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CHAPTER - I 

INTRODUCTION 

The Problem 

Tobacco occupies a place of pride of India from the view point of 

its contribution to world production. The country ranks the third in 

the world next to China and U.S.A. in respect of its production (1 ) and 

the eighth in respect of world export( 2). The crop is cultivated in 

almost all parts of the country. Notwithstanding the fact that the bulk 

of Indian tobacco comes mainly from Andhra Pradesh and Gujrat, West 

Bengal has become one of the important Indian producers of Chewing and 

Hookah tobacco. In West Bengal, however, two northern districts 

namely, Coochbehar and Jalpaiguri together with accounts for around 91 

per cent of area and 94 per cent. of production of tobacco in the State. 

In These two . districts tobacco as a commercial crop stands next to 

jute. And thus, the economic condition of the farm people of the · 

districts, therefore, largely hinges upon the prospect of the crop. 

Time series data on area and production of various types of tcbacco 

grown . in different states of India reveal, by and large, a states of 

stagnation with notable inter-year fluctuation. In some states area and 

production of tobacco also exibits its inter-year fluctuation around a 

decling trend. Temporal area and production behaviour of chewing and 

hookah tobacco grown in the two districts of West Bengal also shows 

similar movement. Inter-year price fluctuation of leaf tobacco in tobacco 

growing districts in West Bengal is visualised. Th,is ·leads to the belief 

widely held by the people that the inter-year area fluctuation of 

tobacco in the districts of West Bengal is ·largely attributable to its 

inter-year price fluctuation. They advocate government intervention in 

pricing leaf tobacco in the form of support price measure with a view 

to stabilizing its area and production. As a corallary to the above 

proposition they ·bring to the fore the question of price deprivation 

of the ·producer-sellers by the marketing middlemen arid suggest for 

1. B.C. Akehurst : Tobacco (2nd Edition), Longman Inc, 1981, p. 7. 

2. M.S. Chari : 11 Need to Sustain Export Market", Survey of Agriculture, 

The Hindu, 1989, p. 123. 
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government purchase 

bright future. This 

2 

to make tobacco production in West Bengal a 

aspect has brought to the fore a number · of 

important research issues What is the composition of cost in . the 

production of tobacco in West Bengal a,nd where does the tobacco stand 

in relation to its competing crops with respect to profitability ? Is 

there any correspondence between relative area share and relative 

profitability of tobacco ? Is the cost price relation favourable to the 

tobacco growers ? What factors can be held responsible for the 

movement of area under tobacco in West Bengal ? What factors account 

for the interfarm difference in the yield rate of tobacco ? Is the 

consumption demand for the crop declining ? Is the market structure of 

the leaf tobacco imperfect and thus the producer-sellers are being 

deprived ? What are the constraints to the extension of area tinder 

tobacco in West Bengal ? All these issues are still unexplored as no 

comprehensive study on economics of tobacco cultivation in West Bengal 

has yet been undertaken. In view of the aforesaid research issues, it 

seems worthwhile to undertake a study on economics of the crop. 

Keeping above research issues in view the present study is· framed 

with the following chapter arrangement~ 

Scheme of the Chapters 

An attempt has been made in Chapter-II for recording the history 

of the crop. An account of origin, distribution, Types and Culture of 

tobacco has been presented in this Chapter to throw some light on the 

transition and present state of production of the crop. 

Chapter-III deals with the sources of data and different concepts 

and methods used . 

Chapter-IV examines the structure of the selected farms with a 

view to providing a useful background for the subsequent analysis. 

Chapter-V has been designed for a brief study of per hectare and 

per quintal cost of production as well as the structural composition of 

the production cost of tobacco and each of its competing crops with a 

view to identifying the factors behind the inter-village and inter

district variation of production cost. The relative profitabilities of 

tobacco and its competing crops have also been examined in this 

Chapter. 
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Cost price relationship in tobacco production has been examined in 

·Chapter-VI. The movement of cost-price ratio over . years is also 

examined in this Chapter. 

Chapter-VII aims at finding out major factors and to estimate their 

contribution towards inter-farm yield variation of tobacco. 

Chapter-VIII purports to examine the qualitative information 

relating to prospect of and constraints to tobacco cultivation collected 

from the selected farm households through opinion survey~ 

Analysis of factors which have been responsible for temporal 

behaviour of area under tobacco is attempted in Chapter-IX. 

Chapter-X is devoted to delineate the consumption pattern. of leaf 

tobacco and various tobacco products in order to understand the 

present condition and future trend of demand· for tobacco grown in the 

area under the study. 

An attempt is made in Chapter-XI to examin13 the marketing 

structure and market performance of leaf tobacco grown in · the area 

under study. 

Chapter-XII purports to examine the prospect of and constraints to 

tobacco cultivation in West Bengal. This Chapter also aims at finding 

out the extent of possible increase in area under tobacco cultivation in 

the selected farms through the optimal re-allocation of resources under 

given price structure, technology and resource constraints. 

Chapter-XIII presents a summary of the entire work and tries to 

draw some board based conclusions on the basis of earlier findings. 
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CHAPTER - II 

ORIGIN, DISTRIBUTION, TYPES AND CULTURE OF TOBACCO 

Records of the origin, discovery and history of tobacco are 

obscure and contradictory. Mackenzie ( 1 ) has provided a good and 

painstaking account of the history of the crop. It appears that 

Columbus discovered the narcotic crop in 1492 and hence it seems to 

be native of America, though it is now grown all over the world.· 

Killebrew and Myrick( 2 ) recorded that the China grew and used 

tobacco long before Columbus discovered America, but convincing 

evidence in support of the claim had not been pointed ·out. There are 

various records supporting the widespread ancient growth and use of 

tobacco in the Caribbean, Mexico and South America. ·Organised 

production of tobacco has not been made until tl).e beginning of Seven

teenth Century. The first commercial crop of tobacco was grown for 

export at Jamestown, Verginia in 1612. The .venture was successful and 

extended to Maryland in· about 1631. Other states steadily came into 

the picture to the present day situation. It is interesting .. to note that 

restriction on tobacco production was imposed on 1621 by ·Verginian 

Colonist in order to force attention upon food crops which were other

wise being neglected for high profitability of· tobacco trade. Mean 

while, the Portuguese and the Spaniards were spreading the tobacco 

plant to other Countries. 

The Portuguese brought tobacco to Indi9 in 1605. This introduction 

into India has had a very significant results. The Country has become 

one of the World's major producers and is also a significant contributor 

to the world trade. 

1. 

2. 

C. Mackenzie Sublime tobacco, P. 352, Ghatta and Windus, 

London, 1957. 

J.B. Killbrew and H. Myrick Tobacco Leaf, Its culture and 

Cure, Marketing and Manufacture, P. 506, Orange Judd, New York, 

1897. 
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Distribution 

India ranks third among tobacco producing countries and tobacco is 

cultivated in almost all parts of the country. The bulk of Indian 

tobacco comes mainly from Andhra Pradesh and Gujrat. Andhra Pradesh 

and Gujrat are famous for Cigarette and · Bidi tobacco respectively. 

West Bengal, one of the important producers of Chewing and Hookah 

tobacco, occupies fifth place among tobacco producing Indian States, 

the first four being Andh:ta Pradesh, Gujrat, Karnataka and Orissa. The 

leading producing Indian States are shown in Table 2.1. 

Table :· 2.1. · Distribution of Area and Yield rate of 

the important tobacco producing States in India. 

State 

Andhra Pradesh 

Assam 

Bihar 

Gujrat 

Karnataka 

Maharastra 

Orissa 

Tainilnadu 

Uttar Pradesh 

West Bengal 

All India 

Percentage share of the State 
to the· total cultivated area 

under tobacco in India 

41.27 

1.:l8 

2.82 

24.60 

11.25 

3.09 

4.67 

2.97 

2.82 

3.55 

100.00 

( 421.14) 

Percentage of yield 
Tate to· the average 

yield rate of the 
country 

87.80 

67.46 

90.29 

159.43 

59.36 

53.09 

46.75 

136.45 

116.07 

86.86 

100.00 

(1068.00) 

Note · · Figure in the first bracket and third bracket indicates the 
area in thousand hectare and yield in Kg per hectare. 

Source Directorate of Economics and Statistics, Department of Agricul
ture •. and Co-operation, Ministry of Agriculture, Government of 
India. The percentage of area and yield rate have been 
calculated by considering the respective averages of triennium 
ending 1980-81. 
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The yield rate observed in different states is strictly not 

comparable as the 

types. Nevertheless, 

tobacco grown in various 

average yield recorded 

sixth among the tobacco growing· states in India. 

2. 3 Species, varieties and types 

states are of various 

for West Bengal ranks 

The botanical genus Nicotiana of Solanacea family contains over 

Sixty four Species, of which only two are cultivated- extensively. 

These two species are Nicotiana tabacum and Nicotiana rust~ca. The 

word tobacco is generally used fer referring to produce of tabacum 

spices. In India, tabacum covers the largest area and rustica play!? a 

relatively minor role. West Bengal tops the list in Nicotiana rustica 

cultivation followed by Bihar, U.P. and Assam. Tabacum varieties have 

been developed mainly for Cigarette, Cigar, Cheroot, Bidi, Hookah, 

Chewing and Snuff. On the contrary, rustica varieties are used only for 

hookah, chewing and Snuff. The tobacco varieties have been mostly 

named after the name of the place they were developed. The bidi 

tobacco (tabacum} grown in Nipani of Mysore is called Nipani. 

similarly, the hookah tobacco (rustica) cultivated in Motihari is called 

Motihari. Tabacum varieties are also called as 1 Jati 1 
( Desi) in West 

Bengal. Following five types of tobacco are grown in India. Cigarette 

types (Verginia) tobacco are mostly grown in Andhra Pradesh and to 

some extent in Maharastra and Mysore. Gujrat and Mysore State 

together with claim the lion share in producing Bidi types tobacco • 

. Cigar and Cheroot types namely Cigar Filler and Cigar Wrapper Tobacco 

are mostly grown in Tamilnadu and Orissa and to a little extent in 

West Bengal. West Bengal, Bihar, U.P. and Assam are the principal 

producer of Hookah types tobacco. Chewing and Snuff types tobacco are 

grown in Orissa, West Bengal, Bihar, Uttar Pradesh, Assam and 

Tamilnadu. From the view point of curing of tobacco leaf, the crop 

may also be classified into five- classes which are (i) Flue-cured 

·tobacco, (ii) Dark fire-cured tobacco, (iii) Light air-cured tobacco 

(iv) Dark air-cured tobacco and (v) Suncured tobacco. Flue-curing is 

the shortest process and takes three to six days for curing. While 

sun-curing is an intermidiate process involving two to four weeks, 
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air-curing is the longest which takes three to six weeks fcir curing ( 3 ). 

The main growing period of Tobacco in West Bengal extends from 

August to March and it falls under the crop groups of Rabi Season. In 

West Bengal, tobacco is generally rotated with Jute or Paddy. The 

common rotation followed in the state are (i) Jute-Fallow-"Tobacco and 

(ii) Paddy-Fallow-Tobacco. 

3.3 Culture 

Like all other crops, raising of healthy seedlings is an important 

aspect of tobacco cultivation. As a germinating tobacco seed is a very 

delicate thing, great care is paid in a nursery until the seedlings are 

strong enough to combat the constraints in open air. Traditional 

practice in raising se~dlings is in vouge in the area. Considerable loss 

of seedlings is noted to be happened in cultivators nurseries due to 

beating rains and • damping of' disease. The site of nursery is at 

higher situation than that of the sorrounding. area and is usually 

changed every year for minimising the loss of seedlings due to soil 

borne diseases and Pests. Application of farm yard mannure at two 

Kilograms for every square metre nursery area is reported to be 

highly beneficial. Fifty six Kilograms of phoshphate per hectare of 

seed bed is recommended for raising the seedling, 30 Kg endosul fan 

4% dust per hectare is suggested to apply for preventing soil pests 

but 10% or 50% B.H.C. is generally applied by .the farmers. Scientifi-

cally 0. 005 hectare nursery area and 28.5 grams of seed are sufficient 

in raising seedlings for cultivating one hectare of land. But the 

selected farmers reported to require, on an average, 0.06 hectare 

nursery and 700 gms seed for cultivating one hectare of land. Due care 

of the seedlings such as irrigation~· Disease and Pest Control at the 

nursery, shading of nursery bed, etc. are made by the farmers. After 

completion of production of seedlings in the seed bed undernoted 

cultural practices are generally followed for successful harvest of the 

crop. 

3. B.C. Akehurst 

London, 1981. 

Tobacco (Second edition), P. 166, Longman, 
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Land Preparation 

As a good land preparation has an influence on the final crop 

ret1,1rn, the tobacco land is usually well plaughed and soil is pulverised. 

Repeated ploughing e.g., 8-14 ploughings (depending upon the condition 

of the field) are done in the area under consideration, ploughing 

followed -by equal number of plankings have been noted to be in vogue. 

Transplanting 

Transplanting is done in the morning or in the evening. The newly 

transplanted plants erstwhile covered for about two days with some 

leaves during day time are not covered at present in West Bengal. The 

tabacum tobacco seedling is transplanted after 7 to 9 weeks while- the 

rustica tobacco is transplanted after 5 to 6 weeks of sowing. 

Manuring 

Ten M. T. Farm Yard Mannure per hectare is noted to be effective 

and is applied about a month before the date of transplanting. While 

20 Kg ·Nitrogen per hectare is considered sufficient for Cigarette 

tobacco, 100 Kg nitrogen per hectare is recommended for other types 

of tobacco. Though potassic fertiliser has no positive response, 12-30 

Kg K
2
o

5 
per hectare is generally applied to the tobacco land. Phosh

phorus is an important element for tobacco crop. 50 to 75 Kg of 

Phoshphate per hectare is usually applied to the tobacco crop. The 

entire quantity of phoshphate and Potash and 3; 4th of nitrogen is 

applied before planting as broadcast or plough furrow method. The 

remaining quantity of nitrogen is applied before first irrigation which 

falls within 45 days after transplantation. Application of trace elements 

(such as Calcium, Iron, Boron, Zinc, ·Copper, Magnesium, Manganese) 

are generally not made to the crop in the area though these are very 

important element for the tobacco plant. 

Irrigation 

Requirement of irrigation for tobacco crop depends upon the types 

of tobacco and the tracts where it is grown. Two irrigations at an 
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interval of 45 days, depending . upon the moisture content of the soil 

are sufficient. The common practice followed by the farmers of Gooch

behar and Jalpaiguri district is to provide one to two light irrigation 

or pot watering. 

Intercultural Operation 

Intercultural operations are essential for aiding full development 

of potential returns of the crop. Interculturing of the field with hand 

plough is made at weekly intervals after the tr:ansplantation of the 

crop. 

Weedings 

Orbanche is an important weed of tobacco. This weed derives 
b --- ... 

almost its nourishment from· tobacco plant itself. Hence cleaning of this 

weed is suggested to be essential. 

Gap Qilling 

Gap filling is very important operation which is made at a very 

early stage of the crop to maintain optimum plant population. 

Topping : The objective of topping operating is to divert the energy 

and plant nutrients from the reproductive growth to vegetative 

growth ( 4 ) generally the number of leaves are increased while its size 

are decreased when the plant is about 60 em. hight. Laves become 

uneven and coarse with increased in leaves. To avoid the situation, 

the terminal floral buds, at this stage, are topped leaving 8 leaves on 

the plant excluding the sand leaves. In this way stem grows to about 

75 em. in hight with all the leaves are nearly of the uniform size. 

This also prevents the excessive coarseness of the leaves. 

De-Suckering 

De-suckering is also made to influence the yield and quality of 

tobacco. Dormant buds in the axils of the leaves become active due to 

4. c. Thakur Scientific crop Production (volume II), P. 715 
Metropolitan Book Co. Pvt. Ltd., New Delhi-2, 1980. 
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topping and put forth stoats known as suckers. Quality of leaves is 

noted to be detoriated due to existence of suckers. It is, therefore, 

necessary to remove the suckers at felt needs. This operating is known 

as De-suckering. 

Harvesting 

Harvesting of leaves by priming is made in West Bengal commencing 

with January and ended with February. Bottom leaves are picked first 

as they mature first. The first priming starts at about 80 ·to 90 days 

(N. rustica) and 120-130 day (N. tabacum) after transplanting and 

subsequent primings are made at 5 to 7 days intervals. 

Curing 

As the method and efficiency in curing determines the quality of 

tobacco leaf. curing is the most important operation in the production 

of crop. 

Flue-curd Tobacco 

Bright cigarette tobacco means flucured tobacco. Flue curing 

method is followed entirely in curing verginia tobacco. Green leaf is 

dried under artificial atmosph.eric condition under the process of this 

type cif curing. 

Fire-curing 

Chewing types of tobacco are fire cured. This type of curing is 

not followed in West Bengal. 

Suncuring 

Hookah tobacco in West Bengal is cured by this process. In this 

process, the leaves are kept around the plants to avoid direct sun. 

They are then tied in bunches of 8 to 10 leaves and cured at bamboo 

splinters for 6 weeks. Thereafter. they are bulked and fermented. 
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CHAPTER - III 

SOURCES OF DATA, CONCEPTS AND METHODS USED 

Sources of Data 

The data for the present study have been cellected from both 

primary and secondary sources. Primary data, quantitative as well as 

qualitative, have been collected ·bY: interviewing the selected sample 

respondents through suitably framed schedule and questionnaire~ 

Secondary data, both . cross-section and time.. series, · culied from 

different official sources have also been utilised for the study. 

3.1 Data from Primary Sources 

~~.Keeping the objectives of the study in v.iew, three sets of primary 

data have been collected. One set is comprised of input-output data of 

tabacco and its competing crops in physical and money terms with 

reference to crop year 1983-84 and 1990-91. Mode of c:lisposal of the 

crop-output by the sample producers have also been collected with the 

same schedule and questionnaire. Some relevant qualitative information 

from the sample farmers through opinion survey are also gathered in 

this set of data. The schedule and questionnaire for collecting first 

set of data is given in Appendix 1. The second set of data relates to 

marketing of the produce and that have been collected from different 

types of market functionaries functioning in the selected markets. The 

relevant schedule for collecting second set of information is presented 

in Appendix 2. In demand side, data on tobacco consumption collected 

from sample 

third set of 

Appendix 3. 

consumers of both rural and urban areas constitute the 

primary data. The relevant questionnaire ·is cited in 

3.1.1 Sampling Design and Selection of Sample 

The three stage PPS sampling has been adopted for the present 

study where district as the primary, village as the secondary and 

operational holding as the third and ultimate stage unit are considered. 

It is noted that only two commercial types of tobacco namely Hookah 
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·and Chewing types are grown in West Bengal. From agro-climatic 

consideration, the requirement of temperature, relative humidity and 

soil type which are congenial for the growth of those two types of 

tobacco ha.ve been pointed out by Thakur( 1 ). 

· Accordingly, based on agro-climatic factors, tobacco crop in West 

Bengal has been concentrated in five out of seventeen agricultural 

districts of the State. The name of the districts with their. respective 

area under tobacco is presented by Table 3.1. Two out of five districts 

namely, Coochbehar and Jalpaiguri have been selected following simple 

random sampling with probablity proportional to area under tobacco. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

Table 3.1 District-wise coverage of area under 

Tobacco in West Bengal during 1983-84. 

Districts 

Darjeeling 

Jalpaiguri 

Coochbehar 

West Dinajpur 

Malda 

Murshidabad 

Nadia 

24-Parganas (North) 

24-Parganas (South) 

Howrah 

Hooghly 

Burdwan 

Birbhum 

Bankura 

Purulia 

Midnapore (West) 

Midnapore (East) 

West-Bengal 

Area in • 000 hectares 

2.899 

10.950 

0.306 

0.795 

0.049 

0.024 

0.004 

0.048 

0.666 

15.141 

Source Estimates of Area 6 Production of Principal crops in West Bengal, 
1984-85, Socio-Econcmic and Evaluation Branch, Directorate of 
Agriculture, Govermnent of West Bengal. 

1. c. Thakur : ·Scientific Crop Production, Vol. II, P-708-9, Metropoli

tan Book Co. Pvt. Ltd. 1980. 
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Twelve villages have been allocated to the two selected districts 

in proportion of their area under tobacco to total area under tobacco in 

the two selected districts taken together~ Thus, Nine villages ·from 

Coochbehar and three from Jalpaiguri have been selected. Before 

selecting the villages, the second stage sampling· units~ the villages in 

each district are classified into three groups developed, less 

developed and least developed on the basis of infrastructural and other 

considerations such as the distance from the nearest market centre, 

condition of roads, communication (distance from bus-stop and rail 

station) and the extent of power supply. The villages in Coochbehar 

and Jalpaiguri districts have been classified into aforesaid three 

groups separately on the basis of rank total of above individual 

amenity sources. In so classifying the villages the District Census Hand 

Book ( 1981) : Village and Town Directory of Coochbehar and Jalpaiguri 

district has been followed. This stratification at the Second Stage is 

made keeping in view the objectives laid down in analysing the market 

performance at village level. Due to non-availability of data on area 

under tobacco at the village level total cultivated area as an alterna

tive to tobacco area has been chosen in order to select villages based 

on probability proportional to total cultivated area. Following this 

procedure, three villages from each category in Coochbehar and one 

village from each category in Jalpaiguri district have been selected. 

After selection of villages in each selected district, area under tobacco 

in each selected villages by operational holding with reference to 

1983-84 crop-year has been worked out by personal interview. Two 

hundred and forty operational holdings have been allocated to twelve 

selected villages in proportion of their area under tobacco to tobacco 

area under the selected villages. The ultimate sampling units, the 

operational h~dings, have been selected following the Random Number 

Table ( RMM) ( ) In this way 191 operational holdings in Coochbehar 

and 49 in Jalpaiguri have been selected. Village-wise distribution of 

operational holding in each selected district is shown in Table 3.2. 

2. M.N. Murthy : Sampling Theory and Methods, P. 657, Statistical 

Publishing Society, Calcutta, 1967. 
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One may ask question, at this juncture, as to whether stratification in 

one stage of three stage PPS sampling design is tenable or not. In 

examining the relative efficacy by comparing sample estimates obtained 

from PPS and stratified PPS sampling Murthy( 3 ) has shown that. the 

stratified PPS with -replacement is always more efficient than unstrati

fied PPS sampling when the allocation is proportional . to size. 

Considering the ·time limit, every alternate. operational holding in each 

village has been selected for the reference period 1990-91. 

Table 3.2 Distribution of Ar~a under tobacco and operational holding 

under· the selected villages with reference to 1983-84 and 1990-91 

Village*/District 

Bhitorkamta (A) 

Chongerkhata Khagribari (A) 

Borodhapercha ttra (A) 

Boronatabari (B) 

Kuktikata (B) 

Nagar Sovagaunj (B) 

Adabari (C) 

Joresimuli (C) 

Bhiorthana (C) 

Coochbehar Distrist 

Uttar Bhushkadanga (A) 

Paschim Salbari (B) 

Baroghoria (C) 

Jalpaiguri District 

Total 

* (A) Stands for developed, 
developed villages. 

3. Ibid, P. 256. 

(B) 

Area under 
tobacco (ha) 

70.42 

88.77 

109.80 

111.75 

111.68 

37.92 

142.27 

75.61 

116.64 

864.86 

80.00 

51.46 

92.81 

224.27 

1089.13 

No. of operational holding 
with reference to period 

1983-84 1990-91 

15 8 

20 10 

24 12 

25 12 

25 13 

8 4 

31 16 

17 8 

26 13 

191 96 

18 9 

11 5 

20 10 

49 24 

240 120 

for less developed and (C) for least 



15 

Keeping in view, the analysis of market performance of tobacco 

leaf at the assembly and wholesale market level in relation with that · 

at the producer's level, separate cluster each consisting of one 

selected developed, less developed, and least developed village 

centering an assembly market is formed where the cluster villages fall 

under the hinter land of the assembly market. Following this procedure 

four assembly markets have been selected of which three in Coochbehar 

and one in Jalpaiguri district. Sixty Seven market functionaries have 

been allocated to the four selected assembly markets in proportion of 

market arrival of tobacco to total market arrival of the crop:; under 

selected markets. Data on market arrival have been culled from 

District Hand Book on Agricultural Marketing( 4 ). In selecting market 

functionaries at assembly and wholesale market level, a list was 

prepared · in consultation with assembly market level trading· association 

and . Hookah Tobacco Association ( 5). 

Nine market functionaries for each respective wholesale market 

have been selected randomly. The selection of· market functionaries is 

made following· Random Number Table (RMM). In. this way, fift:y two 

market functionaries at assembly level and twenty ·Seven at wholesale 

level at Coochbehar, fifteen assembly level and nine wholesale 

level market functionaries in Jalpaiguri district have been selected for 

the present study. Distribution of market functionaries at different 

market levels alongwith Cluster Villages is shown in Table 3.3. 

Table 3.3 Distribution of market functionaries at different 

market levels alongwith Cluster Villages 

Cluster Villages 

Bhitorkamta 

Boronatabari 
Adabari 

Assembly 1 Wholesale* 
market 

Gosanimari 

Dinhata* 

No. of selected market 
functionaries at 

Assembly 
level 

19 

Wholesale 
level 

9 

1 i 0 ii:::; ,r· u.r1.. ; "' ·.-. r:-GonF.h~ on the next pa_ ge 
.J_ (.y lJ ;_) u ! .;l . Li [. v . ~· 

4. Superintendent of Agricultural Marketing, Government of West Bengal: 
District Hand Book on Agricultural Marketing, 1983-84 to 1.99Q-91, 
of Coochbehar and Jalpaiguri District. 

NORTH I!lENGAh 
5. North Bengal Hookah Tobacco Association, Coochbehar. Uaiv.!rs! , '"' r "·y 

R01ja Ran~ .. rtO~l~ll)'UJ 



Table 3. 3 Continued. 

Cluster Villages 

Bo rodha percha t tra 

Sovagaunj 

Bhiorthana 

Assembly I Wholesale* 
market 

Gosainerhat 

Mathabhanga* 

Chongerkhata Khagribari · Nayerhat 

Joresimuli 

Kuktikata 

Coochbehar District 

Uttar Bhushkadanga 

Paschim Sal bari 

Baroghoria 

Jalpaiguri District 

Total 

Changrabandha* 

Jalpeshhat 

Maynaguri* 

No. of selected market 
functionaries at 

16 

Assembly Wholesale 
level level 

17 

9 

16 

9 

52 27 

15 

9 

15 9 

67 

*indicates name of Wholesale Market 

3.1.2 Method of Estimation of Various Items of Cost and Yield Per 

Hectare of Tobacco and Other Crops 

Estimate of cost or yield per hectare of the jth village in the 

village in the ith district is given by 

m. 
J 

I: yijk aijk 
K = 1 

Yij = 
m. 

J 

L aijk 

K = 1 



17 

Where, Yijk is the cost of cultivation or yield per hectare, aijk 

is area under tobacco and m. is the number of operational holdings 
J 

(farm) in the jth village. 

The estimate for the ith district is given by 

ni 

L: Yij aij 

j = 1 

Yi = 
ni 

L aij 

j = 1 

Where, ni is the number of selected villages in the ith district, 

aij is the area under the crop in the ith village of the ith district. 

As the districts have been selected with probability proportional 

to area under the crop, the estimate for the State is given by 

n 

y 1 
Yi -

n 

i = { 

Where, n is the number of districts selected. 

The same procedure has been followed for estimation of averages 

in case of competing crops. The estimate of cost of production per 

quintal has been derived as ratio of cost of production per hectare to 

the corresponding yield rate. 
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3.1.3 Opinion Survey 

In addition to quantitative data, some qualitative data considered 

to ·be useful for the study have been collected from farm and nonfarm 

level through opinion survey. Quantitative information from the selected 

farms have been collected by interrogation. At nonfarm level hundred 

tobacco consumers spread over three villages of Coochbehar and 

Jalpaiguri district and Coochbehar and Jalpaiguri Municipality area 

have also been interrogated with suitably framed questionnaire. The 

selected non farm people have also been asked to examine the change 

in their level of consumption of tobacco. 

3.2 Data from Secondary Sources 

Data on area, yield and harvest prices of tobacco and also that of 

its major competing crops have been drawn upon from Estimates of Area 

and Production of Principal Crops published by the Socio-Economic and 

Evaluation Branch, Directorate of Agriculture, Government of West 

Bengal. The wholesale price figures of tobacco have been collected from 

the Superintendent of Agricultural Marketing, Coochbehar and 

Jalpaiguri ( 6 ). Time Series data on cost of cultivation of tobacco 

available from Ceritral Tobacco Research Institute (C.T.R.I.), Dinhata, 

Coochbehar have been utilised for ttie present study. 

3.3 Concept of Cost and Profitability 

Farm Management and other cost studies conducted in India have 

widely used four concepts of cost which are cost ~, Cost A2 , Cost B 

and Cost C. All actual expenses in Cash and Kind incurred in produc

tion by an owner operator constitute Cost ~. Cash and Kind expendi

ture encompass the expenses made on all the physical and material 

inputs involved in crop production • Cost A1 includes expenditure on 

Land revenue, Cesses, depriciation on non-land fixed capital, interest 

on working capital and crop loan but exclude expenses on family 

labour. Cost A
2 

is defined as a cost of a tenant operator by adding 

the rent paid for leased in land with Cost ~. Imputed value of rent 

for owned land and interest on non-land fixed capital added to Cost ~ 

6. Superintendent of Agricultural Marketing, Government of West Bengal 

District Hand Book on Agricultural Marketing, 1982-83 to 1990-91. 
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or A
2

, as the case might be, constitute Cost B. However, the special 

Expert Committee was appointed in 1979 under the Chairmanship of DR. 

S. R. Sen to examine and suggest various matters relating to cost of 

prod~ction of individual crops(7 ). The commit~ee recommended a new 

cost classification by regrouping the components of cost so as to 

distinguish the constituents that are price determining from those that 

are price determined. Accordingly, the committee recommended Cost 

B
1 

and B
2 

to be adopted instead of Cost B. The Committee opined Cost 

A
1 

plus interest on value of owned capital assets (excluding land) to 

constitute Cost B1 . Rental value of owned land (net of the land revenue) 

and rent paid for leased in land added to Cost Bi Constitute Cost B2 . 

Cost C is the most comprehensive estimator of farm cost according ·to 

farm management and other Cost Studies. Cost C · is derived by adding 

the imputed value of family labour used in crop production to Cost B. 

Cost c
1 

and Cost c2 instead of Cost C, however, recommended by the 

Special Expert Committee( 8 ). Cost c
1 

is constituted by the . imputed 

value of family labour added with Cost B1 . Cost B 2 and imputed value 

of· family labour ·together with constitutes Cost c
2

• Farm business 

income, family labour income,· net income and farm investment income 

are the concepts of farm profitability which have also been evolved 

from the above noted concepts of Cost. Surplus of gross income over 

Cost A1 or Cost A2 , as the case might be, is defined. as farm business 

income. Family labour income is obtained by deducting Cost B from 

gross income. Excess of gross income over Cost C represents the net 

income of a farm. The farm investment income is defined to represent 

the net income of a farm plus rent· of owned land and interest on owned 

capital. Thus, the concept of farm investment income becomes an · 

exhaustive one. 

7. A.S. Kalhan and D.S. Tyagi : Agricultural Price Policy in India, 

p. 103-5, Allied Publishers Pvt. Ltd. New Delhi, 1983. 

8. Ibid. 
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But the cost concepts as developed above have not been used in 

this study in true sense. Instead, concept of Prime Cost has been 

adopted. This concept has also been used by V.G. Panse and S.D. 

Bokil (9 ) and in the Madras Report of the Government of India( 10). 

Prime cost designated as Cost D{11 ) has been taken for the present 

study in conformity with Madras Report. Cost D refers to the cost 

incurred:··';; on account of total physical and material inputs used in 

production_ process but it is not identical with Cost A1 as adopted in 

Farm Management Studies. 

A. Pal in his book entitled 1 Wheat in India Constraints and 

Prospects• (12 ) has also used this concept. Land revenue and cesses 

have not been included in. the Prime Cost (Cost D) as they are fixed 

to the farm as a whole and therefore fixed for a particular crop as 

well. Moreover, in accordance with Madras Report Cost A1 can not 

truly represent the: prime cost. According to ·this report family labour, 

one of the cost component, pertakes the Character of Variable Cost if 

looked at · from the stand point of individual farms though it is 

considered as a component of fixed cost from the point of view of the 

farm as a whole. This report has also emphasised for accounting family 

labour as an item of cost of production as the decision to grow one 

crop involves the rejection of some alternative enterprises. including in 

them even subsidiary occupation. Inter ·crop ·variation in the 

requirement of ·family labour, therefore, makes it an important 

component of product cost of a crop. Further, Cost A2 can not be an 

alternative to prime cost also •. Rent and Tax payments should not ·be 

included in the prime cost as they are fixed for each type of land 

9. V.G. Panse and S.D. Bolil : Cost of Cultivation of Some Indian 

Field Crops, I.C.A.R., (1966). 

10. Ministry of Food and Agriculture, Directorate Economics and 

11. 

12. 

Statistics Studies in the Economics of Farm . Management ~n 

Madras, Report for 1954-55, P-82. 

~ . ~ 
N. Krishnaji State Interventwn and Food Grain Prices, ~1 

Scientist, January-February (Special Number), P-85, 1975. 

Aswini Paul : . W.Aeat Revolution in India : Constraints and Pros

pects, Mittal Publication, Delhi. 
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(13) 
regardless of the nature of crops to be grown • Interest on owned 

working capital and crop loan have not been included in the Cost A
1 

in 

the present study. Difficulty in estimation of interest on working 

capital compells the Cost A1 of this study to pe exclusive of the 

same. Infact computation of interest on working capital used at 

different points of time during the growing period of a crop is quite 

cumbersome and involves arbitariness. Crop loan, on the other hand, 

has not reportedly been taken by the selected holdings for raising the 

crop under the study. 

However, consumption loan by the tobacco growers from non

institutional sources and Mid Term Loan under IRDP have reporte.dly 

been taken in tobacco growing season by a few farmers~ It is, however, 

arguable that a part of consumption loan might have been. diverted for 

tobacco cultivation and hence the interest chargeable to that part 

should be accounted for while calculating Cost A1 • But such segregated 

loan data have not been available from the selected farmers. And, 

therefore, it has not been incorporated in Cost ~. As the interest payable 

for I.R.D.P. Loan is not charged against a crop it is also kept aside 

while estimating Cost A1 . 

The imputed value of family labour added to the Cost A
1 

exclusive 

of land revenue and cesses constitutes Cost D. Further, in view of the 

insignificant area devoted to the crops grown in the season under 

consideration as compared to total cultivated area, the opportunity cost 

of family labour in the season concerned can plausibly be assumed to be 

Zero or negligible. To capture this opportunity Cost basis of analysis 

two bases of cost namely Cost A1 exclusive of land revenue and cesses 

and Cost D have been taken into consideration for computation of cost 

and net return of tobacco and its competing crops. 

3.3 Evaluation Procedure and Method Followed in the Present Study 

Human Labour 

Wage rate for casual hired labour has been calculated on the basis 

of cost involved (Cash and Kind) for hiring in of human labour per 

13. C.H.H. Rao : Agricultural Production Function, Cost and Returns in 

India, Asia Publishing house, 1965. 
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hectare. Imputed value of family labour has been worked out at the 

wage rate required for maintenance of attached farm servent. An 

alternative way of computing value of family labour at the wage rate 

of casual labour is also followed. 

Bullock Labour 

Value of bullock labour owned or hired used in primary tillage 

has been evaluated at the rate prevailing for hiring in a bullock 

pair per day. 

Seed 

Purchased seed valued at the cost involved for its purchase. 

Value of Farm produced seed has been valued at market rate. 

Irrigation Charges 

This includes actual payment for purchasing water for irrigation as 

well as fuel and lubrication cost, repair and maintenance charges for 

owned irrigation equipments, whichever the case may be. 

Depreciation 

The percent allocation of depreciation among the crops has been 

made on the basis of area under a crop, time required for its growing 

and use of farm implements and machinary. 

Output 

Produces that have disposed of valued at prices actually realised 

by the farmers. The produces maintained for home consamption have 

been evaluated at harvest prices. 

Cost of Main product 

Cost of main product has been derived after deducting the cost of 

by-product. 
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Some Conversions Adopted in this Study 

On the basis percentage composition of manures and fertilizers 

available from the Hand Book of Agriculture(14), farm yard . mannures 

and fertilisers have been converted into N. P. K. Tractor power has also 

been converted into bullock pair-day on ·the basis of average time 

required by tractor power in performing a given job done by a pair of 

bullock. 

14. Indian Council of Agricultural Research 

(5th edition), P. 214-228, I.C.A.R. 

Hand Book of Agriculture 
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CHAPTER - IV 

STRUCTURE OF SELECTED FARMS 

Land, Labour and Capital are the three important factors of the 

economic activities of a Society. The use of these three factors in 

combination accounts for the structure of farms. A population of 240 

sample farms comprising of 355.78 hectares . of cultivated area has been 

taken for the present study. These sample farms are divided into three 

size groups viz. below 1.00 hectare, 1.00 - 2.00 hectares and 2.00 

hectares and above. This division is made on the basis of cultivated 

area available by a farm and in· accordance with the popular classifi

cation made by Agriculture Census. The important characteristics of 

these farms have been high lighted in this chapter in order to form a 

useful background of the analyses made in the subsequent chapters. 

4.1 Average size of operational holding 

Distribution of holding and cultivated area in various size groups 

and the average size of selected farms in each individual size groups 

are depicted in Table 4 .1. It is evident from Table 4.1 that the 

selected farms are dominated by the farms belonging to the small size 

groups in ·both Coochbehar and Jalpaiguri district. It also becomes 

evident from the aforesaid Table that large s!ze group possess above 

fifty per cent of cultivated area on an average though they only 

accounts for 22.92 per cent of sample farms. The average size of the 

sample farms is observed to be 1.48 hectares varying from 0. 55 

hectare in smallest size group to 3.27 hectares in largest size group. 

Average size of the farm is noted to be small in Coochbehar. 

4.2 Tenures 

There are three types of cultivators in accordance with their 

tennurial system. They are (i) owner cultivators, (ii) owner cum tenant 

cultivators, and (iii) tenant cultivators. Owner cultivator implies the 

cultivator having the ownership of land. Owner cum tenant cultivator 

means the owner cultivator who undertakes cultivation on lease and hold 



Size group 

Less than 1.00 
1.00 - 2.00 
Above 2.00 
Total 

Less than 1.00 
1.00 - 2.00 
Above 2.00 
Total 

Less than 1.00 
1.00 - 2.00 
Above 2.00 
Total 

Table 4.1 

D1str1bution of holdings,cultivated area, and average size 
of selected farms in various size groups in 1983-84. 

.Number of selected 
holdings 

Cultivated area of 
th~ selected 
farms ( ha) 

Coochbehar 

83 (43.46) 
65{34.03) 
43(22.51) 

191 ( 100.00) 

16 ( 32.-65) 
21 (42.86) 
12 (24.49) 
49 ( 100.00) 

43.94 (16.15) 
92.81 (34.12) . 

135.27 ( 49.73) 
272.02 ( 100.00) 

Jalpaiguri 

10.32 ( 12.32) . 
28.69. ( 34.25) 
44.75 ( 53.43) 
83.76 ( 100.00) 

Districts Combined 

99 (41.25) 
86 (35.83) 
55 { 22.92) 

240 ( 100.00) 

. . 

54.26 ( 15.25) 
121.50 ( 34.15) 
180.02 ( 50.60) 
355.78 ( 100.00) 

Average size of the 
selected farms {ha) 

0.53 
1.43 · ... 

3.15 
1.42 

0.65 
1.37 
3.73 
1.71 

. 0.55 
1.41 
3.27 
1.48 

Note Figure in the parenthesis indicates the percentage of the respective total 
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Table 4.2 

Distribution of holdings according to tennurial 
status in different size groups in 1983-84. 

Size group Owner cultivator . Owner-cum-tenant. Tenant cultivator A 11 tennures 

Coochbehar 
Less than 1~00 66 ( 79.52) 11 ( 13.25) 6 (7.23) 83 (100.00) 
1.00 - 2.00 45 ( 69.23) 20 (30.77) 65 (100.00) 
Above 2.00 41(95.35) 2 ( 4. 65) 43 (100.00) 
Total 152 ( 79.58) 33 (17.28) 6 (3.14) 191 ( 100.00) 

Jalpa1gur1 

Less than 1.00 12 ( 75.00) 4(25.00) 16 ( 100.00) . 
1.00 - 2.00 10 (47.62) 11 (52~38) 21 ( 100.00) 
Above 2.00 11 (91.67) 1 ( 8.63) 12 (100.00) 
Total 33 ( 67 .35) 16 ( 32.65) 49 ( 100.00 

Districts Combined 

Less than 1.00 78 (78.79) 15 ( 15.15) 6 ( 6.06) 99 ( 100.00) 
1.00- 2.00 55 (63.95) 31 (36.05) 86 (100.00) 
Above 2.00 52(94.55) 3 ( 5.45) .55 (100.00) 
Total 185 (77.08) 49 (20.42) 6 ( 2.50) 240 ( 100.00) 

Note Figure in the paranthesis indicates the percentage of respective total. 



Table 4.3 Distribution of cultivated area according to tennurial 
status in each size group of selected farms ·in 1983-84. 

Size group 

Less than 1.00 
1.00 - 2.00 
Above 2.00 
Total 

Less than 1.00 
1.00 - 2.00 
Above 2.00 
Total 

Less than 1.00 
1.00 - 2.00 
Above 2.00 
Total 

(in hectares) 

0l'tfler cultivator 0l'tfler-cum-tenant Tenant cultivator All tennures 

35.28 ( 80.27) 
67.30 ( 72.52) 

130.57 ( 96.53) 
233.15 (85.71) 

7.40 (71.64) 
15.06 (52.51) 
42.22 (94.35) 
64.68 (77.22) 

42.68 ( 78.63) 
82.36 ( 67 .80) 

172.79 ( 95.98) 
297.83 (83.71) 

Coochbehar 

5. 7 5 ( 13. 08) 
25.50 ( 27 .48) 
4.70 (3.47) 

35.95 ( 13.22) 

Jalpa1gur1 

2.93 ( 28.36) 
13.62 (47.49) 
2.53 (5.65) 

19.08 ( 22.78) 

Districts Combined 

8.68 ( 15.99) 
29.12 (32.20) 

7.23 ( 4.02) 
55.03 ( 15.47) 

2.92 ( 6.65) 

2.92 (1.07) 

2. 92 ( ( 5. 38) 

2.92 (0.82) 

43.95 ( 100.00) 
92.80 (100.00) 

135.27 ( 100.00) 
272.02 ( 100.00) 

10.33 (100.00) 
28.68 ( 100.00) 
44.75 ( 100.00) 
83.76 ( 100.00) 

54.28 ( 100.00) 
121.48 ( 100.00) 
180.02 ( 100.00) 
355.78 ( 100.00) 

Note Figure in the parenthesis indicates the percentage of the respective total. 
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Table 4.4 Distribution of cultivated area under different tenurial 
system in each group of .selected.farms in 1g83-84. 

28 

In hectares 

Size group 

less than 1.00 
1.00 - 2.00 
Above 2.00 
Total 

less tha.n 1.00 
1.00 - 2.00 
Above 2.00 
Total 

less than 1.00 
1.00 - 2.00 
Above 2.00 
Total 

OWl 1 and Share rented 

Coochbehar 

38.74(88.15) 
82.67 (89.08) . 

134.17 ( 99.19) 
255.58 ( 93.96) 

5.21 (11.85) 
. 10.13 ( 10.92) 

1.10 ( 0~83) 

16.44 ( 6.04) 

Jalpaiguri 

9.27 (89.74) 
20.89 (72.84) 

. 44.22 ( 98.82) 
74.38 (88.80) 

1.06 (10.26) 
7.79 (27 .16) 
0.53( 1.18) 
9.38 ( 11.20) 

Districts Combined 

48.01 (88.45) 
103.56 (85.25) 
178.39 ( 99.09) 
329.96 ( 92.74) 

6.27 (11.55) 
17.92 (14.75) 
1.63(0.91) 

25.82 ( 7.26) 

.All system 

43.95 (100.00) 
92~80 (100.00) 

135.27 (100.00) 
272.02 (100.00) 

10.33( 100.00) 
28.68 (100.00) 
44.75 ( 100.00) 
83.76 (100.00)" 

54.28 (100.00) 
121.48 (100.00). 
180.02 (100.00) 
355.78 (100.00) 

Note Figure in the parenthesis·indicates the percentage of respective total. 
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land as well. . Tenant cultivator is the cultivator who has no owned land 

but cultivates on leased land. The selected farms has also- been 

cla!;)sified by the type of tenures. Table 4. 2, Table 4. 3 and Table 4. 4 

show the distribution of farms and area according to tennurial status. 

Table 4. 2 shows that the purely- owner cultivators have predo

minance over other types of tenancy in the selected districts. Size 

wise distribution of selected farms under different tennurial system 

reveals that the presence of owner cum tennant cultivator in middle 

size group in both the districts is noted worthy. This implies that 

lease farming is more widely practised by the small farmers than. the . 

rneq~inal farmers in the districts. Distribution of cultivated area 

according to different tennurial status in various size groups as 

depicted by Table 4.3 also . corroborates with the above finding~. 

Purely tenant cultivators are least important in the farm economy in 

terms of their number as well as area devoted under this . type of. 

tenancy as is evident from Table 4.2 and 4.3. 

Distribution of cultivated area under different tennurial system in 

each of the individual size groups is furnished in Table 4.4. Among 

the different system of tennure, cultivation with ownership is the most 

·dominant and it accounts for 92.74 per cent of total cultivated area 

under the selected farms. The remaining 7. 26 per cent of total 

cultivated area falls under the category of rented land. The share 

rental is noted to be the only leasing system in the districts and the 

large sized farms are mostly owned as revealed by Table 4.4. 

The percentage distribution of leased in area to total cultivated 

area in each of the size groups is displayed in Table 4. 5. It is 

revealed from the said table that 7. 26 per cent of total cultivated land 

is noted to be cultivated by share rented leasing in the districts. 

Inter district variation in percentage share of leased in land to total 

operated land is, however, noted. 11.20 per cent of cultivated land in 

Jalpaiguri is noted to be cultivated by leasing while in Coochbehar the 

corresponding share is observed to be 6.04 per cent. The dommance of 

leased hold land for the middle size group farmers of Jalpaigurl is 

noted to be 27.16 per cent to total land available whereas the same for 

Coochbehar is about 11 per cent. 
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The percentage distribution of leased out area to total cultivated 

are in each of the individual size groups is deplayed Table 4. 6. 

Roughly 13 per cent of total cultivated area on an average in the 

districts is noted to be leased out by the selected farmers. Predo-

. minance of higher size group in respect of leasing out has be.en high

lighted by Table 4. 6. As this leased out area is cultivated by the 

farmers remain outside of the sample population, this was kept aside 

of the perview of this study and the total operated land has been 

calculated by deducting the leased out land from the total owned land 

available for cultivation. 

4.3 Fragmentation of holding 

The average number of fragments per holding, per hectare and the 

average size of fragments of the selected farms are setout in Table 4. 7. 

A glance at the figures presented in the table reveals that extent of 

subdivision and fragmentation increases with the decrease in farm size. 

4. 4 Irrigation 

As irrigation is one of the most important resources of farm 

operation, the proportion of irrigated area largely influences the 

structure of farm organisation .. For an exhaustive study of the structure 

of the selected farms, the percentage of net ·irrigated area to total 

cultivated area and percentage of gross irrigated area to gross cropped 

area in each of the individual size groups of the selected farm has 

been calculated in Table 4. 8. On an average, 29 percent of total 

cultivated area is noted to be net irrigated area of the selected farms 

of the districts as evident from Table 4.8. 

Table 4.8 also postulates that the percentage of net irrigated area 

to total cultivated area is inversely related with the size of· farms. 

The proportion of gross irrigated area to gross cropped area, on an 

average is observed to be roughly 26 per cent. Inverse relationship 

between the percentage of gross irrigated area and the farm size is 

also noted. It is interesting to note that despite relatively high 

proportion of net irrigated area at Coochbehar district the percentage 

of gross irrigated area is found to IE lower than that of Jalpaiguri. Com

paritively less utilization of irrigation potential in Coochbehar district 

has be elicited by this Table. 



Size group 

Less than 1.00 
1.00 - 2.00 
Above 2.00 
All groups combined 

Table 4.5 Percentage distribution of leased in area 
to total cultivated area in 1983-84 

Coochbehar Jalpaiguri Districts combined 

11.85 10.26 11.55 
10.92 27.16 14.75 
0.83 1.18 0.91 
6.04 11.20 7.26 

Table 4.6 Percentage distribution of leased out area to total 
cultivated area of selected farms in 1983-84 

Size group 

Less than 1.00 
1.00 - 2.00 
Above2.00 
All groups_combined 

Coochbehar 

0.93 
21.83 
14.20 

Jalpaiguri 

16.01 
10.18 

Districts combined 

0.93 
20.46 
13.26 
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Table 4.7 Aver.age number of fragments per holding. per hectare and 
average size of fragments of the selected farms in 1983-84 

Size group 

Less than 1.00 
1.00 - 2.00 
Above 2.00 
Over all average 

Less than 1.00 
1.00 - 2.00 
Above 2.00 
Over all average 

Less than 1.00 
1.00 - 2.00. 
Above 2.00 
Over all average 

· Average number of fragments 
Per Per hectare of 

holding area hold 

3.20 
5.25 
8.98 
5.20 

3.31 
6.90 

10.83 
6.69 

3.22 
5~65 

9.38 
5.50 

Coochbehar 

Jalpaiguri 

Districts Combined 

6.05 
3.67 
2.85 
3.65 

5.14 
5.05 
2.91 
3.92 

5.88 
4.00 
2.88 
3.71 

Average size of 
fragments 

( ha) 

0.17 
0.27 
0.35 
0.27 

0.20 
0.20 
0.34 
0.26 

0.17 
0.25 
0.35 
0.27 

32 
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Table 4.8 Percentage of net irrigated area to total ·cultivated 
area and gross irrigated area to gross cropped 

area under selected farms in 1983-84 

·Size Net irrigated Net irrigated Gross Gross Gross irri-
group area (ha) area as per- irrigated cropped gated area as 

centage to area ( ha) area percentages 
total culti- to gross 
vated area cropped area 

Coochbehar· 

Less than 1.00 18.44 41.97 21.20 75.38 28.12 
1.00 - 2.00 29.13 31.39 33.59 138.30 24.29 
Above 2.00 35.45 26.21 43.48 180.66 24.07 
Total 83.02 30.52 98.27 394.34 24.92 

Jalpaiguri 

Less than 1.00 3.24 31.40 5.96 21.29 27.99 
1.00 - 2.00 9.92 34.58 19.33 50.59 38.21 
Above 2.00 7.33 16.38 14.17 64.74 21.89 
Total 20.49 24.46 39.46 136.62 28.88 

Districts Combined 

Less than 1.00 21.68 39.96 27.16 96.67 28.10 
1.00 - 2.00 39.05 32.14 52.92 188.89 28.02 
Above 2.00 42.78 23.76 57.65 245.40 23.49 
Total 103.51 29.09 . 137.73 530.96 25.94 
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Table 4.9 Net irrigated area under different 
tenures of selected farms in 1983-84. 

Size group 0'111 1 and Share rented All tenures 

Coochbehar 

Less than 1.00 17.28 (44.61) 1.16 (22.26) 18.44 ( 41.97) 
1.00 - 2.00 28.91 . ( 34. 97) 0.22 ( 2.17) 29.13 (31.39) 
Above 2.00 35.45 ( 26.42) 35.45 ( 26.21) 
Total 81.64 (31.94) 1.38 ( 8.39) )o, 83.02 (30.52) 

·Jalpa1gur1 

Less than 1.00 3.24 ( 34.95) 3.24 (31.40) 
1.00 ~ 2.00 9.80 (46.91) 0.12 (1.54) 9.92 (34.58) 
Above 2.00 7.33 ( 16.58) 7.33 (16.38) 
Total 20.37 ( 27 .39) 0.12 (1.28) 20.49 (24.46) 

Districts Combined 

Less than 1.00 20.52 (42.74) 1.16 (18.50) 21.68 .(39.96) 
1.00 - 2.00 38.71 (37.38) 0.34 ( 1.90) 39.05 ( 32.14) 
Above 2.00 42.78 (23.91) 42.78 ( 23.76) 
Total 102.51 ( 31.07) 1.50 ( 5.81) 103.51 (29.09) 

Note Figure in the paranthesis indicates the percentage to total 
cultivated area under individual size groups. 



Size group 

Less than 1.00 
1.00 - 2.00 
Above 2.00 
Total 

Less than 1.00 
1.00 - 2.00 
Above 2.00 
Total 

Less than 1.00 
1.00 - 2.00 
Above 2.00 
Total 

Table 4.10 Net irrigated area under different types 
of irrigation in selected farms during 1983-84. 

Net irrigated area (ha) 
Occassion~l Per~nnial 

Coochbehar 

17.33 ( 93.98) 
28.53 (97.94) 
28.34 (79. 94) 
74.20 ( 89.38) 

Jalpa1gur1 

2.98 ( 91.98) 
7.53 (75.91) 
5.53 ( 75.44) 

16.04 ( 78.28) 

Districts Combined 

20.31 ( 93.68) 
36.06 (92.34) 
33.87 ( 79.17) 
90~24 (87.18) 

1.11 ( 6.02) 
0.60 ( 2.06) 
7.11 (20.06) 
8.82 (10.62) 

0.26 ·( 8.02) 
2.39 (24.09) 
1.80 ( 24.56) 
4.45 (21.72) 

1.37 (-6.32) 
2.99 ( 7.66) 
8.91 (20.83) 

13.27 ( 12.82) 

Note Figure in the paranthesis indicates the percentage of land covered 
under e~ch type of irrigation to net irrigated area. 
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4.4.1 Irrigated area \IDder different tenures 

· Distribution of net irrigated area under different tenurial ··system 

in ·each of the size groups as well as its percentage to the total 

respective cultivated area are presented· in Table 4.9. The percentage 

of irrigated area to total cultivated area shows a tendency to decrease 

with the increase in farm size in case of owner operated land as well 

as in case of share rented lands. But the proportion of net irrigated 

area of the middle size group of farms is greater than that of smaller 

size group for Jalpaiguri in case of self operated land and which is 

observed. as an exception. ·Significant difference in the percentage . of 

irrigated area to total ·cultivated area is observed between the self 

cultivated and share rented lands. This indicates that owned and share 

rented lands of the selected farms in both the districts- are qualita

tively different from each other so far as irrigation. facility is 

concerned. 

4.4.2 Irrigated area \IDder different types of irrigation 

Irrigation system can .·be classified into two types by its nature. 

One is (i) perennial irrigation and other is (ii) occassional irrigation. 

Perennial irrigation implies the permanent source of · irrigation such as 

irrigation fro!Il River lift, Deep and Shallow Tube well etc. On the other 

hand occassional . irrigation is temporary one · and - arranged by the 

farmers for the time being and it becomes generally season bound. 

Irrigated area . under different types of irrigation is each of the 

individual groups of the selected farms has been presented in Table 

4.10. It become evident from the Table 4.10 that roughly 13 per cent 

of irrigated area, on an average, is of permanent nature. Irrigated area 

from perennial source is inversely related with the size of farms in 

both the districts with an exception of middle size group in 

Coochbehar. 

4. 5 Cropping intensity 

Land is a scarce resource and can not be increased. But crop area 

can be increased by multiple cropping. Degree of multiple cropping is 
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judged by cropping intensity. Table 4.11 reveals the . intensity of 

cropping. in operated land held under different tenurial· system and in 

each of the individual size groups of selected farms. The average 

cropping intensity of the combined districts is noted to· be 1.49. Table 

4.11 shows that the· intensity of cropping bears a negative correspon

dence with the size of farm in own operated as well as in share rented 

lands. It becomes also obvious from the Table that cropping intensity 

in self cultivated land is greater than that of lease hold land. The 

cropping intensity irrespective of tenurial status is observed to be 

higher in Jalpaiguri than Coochbehar district. 

4.6 Cropping pattern 

Climate, Soil, Water and Market accessibility ·along with other 

factors regulate the cropping pattern of an area. A comprehensive view 

on utilisation of land under various crops in three main crop-seasons 

namely, pre-kharif, Kharif, followed by Rabi-Boro Season is presented 

in this section. Distribution of area under different crops of the 

selected farms is dis played in Table 4.12. Paddy accounts for. roughly 

62 per cent of pre-kharif area under the selected farms. Jute is the 

second important crop in pre-kharif season. Mesta which is also a 

fibre crop occupies third place in pre-kharif crop area of the selected 

farms. Other crops such as Kaun, Pulses and Vegetables are less 

important in pre-kharif season so far as area under these crops are 

concerned. Between the selected . districts a difference in cropping 

pattern· is, however, noted. Proportion of area under paddy is found to 

be higher in Coochbehar. But percentage share of HYV paddy in the 

season· is noted higher at Jalpaiguri district. Proportion of area under 

Jute is also shown higher in Jalpaiguri than that of Coochbehar. The 

Kaun (small millets) occupies a better place in the crop profile of 

pre-kharif season. In kharif season paddy accounts for, on an average, 

above 94 per cent of kharif area under the smaple farms. Pulse is the 

second important crop for Coochbehar in kharif season. Vegetables and 

Til are noted to be cultivated in Coochbehar in kharif season but the 

area devoted under these crops are observed .to oo:negligible. Remarkable 

difference between the selected districts in crop pattern in kharif 
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Table 4.11 Intensity .of cropping in land held 
under different tenures in 1983-84. 

Size 0\rll Share rented ·All system of 
group lands lands cultivation 

Coochbehar 

Less than 1.00 1.74 1.54 1.72 
1.00 - 2.00 1.52 1.19 1.49 
Above 2.00 1.34 1.05 1.34 
All .groups combined 1.46 1.29 1.45 

Jalpa1gur1 

Less than 1.00 2.10 1.75 2.06 
1.00 - 2.00 1.90 1.39 1.76 
Above 2.00 1.45 1.00 1.45 
All groups combined 1.66 1.41 1.63 

Districts Combined 

Less than 1.00 1.81 1.57 1.78 
1.00 - 2.00 1.60 1.28 1.55 
Above 2.00 1.37 1.04 1.36 
All groups combined 1.50 1.33 1.49 
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Table 4.12 Distribution of area under different crops in 1983-84 
( in hectares) 

Crop season Coochbehar Jalpaiguri Districts combined 

A. Pre-Khar1f 
1. Paddy ( Loca 1) 81.62 (55.55) 17.57 (40.89) 99.19 (52.23) 
2. P. addy ( HYV ) 11.35 ( 7.72) 6.27 (14.59) 17.62 ( 9.28) 
3. Jute (Capsularis) 24.74 (16.84) 11.61 (27.02) 36.35 (19.14) 
4. Jute (Olitorius) 16.56 ( 11.27) 6.19 (14.41) 22.75 (11.98) 
5. Mesta 6.14 ( 4.18) 0.33 ( 0.77) 6.47 ( 3.41) 
6. Kaun (small millet) 4.60 ( 3.13) 0.04 ( 0.09) 4~64 ( 2.44) 
7. Other pulses 1.47 ( 1.00) 0.13 ( 0.30) 1.60 ( 0.84) 
8. Moong 0.06 ( 0.14) 0.06 ( 0.03) 
9. Chilly 0.06 ( 0.04) 0.14 ( 0.33) 0.20 ( 0.11) 
10. Bhi ndi 0.36 ( 0.25) 0.20 ( 0.47) 0.56 ( 0.29) 
11. Pumpkin 0.03 ( 0.02) 0.03 ( 0.02) 
12. Arum 0.26 ( 0.61) 0.26 ( 0.14) 
13. Sweet Potato 0.17 ( 0.38) 0.17 ( 0.09) 

Total 146,93 ( 100,00) 42.97 (100.00) 189.90 (100.00) 

B. Khar1f 
1. Paddy ( Loca 1) 149.12 (87.32) 54.73 ( 75.82) 203.85 (83.90) 
2. Paddy ( HYV) 8.68 ( 5.08) 16.83 (23.32) 25.51 (10.50) 
3. Brinjal 0.26 ( 0.15) 0.26 ( o. 11 ) 
4. Chilly 0.04 ( 0.02) 0.04 ( 0.02) 
5. Til (Sesame) 0.26 ( o. 15) 0.26 ( o. 11 ) 
6. Pulses 12.42 ( 7.28) 0.62 ( 0.86) 13.04 ( 5.36) 

Total 170.78 (100.00) 72.18 ( 100.00) 242.96 (100.00) 

c. Rab1-8oro 
1. Tobacco {Rustica) 45.41 (59.26) 11.69 {54.45) 57.10 { 58.21) 
2. Nicotina Tabacum 20.40 (26.62) 20.40 (20.80) 
3. Potato 1.25 ( 1.63) 1.25 ( 5.82) . 2.50 ( 2.55) 
4. Barley 1.22 ( 1.59) 1.22 { 1.24) 
5. Wheat 3.98 ( 5.19) . 4.19 ( 19.52) 8.17 ( 8.33) 
6. Mustard 2.65 { 3.46) 3.12 . . ( 14.53) 5.77 { 5.88) 
7. Boro Paddy 1.24 . ( 1.62) 1.24 ( 1.26) 
8. Chilly 0.26 ( 0.34) 0.06 ( 0.28) 0.32 ( 0.33) 
9. Cabbage 0.22 ( 0.29) 0.33 ( 1.53) . 0.55 ( 0.56) 
10. Brinjal 0.27 ( 1.26) 0.27 ( 0.28) 
11. Tomato 0.13 ( 0.61) 0.13 ( 0.13) 
12. B i ttergourd 0.43 ( 2~00) 0.43 ( 0.44) 

Total 76.63 ~100.00} 21.47 ~100.00} 98.10 ~100.00} 

Note Figure in the paranthesis indicates the percentage of respective totals 
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. season has been observed. In Rabi-Boro season Tobacco tops the list of 

crops produced in this season. 

Tobacco, Wheat, . Mustard and Potato together account for, en an 

average, 96 per cent of rabi-boro area under the selected farms. 

Coochbehar occupies a place of pride in regard to area devoted to 

Tobacco (86 per cent) .crop. Tabacco area of Jalpaiguri is noted ~e 54 

per cent of rabi-area of the sample farms. The proportion of area 

shared by Wheat, Mustard and Potato are noted to vary significantly 

between the districts. Barley and Bora Paddy are noted to be grown in 

Coochbehar district only. Among other crops grown on the same farms, 

winter vegetables are noted to . be grown in both the districts accounting 

for, on an average, roughly 2 per cent of total. rabi-boro area of the 

selected farms. It also becomes evident from the Table 4.12 that 

percentage share of area under winter vegetables is varied remarkbly 

between the districts. 

4.6.1 Cropping pattern· on irrigated lands 

The influence of irrigation facilities on crop.ping pattern has been 

studied in Table 4.13. HYV Paddy is the main irrigated crop in pre

kharif as well as kharif season. Corresponding share of this crop in 

the seasons is around 53 and 98 per cent of total irrigated crops. Jute 

is the second important irrigated cro·p in pre-:-kharif season accounting 

for roughly 45 per cent of total irrigated crops, on an average, as is 

observed from Table 4.13. Irrigation facilities have a marginal impact 

on summer veget~bles cultivation as is evident from the said Table. 

Tobacco and Wheat together account· for roughly 95 per cent of irrigated 

area of the sample farms, though the relative shares of irrigated area 

under tobacco . and Wheat; however, differ significantly between the 

districts. 

Bora Paddy ·is noted to be grown only in Coochbehar district. 

