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SIZE QF yARMS AND LEVELS QF ZaACQUE

The analysis of the individual crop studies now logically
leads to the determination of the efficlency of the total farm
buginess on different size of farm units ss influenced by the
cropping pattern followed thereon. |

Reseacrh worker have long recognised the shortcaomings of
the various measures of farm efficliency of the total farm business.
However, the Indien Agricultural Ecohomists have agreed in principle
to adopt the following measures for analysing t'hﬁ internal
organization of farms by grouping them into two broad categories 3

1. Aggregate measures : Those expressed in terms of costs, retums
and net income per farm and per hectare,

2. Ratlo measures : Those expressed as financial test ratios in
terms of gross ratio, flxed ratio and operating ratio.

Aggregate measures t

Costs and returms fram crop production t

The levels of total input, output, net incame, family
labour income and farm luslinegs income fran crop enterprises on
per farm baslis are given in tsble VIIiI-1.

Table VIII-1s

X . ’ V' Yamily ' Farm 'Inpute
?ﬁzgegioal;g t Input ' Output ° ﬂﬁgme : lzbour 'business :output.
' : ! income ' income 'ratio

0 -1 961.37 11388.02 426,65 589.43 614.99 131.44
1 -2 3315.06 5010.12 1695.06 2163.36 2253.,60 131.57
2 - 3 6064.82 9971 .94 3907.12 4564,87 4733.99 111.64
3 and abovel10913.41 17360.06 6446.65 7572,34  7876.47 1341.59
Overall 7890.%6 12595.82  4695.36 5541.56 5761.06 131.59
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Table VIII-1, shows that input cost per farm varied fram
Rs. 961.37 on the lowest size group to Rs. 10913.41 on the largest
size group of farms while the net income varied from.Rs. 426.65
to Rs. 6446.65 per farm on the respective size groups. These
rises in the velues fram lowest to largest size groups were due
to larger area under cultivetion. The average ocutput and net incom
per farm came to Rs. 12585.82 and Fs. 4695.36, respectively, by
making an avesage input of Hs. 7690.46.
Costs and returns per hectare on crop production i

The per hectare values of input, output, ret income, famil;

labour incame snd input-output ratio on crop production have been
given in table VIIIa2.
Table VIII-2 r Per hectare values of Invut, output, net incoms ,
family labour incowe sud farm business income.
( in xupees per nectare)

?izgegizzg s Input ?Output ; 1§ggme E iggég% Ebﬁ;iﬁ:lsigﬂggzz
0 -1 2002.85  2891.71 388.66 1227.98 1281.22 131.4%4
1 -2 2210.0%  3340.08 1130.0% 1442.2k 1502.40 131.5%
2 -3 2527.01  W54.97 1627.96 1902.03 1172.50 111.6%
3 & above 2264.19 3601.67 1337.48 1571.03 1634.12 131.59
Overall 2310.29 3666.32 1356.03 1618.48 1682.50 111.59

Table VIII-2, reveals that the per haclare values of input
output, net income, family labour income and farm business incame
showed a rise from the lowest size group upto 2-3 hectare after whi
they declined. These riges are associated with the better

avallibility of irrigation water, higher investment on cash inputs



83

like high yielding varletles seeds, fertilizers, hired labour etc.
end higher intensgity of cropping. In the lgst size group of 3 and
above hectare, the lower intensit§ of cropping dus to lesser area
under irrigation was responsible for lower net.return per hectare
than in the gize group of 2-3 hectare. Similarly, input-output
ratlo rose from 1:1.44 on the lowest size group to 131.64 in 2-3
hectare slze group.

The average values of input, output, net income, family
lebour incoma and farm bDusiness income came to Rs., 2310.29, 3666.32,
1356.03, 1616.48 and Rs. 1682.50, respectively.

pistribution of ceet on input factors per hectare 3

Human labour, bullock lzbour, seed mgmures and fertilizers,
irrigation, rental value of lend and over-head charges constituted

the main items of input on crop production, The distribution of

costs on these ltems under different size group of holdings has

—

fanl AN

been workedjln table VIII-3.

