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1. INTRODUCTION  

 Groundnut is th e major oilseed crop in India  accounting for 45 per cent  of 

oilseed area and 55  per cent  of oil seed production in the country. India is the 

third largest producer of groundnut in the world with annual production of 5 .9 

million tons. Gujarat , Andhra Pra desh , Tamil Nadu and Karnataka are the 

leading producers in the country accounts for nearly 75  per cent  of the total 

output. Groundnut contributes to nearly 25  per cent  of total oil seed production 

in the country. Nearly 75  per cent  output produced  in June -September and the 

rest during November -March during  Kharif and Rabi seasons respectively. South-

West monsoon plays significant role in shaping the fortunes of groundnut in the 

country. Groundnut is competing with other oilseed crops in terms of area, 

producti on and productivity. There is a little scope to increase area as well as 

production while there is a scope to increase in productivity of groundnut. 

Hence, intervention in existing cultivars of groundnut is necessary to enhance the 

productivity through app ropriate production and marketing strategies. Therefore 

the present study on targeting crop breeding and seed delivery efforts to 

enhance impact on livelihoods of the poor in sub -Saharan Africa and South Asia 

is undertaken in Raichur district of Karnataka.  

 

 The study provides a comprehensive assessment of socio -economic features 

and institutional factors that determine the overall impact and effectiveness of 

legume breeding and seed delivery efforts. Analysis of primary and secondary 

data on legume economi cs, production conditions, market opportunities and 

adoption constraints will provide new insights on breeding and targeting 

activities to maximize the adoption and the resultant economic gains for the 

poor and vulnerable households in the rainfed areas in  the country.  

  

 It is appropriate to initiate the study in Raichur district where both area and 

production are on the declining trend and the only option to enhance the 

productivity is through intervention in the existing cultivars of the groundnut in th e 



district. Hence, the survey on baseline, market and situation outlook analysis was 

undertaken in the district.  

 

2. FINDINGS OF BASELINE SURVEY  

 

Distribution of groundnut growers in Raichur district based on holding 

size : 

 In Raichur district, t he ground nut growers were categorized in to marginal, 

small, medium and large based on the holding size (Table -1). In adopted 

villages of Raichur district, the number of marginal, small, medium and large 

farmer were 9, 30, 29 and 22 respectively. Similarly , in cont rol villages of 

Raichur district, the number  of marginal, small, medium and large farmers was  

6, 13, 14 and 12 respectively .  

 

Ownership of groundnut growers according to gender  and across farm size  

in Raichur district : 

 In Raichur district, majority of th e groundnut growers were male and there 

were no female households ope rating individually on the farm (Table -2). Across 

farm size in both adopted and control villages, all the groundnut growers were 

male only and there were no female groundnut growers acros s marginal, small, 

medium and large farmers (Table -3). This shows that the ownership of 

groundnut growers is purely dominated by males in the district.  

 

Average age of groundnut growers i n Raichur District :  

 In adopted villages, the average age of groundn ut growers across marginal, 

small, medium and large farmers w ere 44, 43, 39 and 43 respectively. 

Similarly, in control villages, the average age of groundnut growers among 

marginal, small, medium and large farmers w ere 42, 43, 41 and 46 respectively 

(Table-4). The overall average age of groundnut growers in adopted and control 

villages were 42 and 43  respectively.  

 

Educational status of groundnut growers in Raichur district :  



 Educational status is an important socio -economic feature which 

influences , the decision making in farming and influence on managerial ability 

of the farming community. In adopted villages of Raichur district, the 

educational status of groundnut growers across marginal, small, medium and 

large farmers were 4.44, 11.11, 12.22 and 10 per  cent respectively. Similarly in 

control villages of Raichur district, the educational status of groundnut growers 

across marginal, small, medium and large farmers were 4.44, 8.89, 4.44 and 

4.44 per cent respectively (Table -5).  

 

Participation  of groundnut  growers in local bodies  and across farm size  in 

Raichur district : 

 In adopted villages, the groundnut growers were participating in different 

local bodies only to the extent of 11 per cent. While in control villages of 

Raichur district, only 7 per cent of  the groundnut growers were participating in 

local bodies. This shows that very poor participation of groundnut growers in 

local bodies in both adopted and control villages of Raichur district (Table-6). 

 
 The participation of groundnut growers in local bo dies in both adopted and 

control villages was very low. The participation of different categories of 

groundnut growers across  marginal, small, medium and large farmers is 

depicted in Table -7. The participation in local bodies across marginal, small, 

medium  and large farmers was 2.22, 2.22, 2.22 and 4.44 per cent respectively. 

Similarly in control villages, the participation in local bodies across marginal, 

small, medium and large farmers was 2.22, nil , 2.22 and 2.22 per cent 

respectively.  

 

Caste composition  of groundnut growers  in Raichur district : 

 In adopted villages, the proportion of groundnut growers belongs to forward, 

backward, scheduled caste and scheduled tribe were  6, 49, 7 and 39 per cent 

respectively. While in control villages, the proportion of groundnut growers 

belongs to forward, backward, scheduled caste and scheduled tribe were 0, 7, 

11 and 82 per cent respectively  (Table-8).  



 

 The caste composition of groundnut growers across different categories of 

farmers is  depicted in Table -9. In  adopte d villages  among  marginal farmers , the 

proportion of farmers belongs to forward, backward, scheduled caste and 

scheduled tribe were 0, 33, 22 and 44 per cent respectively. While in control 

villages, the proportion of farmers belongs to forward, backward, s cheduled 

caste and scheduled tribe  were 0, 0, 17 and 83 per cent respectively.  

 

 In  adopted villages  among small farmers , the percentage of farmers belongs 

to forward, backward, scheduled caste and scheduled tribe were 3, 53, 10 and 

33 per cent respectivel y. Similarly in control villages, the perc entage of farmers 

belong to thes e categories were 0, 8, 8 and 85 per cent respectively.  

 
 In  adopted villages  among medium sized holdings , the percentage of farmers 

belongs to forward, backward, scheduled caste and  scheduled tribe were 10, 

41, 3 and 45 per cent respectively. Similarly in control villages,  the respective 

percentages were 0, 7, 21 and 71 per cent respectively.  

 
 In  adopted villages  among the large farmers , the proportion of farmers 

belongs to forward,  backward, scheduled caste and scheduled tribe were 5, 59, 

0 and 36 per cent respectively. Similarly in control villages, the respective 

percentages were 0, 8, 0 and 92 per cent respectively.  

 

Distribution of groundnut growers according to religion  in Raic hur 

district : 

 In adopted villages of Raichur district, the proportion of groundnut growers 

belongs to Hindu and Muslim religion were 86 and 14 per cent respectively. 

Similarly in control villages, proportion of groundnut growers belongs to Hindu 

and Musli m religions were 98 and 2 per cent respectively. This shows  that  

majority of the groundnut growers were belongs to Hindu religion  (Table-10).  

 
 The distribution of groundnut growers in Raichur district according to 

religion across farm size is depicted in  Table -11. In adopted villages among the 

marginal farmers, the proportions of Hindu and Muslim groundnut growers 



were 78 and 22 per cent respectively. While in control villages, all the marginal 

farmers were belongs to Hindu religion. In adopted villages  among small 

farmers , the proportion of groundnut growers belongs to Hindu and Muslim 

religions were  77 and 23 per cent respectively. While in control villages, all the 

groundnut growers were belongs to Hindu religion. In adopted villages among 

the medium fa rmers , the proportion of groundnut growers belongs to Hindu 

and Muslim religions were 93 and 7 per cent respectively. While in control 

villages, all the medium sized groundnut growers were belongs to Hindu 

religion.  In adopted villages  among large farmers , the percentage of the farmers 

belongs to Hindu and Muslim religions were 91 and 9 per cent respectively. 

Similarly in control villages, all the large farmers were belongs to Hindu 

religion.  

 

Distribution of groundnut growers according to main occupation  i n 

Raichur district : 

 In adopted villages, agriculture constitutes the major occupation (96%) 

while business , employment and social work constitutes the remaining 4 per 

cent as an  occupation. Similarly in control villages , agriculture occupied 94 per 

cent w hile business and employment contributed the remaining 6 per cent of 

the occupation  (Table-12). The same trend was observed across marginal, 

small, medium and large sized holdings. Agriculture occupied the major share 

while business and employment constitu ted a meagre share in occupation 

(Table-13). 

 

Distribution of groundnut growers according to secondary occupation in 

Raichur district : 

 Distribution of groundnut growers according to secondary occupation in 

Raichur district is presented here under (Table -14). In adopted villages, there 

was no secondary occupation for 67 per cent of the groundnut growers. 

Business and Agriculture acts as a secondary occupation for 18 and 14 per 

cent of the groundnut growers. In control villages, there was no secondary 

occupa tion for 73 per cent of the groundnut growers. Agriculture  and business 



acts as a secondary source for income for 22 and 4 per cent of the groundnut 

growers.  

 

Distribution of groundnut growers according to secondary occupation 

across farm size in Raichur d istrict : 

 The distribution of groundnut growers according to secondary occupation 

across marginal, small, medium and large farmers is presented below (Table -

15). In adopted villages among marginal farmers, there was no secondary 

occupation for 44 per cent of the groundnut growers. Agriculture and business 

constituted the secondary occupation for 44 and 11 per cent of the farmers. 

Similarly in control villages, there was no secondary occupation for all the 

marginal farmers.  

 

 In adopted villages among small farmers, there was no secondary 

occupation for 70 per cent of the groundnut growers. Agriculture and business 

constituted the secondary occupation for 20 and 10 per cent of the groundnut 

growers. In control villages, there was no secondary occupation for 7 7 per cent 

of the groundnut growers while business constituted the secondary occupation 

for 23 per cent of the groundnut growers.  

 

 In adopted villages among medium sized farmers, there was no secondary 

occupation for 69 per cent of the groundnut growers. Agriculture and business 

constituted the secondary occupation for 21 and 10 per cent of the groundnut 

growers. In control villages, there was no secondary occupation for 57 per cent 

of the farmers while agriculture and business constituted the secondary 

occupation for 29 and 14 per cent of farmers.  

 
 Similar results were also observed among large farmers. In adopted villages, 

no secondary occupation for 68 per cent of the farmers while business, 

agriculture and employment constituted a secondary occupation for 18, 9 and 5 

per cent of the farmers. Similarly in control villages, no secondary occupation 

for 75 per cent of the farmers while agriculture constituted the secondary 

occupation for remaining 25 per cent of the farmers.  



 

Average family farm size of dif ferent categories  of groundnut growers in 

Raichur district : 

 The average family farm size among male, female and children is presented 

below (Table -16). In case of marginal farmers, the average family size among 

male, female and children were only 10, 9 an d 6 respectively. In case of small 

farmers, the average family size among male, female and children were higher 

with 16, 18 and 12 respectively. In case of medium farmers, the average family 

size among male, female and children were 17, 16 and 11 respectiv ely. Finally 

in case of large farmers, the average family size among male, female and 

children were 21, 21 and 18 respectively.  In Raichur district, the overall 

average size of male, female and children were 11, 11 and 8 members 

respectively.  

 

Land ownersh ip pattern and operational farm size of groundnut growers in 

Raichur district : 

 The land ownership pattern and operational farm size across marginal, 

small, medium and large sized farmers is presented below (Table -17).  Among 

marginal farmers in adopted vil lages, the average area under dry land and 

irrigated land was 2 and 2 acre respectively. Similarly in control villages, the 

average area under dry land and irrigated land was nil and 2 acres respectively.  

 
 Among the small farmers in adopted villages, the average area under dry 

land and irrigated land was 3 acres each respectively. Similarly in control 

villages, the average area under dry land and irrigated land was 3 acres each 

respectively.  

 
 Among the medium sized holdings, the average area under dry lan d, 

irrigated land and irrigated leased in land was 3, 5 and 3 acres in adopted 

villages while the same area was 5, 5 and 2 acres in control villages.  

 

 Among large farmers, the average area under dry land and irrigated land 

and irrigated leased in land was  8, 8 and 6 acres respective ly in adopted 



villages. Similarly in control villages, the average area under rainfed, irrigated 

and permanent fallow was 9, 7 and 9 acres respectively. The overall trends in 

area under dry land, irrigated and irrigated leased i n land was 4, 5 and 9 acres 

respectively in adopted villages. Similarly in control villages, the average area 

under rainfed, irrigated permanent fallow and irrigated leased in land was 4, 4, 

2 and 3 acres respectively.  

 

Distribution of  groundnut growers according to ownership of farm 

implements in Raichur district : 

 The socio -economic status of marginal farmers is very poor in both adopted 

and control villages of Raichur distr ict. The marginal farmers had ve ry few farm 

implements. In adopted villages of Rai chur di strict, only 2 per cent of the 

groundnut growers  were having manual/power sprayer while only 7 per cent of 

the farmers own ing  electrical pumpsets. Similarly in control villages, only 1 per 

cent of the groundnut growers were having bullock cart and  manual/power 

spraye r while only 3 per cent of the groundnut growers  own ing  electrical 

pumpsets (Table -18).  

 
 The asset position of small farmers was better than marginal farmers in 

both adopted and control villages of Raichur district. In adopted villages, the 

proportion of groundnut growers  owning electric pumpsets, manual/power 

sprayer, bullock cart, sprinkler sets and four wheelers were 35, 13, 10, 1 and 1 

per cent respectively. Similarly in control villages, the proportions of groundnut 

growers  owning el ectric pumpset, manual/power sprayer, bullock cart and 

tractor with implements were 12, 5, 4 and 1 per cent respectively (Table -19).  

 
 There was some improvement in asset position of medium sized farmers in 

Raichur  district. In adopted villages, the propor tion of groundnut growers  

owning electric pumpset s, manual/power sprayer s, bullock cart, four wheeler, 

sprinkler set s, Borewell and pipeline were 37, 20, 18, 3, 2 and 2 per cent 

respectively. Similarly in control villages, the proportion of groundnut growe rs 

owning electric pumpset, manual/  power  sprayer and bullock cart were  15, 11 

and 9 per cent respectively (Table -20).  



 

 The asset position of large farmers was  almost similar in comparison with 

medium farmers. In adopted villages, the proportion of ground nut growers  

owning electric pumpset, bullock cart, manual/power sprayer and tractor with 

implements were 37, 21, 16 and 2 per cent respectively. Similarly in control 

villages, the proportions of groundnut growers owning electric pumpsets, 

bullock cart, man ual/power sprayer s and tractor with implements were  14, 7 , 6 

and 1 per cent respectively (Table-21). 

 

Average distribution of ownership of farm implements by groundnut 

growers in Raichur district : 

 In adopted villages, the proportion of the groundnut growe rs  owning electric 

pumpset s, manual/power sprayer, bullock cart, trucks/four wheeler and 

sprinkler sets were 120, 58, 53, 4 and 3 per cent respectively. Similarly in 

control villages, the proportion of groundnut growers owning electric pumpset s, 

manual/pow er sprayer s, bullock cart, tractor with implements and diesel 

pumpsets were 89, 49, 47 and 4 per cent respectively  (Table-22). 

 
 The average quantity of farm implements owned by groundnut growers per 

farm is depicted in Table -23. In adopted villages, only one implement was 

operating  per farm with respect to tractor with implements, manual/power 

sprayer, harvester/thresher, sprinkler set and electric pumpset respectively. 

Similarly in control villages, only one implement was exist  per farm with respect 

to tr actor with implements, harvester/thresher, sprinkler set and electric 

pumpset respectively.  

 

Average value of farm implements owned per farm by groundnut growers 

in Raichur district : 

 The overall average value of farm implements owned by groundnut growers 

in Raichur district is presented below (Table -24). In Raichur district, the overall 

average value spent towards tractor with implements, electric pumpset s, 

sprinkler set s, bullock cart, pipeline and diesel pumpsets were Rs. 185000, Rs. 

18023, Rs. 12000, Rs . 10802, Rs. 8619 and Rs. 4833 respectively.  



 

Distribution of groundnut growers  according to ownership of household 

du rable assets in Raichur district : 

 Distribution of ownership of household durable asset is presented across 

marginal, small, medium and la rge sized holdings. The percentage distribution 

of household durable assets was  worked out  with in each category of groundnut 

growers. The distribution of ownership of household durable asset among 

marginal farmers is presented here under (Table -25).  

 
 In adopted villages, the distribution of ownership of residential house  and 

plots , television sets, fans, farm house, two wheelers and radio sets owned by 

marginal farmers were 100, 56, 44, 33, 33 and 33 per cent respectively. 

Similarly in control villages, t he distribution of ownership of residential house  

and plots , two wheelers, radio, fans, farm house and television sets were 100, 

50, 50, 33, 17 and 17 per cent respectively.  

 
 There is little bit improvement in distribution of ownership of durable assets 

among small farmers in comparison with marginal farmers (Table -26). In 

adopted villages, the distribution of ownership of residential house  and plots , 

fans, two wheelers, radio, television sets and farm house were 100, 50, 43, 30, 

27 and 7 per cent respecti vely. Similarly, almost the same results were 

observed in control villages. The distribution of ownership of residential h ouse 

and plots , fans, two wheelers, radio, farm house  and television sets were 100, 

46, 38, 23, 15 and 8 per cent respectively.  

 
 Furt her improvement in distribution of ownership of durable assets 

observed among medium sized farmers (Table -27). In adopted villages, the 

distribution of ownership of residential house  and plots , two wheelers, fans, 

television sets, radio and farm house were  100, 69, 59, 38, 31 and 10 per cent 

respectively. Similarly in control villages, the distribution of ownership of 

residential house  and plots , two wheelers, farm house, radio, fans and 

television sets were 100, 43, 36, 21, 21 and 7 per cent respectively.  

 



 The large farmers were having better access to distribution of ownership of 

durable assets (Table -28). In adopted villages, the distribution of ownership of 

residential house, fans, television sets, radio, two wheelers and farm house 

were 100, 64, 45, 45 , 41 and 36 per cent respectively. In case of control 

villages, the distribution of ownership of residential house  and plots , two 

wheelers, fans, radio, television sets and farm house were 100, 67, 58, 42, 25 

and 25 per cent respectively.  

 
 The overall dis tribution of ownership of durable assets was much better in 

adopted villages compared to control villages (Table -29). In adopted villages, the 

distribution of ownership of residential house  and plots , fans, two wheelers, 

television sets , radio  and farm hou se were 135, 68, 67, 45, 40 and 27 per cent 

respectively. Similarly in control villages, the distribution of ownership of 

residential house  and plots , two wheelers, fans, radio, television and farm 

house were 100, 50, 50, 33, 30 and 20 per cent respectivel y. 

 

 

Average value of household durable assets ownership of groundnut growers  

in Raichur district : 

 The average value of household durable assets ownership varied across 

marginal, small, medium and large farmerõs category. The average value of 

household du rable assets ownership by marginal farmers is presented below 

(Table -30 ). In adopted villages, the average value of residential house  and plots , 

two wheelers, television sets, radio , farm house and fans were Rs. 48750, Rs. 

6700, Rs. 5083, Rs. 1767, Rs. 166 7 and Rs. 333 respectively. Similarly in 

control villages, the average value of residential house  and plots , television sets, 

farm house, radio, two wheelers and fans were Rs. 89167, Rs. 7500, Rs. 5000, 

Rs. 1333, Rs. 900 and Rs. 900 respectively. The overa ll average spending on 

household durable assets were Rs. 10717 and Rs. 17467 in both adopted and 

control villages.  

 
 The small farmers were spending much more expenditure towards average 

value of household durable assets ( Table -31). In adopted villages, th e average 



value of residential house  and plots , farm house, two wheeler s, television sets, 

radio and fans were Rs. 67245, Rs. 23333, Rs. 4000, Rs. 3125, Rs. 1118 and 

Rs. 708 respectively. Similarly in control villages, the average value of 

residential hous e and plots , two wheelers, radio, farm house, fans and 

television sets were Rs. 47900, Rs. 6089, Rs. 5300, Rs. 2500, Rs. 672 and Rs. 