Though the relative share of area under Bora Paddy to total rabi-boro 

irrigated area is meagre but the crop is grown only in irrigated 

condition. Mustard, Potato and winter vegetables are observed to grow 

under irrigated condition but the relative share of the irrigated area 

of these crops are not remarkbly significant. 
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Table 4.13 Distribution of area under irrigated crops in 1983-84 

Name of the Crops Coochbehar Jalpaiguri Districts cbmbined 

A. Pre-Kharif 
1. Paddy (HYV) 11.35 (51.50) 6.27 {56.33) 17.62 (53.12) 
2. Bhiridi 0.36 ( 1.63) 0.20 ( 1.80) 0.56 ( 1.69) 
3. Chi 11 i 0.06 ( 0.27) 0~ 14 ( 1.26) 0.20 ( 0.60) 
4~ Pumpkin 0.03 . ( 0.14) 0.03 ( 0 .09) 
5. Jute 10.24 (46.46) 4.52 (40.61) 14.76 (44.50) 

Total 22.04 (100~00) 11.13 ( 100.00) 33.17 (100.00) 

B. Khar1f 
1. Paddy ( HYV) · 8.68 ( 96.66) 11.13 ( 100.00) 19.81 (98.51) 
2. Brinjal 0.26 ( 2 .89) 0.26 ( 1.29) 
3. Chilli 0.04 ( 0.45) 0.04 ( 0.20) 

Total 8.98 ( 100.00) 11. 13 ( 100.00) 20.11 {100.00) 

c. Rab1-aoro 
1. Tobacco 62.20 ( 92 .49) 11.69 (·67 .97) 73.89 (87.50) 
2. Potato 0.02 ( 0.03) 0.59 ( 3.43) 0.61 ( 0.72) 
3. Wheat 3.18 ( 4.73} 2.98 ( 17.33) 6.16 ( 7.29) 
4. Mustard 0.99 ( 5.76) 0.99 ( 1.17} 
5. Boro Paddy 1.24 ( 1.84) 1.24 ( 1.47) 
6. Chilli 0.26 ( 0.39) 0.06 ( 0 • .35) 0.32 ( 0.38) 
7. · Cabbage 0.22 ( 0.33) . 0.33 ( 1.92) 0.55 ( 0.65) 
8. Barley 0.13 ( 0.19} . 0.13 ( 0.15) 
9. Tomato 0.13 ( 0.76) 0.13 { o. 15) 

10. Bitterguard 0.43 ( 2.50) 0.43 ( 0.51) 

Total 67.25 (100.00} 17.20 ( 100.00} 84.45 ( 100.00) 

Note Figure in the paranthesis indicates the percentage of respective totals 
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Distribution of irrigated area under different crops in each of the 

size groups of selecteq holding is displayed in Table 4.14. Highest 

proportion of total irrigated kharif area has been devoted to paddy by 

all the size groups of selected farms indicating that the farmers prefer 

paddy in kharif season irresi>ective of their economic position. Table 

4.14 also reveals ·that relatively -higher percentage of pre-kharif area 

is devoted to jute and- relatively smaller percentage to Paddy by the 

larged sized farms as compared to small sized ones with an exception 

of middle sized. farms. This implies that large sized farms prefer jute 

than paddy as -irrigated kharif crop while. small sized ones attach 

great importance to paddy in pre-kharif season but middle sized farms 

are akin to the behaviour of later groups in both the districts. On an 

average, the proportion of total Rabi-Boro area devoted to wheat is 

found to have an erratic relation with farm size. The proportion of 

irrigated area under Tobacco in Coochbehar is noted. to be by and large 

unchanged with the farm size. 

4.6.2 Cropping pattern on unirrigated lands 

Distribution of area under unirrigated crops is set out in Table 

4.15. Paddy and Jute are main pre-kharif crops grown in rainfed in 

the selected farms of the districts. These two crops together accounts 

for around 92 per cent of unirrigated pre-kharif area of the sample 

farms. Next important pre-kharif crops are Mesta, Kaun followed by 

pulses in the districts. The percentage shares of rainfed area of _ these 

crops in Jalpaiguri are reported negligible. Pre-kharif vegetables is 

noted to be grown in unirrigated condition only in Jalpaiguri. In kharif 

season unirrigated paddy and pulses together cover about 100 per cent 

unirrigated area . under kharif. The relative share of kharif pulses 

differs significantly between two selected districts. In Jalpaiguri 

relatively smaller area under pulses than that of Coochbehar is noted. 

A negligible area under Til in unirrigated condition is allocated to 

Coochbehar only in kharif . season. Mustard is leading unirrigated Rabi 

Crop in the districts as is evident from the Table 4.15. In Jalpaiguri 

no area under Tobacco and barley has been allocated in unirrigated 

condition ·while winter vegetables claim -such position in Coochbehar. 

Tobacco is reported to be the most important unirrigated Rabi Crop in 

Coochbehar district as well. Potato is the next important unirrigated 

• • ' ' .. ":~ :· • - • I 



Table 4.14 : Distribution of area und~i different irrigated crops 
in various size groups of selected·farms in 1983-84 

Name of the Coochbehar · Jal~aiguri 
Crops Less than 1.00-2.00 Above Total Less than 1.00-2.00 Above Total 

1.00 2.00 1.00 2.00 

A. Pre-khar1f 
1. Paddy 2.33 . 4.97 4.05 11.35 1.76 3.98 0.58 6.27 

(57.25) ( 98-.81) ( 31.30) (51.50) ( 94.62) (64.61) (17.04) (56~33) 

2. Jute 1. 74 - 8.50 10.24 - 2.12 2.40 4.52 
(42.75) - (65.54) (46.46) - {34.42) (77.17) (40.61) 

3. Vegetables - 0.06 0.39 0.45 0.10 0.06 0.18 0.34 
(1.19) (3.16) (2.04) . ( 5.38) ( o. 97) (5.79) (3.06) 

Total 4.07 5.03 12.94 22 .• 04 1.86 6.16 3.11 11.13 

B. Khar1f 
1. Paddy 1.78 3.85 3.05 8.68 0.66 5.98 4.49 11.13 

(97.80) (100.00) ( 92.15) ( 96.66) . ( 100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00) 

2. Vegetables 0.04 - 0.26 0.30 - - - -
(2.20) - (7.85) ( 3.34) - - ":' -

Total 1.82 3.85 3.31 8.98 0.66 5.98 4.49 11.13 

(in hectares) 

Districts Combined 
Less than 1.00-2.00 Above Total 

1.00 

4.09 
( 68. 97) 

1. 74 
(29.34) 

0.10 
(1.69) 

5.93 

2.44 
( 98.38) 

0.04 
(1.62) 

2.48 

2.00 

8.95 4.58 17.62 
(79. 98) (28.54) (53. 12) 

2.12 10.90 14.76 
( 18.95) (67.91) (44.50) 

0'.12 0.57 0.79 
( 1. 07) (3.55) ·(2.38) 

11.19 16.05 33.17 

9.83 7.54 19.81 
(100.00) (96.66) ( 98.51) 

- 0.26 0.30 
- ( 3.34) (1.49) 

9.83 7.80 20.11 

Continued on the next page 
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. Table 4.14 Continued 

Name of the 
Crops 

c. Rabi-8oro 
1. Tobacco 

2. Potato 

3. Wheat 

4. Mustard 

5. Boro Paddy 

6. Vegetables 

7. Barley 

Total 

. ' 
Coochbehar JaiEaiguri Districts Combined 

Less than 1.00-2.00 Above Total Less than 1.00-2.00 Above Total Less than 1.00-2.00 Above 
1.00 2.00 1.00 2.00 1.00 2.00 

13.80 23.39 2_5.01 62.20 3.11 4.66 3.92 11.69 16.91 28.05 28.93 
{ 90.14) { 94.66) ( 91.85) {92.49) (90.41) {64.81) (59.67)- (67.97) ( 90.19) (88.03) {85.59) 

- - 0.02 0.02 - 0.10 0.49 0.59 - . 0.10 0.51 
{ 0.07) (0.03) - {1.39) . (7 .46) { 3.43) - ( 0.31) (1.51) 

1.12 0.55 1. 51 3.18 0.33 1.15 1.50 2.98 1.45 .1. 70 3.01 
(7.32) (2.23) (5.55) {4.73) (9.59) (15.99) (22.83) (17.33) (7.73) (5.33) ( 8. 91) 

- - - - - 0.72 0.27 0.99 - 0.72 0.27 
{10.01) ( 4.11) ( 5. 76) - (2.26) ( 0.80) . 

- 0.77 0.47 1.24 - - - - - 0.77 0.47 
(3.11) (1.73) ( 1.84) - - - - - (2.41) (1.39) 

0.26 - 0.22 0.48 - 0.56 0.39 0.95 0.26 0.56 0.61 
(1.70) - (0.80) { o. 72) - { 7 .80) (5.93) ( 5.51) (1.39) ( 1. 66) (1.80) 

0.13 - - 0.13 - - - - 0.13 - -
( 0.84) - - (0.19) - - - - (0.69) - -
15.31 24.71 27.23 67.25 3.44 7.1 ~ 6.5 7 17.20 18.75 31.90 33.80 

Note : Figure in the· paranthesis indicates.the ·percentage of respective totals 

Total 

73.89 
{ 87 .50) 

0.61 
( o. 72) 

6.16 
(7.29) 

0.99 
(1.17) 

1.24 
(1.47) 

1.43 
(1.70) 

0.13 
( o. 15) 

84.45 

~ 
~ 
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Table 4.15 Distribution of·area under unirrigated crops in 1983-84 
(in hectares) 

Name of the crops Coochbehar Jalpaiguri Districts combined 

A. Pre-Kharif 
1. Paddy 81.62 ( 65~35) 15.57 (55.18) 99.19 (63.29) 
2. Jute 31.06 ( 24.87) 13.28 (41.71) 44.34 ( 28.29) 
3. Mesta 6.14 ( 4.92) 0.33 ( 1.04) 6.47 ( 4.13) 
4. Kaun (small millet) 4.60 ( 3.68) 0.04 l o. 13) 4.64 ( 2.96) 
5. Kalai (black9ram) 1.47 ( 1.18) 0.13 ( 0.41) 1.60 ( 1.02) 
6 •. Other Pulses 0.06 ( 0.19) 0.06 ( 0.04) 
7. Vegetables 0.43 ( 1.34) 0.43 ( 0.27) 

Total 124.89 ( 100.00) 31.84 (100.00) 156.73 (100.00) 

B. Khar1f 
1. Paddy 149.12 { 92.16) 60.43 ( 98.98) 209.55 { 94.03) 
2. Ti 1 {Sesame) 0.26 ( 0.16) 0.26 ( 0.12) 
3. · Kalai {blackgram) 12.42 { 7.68) 0.62 { 1.02) 13.04 { 5.85) 

Total 161.80 {100.00) 61~05 {100.00) 222.85 {100.00) 

c. Rab1-8oro 
1. Tobacco 3.61 { 38.49) 3.61 {26.45) 
2. Potato . 1.23 (13.11) 0.66 (15.46) 1.89 ( 13.85) 
3. Barley 1.09 {11.62) 1.09 ( 7.99) 
4. Wheat 0.80 ( 8.53) 1.21 ( 28.34) 2.01 (14.73) 
5. Mustard 2.65 (28.25) 2.13 { 49.88) 4.78 {35.02) 
6. Vegetables 0.27 ( 6.32) 0.27 ( 1.96) 

Total 9.38 (100~00) 4.27 ( 100.00) 13.65 (100.00) 

Note Figure in the paranthesis indicates the percentage of respective totals 
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Rabi crop followed by , Wheat for Coochbehar. Contrary position has 

been observed regarding these crops in Jalpaiguri district. 

Distribution of unirrigated area under different crops in each of 

the individual size groups is depicted in Table 4.16 to examine the 

inter group variation in cropping pattern, if any, under rainfed 

condition within the sample farms. In pre-kharif season small sized 

farms are noted to place relatively more emphasis on paddy production 

and relatively less emphasis on Jute production · under unirrigated 

condition as compared to larged sized farms in. both the districts which 

corroborates with the earlier finding obtained in case of these two 

crops grown under irrigated condition. Paddy, is seen the leading kharif 

crop for all the siz~ groups in rainfed condition as is visualised in 

irrigated condition. Pulses is, however, n·oted to be grown without 

irrigation in the districts. No correspondence between relative area 

share of Mustard under unirrigated condition and size of farms has . 

found in case of Jalpaiguri. However, a positive correspondence between 

the relative area share of Mustard under unirrigated condition and size 

of farms is noted for Coochbehar. Table 4.16 reveals no clear cut 

relation between the area share of Wheat and- fa~m size. Tobacco under 

unirrigated condition is noted to grow only in Coochbehar district 

having an inverse relationship with the size · of farms •. On the whole, 

around 14% unirrigated Rabi area is devoted to Potato. Larged size 

farms have allocated relatively higher proportion of unirrigated Rabi 

area to Potato as is obvious from the Table 4.16. Rainfed vegetables 

are grown only in Jalpaiguri and barley in Coochbehar as evident from 

the aforesaid Table. 

4.6.3 Cropping pattern on owned and rented lands 

The cropping pattern on owned and rented lands is displayed in 

Table 4.17 and Table 4.18. Paddy occupies, on an average, around 90 

per cent and 97 per cent of total area under food crops on owned and 

. rented lands respectively. Variation in the pattern of cultivation of food 

crops between owned and rented lands is noted. It is interesting to note 

that only paddy is grown in the rented lands of the Jalpaiguri district. 

In two selected districts the rented land is found to mostly use in 



Tabl~ 4.16 : Distribution of area under ·unirrigated crops 
in various size groups of selected farms in 1983-84 

Name of the Coochbehar JalEaiguri 
Crops Less than 1.00-2.00 Above Total Less than 1.00-2.00 Above Total 

1.00 2.00 1.00 2.00 

A. Pre-khar1f 
1. Paddy 19.58 26.42 35.62 81.62 3.51 7.07 6.99 17.57 

( 72.28) (58.16) (68.02) (65.35) (51.09) (60.02) (52.99) (55.18) 

2. Jute 4.38 14.79 11.89 31.06 3.36 4.20 5.72 13.28 
(16.17) (32.56) (22.70) ( 24.87) (48.91) (35.65) ( 43.37) (41.71) 

3. Mesta 1.45 1. 96 2.73 6.14 - 0.20 0.13 0.38 
( 5. 35) (4.31) ( 5. 21 ) (4.9?) - (1.70) (0.99) (1.04) 

4. Khun 1.41 1.66 1.53 4.60 - - 0.04 . 0.04 
(small millet) ( 5.20) ( 3.65) ( 2.92) ( 3.68) - - ( 0.30) ( o. 13) 

5. Pulses 0.27 0.60 0.60 1.47 - 0.13 0.06 0.19 
(1.00) (1.32) (1.15) (1.18) - (1.10) (0.45) ( o. 54) 

6. Vegetables - - - - - 0.18 0.25 . 0.43 
(1.53) (1.86) (1.34) 

Total 27.09 45.43 52.37 124.89 6.87 . 11.78 13.19 31.84 

Less than 
1.00 

23.09 
(67 .99) 

7.74 
(22.79) 

1.45 . 
(4.27) 

1.41 
( 4.15) 

0.27 
(0.80) 

-
-

33.96 

(in hectares) 

Districts Combined 
1.00-2.00 Above Total 

2.00 

33.49 42.61 99.19 
'( 58.54) (64.99) (63.29) 

18.99 17.61 44.34 
(33.19) (26.86) . (28.29) 

2.16 2.86 6.47 
(3.78) (4.36) (4.13) 

1.66 1.57 4.64 
(2.90) (2.39) ( 2. 96) 

. 0.73 0.66 1.66 
(1~28) ( 1. 01) (1.06) 

0.18 0.25 0.43 
( o. 31) (0.38) ( 0.27) 

57.21 65.56 156.73 --
Continued on the next page 
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Table 4.16 Continued. 

Name of the Coochbehar JalEaiguri Districts Combined 
Crops Less than 1.00-2.00 Above Total Less than 1.00-2.00 Above Total Less than 1.00-2.00 Above Total 

1.00 2.00 1.00 2.00 1.00 2.00 

B. Kharif 
1. Paddy 22.28 50.04 76.80 149.12 7.22 17.58 35.63 60.43 29.50 67.62 112.43 209.55 

( 93.50) (89.42) (93.65) ( 92.16) (98.63) (98.16) (99.43) ( 98.98) (94.70) ( 91.54) (95.42) (94.03) 

2. Til (Sesame) - 0.26 - 0.26 - - - - - 0~26 - 0.26 
( 0.47) - (0.16) . - - - - - ( 0.35) - ( o. 12) 

3. Kala1 (black gram) 1.55 5.66 5.21 12.42 0.10 0.33 0.19 0.62 1.65 5.99 5.40 13.04 
( 6. 50) (10.11) (6.35) ( 7. 68) ( 1. 37) (1.84) (0.53) (1.02) (5.30) ( 8. 11) (4.58) (5.85) 

Total 23.83 55.96 82.01 161.80 7.32 17.91 35.82 61.05 31.15 73.87 117.83 222.85 

C. Rab1-8oro 
1. Tobac.co 2.24 0.97 0.40 3.61 - - - - 2.24 0.97 0.40 3.61 

( 68.71) (30.50) . ((13.61) (38.49) - - - - (50. 91) (20.38) (8.91) (26.45) 

2. Potato 0.14 0.10 0.99 1.23 0.08 0.08 0.50 0.66 0.22 0.18 1.49 1.89 
(4.29) ( 3.14) ( 33.67) (13.11) ( 7.02) ( 5.06) (32.26) (15.46) ( 5.00) (3.78) (33.18) 13.85) 

3. Barley 0.07 0.95 0.07 1.09 - - - - 0.07 0.95 0.07 1.09 
( 2. 15) (29.87) (2.38) (11.62) - - - - ( 1. 59) (19.96) (1.56) ( 7. 99) 

· · 4. ·Wheat 0.28 0.28 0.24 0.80 0.46 0.49 0.26 1.21 0.74 0.77 0.50 2.01 
( 8. 59) ( 8.81) ( 8.16) ( 8.53) {40.35) ( 31.01) (16.77) (28.34) (16~82) (16.18) (11.14) (14.73) 

5. Mustard 0.53 0.88 1.24 2.65 0.60 0.74 0.79 2.13 1.13 1.62 2.03 4.78 
{16.26) (27.67) {42.18) (28.25) (52.63) (46.84) {50.97) (49.88) {25.68) {34.03) (45.21) {35.02) 

6 ... , Vegetables - - - - - 0.27 . - 0.27 - 0.27 - 0.27 
(17.09) - ( 6.32) - ( 5.67) - (1.96) 

Total 3.26 3.18 2.94 9.38 1.14 1.58 1.55 4.27 4.40 4.76 4.49 13.65 

Notes : Figures in the parantheses indicate the percentages of respective totals 



Name of the 
Crops 

A. Food Crops 
1. Paddy 

2. Potato 

3. Barley 

4. Wheat 

5. Kaun 

6. Pulses 

7. Vegetables 

Total 

Table 4.17: Distribution of area under crops on owned land in various size groups of selected farms in 1983-84. 
{in hectares) 

Coochbehar Jaleaiguri Districts Combined 
Less than 1.00-2.00 Above Total Less than 1.00-2.00 Above Total Less than 1.00-2.00 Above Total 

1.00 2.00 1.00 2.00 1 ~00 2.00 

40.30 75.22 118.96 234.48 11.55 24.21 4 7.11 82.87 51.85 99.43 169.07 317.35 
{ 89.64) {88.59) {91.51) { 90.23) { 91.52) {88.00) { 92.34) { 90.92) { 90.05) {88.45) {91.74) { 90.41) 

0.04 0.10 1. 01 1.15 0.08 0.18 0.99 1.25 0.12 0.28 2.00 2.40 
{ 0.09). { 0.12) { 0.78) { 0.44) { 0.63) { 0. 65) { 1. 94) {1.37) {0.21) { 0.25) 1.10) { 0.68) 

0,20 0.05 0.07 1.22 - - - - 0.20 0.95 0.07 1.22 
{ 0.44) {1.12) { 0.05) {0.47) . - - - - {0.35) { 0.85) {0.04) {0.35) 

1.27 0.66 1.75 3.68 0.79 1.64 1.76 . 4.19 2.06 2.30 3.51 7.87 
{2.82) { o. 78) {1.35) { 1.42) {6.26) { 5. 96) { 3.45) {4.60) {3.58) {2.05) {1.94) {2.24) 

1.41 1.66 1.53 4.60 - - 0.04 0.04 1.41 1.66 1.57 4.64 
{ 3.14) { 1. 96) {1.18) {1.77) - - {0.08) {0.04) {2.45) {1.48) {0.87) {1.32) 

1.44 6.26 5.81 13.51 0.10 0.41 0.30 0.81 1.54 6.67 6.11 14.32 
{ 3.20) { 7 .37) ( 4.47) (5.20) (0.79) ( 1.49) ( 0.59) ( 0.89) (2.67) . ( 5. 93) (3.38) (4.08) 

0.30 0.06 0.87 1.23 0.10 1.07 0.82 1.99 0.40 1.13 1.69 3.22 
{ 0.67) {0.07) { 0.67) {0.47) (0.79) (3.89) {1.61) ( 2.18) { 0.69) ( 1. 01 ) { o. 93) { o. 92) 

44.96 84.91 130.00 259.87 12.62 27.51 51.02 91.15 57.58 112.42 181~02 351.02 
{100.00) ( 1 00.00) ( 100.00) ( 100.00) {100.00) {100.00) (100.00) ( 100.00) . (100.00) ( 100.00) (100.00) . (100.00) 

Continued on the next page 
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Table 4.17 Continued 

Name of the Coochbehar Jal~aiguri 

Crops .. Less than 1.00-2.00 Above Total Less than 1.00-2.00 Above Total Less than 
1.00 2.00 1.00 2.00 1.00 

B. 011 Seeds 
1. Mustard 0.53 0.76 1.24 2.53 0.60 1.46 1.06 3.12 1.13 

(100.00) ( 100.00) ( 100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00) ( 100.00) (100.00) (100.00) 

c. F1bre Crops 
1. Jute/Mesta 7.17 16.09 22.99 46.25 3.10 6.19 8.25 17.54 10.27 

(100.00) ( 100.00) (100.00) (1oo.po) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00) 

o. Narcotic Crops 
1. Tobacco 14.72 24.30 25.41 64.43 3.11 4.60 3.92 11.63 17.83 

(100.00) (100.00) ( 100.00) (100.00) (100.00) ( 100.00) ( 100.00) (100.00) ( 100.00) 

Notes : Figures in the parantheses indicat~ per~entages of respective totals 

Districts Combined 
1.00-2.00 Above 

2.00 

2.22 2.30 
(100.00) ( 100.00) 

22.28 31.24 
(100.00) (100.00) 

28.90 29.33 
(100.00) ( 100.00) 

Total 

5.65 
( 1 oo. 00) 

63.79 
( 100.00) 

76.06 
(100.00) 

C11 
0 



Table 4.18: Distribution of area under different crops on rented lands 
in various size groups of selected farms in 1983-84 

(in hectares) 

Name of the Coochbehar JalEaiguri Districts Combined 
Crops Less than 1.00-2.00 Above Total Less than 1.00-2.00 Above Total Less than 1.00-2.00 ·Above Total 

1.00 2.00 1.00 2.00 1.00 2.00 

A. Food Crops 
1. Paddy 5.67 10.83 1.03 17.53 1.60 10.40 0.53 12.53 7.27 21.23 . 1.56 30.06 

( 90.29) ( 96.18) ( 100.00) ( 94.40) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00) ( 92.26) . ( 98.01) (100.00) ( 96.66) 

2. Potato 0.10 - - 0.10 - - - - 0.10 - - 0.10 
(1.59) - - ( o. 54) - - - - ( 1.27) - - ( 0.32) 

3. Wheat 0.13 0.17 - 0.30 - - - - 0.13 0.17 - 0.30 
( 2.07) ( 1. 51) - (1.62) - - - - (1.65) (0.78) - (0.96) 

4. Miscellaneous 0.38 0.26 - 0.64 - - - - 0.38 0.26 - 0.64 
( 6.05) ( 2. 31) - ( 3.44) - - - - ( 4.82) ( 1 • 21 ) - ( 2.06) 

Total 6.28 11.26 1.03 18.57 1.60 10.40 0.53 12.53 7.88 21.66 1.56 31.10 
(100.00) ( 100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00) ( 100.00) 

B. Oil Seeds 
1. Mustard - 0.12 - 0.12 - - - - - 0.12 - 0.12 

( 100.00) - (100.00) - - - - - (100.00) - ( 100.00) 

c. Fibre Crops 
1. Jute 0.40 0.66 0.13 1.19 0.26 0.33 - 0.59 0.66 0.99 0.13 1. 78 

( 100.00) (100.00) ( 100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00) - ( 100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00) 

D. Cash Crops 
1. Tobacco 1.32 0.06 - 1.38 - 0.06 - 0.06 1.32 0.12 - 1.44 

( 100.00) (100.00) - ( 100.00) - (100.00) - ( 100.00) (100.00) (100.00) - ( 100.00) 

Note : Figures in the parantheses indicate percentages of respective totals 
c.n 
1-" 



52 

growing paddy. No remarkable inter-district and inter-size variation in 

the cropping pattern of food crops in owned land is, however, noted. 

Mustard· is the only Oil Seed crop grown mainly in the owned lands. Of 

the Fibre crops, Jute is noted to be the most important crop both on 

owned as well as rented lands. Only Tobacco is observed to be grown 

as narcotic crop in the sample farms. Pattern of allocation of land 

under Tobacco in owned as well as rented lands is indifferent in the 

districts. It is obvious from the Table 4.18 that small sized farms 

allocate relatively higher area under Tabocco in rented lands as 

compared to larged sized farms. 

4. 7 Farm investment 

Self operated land, farm and irrigation equipments as well as farm 

machineries along with drought animals contribute to the investment of a 

holding. Wooden plough, hoe, Sickles etc. farm implements are 

reportedly present in the selected farms. Besides, hand operated 

sprayer is also found available. Manual operated temporary irrigation 

structure is predominant over the perennial ones like Pumpset, Shaliow 

Tubewell etc. in both the districts. And investment towards this head 

of accounts is noted to be relatively little. Of the drought animals, use 

of bullock labour for cultivation is in vouge in the districts. Only one 

farm is reportedly used buffalo as drought animal in the sample farms. 

However, a few, though negligible in proportion of total farmers, 

reportedly used Milch Cow as drought animal for farming operation as 

because no drought animals is reportedly available to them. 

Average investment per farm and per hectare as well as the 

distribution of total investment among different components in each of 

the individual size groups of the selected farms are set out in Tables 

4.19 and 4.20 respectively. 

Per farm investment, on an average is around Rs. 22365. Average 

per farm investment is high in Jalpaiguri and low in Coochbehar. 

Similarly per hectare investment of the sample farms, on an average, 

also high in Jalpaiguri. Interdistrict disparity in per farm as well as 

per hectare investment is due to variation in expenditure on. implements 

& machinery and drought animals. Inter district difference in land 



Table 4.1.9: Value of Farm Assets per farm in various size groups in 1983-84 (in Rs.) 

Item Coochbehar Jal2aiguri 
· Less than 1.00-2.00. Above A 11 groups Less than 1.00-2.00 Above All groups Less than 

1.00 2.00 combined 1.00 2.00 combined '1.00 

Self cultivated Land 6370.35 17587.86 43300.44 18501.91 7228.44 14892.86 56051.25 22469.80 . 6590.03 

Farm implements & 247.29 423.88 722.03 417.27 266.25 759.88 1377.92 750.05 250.35 
Machinery 

Irrigation eq.aipments - 89.62 326.74 104.06 - 428.57 916.67 408.16 -
& Machinery 

Drought animals 527.95 1163.85 2141.63 1107.64 856.25 1223.81 2466.67 1408.16 581.01 

Milch Cattles and 523.69 1287.29 2508.02 1280.29 926.81 862.00 2382.50 1255.53 588.84 
other livestock 

Total 7669.28 20552.50 48998.86 21361.17 9277.75 18167.12 63195.01 26291.70 8010.30 

Districts Combined 
1.00-2.00 Above 

2.00 

16929.79 . 46082.36 

505.93 865.14 

172.38 455.45 

1178.49 2212.55 

1183.44 2480.64 

19970.02 52096.14 

All groups 
combined 

19312.02 

482.82 

166.15 

1169.00 

1235.44 

22365.43 

U1 
w 



Item 

Self cultivated Land 

Farm implements and 
Machinery 

Irrigation eqJipments 
& Machinery 

Draught Animals 

Others domestic 
animals 

Total 

Table 4.20 : Value of Farm Assets per hectare of owned land in various size groups in 1983-84 

Coochbehar JalQaiguri Districts Combined 
Less than 1.00-2.00 Above A 11 groups Less than .1.00-2.00 Above All groups Less than 1.00-2.00 Above 

1.00 2.00 combined 1.00 2.00. combined 1.00 2.00 

12033.20 12317.76 13764.43 12991.20 11206.88 10901.01 15030.50 13144.94 11876.04 11983.22 14079.16 

467.11 296.87 229.52 290.88 412.79 556.20 369.50 438.78 456.78 358.11 264.32 

- 62.76 103.87 73.06 - 313.70 245.81 '238.78 - 273.22 139.15 

997.27 815.11 680.79 777.74 1327.52 896.09 661.45 823.78 1060.08 834.16 675.98 

989.29 901.56 797.26 863.85 1436.92 630.95 638.88 734.49 1074.36 837.66 757.89 

14486.87 14394.06 15575.87 14996.73 14384.11 13297.95 16946.14 15380.77 14467.26 14286.37 15916.50 

A 11 groups 
combined 

13027.39 

325.70 

112.08 

788.58 

833.40 

15087.15 

1:11 
~· 



Table 4.21 Percentage distribution of value of Farm Assets excluding self 
cultivated land per hectare in various size groups in 1983-84 

Item Coochbehar Jal~aiguri 
Less than 1.00-2.00 Above A 11 groups Less than 1.00-2.00 Above A 11 groups Less than 

1.00 2.00 combined 1.00 2.00 combined 1.00 

Farm implements & 19.04 14.30 12.67 14.50 12.99 23.20 19.29 19.62 17.63 
Machinery 

Irrigation e q.lipments - 3.02 4.03 3.64 - 13.09 12.83 10.68 -
and Machinery 

Draught Animals 40.64 39.26 37.58 38.78 41.78 37.38 34.53 36.84 40.91 

Other domestic 40.32 43.42 45.72 43.08 45.23 26.33 33.35 32.86 41.46 
animals 

Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.0.0 100.00 100.00 

Districts Combined 
1~00-2.00 Above 

2.00 

15.55 14.39 

11.86 7.57 

36.22 36.79 

36.37 41.25 

100.00 100.00 

All groups 
combined 

15.81 

5.44 

38.29 

40.46 

100.00 

c.n 
c.n 
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valuation also contributes to this disparity as well. Table 4. 20 shows 

·that value of land increases with the increase in farm size. This may 

be c;iue to the existence of relatively good quality, less fragmented land 

in the hand of larger size groups. Per unit higher investment for 

irrigation in Jalpaiguri is quite conformed with higher proportion of 

perennial irrigated area as is revealed from Table 4.10. It is inter

esting to note that occasional irrigation is a temporary arrangement and 

the cost towards the equipments of this irrigation system is therefore 

excluded from the farm investment because of its contingent character. 

4. 7.1 Farm investment excluding land 

Percentage distribution of invividual components of farm assets 

excluding value of land is set out in Table 4.21'. Primarily relative 

higher share of other domestic animals to farm investment is noted. It 

may be noted that other animals are not essential parts of the farm 

investment as only the litters are used in farming operation and it 

renders the farms for economic support as well. However, .if the other 

animals component is kept aside, draught animals claims the largest 

share of the total farm investment exclusive of land in both the 

districts. The reason behind greater importance attached to first two 

components in Jalpaiguri district has already been explained in the 

earlier subsection. 

4. 8 Human labour 

In order to review the male, female and children constituting the 

composition of farm families Thble 4.22 is prepared. It is observed from 

the table that the average size of farm family is 6. 34 and number per 

hectare is 4.27. Average size of farm family in Jalpaiguri and number 

of family members per hectare in Coochbehar is observed to be higher. 

Table 4.22 shows that the average size of farm family increases with 

the increase in farm size but the number of members per hectare 

decrease with the increase in farm size. Relatively less per head 

availability of agricultural land in Coochbehar district is also 

highlighted from the Table. 



Table 4.22 Average number of Farm Population per farm and per hectare in 1983-84 

Description Coochbehar JalEaiguri 
Less than 1.00-2.00 Above A 11 groups Less than 1.00-2.00 Above All groups Less than 

1.00 2.00 combined 1.00 2.00 combined 1.00 

Male 1.35 1.86 2.65 1.82 1.38 2.00 2.25 1.86 1.35 
( 2. 55) ( 1.30) ( 0.84) (1.28) (2.13) ( 1.46) ( 0.60) ( 1.09) ( 2.4 7) 

Female 1.31 1.88 2.23 1. 71 1.63 1.86 2.08 1.84 1.36 
( 2.48) (1.31) (0.71) (1.20) (2.52) (1.36) ( o. 56) ((1.07) (2.49) 

Child 2.34 2.82 3.49 2.76 2.06 2.76 3.83 2.80 2.29 
( 4.41) ( 1. 97) (1.11) ( 1. 94) ( 3.20) (2.02) (1.08) (1.64) {4.18) 

Total 5.00 6.56 8.37 6.29 5.07 6.62 8.16 6.50 5.00 
( 9 •. 44) {4. 58) (2.66) (4.42) (7.85) (4.84) ( 2 .19) (3~80) (9.14) 

Note : Figure in the paranthesis indicates number per hectare 

Districts Combined 
1.00-2.00 Above 

2.00 

1. 90 2.56 
( 1 ~-~4) ( 0.78) 

1'3'1 -:_; ·-1:5' 
1~87 2.20 

(1.33) {{0.67) 

2.80 3.56 
(1.98) ( 1.09) 

6.57 . 8.32 
(4.65) .. ( 2. 54) 

A 11 groups 
combined 

1.83 
(1.23) 

1.74 
(1.17) 

2.77 
( 1.87) 

6.34 
(4.27) 

U1 
-..J 
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4. 8.1 Earners engaged in non farm occupation 

No, of earners per farm and per hectare, on an average, engaged 

in lion farm occupation in each of the individual size group is displayed 

in Table 4.23. Average number of earner per farm and per hectare 

engaged in non farm occupation are observed ·to be 0.28 and 0.19 

respectively. Monthly salary earners namely Primary Teacher, 

Panchayet Secretary are noted to be present in both the districts. 

However, number of per farm earners engaged in non farm occupation is 

higher in Jalpaiguri but that of per hectare is higher in Coochbehar. 

Table 4. 23 also reveals that the number of per hectare earners engaged 

in non farm occupation is inversely related -with the size· of farm. 

4. 8. 2 Literacy of the head of the family 

Being- the labour is an important factor of production, productivity 

is usually increased with the increase of quality of labour. Quality of 

labour may be determined by the level of education as well as level. of 

experience it attended. Table 4.24 is set out for providing distribution 

of heads of the families according to literacy status. It is revealed 

from the Table that people without education or having less education 

. is predominating the farm operation in the districts. It is worth noting 

that illiteracy is~ in Coochbehar than Jalpaiguri district. Nuf!Iber of 

farmers completed school level as well as preuniversity examination is 

noted to be pighest in Jalpaiguri. 

4. 8. 3 Attached farm servant 

Attached farm servants are permanent labourers of a holding hired 

on annual or seasonal basis in order to mitigate labour requirement of 

farm operation. Distribution of per farm and per hectare permanent 

hired labours is depicted in Table 4.25. Table 4.25 shows that average 

number of per hectare attached . farm servant is 0.22. No interdistrict 

difference regarding per hectare average of attached farm servant is. 

however, noted. It is, further, obvious from the table that large sized 

farms are more dependant on farm servants for farming operation. 



Table 4.23 Number of earners engaged in non farm occupation per 
farm and per hectare in various size groups in 1983-84. 

Size groups 

Less than 1.00 
1.00 - 2.00 
Above 2.00 
All groups combined 

Less than 1.00 
1.00 - 2.00 
Above 2.00 
All groups combined 

Less than 1.00 
1.00 - 2.00 
Above 2.00 
All groups combined 

· No. of earners per farm 

Coochbehar 

0.49 
0.18 

0.28 

Jalpaiguri 

0.31 
0.33 
0.25 
0.31 

Districts Combined 

0.46 
0.22 
0.05 
0.28 

No. of earners per hectare 

0.93 
0.13 

0.19 

0.48 
0.24 
0.07 
0.18 

0.85 
0.16 
0.02 

. 0.19 
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Table 4.24 Literacy of the head of the family 

Level of Education No. of head of the farm family 
Cciochbehar Jalpaiguri District combined 

11 iterate 60(31.41) 6 ( 12.24) 
L itarate 53 (27.75) 22 (44.90) 
Primary .43 ( 22.51) 8 ( 16.33) 
VI to IX 23 ( 12.04) 6 ( 12.24) 
X 5 ( 2.62) 6 ( 12.24) 
XII 7 ( 3.67) 1 ( 2.05) 

Total 191 ( 100.00) 49 ( 100.00) 

Note Figure in the paranthesis indicates the percentage of 
respective total 

66 (27~50) 
75 (31.25) 
51 (21.25) 
29 ( 12.08) 
11 ( 4. 58) 
. 8 ( 3.34) 

240 ( 100.00) 
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Size groups 

Less than 1.00 
1.00 - 2.00 
Above 2.00 
All groups combined 

Less than 1.00 
1.00 - 2.00 
Above 2.00 
All groups combined 

Less than 1.00 
1.00 - 2.00 
Above 2.00 
All groups combined 

Table 4.25 Number of attached farm servants per 
farm and per hectare in 1983-84 

Number per farm Number per hectare 

Coochbehar 

0.05 
0.32 
0.81 
0.31 

Jalpaigur1 

0.06 
0.10 
1.33 
0.39 

Districts Combined 

0.05 
0.27 
0.93 
0.33 

0.09 
0.23 
0.26 
0.22 

0.10 
0.07 
0.36 
0.23 

0.09 
0.19 
0.28 
0.22 

61 
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·Table 4.26 displays the cash and kind wages paid to the attached 

farm servants in the sample farms. Average total wages paid to a 

permanent hired labour is around. Rs. 1623/- only. This average wage 

varies significantly between the districts. The reason of this variation 

may be attributed to the reported use of attached farm servants only 

in the peak season by a few farmers of the Jalpaiguri district. 

Variation in composition of average wages between the districts and the 

size groups is, moreover, noted. 

4.9 Bullock labour 

Bullock labour is one of the most important component of farm 

investment. An overall study on per farm and per hectare distribution 

of bullock labour along w-ith its value is made in Table 4. 27. Table 4. 27 

depicts that all small sized farms did not possess bullock power. 

About 58 per cent of sample farms in Coochbehar an~ 75 per cent in 

Jalpaigurt district have their owned bullocks. Middle and large size 

groups (excepting four in middle size) have bullocks under their 

disposal. It is also revealed from the said Table that number of 

bullock labour per farm and per unit of land decreases with the 

increase in farm size. This observation again becomes true for value of 

bullock labour maintained by individual farms and per unit of land as 

well. 

Wide inter size difference in number and value of bullock labour 

is revealed from Table 4.27. Existence of higher number of bullock 

power per hectare of smaller. sized group indicates the possibility of 

under utilization of bullock power maintained. by the small sized farms. 

However, a considerable amount of hiring iu and out is reported to be 

made by the sample farms. In as much as the presence of hiring in and 

out by the selected farms, it would not be too· much to remark that 

the bullock power. maintained by small sized farms is remained under 

utilized to some extent as compared to other farms. 

4.9.1 Area commanded by a pair of owned bullock 

Size wise estimation of command per pair of bullock is presented 

in Table 4.28. The overall average command area per pair of bullock 



Table 4.26 Annual average cash and kind wages paid to attached· 
farm servant by various size groups of farm in 1983-84 

(in Rupees) 

Size group Kind wages paid Cash wages paid Total ·wages paid 

Coochbehar 

Less than 1.00 844.50 407.25 1251.75 
1.00 - 2.00 1284.57 362.38 1646.95 
Above 2.00 1574.26 368.29 142.55 
All groups combined 1424.22 360.82 1793.04 

Jalpa1gur1 

Less than 1.00 360.00 90.00 450.00 
1.00 - 2.00 1250.00 200.00 1450.00 
Above 2.00 571.88 506.88 1078.76 
All groups combined 632.11 452.63 1084.74 

Districts Combined 

Less than 1.00 747.60 343.80 1091.40 
1.00 - 2.00 1281.57 348.26 1629.83 
Above 2.00 1259.78 411.76 1671.54 
All groups combined 1233.71 388.97 . 1622.68 
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Table 4.27 Distribution of number and value of draught animals per holding and per 
hectare in various size group of farms owning draught animals in 1983-84 

Description Coochbehar Jal2ai9uri Districts Combined 
Less than 1.00-2.00 Above All groups Less than 1.00-2.00 Above All groups Less than 1.00-2.00 Above 

1.00 2.00 combined 1.00 2.00 c~bil'\ed 1.00 2.00 

Number of farms 48 61 43 152 12 21 12 45 60 82 55 
oMJing bullock labour 

Number of bullock 0.94 1. 19 1. 94 1.32 1.00 1.07 1.92 1.28 0.95 1.16 1. 94 
labour (pair) (1.45) (0.82) (0.61) (0.79) (1.49) (0.78) (0.51) (0.70) (1.46) (0.81) (0.59) 

Value of bullock 912.92 1240.16 2141.63. 1391.84 1141.66 1223.80 2466.67 1533.33 958.67 1235.98 2212.55 
labour (1415.83) ( 851.05) (680.79) (829.29) . (1699.75) (895.78) ( 661.45) (846.63) (1474.12) (861.97) (675.98) 

Note : Figures in the paranthesis indicate number and value per hectare 

A 11 groups 
combined 

197 

1.32 
(0.77) 

1424.16 
( 833.4~) 
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Size group 

Less than 1.00 
1.00 - 2.00 
Above 2.00 

Table 4.28 Area commanded by per pair of bullock in 1983-84 

Cultivated area per pair of bullock (in hectares) 
Coochbehar Jalpaiguri Districts combined 

All groups combined 

0.69 
1.23 
1.62 
1.27 

0.67 
1.28 
1.95 
1.42 

0.68 
1.24 
1.69 
1.30 

Table 4.29 Freq.~ency distribution of holding with reference 
to number of bullocks owned in 1983-84 

Number of bullocks ·Number of holding 

· Total 

0 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 

Coochbehar 

39 ( 20.42) 
6(3.14) 

102 (53.40) 
4 ( 2.09) 

31 ( 16.23) 

8 ( 4.19) 

1 ( 0.54) 

191 ( 100.00) 

Jalpaiguri Districts combined 

4 ( 8.16) 43 ( 17 0 92) 
1 ( 2.04) 7 ( 2.92) 

. 36 (73.47) 138(57.50) 
4 ( 1. 66) 

6 ( 12.25) 37 ( 15.42) 

8 ( 3.33) 

1 ( 2.04) 2 ( 0.83) 

1 ( 2.04) 1 ( 0.42) 

49 ( 100.00) 240 ( ( 100.00) 

Note Figure .in the paranthesis indicates the percentage of respective total 
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Size groups 

Table 4.30 Average employment per pair of owned 
bullock for various size groups in 1983-84 

Average number of days employed 
Coochbehar Jalpaiguri Districts combined 

Less than 1.00 
1.00 - 2.00 
Above 2.00 
All groups combined 

179.78 ( 49.25) 
186.55 (51.12) 
182.53 (50.01) 
183.36 (50.24) 

151.67 (41.55) 
216.00 ( 59.18) 
210.43 (57.65) 
201.40 (55.18) 

Note : Figures in the paranthesis indicate the percentages 
to tot a 1 number of days in a year. 

173.86 (47.63) 
193.53 (53.02) 
188.55 ( 51.66) 
187.14 (51.27) 

66 
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is estimated as 1. 30 hectare for the districts. No significant 

interdistrict variation in command area per pair of bullock labour is 

observed. However, command area per pair of bullock_ labour is noted 

remarkably higher for the largest size groups in Jalpaiguri district • 

. This variation can _be exp~ained by the relatively higher cropping 

intensity of the largest size farms of Jalpaiguri district as is noted 

earlier in Table 4. 11. 

Frequency distribution of selected farms with reference to number 

of bullocks owned is set out in Table 4 .29. It becomes obvious from 

the Table that nearly 58 per cent of total holdings of the districts 

operate their farming operation with a single pair of bullock while 

roughly 18 per cent of sample farms are noted to be dependent either 

on manag~d or· hired bullock labour. A few of the sample farms is 

reported to perform their cultivation by milch cattle- also. It is 

interesting to note that around 3 per cent of selected holding possesses 

only one bullock. Bullock hiring activity is revealed to be more 

prominent in Coochbehar and negligible in Jalpaigud. Highest pair of 

bullock per farm is noted to be 5 and 4 for Jalpaiguri and Coochbehar 

respectively. Nearly 15 per cent sample farms, on an average, main

tained 2 pair of bullock for farming operation. 

4. 9. 2 Average working days per pair of bullock 

Average working days per annum per pair of bullock is displayed 

in Table 4.30. Average employment per pair of bullock is noted· to be 

187 days in a year. Average annual employment of bullock labour is 

higher in Jalpaiguri on an average •. However, bullock labour maintained 

by smallest size farm of the Jalpaiguri works less than that of 

Coochbehar district. Table 4.30. also shows that average employment of 

bullock decreases with the decrease in farm size with an exception of 

middle sized farms. Lower level of employment of bullock labour in 

smallest size farm corroborates with the findings of the earlier 

subsection that the bullock labour maintained by smallest size groups 

remains relatively unutilised to some extent. 



CHAPTER - V 

COST OF PRODUCTION AND PROFITABILITY OF TOBACCO 

AND ITS COMPETING ·CROPS IN WEST BENGAL 

68 

This chapter has been designed for a brief study of the cost of 

production as well as the structural composition of the production cost 

of Tobacco and its· competing crops with a view to identifying the 

factors behind the inter village and inter district variation in 

production cost. The influence of physical and material inputs used to 

the variation of production. cost is also been examined. Analysis of 
. . 

production . cost and yield has been made in this chapter on the basis 

of data collected from Twelve Sample villages of the two selected 

districts of West Bengal at two points of time i.e., 1983-84 and 1990-

91. The rel_ative profitabilities of tobacco and its competing crops have 

also been examined for both the period. 

Concept of cost is necessary to be develop~d first for calculation 

of production cost of a crop. The cost items (as defined in farm 

management studies) namely, (a) value of all material inputs, both 

purchased and home produced; (b) value of hired human labour; (c) 

value of bullock labour, owned and hired; (d) depriciation on imple

ments and machinery;· (e) .irrigation charges paid; (f) land revenue and 

cesses, and (g) interest on working capital and crop loan taken 

together constitutes cost A1 which is a cost of owner operator and 

refers to all out of pocket expenses incurred by the owner operator. 

Cost A2 is a cost of tenant operator which includes cost A1 plus rent 

paid for leased in land. Thereafter, concept of cost· B and cost C 

comes. Cost B indicates the cost A1 or cost A2 whichever the case may 

be, plus interest on fixed capital (excluding land) plus rental value of 

own land. Cost C is derived from cost B by adding the imputed value 

of family labour with it. 

However, the concept stated above has not been adopted truly in 

this analysis. Instead, the concept of prim~ cost has. been taken in the 

present study. Following cost concepts · developed in Chapter III, two 

cost concept namely, Cost D and Cost A1 exclusive of land revenue and 

casses have been used here for analysis of cost and profitability. The 
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value of family labour comprising the labourers of farm family 

including the operator himself has been computed in· two ways; (1) 

valuation on the basis of imputed wage rate of attached farm servants 

and (2) valuation on the basis of wage rate of casual hired labour. 

Cost D per hectare in the subsequent analysis has been calculated on 

the basis of imputed wage rate of attached farm servants. Calculation 

of net return per unit area of tobacco and its Competing Crops over 

cost D is also made separately based on these two methods of valuation 

of cost D. 

5.1 Analysis of Cost of Production : Tobacco 

The prime cost (Cost D) per hectare of tobacco in Jalpaiguri 

district is observed to be considerably higher than that in Coochbehar 

district for both the periods under consideration. The cost per hectare 

of tabacum type tobacco is also recorded higher in both the period as 

compared to that of rustica types which has been visualized by Table 

5.1 and 5.6. Inter-village variability in per hectare cost of tobacco is 

also noted. In the first period per hectare cost in selected villages 

varies from Rs. 3265 to Rs. 5063 (c.v.=13 per cent) in Coochbehar and· 

from Rs. 3965 to Rs. 4063 (c. v. =0. 6 per cent) in Jalpaiguri · district 

(Table 5.2). The observed higher inter-village cost variability in 

Coochbehar district is maintained in the second p~riod also (Table 5. 7). 

The respective c. v. for the second period is worked as 8. 7 and 2. 8 

per cent. Inter-village variation in per hectare cost is found higher, 

though marginally, in case of tabacum type than that of rustica·~ The 

values of c. v. in the first period are being 10 per cent for rustica 

and 15.5 per cent for tabacum, the respective value in the second 

period are being 7. 7 and 8. 6 per cent. 

Now the question comes to the fore as to which cost components 

have contributed largely in determining prime cost, the (Cost D) 

variation of which can plausibly explain the variability of prime 

cost. Hired human labour, family labour, bullock labour, and manures 

and fertilizers together with accounts for 94-96 percent of cost D per 

hectare of tobacco at highest aggregate level (two districts combined). 

The respective percentage weights are shown to be 9.4, 37.6, 21.5 and 



. Table 5.1 Cost of production per hectare of Tobacco in the 
selected districts of West Bengal in 1983-84 

Cost Total Cost of hired Cost of family Cost of Cost of Cost of Charges paid Cost of p 1 ant Depriciation 
basis cost human labour 1 abour based on bullock manure and seed for- protection and 

. imputed value 1 abour fert i 1 i zers irrigation measures maintenance 
of attached used charges 

farm servants · 

COOCKJ EHAR. : tabacciJD Tobacco. 

Cost A1 -
2744.47 346.48 - 956.27 1167.18 80.09 135.92 43.03 15.50 

Land Revenue (12.62) ( 34.84) (42.53) ( 2. 92) ( 4. 95) (1.57) ( 0.5 7) 

Cost 0 4020.79 346.48 1276.32 956.27 1167.18 80.09 135.92 43.03 15.50 
[4132.71] (B. 62) (31.74) (23.78) (29.03) (1.99) (3.38) ( 1.07) ( 0.39) 

-- [1388.24] 

COOCKJEHAR : rustica Tobacco 

Cost A1 - 2429.52 376.09 - 978.63 885.09 26.53 106.83 44.75 11.60 
Land Revenue (15.48) ( 40.28) ( 36~43) (1.09) (4.40) ( 1.84) ( 0.48) 

· Cost 0 3691.85 376.09 1262.33 978.63 885.63 26.53 106.83 44.75 11.60 
[3802.54] (10.19) (34.19) (26.51) ( 23. 97) ( o. 72) ( 2.89) (1.21) ( 0.32) 

[1373.02] 

coocm EHAR : T., T .Y pes Conb 1 ned 

Cost A1 -
2595.13 404.25 - 967.45 995.49 59.04 114.12 41.23 13.55 

Land Revenue ( 15. 58) ( 37 .28) (38.36) ( 2.28) (4.40) ( 1.58) ( 0.52) 

Cost D 3832.27 404.25 1237.14 967.45 995.49 59.04 114.12 41.23 13.55 
[3940. 75] (10.55) (32.28) (25.24) (25.98) (1.54) (2.98) (1.08) (0.35) 

[1345.62] ,!'~··. 

< 

Continued on.; next page 
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Table s.Acontinued 

Cost Total Cost of hired Cost of family Cost of Cost of Cost of Charges paid Cosf of plant Depriciation 
basis cost human labour 1 abour based on bullock manure and seed for protection and 

imputed value 1 atiour fertilizers irrigation measures maintenance 
of attached used charges 

farm servants 

JALPAIGURI .. 
Cost A1 • . 2284.18 332.04 - 714.94 1033.40 8.65 154.29 20.10 25.10 
Land Revenue (14.54) - (31.28) (45.24) ( 0.38) ( 6. 75) ( 0.88) (1.10) 

Cost D 3995.29 332.04 1711.11 714.94 1033.40 8.65 154.29 20.10 25.10 
[4250.48] (8.31) (42.83) (17.88) ( 25.87) (0.22) ( 3.87) (0.52) (0.63) 

[1966.30] 

TWO DISTRICTS COMBINED 

Cost A1 - 2441.86 368.15 - 841.20 1014.45 33.85 134.21 30.67 19.33 
Land Revenue ( 15.07) (34.45) (41.54) ( 1.39) ( 5.50) ( 1 .26) ( 0.79) 

Cost D 3915.99 368.15 1474.13 841.20 1014.45 33.85 134.21 30.67 19.33 
[4097.82] ( 9.40) (37.64) (21.50) ( 25.89) ( 0.87) (3.43) (0.78) (0.49) 

[1655. 96 J 

Note : Figures in the first bracket indicate the percentages of respective totals W!ile figures in the third bracket indicate the costs of family labour I\Orked 
out at the wage rate of casual labour 

-..J .... 



Table 5.2 Cost of production per hectare of Tobacco in the 
selected villages of Gooch Behar district in 1983-84 

Cost Total Cost of hired Cost .of family Cost of Cost of Cost of Charges paid Cost of plant DepriCiation 
basis cost human labour 1 abour based on bullock manure and seed for protect ion and 

· imputed va 1 ue 1 abour fert i 1 i zers irrigation measures maintenance 
of attached used charges 

farm servents 

AD16ARI 

Cost A1 ~ 3907.61 454.38 - 1055.48 1910.35 261~92* 168.71 36.89 19.88 
Land Revenue (11.63) (27.01) (48.89) ( 6. 70) (4.32) (0.94) (0.51) 

Cost 0 5063.90 454.38 1156~29 1055.48 1910.35 261.92 168.71 36~89 19.88 
[5146.49] (8.97) (22.83) (20.85) (37.73) ( 5. 17) (3.33) (0.73) (0.39) 

[1238.88] 

BORONATMARI 

Cost A1 -
2333.70 278.75 - 1037.12 717.91 141 •. 19* 110.32 32.55 15.86 

Land Revenue (11.94) (46.45) ( 30.76) ( 6.05) (4.73) (1.39) ( 0.68) 

Cost D 3386.84 278.75 1053.14 1037.12 717.91 141.19 110.32 32.55 15.86 
[3503.85] (8.23) (31.10) (30.62) (21.20) (4.17) (3.26) (0.96) (0.46) 

[1170.15] 

BHITORKAMTA 

Cost A1 - 2966.48 620.76 - 1332.00 792~66 7.97 77.29 119. 92 15.88 
Land Revenue ( 20.93) ( 44. 90) (26.72) ( 0.27) (2.61) (4.04) ( 0.53) 

Cost D 4000.74 620.76 1034.26 1332.00 792.66 7.97 77.29 119.92 15.88 
[4180.88] (15.52) ( 25.85) ( 33.29) (19.81) (0.20) (1.93) ( 3.0) (0.40) 

[1214.40] 
Continued on neXt page 
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Table ·s~2 Cont1nued. 

Cost 
bas 1 s 

Cost A1 -
land Revenue 

Cost D 

Cost A1 -
land Revenue 

Cost D 

Cost A1 -
land Revenue 

Cost D 

Total. 
cost 

. 2233.80 

3592.66 
[3700.20] 

2599.34 

394 7.44 
[4081.37] 

2215.83 

3264.59 
[3297.03] 

.cost of hired Cost of family 
human labour labour based on 

imputed value 
of attached 

farm servents 

302,.88 -
{13.56) 

302.88 1358.86 
{8.43) {37 .82) 

[ 1466.40] 

473.85 -
{18.23) 

473.85 1348.10 
(12.00) (34.15) 

[1482.03] 

330.10 -
(14.90) 

330.10 1048.76 
(10.11) { 32.13) 

[1081.20] 

Cost of 
bullock 
1 abour. 

Cost of 
manure and 
fert i 1 i zers 

SOVAGAUNJ 

912.63 938.34 
{40.86) {42.00) 

912.63 938.34 
{25.40) ( 26.12) 

8 ORODHAPERCHATTRA 

777.47 1060.59 
(29.91) (40.80) 

777.47 1060.59 
(19.70) ( 26 .87) 

8 HAIORTHANA 

941.99 750.13 
(42.51) ( 33.85) 

941.99 750.13 
{ 28.85) {22.98) 

Cost of 
seed 

16.36 
{ 0. 73) 

16.36 
( 0.46) 

6.66 
( 0.26) . 

6.66 
{ 0.17) 

25.53* 
(1.15) 

25.53 
( o. 78) 

Charges paid Cost of plant Depriciation 
for protection and 

irrigation measures maintenance 
used charges 

56.09 - 7.50 
(2.51) (0.34) 

56.09 - 7.50 
{1.56) (0.21) 

99.23 166.67 14.87 
( 3.82) ( 6.41) ( 0.5 7) 

99.23 176.67 14.87 
(2.51) {4.22) (0.38) 

156.08 - 12.00 
( 7.04) ( o. 55) 

156.08 - 12.00 
{4.78) ..: . (0.37) 

Cont1nued on next page 
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Table 5.2Continued. 

Cost Total Cost of hired Cost of family Cost of Cost of Cost of Charges paid Cost of plant Depri ci at ion 
basis cost human labour labour based on bullock manure and seed for prot.ec t ion and 

imputed value 1 abour fert i 1 i zers irrigation measures maintenance 
of attached used charges 

farm servents 

JORESIMULI 

Cost A1 -
2014.54 297.48 - 791.44 807.76 8.73 100.56 - 8.57 

Land Revenue . ( 14.77) ( 39.29) ( 40.10) ( 0.43) (4.99) ( 0.42) 

Cost 0 3588.37 297.48 1573.83 791.44 807.76 8.73 100.56 - 8.57 
[3615.04] (8.29) (43.86) (22.06) ( 22.51) (0.24) ( 2.80) ( 0.24) 

[1600.50] 

CHONGERIC.HA TA KHAGR mAR I 

Cost A1 - 2697.30 462.76 - 1031.94 1015.38 18.60 142.03 15.00 11.59 
Land Revenue (17.16) (38~26) (37.64). (0.69) ( 5.27) ( o. 56) ( 0.42) 

Cost D 3925.66 462.76 1228.36 1031.94 1015.38 18.60 142.03 15.00 11.59 
[4071.44] (11.79) (31.29) (26.29) (25.87) (0.46) (3.62) (0.38) (0.30) 

[1374.14] 
KUKTIKATA 

Cost A1 - 2585.76 415.90 - 1062.04 966.33 15.60 116.73 - 9.16 
Land Revenue (16.08) (41.07) ( 37 .37) ( 0.60) (4.51) ( 0.37) 

Cost D 3909.95 415.90 1324.19 1062.04 966.33 15.60 116.73 - 9.16 
[4014.29] (10.64) ( 33.87) ( 27. 16) (24.71) (0.40) (2.99) (0.23) 

[1428.53] 

Note : ( 1) Figures in the 1st bracket indicate the percentages of the respective totals and figures in the 3rd bracket indicate the costs of family labour 
worked out at the wage rate of casual labour. 

(11) *Includes the cost of seedlings purchased. 
-..J 
~ 
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Table 5. 3 Cost of production per hectare of rustica Tobacco in the 
selected villages of Gooch Behar district in 1983-84 

Cost Total Cost of hired Cost of family Cost of Cost of Cost of Charges paid Cost _of plant Depriciation 
basis cost human labour labour based on bullock manure and seed for protect ion and 

imputed value 1 abour fert i 1 i zers irrigation measures maintenance 
of attached used charges 

farm servents 

ADMARI 

Cost A1 -
2817.33 187.68 - 1039.80 1426.30 9.63 125.63 10.64 17.65 

Land Revenue ( 6.66) {36.91) (50.63) (0.34) (4.46) (0.38) { 0.62) 

Cost D 4028.10 187.68 1210.77 1039.80 1426.30 9.63 125.63 10.64 17.65 
[4114.59] (4.66) (30.06) (25.81) ( 35 .41) ( 0.24) (3.12) (0.26) (0.44) 

[1297.26] 

BORONATJ8ARI 

. Cost A1 -
2036.49 257.85 - 1053.44 464.20 125.91* 89.32 29.68 16.09 

Land Revenue (12.66) (51.73) (22.79) ( 6 .. 18) (4.39) (1.46) ( 0. 79) 

Cost D 3058.58 257.85 1022.09 1053.44 464.20 125.91 89.32 29.68 16.09 
[3172.14] (8.43) (33.42) (34.44) (15.18) (4.12) {2.92) (0.97) (0.52) 

[1135.65] 

BHITORKAMTA 

Cost A1 -
3139.26 678.78 - 1372.59 803.97 7.82 81.28 180.72 14.10 

land Revenue (21.62) (43.72) (25.61) ( 0. 25) ( 2.59) ( 5. 76) (0.45) 

Cost D 4198.67 . 678.78 1059.41 1372.59 803.97 7.82 81.28 180.72 14.10 
[4383.18] (16.17) (25.23) (32.69) (19.15) ( 0. 19) (1.94) (4.30) (0.33) 

[ 1243.92] 
Continued on next page 
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Table 5.3 Cont1nued. 

Cost Total Cost of hired Cost of family Cost of Cost of Cost of Charges paid Cost of plant Depriciation 
basis cost human labour labour based on bu 11 ock manure and seed for pro_tect ion and 

imputed value 1 abour fert i 1 i zers irrigation • measures maintenance 
of attached used charges 

farm servents 

SOVAGAUNJ 

Cost A1 - 2030.25 249.12 - 883.05 807.95. 8.82 74.65 - 6.66 
Land Revenue ( 12.27) (43.49) (39.80) ( 0.43) ( 3.68) (0.33) 

Cost D .3567.59 249.12 1537.34 883.05 807.95 .8.82 74.65 - 6.66 
[3689.25] (6.98) (43.09) ( 24.75) (22.64) (0.25) (2.10) (0.19) 

[1659.00] 

BORODHAPERCHATTRA 

Cost A1 -
2541.24 495.92 - 786.78 974.81 . 5.86 97.99 166.67 13.21 

Land Revenue (19.51) (30.96) ( 38.36) ( 0.23) (3.86) { 6. 56) { o. 52) 

Cost 0 3894.62 495.92 . 1353.38 786.78 974.81 5.86 97.99 166.67 13.21 
[4029.08] (12.73) (34.75) (20.20) (25.03) (0.15) ( 2 .52) (4.28) (0.34) 

[1487.84] 

B HAIORTHANA 

Cost A1 - 2091.83 309.45 - 908.90 696.24 32.70* 133.88 - 10.66 
Land Revenue (14.79) ((43.45) (33.28) (1.56) ( 6.40) ( o. 52) 

Cost D 3149.23 309.45 1057.40 908.90 696.24 32.70 133.88 - 10.66 
[3181.93] ( 9.83) ( 33.58) (28.86) { 22. 11) { 1.04) (4.25) (0.33) 

[1090.10] 
Continued on next page 
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Table 5.3 Continued. 

Cost Total Cost of hired Cost of family Cost of Cost of Cost of Charges paid · Cost of p 1 ant Depri ci at ion 
basis cost human labour labour based on bullock manure and seed for protection and 

imputed value 1 abour fertilizers irrigation measures maintenance 
of attached . used charges 

farm servents 

JORESIMULI 

Cost A1 -
2014.51 . 297.48 - 791.44 807.73 8. 73 ·100.56 -· 8.57 

Land Revenue (14.77) ( 39.29) . (40.10) ( 0.43) (4.99) (0.42) 

Cost D 3588.34 297.48 1573.83 791,44 807.73 8.73 100.56 - 8.57 
[3615.01] (8.29) (43.86) (22~06) (22.51) (0.24) (2.89) ( 0.24) 

[1600.50] 
CHONGERKHATA KHAGRffiARI 

Cost A1 - 2710.70 472.88 - 1033.97 1018.65 18.45 141.46 15.00 10.29 . 
Land Revenue (17.44) (38.14) ( 37 .58) ( o. 68) (5.22) ( o. 55) ( 0. 39) 

Cost D 3938.29 472.88 1227.59 1033.97 1018.65 18.45 141.46 15.00 10.29 
[4083.97] (12.01) (31.17) (26.25) ( 25 .87) (0.47) (3.59) (0.38) (0.26) 

[1373.27] 

KUKTIKATA 

Cost A1 - 2585.76 415.90 1062.04 966.33 15.60 116.73 - 9.16 
Land Revenue (16.08) - (41.07) (37.37) (0.60) (4.52) ( o. 36) 

Cost D 3909.95 415.90 1324.19 1062.04 966.33 15.60 116.73 - 9.16 
(4068.29] ( 10.64) ( 33.87) ( 27.16) (24.71) (0.40) (2.99) ( o. 23) 

(1428.53] 

Note : 1) Figures the first bracket indicate the percentages of respe~tive totals and figures in the third bracket indicate the cost of family labour worked out 
at the wage rate of casual labour. 

i 1) *includes the cost of seedlings purchased. -...] 
-...] 