Table VIIX-3: Distributiopn of cost on input factors 1b crop productdo
(in_rupees per haectare)

¢ ize group In : !

Items of input, o ,S 120 3 gggtare'B_ﬁ;aggve ¢ Overall
Human 93.79 M6.5%  630.38  556,8% 567.96
labour 2L . 65) (2# 73) (2h 95) (24+.59) (24+.58)
Bullock 88.21 87.35 g ?69.88 287,97
lazbour 19.38) 17.53) 38) 16.34) {(16.79)
Seed 170.5 199.3 247.73 231.05 221 .66

(8.51) (9.02) (9.80) (10.20) (9.59)
Manures and 226.50 295 .49 328,79 279.#2 291.70
fertilizers (11.31) (13.37) (13.02) (12.a ) (12.60)
Irrigation 131.5% 166 .52 200 9 174,46 175,42

(6.57) (7.53) 35) (7.71) (7 59)
Plant 2.96 6.55 9.47
protection 0.15) (0.30) 0 k?) (0.42) (0 38)
Rental value L86.11 453,33 546,19 513.04 504, 26
of land (2%.27) (20.51) (21.61) (22.66) (21.83)
over-head 103.21 154,88 1“7 27 129.9 152.5
cost (5.15} (7.00) (5.83) (5.74) (6.50)
Total 2002.85 2210.0k  2527.01  2264.19 2310.29

(100.00) (100.00)  (100.00) (100.00}  {100.00)
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The average cost of cultivation per hectare on sample fam
rogse from Rs. 2002.85 on lowest size group of 0-1 hectare to
Rs, 2527.01 on 2-3 hectare size group of farms. This rise in total
input cost was umalnly due to higher intensity of cropping and
higher investment on cash inputs made by the farmers of 2.3 hectare
size group. The average input cost csme to Rs. 2310.29 per hectare
The cost on items cf input like humen labour, bullock labour,seed,
wamres and fertilizers and irrigation, in general, showed an
increasing trend with the lncresse in the size of famms. '

The snalysis of individual input cost reveals that the
human lavour cost accounted for the highest percentage, being 2u, 58
to the total cost followed by bullock labour (16.79 per cent)
keeping rental value of land constant), manures snd fertiligers
{(12.60 per cent), sesd (9.59 per cent) and irrigation (7.5% per
cent),

The rental value of land has been estimated on the basis
of prevailing rates in the study ares. On an average, it was
worked out t¢ Rs. 50%.26 per hectare. Its share in the total cost
came to 21.83 per cent. The over-head charges zalnly included
charges on account of depreciation, repairs and Interegt. This
item, on an average, accounted for about 6.60 per cent to the
total cost of cultivation,

Milk proguction 3
Costs and returng on milk production per farm 1

Keeping milch animal, both cows and buffaloes, in the

farming comnuriity was a common f)ractice in the study area. The

costs incurred and incame recelved from milk production on per
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farm basls under various size group of holdings are given in table

VIII-k,

Table VIII-4: Costs and returns on milk production per farm.
(value in rupces)

v T J " Temily ' Farm  'Input=
fﬁzﬁeﬁg : Input : Output : iﬁ:gm a : labour :busineu :ctutgut
0 =~1 437.79 748. 30 250. 51 297.85 306,79 111.5C

1 -2 833.03 1325.54 492, 51 €20. 7t 639.41 111.56

2 =3 1433.75 2367.16 G33.41  1040,8% 1072.13 111,6¢

3 & above 2142.36 3605.17 1462.81 1586.20 1633.77 111.68

Overall 1658.23 2761.48  1103.25 1219.30 1255.89 111.6¢

-t

Table VIII-k, reveals that the milk produvection, on an
average, vielded a net income of lis. 1103.29 per farm with an
average cost of Rs, 1658.23 and average output of Iis. 2761.48,

The average values of famlly lsbour income and farm business income
ceme to Bs, 1219,30 and Rs. 1255.89 per fam', resnectively, These
values, in general, showed an increasing trend witﬁ the increase
in the size of farme malrly becamnse of the fact that higher number
of live-stock per ferm was malntalned on largar farms.