333 respectively. The overall average spending on household durable assets 

were Rs. 16588 and Rs. 10466 in both adopted and  control villages.  

 
 The medium sized farmers were spending much more on household durable 

assets in comparison with small farmers (Table -32). In adopted villages, the 

average value of residential house  and plots , two wheelers, farm house, radio, 

televisio n and fans were Rs. 141174, Rs. 5829, Rs. 4500, Rs. 1569, Rs. 1333 

and Rs. 758 respectively. Similarly in control villages, the average value of 

residential house  and plots , two wheelers, farm house, television sets, radio 

and fans were Rs. 43417, Rs. 5500 , Rs. 4778, Rs. 1667, Rs. 450 and Rs. 367 

respectively. The overall average spending on household durable assets were 

Rs. 25861 and Rs. 9363 in both adopted and control villages.  

 
 The large farmers were spending almost similar expenditure towards 

househol d durable assets in comparison with medium sized farmers (Table -33). 

In adopted villages, the average value of residential house  and plots , farm 

house, two wheelers, television sets, fans and radio were Rs. 103972, Rs. 

16917, Rs. 10500, Rs. 5278, Rs. 1063 and Rs. 797 respectively. Similarly in 

control villages, the average value of residential house  and plots , two wheelers, 

farm house, television sets, radio and fans were Rs. 58889, Rs. 14925, Rs. 

7667, Rs. 4000, Rs. 676 and Rs. 411 respectively. The overal l average value of 

expenditure on household durable assets was  Rs. 23088 and Rs. 14428 in both 

adopted and control villages.  

 

 Considering all the categories i.e., marginal, small, medium and large 

farmers, the average value of household durable assets own ership is p resented 

here under (Table -34). In adopted villages, the overall average expenditure on 

residential house  and plots , farm house, two wheelers, television sets , radio 



and fans were Rs. 90285, Rs. 11604, Rs. 6757, Rs. 3705, Rs. 1313 and Rs. 716 

respectively. Similarly in control villages, the overall average value of residential 

house, two wheelers, farm house, television sets, radio and fans were Rs. 

44982, Rs. 6703, Rs. 4153, Rs. 2125, Rs. 1718 and Rs. 438 respectively. 

Considering the overall in vestment on entire household durable assets, the 

average values were Rs. 114380 and Rs. 60118 in both adopted and control 

villages of Raichur district.  

 

Financial assets and liabilities of groundnut growers  in adopted and 

control villages of Raich ur distri ct : 

 The financial assets and liabilities of groundnut growers  in Raichur district 

is presented here under  (Table-35). In adopted villages, groundnut growers were 

borrowing maximum amount of Rs. 3 4805  from Nationalized Banks  per 

household . Friends and rela tives was the second important source of credit 

with a borrowing of Rs. 24944 per household. Pragathi gramina banks were  the 

third important source of credit with Rs. 23688 per household. Co -operatives, 

self help groups and money lenders were constituted t he fourth, fifth and sixth 

sources of credit with a credit flow of Rs. 20154, Rs. 18167 and Rs. 11815 per 

household respectively. In control villages, the groundnut growers barrowed a 

maximum credit from co -operatives with Rs. 66667 per household. The 

Nati onalized banks, Pragathi gramina bank s, Friends and relatives and money 

lenders constituted the second, third, fourth and fifth important source of 

credit with a flow of Rs. 30833, Rs. 23261, Rs. 15083 and Rs. 7500 per 

household respectively. The overall s ituations combining both adopted and 

control villages indicated that co -operatives were the first major source of credit 

with a flow of Rs. 86820 per household. The Nationalized banks, Pragathi 

gramina banks, Friends and relatives, Money lenders and Self h elp groups 

constituted the second, third, fourth, fifth and sixth important sources of credit 

with a flow of Rs. 65639, Rs. 46949, Rs. 40028, Rs. 19315 and Rs. 18167 per 

household respectively.  

 



Lending: - Majority of the groundnut growers were lending loan s to their friends 

and relatives. In adopted villages, lending was quite less with Rs. 11167 per 

household while in control villages, lending was high with Rs. 26667 per 

household. The overall lending to the friends and relatives was kept at Rs. 

37833 per household.  

 
Savings: - The overall savings of groundnut growers indicate d that majority of 

them were saving money in LIC policies and banks. While the self help groups, 

share market and mahila mandal occupied  third, fourth and fifth positions with 

respect t o savings.  

 

Interest rate on loan s, lending and savings of ground nut growers in 

Raichur district : 

 The interest rate charged  on loans, lending and savings of groundnut 

growers in presented below (Table -36). In adopted villages, the interest rate on 

loans c harged by friends and relatives was the highest with 36 per cent. This 

was followed by self help groups, money lenders, nationalized banks and co -

operatives with a interest rate of 32, 20, 16 and 7 per cent respectively. In 

control villages, Friends and re latives were charging higher interest rates on 

loans with 21 per cent. This was followed by money lenders, co -operatives and 

nationalized banks with 20, 11 and 8 per cent respectively. The overall interest 

rate charged by friends and relatives was the high est with 29 per cent. This was 

followed by money lenders, self help groups, nationalized banks and co -

operatives with an  interest rate of 20, 16, 12 and 9 per cent respectively.  

Lending :-  Majority of the groundnut growers were lending money to their 

frien ds and relatives at an average interest rate of 23 per cent per annum.  

 
Savings :- The interest rate on savings given by self help groups was the highest 

with 13 per cent per annum. This was followed by LIC, banks and mahila 

mandal with 8, 6 .5 and 6 per cen t respectively.  

 

Major sources of household net income of ground nut growers in Raichur 

district:  



 The major  sources of household income obtained by groundnut growers in 

Raichur district is depicted in Table -37.  In adopted villages, net income 

obtained from  crops occupie d the first place with Rs. 32742 per household. 

Regular s alaried jobs, rental income, non -farm work, business activity and 

labour earnings occupied the second, third, fourth and fifth sources of net 

income with Rs. 25500, Rs. 23167, Rs. 21152 , Rs. 20833 and Rs. 19055 per 

household per year respectively. In control villages, rental income was the 

major  source of net income with Rs. 66667 per household  per year . This was 

followed by pension from employer, income from crops, labour earning from 

farm, income from selling of sheepõs, goats, chicken, meat and eggs with a net 

income of Rs. 44000, Rs. 23358, Rs. 17200, Rs. 13981 and Rs. 12998 per 

household  per year . The overall trend indicate d that rental income occupie d the 

first place with Rs. 44917 per household  per year . This was followed by net 

income obtained from crops , pension for m the employer, labour earnings from 

the farm work, business activities and income from selling of goats, sheepõs, 

chicken, meat and eggs with a income of Rs. 28050, Rs . 23600, Rs. 18128, Rs. 

15417 and Rs. 15266 respectively per household.  

 

Cropping pattern of groundnut growers in Raichur district : 

 In Raichur district, the groundnut is grown in both Kharif  and Rabi  seasons 

under  rainfed and irrigated conditions as both sole as well as inter crop  (Table-

38). In Kharif  season, the area under irrigated groundnut grown as a sole crop 

was 71, 28 075  and 50 acres respectively in adopted, control and pooled 

conditions. Similarly the area under irrigated groundnut grown as inter crop 

was 16.50, 6.50 and 12 acres respectively in  adopted, control and pooled 

conditions. The area under rainfed groundnut grown as a sole crop was quite 

less with 12, 4.5 and 8 acres respectively in adopted, control and pooled 

conditions.  Similarly the ar ea under rainfed groundnut grown as a inter crop 

was 9, 5 and 7 acres respectively in adopted, control and pooled conditions.  

 
 In Rabi season, the area under groundnut was much higher than Kharif  

season. The area under irrigated groundnut which was grown as a sole crop 



was 277.13, 124.25 and 201 acres respectively in adopted, control and pooled 

conditions. Similarly the area under irrigated groundnut grown as a inter crop 

was 2, 8 and 5 acres respectively in adopted, control and pooled conditions. In 

case of rainfed situations, the area under groundnut grown as a sole crop was 

only 2, 0 and 1 acre respectively in adopted, control and pooled conditions.  

 
 There was a  wide variation in yield obtained under rainfed and irrigated 

conditions. The yield obtained  for both sole crop and inter crop were pooled and 

presented here under.  In case of Kharif  groundnut, the average yield of irrigated 

groundnut in adopted, control and pooled conditions was 4 20 , 495 and 458 kgs 

per acre respectively. Similarly, in rainfed s ituation, the average yield obtained 

in adopted, control and pooled conditions was 305, 279 and 292 kgs per acre 

respectively.  The yield obtained under Rabi groundnut was much higher than  

Kharif  groundnut. In Rabi  season, t he average yield obtained under  irrigated 

conditions in adopted, control and pooled conditions  was 492, 432 and 463 kgs 

per acre respectively.  Since only a smaller proportion of groundnut was grown 

under rainfed condition , the average yield obtained in adopted, control and 

pooled conditio ns was 450 , nil and 250 kgs per acre  respectively . 

 

 In Kharif  season, the gross returns obtained for  irrigated  groundnut grown 

as a sole crop in adopted, control and pooled conditions  was Rs. 9027, Rs. 

8619 and Rs. 8823 per acre respectively. Similarly th e gross returns obtained 

for irrigated groundnut grown as a inter crop in adopted, control and pooled 

conditions was Rs. 7835, Rs. 9667 and Rs. 8751 respectively. In case of rainfed 

groundnut, the gross returns obtained for sole crop was quite less with Rs . 

5947, Rs. 5522 and Rs. 5735 per acre respectively in adopted, control and 

pooled conditions. Similarly the gross returns obtained for groundnut grown as 

an inter crop  in adopted, control and pooled conditions  was Rs. 6703, Rs. 4320 

and Rs. 5512 per acre respectively. In rabi/summer season, the gross return s 

obtained were  much ahead of the Kharif  groundnut in both rainfed and 

irrigated conditions. Under irrigated conditions, the gross returns obtained for 

sole crop groundnut in adopted, control and pooled conditions was Rs. 12114, 

Rs. 10259 and Rs. 11187 per acre respectively. Similarly for irrigated 



groundnut grown as an inter cr op the gross returns obtained was  Rs. 11300, 

Rs. 9314 and Rs. 10307 per acre respectively for adopted, control and pooled 

conditi ons.  In case of rainfed conditions, the groundnut was grown purely as 

sole crop. The gross returns obtained in adopted, control and pooled conditions 

was Rs. 11100 , nil and Rs. 5550 per acre respectively . 

 

Annual consumption expenditure of groundnut grower s in Raichur 

district : 

 In Raichur district, the groundnut growers were spending an average of Rs. 

38473 per year per household on consumption expenditure  (Table-39). Out of 

the total , major proportion of the expenditure was spent on consumption of 

sorghum , rice, milk products, pearl millet and cooking oil with a share of 21, 

18, 13, 10 and 8 per cent respectively, while the remaining 30 per cent of the 

consumption expenditure was spent on consumption of Pigeonpea , wheat, 

groundnut and other pulses.  

 
 In Ra ichur district , the groundnut growers were spending on average of Rs. 

25117 per household per year on  non -food expenditure. Out of the total , the 

major share was spent on health expenditure with 21 per cent followed by 

clothing, educational purpose, perfor ming religious ceremonies, entertainment, 

consumption of alcohol, taxes/phone bills, smoking and cosmetics with  20, 19, 

16, 5, 5, 5 , 5  and 4 per cent respectively. The average market price of those 

commodities which were con sumed by the groundnut growers w as taken in to 

consideration in arriving at the consumption expenditure.  

 

Reasons for growing groundnut in Raichur district : 

 The reasons for growing groundnut in both adopted and control villages are 

presented  here under  (Table-40). In adopted villages , the farmers were growing 

groundnut due to higher income obtained from the crop which received a score 

of 70 followed by supply  of fodder for animal consumption, consumption of 

groundnut at home and suitability of crop for growing received a score of 49, 30 

and 22 respectively. Similar results were also observed in control villages. H igh 



income obtained fr om groundnut received a maximum s core of 68 followed by 

availability of fodder for animal consumption;  consumption of groundnut at 

home and best suited to l and received  a score of 55, 35 and 22 respectively.  

The overall trend also reflects the same picture. High income obtained from 

groundnut received a maximum score of 69. This was followed by availability of 

fodder for animal consumption, as a food for home  consumption and best 

suited to farmers with a score of 52, 33 and 22 respectively.  

 

Crop rotation practiced in groundnut production in Raichur district : 

 The crop rotation practiced in groundnut production in both adopted and 

control villages are presente d below (Table -41). In adopted villages, the 

groundnut growers were practicing every year to the extent of 77 per cent while 

the crop rotation in every season was practiced by only 21 per cent. Similarly, 

same practice was observed  in control villages w her e in the crop rotation was 

practiced every year by 84 per cent of the groundnut growers while the crop 

rotation in every season  was practiced by remaining 16 per cent of the 

groundnut growers.  The overall crop rotation practiced in Raichur district also 

reflects that  crop rotation in every year was practiced by 79 per cent of the 

groundnut growers while the crop rotation in every season was practiced by 19 

per cent of the groundnut growers.  

 

Crops planted before and after groundnut in the same field : 

 The c rops planted before and after taking up groundnut are presented here 

under (Table -42). In adopted villages, the groundnut growers kept the ir  land as 

fallow to the extent of 69 per cent. The crops such as sunflower, Pearlmillet, 

onion and groundnut were grown before taking up  groundnut to the extent of 

13, 9, 4 and 3 per cent respectively. Similarly in control villages, the groundnut 

growers kept the land as fallow to the extent of 64 per cent. The crops such as 

Pearlmillet,  sunflower  and  groundnut  were grow n to the extent of 27 , 4 and 4 

per cent respectively. The overall trend s were  also inline with the adopted and 

control villages. The groundnut growers kept the land as fallow to their extent 

of 6 7 per cent. The crops such as Pearlmillet, sunflower, groundn ut and onion 



were grown by the groundnut growerõs extent of 1 5, 10, 4 and 3 per cent 

respectively.  

 
 In adopted villages, after growing groundnut , the groundnut growers kept 

their land as fallow to the extent of 38  per cent. The crops like groundnut, 

sunfl ower, vegetables and horsegram , Pearlmillet and onion were grown to the 

extent of 32 , 13 , 4, 3, 2  and 2 per cent respectively. Similarly in control villages, 

the groundnut growers kept their land as fallow to the extent of 49 per cent. 

The crops like sunfl ower, groundnut, sorghum, paddy , horsegram and onion 

were grown to the extent of 27 , 13, 4, 2 , 2  and 2 per cent respectively . The 

overall trends were also inline with the adopted and control villages. After 

growing groundnut, t he groundnut growers kept the ir land as fallow to the 

extent of 4 1 per cent. The crops like groundnut, sunflower,  vegetables , 

horsegram and onion were grown to the extent of 26, 1 8, 3, 3 and 2 per cent 

respectively . 

 

The Ch ang e in area under groundnut in Raichur district during the la st 

five years : 

 The change in area under groundnut in Raichur district for the last five 

years is presented below (Table -43). In adopted villages, the area under 

groundnut in adopted, control and pooled conditions was increasing to the 

extent of 53 , 44 and  51  per cent of the farmers respectively . Similarly the area 

under groundnut in adopted, control and pooled conditions was decreasing to 

the limited extent of 21, 16 and 19 per cent of the farmers respectively. Finally 

the area under  groundnut was also constant to the extent of 26, 40 and 30 per 

cent of the farmers in adopted, control and pooled conditions.  

 

Crop replaced by or replacing the groundnut in the last five years in 

Raichur district : 

 Few crops were replaced by groundnut while few other crops rep laced 

groundnut in Raichur district (Table -44). In adopted villages, the groundnut 

had replaced sunflower and Pearlmillet to the extent of 56 and 38 per cent 



respectively. Similarly in control villages, groundnut crop has replaced 

sunflower and Pearlmillet  to the extent of 56 and 36 per cent of the farmers. 

The overall trend reflects that groundnut had replaced sunflower and 

Pearlmillet to the extent of 56 and 37 per cent of the farmers.  

 
 The same crops sunflower and Pearlmillet ha d replaced groundnut in 

Raichur district. In adopted villages, sunflower and Pearlmillet had  replaced the 

groundnut to the extent of 69 and 25 per cent. Similarly in control villages, 

sunflower had totally replaced groundnut to the extent of 100 per cent. The 

overall trend also re flects  that sunflower and Pearlmillet ha d replaced 

groundnut by 76 and 19 per cent of the farmers.  

 

Is groundnut grown as sole crop or inter crop or mixed crop : 

 In adopted villages , groundnut was grown as sole crop by 87 per cent of the 

farmers while it w as grown as inter crop by only 13 per cent of the farmers. 

Similarly in control villages, groundnut was grown as sole crop by 78  per cent 

of the farmers while it was grown as inter crop by only 2 2 per cent of the 

farmers. The overall situations was also in line with adopted and control villages 

(Table-45). Groundnut was grown as sole crop by 84 per cent of the farmers 

while it was grown as inter crop by only 16 per cent of the farmers.  

 

In which year area under groundnut was maximum : 

 During 2006 -07, the are a under groundnut was the maximum in adopted, 

control and pooled conditions by 67, 76 and 70 per cent respectively (Table -46). 

The average area under groundnut in adopted, control and pooled conditions 

was same with 4 acres.  

 
 During 2005 -06, the area unde r groundnut was the maximum in adopted, 

control and pooled conditions by 11, 7 and 10 per cent respectively. The 

average area under groundnut in adopted, control and pooled conditions was 3, 

2 and 3 acres respectively.  

 



 During 2004 -05, the area under grou ndnut was the maximum in adopted, 

control and pooled conditions was 8, 11 and 9 per cent respectively. The 

average area under groundnut in adopted, control and pooled conditions was 4, 

3 and 4 acres respectively.  

 

Average yield of groundnut in Kharif and R abi/summer in Raichur district : 

 The average yield of groundnut in different seasons under rainfed and 

irrigated conditions in good, bad and best yield recorded so for is presented 

below (Table -47). In Kharif season under rainfed situation, the average yie ld 

obtained in adopted, control and overall situations were 414, 166 and 290 kgs 

per acre under normal conditions. In bad year, the average yield obtained in 

adopted, control and overall situations were 246, 117 and 182 kgs per acre. 

The best yield recorde d so for in adopted, control and overall situations were 

484, 221 and 352 kgs per acre. The average yield obtained under irrigated 

conditions was much ahead of rainfed groundnut. In irrigated situations, the 

average yield obtained in adopted, control and o verall situations were 461, 322 

and 397 kgs per acre under normal conditions. In bad year, the average yield 

obtained in adopted, control and overall situations were 301, 213 and 257 kgs 

per acre. The best yield recorded  so for  in adopted, control and over all 

situations were 555, 405 and 480 kgs per acre.  

 
 The groundnut grown in rabi/summer season is purely under irrigated 

conditions which ha d given better yield in comparison with rainfed groundnut. 

In irrigated under normal conditions, the average yield o f groundnut in 

adopted, control and overall situations were 662, 439 and 550 kgs per acre. In 

bad year, the average yield obtained in adopted, control and overall situations 

were 445, 289 and 367 kgs per acre. The best yield recorded  so for  in adopted, 

con trol and overall situations were 812, 529 and 670 kgs per acre.  

 

Area under different varieties grown during the last three years 

(Acres/household) : 



 During 2006 -07, the area under Kharif groundnut in adopted, control and 

overall situations were 2 acres  each  per household. The area under 

rabi/summer groundnut in adopted, control and overall situations were 3 acres 

each per household. Similarly during 2005 -06, the area under Kharif 

groundnut in adopted, control and overall situations were 2 acres each per 

household . In rabi/summer, the area under groundnut in adopted, control and 

overall situations were 3 acres each per household . During 2004 -05, the area 

under Kharif groundnut in adopted, control and overall situations were 2 acres 

each per household only.  In rabi/summer, the area under groundnut in 

adopted, control and overall situations were 2, 3 and 2 acres per household 

(Table-48).  