Table 5.4 Cost of production per hectare of tabaccum Tobacco in the 
selected villages of Gooch Behar district in 1983-84 

Cost Total Cost of hired Cost of family Cost of Cost of Cost of Charges paid Cost of plant Depriciation 
basis cost human labour labour based on bullock manure and seed for protect ion and 

imputed value labour fertilizers irrigation measures maintenance 
of attached used charges 

farm servents 

ADI6ARI 

Cost A1 - 4299.44 544.44 - 1061.85 2073.92 345.21* 183.25 68.67 22.10 
Land Revenue (12.66) (24.70) ( 48.24) ( 8.03) (4.26) (1.60) ( 0.51) 

Cost D 5436.52 544.44 1137.08 1061.85 2073.92 345.21 183.25 68.67 22.10 
[5517.74] (10.01) (20.92) (19.53) (38.15) (6.35) (3.37) (1.26) (0.41) 

[1218.30] 

BORONAT/eARI 

Cost A1 - . 3027.01 285.65 - 998,56 1341.66 176.50* 160.12 46.88 17.64 
Land Revenue ( 9.45) ( 32.99) (44.31) ( 5.83) ( 5,29) ( 1. 55) ( 0.58) 

Cost D 4153.63 285.65 1126.62 998.56 1341.66 176.50 160.12 46.88 17.64 
[4278.81] (6.88) (27.12) ( 24.04) (32,30) (4.25) (3.85) (1.13) (0.43) 

[1251.80] 

B HITORKAMTA 

Cost A1 - 1959.61 227.28 - 1056.78 580.30 8.41 50.19 19.00 17.65 
Land Revenue (11.59) (53.93). (29.62) ( 0.43) ( 2. 56) ( 0. 97) ( o. 90) 

Cost D 3402.11 227.28 1442.50 1056.78 580.30 8.41 50.19 19.00 17.65 
[3653.35] (6.68) (42.40) ( 31.06) (17.06) (0.25) (1.48) (0.56) (0.51) 

[1693.74] 
Continued on next.page 
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Table 5.4 Continued ...-.·.-

SOVAGAUNJ 

Cost A1 -
2402.96 34 7.52 - 937.24 1046.55 22.63 40.69 - 8.33 

Land Revenue (14.46) ( 39.00) (43.55) ( 0.94) (1.69) ( 0.36) 

Cost D 3613.59 34 7. 52 1210.63 937.24 1046.55 22.63 40.69 - 8.33 
·[3709.40] (9.62) (33.50) (25.94) (28.96) (0.63) (1.13) ( 0.22) 

[1306.44] 

BORODHAPER CHATTRA 

Cost A1 -
2739.30 398.79 - 745.88 1298.57 . 9.18 103.67 166.67 16.54 

Land Revenue ( 14.56) (27.23) (47.41) (0.34) (3.78) ( 6. 08) ( 0.60) 

Cost D 4069.41 398.79 1330.11 745.88 1298.57 9.18 103.67 166.67 16.54 
[4201.55] ( 9. 80) (32.69) ( 18.33) (31.91) (0.22) ( 2. 55) ( 4.10) (0.40) 

[1462.25] 

8 HAIORTHAHA 

·Cost A
1 

- 2727.92 422.10 - 1089.25 938.85 9.50 254.87 - 13.35 
Land Revenue (15.47) ( 39.93) (34.42) ( o. 35) ( 9.34) (0.49) 

Cost D 3738.37 422.10 1010.45 1089.25 938.85 9.50 254.87 - 13.25 
[3769.62] (11.29) (27.03) (29.14) ( 25. 11 ) (0.25) (6.82) (0.36) 

[1041.70] 

CHONGERKHATA KNAGRmARI 

Cost A1 - 2255.14 165.89 - 1006.02 890.38 21.30 158.65 - 12.90 
Land Revenue ( 7.36) (44.61) ( 39.48) ( o. 94) ( 7.04) (0.57) 

Cost D 3737.82 165.89 1482.68 1006.02 890.38 21.30 158.65 - 12.90 
[3913.79] (4.44) ( 39.67) ( 26.91) (23~82) (0.57) ( 4.24) ( 0. 35) 

[1658.65] 

Note: ( 1) Figures in the first bracket indicate the percentages of respective totals and figures in the third bracket indicate the imputed cost of family labour • 
based on the hiring rate of casual labours. 
(ii) *includes the cost of seedlings purchased. 
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Table 5.5 Cost of production per hectare of Tobacco in the 
selected villages of Jalpaiguri district in 1983-84 

Cost Total Cost of hired Cost of family Cost of Cost of Cost of 
basis cost human labour 1 abour based on bullock manure and seed 

imputed value 1 abour fert i 1 i zers 
of attached 

farm servants 

UTI AR B HUSHKADANGA 

Cost A1 - 2234.00 382.88 - 794.48 850.04 9.30 
Land Revenue (17.14) ( 35.55) (38.05) ( 0.43) 

Cost D 3997.18 382.88 1763.78 794.48 850.04 9.30 
[4309.04] (9.58) (44.13) ( 19.85) (21.27) (0.23) 

[2075.04] 

PASCHIM SALBARI 

Cost A1 - 2356.33 417.00 - 623.42 1071.03 7.65 
Land Revenue (17.70) (26.46) (45.45) ( 0.32) 

Cost D 3964.88 417.00 1608.55 623.42 1071.03 7.65 
[4133.08) ( 1 o. 52) (40.57) (15.72) ( 27 .01) (0.19) 

[1776.75] 
' 

Charges paid 
for 

irrigation 

136.21 
( 6.10) 

136.21 
(3.41) 

194.49 
( 8. 25) 

194.49 
( 4. 91) 

Cost of plant Depri ci at ion 
protection and 
measures maintenance 

used charges 

30.00 31.09 
( 1.34) (1.39) 

30.00. 31.09 
( 0.75) (0.78) 

30.30 12.44 
(1.29) ( 0.53) 

30.30 12.44 
(0.76) (0.32) 

Continued on next page 
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Table 5.5 Continued ---
Cost Total Cost of hired Cost of family Cost of Cost of Cost of Charges paid Cost" of plant Depriciat1on 
basis cost human labour 1 abour based on bullock manure and seed for protection and 

imputed value labour fertilizers irrigation measures maintenance 
of attached used charges 

farm servants 

BAROGHMIA 

cost A1 -
~2260.32 195.72 - 725.45 1179.14 9.00 132.16 . - 18.85 

Land Revenue ( 8.66) (32.10) (52.17) (0.40) ( 5.85) ( 0.82) 

Cost D 4024,87 195.72 1764.55 725.45 1179.14 9.00 132.16 - 18.85 
[4117.74] (4.86) (43.84) (18.02) (29.30) ( 0.22) (3.28) ( 0.48) 

[1857.42] 

JALPAIGURI 

Cost A1 -
2284.18 332.04 - 714.91 1033~40 8.65 154.29. 20.10 20.79 

Land Revenue (14.54) (31.28) (45.24) ( 0.38) ( 6. 75) ( 0.88) (~-~~). 

Cost D 3995.29 332.04 1711.11 714.91 1033.40 8.65 154.29 20.10 20.79 
[4250.48] (8.31) (42.83) (17.88) (25.87) ( 0.22) (3.87) (0.50) (0.52) 

(1966,30] 

Note: Figures in the first bracket indicate the percentagesof respective totals While figures in the third bracket depict the imputed cost of family labour based 
on casual labour hiring rate. Growing of tabaccum tobacco is not reported by the sample farmers of Jalpaiguri district and hence cost figures for this 
district stand for rustica tobacco only. 
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Table 5. 6 Cost of production per hectare of Tobacco in the 
selecteq districts of West Bengal in 1990-91 

Cost Total Cost of Cost of family Cost of Cost of Cost of Cost of Charges paid Cost of P 1 ant Depri c i ation 
basis cost hired human 1 abour based on bu 11 ock manure and tractor seed for protection and 

1 abour imputed value of 1 abour fert i 1 i zers po~~er irrigation measures maintenance 
attached farm used used charges 

servants 

COOCHJEHAR : RUSTICA TCBACCO 

Cost _A1 - 3594.92 453.30 - 1502.43 1429.94 - 25.83 J12.96 58.19 12.27 
Land Revenue ( 12.61) (41.79) (39.78) ( o. 7 2) (3.1'4) ( 1.62) ( 0.34) 

Cost 0 ~9§,.n 453.30 1502.01 1502.43 1429.94 - 25.83 112.96 58.19 12.27 
[5489.23] (8.89) ( 29.47) ( 29.48) ( 28.05) ( o. 51) (2.22) (1.14) (0.24) 

[1894.31] 

COOCHJEHAR : TMACCUM TCBACCO 

Cost A
1 

- 4063.32 519.33 - 1604.69 1707.26 - 39.00 118.96 56.88 17.40 
Land Revenue (12.78) (39.49) (42.02) ( o. 96) ( 2. 93) ( 1.40) (0.42) 

Cost D 5531.16 519.33 1467.84 1604.6 9 1707.26 - 39.00 118.96 56.88 17.40 
[5991.62] (9.39) ( 26.54) (29.01) ( 30.87) (0.70) ( 2.15) (1.03) (0.31) 

[1928.30] 

TWO TYPES COMBINED 

Cost A1 - 3676.81 476.57 - 1516.37 1461.77 - 30.61 118.76 57.54 13.13 
( 12.96) ' ( 41 .24) (39.76) ( 0.83) ( 3.23) ( 1.62) ( 0.36) 

Cost D 5161.09 476.57 1484.28 1516.36 1461.77 - 30.61 118.76 59.61 13.13 
[560'5. 94] ( 9. 23) ( 28.76) (29.36) ( 28.37) (0.59) (2.29) (1.15) (0.25) 

[1929.13] 
Continued on next page 
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Table 5.6 Continued 

Cost Total Cost of Cost of f ami 1) Cost of Cost of Cost of Cost of Charges paid Cost of P 1 ant Depriciation 
basis cost 1 abour based on bullock manure and tractor seed for protect ion and 

1 abour imputed value of 1 abour fertilizers po \Er irrigation measures maintenance 
attached farm used used charges 

servants 

JALPAIGURI 

Cost A1 - 4157.14 493.13 - 2052.46 1337.62 - 17.28 160.41 77.32 18.92 
land Revenue (11.86) ( 49.37) (32.18) ( 0.42) ( 3.86) ( 1.86) ( 0.45) 

Cost 0 6254.58 493.13 2097.44 2052.46 1337.62 - 17.28 160.41 77.-32 18.92 
[6948.73] (7.88) (33.53) (32.82) (21.39) ( 0.28) ( 2. 56) (1.24) (0.30) 

[2791.59] 

DISTRICTS COMBINED· 

Cost A1 -
3917.00 484.85 - 1784.41 1399.70 - . 23.95 139.59 68.47 16.03 

land Revenue (12.38) (45.56) (35.73) ( 0.61) ( 3.56) (1.75) ( 0.4J) 

Cost D 5707.86 484.85 1790.86 1784.41 1399.70 - 23.95 139.59 68.47 16.03 
[6277 .36] (8.49) ( 31.38) ( 31.26) (24.62) ( 0.42) ( 2.45) (1.20) (0.28) 

[2360.36] 

Note : Figures in the first bracket indicate the percentages of respective totals and figures in the third bracket indicate the cost of family labour worked out 
on the wage rate of casual labour. 
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Table 5.7 Cost of production per hectare of Tobacco in the 
selected villages of Cooch Behar district in 1990-91 

"' 

Cost Total Cost of Cost of family Cost of. Cost of Cost of Cost of Charges paid Cost of Plant bepriciation 
basis cost hired human 1 abour based on bullock manure and tractor seed for protection and 

1 abour imputed value of 1 abour fertilizers power irrigation measures maintenance 
attached farm used used charges 

servants 

AOMARI 

Cost A1 -
3936.07 231.03 - 1501.68 1956.57 - 66.39 120.25 40.13 20.02 

Land Revenue ( 5 .87) (38.15) (49.71) ( 1.69) ( 3.06) ( 1. 02) ( o. 50) 

Cost D 5653.74 231.03 1717.67 1501.68 1956.57 - 66.39 120.25 40.13 20.02 
(6068.35] . (4.09) (30.38) ( 26.56) (34.61) (1.17) (2.13) (0.71) (0.35) 

[2132 .2 8] 

BORONATMARI 

Cost A1 - 35 72.21 303.83 - 1606.54 1462.57 - 38.12 120.40 25.96 14.79 
Land Revenue (8.50) (44.97) (40.94) ( 1.07) (3.37) ( 0. 73) ( 0.42) 

Cost D 4857.14 303.83 1284.93 1606.54 1462.57 - 38.12 120.40 25.96 14.79 
[5225.21 (6.26) (26.45) ( 33.09) ( 30.11) - (0.78) (2.48) (0.53) (0.30) 

[1653.00] 

8 HITORKAMTA 

Cost A1 - 4452.60 751.86 - 1963.35 1478.82 - 17.64 147.82 80.46 12.65 
Land Revenue (16.88) (44.09) (33.21) ( 0.40) ( 3.32) (1.82) ( o.28) 

Cost D 5692.63 751.86 1240.03 1963.35 1478.82 - 17.64 147.82 80.46 12.65 
[6130.88] (13.21) (21.78) (34.49) (25.98) ( o. 31) (2.60) (1.41) (0.22) 

[1678.28] 
Continued on next page 
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Table 5.7 Continued 

Cost Total Cost of Cost of family Cost of Cost of Cost of Cost of Charges paid Cost of Plant Depriciat ion 
basis cost hired human 1 abour based on bullock manure and tractor seed for protection and 

1 abour imputed value of 1 abour fertilizers po~r.er irrigation measures maintenance 
attached farm used used charges 

servants 

SOVAGAUNJ 

Cost A1 - 4226.85 411.21 - 1717.15 1939.68 - 33.27 73.81 37.50 . 14.23 
Land Revenue ( 9. 73) (40.62) ( 45.89) ( 0.79) (1.75) ( 0.89) ( 0.33) 

Cost D 5770.82 411.21 1543.97 1717.15 1939.68 - 33.27 73;81 37.50 14.23 
[6170.31) ( 7.13) ( 26.75) (29.75) (33.61) (0.58) (1.28) (0.65) (0.25) 

[1943.46] 

B ORODHAPER CHATTRA 

Cost A1 - 4067.58 785.70 - 1289.53 1796.27 - 18.25 95.54 66.95 15.34 
Land Revenue (19.32) . ( 31.70) (44.16) ( 0.45) ( 2.35) (1.64) (0.38) . 
Cost D 5593.66 785.70 1526.08 1289.53 1796.27 - 18.25 95.54 66.95 15.34 

[6001.78] ( 14.05) (27.28) (23.05) .( 32.11) (0.33) (1.71) ( 1 • 02) ( 0.27) 
[1934.20] 

BHIORTHANA 

Cost A1 - 3253.50 225.90 - 1453.34 1350.39 - 21.26 142.73 48.23 11.45 
Land Revenue (6.94) ( 44 .67) (41.52) ( o. 65) (4.39) (1.48) (0.35) 

Cost 0 4725.44 225.90 1471.94 1453.34 1350.59 - 21.26 142.73 48.23 11.44 
[5019.83] (4.78) (31.16) (30.75) (28.58) ( 0.45) (3.02) ( 1.0.2) (0.24) 

[1766.33] 
Continued on next page 
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Table 5.7 Continued 

Cost Total Cost of Cost of family Cost of Cos~ of Cost of Cost of Charges paid Cost of P 1 ant Depriciation 
basis cost hired human 1 abour based on bullock manure and tractor seed for protection and 

1 abour imputed value of 1 abour fertilizers poo,er irrigation measures maintenance 
attached farm used used charges 

servants 

JORESIMULI 

Cost A
1 

- 2906.29 387.09 - 1225.53 1049.04 - 17 .·95 121.04 95.77. 9.87 
Land Revenue (13.32) (42.17) (36.09) ( 0.63) (4.16) (3.29) ( 0.34) 

Cost D 4700.34 387.09 1794.05 1225.53 1049.04 - 17.95 121.04 95.77 9.87 
[4983.70] ( 8. 23) (38.17) ( 26.07) (22.33) (0.38) (2.57) ( 2. 04) (0.;21) 

[2083.41] 

CHONGERKHATA KHAGRmARI 

Cost A1 - . 3344.22 644.88 - 1422.84 1020.31 - 35.87 128.13 82~52 9.67 
Land Revenue ( 19.28) (42.55) (30.51) ( 1.07) ( 3.83) (2.47) ( 0.2.9) 

Cost D 4815.32 644.88 1471.10 1422.84 1020.31 - 35.87 128.13 82.52 9.67 
[5251.20] ( 13.39) ( 30.55) (29.55) (21.19) . (0.74) (2.66) (1.72) (0.20) 

[ 1906. 98] 

KUKTIKATA 

Cost A
1 

- 3336.25 547.66 - 1467.24 1102.04 31.09 119.15 58.93 10.14 
Land Revenue ( 16.42) (43.98) (33.03) ( 0.93) ( 3.57) (1.77) ( 0.30) 

Cost D 4840.90 5 '47. 66 1504.65 1467.24 1102.04 31.09 119. 15 58.93 10.14 
[5217.06] (.11.32) (31.08) (30~31) (22.76) (0.64) ( 2.46) (1.22) (0.21) 

[ 1880.81] 

Note :Figures in the first oracket indicate the percentages of the respective totals and figures in the third bracket indicate the cost of .family labour worked 
out on the wage rate of casual labour. 
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Table 5.8 Cost of production per hectare of rustica Tobacco in the 
selected vi 11 ages of Gooch Behar district in 1990-91 

Cost Total Cost of Cost of family Cost of Cost of Cost of Cost of Charges paid Cost of Plant Depriciation 
basis cost hired human labour based on bullock manure and tractor seed for pro"tect ion and 

1 abour imputed value of .1 abour fertilizers pol\er irrigation measures maintenance 
attached farm used used charges 

servants 

AllreARI 

Cost A1 -
3322.51 118.26 - 14 73.60 1586.82 - 25.25 73.16 27.34 18.08 

Land Revenue ( 3.56) (44.35) ( 4 7. 76) ( o. 76) (2.20) ( 0.83) ( o. 54) 

Cost 0 5062.73 118.26 1740.22 1473.60 1586.82 - 25.25 73.16 27.34 18.08 
[5482.78] (2.34) (34.37) (29.11) (31.34) ( 0. 50) (1.44) ( o. 54) ( 0.36) 

[2160.27] 

BORONATJ8ARI 

Cost A1 -
3488.25 294.30 - 1565.72 1440.17 - 34.28 114.50 25.96 13.32 

Land Revenue ( 8. 44) (44.88) (41.30) ( o. 98) ( 3.28) ( 0. 74) ( 0.38) 

Cost 0 4770.56 294.30 1282.31 1565.72 1440.17 - 34.28 114.50 25.96 13.32 
[5137.88] (6.17) (26.88) (32.82) (30.19) (0.72) (2.40) ( o. 54) (0.28) 

[1649.68] 

8 HITORKAMTA 

Cost A1 -
4472.28 730.98 - 1965.30 1495.14 - 16.39 168.33 84.90 11.24 

Land Revenue ( 16.35) (43.94) (33.43) (0.37) ( 3. 76) ( 1. 90) ( 0.25) 

Cost D 5654.03 730.98 1181.75 1965.30 1495.14 - 16.39 168.33 84.90 11.24 
[6096.06] ( 12.93) (20.90) ( 34.76) (26.44) (0.29) (2.98) (1.50) (0.20) 

[ 1623.78] 
Continued on next page 
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Table 5.8 Continued -
Cost Total Cost of Cost of f am.ily Cost of Cost of Cost of Cost of Charges paid Cost of P 1 ant Depri c i at ion 
basis cost hired human 1 abour based on bullock manure and tractor seed for pr~tect ion and 

1 abour imputed value of 1 abour fertilizers power irrigation measures maintenance 
attached farm used used charges 

servants 

JORESIMULI 

Cost A1 - 2906.29 3 87.09 - 1225.53 1049~04 - 17.95 121.04 95.77 9.87 
Land Revenue ( 13.30) ( 42.,17-) (36.09) ( 0.62) (4.19) (3.29) ( 0.34) 

Cost D 4700.34 387.09 1794.05 1225.53 1049.04 - 17.95 121.04 95.77 9.87 
[4983.70] (8.24) ( 38.17) (26.07} (22.32) (0.38) (2.58) ( 2.03) (0.21} 

[2083.41] 
' 

CHONGERKHATA KHAGRmARI 

Cost A1 - 3344.22 644.88 - 1422.84 1020.31 - 35.87 128.13 82.52 9.67 
Land Revenue (19.28) ( 42.55) (30.51) ( 1.07) (3.83) ( 2.4 7) ( 0.29) 

Cost 0 4815.32 644,88 1471.10 1422.84 1020.31 - 35.87 128.13 . 82.52 9.67 
(5251.20] ( 13.39) ( 30.55) (29.55) (20.19) ( o. 74) ( 2. 66) (1.72) (0.20) 

[1906.98] 

KUKTIKATA 

Cost A1 - 3336.25 547.66 - 1467.24 1102.04 - 31 ..• 09 119.15 58.93 10.14 
Land Revenue ( 16.42) (43.98} (33.03) ( 0.93) (3.57) ( 1.77) ( 0.30) 

Cost 0 4840.90 547.66 1504.65 1467.24 1102.04 - 31.09 119.15 58.93 10.14 
[5217.06] (11.31) (31.08) (30.31) (22.77) ( 0.64) (2.46) (1.22) (0.21) 

[1880.81] 

Note : Figures in the first bracket indicate the percentages of respective totals and figures in the third bracket indicate the cost of family labour worked out 
on the wage rate of·casual labour. 
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Table 5. 9 Cost of production per hectare of tabaccum Tobacco in the 
selected villages of Cooch Behar district in 1990-91 

Cost Total Cost of Cost of family Cost of Cost of Cost of Cost of Charges paid Cost of Plant Depriciation 
basis cost hired. human 1 abour based on bullock manure arid tractor seed for. protect ion and 

1 abour imputed value of 1 abour fertilizers po \'.er irrigation measures maintenance 
attached farm used used charges 

servants 

ADMARI 

Cost A
1 

- 4433.07 319.77 - 1523.76 224 7.09 - 98.71 157.25 64.94 21.55 
Land Revenue ( 7.21 ) (34.37) (50.69) ( 2.23) ( 3. 55) ( 1.46) ( 0.49) 

Cost D 6138.12 319.77 1705.05 . 1523.76 2247.09 - 98.71 15 7.25 64.94 21.55 
[6543.48] (5.21) (27.78) (24.82) (36.61) (1.61) (2.56) (1.06) (0.35) 

[2110.41] 

BORONAT18ARI 

Cost A
1 

- 3755.69 322.88 - 1688.18 1507.37 - 45.81 132.19 41.53 17.73 
Land Revenue ( 8.60) ( 44.95) (40.13) (1.23) ( 3. 52) (1.10) (0.4 7 ) 

Cost D 5045.87 322.88 1290.18 1688.18 1507.37 - 45.81 132.19 41.53 17.73 
[5415.44] ( 6.40) (25.57) (33.46) ( 29.87) ( o. 91) ( 2.62) (0.82) (0.35) 

[1659. 75] 

B H ITORKAMT A 

Cost A
1 

- 4374.11 835.56 . - 1955.55 1413.53 - 22.64 65.79 62.73 18.31 
(19.10) (44.71) (32.31) ( 0.53) ( 1. 5·o) (1.43) ( 0.42) 

Cost D 5753.87 835.56 1379.76 1955.55 1413.53 - 22.64 65.79 62.73 18.31 
[6269.96] (14._53) ( 23.98) (33.99) ( 24.57) (.0. 39) (1.14) ( 1, 09) (0.31) 

[1895.85] 
Continued on next page 
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Table 5.9 Continued 

Cost Total Cost of Cost of family Cost of Cost of Cost of Cost of Charges paid Cost of P 1 ant Depriciation 
basis cost hired human 1 abour based on bullock manure and tractor seed for protection and 

labour imputed value of 1 abour fert 11 i zers po~>.er irrigation measures maintenance 
attached farm used used charges· 

servants 

SOVAGAUNJ 

Cost A
1 

- 4306.69 375.48 - 1712.80 2044.79 - 35.45 72.10 50.00 16.07 
Land Revenue (8.72) (39;77) (47.48) ( 0.83) ( 1.67) (1.16) ' ( 0.37) 

Cost 0 5939.25 375.48 1632.56 1712.80 2044.79 - 35.45 72.10 50.00 16.07 
[6361. 66] (6.32) (27.48) (28.84) (34.43) (0.60) (1.22) (0.84) (0~27) 

[2054. 97] 

8 OROOHAPER CHATIRA 

Cost A
1 

- 4186.08 962.80 - 1294.48 1715.94 - 19.17 104.76 71.50 17.43 
Land Revenue ( 23.00) ( 30.93) (40.99) ( 0.46) ( 2.50) ( 1. 70) ( 0.42) 

Cost D 5531.25 962.80 1345.17 1294.48 1715.94 - 19.17 104.76 71.50 17.43 
[5890.98] (17.41) ( 24.32) (23.40) (31.03) ( o. 35) (1.89) (1.29) { 0.31) 

[1704.90] 

BHIORTHANA 

Cost A
1 

- 3333.12 299.48 - '1453.34 1314.82 - 19.95 181.67 50.58 13.28 
Land Revenue ( 8. 98) (43.60) (39.45) ( 0.60) ( 5.45) (1.52) ( 0.40) 

Cost D . 4787.43 299.48 1454.31 1453.34 1314.82 - 19.95 181.67 50.58 13.28 
[5078.30] (6.25) ( 30.38) (30.36) ( 27 .46) (0.43) (3.79) (1.05) (0.28) 

[1745.18] 

Note : Figures in the first bracket indicate the percentages of respective totals and figures in the third bracket indicate the cost of family labour worked out 
on the wage rate of casual labour. 
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Table •. ~-19 Cost of production per hectare of Tobacco in the 
selected villages· of Jalpaiguri district in 1990-91 

Cost Total Cost of Cost of famil} Cost of Cost of Cost of Cost of Charges paid Cost of Plant Depriciation 
basis cost hire~ human 1 abour based on bullock manure and tractor seed for protect ion and 

labour imputed value of 1 abour fertilizers po 1\er irrigation measures maintenance 
attached farm used used charges 

servants 

UTTAR BHUSHKADANGA 

Cost A1 - 4200.70 539.88 - 2077.40 1303.85 - 17.94 155.19 81.57 24.87 
Land Revenue (12.86) ( 49.45) (31.04) ( 0.43) ( 3.69) (1.94) (0.59) 

Cost D 6261.75 539.88 2061.05 2077.40 1303.85 - 17.94 155.19 81.5 7 24.87 
[7128.38] {8.62) ( 32.91) (33.18) ( 20.82) ( 0.29) (2.48) (1.30) (0.40) 

[2927.63] 

PASCHIM SALBARI 

Cost A1 - 4420.40 627.67 - 1964.43 1536.96 - 15.73 175.45 85.23 14.93 
Land Revenue ( 14.20) {44.44) ( 34.77) ( 0.35) (3.97) ( 1. 93) ( 0.34) 

Cost D 6467.81 627.67 2047.41 1964.43 1536.96 - 15.73 175.45 85.23 14.93 
[7095.99] ( 9.70) ( 31.66) (30.37) ( 23.76) ( 0. 24) ( 2.·72) (1.32) (0.23) 

[2675.59] 

BAROGH(X{IA 

· Cost A
1 

- 3850.17 311.85 - 2115.56 1172.12 - 17.93 150.58 65.16 16.97 
Land Revenue ' ( 8.10) (54.95) (30.44) ( 0.46) ( 3. 92) (1.69) ( 0.44) 

Cost D 6034.04 311.85 2183.87 2115.56 1172.12 - 17.93 150.58 ' 65.16 16.97 
[6808.97]' (5.17) ( 36.19) (35.06) ( 19.43) (0.30) ( 2.49) ( 1. 08) (0.28) 

[2958.80] 

Note : Figures in the first bracket indicate the percentages. of respective totals and figures in the third bracket indicate the cost of family labour worked out 
on the wage rate of casual labour. 

tO 
N 
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25.9 in the first period, and 8. 5, 31.4, 31.3 and 24~ 6 in the second 

period (Table 5.1 and 5.6). Relative weights of these four components, 

ho~ever, differ between the districts in both the period. Higher 

weight of human labour to the cost structure at Jalpaiguri district as 

compared to that at Coochbehar is shown in both the period. In case 

of bullock labour and manures and fertilizers no such inference can be 

drawn so ·far as relative importance of these two factors to the cost 

structure over the districts is in question. No considerable difference 

in relative weight of four major cost components between the types is 

noted (Table 5.3 to 5.5 and Table 5.8 to 5.10). Glaring inter-village 

and inter period variability in percentage weights of these major cost 

components are noticeable (Table 5.2 and 5. 7). Among the villages of 

Coochbehar district percentage weight of human. labour cost varies from 

31.8 to 53.1 in the first and from 32.7 to 46.4 in second period. In 

Jalpaiguri district the ranges of weights are seen to be 48.7 to 53.7 

per cent for the first and 39.5 to 41.4 for the second period. 

Comparing percentage weight of human labour cost of each village with 

respect to time period one may safely conclude that the relative share 

of human labour to total prime cost has drastically reduced from the 

first to the second period. The. share of bullock labour between the 

villages of Coochbehar district is noted to vary from 19.7 to 33.3 per 

cent in the first period and from 23 to 34.5 per cent in the second 

period indicating its augmentation over time. In the villages of 

Jalpaiguri district too the enhancement of percentage share of bullock 

labour cost between two time period is found to vary from 15.7 to 19.8 

and from 30.4 to 35 .1. In case of manures and fertilizers a some what 

different behaviour of its relative cost share is observed. In 5 out of 

9 villages of Coochbehar district percentage share of cost due to 

manures and fertilizers has increased over the period while that has 

diminished in every village in Jalpaiguri district. Thus, the observed 

inter-district and inter-village disparity in cost structure will exert 

differential impact to the farmers of different districts and villages in 

consequential to change in prices of. the above four major cost consti

tuents. And this differential impact will, however, vary over time. 

For example, a district or village having higher cost share of human 
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labour will be affected· ·more _adversely as compared to its counter. part 

havirig relatively low cost share of human labour input. 

Is the observed iQter-district/inter-village difference in money. 

cost per hectare consiquential to inter-district/inter-village differential 

in prices of major inputs (human labour, bullock labour, and manures 

and fertilizers) or inter-district/inter-village differences in the level 

of these inputs used or a combination of both ? Significant difference 

in wage rate of human labour and hiring rate of bullock labour between 

the districts is conspicuous from Table 5.11. Price per kg of nutrients 

( N+P+K), l:n~ever, differ significantly between the districts only in the 

second period. Price per unit of nutrients derived from chemical 

fertilizers has not been reported to vary to a considerable extent 

between the two adjacent districts. Therefore, observed price 

difference of nutrients in the second period can be explained by price 

differential of nutrients between that derived from organic manures and 

from chemical fertilizers. In view of observed invariance of price per 

quintal of FYM between two districts and higher level use of FYM 

accompanied with higher proportional share of it to total cost of 

manures and fertilizers at Coochbehar district, the higher price of 

nutrients recorded for Coochbehar district is attributable to higher 

cost incurred per unit of nutrients ( N+P+K) that derived from organic 

manures ( FYM). Despite higher expenditure incurred on manures and 

fertilizers the level of nutrients application is noted to have been 

lower at Coochbehar district in the second period because of larger 

amount of FYM utilization. In the first period, however, higher cost of 

manures and fertilizers in Jalpaiguri district is quite in conformity 

with the level of nutrients used. Considerably higher wage rate at 

Jalpaiguri district has largely deflated the intensity of human labour 

used in the district. Sufficient higher cost incurred by this factor in 

Jalpaiguri as compared to that in Coochbehar district has led to. a 

marginal increase of its use as demonstrated by Table 5 .11. Hiring rate 

of bullock labour is not found to have significant difference between 

the two districts in the first period and hence higher money cost 

involved on account of this factor has resulted its higher level of its 

use in Coochbehar district. In the second period, however, exceedingly 



Table 5.11 : Yield, intensities and prices of different inputs in the production of Tobacco 
in the selected districts of West Bengal at two points of time 

--·--···. 

Districts 1983-84 1990-91 
Cost Coochbehar Jalpaiguri Districts Coochbehar Jalpaiguri 
components combined 

Quantity of hired human labour per hectare (Mandays) 69.34 45.36 57.35 53.58 44.11 
Quantity of family labour per hectare (Mandays) 230.81 268.62 249.72 217.00 249.55 
Quantity of total labour per hectare (Mandays) 300.15 313.98 307.07 270.58 293.66 
Quantity of bullock labour per hectare (Pairdays) 133~76 103.42 118.59 119.62 105.14 
Quantity of seed used per hectare (Kgs.) 0.75 0.58 0.67 0.96 0.54 

0.50+ - 0.25+ 

Cost of mannure and fertilisers used per·hectare (Rs.) 995.45 1033.40 1014.43 1461.77 1337.62 
Cost of Farm Yard Mannure used per hectare (Rs.) 863.89 835.59 849.74 1249.34 1003.62 
Quantity of Farm Yard Mannure per hectare ( q.~intals) 89.71 83.56 86.64 82.29 66.91 
Quantity of Nitrogen used per hectare (Kgs.) 42.92 38.33 40.63 39.30 35.87 
Quantity of Phosphate used per hectare (Kgs.) 19.08 28.90 23.99 22.82 28.93 
Quantity of Potash used per hectare (Kgs.) 30.34 30.07 30.21 25.67 24.54 
Quantity of (N+P+K) used per hectare (Kgs.) 92.34 97.30 94.83 87.79 89.34 
Average number of irrigation used 1.68 2.67 2.18 1.45 2.30 
Price per kg of (N+P+K) used 10.78 10.62 10.70 16.65 14.97 
Wage rate of casual hired labour 5.83 7.32 6.42 8,89 11.18 
Imputed wage of attached farm servents 5.36 6.37 5.90 6.84 8.40 
Hiring charge of per pair of bullock 7.23 6.67 7.09 12.68 19.52 
Price per kg of seed used 15.57 . 15.00 15.29 31.89 32.00 

94.72* - 94.72* 

Yield per hectare ( q.~intals) 9.91 10.65 10.28 11.11 11.28 
Cost per q.~intal of output on the basis of Cost A1-Land revenue 263.18 214.48 237.53 338.02 369.59 
Cost per q.~intal of output on the basis of Cost D 388.01 375.14 380.93 474.29 555.62 
Average price per q.~intal 707.84 676.19 691.66 847.42 . 807.42 

Note : +indicates q.~antity of seedlings purchased per hectare (in thousand) in addition to q.~antity of seed used 
per hectare, while* indicates the cost per thousand of seedlings purchased. 

Districts 
combined 

48.45 
233.28 
282.12 
112.38 

0.75 

1399.70 
1126.48 

74.60 
37.59 
25.89 
25.11 
88.59 
1.88 

15.80 
10.01 
7.68 

15.88 
31,95 

11 ;20 
349.73 
509.63 
837.80. 

co 
01 



Particulars 
·Village/ 

District 

Adabari 
B arona t a bar i 
Bhitorkamta 
Sovagaunj 
Borodhaperchattra 
Bhiorthana 
Joresimuli 
Chongerkhata Khagribari 
Kuktikata 
Coochbehar 
Utter Bhushkadanga 
Paschim Salbari 
Baroghoria 
Jalpaiguri 
Two districts combined 

Table 5.11A :Average price per kg of nutrients {N+P+K) used in the production of tobacco in the 
selected villages and districts of West Bengal during 1g83-84 and 1990-91 

Price per kg of Price per kg of Price per kg of Price per kg of Price per kg of 
nutrients used in nutrients used nutrients used nutrients used in nutrients used 

(tv.o types canbined) in rustica in tabacum ( t v.o types combined) in rust ica 
Tobacco Tobacco Tobacco Tobacco Tobacco 

during 1983-84 during 1983-84 in 1983-84 in 1990-91 in 1990-91 

11.64 12.55 13.09 17.38 14.74 
9.42 8.45 10.18 16.92 15.66 
8.54 8.35 9.10 16.29 19.65 

14.52 14.42 15.37 18.64 17.21 
11.17 10.71 13.09 15.73 10.03 
12.61 12.51 13.71 18.76 14.54 
8.95 8.94 - 13. g1 16.25 

10.86 10.61 1 o. 11 14.77 20.60 
9.93 9.93 - 13.55 18.05 

10.78 10.64 12.06 16.65 14.46 
12.62 12.62 - 17.02 17.02 
10.40 10.40 - 15.27 15.27 
9.70 9.70 - 12.91 12.91 

10.62 10.62 - 14.97 14.97 
10.70 10.63 12.06 15.80 14.72 

(In Rupees) 

Price per kg of 
nutrients used 

in tabacum 
Tobacco 

17.96 
20.54 
17.33 
18.g1 
16.21 
17.30 

17.90 

17.90 

co 
0') 



Table 5.12 Yteld, Intensities and prices of different Inputs In the production of Tobacco 
In the Selected villages of Coochbehar district In 1983-84. 

Name of 
VIllage 

Quant tty Quant tty Quant tty Quantity Quant tty Cost of Cost of Quant tty Quantity Quant tty Quant tty Average 
of hlredof family of total of bullock of seed mannure Farm Yard of farm of Nitro- of Phos- of Potash Number 

labour labour labour labour used per and Fer- mannure Yard gen used phate used per of trri-
per hec. per hec. per hec. per hec.hec.(Kgs) t111sers used per mannure per hec. used per hec. gallon 

(Han- (Han- (Man- (Pair used per hec.(Rs) per.hec. (Kgs) hec.(Kgs) (kgs) used 
days) days) days) days) hec.(Rs) (Quintals) 

Adabari 75.73 

Bobonata- 55.75 
bart 

Bhltor
kamla 

103.46 

Sovagaunj. · 50,48 

Borodha
perchattra 

70.20 

Bhlorthana 66.02 

Joreslmul I 49.58 

Chonger
khata 
Khagrlbarl 

80.48 

Kuktlkata 72.33 

Coochbehar 69.34 

206.48 282.21 140.73 

234.03 289.78 129.64 

202.40 305.86 148.00 

244.40 294.88 134.21 

219.56 289.7b 115.18 

216.24 282.26 114.18 

266.75 316.33 117.25 

238.98 319.46 152.88 

248.44 320.77 151.72 

230.81 300.15 133.75 

0.68 
3.05+ 

0.59 
1.24+ 

0.!;4 

1.15 

0.50 

0.46 
0.19+ 

0.57 

1.24 

1.04 

0.75 
0.50+ 

1910.35 1842.29 184.13 

717.91 658.68 85.88 

792.66 612.22 81.20 

938.34 927.28 82.73 

1060.59 911.20 91.12 

750.13 715.35 71. !;4 

807.76 554.04 55.40 

1015.38 825.73 82.57 

966.33 728.21 72.62 

995.49 863.89 89.71 

64.53 46.16 53.46 1.10 

2.15 20.70 26.36 1.32 

42.50 16.20 34.16 2.00 

26.66 13.30 24.68 1.16 

44.65 , 9. 73 30.56 2.25 

24.40 12.27 22.83 2.07 

52.99 12.62 24.69 1.63 

54.30 14.22 24 .• 93 1.89 

55.65 16.54 25.09 1.74 

42.92 19.08 30.34 1.68 

Wages 
rate of 
casual 
hired 
labour 

6.00 

5.00 

6.00 

6.00 

6.75 

5.00 

6.00 

5.75 

5.75 

5.83 

Imputed 
..age of 

attached 
farm 

servants 

5.60 

4.50 

5.11 

5.56 

6.14 

4.85 

5.90 

5.14 

5.33 

5.36 

Hiring 
charge 
of per 
pair of 
bullock 

7.50 

8.00 

9.00 

6.80 

6.75 

8.25 

6.75 

6.75 

7.00 

7.23 

Price 
per Kg 
~ed 

used 

17.20 
82.04* 

20.00 
104.35* 

14.75 

14.23 

13.31 

15.33 
g7.27* 

Yield Cost per Cost per 
per hec. qJintal IIJintal 

(Quintals) of out- of out-

10.83 

8.85 

8.68 

7.41 

9.99 

9.54 

put on put on 
the basts the basts 

of cost of cost 
A

1
-Land 0 

Revenue 

360.81 469.58 

263.69 382.69 

341.76 460.91 

301.45 484.84 

260.19 195.14 

232.27 342.20 

15.31. 10.11 199.26 3!;4.93 

15.00 

15.00 

15.57 
94.72* 

11.30 

12.45 

9.91 

238.70 347.40 

207.69 314.05 

263.18 388.01 

Note +Indicates ljJantlty of seedlings purchased per hectare (in thousand) tn addition to ljJantlty of seed used per hectare, lillie • tndtr.•tes the cost per thousand seedlings 
purchased. 
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Table 5.13 Yield, intensities and prices of different inputs in the production of rustica 
Tobacco in the Selected villages of Coochbehar dtstrtct in 1983-84~ 

Name of 
v 111 age 

Quantity Quantity Quantity 
of htred of of total 

Quant tty Quant tty Cost of Cost of Quant tty Quant tty 
of of seed mannure Farm of Farm of 

labour 
per hec. 

(Man
days) 

famtly 
labour 

per 
hectare 
(Man
days) 

labour 
per hec. 

(Man
days) 

bullock used per and Fer
! abour hec. ( Kgs) t tli sers 

Yard Yard Nitrogen 
mannure mannure used 

per 
hectare 
(pair

days) 

Adabari 31.28 216.21 247.49 138.64 

Boronata· 55.17 227.13 282.30 131.68 
bart 

Bhttor- 113.13 207.32 320.45 152.51 
kamta 

Sovagaunj 41.52 

Borodha- 73.47 
perchattr a 

8htorthana 61.89 

Jorestmull 49,58 

Chonger
khata 
Khagaribart 

82.24 

Kuktikata 72.33 

Coochbehar 64.51 

276.50 318.02 129.86 

220.42 293.89 116.56 

218.02 279.91 110.17 

266.75 316.33 117.25 

238.83 321.07 153.18 

248.44 320.77 151.72 

235.51 300.02 133.51 

used per 
hec .(Rs) 

used per per hec. per 
hectare(Qutntals) hectare 
(Rs.) (Kgs) 

0.55 1426.30 1330.07 132.94 

0.56 464.20 387.05 50.47 
1.30• 

o. 53 803.97 629.89 83.54 

0.62 

0.44 

0.42 
0.27• 

0.57 

1.23 

1.04 

0.66 
0.17+ 

807.95 783.57 69.90 

974.81 807.68 00,77 

696.26 661.48 66.15 

807.33 554.04 55.40 

1018.65 831.91 83.19 

966.33 728.21 72.82 

885.09 745.99 77.24 

44.05 

21.59 

42.52 

25.01 

43.71 

22.78 

52.99 

53.85 

55.65 

40.24 

Quantity Quant tty Average 
of Phos- of Potash Number 

phate used 'per of trrt-
used per hec. gation 
hec.(Kgs) (kgs) used 

29.21 40.34 1.16 

12.84 20.49 1.39 

20.72 33.04 2.00 

10.39 20.62 1.16 

18.18 29.12 2.25 

11.27 21.62 2.07 

12.62 24.69 1.63 

14.38 27.74 1.89 

16.54 25.09 1.74 

16.07 26.83 1.70 

Wages 
rate of 
casua I 
hired 
labour 

6.00 

5.00 

6.00 

6.00 

6.75 

5.00 

6.00 

5.75 

5.75 

5.83 

Imputed 
llilge of 

attached 
farm 

servants 

5.60 

4.50 

5.11 

5.56 

6.14 

4.85 

5.90 

5.14 

5.33 

5.36 

Hiring 
charge 
of per 
pair of 
bullock 

7.50 

8.oo 

9.00 

6.80 

6.75 

8.25 

6.75 

6.75 

7.00 

7.33 

Price Yield_ Cost per Cost per 
per Kg per hec. QJtntal QJintal 
Seed (Quintals) of out- of out. 
used 

17.50 

20.00 
88.24* 

14.75 

14.23 

13.31 

15.33 
97 .27* 

15.31 

15.00 

15.00 

15.60 
92.76* 

9.10 

9.33 

8.46 

7.95 

10.59 

9.98 

10.11 

11.45 

12.45 

9.94 

put on put on 
the basis the 

of cost 
A

1
-Land 

Revenue 

bas is 
of 

cost D 

309.60 442.65 

218.27 327.82 

371.07 496.30 

255.38 448.75 

239.97 367.76 

209.60 315.55 

199. 26 354. 99 

236.74 343.96 

207.69 314.05 

244.42 371.41 

Note : + Indicates qJant tty of seed! ings purchased per hectare (in thousand) in addition to qJant1ty of seed used per hectare, W!tle * indicates the price of per thousand 
seedlings purchased. 

<0 
00 



Table5.14 Yield, intensities and prices of different Inputs In the production of tabaccum 
Tobacco In the Selected villages of Coochbehar district In 1983-84. 

Kame of Quant tty Quantity Quantity Quant tty Quant 1 ty Cost of Cost of Qu4nt I ty Qu4nl tty Qu4ntl ty Quant I ty A~erage Wages Imputed Hiring Price Yield . Cost per Cost per 
V t 11 age of hired of of total of of seed mannure Farm of Farm of of Phos- of Potash Number rate of wage of charge per Kg per hec. QJi nta 1 QJintal 

labour family labour bu 11 ock used per and Fer- Yard Yard Nitrogen phate used per of t rrt- casua 1 .attached of per Seed (Quintals) of out- of out-
per hec. 1 abour per hec. labour hec.(Kgs) tiltsers mannure mannure used used per hec. galion hired farm pair of used put on put on 

(Man- per (Man- per used per used per per hec. per hec.(Kgs) (kgs) used 1 abour servants bullock the basts the 
days) hectare days) hectare hec.(Rs) hectare(Quintals) hectare of cost basis 

(Han- (pair- ( Rs.) (Kgs) A
1
-Land of 

day) days) Revenue cost D 

Adabarl 90.74 203.05 293.79 141.58 0.66 2073.92 2013.35 201.22 62.35 36.70 59.35 1.08 6.00 5.60 7.50 17.14 11.41 376.81 476.47 
4.07+ 82.04* 

Boronabari 57.13 250.36 307.49 124.82 0.65 1341.66 1302.77 169.85 52.31 29.34 50.12 1.36 5.00 4.50 8.00 20.00 8.03 376.96 517.26 
1.09+ 150.00* 

Bhttor- 37.88 282.29 320.17 117.42 0.57 580.30 492.42 65.31 33.37 11.15 19.26 1.00 6.00 5.11 9.00 14.75 10.13 193.45 335.85 
camta 

Sobagaunj 57.92 217.74 275.66 137.83 1,59 1046.55 1046.55 93.37 27.55 12.98 27.54 1.25 6.00 5.56 6.80 14.23 6.96 345.25 519.19 

Borodha- 59.08 216.63 275.71 110.50 0.69 1298.97 1263.68 126.37 40.65 21.24 37.29 2.00 6.75 6.14 6.75 13.31 7.96 344.13 511.23 
perchattra 

Bhlorthana 84.42 208.34 292.76 132.03 0.62 938.85 938.85 93.88 27.70 13.05 27.70 1.70 5.00 4.85 8.25 15.33 7.55 361.13 495.15 

Changer- 28.85 288.46 317.31 149.04 1.42 890.38 625.00 62.50 18.43 51.15 18.43 1.50 5.75 5.14 6.75 15.00 6.81 331.15 548.87 
khat a 
Khagrlbari 

Coochbehar 59.43 238.12 297.55 130.46 0.89 1167.18 1097.52 116.07 37.48 25.08 34.24 1.41 5.83 5.36 7.33 15.68 8.41 326.33 478.10 
0.57+ 116.02* 

Note : + Indicates QJantity (in thousand) of seedlings purchased In addition to seed used per hectare, While* Indicates price per thousand of seedlings purchased. 

<0 
<0 



Table5.15 Yield, intensities and prices of different inputs in the production of 
Tobacco in the Selected villages of Jalpaiguri district in 1963-84. 

Name of Quantity Quantity Quantity Quantity Quantity Cost of Cost of Quantity Quantity Quantity Quantity Average Wages Imputed 
Village of hired of of tot a 1 of of seed mannure Farm of Farm of of Phos- of Potash Nllllber rate of wage of 

1 abour family labour bullock used per and Fer- Yard Yard Nitr09en ph ate used per of irri- casua 1 attached 
per hec. labour per hec. labour hec. ( Kgs) tilisers mannure mannure used used per hec. gat ion hired farm 

(Han- per (Han- per used per used per per hec. per hec.(Kgs) (kgs) used labour servants 
days) hectare days) hectare hec.( Rs) hectare(Quintals) hectare 

(Han- "(pair- (Rs.) (Kgs) 
days) days) 

Utter 47.86 259.38 307.24 102.74 0.62 850.04 804.72 80.47 30.40 13.21 23.75 2.83 8.00 6.80 
Bhuskadanga 

Paschim 55.60 236.90 292.50 95.91 0.51 1071.03 839.92 84.00 37.59 35.00 30.38 3.18 7.50 6.79 
Sa 1 bar i 

Baroghogia 32.62 309.57 342.19 111.61 0.60 1179.14 863.03 86.30 47.00 38.49 36.07 2.00 6.00 5.70 

Jalpaiguri 45.36 268.62 313.98 103.42 0.58 1033.40 835.59 83.56 38.33 28.90 30.07 2.67 7.32 6.37 

Hiring Price 
charge per Kg 
of per Seed 
pair of used 
bullock 

7.00 15.00 

6.50 15.00 

6.50 15.00 

6.67 15.00 

Yield Cost per Cost per 
per hec. q.~intal 

(Quintals) of out-
put on 

the basis 
of cost 
A,-Land 
Revenue 

9.94 224.75 

10.61 222.29 

11.41 197,58 

10.65 214.48 

QJi ntal 
of out-
put on 

the 
basis 

of 
cost 0 

402.13 

373.69 

351.82 

375.14 

..... 
0 
0 



101 

Table 5.16 Yield, intensities and prices of different inputs in the production of 
Tobacco in the Selected villages of Cooch Behar1istrict in 1990-91. 

Harne of 
~ill age 

Quantity Quant lty Quantity Quantity Quantity Cost of Cost of Quantity Quantity Quantity Quantity Average Wages 
of hired of of tot a 1 of of seed mannure Farm of Farm of of Phos- of Potash Number rate of 

labour family labour bullock used per and Fer- Yard Yard Nitrogen phate used per of irri- casual 
per hec. labour per hec. labour hec. ( Kgs) t i 1 i sers mannure mannure used used per hec. gation hired 

(Han- per (Han- per used per used per per hec. per hec.(Kgs) (kgs) used labour 
days) hectare days) hectare hec.(Rs) hectare(Quintals) hectare 

Adabarl 

Boronata 
bar I 

Bhl tor
kamta 

25.67 

40.51 

83.~4 

Sovagaunj 45.69 

Borodha· 78.57 
perchattra 

8hlorthana 30.12 

Jores1mul1 43.01 

Chonger- 73.70 
Khatakhagrlbarl 

Kakt 1kata 62.59 

Coochbehar 53.58 

(Han- (pair-
day) days) 

236.92 262.59 125.14 

220.40 260.91 123.58 

186.47 270.01 130.89 

215.94 261.63 146.14 

193.42 271.99 117.23 

235.51 265.63 103.81 

231.49 274.50 104.30 

217.94 291.64 118.57 

214.95 277.54 122.27 

217.00 270.58 119.62 

(Rs.) (Kgs) 

1.90 1956.57 1735.92 115.73 44.26 

0.95 1462.57 1244.01 82.93 33.66 

0.59 1478.82 1342.70 89.51 38.94 

1.11 1939.68 1847.69 123.17 49.81 

0.61 1796.27 1506.60 100.44 51.38 

0. 71 1350.59 1262.46 84.16 29.97 

0.56 1049.04 736.33 49.06 34.75 

1.20 1020.31 786.65 52.44 30.40 

1.04 1102.04 781.73 52.11 40.55 

0.96 1461.77 1249.34 82.29 39.30 

33.37 34.92 1.00 9.00 

26.21 26.57 1.25 7.50 

20.60 31.25 1.75 9.00 

19.23 35.00 1.25 9.00 

27.18 35.60 1.83 10.00 

15.65 26.36 1.08 7.50 

20.06 20.60 1.63 9.00 

21.45 17.21 1.60 3.75 

21.62 19.12 1.62 8.75 

22.82 25.67 1.45 8.89 

Imputed 
wage of 

attached 
farm 

servants 

7.25 

5.83 

6.65 

7.15 

7.89 

6.25 

7.75 

6.75 

7.00 

6.84 

Hiring 
charge 
of per 
pair of 
bullock 

12.00 

13.00 

15.00 

11.75 

11.00 

14.00 

11.75 

12.00 

12.00 

12.68 

Price Held Cost per Cost per 
per Kg per hec. 11J1ntal ljlintal 
Seed (Quintals) of out- of out-
used put on put on 

the basis the 
of cost bas is 
A

1
-Land of 

Revenue cost D 

35.00 10.87 362.10 520.12 

40.00 9.77 365.63 497.15 

30.00 10.36 429.79 549.48 

30.00 9.20 459.44 627.26 

30.00 11.00 369.78 508.51 

30.00 11.55 281.69 409.13 

32.00 12.99 223.73 361.84 

30.00 12.11 276.15 397.63 

30.00 12.18 273.91 397.45 

31.89 11.11 338.02 474.29 
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Table 5.17 Yield, intensities and prices of different inputs in the production of 
rustica Tobacco in the Selected villages of·Cooch Seher district in 1990-91. 

Name of Quantity Quantity Quantity Quantity Quantity Cost of Cost of Quant 1ty Quant 1ty Quant tty Quant tty Average Wages Imputed Hfrtng Price .Yteld Cost per Cost per 
Vt llage of hired of of total of of seed mannure Farm of F ann of of Phos- of Potash Number rate of wage of charge per Kg per hec. QJintal QJfntal 

labour family labour bullock. used per and Fer- Yard Yard Nitrogen pilate used per of irrt- casua 1 attached of per Seed (Quintals) of out- of out-
per hec. labour per hec. labour hec.(Kgs) ttlfsers IIJ4nnure mannure used used per hec. gat ion hired fann pafr of used put on put on 

(Han- per (Man- per used per used per per hec. per hec.(Kgs) (kgs) used labour servants bullock. the basis the 
days) hectare days) hectare het.(Rs) hectare(Quintals) hectare of cost basts 

(Man- (pair- (Rs.) (Kgs) A
1
-Land of 

days) days) Revenue cost D 

Adabarf 13.10 240.03 253.13 122.88 0.72 1586.82 1365.49 91.03 39.32 29.64 31.02 1.00 9.00 7.25 12.00 35.00 10.74 309.36 471.39 

Boro- 39.24 219.95 259.19 120.44 0.86 1440.17 1202.58 00.17 38.94 30.32 30.74 1.25 7.50 5.83 13.00 40.00 10.14 344.01 470.47 
natabari 

Bht tor- 81.22 180.42 261.64 131.02 0.55 1620.14 1401.24 93.42 47.05 21.28 31.66 1.75· 9.00 6.55 15.00 30,00 10.26 435.89 551.08 
k4lllta 

Sovagaunj 48.66 206.66 255.32 146.42 1.05 1860.84 1780.34 116.66 47.67 18.48 33.63 1.25 9.00 7.15 11.75 30.00 9.40 444.26 601.45 

Borodhaper- 72.67 201.06 273.73 117.08 0.60 1823.04 1541.37 102.75 53.68 31.57 37.19 1.83 10.00 7.89 11.00 30.00 10.60 374.07 523.73 
chattra 

Bhtorthana 25.59 236.81 262.40 103.81 0.73 1367.10 1292.79 86.18 41.63 21.74 36.61 1.08 7.50 6.25 14.00 30.00 11.61 277.16 404.13 

Joresimuli 43.01 231,49 274.50 104.30 0.56 1049.04 736.33 49.06 34.75 20.06 20.60 1.63 9.00 7.75 11.75 32.00 12.99 228.73 361.84 

Chonger- 73.70 217.94 291.64 118.57 1.20 1020.31 786.65 52.44 30.40 21.45 17,21 1.60 6.75 6.75 12.00 30.00 12.11 276.15 397.63 
khatakhagrtbart 

Kukt ikata 62.59 214.95 277.54 122.27 1.04 1102.04 781.73 52.11 40.55 21.62 19.12 1.62 8.75 7.00 12.00 30.00 12.18 273.91 397.45 

Cooch Beher 51.87 216.19 267.68 120.75 0.81 14299.94 1209.83 80.66 46.20 24.02 28.65 1.45 8.74 6.93 12.44 31.89 11.11 323,58 458.77 



Table 5.18 Yield, intensities and prices of different inputs in the production of 
tabaccum Tobacco in the Selected villages of Cooch Beher district In 1990-91. 

Name of Quant I ty Quantity Quantity Quantity Quant lty Cost of Cost of Quant lty Quant I ty Quant lty Quantity Average Wages Imputed 
V111 age of.h1red of of total of of seed mannure farm of farm of of Phos- of Potash NlJllber rate of lll!ge of 

labour family labour bullock used per and Fer- Yard Yard Nitrogen ph ate used per of lrrl- casual attached 
per hec. labour per hec. labour hec.(Kgs) tilisers mannure mannure used used per hec. gat I on hired farm 

(Han- per (Han- per used per used per per hec. per hec.(Kgs) (kgs) used labour servants 
days) hectare daJs) hectare hec.(Rs) hectare(Quintals) hectare 

(Han- (pair- (Rs.) • (Kgs) 
days) days) 

Adabarf 35.53 234.49 270.02 126.98 2.82 2247.09 2026.98 135.13 49.20 37.10 38.82 1.07 9.00 7.25 

Boro- 43.05 221.30 264.35 129.86 1.15 1507.37 1326.89 88.46 28.28 22.70 22.40 1.17 7.50 5.83 
natabari 

8hitorkamta 92.84 210.65 303.49 130.37 0.75 1413.53 1108.54 73.90 30.89 19.92 30.83 1.00 9.00 6.55 

Sovagaunj 41.72 228.33 270.05 145.77 1.18 2044·. 79 1937.50 129.16 51.75 19.98 36.37 1.33 9.00 7.15 

Borodhaper- 96.28 170.49 266.77 117.68 0.64 1715.94 1402.30 93.49 49.08 22.79 34.01 2.50 10.00 7.89 
chattra 

Bhlorthana 39.93 232.69 272.63 103.81 0.67 1314.82 1196.80 79.79 29.53 17.77 28.52 1.33 7.50 6.25 

Cooch. Seher 58.23 216.33 274.55 125.75 1.20 1707.26 1499.84 99.99 39.78 23.78 31.83 1.40 8.92 6.79 

Hiring Price 
charge per Kg 
of per Seed 
pair of used 
bullock 

12.00 35.00 

13.00 40.00 

15.00 30.00 

11.75 3o;oo 

11.00 30.00 

14.00 30.00 

12.76 32.50 

Yield Cost per Cost per 
per hec. QJfntal 

(Quintals) of'out-
put on 

the basis 
of cost 
A1-Land 
Revenue 

10.97 404.11 

9.40 399.54 

10.68 409.54 

9.00 478.52 

11.40 367.2U 

11.49 290.90 

10.49 387.35 

q.Jintal 
of out-
put on 

the 
basis 

of 
cost D 

559.54 

536.79 

540.27 

659.92 

485.20 

416.66 

527.28 

..... 
0 
w 



Table 5.19 Yield, intensities and prices of different inputs in the production of 
Tobacco in the Selected villages of Jalpaiguri district in 1990-91. 

Name of Quantity Quantity Quantity Quantity Quantity Cost o.f Cost of Quantity Quant 1ty Quant 1ty Quant 1ty Average Wages Imputed 
Village of hired of of total of of seed mannure Farm of Farm of of Phos- of Potash Number rate of wage of 

labour family labour bullock used per and Fer- Yard Yard Nitrogen ph ate used per of irr1- casua 1 attached 
per hec. labour per hec. labour hec.(Kgs) ttlisers mannure mannure used used per hec. gat ion hired farm· 

(Han- per (Han- per used per used per per hec. per hec.(Kgs) (kgs), used labour servants 
days) hectare days) hectare hec.(Rs) hectare(Quintals) hect¥e 

(Han- (pair- (Rs.) (Kgs) 
day5) days) 

Utter- ~3.19 234.21 277.40 103.87 0.56 1303.77 1124.45 74.96 31.89 19:14 25.56 2.11 12:50 8.80 
bhuskadanga 

Paschim 54.58 232.56 287.24 100.74 0.49 1536.96 1059.03 70.60 36.45 38.91 25.31 2.60 11.50 8.80 
Sal bart 

Baroghoria 29.70 281.79 311.49 108.49 0.56 1172.12 827.38 55.16 39.28 28.75 22.75 2.20 10.50 7.75 

Jalpatgurt 44,11 249.55 293.66 105.14 0.54 1337.62 1003.62 66.91 35.87 28.93 24.54 2.30 11.18 8.40 

Hiring Price 
charge per Kg 
of per Seed 
pair of used 
bullock 

20.00 32.00 

19.50 32.00 

19.50 32.00 

19.52 32.00 

Yield Cost per Cost per 
per hec. lj.lintal 

(Quintals)'of out-
put on 

the bas is 
of cost 
A

1
-Land 

Revenue 

10.72 391.86 

11.26 392.58 

11.87 324.34 

11.28 369.59 

lj.lintal 
of out-
put on 

the 
basis 

of 
cost D 

584.1.2 

574.41 

508.34 

555.62 

,..... 
0 
.:.. 
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• 
_greater hiring rate in Jalp'aiguri, despite notable higher money expen

diture on this item, its level of use is observed to be lower than that 

in Coochbehar d-istrict. 

Above discussion may be summarised as : 

i) Per hectare money cost difference between two districts on each 

major item does not truely reflect to its level of use. High direct 

correspondence between money cost on manures and fertilizer and 

intensity of use of (N+P+K) is, however, observed for the first period 

in both the district. This has been due to invariance of unit price of 

FYM and its level of utilisation between the districts. 

ii) A quite sufficient escalation of money cost has led to a marginal 

increase in the level of use of these factors. Relatively small differen

tial of money cost has led to lessening to factor· intensity. High price 

differential of factors between the district has greatly influenced the 

factor intensities. 

iii) Price difference of ( N+P+K) between the districts has been brought 

a bout due to (a) inter-district difference in price of FYM, and/or 

(b) costlier per unit of ( N+P+K) derived from FYM than that derived 

from chemical .fertilizers. 

The observed price effect on the factor use· can be explained by 

examining the possibility of factor substitution, minimum requirement 

from technical feasibility view point and maximum factor use from 

economic feasibility stand point restricted by resource constraints of 

the farmers under consideration. Possibility of substitution of human 

labour under present technology and resource constraint is noted to be 

highly restricted. Bullock labour used in tobacco production is meant 

for land preparation particularly for pulverization of soil. Require-. 

ment of bullock labour for this purpose, therefore, depends upon the 

soil texture. It is purely a natural factor upon which producer has no 

control to alter. substitution of costlier FYM by chemical fertilizer is 

restrained by the facts that the FYM used by the farmer is mostly 

farm produced. Moreover, it has a positive role in maintaining soil 

fertility, adding trace elements to the soil etc. that have direct 

bearing upon . yield and quality of . the produce. Thus the variation .in 
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the use of bullock labour between the districts has hardly any 

influence to inter-district yield difference, that one can plausibly 

ass~me. Comparing input intensities of human labour, N, P, K and irriga

tion (bullock labour setting aside) with the corresponding yield 

between the districts one can safely conclude that the district Gooch

behar has natural advantage over Jalpaiguri in the production of 

tobacco (Table 5.11). A comparison of cost with price per unit of 

output over districts also corroborates with the above finding. 

Variation of human labour utilization ov.er districts can be traced out 

by careful examination of Table 5.20 and 5.25. It has been elicited 

therefrom that the. variation of human labour use over districts is 

attributed to the inter-district difference in employment of human 

labour to preparatory tillage, planting, weeding and other intercultural 

operations, irrigation, topping and desuckering' and harvesting 

operations. 

Inter-village variaton of input prices, though not remarkable, is 

demonstrated in both the districts at two reference points of time. In 

Coochbehar district· wage rate of casual hired labour, imputed value of 

family labour, hiring rate ·of bullock and price per kg of (N+P+K) 

varies respectively from Rs. 5 to 6.75, Rs. 4.50 toRs. 6.14, Rs. 6.75 

to Rs. 9.00, and . Rs. 8.54 to Rs. 14.52 in the first period. The 

respective C.Vs are found as 8.8, 9.0, 10.5 and 16..6 per cent. In the 

second period also similar behaviour of inter-village variability in 

input prices is noted, the respective C. Vs in the second period are 

being 8. 5, 9. 0, 9. 5 and 11.1 per cent. A comparison of money cost 

with intensity of use of three major inputs like human labour, bullock 

labour and manures and fertilizers over villages shows an incongruity 

in both the period. Highest cost on human labour recorded for 

Joresimuli in the first period is not accorded with highest level of 

its use. Similarly, lowest cost on this item recorded at Boronatabari is 

not matched with its lowest level of use. Difference between hiring 

rate and imputed value of human labour alongwith the relative weight 

of its source of utilization (family labour-hired labour ratio) has, 

however, contributed, to some extent, to the observed inconformity 

between money cost and physical level of· this factor. Similar 



Table 5.2;0 Operation wise distribution of human labour in the production of per hectare 
Tobacco in the. Selected districts in West Bengal in 1983-84 

Name of the Production Preparatory Pl ant.i ng Gap f i 11 ing Weedings and Irrigation Topping & 
District of seedlings till age operation intercultural Desuckering 

operation 

Gooch Seher 12.82 67.64 17.84 7.91 51.64 20.98 28.35 
Jappa1gur1 12.85 56.04 21.13 8.80 53.84 25.97 36.27 
Districts Combined 12.84 61.84 19.49 8.36 52.74 23.48 31.31 

(in labour days per hectare) 

Hervesting 

92.97 
99.08 
96.02 

Yield 
per hectare 
(in Qntl) 

9. 91 
10.65 
10.28 

...... 
0 
-...) 



