t ed  as t h e  available working hours per farm vorker. 

Table VIII-13; w o n  of f- t o  Lhe tot- -. Akuu 

Size  group 'Fanily labour h r e ' ~ m i l y  labour hrs'~'emily labour hl 
i n  hectare  available ' u t i l i zed  -- on farm un-uti l ized 

0 - 1  3600.00 837.28 2762.72 
(23.26) ma) 

1 - 2  6080 .OO 19 2.79 21 47-21 

50b.00 
t b . 3 7 )  

2 - 3  271 6.27 
g53.89) 

3 t above 5760. 0 0 3 72-39 
(67.23) (32.77) - 

Aver ege m%37- 3096.20 2089.36 
(59.71 (40.29) 

Figurer i n  parentheses denote percentage t o  to t a l .  



It may be seen f r ~ n  t a b l e  VIII-13, t h a t  t h e  u t i l i z a t i o n  

of f m i l y  l abour  was only 59.71 per  cent  t o  the  t o t a l  a v a i l i b i l i t y  

o f  fwi ly  labour. The r e s t  of t h e  f m i l y  labour  of about 40.00 

per  cen t  could not be u t i l i z e d .  The per fann u t i l i z a t i o n  of 

f m i l y  labour  t o  i t s  t o t a l  a v a i l i b i l i t y  varied from 23.20 per  cen t  

on t h e  smallest  s i z e  group t o  67.23 p e r  cen t  on t h e  l a r g e s t  s i z e  

3mup. 

Employment of d r a f t  c a t t l e  : --- 
The u t i l i z a t i o n  o f  bullock labourhours, assuming a t o t a l  

a v a i l l b l l l t y  p e r  ?air per year  t o  be 300 days of e igh t  hours, has 

been worked ou t  i n  t a b l e  VIII-14. 

I I 'of bullock- ' i 

"" g r O u p l ~ v d l a b l e   tillze zed ' labour u n i t  lAvailable WtUized  i n  hectare ,  I ' t o  t o t a l  I 

0 - 1  1272.00 1 24.20 9.77 2 650.00 258.79 
1 - 2  231 6.00 387.35 16.72 1544.00 258.23 

2 - 3  31 20 .OO 662.24 21 -23 1300.00 275.33 
3 & above 4632.00 1 1 88.54 25.66 961 .OO 246.58 

--- - 
Average 3684.65 865.09 22.22 1232.61 256.77 

The average u t iUza t io : i  of bul lock p a i r  labour hours per  

hectare  c m e  t o  256.77 tou r s  in a year. The u t i l i z a t . l o r ~  of buUock 

labour was b e t t e r  on l a rge r  farms duc t o  l a r g e r  acreage commanded 

againat avai lable  supply on t h e  farm and higher i n t e n s i t y  of 

cropping as fanus increased i n  s i z e  upto 3 hec ta re  s i z e  group. 

--: 

The maintenance coa t  inc ludes  expenses on fodder , 



c o n c e n t r ~ t e s ,  labour charger on t h e i r  upkeep, e a l t ,  gur, housing, 

eve-head c o s t  and o t h e r  miscel lweour  charges such a8 fPper , 
shoeing and medical c a r e  etc .  The value o f  dung and inc  me earned 

R&* LLrz 

f ' rm h i r i n g  out h&+aeam deducted froffi the  t o t a l  c o s t  of maintenam 

t o  a r r i v e  a t  ne t  maintenance coat .  The n e t  maintenance c o s t  o f  

bul locks,  thue, worked au t  when divided by t h e  number of bulloak 

pair labour d a y 8  a c tua l l y  worked, gives t h e  working c o s t  pe r  p a i r  

o f  b u l l w k r  pe r  day. 

The maintenance and working c o s t s  pe r  pa i r  of  bullockr 

and d i s t r i h t i o n  of msintencnce cos t  over d i f f e r e n t  itenis, 1. e. 

fodder, concentrates, labour  charges on upkeep and over-head c o r t  

e tc .  are given i n  t a b l a  VIII-15. 