 

First and peak year adoption of groundnut in Raichur district : 

 The first and peak year of adoption of groundnut in adopted and control 

villages is presented here under (Table -49). The first year adoption of 

groundnut in adopted, control and overall situations were 1992, 1995 and 1994 

respectively. The average area under groundnut in adopted, control and overall 

situations were  3, 2 and 3 acres per household. The peak adoption in adopted, 

control and overall situations were 2005, 2006 and 2006 respectively. The 

average area under groundnut in adopted, control and overall situations were 4  

acres each per household.  

 

Steps followe d by the household in selecting the seeds from his own crop 

in Raichur district : 

 While selecting the seeds from their own crop, bold sized pods were selected 

and separate the kernels from the pods. Later broken and shriveled kernels 

were separated retaini ng uniform sized kernels which were suitable for sowing  

(Table-50). 

 

Precautions followed by the household in storage of own seeds in Raichur 

district : 



 Immediately aft er harvesting majority of the farmerõs sun  dry the pods in 

the open field, remove the im purities by winnowing and collect the bold  sized 

pods and store in a gunny bag till the sowing time. The kernels are separated 

from the pods few days before the sowing operations  (Table-51). 

 

Factors considered by the groundnut growers in purchasing seed i n 

Raichur district : 

 The factors considered by the groundnut growers while purchasing the seed 

in adopted, control and overall situations were presented in the Table -52. Bold 

grain size was the major factor considered in purchasing the seed in adopted, 

con trol and overall situations with 86, 98 and 90 per cent of the farmers 

respectively. The m arket price was considered as second major factor in 

purchasing the seed in adopted, control and overall situations with 18, 13 and 

16 per cent respectively  of the fa rmers . The certification of seed was considered 

as third important factor in purchasing the seed in adopted, control and pooled 

conditions with 18, 13 and 16 per cent of the farmers respectively. The brand 

name was the least importan t factor  in purchasing the seed in adopted, control 

and overall situations with 3, 7 and 4 per cent respectively.  

 

Major constraints in purchasing groundnut seed in Raichur district : 

 The constraints faced by the groundnut growers in purchasing the seed in 

adopted, control and o verall situations were expressed in terms of Garrett  

scores (Table -53). High seed price was the major constraint faced by the 

groundnut growers in adopted, control and overall situations with a Garrett 

score of 51 each . The groundnut growers need to travel  a long distance in 

purchasing the seed in adopted, control and overall situations with a score of 

34, 39 and 37 respectively. Groundnut growers were not having proper 

information on recommended varieties in adopted, control and overall 

situations with a s core of 29, 18 and 24 respectively. Non -availability of 

required variety was the fourth important major constraint in adopted, control 

and overall situations with a score of 19, 26 and 23 respectively. Credit facility 

for pu rchasing the seed was the least important constraint considered in 



purchasing the seed in adopted, control and overall situations with a score of 

21, 22 and 22 respectively.  

 

Major pests and diseases affecting groundnut in Raichur district : 

 The major pests and diseases affecting groundn ut production in Raichur 

district is presented below (T able -54 ). Cut wo rm was the major pest affecting 

groundnut production in adopted, control and overall situations with 54, 58 

and 56 per cent of the farmers  respectively . Leaf minor was the second major 

pest affecting groundnut production in adopted, control and overall situations 

with 31, 16 and 26 per cent of the farmers. Red hairy catter pillar was the third 

important pest affecting groundnut production in adopted, control and overall 

situations to the  extent of 14, 27 and 19 per cent respectively.  

 Groundnut leaf spot was the major disease affecting groundnut production 

in adopted, control and pooled situations with 50, 42 and 47 per cent of the 

farmers  respectively . Groundnut bud necrosis was the sec ond major disease 

affecting groundnut production in adopted, control and overall situations with 

31, 40 and 34 per cent of the farmers. Root rot was the third important disease 

affecting groundnut production in adopted, control and overall situations with 

19, 18 and 19 per cent of farmers  respectively . 

 

Frequency of occurrence and yield loss estimated by the household during 

the last five years in Raichur district : 

 Almost a similarity in frequency of occurrence and yield loss estimated by 

the household dur ing the last five years in Raichur district is presented here 

under (Table -55). During 2002 -03, leaf spot disease, leaf minor, cut worm and 

groundnut bud necrosis affected the groundnut area in adopted, control and 

overall situations to the extent of 29, 2 0 and 25 per cent respectively. These 

pest and diseases resulted in yield loss to the extent of 32, 15 and 24 per cent 

respectively.  

 
 During 2003 -04, cut worm, groundnut bud necrosis and late leaf spot 

affected the groundnut area in adopted, control and o verall situations to the 



extent of 33, 41 and 37 per cent respectively. These pests and diseases resulted 

in yield loss to the extent of 28, 33 and 31 per cent respectively.  

 
 During 2004 -05, groundnut bud necrosis, leaf minor and PBND affected the 

groundn ut area in adopted, control and overall situations to the extent of 30, 

34 and 32 per cent respectively. These pest and diseases resulted in yield loss 

to the extent of 26, 28 and 27 per cent respectively.  

 

 During 2005 -06, cut worm, groundnut bud necrosis , root rot and leaf minor 

affected the groundnut area in adopted, control and overall situations to the 

extent of 30, 24 and 27 per cent respectively. These pest as well as diseases 

resulted in a yield loss of 26, 20 and 23 per cent respectively.  

 
 During 2006 -07, leaf minor, leaf spot disease, cut worm and root grub 

affected the groundnut area in adopted, control and overall situations to the 

extent of 28, 23 and 26 per cent respectively. These pest and diseases reduced 

the yield to the extent of 23, 25 an d 24 per cent respectively.  

 
 During 2007 -08, leaf minor, cut worm, groundnut bud necrosis, red hairy 

catter pillar, PBND, late leaf spot and root rot collectively affected the 

groundnut area in adopted, control and overall situations to the extent of 27, 

26 and 27 per cent respectively. These pest and diseases reduced the yield to 

the extent of 24, 23 and 24 per cent respectively.  

 

Are the pest and disease problems in groundnut are  increasing?  

 Even though the frequency of occurrence of pest and disease wa s almost 

similar, the groundnut growers were of the opinion that pest and disease 

problem in Raichur district is increasing (Table -56). The incide nce of pest and 

disease problem  in adopted, control and overall situations were 93, 87 and 91 

per cent respect ively. The incidence of pest and disease was not increasing in 

adopted, control and overall situations with only 7, 13 and 9 per cent of the 

respondents respectively.  

 



Causes for increased incidence of pests/diseases : 

 The reasons for increased incidence o f pest and diseases are presented here 

under (Table -57). Favorable weather conditions was the most imp ortant  reason 

for the increased incidence of pest and diseases in adopted, control and overall 

situations with a garrett score of 56, 58 and 57 respective ly. Non adoption of 

integrated pest and disease management technologies was the second 

important reason in adopted, control and overall situations with a Garrett score 

of 21, 19 and 20 respectively. TMV -2 was the susceptible for the attack of pest 

and dise ases was the third important reason in adopted, control and overall 

situations with a Garrett score of 20, 13 and 17 respectively. Some of the 

farmers were growing groundnut every year without crop rotation in adopted, 

control and overall situations with a  Garrett score of 12, 6 and 9 respectively. 

Lack of information on control measures on pest and disease was the least 

important reason in adopted, control and overall situations with a Garrett score 

of 4, 1 and 3 respectively.  

 

Measures adopted by groundnu t growers in controlling pest and disease in 

Raichur district : 

 The various measures adopted by groundnut growers in controlling pest 

and disease are presented below  (Table-58). Majority of the groundnut growers 

were relying on chemical pesticides in adopt ed, control and overall situations 

with a Garrett score of 52, 53 and 53 respectively. Only few farmers were 

adopting integrated pest management in adopted, control and overall situations 

with a Garrett score of 6, 7 and 7 per cent respectively. Traditiona l control 

measures and altering the sowing time were given least importance in 

controlling the pests in adopted, control and overall situations.  

 

 Majority of the farmers were relying on chemical fungicides in controlling 

the groundnut diseases in adopted,  control and overall situations with a 

Garrett score of 51, 53 and 52 respectively. Only few farmers were practicing 

integrated disease management technologies in adopted, control and overall 

situations with a Garrett score of 4, 7 and 6 respectively. Trad itional control 



practices and alteratio n of sowing time were given least importance in 

controlling the disease s. 

 

Sources of information on pest and disease control measures in Raichur 

district : 

 The different sources of information on peat and disease con trol measures 

are presented below (Table -59). With regard to when to apply the chemicals, 

input suppliers was the major source of information on pest and disease 

control measures in adopted, control and overall situations with a Garrett score 

of 56, 65 and  61 respectively. Neighboring farmers were the second major 

source of information in adopted, control and overall situations with a Garrett 

score of 41, 42 and 42 respectively.  Friends and relatives were the third 

important source of information in adopted , control and overall situations with 

a Garrett score of 31, 39 and 35 respectively. The sources such as T elevision , 

radio, agriculture magazine were given least importance in adopted, control and 

overall situations.  

 
 Regarding type of pesticides  used , in put suppliers were the major source of 

information on pest and disease control measures in adopted, control and 

overall situations with a Garrett score of 56, 65 and 61 respectively. 

Neighboring farmers were the second source of information in adopted, con trol 

and overall situations with a Garrett score of 41, 42 and 42 respectively. 

Friends and relatives were the third important source of information in 

adopted, control and overall situations with a Garrett score of 31, 39 and 35 

respectively. The other so urces such as T elevision , radio, agriculture magazine 

and research institutes were the least important sources of information in 

adopted, control and overall situations.  

 
 With respect to quantum of use of insecticides, input suppliers were major 

source of  information on pest and disease control measures in adopted, control 

and overall situations with a Garrett score of 57, 65 and 61 respectively. 

Neighboring farmers were the second source of information in adopted, control 

and overall situations with a Gar rett score of 41, 42 and 42 respectively. 



Friends and relatives were the third important source of information in 

adopted, control and overall situations with a Garrett score of 31, 39 and 35 

respectively. The other sources such as T elevision , radio, news paper and 

agriculture magazines were contributing to a limited extent in adopted, control 

and overall situations.  

 
 In mixing chemicals, input suppliers were the major source of information 

on pest and disease control measures in adopted, control and overa ll situations 

with a Garrett score of 57, 65 and 61 respectively. Neighboring farmers were 

the second source of information in adopted, control and overall situations with 

a Garrett score of 40, 41 and 41 respectively. Friends and relatives were the 

third important source of information in adopted, control and overall situations 

with a Garrett score of 31, 39 and 35 respectively. The other sources such as 

Television , radio, agriculture magazine and research institutes were the least 

important sources of the  information in adopted, control and overall situations.  

 

Constraints of groundnut production in adopted and control villages of 

Raichur district (Male) : 

 The production constraints of groundnut growers in adopted and control 

villages both for male and fem ale is expressed in terms of Garrett scores (Table -

60 ). In adopted villages, low yield was the major production constraint in 

groundnut with a score of 65. This was followed by high pest incidence, high 

disease incidence, low shelling percent age and low ma rket price with a score of 

59, 51, 33 and 14 respectively. Similar results were also observed in control 

villages . Low yield was the major production constraint in groundnut with a 

score of 67. This was followed by high pest incidence, high dise ase inciden ce, 

low shelling per cent age and low market price with a score of 56, 53, 35 and 16 

respectively. No much variation in production constraints observed across 

different categories of farmers in both adopted and control villages o f Raichur 

district.  

 



Preferre d traits in production of existing cultivars of groundnut in adopted 

and control villages of Raichur district  (Male) : 

 In adopted villages, the groundnut growers had given highest preference for 

high yielding varieties of groundnut with a score of 72. This  was followed by 

traits such as high pest resistance, high disease resistance, more oil content, 

more recovery percent age and drought resistance with a score of 53, 44, 40, 35 

and 11 respectively. Similar results were ob served in control village s of Raichu r 

district . High yielding varieties of groundnut received a highest score of 70. This 

was followed by traits such as high pest resistance, high disease resistance , 

more shelling per cent age and more oil content with a score of 57, 46, 40 and 38 

respectively , Drought resistance was given a least preference with a score of 4 

only. Almost a similarity in scores observed across different categories of 

farmers in the control villages  (Table-61). 

 

Preferred consumption traits of groundnut growers in Raichur distri ct 

(Male) : 

 The preferred consumption traits of groundnut growers in adopted and 

control villages of Raichur district is presented here under  (Table-62). In 

adopted villages, better taste of groundnut kernel received a maximum score of 

57. This was followe d by high keeping quality and less cooking time with a 

score of 51 and 15 respectively. In case of control villages , better taste of 

groundnut  had  given a higher score of 63 which was higher than adopted 

villages. This was followed by high keeping quality and less cooking time with a 

score of 48 and 23 respectively.  

Preferred traits in fodder by groundnut growers in Raichur district (Male) : 

 In adopted villages, more fodder qua ntity was given a maximum score of 61. 

This was followed by traits such as palata bility of fodder and durability of 

fodder with a score of 48 and 34 respectively. In case of control villages, more 

fodder qua ntity received a score of 67 which was higher than the adopted 

villages. This was followed by traits such as palatability of fodde r and durability 

of fodder with a score of 50 and 33 respectively. Again no much variation in 

scores observed across different categories  of groundnut growers (Table -63) 



 

Preferred traits in marketing of g roundnut by growers in Raichur district 

(Male) : 

 In  adopted villages, the groundnut growers were given maximum score for 

bigger grain size with a score of 54. This was followed by traits such as high 

market demand, higher market price and lower price fluctuations with a score 

of 50, 30 and 14 respectively  (Table-64). Similarly in control villages, bigger 

grain size was preferred with a maximum score of 64 which was higher than 

adopted villages. The traits such as high market demand, higher market price 

and low price fluctuation received a score of 49, 30 an d 07 respectively. Wide 

variation in scores was observed for marketing traits across different categories 

of farmers in both adopted and control villages of groundnut production.  

 

Desirable traits in new cultivars and premium prices of Groundnut  in 

Raichur  district of Karnataka : 

 The desirable traits in new cultivars and the premium price of groundnut in 

adopted and control villages of Raichur district is presented here under (Table -

65 ). The producers willingness to pay for traits such as high yielding var ieties of 

groundnut, bigger grain size, pest and disease resistance, more oil content, 

drought resistance and high shelling percentage were Rs.5 each, Rs. 3 and 5, 

Rs. 4 and 3, Rs. 4 and 3, Rs. 4 and nil and Rs. 3 and nil, in adopted and 

control villages r espectively . The percentage premium in which the groundnut 

growers were ready to pay for desirable traits such as high yielding varieties of 

groundnut, bigger grain size, pest and disease resistance, more oil content, 

drought resistance and high shelling were 13 each, 7 and 13, 10 and 8, 10 and 

7, 10 and 0 and 8 and 0 respectively in adopted and control villages of Raichur 

district.  

 

Utilization pattern of groundnut in Raichur district of Karnataka : 

 The pattern of utilization of groundnut in adopted and co ntrol villages of 

Raichur district is presented below (Table -66). The average grain output 

obtained in adopted, control and overall situations were 2154, 1755 and 1954 



kgs per year per household respectively. The proportion of grain output 

consumed in adop ted, control and overall situations were only 87, 81 and 84 

kgs per year per household respectively.  

 
 The proportion of groundnut used has own seed in adopted, control and 

overall situations were 217, 176 and 197 kgs per year per household 

respectively. T he quantity of groundnut sold by the groundnut growers in 

adopted, control and overall situations were 1964, 1628 and 1796 kgs per year 

per household respectively. The average by product obtained in adopted, 

control and overall situations were 38, 26 and 3 2 quintals per year per 

household  respectively. Major proportion of the by product was used by the 

groundnut growers while little quantity by product was sold to other farmers.  

 

Marketing of groundnut by sample farmers in Raichur district of 

Karnataka : 

 None of the groundnut growers sold the crop output through village market 

(Table-67). The average distance traveled by groundnut growers to the regulated 

market in adopted, control and overall situations were 26, 36 and 31 kms 

respectively. The groundnut gro wers incurred a bagging cost of Rs. 3 each in all 

the situations, the average transportation cost incurred by the groundnut 

growers in adopted, control and overall situations were Rs. 45, Rs. 47 and Rs. 

46 per quintal respectively.  The commission agent cha rges incurred by the 

groundnut growers in adopted, control and overall situations were Rs. 39, Rs. 

37 and Rs. 38 per quintal respectively. Similarly the market fee incurred by the 

groundnut growers in adopted, control and overall situations were Rs. 29, Rs . 

28 and Rs. 29 per quintal respectively. The groundnut growers incurred hamali 

charges of Rs. 3 each per quintal in adopted, control and overall situations. The 

average groundnut sold in adopted, control and overall situations were 2004, 

1630 and 1817 kgs  per household respectively. The average market price 

received by the groundnut growers in adopted, control and overall situations 

were Rs. 20, Rs. 19 and Rs. 20 per kg respectively.  

 



Sale of groundnut immediately after harvest in Raichur district of 

Karna taka : 

 The groundnut growers sell the crop output immediately after harvest in 

adopted, control and overall situations with 91 each in all the three situations.  

The reason for selling groundnut immediately after the harvest was elicited 

from the sample far mers (Table -68). Lack of money in land was the first 

important reason for selling the groundnut immediately after harvest in 

adopted, control and overall situations with a response of 89, 91 and 90 per 

cent of the respondents. This was followed by repaymen t of loan by the 

groundnut growers in adopted, control and overall situations with a response of 

84, 80 and 83 per cent of the respondents. No storage facility was the third 

important reason in adopted, control and overall situations with a response of 

60,  69 and 63 per cent of the respondents. Money utilization for household 

function was the fourth reason in adopted, control and overall situations with a 

response of 18, 11 and 16 per cent of the respondents.  

 
 The reason for not selling the groundnut immed iately after the harvest was 

also elicited. Expectation about higher market price for groundnut was the first 

important reason in adopted, control and overall situation with a percentage 

response of 9 each respectively. No need for urgent requirement of mo ney was 

the second important reason with a percentage response of 5, 4 and 5 per cent 

respectively in adopted, control and overall situations. To meet the future weeds 

was the third reason with a percentage response of only 2 each in adopted, 

control and o verall situations.  

 

Duration of storage and structures used for storing groundnut in Raichur 

district of Karnataka : 

 Duration of storage and different structures used for storing groundnut is 

presented here under (Table -69). The duration of storage of grou ndnut after 

harvest in adopted, control and overall situations were 20, 11 and 15 days. 

Gunny bags were the important storage structure used for storing groundnut in 

adopted, control and overall situations with 12, 16  and 13  respectively.  



 

Information on market prices of groundnut in Raichur district of 

Karnataka : 

 Information on market prices of selling groundnut in Raichur district is 

presented below (Table -71). All the sample groundnut growers obtained the 

information on market prices in adopted, contro l and overall situation.  

Commission agents were major source of information on market price in 

adopted, control and overall situations with garette score of 53, 56 and 54 

respectively. Friends, neighbors and relatives were the second important source 

of in formation on market prices in adopted, control and overall situations with 

a score of 52, 53 and 52 respectively. Input dealers were the third important 

source of informat ion on market prices in adopted, control and overall 

situations with a garette score of 20, 22 and 21 respectively. The other sources 

such as Radio, Television, Local news papers, Community leaders, Raith 

Samparka Kendra and Government agents acts as a least important source of 

information with a overall score of 5, 4, 4, 4, and 4 respecti vely. This source of 

information on market prices had influenced the groundnut growers to sell 

their crop output in regulated market in adopted, control and overall situation 

with a percentage response of 98, 100 and 99 per cent respectively.  