Table 5.21 Operation wise distribution of human labour in the production of per hectare 
Tobacco in the Selected Villages of Gooch Beher district in 1983-84 

Name of the village Production Preparatory Planting Gap filling Weedings and Irrigation Topping & 
and District of seedlings t i 11 age operation intercultural Desuckering 

operation 

Adabari 11.65 70.73 16.71 7.49 60.54 12.90 20.95 
Boronatabari 13.14 64.82 18.07 6.62 48.25 20.04 29.56 
Bhitorkamta 14.15 73.68 15.32 8.04 44.61 27.01 29.34 
Sovagaunj 10.11 67.22 14.51 4.72 50.08 21.64 27.38 
Borodhaperchattra 14.11 59.34 23.11 8.69 43.26 20.20 27.19 
Bhiorthana 12.15 57.85 18.99 7.43 52.34 15.82 31.10 
Joresimuli 17.82 60.68 19.60 10.29 51.28 24.91 29.91 
Ghongerkhata Khajribari 11.33 v 78.13 18.05 9. 79 56.24 21.04 32.00 
Kuktikata 10.96 76.30 16.23 8.10 58.16 25.28 27.64 
Gooch Beher 12.82 67.64 17.84 7.91 51.64 20.98 28.35 

(in labour days per hectare) 

Hervesting 

81.24 
89.28 
93~71 
99.22 
93.86 
86.58 

101.84 
92.88 
98.10 
92.97 

Yield 
per hectare 
(inQntl) 

10.83 
8.85 
8.68 
7.41 
9.99 
9.54 

10.11 
11.30 
12.45 

q,91 

.... 
0 
co 



Table 

Name of the village Production 
and District. of seedlings 

Adabari 13.26 
Soronatabar;. 11.36 
Shitorkamta 14.33 
Sovagaunj 10.03 
Borodhaperchattra 15.81 
Bhiorthana 13.08 
Joresimuli 17.82 
Chongerkhata Khajribari 10.81 
Kuktikata 10.96 
Cooch Seher 13.05 

5.22 Operation wise distribution of human labour in the production of per hectare 
rustica Tobacco in the Selected Villages of Coach Seher district in 1983-84 

Preparatory Planting Gap filling Weedings and Irrigation Topping & 
till age operation intercultural Desuckering 

operation 

51.47 16.41 9.47 42.13 13.15 20.05 
65.15 14.09 ' 7.58 40~39 14.09 29.04 
84.33 15.51 7.58 44.18 23.89 28.95 

. 66.53 14.79 6.20 43.39 22.73 27.06 
56.41 23.65 11.24 43.23 23.47 25.32 
55.66 18.90 8.33 50.04 17.72 29.56 
60.68 19.60 10.29 51.28 24.91 29.91 
76.63 18.01 9.95 56.22 21.65 31.96 
76.30 16.23 8.10 58.16 25.28 27.64 
65.91 17.47 8.75 47.67 20.77 27.70 

(in labour days per hectare) 

Hervesting 

81.55 
100.60 
101.68 
127.29 
94.76 
86.62 

101.84 
95.84 
98.10 
98~70 

Yield 
per hectare 
(in Qntl) 

9.10 
9.33 
8.46 
7.95 

10.59 
9.98 

10.11 
11.45 
12.45 
9.94 

,_. 
0 
tO 



Table 5.2 3 Operat-ion wise distribution of human labour in the production of per hectare 
tabaccum Tobacco in the Selected Villages of Gooch Seher district in 1983-84 

Name of the village Production Preparatory Planting Gap filling Weedings and Irrigation Topping & 
and District of seedlings till age operation i ntercu ltura l Desuckering 

operation 

Adabari 10.04 70 .• 79 15.01 5.51 66.53 11.56 22.31 
Boron at abar i 14.92 . 62.26 19.50 5.66 60.76 39,40 21.84 
Bhitorkamta 13.97 63.02 18.76 8,49 59.14 30.64 39.79 
Sovagaunj 10.48 68.91 14.22 3.24 50.95 20.26 26.97 
Borodhaperchattra 12.40 60.26 18.56 4.13 48.68 20.86 29.99 
B hi orthana 10.22 60.04 20.43 6.52 57.12 14.91 34.78 
Chongerkhata Khajribari 11.85 80.62 19.08 9.62 56.92 22.04 23.27 
Cooch Seher 11.98 66.55 . 17.94 6.17 57.16 22.81 28.42 

(in labour days per hectare) 

Hervesting 

92.04 
83.15 
86.36 
80.63 
80.83 
88.74 
93.91 
86.52 

Yield 
per hectare 
(in Qntl) 

11.41 
8.03 

10.13 
6.96 
7.96 
7.55 
6.81 
8.41 

1-" 
1-" 
0 



Table 5.24 Operation wise distribution of human labour in the production of per hectare. 
Tobacco in the Selected Villages of Jalpaiguri district in 1983-84 

Name of the village Production Preparatory Planting Gap filling Weedings and Irrigation Topping & 
and District of seedlings ti 11 age operation i ntercultura 1 Desuckering 

operation 

Utterbhuskadanga 11.86 52.07 18.28 10.30 54.76 29.16 29.14 
Paschim Salbani· 13.86 48.84 22.41 7.30 49.96 26.29 30.80 
Baroghoria 12.82 67.21 22.68 8.81 56.79 22.47 48.88 
Jalpaiguri 12.85 56.04 . 21.13 8.80 53.84 25.97 36.27 

(in labour days per hectare) 

Hervesting 

101.67 
93.04 

102.53 
"99.08 

Yield 
per hectare 
(in Qnt 1) 

9.94 
10.61 
11.41 
10.65 

...... 

...... 

...... 



Table 5.~5 Operation wise distribution of human labour in the production of per hectare 
Tobacco in the Selected districts of West Bengal in 1990-91 

Name of the village Production Preparatory · Planting Gap fi 11 ing Weedings and Irrigation Topping & 
and District of seedlings tillage operation intercultural Desuckering 

operation 

Coach Seher 10.60 59.81 15.72 5.04 48.96 17.74 26.66 
Jalpaiguri 11.27 52.04 22.45 5.51 55.5 25.07 28.32 
Districts Combined 10.94 55.93 19.09 5.28 52.26 21.41 27.49 

(in labour days per hectare) 

Hervesting 

86.18 
91.82 
89.00 

Yield 
per hectare 
(in Qntl) 

11. 11 
11.28 
11.20 

t-" 
t-" 
N 



Table 

Name of the village Production 
and District of seedlings 

Adabari 11.34 
Boronatabari 10.78 
Bhitorkamta 9.81 
Sovagaunj 8.82 
Borodhaperchattra 10.33 
B hi or thana 10.99 
Jores imul i 10.45 
Ghongerkhata Khagribari 12.29 
Kt.kt ikata 10.60 
Gooch Seher 10.60 

5.26 Operation wise distribution of human labour in the production of per hectare 
Tobacco in the Selected Villages of Gooch Beher district in 1990-91 

Preparatory Planting Gap filling Weedings and Irrigation Topping & 
tillage operation intercu ltura 1 De suckering 

operation 

62.43 15.53 2.93 53.37 10.49 25.17 
61.37 14.68 3.89 45.65 17.25 24.76 
65,69 15.41 6.03 51.07 10.48 29.20 
65.39 15.95 4.91 39.85 15.38 27.13 
58.76 15.80 5.46 50.67 18.54 27.34 
50.53 14.97 4.01 49.08 20.83 24.78 
52.85 14.14 6.14 49.93 24.82 27.61 
59.47 17.45 5.70 50.20 20.75 28.21 
61.78 17.55 6.33 50.80 21.16 25.77 
59.81 15.72 5.04 48.96 17.74 26.66 

(in labour days per hectare) 

Hervesting 

81.33 
82.53 
82.32 
84.20 
85.09 
90.44 
88.56 
97.57 
83.55 
86.18 

Yield 
.Per' hectare 

(inQntl) 

10.87 
9.77 

10.36 
9.20 

11.00 
11.55 
12.99 
12.11 
12.18 
11.11 

...... 

...... 
w 



Table 

Name of the village Production 
and District of seedlings 

Adabari 11.35 
Boronatabar i 10.70 
Bhitorikanta 8.25 
Sovagaunj 9.51 
Borodhaperchattra 10.21 
Bhiorthana 11.02 
Joresimuli 10.45 
Chongerkhata Khagribari 12.29 
Kuktikata 10.60 
Coach Seher 10.49 

5.27 Operation wise distribution of human labour in the production of per hectare 
rustica Tobacco in the Selected Villages of Gooch Seher district in 1990-91 

Preparatory Planting Gap fi 11 ing Weedings and Irrigation Topping & 
till age operation i ntercultura 1 Desuckering 

operation 

61.49 16.75 3.78 44.55 10.13 24.02 
60.63 14.59 4.28 42.76 15.10 26.64 
65.69 15.57 5.66 45.66 14.04 25.43 
64.49 12.49 4.90 39.20 13.47 27.83 
59.58 18.33 5.44 47.81 19.04 27.31 
51.16 17.41 4.40 40.26 22.35 25.00 
52.85 14.14 6.14 49.93 24.82 27.61 
59.47 17.45 5.70 50.20 20.75 28.21 
61.78 17.55 6.33 50.80 21.16 25.77 
59.68 16.03 5.18 45.69 17.87 26.42 

(in labour days per hectare) 

Hervesting 

81.06 
84.49 
81.34 
83.43 
86.01 
90.80 
88.56 
97.5 7 
83.55 
86.32 

Yield 
per hectare 
(in Qntl) 

10.74 
10.14 
10.26 
9.40 

10.60 
11.61 
12.99 
12.11 
12.18 
11.11 

f....l. 
f....l. 
~ 



Table 5.28 Operation wise distribution of human labour in the production of per hectare 
tabaccum Tobacco in the Selected Villages of Cooch·Beher district in 1990-91 

Name of the village Production Pre para tory Planting Gap filling Weedings and Irrigation Topping & 
and District of seedlings till age operation intercultural Desuckering 

operation 

Adabari 11.33 63.38 13.14 2.26 60.30 10.77 26.84 
Boronatabari 10.94 64.85 13.86 2.11 50.43 20.55 24.42 
Bhitorkamta 16.03 65.69 15.37 7.49 61.71 12.44 39.88 
Sovagaunj 10.23 67.03 11.56 4.92 49.38 17.92 25.86 
Borodhaperchattra 10.70 56.40 12.22 2.52 50.25 23.46 27.42 
Bhiorthana 10.96 51.33 12.93 3.33 54.44 25.04 24.46 
Cooch Seher 11.70 61.45 13.18 3.77 54.42 18.36 28.15 

(in labour days per hectare) 

Hervesting 

82.00 
77.19 
84.88 
83.15 
83.80 
90.14 
83.52 

Yield 
per hectare 
(in Qntl) 

10.97 
9.40 

10.68 
9.00 

11.40 
11.49 
10.49 

..... ...... 
C1l 



Table 5.29 Operation wise distribution of human labour in the production of per hectare 
Tobacco in the Selected Villages of Jalpaiguri district in 1990-91 

Name of the village Production Preparatory Planting Gap filling Weedings and Irrigation Topping & 
and District of seedlings till age operation intercultural Desuckering 

operation 

Utterbhushkadanga 11.34 51.27 19.22 4.76 50.22 21.15 28.27 
Paschim Salbari 9.75 50.57 20.72 3.04 53.66 28.25 21~54 
B aroghori a 12.73 54.28 27.41 8.72 62.80 25.82 29.14 
Jalpaiguri 11.27 52.04 22.45 5.51 55.56 25.07 28.32 

(in labour days per hectare) 

Hervesting 

91.17 
93.71 
90.59 
91.82 

Yield 
per hectare 
(in Qntl) 

10.72 
11.26 
11.87 
11.28 

..... 

..... 
O'l 
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relationship between money cost and intensity of human labour use over 

villages of Coochbehar district is shown in the second period also. 

Mismatchment of money cost with physical level of use between the 

villages is also visualized in case of bullock labour input in both the 

periods. But the degree of mismatchment is higher for human labour 

than that of builock labour as discernable from the relevant Tables. It 

is worthwhile to ·mention here that despite mismatchment between money 

cost and physical level considering the villages incurring highest and 

lowest, the highest cost village displays its physical level higher 

than average level and the lowest one lQwer than average in case of 

both human and bullock labour inputs. It indicates a relatively less 

degree of inconformity between money cost and physical level of use of 

these two factors. The co-efficient of correlation between money cost 

and physical level of human labour over village is found 0. 58 in the 

first and· 0. 57 in the second period. That for bullock labour are being 

· 0. 73 and 0. 71 in the first and second period respectively. The 

relationship between money cost due to manures and fertilizers and the 

level (N+P+K) used is complicated to explain due to the fact that one 

unit of (N+P+K) is costlier if it is derived from FYM as compared to 

that derived from chemical fertilizers. The matter is already discussed 

earlier. Therefore, under the inter-village invariance of price per. 

unit of FYM and per unit of same type of fertilizer, incong,rui ty 

between cost of manures and fertilizers and the intensity of ( N+P+K) 

over the villages, if any, can be attributable to the inter-village 

variability in relative weight of manures ( FYM) or fertilizer to the 

total cost on this item. Inter-village variability in price per unit of 

same type of fertilizer is not reportedly observed. But variation. in 

price per unit of FYM over villages, though not glaring, is noted. 

Price per quintal of FYM is found to vary from Rs. '1. 5 to Rs. 11.2 

(C.V.=11.8 per cent) in the first and from Rs. 15 to 20.6 (C.V.=11.2 

per cent) in tl)e second period at Coochbehar district. This has further 

complicated in explaining monetary-physical Cost relationship of this 

factor over the villages. Inter-village difference in the use of FYM is 

found to be considerably high in both the period. Application of FYM 

per hectare varies from 55.4 to 184.1 quintals (C.V.=38.8 per cent) in 
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the first and from 52.1 to 123.2 quintals (C.V.=31 per cent) in the 

second period. Notwithstanding inter-villages difference in unit price of 

FY~ distorting the price differential per unit of ( N+P+K) in consequen

tial to either it is derived from FYM or chemical fertilizer, the 

observed inter-village price differential per kg of ( N+P+K) can largely 

be explained by inter-village difference in the proportional share of 

FYM or chemical fertilizer to total cost on account of this item. In 

spite of above complications the observed inter-village variation of 

money cost is shown to be broadly consistent with that of quantity of 

( N+P+K) used. The correlation coefficient between money cost and level 

of (N+P+K) between the .villages is worked out as 0.91 in both the 

period at Coochbehar district. Similar relation between money cost and 

level of { N+P+K) utilization is also discernable in Jalpaiguri district. 

Now let us see the nature of relationship between yield . per 

hectare and level of application of each major. production factor over 

the selected villages of two districts. In the first period the values 

of r between yield and level of human labour, yield and level of 

bullock labour, and between yield and level of (N+P+K) used over the 

villages of Coochbehar district are worked out as 0.47, 0.40 and 0.49, 

neither of which is statistically significant •. In the second period the 

respective coefficients are found to be 0. 69, -0.78 and -0.57. All these 

above input-output' relations are .. sufficient to establish the contention 

that some of the villages have natural advantage over others in the 

production of tobacco. A careful examination of input-output relations of 

the selected villages of Jalpaiguri district an l.dentical inference can 

be drawn therefrom. As at the district level so also at the villages, 

the variation in the use of human labour is attributable to the varia

tion of its utilisation to preparatory tillage, planting, weeding and 

other inter-cultural topping and desuckering, and harvesting operations 

as displayed from Table 5.24 and from Table 5.26 to 5.29. 

The discussions so far would have become concentrated with 

particular time reference. Now let us switch over to the inter-period 

comparison of money costs and input intensities of the selected 

districts and villages with a view to examining the changes thereof and 

their relationship with that of yield in order to arrive at some . valid 
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conclusions AIJ regard to changing input-output relation, if any therein, 

between the two points of time. 

. The prime cost (cost D) per hectare of tobacco taking . two 

districts combined is recorded to be Rs. 3916 in 1983-1984 and Rs. 

5708 in 1990-1991 (Table 5.1 and 5.6) i.e., about 46 per cent increase 

between two points of time. The magnitude of change in prime cost is 

noted to differ from one district to other and accross the villages 

which is revealed by Table 5.30 through Table 5.32. In Jalpaiguri 

district the amplitude of cost escalation is observed to the tune of 

56.5 per cent as against 35 per cent at Coochbehar. The relative 

contribution of four major components to cost escalation over time is 

noted to differ quite significantly as evinced by Table 5.30. The 

relative contribution of bullock labour to cost escalation is found to be 

as high as 112 per cent at the highest aggregate level while that of 

hired human labour, family labour, and manures and fertilizers are 

32.7, 21.5 and 38 per cent respectively. Notable inter-district 

difference in magnitude of change of cost on these four major 

components is also discernable from Table 5.30. 

Inter-village variability in magnitude of change of prime cost and 

the costs on major items over period is conspicuous from Table 5.31 

and 5.32. Among the selected villages escalation of prime cost varies 

from 12 per cent at Adabari to 61 per cent at Sovaganj in Coochbehar 

and from 50 per cent at Barogharia to 63 per cent at Paschim Salbari 

in Jalpaiguri district. Despite relatively less proportional increase in 

cost at Coochbehar. district inter-village disparity in cost escalation is 

seen to be exceedingly higher (C.V.=40.3 per cent) than that at 

Jalpaiguri (C.V.=9.5 per cent). Inter-village variability in proportional 

change of cost incurred by the major components shows a distinct 

difference between the two districts particularly in case of bullock 

labour and manures and fertilizers. Among the villages of Coochbehar 

district proportional change in cost of bullock labour varies from 38 to 

88 per cent as against 161 to 215 per cent in Jalpaiguri. In case of 

manures and fertilizers the percentage change in cost ranges from · 2 per 

cent to 107 per cent over the villages of Coochbehar district while 

that in Jalpaiguri varies from -0.6 per cent to 53 per cent. 
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Table 5.30 : Percentage change in cost of Tobacco on different itemss 
between two periods in two selected districts of West Bengal 

District Coochbehar . Jalpaiguri T~t«> 

Cost districts 
component/cost combined 

Hired human labour per hectare 17.89 48.51 31.70 
Family labour per hectare 19.98 22.58 21.48 
Total human labour per hectare 19.46 26.79 23.58 . 
Bullock labour per hectare 56.73 187.08 112.13 
Mannures and Fertilisers per hectare 46.83 29.44 37.98 
Seed per hectare (-)48.15 99.77 (-)29.25 
Irrigation charges per hectare 4.07 3.97 5.38 
Plant protection chemicals per hectare 39.56 284.68 123.25 
Depreciation and maintenance per hectare (-) 3.10 (-)24.62 (-) 17.07 
Cost A

1
-Land revenue per hectare 41.68 81.99 60.41 

Cost D per hectare 34.67 56.55 45.76 
Cost A

1
-Land revenue per QJintal 28.44 72.31 47.00 

Cost D per QJintal 22.24 48.11 33.79 
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Table 5.31 : Percentage change in cost of Tobacco on different items betoeen 
two periods in selected villages of Coochbehar district 

Village/ Adabari Boronatabar i Bhitorkamta Sovagaunj Borodheper- Bhiorthana 
Cos t/c~ponent Districts chattra 

Hired human labour per hectare (-} 4. 92 8.84 21.12 35.77 65.81 (-}31.56 
Family labour per hectare 48.55 22.01 19.90 13.62 13.20 40.35 
Total human labour per hectare 20.99 19.29 20.35 17.66 26.88 23.13 
Bullock labour per hectare 43.12 54.90 U.40 88.15 65.86 54.28 
Hannures and fertilisers per hectare 2.42 103.73 86.56 106.71 6g.37 ao.o5 
Seed per hectare (-)74.65 (-}73.00 121.32 103.36 174.02 (- )16. 73 
Irrigation charges. per hectare (-}28.72 9.14 91.25 31.59 ( -) 3. 72 (-} 8.55 
Plant protection chemicals per hectare 8.7g (-)20.25 (-}32.90 Total. (- }59.83 Total 
Depreciation and maintenance per hectare 0. 70 ( -) 6. 75 (- )20.34 89.73 3.16 ( -) 4.58 
.cost A1 - Land revenue per hectare 0.73 53.07 50.10 89.22 56.49 46.83 
Cost D per hectare 11.65 43,41 42.29 60.63 41.70 44.75 
Cost A1-Land Revenue per qJintal 0.36 38.66 25.76 52.41 42.72 21.28 
Cost 0 per qJintal 10.76 29.g1 1g.22 29.37 28.69 19.56 

Jores imul i Chongerkha"ta 
Khagr1bar1 

30.12 39.36 
13.99 19.76 
16.56 25.12 
54.85 37.88 
2g.87 0.49 

105.61 92.85 
20.37 (-} 9.66 

Total 450.13 
15.17 (- }16.56 
44.27 23.g8 
30.9g 22.66 
12.28 15.6g 
1. 95 15.79 

Kukt ikata 

31.68 
13.63 
17.94 
38.15 
14.04 
99.29 
2.07 

Total 
10.70 
29.02 
23.81 
31.88 
26.56 

Coochbehar 

17,89 
19,98 
19.46 
56,73 
46,84 

(-}48,15 
4.07 

39.56 
(-} 3,10 

41.68 
34.67 
28.44 
22.24 

.... 
N .... 
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Table 5.32 : Percentage charge in cost of Tobacco on different items between 
two periods in selected villages of Jalpaiguri district 

Village/ Utter Paschim Baroghoria Jalpaiguri 
Cost District Bhushkadanga Salbari 
component/Cost 

Hired human labour per hectare 41.01 .50. 51 59.33 48.51 

Family labour per hectare 16.85 27.28 23.76 22.58 

Total human labour per hectare 21.16 32.07 27.32 26.79 

Bullock labou'r per hectare 161.48 215.11 191.62 187.08 

Mannures and Fertilisers per hectare 53.39 43.50 (-) 0.66 29.44 

Seed per hectare 92.90 105.62 99.22 99 .• 77 

Irrigation charges per hectare 13.93 9.79 13.94 3.97 

Plant production chemicals per hectare 171.90 181.29 Total ?84.68 

Depreciation and maintenance 
per hectare (-)20.01 20.02 {-) 9.97 (-)24.62 

Cost A1-Land revenue per hectare 88.03 87.60 70.34 81.99 

Cost D per hectare 56.65 63.13 49.92 56.55 

Cost A
1
-Land revenue per qJintal 74.35 76.77 66.69 72.31 

Cost D per q.~intal 45.26 53.71 44.49 48.11 
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Now the question comes to the fore as to whether the observed 

increase of cost on major items has led to increase in their level of 

us~ which in turn is resulted with enhancement of yield and thereby 

reduction of unit cost or otherwise. 

At the highest aggregate level (Two districts combined) intensities 

of human labour, bullock labour, and ( N+P+K) ·have reduced notably 

(Table 5. 33) despite significant irlcrease in money cost on these items 

over time as discussed above. Neverthless, yield has augmented to the 

tune of 9 per cent. The same revelation is also observed in the two 

selected districts. It leads to establish the contention that some 

technological innovations aiming at yield improvement with rationalisa

tion of input use have been brought about between two points of time. 

A look to the proportional change of unit cost and price over time it 

is visualized that percentage· increase in unit cost is notably higher 

than that of price per unit of produce both at highest aggregate level 

and at for individual districts. But the percentage difference between 

cost and price is seen higher for Jalpaiguri than Coochbehar. The 

implication which it brings to the fore that the terms of trade (price

cost ratio) of tobacco growing farmers has been detoriorated in both 

the districts. But the degree of deterioration is greater for the 

farmers of Jalpaiguri as compared to those of Coochbehar. A glance to 

the magnitude of proportional hike. in input prices it may be concluded 

that the gains accrued due to technological innovation have not only 

been totally erodep · but the farmers also affected adversely by 

onslaught of price hike of major inputs. 

At the village level differential pictures are displayed over 

villages. In case of human labour its intensity is shown to have been 

diminished at every village in both the districts. The level of bullock 

labour use also shows to have been declined in 7 out of 9 villages in 

Coochbehar and in one out of 3 villages in Jalpaiguri. In remaining 3 

villages the use of bullock labour, however, has increased marginally. 

In 3 out of 9 villages of Coochbehar and in 2 out of 3 villages of 

Jalpaiguri use of ( N+P+K) has been lessened. On the contrary, its use 

has augmented to a considerable extent in 4 villages of Coqchbehar and 

in one village of Jalpaiguri district (Table 5.34 and 5.35). In the 



Table 5.33 : Percentage change in yield, intensities and prices of different 
input and output in the production of Tobacco between two 

periods in the selected districts of West Bengal 

District Coochbehar Jalpaiguri T\\0 
Cost· districts 

components combined 

Quantity of hired human labour per hectare (-)22.73 (-) 2.76 ( -)15.52 
Quantity of family labour per hec.tare (-) 5. 98 (-) 7.10 (-) 6.58 
Quantity .of total human 1 abour per hectare (-) 9.85 (-) 6.47 (-)8.13 

Pairday of bullock labour per hectare ( -)10.56 1.66 (-) 5.24 
Seed (kg per hectare) 28.00 (-) 6.90 11.94 

Cost of Mannures and Fertilisers per hectare 46.84 29.44 37.98 
Cost of Farm Yard Mannure per hectare 44.62 20.11 32.56 
Quantity of FYM per hectare (-) 8.27 (-)19.93 ( -)13.90 
Quantity of N per hectare (-) 8.43 (-) 6.42 (-) 7.48 
Quantity of P per hectare 19.60 o. 10 7.92 
Quantity of K per hectare (-)15.39 (-)18.39 (-)16.88 

No. of irrigation per hectare (-)13.69 (-)13.86 ( -)13.76 

Price of per kg nutrients (N+P+K) 54.45 40.96 47.67 
Average wage rate of casual labour 52.49 52.73 55.92 
Imputed wage rate of family 1 abour 27.61 31.89 30.17 
Average wage rate of bullock labour 75.38 200.00 123.98 
Price per kg of seed 104.82 113.33 108.96 

Yield per hectare 12.11 5.92 8.95 

Average price received per hectare 19.72 19.40 21.13 
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Table 5.34 :Percentage change in yield, Intensities and prices of different inputs and output in the production 
of tobacco between t~ periods in selected villages of Coochbehar district 

V111 age/ Adabar1 Boronatabar1 B h1torkamta Sovagaunj Borodheper- Bh1orthana Jores1mu11 Chongerkhata 
Cost/component Districts chat tra Khagrlbarl 

Quantlt.) of hired h\lllan labour per hectare ( -)66.10 (-)27.34 (- )19.25 ( -) 9.49 11.92 ( -)54.38 ( -)13.25 (-) 8.42 
Quant lty of family labour per hecl4re 14.74 !-) 5.32 (-) 7.87 (-)11.64 (-) 11.91 8.90 ( -)13.22 (-) 8.80 
Quant lty .of total h\lllan labour per hectare !-) 6. g5 !-) 9.38 l-)11. 72 (-)11.28 (-) 6.13 (-) 5.89 ( -)13.22 H 8.71 
Palrday of bullock labour per hectare (-)11.08 (,-) 4.67 (-) 11.56) 8.89 1.78 (-) 9.08 (-)11.04 (-)21.85 
Seed (kg per hectare) 179.42* 61.02• 0.93 ( -) 3.48 22.00 54.35* ( -) 1. 75 ( -) 3.23 
Cost of Hannures and fertilisers per hectare 2.42 103.73 86.56 106.71 69.37 80.05 29.87 0.49 
Cost of Farm Yard Hannure per hectare (-) 5. 77 8!1.86 119.32 99.26 65.34 76.48 32.90 (-) 4.73 
Quantity of FYH per hectare (- )37. 15 (-) 3.44 10.24 48.88 .10.23 17.64 (-)11.48 (-)36.49 
Quantity of H per hectare (- )31.42 15.47 ( -) 8.38 86.83 15,07 22.83 (-)34.42 (-)44.01 
Quant lty of P per 'hectare (- )27. 71 26.62 27.16 44.56 37.46 27.55 58.95 50.84 
Quantity of K per hectare (- )34.68 0.80 l-l 8.52 41.82 16.49 15.46 (-)16.57 (-)31.10 
No of Irrigation per hectare (-) 9.09 ( -l 5.30 (- )12. so 7. 76 (-)18.67 ( -)47 .83 o.oo 15.34 
Price of per kg nutrients (N+P+K) 49.31 79.63 90.75 28.37 40.82 48.77 55.42 35.88 
Avarage wage rate of casual labour 50.00 50.00 50.00 50.00 48.15 50.00 50.00 52.17 
Imputed "'9e rate of family labour 29.46 29.56 30.14 28.60 28.50 28.8i 31.36 31.32 
Average ..,ge rate of bullock labour 60.00 62.50 66.67 72.80 62.96 69.70 74.07 77.78 
Price per kg of seed 103.49 100.00 103.39 11.0.82 125.39 95.69 95.95 165.49 
Yield per hectare 0.37 10.40 19.35 24.16 10.11 21.07 28.49 7.17 
Average price received per q~lntal 11.29 17.79 30.97 2.52 30.24 15.42 20.10 27.44 

• Includes seedlings purchased 

Kukt 1kata 

(-)13.47 
(-)13.48 
( -)13.48 
(-)19.41 

o.oo 
14.04 
7.35 

(- )28.43 
(-)27.13 

30.71 
(-)23.79 
(-) 6.90 

36.56 
52.17 
31.33 
71.43 

100.00 
(-) 2.17 

37.05 

Coochbehar 

(-)22.73 
(-) 5.98 
( -) 9.85 
(-)10.56 

28.00* 
46.84 
44.62 

(-) 8.27 
(-) 8.43 

19.60 
(-)15.39 
( -)13.69 

54.45 
52.49 
27.61 
75.38 

104.82 
12.11 
19.72 

~ 
N 
Ul 



Table 5.35 : Percentage change in yield, intensities and prices of different 
inputs and output in the production of tobacco between two 

periods in selected villages of Jalpaiguri district 

Village/District Utter Paschim Baroghoria Jalgaiguri 
Cost components Bhushkaganga Salbari 

Quantity of hired human labour per hectare (-) 9.76 (-) 1.83 (-) 8.95 (-) 2.76 
Quantity of family labour per hectare (-) 9.70 (-) 1.83 (-) 8.97 (-) 7.10 
Quantity of total human labour per hectare (-) 9.71 (-) 1.80 (-) 8.97 (-) 6.47 
Pairday of bullock labour per.hectare 1.10 5.04 (-) 2.80 1.66 
Seed (kg per hectare) (-) 9.68 (-) 3.92 (-) 6.67 (-) 6.90 
Cost of Mannures and Fertilisers per hectare 55.38 43.50 (-) 0.60 29.44 
Cost of Farm Yard Mannure per hectare 39.73 26.09 (-)4.13 20.11 
Quantity of FYM per hectare (-) 6.85 ( -)12.27 (-)36.08 (- )19.93 
Quantity of N per hectare 4.90 {-) 3.03 (-)16.42 (-) 6.42 
Quantity of P per hectare 44.89 ' 11.17 (-)25.30 0.10 
Quantity of K per hectare 7.62 (-)16.69 (-)36.99 (-)18.39. 
No of irrigation per hectare (-)25.44 (-)18.24 10.00 (-)13.86 
Price of per kg nutrients (N+P+K) 34.87 46.83 33.09 40.96 
Average wage rate of casual labour 56.25 53.33 75.00 52.73 
Imputed wage rate of family labour 29.41 29.60 35.96 31.89 
Average wage rate of bullock labour 185.71 200.00 200.00 200.00 
Price per kg of seed 113.33 113.33 113.33 113.33 
Yield per hectare 7.85 6.13 4.03 5.92 
Average price received per q.~inta 1 25.06 21.00 11.83 19.40 
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remaining 2 villages of Coochbehar use of (N+P+K) though has increased 

marginally, the application of both N and K shows a notable contraction. 

Despite contrary behaviour noted in respect of changing input intensities 

among the villages yield per unit area has been enhanced in all 

villages excepting one. Moreover, in most of the villages yield 

augmentation is found to a sizeable extent. Alongside it is also noted 

that the extent of yield augmentation in the villages of Jalpaiguri is 

shown relatively low as compared to that in most of the villages of 

Coochbehar district. 

Comparing the change of unit cost with that of price of the 

produce it is revealed that the percentage increase ·of unit cost is 

lower than that of price in 6 out of 9 villages in Coochbehar district. 

In every village of Jalpaiguri district, however, percentage increase of 

unit cost is recorded significantly higher than that of price. The 

contention that the deterioration ·of terms of trade is, therefore, 

unfounded at least for the aforementioned 6 villages namely, Adabari, 

Bhitorkamta, Borodhaperchattra. Joresimuli, Chongerkhata Khagribari, 

and Kuktikata. 

5.2 Analysis of Cost of Production : Competing Crops of Tobacco 

Wheat. mustard, potato, vegetables, pulses, and barley are 

reported to be the inportant competing crops grown by the sample 

farmers. The costs and cost structures of these competing crops for the 

selected districts and villages in two points of time are furnished by 

table 5.36 through Table 5.41. ·Considering two points of time about 95 

per cent of cost D- per hectare of wheat is attributable to human 

labour (30 to 33 per cent), bullock labour (26 to 28 per cent), 

manures and fertilizers ( 18 to 19 per cent) and seed ( 15 to 19 per 

cent). In case of mustard the factors human labour, bullock labour, and 

manures and fertilizers together with account for about 95 per cent of 

prime cost. The respective percentage weights are shown in Table 5.36 

and 5.39. Notable difference i'n absolute cost and cost structure of 

wheat and mustard between the two districts is not discernable. Inter

village variability in cost and cost structure of. these two crops is 

however, observed (Table 5.37, 5.38 and Table 5.40 and 5.41). It is 



Table 5,36: Cost and yield per hectare of competing crops of Tobacco, in Selected Districts during 1983-1984 

Crops Cost A-1 Cost D Cost D Cost of Inputed Cost of Cost of Cost of Cost of Cost of Cost of Depri- Yield 
1 and based based hired cost of family bullock manure seed irri- p 1 ant · ci at ion per 

revenue on on human family labour 1 abour and used gat ion protec- hectare 
proce- proce- · 1 abour 1 abour imputed ferti- used tion (in Qnt l) 
dure dure based on at lisers measures 

I II the wage haring used 
rate of rate of 
attached casual· 

farm 1 abour 
servents 

Cooch Beher 

Wheat 1987.10 2507.41 2553,98 182.72 520.31 566.88 669.39 483.66 470.54 126.18 41.77 12.84 18.12 
(7.29) (20.75) (26.70) (19.29) ( 18.77) ( 4. 94) (1.67) 

Mustard 961.45 1293.29 1319.81 43.26 331.84 358.36 504.73 340.28 52.53 - 11.30 9.35 7.05 
( 3. 34) (25.66) (39.03) {26.31) {4.06) ( 0.87) 

Potato 3270.18 4253.30 4353.46 254.50 983.12 1083.28 681.16 604.94 1482.94 90.42 145.21 11.01 53,27 
(5.98) (23.11) { 16.01) (14.22) (34.87} ( 2.13) (3.24) 

Paira 1212.62 1506.89 1529.83 175.79 294.27 317.21 544.65 253.62 211.79 13.47 - 13.30 9.94 
(11.67) (19.53) (36.14) (16.83) (14.05) ( 0.89) 

Vegetables 2024.66 2961.79 3064.05 189.34 937.13 1039.39 736.53 629.73 225.q5 121.45 105.21 16.75 58.78 
. (6.39) (31.64) { 24.87) {21.26) (7.62) (4.10) ( 3.05) 

Boro Paddy 1360.42 2024.40 2090.37 243.34 663.98 729.95 384.59 189.53 196.19 313.95 16.28 16.54 30.23 
(12.02) (32.80) (19.0) ( 9. 36) ( 9.69) (15.51) (0.84) 

Continued on the next page 
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Table 5.36: Continued. 

Crops Cost A-1 Cost D Cost D Cost of Inputed Cost of Cost of 
1 and based based hired cost of family bullock 

revenue on on .human family labour labour 
proce- proce- 1 abour labour imputed 
dure dure based on at 

I II the wage haring 
rate of rate of 
attac·hed casu a 1 

·farm labour 
servents 

Jalpaiguri 

Wheat 1757.65 2421.10 2501.49 113.63 663.45 743.84 488.38 
( 4.69) (27.40) (20.17) 

Mustard ·978. 19 1289.79 1325.17 54.66 311.60 346.98 470.96 
(4.24) (24.16) ( 36.51) 

Potato 5259.81 6192.65 6289.24 228.67 932.84 1029.43 645.46 
( 3. 69) (15.06) ((10.42) 

Vegetables 1947.43 2972.09 3074.84 49.13 1024.66 1127.41 532.34 
( 1.65) (34.47) ( 17. 91 ) 

Pulses 404.95 880.95 964.95 - 476.00 560.00 75.00 
( 54.03) (8.51) 

Cost of Cost of Cost of 
manure seed irri-

and used gat ion 
ferti- used 
1 i sers 
used 

478.12 461.95 168.55 
(19.75) ( 19.08) ( 6. 96) 

256.42 61.83 48.46 
( 19.88) (4.79) (3.76) 

800.31 3253.60 128.67 
(12.92) (52.54) ( 2.08) 

703.44 237.70 170.17 
(11.34) (8.0) (5.73) 

186.36 112.50 -
(21.15) ( 12.77) 

Cost of· Depri- Yield 
plant ci at ion per 

protec- hectare 
tion (in Qnt 1) 

measures 

18.30 19.32 13.40 
(0.76) 

58.36 13.80 5.49 
(4.52) 

120.92 15.18 75.08 
( 1. 95) 

119.54 27.61 82.80 
(4.02) 

- 31.09 

Continued on the next page 
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Table 5.36 : Continued. 

. Crops Cost A-1 Cost D Cost D Cost of Inputed Cost of Cost of Cost of Cost of Cost of Cost of Depri- Yield 
land based based hired cost of family bullock manure seed irri- plant ciation per 

revenue on on human family labour labour and used gat ion protec- hectare 
proce- proce- -1 abour labour imputed ferti- used tion (in Qnt 1) 
dure dure based on at lisers measures 

I II the wage haring used 
rate of rate of 
attached casual 

farm 1 abour 
servents 

T~ Districts Combined 

Wheat 1872.36 2464.24 2527.72 148.18 591.88 655.36 578.85 480.899 466.25 147.37 30.04 16.08 15.76 -
{ 6.01) {24.02) { 26. 59) {19.51) {18.92) {5.98) (1.22) 

Mustard 969.83 1291.55 1322.50 48.96 321.72 352.67 487.85 298.35 57.18 24.23 34.83 11.58 6.27 
(3.79) (24.91) (37.77) '(23.10) (4.43) (1.88) ( 2. 70) 

Potato 4265.02 5223.00 5321.38 241.59 957.98 1056.36 663.31 702.63 2368.27 109.55 133.07 13.10 63.18 
(4.63) (18.34) (12.70) {13.45) (45.34) (2.10) (2.55) 

Paira 1212.62 1506.89 1529.83 175.79 294.27 317.21 544.65 253.62 211.79 13.47 - 13.30 9.94 
{11.67) ( 19.53) (36.14) {16.83) {14.05) (0.89) 

Vegetables 1986.07 2966.97 3069.47 119.24 980.90 1083.40 634.44 666.59 231.68 145.81 112.38 22.18 70.79 
( 4.02) (33.06) (21.38) (22.47) (7.81) (4.91) (3.79) 

Boro Paddy 1360.42 2024.40 2090.37 243.34 663.98 729.95 384.59 189.53 196.19 313.95 16.28 16.54 30.23 
(12.02) ( 32.80) ( 19.0) ( 9.36) ( 9. 69) (15.51) (0.80) 

Pulses 404.95 880.95 964.95 - 476.00 560.00 75.00 186.36 112.50 - - 31.09 1.92 
( 54.03) (8.51) (21.15) (12.77) 

Note : i) Figure in the parenthesis indicate the percentage of respective totals. 
11) Cost D under procedure I and II has been calculated by working out the value of family labour on the wage rate of attached farm_servant and casual 

labour respectively. 
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Table 5.36A: Cost D per ~intal of competing crops of tobacco in the selected 
villages and districts of West Bengal during 1983-84 

District/ Adabari Boro- Bhitor- Sova- Boro- Bhior- Jore- Chonger- Kukti- Gooch- Uttar Paschim 
Village natabari kamta gaunj dheper- thana s imu 1 i khat a kat a behar Bhushka- ·salbari 

Crop chattra khagri- dang a 
bari 

Potato 91.00 78.20 92.16 - 83.59 82.41 - 61.40 - 79.84 70.18 102.98 

Wheat 101.40 155.61 160.45 - 182.49 177.22 136.61 101.00 137.27 138.38 247.77 210.51 

Mustard 175.88 217.21 - 136.34 218.68 283.08 - - - 183.44 259.96 285.97 

Vegetables - - 45.41 36.86 51.02 96.50 - - - 50.39 35.81 32.25 

Barley - 178.45 - - 215.27 106.51 - - - 151.60 - -

Pulses - - - - - - - - - - 458.83 -. 
Boro Paddy - - - - 66.97 - - - - 66.97 - -

Boro-
ghoria 

78.48 

121.33 

184.34 

36.98 

-
-

-

(Cost in Rs. 

Jalpai- Districts 
guri 

82.48 

180.68 

234.93 

35.89 

-
458.83 

-

combined 

81.38 

156.36 

205.99 

41.91 

151.60 

' 458.83 

66.97 
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Table 5.37 : Continued 

Crops Cost A-1 
1 and 

revenue 

Wheat 2115.22 

Potato 3489.77 

Vegetables 2811.90 

Mustard 1482.56 

Vegetables 1518.33 

Cost D 
based on 
procedure 

I 

2700.62 

502~. 77 

4128.13 

1916.96 

2234.40 

Cost D Cost of 
based on hired 
procedure human 

II labour 

2802.58 284.82 
( 10.55) 

5289.77 -

4357.38 195.66 
( 4. 74) 

1951.34 -

2291.07 -

Inputed Cost of Cost of 
cost of family bullock 
family labour 1 abour 
labour imputed 

based on at hiring 
the rate of 
rate of. casual 
attached labour 

farm 
servents 

B h 1 torkamta 
585.40 687.36 72g.11 
(21.68) (27.0) 

1533.00 1800.00 900.00 
( 30.52) ( 17.92) 

1316.23 1545.48 818.18 
(31.88) (19.82) 

Sovagaunj 
434.40 468.78 618.18 
( 22.66) (32.25) 

716.07 772.74 618.18 
(32.05) (27.67) 

Cost of Cost of Cost of 
manure seed irrigation 

and fer- used used 
til isers 

used 

508.04 407.14 100.32 
(18.81) (15.08) ( 3. 71) 

703.13 1875.00 -
(14.0) ( 37 .33) 

1208.33 227.27 102.27 
(29.27) (5.51) (2.48) 

781.25 78.13 -
((40.75) (4.08) 

628.79 90.91 75.76 
(28.14) ( 4.07) ( 3.39) 

Cost ~f Depri- Yield 
plant ciation per 

protection hectare 
measures (in Qntl) 

70.97 14.82 16.81 
2.63) 

- 11.64 54.50 

239.02 21.17 90.91 
(5.79) 

- 5.00 14.06 

94.70 9.99 60.61 
( 4.37) 

Continued on the next page 
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Table 5.:37: Continued. 

Crops Cost A-1 Cost 0 Cost 0 Cost of lnputed Cost of Cost of Cost of Cost of Cost of Cost of Oepri- Yield 
land based on based on hired cost of family bullock manure seed irrigation plant· ciation per 

revenue ll!'Ocedure procedure human family labour labour and fer- used used protect ion hectare. 
I II labour 1 abour imputed tilisers measures (in Qnt 1) 

based on at hiring used 
the rate of 
rate of casu a 1 
attached 1 abour 

farm 
servents 

8 orodhaperchat tr.a 

Wheat 1760.93 2295.72 2348.86 217.76 534.79 587.93 413.71 473.39 436.55 185.48 20.16 13.88 12.58 
( 9.49) (23.30) ( 18.02) ( 20.62) ( 19.02) ( 8.08) (0.88) 

Mustard 53.08 1325.23 1362.20 204.53 372.15 409.12 511.36 174.24 53.03 - - 9.92 6.06 ' 
( 15.43) (28.08) (38.59) (13.15) (4.0) 

Potato 3170.12 4303.07 4415.63 200.88 1132.95 1245.51 642.86 732.14 1285.71 - 297.62 10.91 51.48 
( 6.67) (26.33) (14.94) ( 17.01) (29.88) (6.80) 

Vegetables 1875.87 2899.22 3000.89 204.53 1023.35 1125.02 920.45' 265.15 227.27 151.52 87.12 19.83 56.82 
( 7.05) (35.30) (31.75) (9.15) (7.84) (5.23) (3.0) 

Paddy 1360.42 2024.40 2090.37 243.34 663.98 729.95 384.59 189.53 196.19 313.95 16.28 16.54 30.23 
(12.02) ( 32.80) ( 19.0) ( 9. 36) (9.69) (15.51) ( 0.80) 

Paira 1248.27 1440.15 1459.21 527.38 191.88 210.94 316.41 156.25 234.35 - - 13.88 6.69 
(36.62) (13.32) (21.97) ( 10.85) (16.27) 

Continued on the next page 
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Table s.-37: Coiltinued 

Crops Cost A-1 Cost D Cost D Cost of Inputed Cost of Cost of Cost of Cost of Cost of Cost of Depri- Yield 
1 and based on based on hired cost of family bullock manure seed irrigation plant ciation per 

revenue procedure procedure human family labour labour and fer- used used protection hectare 
I II labour labour imputed til i sers measures (in Qnt 1 ) 

based on at hiring ·used 
the rate of 
rate of casual 
attached labour 

farm 
servents 

Bha1orthana 
Wheat 1948.40 2357.01 2369.65 131.20 408.61 421.25 695.10 533.29 393.91 122.93 60.77 11.20 13.30 

( 5.57) (17.34) (29.49) (22.63) (16.71) (5.22) (2~58) 

Mustard 807.48 1070.06 1078.18 11.75 262.58 270.70 466.10 223.63 41.50 - 56.50 8.00 3.78 
(1.10) (24.54) (43.56) (20.90) ( 3.88) ( 5.28) 

Potato 2537.33 3999.46 4044.68 - 1462.13 1507.35 697.61 468.75 1288.46 - 73.71 8.80 48.53 
( 36.56) ( 17.44) (11.72) ((32.22) (1.84) 

Pa1ra 121.6.20 1552.98 1563.40 - 336.78 347.20 590.28 440.97 173.75 - - 11.20 14.58 
(21.69) (38.01) ( 28.40) {11.19) 

Vegetables 1892.49 2585.36 2606.79 357.15 692.87 714.30 589.29 416.66 357.14 156.25 - 16.00 26.79 
(13.81) (26.80) (22.79) (16.12) '(13.81) (6.04) 

Joresimuli 
Wheat 1921.74 2644.49 2656.74 90.00 722.75 735.00 573.75 623.13 519.60 75.00 31.25 9.01 1'9.50 

( 3.40) (27.33) (21.70) (23.56) ( 19.65) (2.84) (1.18) 

Continued on the next page 
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Table 5.37 : Continued. 

Crops Cost A-1 Cost D Cost D 
1 and based on based on 

revenue procedure procedure 
I II 

Wheat 1517.70 2404.97 2510.27 

Potato 4276.72 4744.00 4799.45 

Wheat 2265.52 2911.57 2962.48 

Cost of 
hired 
human 
1 abour 

-

784.07 
( 16.53) 

-

lnputed Cost of Cost of 
cost of family bullock 
family labour labour 
1 abour imputed 

based on at hiring 
the rate of 
rate of casual 
attached labour 

farm 
servents 

Chongerkhata Khagribari 
887.27 992.57 482.14 
( 36.93) (20.05) 

467.28 522.73 613.64 
( 9.85) (12.94) 

Kuktikata 
646.05 696.96 920.45 
( 22.19) (31.61) 

Note : i) Figure in the first bracket indicates the percentage of respective total. 

Cost of Cost of Cost of Cost of Depri- Yield 
manure seed irrigation plant ciation per 

and fer- used used - protection hectare 
til isers measures (in Qnt l) 

used 

339.29 499.20 119.05 66.50 10.82 23.81 . 
(14.11) (20.79) (4.95) (2.77) 

586.36 1590.91 454.55 238.69 . 8.50 77.27 
(12.36) ( 33.54) ( 9. 58) ( 5.03) 

628.79 524.85 136.36 45.45 9.62 21.21 
(21.60) (18.03) (4.68) (1.56) 

ii) Cost D under procedure I and II have been lt.Orked out by calculating the value of family labour at the wage rate of farm servant and casual labour 
respectively. 
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Crops Cost A-1 
land 

revenue 

Wheat 1686.83 

Mustard 894.96 

Potato 3986.93 

Vegetables 1848.01 

Pulses 404 •. 95 

Table 5. 38: Cost and yield per hectare of competing crops of Tobacco in Jalpaiguri district during 1983-1984 

Cost D Cost D Cost of Inputed Cost of Cost of 
based based hired cost of family bullock 

on on human family labour labour 
proce- proce- 1 abour 1 abour imputed 
dure dure based on at 

I II the wage haring 
rate of r&te of 
attached casual 

farm labour 
servents 

Uttar Bhushkadanga 
2527.31 2675.63 82.30 840.48 988 •• 80 487.00 

( 3. 26) ((33.26) ( 19.27) 

1268.62 1334.56 93.43 373.66 439.60 541.10 
( 7.36) ( 29.45) ( 42.65) 

4730.71 4861.97 428.56 743.78 875.04 810.37 
( 9.06) (15.72) (17.13) 

2560.92 2686.73 - 712.91 838.72 798.84 
(27.84) (31.19) 

880.95 964.95 - 476.00 560.00 75.00 
( 54.03) ( 8. 51) 

Cost of Cost of Cost of 
manure seed irri-

and used gat ion 
terti- used 
lisers 
used 

471.16 487.74 117.05 
(18.64) ( ( 19.30) ((4.63) 

138.19 57.69 41.21 
(10.;89) (4.55) ( 3.25) 

938.84 1627.23 100.45 
( 19.85) (34.40) (2.12) 

508.60 220.43 118.28 
( 19.86) ( 8. 61 ) (4.62) 

186.36 112.50 -
(21.15) ( 12.77) 

Cost of Depri- Yield 
plant ciation per 

protec- hectare 
tion (in Qnt 1 ) 

measures 

8.90 32.68 10.20 
(0.35) 

- 23.34 4.88 

55.80 25.68 67.41 
(1.18) 

155.17 46.69 71.51 
( 6.06) 

- 31.09 1.82 

·continued on the next page 
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Table 5.38 : Continued., 

,, 
Crops Cost A-1 Cost D Cost D Cost of lnputed Cost of Cost of 

land based based hired cost of family bullock 
revenue on on human family labour labour 

proce- proce- 1 abour 1 abour imputed 
dure dure based on at 

I II the wage haring 
rate, of rate of 
attached casual 

farm labour 
servents 

Paschim Salbari 

Wheat 1956.89 2587.20 2653.12 183.23 630,31 696.23 539.90 
( 7 .08) (24.36) (20.86) 

Mustard 1095.43 1301.17 1322.68 42.60 205.74 227.25 541.67 
(3.27) (15.81) (41.63) 

Vegetables 1562,85 2683.20 2800.35 - 1120.35 1237.50 616.37 
(41.75) (22.97) 

Potato 7020.65 7990,67 8092.10 - 970.02 1071.45 696.43 
(12.14) ((8.72) 

.:-·:, .. 
~ . ·-- ' ·.~-

cost''of · Cost of Cost of 
manure seed irri-

and used gat ion 
ferti.- used 
lisers 
used 

435.18 514.17 213.36 
(16.82) ( 19.87) ( 8.25) 

334.28 68.18 66.29 
(25.69) (5.24) ( 5.09) 

443.97 262.07 129.31 
( 16.55) ( 9. 77) ( 4.82) 

1122.45 . 4693.87 229.59 
(14.05) (58.74) ( 2 .87) 

Cost of Depri- Yield 
plant ciation per 

protec- hectare 
tion (in Qnt 1 ) 

measures 

11.00 10.05 12.29 
( 0.43) 

35.23 7.18 4.55 
(2.71) 

96.77 14.36 83.20 
(3.61) 

270.41 7.90 77.59 
(3.38) 

Continued on the next page 
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Table 5. 38: Continued. 

i 
Crops Cost A-1 Cost D Cost D Cost of lnputed Cost of ·Cost of Cost of Cost of -Cost of Cost of Depri- Yield 

land based based hired cost of family bullock manure seed irri- plant ciation per 
revenue on on human family labour .1 abour and used gat ion protec- hectare 

proce- proce- 1 abour 1 abour imputed ferti- used tion (in Qnt 1 ) 
dure dure based on at lisers measures 

I II the wage haring used 
rate of rate of 
attached casual 

farm labour 
servents 

Boroghoria 

Wheat 1629.25 2148.81 2175.73 75.36 519.56 546.48 416.45 528.02 383.93 175.25 35.00 15.24 17.71 
(3.51) (24.18) ( 19.38) (24.57) ( 17.87) ( 8. 16) ( 1. 63) 

Potato 4771.90 5856.61 5913.70 257.46 1084.71 1141.80 630.59 339.65 . 3439.70 55.97 36.56 11.97 74.63 
(4.40) ·( 18.52) ( 10.77) . (5.80) (58.73) (0.96) (0.62) 

Mustard 944.20 1299.60 1318.30 27.96 355.40 374.10 371.21 296.79 59.62 37.88 139.86 10.88 7.05 
(2.15) (27.35) (28.56) ( 22.84) . ( 4.59) ( 2. 91 ) ((10.76) 

Vegetables 2431.45 3672.17 3737.47 147.40 ·1240.72 1306.02 504.31 1157.76 230.60 262.93 106.68 21.77 99.31 
( 4. 01) (33.79) (13.73) (31.53) ( 6. 28) (7.16) ( 2. 91) 

Note : 1) Figure in the parenthesis indicates the percent~ge of respective total~. 
11) Cost D under procedure I and II have been worked out by calculating the value of family labour at the wage rate of attached farm servant and casual 

labour respectively. 
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Table 5.39 : Cost and yield per hectare of competing crops of Tobacco in the Selected districts of West Bengal during 1990-91 

Crops Cost A-1 Cost D Cost D Cost of Inputed Cost of Cost of Cost of Cost of Cost of ·' Cost of Depri- . Yield 
land based based hired cost of family bullock manure seed irrigation plant chtion per 

revenue on on human family labour labour and used used protec- hectare 
procedure procedure labour labour imputed terti- tion (in Qnt 1) 

I II based on at li sers measures 
the wage hiring 
rate of rate 
attached of 

fann casual 
servents 1 abour 

Coach Beher 
•' ··' 

Potato 7274.07 8552.59 8880.46 259.37 1278.52 1606.39 976.84 1179.58 4595.46 107.89 143.26 11.67 78.g5 
( 3.03) (14.95) ( 18.09) (11.42) (13.79) . (53.73) ( 1.26) ( 1.68) (0.14) 

Wheat 2817.87 3788.64 404~.84 305.78 970.77 1228.97 1007.26 702.73 591.92 144.97 52.36 12.85 16.10 
( 8.07) (25.62) ( 30.37) (26.59) (18.55) (15.62) ( 3.83) (1.33) (0.34) 

Mustard 1105.21 1748.36 1824.83 6.62 643.15 806.16 719.62 225.87 97.57 14.34 29.77 11.42 5.23 
( 0.38) (36.78) ( 44.18) (41.16) (12.92) (5.58) (0.82) (1.70) (0.65) 

Vegetables 3227.67 5103.01 5627.10 319.95 1875.34 2399.43 1242.05 987.26 278.38 178.84 196.50 24.69 40.32 
( 6.27) (36.75) (42.64) ( 24.34) (19.35) (5.46) (3.50) (3.85) (0.48) 

Jalpaiguri 

Potato 9008.99 10476.87 10899.88 410.14 1467.88 1890.89 1552.28 1779.40 4793.43 162.30 298.75 12.69 99.90 
( 3. 91 ) (14·.01) (17.35) (14.82) (16.98) (45.75) (1.55) (2.85) (0.1.2) 

Wheat 2642.06 3567.06 3904.89 229.36 925.00 1262.83 1051.20 631.91 545.27 143.58 28.94 11.80 13.66 
( 6.43) (25.93) (32.34) ( 29.47) (17.72) ( 15.29) (4.03) (0.81) (0.33) 

Mustard 1373.80 1965.25 2172.43 175.72 591.45 798.63 824.75 270.19 90.86 - - 12.28 5.01 
( 8. 94) (30.10) (36.76) ( 41. 97) (13.75) (4.62) 

~ 
(0.62) 

Vegetables 3203.88 4557.72 5035.06 85.98 1353.84 1831.18 1643.98 879.74 239.68 . 128.34 208.53 17.63 72.70· 
( 1.89) (29.70) (36.37) ( 36.07) (19.30) (5.26) (2.82) (4.58) ( 0.39) 

Continued on the next page 



Table 5.39: Continued. 

Crops Cost A-1 Cost D Cost D Cost of Inputed Cost of Cost of Cost of Cost of Cost of Cost of . Depri- Yield 
land based based hired cost of family bullock manure seed irrigation plant· ciation per 

revenue on on human famiJy labour 1 abour and used used protec- hectare 
proced·ure procedure 1 abour 1 abour imputed ferti- tion (in Qnt 1) 

I II based on at lisers measures 
the wage hiring 
rate of rate 
attached of 

farm casu a 1 
servents labour 

Districts Combined 

Potato 8141.55 9514.75 9890.19 334.76 1373.20 1748.64 1264.56 1479.49 4694.45 135.10 221.01 12.18 89.43 
(3.52) (14.43) (17.68) ( 13.29) (15.55) ( 49.34) (1.42) (2.32) ( o. 13) 

Wheat 2729.98 3677.87 3975.88 267,57 947.89 1245.90 1029.23 667.32 568.60 144.28 40.65 12.33 14.88 
( 7 0 28) (25.77) (31.33) (27.98) (18.14) ( 15.46) (3.92) (1.11) (0.34) 

Mustard 1239.55 2035.07 2241.95 91.17 795.52 802.40 772 019 248.03 94.22 7.17 14.89 11.88 5.12 
(4.48) (39,09) ( 39.30) ( 37 0 94) (12.19) (4.63) (0.35) (0.73) ( 0.58) 

Vegetables 3215.79 4830.38 5331.10 202.97 1614.59 2115.31 1443.02 933.50 259.03 153.59 202.52 21.16 56.51 
( 4.20) {33.43) (39.68) ( 29.87) ( 19.33) (5.36) (3.18) (4.19) (0.44) 

Note : i) Figure in the parenthesis indicates the percentage of respective totals. 
11) Cost· D under procedure I and II has been calculated by \\Orking out the value of malily labour on the wage rate of attached farm servent and casual 

labour respectively. 
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District/ Adabari Boro-
Village natabari 

Crop 

Potato 122.34 112.24 

Wheat 234.14 276.18 

Mustard 321.28 183.07 

Vegetables - -

Table 5.39A : Cost D per ~intal of competing crops of tobacco in the selected 
villages and districts of West Bengal during 1990-91 

Bhitor- Sova- Boro- B_h i or- Jore-· Chonger- Kukti- Gooch- Uttar Paschim 
kamta gaunj dheper- thana simuli khat a kat a behar Bhushka- Salbari 

chattra khagri- danga 
bari 

107.30 - 106.44 106.29 100.62 105.67 107.39 108.33 109.80 98.92 

297.12 - 230.77 244.37 184.55 161.60 293.80 235.32 306.92 283.19 

- 298.73 394.35 383,62 438.78 412.95 306.50 334.29 294.18 449.41 

96.41 90.94 232.14 171.35 - - - 126.56 59.87 5i.52 

Boro-
ghoria 

108.20 

210.86 

421.68 

71.19 

(Cost in Ruppes) 

Jalpai- Districts 
guri 

104.87 

261.13 

392.26 

62.29 

combined 

106.39 

247.17 

397,47 

85.48 

~ 
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Table 5.40: Cost and yield per hectare of competing crops of Tobacco, in the Selected villages of Gooch Beher district during 1990-1991 

Crops Cost A-1 Cost D Cost D Cost of Inputed Cost of Cost of Cost of Cost of Cost of Cost of Depri- Yield 
1 and based based hired cost of family bullock manure seed irri- plant ciation per 

revenue on on human family 1 abour labour and used gat ion protec- hectare 
proce- proce- labour 1 abour imputed ferti- used tion (in Qntl) 
dure dure based on at lisers measures 

I II the wage h 1ri ng used 
rate of rate of 
attached casual 

farm 1 abour 
servents 

Adabari 

Potato 8044.75 9232.00 9518.58 263.35 1187.25 1473.83 990.93 1060.83 5506.54 - 212.06" 11.04 75.46 
( 2.85) (12.86) ( 15.48) (10.73) (11.49) (59.65) (2.80) (0.12) 

Wheat 2492.21 3345.83 3551.88 275.55 853.62 1059.67 946.59 629.88 593.44 31.25 - 15.50 14.29 
( 8. 24) (25.51) (29.83) (28.29) (18.83) (17.74) ( o. 93) ( 0.46) 

Mustard 1420.72 2162.20 2341.18 - 741.48 920.46 909.09 393.80 92.63 - - 25.20 6.73 
( 34.29) (39.32) (42.04) ( 18.21) (4.28) (1.65) 

Boronatabari 

Potato 6626.85 7946.35 8324.32 351.57 1319.50 1697.47 1064.38 798.75 4401.32 - - 10.63 70.80 
(4.42) (16.61) (20.39) ( 13.39) ( 10.05) (55.39) ( o. 13) 

Wheat 3487.56 4418.82 4685.58 703.12 931.26 1198.02 1253.22 715.62 646.38 154.69 - 14.03 16.00 
(15.91) (21.07) (25.56) (28.36) ( 16.19) (14.64) ( 3.50) ( o. 32) 

Mustard 681.02 1032.54 1133.23 - 351.52 452.21 393.94 178.03 98.47 - .,. 10.58 5.64 
( 34.04) ( 39.90) (38.15) (17.24) ( 9. 54) (1.02) 

Continued on the next page 
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Table 5.40. Cont1nued. 
-------

Crops Cost A-1 Cost D Cost D Cost of · lnputed Cost of Cost of Cost of Cost of Cost of Cost of Depri- Yield 
land based based hired cost of. family bullock manure seed irri- plant ci at ion per 

revenue on on. human family 1 abour labour and used gat ion protec- hectare 
proce- proce- labour 1 abour -imputed ferti- used tion ( 1 n Qnt 1) 
dure dure based on at lisers measures 

' ' 
I II the wage haring: used 

rate of rate of 
attached casual 

farm 1 abour 
servents 

8 hi tor kant a 

Potato . 7655.78 8929.83 9380.05 68.18 1274.05 1724.27 1446.97 1623.31 4260.10 - 232.45 24.77 83.22 
( o. 76) (14.27) ( 18.38) (16.20) (18.18) (47.71) ( 2.60) ( 0.28) 

Wheat 3828.94 5059.94 5488.95 598.07 1231.00 1660.01 1416.56 873.90 626.54 176.57 117.25 20.05 17.03· 
( 11. 82) (24.33) (30.24) (28.00) (17.27) (12.38) ( 3.49) (2.32) (0.40) 

Vegetables 4147.71 6390.98 7183.71 363.31 2243.27 3036.00 1400.00 1492.81 308.95 218.75 320.85 43~04 66.29 
( 5.68) ( 35.10) (42.26) (21.91) (23.36) (4.83) (3.42) (5.02) ( 0.67) 

Sovajaunj 

Mustard 1625.76 2357.01 2546.21 - 731.25 920.75 890.15 520.83 96.03 - 106.25 12.50 7.89 
(31.02) ( 36.15) (37.77) (22.10) (4.07) ( 4.51) ( 0. 53) 

Vegetables 2711.34 4119.67 4484.06 - 140~.33 1772.72 1068.18 1250.00 100.00 113.64 151.89 27.63 145.30 
(34.19) (39.53) (25.93) (30.34) (2.43) (2.76) (3.69) ( o. 67) 

Continued on the next page 
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Table 5.40 : Continued. 

Crops Cost A-1 Cost D Cost D Cost of Inputed . Cost of Cost of 
land based based hired cost of family bullock 

revenue on on human family 1 abour 1 abour 
proce- proce- labour labour imputed 
dure dure based on at 

I II the wage haring 
rate of rate of 
attached casual 

farm labour 
servents 

Borodhaperchattra 

Potato 7170o87 8996o23 9484o38 151o52. 1825o36 2313o51 868o06 
(1o68) ( 20o29) (24o39) ( 9o 65) 

Wheat 2898o97 3856o17 4112o14 254o89 957o20 1213o17 1036o81 
( 6o61) (24o82) (29o50) ( 26o89) 

Mustard 1009.81 1774o59 1979o11 - 764o78 969o30 833o33 
(43.10) (48.98) (46.96) 

Vegetables 2798,5 7 5309o02 5980o42 378o78 2510o45 3181o85 1500o00 
(7o13) (47o29) (53o20) (28o25) 

Cost of Cost of Cost of 
manure seed irri-

and used -gat ion 
ferti- used 
1isers 

used 

800o66 5202o02 -
( 8o 90) (57o82) 

731o09 621o21 162o53 
(18o96) (16o11) (4.21) 

- 98o48 -
(50 55) 

299o24 250o00 227o27 
(5o64) (4o71) (4o28) 

Cost of Depri- Yield 
plant dation per 

protec- hectare 
tion (in Qnt 1) 

measures 

136o39 12o22 84o52 
(1o52) ( 0 014) 

78o92 13o52 16o71 
(2o05) (Oo35) 

64o39 13o61 4o50 
(3.63) (0.78) 

128o78 14o50 22o87 
(2o43) ( Oo 27) 

Continued on the next page 
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Table 5.40: Continued. 