'J able  VIII-15 I r&tenarace.u w a k i n a  cos t  (in run- 
~f tiulhck. 

--- - 
I b i2;e in hec ta re  I 

Part i c u l a r r  L 1 -2 - ~~ ,Average - 
i 'odder 585.92 640.72 672.34 684.22 668.89 

(tC.42) (58.98) (57.23) (54.9) (56.15) 
C!or~centrater 9.64 121.55 158.05 19lt.32 167.62 

(9.44) (11.18) (1 .46) (15.50) (14.06) 
Labour C ~ ~ ~ Q S  on 106.47 120.23 12 2 .9 123.95 122.58 
upkeep (10.98) (11.06) (10.0) (9.88) (1 0.28) 
:'*lt,gur,mps, 35.33 43.87 47.70 52- 63 49.07 
medicine etc .  (3.65) (4.05) (4.06) (4.20) 
Over-head cos t  150.45 160.11 172.12 - 
Total  cos t  

-- - -- 
Ileceipt (Dung and 
h i r i n g  s u t )  202.50 153.38 121 .25 82.36 110.35 
iIet maintenance c o s t  767.1 1 933 .10 1053.50 1172.04 1081.03 
Average maintenance 
c o s t  pe r  day/pair 2.1 0 2-85 2.88 3.21 2-35 
Number of bullock 
p a i r  labour hrs.worked 290.1 2 51 0.45 686.44 904.1 7 751.1 3 
Working cos t  
bullock pair/#: 

21 .12 14.56 12.24 10.32 12.07 

I~lorking cos t  per  
bullock pa i r f i r .  2.64 1.82 1 53 1.29 1.50 



Table VIII-15, reveals  t h a t ,  on an average, t h e  t o t a l  coat 

pe r  year  on maintenance of a p a i r  of bullocks came t o  R s .  11 91.38. 

This  item tended t o  increase  from Rs. 969.61 on 0-1 hectare  s i z e  

group t o  Rs .  1254.40 on t h e  highest  s i z e  group. On o v e r a l l  b a d a ,  

fodder accounted f o r  56.1 5 per  cent t o  t h e  totd maintenance coat .  

The f r a c t i o n  of  t o t a l  coat  on fodder gradually declined from 60.62 

pe r  cen t  in srcRYeat s i z e  group t o  54.54 p e r  cent i n  t h e  h ighe r t  

one. The next l a r g e s t  i t m  vaa over-head c o s t ,  c l a b i n g  about 

15.38 per  cent  t o  t h e  t o t e l  cos t  which when expressed as a 

f r a c t i o n  o f  t o t a l  cos t  s t e a d y  increased from 14.65 per  cen t  on 

2-3 hec ta re  alze group t o  :5.88 per cent  i n  t h e  hiqhzst  s i z e  group. 

Concentrates, on t h e  whole, accounted f o r  14.06 per  cent .  It rose 

fran 9 . h  per  cent  i n  t h e  smallest  s i z e  group t o  15.50 per  cen t  i n  

t h e  h ighes t  one. Labour charges var ied  from 11.06 p-r  ccn t  on 

1-2 hec ta re  s i z e  group t o  y.8b per  c a t  on t h e  highest  one t o  t h e  

t o t a l  maintenance coa t  of  a   air of bullock. 

The maintenance cos t ,  on t h e  ofhole, increased with the 

inc rease  i n  fanu r i m  as t h e  1 ~r e r  f m s  rcaintained r e l a t i v e l y  

b e t t e r  qua l i t y  and l a r g e r  s ized bullocks and fed and maintained 

them more aa re fu l ly .  

The corre1ai;iorl coefficient between s i z e  uf holdlng and 

maintenance cos t  per  p a i r  o f  bullocks cm.e t o  0.9521 which war 

p o s i t i v e  and s ign i f i can t  a t  5.6 per  cent  l e v e l ,  showin,; thoreby 

t h a t  maintenance cos t  pe r  p p i r  of bul . locb~ increases  w i t h  t h e  

increase  In  tho  s i z e  o f  farnis.  