The average input-output ratlo was worked out to 111.66
which rose fram 1:1.50 on the smallest size group to 131.68 on
the largest one becsise of relatively higher output per milch
animgl on larger farns.

The per hectare values of inruf, output, naet income, famil
iabour income and fsri: business irncome and inpute-output ratlio from

milk production have been worked out in table VIII-5,



Tatle VIII-5: Input, output and other dgt;;lf in respect of milk
enterprises per hectare (in rupees).

' ! ' T Family V' Farm  'Input-
Silze group Net
in hectare, 1PPUt | Output ' p.ome i;gour 'business loutput

0 -1 1037.06 1558.96 521.90 620.52 639.15 131.50
1 -2 555.35 883.69 328, 34 413.85 426.27 111.59
2 -3 597.40 986,32 388.92 433.68 L46.72 111.65
3 & above lLhl 47 747.96 303.49 329.09 338.96 111.68

Oversll 533.36 874,58  341.22  385.40  396.97 1311.66

Teble VIII-5, reveals that, on an sverage, a net income o
Rs. 341,22 per hectare was received from milk production with an
average cost of Rs. 533.36 and output of Rs. 874.58, The average
values of family labour income and farm business income were
calculated at Rs. 385.40 and Rs. 396.97 per hectare, respectively,
As against per farm basls, the values of input, output, net income,
fanily lgbour income and farm business income per hectare declined
.. wfthe rise in the size of farms meinly because the farmers of large:
size group did not maintain the number of milch animal 1n proportic
to their cultivated area,.

The overall average input-output ratio came to 1:1.66
with a some what increasing trend with the increase in the size of
holdings.

Crop + milk enterprises (Fooled):

An anslysis of the farm business as a whole (crop + milk
production pooled together) in respect of input, output, net incom
family labour income and farm business income per famm 1s given in

table VIII-6,
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Table VIII-61 qua_md_xmg{m an c_r.g.g + milk production per farm.

1;’; eg?al;g :' Input Output E ingg;e E Eggi\]i{- ;buls?:nrgll
0 - 1 1459.16 2136.32 677.16 887,28 921.78
1«2 148,09 6335.66 2187.57 2784.,14  2893.01
2-3 7498.597 12339.10 4840.53 5605.71  5806.12

3 & above 13055.77 20965.23 7909.46  9158.5% 9510.24
Overall 9548.69 15347.30 57208.,61 6781.,33 7016,96

Table VIII-6, reveals that the combined crop + milk

production, on an average, gave a net incame of Rs, 5798,61 per
farm with an average input of Rs. 9548, 69 and output of Es.15347.30.
The average values of family labour income and farm business income
were calculsted at Rs., 6781.33 and Rs. 7016.96 per farm,respectively
These values, in general, tended to rise with the rise in the size
of farms malnly because of larger size of farm business in respect
of both (crop « milk production) on larger iarms.

Costs and returns on crop « milk production per hectare 1

The costs and returns on crop + milk production on per

hectare basgis have been presented in table VIII-7,
Table VIII-7+ Qosts and refurns op crop + mills production per hecta

(in_rupees).
o ¢ ' t "' Fgnily ' Famm ! Input-
Size ou Net
in hegarg: Input : Output : income : g.ﬁbour business : gutput
1 -2 2765.39  4223.77 1458.38 1856.09 1928.67 111.53
2 - 3  3M12k.11 511,29 2016.88 2335.71 2418.77 1:11.65
3 & above 2708,66 &349.63 1640.97 1900.12 1973.08 1:11.61
Overall 2843.65 4540.90 1697.25 2003.88 2079.36 1:1.60
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Table VIII-7, portrays that a net income of Rs. 1697.25
per hectare was received from crop and milk production pooled
together with an average input of Rs. 2843.65 and output of
Rs. 4540.90. The average values of family labour income and farm
business income came to Rs. 2003.85 and ks, 2079.36 per hectare,
respectively.