Crops Cost A-1 Cost D Cost D Cost of Inputed Cost of Cost of Cost of Cost of Cost of Cost of Depri- Yield 
land based . based hired cost of family bullock inanure seed irri- plant ciation per 

revenue on on human family labour labour and used gat ion protec;- hectare 
proce- proce- labour labour imputed ferti- used tion (in Qntl) 
dure dure based on at lisers measures 

I II the wage haring used 
rate of rate of 
attached casual 

farm labour 
servents 

Bhiorthana 

Potato 6165.84 7229.91 7442.72 - 1064.07 1276.88 914.70 925.93 4314.41 - - 10.80 68.02 
(14.72) (17.16) (12.65) (12.81) ( 59.67) (0.15) 

Wheat 2762.84 3782.85 3986.86 136.50 1020.01 1224.02 1049.63 875.98 543.37 146.16 - 11.20 15.48 
(3.61) (26.96) (30.70) (27.75) (23.16) (14.36) (3.86) (0.30) 

Muatard 1282.21 1864.41 1980.85 4. 76 582.20 698.64 875.29 294.12 99.66 - - 8.40 4.86 
( 0. 25) (31.23) (35.27) (46.95) (15.78) (5.35) { 0. 45) 

Vegetables 3252.98 4592.27 4860.13 537.71 1339.29 1607.15 1000.00 906.97 454.55 155.68 184.47 13.60 26.80 
{11.71) {29.16) { 33.07) (21.78) {19.75) ( 9. 90) (3.39) { 4.02) (0.30) 

Joresimul i 

Wheat 2753.16 3240.79 3319.44 478.08 487.63 566.28 720.28 768.75 582.50 122.48 73.02 8.05 17.56 
{14.75) {15.05) (17.06) { 22.23) (23.72) (17.97) (3.78) ( 2. 25) (0.25) 

Potato 7333.82 8646.72 8858.48 277.67 1312.90 1524.66 870.36 1202.82 4717.67 140.00 117.50 7.80 85.93 
( 3.21) ( 15.18) (17.21) ( 10.07) (13.91) . (54.56) (1.62) (1.36) (0.09) 

Mustard 719.47 1441.68 1557.83 48.24 722.21 838.36 567.30 - 97.50 - - 6.43 2.98 
(3.35) (50.10) (53.82) (39.35) (6.76) (0.45) 

Continued on the next page 



Table 5.40 : Continued. 

Crops Cost A-1 Cost D Cost D Cost of Inputed Cost of Cost of Cost of Cost of Cost of Cost of Depri- Yield 
1 and based based hired cost of fanii ly bullock manure seed irri- plant ciation per 

revenue on on human family labour 1 abour and used gat ion protec- hectare 
proce- proce- labour 1 abour imputed fert"i- used t ion (in Qnt 1) 
dure dure based on at lisers measures 

I I I the wage haring used 
rate of rate of 
attached casu a 1 

farm labour 
servents 

Chongerkhata Khagribari 

Potato 7189.67 7928.37 8147.24 962.64 738.70 957.57 847.71 1227.63 3293.23 573.60 276.36 8.50 75.03 
(12.14) ( 9. 32) (11.75) (10.69) ( 15.48)• (41.54) (7.23) ( 3.49) ( o. 11) 

,Wheat 2181.03 3343.52 3687.96 - 1162.49 1506.93 810.00 462.70 599.40 213.39 84.72 10.82 20.69 
( 34.77) (40.86) (24.23) ( (13.84) (17.93) ( 6. 38) (2.53) (0.32) 

Mustard 1378.62 2002.78 2187.72 - 624.16 809.10 778.94 310.35 99.38 114.72 67.50 7.73 4.85 
((31.16) (35.61) (38.89) (15.50) (4.96) (5.73) ( 3.37} ( 0.39) 

Kuktikata 

Potato 8007.73 9514.05 9890.63 - 1506.32 1882.-90 811.57 1796.70 5071.17 149.43 171.30 7.56 88.59 
(15.83) (19.04) ( 8.53) . ( 18.88) (53.30) ( 1.57) (1.80) (0.08) 

Wheat 2138.26 3261.20 35.41.94 - 1122.94 . 1403.68 825.00 563.94 522.05 152.67 64.98 9.62 11.10 
(34.43) (39.63) (25.30) (17.29) (16.01) (4.68) (1.99) (0.29) 

Mustard 724.06 1351.67 1546.82 - 627.61 840.76 508.92 109.83 98.44 - - 6.87 4.41 
(46.43) ( 54.35) (37.65) ( 8. 13) ( 7.28) (0.51) 

Note: i) ·Figures in the parentheses indicate the percentag~s of respective totals. 
i i) Cost D under procedure I and II has been calculated by working out the value of family labour on the wage rate of attached farm servant and casual 

labour respectively. 
1-' 
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Crops 

Potato 

Wheat · 

Mustard 

Vegetables 

Table 5.41 : Cost and yield per hectare of competing crops of Tobacco, in the Selected villages of Jalpaiguri district during 1990-1991 

Cost A-1 Cost 0 Cost 0 Cost of lnputed Cost of Cost of 
land based based hired cost of family bullock 

revenue on on human family labour labour 
proce- proce- 1 abour 1 abour imputed 
dure dure based·on at 

I II the wage haring 
rate of rate of 
attached casu a 1 

farm 1 abour 
servents 

Utter 8 hushkadanga 

8684.76 9553.41 9918.64 662.86 868.65 1233.88 1666.65 
( 6. 94) ( 9.09) (12.44) (17.45) 

2280.90 3425.25 3906.40 254.69 1144.35 1625.50 735.60: 
( 7.44) (33.41) (41.61) 

) 
C'll.48) 

893.65 1365.01 1563.20 . 71.47 471.36 669.55 576.90 
( 5.24) . (34.53) (42.83) (42.26) 

3409.19 4331.78 4719.69 - 922.59 1310.50 1959.90 
( 21.30) (27 .77) (45.24) 

Cost of Cost of Cost of 
manure seed irri-

and used gat ion 
ferti- used 
lisers 
used 

1593.75 4313.50 120.23 
(16.68) (45.15) (1.26) 

637.28 531.02 75.49 
(18.61) (15.50) (2.20) 

136.17 97.50 -
( 9. 98) (7 .14) 

833.15 231.45 159.50 
( 19.23) (5.34) (3.68) 

Cost of Oepri- Yield 
plant ciation per 

protec- hectare 
tion (in Qnt 1) 

measures 

315.00 12.77 87.01 
( 3.30) ( o. 13) 

30.56 16.26 11.16 
(0.89) (0.47) 

- 11.61 4.64 
( 0.85) 

201.97 23.22 72.35 
(4.66) ( o. 54) 

Continued on the next page 
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Table 5.41 : Continued. 

Crops Cost A-1 Cost D Cost D Cost of lnputed Cost of Cost of 
land based based hired cost of family bullock 

revenue on on human family 1 abour 1 abour 
proce- proce- 1 abour 1 abour imputed 
dure dure based on at 

I I I the wage haring 
rate of rate of 
attached casu a 1 

farm labour 
servents 

Paschim Salbar1 

Potato 10144.61 12088.69 12685.17 170.09 1944.08 2540.56 1336.10 
(1.41) (16.08) (20.03) (11.05) 

Wheat 2912.91 3876.86 4172.62 234.95 963.95 1259.71 1170.00 
( 6.06) (24.86) (32.49) ( 30. 18) 

~ustard 1539.34 2359.40 2611.01 357.83 820.06 1071.67 . 840.54 
(15.17) ( 34.76) ( 41.04) (35.63) 

· Vegetables 2905.81 4357.81 4803.31 - 1452.00 1897.50 1654.11 
( 33.32) (39.50) (37.96) 

Cost of Cost of Cost of 
manure seed irri-

and used gat ion 
ferti-. used 
lisers 
used 

2047.68 5846.94 250.00 
(16.94) ( 48.37) (2.07) 

652.77 570.29 221.47 
(16.84) (14.71) ( 5. 71 ) 

229.21 97.40 -
( 9. 71) (4.18) 

665.96 241.25 123.80 
(15.28) (5.54) (2.84) 

Cost of Depri- Yield 
plant c1ation per 

protec- hectare 
tion (in Qnt 1) 

measures 

483.75 10.05 122.21 
. (4.00) (0.08). 

56.25 7.18 13.69 
(1.46) (0.18) 

- 14.36 5.25 
(0.61) 

212.79 7.90 75.)6 
( 4. 88) (0.18) 

Continued on the next page 
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Table 5.41 : Continued. 

Crops Cost A-1 Cost D Cost D Cost of Inputed Cost of Cost of Cost of Cost of Cost of Cost of Depri- Yield 
1 and based based hired cost of f ami 1 y bullock manure seed irri- plant ciation per 

revenue on on human family 1 abour labour and used gat ion protec- hectare 
proce- proce- 1 abour 1 abour imputed ferti- used tion (in Qnt 1 ) 
dure dure based on at lisers measures 

I II the wage hari ng used 
rate of rate of 
attached casual 

farm labour 
servents 

Baroghoria 

Potato 8197.59 9788.50 10095.83 397.48 1590.91 1898.24 1654.10 1696.76 4219.85 116.66 97.50 15.24 90.47 
(4.06) (16.25) (18.80) (16.90) (17.33) (43.10) (1.19) (1.00) ( 0.16) 

Wheat 2732.39 3399.09 3635.66 198.44 666.70 903.27 1248.00 605.69 534.50 133.79 - 11.97 16.12 
( 5.84) (19.61) (24.84) (36.72) (17.82) (15.72) ( 3. 94) ( o. 35) 

Mustard 1688.43 2171.64 2343.11 97.86 483.21 654.68 1056.82 445.18 77.69 - - 10.88 5.15 
(4.51) ( 22.23) (27.94) (48.66) (20.15) (3.58) ( o. 50) 

Vegetables 3296.67 4983.61 5582.50 257.95 1686.94 2285.53 1317.93 1140.11 246.34 101.73 210.84 21.77 70.00 
( 5.18) (33.85) (40.94) (26.45) (22.88) (4.94) (2.04) (4.23) (0.44) 

Note : i) Figure in the parenthesis indicates the percentage of respective totals. 
11) Cost D under procedure I and II has been calculated by hOrking out the value of family labour on the wage rate of attached farm servant and casual 

labour respectively. 
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interesting to note that despite having no significant differ-ence in 

absolute cost between the districts inter alia prevailing higher wage 

r-ate in Jalpaiguri district the yields per hectare of these two crops 

are found higher iri Coochbehar- than that in Jalpaiguri district which, 

in effect, has reduced the unit cost of wheat and mustard to a 

considerable extent in Coochbehar district in contrary to that in 

Jalpaiguri. In most of the villages of Coochbehar district such cost 

advantage is revealed. 

In case of potato and vegetables human labour, bullock labour, 

manures and fertilizers, and seed taking together constitute respectively 

· 94 to 96 per cent and 90 to 92 per cent of cost D. The relative 

weights of these factors are given in the relevant tables. The cost of 

potato is noticed significantly higher at Jalpaiguri. No remarkable 

difference in cost between the district is, however, observed in case of 

vegetables. Vegetables, of course, is a composite item comprising of 

many types of crops with varying composition and relative weight of 

each of. them. And hence, it is very difficult to take vegetables as a 

homogeneous .crop-mix for the purpose of comparison. Neverthless, yield 

per hectare of vegetables is recorded to be exceedingly higher at 

Jalpaiguri district and thereby lower unit cosL Potato also shows 

higher yield at Jalpaiguri. But the observed higher cost has not been 

compensated by yield effect. Hence higher yield 

higher unit cost is visualized at Jalpaiguri in case 

first period. In the second period, however, the 

become overpowered leading to sufficient reduction 

accompanied 

of potato in 

yield effect 

of unit cost 

with 

the 

has 

of 

potato in Jalpaiguri district. Inter,..village disparity to the above 

contention can be examined by Table 5. 37 and 5. 38 for the first period 

and by Table 5. 40 and 5. 41 for the second period. 

5. 3 Profitabilities of Tobacco and its Competing Crops 

Relative profitabilities of tobacco and its competing ·crops have 

been examined in this section. The question how far relative profitabi

lities have dictated relative area allocation under the crops has been 

analysed in this section with a view to understanding the farmer • s 

economic rationales that have been operative in framing crop pattern of 

area under study. 
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Net returns per hectare of tobacco and its competing crops over 

different cost bases in two selected districts for first ·and second 

ref.erence period have been presented in Table 5. 42 and Table 5. 45 

respectively. Tobacco is noted to have highest net return in Coochbehar 

district for both the periods. Relatively less cash requirement and low 

production risk associated with the crop inter alia highest relative 

profitability has placed the crop tobacco to the highest relative 

position in crop profile of the rabi season at Coochbehar district. In 

Coochbehar tobacco itself singularly accounts for about 86 per cent of 

rabi area in the first and 62 per cent in the second period. Between 

the two periods relative profitability pattern. is found to have been 

notably changed in Coochbehar district. In the second period relative 

profitability of vegetables and potato have been enhanced to a 

considerable extent as compared to that of other Competing Crops. 

Wheat is shown to h,ave lowest net return in both the periods at 

Coochbehar district. Neverthless, its relative area share ranks second, 

next to tobacco. On the contrary, despite higher relative profita bilities 

. observed for vegetables and potato in comparison with that ·of mustard

in the second· · P{3riod, their area shares are noted lower than that of 

mustard (Table 5. 45). This incongruity is reported to be an intercourse 

of two motives - commercial motives and subsistence motives bounded 

by family consumption demand and ·resource limitations of the farm 

families. 

In Jalpaiguri district, however, 

highest net return per hectare in 

vegetables is recorded to have 

both the periods. Tobacco ranks 

second in the first and third in the second period. In spite of that 

its proportional area share to total rabi area is found highest - about 

54 per cent in the first and· 36 per cent in the second period. Here 

also, as opined by the farmers, resource constraints alongwith instabi

lity factors associated with the production of· vegetables and potato 

seems to be reckonned into while choosing alternative options in 

production possibility front. Wheat again, despite lowest net return, 

occupies the second position so far as acreage allocation in the season 

is in question. Notwithstanding highest relative profitability recorded 

for vegetables its relative acreage is noted lowest. In the second 



Table 5. 42 153 
Net return per hectare of Tobacco and its competing crops over different 

cost bases in the selected districts of West Bengal in 1983-1984 
(in Rs. per hectare) 

Surplus over Surplus over Surplus over Percentage of 
Cost A 1-Land Cost D Cost D irrigated crop 

Crops · revenue calculated on calculated on area to total 
procedure I procedure I I irrigated rabi 

area 

COOCffiEHAR 

tabacum Tobacco 6389.27 5140.69 5013.14 24.59 

rust ica Tobacco 3184.72 1921.84 .1816.28 50.43 

Tobacco ( t 1\0 type combined) 4357.79 3182.39 3068.19 75.02 

Wheat . 1183.90 663.59 617.02 3.83 

Mustard 2387.30 2055.46 2028.94 

Potato 1790.47 807.35 707.19 0.05 

Paira 1272.38 978.11 955.17 0.16 

Vegetables 2717.23 1780.90 1677.84 0.48 

Boro Paddy 3174.08 2510.10 2444.13 0.88 

JALPAIGURI 

Tobacco 4918.27 3206.18 3015.17 57.06 

Wheat 587.35 (-)76.10 (-)156.49 14.53 

Mustard 1629.56 1317.97 1282.58 4.82 

Potato 1872.79 939.95 843.36 2.87 

Vegetables 6199.99 5175.33 5072.58 4.88 

Pulses 323.05 (-)152.95 (-)236.95 

TWO DISTRICTS COMBINED 

tabacum Tobacco 6389.27 5140.69 5013.14 19.67 

rustica Tobacco 4051.49 2564.01. 2415.73 51.74 

tobacco (two type combined) 4638.03 3194.29 3041.68 71.41 

Wheat 885.64 293.76 230.28 5.95 

Mustard 2008.42 1686.70 1655.75 0.95 

Potato 1832.08 874.10 775.72 0.61 

Paira 1272.38 978.11 955.17 0.13 

Boro Paddy 3174.08 2510.10 2444.13 0.70 

Pulses 323.05 (-)152.95 (-)236.95 

Vegetables 4458.61 3478.12 3375.21 1.34 

Note Cost D under procedure I and II have been calculated by workingout the value of family 

labour on the wage rate of attached farm servant and casual labour respectively. 



Crop 
Village/ 

District 

Adabari 
Boronatabari 
B h itorkamta 
Sovagaunj 
Borodhaperchattra 
Bhiorthana 
Jores imul i 
Chongerkhata Khagribari 
Kuktikata 

Coochbehar 

Uttar Bhushkadanga 
Paschim Salbari 
B aroghor i a 

Jalpa1gur1 

Districts combined 

Table 5.4·2A : Percentage distribution of crop area under tobacco and each of its competing crops 
to total rabi area in selected villages and districts of West Bengal in 1983-84 

rust ica tabacum Tobacco: two · Potato Wheat Mustard Vegetables Barley 
Tobacco Tobacco types combined 

20.19 73.11 93.30 2.07 2.44 2.19 
53.29 24.79 78.08 5.81 8.72 2.91 - 4.48 
53.63 7. 91 61.54 9.69 26.92 - 1.85 
38.77 44.72 83.49 - - 12.63 3.88 
68.28 15.10 83.38 0.94 2.76 1.44 1.27 2.75 
55.95 14.20 70.15 1.42 2.38 20.44 0.41 5.20 
87.18 - 87.18 - 12.82 
93.24 3.28 96.52 1.34 2.14 - - -
79.86 - 79.86 - 20.14 

59.26 . 26.62 85.88 1.63 5.19 3.46 0.63 1.59 

5 9.05 - 5 9.05 6.30 19.29 9.84 3.15 -
44.58 - 44.58 6.93 33.77 11.26 3.46 
58.60 - 58.60 1. 90 14.54 16.50 8.46 

54.45 - 54.45 5.82 19.52 14.53 5.08 -

58.21 20.80 79.01 2.55 8.33 5.88 1.60 1.24 

Pulses 

-

-

-
2.37 

0.60 

0.13 

Boro Paddy 

7.46 

0.63 

0.26 

I-> 
c:.n 
~ 
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Table 5. 43 
.Net·return per hectare of tobacco and its competing crops over different 
cost bases in the selected villages of Gooch Behar district in 1983-84. 

( in Rs. per hectare) 

Surplus over Surplus over Surplus over Percentage of 
Cost A1-Land CostD Cost D irrigated crop 

Crops revenue calculated on calculated on area to total 
procedure I procedure II irrigated rabi 

area 

ADMARI 
tabaccum Tobacco 8435.27 7298.19 7216.97 77.33 

rustica Tobacco 1710.95 500.18 413.69 21.36 

Tobacco ( t 1tt0 types combined) 6755.79 5599.50 5516.91 98.69 

Wheat 1678.90 1537.56 1527.46 1. 31 

Mustard 2580.13 2267.31 2244.97 

Potato 786.61 181.19 137.95 

BORONATMARI 

tabaccum Tobacco 6608~99 5482.37 5357.19 19.20 

rustica Tobacco 2606.21 1584.12 1470.56 41.28 

Tobacco (tlt.O types combined) 4152.38 3099.24 2982.23 60.48 

Wheat 563.56 327.31 301.06 1.79 

Mustard 1251.71 974.46 943.66 

Potato 1412.98 715.06 637.53 

Paira ·. 966.61 612.46 573.11 0.92 

8 HITORKAMTA 

tabaccum Tobacco 8547.49 7104.99 6853.75 8.41 

rustica Tobacco 1502.08 442.67 258.16 57.04 

Tobacco (two types combined) 2428.79 1394.53 1214.39 65.45 

Wheat 826.53 241.13 139.17 23.90 

Potato 1687.73 154.73 (- )112.27 

Vegetables 1733.60 417.37 188.12 2.10 

Continued.on next page 
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Table 5.43 Continued 
(in Rs. per hectare) 

Surplus over Surplus over Surplus over Percentage of 
Cost A1-Land Cost D Cost D irrigated crop 

Crops revenue calculated on calculated on area to tot a 1 
procedure I procedure II irrigated rabi 

area 

SOVAGAUNJ 

t abaccum Tobacco 5225.85 4015.22 3919.41 44.83 

rustica Tobacco 1925.15 387.81 266.15 38.86 

Totacco (two types combined) 4391.00 3032.14 2924.60 83.69 

Mustard 3789.94 3355.54 3321.16 

Vegetables 4542.67 3826.60 3769.93 4.80 

BORODHAPERCHATTRA 

tabaccum Tobacco 6175.36 4845.25 4713.11 15.47 

rust i ca Tobacco 3712.62 2359.24 2224.78 69.98 

Tobacco (two types combined) 4258.58 2910.48 2776.55 85.45 

Wheat 440.57 (-)94.22 (-)147.36 4.19 

Mustard 1925.42 1553.27 1516.30 

Potato 1720.48 587.53 474.97 

Vegetables 3806.13 2782.78 2681.11 1. 59 

Bore Paddy 3174.08 2510.10 2444.13 8.77 

Pair a 424.23 232.35 213.29 

BHIORTHANA 

tabaccum Tobacco 6950.11 5939.66 5908.41 16.37 

rustica Tobacco 3678.90 2621.50 2588.80 64.48 

Tobacco (two types combined) 4271.81 3223.05 3190.61 80.85 

Wheat 379.10 (-)29.51 (-)42.15 3.01 

Mustard 988.02 725.44 717.32 

Potato 2073.02 610.89 565.67 

Pair a 2428.80 2092.02 2081.60 

Vegetables 786.51 93.64 72.21 0.60 

Continued on next page 
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Table 5.43 Continued 
(in Rs. per hectare) 

Surplus over Surplus over Surplus over Percentage· of 
Cost A1-Land Cost D Cost D irrigated crop 

Crops revenue calculated on calculated on area to tot a 1 
procedure I procedure II irrigated rabi 

area 

JORE SIMULI 

Tobacco 4469.51 2895.68 2869.01 54.30 

Wheat 1490.76 768.01 755.76 4.30 

CHONGERKHATA KHAGRmARI 

tabaccum Tobacco · 2781.81 1299.13 1123.16 2.53 

rustica Tobacco 4297.39 3069.80 2924.12 71.89 

Tobacco 

Wheat 

Potato 

Tobacco 

Wheat 

(two types combined) 4246.16 3017.80 2872.02 74.42 

2649.05 1761.78 1566.48 1.02 

3063.93 2596.65 2541.20 0.54 

KUKTIKATA 

4759.74 3435.55 3331.21 65.67 

1446.23 800.18 749.27 1.43 

Note Cost D under procedure I has been I'Drked out by calculating the value of 

family labour on the basis of imputed wage rate of attached farm servant. 

Cost D under procedure II has been W>rked out by ca 1 cu l at i ng the va 1 ue of 

family labour on the basis of wage rate of casu a 1 hi red labour. 
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Table 5. 44 

Net return per hectare of Tobacco and its competing crops over different cost 
bases in the selected villages of Jalpaiguri district in 1983-1984 

Crops 

Tobacco 

Wheat 

Mustard 

Potato 

Vegetables 

Pulses 

Tobacco 

Wheat 

Mustard 

Vegetables 

Potato 

Tobacco 

Wheat 

Potato 

Mustard 

Vegetables 

Surplus over 
Cost A1-Land 

revenue 

Surplus over 
Cost 0 

calculated on 
procedure I 

UTTAR 8 HUSKADANGA 

4305.41 2542.23 

98.17 (-)742.31 

1423.04 1049.38 

2417.02 1673.24 

6645.99 5933.08 

323.05 (-)152.95 

PASCHIM SAI.BARI 

4750.70 3142.15 

193.86 (-)436.45 

1065.82 860.08 

6195.77 5075.42 

350.40 (-)619.62 

BAROGHOTIA 

5698.71 3934.16 

1470.00 950.44 

2317.95 1233.24 

2404.55 2049.15 

5758.21 4517.49 

(in Rs. per hectare) 

Surplus over 
Cost 0 

calculated on 

Percentage of 
irrigated crop 
area to total 

procedure II irrigated rabi 
area 

2230.37 

(-)890.63 

983.44 

154L98 

5807.27 

(-)236.95 

2973.95 

(-)502.37 

838.57 

4958.27 

(-)721.05 

3841.29 

923.52 

1176.15 

2030.45 

4452.19 

44.02 

14.91 

0.94 

0.94 

4.42 

43.41 

16.04 

5.09 

4.47 

3.78 

62.34 

4.70 

3.86 

7.76 

5.45 

Note Cost D calculated on procedure I and II have been l'£lrked out by calculating the 

value of family labour on imputed wage rate ·of farm servants and hiring rate of 

casual labour respectively. 
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Table 5.45 Net return per hectare of Totacco and its competing crops 
-in the selected districts of West Bengal in 1990-91. 

Crops 

rust ica Tobacco 

tabacum Tobacco 

Tobacco two types combined· 

Potato 

Wheat 

Mustard 

Vegetables 

Tobacco 

Potato 

Wheat 

Mustard 

Vegetables 

Tobacco 

Potato 

Wheat 

Mustard 

Vegetables 

Surplus over Surplus over 
Cost A1

-Land Cost D calcu-
revenue lated on 

procedure- I 

GOOCH BEHAR 

5156.65 3654.64 

6199.57 4731.03 

5759.80 4253.75 

4568.43 3289.91 

1938.88 968.11 

2751.92 2108.77 

6603.08 4727.74 

JALPAIGURI 

4950.56 2853.12 

5976.01 4508.13 

1393.79 468.79 

2321.08 1729.63 

12.503.45 11149.61 

TWO DISTRICTS COMBINED 

5477.22 3675.41 

5272.95 3899.75 

1666.32 718.43 

2536.45 1740.93 

9133.50 7518.91 

(in Rs. per hectare) 
Surplus over Percentage of 
Cost D .Calcu- irrigated crop 

lated on area to tot a 1 
procedure-I I irrigated rabi 

area 

3262.34 55.96 

4271.27 17.67 

3830.58 73.63 

2962.04 4.12 

709.91 17.92 

2032.30 1.63 

4203.65 2.65 

2158.97 50.53 

4085.12 18.95 

130.96 1.9.99 

1522.45 

10672.27 10.53 

3116.81 68.58 

3524.31 7.36 

420.42 18.41 

1534.05 1.27 

7018.19 4.37 

Note Costs under procedure I and II has been calculated by ~rDrking out the value of 
family labour on the wage rate of attached farm servant and casual labour 
respectively. 



Crop 
Village/ 

District 

Adabari 
Boronatabari 
Bhitorkamta 
Sovagaunj 
Borodhaperchattra 
Bhi orthana 
Joresimuli 
Chongerkhata Khagribari 
Kuktikata 

Coochbehar 

Uttar Bhushkadanga 
Paschim Salbari 
Baroghoria 

Jalpaigur1 

Districts combined 

Table 5.45A : Percentage distribution of crop area under tobacco and each of its competing crops to 
total iabi area in selected villages and districts of West Bengal .in 1990-91 

rustic a Tabacum Tobacco:_t \'.0 types Potato Wheat Mustard 
Tobacco Tobacco · combined 

33.82 43.04 76.86 9.30 9.19 4.65 
55.90 23.03 78.93 7.87 10.39 2.81 
44.24 11.05 55.29 9. 79 30.42 -
28.07 33.41 '61.48· - - 28.89 

. 54.86 15.82 70.68 4.70 18.98 3.20 
44.64 15.47 60.11 9.57 15.29 13.30 
52.74 - 52.74 16.07 21.36 9.83 
53.89 - 53.89 13.74 15.57 16.80 
51.11 - 51.11 10.10 17.68 21.11 

47.55 15.02 62.57 9.95 15.92 10.31 

30.97 - 30.97 19.91 17.48 25.44 
31.06 - 31.06 13.31 24.57 23. 21' 
42.43 - 42.43 8.25 29.44 18.44 

36.40 - 36.40 13.03 22.24 21.66 

45.14 11.61 56.75 10.63 17.35 12.84 

Vegetables 

4.50 
9.63 
2.44 
1.73 

1.25 

6.20 
7.85 
6.44 

6.67 

2.43 

...... 
0> 
0 
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Table 5.46 Net return per hectare .. Of Totacco and its competing crops 
in the selected villages of Cooc.h Behar district in 1990-91. 

Crops 

rustica Tobacco 

tabacum Tobacco 

Tobacco .two types combined 

Potato 

Wheat 

Mustard 

rustica Tobacco 

tabacum Tobacco 

Tobacco two types combined 

Potato 

Wheat 

Mustard 

rust ica Tobacco. 

tabacum Tobacco 

Tobacco two types combined 

Potato 

Wheat 

Vegetables 

Surplus over 
Cost A

1
-Land 

revenue 

(in Rs. per hectare) 
Surplus over Surplus over Percentage of 
Cost D calcu- Cost D Calcu- irrigated crop 

lated on lated on area to total 
procedure-!· procedure- II irrigated rabi 

area 

AD.IBARI 

4947.21 3207.07 .' 2787.07 42.31 

10076.40 8371.35 7965.99' 53.85 

7975.28 6257.61 5843.00 96.15 

3274.25 2087.00 1800.42 

1729.77 876.15 670.10 3.85 

3542.67 2801.18 2622.20 

BORONAT.IBARI 

3786.79 2504.48 2137.16 60.67 

5754.01 4463.83 4094.26 25.00 

4789.84 '3576.69 3136.84 85.67 

3993.15 2673.65 2295.68 

1239.64 308.38 41.62 18~33 

3478.48 3126.96 3026.27 

BHITORKAMTA 

4300.74 3118.99 2676.96 47.06 

3884.20 2504.44 1988.35 11.76 

3981.06 2741.03 2302.78 58.82 

4827.22 3553.17 3102.95 

1202.59 (- )28.43 (-)457.44 29.41 

9110.29 6867.02 6074.29 ' 11.79 

Continued on next page 
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Table 5. 46 Continued 

(in Rs. per hectare) 
Crops Surplus over Surplus over Surplus over Percentage of 

Cost A
1
-Land Cost D calcu- Cost D Calcu- irrigated crop 

revenue lated on lated on area to total 
procedure-! procedure-!! irrigated rabi 

area 

SOVAGAUNJ 

rustica Tobacco 2338.17 860.55 478~23 41.05 

tabacum Tobacco 5955.29 4322.73 3900.32 48.84 

Tobacco two types combined 4205.96 2661.99 2262.50 89.8g 

Mustard 4193.12 3461.87 3272.67 

-vegetab 1 es 8613.66 7205.33 6840.94 10.11 

BORODHAPERCHATTRA 

rustica Tobacco 5409.56 3823.22 3398.96 59.14 

tabacum Tobacco 6116.67 4771.50 4411.77 17.05 

Tobacco two types combined 5767.30 4241.22 3833.10 76.19 

Potato 5507.13 3681.79 3139.62 

Wheat 2038.00 1080.80 824.83 19.05 

Mustard 2308.94 1544.16 1339.64 

Vegetables 5241.43 2730.98 2059.58 4.76 

BHIORTHANA 

rustica Tobacco 5450.42 3970.36 3674.34 58.24 

tabacum Tobacco 6126.14 4671.83 4380.96 - 20.19 

Tobacco two types combined 5812.55 4340.62 4046.23 78.43 

Potato 4037.16 2973.09 2760.28 

Wheat 1810.72 790.72 586.71 19.27 

·Mustard 2302.04 1719.84 1603.40 

.vegetables 3447.02 2107.73 1839.87 2.30 

Continued on next page 

\ 



Crops 

Tobacco 

Wheat 

Potato 

Mustard 

Totacco 

Potato 

·Wheat 

Mustard 

Tobacco 

Potato 

Wheat 

Mustard 
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Table 5.46 Continued 

(in Rs. per hectare) 
Surplus over 
Cost A

1
-Land 

revenue 

Surplus over Surplus over Percentage of 
Cost D calcu- Cost D Calcu- irrigated crop 

1 a ted on 1 a ted on area to tota 1 
procedure-! procedure-11 irrigated rabi 

area 

JORESIMULI 

7100.17 5306.12 5022.76 57.14 

2434.94 1947.31 1868.66 14.29 

5555.68 4242.78 4031.02 28.57 

1478.28 756.07 639.92 

CHONGERKHATA KHAGRmARI 

6138.64 4667.54 4231.66 65.34 

4064.83 3326.13 3107.26 8.27 

3931.83 2769.34 2424.90 13.90. 

2198.26 1574.-10 1389.16 12.49 

KUKTIKATA 

6512.62 5007.97 4631.81 65.34 

5280.77 3774.45 3397.87 15.71 

1141.26 18.30 (-)262.45 18.95 

2528.32 1900.71 1705.56 

Note Costs under procedure and II has been calculated by. WJrking out the value of 

family labour on the wage rate of attached farm servant and casual labour 

respectivel_y. 
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Table 5.47 Net return per hectare of Totacco and its competing crops 
in the selected villages of Jalpaiguri district in 1990-91. 

(in Rs. per hectare) 
Crops Surplus over Surplus over Surplus over Percentage of 

Cost A
1
-Land Cost D calcu- Cost D Calcu- irrigated crop 

revenue lated on lated on area to total 
procedure- I procedure-I I irrigated rabi 

area 

UTTAAB HUSHKADANGA 

Tobacco 4619.72 2558.67 1692.04 58.06 

Potato 4366.74 3518.09· 3132.86 19.35 

Wheat 1016.32 128.03 ( -}609.18 9.68 

Mustard 2528.35 2056.99 1858.80 

Vegetables 11060.81 10138.22 9750.31 12.90 

PASCHIM SALBARl 

Tobacco 4733.19 2685.78 2057.60 45.45 

Potato 8186.89 6242.81 5646.33 27.27 

Wheat 1131.80 167.85 (-)127.91 18.18 

Mustard 2332.54 1512.48 1260.87 

Vegetables 12246.19 10794.19 10348.69 9.10 

BAROGHORIA 

Tobacco 5506.83 3222.96 2548.03 47.62 

Potato 5372.91 3782.00 3474.67 14.29 

Wheat 2030.26 1363.56 1126.99 28.57 

Mustard 2109.70 1626.49 1450.02 

Vegetables 14203.33 12516.39 11917.50 9.52 

Note Cost under procedure I and II has been calculated by W>rk ing out the va 1 ue of 
family 1 abour on the wage rate of attached farm servant and casu a 1 1 abour 
respectively. 



Crop 
Vi 11 age/ 

District 

Adabari 
Boronatabari 
Bhitorkamta 
Sovagaunj 
Borodhaperchattra 
Bhiorthana 
Joresimuli 
Chongerkhata Khagribari 
Kuktikata 
Coochbehar 
Utter Bhushkadanga 
Paschim Salbari 
Baroghoria 
Jalpaiguri 
Districts combined 

Note 

Table 5.48 : Percentage change in net return over cost D of tobacco and its competing crops between 
two periods.in the selected villages and districts of West Bengal 

Tobacco Wheat Potato Mustard Vegetables Barley 

11.75 {-)43.02 316.24 23.55 
15.41 {-) 5.80 273.90 220.89 
96.56 {-)11.18 186; 02* - 425.51 ( * ) 

(-)12.21 - - 3.17 88.29 
45.72 362.58* 526.65 (-) 0.59 (-) 1.86 ( * ) 
34.67 377.64 386.68 137.08 338.27 ( * ) 
83.24 143.31 
54.68 57.19 28.09 
45.27 (-)97.71 
33.67 45.89 307.49 2.59 165.47 * 
0.64 117.24 110.24 96.02 70.88 -

(-) 15.38 138.45 907.52 75.85 112.68 
(-) 18.08 43.47 206.67 (-)20.63 177.08 
(-)11.01 137.30* 379.61 31.23 115.43 

15.06 144.56 346.14 3.22 116.18 * 

: 1. ( * ) Stands for the crop not reported at second point of time 

2. * In view of negetive net revenue over Cost D, net revenue over.Cost A
1

-Land revenue has been taken 
for percentage calculation · 

Pulses 

{*) 

(*). 

p 
Ol 
CJ1 
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period in Jalpa.iguri district mustard again occupies higher relative 

acreage as ~ompared to that of potato despite higher relative profita

bility of the latter. 

Inter-village difference in land allocation pattern as observed in 

two selected districts can also be explained by inter-village variability 

in resource position of the farmers alongwith variability of their 

family consumption demand for cereals like wheat and barley. The 

relative profitabilities of tobacco and its competing crops alongwith 

their relative acreage allocation of selected villages. are furnished by 

Table 5. 43 and 5. 44 for the first reference year and by Table 5. 46 and 

5. 4 7 for the second reference year. 

Comparing relative acreage allocation of · the crops and their 

changes over two points of time with that of relative profitabilities 

one may come to the contention that the observed change in relative 

acreage allocation under the crops, bearing by resource limitation, 

appears to be quite in conformity with the changes of relative profi

tabilities of the crops (keeping cereal crops aside) that one can 

visualize while comparing Table 5.42 and 5.45 with Table 5.48. 

That have been elicited from the foregoing discussion in the 

context of area allocation between the crops those are meant for 

market ahd those are meant for family consumption may be sumeris.ed 

by the words of Dharm Narain( 1 ) as "It is true that the Indian farmer 

devotes. a significant portion of his land to raising his own 

requirements; and in his decision in regard to the uses to land which 

to· put it he would be insensitive to price. But it is natural to expect 

that in sowing his 1 surplus 1 acres he would look to the market. The 

dichotomy between what is meant ~for the market and what is meant for 

self-consumption cuts across individual crop - areas". 

1. Dharm Narain : Impact of Price Movement on Areas Under Selected 

Crops in India 1900 - 39, Cambridge University Press, 

Cambridge, 1965, p. 4. 



CHAPTER - VI 

COST PRICE RELATIONSHIP OF TOBACCO 

PRODUCTION IN WEST BENGAL 
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This Chapter is designed to examine the cost-price relationship 

witnessed by the selected districts of West Bengal in the production of 

tobacco on the basis of analysis based on cost concepts that . have been 

developed in Chapter III. The cost price relationship has been 

attempted to draw in this. chapter by using .farm level data collected 

in two points of time i.e., 1983-84 and 1990-91.- Cost price relationship 

along with other factors regulates the prospect of a crop. More area 

under a crop may be brought if a remunerative price is assured to its 

growers. Remumerative price of tobacco can not be ensured by the 

Government as there is no system of procuring tobacco produce by the 

Govt. through announcing minimum support price. Instead, the price of 

the crop is formed by _ the market forces of supply and demand. The 

appropriateness of the prices actually received by the tobacco growers 

may be examined in relation to production cost of the crop incurred by 

the growers. Prices prevailing in the assembly markets may be 

considered as favourable if the per unit price stands above the unit 

cost of production. The price thus considered favourable will be 

appropriate only when minimum inter-farm variation in the per unit 

cost of production is observed. On the contrary, the average would 

loss its significance at the occurrance of wide inter-farm variation in 

the per unit cost of production. It is, therefore, necessary to examine 

the appropriateness of the price receives by a tobacco growers taking 

into account inter-farm variability in cost per unit of produce. 

Table 6.1 and Table 6.2 display the average cost per quintal of 

tobacco, percentage of production, holding and area covered for the 

selected districts and for the districts combined during the first and 

second reference year respectively. · Wide inter-farm differences in . the 

per unit cost of production is observed from the above noted Tables 

in the first period. About 70 per cent of output is noted to be 

produced at the highest aggregate level within the estimated average 

cost and remaining 30 per cent is produced above the estimated 



Table 6.1 : Average cost per Q.Jintal of tobacco and percentage of 
Production, holding and area covered in the selected 

dist~jcts of West Bengal in 1983-84. 

Cost per Q.Jintal Maximum 
of tobacco (in Rs.) 

Minimum 

Average 

Percentage covered i) Production 
at average Cost D 
per qJintal of 
tobacco i i) Ho 1 d i n g · 

iii) Area 

Coochbehar 

952.33 
(1561.92) 

118.24 
( 189.71) 

371.41 
(478.10) 

71.33 
(45.48) 

60.56 
(40.74) 

61.66 
(41.31) 

Jalpaiguri 

1487.86 

220.98 

375.14 

68.38 

46.94 

55.69 

West Bengal 

1487.86 
( 1561.92) 

118.24 
( 189.71) 

373.34 
(478.10) 

69.85 
(45.48) 

52.84 
(40.74) 

58.68 
(41.31) 

Note : Figures in the parantheses refer to average cost per Q.Jintal of 
tabacum tobacco and its percentage of production, holding 

and area under selected districts. 
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·Table 6.2 : Average cost per QJintal of tobacco and percentage of 
Production, holding and Area covered i.n the selected 

districts of West Bengal in 1990-91. 

Coochbehar Jalpaiguri Districts Combined 

Cost per QJintal Maximum 
of tobacco (in Rs.) 

Minimum 

Average 

Percentage covered i) Production 
at average cost D 
per QJintal of 
tobacco i i) Holding 

iii) Area 

759.71 
(833.65) 

289.13 
( 279.96) 

458.77 
(572.28) 

61.22 
( 64.18) 

56.05 
(65.72) 

55.65 
( 59.43) 

938.43 

441.5 7 

554.48 

60.40. 

45.83 

54.86 

938.43 
(833.65) 

289.13 
(279.96) 

506.76 
(572.28) 

60.81 . 
( 64.18) 

50.94 
( 65.72) 

55.25 
( 59.43) 

Note Figures in the parantheses refer to average cost per QJintal of 
tabacum tobacco and its percentage of production, holding 

and area under selected districts. 
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average cost (Table 6.1). As the remaining 30 per cent of total output 

may come from a handful of cultivators the realised price formed by 

the. market fources of supply and demand might have been above the 

average cost of production. In view of the above, the average cost may 

be taken as appropriate basis of pricing for the tobacco growers of 

two districts as a whole.. But Table 6.1 reveals that nearly 70 per 

cent of total output is produced by 53 per cent of farm households 

within the estimated average cost of production. Besides, only 59 per 

cent of area is covered at average cost of production. Therefore, the 

average cost can hardly establish its claim as an appropriate basis of 

pricing. Analogously appropriateness of pricing based on average cost 

obtained in the second period (Table 6.2) is also unfounded. Pricing 

based on average cost is again refuted in view of wide inter-farm cost 

variability (range being Rs. 478 to 1562) as well as coverage of area, 

production and holding in case of tabacum tobacco as revealed by 

Table 6.1 and 6.2. It is, therefore, essential to consider other· bases 

by which a favourable price to the growers may be arrived at. 

Among other bases we can think of bulk..:.like cost defined to cover 

85 per cent of production. Bulk line cost may be considered for exami

nation of appropriateness of prices ' received by the tobacco growing 

farmers. Around 90 per cent of output covering 73 per cent of holdings 

and 82 per cent of area under tobacco in Jalpaiguri district (as 

revealed by Table 6.3). is produced within· the range of per quintal 

cost of production of Rs. 420 to 475 in the first period and in the 

second period 85.5 per cent production, 75 per cent holding and 81 

per cent area of tobacco are found to cover within per quintal cost 

range Rs. 590 to Rs. 640 (Table 6.4). The district level average price 

of tobacco in the first and second period is ·reported to be Rs. 676 

and Rs. 807 respectively. Roughly 96 per cent of output is produced 

by about 88 per cent of total farmers covering around 94 per cent of 

area under tobacco at a cost conforming with the realised price in the 

first period. In the second period, the respective percentage figures 

are observed as 98.7, 95.8 and 97.5 per cent at a cost equating with 

average price received· by the farmers. Same revelation is emerged at 

the highest aggregate level while comparing bulk-like costs with prices 



Range of cost 
of production 
per Q.Jintal 
( in Rs.) 

Below 100 
110 - 130 
130 - 210 
210 - 300 
300 - 330 
330 - 600 
Above 600 

Below 220 
220 - 275 
275 - 375 
420 - 475 
475 - 580 
580 - 695 
Above 695 

Table 6.3 :Bulk line cost of production of Tobacco in 
Jalpaiguri district in 1983-84 

Production Holding 
Quantit.Y of Cumi 1 i't i ve No. of farm Cumilitive Area in 

output percentage house percentage hectare 
(in Qnt 1 s) hold 

Basis Cost A1 - Land Revenue 

5.44 4.45 3 6.12 0.34 
47.93 43.66 12 30.61 3.44 
34.59 71.95 13 57.14 2.76 
12.72 82.36 10 77.55 1.59 
17.15 96.38 5 87.76 1.73 
2.72 98.61 2 91.84 0.34 
1.70 100.00 4 100.00 0.33 

Basis : Cost D 

45.75 37.42 11 22.45 3.10 
37.85 68.38 12 46.94 2.77 
25.87 89.55 13 73.47 2.75 
8.36 96.38 7 87.76 1.25 
2.72 98.61 2 91.84 0.34 
1.70 100.00 4 100.00 0.33 
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Area 
Cumilitive 
percentage 

3.23 
35.90 
62.11 
77.21 
93.64 
96.87 

100.00 

29.41 
55.69 
81.78 
93.64 
96.87 

100.00 



Range of 
cost of 
production 
per q.~intal 

(inRs.) 

Below 250 
250-300 
300-350 
350-400 
400-450 
450-500 
500-550 
Above 550 

Below 440 
440-490 
490-540 
540-590 
590-640 
640-690 
690-740 
740-790 
790;-840 
840-890 
Above 890 

Table 6.4 : Bulk lime cost of Production of Tobacco 
in Jalpaiguri district in 1990-91 

Production 
Quantity of Cumulitive 

output percentage 
(in Qnt 1 s) 

Basis : 

12.95 22.01 
16.72 50.42 
14.19 74.53 
6.61 85.76 
5.51 95.12 
2.12 98.72 
0.75 100.00 

20.84 35.41 
13.13 57.72 
10.34 75.29 
6.03 85.54 
1.80 88.60 
5.96 98.73 

0.75 100.00 

Holding 
No. of farm Cumu 1 it i ve .. 

house percentage 
hold 

Cost A1 - Land Revenue 

3 12.50 
7 41.67 
5 62.50 
3 75.00 
3 87.50 
2 95.83 

100.00 

Basis : Cost 0 

6 25.00 
4 41.67 
5 62.50 
3 75.00 
1 79.16 
4 95.83 

100.00 

Area in 
hectare 

1.05 
1.38 
1.29 
0.58 
0.52 
o. 19 
o. 13 

1.64 
1.02 
0.92 
0.59 
0.23 
0.61 

o. 13 
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Area 
Cumul itive 
percentage 

20.43 
47.28 
72.38 
83.66 
93.78 
97.48 

100.00 

31.91 
51.75 
69.65 
81.13 
85.60 
97.47 

100.00 



Range of 
co.st of 
production 
per QJintal 
(inRs.) 

Below 100 
110-130 
130-160 
160-210 
210-230 
230-300 
300-330 
330-420 
420-550 
550-600 
Above 600 

Below 150 
150-220 
220-275 
275-300 
300-375 
375-475 
475-500 
500-580 
580-650 
650-875 
Above 875 

173 

Table 6.5 :Bulk line cost of Production of rustica Tobacco 
in Coochbehar district during 1983-84. 

Production Holding Area 
Quantity of Cumu 1 it i ve No. of farm Cumul itive Area in Cumulitive 

output percentage house percentage hectare percentage 
(in Qntl s) hold 

Basis : Cost A1 - Land Revenue 

12.03 2.61 4 2.22 0.55 1.19 
22.34 7.47 9 7.22 1.82 5.12 
54.57 19.32 26 21.67 4.81 15.50 

178.52 58.10 53 51.11 14.93 47.73 
38.45 66.4.5 13 58.33 4.60 57.66 
69.18 81.47 31 75.56 6.68 72.09 
11.60 83.99 4 77.78 1 .21 74.70 
41.68 93.05 18 87.78 6.24 88.17 
10.31 95.28 4 90.00 1.83 92.12 
14.18 98.37 9 95.00 1.83 96.07 
7.52 100.00 9 100.00 1.82 100.00 

Basis : Cost D 

12.03 2.61 4 2.22 0.55 1.19 
22.34 7.47 9 7.22 1.82 5.12 

123.35 34.26 35 26.67 . 10.68 28.17 
42.11 43.41 13 33.89 3.36 35.43 

150.93 76.19 53 63.33 13.98 65.61 
21.70 80.90 13 70.56 2.11 70.16 
11.02 83.30 4 72.78 1.21 72.78 
43.61 92.77 22 85.00 6.84 87.54 
11.60 95.29 9 90.00 2.13 92.14 
16.76 98.99 10 95.56 2.31 97.13 
4.93 100.00 8 100.00 1.33 100.00 



Range of 
cost of 
production 
per qJintal 
(in Rs.) 

Below 130 
130-160 
160-210 
210-300 
300-330 
330-420 
420-550 
550-600 
600-700 
Above 700 

Below 220-
220-275 
275-375 
375-400 
400-475 
475-520 
520-580 
580-650 
650-700 
700-875 
875-985 
Above 985 
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Table 6.6: Bulk line cost of Production of tabacum Tobacco 
in Coochbehar district during 1983-84 

Production Holding Area 
Quantity of Cumul itive No. of farm Cumulitive Area in Cumulitive 

output percentage house percentage hectare percentage 
(in Qnt 1 s) hold 

Basis : Cost A1 - land Revenue 

3.63 2.12 2 2.47 0.27 1.33 
11.12 8.61 8 12.35 1.34 7.91 
3.00 10.37 3 7.59 0.47 10.22 

15.39 19.35 11 29.63 2.27 21.37 
9.61 24.97 3 33.33 1.12 26.87 

38.13 47.23 11 46.91 4.05 46.76 
47.58 75.02 28 81.48 6.47 78.54 
12.01 82.04 5 87.65 1.01 83.50 
27.17 97.90 8 97.53 3.15 98.~7 

3.59 100.00 2 100~00 0.21 100.00 

Basis : Cost D 

3.63 2.12 2 2.47 0.27 1.33 
11.12 8.61 8 12.35 1.34 7.91 
8.71 13.70 6 19.75 1.40 14.78 
3.68 15.85 3 23.45 0.45 16.99 

50.73 45.48 14 40.74 4.95 41.31 
1.80 46.53 2 43.21 0.30 42.78 

21.02 58.80 6 50.62 2.02 52.70 
5.40 61.96 5 56.79 0.79 56.58 

20.11 73.70 9 67.90 3.04 71.51 
37.68 95.71 19 91.36 4.81 95.14 
3.76 97.90 5 97.53 0.78 98.97 
3.59 100.00 2 100.00 0.21 100.00 



Range of 
cost of 
product ion 
per QJintal 
(inRs.) 

Belo·w 250 
250-300 
.300-350 
350-400 
400-450 
450-500 
500-550 
Above 550 

Below 300 
300-350 
350-400 
400-450 
450-500 
500-550 
550-600 
600-650 
650-700 
Above 700 

Table 6.7 :Bulk line cost of Production of rustica Tobacco 
in Coochbehar district during 1990~91 

Production Holding 
Quantity of Cumul itive No. of farm Cumul it i ve Area in 

output percentage house percentage hectare 
(in Qnt 1 s) hold 

Basis : Cost A1 - Land Revenue 

22.68 8.80 9 9.89' 1.73 
g1.48 44.28 31 43.96 7.24 
48.05 . 62.91 13 58.25 3.92 
43.02 79.59 17 76.93 4.28 
16.17 85.86 6 83.52 1.54 
14.87 91.63 7 91.21 3.16 
1.76 92.31 1 92.31 0.71 

19.84 100.00 7 100.00 0.46 

Basis : Cost D 

1. 97 0.76 1.10 0.13 
36.56 14.95 10 12.09 2.68 
47.59 33.40 16 29.67 3.68 
50.80 53.10 20 51.65 4.41 
43.91 70.13 12 64.84 3.58 
30.59 81.99 12 78.03 3.09 
20.33 89.87 8 86.82 2.04 
13.13 94.96 6 93.41 1.43 
6.21 97.37 4 97.81 0.60 
6.78 100.00 2 100.00 0.86 
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Area 
Cumul itive 
percentage 

7.69 
39.87 
57.29 
76.31 
83.15 
97.19 
97.95 

100.00 

0.58 
12.49 
28.85 
48.45 
64.36 
78.09 
87.16 
93.52 
96.19 

100.00 



Range of 
cost of 
production 
per q.lintal 
(inRs.) 

Below 250 
250-300 
300-350 
350-400 
400-450 
450-500 
500-550 
Above 550 

Below 300 
300-350 
350-400 
400-450 
450-500 
500-550 
550-600 
600-650 
650-700 
700-750 
Above 750 
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Table 6.8: Bulk line cost of Production of tabacum Tobacco 
in Coochbehar district during 1990-91 

Production Holding Area 
Quantity of Cumulitive No. of farm Cumulitive Area in Cumul itive 

output percentage house percentage hectare percentage 
(in Qntls) hold 

8 as is : Cost A1 - Land Revenue 

4.29 4.76 2 5.71 0.33 3.94 
13.04 19.21 7 25.71 1.20 18.26 
11.91 32.41 4 37.14 1.11 31.51 
19.65 54.19 7 57.14 1.55 50.01 
12.77 68.34 5 71.43 1.33 65.88 
8.60 77.87 3 80.00 0.86 76.14 
7.29 85.95 4 91.43 0.79 85.57 

12.67 100.00 3 100.00 1.21 100.00 

Basis : Cost D 

2.03 2.25 2.86 0.13 1.55 
2.26 4.75 5.72 0.20 3.94 
6.44 11.89 5 20.01 0.57 10.74 

13.38 26.72 6 37.15 1.24 25.54 
11.10 39.02 4 48.58 0.99 37.35 
17.93 58.89 4 60.01 1.40 54.06 
14.57 75.04 4 71.44 1. 51 72.08 
1.98 77.23 2 77.16 0.27 75.30 

13.63 92.34 4 88.59 1.28 90.57 
1.34 93.83 2 94.31 0.16 92 ."48 
5.56 100.00 2 100.00 0.63 100.00 



Range of 
cost of 
production 
per qJintal 
(in Rs.) 

Below 100 
110-130 
130-160 
160-210 
210-230 
230-300 
300-330 
330:..420 
420-550 
550-600 
600-850 
Above 850 

Below 150 
200-220 
220-275 
275-300 
300-375 
375-475 
475-500 
500-580 
580-650 
650-700 
700-875 
875-1000 
Above 1000 
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Table 6.9 : Bulk line cost of Production of rustica Tobacco 
in two district cOmbined during 1983-84 

Production Holding Area 
Quantity of Cumulitive No. of farm Cumulitive Area in Cumulitive 

output percentage house percentage hectare percentage 
(in Qnt l s) hold 

Basis : Cost A1 - Land Revenue 

17 .47. 3.00 7 3.06 0.89 1.57 
70.27 15.06 21 12.23 5.26 10.82 
54.57 21.34 26 23.58 4.81 19.28 

213.11 61.00 66 52.40 17.69 50.40 
. 38.45 67.60 13 58.08 4.60 58.49 

81.90 81.66 41 75.98 .8.27 73.03 
28.75 86.59 9 79.91 2.94 78.21 
41.68 .. 93.75 . 18 87.77 6.24 89.18 
10 •. 31 95.52 4 89.52 1.83 92.40 
16.90 98.42 11 94.32 2.17 96.22 
7.52 99.71 9 98.25 . 1.82 99.42 
1.70 100.00 4 100.00 0.33 100.00 

Basis : Cost D 

12.03 2.06 4 1.75 0.55 0.99 
22.34 5.90 9 5.68 1.82 4.17 

169.10 34.92 46 25.76 13.78 28.40 
42.11 42.15 13 31.44 3.36 34.31 

188.78 74.55 65 59.82 16.75 63.77 
47.57 82.72 26 71.18 4.86 72.32 
11.02 84.61 4 72.93 1.21 74.45 
51.97 93.53 29 85.59 8.09 88.67 
11.60 95.52 9 89.52 2.13 92.42 
2.72 95.99 2 90.39 0.34 93.02 

16.76 98.86 10 94.76 2.31 97.08 
4.93 99.71 8 98.25 1.33 99.42 
1.70 100.00 4 100.00 0.33 100.00 



Range of 
cost of 
production 
per QJintal 

·(in Rs.) 

Below250 
250-300 
300-350 
350-400 
400-450 
450-500 
500-550 
Above 550 

Below 300 
300-350 
350-400 
400-500 
500-600 
600-750 
Above 750 

Table 6.10 :Bulk line cost of Production of rustica Tobacco 
in two districts combined in 1990-91 

Production Holding 
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Area 
Quantity of Cumulitive No. of farm Cumulitive Area in Cumul it i ve 

output percentage 
(in Qntls) 

Basis : 

22.68 7.16 
104.43 40.13 
64.77. 60.58 
57.21 78.64 
22.78 85.83 
20.38 92.26 
3.88 93.49 

20.59 100.00 

1.97 0.62 
36.56 12.16 
47.59 27.19 

115.55 63.67 
74.39 87.16 
33.13 97.62 
7.53 100.00 

house 
hold 

percentage 

Cost A
1 

- Land Revenue 

9 7.83 
34 37.40 
20 54.79 
22 73.92 

9 81.75 
10 90.45 
3 93.06 
8 100.00 

Basis : Cost D 

0.87 
10 9.57 
16 23.48 
38 56.52 
29 81.74 
18 97.89 
3 100.00 

hectare percentage 

1.73 6.26 
8.29 36.25 
5.30 55.43 
5.57 75.58 
2.12 83.25 
3.68 96.56 
0.36 97.86 
0.59 100.00 

o. 13 0.47 
2.68 10.17 
3.68 23.48 
9.63 58.32 
7.07 83.90 
3.46 96.42 
0.99 100.00 
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for both types of tobacco (Table 6. 9 and 6.10). It is evident from the 

foregoing discussion that most of the tobacco growers of Jalpaiguri 

district have received remunerative prices during the reference years. 

The price of tobacco received by the farmers in Coochbehar 

district is also observed to be favourable.· Average ·price of the 

district is reportedly noted to be Rs. 550.00 a quintal for rustica and 

Rs. 950.00 a quintal for tabacum tobacco. It is obvious from Table 6.5 

and 6. 6 that 85 per cent of total farmers producing a bout 93 per cent 

of output covering 87 per cent of area under the crop in respect of 

rustica tobacco and around 97 per cent of cultivators producing about 

98 per cent of tai:Jacum tobacco covering 99 per cent of area allocated 

to the crop are protected by the prices as realised by the farmers in 

the first period. Similar finding is elicited in the second period also 

while comparing bulk-like cost with average price of the produce 

(Table 6. 7 and 6. 8) • 

From the foregoing analysis it can safely be concluded that the 

prices which would have been received by the producers become 

favourable to the growers despite its inter-year flactuation and market 

imperfection, if any therein. The argument in favour of announcing 

administered price for tobacco in order to protect the farmers is, 

therefore, unfounded. 

One· may raise the question of validity of the above contention 

based on analysis of cross-section data at two points of time. In view 

of this. an attempt is made to examine the movement of cost and price 

of the crop over years. 

Price cost relationship and the movement of price cost ratio of 

tobacco for Coochbehar district has been displayed in Table 6.11. 

Harvest price of tobacco has been estimated as average price for the 

month of April as most of the produces have been marketed in this 

period. The price data have been collected from the Superintendent of 

Agricultural Marketing(1 ). Data on cost of production tobacco has been 

collected from C.T.R.I., Research Station, Dinhata. Temporal variation 

1. Superintendent of Agricultural Marketing. Jalpaiguri and Coochbehar 

: Hand Book of Agricultural Marketing (different volumes). 
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Table 6.11 Price cost ratio of Tobacco in Coochbehar District 

Year Hervest price per Cost of production Ratio of hervest 
qJ i nt a l ( Rs. ) per q.~intal price to cost 

1978-79 706.25 302.64 2.33 
1979-80 840.42 32.7.15 2.57 
1980-81 726.61 353.65 2.05 
1981-82 796.64 376.14 2.12 
1982-83 866.67 382.30 2.27 
1983-84 916.67 373.89 2.45 
1984-85 1070.67 404.17 2.65 
1.985-86 1224.67 420.67 2.91 
1986-87 1066.67 472.27 2.26 
1987-88 1283.33 513.90 2.50 
1988-89 681.00 559.20 1.22 
1989-90 1026.84 608.48 1.69 
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in cost of production ahd price is evident from the Table. The cost 

data used here, however, not in strict sense, is based on. concepts 

tha.t have been adopted in . the present study. The major diparture is 

reported to be only in valuation of labour. The labour cost is valued 

at statutory minimum rate which is found always higher than prevailing 

market rate. This in effect inflates to some extent the cost of produc

tion of tobacco. Neverthless, price cost ratio is noticed higher than 

two in. most. of the years. To test the movement of terms of trade over 

years, the· rarik correlation between years and price cost ratio over 

years ha,s been calculated. The value is found as (-} 0.21. The co-
.. 

efficient is not statistically significant. From the above discussion it 

may be concluded that one can not raise the question of price protec

tion at least for Coochbehar district. The . terms of trade shows 

declining trend but that : too is not statistically inferable. Inter-year 

fluctuation of tobacco price leads to inter-year fluctuation of its 

favourable terms of trade. 



CHAPTER - VII 

FACTORS CONTRIBUTING INTER-FARM· 

YIELD. VARIATION OF TOBACCO 
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The cost price and input-output relations have been examened in 

Chapter-V at aggregated district and village level based on respective 

averages. The cost price relation at disaggregated farm level has been 

studied in Chapter-VI. The Chapter-VI purpots to examine as to 

whether the prices of tobacco formed in the open market be able to 

protect the interests of most of the producers in view of observed 

glaring inter-farm variability in cost per unit of produce. Disaggregated 

farm level input-output relation is yet to be analysed with a view to 

identifying factors contributing inter-farm variation of yield which in 

turn may be useful to the farmers in the decision making process of 

factor use in order to bring about cost price relation in his favour. 

The present chapter aims at finding out major factors and to estimate 

their contribution towards inter-farm yield variation of tobacco. 

Hundred and twenty same sample farmers for both the period have been 

chosen for the purpose of the present analysis • 

. Specification of Yield Determining Factors 

From technical . points of the physical and material inputs like 

level of human labour days used, the part of human labour used for 

topping and desuck.ering, and for weeding and gap filling, plough-days 

for· preparatory tillage operation, level ·of· N, P and K applied, 

frequency of letting irrigation, quantity of ·seed used, and quantity of 

plant protection chemicals applied are considered as major physical 

and material inputs influencing yield rate of tobacco. Apart from 

aforesaid physical and material factors, some qualitative factors like 

soil texture, fertility status of· the crop land, time of transplanting, 

spacing in between row and plants, time and method of application of 

fertilizers, time of letting irrigation, crop variety grown also influence 

the yield rate. 

The quantity of seed sown on the seed bed for a particular area 

to be transplanted appears to vary between individual farms but it is 
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very different and full of arbitrariness to calculate the part thereof 

used for transplanting to the main field because of varying mortality 

rate of seedling on the seed bed. Moreover, all sample farmers have 

reported to .use farm produced seed and not to bother about seed rate 

because of necessitating meagre amount of seed for transplanting a 

hectare of land. No accountable difference is noted as reported by the 

sample farmers in respect of spacing. Considering all these, the factor 

seed rate may be kept aside in explaining inter-farm yield variability. 

In view of nonavailability of soil testing report for the individual 

farms the factor fertility status could not be taken into consideration 

in the present analysis. The range of time of transplanting as reported 

by the selected farmers is recorded to be quite low and hence the 

factor time of transplanting may plausibly be assumed away for the 

present purpose. Time and method of fertilizer application depending 

upon the growth stage of crop are reported to be same, by and large, 

followed by the individual farmers. Ten crop varieties of local in 

origin are recorded to be grown by the selected farmers. But signifi

cant difference in their relative efficacy in growth performance is not 

reported by the farmers. 

Aforementioned reported information keeping in view the following 

·factors have been taken into consideration in explaining observed inter

farm variability of yield rate of tobacco. 

xz 
x3 

x4 

x5 

Level of N (nitrogen) used; 

Level of p (P205) used; 

Level of K (K20) used; 

total human labour engaged; 

labour engaged for topping and desuckerring operation; 

x
6 

labour engaged for weeding and gap filling operation; 

x
7 

number of bullock-pair days employed; 

x
8 

number of letting irrigation; 

x
9 

Cost of plant· protection chemicals incurred; and 

x
10 

Soil texture (Sandy loam = 3, Loam = 2, Sandy = 1, 

Clay-loam = 0). 
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Analytical Tool 

In contrast to estimating mean value of dependent variable (yield) 

on ·the basis of the known values of predictor variables (factors) and 

to work out fixed parameters of predictor variables (regression coeffi

cients), the present purpose is to classify the dependent variable 

according to its value and find out the power of the individual 

predictor variables in classifying the dependent variable. Keeping the 

objective in view, the multiple linear discriminant analysis has been 

chosen as the analytical tool for the analysis inter-farm yield 

variation. 