 

Advantages a nd disadvantages of scale of groundnut to middleman in the 

markets of Raichur district of Karnataka : 

 In Raichur district, the groundnut growers were selling the crop to 

middleman because of loan facility provided by them for purchase seeds and 

fertilizers  in adopted, control and overall situations with a percentage response 

of 36, 42 and 38 respectively (Table -72). Immediate payment made by the 

traders was the second important advantage with a percentage response of 19, 

20 and 19 in adopted, control and ov erall situations. Better market price due to 

prevalence of tender was the third advantage of selling groundnut to 

middleman in adopted, control and overall situations with a percentage 

response of 18, 20 and 19 respectively. No money paid towards supply of  empty 



bags by the middleman was the fourth advantage in adopted, control and 

overall situation with 19, 18 and 19 per cent of the responses.  

 
 Similarly, the advantages of selling groundnut to middleman were  also 

elicited . Prevalence of unauthorized dedu ctions was the major disadvantage in 

adopted, control and overall situations with 33, 44 and 37 per cent of the 

response. More transportation charge was the second major disadvantage of 

selling groundnut to middleman in adopted, control and overall situati on with 

21, 33 and 25 per cent of response. More commission agent charges, market fee 

and hamali charges was the another disadvantage in adopted, control and 

overall situations with 23, nil and 16 per cent of response. Cheating in weight 

was also prevalent  as expressed by farmers in adopted, control and overall 

situations with 22, nil and 15 per cent of the response.  

 

Role of gender in groundnut cultivation in Raichur district of Karnataka : 

 The different cultivation practices performed by male, female and jointly in 

groundnut  production in adopted, control and overall situations is presented 

below (Table -73). The practices such as selection of crop, selection of variety, 

land preparation, transport of manure and application, application of chemical 

fertiliz er, inter -cultivation, application of plant protection measures , irrigation, 

watch and ward, transport of grain, storage of produce, transport and stacking 

of fodder and seed selection and storage were primarily done by men with an 

overall per cent involve ment of 91, 93, 79, 84, 83, 85, 92, 88, 71, 96, 82, 90 

and 80 respectively. Some of the operation such as field cleaning had weeding 

and threshing were primary done by women with an overall per cent 

involvement of 54, 77 and 58 respectively.  

 
 The ownershi p to employ owned labour and hired labour were also done 

jointly with overall percentage of 44 each. The ownership of household 

maintenance education of children, childrenõs marriage and migration were 

done jointly with an overall percentage of 76, 68, 93 and 38 respectively.  

 

 



 

 

Decision making of groundnut growers with respect to different resources 

by gender  in Raichur district of Karnataka : 

 The decision making of groundnut growers with respect to assets, inputs, 

output and household decision in adopted , control and overall situations were 

presented hereunder (Table -75). The decision making on assets like land, 

livestock, credit, implements, machinery and investment were done by men 

with an overall percentage of 87, 70, 84, 93, 92 and 79 respectively. Th e 

decision on use of inputs like seeds, fertilizers and pesticides were done by men 

with an overall percentage of 73, 91 and 94 respectively. The decision on crop 

outputs such as crop production, sale quantity and fodder were done by men 

with an overall pe rcentage of 71, 80 and 84 respectively.  

 

 The decisions to employ owned and hired labour were done by women with 

an overall percentage of 42 and 57 respectively. The decisions to employ owned 

and hired labour were also done jointly with an overall percenta ge of 48 and 36 

respectively. The decision such as household maintenance education of 

children, childrenõs marriage and migration were done jointly with an overall 

percentage of 80, 67, 89 and 56 respectively.  

 

Pattern of influence on utilization of resour ces by gender in Raichur 

district of Karnataka : 

 The pattern of influence as utilization of assets, inputs, outputs and 

household maintenance undertaken in adopted, control and overall situations 

is presented below (Table -76). The pattern of influence on u tilization of assets 

like land, livestock, credit, implements, machinery and investment for primarily 

done by men with an overall percentage of 78, 51, 74, 91, 88 and 78 

respectively. The pattern of influence on use of inputs such as seeds, fertilizers 

and  pesticides were done by men with an overall percentage of 65, 83 and 84 

respectively. The pattern of influence on crop production, sale quantity and 



fodder were done by men with an overall percentage of 58, 54 and 82 

respectively.  

 
 The pattern of influen ce on utilization of owned and hired labour was done 

by woman with an overall percentage of 39 and 49 respectively. The pattern of 

utilization of assets such as land, livestock, credit and investment were also 

undertaken jointly with an overall percentage of 22, 30, 26 and 22 respectively. 

The utilization of owned as well as hired labour was done jointly with an overall 

percentage of 53 and 44 respectively. The pattern influence on crop production 

and sale quantity was done jointly with an overall percentag e of 41 and 46 

respectively. The pattern of influence on household maintenance, education of 

childrenõs, childrenõs marriage and migration were done jointly with an overall 

percentage of 83, 88, 92 and 79 respectively.  

 

Sources of information to wom en  on government programmes in Raichur 

district of Karnataka : 

 Sources of information to wom en on government programmes in adopted, 

control and overall situations is presented below (Table -77). Relatives, friends 

and neighbors were the importa nt source of informa tion to women  in adopted, 

control and overall situations with a Garrett score of 60, 61 and 61 respectively. 

Government agent was the second important source of information to wom en 

on government programmes in adopted, control and overall situations with a  

scor e of 21, 12 and 16 respectively. The women were also obtaining information 

on government programmes from Raitha Samparka Kendra in adopted, control 

and overall situations with a score of 14, 16 and 15 respectively. Community 

leaders were the fourth so urce of information to women on government 

programmes in adopted, control and overall situations with a score of 8,  18 and 

13 respectively. The women were also obtaining information on government 

programmes through local news papers in adopted, control and  overall 

situations with a score of 10,  14 and 12 respectively. Television acts as a fifth 

source of information on government programme in adopted, control and 

overall situations with a score of 9,5 and 7 respectively.  



 

Production constraints of groundnut  growers in Raichur district  of 

Karnataka  (Female) : 

 Similar to Production constraint s, preferred traits in production, 

consumption, fodder and marketing , the re sponse from female household were 

also collected and expressed in terms of Garrett scores . 

 
In adopted villages, low yield was the major production constraint with a 

maximum score of 66. This was followed by high pest incidence, high dise ase 

incidence, low shelling per cent age and small grain size with a score of 55, 48, 

34 and 16 respectively  (Table- 78). Similarly in control villages, low yield of 

groundnut was the major production constraint with a maximum score of 64 . 

This was  followed by high pest incidence, high dise ase incidence, low shelling 

percent age and small grain size with a score of 56, 50, 35 and 13 respectively. 

Almost similar results  were observed across different categories of women 

households in both adopted and control villages.  

 

Preferred traits in production of existing cultivars of groundnut in Raichur 

district  of Karnataka (Fema le) : 

 Preferred traits in production of groundnut in adopted and control villages 

of Raichur district is presented below (Table-79 ). In adopted villages, high 

yield ing varieties  of groundnut received a maximum score of 72 followed by 

high pest resist ance, high disease  resistance, more oil content , more shelling 

percent age and drought resistance with a score of 51, 45, 36, 34 and 13 

respectively. In control villages, high yield of groundnut received a maximum 

score of 70 followed by high pest resistance , hig h disease resistance , more oil 

content, more shelling percent age and drought resistance with a score of 59, 

51, 39, 37 and 5 respectively. Almost similar results were observed across 

different categories of women households in adopted and control villages of 

Raichur district.  

 



Preferred consumption traits of groundnut growers in Raichur district of 

Karnataka (Female) : 

 Preferred consumption traits of groundnut growers in adopted and control 

villages of Raichur district  is presented below  (Table-80 ). In adop ted villages, 

better taste of groundnut was given  a maximum score of 58 followed by high 

keeping quality and less cooking time with a score of 50 and 20 respectively. 

Similarly in control village, better taste of groundnut received a maximum score 

of 63 fo llowed by high keeping quality and less cooking time with a score of 48 

and 20 respectively. Slight  variation in consumption traits observed across 

different categories of women households  in adopted and control villages of 

Raichur district . 

 

Preferred tra its in fodder by the groundnut growers in Raichur district  of 

Karnataka (Female) : 

 Preferred traits in fodder by groundnut growers in adopted and control 

villages of Raichur district is presented below (Table-81 ). In adopted villages, 

more fodder quantity with vegetative cover received a maximum score of 59 

followed by palatability of fodder and more durability of fodder with a score of 

51 and 32 respectively. In control villages, more fodder quantity with leafy cover 

received a maximum score of 67 followed  by palatability and durability of fodder 

with a score of 50 and 31 respectively.  No much variation in scores obs erved 

across different categories of women households in adopted and contr ol villages 

of Raichur district.  

 

Preferred traits in marketing of gr oundnut in Raichur district of 

Karnataka (Female) : 

 Preferred traits in marketing of groundnut in adopted and control villages of 

Raichur district  is presented below  (Table-82 ). In adopted villages, bigger grain 

size received a maximum score of 57 followed  by high demand for groundnut, 

higher market price and low price fluctuation with a score of 54, 28 and 12 

respectively.  Similarly i n control villages, bigger grain size received a maximum 

score of 57 followed by high demand for groundnut , higher market pr ices and 



low price fluctuations with a score of 51, 35 and 13 respectively. Slight 

variation in marketing traits observed across different categories of groundnut 

growers in adopted and control villages of Raichur district.  

 

Desirable traits in new cultiva rs and premium prices of Groundnut  in 

Raichur district of Karnataka : 

 The producerõs willingness to pay for preferred traits and per cent premium 

price paid by the wom en households in adopted and control villages of Raichur 

district is presented below (Tab le-83). The producers willingness to pay for 

traits such as bigger grain size, high yielding varieties of groundnut, pest and 

disease resistance, more oil content, high shelling percentage and drought 

resistance were Rs.5 and 6, Rs.5 each, Rs. 3 and 4, Rs. 4 and 3, Rs. 5 and nil 

and Rs.2 and nil in adopted and control villages respectively. The percentage 

premium in which the groundnut growers were ready to pay for desirable traits 

such as bigger grain size, high yielding varieties of groundnut, pest and di sease 

resistance, more oil content, high shelling percentage and drought resistance 

with a percentage premium of 13 and 15 , 1 3 each, 8 and 10 , 10 and 8, 1 2 and 

0 and 5 and 0 respectively in adopted and control villages of Raichur district.  

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 



 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

II.  INPUT -OUTPUT ANALYSIS : 
 
Cost and Returns of groundnut in Raichur district of Karnataka  

 The details of cost and returns of groundnut in adopted, control and overall 

situations in Raichur district of Karnataka is depicted in  Table - 84 and 85. The 

total cost incurred in groundnut cultivation was decomposed into fixed and 

variable costs. The total variable cost incurred in adopted, control and overall 

situations were  Rs. 10985 , Rs. 9599  and Rs. 10268  per acre . In adopted 

villag es, out of the total variable cost, the proportion of cost spent on seed, 

female labour, farm yard manure, bullock labour, labour for operating 

machinery, male labour  fertilizer and plant protection chemicals were 25, 19, 

13, 10, 10, 9, 8  and 3 per cent re spectively.  

 

 In control villages, the proportion of cost spent towards  seed, female labour, 

labour for operating machinery,  farm yard manure, bullock labour, male 

labour , fertilizer and plant protection chemicals were 27, 18, 12, 10, 9, 9, 9 and 

3 per cen t respectively.  Similarly in overall situations, the proportion of cost 



spent on seed, female labour, farm yard manure, labour for machinery, bullock 

labour, fertilizer, male labour and plant protection chemicals were 26, 18, 11, 

11, 10, 9, 9 and 3  per cen t respectively.  

 
 The total fixed cost incurred in adopted, control and overall situations were 

Rs. 1444, Rs. 1499 and Rs. 1473  per acre  with a per cent share of  13, 16 and 

14 per cent respectively . Finally, the total cost incurred in adopted, control and 

overall situations were  Rs. 10985 , Rs. 9599  and Rs. 10268  per acre 

respectively. The gross returns obtained in adopted, control and overall 

situations were  Rs. 12402,  Rs. 9249  and Rs. 10735  per acre  respectively. The 

net returns obtained in Adopted, contro l and overall situations were Rs. 1417 , 

Rs. -350  and Rs. 467  per acre  respectively. This had resulted in a benefit cost 

ratio of 1.13, 0.96  and 1.05  respectively in adopted, control and overall 

situations.  

 

Cost and returns of Kharif groundnut in Raichur d istrict  of Karnataka : 

 The details of cost and returns of Kharif groundnut in adopted, control and 

overall situations in Raichur district of Karnataka is depicted in Table -84(a) and 

85(a). The total variable cost incurred in adopted, control and overall si tuations 

were Rs. 13794 , Rs. 14603  and Rs. 11793  per acre . In adopted villages, out of 

the total variable cost, the proportion of cost spent on farm yard manure, seed, 

female labour, fertilizer, bullock labour, male labour , labour for operating 

machinery a nd for plant protection chemicals were 22, 20, 15, 14, 10, 9, 6 and 

3 per cent respectively.  

 
 In control villages, the proportion of cost spent on machinery, seed, farm 

yard manure, female labour, fertilizer, male labour , bullock labour and plant 

protect ion chemicals were 28, 18, 14, 13, 9, 7, 6 and 4 per cent respectively. 

Similarly in overall situations, the proportion of cost spent on seed, machine 

labour, female labour, farm yard manure, bullock labour , male labour, fertilizer  

and plant protection che micals were 23, 20, 17, 10, 10, 9, 7  and 3 per cent 

respectively. The total fixed cost incurred in adopted, control and overall 



situations were Rs. 1646 , Rs. 1551  and Rs. 1599  per acre with a per cent share 

of 11, 10  and 1 2 per cent respectively.  

 
 The tot al cost incurred in adopted, control and overall situations for Kharif 

groundnut were Rs. 13794 , Rs. 14603  and Rs. 11793  per acre  respectively. The 

gross returns obtained in adopted, control and overall situations were Rs. 

12142 , Rs. 9531  and Rs. 10836  per  acre . Similarly, the net returns obtained 

were negative in adopted, control and overall situations with a net income of 

Rs. -3299 , Rs. -6623  and Rs. -2555  per acre  respectively. The negative returns 

resulted in a benefit cost ratio of 0.79 , 0.59 and 0. 81  respectively in adopted, 

control and overall situations.  

 

Cost and returns of Rabi/summer groundnut in Raichur district  of 

Karnataka : 

 The details of cost and returns of rabi/summer groundnut in adopted, 

control and overall situations in Raichur district of Karnataka is presented 

below  [Table -84(b) and 85(b) ]. The total variable cost of rabi/summer 

groundnut in adopted, control and overall situations were Rs. 9291 , Rs. 8211  

and Rs. 7981  per acre.  In adopted villages, the proportion of cost spent on seed, 

farm yard manure, female labour, fertilizer, bullock labour, machine labour, 

male labour and plant protection chemicals were 23, 17, 16, 10, 9, 8, 7 and 5 

per cent respectively. In control villages, the proportion of cost spent on seed, 

female labour, ferti lizer, machinery, bullock labour , farm yard manure, male 

labour and plant protection chemicals were 27, 17, 15, 13, 8, 7, 7 and 5 per 

cent respectively. Similarly in overall situations, the proportion of cost spent on 

seed, female labour, machinery  labour , farm yard manure, bullock labour, 

fertilizer, male labour and plant protection chemicals were 27, 18, 12, 10, 10, 

9, 8  and 3 per cent respectively. The total fixed cost spent in adopted, control 

and overall situations were Rs. 1824 , Rs. 1429 and Rs. 1626  per acre  

respectively. The total cost incurred on rabi/summer groundnut in adopted, 

control and overall situations were Rs. 11115 , Rs. 9640  and Rs. 9607  per acre . 

The gross returns obtained in adopted, control and overall situations were Rs. 



12007 , Rs. 908 5, and Rs. 1054 6 per acre  respectively. The net returns obtained 

in adopted, control and overall situations were Rs. 892 , Rs. -555  and Rs. 939  

per acre  respectively. This had resulted in a benefit cost ratio of 1.08, 0.94 and 

1.10 respectively in adopted, control and overall situations.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

III.   FINDINGS O F MARKET SURVEY : 

 Market survey includes general trends in market arrivals, prevailing market 

prices: maximum, minimum and modal price, marketing channel, marketing 

cost, marketing margin, pref erences in marketing of groundnut preferred by 

different market intermediaries such as commission agents, traders, 

processors, retailers, consumers (urban and rural ), constraints in marketing of 

groundnut and suggestions for better marketing of groundnut i s predicted 

below.   



 

Marketing of groundnut in R ajendra Gunj Market of Raichur dis trict of 

Karnataka : 

 Groundnut is the fourth major commodity marketed in Rajendra Gunj 

market of Raichur district next to paddy, sunflower and cotton. The total 

market arriva ls of groundnut during 2007 -08 was 1,81,977 quintals. The time 

series data on market arrivals indicated that groundnut market arrivals in 

Raichur district is on the declining trend for the period from 1998 -99 to 2005 -

06 (Table -01 & 02 ). The market price of  groundnut varied from a minimum of 

Rs. 700 to a maximum of Rs. 2,843 per quintal for the period from 2002 -03 to 

2007 -08. The modal price of groundnut is kept at Rs. 2 ,589 per quintal. The 

month wise market arrivals of groundnut indicate d that arrivals wer e more 

during february, march and april months. This indirectly shows concentration 

of groundnut production in  Rabi season in comparison with  Kharif season.  

 
 The prevailing market prices for groundnut i.e., maximum, minimum and 

modal price vary too much i n Raichur market. This clearly indicates that the 

quality of the produce appears in the market is of poor quality. Therefore there 

is a need to advice the growers to produce and also to market better quality 

groundnut.  

 

Marketing Channel for Groundnut in R aichur district  of Karnataka : 

 Three markets namely Raichur, Deodurga and Lingasugur were purposively 

selected for  the market survey in Raichur district. Rajendra Gunj main market 

and two sub -markets of Deodurga and Lingasugur taluka were selected for the 

survey. All the three markets are managed by a separate market committee 

elected for a period of three years. The marketing channel for groundnut in 

Raichur district is presented  below  (Table-3). 

 

Marketing practices followed in the selected markets of Rai chur district  of 

Karnataka : 



 The marketing practices followed in selling of groundnut include method of 

sale, mode of payment, grading practice and pricing mechanism followed in 

Raichur market is presente d below.  

 
Method of sale :- In Rajendra Gunj market o f Raichur, groundnut is marketed 

by close tender system. In Deodurga and Lingasugur sub -markets, groundnut 

is marketed by mutual agreement between the farmers and commission agent 

cum traders. In these two sub -markets, majority of the groundnut growers were 

barrowing credit from commission agents for purchasing seeds, chemical 

fertilizers and plant protection chemicals. The farmers who barrowed credit 

from commission agents directly sell  groundnut to commission agents cum 

traders in order to clear off the d ebts. The commission agents cum traders were 

offering lesser price than the price prevailing in the Raichur main market. 

Hence the income realized by these farmers was much lower than the farmers 

of Raichur taluka.  

 
Mode of payment :- In Rajendra Gunj Marke t, payment was made to the 

groundnut growers as per the convenience of the commission agents while, in 

Deodurga and Lingasugur sub markets market, immediate payment was 

followed by majority of the commission agents . 

 
Grading practice :- In all the three mar kets, eye sight grading was practiced in 

marketing of groundnut. No standardized grading practices were followed in the 

market.   