Though, there was not a definite trend in case of input
per hectare, the net income per hectare showed a rising trend
with the rise in the size of farms mainly because of much higher
ocutput received from crop production on larger fgrms,

The average input-output ratio was worked out to 111,60
which showed an increasing trend with the increase in the size of

farms because of relatively higher output received on larger farms.

Gelatlve sharos of crop and milk enterpriges JIp total outvut and
doput:

The percentage contribution to total output and input
from crop and milk enterprises on different slze groups 1s gilwen

in table VIII-8.

Table VIII-8: Percentage copntribution to total value of farm outpul
through crop and milk enterprises.

"Percentage share of total 'Percentage share of total
Size group 1 t lm
T A T
9% 1 64.97 35.03 65.89 3#.11
1 -2 79.08 20,92 79.92 20.08
2 -3 80.82 19.18 80.88 19.12
3 & above 82.80 17.20 81.51 18,49
Average 80.52 19.48 8%.15 18.85

Table VIII-8, indicates that, as compared to the share

of costs incurred] i.e. input, crop enterprises make a larger



relative contribution to the total output.

01

It 13 examined that, in

general, the farms in the area followling the present level of

production technology, in erop and milk production, have a better

comparatlve advantage in crop production.

better earnings through milk production.

The small farmers have
The higher contribution

of milk enterprlses to the total output of smaller farms 1s

expressed by the reason that although the number of milch animal

per farm was smaller on them as compared to larger holdings, yet,

because of the number of milch animsl per hectare was relatively

larger on smaller holdings.

ytilization of human labour on crop and milk productioni

The utilization of human labour in crop production, maintenance of

draft cattle and milch animal on per farm and per hectare basis

under different size group of holdings have been calculated in

table VIII-9,

Table VIII-9s Utilization of human labour hour per farm per hectare

Particulars O 12 2-3 2 E Bl : Overall
ng Iamt
::gptproductign L7%. 04  1639.60 3025.82 5368.03 3893.78
Maintenence o
dreft cattle 111.79 232,04 323.80 477.18 378.14
Upkeep of milch 322.08  1462.05  803.00 12¥1.5% 952,08
Total _ _ _ _ _ _ 907.91_ _2333.69_ _152.62_ _7086.75_ _522%,00
. . === - = r = $0.995%
Crop production 987.58 1093.07 1260.76 1113.70 1142.12
(52.21) (70.26) (72.86) (75.75) (72.56;
maintenance of 232.90 154,69 1?h.92 99.00 124,
draft cattle (12.32) (g.%) 7.80) (6.7a) (7.91]
upkeep of mileh 671.00 08.03 334.58 257.5 307.46
animel (35.47) 19.80) (19.34) (17.52) (19.53;
Total 189148 1555.79  1730.26_ 1470.28_ 157%.02
(100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00;
re -0-7761'

.® Significant at 5.0 per cent level

-
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Table VIII-.9, reveals that the per ferm average utilizati
of human labour units ceme to 5224 hours. It was 389% units on
crop production, 378 on maintenance of draft cattle and 952 on
upkeep of milch animsl, On psr hectare bassis, the total utilizatil
of human labour unitas stood at 157% units, out of which 1142 units
were utilized on crop production, 124 on maintensnce of draft catt
and 307 units on upkeep of milch animsl. In terms of percentage,
on an average, 72.56, 7.91 and 19.53 per cent of the total lagbour
utlilized were used in crop production, maintenance of draft cattle
and upkeep of milch animal, respectively.

The size group wise utilization of lgbour shows that the
labour units on crop production on per hectare basis incremses wit
the increase in the size of holdings upto 2-3 hectare size group
and declined afterwards. This increasing trend in per hectare
labour utilization was assocliated with the increase in the intensi
of cropping and percentage area under high yielding crop varieties
which also increased upto 2-3 hectare size group and had declined
aftervards. The labour utllizatlion on maintenance of draft cettle
and upkeep of milch animal per h:uctare showed a reverse trend, 1.¢
it decreases with the increase in the size of holdings, the reaso
being that the farmers of larger size groups did not maintain the
number of draft and milch animals in proportion to thelr size of
farms.,

Utildzation of femily and hired labour i

The bregk-up of labour utilization into fanily and hired
labour units hes been pregented in table VIII-10.
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Table VIII-101 E11l1zn&19n_nI;1ﬁm;lx_naﬂ_nixﬂi_lghnnx;nnz_intm.nnd
per hectare (in hours).