A multiple discriminant function is defined as a linear combination 

of a set of preditor variables which can effectively discriminate the 

farms belonging to two different yield groups (here two group problem 

has been considered). The discriminant function used . for the present 

analysis is as in the following. 

p 

Z = ~ lixi 
i=l 

Where, 

li = coefficient discriminant function of the i th predictor 

variable representing power of discrimination of i th predic

tor variable; 

xi = i th predictor variable; 

. P = number of predictor variables (factor) ; 

i· :::; 1, 2, ••••••••...... p; 

Z = Total discriminant scores for two yield groups of farms. 

The method seeks to find out the values of co-efficients (lps) 

such that the squared difference between the mean Z-score for the one 

group and the mean Z-score for the other group is as large as possible 

in relation to the variation of Z-scores within .the groups. ·The determi

nation of. the value of Co-efficients (lps) necessitates the solution of 

the following ten equations shown in matrix notation 



SL 

sn 
s = 821 

SP1 

where, 

p 

L px1 
s pxp 
D px1 
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= D 

812 ....... 81P 11 d1 

822 ....... s2P L ::; 12 D = d2 

SP2 ....... SPP 1 d p p , 
' 

= 10 (x1 , x 2 , ••••••••• , x10 specified earlier); 

= 
= 

· vector of the coefficients of the discriminant function; 

pooled dispersion matrix; and 

= vector of the elements representing differences between 

the means of the two groups. 

The discriminant function thus obtained is subjected to test of 

statistical significance in order to examine whether the variables 

(factors) considered together are effectively discriminating the farms 

belonging to two yield groups-high-yielding and low-yielding groups. 

The high-yield and low yielding groups have been formed respectively 

by the farms having yield above average and those having yield below 

the average. Two groups thus formed are furnished below : 

Period 

I 

II 

HYG 

62 

57 

LYG 

58 

63 

Total 

120 

120 

The Mahalanobis n2 Statistic has been us~d to measure the distance 

between the two groups. In terms of o2 the statistic can be transform~d 
into F statistic of the following form in order to examine whether the 

two groups are different from each other. 

F = 
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Where,· 

p .p p 
D2 = r L cik di dk = [ li di 

i=1 k=1 i=1 

cik,;, (i, k) th element of the inverted matrix of S;· 

N1 = number of farms belonging to high-yielding group; 

N2 = ~number of farms belonging to low-yielding group; 

The value of· observed F is compared with that of tabulated F and 

(P) and (N
1 

+ N
2 

.... P - 1) d.f. at desired level of significance (1 per 

cent, say J., 

Results and Discussions 

The discriminant functions for each of two periods are presented 

in Table 7 .1. The functions for both the period is found highly signi

ficant implyii:lg that the discriminant function formulated above has 

sufficiently classified the farms into two yield groups. Now the 

question is whether any farm (or farms) is misclassified considering 

the classifi~ation based on mean yield that has already been made. To 

work out the extent of classification the Z-values of individual farms 

have been calculated. The mean value of Z from individual Z-values for 

each of two periods has been calculated thereafter. The farm of high

yielding group showing Z-value below the mean z-value and the farm of 

low yielding group showing Z-value above the mean z-value are 

considered to be misclassified. The extent of misclassification following 

the above discrimination rule is shown by Table 7 .2. A sizeable extent 

of misclassification particularly for period I is revealed from Table 

7 .2. And; therefore, it is reasonable to re-estimate the discriminant 

coefficients after dropping out the misclassified farms. And . thus the 
' : . ,. 

following groups are formed to find out discriminant coefficients ·and 

function. 

Period 

I 

II 

HYG 

48 

52 

LYG 

47 

58 

Total 

95 

110 



Table 7.1 : Discriminant function for Period I and Period II 

. Coefficients t R2 R2 F F Statistical 
Factors ( l i ) values (adjusted) Calculated 0.01 inference 

tabulated 
( 10, 109) 

d.f 

Period I 

x1 (-)0.0475 5.604 

x2 (+)0.0026 0.226 0.6215 0.5868 17.8965 4.00 Highly 

x3 (-)0.0012 0.113 significant 

x4 (+)0.0036 1.501 

x5 (-)0.0298 1. 952 

x6 (-)0.0539 3.940 

x7 (+)0.0038 1.063 

x8 (-)0.3170 2.266 

x9 (-)0.0002 0.125 

x10 (-)0.1885 1.676 

Period II 

x1 (-)0.0413 4.189 

x2 (-)0.0223 2.311 0.6211 0.5863 17.8657 4.00 Highly 

x3 (+)0.0145 1.410 significant 

x4 (-)0.0020 0.664 

x5 (+)0.0274 1.109 

x6 (-)0.0342 2.539 

x7 (+)0.0054 1.229 

X8 (-)0.1470 1.074 

x9 (-)0.0073 4.344 

x10 (-)0.1359 1.177 ~ 
co 
-...] 



Mean of 
z-values ( z ) 

(-) 12.75 

(-) 3.73 

.Table 7.2 Extent of Misclassification 

No. of mis
classified farms 
in high yielding 

group 

No. of mis-
. classified farms 

in the low
yielding group 

Period-! 

14 11 

Period-11 

5 5 

Per cent 
misclassfied 

20.83 

8.33 

The full classified discriminant function for each period is shown in 

Table 7 .3. The superiority of this discriminant function over that iri Table 
2 2 7.1 is established while comparing the values of R , R (adjusted) and F. 

All these. values have increased sufficiently as compared to those for 

earlier one. The percentage contributions of the individual factors to total 

distance measured are shown in Table 7.4. Use of N (x
1

), labour for 

topping and desuckerring ( x 5 ) and frequency of irrigation ( x
9

) are found 

statistically significant in the .first period. In the second period use of 

N(x
1

). P(x2 ). K(x3 ), labour for weeding and gap filling (x
6

). bullock 

pair-days (x
7

) and plant protection chemicals (x
9

) are observed to be 

statistically significant. It implies that the above three factors have acted 

upon as powerful discriminators contributing about 95 · per cent of· total 

explained between group variation in · the first period as revealed by 

Table 7 .4. In the second period the aforesaid six factors together with 

also account for 95 per cent of explained between group variation. It is 

also observed from Table 7.4 that the use of N has come up as a single 

most important factor in both the period singularly contributing 55 per cent 

in the first and 53 per cent in the second period to the total explained . 

between group variabil_ity. Thus, observed inter-farm variation in the level 

of N in association with other factors· has contributed more than 50% to the 

inter-farm yield variability. Therefore, one should accord top most priority 

to the prudent application of nitrogen fertilizers or manures with a view to 

maximizing economic return out of cultivation. In regard to other important 

188 



Table 7.3 : Full classified discriminant function for Period I and Period II 

Factors Coefficients t R2 R2 F F Statistical 
( 1 i) va 1 ues ( adjusted) Calculated 0.01 inference 

Period I 

x1 (-)0.0556 5.274 

x2 (+)0.0109 0.615 o. 7490 0.7191 25.069 4.02 Highly 

x3 (- )0.0042 0.318 
(10,84) Significant 
D.F. 

x4 (-)0.0013 0.378 

x5 (-)0.1163 4.971 

x6 (-)0.0188 1.009 

x7 (+)0.0001 0.016 

x8 (-)0.4131 2~392 

x9 (+)0.0006 0.285 

x10 (-)0.1115 0.861 

Period II 

x1 (-)0.0514 5.421 

x2 (-)0.0207 3.047 0.7406 o. 7144 28.264 4.01 Highly 
(10,99) Significant 

x3 (+)0.0242 2.465 D.F. 

x4 (+)0.0017 0.545 

x5 (- )0.0060 0.225 

x6 (-)0.0334 2.614 

x7 (+)0.0089 2.045 

X (-)0.1248 0.9g5 
8 

(-)0.0089 5.787 xg 

x10 (-)0.1842 1.756 ....... 
co 
tO 



Table 7.4 : Percentage contribution of individual factors to the total distance measured 

Period I Period II 
Coefficients Mean Coefficient Per cent Coefficients Mean Coefficient Per cent 

Factors difference X contribution difference X contribution 
Mean Me-an 

difference difference 
( 1 i) (di) ( 1 i X di) ( 1 i ) (di) (li ·x di) 

1. Level of N used (x1} (-}0.0556** (-}31.26** (+)1.7380 55.30 (-)0.0514** (- }25.83** (+}1.3276 53.33 
(5.274) (10.60) (5.421) (10.31) 

2. Level of P used (x
2

) (+)0.0109 (-)17.25** (-)0.1880 (-)5.98 (-)0.0207** ( -)19.06** (+)0.3945 15.85 
(0.615} ( 6.07} ( 3.047} (8.47} 

3. Level of K used (x
3

} (-)0.0042 (-)14.95** (+)0.0628 2.00 (t)0.0242* ( -)13.20** (-)0.3194 ( -)12.83 
( 0.318) ( 5.23) (2.465) ( 4.97) 

4. Total human labour (x4) (-)0.0013 (-)42.44** (+)0.0552 1.75 (+)0.0017 (- )29.51** (-)0.0502 (-)2.02 
(0.378) ( 5. 27) ( 0.545) (4.13) 

5. Labour for topping and ( -)0.1163** (-) 7 .84** (+)0.9118 29.01 (-)0.0060 (-) 1.32 (+)0.0079 0.32 
desuckerring (x

5
) ( 4. 971) (7.530) (0.225) (1.53) 

6 •. Labour for weeding and gap (-)0.0188 (-)10.51** (+)0.1976 6.30 (-)0.0334** (-) 5.95** (+)0.1987 7.98 
filling (x

6
) ( 1.009) (7.45) (2.614) ( 3. 52) 

7. No. of bullock pair days (x
7

) (+)0.0001 ( -)12.29* (- )0. 0012 (- )0.04 (+)0.0089* (+)4.17 (+)0.0371 1.49 
(0.016) (2.01) (2.045) ( o. 98) 

B. No. of irrigation (x
8

) (-)0.4131* (-) 0.81** (+)0.3346 10.65 (-)0.1248 (-)0.64** (+)0.0799 3.22 
( 2. 3 92) ( 5.47) (0.995) (4.38) 

9. Cost of p.p. chemicals (x
9

) (+)0.0006 (+) 1.03 (+)0.0006 0.02 (-)0.00089** (-)82.46** (+)0.7339 29.48 
(0.285) ( 0.08) (5.787) ( 9.05) 

10.Soil texture (x
10

) (-)0.1115 (-) 0.28 (+)0.0312 0.99 (-)0.1842 (-)0.43* (+)0.0792 3.18 
( 0.861) (1.46) (1.756) (2.50) 

Total 3.1426 100.00 2.4892 100.00 

*stands for statistically significant at 5% level <.0 

**stands for statistically significant at 1% level 
0 

Figures in the parenthesis indicatesthe respective t-value 



lable 7.5 : Percentage contribution of the important factors to the total distance measured 

Period -I (Ste~ 7) Period-!! (Ste~ 3) 
Factors Coefficent f2 Mean Coefficient Per cent Cofficient Rz Mean Coefficient Per cent 

(adjusted) difference X contribution (adjusted) difference X contribution 
Mean Mean 

difference d"ifference 
( 1 i ) (di) (lixdi) ( 1 i ) (di) (lixdi) 

1. Level of N used (x1) (-)0.0588** 0.7328 (-)31.26** (+)1.8381 55.22 (-)0.0514**" 0.7192 (-)25.83** (+)1.3276 50.26 
(7.409) (10.60) (5.480) (10.31) 

2. Level of P used (x
2

) - - - - (-) 0.0277** (-)19.06** (+)0.5280 19.99 
(3.176) ( 8.47) 

3. Level of K used (x
3

) - - - - (+)0.0239* (-)13.20 (-)0.3155 -11.95 
(2.487) ( 4. 97) 

4. Labour for topping and (-)0.1229** (-) 7 .84** (+)0.9635 28.94 
desuckerring (x5) (5.974) (7.53) 

5. Labour for weeding and (-)0.0176 (-)10.51 (+)0.1850 5.56 (-)0.0306** (-)5.95** (+)0.1821 6.89 
gap filling (x

6
) (1.112) (7.45) (2.946) (3.52) 

6. No. of bullock pair - - (+)0.0088* (+)4.17 (+)0.0367 1.39 
days (x

7
) - - ( 2 .037) (0.98) 

7. No. of irrigation (x
8

) (-)0.4226** (-)0.81** (+)0.3423 10.28 (-)0.1324 (-)0.64** (+)0.0847 3.21 
( 2.732) ( 5.47) (1.082) (4.38) 

8. Cost of p.p. chemicals - - - (-)0.0087** (-)82.46** (+)0.7174 27.16 
(x9) - - - ( 5. 910) ( 9. 05) 

9. Soil texture (x
10

) - - - (-)0.1865 (-)0.43* (+)0.0802 3.05 
(1.804) (2.50) 

Total 3.3289 100.00 2.6412 100.00 

*stands for statistically significant at 5% level 
**stands for statistically significant at 1% level t-> 

(0 

Figure in the parenthesis indicates the respective t-value 1-' 
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factor contributing inter-farm yield variation the relative importance of the 

factors is noted to vary widely between two periods. Labour use for 

topping and desuckerring. frequency of irrigation, and labour used for 

weeding and gap filling are noticed to be the three important discriminating 

factors next to N in order of importance in the first period. While in the 

second period the factors namely. plant protection chemicals, P. and labour 

used for weeding and gap filling are found to be the three important discri

minators. It is worthwhile to note here that the input-output data have 

been collected from the same farmers in two points of time. Alongside a 

technological improvement in the form of yield augmentation with input 

rationalization is visualised in the second over the first period which has 

been discussed in Chapter-V. Keeping these two aspects in mind, one may 

plausibly lead to the contention that the technological change has brought 

about a change in weight structure of yield discriminating factors. And 

therefore, the factors like N, plant protection chemicals, P. and labour for 

weeding and gap filling in conjunction with other factors should be consi

dered as key factors influencing yield of tobacco under present set of 

production technology. 

Now the question of dropping out the discriminating factors that are 

found redundants and to reformulate the function based on important 

discriminators comes to the fore. The step down results reveals that the 

value of R2 (adjusted) has been continuously increasing up to step . 7 in 

case of the first period and up to step three for the second period. In 

view of this, the results of the respective step for the two periods have 

been chosen and summarised in Table '1. 5. A little over 97 per cent of 

explained between group variability is attributable to the variability of 

application of N. P. and plant protection chemicals in the second periods 

as evinced by Table 7. 5. Thus, programme aiming at enhancing yield one 

should emphasize on the use of these three key inputs. The economic 

decisions in respects of level to be applied, however, depends. upon the 

response function and price of the input under consideration and the 

expected price of the produce. 
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CHAPTER - VIII 

.~ RESULTS OF OPINION SURVEY 

This chapter purports to examine the qualitative information 

relating to prospect of and constraints to tobacco cultivation collected 

from sample farms. The information have been collected by interviewing 

the farmers on suitably framed questionnaire. In ·both two reference 

period the selected farmers were interrogated but no significant 

difference in opinion is observed in answerring. most of the questions. 

Major difference of opinion between the periods observed whereupon 

has been pointed out in due course of discussion. 

In response to the question of time of initiating tobacco cultivation, 

a little over 73 sample farmers have reported -their starting tobacco 

cultivation since long back. The remaining 27 per cent have replied to 

begin their cultivation since early seventies. About 47 per cent farmers 

reportedly to have been cultivating tobacco following the foot prints of 

their forefathers. Nearly 35 per cent of selected farmers have 

expressed their views as they are cultivating tobacco because of its 

higher profitability and remaining 18 per cent farm households would 

find the reason behind tobacco cultivation as it creates the possibility 

of gainfull employment of family labour. The farmers in the area would 

have looked tobacco as a profitable, ·labour intensive traditional crop 

as highlighted above by opinion Poll. 

Different questions were put to the selected farm households 

relating to acreage reallocative decisions among tobacco and its 

competing crops. The opinions as expressed by the farmers in this 

respect are summarised in Table 8.1 and 8. 2. The feeling of unwiseness 

to grow any competing crop on tobacco land seems to be the expression 

of affinity to tobacco crop developed through interaction factors of· 

traditionality and economic rationality. Adding to it the possibility of 

getting higher profit from tobacco cultivation alongwith the cash 

constraints operating to switch over to other competing crops 95 per 

cent of respondents have opined not to reallocate area from tobacco to 

wheat, 80 per cent of farmers have expressed their unwillingness to 

reallocate area from tobacco to mustard, 88 per cent from tobacco to 



Table 8.1 : Factors underlying unwillingness of the Farmers to 
Divert Tobacco Area to its competing crops 

Possibility of Farmers expressed unwillingness to reduce area under tobacco by its 
replacing com~etin9 cro~s due to followin9 revelations 
tobacco by the They feel unwise Higher Incapacity to Higher production Marketing They are not 
following to grow other profitability afford hi'gher risk associated problem of ~tell versed with 
competing competing crops of tobacco cash to be with competing competing the package of 
crops on tobacco re q.~ired for crops crops practices of 

land competing crops competing crops 

Wheat 93 74 61 - - -
(38.75) ( 30.83) (25.42) - - -

Mustard 101 91 - - - -
(42.08) (37.92) - - - -

Potato 13 116 82 4 - -
(5.42) (48.33) ( 34.16) ( 1.67) - -

Vegetables 43 54 78 - 26 7 
( 17. 92) (22.50) (32.50) - (10.83) ( 2~ 92) 

Farmers showing 
indifferent to 
the q.~estion of 
acreage reallo-

cation among 
tobacco and its 
competing crops 

12 
( 5. 00) 

29 
(12.08) 

16 
( 6. 67) 

16 
(6.67) 

T o t a l 

240 
(100.00) 

221 
( 92.08) 

231 
(96.25) 

224 
(93.34) 

p 
(C 

!Po 



Possibility of 
replacing 
tobacco by the 
following competing 
crops 

Wheat 

Mustard 

Potato 

Vegetables 

Table 8.2 : Factors underlying willingness of the Farmers to 
Diverst Tobacco Area to its competing crops 

Farmers expressed willingness to reduce area under tobacco by its 
competing crops due to following revelations 

Demand for the products Competing crops may be Increasing demand for 
of competing crops are grol'tfl on tobacco land family consumption 

increasing because of suitability 

4 
( 1.67) 

16 
(6.67) 

of soil and climate 

2 
( 0.83) 

13 
(5.42) 

Higher productivity and 
thereby higher relative 

profitability of 
competing crops 

9 
( 3. 75) 

T o t a l 

19 
( 7. 92) 

9 
(3.75) 

16 
( 6.67) 

I-" 
tO 
U1 
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potato and 73 per cent from tobacco to vegetables as revealed by 

Table 8.1. Barely 8 per cent of sample farmers reported to substitute 

tob.acco area by mustard. About 7 per cent farm households opined to 

increase area under vegetables at the cost of tobacco area and only 4 

per cent of them expressed their willingness to increase potato area 

because of possibility of accruing higher economic gain (Table 8. 2) •. In 

the second period, however, more than 50 per cent of the selected 

farmers have expressed their willingness to divert area from tobacco 

to vegetables subject to availability of credit. A significant proportion 

of respondents also reported in favour of expansion of area under 

potato at the cost of tobacco if credit support is. to be provided. 

Considering all these one can hardly find any possibility of future 

expansion of tobacco area within the limit of existing technology, price 

structure and production possibility. At the same time drastic contrac

tion of tobacco area in view of relatively less degree risk in accrual 

of return and low cash requirement of the crop is unfounded. 

Apart from the question of readjustment of crop area, most of the 

sample respondents reported to extend area under · wheat because of 

increasing requirement for family consumption, area under mustard due 

its price hike, and area under potato and vegetables to some extent 

because of their high profitability. Thus, crop diversification with an 

objectives of risk aversion and accuring higher economic return within 

the limit of given resources appears to . have been followed by the 

farmers in the area under consideration. 
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CHAPTER - IX 

FACTORS BEHIND AREA MOVEMENT OF TOBACCO 

Tobacco is an important age-old cash crop next to jute in 

Coochbehar and Jalpaiguri districts of. West Bengal. In Coochbehar and 

Jalpaiguri tobacco singularly accounts for about 60 per cent and 35 per 

cent of area under rabi crops of the respective districts. The economic 

condition of the farm people of these two districts, therefore, largely 

hinges upon the prospect of this crop. The prospect of the crop can 

be assessed to greater extent by examining its past and present. As a 

part of historial analysis of this crop, analysis of temporal behaviour 

of area under this crop is attempted in this chapter. 

Time series data on area of tobacco as presented in Table 9.1 and 

9. 2 reveals its inter-year fluctuation. The results of test of randomness 

of the area series ( 1 ) shows no trend of ·tobacco area in Coochbehar 

district. But in case of Jalpaiguri the area series is observed to have 

a significant positive trend (Table 9.3). 

Now the question as to which. factors have brought about such 

area movement of tobacco. At this juncture, let us first examine the 

possibility of area substitution between tobacco and its principal 

competing crops during the period under consideration. The values of 

correlation coefficients between tobacco area and area under each of its 

competing crops in ·coochbehar district are noted negative but very low 

and hence not statistically significant. But in Jalpaiguri district in 

contrast to Coochbehar, positive high correlation coefficients between 

tobacco area and area under each of its competing crops are found 

statistically significant (Table 9. 4). Considering negative coefficient as 

an indication of substitution, one may conclude that the posibility of 

area substitution between tobacco and its competing crops during the 

period is very feeble and not inferable in Coochbehar district. While 

1. Rank correlation test has been adopted here following the method 

suggested by Kendall Steeart and Ord. see M. Kendall, A. Steeart 

and J. K. Ord. Advanced Theory of Statistics, Vol. 3, Charles 

Griffin and Company Ltd., London and High WyCombe, Fourth edition, 

p. 440-441. 



Table 9.1 :Movement of area under Tobacco and its Competing Crops in selected districts of West Bengal 

(In thousandd hectare) 

Year COOCI£EHAR JALGAIGURI 
Tobacco Wheat Potato Mustard Tobacco Wheat Potato Mustard 

1965-66 12.10 1. 72 1.50 6.80 2.40 0.88 1.60 5.10 
1966-67 12.10 1.80 1.50 7.80 2.20 0.84 1.60 6.10 
1967-68 8.00 2.52 1.40 14.70 1.80 1.68 1.60 10.90 
1968-69 9.70 4.44 1.70 11.30 2.20 0.92 1.10 7.90 
1069-70 10.00 4. 92 1.50 7.00 2.00 0.64 1. 30 5.60 
1970-71 7.10 7.00 .1. 70 8.10 1.30 0.88 1.20 8.90 
1971-72 8.90 7.24 1.30 7.30 1.30 1.08 ·1.20 7.00 
1972-73 9.60 5.70 1.60 9.00 1.60 1.50 1.00 7.70 
1973-74 10.50 6.80 1.60 9.70 1.60 3.40 1. 30 8.90 
1974-75 8.60 9.90 1.20 8.00 1.40 7.00 1.20 6.70 
1975-76 8.10 21.40 4.20 7.70 1. 60 23.50 3.80 7.50 
1976-77 10.50 39.30 4.80 4.60 2.20 32.00 3.90 4.60 
1977-78 10.80 41.60 4.80 5.30 2.50 30.30 4.30 5.00 
1978-79 8.70 48.70 5.50 9.70 2.60 34.80 5.40 8.60 
1979-80 8.00 53.60 1.80 9.10 2.60 34.80 1.50 7.30 
1980-81 14.20 12.60 1.20 7.80 2.60 8.80 1.20 6.20 
1981-82 9.40 8.00 1.80 6. 90 3.10 8.00 1.50 7.10 
1982-83 11.70 13.10 2.01 7.20 2.90 8.90 1.70 10.90 
1983-84 10.95 15.30 2.78 7.60 2.90 10.20 1. 60 8.35 
1984-85 10.00 15.50 3.07 5.56 3.84 10.20 2.50 9.27 
1985-86 9.80 14.00 3.10 4.50 3.00 9.80 10.00 9.40 
1986-87 9.80 33.50 9.50 7.50 3.13 25.50 10.80 10.14 
1987-88 9.80 34.80 4.10 6.50 3.05 21.20 12.20 10.50 
1988-89. 9.50 21.70 3.90 7.70 3.57 21.20 13.70 12.73 
1989-90 9.00 30.00 7.00 7.00 2.70 23.70 14.40 13.13 
1990-91 8.80 35.00 8.50 7.00 2.80 22.30 15.30 14.42 

Source : Statistical Abstract, Bureau of Applied Economics and Statistics, Government of West Bengal 
f--0 
CD 
co 



District/Crop 
Year Tobacco 

1965-66 (+) 0.80 
1966-67 o.oo 
1967-68 (-) 4.10 
1968-69 ( +) 1. 70 
1969-70 ( +) o. 30 
1970-71 (-) 2. 90 
1971-72 ( +) 1.80 
1972-73 (+) 0.70 
1973-74 ( +) 0. 90 
1974-75 (-) 1. 90 
1975-76 (-) 0. 50 
19.76-77 (+) 2.40 
1977-78 ( +) 0.30 
1978-79 (-) 2.10 
1979-80 (-) 0. 70 
1980-81 (+) 6.20 
1981-82 (-) 4.80 
1982-83 (+) 2.30 
1983-84 (-) 0.75 
1984-85 ('-)0.95 
1985-86 (-) 0.20 
1986-87 o.oo 
1987-88 0.00 
1988-89 (-) 0.30 
1989-90 (-) 0.50 
1990-91 (-) 0.20 

Table 9.2 : Change of area under tobacco and its competing crops over the 
preceding year in the selected districts of West Bengal 

COOCI£EHAR 
Wheat Potato Mustard Tobacco Wheat 

(+) 0.40 (-) 0.80 (+) 0.20 (-) 0.10 (+) 0.20 
(+) 0.08 0.00 ( +) 1. 00 (-) 0.20 (-) 0.04 
(+) 0.72 (-)0.10 (+) 6.90 (-) 0.40 ( +) 0.84 
( +) 1. 92 (+) 0.30 (-) 3.40 ( +) 0.40 (-) 0.92 
( +) 0.48 (-) 0. 20 (-) 4. 30 (-) 0.20 (-) 0.28 

+) 2.08 (+) 0.20 ( +) 1.10 (-) 0.70 (+) 0.24 
( +) 0.24 (-) 0.40 (-) 0.80 o.oo (+) 0.20 
(-) 1. 54 { +) 0.30 {+) 1.70 {+) 0.30 { +) 0.42 
(+) 1.10 o.oo ( +) 0.70 0.00 (+) 1.90 
(+) 3.10 (-) 0.40 (-) 1.70 (-) 0.20 (+) 3.60 
{ +) 11.50 ( +) 3 .oo (-) o. 30 (+) 0.20 (+)16.50 
(+)17.90 (+) 0.60 (-) 3.10 (+) 0.60 (+) 8.50 
( +) 2.30 0.00 ( +) o. 70 ( +) 0.30 (-) 1. 70 
(+) 7.10 ( +) 0. 70 (+) 4.40 (+) 0.10 (+) 4.50 
(+) 4.90 (-) 3.70 (-) 0.60 0.00 0.00 
(-)41.00 (-) 0.60 (-) 1.30 0.00 (-)26.00 
(-) 4. 60 (+) 0.60 ( -) 0.90 ( +) o. 50 (-) 0 .so 
(+)5.10 (+) 0.21 (+) 0.30 (-) 0.20 ( +) 0. 90 
( +) 2.20 (+) 0.77 ( +) 0.40 o.oo ( +) 1. 30 
(+) 0.20 ( +) 0.29 (-) 2.04 ( +) o. 94 o.oo 
(-) 1 • 50 ( +) 0.03 (+) 1.06 (-) 0.84 (-) 0.40 
( +)19.50 (+) 6.40 ( +) 3.00 (+)0.13 (+)15.70 
( +) 1 • 30 (-) 5.40 (-) 1.00 (-)0.12 (-) 4.20 
( -)13.10 (-) 0.20 ( +) 1.20 (+) 0.52 o.oo 
(+) 8.30 (+) 3.16 (-) 0. 70 (-) 0.87 . ( +) 2. 50 
( +) 5. 00 (+) 1.50 o.oo (+) 0.10 (-) 1.40 

(In thousand hectares) 

JALPAIGURI 
Potato 

(-) 0.10 
0.00 
0.00 

(-) 0.50 
(+) 0.20 
(-)0.10 

0.00 
{-) 0.20 
( +) 0.30 
(-) 0.10 
( +) 2. 60 
(+) 0.10 
( +) 0.40 
(+) 1.10 
(-) 3.90 
(-) 0.30 
(+) 0.30 
( +) 0.20 
(-)0.10 
(+) 0.90 
( +) 7. 50 
( +) 0.80 
( +) 1 • 40 
( +) 1. 50 
( +) o. 70 
( +) o. 90 

Mustard 

(-) 0.50 
( +) 1.00 
( +) 4.80 
(-) 3.00 
( -) 2.30 
(+) 2.30 
(-) 1. 90 
{ +) o. 70 
( +) 1 • 20 
(-) 2.20 
(+) 0.80 
(-) 2. 90 
(+) 0.40 
(+) 3.60 
(:-) 1.30 
(-) 1.10 
(+) 0.90 
(+) 3.80 
( -) 2.55 
(+) 0.92 
(+)0.13 
(+) 0.74 
(+) 0.36 
(+) 2.23 
( +) 0.40 
(+) 1.29 

...... 
co 
co 



District 

Coochbehar 

Jalpaiguri 

Table 9.3 : Rank correlation coefficient between time and 
area under tobacco and each of its competing crops 

for selected districts of West Bengal 

Value of 
r and t 

r 

t 

r 

t 

Tobacco 

(- )0.021 

0.103 

0.896 

6.675** 

CROP 
Wheat Potato 

0.725 0.698 

5.159** 4. 775** 

0.685 0.732 

4.605** 5.264** 

*Stands for statistically significant at 5% probability level 

**Stands for statistically significant at 1%.probability level 
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Mustard 

(-)0.403 

2.156* 

0.603 

3.704** 



District 

Coochbehar 

Jalpaiguri 

Table 9.4 : Correlation coefficients between area under tobacco 
and area under each of its competing crops in 

selected districts of West Bengal 

Correlation coefficients between area under 
Tobacco Tobacco Tobacco 

and and and 
Wheat , Potato Mustard 

( -)0.218 (-)0.180 ( -)0.296 

(1.48) (0.89) (1.52) 

0.419* 0.512** 0.387* 

(2.26) ( 2. 92) ( 2. 06) 

Note 1. Figures in the parentheses indicate the value of t. 

2. *Stands for statistically significant at 5% probability level. 

3. **Stands for statistically significant at 1% probability level. 

201 
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in Jalpaiguri, keeing in view the significant positive area trend 'of 

tobacco and its competing crops (Table 9. 3), it can safely be affirmed 

that both tobacco area and area of its competing crops have moved 

favourably in the same direction. And therefore, the possibility of area 

substitution between tobacco and its competing crops is refuted for 

Jalpaiguri district. Thus in both the districts the question of area 

substitution between tobacco and its principal competing crops is 

unfounded. 

What have the factors been operative to such observed area move

ment and how can one deal with this problem ? Let us first review the 

past works on the allied problems in this respect. 

9.1 A Brief Review of the Past Works 

Tool and Variables 

Choosing Analytical 

A few of the relevant parts of the available literatures are cited 

here with an objective of gathering ideas as to how the allied problems 

were dealt with in the past so that the analytical framework of the 

present problem, considering the field reality, can be formulated as 

much as possible accurately. 

Extensive studies were carried out on acreage response of commer

cial and cereal crops using price expectation models. But analogous 

studies on tobacco are still scanty. Singh and Rao(Z), however, 

attempted to examine the role of price and non-price factors in 

explaining the supply behaviour of verginia ·tobacco. The Nerlovian 

adjustment lag model was used by them. Price-factors like relative 

Verginia prices, price-risk, and cost of production, and non-price 

factors like yield, rainfall, incidence of pest and diseases, and time 

trend were incorporated into the model. Variance of prices over three 

preceding years was introduced in the model as price-risk.· Pal and 

Mazumder( 3 ) tried to find out the factors (price and non-price) that 

3. 

R. D. Singh and P.R. Rao "Determinants of Supply Behaviour : 

The case of verginia Tobacco in India", Artha Vijnan, September 

1974, p. 279-297. 

A. Pal and N.R. Mazumder "Impact of Prices on Area Fluctuation 

of Tobacco in West Bengal", Agricultural Situation in India, June 

1985, p. 167-170. 
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would have been responsible for area fluctuation of tobacco in West 

Bengal. The relative tobacco prices, price risk measured by standard 

deviation of tobacco prices over three preceding years, relative gross 

revenues, and area lag were taken into consideration in explaining area 

movement of tobacco. A considerable difference was observed among 

different price expectation models in question of choosing representative 

observed prices to be used for expected ones. In Nerlove's( 4 ) own 

work on estimating acreage response for agricultural commodities in USA 

he used average prices realised by the farmers during the year as the 

representative observed prices. Jakhade and Mazumdar( 5 ) argued that 

the most important price influencing farmer's decision might be the 

prices prevailing before the sowing season and accordingly that should 

be considered as appropriate observed prices. Rajkrishna using 

. Nerlovian model, on the other hand considered post harvest price as 

appropriate observed price. Jai Krishna and Rao( 6 ) in their work 

pointed out the average of prices prevailing in post harvest and pre

harvest seasons as the relevant price for farmer's decision making 

framework. Tobacco in the districts under study is harvested within 

February. Thereafter, at least 15 days are required for sun curing to 

make the crop ready for sale. It is also recorded that the bulk of 

tobacco leaf (about 60 per cent) is marketed within the month of April 

in view of predominance of small and marginal holding . in tobacco 

production nexus. Considering the field reality, average price for the 

month of April may be considered as pertinent price to influence the 

farmer's acreage allocation. Thus, it is the post harvest price rather 

than pre-harvest or pre-sowing price that has some relevance to alloca

tive decision in regard to tobacco cultivation in the selected districts. 

4. 

5. 

Marc Nerlove Dynamics of supply Estimation of Farmer's 

Response to Prices, Johns Hopkens University Press, USA, 1958. 

V .M. Jakhade and N.A. Mazumdar "Response of Agricultural 

Producers to prices - The Case Study of Jute and Rice in India", 

Indian JOurnal of Agricultural Economics, Vol. 19, No. 3 and 4, 1964. 

6. Jai Krishna and M.s. Rao "Dynamics of Acreage Allocation for 

Wheat in Uttar Pradesh - A Study in Supply Hesponse". Indian 

Journal of Agricultural Economics, Vol. 22, No. 1, 1967. 
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Farmer's · rational conduct following the risk aversion hypothesis 

implies that given the subjective price and yield probability distribu

tiol)s, the farmers would seek to maximize expected return. A major 

econometric work .in dynamic supply response analysis by incorporating 

risk aversion factor was done by Berhman ( '/), and Maji, et al. ( 8 ) . They 

suggested to account for the ratio of standard deviation of prices of 

the crop concerned to the standard deviation of prices of the al terna

tive crops as a proxy variance in the subjective probability distribu

tion of price. And the standard deviation of yields over three preceding 

production periods as proxy for the variance in the subjective probabi

lity distribution .of yield they suggested to consider. In a few 

studies( 9 )' (10), however, the standard deviation over three preceding 

years has been used as risk factor both for price and yield. This 

latter concept of . price and yield risk has been introduced in the 

present analysis. Reported incidence of pests and diseases, high 

rainfall in growing period, etc. and thereby reducing yield are assumed 

to have been captured by yield. 

Tobacco is sown in the area from middle of October to first week 

of November. Since the crop is very sensitive to water logging, high 

rainfall at sowing time is assumed to affect its area sown. In view of 

this inter alia high correlation between yield and rainfall in October, 

rainfall recorded for October has also been chosen as an explanatory 

7. J. R. Behrman : Supply Response in Underdeveloped Agriculture

Contribution to Economic Analysis·, North Holland Publishing 

Company, Amsterdam, 1968. 

8. C.C. Maji, D. Jha and L.S. Venkataramanam : "Dynamic Supply 

and Demand Models for Better Estimations and Projections : An 

Econometric Study for Major Food grains in Punjab Region", Indian 

Journal of Agricultural EConomics, Vol. 26, No. 1, 1971. 

9. Jagdish Lal : "Response of Sugarcane Producers to Price and Non

price Factors", Agricultural Situation in India, \bl. XLI, Nl. 10, 1987. 

10. A. Pal and N. R. Mazumdar : "Impact of Price on Area Fluctuation 

of Tobacco in West Bengal". Agricultural Situation in India, June, 

1985. 
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, 

variable for the study. To capture the farmers 1 pr:opensity to devote a 

minimum area under the crop the factor time trend seems to be 

pla~sible to consider for this purpose. 

In view of consistency and efficiency of OLS estimates of a model 

involving lagged dependent variable as suggested by Jonston( 11 ) for a 

large sample, the Nerlovian adjustment lag model applying OLS estima

tion method has been chosen for the present analysis as analytical tool. 

Singh, et al., (1Z) however, observed difficult to establish any superio

rity of an adjustment model over a traditional or static one. Farmer's 

opinion in regard to his response to price factors taking into account, 

one year time lag adjustment model has been adopted for this analysis. 

Dharm Narain( 13 ) also observed it realistic to allow one year lag in 

correlating prices with area. Because of additional advantage of getting 

direct estimates of elasticity co-efficients the variables in logarithmic 

terms have been used in the model. 

The following functional form has been taken for the study. 

= 
b 

apt_1 ut ••••••...•• (1) 

Where, 

* Y t = Long run acreage; 

P t-1 = lagged price; 

a = intercept; and 

b = elasticity co-efficients 

Another Nerlovian relationship between short run and long run 

elasticities is pertulated as 

11. J. Jonston : Econometric Methods (2nd ed.), Me Gra w-Hill, 1972, 

p. 305-307. 

12. R.D. Singh, D. Singh and P.R. Rao : 11 Estimation of Agricultural 

Acreage Response Relationship - Some Methodological Issues.11
, Indian 

Journal of ·Agricultural Economics, Vol. 29, No. 1, 1974. 

13. Dharm Narain : The Impact of Price Movements on Area Under 

-=Se=le=-c=-t:..:e:....:d:;._-=C-=r-=o..~.;p-=s___;m:..:· .;:__.=In......:;...d=-ia;;;;__~_1'-9=-0=-0=---3;;....;:...9 , Cambridge University Press, 

1965, p. 9. 
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·* * i\ 

( yt 

) = ( 
yt ) 0 < /t <1 •.••••.• (2) 

yt yt-1 

* Solving equation (2) for yt and substituting it in equation (1) one 

may get 

1 

1- ~ ( b 
= apt-1 ut . • • . • • . . . ( 3) 

Solving for Y t and taking log in both sides one may get 

Log Y t = 1- 1\ ) log a + b 1 - A ) log P t-1 

+ log Y t-1 + ( 1 - A 

= A + B log P t-1 + log Y t-1 + 

Where, 

A Constant term; 

B = short run elasticity co-efficient; 

A = Coefficient of adjustment; and 

· V = error term. 
t 

Using the above conceptual framework of ~nalysis the response relation 

of the present models is given below : 

7)P 7/JJ 

Log Yt =c£+ ;3
1 

log t-1 + ft2 log pt-1 + /3 3 log pt-
1 

7/-'7 !)P 7/1.1 

+ J3 4 log pt-1 + ./.35 log Rt-1 + /3" 
6 

log Rt-1 

7/1'/ 

+ fi 7 log Rt-1 + fia log yt + fig log Tt 

+ 



Where, 

207 

= Area under tobacco in year t ( Y ); 

= Area under tobacco in year t-1 ( X1 ) ; 

T/P 

P t-1 = relative price of tobacco with respect to price of 

potato in year ( t-1 ) ( x
2 

) ; 

T/W 

P t-1 = relative price of tobacco with respect to price of 

wheat in year ( t-1 ) ( x
3 

) ; 

T/M 

P t-1 = relative price of tobacco with respect to price of 

mustard in year t-1 ( x
4 

) ; 

T/P 

Rt_1 = relative gross revenue of tobacco with respect to 

gross revenue of potato in year t-1 ( x 5 ) ; 

T/W 

Rt_1 = relative gross revenue of tobacco with respect to 

gross revenue of wh!3at in year t-1 ( x 6 ) ; 

T/M 
Rt_1 = relative gross revenue of tobacco with respect to 

v t 

gross revenue of mustard in year t-1 ( x 7 ) ; 

= Yield risk in year t 

= Time-trend in year t ( x 9 ) ; 

= Rainfall in sowing month in year t ( x10 ) ; 

= Price risk in year t ( x11 ) ; 

= error terms; 
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= Constant term; 

= Co-efficient of adjustment; and 

.fJ i Short run elasticity coefficients. 

i = 2 t 3 t • • • • • • e e • • • • • • • • • • • • 1 10 ) 

Test for Detecting Multicollinearity 

The correlation matrix is given below in order to understand the 

degree of relationship t?etween each pairs of explanatory variables. 

High value of inter-correlation is an apparent indication of multi

collinearity but it is debatable as to what degree of inter-correlation 

is tolerable. The correlation matrix presented by Table 9.5 and 9.6 

shows high inter-correlation for some of the pairs. But it is difficult 

to say which variables are collinear and create instability and impre

ciseness to the estimates. The seriousness of the effects of multicolli

nearity seems to depend on the degree of inter-correlation (x .. ) as 
1] 

well as on the over all correlation coefficient ( R 1 2 ) . y .x ,x • . • . xp 
Among the available tests for detecting multicollinearity the method 

based on Frisch • s Confluence Analysis (or • Bunch-Map Analysis) ( 14 ), 

has been adopted in this study. He suggested to classify a new 

variable as • useful' , • superfluous 1 
, and • detrimental' depending upon 

the following conditions. 

( 1) If the- new variable improves R2 without rendering the 

individual regression coefficients unacceptable on a priory 

considerations, the variable is considered useful and is 

retained as an explanatory variable; 

( 2) If the new variable does not improve R2 and does not affect 

to any considerable extent the values of the individual co

eccicients, it is considered as superfluous and is rejected. 

14. A. Koutsoyiannis Theory of Econometrics, Second ed., The 

Macmillan Press Ltd., 1979, p. 238-242. 



Table_9.5: Correlation Matrix : Coochbehar District 

y x1 2 x3 x4 x5 x6 x7 

y ' 1.0000 0.0272 -0.0163 0.1538 0.0483 0.0388 0.1975 -0.0653 

x1 0.0272 1.0000 -0.0719 -0.2602 -0.3250 -0.1356 -0.0038 -0.1846 

x2 -0.0163 -0.0719 1.0000 0.4834 0.7159 0.7756 0.5502 -0.0612 

x3 0.1538 -0.2602 0.4834 1.0000 0.6874 0.4891 0.6746 -0.0109 

x4 0.0483 -0.3250 0.7159 0.6874 1.0000 0.7030 0.5015 o. 1852 

x5 0.0388 -0.1356 0.7756 0.4891 0.7030 1.0000 0.6218 0.1115 

x6 0.1975 -0.0038 0.5502 0.6746 0.5015 0.6218 1,0000 -0.0366 

x7 -0.0653 -0.1846 -0.0612 -0.0109 o. 1852 0.1115 -0.0366 1.0000 

x8 0.1541 -0.2840 0.5526 0.6764 0.8163 0.5647 0.4187 0.0716 

x9 0.5842 0.5369 -0.1645 -0.0611 -0.1954 -0.2184 o. 1095 -0.1921 

x,o -0.2263 0.0755 0.1798 -0.0764 0.0398 -0. ~445 0.0085 -0.1320 

x11 -0.2080 -0.4664 -0.1556 0.1233 -0.1659 -0.1418 -0.2464 -0.1268 

x8 x9 

0.1541 0.5842 

-0.2840 0.5369 

0.5526 -0.1645 

0.6764 -0.0611 

0.8163 -0.1954 

0.5647 -0.2183 

0.4187 0.1095 

0.0716 -0.1921 

1.0000 0.0429 

0.0429 1.0000 

-0.0119 -0.1581 

-0.1016 -0.5228 

x10 

-0.2263 

0.0755 

0.1798 

-0.0764 

0.0398 

-0.1445 

0.0085 

-0.1320 

-0.0119 

-0.1581 

1.0000 

0.1253 

x11 

-0.2080 

-0.4664 

-0.1556 

0.1233 

-0.1659 

-0.1418 

-0.2464 

-0.1268 

-0.1016 

-0.5228 

o. 1253 

1.0000 

N 
0 
to 



Table 9.6 : Correlation Matrix : Jalpaiguri District 

v x1 2 x3 x4 x5 x6 X] 

v 1.0000 0.8415 -0.3548 -0.3646 -0.5957 -0.3794 -0.1624 0.3402 

x1 0.8415 1.0000 -0.3557 -0.4198 -0.6193 -0.4104 -0.1026 0.2292 

x2 -0.3548 -0.3557 1.0000 0.8619 0.8413 0.9326 0.7041 -0.1253 

x3 -0.3646 -0.4198 0.8619 1.0000 0.8991 0.7899 o. 7801 -0.1553 

x4 -0.5957 -0.6193 0.8413 0.8991 1.0000 0.7747 0.7443 -0.2580 

x5 -0.3794 -0.4104 0.9326 0.7899 0.7747 1.0000 0.6126 -0.1573 

x6 -0.1624 -0.1026 0.7041 0.7801 0.7443 0.6126 1.0000 -0.4299 

X] 0.3402 0.2292 -0.1253 -0.1553 -0.2580 -0.1573 -0.4299 1.0000 

x8 -0.5512 -0.6789 0.6665 o. 7926 0.8660 0.6715 0.6393 -0.2189 

x9 0.9208 0.8798 -0.4117 -0.4244 -0.6332 -0.4361 . -0.1970 0.3326 

x10 0.0875 -0.0208 -0.1344 -0.1898 -0.1574 -0.0425 -0.1334 0.3428 

x11 -0.1871 -0.0819 0.1102 0.2471 0.0791 0.1505 0.2258 -0.0554 

x8 x9 

-0.5512 0.9208 

-0.6789 . 0.8798 

0.6665 -0.4117 

0.7926 -0.4244 

0.8666 -0.6332 

0.6715 -0.4361 

0.6393 -0.1970 

-0.2189 0.3326 

1.0000 -0.5804 

-0.5804 1.0000 

0.0648 0.1275 

0.2383 -0.1931 

x10 

0.0875 

-0.0208 

-0.1344 

-0.1898 

-0.1574 

-0.0425 

-0.1334 

0.3428 

0.0648 

0.1275 

1.0000 

0.0728 

x11 

-0.1871 

-0.0819 

0.1102 

0.2471 

o. 0791 

0.1505 

0.2258 

-0.0554 

0.2383 

-0.1931 

0.0728 

1.0000 

N 
....... 
0 
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(3) If the new variable affects considerably the signs or the 

values of the coefficients, it is considered as detrimental. 

Above three criteria keeping in view, the step-up regression 

analysis programme was run (PC-AT 386 SX; Microstat) and the results 

are summarised in Table 9. 7 and 9. 8. In case of Coochbehar district 

(Table 9. 7) proceeding from step 6 to step 7 it is observed that 

standard errors of each of the six regression coefficients will be 

increasing considerably, the values of coefficients excepting of x
9 

decreasing and that of R2 will not be improving so much. Therefore, 

the variables entered at step 6 ( i.e., x1 , x
3

, x
5

, x
6

, x
7 

and x
9

) should be taken into consideration in regression analysis for 

Coochbehar district. Analogously, the variables entered at step 10 

(i.e., x
1

, x 3 , x 4 , x
5

, x 6 , x
7

, x
8

, x 9 , x
10 

and x11 ) should be 

incorporated into the model for Jalpaiguri district (Table 9. 8). 

Test for Autocorrelation 

In view of inapprotriateness of Durbin-Watson d- statistic for a 

lag model involving lagged dependent variable in least square regre

ssion, the Durbin ( 15 ) h-statistic has been worked out in order to test 

the presence or absence of first order serial correlation in the series. 

The d-statistic has been calculated to work out h-statistic by using 

the following relation -

N - ,.-..... 
1-N V ( }31) 

Where, d = value of Durbin-Watson statistic; 

N = sample size; and -- ......... 
V ( ft1) = estimate of variance of fi 1 • 

15. J. Durbin "Testing for Serial Correlation in Least Square 

Regressions When Some of the Regressors are Lagged Dependent 

Variables". Econometrica, Vol. 38, 1970, p. 410-421. 
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Table 9.7 : Results of Step-up Regression : Coochbehar District 

- fil - - - - ~ - - ,.... ,.... -.c ./Jz fiJ fi4 ./Js /37 .f3s ./1g ft,o .,811 
R2 Constant (x1l (x

2
l (x3) (x4) (xsl (x6) (x7) (x8) (x

9
) (x10J (x

11
l 

Y•f(x
9

) 0.0200 0.9746 0.3413 
( 0.2764) 

Y•f( x
9

,11
1

) 0.0577 -0.3988 1.3350 0.4S66 •. 

(0. 1806) (0.3039) 
:\ ·~ 

Y•f(x
9
,x

1
,x

5
) -0.0070 -0.3946 0.0491 1.3919 0.4831 

(0.1801) (0.0462) (0.3078) 
~ 

Y•f(x
9
,x

1
,x

5
,x

7
) -0.0083 -0.4640 0.0785 -0.0471 1.5031 0.4981 

( 0.2017) (0.0596) (0.0595) (0.3407) 

Y•f(x
9

.x
1
,x

5
,x

7
,x

3
) -0.0513 -0.4~6 0.0721 0.0723 -0.0686 1.5063 0.5076 

( 0.20S2) (0.1162) ( 0.0612) (0.0696) ( 0.3458) 

Y•f(x
9
,x

1
,x

5
,x

7
;x

3
,x

6
) -0.1186 -0.4576 0.1206 0.0955. -0.0430 -0.0828 1.5760 0.5138 

(0.2093) (0.1~2) (0.0783) (0.0874) (0.0766) (0.3800) 

Y•f(x
9
,x

1
,x

5
,x

7
,x

3
,x

6
,x

11 
-0.1681 -0.4449 0.1050 0.0967 -0.0365 -0.0781 1.6012 0.0082 0.5150 

( 0.2229) (0.1745) ( 0.0005) (0.0947) (0.0817) ( 0.4074) ( 0.0384) 

Y•f(x
9
,x

1
,x

5
,x

7
,x

3
,x

6
,x

11
,x

4
) -0.2346 -0.4326 0.0806 0.0488 0.0876 -0.0310 -0.0928 1.6S16 0.0152 0.5173 

( 0.2329) (0.1986) (0,172S) (0.0887) (0.0991) (0.0988) (0.4~4) ( 0.0465) 

Y•f(x
9
,x

1
,x5,x

7
,x

3
,x

6
,x

11
,x

4
,x

2
) -0.2210 -0.4180 -0.0362 0.0736 0.0654 0.069 -0.0267 -0.0931 1.6470 0.0168 0.5192 

( 0.2466) (0.1446) ( 0.2062) (0.1894) (0.0986) (0. 1034) ( 0.1016) ( 0.4679) (0.0483) 

Y•f(x9,x1,x5,x7,x3,x6,x11'x4,x2,x10) -0.2221 -0.4269 -0.0417 0.0834 0.0608 0.1040 -0.0315 -0.951 1.6587 0.002S 0.0151 0.5194 
( 0.2737) (0.1616) (0.2397) (0,2023) (0.1294) (0.1199) {0.1073) (0.5009) (0.0284) (0.0535) 

Y•f(x
9
,x,.x

5
,x

7
,x

3
,x

6
,x

11
,x

4
,x

2
,x

10
, -0.2310 -0.42~ -0.0388 0.0835 0.0589 0.1031 -0.0311 -0.0947 0.0023 1.6636 0.002S 0.0157 0.5196 

x8 ( 0.2843) (0.1743) (0.2481) (0.2118) (0.1348) ( 0.1243) (0.1112) (0.0379) ( 0.5250) (0.0294) ( 0.0565) 



lable 9.8 : Results of Step-up Regression : Jalpalgurl District 

,_ - ,...... ......... - /'- ,..... 
fi, ft; 

,...... - -o( fi, ./3z /34 .13,. J3s .JJ, fig fi,o fi, 
R2 Const3nt ( x1) ( x

2
) ( x

3
) ( x4) l x

5
) ( x

6
) ( x

7
) (x8) (x

9
) ( x10) ( x11) 

Y•f(x
9

) 0.0082 0.9902 0.8479 
(0.0856) 

N(x
9
,x

1
) 0,.0048 0.1397 0.8589 0.8523 

(0.1697) (0. 1813) 

Y•f(x
9
,x

1
,x

8
) 0.0141 0,1535 0.0202 0.8283 0.8544 

(0.1740) ( 0.0360) (0.1919) 

Y•f( x
9
, x

1
, K

8
, K

3
) -0.0132 0.1626 0.0324 0.0208 0.8385 0.8558 

( 0.1783) (0.0712) ( ( 0.0367) (0.1967) 

Y•f(x
9
,x

1
,x

8
,x

3
,x

4
) -0.0286 0.1298 0.1762 -0.1387 0.0157 0.7920 0.8623 

( 0.1817) l o. 1640) (0.1424) (0.0371) (0.2026) 

Y•f(x
9
,x ,x

8
,x

3
,x

4
,x

11
) 0.0513 0.1569 0.2834 -0.2242 0.0145 0.7063 -0.0470 0.8696 

1 ' ( 0.1834) (0.1940) (0.1647) ( 0.0371) (0.2188) ( 0.0456) ' 

Y•f(x9,K1,K8,x3,x4,K11'x6) 0.1748 0.0381 0.2749 -0.3817 0.1520 0.0509 0.6386 -0.0709 0.8778 
( 0.2121) (0.1932) (0.2178) (0.1385) ( 0.0496) ( 0.2262) ( 0.0503) 

Y•f(x
9
,x

1
,x

8
,x

3
,x

4
,x

11
,x

6
,x

7 
0.1721 0.1076 0.2838 -0.4135 0.1373 0.034 7 0.0485 0.5906 -0.0788 0.8789 

l 0.2804) (0.1991) (0.2374) ( 0.1468) (0.0885) (0.0512) (0.2621) ( 0.0554) 

Y•f(x
9
,x

1
,x

8
,x

3
,x

4
,x

11
,x

6
,x

7
,x

1 
0.2076 0.0771 0.2574 -0.4301 0.1592 0.0428 0.0599 0.6022 -0.0099 -0.0783 0.8801 

0 ( 0.2977) (0.2148) ( 0.2471) (0.1604) (0.0931) ( 0.0598) ( 0.2704) (0.0249) (0.0568) 

Y•f(x
9
,x

1
,x

8
,x

3
,x

4
,x

11
,x

6
,x

7
,x

10
,x

5
) 0.2389 0.0590 0.2278 -0.4468 0.0265 0.1695 0.0438 0.0635 0.6115 -0.0125 -0.0781 0.8811 

( 0.3105) (0.2363) ( 0.2584) (0.0748) (0.1675) (0.0958) (0.0624) (0.2794) (0.0267) (0.0584) 

Y•f(x
9
,x

1
,x

8
,x

3
,x

4
,x

11
,x

6
,x

7
,x

10
,x

5
,x

2
) 0.2510 0.0612 -0.0165 0.2309 -0.4414 0.0357 0.1715 0.0418 0.0647 0.6101 -0.0126 -0.0785 0.8811 

( 0.3225) (0.2118) 0,2479) ( 0.2761) (0.1416) (0.1751) (0.1024) (0.0664) ( 0.2897) ( 0.0277) (0.0606) 

N .... 
w 



214 

The value of • d • is found 2. 2559 for Coochbehar and 2. 5112 for 

Jalpaiguri district. The respective value of • h • is worked out as 

(-)0.6232 and (-)0.8395 which are shown statistically not significant. 

Hence, the possibility of existence of serial corelation in the series is 

ruled out. 

Analysis of Regression Results 

Being a cash crop it is quite likely to respond area under 

tobacco to change in price factors like relative prices and relative 

profitabilities. Due to non-availability of time-series data on cost of 

cultivation of tobacco and its competing crops relative gross revenue 

have been taken as an alternative measure of relative profitability of 

tobacco. Neither relative prices nor relative profitability /ies have any 

impact on observed area movement of tobacco in the selected districts 

as revealed by regression results depicted by Table 9.9. It does not 

mean, however, that the relative price and relative profitability have 

any role neither in acreage allocation decision of tobacco. Continuous 

favourable movement of price cost ratio of tobacco as discussed in 

Chapter V might have historically placed the crop to a higher rung of 

profitability ladder which the temporal changes in prices and gross 

revenue (product of yield and price) of the competing crops could not 

alter over time under consideration. Significant positive time trend of 

area elicited from regression results in both the districts substantiates 

the above presumption. Thus, one may conclude that the significant 

time trend does not indicate the farmer• s so called traditionality 

rather it is the farmer•s traditional rationality in allocating land 

means to competing ends. The coefficient of adjustment (Coefficient of 

lagged dependent variable) in Coochbehar unlike in Jalpaiguri district 

is noted to be negative and statistically significant. Higher acreage 

sown in one year followed by lower acreage in the next year has been 

established in Coochbehar district by the above revelation. It 

resembles to an acreage control measure against price instability in 

free market system in view of limited demand. The limited demand 

condition of tobacco, at least qualitatively, has been highlighted in 



Table 9~9 : Results of Regression Analysis 

Constant Coeff lc lent Short run price elasticity Short run gross revenue elasticity 
term of of tobacco with respect of tobacco with respect 

to ~rice of to gross revenue of 
District adjustment Potato Wheat Mustard Potato Wheat Mustard 

ft; fi; ;§' ft'; ;8; 7; ,..... '$' .c 4 
1 

Coochbehar -0.1186 -0.4576* 0.1206 0.0955 -0.0430 -0.0828 
( 0.2093) (0.1S42) ( 0.0783) (0.0874) (0.0766) 

( SS) (NS) (NS) (NS) (NS) 

Jalpal9ur1 0.2389 0.0590 0.2278 -0.4468 0.0265 0.1695 0.0438 
(0.3105) (0.2363) (0.2584) ( 0.0748) (0.1675) (.0.0958) 

(NS) (NS) (~Sl (NS) (NS) (NS) 

* Statistically sl9nlflcant at 5~ level 

** Statistically sl9nlflcant at 1~ level 
NS : Not statistically significant 
ss : Statistically significant 
Figure In the parenthesis Indicates the respective standard error 

Elasticity ElastIcity 
, coefficient coefficient 

o·f yle ld of t lme 
risk trend 

~ 7' 9 

1.5760** 
(0.3800) 

(SS) 

0.0635 0.6115* 
( 0.0624) ( 0.2794) 

(NS) (SS) 

Elast Icily 
coefficient 
of sowing 

time rainfall 
.c.... 

)110 

-0.0125 
( 0.0267) 

(NS) 

Elasticity 
coefficient 

of price 
risk 

.c.... .:a,, 

-0.0781 
( 0.0584) 

(NS) 

.R2 

0.5138 

0.8811 

N· .... 
(11 
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Chapter X. Here also prudent behaviour of tobacco farmers in Gooch

behar district is reflected. 

Risk factors like yield risk and price risk are also found to 

have no bearing upon acreage. Yield risk arising out of pest and 

disease infestations is reported by the sample farmers. They have also 

reported to have their awareness and knowledge to a greater extent for 

controlling pests and diseases because of gathering experience by them 

from years together growing the crop. Inter-year price variability has 

led to inter-year variability of favourable terms of trade of tobacco 

growers which has already discussed in Chapter V. Implication is that 

neither yield nor price risk nor a combination of both has become so 

powerful as to outweigh the safety margin out of tobacco cultivation. 

The sowing time rainfall also shows no impact on area movement of 

tobacco. 
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CHAPTER - X 

CONSUMPTION DEMAND FOR TOBACCO : RESULTS OF OPINION SURVEY 

The question of cost and relative profitability of tobacco has 

already been dealt in Chapter V. The relative profitability of tobacco 

is noted quite high and price cost ratio has become sufficiently higher 

than unity indicating favourable terms of trade. Time series data on 

cost and price of tobacco ·also corroborate the above ·contention. Inter

year fluction in price of tobacco brings about inter-year fluctuation in 

favourable terms of trade. Analysis of cost price relation in Chapter 

VI also highlights the bright prospect of tobacco. Notwithstanding 

favourable terms of trade over years . the area and production of 

tobacco during last three decades would have remained, by and large, 

stagnant. Moreover, cash constraint is not so much operative as the 

crop is labour intensive one which have also been highlighted in 

Chapter V. This production-profitability paradox of a narcotic crop 

like tobacco cannot be explained without going to its demand side. The 

purpose of this ·chapter is to delineate the consumption pattern of 

these two types of tobacco (Matihari and Jati) leaves and their various 

products in order to understand the present condition and future trend 

of demand for tobacco-grown in the area under study. 

In view of nonavailability of secondary data on consumption of 

these two types of tobacco, primary data have been collected through 

suitably framed questionnaire. One hundred households of which 60 from 

rural areas spread over 3 villa~es and 40 from urban (Two muni

c i pa 1 i t i e s) area have been selected randomly for the present 

purpose. Stratified simple random sampling has been chosen as the 

sampling design for this analysis. Income of the households, condition 

and type of house, extent and type of land owned, durable consumer 

and capital goods owned, etc. have been taken as the basis of 

stratification. Thus, the sample households are classified into 4 

economic· classes, namely, upper middle class, middle class, lower 

middle and bottom class. The selected households with family profile 

is presented in Table 10.1. 



Table·10.1 :Percentage distribution of sample households and 
their family members by economic class 

Particulars Household Family member Adult 

Class Rural Urban Combined Rural Urban Combined Rural Urban 

Upper middle 1.0 5.0 6.0 0.53 5.26 5.79 0.46 4.62 

Middle 9.0 12.0 21.0 9.12 13.16 22.28 8.78 13.63 

Lower middle 13.0 15.0 28.0 15.79 13.33 29.12 19.17 14.78 

Bottom 37.0 8.0 45.0 34.56 8.25 42.81 30.72 7.84 

Total 60.0 40.0 100.0 60.00 40.0 100.0 59.13 40.87 

Combined Rural 

5.08 0.59 

22.41 11.38 

33.95 19.16 

38.56 38.32 

100.0 69.45 

Child 

Urban 

5.99 

9.58 

7.19 

7.79 

30.55 

Combined 

6.58. 

20.96 

26.35 

46.11 

100.0 

t-.:1 
I-' 
Q:) 
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Percentage distribution of tobacco consuming members of selected 

households according to types of tobacco products or tobacco leaf 

itself they consume is shown by Table 10.2. Bidi and Cigarettes, 

however, are not made by the types of tobacco with which the present 

study deals. Bidi and Cigarette, therefore, may be set aside while 

examining the present condition and future trend of demand. Out of 

51. 6 per cent of rural people consuming tobacco only 25 per cent of 

them are reported to consume rustica or ta baccum in any form. In 

urban area the proportion of people consuming these two types of 

tobacco in any form is found to be 43 per cent. Chewing, 1Jarda 1 , and 

• Dokta • are found to be the predominating form of tobacco consumption 

both in rural and urban areas as demonstrated by Table· 10.2. In 

totality about 33 per cent people reportedly consume Matihari/Jati 

tobacco leaves or its products within which • Chewing •, • Jarda • and 

• Dokta • consumers are 11, 11.8 and 6 per cent respectively and they 

are belonging mostly to middle to bottom economic group. The people · 

belonging to lower economic groups are consuming more tobacco than 

their counterparts that has been elicited from Table 10.2. 

The frequency of tobacco consumption per day of the sample house

holds alongwith their reported trend of co~sumption have been 

summarised in Table 10.3. In case of rural households average 

frequency of consumption ot' both • Chewing • and • Jarda • is reported to 

be increasing. In urban areas, however, frequency of 1 Jarda 1 consump

tion shows a declining trend but that of chewing still increasing. The 

consumption frequency of 1 Dokta • is reported to have been static in 

rural and decreasing in urban areas. In totality the average consumption 

frequency (per day) is observed to be increasing for • Chewing 1 , 

decreasing for • Jarda • and static for • Dokta • • In case of minor other 

tobacco consumption products namely, • Guraku • , 1 Bonket • , • Hookah 1 and 

• Snuff• the average consumption frequency is decreasing irrespective of 

class and area. 