 

Pricing :- In Rajendra Gunj Market, the groundnut growers were getting 

relatively better price due to tender system while in De odurga and Lingasugur 

markets, the farmers were in disadvantaged position due to mutual agreement 

between the producers and commission agents cum traders. The farmers were 

offered low market price per quintal of groundnut due to the credits barrowed 

from commission agents cum traders.  

I. COMMISSION AGENTS : 

 
Annual turnover of commission agents:  



The data obtained fr om commission agents revea led that the total annual 

turnover of a commission agent was 1394 tonnes. The average annual turnover 

of an individual commission agent was 116 tones  (Table-M1) . 

 

Contractual arrangement between commission agents and groun dnut 

grower in Raichur district : 

All the commission agents were having  a prior (before crop season) 

contractual arrangement with the groundnut growers  (Table -M2). The 

groundnut growerõs barrow credit for purchasing seeds, fertilizer and plant 

protection chemicals. Majority (58.33%) of the commission agents , were 

practicing delayed payment ranges between 2 -4 weeks while the remaining 

(41.66%)  commission age nts were making immediate payment  (Table-M4). The 

average interests paid for delayed payment were  24 per cent per annum. But 

this was agreed by the groundnut growers during the primary data collection.  

 

Quality traits preferred by  commission agents in buyi ng groundnut:  

 The quality traits preferred by commission agents were expressed in terms 

of Garrett scores. The commission agents offered a higher score (64 ) for bigger 

grain size. This was followed by more oil content, color of the grain, pe st  and 

disease  free, taste, cl eanliness and more shelling per cent age with a score of 48, 

28, 26, 24, 20 and 14 respectively. The commission agents preferred  to pay a 

premium of Rs. 3 each for  bigger grain size  and  more shelling percentage . More 

oil content , pest and dis ease free and higher recovery rate received a premium 

of Rs. 2 each  (Table-M5). 

 

Price variation for groundnut:  

 The market price for best quality of groundnut ranges from a minimum Rs. 

2000 to a maximum of Rs. 2780 per quintal. The market price for medium  

quality groundnut ranges from a minimum of Rs. 1700 to a maximum of Rs. 

2500 per quintal. The market price for poor quality groundnut ranges from a 

minimum of Rs. 1450 to a maximum of Rs. 2000 per quintal . The average 



market prices of best, medium and poo r quality of groundnut were  Rs. 2390, 

Rs. 2100 and Rs. 1725 per quintal respectively  (Table-M6). 

 

Purchase price of groundnut by commission agents:  

 The average quantity of groundnut arrived at the commission agents was 

116 tonnes per year, which was purch ased by the trader at a market price of 

Rs. 19625 per ton. The total value of groundnut purchased by the traders 

through commission agents was Rs. 22,76,500/ - which accounted for 86 per 

cent of the total turnover arrived at the commission agents  (Table-M7). Out of 

the total arrival, entire quantity of groundnut was purchased by the traders 

without giving scope for storage by the commission agents.  

 

Market margin of commission agents in groundnut transaction:  

 The commission agents received a gross margin of  Rs. 313 per quintal  of 

groundnut . The fixed and variable cost incurred were Rs. 99 and Rs. 179 per 

quintal of groundnut. The traders received a net margin of Rs. 35 per quintal of 

groundnut  (Table-M8) .  

 

Cost components:  The fixed and variable cost compon ents incurred in 

marketing of groundnut is presented here under (Table -M8a and M8b).  

 
a. Fixed cost:  The commission agents were spending on fixed cost 

components such as salaries, rent for building, communication and other 

expanses with an average of Rs. 4 9, Rs. 37, Rs. 9 and Rs. 4 per quintal of 

groundnut.  

 
b.  Variable cost:  The commission agents were spending on variable cost 

components such as commission agent charges, market fee, transportation 

charges, bagging and hamali charges with an average of Rs.  42, Rs. 31, Rs. 

13, Rs. 3 and Rs. 3 quintal respectively.  Totally the variable cost component 

adds  up to Rs. 179 per quintal of groundnut .   

 

Constraints faced by commission agents in marketing of groundnut:  



 The commission agents were facing several cons traints in marketing of 

groundnut  (Table-M9a). Fluctuation in market price was the major constraint 

followed by recovery of loan from the groundnut growers given during the crop 

growth . The groundnut growerõs barrow ed credit for purchasing seeds, fertilize r 

and plant protection chemicals and the same was repaid  by selling the 

groundnut to the same commission agents. Automatically commission agents 

do change lesser price for the paddy. Most of the groundnut arrived in the 

market was uncleaned and graded base d on eye sight.  

 
The suggestions given by  commission agents in marketing of groundnut 

were stability in prices of groundnut helps the farmers to continue the 

production of groundnut  and realize better come  (Table-M9b). Since most of the 

groundnut growers  bring the uncleaned produce into the market, the farmers 

were informed  to bring the cleaned produce into the market. Good quality seed 

materials have to be supplied by the department of agriculture and other 

institutions involved in distribut ion  of seeds to enhance  productivity of 

groundnut . 

 
II. PROCESSORS : 

 
Processing capacity of groundnut by processors in Raichur district  

 The processing capacity of groundnut growers for oil and meal is presented 

below (Table -M1 0). The average quality of groundnut oil an d meal processed 

were 302 and 65 tones per year respectively. The average total returns obtained 

for groundnut oil and meal were Rs. 1, 96, 21, 278 and Rs. 9, 58, 100 

respectively. The average share of groundnut in the overall processing was 75 

per cent. T he recovery rate of groundnut oil and meal were in the ratio of 37:58.  

 

 All the processors of Raichur taluka purchased the groundnut from APMC 

(Rajendra Gunj) market while the processing units located at D eodurga and 

Lingasugur purchased the groundnut fro m APMC sub market and directly from 

the farmers. The average quantities of groundnut purchased by the processors 



were 977 tones per year with an average purchase price of Rs. 17 ,385 per tone 

per year (Table -M11). 

 

 

 

Details of sales main product and by pro duct of groundnut : 

 The detail ed sale of main product and by product by groundnut processors 

is presented here under (Table -M12). The proportion of groundnut oil sold to 

retailers, wholesalers and consumers were  78.22, 20.40 and 1.38 per cent 

respectively at an average price  of Rs. 6 ,530, Rs. 6 ,625 and Rs. 6 ,890 per 

quintal. The proportion of oil meal sold to wholesalers and dairy units were 

95.54 and 4.46 per cent with an average price of Rs. 1500 and Rs. 1400 per 

quintal respectively.  

 

Turnover costs of p rocessors of groundnut in Raichur district:  

 In Raichur groundnut was processed both for kernel and oil purpose. The 

average buying prices of groundnut for kernel were Rs. 1 ,725 per quintal 

(Table-M13). The average selling prices of kernel and groundnut sh ell were Rs. 

34.50 and Rs. 13 per quintal. The gross and net margins obtained by 

processors were Rs. 1 ,738 and Rs. 1 ,499 per quintal. While the total cost of 

marketing of groundnut kernel was Rs. 239 per quintal. Similarly, the buying 

price of groundnut fo r oil purpose was  Rs. 1 ,726 per quintal. The average 

selling price of groundnut oil and oil meal were Rs. 6 ,693 and Rs. 1 ,420 per 

quintal respectively. The average gross and net margins obtained by processors 

were Rs. 6 ,387 and Rs. 5 ,882 per quintal, while  the total cost of marketing of 

groundnut for oil and oil meal were Rs. 505 per quintal.  

 

Quality traits preferred by processors for groundnut kernel and oil   

 Quality traits preferred by processor s for kernel and oil were different and 

were expressed in t erms of Garrett  scores  (Table-M14). Bigger grain size 

received a  the maximum score of 45 followed by cleanliness and more oil 

content with a score of 38 each, color of the kernel with a  score of 37, more 



shelling per cent age with a score of 22 and taste of kernel received a score of 20 . 

The processors were ready to pay a premium Rs.2 each for bigger grain size and 

for  more oil content.  

 
 The quality traits preferred by processors for oil were different from that of 

kernels. Color of the groundnut oil receive d a maximum garret score of 44  

followed by cleanliness , more oil content , taste and high recovery rate with a  

score of 38, 28, 18 and 8 respectively. Similarly , the processors were ready to 

pay a premium Rs. 1 each for traits such as color of oil, cleanlin ess and  more 

oil content . 

 

Variation in price of groundnut purchased for processing:  

 The Purchase price of groundnut used for processing is presented below 

(Table-M15). The prices of best, medium and poor quality groundnut used for 

processing were  Rs. 235 0, Rs. 1958 and Rs. 1550 respectively.  

 

Constraint of groundnut processors:  

 The major constraints in processing of groundnut are  presented below 

(Table-M16a). Lack of working capital for processing of groundnut was the 

major constraints with a response of  67  per cent. This was followed by 

fluctuations in price of oil, insufficient market arrivals due to agreement 

between commission agents and farmers, mixing of oil  to  avoid tax aversions 

with a response of 33 , 50  and 17  per cent respectively.  

 

Suggestions of groundnut processors:  

 The suggestions given by groundnut processors in Raichur district is 

presented below (Table -M16b). The processors require a liberal working capital 

from the financial institution with a response of 67  per cent. This was followed 

by modernization of machinery at subsidized rates, and exemption of tax with a 

response of 50  and 33  per cent respectively.  

 

III. RETAILERS  



Quantity of groundnut purchased by retailers:  

 Majority of the retailers purchased groundnut kernel from decorticatin g 

mills. The average groundnut kernel purchased by retailers from wholesalers 

and processors was 24.33  and 2 3.51  quintal s per annum with an average price 

of Rs. 3 ,454 per quintal (Table-M17). Similarly, the retailers were purchasing 

groundnut oil from whol esalers and processing mills with an annual average of 

70.33 and 24.81  quintals respectively. The retailers purchased the groundnut 

oil at an average price of Rs. 6 ,360 per quintal. The retailers were not 

purchasing groundnut cake which was directly sold b y processing mills to dairy 

units as feed to animals . 

Total sales of groundnut by retailers in Raichur district : 

 The quantity of groundnut kernel and oil sold with market price is 

presented below. The total quantity of groundnut kernel sold by retailers w as 

45 tonnes per year at an average price of Rs. 4 0,000 per ton. Similarly , the 

groundnut oil sold by  retailers was 25.60 tonnes with  an average market price 

of Rs. 71,000 per ton  (Table-M18). The share of groundnut kernel and oil in the 

total turnover wer e 4 and 2 per cent respectively.  

 

Market margin of groundnut retailers in Raichur district:  

 The gross margins obtained by retailers for groundnut kernel and 

groundnut oil were Rs. 546 and Rs. 740 per quintal  (Table-M19). The fixed cost 

incurred in marketi ng of groundnut by retailers for groundnut kernel and oil 

was Rs. 117  and Rs. 68  per quintal. Similarly, the variable cost spent on 

marketing of groundnut per kernel and oil were Rs. 32 each  per quintal. The 

net margin obtained by retailers for groundnut k ernel and oil were Rs. 397  and 

Rs. 640  per quintal.   

 

Quality traits preferred by retailers in selling of groundnut in Raichur 

district:  

 The quality traits preferred by retailers both for groundnut and groundnut 

of oil are depicted below (T able -M20). Bigg er grain sized received a maximum 

score of 68.46. This  was followed by color of the kernel, pest and disease free, 



better taste, cleanliness and more nutrient content with a score of 39.08, 

30.54, 29.23, 24.54 and 12.23 respectively.  

 
 The quality traits p referred by retailers for groundnut oil were high keeping 

with a maximum score of 61.23. This  was followed by colo ur of the oil, 

cleanliness , better taste and more nutrient content with a score of 47, 28.23, 

24.70 and 6.46 respectively.  

 

Constraints identi fied and suggestions of retailers in marketing of 

groundnut in Raichur district : 

 The major constraints and suggestions for better marketing of groundnut by 

retailers are presented below (Table -M21). Fluctuation in market prices was the 

major constraint fa ced by retailers  with a maximum of 77  per cent of the 

response . This was followed by supply of poor quality seeds and spoilage of 

seeds due to watering with a per cent response of 62 and 46 respectively . The 

suggestions given by retailers for better market ing of groundnut were 

introduction of high yielding varieties with more oil content and supply of 

graded and good quality seeds with a per cent response 100 and 92 per cent 

respectively.  

 

 The retail price for best, medium and poor quality groundnut seeds were Rs. 

4123, Rs. 3781 and Rs. 3369 per quintal respectively (Table -M22).  The 

additional quality parameters were also  considered for fixing the market price of 

groundnut (Table -M23). The additional parameters considered were  purchase 

price of kernel, inte rest on barrowed capital, profit , existing demand for 

groundnut  and cost of transportation of kernel either from mills or from the 

market  with a per cent response of 100, 100, 92, 85 and 38 per cent 

respectively . 

 

CONSUMERS  (RARAL AND URBAN ) 

Household cons umption of g roundnut kernel and oil (Rural):  

 The rural households consumed an average groundnut kernel of 34 kgs per 

year . Out of the total, the average groundnut produced at home and consumed 



were 32 and 02 kgs per annum respectively.  The average purchas e price of 

groundnut was Rs. 39 .00 per kg  (Table-M24a) . All the groundnut oil consumed 

by rural household was purchased with an average annual consumption of 35 

kgs per year purchased with  an average market  price  of Rs. 71 per liter.  

 

Household consumption  of groundnut kernel and oil (Urban) : 

 The urban consumers were consum ed an average groundnut kernel of 35 

kgs per annum  which was purchased at an average market price of Rs. 39 per 

kg. The u rban consumers were consum ed an average  groundnut oil of 32 kgs 

per year per annum which was purchased at an average price of Rs. 70 per kg  

(Table-M24b) . 

 

Source s of purchase of groundnut by rural and urban consumers : 

 In case of rural  consumers , the proportion of groundnut kernel purchased 

fr om super markets, wholesale rs and village shops were 40, 33 and 20 per cent 

respectively. Similarly the proportion of groundnut oil purchased from village 

shops and wholesale markets were 53 and 40 per cent respectively  (Table-M25) . 

 
 In case of urban consumers, the proportion of gr oundnut kernel purchased 

from retail shops, wholesale shop and super market were 60, 2 7 and 13 per 

cent  respectively. Similarly the proportion of groundnut oil purchase d from 

retail shops, wholesale market and super  market were 6 7, 2 7 and 07 per cent 

respectively.  

 

Quality characteristics groundnut kernel and oil among rural and urban 

consumers : 

 There is a difference in quality characteristics preferred by rural and urban 

consumers (Table -M26). The quality characteristics preferred by rural 

consumers for g roundnut  kernel were bigger grain size, low market price and 

pest and disease free kernels with a response of 60, 53 and 33 per cent 

respectively. Similarly, the quality traits preferred by urban consumers for 



groundnut kernel were bigger grain size, low m arket price and pest and disease 

free kernel with a response of 67, 47 and 33 per cent respectively.  

 
 In case of groundnut oil, the quality characteristics preferred by rural 

consumers for groundnut oil were low market price, colour of the oil and 

keeping  quality with a response of 60, 47 and 33 per cent respectively . 

Similarly, the quality trait preferred by urban consumers for groundnut oil were 

keeping quality, colour of the kernel and low market price with a response of 

47, 40 and 27 per cent respectiv ely. This result shows  that rural consumers 

were more price sensitive than urban consumers.  

 

Availability of preferred quality characteristics of groundnut:  

The availability of preferred quality characteristics in existing varieties for 

groundnut kernel an d oil by consumers is presented here under (Table -M27). 

The number of consumers who were of the opinion that they got their preferred 

characteristic of groundnut kernel was 10  with 33.34 per cent of the 

respondents. Similarly for groundnut oil, the number of consumers were of the 

opinion that they got their preferred quality characteristic w as 8 with 26.67 per 

cent of the respondents. There was no response for groundnut cake where in 

majority of the consumers was not consuming groundnut cake.  

 

The consumers  were of the opinion that they got the preferred quality traits 

in groundnut kernel to the extent of 33 per cent. This shows that they are 

looking for new varieties of groundnut which is having the above mentioned 

traits. Similarly in case of groundnut oil  27 per cent of the consumers were of 

the opinion that they got the preferred quality traits. The consumers were 

consuming groundnut oil in loose pockets which is of inferior quality and some 

times even mixing with other oil s resulted in poor response.  

 

Preferred quality traits in  product s for  groundnut by rural and urban 

consumers : 

 The quality traits preferred for groundnut kernel and oil for new products 

by rural and urban consumers is presented below (Table -M28). The quality 



traits preferred for ground nut kernel in new products by rural consumers were 

bigger grain size, cleanliness, better taste, low market price and more oil 

content with a garret score of 71.60, 38.70, 24.60, 16.30 and 14.90 

respectively. Similarly the scores for same quality parameter s by urban 

consumers were 63.90, 35.90, 24.90, 14.90 and 13.00 respectively. The rural 

consumers were preferred to pay a premium for traits such as bigger grain size, 

more oil content, Low market price, cleanliness and better taste in new 

products with Rs.  3, Rs. 3, Rs. 2, Rs. 1  and Rs. 1 per kg respectively. Similarly 

the urban consumers were preferred to pay a premium for traits such as bigger 

grain size, more oil content, Low market price, cleanliness and better taste in 

new products with Rs.  3, Rs. 2, R s. 2, Rs. 1  and Rs. 1 per kg respectively.  

 

 The quality traits preferred for groundnut oil in new product by rural 

consumers were keeping quality, low market price, colour of the oil, purity and 

better taste with a score of 61.50, 40.50, 36.13, 29.13 and 07.93 respectively. 

Similarly, the quality traits preferred for groundnut oil in new products by 

urban consumers were keeping quality, cleanliness, low market price, purity 

and better taste with a score of 50.10, 36.13, 24.90, 12.40 and 11.90 

respectively.  The rural consumers were preferred to pay a premium for keeping 

quality, colour, low market price, better taste and purity with Rs.  2, Rs. 1, Rs. 

2, Rs. 1  and Rs. 1 per kg respectively.  Similarly the market consumers were 

ready to pay a premium for traits  keeping quality, colour, low market price, 

better taste and purity  with a premium of Rs. 3, Rs. 2, Rs. 2, Rs. 1  and Rs. 1 

per kg respectively.  

 
 None of the urban and rural consumers were using the groundnut cake 

which was directly sold by processing mil ls to dairy unit located near by 

Kurnool in Andhra Pradesh . 

 

Quality characteristics that fetch higher price for groundnut by rural and 

urban consumers : 

The quality characteristics that fetch higher price for groundnut kernel as 

expressed by rural consumer s were size of the kernel, cleanliness, high protein 



content, good packing, colour of the kernel, labeling , shape of the kernel and 

bette r taste with a response of 100, 100,  80,  67, 53, 47 , 33 and 33 per cent 

respectively (Table -M29). Similarly the quality  characteristics that fetch higher 

price for groundnut kernel by urban consumers were size of the kernel, 

cleanliness, good packing, better taste, high protein content, shape and labeling 

with a response of 100, 93, 73, 67, 53, 40 and 33 per cent respectiv ely.   

 
The quality characteristics that fetch higher price for groundnut oil 

expressed by rural consumers were keeping quality, colour of the oil, fat 

content, brand name, cleanliness and better taste with a response of 93, 93, 

80, 80, 13 and 13 per cent r espectively (Table -M29). Similarly the quality 

characteristics that fetch higher price for groundnut oil by urban consumers 

were keeping quality, colour of the oil, cleanliness, fat content, better taste and 

brand name with a response of 100, 80, 67, 47, 4 7 and 40 per cent 

respectively.  

 

 Constraints of urban and rural consumers of groundnut : 

The major constraints faced by rural consumers  of groundnut were selling 

of seeds without grading, non availability of quality produce and fluctuations in 

market price  with a response of 87, 60 and 40 per cent respectively. Similarly 

the constraints faced by urban consumers were selling of seeds without 

grading, fluctuations in market price and non availability of quality produce 

with a response of 100, 73 and 53 per ce nt respectively  (Table-M30). 