Size group,

'Utilization of labour hour'Utilizat
L

ion of labour houp

—Rer farm, Tnsx.haz&axz____._

in hectare, Family ' Hired ' Total ¥ Family ' Hired ! Total
0-1 837.28 70.63 907.91 1744,33 147,15  1891.48
(92.22) (7.78) (100.00)
1 ~ 2 1932.79 400.89 2333.68 1285.53 267.26 1955.79
(82.82) (17.18) (100.00)
2 -3 276,27 1436.35 W152.62 1131.78 598,48 1730.26
(65.41) (34.59) (100.00)
3 & above 3872.39 3214.36 7086.7% 803.40 666,88 1470.28
(54.04) (45.3¢) (100.00)
Average 3096,20 2127.80 5224,00 1017.26 556,76  1574.02
(64,63) (35 .37) (100.00)

I'= -00 9503‘

® significant at 5.0 per cent level.

—

r s +0.8978"
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Table VIII-10, shows that out of an average 5224 hours
utilization of human lgbour per farm, the family labour accounted

for 3096.20 hours and hired labour 2127.80 hours.

Both of these

figures showed an increasing trend with the increase in the size

of holdings because of the larger size of farm business of larger

farms.

Of the total average utilization of 1574 hours per hectamr

family labour contributed for 1017.26 hours, being 64,63 per cent

and that of hired lagbour 556,76 hours accounting for 35.37 per

cent to the total labour utilization per hectare.

The utilization

of family labour was highest on smallest size group of holdings an

decreased with the increase in the size of holdings while just a

reverse trend was noticed in case of hired labour utilization.

The maln reason for this trend was that the cultivgtors of small
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slize group of holdings try to complete their farm operations in time
with the help of thelir family members only whille large sized
farmers generally depend on hired labour for coampleting their
farm operations in time. | |

Further, due to poor investment capacity of the small
{'grmers, thelr pocket generally do not allow them to éemploy hired
labour. On the other hand, the cultivators of higher size group
of holdings, due to larger average area under cultivation are
bound to employ hired labour in order to complete their farm
operations in time g8 fanily labour falls short with them as
compared to their size of holdings.

Share of fgmily snd hired lgboupr in crop production and maintepance
of draft and mdlch apimalg.

Table VIII-11, presents an account of the utilization of
tamily and hired lsbour in crop production and maintenance of
draft and milch animals.

Table VIII-11s Family and hired lsbour hours in crop production and
uckeen of animals.

Particulars - 5o .W%——] \Average
%m;ux labour hourst
rop production 840,43 825.81 662.28 46,82 85.36

Upkeep of animals 903.90 462,72 469,50 356.58 31.90

Total 174%, 33 1288.53 1131.78  803.%0 1017.26
Hired labour hourg:

Crop production 147.15 267.26 598.48 666.88 556.76
Total 147,15 267.26 598,48 666.88 956,76
zotalt

Crop production 937.58  1093.07 1260.76 1113.70 11Lk2.12
Upkeep of animals 903.90 462,72 469,50 356.58  L431.90

Total 1891.48 1555.79 1730.26 1470.28 1574.02
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The percentage fraction of family labour and hired labour
in crop production hes been worked out in table VIII-12.