Considering all these, the state of demand for tobacco seems to be 

glomy. One may raise question, at this juncture, ~s to the validity of 

the findings to generalise the condition of demand based on consumption 

data collected from limited area of Jalpaiguri and Coochbehar while 



Item of tobacco 
eroduct 

Economic c 1 ass 

Upper middle 

~ Middle 
a: Lo~r middle 

Bottom 

Total 

Table 10.2 : Percentage distribution of tobacco consuming family members of selected households 
according to different types of tobacco products they consume 

Zarda Gundi/ Chewing Goraku Bidi Cigarette Bonket Hookah 
Dokta 

- - - - - 0.50 - -
5.26 7.89 5.26 - 21.05 5.26 - -

10.84 2.41 8.43 2.41 14.46 3.61 - -
8.27 3.00 12.78 0.75 28.57 2.26 2.26 1.50 

8.59 3.52 10.16 1.17 22.66 3.52 1.17 0.78 

Snuff Total 

- 0.50 
- 44.72 
- 42. 1.6 
- 59.39 

- 51.57 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Upper middle 20.0 - 5.0 - - 20.0 - - 5.0 50.0 

~ Middle 11.86 11.86 16.95 1.69 8.47 10.17 - - 1.69 62.69 
li Lo~r middle 20.31 9.38 7.81 - 10.94 10.94 - - 1.56 60.94 ::;, 

Bottom 14.71 14.71 17.65 - 17.65 8.82 - - 11.75 85.29 

Total 16.38 10.17 12.42 0.56 10.17 11.30 - - 3.39 64.39 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Upper middle 0.92 - 0.23 - -

~ Middle 2.08 2.31 2.77 0.23 3.00 
:= Lo~r middle 5.08 1.85 2.77 0.69 4.39 

Bottom 3.70 2.08 5.31 0.23 10.16 

Total 11.78 6.24 11.08 1.15 17.55 

1.15 - -
1.85 - -
2.31 - -
1.39 0.69 0.46 

6.70 0.69 0.46 

0.23 
0.23 
-
0.92 

1.38 

2.53 
12.33 
14.78 
27.56 

57.20 

t-J 
t-J 
0 



Table 10.3 : Average fre~ency alongwith trend per day of consumption of different 
tobacco products of the selected households by economic class 

Class Fre ~ency of Jarda Gundi/ Chewing Guraku Bidi Cigarette Bonket Hookah Snuf Total 
consumption Dokta Tobacco 
with trend 

Upper middle - - - - - 10.0 - - - 10.0 
Decreasing - - - Decreasing 

R 

u Middle 5.0 5.5 7.50 - 19.17 3.5 - - - 8.13 
Increasing Decreasing Increasing - Increasing Increasing - - - Increasing 

R 

A Lo~roer middle 7.5 6.5 10.25 2.0 14.78 6.5 - - - 7.92 
Increasing Increasing Increasing Decreasing Increasing Decreasing - - - Increasing 

L 
Bottom 6.33 7.83 7.23 2.0 13.70 8.0 7.5 8.5 - 7.64 

Static. Static. Increasing Decreasing Increasing Decreasing Decreasing Decreasing - Decreasing 

Total 6.28 6.61 8.33 2.0 15.88 7.0 7.5 8.5 - 7.76 
Increasing Static. Increasing Decreasing Increasing Decreasing Decreasing Decreasing - Decreasing 

Upper middle 6.0 - 8.0 - - 5.33 - - 5.0 6.08 

u Decreasing - Increasing - - Decreasing - - Decreasing Increasing 

R Middle 7.34 5.0 13.17 2.0 6.17 4.34 - - 6.38 6.34 

B 
Decreasing Decreasing Increasing Decreasing Decreasing Decreasing - - Static. Decreasing 

A Lo~roer middle 4.84 5.2 6.63 - 4.75 8.59 - - 3.5 5.59 

N 
Static. Decreasing Increasing - Static. Decreasing - - Static. Decreasing 

Bottom 5.5 10.0 7.5 3.0 8.40 2.5 - - "6.29 6.17-
Decreasing Decreasing Static. Decreasing Decreasing Decreasing - - Decreasing Decreasing 

Total 6.05 6.73 8.83 2.5 6.44 5.19 - - 5.29 5.86 
Decreasing Decreasing Increastng Decreasing Decreasing Decreasing - - Decreasing Decreasing 

Cont1nued on the next page 



Table 10.3 : Continued. 

Class 

T 

0 

T 

A 

L 

Fre q.~ency of 
consumption 
w1th trend 

Upper middle 

Middle 

Lower middle 

Bottom 

Total 

· Jarda 

6.0 
Increasing 

6.17 
Increasing 

6.17 
Static. 

5.92 
Static. 

6.07 
Decreasing 

Gundi/ 
· Dokta 

-
-
5.25 

Decreasing 

5.85 
Increasing 

8.92 
Static. 

6.73 
Static. 

Chewing 
Tobacco 

8.0 
Increasing 

10.34 
Increasing 

8.44 
Increasin,g 

7.87 
Increasing 

8.54 
Increasing 

Guraku 

-
-
2.0 

Decreasing 

2.0 
Decreasing 

2.50 
Decreasing 

2.17 
Decreasing 

Bidi Cigarette Bonket 

- 7.67 -
- Decreasing -

12.67 3.92 -
Increasing Decreasing -

9.77 7.55 -
Increasing Decreasing -

11.05. 5.25 7.5 
Increasing Decreasing Decreasing 

" 

11.06 6.10 7.5 
Increasing Decreasing Decreasing 

Hookah Snuf 

- 5.0 
- Decreasing 

- 6.38 
- Static. 

- 3.5 
- Static. 

8.5 6.29 
Decreasing Decreasing 

8.5 5.29 
Decreasing Decreasing 

Total 

6.67 
Increasing 

6.68 .· 
Increasing 

6.18 
Decreasing 

7.03 
Decreasing 

6.88 
Decreasing 

1:-.J 
1:-.J 
1:-.J 
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tobacco leaf is being marketed in different parts of West Bengal, Assam 

and Orissa. Keeping this limitation in view, the opinions of traders 

trading tobacco ·to different parts of India are pooled together. They 

opined that the volume of tobacco trade to the traditional markets 

would have remained, by and large, unchanged over last three decades. 

If one add the secUlar trend of population growth with the above 

finding of declining trend in tobacco consumption, the finding which 

will emanate therefrom may plausibly be corroborative with opinion of 

invariant demand for tobacco leaf ( 'Matihari' and 'Jati') as expressed 

by the traders. Therefore, on a broad basis, one may conclude, at 

least qualitatively, that there is hardly any possibility of expansion 

of demand for tobacco if existing use pattern of tobacco is maintained. 

The production profitability paradox arising in the production front can 

thus be explained while accounting for present and future trend of 

tobacco consumption pattern. The stagnant demand, keeping in view, the 

tobacco growers prefer to maintain relatively high safety margin by 

restricting acreage and production of a commercial narcotic crop like 

tobacco. 

The possibility of expansion of demand is lying with the possibi

lity of emerging new uses of tobacco in order to create form utility, 

which is revealed by Table 10.3. 

Making tobacco leaf or its products less hazardous to the people 

may be an attempt to restore its demand in view of reported decline 

in tobacco consumption by a sizeable portion of sample households 

because of its injurious effects to health(1 ). It has already been 

identified that nicotine, salanesol, maleic acid, citric acid, furfural, 

rutin and proteins are the potential phytochemicals that can be obtained 

from tobacco(Z). Nocotine converted to nicotine sulphate finds its use 

as insecticides having less residual effect and other drawbacks associa

ted with synthetic insecticides. It also finds use in the pharmaceutical 

industry in the form of nicotinic acid, nicotinamide and nike-thamide. 

1. B.K. Tripathi : 11 Tobacco : Making it less hazardous11
, Survey of 

Indian Agriculture, The Hindu, 19!11, pp. 115-117. 

2. Ibid p. 117. 
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Solanesol is used as an intermediate for synthesis of a cardiac drug 

and vitamin K analogues. Malic acid and citric acid are used in food 

and pharmaceutical industries. The tobacco leaf protein may find use 

for . human consumption( 3)' (4 ) and furfural is a well-known industrial 

solvent. Based on identified contents of tobacco having their diverse 

uses, research achievements towards extraction of the above contents on 

commercial basis for their purposeful use may make a sizeable dent to 

the creation of demand for tobacco in future. 

3. TSO, T .c. and Gori, G.B. : "A novel approach in tobacco produc

tion as a food source and smoke material year 1976 and year 2000", 

Coresta inf. Bull, special issue, p. 130-131, 1976. 

4. TSO, T. C. "Tobacco is a potential food source and smoke 

material" Betir, Tobakforch, Vol. 9, p. 63-66, · 1977. 
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CHAPTER - XI 

MARKET STRUCTURE, CONDUCT, AND PERFORMANCE OF LEAF TOBACCO 

Variation of cost per unit area and per unit of produce has been 

analysed in Chapter V. · And the factors contributing cost variability 

have also been identified therein. The relationship between cost and 

price per unit of produce has been examined in Chapter VI. Chapter VI 

also delineates a wide variability in prices realised by the producer 

sellers. It needs a through investigation aiming at finding out the 

factors that might have been responsible for such inter-producers 

variability in ·price realisation. This chapter is devoted principally at 

this end. 

11.1 Conceptual Framework 

In the literature on marketing efficiency in India there are two 

approaches in the empirical investigation : (i) analysis of marketing 

margin, and ( ii) analysis of the working of the markets, delineating 

their structure and performance with a view to· identifying the sources 

of inefficiency in the system • Clod ius and Mueller ( 1 ) highlighted that 

the 1 market structure 1 approach is based on the belief that a great 

deal can be learnt about the efficiency with which an existing 

marketing system functions by . directly comparing it with the 

requirements of a competitive model. Subbarao(Z) also pointed out that 

this approach amis at an assessment ·of the economic efficiency of the 

market on the basis of such criteria as the degree of departure of the 

actual conditions from the conditions of a perfectly competitive market, 

extent and sources of imperfection, the nature of exploitation, if any, 

suffered by different classes of farmers, etc. Keeping the objective of 

the study in view the 1 market structure 1 approach is adopted for the 

present analysis. Three concepts to this analysis as market structure, 

1. R. L. Clodius and W. F. Mueller : 11Market Structure Analysis as an 

Orientation for Research in Agricultural Economics11
, Journal of 

Farm Economics, August 1961. 

2. K. Subbarao : Rice Marketing · System and .. CoJDpulsory Levies in 

Andhra Pradesh, Allied Publishers Pvt. Ltd., 1978, p. 6. 
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conduct, and performance that pointed out by Bain( 3 ) need elaboration 

Market structure refers to the organizational characteristics of a 

market which seem to influence the nature of competition and pricing 

within the market. The degree of buyer or seller concentration, 

conditions of entry, degree of market knowledge or information, etc., 

constitute important aspects of market structure. Market conduct refers 

to the • • • • • • • • patterns which enterprises follow in adopting or 

adjusting to markets in which they sell (or buy)' (4), and includes 

such aspects as methods employed in determining price and output, 

presence or absence of collusive tactics, etc. Market performance 

refers to the economic results that flow from the system in terms of 

its pricing efficiency, its flexibility to adapt to new and changing 

situation, etc. In view of absence of any Governmental and Co-operative 

agency operating in the marketing system the basic elements of the 

market structure approach incorporated to market structure, market 

conduct, and market performance are mentioned here under. 

Market structure : Organizational characteristics of private marketing 

agencies; type of agents operating; ease or difficulty of entry into 

agent's trade; modes of disposal and sale alternatives available to 

producer-sellers; degree of market knowledge and information; etc. 

Market conduct Trading practices including purchase, handling and 

storage followed by the agents, the relationships between buyers and 

sellers, and nature of functions performed by the agents. 

Market performance : Pricing efficiency which is reflected in temporal 

and spatial price pattern that have been examined by comparing the 

respective observed prices with that of expected ones. The expected 

prices are calculated by considering all items of cost associated with 

marketing. 

3. J.S. Bain Industrial Organization, John Wiley, 1967, 

4. Ibid. 
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11.2 Variation of Producer's Price 

The sample farmers of Coochbehar and Jalpaiguri classified into 9 

groups according to the prices they have received for their produce of 

both rustica and tabacum type are furnished by table 11.1 and 11.2. 

The range of prices realised by the producer-sellers is noted to be 

Rs. 120 to Rs. 1050 for rustica and Rs. 600 to Rs. 1813 for tabacum 

tobacco. Inter-district variability in the pattern of price realisation 

for rustica tobacco is, however, observed. In Jalpaiguri district the 

price realised, on an average, appears to be relatively higher than 

that in Coochbehar district as revealed by Table 11.1. The average 

price and. range of prices that the producer-sellers belonging to 3 

development categories of villages have realised are presented in 

Table 11.3. A wide inter-village variability in the pattern of .price 

realisation is also noted for both types of tobacco. The presumption of 

higher price realisation by the producer-sellers ·of infrastructurally 

developed villages is refuted by a close examination of inter-village 

price variability. A comparison of realised prices of the farmers 

between 3 different categories of villages with respect to month of sale 

(Table 11.4) also corroborates with the above refutation. 

Let us explain the observed price variability by structure-conduct 

approach and examine the market performance in terms of . degree of 

imperfection with which the marketing system is operating. 

11.3 Market Structure and Conduct 

11.3.1 Marketing agents 

Small traders . usually termed . as 1 forias 1 would procure leaf 

tobacco from the growers both at the villages and assembly markets. 

Some of the 1forias 1 would also purchase the produce on behalf of the 

wholesalers in exchange of commission alongwith their own purchase. 

Thus, 1 forias 1 and foria-cum-commission agents constituting small 

traders are functioning in the tobacco marketing system both at village 
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Table 11.1 : Distribution of producers sold rustica tobacco 
according to prices received during 1983-84 

Price range No. of selected Percentage Cumulative total of 
(Rs. per Qntl) producer sellers distribution per cent distribution 

Coochbehar 

Below 175 1 0.56 0.56 
175-300 4 2.22 2.78 
300-400 20 11.11 13.89 
400-500 43 23.89 37.78 
500-600 48 26.67 64.45 
600-700 37 20.56 85.01 
700-800 17 9.44 94.45 
800-900 7 3.88 98.33 
Above 900 3 1.67 100.00 

Total 180 100.00 

Jalpaiguri 

Below 175 
175-300 
300-400 1 2.04 2.04 
400-500 6 12.24 14.28 
500-600 10 20.41 34.69 
600-700 14 28.57 63.26 
700-800 9 18.37 81.63 
800-900 8 16.33 97.96 
Above 900 1 2.04 100.00 

Total 49 100.00 

TNG Districts Ca.bined 

Below 175 1 0.44 0.44 
175-300 4 1.75 2.19 
300-400 21 9.17 11.36 
400-500 49 21.40 32.76 
500-600 58 25.33 58.09 
600-700 51 22.27 80.37 
700-800 26 11.35 91.71 
800-900 15 6.54 93.26 
Above 900 4 1.75 100.00 

Total 229 100.00 
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Table 11.2 : Distribution of selected producers sold tabacum tobacco 
according to prices received during 1983-84 

Price range No. of selected . Percentage Cumulative total of 
( Rs. per Qnt 1 • ) producer se 11 ers distribution per cent distribution 

Below 650 1 1.23 1.23 

650-700 2 2.47 3.70 

700-800 7 8.64 12.34 

800-900 2 2.47 14.81 

900-1000 4 4.94 19.75 

1000-1100 15 18.52 38.27 

1100-1200 8 9.88 48.15 

1200-1300 21 25.93 74.08 

1300-1400 5 6.17 80.25 

1400-1500 4 4.·94 85.19 

1500-1600 8 9.88 95.07 

1600-1700 

1700-1800 1 1.23 96.30 

Above 1800 3 3.70 100.00 

Total 81 100.00 



Table 11.3 : Mean and range of prices of tobacco leaf received by 
the producer-sellers in the selected villages in 1983-84 
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Village Price range 
(Rs. per Qntl.) 

Price per Q.Jintal 
(Rs.) 

Developed 

1. Bhitorkamta 240 - 813 553.98 
(587 - 1250) (1037.00) 

2. Borodhaperchattra 160 - 1000 588.34 
( 500 - 1500) ( 1027 .22) 

3. Chongerkhata Khagribari 313 - 898 611.88 
( 750 - 1000) ( 900.00) 

4. Uttar Bhuskadanga 375 - 875 665.50 

Less Deve 1 oped 

1. Boronatabari 170 - 800 560.68 
(600 - 1760) (1259.27) 

2. Sovagaunj 120 - 920 451.88 
(600 - 1638) (1274.95) 

3. Kuktikata 375 - 1050 646.27 

4. Paschim Salbari 480 - 875 669.84 

Least Developed 

1. Adabari 140 - 800 495.16 
(600 - 1813) (1350.00) 

2. Bhiorthana 220 - "813 580.42 
(625 - 1750) (1282.08) 

3. Joresimuli 375 - 838 643.01 

4. Barogharia 200 - 875 703.89 

Note Figures in the parenthesis refer to tabacum toacco 



Table 11.4 Prices of tobacco realised by the producer-sellers belonging to 
each category of villages in different months during 1983-84. 

(Rs. per Qntl.) 

Monthly Price January February March April May June July August Average price 
realised by 
by the selec-
ted farms 

Village 

(a} Developed villages 

Tabac1111 Tobacco - 560.00 672.50 900.00 1146.67 - - - 1026.28 
(20.09) ( 33.83) (27.41) 

Rustfca Tobacco 241.33 434.31 491.70 630.12 727.79 754.17 794.79 - 612.41 
(79.97) (13.21) (28.15) ( 15.50) ( 3.62) ( 5.39) 

(b) L~tss deve 1 oped villages 

Tabac1111 Tobacco - 800.00 860.10 1110.86 1326.88 1562.50 - - 1266.78 
(7.51) (29.15) ( 19.45) (17.76) 

Rustica Tobacco 370.22 415.24 493.59 625.94 725.06 793.00 800.71 1050.00 689.40 
(12.16) (18.88) (26.81) (15.84) (9.37) (0.97) (31.13) 

(c) ~east ~eveloped villages 

Tabacum Tobacco 600.00 660.00 1055.61 1247.46 1404.59 1531.28 1250.00 1812.50 1344.19 
(10.00) (59.94) (18.17) (12.60) ( 9.02) ( -18.36) (45.00) 

Rustica Tobacco 288.04 397.54 512.50 659.01 721.69 777.99 - - 630.75 
(38.02) (28.92) ( 28. 59) (9.51) (7 .80) 

Note : Figures in the parentheses indicate the percentage to increment of prices over that of the previous months. 
N 
(jJ 
~ 
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level small 'hats' (5 ) and assembly market level. High degree of 

competition is observed between themselves because of numerous in 

their. number and absence of any collusion between them. The relative 

concentration of this type of market functionary and volume of total 

transaction handled by them in four selected assembly markets are 

cited in Table 11. 5. It is observed as 64 to 64 per cent of marketing 

agents belonging to this category handling about 43 to 90 per cent of 

total sale in the four selected assembly markets. 

The second important category of marketing middlemen functioning 

in the tobacco marketing system is termed as traveling traders which 

is also known as 'baparis' in West Bengal. They used to move from 

door to door and procure tobacco from the growers. They also purchase 

the produce from the 'forias' • The concentration of this category of 

middlemen ranks the second, the relative weight is being 15 to 33 per 

cent to total market functionaries as observed in four selected assembly 

markets (Table 11.5). Mutual competition amongst the 'baparis' is also 

noted. Relative volume of transaction they handle is found to vary from 

10 per cent to 42 per cent in four assam bly markets. 

Money lender-cum-trader is found another category of middlemen 

ranks the third in order of importance. This category of marketing 

agents is not found in all the. assembly level markets. In two out of 

four selected assembly markets this class of agents is found to have a 

notable role in transaction while other two markets are devoid of such 

marketing agents (ignoring negligible concentration of this class of 

agent in Jalpesh assembly market). About 10 to 20 per cent of total 

assembly level market functionaries accounts for 10 to 16 per cent 

volume of transaction as observed in Table 11.5. 

Wholesalers locally known as 'aratdars' purchase the produce from 

the 'farias' , 'baparis' , and directly from the growers. They also 

procure tobacco, as pointed out earlier, from the growers through 

commission agents. The wholesalers dispose of their produce to the 

5. Rudra defined this type of market as non-permanent market centre 

prevalent in rice marketing system in West Bengal. For detail 

under~tam;ling see 

Ashok Rudra : Indian Agricultural Economics : Myths and Reali ties, 

Allied Publishers Pvt. Ltd. 1962, p. 55. 



Market 

Gosanimari 

Gosainerhat 

Nayerhat 

Jalpesh 

Table 11.5 : Proportion, type and average Shares of Market 
functionaries to total sale in the selected 

Assembly Markets : 1983 - 84 
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Pro~ortion of Market Functionaries Annual Average Share of Total 
Lender Small Tra_vell ing Lender Small Travelling 

cum traders traders cum traders traders 
traders (forias and traders (forias and 

foria cum fori a clJll 
conmission conmission 

agents) agents) 

20.13 64.43 15.44 16.35 43.15 40.50 

9.76 67.03 23.21 10.45 65.00 24.55 

83.78 16.22 89.98 10.02 

1.00 65.52 33.48 2.00 56.23 41.77 
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terminal markets through commission agents. Calcutta, Purulia, Bankura, 

Agartala (Tripura), Cuttack (Orissa) and Guahati (Assam) are reported 

tote .the important terminal markets to which wholesalers despatch the 

produce for interim storing and sale thereto through agents having 

their establishment at terminal markets. The wholesalers would pay the 

cost of storing and insurance premium to the terminal market agents. 

Sale is made as per instruction of wholesaler on the basis of day-to

day price information communicated by the terminal market agents to 

the wholesalers. In exchange of this functions a commission is paid to 

the terminal market agent by the wholesalers. All wholesalers in the 

tobacco marketing system pertake the character of town wholesaler

residing at secondary market with having storage infrastructure therein. 

The producer-sellers themselves also act as market functionaries. 

Some of them would sell their produce directly to the wholesalers, 

some ones to 1 foria 1 and commission agents at assembly markets and 

someones to travelling traders as discussed above. 

11.3.2 Modes of disposal 

The methods of sale (i.e. to whom the produce sold) followed by 

the producer-sellers of two selected districts selling rustica tobacco 

and tabacum tobacco are presented respectively in Table 11.6 and 11.7. 

A distinct difference is noted in the method of sale between two types 

of tobacco. About 72 per cent of total marketed output of rustica is 
·-~ 

sold in assembly markets as against only 23 per cent for tabacum. 

Direct sale to wholesalers and to money lender-cum -traders together 

with accounts for only 15 per cent of total sale for rustica as against 

55 per cent for tabacum. The proportion of sale to travelling traders 

and small traders at the village level is also recorded higher for 

tabacum than that for rustica. Between the two districts a variation in 

the method of sale of rustica tobacco, is, however, noted. The 

proportion of sale to moneylender-cum-traders is found considerably 

higher in Coochbehar than that in Jalpaiguri district. Direct sale to 

wholesalers, village sale to travelling traders and small traders 

com binedly accounts for about 16 per cent of total sale at Coochbehar 

while that at Jalpaiguri is recorded to be 36 per cent. Proportion of 



Table 11.6 Producer-sellers sold rustica tobacco to different middlemen and average price received by them 
according to range of output sold and average size of holding in 1983-84. 

Range of output Average size Average price Proportion of Pro~ortion of sale (in ~er cent~ to 
sold of holding received marketed Money lender Wholesaler Travelling Small traders Assembly market 
{kg.) {ha) Rs. per Qntl. output cum traders traders {Feria-cum- to travelling 

Coovnission traders and feria 
agents and -cum-Commission 
and forias) agents and forias 

( 1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) ( 9) 

Coochbehar 

Below 40 0.67 400.87 0.50 9.76 - - 29.26 60.98 
·40 - 80 0.88 475.45 3.66 5.33 - - - 94.67 
80 - 120 0.92 481.10 5.60 6.97 - - 8.72 84.31 

120 - 160 0.99 563.65 4.80 3.53 - - 35.82 60.65 
160 - 240 1.33 531.23 12.19 6.70 - 7.21 3.21 82.88 
240 - 360 1.74 578.47 15.48 18.92 - 5. 91 3.00 72.17 
360 - 700 2.38 675.61 36.46 11.51 4.55 2.94 5.09 75.91 
700 - 900 3.63 703.97 8.00 - - 19.51 4.88 75.61 
900 -1100 3.13 703.93 6.73 - 31.88' 3.63 - 64.49 
Above1100 4.40 735.00 6.54 - 29.85 14.93 - 55.22 

Total 1.54 606.28 100.00 8.88 5.76 5.05 4.83 75.48 

Jalpa1gur1 

Below 40 0.46 571.70 0.57 - - - - 100.00 
40 - 80 0.78 504.21 2.32 - - - 22.81 77.19 
80 - 120 0.98 576.75 3.74 - - 26.09 - 73.91 

120 - 160 1.13 635.40 7.08 - - 31.03 33.34 35.63 
160 - 240 1.05 645.45 7.16 - - - 21.56 78.41 
240 - 360 1.07 693.13 27.08 - 25.53 - - 74.47 
360 - 700 2.47 685.07 31.88 8.16 24.49 17.86 20.41 29.08 

Continued on the next page 



Table 11.6 : Continued. 

Ran_ge of output 
sold 
(kg.) 

( 1) 

700 - 900 
900 - 1100 
Above 1100 

Total 

Below 40 
40 - 80 
80 - 120 

120 - 160 
160 - 240 
240 - 360 
360 - 700 
700 - 900 
900 -1100 
Above1100 

Total 

Average size 
of holding 

(ha) 

(2) 

3.46 
3.05 

1.49 

0.64 
0.86 
0.93 
1.02 
1.30 
1.59 
2.40 
3.57 
3.11 
4.40 

1.52 

Average price 
received 

Rs. per Qntl. 

( 3) 

723.68 
755.20 

647.20 

481.37 
478.97 
497.28 
584.39 
548.34 
617.94 
677.58 
710.21 
717 0 11 
735.00 

628.22 

Proportion of Proportion of sale (in per cent) to 
marketed Money lender Wholesaler Travelling Small traders . Assembly market 

output cum traders traders ( F or·la-cum- to trave 11 ing 
Commission traders and feria 
agents and -cum-Commission 
and forias) agents and forias 

(4) ( 5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

12.36 - - - - 100.00 
7.81 - - - - 100.00 

100.00 2.60 15,01 9.47 11.51 61.41 

T~ Districts Combined 

0.52 7.27 - - 21.83 70.90 
3.39 4.48 - - 15.97 79.55 
5.28 5.81 - 4,36 7.26 82.57 
4.23 2.51 - 11,55 31.73 54.21 

11.15 5.70 - 6.13 5.96 82.21 
18.36 12.41 8.78 3.89 1. 96 72.96 
35.81 10.81 9.20 6.01 8.76 65.22 
9.11 - - 13.34 3.33 83.33 
7.06 - 23.65 2.69 - 73.66 
5.09 - 29.85 14.93 - 55.22 

100.00 7.41 7.82 5.86 6.71 72.20 

N 
w 
en 



Table 11.7 

Range of output Average size 
sold of holding 
(kg.) (ha) 

Below 40 1.12 
40 - 80 1.20 
80 - 120 1.04 

120 - 160 1.38 
160 - 240 1.62 
240 - 360 1.54 
360 - 700 2.32 
700 - 900 
900 -1100 
Above1100 2.67 

Total 1.53 

Producer-sellers sold rabacum,tobacco to different middlemen and average price received by them 
according to range of output sold and average size of holding in 1983-84. 

Average price Proportion of Pro~ortion of sale ~in ~er cent~ to 
received marketed Money lender Wholesaler Travelling Small traders 

Rs. perQntl. output cum traders traders (Fori a-cum-
Commission 
agents and 
and forias) 

920.58 0.61 - - 61.90 38.10 
968.89 3.46 - - 15.13 13.45 
846.09 6.60 12.33 - 5.29 15.42 

1088.77 4.61 37.88 - 13.89 -
1186.51 21.04 32.82 25.35 3.78 7.06 
1278.22 14.71 46.25 25.29 - -
1431.36 27.92 30.00 - 38.33 19.17 

1598.20 21.05 - 100.00 

1318.91 100.00 25.22 30.13 13.41 8.57 

Assembly market 
to travelling 
traders and feria 
-cum-Commission 
agents and forias 

71.42 
66.96 
48.23 
30.99 
28.46 
12.50 

22.67 

N 
w 
-.J 
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sale at assembly markets to travelling and small traders is observed 

to be 75 per cent in Coochbehar and 61 per cent in Jalpaiguri district. 

The pattern of sale with respect to time (month) of two selected 

districts is shown by Table 11.8 for rustica and by Table 11.9 for 

tabacum tobacco. A noticable differenc.e in the time of sale of rustica 

tobacco between two districts discernable. The entire output is 

marketed in Jalpaiguri district within June while that is extended upto 

August in case of Coochbehar. Within May about 94 per cent of produce 

is marketed in Jalpaiguri while that for Coochbehar it is only 78 per 

cent. Moreover, at every month average price realised by the 

producer-sellers is recorded higher at Jalpaiguri district as compared 

to that at Coochbehar. Therefore, higher price realised by the 

producer-sellers of Jalpaiguri district because of deferred sale is ruled 

out. No significant difference in the time of sale between two types of 

tobacco is noted. 

In regard to sale alternatives available to producer-sellers two 

aspects need to be analysed (i) time of disposal by different size 

categories of producer-sellers, and (ii) sale compulsion to lenders. 

Table 11.8 highlights that the smaller size groups are debarred to 

avail the opportunity of deferred sale and thereby realisation of 

higher prices . which is indicative of sale compulsion at need. Source

wise borrowing and average price realised by the producer-sellers 

cited in table 11.10 also reveals that higher prices are received by 

farmers· of Jalpaiguri district taken loan from any source. Thus, inter

district price difference i~ explained neither . by inter-district variation 

in the time of sale nor by the extent of borrowing from non

institutional sources as displayed by Table 11.10. The relevant 

question in this context is not the source of borrowing but the sale 

compulsion to the lenders. About 9 per cent of total produce disposed 

of to moneylender-cum-traders in Coochbehar and 2.6 per cent in 

· Jalpaiguri district as shown in Table 11.6 are reported to be the 

extent of sale compulsion to the lenders. Relatively low proportion of 

sale compulsion and high proportion of direct sale to wholesellers may 

be the possible reason for observed higher price realised by the 

producer-sellers of Jalpaiguri district. Alongside, the sale compulsion 



Table 11.8 Prices per ~intal of rustica tobacco leaf received by the producer-sellers in the 
selected districts of West Bengal according to time of disposal in 1983-84 

Month of Range of Average Per cent No. of Proportion of producer-sellers sold the Proportion of· Cumulative 
sale prices price increase in producer- Eroduce belonging to the size grouE marketed total 

(Rs.) (Rs.) average price sellers out pur (per cent) 
over the sold (per cent) 
preceding Below 1.00 1.00- 2.00 Above 2.00 

month's price ha ha ha 
( 1 ) (2) ( 3) (4) ( 5) (6) (7) ( 8) ( 9) (10) 

Coochbehar 

January 120 - 437 283.61 - 27(15.00) 100.00 - - 3.15 3.15 
February 140 - 625 393.03 39.64 125(69.44) 63.20 36.80 - 14.44 17.59 
March 280 - 920 493.51 24.61 148(82.22) 53.38 41.21 5.41 18.86 36.45 
April 332 - 880 622.18 26.07 130( 72.22) 43.07 46.92 10.01 23.56 60.01 
May 500 -1000 702.12 12.85 64(35.56) 20.31 64.06 15.63 17.77 77.78 
June 650 - 922 743.50 5.89 21(11.67) - 42.86 57.14 12.50 90.28 
July 687 - 875 797.50 7.26 12(6.67) - 58.33 41.67 8. 91 99.19 
August 738 -1197 1050.00 31.66 1(0.56) - - 100.00 0.81 100.00 

Total 120 -1197 606.28 - 180.(100.00) 43.89 33.89 22.22 100.00 

-
Jalpaiguri 

January 200 - 500 406.25 - 5(10.20) 100.00 - - 1. 90 1. 90 
February 225 - 700 482.92 18.87 16(32.65) 100.00 - - 7.04 8.94 
March 375 - 675 506.16 4.81 25(51.02) 64.00 36.00 - 13.16 22.10 
April 487 - 825 657.54 29.91 34(69.39) 29.41 61.76 8.23 31.45 .53.55 
May 650 - 875 779.99 18.62 23(46.94) - 52.17 47.83 40.61 94.16 
June 800 - 975 875.00 12.18 1(2.04) - - 100.00 5.84 100.00 
July 
August 

-
Total 200 - 975 647.80 - 49.(100.00) 32.65 42.86 24.49 100.00 

Continued on the next page 



Table 11.8 Continued. 

Month of Range of Average Per cent No. of Proportion of producer-sellers sold the 
s·ale prices price increase in producer- ~roduce belonging to the size groue 

( Rs.) (Rs.) average price sellers 
over the sold 
preceding Below 1.00 1.00- 2.00 Above 2.00 

month's price ha ha ha 
( 1) (2) ( 3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

T~ Districts Comb1ned 

January 120 - 500 314.25 - 32( 1~.97) 100.00 - -
February 140 - 700 419.72 33.56 141(61.57) 67.38 32.62 -
March 280 - 920 496.75 18.35 173(75.55) 54.91 40.46 4.63 
Apr11 332 - 880 631.88 27.20 160(71.62) 40.24 50.00 9.76 
May . 500 -1000 725.48 14.81 87(37.99) 14.94 60.92 24.14 
June 650 - 922 762.28 5.07 22( 9.61) - 40.91 59.09 
July 687 - 975 797.50 4.62 12( 5.24) - 58.33 41.67 
August 738 -1197 1050.00 31.66 1(0.44) - - 100.00 

Total 120 -1197 628.22 - 229(100.00) 41.48 35.81 22.71 

Note : Figure in the parenthesis indicates the percentage of respective totals 

Proportion of 
marketed 
out pur 

(per cent) 

( 9) 

2.88 
12.84 
17.62 
25.27 
22.72 
11.06 
6.98 
0.63 

100.00 

Cumulative 
total 

(per cent) 

(10) 

2.88 
15.72 
33.34 
58.61 
81.36 
92.39 
99.37 

100.00 

N 
~ 
0 



Month of Range of 
sale prices 

( Rs.) 

January 600 - 0 
February 560 - 800 
March 720 -1097 
Apr11 750 -1340 
May 1124-1497 
June 1531-1547 
July 1250-0 
August 1812.50-0 

Total 560 -1813 

Table 11.9 Prices per ~intal of tabacum tobacco leaf received by the producer-sellers in the 
selected districts of West Bengal according to time of disposal in 1983-84 

Average Per cent No. of Proportion of producer-sellers sold the Proportion of 
price increase in producer- ~roduce belonging to the size grou~ marketed 
( Rs.) average price sellers out pur 

over the sold (per cent) 
preceding Below 1.00 1.00- 2.00 Above 2.00 

month's price ha ha ha 

600.00 - 1( 1.23) 100.00 - - 1. 31 
620.00 3.33 10(12.35) 100.00 - - 2.51 
974.75 57.22 32(39.51) 68.75 31.25 - 8.49 

1246.79 27.91 44(54.32) 56.82 38.64 4.54 26.72 
1392.50 11.69 27(33.33) 14.82 48.15 37.03 32.42 
1531.25 9.96 5( 6.17) - 40.00 60.00 18.74 
1250.00 (-)18.37 1( 1.23) - - 100.00 3.27 
1812.50 45.00 1( 1.23) - - 100.00 6.54 

1318.91 - 81(100.00) 40.74 38.27 20.99 100.00 

Note : Figure in the parenthesis indicates the percentage of respective totals 

Cumulative 
total 

(per cent) 

1. 31 
3.82 

12.31 
39.03 
71.45 
90.19 
93.46 

100.00 

N 
~ ..... 



Table 11.10 Source of-borrowings and average prices received for rustica 
tobacco by selected producer-sellers during 1983-84 

Price Average size Average Average debt Average 
Item Districts received of holding percentage of per farm in debt per 

per q.~intal (in hectare) producer-sellers Rs. hectare 

1. Farmers borrowing only from Coocbehar 555.40 1.51 7.22 979.54 650.69 
non-institutional agencies Jalpaiguri 678.63 0.57 18.37 244.45 428~85 

Two districts combined 580.73 1.12 9.60 678.82 604.62 

2. Farmers borrowing onlJ from Coochbehar 620.78 1.68 25.00 2067.76 1249.48 
institutional agencies Jalpaiguri 692.74 1.74 57.14 2293.93 1315.11 

Two districts combined 650.11 1.70 31.88 2154.51 1265.22 

3. Farmers borrowing from Coochbehar 515.90 1.42 10.00 2556.00 1800.00 
institutional and (46.73) (46.73) 
non-institutional agencies 
as ~~e 11 Jalpaiguri 718.75 6.00 2.04 3650.00 608.33 

(16.44) {16.44) 

Two districts combined 542.01 1.66 8.30 2613.58 1573.45 
(44.50) (44.50) 

4. Farmers not borro~~ed Coochbehar 597.36 1.43 57.78 
at all Jalpaiguri 678.19 2.16 22.45 

Two districts combined . 604.82 1. 51 50.22 

---
Note : Figure in the parenthesis indicates the proportion of non-institutional borrowings to total borrowings 

N 
~ 
N 
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Table 11.11 : Source of borrowings and average prices 
received for tabacum tobacco by the selected 

producer-sellers during 1983-84 

Price Average Percentage Average Average 
received size of of producer- debt per debt per 

Item per holding sellers farm (Rs.) hectare 
QJintal (hectare) 

Farmers borrowing only 1137.17 1.60 14.81 1308.34 820.27 
from non institutional 
agencies 

Farmers borrowing only 1405.75 1.62 28.40 2839.22 1753.54 
from institutional 
agencies 

Farmers borrowing from 1235.94 1.53 19.75 2663.63 1746.64 
institutional and non- (46.81} (46.81) 
institutional agencies 
as ~11 

Farmers not borro~d 1115.06 1.17 37.04 
at all 

Note Figure in the parentheses indicates the proportion of non-institutional 
borrowings to total borrowings. 
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at need and sale compulsion to lenders threaten the condition of free 

entry which is one of the necessary conditions of competitive market 

structure. Rudra ( 6 ) termed it as fragmented market structure. 

11.3.3 Market knowledge and information 

Another source of market imperfection as observed in tobacco 

marketing system is the imperfect knowledge situation of the producer

sellers and other marketing agents about market information on grades 

of produce that have demand at terminal markets. No well defined 

method of standarisation and grading is followed in marketing leaf 

tobacco in the area under study. However, following five grades, based 

on rule of thumb, are prevalent in the assembly level markets : 

(1) Pan-patta or Bhog : Leaves having heavy body, good size and 

free from blemishes with coppery brown to radish brown or brownish 

yellow in colour and oily in appearance are distinguished as 1 Pan-patta 1 

or 1 Bhog 1 grade. 

(ll) Sarash or No. 1 Good body leaves having satisfactory in 

colour and puckering and free from blemishes are categorised as 
1 Sarash 1 grade. The medium sized · leaves w_i th minor physical injuries 

also belong to this category. 

(ill) Nirash (Khtmda) : Medium body leaves with slight dark 

appearance having considerable physical injuries and devoid of 

puckering with dry spell are graded as 1 Nirash 1 
• 

(iv) Majam : Leaves having characteristics inbetween 1 Sarash 1 and 
1 Nirash 1 are distinguished as 1 Majam 1 

• 

(v) Zala-patta : Zala-patta means fried leaves. The leaves which do 

not mature properly and are partly burnt before harvest are graded as 

Zala-patta. 

6. Op. cit. p. 41-43. 
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The above criteria on which leaf tobacco is graded are not, 

however, uniformly followed even in the same place. Moreover, most of 

the producers sell out their produce by small lots without any such · 

grading. On the other hand different methods of grading are followed 

by different wholesalers considering the demand at the terminal 

markets to which they would have marketed the produce. On a broad 

basis, therefore, the imperfect knowledge situation in regard to judging 

the quality of produce violates the condition of perfect knowledge of 

comp.etitive 

grades that 

furnished in 

market structure. The extents of price differences 

are prevalent in the selected wholesale markets 

Table 11.12. 

11.4 Market Performance 

11.4.1 Temporal pricing efficiency 

over 

are 

To make an appraisal of the pricing efficiency by contrasting the 

actual prices with the aries that are generated by an 'efficiency' model 

the seasonal price differentials are examined in relation with the costs 

of storage in order to assess whether off-seasonal price rise, as is on 

often alleged, far above the actual costs of storage, weight loss, etc. 

The pattern of temporal prices both expected and actual and the 

deviations between them at villag~ and assembly markets are presented 

in Table 11.13 for rustica and in Table 11.14 for tabacum tobacco. It 

reveals from Table 11.13 and 11.14 that the degree of price differential 

. (difference of actual price over expected one) increases as sale is 

deffered both for rustica and tabacum tobacco in selected districts of 

West Bengal. It is also visualised that the ·degree deviation of 

temporal price pattern is notably higher for · tabacum tobacco as 

compared to that for rustica type. The above revelations lead to the 

following conclusions : 

(i) observed inefficiency in pricing of leaf tobacco increases with the 

deferment of sale, and 

(ii) relatively high degree inefficiency in temporal pricing of tabacum 

tobacco is founded. 



Market 

Dinhata 

Mathabhanga 

Changrabandha 

Maynaguri 

Note 

Table 11.12 : Wholesale price differential over 
different grades in 1990 - 91 

Percentage difference over preceeding grade 
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Grade - I Grade - I I Grade - I I I Average price of 
Grade- IV 

17.12 14.44 19.71 Rs. 908.00 
( 31.20) (20.73) (18.66) Rs. (1025.00) 

13.68 11.30 22.61 Rs. 1006.00 
(11.24) (12.18) ( 18.55) Rs. (1219.00) 

13.65 11.43 22.92 Rs. 942.00 

5.27 9.98 29.47 Rs. 1140.00 

Figures in the parenthesis refer to tabacum tobacco 



Table 11.13. Temporal pricing efficiency at village and assembly market level of rustica tobacco in 1983-84 

Harvested in Februar~ and Sold 
Item of Cost Within a week in March in April in May in June in July in August 

(1) (2) ( 3) (4) (5) (6) (7) ( 8} 

Coochbehar 
1. Cost of storage due to weight loss 

a) Actual weight (kg.) 100.00 84.00 79.00 76.00 75.00 74.00 73.00 
b) Weight loss over February (kg.) - 16.00 21.00 24.00 25.00 26.00 27.00' 
c) Cost due to weight loss at - 63.36 83.17 95.05 99.01 102.96 106.93 

harvest price (Rs.) 

2. Cost of storage due to processing 
a) No. of human labour reqJired per Qntl. - 0.60 1.25 1.75 1.75 2.00 2.00 
b) Cost per (J,Jintal of produce (Rs.) - 6.00 12.50 17.50 17.50 20.00 20.00 

3. Interest cost of the produce stored 
a) 11% interest on harvest price (Rs.) - 3.63 7.26 10.89 14.52 18.15 21.78 

4. Total storage cost per QJintal of produce - 72.99 102.93 123.44 134.66 141.11 148.71 
stored in February (Rs.) 

5. Actual price per QJintal (Rs.) 396.03 493.51 622.18 702.12 743.50 797.50 1050.00 

6. Expected price per QJintal (Rs.) 396.03 469.02 508.59 548.86 588.47 630.57 676.32 

7. Difference in actual price from - 24.49 113.59 153.26 155.03 166.93 373.68 
expected price (Rs.) - (5.22) (22.33) (27.92) ( 26.34) (26.47) (55.25) 

Continued on the next page 
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Table 11.13 Continued. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

Item of Cost 
( 1) 

Cost of storage due to weight loss 
a) Actual weight (k.g.) 
b) Weight loss over February (k.g.) 
c) Cost due to weight loss at 

harvest price (Rs.) 

Cost of storage due to processing 
a) No. of human 1 abour re qJired per CJlt 1. 
b) Cost per qtt 1. of produce (Rs.) 

Interest Cost of the produce stored 
a) 11%1nterest on harvest price (Rs.) 

Total storage cost per QJintal of produce 
stored in February (Rs.) 

Actual price per QJintal (Rs.) 

Expected price per QJintal (Rs.) 

Difference in actual price from 
expected price (Rs.) 

Within a ~t.eek. 

(2) 

100.00 

482.92 

482.92 

Harvested in February and Sold 
in March 

( 3) 
in April in May in June 

Jalpa1guri 

89.00 
11.00 
53.12 

0.60 
7.80 

4.43 

65.35 

506.16 

548.27 

(-)42.11 
(-) 7.50 

(4) (5) (6) 

80.00 
20.00 
96.58 

1.25 
16.25 

8.85 

121.68 

657.54 

616.83 

40.71 
(6.60} 

76.20 
23.80 

114.93 

1.75 
22.75 

13.28 

150.96 

779.99 

671.21 

108.78 
(16.21} 

72.40 
27.60 

133.29 

1.75 
22.75 

17.71 

173.75 

875.00 

730.03 

144.97 
( 19.86) 

in July 
(7) 

in August 
( 8) 

Continued on the next page 
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Table 11.13 Continued. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

Item of Cost 
(1) 

Cost of storage due to weight loss 
a) Actual weight (kg.) 
b) Weight loss over February (kg.) 
c) Cost due to weight loss at harvest 

price (Rs.) 

Cost of storage due to processing 
a) ·No. of human labour reQJired per q1tl. 
b) Cost per q.aintal of produce (Rs.) 

Interest cost of the produce stored 
a) 11% interest on harvest price (Rs.) 

Total storage cost per QJintal of produce 
stored in February (Rs.) 

Actual price per q.aintal (Rs.) 

Expected price per q.aintal (Rs.) 

Difference in actual price from 
expected price (Rs.) 

Within a week 
(2) 

100.00 

-
-

-
-

-
-

419.72 

419.72 

-
-

in March 
(3) 

Harvested in February and Sold 
in April in May in June 

(4) (5) (6) 

TND Dist~icts Combined 

86.50 79.50 76.10 73.70 
13.50 20.50 23.90 26.30 
56.66 86.04 100.31 110.39 

0.60 1.25 1.75 1.75 
6.90 14.38 20.13 20.13 

3.85 7.69 11.54 15.39 

67.41 108.11 131.98 .145. 91 

496.75 631.88 725.48 762.28 

487.13 538.58 584.52 630.12 

9.62 93.30 140.96 132.16 
( 1. 97) (17.32) ( 24.12) ( 20. 97) 

in July 
(7) 

72.70 
27.30 

114.58 

2.00 
23.00 

19.24 

156.82 

797.50 

676.55 

120.95 
(17.88) 

in August 
(8) 

71.70 
28.30 

118.78 

2.00 
23.00 

23.08 

164.86 

1050.00 

726.83 

323.17 
(44.46) 

Note : Price of February has been considered as harvest price. Figure in the parenthesis indicates the per cent deviation in price over the respective 
prices 



1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

Note 

Table 11.14 Temporal pricing efficiency at village and assembly 
market level of tabacum tobacco in 1983-84 

Harvested in February and Sold 
Item of Cost Within a l'tE!·ek in March in April in May in June 

Cost of storage due to weight loss 
a) Actual weight (kg.) 100.00 84.00 79.00 76.00 75.00 
b) Weight loss over February (kg.) - 16.00 21.00 24.00 25.00 
c) Cost due to weight loss at harvest - 99.20 130.20 148.80 155.00 

price (Rs.) 

Cost of storage due to processing 
a) No. of human labour req.Jired per q1tl. - 0.60 1.25 1.75 1.75 
b) Cost per q.~intal of produce (Rs.) - 6.00 12.50 17.50 17.50 

Interest cost of the produce stored 
a) 11% interest on harvest price (Rs.) - 5.68 11.37 17.05 22.73 

Total storage cost per q.~intal of produce - 110.68 154.07 183.35 195.23 
stored in February (Rs.) 

Actual price per q.~intal (Rs.) 620.00 974.75 1246.79 1392.50 1531.25 

Expected price per qJintal (Rs.) 620.00 730.68 785.55 838.70 885.13 

Difference in actual price from - 244.07 461.24 553.80 646.12 
expected price (Rs.) - ( 33.40) (58.72) (66.03) ( 72.99) 

.:;.;.; 

in July in August 

74.00 73.00 
26.00 27.00 

161.20 167.40 

2.00 2.00 
20.00 20.00 

28.42 34.10 

209.62 221.50 

1250.00 1812.50 

939.75 1000.05 

310.25 812.45 
(33.01) (81.24) 

: Price of February has been considered as harvest price. Figure in the parenthesis indicates the per cent deviation in price over the 
r~spective expected prices. 

N 
CJ1 
0 



Table 11.15 : Marketing costs and middlemen's profit 
of tobacco at assembly markets in 1990-91 

Particulars M A R K E T S 
Gosanimari Gosainerhat Nayerhat 

Net price received by gro~r.ers 800.33 829.17 848.21 
( 1347.44) ( 1069.35) 

earring by gro~r.ers 12.00 10.25 10.50 
(12.00) (10.25) 

Market charges 2.50 2.50 2.50 
(2.50) ( 2.50) 

Purchase price at assembly markets 814.83 841.92 861.21 
( 1361.94) (1082~21) 

Incidental charges 3.25 2.45 2.80 
( 3. 25) (2.45) 

Profit at assembly level 46.67 83.96 71.85 
(55.90) (73.45) 

Sale price at assembly level 864.75 928.33 935.86 
(1421.09) (1158.00) 

Note Figures in the parentheses refer to tabacum tobacco 
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Jalpesh 

993.10 

10.00 

2.50 

1005.60 

2.45 

64.00 

1072.05 
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Table 11.16 : Marketing costs and middlemen's profit 
of tobacco at wholesale markets in 1990-91 

Particulars MARKETS 
Dinhata Mathabhanga Changrabandha Maynaguri 

.~, 

Purchase price 864.75 928.33 935.86 1702.05 
(1421.09) (1158.00) 

Inward transport 6.25 7.90 7.25 4.90. 
(6.25) (7. 90) 

Godo""' rent 6.83 11.75 13.00 9.00 
(6.83) (11.75) 

Cost of sorting and hundling 42.66 36.25 37.00 50.00 
(42.66) (36.25) 

Cost due to weight loss for 80.70 132.81 77.50 93.98 
handling and drying (132.58) (165.02) 

Cost of gunny and others 29.66 39.50 27.55 41.00 
' (29.66) (39.50) 

Commission and insurance 13.67 22.75 13. 50. 32.97 
charges (13.67) (22.75) 

Bagging and loading charges 8.00 11.00 7.50 8.30 
(8.00) . (11.00) 

Transport cost outward 41.27 39.50 
(41.27) 

Profit of wholesaler 96.28 80.33 45.25 77.28 
(125.92) ( 118.44) 

Sale price at \loholesale level 1148.80 1311.89 1164.41 1428.98 
(1786.66) (1608.11) 

Note Figure in the parenthesis refers to tabacum tobacco 



Table 11.17 Wholesale price spread of tobacco in 1990-91 

(In per cent) 

Particulars M A R K E T S 
Gosanimari Gosainerhat Nayerhat Jalpesh 

Dinhata Mathabhanga Changrabandha Maynaguri 

Gro~Ers share 

Assembly level market 
functionaries share 

Wholesalers share 

Other marketing charges 

69.67 
{75.42) 

4.06 
(3.13) 

8.38 
(7.05) 

17.89 
(14.40) 

63.21 72.84 
( 66.50) 

6.40 6.17 
( 4.57) 

6.12 3.89 
( 7 .37) 

24.27 17.10 
(21.56) 

Note Fi'gure in the parenthesis refers to tabacum tobacco 

69.50 

4.48 

5.41 

20.61 

253 



Table 11.18 Spatial pricing efficiency at assembly and wholesale markets in 1990-91 
(Rupees per QJintal) 

Types of tobacco leaf Rustic a Tabacum 
Assembly/Wholesale* Gosanimari Gosainerhat Nayerhat Jalpesh Gosanimari · Gosainerhat 

markets 
Particulars Oinhata* Mathabhanga* Changrabandha* Maynaguri*·· Oinhata* Mathabhanga* 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Note 

Purchase price at assembly markets (Rs.) 814.83 841.92 861.21 1005.60 1361.96 1082.21 

Interest cost on the produce marketed @ 11% 7.47 7.72 7.89 9.22 12.35 9.80 
on purchase price (Rs.) 

Sale price net of marketing expenses (Rs.) 861.50 925.88 933.06 1069.60 1417.84 1155.55 

Expected sale price (Rs.) 822.30 849.64 869.10 1014.82 1374.29 1092.01 

Difference in expected sale price from actual 39.20 76.24 63.60 54.78 43.55 63.54 
sale price (Rs.) (4.77) ( 8. 97) (7. 32) (5.40) (3.17) (5.82) 

Purchase price at Wholesale* markets (Rs.) 864.75 928.33 935.86 1072.05 1421.09 1158.00 

Interest cost on the produce marketed 23.78 25.53 25.74 29.48 39.08 31·.85 
@ 11% on purchase price (Rs.) 

Sale price net of marketing expenses (Rs.) 961.03 1008.66 981.11 1149.33 1547.01 1276.44 

Expected sale price (Rs.) 888.53 953.86 961.60 1101.53 1460.17 1189.85 

Difference 1n expected sale price over 72.50 54.80 19.51 47.80 86.84 86.59 
actual sale price (Rs.) (8.16) (5.75) (2.03) (4.34) ( 5. 95) ( 7. 28) 

1. As one month's holding is observed to be higest period at assembly level, one month's interest has been considered in calculating 
interest cost of holding produces at assembly market level while that of three month's interest is calculated for wholesale level. 

2. Figure in the parenthesis indicates the per cent deviation in price over the respective expected prices. 
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11.4.2 Spatial pricing efficiency 

Pricing efficiency at four selected assembly and wholesale markets 

has ·been examined by 

expected one in each 

working out observed 

selected market and 

price differential ov.er 

com paring it over the 

markets in order to , see whether any variation in price differential 

between the markets exists. A look to the Table 11.15 through Table 

11.17 highlights the differential middlemen's profit in different 

assembly and wholesale markets. An account of observed price differen

tial over expected one in each assembly and wholesale market is given 

in Table 11.18. Variation in the degree of deviation in price differen

tial over markets is an indicative of inefficiency in price· formation 

over space. 



CHAPTER - XII 

PROSPECTS OF AND CONSTRAINTS TO TOBACCO 

PRODUCTION IN WEST BENGAL 
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With given the technology, price structure and resource supplies 

available to individual farmers, the possibility of expansion of area 

under tobacco depends upon the adjustment of available resources with 

its competing activities. As the possibility of increasing income and 

mitigating family consumption need of cereals must be taken into 

account by the farmers, as pointed out earlier, in allocating available 

resources, the purpose of this chapter is to find out optimum crop plan 

for the individual farmers vis-a-vis existing one with due · 

consideration of family consumption requirement in order to examine 

the posibility of future expansion of area under tobacco. 

12 .1 Maximum Possible Area Devotable to Tobacco 

The present section of · this chapter is attempted to find out 

maximum possible area that can be devoted to tobacco urider alternative 

sets of assumptions. This exercise is based on data collected from 

every alternate sample farmers (120 in number) for two points of time 

i.e. 1983-84 and 1990-91. 

Assumption 1 

land of higher situation is the prerequisite for tobacco cultivation 

as the crop is very much susceptible to high soil moisture. In view 

of this, up · and medium lands of light textured soil of Coochbehar and 

Jalpaiguri districts are congenial for the cultivation of tobacco. High 

water table of these two districts in the one hand, and relatively low 

water requirement of the crop on the .other, make. the farmers 

advantageous to create irrigation facility temporarily for the tobacco 

crop by indegenous method with minimum cost which is reported to be 

affomable even by the marginal farmers. Considering all these, the 

area under up an~ medium land may be taken as the maximum possible 

area that can be devoted to tobacco cultivation. 
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Assumption 2 

It is revealed from the analysis of chapter v that the cereal crop 

wheat grown by the sample farmers is principally meant for self 

consumption. Thus, the extent of area that may be available for 

tobacco cultivation is calculated as the maximum possible area 

exclusive of area devoted to wheat. 

Based upon above two assumptions, the extent of future expansion 

of area under tobacco calculated on the basis of data obtained from the 

sample farms is shown in Table 12.1. Technically feasible maximum •. 

Table 12.1 Maximum Possible Extent of Area Devotable. to Tobacco 

District 

(1) 

Coochbehar 

Jalpaiguri 

Two dis
tricts 
combined 

(2) 

Period I 

Area 
under 

up and 
medium 

land 
(ha) 

(3) 

64.03 

Period II 68.80 

Period I 14.73 

Period II 17.23 

Period I 78.76 

Period II 86.03 

Area 
under 
wheat 
(ha) 

(4) 

2.01 

7.87 

0.75 

3.14 

2.76 

11.01 

Maximum 
possible 
extent 

of area 
devotable 

to tobacco 
[col.(3)-col.(4)] 

(5) 

62.02 

60.93 

13.98 

14.09 

76.00 

75.02 

Actual 
area 

under 
tobacco 

(ha) 

(6) 

31.62 

30.88 

5.50 

5.14 

37.12 

36.02 

Maximum 
possible 
extent 

of expan
sion over 
the actual 
(per cent) 

(7) 

96.14 

97.31 

154.18 

174.12 

104.74 

108.27 

extent of expansion of area under tobacco over the present level in the 

two selected districts is found to be 112 per cent for first and 139 

per cent for the second reference period. After deducting the area of 

wheat therefrom, the technically feasible maximum extent of increase in 

tobacco area is calculated to be a little over than doubled to that 

of existing level as evinced by Table 12.1. The possibility of 
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expansion under the above assumptions is. however, noted to be higher 

in Jalpaiguri district as compared to that in Coochbehar. 

12 .2 Expansion of Area Under Tobacco by Optimally Allocating Farm 

Resources 

This section aims at examining the possibility of further expan

sion of tobacco area in two selected districts of West Bengal by 

optimally allocating resour~es that are existing at the disposal of the 

selected farmers within the limit present price-structure and production 

technology. In other words, the purpose in this- section is to work out 

optimum crop plans for each of the individual farms vis-a-vis existing 

ones and to identify the factors that account for the disparity, if any 

therein, between the optimum and existing plan. 

The optimum plans have been worked out by assuming linear 

programming model of the form 

Maximum Z = L CiXi 

subject to L aij Xi L bj an::l Xi ~ 0 

Where, 

Ci = net pri~e per unit of land for i th crop activity ; 

Xi = level of ith crop activity ; 

bj = total availability of jth resource; and 

aij = input-output coefficient 

In farm production a linear programming problem does not exist 

unless resources are limited. Besides farm land and working capital 

constraints the farmers are confronted with some special type of 

restrictions. For instance. food requirement of farm family acts as a 

limiting factor towards the maximization of farm income. Therefore, it 

needs to incorporate the minimum requirement of food crops particularly 

of cereal crops for the family consumption as subsidiary objective 

function into the linear restrictions of the model. A short discussion on 

each of the possible restrictions seems whorthwhile. 
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Land restriction 

Land of higher . situation is suitable for tobacco cultivation as 

mentioned earlier. Most of the tobacco growers reported to let 

irrigation by digging 'Kacha' (mudded) well temporarily for the crop 

season by using family labour and indegenous resources. Since the 

water table of the area under consideration is found to be quite high 

the ·cost involvement to create irrigation facility for relatively low 

water requiring tobacco crop can not go beyond the reach of the 

resource poor farmers. Thus, total land of higher and medium situation 

as such can reasonably be treated as total available land suitable for 

the cultivation of tobacco. 

Restriction of cash 

Lacuna of adequate availability of cash is the most limiting 

factor operative in the farm production. The amount of cash available 

from various sources meant for crop cultivation is very difficult to 

work out. In stead, the actual expenditure which a farmer has incurred 

in raising the crops in the tobacco growing season has been considered 

to be the total supply of cash for the crops concerned to the farmer. 

The items that have been included in cash expenditure are given in the 

following. 

(i) Charges paid for hiring of human and bullock labour; 

(ii) Cash wages paid to permanent attached labourers; 

(iii) Cost of purchased manures; 

( i v) Cost of fertilizers; 

(v) Cost of plant protection chemicals; 

(vi) The irrigation charges paid by the farmer; 

(vii) Running expenses of owned agricultural machinery attributed to 

the crops during the growing period; and 

(viii) Charges paid for hiring of agricultural implements and machinery 

attributed to the crops concerned. 
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As regards cash coefficient per unit of each activity, a11 the 

· items li~ted 1mder cash expenditure have been considered • 

. Restriction of labour 

In view of limited area devoted to the cultivation of winter 

crops, restriction of supply of hired, and family labour are· not 

operative. However, hired labour is entered into the programming 

model in an indirect way through cash constraint. 

Restriction of food requirement 

In view of dichotomy as observed by Dharm Narain( 1 ) "between 

what is meant for the market and what is meant for self-consumption 

cut across individual crop-areas", it is plausible to assume that "if 

the farmer wants to produce food for his family consumption should 

be deducted from the total available resources and the remaining 

resources should be considered to be available to the farm firm" ( 2 ) • 

In the present problems the quantity of resources required to produce 

the amo1mt of output retained by the farmer for his family consumption 

has been deducted from total resource supply and the remaining 

resource level has been assumed to be total available resource of the 

farm firm. 

Prices 

For the present problem net revenue has been defined to 

represent surplus of gross revenue over cost A
1 

exclusive of land 

revenue per hectare. The net revenue thus calculated has been used as 

profit coefficient of the individual crop activities. Actual prices 

realised by the individual farmers have been taken as the relevant 

prices of the products. The variation in price of the produce due to 

varietal difference have not been taken into acco1mt for the present 

purpose. Variation in the yield of individual products from plot to 

plot within the individual farm has also been assumed away. 

1. Dharm Narain, op. cit. p. 4. 

2, D. K. Desai : Increasing - Income · and Production - in · Indian · Farming , 

Indian Society of Agricultural Economics, 1963, p. 13. 
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Selection of activities for programming 

To find out optimum cropping programmes one should select those 

crop· activities that have been undertaken by the farmers in each of tl'B 

individual villages within the crop season under consideration. In case 

where a particular crop is not grown on a farm, the average input and 

profit coefficient of the village concerned have been taken for working 

out optimum plan for the farm in question. 

The linear programming deais with maximization or minimization. 

In this case the problem is of maximization one subject to some 

constraints as specified earlier. In the short run, with given level of 

resources, the problem to the individual farmer is that ~f maximization 

of net revenue over cost A
1 

exclusive of land revenue( ) • With above 

restrictions duly introduced the optimum solutions have been obtained 

by using Dantzing Simplex Method. 

The programming model in notational form are summed up in the 

following. The resource position of a farm is presented by Table 12.2. 

Item 

Land 

Table 12.2 : Position of Resources and Crop 
Activities of a Particular farm 

Unit Resource availability 
. . 

Availal®.le cash 

·Hectare 

Rupees. 

Crop 

Tobacco 

Potato 

Wheat 

Mustard 

Vegetables 

Crop Activities* 

*N~mber and type of crop-activities for a particular farm 
depend upon the cropping pattern of the village 

3. As opportunity cost of family labour for the crop season under 

consideration is reported negligible, optimization of net revenue 

over cost ~ exclusive of land revenue seems to be the plausible 

assumption. 
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The . algebraic form of the problem using following notations is 

furnished below : 

Xj = Crop activities in hectares 

where, 

j = 1,2, •••••••• 5 
Xij = Disposal activities; i=1, 2; j=6, 7 

Bi = Resource supplies; i=1,2. 

C. • Price indicating net revenue in rupees over cost A, exclusive 

J of land revenue per hectare of j th activity • · 

Z
0 

= Total net return of the farm for the season under 

consideration. 

= Inpur coefficient - physical quantity of i th input per unit of 

j th activity • 

As there are five competing crops the objective function in this 

particular case can be defined as 

The resource restrictions of land and cash can be expressed by 

the following inequalities 

where, 

B -A 
1 

A = Minimum area needed for meeting domestic consumption 

requirement of cereal crop wheat; 

B = Cash needed for producing the cereal crop wheat required 

for self consumption. 

The linear inequations specified above can be . transformed into the 

following equations by introducing slack variables as under 
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where, 

x6 = Land disposal 

x7 = Cash disposal 

The optimum value of Z subject to the resource restrictions 
0 

outlined above can be obtained for each of the individual farms with 

the help of Simplex Method. The actual and the optimum crop plans of 

all individual farms belonging to two selected districts thus obtained 

are summarised in Table 12.3 for the first and in Table 12.4 for the 

second reference period. The extent of possible change in area under 

tobacco in two selected districts by reallocating existing resources 

under the disposal of each of the individual farms for first and second 

reference periods are shown respectively in Table 12 . 5 and 12. 6. In 

the first period about 70 per cent of selected farms accounting for 

nearly 70 per cent area under tobacco display no deviation of actual 

crop plans from the optimum ones in the district of Coochbehar. In 

the second period, however, the farms under this category in 

Coochbehar district have reduced to about 42 per cent accounting for 

only 33 per cent of . area under tobacco. In Jalpaiguri district the 

farms showing no change between existing and optimum crop plans are 

noted to be as low as 25 per cent for the first and 12.5 per cent for 

the second period. Higher proportion of farms showing change in area 

under tobacco by reallocating resources (either increase or decrease in 

area of tobacco) as compared to that of Coochbehar leads to the 

implication that the vulnerability of tobacco production with respect to 

its competing crop activities is higher in Jalpaiguri than Coochbehar. 

And that too has increased from the first period to the second. At the 

highest aggregate level the farms displaying to reduce tobacco area 

under optimum plan is noted 21 per cent as against those showing to 
•·. 

increase is of the order of only 8 per cent leading to 13 per cent net 
~~ 

~duction in area under tobacco in the first period (Table 12.5). In 
~:! 