 

Suggestions of urban and rural consumers of groundnut : 

The suggestion given by rural consumers of groundnut includes supply of 

good quality seeds, stability in market price and ban on selling of loose oil with 

a response of 10 0, 67 and 53 per cent respectively (Table -M31). Similarly the 

suggestions given by urban consumers includes stability in market price, 

supply of good quality seeds and ban on selling of loose oil with a response 

from 100, 87 and 73 per cent respectively.  

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IV.   SITUATION OUTLOOK ANALYSIS:  

 

 The situation outlook analysis highlight the trends in area, production and 

productivity of groundnut in the state and in Raichur district for the period 

from 1980 -81 to 2004 -05. The reasons attribu ted to changes in area, 

production and productivity of groundnut has to be looked into to enhance 

further the area, production and productivity at the district as well as at the 

state level by proper intervention in the production system, marketing and 

dis tribution. The time series data on area , production and productivity  of 



groundnut was collected from Directorate of Economics and Statistics, 

Bangalore  and w as analyzed using the compound growth rate which is 

expressed in terms of percentage.  

 
Area, produc tion and productivity of groundnut in Karnataka  state : 

 The data on area, production and productivity of groundnut for the period 

from 1980 -81 to 2004 -05 is presented below (Table-1). The average area under 

groundnut in the state for the period from  1980 -81 to 2004 -05 was 10 ,65,526  

hectares. The area under groundnut during the same period was growing at a 

compound growth rate of 0. 86  per cent. Similarly, t he average groundnut 

production during the same period was 8,38,760 tonnes. The production was 

growing  at a compound growth rate  of 1. 55  per cent which is much lesser than 

the desired growth rate of agriculture sector. During the same period, the 

productivity of groundnut was increased from 632 kgs per hectare to 1,666 kgs 

per hectare. The average producti vity of groundnut for entire state stands at 

1,366 kgs per hectare. The productivity of groundnut in the state was growing 

at a compound growth rate of 4.16 per cent. An interesting observation is that 

the productivity levels were more than double from 199 2-93 onwards. The 

reasons for increase in productivity had to be looked into to bring about further 

enhancement in the productivity  levels . 

 

District wise area, production and productivity of groundnut in Karnataka :  

 During 2004 -05, Chitradurga district o f Karnataka stands at first place, 

with an area and production of 1,59,559 hectares and 1,49,569 tonnes (Table -

2). The average productivity in the district was very low with 987 kgs per 

hectare. Tumkur district of Karnataka stands at second place with an a rea and 

production of 1,52,521 hectares and 1,01,896 tonnes respectively. The average 

productivity in the district was only 703 kgs per hectare which was m uch lesser 

in comparison with Chitradurga district.  

 
 Raichur district stands at fifth and third plac e with respect to area and 

production of groundnut. During 2004 -05 , t he area and production of 

groundnut in Raichur was 77,199 hectares and 51,454 tonnes. The 



productivity in Raichur district was 1,428 kgs per hectare which was much 

ahead of state average of 1 ,366 kgs per hectare. In Raichur district, groundnut 

is grown both in Kharif and Rabi /summer seasons. Most of the groundnut 

grown in Rabi /summer season is under irrigated conditions.  The prevailing 

climatic conditions for growing groundnut in both Khar if and Rabi /summer 

seasons were quite different resulted in difference in productivity levels and 

also the income realized by the  groundnut growers in both the seasons.   

 

Area, production and productivity of groundnut in Raichur district of 

Karnataka:  

 The area under groundnut in Raichur district is on the declining trend for 

the period from 1980 -81 to 2004 -05  (Table-3). During the same period, t he 

average area under groundnut in the district was 1,17,143 hectares. The 

decline in area is reflected from a c ompound growth rate of -1.65 per cent . The 

average production of groundnut in Raichur district for the period from 1980 -

81 to 2004 -05 was 82,481 tonnes . This was reflected w ith a compound growth 

rate of -1.62 per cent. There was a significant change in pro ductivity in the 

district which  was increased from 696 kgs per hectare to 2,730 kgs per hectare. 

The average productivity of groundnut for the period from 1980 -81 to 2004 -05 

was 1,538 kgs per hectare. The Productivity of groundnut in Raichur was 

growing at  a compound growth rate of 5.91 per cent. The higher p roductivity 

level in the district is  attributed to the concentration of groundnut production 

in Rabi /summer season which is mainly grown under irrigated conditions. 

Suitable growing conditions w ere prev ail during Rabi /summer season resulted 

in higher yield and better income realized by the groundnut growers. This was 

also reflected in terms of better market price realized for Rabi /summer 

groundnut in comparison with Kharif groundnut.  

 
II INPUT -OUTPUT ANA LYSIS (per farm data) : 
 

Cost and Returns of groundnut in Raichur district of Karnataka  

 The details of cost and returns of groundnut in adopted, control and overall 

situations in Raichur district of Karnataka is depicted in Table - 84 and 85. The 



total cost  incurred in cultivation of groundnut is bifurcated into fixed and 

variable costs. The total variable cost incurred in adopted, control and overall 

situations were Rs. 27168, Rs. 24578 and Rs. 25873 per farm. In adopted 

villages, out of the total variable cost, the proportion of cost spent on farm yard 

manure, seeds, female labour, fertilizer, bullock labour, labour for operating 

machinery, male labour and plant protection chemicals were 22, 20, 15, 11, 8, 

8, 7 and 6 per cent respectively.  

 
 In control vill ages, the proportion of cost spent towards seed, female labour, 

farm yard manure, fertilizer, labour for machinery, male labour, bullock labour 

and plant protection chemicals were 23, 15, 14, 14, 10, 8, 8 and 6 per cent 

respectively. Similarly in overall s ituations, the proportion of cost spent on 

seed, farm yard manure, female labour, fertilizer, labour for machinery, bullock 

labour, male labour and plant protection chemicals were 22, 19, 15, 12, 9, 8, 8 

and 6 per cent respectively.  

 
 The total fixed cost incurred in adopted, control and overall situations were 

Rs. 3321, Rs. 3867 and Rs. 3594 per farm with a per cent share of 11, 14 and 

12 per cent respectively. Finally, the total cost incurred in adopted, control and 

overall situations were Rs. 30489, Rs. 28445 and Rs. 29467 per farm 

respectively. The gross returns obtained in adopted, control and overall 

situations were Rs. 28524, Rs. 23862 and Rs. 26193 per farm respectively. The 

net returns obtained in Adopted, control and overall situations were Rs. -1966, 

Rs. -4583 and Rs. -3274 per farm respectively. This had resulted in a benefit 

cost ratio of 0.94, 0.84 and 0.89 respectively in adopted, control and overall 

situations.  

 

Cost and returns of Kharif groundnut in Raichur district of Karnataka : 

 The detail s of cost and returns of Kharif groundnut in adopted, control and 

overall situations in Raichur district of Karnataka is depicted in Table -84(a) and 

85(a). The total variable cost incurred in adopted, control and overall situations 

were Rs. 23864, Rs. 2248 9 and Rs. 23177 per farm. In adopted villages, out of 

the total variable cost, the proportion of cost spent on farm yard manure, seed, 



female labour, fertilizer, bullock labour, male labour and labour for operating 

machinery and for plant protection chemic als were 22, 20, 15, 14, 10, 9, 6 and 

3 per cent respectively.  

 
 In control villages, the proportion of cost spent on machinery, seed, farm 

yard manure, female labour, fertilizer, male labour, bullock labour and plant 

protection chemicals were 28, 18, 14,  13, 9, 7, 6 and 4 per cent respectively. 

Similarly in overall situations, the proportion of cost spent on seed, farm yard 

manure, machine labour, female labour, fertilizer, male labour, bullock labour 

and plant protection chemicals were 19, 18, 16, 14, 12 , 8, 8 and 4 per cent 

respectively. The total fixed cost incurred in adopted, control and overall 

situations were Rs. 2848, Rs. 2389 and Rs. 2619 per farm with a per cent share 

of 11, 10 and 10 per cent respectively.  

 
 The total cost incurred in adopted, c ontrol and overall situations for Kharif 

groundnut were Rs. 26712, Rs. 24878 and Rs. 25795 per farm respectively. The 

gross returns obtained in adopted, control and overall situations were Rs. 

21005, Rs. 14678 and Rs. 17842 per farm. Similarly, the returns  obtained were 

negative in adopted, control and overall situations with a net income of Rs. -

5707, Rs. -10200 and Rs. -7954 per farm respectively. The negative returns 

resulted in a benefit cost ratio of 0.79, 0.59 and 0.69 respectively in adopted, 

control  and overall situations.  

 

Cost and returns of Rabi/summer groundnut in Raichur district of 

Karnataka : 

 The details of cost and returns of rabi/summer groundnut in adopted, 

control and overall situations in Raichur district of Karnataka is presented 

below [Table -84(b) and 85(b)]. The total variable cost of rabi/summer 

groundnut in adopted, control and overall situations were Rs. 36236, Rs. 

40153 and Rs. 38195 per farm. In adopted villages, the proportion of cost spent 

on seed, farm yard manure, female labou r, fertilizer, bullock labour, machine 

labour, male labour and plant protection chemicals were 23, 17, 16, 10, 9, 8, 7 

and 5 per cent respectively. In control villages, the proportion of cost spent on 



seed, female labour, fertilizer, machinery, bullock pai r, farm yard manure, male 

labour and plant protection chemicals were 27, 17, 15, 13, 8, 7, 7 and 5 per 

cent respectively. Similarly in overall situations, the proportion of cost spent on 

seed, female labour, fertilizer, farm yard manure, machinery, bullock  labour, 

male labour and plant protection chemicals were 25, 16, 13, 12, 10, 9, 7 and 5 

per cent respectively. The total fixed cost spent in adopted, control and overall 

situations were Rs. 7112, Rs. 6988 and Rs. 7050 per farm respectively. The 

total cost incurred on rabi/summer groundnut in adopted, control and overall 

situations were Rs. 43348, Rs. 47141 and Rs. 45245 per farm. The gross 

returns obtained in adopted, control and overall situations were Rs. 46827, Rs. 

44425, and Rs. 45626 per farm respectiv ely. The net returns obtained in 

adopted, control and overall situations were Rs. 3479, Rs. -2716 and Rs. 382 

per farm respectively. This had resulted in a benefit cost ratio of 1.08, 0.94 and 

1.00 respectively in adopted, control and overall situations.  

 
Cost of cultivation of groundnut growers in Kharif and Rabi seasons in all 

the three taluka s of Raichur district  of Karnataka : 

 The area under Kharif groundnut was quite less compared to Rabi 

groundnut, the difference in cost components were analyzed by po oling adopted 

and control villagesõ data. The difference in inputs cost, labour and other 

expenses incurred is presented here under.  

 

 In Lingasugur taluka, the total cost of cultivation of Kharif groundnut was 

Rs. 9814 per acre (Table -18). Out of the tota l cost, inputs cost accounted for 

45.77 per cent followed by labour cost and other expenses with 37.12 and 

17.11 per cent. The total gross and net returns realized for Kharif groundnut 

were Rs. 8085 and Rs. -1729 per acre. The return realized per rupee of 

investment was only 0.82. In case of Rabi groundnut, the total cost of 

cultivation was Rs. 8313 per acre. Out of the total cost, inputs cost accounted 

for 48.02 per cent followed by the labour and other expenses with 33.07 and 

18.91 per cent respectively. The total gross and net returns realized by the 

groundnut growers were Rs. 10392 and Rs. 2079 per acre. The return realized 

per rupee of investment on groundnut was 1.25.  



 

 In Deodurga taluka, the total cost of cultivation of Kharif groundnut was 

Rs. 10615  per acre (Table -19). Out of the total cost, inputs cost accounted for 

45.04 per cent followed by labour and other expenses accounted for 35.90 and 

19.06 per cent respectively. The average gross and net returns obtained by the 

Kharif groundnut growers were  Rs. 6905 and Rs. -3710 per acre. The return 

realized per rupee of investment was only 0.65. In case of Rabi groundnut, the 

total cost of cultivation was Rs. 9451 per acre. Out of the total cost, inputs cost 

accounted for 40.85 per cent followed by labour and other expenses with 37.80 

and 21.36 per cent respectively. The total gross and net returns realized by the 

groundnut growers were Rs. 8789 and Rs. -662 per acre. The return realized 

per rupee of investment on groundnut was only 0.93.  

 
 In Raichur taluk a, the total cost of cultivation of Kharif groundnut was Rs. 

10417 per acre (Table -20). Out of the total cost, inputs cost accounted for 

47.53 per cent followed by labour and other expenses with 33.90 and 18.57 per 

cent. The average gross and net returns r ealized by the Kharif groundnut 

growers were Rs. 14272 and Rs. 3855 per acre. The return realized per rupee of 

investment on groundnut was 1.37. In case of Rabi season groundnut, the total 

cost of cultivation was Rs. 9421 per acre. Out of the total cost, i nputs cost 

accounted for 43.34 per cent followed by the labour and other expenses with 

34.20 and 22.46 per cent respectively. The total gross and net returns realized 

by the groundnut growers were Rs. 14791 and Rs. 5370 per acre. The return 

realized per ru pee of investment on groundnut was quite high with 1.57.  

  
The overall cost of cultivation of groundnut in Kharif and Rabi season 

highlights that, Kharif groundnut is not profitable in Lingasugur taluka while 

Rabi groundnut is yielding enough returns to th e groundnut growers. In 

Deodurga taluka both Kharif and Rabi groundnut are not profitable due to 

lower average yield levels in the taluka. Similarly in Raichur, both Kharif and 

Rabi groundnut are profitable yielding better returns to the farmers.  



-:: BASELINE SURVEY TABLES :: - 

 

Table-1:- Distribution of sample farmers in the study area of Raichur district of Karnataka  

 

Sl.  

No.  

Farm size 

  

Raichur district  

Adopted  % Control  % 

1 Marginal  9 10 6 13 

2 Small 30 33 13 29 

3 Medium 29 32 14 31 

4 Large 22 24 12 27 

  Grand Total 90 100 45 100 

 

 

 

Table-2:- Ownership of sample farmers according to gender in Raichur district of  

     Karnataka  

 

Gender Raichur district  

Adopted  % Control  % 

Female  0 0 0 0 

Male  90 100 45 100 

Grand Total 90 100 45 100 

 

 

 

Table-3:- Ownership of sample farmers based on gender and across farm size in Raichur  

     district of Karnataka  

 

Farm size 

 

Gender 

 

Raichur district  

Adopted  % Control  % 

Marginal  

  

  

Female 0 0 0 0 

Male 9 10 6 13 

Total 9 10 6 13 

Small 

  

  

Female 0 0 0 0 

Male 30 33 13 29 

Total 30 33 13 29 

Medium 

  

  

Female 0 0 0 0 

Male 29 32 14 31 

Total 29 32 14 31 

Large 

  

  

Female 0 0 0 0 

Male 22 24 12 27 

Total 22 24 12 27 

Grand Total 90 100 45 100 

 

 

 



Table-4:- Average age of sample farmers in the study area in Raichur district of Karnataka 

Farm size 

 

Raichur district  

Adopted  Control  

Marginal 44 42 

Small 43 43 

Medium 39 41 

Large 43 46 

Overall 42 36 

 

 

 

Table 5:- Educational status of farmers in the study area (years of schooling) in Raichur  

    district of Karnataka  

 

Farm size 

  

Raichur district  

Adopted Control  

Years  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 10 12 15 Total 2 3 4 5 7 12 18 Total 

Marginal  1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 4 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 

Small 0 1 2 3 0 0 2 0 0 1 1 10 0 1 0 1 2 0 0 4 

Medium 0 0 1 1 2 1 1 1 3 1 0 11 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 2 

Large 0 2 0 4 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 2 

 

 

 

Table-6:- Participation in the local bodies by farmers in the study area in Raichur district  

     of Karnataka 

 

Member nominated/elected 

body 

Raichur district  

Adopted  % Control  % 

No 80 89 42 93 

Yes 10 11 3 7 

Grand Total 90 100 45 100 

 

 

 

Table 7:- Participation in the local bodies by farmers in the study area in Raichur district of  

    Karnataka  

 

FSC Member nominated/  

elected body 

Raichur district  

Adopted  Per cent Control  Per cent 

Marginal  Grampanchayat member 2 20 1 33 

Small Valmiki sanga 2 20 0 0 

Medium Raith sanga 2 20 1 33 

Large Grampanchayat member 4 40 1 33 

Grand Total 10 100 3 100 

 

 



Table-8:- Caste composition of farmers in the study area in Raichur district of Karnataka  

 

Caste Adopted Per cent Control  Per cent 

Forward caste  5 6 0 0 

Backward caste  44 49 3 7 

Scheduled caste  6 7 5 11 

Scheduled tribe  35 39 37 82 

Grand Total 90 100 45 100 

 

 

Table 9:- Caste composition of farmers in the study area in Raichur district of Karnataka  

 

Farm 

size 

Caste 

 

Raichur district  

Adopted  % Control  % 

Marginal  

  

  

  

  

Forward caste  0 0 0 0 

Backward caste  3 33 0 0 

Scheduled caste  2 22 1 17 

Scheduled tribe  4 44 5 83 

Total 9 100 6 100 

Small 

  

  

  

  

Forward caste  1 3 0 0 

Backward caste  16 53 1 8 

Scheduled caste  3 10 1 8 

Scheduled tribe  10 33 11 85 

Total 30 100 13 100 

Medium 

  

  

  

  

Forward caste  3 10 0 0 

Backward caste  12 41 1 7 

Scheduled caste  1 3 3 21 

Scheduled tribe  13 45 10 71 

Total 29 100 14 100 

Large 

  

  

  

  

Forward caste  1 5 0 0 

Backward caste  13 59 1 8 

Scheduled caste  0 0 0 0 

Scheduled tribe  8 36 11 92 

Total 22 100 12 100 

  Grand Total 90 100 45 100 

 

 

Table 10:- Distribution of sample farmers in the study area according to religion in Raichur  

      district of Karnataka  

 

 Religion 

 

Raichur district  

Adopted  % Control  % 

Hindu  77 86 44 98 

Muslim  13 14 1 2 

Grand Total 90 100 45 100 

 



Table 11:- Distribution of sample farmers in the study area according to religion across  

       farm size in Raichur district of Karnataka  

 

Farm size 

  

Religion 

  

Raichur district  

Adopted Per cent Control  Per cent 

Marginal  

  

  

Hindu 7 78 6 100 

Muslim 2 22 0 0 

Total 9 100 6 100 

Small 

  

  

Hindu 23 77 13 100 

Muslim 7 23 0 0 

Total 30 100 13 100 

Medium 

  

  

Hindu 27 93 14 100 

Muslim 2 7 0 0 

Total 29 100 14 100 

Large 

  

  

Hindu 20 91 12 100 

Muslim 2 9 0 0 

Total 22 100 12 100 

  Grand Total 90 100 45 100 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 12:- Distribution of sample farmers according to main occupation 

 

 Main occupation 

 

Raichur district  

Adopted  % Control  % 

Agriculture 86 96 42 93 

Business 3 3 2 4 

Service/Employment 1 1 1 2 

Social Work 0 0 0 0 

Grand Total 90 100 45 100 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Table 13:- Distribution of sample farmers according to main occupation across farm size 

 

Farm size 

  

Main occupation 

  

Raichur district  

Adopted  % Control  % 

Marginal 

  

  

  

Agriculture 8 8.9 6 13 

Business 1 1.1 0 0 

Service/ Employment 1 1.1 0 0 

Total 10 11 6 13 

Small 

  

  

  

Agriculture 30 33 13 29 

Service/ Employment 0 0 0 0 

Social work 0 0 0 0 

Total 30 33 13 29 

Medium 

  

  

  

Agriculture 28 31 14 31 

Business 2 2.2 0 0 

Service/ Employment 0 0 0 0 

Total 30 33 14 31 

Large 

  