Tho co;.rnlatiort c o e f f i c l e r ~ t  between nuiber of bul locks 

p a i r  labour hours worked md t h e  working cos t  pe r  bullock p a i r  

labour  hour wes calcula ted  a t  -0.9572 which was found t o  be 



negative and s ign i f ican t  a t  5.0 

concluded t h a t  as  t he  number of 

per cent lovel.  Thus, i t  may be 

bullock hour worked Increased, t he  

working cost  pcr p a i r  af bullock labour hour dec re~ses .  

Return per labour d , ~  I - 
The re tuin  earned by the ~ u l t i v a t ~ r s  a d  t h e i r  family 

members f o r  t h e i r  work on t h e  holdinga has been vorked out In 

t a b l e  VIII-16. T h i s  h a s  'ceen obtkined by dividing the  f ,wi ly  

lzbour incone by tho number of labour days put i n  by the  family 

menbers. 

T u d e  VIlI-16 r Lie turn per  f m i l y  labour d x .  

----- 
t T o t a l  f m i l y  Return per f ally 

'ize 8r011F lNmer fami& lsbour incame 1 labour days 
i n h e c t a r e  labourdsj-B I -- ( i n  ruuees] I ( I n  ruveer) 

The return per labour d ~y of f mi ly  menbers increases 

with the  Increase i n  the  s i z e  of farms. It rose from FLs. 8.48 

on the  smallest s i z e  group t o  Rs.  18.92 on t h e  l a rges t  one. The 

femily labour earnings v i l l  r i s e  o r  decline v i t h  corresponding 

s h i f t s  i n  family i ~ b a u r  emp1oymer.t. 

Return t o  c a p i t a l  i r i  use  I ------ 
Percentene re turn t o  Capital  l.nveetment r 

Percentage re turn t o  c a p i t a l  investment has been obtained 

by dividing t h e  difference between the  annual v d u e  o f  output and 

t h e  annual coat  on account of a l l  input f ac to r s  ( including land 



but excluding i n t e r e s t  m c a p i t a l )  by the  t o t a l  va lues  o f  f ixed  

a s se t s  Including land and then  mul t ip ly ing it by 1 00. 

Eize group ' ~ o t e l  value of Return t o  f-ed 'Average percent 
i n  hec ta re  f i r e d  a s r e t s  8 as se t s  re turn  t o  c a p i t  

0 - 1  6364.61 696.98 10*95 
1 - 2  20369.72 2280.50 11.20 
2 - 3  33636.51 4981.91 14.81 

3 & above 63600.93 81 60.00 12.83 

Aver age 45749e33 59L2.94 13.08 
------ - 

The averaen re tu rn  t o  c c ~ i t a l  i~vos tn i en t  c w e  t o  13.08 

per  cent.  It may be seen fro111 t a b l e  VIII-17, t h n t  these  f i g u r e r  

Increases with the  Incrczse i n  t h s  sizs of h o l d i n g s  u p t o  2-3 

hec ta re  s i z e  group and declined afterwards. It was due t o  higher 

ro tu rns  accompanied by 'iigher i n t e n s i t y  o f  croppin;! ,and percentage 

area under  hi$^ y i e l . d i * ~ e  v s r i e t i e s  7 P  mns i n  tho comespondlng 

s i z o  g rmp  of h o l d i n ~ s .  

' a a i t a l  t u r n  over : 

Output per rupeo l n v e ~ t e d  i s  known as a n p i t d l  t u rn  over. 

It has  been obtnined by d iv id ing  the output  by t o t a l  investment 

( f i x e d  + working 2apI ta l )  and has been shown i n  t a b l a  VIII-18. 