Table VIII-12: Percentage share of fanily and hired labour in c¢rop

production.
€1ze group in : Percentage share of familyognd hired labour in
hectare R Femil TEfQRE?EQQBQII Hired ial
0 - 1 85.10 1%.90
1 -2 75.95 2445
2 -3 52.53 47,47
3 & above L0.12 59.88
Overall 51,48 48, 52

The percentage shsre of fawlly lebour to total labour used
in crop production declined from 85.10 to 40.12 fron smellest size
group to largest one,

On an average, the percentage share of

family and hired lgbour came to 51.48 and 48.52, respectively to
‘c\/\/vv\(,,“ { ('-("C (S

the totalLused in crop production,

Utdilization of family labour to total avallinility of fauily labours
The fawlly labour utilization to the total availibility

of family labour u.nder different size group of holdings is given

in table VIII-13. Tg\ree hundred deys, i.e. 2,400 hours have been

tregted as the available working hours per farm worker.

Table VIII-~13; EI1l1Zﬁ&Z2n_Qi_iﬂm1lx_lEQQBIEEQ_Ehﬂ_tQEal_a!allihilll
Size group TFanily labour nrs'Femily labour hrs'Famlly labour hr
in hectare ' _avallagble 'utilized on farm ' une-utilized
0 -1 3600.00 837.28 2762.72
(23.26) $76.74%)
1 -2 4080.00 1932.79 2147.21
(4L7.37) (52.63)
2 -3 5040, 00 2716.27 2323.73
53.89) éﬁ .11)
3 & above 5760.00 3872.39 1887.61
(67.23) (32.77)
Aversgge ?1_8—5.57 3096.20 &9 36
o8 (59.71) (40-39)

Figures in parentheses denote percentage to total.



36

It may be seen from table ViII.13, that the utilizstion
of family labour was only 59.71 per cent to the total avallibility
of fanily labour. The rest of the family labour of about 40,00
per cent could not be utilized. The per fari utilization of
family labour to its total avallibility varied from 23.2¢ per cent
on the smallest size group to 67,23 per cant on the largest size
gZroup.

Employment of draft cattle 3

The utilization of bullock labourhours, assuming a total
availlbllity per pair per year to be 300 days of elght hours, has

been worked out in table VIII-1L4,

Table VIII-1%: Utllizatiopn of bullock labour hours.

T Bullock palir labour hours
' Per faxu Per 'hgshar_n -

' ' 0tilizationt
Aze group:A f :of tullock : :
in hectare, vailable 'Utilized '%3bgz€a1£nit 'Avalla.ble Utilized
! - ! 'aveilibi- ! '
- ’ ¥ ] ity . ’/).-Z_,l(._&.ﬁ_"j{ '
0 -1 1272.00 124.20 9.77 2650.00 258.79
1 =2 2316, 00 387.35 16,72 1544+.00 258,23
2 -3 3120.00 662.2k4 21.23 1300.00  275.93
3 & above 4632.00 1188, 54 25.66 961 .00 246,58
Averpsge  3684%,65 865,09 22,22 1232.61 256,77

The average utilization of bullock pair labour hours per
hectare came to 256.77 hours in a year. The utilization of bullock
l1abour was better on larger farms duc to larger acreage commanded
againat avellable supply on the farm and higher intensity of
cropping as farms increused in size upto 3 hectare cize group.
Lalntenance cogt of draft caktle 3

The maintenance cost includes expenses on fodder ,



37

concentratcs, labour charges on their upkeep, salt, gur, housing,
over-head cost and other miscellsneous charges such as ropes ,
shoelng and medicel care etc, The value of dung and inc.me earned
from hirdng out Mv‘ deducted from the totsl cost of malntenanc
to arrive at net maintenance cost. The net malntenance cost of
bullocks, thus, worked out when divided by the number of bullock
palr labour days actually worked, gives the working cost per psir
of bullocks per day.