  

  

Agriculture 21 23 9 20 

Service/ Employment 0 0 1 2.2 

Business 0 0 2 4.4 

Total 21 23 12 27 

Grand Total   90 100 45 100 

 

 

 

 

Table 14:- Distribution of sample farmers according to secondary occupation 

 

Secondary occupation 

  

Raichur district  Overall 

Adopted  % Control  % A & C  % 

Agriculture 13 14 10 22 23 17 

Business 16 18 2 4 18 13 

Service/Employment 1 1 0 0 1 0.7 

Social work 0 0 0 0 0 0 

None 60 67 33 73 93 69 

Grand Total 90 100 45 100 135 100 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Table 15:- Distribution of sample farmers according to secondary occupation across farm  

                  size 

Farm size 

  

Secondary occupation Raichur district  Overall 

  Adopted  % Control  % A & C  % 

Marginal 

  

  

  

  

Agriculture 4 4.44 0 0 4 3 

Business 1 1.11 0 0 1 0.7 

Service/ Employment 0 0.00 0 0 0 0 

None 4 4.44 6 13.3 10 7.4 

Total 9 10.00 6 13.3 15 11 

Small 

  

  

  

  

  

Agriculture 6 6.67 0 0 6 4.4 

Business 3 3.33 3 6.67 6 4.4 

Service/ Employment 0 0.00 0 0 0 0 

Social worker 0 0.00 0 0 0 0 

None 21 23.33 10 22.2 31 23 

Total 30 33.33 13 28.9 43 32 

Medium 

  

  

  

  

Agriculture 3 3.33 4 8.89 7 5.2 

Business 6 6.67 2 4.44 8 5.9 

Service/ Employment 0 0.00 0 0 0 0 

None 20 22.22 8 17.8 28 21 

Total 29 32.22 14 31.1 43 32 

Large 

  

  

  

  

Agriculture 2 2.22 3 6.67 5 3.7 

Business 4 4.44 0 0 4 3 

Service/ Employment 1 1.11 0 0 1 0.7 

None 15 16.67 9 20 24 18 

Total 22 24.44 12 26.7 34 25 

Grand Total   90 100.00 45 100 135 100 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Table 16:- Average family size among sample farmers across farm size  

 

Farm size 

  

Member 

  

Raichur district  

Adopted  % Control  % 

Marginal  Male  2 7 1 4 

  Female  2 7 1 3 

  Children 1 4 1 3 

  Total size 6 18 2 9 

Small Male  3 8 3 10 

  Female  2 7 4 14 

  Children 2 7 2 6 

  Total size 7 22 8 31 

Medium Male  3 9 3 10 

  Female  3 9 2 9 

  Children 2 7 1 5 

  Total size 8 25 7 26 

Large Male  4 12 3 12 

  Female  4 13 3 10 

  Children 3 9 3 12 

  Total size 11 34 9 34 

Grand Total   33 100 26 100 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Table 17:- Land ownership pattern and operational farm size in the study area  

       (Average/Farm) 

 

 Farm 

size 
Land pattern  

 Raichur district  

Land status Adopted % Control  % 

Marginal  

  

  

  

  

  

Operated land 

  

  

  

Dry land 1 2 0 0 

Irrigated land 2 3 1 1 

Permanent fallow 0 0 0 0 

Total land 3 5 1 1 

Leased/shared-in 

  

Dry land 0 0 0 0 

Irrigated land 0 0 0 0 

              

Small 

  

  

  

  

  

Operated land 

  

  

  

Dry land 3 5 1 2 

Irrigated land 3 6 3 6 

Permanent fallow 0 0 0 0 

Total land 6 10 4 8 

Leased/shared-in 

  

Dry land 0 0 0 0 

Irrigated land 0 1 1 1 

              

Medium 

  

  

  

  

  

Operated land 

  

  

  

Dry land 3 6 3 6 

Irrigated land 5 9 5 9 

Permanent fallow 0 0 0 0 

Total land 9 15 8 15 

Leased/shared-in 

  

Dry land 0 0 0 0 

Irrigated land 3 5 2 4 

              

Large 

  

  

  

  

  

Operated land 

  

  

  

Dry land 8 14 9 18 

Irrigated land 8 14 7 13 

Permanent fallow 0 0 9 17 

Total land 16 28 25 48 

Leased/shared-in 

  

Dry land 0 0 0 0 

Irrigated land 6 9 0 0 

              

Overall 

  

  

  

  

  

Operated land 

  

  

  

Dry land 4 6 3 7 

Irrigated land 5 8 4 7 

Permanent fallow 0 0 2 4 

Total land 9 15 9 18 

Leased/shared-in 

  

Dry land 0 0 0 0 

Irrigated land 7 12 3 5 

    Grand total  58 100 52 100 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Table 18:- Distribution of marginal farmers according to ownership farm implements  

                   (Percentage Farmers) 

 

Farm implement/asset 

  

Raichur district  

Adopted  Control  

Tractor with implements  0 0 

Bullock cart  0 1 

Manual/power sprayers  2 1 

Electric pumpsets 7 3 

Harvester/Thresher/Groundnut sheller  0 0 

Sprinkler sets/ Groundnut sheller  0 0 

Borewell and pipeline 0 0 

Four wheeler 0 0 

Total marginal farmers 9 6 

 

 

Table 19:- Distribution of small farmers according to ownership farm implements  

       (Percentage Farmers) 

 

Farm implement/asset 

  

Raichur district  

Adopted  Control  

Tractor with implements  0 1 

Bullock cart  10 4 

Manual/power sprayers  13 5 

Electric pumpsets 35 12 

Harvester/Thresher/Groundnut sheller  0 0 

Sprinkler sets/ Groundnut sheller  1 0 

Borewell and pipeline 0 0 

Four wheeler 1 0 

Total small farmers 30 13 

 

Table 20:- Distribution of medium farmers according to ownership farm implements  

       (Percentage farmers) 

 

Farm implement/asset 

  

Raichur district  

Adopted  Control  

Tractor with implements  0 0 

Bullock cart  18 9 

Manual/power sprayers  20 11 

Electric pumpsets 37 15 

Harvester/Thresher/Groundnut sheller  0 0 

Sprinkler sets/ Groundnut sheller  2 0 

Borewell and pipeline 2 0 

Four wheeler 3 0 

Total medium farmers 29 10 

 

 



Table 21:- Distribution of large farmers according to ownership farm implements  

       (Percentage Farmers) 

 

Farm implement/asset 

  

Raichur district  

Adopted  Control  

Tractor with implements  2 1 

Bullock cart  21 7 

Manual/power sprayers  16 6 

Electric pumpsets 37 14 

Harvester/Thresher/Groundnut sheller  0 0 

Sprinkler sets/ Groundnut sheller  0 0 

Borewell and pipeline 0 0 

Four wheeler 0 0 

Total large farmers 22 12 

 

 

 

 

Table 22:- Overall average distribution of ownership of farm implements by sample  

       farmers (Percentage farmers) 
 

Farm implement/asset 

  

Raichur distri ct 

Adopted Control  

3.1. Tractor with implements         1 4 

3.2. Harvest /Thresher /Groundnut sheller    0 0 

3.3. Sprinkler sets/Groundnut sheller    3 0 

3.4. Trucks/autos/4 wheelers         4 0 

3.5. Cane crusher/agro-proc. equipment   0 0 

3.6. Rice/flour mills                0 0 

3.7. Electric pumpset (1)            120 89 

3.7. Electric pumpset (2)            12 4 

3.8. Diesel pump sets                0 4 

3.9. Broad bed and furrow            0 0 

3.10. Bullock cart                   53 47 

3.11. Manual/ power sprayers          58 49 

3.12. Others (pipeline)                2 0 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Table 23 Overall average quantities of farm implements owned per farm (No. per farm) 
 

Farm implement/asset 

  

Raichur district  

Adopted Control  

Tractor with implements 1 1 

Bullock cart 0 0 

Manual/power sprayers 1 0 

Others(Specify) 1 0 

Seed driller 0 0 

Welding shop 0 0 

Harvester/Thresher/Groundnut sheller 1 1 

Sprinkler sets/Groundnut sheller 1 2 

Trucks/autos/4 wheelers 0 1 

Electric pump set (1) 0 0 

Electric pump set (2) 1 1 

Diesel pump sets 1 1 

Others (pipeline) 1 0 

 

 

Table 24. Overall average value of farm implements owned per farm taking sample size 

(Rs. Per farm) 

 

Farm implement/asset 

  

Raichur district  

Adopted  Control  

Tractor with implements  150000 365000 

Bullock cart  11570 10034 

Manual/power sprayers  693 493 

Seed driller      

Welding shop      

Harvester/Thresher/Groundnut sheller      

Sprinkler sets/Groundnut sheller  12000   

Trucks/autos/4 wheelers      

Electric pump set (1)  19014 17033 

Electric pump set (2)    25000 

Diesel pump sets    14500 

Pipeline 45250   

Overall average 22335 58522 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Table 25. Distribution of marginal farmers according to ownership of household durable 

assets (percentage farmers) 

 

Durable assets 

  

  

Raichur district  

Adopted Control  

No % No % 

Residential house and plots 9 100 6 100 

Farm house (cattle-shed) 3 33 1 17 

Two wheelers/bicycles 3 33 3 50 

Television sets 5 56 1 17 

Radio/tape recorder 3 33 3 50 

Air coolers/fans 4 44 2 33 

 

 

 

Table 26. Distribution of small farmers according to ownership of household durable assets 

(percentage farmers) 

 

Durable assets 

  

  

Raichur district  

Adopted Control  

No % No % 

Residential house and plots 30 100 13 100 

Farm house (cattle-shed) 2 7 2 15 

Two wheelers/bicycles 13 43 5 38 

Television sets 8 27 1 8 

Radio/tape recorder 9 30 3 23 

Air coolers/fans 15 50 6 46 

 

 

Table 27. Distribution of medium farmers according to ownership of household durable 

assets (percentage farmers) 

 

Durable assets 

  

  

Raichur district  

Adopted Control  

No % No % 

Residential house and plots 29 100 14 100 

Farm house 3 10 5 36 

Two wheelers/bicycles 20 69 6 43 

Television sets 11 38 1 7 

Radio/tape recorder 9 31 3 21 

Air coolers/fans 17 59 3 21 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Table 28. Distribution of large farmers according to ownership of household durable assets 

(percentage farmers) 

 

Durable assets 

  

  

Raichur district  

Adopted Control  

No % No % 

Residential house and plots 22 100 12 100 

Farm house 8 36 3 25 

Two wheelers/bicycles 9 41 8 67 

Television sets 10 45 3 25 

Radio/tape recorder 10 45 5 42 

Air coolers/fans 14 64 7 58 

 

 

 

Table 29. Overall distribution of sample farmers according to ownership of household 

durable assets (Percentage farmers) 

 

Durable assets 

  

  

Raichur district  

Adopted Control  

No % No % 

Residential house and plots 90 100 45 100 

Farm house 16 18 11 24 

Two wheelers/bicycles 45 50 22 49 

Television sets 34 38 6 13 

Radio/tape recorder 31 34 14 31 

Air coolers/fans 50 56 18 40 

 

 

 

Table 30. Average value of household durable assets ownership by marginal farmers (Rs. 

Per farmer) 

 

Durable asset 

  

Raichur district  

Adopted Control  

Residential house and plots 48750 29722 

Farm house (cattle-shed) 1667 1667 

Two wheelers/bicycles 6700 300 

Television sets 5083 2500 

Radio/tape recorder 1767 444 

Air coolers/fans 333 300 

Average 10717 5822 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Table 31. Average value of household durable assets ownership by small farmers (Rs. Per 

farmer)  

 

Durable asset 

  

Raichur district  

Adopted Control  

Residential house and plots 67245 47900 

Farm house (cattle-shed) 35000 7500 

Two wheelers/bicycles 4000 6089 

Television sets 3125 1000 

Radio/tape recorder 1118 7950 

Air coolers/fans 708 672 

Average 17607 15312 

 

 

Table 32. Average value of household durable assets ownership by medium farmers (Rs. 

Per farmer) 

 

Durable asset 

  

Raichur district  

Adopted Control  

Residential house and plots 141174 43417 

Farm house (cattle-shed) 6750 7167 

Two wheelers/bicycles 5829 8250 

Television sets 4000 5000 

Radio/tape recorder 1569 675 

Air  coolers/fans 758 550 

Average 31033 22441 

 

 

Table 33. Average value of household durable assets ownership by large farmers (Rs. Per 

farmer)  

 

Durable asset 

  

Raichur district  

Adopted Control  

Residential house and plots 103972 58889 

Farm house (cattle-shed) 16917 11500 

Two wheelers/bicycles 10500 22388 

Television sets 5278 6000 

Radio/tape recorder 797 676 

Air coolers/fans 1063 617 

Average 23088 16683 

 

 

 

 



Table 34. Overall average value of household durable assets ownership by sample farmers 

(Rs. Per farmer) 

 

Durable asset 

  

Raichur district  

Adopted Control  

Residential house and plots 90285 44982 

Farm house (cattle-shed) 11604 4153 

Two wheelers/bicycles 6757 6703 

Television sets 3705 2125 

Fridge 0 0 

Washing machine 0 0 

Radio/tape recorder 1313 1718 

Air coolers/fans 716 438 

Grand Total 114380 60118 

 

 

Table-35: Financial assets and liabilities as on July 2007 ï Average outstanding loan 

amount (Rs/household) 

 

Sources 

  

Raichur district  

A C Both 

1. LOANS:       

1.1. Co-operatives 30230 200000 130230 

1.2. Nationalized banks 34805 46250 65639 

1.3. Self Help Groups 18167 0 18167 

1.4. Friends & relatives 24944 22625 40028 

1.5. Finance companies 0 0 0 

1.6. Moneylenders 17722 11250 19315 

1.7. Others (PGB) 23688 23261 46949 

2. LENDING:        

2.1. Villagers 0 0 0 

2.2. Friends/relatives 16750 40000 37833 

2.3. Others 4800 0 4800 

3. SAVINGS:       

3.1. Banks 27950 0 27950 

3.2. LIC/PLI policies 11000 9278 20278 

3.3. Share market 10000 0 10000 

3.4. Co-operatives 0 0 0 

3.5. Chit funds 0 0 0 

3.6. Self Help Groups  13333 1250 14583 

3.7. Mahila mandal 7200 0 7200 

3.8. Post office 0 0 0 

3.9. Others 9330 0 9330 

 

 

 

 



Table-36: Financial assets and liabilities as on July 2007 ï Average interest rate (Per cent) 

 

Sources 

  

Raichur district  

Adopted Control  Both 

1. LOANS:       

1.1. Co-operatives 11.00 31.20 16.30 

1.2. Nationalized banks 15.67 12.00 13.67 

1.3. Self Help Groups 32 0 32 

1.4. Friends & relatives 36 32.00 34.67 

1.5. Finance companies 0 0 0 

1.6. Moneylenders 19.50 20.00 19.75 

1.7. Others 16.29 23.20 22.63 

2. LENDING:        

2.1. Villagers 0 0 0 

2.2. Friends/relatives 21.33 24.00 22.67 

2.3. Others 8.00 0.00 8.00 

3. SAVINGS:       

3.1. Banks 6.42 0.00 6.42 

3.2. LIC/PLI policies 9.07 10.06 10.05 

3.3. Share market 0 0 0 

3.4. Co-operatives 0 0 0 

3.5. Chit funds 0 0 0 

3.6. Self Help Groups  21 36 21 

3.7. Mahila mandal 36 0 36 

3.8. Post office 0 0 0 

3.9. Others 21 0 21 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Table-37: Major sources of household net income per year (Rs/Household/Year) 

 

Sources of income 

  

Raichur district  

Adopted Control  Both 

1.      Income from crops 32742 23358 28050 

2.      Farm work (labor earnings) 19055 17201 18128 

3.      Non-farm work (labor earnings) 21152 6000 13576 

4.      Regular Farm Servant (RFS) 9600 0 4800 

5.      Livestock (milk and milk products selling) 11171 12998 12084 

6.      Income from hiring out bullocks 5000 1667 3333 

7.      Income from selling sheep, goat, chicken, meat, eggs etc. 16551 13981 15266 

8.      Selling of water for agriculture purpose 3333 0 1667 

11.  Rental income (tractor, auto, sprayer, & truck etc.) 23167 66667 44917 

12.  Rent from land, building and machinery etc. 12433 0 6217 

13.  Caste occupations (specify) 6000 0 3000 

14.  Business (specify) 20833 10000 15417 

15.  Regular salaried jobs (Govt./private) 25500 0 12750 

16.  Out migration 14222 11833 13028 

17.  Remittances  0 1000 500 

18.  Interest on savings and from money lending 2217 9000 5608 

19.  Cash and kind gifts including dowry received 6667 0 3333 

20.  Pension from employer 3200 44000 23600 

21.  Government welfare/development Programs 4800 4000 4400 

22.  Others 1 5000 0 2500 

23.  Others 2 4500 0 2250 

TOTAL  247144 221705 234424 

 

Note: Give in parentheses in each cell the percentages to the total net income from all sources. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Table-38: Cropping pattern 

 

Season 

  

  

   

Crop 

  

  

   

Sole/ 

Inter  

crop 

   

Variety 

  

  

   

Rainfed/ 

Irrigated  

  

   

Raichur district  

Adopted Control  Both 

C A 

(acres) 

M P 

(Kg/ac) 

B P 

(q/ac) 

G R 

(Rs/ac) 

C A 

(acres) 

M P 

(Kg/ac) 

B P 

(q/ac) 

G R 

(Rs/ac) 

C A 

(acres) 

M P 

(Kg/ac) 

B P 

(q/ac) 

G R 

(Rs/ac) 

Kharif  

  

  

  

G.nut 

  

  

  

Sole TMV-2 Irrigated 71 451 9 9027 28.75 420 9.5 8619 50 436 9 8823 

Inter TMV-2 Irrigated 16.5 388 8 7835 6.5 571 6 9667 12 480 7 8751 

Sole TMV-2 Rainfed 12 277 9.75 5947 4.5 333 8 5522 8 305 9 5735 

Inter TMV-2 Rainfed 9 333 6.4 6703 5 225 6 4320 7 279 6 5512 

                                  

Rabi 

  

  

  

G.nut 

  

  

  

Sole TMV-2 Irrigated 277.13 534 9 12114 124.25 455 6.4 10259 201 495 8 11187 

Inter TMV-2 Irrigated 2 450 4 11300 8 409 5 9314 5 430 5 10307 

Sole TMV-2 Rainfed 2 450 7.5 11100 0 0 0 0 1 225 4 5550 

Inter TMV-2 Rainfed 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

                                  

Summer                                 

                                  

Overall 

  

  

  

G.nut 

  

  

  

Sole TMV-2 Irrigated 348 985 18 21141 153 875 16 18878 251 930 17 20010 

Inter TMV-2 Irrigated 19 838 12 19135 15 980 11 18981 17 909 12 19058 

Sole TMV-2 Rainfed 14 727 17 17047 5 333 8 5522 9 530 13 11285 

Inter TMV-2 Rainfed 9 333 6 6703 5 225 6 4320 7 279 6 5512 

 

Note: Similarly, do for District-2 and Pooled for districts, if applicable. 

 

CA - Cropped Area 

MP - Main Product 

BP - By Product 

GR - Gross Returns 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Table-39: Annual consumption expenditure (July 2006 to June 2007) 

Average number of family members (per household) who consumed food: Adults = 06 Children = 02 

 

Item 

 

 

 

 

 

Raichur district  

Adopted Control  Both 

Unit  

(Kg/ 

 Litre/  

Nos,  

etc.) 

 

 

Quantity  

consumed 

(per 

household  

per year) 

 

 

Total  

value  

(Rs) 

 

 

 

 

%  

to 

Total 

 

 

 

 

Unit  

value  

(Rs/ 

 kg  

or  

litre  

or no.) 