' 1 
>~ 
~~ :t 
'···1· 
·~.~ 
!,~ 



Table 12.3 Actual and Optimum Crop Plan for Sample Farms in 
Selected Districts of West Bengal for Period-! (1983-84) 

Sl. No. Actual Cro~ activities O~timum Cro~ activities 
of Tobacco Potato Wheat Mustard Veg. Tobacco Potato Wheat Mustard Veg. Land Unused Cash Unused 
Farm (ha) (ha) (ha) ( ha) (ha) (ha) (ha) (ha) (ha) (ha) ( ha) · ( Rs.) 

Coochbehar 

1 • 0.66 - - - - 0.6600 o.oo 0.00 o.oo - 0.5400 o.oo 
2. 0.66 - - - - 0.6600 0.00 o.oo o.oo - 0.9404 o.oo 
3. 0.66 - - - - 0.5088 o.oo o.oo 0.1512 - o.oo. 0.00 
4. 0.26 - - - - 0.2600 o.oo o.oo 0.00 - 0.00 o.oo 
5. 0.33 - - - - 0.3300 o.oo o.oo o.oo - 0.00 o.oo 
6. 0.20 - - - - 0.2000 0.00 o.oo 0.00 - 0.0600 0.00 
7. 0.93 - - - - 0.9300 o.oo 0.00 0.00 - o.oo 0.00 
8. 0.06 - - - - • 0.0600 0.00 o.oo o.oo - 0.1400 o.oo 
9. 0.40 - - - - 0.4000 o.oo o.oo o.oo - 0.2600 o.oo 

10. 0.66 - - - - o.oo o.oo o.oo 0.9300 - o.oo 1611.3083 
11. 0.26 - - - - 0.2600 o.oo o.oo o.oo - 0.00 o.oo 
12. 0.40 - - - - 0.4000 o.oo o.oo o.oo - 0.00 0.00 
13. 0.86 - 0.20 - - 0.8600 o.oo 0.2000 o.oo - 0.0405 0.00 
14. 1.13 0.13 - - - o.oo 0.00 o.oo 2.4000 - o.oo 1713.9617 
15. 0.06 0.04 - - - o.oo 0.00 o.oo 0.1504 - 0.0496 o.oo 
16. 0.13 - - - - 0.1300 0.00 o.oo o.oo - 0.4000 o.oo 
17. 0.20 - - - - o.oo o.oo o.oo 0.2555 - 0.0045 o.oo 
18. 0.73 - - - - 0.5469 o.oo o.oo 1.1131 - o.oo 0.00 
19. 0.40 - - - - 0.4000 o.oo 6.00 o.oo - 0.1300 o.oo 
20. 0.06 - - - - 0.00 0.0311 o.oo 0.0289 - 0.00 o.oo 
21. o.o8 - - - - 0.059.9 0.00 o.oo 0.0701 - 0.00 0.00 
22. 0.26 - - - - 0.2600 o.oo o.oo o.oo - o.oo o.oo 
23. 0.26 - - - - 0.2600 o.oo o.oo o.oo - o.oo 0.0752 
24. 0.20 - - - - o.oo 0.1487 o.oo . 0.0513 - o.oo o.oo 
25. 0.03 - - - - 0.0300 o.oo 0.00 o.oo - o.oo o.oo 
26. 0.26 - - - - 0.2600 o.oo o.oo o.oo - 0.0730 o.oo 
27. 0.26 - - - - 0.2600 o.oo o.oo o.oo - 1.4699 o.oo 
28. 0.10 - - - - 0.00 0.0247 0.00 . 0.1753 - 0.00 o.oo 
29. 0.26 - 0.26 - - 0.2600 o.oo 0.2600 - o.oo 0.00 0.00 N 

al 
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Table 12.3 Continued. 

Sl. No. Actual Crop activities Optimum Crop activities 
of Tobacco eotato Wheat Mustard Veg. Tobacco Potato Wheat Mustard Veg. Land Unused Cash Unused 
Farm (ha) (ha) (ha) (ha) (ha) (ha) (ha) (ha) (ha) (ha) (ha) (Rs.) 

30. 0.13 - - - - o.oo o.oo o.oo - 0.1354 o.oo o.oo 
31. 0.33 - - - - 0.3300 0.00 o.oo - o.oo o.oo 0.00 
32. 0.40 - 0.13 - - 0.4000 o.oo 0.1300 - o.oo 0.0700 o.oo 
33. 0.10 - 0.26 - - 0.1000 o.oo 0.2600 - 0.00 0.0400 o.oo 
34. 0.33 - 0.20 - - 0.3300 o.oo 0.2000 - 0.00 0.3400 o.oo 
35. 0.33 - - - - 0.00 0.00 o.oo - 0.1720 0.2280 0.00 
36. 0.20 - 0.06 - - 0.2000 o.oo 0.0600 - 0.00 0.3400 0.00 
37. 0.26 - - - - 0.2600 - - 0.00 o.oo o.oo o.oo 
38. 0.20 - - - - 0.2000 . - - o.oo o.oo 0.00 o.oo 
39. 0.13 - - - - 0.1300 - - 0.00 o.oo 0.0700 o.oo 
40. 0.26 - - - - o.oo - - o.oo 0.2278 o.oo o.oo 
41. 0.20 - - - - 0.00 o.oo 0.00 o.oo 0.1057 0.0943 o.oo 
42. 0.40 - - - - 0.4000 o.oo o.oo 0.00 o.oo 0.00 o.oo 
43. 0.36 - - - - 0.3600 o.oo 0.00 . 0.00 o.oo 0.00 o.oo 
44. 0.40 - - - - 0.4000 o.oo o.oo o.oo 0.00 o.oo o.oo 
45. 0.18 - - - - 0.1800 o.oo o.oo 0.00 o.oo 0.00 0.00 
46. 0.26 - - - - 0.00 0.00 o.oo o.oo 0.0784 0.1816 o.oo 
47. 0.89 0.05 0.13 - - 0.7738 o.oo 0.1300 0.00 0.1617 0.0185 0.00 
48. 0.26 - - - - 0.2600 0.00 o.oo o.oo o.ooo o.oo 0.00 
49. 0.30 - - - - 0.3000 o.oo 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 o.oo 
50. 0.40 - - - - 0.4000 0.00 o.oo 0.00 0.00 0~00 0.00 
51. 0.20 - - - - 0.2000 o.oo o.oo o.oo 0.00 o.oo o.oo 
52. 0.32 - - - - 0.3200 o.oo o.oo 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
53. 0.26 - - 0.35 - 0.9949 o.oo o.oo o.oo o.oo o.oo o.oo 
54. 0.88 - - 0.18 - 0.8800 o.oo 0.00 0.1800 0.00 0.00 0.00 
55. 0.53 - 0.04 0.04. - 0.5300 0.000 0.0400 0.0400 o.oo o.oo o.oo 
56. 0.06 - - 0.13 - o.oo 0.00 0.00 0.3570 o.oo 0.00 o.oo 
57. 0.22 - - 0.18 - 0.2200 o.oo 0.00 0.1800 o.oo o.oo o.oo 
58. 0.26 - - - - 0.2600 0.00 o.oo o.oo 0.00 o.oo 0.00 
59. 0.13 - - 0.13 - 0.1300 0.00 0.00 0.1300 0.00 0.00 o.oo 
60. 0.13 - - 0.13 - 0.1616 o.oo o.oo 0.0984 o.oo o.oo o.oo 
61. 0.06 - - - - 0.0600 0.00 o.oo 0.00 o.ooo o.oo 0.00 N 

0) 
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Table 12.3 Continued. 

Sl. No. Actual Croe activities Oetimum Croe activities 
of Tobacco Potato Wheat Mustard Veg •. Tobacco Potato Wheat Mustard Veg. Land Unused Cash Unused 
Farm (ha) (ha) (ha) (ha) (ha) (ha) (ha) (ha) (ha) (ha) (ha) (Rs.) 

62. 0.40 0.06 0.06 0.13 - 0.8533 o.oo 0.0600 o.oo o.oo 0.0167 . 0.00 
63. 0.13 0.06 0.06 - - 0.2000 0.00 0.0600 o.oo 0.00 o.oo 104.5420 
64. 0.70 0.04 0.13 0.28 - 0.5505 o.oo 0.1300 1.5795 0.00 0.00 110.4248 
65. 0.40 - - - - 0.00 0.3299 o.oo 0.0701 o.oo 0.00 0.00 
66. 0.40 - 0.10 - - 0.4000 - 0.1000 - - o.oo 0.00 
67. 0.40 - - - - 0.4000 - o.o - - 0.00 o.oo 
68. 0.53 - - - - 0.5300 - o.o - - 0.0 0.0 
69. 0.20 - - - - 0.2000 - o.o - - 0.0 0.0 
70. 0.13 - - - - 0.1300 - o.o - - o.o o.o 
71. 0.66 - 0.26 - - 0.6600 - 0.2600 - - 0.0 o.o 
72. 0.33 - - - - 0.3300 - o.o - - o.o o.o 
73. 0.07 - 0.04 - - o.o - 0.1201 - - o.o o.o 
74. 0.26 0.02 - - - 0.3406 0.0 o.o - - o.o 0.0 
75. 0.70 0.03 - - - o.o 0.0 1.0651 - - 0.0 0.0 
76. 0.26 - - - - 0.2600 0.0 o.o - - 0.0 o.o 
77. 0.20 - - - - 0.2000 o.o o.o - - o.o 0.0 
78. 0.26 - - - - 0.0 o.o 0.2650 - - o.o 0.0 
79. 0.12 - 0.08 - - 0.0548 o.o 0.2052 - - 0.0 o.o 
80. 0.88 - - - - 0.8800 o.o o.o - - o.o o.o 
81. 0.07 - - - - 0.0700 o.o o.o - - o.o o.o 
82. 0.53 - - - - 0.5300 o.o o.o - - 0.0 0.0 
83. 0.33 - - - - 0.3300 o.o o.o - - o.o 0.0 
84. 0.26 - - - - 0.2600 - o.o - - o.o 0.0 
85. 0.26 - - - - 0.2600 - o.o - - 0.0 o.o 
86. 0.40 - - - - 0.4000 - o.o - - o.o o.o 
87. 0.20 - - - - 0.2000 - o.o - - o.o o.o 
88. 0.26 - - - - 0.2600 - 0.0 - - o.o 0.0 
89. 0.20 - - - - 0.2000 - o.o - - o.o 0~0 
90. 0.08 - - - - 0.0800 - o.o - - o.o 0.0 
91. 0.08 - - - - 0.0800 - 0.0 - - o.o 0.0 
92. 0.26 - - - - 0.2600 - o.o - - o.o 0.0 
93. 0.07 - - - - o.oo - 0.0317 - - o.o o.o N 
94. 0.80 - 0.8000 o.o 0.0 o.o O"l - - - - - - O"l 
95. 0.13 - - - - 0.1300 - o.o - - o.o o.o 
96. 0.53 - - - - 0.5300 - o.o - - o.o o.o 
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Table 12.3 Continued. 

Sl. No. Actual Crop activities Optimum Crop activities 
of Tobacco Potato Wheat Mustard Veg. Tobacco Potato Wheat Mustard Veg. Land Unused Cash Unused 
Farm (ha) (ha) (ha) (ha) (ha) (ha) (ha) (ha) (ha) (ha) (ha) (Rs.) 

Jalpigur1 

97. 0.06 - 0.13 - - o.o o.o 0.1300 o.o 0.0280 0.0320 o.o 
98. 0.13 0.04 - - - 0.1700 o.o o.o o.o 0.0 o.o. o.o 
99. 0.13 0.06 - 0.06 - o.o o.o o.o 0.0 0.2890 o.o o.o 

100. 0.26 - 0.04 0.06 - 0.2833 o.o 0.0400 0.0 o.o 0.0366 o.o 
101. 0.20 - - - - o.o 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1276 o.o o.o 
102. 0.20 - 0.06 - - o.o 0.0 0.0600 o.o 0.2000 o.o 208.6896 
103. 0.13 0.06 - - - 0.2593 o.o o.o o.o o.o o.o o.o 
104. 0.26 - - 0.13 - o.o o.o o.o 0.7636 0.0364 o.o 0.0 
105. . 0.13 - 0.26 - - 0.1300 o.o 0.2600 o.o 0.0 0.0 o.o 
106. 0.26 0.03 0.13 - - o.o o.o 0.1300 0.0 0.4016 o.o o.o 
107. 0.20 - - 0.26 - 0.5344 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 o.o o.o 
108. 0.26 - 0.13 - - 0.2600 o.o 0.1300 o.o Q.O o.o o.o 
109. 0.13 - - - - o.o o.o o.o o.o 0.0733 0.0569 o.o 
110. 0.13 - - - 0.13 0.0 0.0 o.o 0.0 0.2335 o.o o.o 
111. 0.26 - - - - 0.2600 0.0 0.0 o.o o.o o.o o.o 
112. 0.66 0.06 - - - 1.0600 o.o o.o o.o 0.0 o.o 0.0 
113. 0.40 - - - - 0.4000 0.0 o.o o.o o.o o.o o.o 
114. 0.26 - - - - 0.2600 o.o o.o o.o 0.0 o.o o.o 
115. 0.26 - - 0.13 - o.o 0.0 o.o 0.3773 0.0227 0.0 o.o 
116. 0.26 - - - - o.o 0.0 0.0 0.1427 o.o 0.0 o.o 

·117. 0.40 - - 0.26 0.40 1.0000 o.o o.o o.o o.o 0.0 0.0 
118. 0.13 0.03 - - - 0.1962 o.o o.o o.o o.o 0.0 0.0 
119. 0.26 - - - - 0.2600 o.o o.o o.o o.o o.o o.o 
120. 0.13 - - - - o.o o.o 0.0 0.1341 o.o . o.o o.o 

N 
0) 
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Table 12.4 Actual and Optimum Crop Plan for Sample Farms in 
Selected Districts of West Bengal for Period-II (1990-91) 

Sl. No. Actual Cro~ activities O~timum Cro~ activities 
of Tobacco Potato Wheat Mustard Veg. Tobacco Potato Wheat Mustard Veg. Land Unused Cash Unused 
Farm (ha) (ha) (ha) (ha) (ha) (ha) (ha) (ha) (ha) (ha) (ha) · (Rs.) 

Coochbehar 

1. 0.70 - - - - 1.6000 o.o o.o o.o - o.o o.o 
2. 0.59 0.13 - - - 0.7000 o.o 0.0 o.o - o.o 0.0 
3. 0.58 0.08 - - - 0.6600 o.o o.o o.o - o.o. 0.0 
4. 0.26 - - - - 0.2600 o.oo 0.0 0.0 - o.o o.o 
5. 0.33 - - - - 0.3300 o.oo o.o o.o - o.o 0.0 
6. 0.20 - - - - 0.2000 o.o o.o o.o - o.o o.o 
7. 0.73 0.20 - - - 0.9300 o.o o.o o.o - o.o o.o 
8. 0.10 - - - - 0.1000 o.o 0.0 o.o - o.o o.o 
9. 0.36 - - - - 0.3600 o.o 0.0 o.o - o.o o.o 

1 o. 0.50 - 0.43 - - o.o o.o 0.4300 0.5300 - 0.0 614.0087 
11. 0.26 - 0.20 - - 0.2600 0.0 0.2000 o.o - o.o o.o 
12. 0.40 - - - - 0.4000 o.o 0.0 o.o - o.o o.o 
13. 0.75 - - 0.13 - 0.7296 o.o o.o 0.2004 - 0.0 o.o 
14. 1.09 0.39 0.15 0.30 - 0.0 o.o 0.1500 2.2500 - 0.0 1061.2275 
15. 0.06 0.06 - - - 0.2000 o.o o.o o.o - o.o 0.0 
16. 0.20 - 0.07 - - o.o Q.O 0.0700 . 0.4028 - 0.0 o.o 
17. 0.20 - 0.06 - - o.o o.o 0.0600 0.1133 - 0.0867 o.o 
18. o.8o - - - - 0.3463 o.o o.o 1. 5157 - 0.0 0.0 
19. 0.26 0.20 0.06 - - 0.4700 0.0 0.0600 o.o - o.o 877.5659 
20. 0.06 - - - - 0.0600 o.o o.o o.o - o.o 0.0 
21. 0.10 - 0.06 - - 0.1000 o.o 0.0600 - o.o 0.0 
22. 0.26 - - - - o.o o.o o.o 0.2153 - 0.0447 0.0 
23. 0.20 - 0.06 - - 0.2000 o.o 0.0600 - - 0.0 0.0 
24. 0.20 - - - - o.o 0.0676 o.o 0.1324 - 0.0 o.o 
25. 0.03 - - - - 0.0300 o.o o.o o.o - 0.0 o.o 
26. 0.20 0.08 0.13 - - o.o 0.3200 0.1300 o.o o.o o.o 114.7347 
27. 0.40 - - - - 0.4000 o.o 0.0 o.o - 0.0 0~0 
28. 0.10 - - 0.10 - 0.1000 o.o o.o 0.1000 - o.o o.o 
29. 0.26 - 0.26 - - 0.2600 - 0.2600 - o.o o.o o.o N 

0) 
00 
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Table 12.4 Continued. 

Sl. No. Actual Crop activities Optimum Crop activities 
of Tobacco Potato Wheat Mustard Veg. Tobacco Potato Wheat Mustard Veg. Land Unused Cash Unused 
Farm (ha) (ha) (ha) (ha) (ha) (ha) (ha) (ha) (ha) (ha) (ha) (Rs.) 

30. 0.20 - - - - o.o o.o 0.0 - 0.0702 0.1298 o.o 
31. 0.25 - 0.13 - - o.o o.o 0.3201 - o.o 0.0599 o.o 
32. 0.30 0.13 0.26 - 0.13 o.o o.o 0.2600 - 0.6079 o.o 0.0 
33, 0.30 - - - - 0.3000 o.o o.o - o.o 0.0 0.0 
34. 0.33 0.20 0.20 - 0.04 o.o o.o 0.2000 - 0.5201 0.0491 0.0 
35. 0.25 0.04 0.20 - - o~o o.o 0.2000 - 0.1605 0.1295 0.0 
36. 0.20 - 0.10 - - o.o o.o 0.1000 - 0.0581 o. 1419 o.o 
37. 0.20 - - 0.13 - o.o - - 0.3722 0.0278 0.0 o.o 
38. 0.20 - - - 0.13 0.5151 - - 0.0 0.0149 o.o Q.O 
39. 0~13 - - - - 0.0 - - 0.0 0.1397 o.o o.o 
40. 0.30 - - 0.26 - o.o - - 0.0 0.4699 o.o 0.0 
41. 0.20 - - - - 0.2000 o.o 0.0 0.0 o.o 0.0 0.0 
42. 0.37 - - 0.13 - 0.3748 o.o o.o 0.1252 o.o o.o o.o 
43. 0.45 - - - - 0.4500 o.o o.o 0.0 0.0 o.o o.o 
44. 0.40 0.09 0.07 - - 0.1068 0.6378 0.0700 o.o o.o o.o 0.0 
45. 0.13 - - - 0.17 " 0.2784 q.o o.o o.o 0.0 0.0216 o.o 
46. 0.26 0.06 - - - 0.5300 o.o o.o o.o o.o o.o 0.0 
47. o.so 0.10 0.26 - - o.o 0,3415 0.2600 o.o 0,2585 o.o o.o 
48. 0.33 - - - - 0.3300 o.o 0.0 o.o 0.0 o.o o.o 
49. 0.26 - 0.13. - - 0.2600 o.o 0.1300 0.0 o.o o.o o.o 
50. 0.40 - 0.29 - - o.o o.o 0.8830 o.o 0.3163 o.o o.o 
51. 0.20 - - - - o.o o.o 0.0 0.5274 o.o 0.0 o.o 
52. 0.26 .. - 0.26 - - 0.2600 o.o 0.2600 o.o o.o o.o 0.0 
53. 0.26 - - 0.40 ,. 1.2000 0.0 o.o o.o o.o o.o o.o 
54. 1.00 - - - - 0.2700 o.o o.o 0.7300 o.o 0.0 o.o 
55. 0.50 0.13 0.13 - - 0.8300 o.o 0.1300 o.o o.o o.o o.o 
56. 0,13 - 0.07 0.13 - 0.1300 o.o 0.0700 0.1300 0.0 o.o 0.0 . 
57. 0.26 - 0.18 - - 0.2600 o.o 0.1800 0.0 0.0 o.o o.o 
58. 0.26 - 0.06 - - 0.2600 o.o 0.0600 0.0 o.o o.o 0.0 
59. 0.26 - 0.26 - - 0.2600 o.o 0.2600 0.0 o.o o.o o.o 
60. 0.13 0.10 - 0.13 - 0.4000 o.o o~o o.o o.o o.o o.o N 61. 0.06 - - o. 06 - 0.0837 o.o o.o o.o o.o 0.0363 o.o 0) 

co 
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Table 12.4 Continued. 

Sl. No. Actual Croe activities Oetimum Croe activities 
of Tobacco Potato Wheat Mustard Veg. Tobacco Potato Wheat Mustard Veg. Land Unused Cash Unused 
Farm (ha) (ha) (ha) (ha) (ha) (ha) (ha) (ha) (ha) (ha) (ha) (Rs.) 

62. 0.50 - 0.13 - - 0.5000 o.o 0.1300 o.o o.o 0.0 o.o 
63. 0.13 0.13 0.06 - 0.13 0.5869 o.o 0.0600 0.0506 0.0 o.o o.o 
64. 0.70 0.27 0.26 0.28 - 1.5179 o.o 0.2600 0.4902 o.o o.o o.o 
65. 0.33 0.09 - - - o.o o.o 0.0 0.0455 0.5045 o.o o.o 
66. 0.40 - 0.19 - - 0.4000 o.o 0.1900 o.o - 0.0 o.o 
67. 0.50 0.19 - 0.26 - 1.0600 o.o o.o o.o - o.o o.o 
68. 0.50 0.26 0.40 - - 1.0013 o.o 0.4000 o.o - o.o o.o 
69. 0.20 - 0.14 0.13 - 0.2000 0.0 0.1400 0.1300 - o.o o.o 
70. 0.13 - - - - 0.1300 0.0 o.o o.o - o.o o.o 
71. 0.66 0.40 0.33 - - 1.8538 0.0183 0.3300 o.o - o.o o.o 
72. 0.33 - - 0.13 - 0.2319 o.o o.o 0.5681 - o.o o.o 
73. 0.07 - 0.07 - - 0.0700 o.o 0.0700 o.o - o.o o.o 
74. 0.26 0.26 0.26 0.26 - 1.1278 o.o 0.2600 o.o - o.o o.o 
75. 0.66 0.13 0.26 0.13 - o.o o.o 1.2000 o.o - o.o o.o 
76. 0.26 - - - - 0.2600 o.o o.o o.o - o.o o.o 
77. 0.20 - - 0.13 - 0.2654 o.o o.o o.o - o.o o.o 
78. 0.26 0.18 - 0.19 - 0.8880 0.0 o.o o.o - o.o o.o 
79. 0.13 - - - - o.o o.o 0.1387 o.o - 0.0 o.o 
so. 0.86 0.33 0.40 0.26 - 2.0856 o.o 0.4000 o.o - o.o o.o 
81. 0.07 - 0.10 - - 0.0700 0.0 0.1000 o.o - o.o o.o 
82. 0.53 - - 0.13 - 0.3990 o.o o.o 0.4010 - o.o o.o 
83. 0.30 - - - - 0.3000 0.0 o.o o.o - . o.o o.o 
84. 0.26 - - 0.13 - 0.2474 o.o o.o 0.1826 - o.o o.o 
85. 0.26 - 0.1,8 0.20 - 0.2600 o.o 0.1800 0.2000 - o.o o.o 
86. 0.40 - 0.13 - - 0.4000 0.0 0.1300 o.o - o.o o.o 
87. 0.20 - - 0.10 - 0.2999 o.o o.o o.o - o.o o.o 
88. 0.26 0.13 0.20 0.20 - 0.7318 o.o 0.2000 o.o - o.o o.o 
89. 0.20 - - - - 0.2000 o.o o.o o.o - o.o o.o 
90. 0.08 - - - - 0.0800 0.0 o.o o.o - 0.0 o.o 
91. 0.10 - 0.09 - - 0.1000 0.0 0.0900 o.o - o.o o.o 
92. 0.26 0.13 - 0.13 - 0.2600 o.o 0.1300 0.1300 - o.o o.o 
93. 0.13 - - - - 0.0697 o.o o.o 0.1903 - o.o o.o 
94. 0.66 0.16 0.26 0.26 - . 1.1326 0.0 0.2600 o.o - 0.0 o.o 1:-.J 
95. 0.13 - - - - 0.1300 o.o o.o o.o o.o o.o -..J - 0 
96. 0.50 0.26 0.33 0.40 - 1.3690 0.0468 0.3300 o.o - 0.0 o.o 
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Table 12.4 Continued. 

Sl. No. Actual Crop activities Optimum Crop activities 

of 
Farm 

97. 
98. 
99. 

100. 
101. 
102 
103. 
104. 
105. 
106. 
107. 
108. 
109. 
110. 
111. 
112. 
113. 
114. 
115. 
116. 
117. 
118. 
119. 
120. 

Tobacco 
(ha) 

0.13 
0.13 
0.13 
0.26 
0.17 
0.09 
0.10 
0.26 
0.13 
0.26 
0.20 
0 .• 26 
0.13 
0.06 
0.20 
0.66 
0.40 
0.26 
0.23 
0.16 
0.40 
0.13 
0.26 
0.13 

Potato Wheat Mustard Veg. Tobacco Potato Wheat Mustard Veg. Land Unused Cash Unused 
(ha) (ha) (ha) (ha) (ha) (ha) (ha) (ha) (ha) (ha) (Rs.) 

Jalpa1gur1 

- 0.20 0.26 - o.o o.o 0.2000 0.5705 0.0093 0.0 o.o 
- - - - 0.0 o.o o.o o.o 0.1066 0.0234 0.0 
- 0.26 0.13 - o.o o.o 0.2600 o.o 0.0841 0.1759 o.o 

0.26 - 0.17 - o.o o.o o.o 0.2002 0.5298 o.o o.o 
- 0.13 0.19 - o.o o.o 0.1300 .0.4420 0.0293 o.o 0.0 
- - - o.o8 0.2225 o.o 0.0 o.o 0.0375 o.o o.o 

0.45 0.20 0.40 - 0.1325 o.o 0.2000 o.o 1.0135 o.o 0.0 
0.19 - - 0.20 o.o o.o 0.0 0.0 0.8000 o.o 0.0 
- - - - 0.1300 o.o o.o 0.0 o.o 0.0 o.o 

0.20 0.26 0.26 - o.o o.o 0.2600 0.0 1.1372 0.0 o.o 
0.13 0.20 0.26 - 0.4421 o.o 0.2000 o.o 0.4702 o.o 0.0 
- 0.26 0.16 - o.o o.o 0.2600 0.5497 0.0946 o.o o.o 
- - - 0.23 o.o o.o 0.0 o.o 0.4608 0.0 o.o 

0.06 - - - o.o o.o 0.0 o.o 0.2342 o.o o.o - 0.13 - 0.13 0.2792 o.o 0.1300 0.0 0.0830 o.o o.o 
0.26 0.26 0.26 0.20 o.o o.o 0.2600 o.o 1.4189 o.o 0.0 
0.07 0.06 0.13 - 0.7405 o.o 0.0600 o.o 0.0901 o.o o.o 
- - 0.26 - o.o o.o 0.0 o.o 0.1691 0.3509 o.o 
- 0.13 - - 0.2300 o.o 0.1300 0.0 o.o 0.0 0.0 
- 0.26 - 0.10 o.o o.o 0.2600 o.o 0.1672 0.0928 o.o 

0.13 0.40 0.26 - 0.9642 o.o 0.4000 0.0 0.1729 o.o o.o 
- 0.13 0.13 - o.o o.o 0.1300 0.0 0.1348 0.1252 o.o 
- 0.13 - - 0.2600 o.o 0.1300 0.0 o.o o.o o.o 

0.09 0.13 0.19 - 0.4028 o.o 0.1300 0.0 0.1973 o.o o.o 

N 
...:I .... 



District 

Coochbehar 

Jalpaiguri 

Two districts combined 

Table 12.5 Extent of expansion of area under tobacco by optimal 
allocation of resources Period-1 (1983-84) 

The farm showing no The farms Where tobacco area The·farms where tobacco area 
difference bet ween will be increased by will be reduced by 

existing and optimal optimal allocation optimal allocation 
[!1 an s of resources of resources 

Number Area Number Increase in area Number Decrease in area 
(in hectare) (in hectare) (in hectare) 

67 22.03 5 1.37 24 5.84 
(69.79) ( 69.67) (5.21) (4.33) (25.00) ( 18.47) 

6 1.57 7 1.59 11 2.02 
(25.00) ( 28.55) (29.17) (28.91) (45.83) (36.73) 

73 ° 23.60 12 2.96 35 7.86 
(60.83) (63.58) (10.00) (7. 97) (29.17) (21.17) 

Note : Figure in the parenthesis indicates the percentage of respective totals 

Change in area 
under tobacco 

by optimal 
allocation of 

resources 
(in hectare) 

(-)4.47 
(-14.14) 

(-)0.43 
( -7.82) 

(-)4.90 
(-13.20) 

N 
.....:1 
N 



District 

Coochbehar 

Jalpaigurt 

Two districts combined 

Table 12.6 Extent of expansion of area under tobacco by optimal 
allocation of resources Period-11 (1990-91) 

The farm showing no The farms Where tobacco area The farms Where tobacco area 
difference between will be increased by will be reduced by 

existing and optimal optimal allocation optimal allocation 
elan s. of resources of resources 

Number Area Number Increase in area Number Decrease in area 
(in hectare) (in hectare) (in hectare) 

40 10.07 25 10.20 31 8.59 
(41.67) ( 32.61) (26.04) (33.03) (32.2g) (27.82) 

3 0.62 7 1.66 14 3.00 
(12.50) (12.06) (29.17) ( 32.30) (58.33) (58.37) 

43 10.69 32 11.86 45 11.59 
(35.83) ( 29.68) (26.67) ( 32.93) (37.50) ( 32. 18) 

Note : Figure in the parenthesis indicate the percentage of respective totals 

Change in area 
under tobacco 

by optimal 
allocation of 

resources 
(tn hectare) 

1.61 
( 5. 21) 

(-)1.34 
( -26.07) 

0.27 
(0.75) 

t-.;1 
-...) 
w 
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the second period, the extent of possible reduction in area under 

tobacco is found to be at par with that of expansion resulted to be 

unchanged in tobacco area by reallocating of resources. It is noted, at 

this juncture, that the possibility of contraction in tobacco area in 

Jalpaiguri district is revealed while examining Table 12.5 and 12.6. 

On the basis of the foregoing discussion one may contend that under 

present price structure, production technology , and resource position 

the possibility of tobacco area expansion appears to be gloomy. 

The possibility of change in area under competing crops on 

tobacco growing farms by resource reallocation is summarized in Table 

12.7 for Period I and in Table 12.8 for Period II. Area under the 

competing crops by optimum resource allocation is exhibited an 

increase to order of 151 per cent over the existing level in the first 

period while that observed in second period is only 36.5 per cent. 

For both the period in both districts vegetables and mustard exhibit a 

considerable expansion. Extent of expansion in area under mustard is 

noted spectacular in the first period while that of vegetables in the 

second period as revealed from Table 12.7 and 12.8. In tobacco 

growing farms prospect of vegetables appears to be more promising in 

Jalpaiguri district in comparison with than in Coochbehar. 

One ~ay raise the question of validity of the optimum crop-plans 

prepared on the basis of cost, yield and price data of the present 

year while the farmer's allocative decision is influenced by the cost, 

yield and price of the preceding year. In view of irrelevance of 

lagged relative prices and lagged relative profitabilities to acreage 

allocation of tobacco as has been elicited in Chapter IX the above 

argument as to the question of validity of optimum plan is ruled out. 

This programming exercise has been framed on profit maximizing 

hypothesis. The relative yield and price risk of tobacco and its 

competing _crops have not been incorporated into the model and hence 

risk aversion production decision is not reflected in the optimum crop 

plan. If one consider risk factors in the process of farmer's acreage 

allocation decision he may plausibly think of better prospect of 

tobacco than what has been obtained from optimum plan based on 

hypothesis of profit maximization only as production and price risk of 



Potato 

The farm where potato area 
will be changed by 
optimal allocation 

of resources 
Number Change area 

(hectare) 

Increase in 3 0.43 
area (37.50) (100.00) 

Decrease 1n 5 0.31 
area (62.50) (72.09) 

Net change in (-)2 0.12 
area (-25.00) (27.91) 

Increase in - -
area 

Decrease in 5 0.22 
area (83.33) (78.57) 

Net change in (-)5 (-)0.22 
area (-83.33) (-78.57) 

Table 12.7 Extent of expansion of area under competing crops 
by optimal allocation. of resources : Period-! (1983-84) 

Wheat Mustard 

The farm Where wheat area The farm where mustard area 
will be changed by will be changed by 
optimal allocation optimal allocation 

of resources of resources 
Number Change area Number Change area 

(hectare) (hectare) 

Coochbehar 

5 1.54 12 6.67 
( 33.33) (75.12) (133.33) (430.32) 

- - 3 0.51 
(33.33) ( 32 0 90) 

5 1.54 9 6.16 
( 33.33) (75.12) (100.00) ( 397 .42) 

Jalpaiguri 

- - 4 1.16 
( 66.67) (128.89) 

- - 4 0.64 
(66.670 (71.11) 

- - 0.00 0.52 
(57.77) 

Vegetables Total change 
in area under 

The farm where vegetables competing 
area will be changed by crops by 

optimal allocation optimal 
of resources allocation 

Number Change area of resources 
(hectare) (hectare) 

6 0.88 9.52 
Total Total (236.23) 

- - 0.82 
(20.35) 

6 0.88 8.70 
Total Total (215.88) 

9 1.21 2.37 
(450.00) (228.30) ( 96.34) 

1 0.40 1.26 
(50.00) (75.47) (51.22) 

8 0.81 1.11 
(400.00) (152.83) ( 151.16) 

Continued on the next page N 
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(J1 



· Table 12.7 Cont1nued. 

Increase in 
area 

Decrease in 
area 

Change in 
area 

Potato 

The farm where potato area 
will be changed by 
optimal allocation 

of resources 
Number Change area 

(hectare) 

3 0.43 
( 28.57) (60.56) 

10 0.53 
(71.43) {74.65) 

(- )7 (-)0.10 
(-53.85) (-14.08) 

Wheat 

The farm l'ohere l'oheat area 
will be changed by 
optimal allocation 

of resources 
Number Change area 

(hectare) 

Mustard 

The farm l'ohere mustard area 
will be changed by 
optimal allocation 

of resources 
Number Change area 

(hectare) 

T.a D1str1cts Comb1ned 

5 1.54 16 7.83 
(23.81) (55.00) (76.19) {319.59) 

- - 7 1.15 
(33.33) {46.94) 

5 1. 54 9 6.68 
(23.81) ( 55.00) (42.86) (272.65) 

Vegetables 

The farm l'ohere vegetables 
area will be changed by 

optimal allocation 
of resources 

Number Change area 
(hectare) 

15 2.09 
{750.00) ( 394.34) 

1 0.40 
{50.00) {75.47) 

14 1.69 
(700.00) ( 318.87) 

Note :Figures in the parenthesis indicates the percentage of respective totals· 

Total change 
in area under 

competing 
crops by 
optima 1 

allocation 
of resources 

(hectare) 

11.89 
( 183.20) 

2.08 
{32.04) 

9.81 
(151.16) 

N 
'-3 
en 



Potato 

The farm where potato area 
will be changed by 
optimal allocation 

of resources 
Number Change area 

(hectare) 

Increase in 4 1.10 
area ( 13. 79) (22.40) 

Decrease in 22 3.67 
area ( 75.86) (74.75) 

Net change in (-) 18 (-)2.57 
area (-62.07) (-52.35) 

Increase in - -
area 

Decrease in 10 1.04 
area (100.00) (56. 52) 

Net change in (-)10) (-)1.04 
area (-100.00) (-56.52) 

Table 12.8 Extent of expansion of area under competing crops 
by optimal allocation of resources: Period-II {1990-91) 

Wheat Mustard 

The farm where l<ileat area The farm Where mustard area 
will be changed by will be changed by 
optimal allocation optimal allocation 

of resources of resources 
Number Change area Number Change area 

(hectare) (hectare) 

Coochbehar 

4 1.86 17 6.70 
( 9.30) ( 23. 63) (62.96) (131.63) 

- - 13 2.59 
- - (48.15) (50.88) 

4 1.86 4 4.11 
( 9. 30) (23.63) (14.81) (80.75) 

Jalpa1gur1 

- - 4 0.98 
- (28.57) ( 32.03) 

- - 10 2.28 
- - (71.43) (74.51) 

- - (- )6 (-)1.30 
- - ( -42.86) ( -42.48) 

Vegetables Total change 
in area under 

The farm \lilere veget ab 1 es competing 
area will be changed by crops by 

optimal allocation optimal 
of resources allocation 

Number Change area of resources 
(hectare) (hectare) 

11 2.96 12.62 
(220.00) (493.33) (68.33) 

2 0.29 6.55 
(40.00) (48.33) (35.47) 

9 2.67 6.07 
( 180.00) ( 445.00) (32.86) 

19 6.39 7.37 
( 316.67) (679.79) ( 82 .07) 

2 0.09 3.41 
(33.33) ( 9. 57) (37.97) 

17 6.30 3.96 
(283.34) (670.22) ( 44.10) 

Continued on the next page 
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Table 12.8 Continued. 

Increase in 
area 

Decrease in 
area 

Net change in 
area 

Potato 

The farm where potato area 
will be changed by 
optimal allocation 

of resources 
Number Change area 

(hectare) 

4 1.10 
( 10.26) ( 16. 30) 

32 4.71 
( 82.05) (69.78) 

(-)28 (-)3.61 
( -71. 79) (-53.48) 

Wheat 

The farm W1ere W1eat area 
wi 11 be changed by 
optimal allocation 

of resources 
Number Change area 

(hectare) 

Mustard 

The farm W1ere mustard area 
will be changed by 
optimal allocation 

of resources 
Number Change area 

(hectare) 

TND Districts Combined 

4 1.86 21 7.68 
(6.78) (16.89) (51.22) (94.23) 

- - 23 4.87 
- - (56.10) (59.75) 

4 1.86 (- )2 2.81 
(6.78) (16.89) (-4.88) (34.48) 

Vegetables 

The farm where vegetables 
area wi 11 be changed by 

optimal allocation 
of resources 

Number Change area 
(hectare) 

30 9.35 
(272.73) (607.14) 

4 0.38 
(36.36) (24.68) 

26 8.97 
(236.37) (582.46) 

Note : Figures in the parenthesis indicates the percentage of respective totals 

Total change 
in area under 

competing 
crops by 
optimal 

allocation 
of resources 

(hectare) 

19.99 
( 72.82) 

9.96 
(36.28) 

10.03 
( 36.54) 

N 
-..J 
~ 
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tobacco are reported to be lower as compared to that of vegetables 

and potato. Risk aversion decision taking into account if one allot net 

• increase of area under potato and vegetable to tobacco the extent of 

additional extension of tobacco area over the existing plan is 

calculated as about 4 per cent in the first and 14 per cent in the 

second reference period. It is revealed from Table 12.7 and 12. 8 that 

the vegetable crops have emerged as promising competing activities 

from early eighties and the farmers are being well versed with its 

technology package of practices to combat relatively high production 

risk associated with it. Considering all these, one can hardly find any 

possibility of future expansion of area under tobacco to a notable 

extent within the limit of present technology, price structure and 

resource constraints. 
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CHAPTER-XIII 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 

India ranks third next to China and U.S.A. in respect of tobacco 

production and eighth in regard to tobacco export in the world. Among 

the tobacco growing states Andhra Pradesh and Gujarat combinedly 

accounts for three-fourth of tobacco production in India. West Bengal 

contributing about 3 per cent to national tobacco production occupies 

the fifth position. Two types of tobacco namely N. rustica (Matihari) 

and N. tabacum (Jati) grown in West Bengal are used mainly for the 

purpose of chewing and Hookah while that in Andhra Pradesh and 

Gujarat are meant for cigarette and bidi. Notwithstanding the variation 

1 in relative importance over the tobacco growing states in respect of 

production and types of tobacco grown an inter-year fluctuation in its 

area and production is noted in most the states including West Bengal. 

Tobacco is found to be an important age-old cash crop next to jute in 

two districts namely, Coochbehar and Jalpaiguri of West Bengal. The 

economic malady of the farm people in this region, therefore, largely 

hinges upon the prospect of this crop. The present study is aimed at 

this end. Keeping this broad objective in view, the relevant aspects 

like cost and profitability of tobacco in relation to its competing 

crops, .cost-price relationship of tobacco, factors contributing inter -

farm cost and yield variability, and inter-year area variability of the 

crop, tobacco market structure and its performance and, the existing 

pattern of consumption of leaf tobacco and its products need careful 

examination in order to arrive at some valid conclusion to the prospect 

of and constraints to tobacco production in West Bengal. The findings 

already emanated on the above aspects and conclusions emerged 

therefrom are summarised in this chapter. 

Both time-series and cross-section data have been used in the 

present study. The time-series data from different official sources and 

cross-section data through sample survey following three stage PPS 

sampling have been collected. Farm level data on physical and 

monetary costs and returns, and mode of disposal of output have been 
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collected from the selected farmers in two points of time i.e. , in 

1983-84 and 1990-91. The opinions of the selected farmers on various 

ques~ions relating to constraints to and prospect of the crop are also 

polled. . Information on market structure and conduct have also been 

collected from the market functionaries of 4 selected assembly and 

wholesale markets. To examine the pattern of consumption demand for 

leaf tobacco and its products data from the households of 3 selected 

villages and two municipalities area on different item~ of tobacco 

consumption have been collected. The concept of prime cost defined as 

Cost A
1 

exclusive of land revenue and cesses plus imputed value of 

family labour has been adopted in examining .cost and profitability and 

cost-price relationship of tobacco. 

Distributions of holdings selected for the study under different 

size categories according to tenurial status, irrigation facility, 

cropping intensity, cropping pattern, and resource structure of the 

selected farms are summarised in Chapter-IV in order to form an useful 

background for the present study. Of the 240 selected sample ·farms 41 

per cent are belonging to· the size group less than 1 ha, 36 per cent 

to the 1-2 ha, and 23 per cent to the above 2 ha size group. Most of 

the selected farmers are found to be owner cultivators (84 per cent). 

About 15 per cent of total farms belong to the owner-cum-tenanted 

category of tenurial status. In terms of area owned. land accounts for 

93 per cent of area and remaining 7 per cent is attributed to share 

rented land. The proportion of area having irrigation facility . is found 

to be only 29 per cent. Of the irrigated area 87 per cent is irrigated 

through seasonal sources of water. Average cropping intensity is noted 

149 per cent. The cropping pattern of selected farms shows a 

dominance of paddy and jute in pre-kharif, paddy in kharif and 

tobacco in rabi season. Tobacco, wheat, mustard, potato and vegetables 

are observed as important Rabi crops together with accounting for 98 

per cent of area devoted to Rabi cultivation. In regard to resource 

structure of the selected farms it is visualized that draught and other 

domestic animals constituting most important class of farm assets which 

accounts for nearly 80 per cent of total value. The share of farm 

implements and machinery to total value structure of farm assets is 

recorded to be only 16 per cent. 
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Cost . of cultivation and relative profitability of tobacco with 

reference to two time periods have been analysed in Chapter-V. Money 

cost . per hectare of tabacum tobacco (Jati) is noted to be considerably 

higher than that of rustica type (Matihari). Cost of cultivation per 

unit area of rustica tobacco is also recorded higher for Jalpaiguri as 

compared to that for Coochbehar district. Inter-village variability in 

money cost per unit area is found .higher in Coochbehar district. 

Between the types, a higher inter-village cost variability is noted for 

tabacum type. Human labour, bullock labour, and manures a fertilizers 

are observed as the major cost constituents accounting for 94-96 per 

cent of prime cost (Cost D). A glaring variation in relative weight of 

the major cost components to cost structure is noticed over the 

selected districts and villages highlighting differential impact to be 

exerted upon the farmers of different district and villages in conse

quential to change in prices of the above major items. The farmers of 

a district or village having relatively large share of a particular item 

will be affected more adversely than their counterparts having smaller 

cost share of that item with an increase in its price. At the district 

level money cost incurred for the aforesaid major individual items does 

not truly reflect the level of utilization of respective input because of 

observed inter-district difference in their prices. Comparing input 

intensities with yield one may safely conclude that the district 

Coochbehar has edge over Jalpaiguri district in the production of 

tobacco. Similar conclusion is also emerged while comparing unit cost 

with the price of tobacco. At the village level, however, no glaring 

variation in input prices is noted. As a result, relatively a less 

degree of inconformity . between money costs and physical level of use 

of the said major inputs is discernable. A comparison of physical 

levels of use of major inputs with yield across the villages establishes 

the contention that some of the villages have natural advantages over 

the others in the production of tobacco. Between the two reference 

period cost escalation per unit area is noted to be about 46 per cent,. 

Magnitude of cost escalation of bullock labour is found to be as high 

as 112 per cent while that of hired human labour, family labour, and 

manures and fertilizers are being 32.7, 21.5 and 38 per cent respec-
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vely at the highest aggregate level. Despite increase in money cost on 

major items intensity of human labour bullock labour and (N+P+K) have 

reduced significantly at this level. But yield has enhanced to the tune 

of 9 per cent. It indicates an improvement in tobacco production 

technology that might have been occurred in between two points of 

time. But higher percentage increase in cost per unit of produce as 

compared to that of price implying a deterioration in terms of trade of 

tobacco growers at the district level. The extent of variation of prime 

cost between the villages varies from 12 to 61 per cent in Coochbehar 

and from 50 to 63 per cent in Jalpaiguri distict. In spite of increase 

of money cost on major items their use intensities in most of the 

villages show· a notable contraction. In a few villages a sufficient 

increase in money cost on major inputs has led to marginal increase in 

their level of utilization. Nevertheless, yield per unit area in most of 

the villages exhibits a sizeable augmentation. Comparing the change of 

unit cost with that of price it is revealed that cost escalation per 

unit of produce is relatively less than that of price in two-third 

villages of Coochbehar district. The contrary picture is, however, 

noted in the villages of Jalpaiguri district. The above findings lead to 

the contention that a technological innovation aiming at yield augmenta

tion with input rationalization has been brought about inbetween two 

points of time in most ~f the selected villages. But the revelation of 

deterioration in terms of trade as observed at the district level is 

unfounded in two-third villages of Coochbehar district. 

Net return ,over Cost D is recorded highest for tobacco .in 

Coochbehar. Net return of vegetables and potato have enhanced in the 

second period for Coochbehar district. In Jalpaiguri district vegeta~le 

is recorded to have highest net return. Tobacco ranks second in the 

first and third in the second reference period. In both the districts 

wheat is found to have lowest net return per unit area. The direct 

correspondence between relative profitability and relative area alloca

tion of the crops is visualized if one reckons into relative instability 

factors associated with the accrual return, cash constraints of the 

farmers, and the family consumption requirement.· 
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Calculation of average cost and comparing it with the average 

price received by the farmers in answering the question as to whether 

most. of the farmers are getting remunerative price is meaningful only 

when the farmers operate under more or less similar cost condition 

(keeping aside the inter-farm price variability). In view of observed 

inter-farm cost variability the bulk-line cost defined to cover 85 per 

cent of production has been used in order to examine cost-price 

relationship. It is revealed in both the districts and for both the 

types that more than 90 per cent of output is being produced by about 

90 per cent of farmers covering about 90 per cent of area under 

tobacco at a cost conforming with the average price realised by the 

farmers. Thus, on the basis of· average price it may be concluded that 

the cost-price relation is favourable to most of the tobacco growers 

and the question of Government intervention in pricing leaf tobacco is 

unfounded. Price-cost ratio obtained over years based on data available 

from C. T. R.I. , Dinhata also reveals favourable terms of trade over 

time. Inter-year fluctuation in terms of trade is, however, observed 

due to inter-year fluctuation in prices of the produce. 

Inter~farm variability in price realisation has been examined by 

market structure-conduct approach with a view to identifying factors 

contributing inter-farm price variability. The producer:-sellers, 1 forias 1 
, 

forias-cum-commission agents, travelling traders, money lender-cum

traders, and wholesalers are found to act is important market function

aries in tobacco-marketing system of the area under study. In terms of 

number as· well as the volume of transaction made in the assembly 

markets 1 farias 1 is observed to be the most important category of 

middlemen. Sources of market·· imperfection and thereby inter-farm price 

discrimination is explained mainly by three counts. Firstly, the 

smaller size groups of producers are forced to sell their produces at 

need quite earlier depriving them to get more remunerative prices by 

deferment of · sale. This type of sale preventing the concerned 

producer-sellers to get free entry for sale in any market season also 

threatens the condition of free entry. Secondly, the sell-compulsion to 

the money lender is noted to have been another source of price 

discrimination. Imperfect knowledge of the farmers about grading the 
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produce and the sale with lumpy small lots by tiny producers is also 

visualized as another count of inter-farm price variation. 

Factors contributing inter-farm yield variation have been identified 

in Chapter-VII by using multiple· discrimant function as analytical tool. 

Application of N, labour for topping and desuckering, and irrigation 

input in the first period and the six factors namely, use of N, P, K, 

labour for weeding and gap filling, bullock labour, and plant protection 

chemicals in the second period are observed to explain 95 per cent of 

inter-farm yield variability. Among the yield discriminating factors 

contribution of N is worked out to be as high as 55 per cent in the 

first and 53 per cent in the second period. Analysis based on same set 

of farms in both the periods and technological improvement made in 

tobacco cultivation inbetween two periods keeping in view one may lead 

to the contention that the factors like N, P, plant protection chemicals 

and labour use for weeding and gap filling should be considered as the 

key factors influencing yield under present set of production technology. 

Economic decision in regard to their level of use, however, depends 

upon the response functions, prices of these inputs, and the expected 

price of the produce. 

Temporal variability of area under tobacco in the selected. 

districts has been examined in Chapter-IX with a view to identifying 

the factors responsible for the observed area movement of the crop. 

The result of correlation between area under tobacco and each of its 

competing crops rules out the possibility of area transfer between 

tobacco and its competing crops. A long linear acerage response 

function of Nerlovian lag adjustment type has been used in identifying 

the factors that have been responsible for inter year variability in 

area under tobacco. Out of 11 variables incorporated in the model on a 

priori basis two variables namely, time trend, and lagged area for 

Coochbehar and only time trend for Jalpaiguri district are noted statis- · 

tically significant. Neither relative prices nor relative profitabilities 

have shown any bearing upon inter year area variation. Yield risk, 

price risk, and sowing time rainfall also do not show any impact on 

area movement. Significant impact of time trend variable on area 

movement does not, however, indicate the farmer's so-called traditiona-
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lity rather it implies traditional rationality in acreage allocation in 

view of favourable terms of trade to tobacco growers over years. 

Signif.icant negative value of lagged area in top most tobacco growing 

district Coochbehar highlights a sort of acreage controll adopted by 

the farmers under price instability and limited demand for leaf 

tobacco. 

Pattern of consumption demand for leaf tobacco and its products is 

analysed in Chapter-X by using data collected from 60 rural and 40 

urban households. Average consumption frequency (per day) is noticed 

to be increasing for 'chewing', decreasing for 'Jarda' and static for . 
• Dokta • • In case of minor other tobacco products like • Guraku • , 

• Bonket • , • Hookah • , and • Snuff • the average consumption frequency is 

worked out to be decreasing irrespective of economic class and area. 

Secular trend of population growth-taking into account the demand for 

tobacco appears to be, by and large, invariant if the existing use 

pattern is maintained. The possibility of future expansion of demand 

for tobacco is embodied with the possibility of emerging new uses of it 

has been elicited from this analysis. 

The prospect of tobacco cultivation in selected districts of West 

Bengal is examined in Chapter-XU by using Linear Programming model. 

Maximum possible area that can be devoted to tobacco. cultivation by 

the sample farmers is worked out by summing over up and medium land 

under the disposal of individual sample farmers. After deducting there 

from the area allocated to wheat meant for self consumption the 

maximum possible. area available for tobacco cultivation to the sample 

farmers has been calculated. Area under tobacco can be little ·more 

than doubled if total available area is brought under tobacco cultiva

tion. Considering relative profitability of tobacco and its competing 

crops and the reported constraints like cash and land availability of 

the farmers a linear programming model has been formulated in order 

to find· out the extent of further expansion of area under tobacco by 

optimal reallocation. of existing resources within the limit of present 

price structure and production technology. A careful examination of area 

reallocation by optimum crop plan one can hardly fj.nti any possibility of 

tobacco area expansion to a considerable extent. This contention has 

also been supported by the results of opinion survey as discussed in 

Chapter-VIII. 
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APPENDIX - I 

(A Sample Survey) 

District : Block. Village 

1. filllily Particulars 

Name of the caltivator No. of family members No. of earners Income per month Literacy of 
from non-agricul- head of the 

Male Female Child Agricultural Non- tural source family 
agricultural 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

2. Farm Resources : 

2.1 a) Total operated area 1) High i i) Medium iii) Low 

iv) Partly Irrigated v) Wholy Irrigated vi) Unirrigated 

b) Area 01r11ed c) Area 1 eased 1 n d) Area leased out 

e) Value of Land/Bfgha f) Type of soil g) Rent Paid/received for 
leased Land 

2.2 Land Improvement 

Nature of Land. Amount of land (Bigha) Total expenditure incurred (Rs) 

Improvement 1981 1982 1983 1981 1982 1983 

a) Land leveling/Bunding 

b) Drainage/Irrigation 
channel 

c) Lime/Dolomite 
application 

d) Miscellaneous 



2.3 Agricultural Implements & Machineries : 

Description Number 
& 

H.P. 

Year of 
purchase 

Actual 
purchase 
price Rs. 

Life 
span 
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Source of Repair & Cost of fuel 
money maintenance & lubriating 

cost/year per year 

2.4 OWied Bullocks and their Expenditure (Year Basis) 

a) Pair of bullock 

c) Actual cost per pair 

e) Present price per pair 

g) Income from sale of dung 

f) Value of dung used in his owned farm 

2.5 Parmanent Hired Labour 

a) No. of parmanent labour 

b) Terms and condition of employment 

c) Expenditure per labour 

i) Cash 

d) Total ~rking days per annum 

ii) Kind 

b) Yearly cash expenditure per pair 

d) Year of purchase 

f) No. of ~rking days 

h) Income from hiring out 

iii) Total 



2.6 Animal Husbandry, Poultry, Dugery, Goatry etc. 

Description Number Purchase Price 
Actual Present 

1 2 3 4 

Life 
span 

5 

Year of 
purchase 

6 

Yearly 
income 

7 

Yearly ex- Remarks 
penditure 

8 9 
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3.0 Landuse for Tobacco & Its Competing Crops 

ARE A U N D E R C R 0 P S 
I dent ificat ion mark of 
fragment with land 
situation 

Size 

3.1 Reason for Current Fallow: 

PRE KHARIEF 
Cropped Area Irrigated Area Cropped Area 
Crop & Area Source of Area Crop & Area 
variety irrigation variety 

KHARIEF RPB I & BORO 
Irrigated Area Cropped Area Irrigated Area 

Source of Area Crop & Area Source of Area 
irrigation variety irrigation 

3.2 Crop Rotation Follo~ 1n Tobacco Land. 

83-84 82-83 82-81 
Pre-Kharief 

Kharief 

Rabi 

N 
(0 
w 



4.0 Loan Obtained and Outstanding : 

Sl. 
No. 

Lending agency 
or Institution 

5.0 Family Expenditure 

Time of loan 
taken 

a) Fooding/day 

c) Medical/year 

Amount of loan taken 
Kind Cash 

Purpose 
of 1 oan 

6.0 Physical and Material Inputs Used for Tobacco & Its Competing Crops : 

6.1 Crop-wise Distribution of Cost Incurred by Plant Protection Chemical : 

Loans 
.·repaid 

Season Crop Name of chemicals Quantity 

Amount 
with date 

Rate of 
interest 

b) Clothing/year 

d) Others 

Va 1 ue ( Rs.) 

Remarks 

Remarks 
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6.2 Operation-~se Distribution of Human and Bullock Labour for Cultivation of Tabacco & 1ts Competing Crops 

Operation Crop Human labour 
3 

Bullock labour (3.1)(3.2) (3.3) (4.1) (4.2) 

1 2 Family Parmanent Casual Owned Hired 
Hired Hired 

( 3.1) ( 3.2) ( 3.3) ( 4.1) (4.2) 



6.3 Crop-~se Distribution of Quantity and Value of Manures Used 

Season Crops Name of manure Quantity 
(Kg) 

Value 
(Rs.) 

6.4 Crop-~se Distribution of qJantity and Value of Fertilizers Used. 

Season Crop Name of f ert il i zers with !J.!ant ity (Kg) 
N-Type P-Type K-Type Mixed 

( 
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Remarks 

Value (Rs.) 
N p K M 



6.5 Crop-Mise D1str1but1on of Quantity and Value of Seed Used. 

Season Crop OM'!ed Seed 
Quantity 

(Kg) 
Value 
(Rs.) 

Purchased Seed 
Quantity Value 

(Kg.) (Rs.) 

6.6 Crop-wise Distribution of Humber and Charges Paid Other Than labour for Irrigation Appl;ed. 

Season Crops Number of 
irrigation 

Source Whether owned Charges 
or hired paid (Rs) 
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Remarks 

Remarks 



7.0 Output of Tobacco and Its Competing Crops GroNt. 

Season Crop Main Product 
Quantity (Kg) 

By Product 
Quantity (Kg) 

Questionnaire for Cultivators 

A. Production Aspects 

1. Please state When did you start cultivating Tobacco 1 Why 1 
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Value (Rs.) 
Main Product By Product 

2. Are you carrying on Tobacco cultivation for the benefit of having more money or are you following the footprints 
of forefathers in the cultivation of Tabacco 1 Why 1 

3. What are the main problems of tobacco cultivation ? Do you think that tobacco area will be expanded in future ? 
Why ? 
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4. What are the advantages and disadvantages of wheat cultivation 1 Do you think that wheat area will be augmented at 

the cost of tobacco area 1 Why 1 

5. What are the advantages and disadvantages of mustard caltivation? Do you think that mustard area will be extended 
at the cost of tobacco area 1 Why 1 

6. What are the advantages and disadvantages of potato cultivation ? Would the potato cultivations expanded at the 
cost of tobacco in future 1 Why 1 

7. Do you think vegetables cultivation would be extended at the cost of tobacco area in future 1 Why 1 

8. What are your suggestions to augment tobacco area in future 1 

9. If irrigation facility be extended Which crop will you raise more 1 Why ? 

10. If credit are given from banks Which crop would you grow? Why ? 



11. Details of Fann Produce 

Crop Previous Stock Output of this year 

Quantity Value Quantity Value 

12.0 Sale of Farm Produce 

12.1 Mode of Disposal 

(a) Village sale to the commission agent 

(b) Sale at the market centre 

(c) Sale to the co-operative marketing society 

(d) Sale to the local retailer 

(e) Sale to the local broker 

(f) Any other-specify 

Disposal other. than sales 
Retentions for 

domestic Kind Payment 
Conseenption 

Quantity Va 1 ue Quantity Value 
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Total output availa
ble for sale at the 

end of the year 

Quantity Value 



12.2 Details of Sale 

Years and 
crops 

Variety To whom 
sold 

In how many 
lots 

Month and 
date 

12.3 Marketing Expenses Incurred by the Cultivator 

Crops 
Transport 

( i) Owner cart 
(ii) Hired cart 
(iii) Hired truck 
(iv) Mannual labour 

Conrnission 
per 40 Kg 

Weighment 

Price received 
per 40 Kg 

Packing 
gunny, etc. 
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Total sale 
value 

T 0 TAl 



13. Output Still Un-Sold 

Crops Quantity 

B. Marketing Aspects 

Probable date 
of sale 

Expected 
price 

Questionnaire for Cultivators 

Remarks 

1. If illllled1ate payment is needed, do you have to forgs any money (in the form of discount) ? If so how much ? 

2. Did you hold up any produce during the past ho years for securing a better price ? 

3. If so, how much QJantity, and for how long ? Did you really benefit from such a hold up ? 
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4. How do you know that the price received by you through the broker is the best you could get.? Do you know the 
prices prevalling in the nearest market centres, or the prices offered by other commission agents ? How do you 
know 7 

Redia 

Newspaper 

Friends 
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Personal visit to markets 

Any other source 

5. Do you know the commission agent through \rttlen you sold your out for a long time ? How long 1 

6. Would you transact through any other agent/broker if a better price were offered 1 If not, why 1 

7. Did you borrow any money from the broker/commission agent 1 How much and at what rate of interest (kind or cash)? 

B. How and \rttlen did you repay the loan 1 

(a) Surrending part of your output at harvest time, or 

(b) after realizing sale proceeds in cash 

' 9. Have you been selling to the same broker for a long time 1 If so, how long 1 

10. Why do you prefer a particular broker to others 1 

Is it because : 

he offers a better price 

Credit offers 

Caste 

fami 1 i arity 

honesty (security) 

any other 



11. Storage 

Type of storage 

Capacity 

Owned or hired 

Storage Cost Permonth 

Storage losses and type 

Length of storage (average) 

· 12. Do you own any transport ? What sort ? What are your costs of transport per visit to market centre ? 

13. Are you a member of the co-operative credit/marketing society or bank ? 

14. Did you sell any output to co-operative marketing society 1 If so please give details 

Quantity sold and to ~om 

Month, date and year 

Price received per 40 Kg. 
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15. If a member of the co-operative and yet not selling your output to marketing society, why ? Please give reasons. 

16. Do you sale tobacco before harvesting? If so to Whom, when and how many times? Why? 
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17. Have the price of tobacco become favourable due to withdrawal of excise control 1 If so, why 1 

18. Could you get better price by storing the crop 1 How long could it be stored 1 If so ~Y do not you store the 
crop. 

19. What do you think to improve the marketing system of tobacco ? 



Name of middleman 

( 1) 

To ~om sold 

( 9) 

APPENDIX - 2 

Schedule on Tobacco Marketing System in West Bengal 

A. Assembly Level Trading of Tobacco (Faria/Braker/ 
Name of the Middleman 

From whom 
purchased 

(2) 

Time of sale 

( 10) 

Time of Purchase price by 
purchase local grades per 

100 Kgs 

( 3) (4) 

Cost of bulking and rebulking 
per 100 Kgs 

(11) 

Name of hat 

Weight loss per Weight loss per Godo\>KI rent per-
100 Kgs due to 100 Kgs due to 100 Kgs during 

handling 

( 5) 

Other charges, if 
any, per 100 Kgs 

(12) 

drying the period of 
storing 

( 6) (7) 

Sale price per 100 Kgs 
for each local grades 

(13) 

Transport cost 
per 100 Kgs 

( 8) 

Remarks 

( 14) 



Schedule on Tobacco Marketing System in West Bengal 

B. Wholesale Level Trading of Tobacco (Wholeseller) : Name of market centre 

Name of the Wholeseller 

Name of From \<ktom Purchase Time of Duration of Godo~ rent Cost of sorting Weight loss Quant 1t i es of Quantities of 
middleman purchased price per purchase storing for storing and bundling due to different different 

100 Kgs by 100 Kgs per 100 Kgs handling \lotlolesale tllolesale 
local and grades per grades per 
grades drying 100 Kgs of 100 Kgs of 

Bhog Sarash 

( 1 ) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) ( 9) (10) 

Quantities of Quantities of Bagging and Cost of Conmission Transport Other Sale price Where to When to Whom to 
different different loading cost gunny and cost per charges per 100 sell sell sell 
\<ktolesale \lllolesale per 100 and others insurance 100 Kgs per 100 Kgs by 
grades per grades per Kgs per 100 charge Kgs ~oleseller 

100 Kgs of 100 Kgs of Kgs per 100 (specify) grades 
Majam Nirash Kgs 

(11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16) ( 17) (18) ( 19) ( 20) (21) 
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APPENDIX - 3 

Code no. Village/Municipality Dist. 

A) ( i) Number of adults in family : (ii) Number of minors in family 

B) Number of family-members according to occupation 

(i) Agriculture 

(ii) Permanent trade 

(iii) Temporary trade 

(iv) Service 

(v) Other occupations 

(vi) Unemployed/Students 

C) Financial condition of family 

( i ) Area of cultivated land in possession 

( i i) Area of homestead and associated orchard 

(iii) Condition of house 

(iv) Household possessions 

made up of bricks on ly/brick-house w1th tin-shed/ hut w1th 
tin-shed (Please tick the applicable type). 

Refrigerator/Television/Radio (Please tick the applicable 
1 tern or items ) • 

D) How many persons in your family use tobacco and how do they use it 1 

Item 

1. Chew1ng tobacco ( Zarda) with 
betel-leaf 

2. Goondi with betel-leaf 

3. Dokta with betel-leaf 

4. Khaini 

5. Hubble-bubble (Hukka) 

6. Bonket 

7. Gurakhu 

8. Bid i 

9. Cigarette 

Number of 
persons 

Daily fre QJency 
of use 

Increasing/ 
Decreasing 

Would increase/decrease in 
future & reasons there of 

HORTH BENGAL 
Ua.ivcrsity Li lanry 

Raja R~n:unotlUD.rtlU 