The malntenance and working costs per relr of bullocks
and distritmtion of meintenance cost over different items, 1i.s.
fodder, connentrstes, labour charges on upkeep and oﬁer-head cost
etc. are given in table VIII-15,
iable VIII-15 1t laintenance and working cost (In ruveeg) per palr

of mullock.
J 5 : hecl LD
Particulars ‘oA NP 5-3 EWWS tAverage
todder 585.92 O40.72  672.34+ 684,22 668.89
(€c.4k2) (58.98) (57.23) (54.54) (56,15)
Concentrates M. 121,55 158.05 19k.32 167.62
(9.k4) (11.18) (13. 6) (15.50) (14.06)
Labour charges on 106.47  120.23 124,9% 123.95 122.58
upkeep (10.98) (11.06) (10.€) (9.88) (10.28)
Salt,sur,rops, 35.33 3.87 47.70 52.63 49,07
medicine etc. (3.65) (4.0%) (4.06) (4.20) 4.13)
Over-head cost 150.45 160.11 172.12 199.28 183.2
( SLLLJMSL_U&LMQ&L
Total cost 969.61 1086.48 1174.75 125L.40 1191.38

(100.00) (100.0C) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00)

lieceipt (Dung and

heennt out) 202.50 153.38 121.25  B2.36 110.35
ilet maintenance cost 767.11  $32 .10 1053.50 1172.0% 1081.03
Average malntenance 2.10 .85 .88 3.21 2.95

cost per day/pair
Number of bullock

ﬁgﬁégﬁ ‘fjgixt, dz;' 21.12 14.56  12.24  10.32  12.07
Working cost per 2,64 1.82 1.53 1.29 1.50

bullock pair/hr.




I8

Teble VIII-15, reveals that, on an average, the total cost
per year on malntenance of a palr of bullocks came to Rs. 1191.38.
This item tended to increase from Ra. 969,61 on 0~1 hectare aize
group to Rs. 1254.%0 on the highest size group. On overall basis,
fodder accounted for 56.15 per cent to the total maintenance cost.
The fraction of total cost on fodder gradually declined from 60.42
per cent in srallest size group to 54.54% par cent in the highest
one. The next largest item was over-head cost, clalming about
15.38 per cent to the total cost which when expressed as a
fraction of total cost steadly increased from 14.65 per cent on
2-3 hectare size group to 15.88 per cent in the hizh:st size group.
Concentrates, on the whole, accounted for 14.06 per cent. It rose
from 9.4 per cent in the smallest size group to 15.50 per cent in
the highest one, lLabour charges varied from 11.06 psr cent on
1«2 hectare silze group to 9.88 per cent on the highest one to the
total maintenance cost of a palr of bhullock.

The maintenance cost, on the whole, increased with the
increase in farm size as the ler-or farms maintalned relatively
better guality and larger sized bullocks and fed end maintained
them more carefully.

The correlation coefficient between slze of holding and
maintenance cost per palr of bullocks came to 0.9521 which was
positive and significant at 5.0 per cent level, showin; thereby
that maintenance cost per peir of bullocks 1lncreases with the
Increase in the size of farms.

The correlatior coefficient betwsen rumber of bullocks
palr labour hours worked and the working ccst per bullock palr
lsbour hour was calculsted at -0.9572 which was found to be
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negative and significant at 5.0 per cent level. Thus, it may be
concluded that as the number of bullock hour worked increased, the
working cost per palr of bullock labour hour decregases.,

Return per labour day @

The retuin earned by the cultivaelors and thelr family
members {or thelr work on the holdings has been worked out in
table VIII-106., 7Jhis has teen obtzined by dividing the family
lzbour income by the number of labour days put in by the family
members.

Tavle VIII-1G ¢ Return per fgnlly lsbour day.

t ! + ]
tize group ‘Number of familaTo“al family Return per family

o ]
in hectare  labour days ' l“bzl;_; :ﬂ;gﬂ:) ' 1?2;“;;3;)
1 -2 2l , 60 2780 14 11.52
2 -3 339.53 5605.71 15.51
3 & alove L8k 05 N 58,54 18.92
Overall 387,02 67600,87 17.47

The return per labour day of femily members increases
with the increase in the size of farms. It rose from Fis. 8.48
on the smpllest size group to Rs. 18.92 on the largest one, The
famlly lebour earnings will rise or decline with corresponding
shifts in famlly lsbour smployment.