- --------- 
' ~ o t t l  c ep i t  a1 invest- I-- 7- 

g r o u p l ~ e n t  (fixed and opera- , Value of ,Capi t i l l  t u r n  over  
i n  hectare ,  --- - I s u t ~ u t  pexen tage  



The average c a p i t a l  t u rn  over  caue t o  27.75 Per cent .  It 

var ied  from 25.84 per  oent  t o  30.00 per cent under d i f f e r e n t  s i z e  

group of holdings due t o  va r i a t i ons  i n  t h e  output values obtained 

i n  t h e  corresponding s i z e  group of holdings. h'arrning i a  a Lusinerm 

of  low c a p i t a l  t u rn  over. I n  it the investments a re  h igher  in 

proportion t o  the  output. 

I ia t io  measu rn  I 

l i n a n c i d  t e s t  r a t i o s  I --- 
In afldition t o  r e t u r n  t o  ,e l~i ta l .  i ~ v e s t m e n t  and c a p i t a l  

t u r n  over ,  o ther  f i n a n c i a l  t e s t  r a t i o s ,  I. e. gross r a t i o ,  f ixed  

rn.tio and operat ing r a t i o  which have importance f n r  producing 

keys t o  t h e  needed information on c a p i t a i  use, rt'tu~r.1~ and guiding 

I n  decis ion making on investment a l t e r n a t i v a s ,  have been vorkod 

cu t  i n  t ab:le VIII-19. 

' a  I I $ ' inancia1 -. t e s t  r a t ios .  -- 
-- - --. 

t ' Operating 'lee group G O  r a t i o , I i ~ r e d  rhtlq rdio i n  hectare  ' r a t l o  ----- --.-- 
0 - 1  0.27 0 4 8  0.32 0.21 

1 - 2  0.26 C. 05 0.29 0.24 

2 - 3  0.30 0.61 0.21 0.26 
3 P. above 0.27 0.62 0.26 0.23 --- ------ - 

Average 0.28 3. C? 0.25 o .24 
----- 

Table VIU-19, rcveds  t 5 a . t  t he  gross re turn  per  rupee 
t6 inoc3st.t$ ia hlghest  on 2 rn 3 ~ O C ~ H I - R  s i ? e  grwips (30.0 per cen t )  

d u e  t o  hiqhor investmer~t on inproved uee&s, f e r t i l i z e r s  m d  

I r r i g a t i o n  s t r u A u r e  v h l l e  i t  is hore o r  l e s s  cx :e  in o the r  s i z e  

groups. 

While applying other f i n a n c i a l  t e n t  r a t i o s  Lo t h e  farming 



business,  it i s  c l e a r  t h a t  the  investment per  rupee of gross 

revenue decreases a s  the a i z e  of holding increases.  

Management r e t u r n  r 

Management re tu rn  i s  obtained by subtrac t ing t h e  imputed 

value o f  family i a b m r  and i n t e r e s t  on equity c a p i t a l  from n e t  

income p e r  hectare.  It Ira used t o  compare t h e  mar~agerial  

s S i l l t i e s  of d f l ' s r e n t  fanus. The same has been worked out and l a  

given in t a b l e  BIII-20. 

'3n 2-3 hectare s i z e  g ~ u p  of farms, t h e  o p e r a t l a m l  

ef f ic iency and mmlaqerl.al abi l i t ; -  were h s t t e r  ths  other  f a m e  

as  the re tu rn  t o  mancpment was highest (Its. 1614.56 per hec ta re )  

foaloved by t h e  l a r g e s t  s i z e  group where it cane ts Rs. 1308.77. 

The lowest nianagcunerit r e t u r n  of Hs.  '?C1.12 per hec ta re  WRS 

obtained on t h u  tur~allest  s i z e  group. It i s  revenled frm! t h e  abovc 

t a b l e  t h a t  t h e  mmagerj.al s $ ~ ~ / i r t r ~ ; a s t ! s  w j . t I ~  t h e  ~ I I C  :'F;rZt: in t h e  

s i z e  of' f'mms dua t 3  b c t t e r  sccio-ec?nos:lc ccr.Citicnr ir. r e l a t i o n  

t o  eC~c&ion ,  more f recpent  urban touch m d  b r tk s r  er'ter 3ion 

aasisthnce.  