Return t_q_gapit.al in use 1

Percentsge return to cppitasl invesgtment 1

Percentage return to capital investment has been obtained
by dividing the difference between the annusl vzlue of ountput and
the annual cost on account of all input factors (including land
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but excluding interest on csapital) by the total values of fixed
assets Including land and then multiplying it by 100.

Table VIII-17: Eﬂm%&%ﬁ tal investment per ferm.
E s [ ]

Size group 'Total value of ""Return to fixed YAverage percent

in hectare ' fixed assets ! assets 'return_to capital
0 =-1 6364%.61 696. 98 10.95
1 -2 20369, 72 2280.50 11.20
2 =3 33€36. 5t 4581.91 14.81
3 & above 63600.93 816C.00 12.83
Average 45749,33 59L2. 94 13,08
The average retum tc capital investment cane to 13.08
par cent, It may be seen from table VIII-17, that these figures

increases with the inerecse in the size of holdings upto 2«3
hectare size group and declined afterwards. It was due to higher
returns accompanied by “igher intensity of cropping and percentage
arez under high yielding varieties of crops in the corregponding
size group of holdings.

‘apital turn over :

Output per rupee invested is known as capital turn over.
It has been obtained by dividing the output by total investment
(fixed + working :apitel) and has been shown in tables VIII-18.
Tacle VIII-13 1 Capital turn over.
‘Totel capital invest-

i
Vaiue of Capital turn over

lilze group :

in hectare:ment (fized and gpera- : sutput |, percentags
0 -1 7823, 2136.32 2?.81
1 -2 24517, 6339.56 25,84

3 & above 76656, 20%965,.23 27.35
Average 55298, 15347.30 27.75
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The average capital turn over came to 27.75 per cent., It
varied from 25.84 per cent to 30.00 per cent under different size

group of holdings due to variations in the output values obtained
in the corresponding size group of holdings. tarming is a business

of low capitsl turm over. In it the investments are higher in
proportion to the output,

Egtlo meagures :

t'dngncigl test ratlos

In oddition to return to .apilzl investment and capital
turn over, other financial test ratios, 1.e., gross ratio, fixed
rstio and operating ratio which have importance for producing
keys to the needed information on capital use, rotuins and guiding
in decision mgking on investment alternatlves, have bean worked
cut in table VIII-19.

‘lable VITI=19 ¢ Financlpl test ratlos.

© [¥al [] [} y

78 Troul [ CAPTEAL TV [orans ratio,idxed retiq Repscine
1 -2 0.26 C.65 0.29 0.24
2 - 3 O|30 0161 0-21 0-26

3 & above 0.27 0.62 0.26 0.23
Average 0.28 0.€7 0.25 0.24

Table VIIf=19, revezls that the pross return per rupee
invested im hlghest on 2 ggﬂ 3 hcetare si-e greups (20.0 per cent)
due to hisher investment on improved seeus, fertilizers and
irrigation siructure while it 1s niore or less come 1n other size
groups,

While applying other financial test ratios Lo the faruing
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business, it 1s clear that the Investment per rupes of gross
revenue decresases ps the size of holding increases.

Management return 1

Management return is obtzined by subtracting the imputed

value of family labour and interest on equity capital from net

income per hectare. It 1s used to compare the managerial

abllitles of different farms., The seme has been worked out and is
given in table VIII-2O.

T=ble VIII-20 : Mpragement returns ipn rupeeg per hectars.
Size group in hectgpre Manggement return_in runassg
0«1 901.12
1 -2 988. 09
% and above 1308.77
Average 1314, 99

e —_—— - ——

n 2«3 hectare size grcup of farms, the operational
efficisncy and manarerial abLility were hatter than other farms
a8 the return to menpgement was highest (lis. 1614.56 per hectars)
fodlowed by the largest size group where it came to Iis. 1308.77,
The lowest management return of Rs., ¢01.12 per hectare was
cbtalned on the amallest size group. 1t is reveanled from the ambowvt
table that the managerial gkilyirncreases with the lnerencse in the
size of farms dus ts better sccio-ecmomic cenditicne in relation
to educstion, more frecuent urben toueh =nd beltier ertersion

agsistance.

32 2 d gL