Unit  

(Kg/  

Litre/  

Nos,  

etc.) 

 

 

Quantity  

consumed 

(per 

household  

per year) 

 

 

Total  

value  

(Rs) 

 

 

 

 

%  

to 

Total 

 

 

 

Unit  

value  

(Rs/ 

 kg  

or  

litre  

or  no.) 

Unit  

(Kg/  

Litre/  

Nos,  

etc.) 

 

  

Quantity  

consumed 

(per 

household  

per year) 

 

 

Total  

value  

(Rs) 

  

   

 

 

% 

 to 

total 

  

  

 

 

Unit  

value  

(Rs/ 

 kg or  

litre  

or  

no.) 

A. Food expenditure:                               

PDS rice * 34 412 2200 5 5 9 107 281 1 3 22 259 1241 3 4 

Rice 47 564 7033 16 12 47 563 7024 21 12 47 564 7028 18 12 

PDS wheat * 8 95 821 2 9 4 47 212 1 5 6 71 517 1 7 

Wheat 11 133 1684 4 13 7 84 1129 3 14 9 108 1407 4 13 

Sorghum  38 455 8504 20 19 33 396 7678 22 19 35 426 8091 21 19 

Pearl millet 43 512 4200 10 8 38 461 3552 10 8 41 486 3876 10 8 

Finger millet 0 1 2 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 

Other cereals 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Others 20 240 21 0 0 2 26 173 1 7 11 133 97 0 3 

Pigeon pea  5 65 2482 6 38 5 60 2230 7 37 5 62 2356 6 38 

Chick pea  2 19 638 1 33 2 20 670 2 34 2 19 654 2 34 

Green gram 2 27 898 2 34 2 21 741 2 35 2 24 820 2 34 

Black gram 2 19 712 2 37 1 13 521 2 39 1 16 617 2 38 

Others pulses 3 32 815 2 25 2 26 699 2 27 2 29 757 2 26 

Milk  35 418 5165 12 12 35 423 4795 14 11 35 420 4980 13 12 

Other milk products 2 21 2937 7 143 1 7 341 1 51 1 14 1639 4 97 

Cooking oil  4 50 3493 8 70 3 42 2971 9 71 4 46 3232 8 70 

Groundnut kernels  3 30 1180 3 39 2 30 1143 3 39 2 30 1161 3 39 

Non-vegetarian 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Fruits  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Vegetables  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Tea, coffee, sugar, gur 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

All spices 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 



Processed food items 

& hotel expenses 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Other food items 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

     42787 100       34159 100       38473 100   

2. Non-food 

expenditure:                               

Health expenditure      4133 17       6308 24       5221 21   

Entertainment/ travel/ 

vehicle      1036 4       1273 5       1154 5   

Education/stationery      4272 18       5373 20       4822 19   

Clothing/shoes     5078 21       4989 19       5033 20   

Ceremonies     3649 15       4554 17       4101 16   

Toddy & alcohol     1483 6       1174 4       1328 5   

Cosmetics  

(hair oil, soaps etc)     1235 5       836 3       1036 4   

Taxes/ maintenance/ 

phone bill     1186 5       1153 4       1170 5   

Pan, beedi, cigarettes      1425 6       827 3       1126 5   

Others     217 1       33 0       125 1   

TOTAL      23714 100       26520 100       25117 100   

 

Note: Similarly, do for District-2 and Pooled for districts, if applicable. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Table-40: Reasons for growing this crop (Garrett Scores) 

 

Reasons 

  

Raichur district  

A C Both 

1.  Food/home consumption 30 35 33 

2.  Fodder/animal consumption 49 55 52 

3.  Higher Income 70.0 68 69 

4.  Restore soil fertility 9 11 10 

5.  Fitted well into the present cropping system 5 1 3 

6.  Best suited to my land 22 22 22 

7.  Fits well into a rotation 0 1 1 

8.  Others (specify) 0 0 0 

 

 

 

 

 

Table-41: Crop rotation (Once in how many years do you grow this crop on same land 

(crop rotation) (Number and % of farmers) 

 

Frequency 

  

  

Raichur district  

A C Both 

No % No % No % 

a) Every season 19 21 7 16 26 19 

b) Every year 69 77 38 84 107 79 

c) Once in 2 years 1 1 0 0 1 1 

d) Once in 3 years 0 0 0 0 0 0 

e) Once in 4 years 1 1 0 0 1 1 

Grand total  90 100 45 100 135 100 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Table-42: Crops planted before and after the selected crop in the same field (Number and 

% of farmers) 

 

Crop before/after  Raichur district  

(with season in the parentheses) A % C % Both % 

Before:             

PEARLMILLET 8 9 12 27 20 15 

ONION 4 4 0 0 4 3 

GROUNDNUT 3 3 2 4.4 5 4 

SORGHUM 1 1 0 0 1 1 

SUNFLOWER 12 13 2 4.4 14 10 

FALLOW 62 69 29 64 91 67 

After:  0 0 0 0 0 0 

PEARLMILLET 2 2 0 0 2 1 

ONION 2 2 1 2.2 3 2 

GROUNDNUT 29 32 6 13 35 26 

CHILLI  1 1 0 0 1 1 

VEGETABLES 4 4 0 0 4 3 

SUNFLOWER 12 13 12 27 24 18 

WHEAT 1 1 0 0 1 1 

HORSEGRAM 3 3 1 2.2 4 3 

PADDY 1 1 1 2.2 2 1 

TOBACCO 1 1 0 0 1 1 

SORGHUM 0 0 2 4.4 2 1 

FALLOW 34 38 22 49 56 41 

 

 

 

Table-43: Change in area of the selected crop in the last 5 years (Number and % of 

farmers) 

 

Change in area 

  

Raichur district  

A % C % Both % 

Increasing 48 53 20 44 68 50 

Decreasing 19 21 7 16 26 19 

Constant 23 25 18 40 41 30 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Table-44: Crops replaced by or replacing the selected crop in the last 5 years (Number and 

% of farmers) 

 

Crops replaced by or replacing the selected crop 

  

Raichur district  

A % C % Both % 

Crops replaced by this crop:             

1) Sunflower 28 56 14 56 42 56 

2) Pearlmillet 19 38 9 36 28 37 

3) Groundnut 3 6 2 8 5 7 

  50 100 25 100 75 100 

Crops replacing this crop:             

1) Sunflower 11 69 5 100 16 76 

2) Pearlmillet 4 25 0 0 4 19 

3) Groundnut 1 6 0 0 1 5 

  16 100 5 100 21 100 

 

 

Table-45: Is this crop grown as sole/inter crop/mixed crop? (Number and % of farmers) 

 

Change in area 

  

Raichur district  

A % C % Both % 

1. Sole 78 87 35 78 113 84 

2. Inter crop 12 13 10 22 22 16 

3. Mixed crop 0 0 0 0 0 0 

4. If inter/mixed crop, crops grown:             

a) Pigeonpea        10 11 7 16 17 13 

b) Cowpea 1 1 1 2 2 1 

c) Chickpea/Redgram/Niger 1 1 2 4 3 2 

 

 

Table-46: In which year the area under this crops maximum? 

 

Year Particular s Raichur district  

    A C Both 

2006-07 No. of farmers 60 34 94 

  % of farmers 66.7 76 70 

  Avg. area (ac) 4 4 4 

          

2005-06 No. of farmers 10 3 13 

  % of farmers 11 6.7 10 

  Avg. area (ac) 3 2 3 

          

2004-05 No. of farmers 7 5 12 

  % of farmers 8 11 8.9 

  Avg. area (ac) 4 3.3 3.9 

 

 



Table-47: Average yield of this crop harvested (Kg/acre) 

Season Rainfed/ Irrigated  Good/Bad year Raichur district  

      A C Both 

Kharif  Rainfed Good 414 249 383 

    Bad 246 176 236 

    Best yield 484 331 466 

            

  Irrigated  Good 461 332 397 

    Bad 301 213 257 

    Best yield 555 405 480 

            

Rabi/summer Rainfed Good 0 0 0 

    Bad 0 0 0 

    Best yield 0 0 0 

            

  Irrigated  Good 662 439 550 

    Bad 445 289 367 

    Best yield 812 529 670 

 

Table-48: Area under different varieties grown during the last 3 years (Acres/Household) 

Year Season Varieties Raichur district  

      A C Both 

2006-07 Kharif  TMV-2 2 2 2 

  Rabi/Summer TMV-2 3 3 3 

            

2005-06 Kharif  TMV-2 2 2 2 

  Rabi/Summer TMV-2 3 3 3 

            

2004-05 Kharif  TMV-2 2 2 2 

  Rabi/Summer TMV-2 2 3 2 

 

Table-49: First and peak year and area of adoption of cultivars of this crop (Mean of years 

and area in Acres/Household) 

 

Variety  

 

FYA/PYA*  

 

Particulars 

 

Raichur district  

A C Both 

1. Local FYA Year 1992 1995 1994 

    Area(ac) 3 2 3 

  PYA Year 2005 2006 2006 

    Area(ac) 4 4 4 

*FYA=First Year of Adoption; PYA=Peak Year of Adoption  

 

 

 

 



Table-52: Factors considered by the household when purchasing seed (Frequency & % of 

farmers) 

 

Steps 

  

Raichur district  

A C Both 

1. Brand name 3 (3) 3 (7) 6 (4) 

2. Price (Rs/Kg) 48 (53) 18 (40) 66 (49) 

3. Certification 16 (18) 6 (13) 22 (16) 

4. Good packing 7 (8) 0 7 (5) 

5. Others (Bold Grain) 77 (86) 44 (98) 121 (90) 

 

 

Table-53: Major constraints in purchasing seed (Garrett Scores) 

Constraints 

  

Raichur district  

A C Both 

1.  Lack of information about recommended variety 29 18 24 

2.  Non-availability of required variety 19 26 23 

3.  Seed is not of good quality (up to expectation level) 11 10 11 

4.  High seed price 51 51 51 

5.  Need to travel long distances 34 39 37 

6.  Credit facility not available 21 22 22 

7.  Others (specify) 0 0 0 

 

Table-54: Major pests and diseases affecting this crop (Give frequency with % of farmers 

under each frequency in parentheses) 

 

Steps 

 

Raichur district  

A % C % Both % 

A] Pests:             

1) Leaf minor 28 31 7 16 35 26 

2) Cut warm 49 54 26 58 75 56 

3) Red hairy catter pillar 13 14 12 27 25 19 

Grand Total 90 100 45 100 135 100 

B] Diseases:             

1) Bud necrosis 28 31 18 40 46 34 

2) Leaf spot 45 50 19 42 64 47 

3) Sclerotium root rot 17 19 8 18 25 19 

Grand Total 90 100 45 100 135 100 



Table-55: Frequency of occurrence and yield loss estimated by the household in the last 5 

years 

 

Pest/Disease 

  

Particulars 

  

Raichur district  

A C Both 

1. Leaf spot, Leaf minor, 

    Cut worm, Groundnut Budnecrosis 

  

Frequency* 2002-03 

% area affected 29 20 24.5 

% yield loss 32 15 23.5 

          

2. Cut worm,  

    Groundnut Budnecrosis, Late leaf spot 

  

Frequency* 2003-04 

% area affected 33 41 37 

% yield loss 28 33 30.8 

          

3. Groundnut Budnecrosis 

    Leaf minor 

    PBND,  

Frequency* 2004-05 

% area affected 30 34 32 

% yield loss 26 28 27 

          

4. Cut worm 

    Groundnut Budnecrosis, Root rot 

    Leaf minor 

Frequency* 2005-06 

% area affected 30 24 27.2 

% yield loss 26 20 23.2 

          

5. Leaf minor, Leaf spot 

   Cut worm, Root grub 

  

Frequency* 2006-07 

% area affected 28 23 25.5 

% yield loss 23 25 24 

          

6. Leaf minor, cut worm, Groundnut Budnecrosis, 

    Red hainy catter pillar, PBND 

   Late leaf spot, Root rot, 

Frequency* 2007-08 

% area affected 27 26 26.5 

% yield loss 24 23 23.5 

 

*No of times in last 5 years? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Table-56: Are the pest and disease problems increasing? (Frequency & % of farmers) 

 

Steps Raichur district  

A % C % overall % 

Yes 84 93 39 87 123 91 

No 6 7 6 13 12 9 

Grand Total 90 100 45 100 135 100 

 

 

 

Table-57: Causes for increased incidence of pests/diseases (Garrett Scores) 

Sl. 

No. 
Causes 

 

Raichur district  

A C Both 

1 Growing it every year without rotation 12 6 9 

2 Growing other crops, which are alternative hosts 2 2 2 

3 Weather related reasons 56 58 57 

4 Growing susceptible varieties 20 13 17 

5 Not adopting IPM/IDM technologies 21 19 20 

6 Others (Lack of information) 4 1 3 

 

 

Table-58: Measures of controlling pests and diseases (Garrett Scores) 

Measures 

  

Raichur district  

A C Both 

A] Pests:       

1.  Relying only on chemical insecticides 52 53 53 

2.  Adopting IPM technologies 6 7 7 

3.  Traditional control (farmers practices) measures (specify) 1 0 1 

4.  Altering sowing time 1 0 1 

5.  Others (specify) 0 0 0 

B] Diseases:       

1.  Relying only on chemical fungicides 51 53 52 

2.  Adopting IDM technologies 4 7 6 

3.  Traditional control (farmers practices) measures (specify) 0 0 0 

4.  Altering sowing time 1 0 1 

5.  Others (specify) 0 0 0 

 

 

 



Table-59: Sources of information about pest and disease control measures (Garrett Scores) 
 

Sources Raichur district  

A] When to apply: A C Both 

1. TV 5 5 5 

2. Radio 3 0 2 

3. News paper 0 0 0 

4. Agriculture Magazine Diary/ news letter 1 0 1 

5. Farmers 41 42 42 

6. Friends/relatives 31 39 35 

7. Input supplier 56 65 61 

8. Research institute 1 0 1 

9. NGO 0 0 0 

10. Others 23 12 18 

B] Type of pesticide:       

1. TV 5 5 5 

2. Radio 3 0 2 

3. News paper 0 0 0 

4. Agriculture Magazine Diary/ news letter 1 0 1 

5. Farmers 41 42 42 

6. Friends/relatives 31 39 35 

7. Input supplier 56 65 61 

8. Research institute 1 0 1 

9. NGO 0 0 0 

10. Others 23 12 18 

3. Quantity to use:       

1. TV 4 5 5 

2. Radio 3 0 2 

3. News paper 1 0 1 

4. Agriculture Magazine Diary/ news letter 1 0 1 

5. Farmers 41 42 42 

6. Friends/relatives 31 39 35 

7. Input supplier 57 65 61 

8. Research institute 1 0 1 

9. NGO 0 0 0 

10. Others 23 12 18 

4. Mixing chemical:       

1. TV 5 6 6 

2. Radio 2 0 1 

3. News paper 0 0 0 

4. Agriculture Magazine Diary/ news letter 1 0 1 

5. Farmers 40 41 41 

6. Friends/relatives 31 39 35 

7. Input supplier 57 65 61 

8. Research institute 1 0 1 

9. NGO 0 0 0 

10. Others 23 14 19 



Table-60: Garrett scores for production constraints for groundnut in Raichur district 

(Male) 

 

District  Raichur 

A / C Adopted Control  

Variety  TMV -2 TMV -2 

Constraint*  GS R GS R 

Low Yield 65 1 67 1 

High Pest Incidence 59 2 56 2 

High Disease Incidence 51 3 53 3 

Long Duration 1 8 0  

Small Grain Size 12 6 13 6 

Poor Colour 0  2 7 

Poor Taste 1 9 1 8 

Low Recovery/Shelling Percent 33 4 35 4 

Low Market Price 14 5 16 5 

Not Fit into Cropping System 0  1 9 

Poor Fodder Quality 3 7 0  

Susceptible to Storage Pest 1 10 1 10 

 

GS = Garrett Scores,  R = Rank 

 

 

 

 

Table-61: Garrett scores for preferred production traits of groundnut in Raichur district 

(Male) 

 

District  Raichur 

A / C Adopted Control  

Variety  TMV -2 TMV -2 

Constraint*  GS R GS R 

High Yield 72 1 70 1 

Short Duration 0  0  

Drought Resistance 11 6 4 7 

Pest Resistance 53 2 57 2 

Disease Resistance 44 3 46 3 

Fit into Cropping System 0  0  

Improve Soil Fertility 6 7 8 6 

More Recovery/Shelling Percent 35 5 40 4 

More Oil Content 40 4 38 5 

 

GS = Garrett Scores,  R = Rank 

 

 

 

 

 



Table-62: Garrett scores for preferred consumption traits of groundnut in Raichur district 

(Male) 

 

District  Raichur 

A / C Adopted Control  

Variety TMV -2 TMV -2 

Constraint*  GS R GS R 

Better Taste  57 1 63 1 

Less Cooking Time 15 3 23 3 

High Keeping Quality 51 2 48 2 

 

GS = Garrett Scores,  R = Rank 

 

 

 

Table-63: Garrett scores for preferred fodder traits of groundnut in Raichur district (Male) 

 

District  Raichur 

A / C Adopted Control  

Variety  TMV -2 TMV -2 

Constraint*  GS R GS R 

More Fodder Quantity With Leafy 61 1 67 1 

Palatability (Quality/Taste) 48 2 50 2 

More Durability of Fodder 34 3 33 3 

 

GS = Garrett Scores,  R = Rank 

 

 

Table-64: Garrett scores for preferred marketing traits of groundnut in Raichur district 

(Male) 

 

District  Raichur 

A / C Adopted Control  

Variety  TMV -2 TMV -2 

Constraint*  GS R GS R 

High Demand 50 2 49 2 

Fetches Higher Price 30 3 30 3 

Low Price Fluctuations 11 4 7 4 

Bigger Grain Size 54 1 64 1 

 

GS = Garrett Scores,  R = Rank 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Table-65: Desirable Traits in New Cultivars and Premium Prices of Selected Crop (Male) 

 

Trait  

  

Particulars 

  

Raichur district  

A C Both 

High Yielding Variety 

  

  

  

EMP 39 39 39 

PWP 5 5 5 

%PP 13 13 13 

%F 69 76 72 

Pest and Disease Resistance 

  

  

  

EMP 39 40 40 

PWP 4 3 4 

%PP 10 8 9 

%F 70 60 65 

Bigger Grain Size 

  

  

  

EMP 41 38 40 

PWP 3 5 4 

%PP 7 13 10 

%F 17 9 13 

Drought Resistance 

  

  

  

EMP 41 0 21 

PWP 4 0 2 

%PP 10 0 5 

%F 4 0 2 

High Shelling Per cent 

  

  

  

EMP 40 0 20 

PWP 3 0 2 

%PP 8 0 4 

%F 3 0 2 

More Oil Content 

  

  

  

EMP 40 41 41 

PWP 4 3 4 

%PP 10 7 9 

%F 9 7 8 

Short Duration 

  

  

  

EMP 39 0 20 

PWP 4 0 2 

%PP 10 0 5 

%F 2 0 1 

High Weight 

  

  

  

EMP 40 0 20 

PWP 4 0 2 

%PP 10 0 5 

%F 3 0 2 

Overall 

  

  

  

  

EMP 40 40 40 

PWP 4 4 4 

%PP 10 10 10 

%F 100 100 100 

n 90 45 135 

 

Note: EMP=Existing Market Price; PWP=Price Willing to Pay; %PP=Percent Premium Price; 

%F=Percent of Farmers responded; n=Sample Size 

 

 

 



Table-66: Utilization of production 

 

Variety  

  

Particulars 

  

Raichur district  

Adopted Control  Both 

Variety-1: Grain output (kg) 2154 1755 1954 

  Consumed (kg) 87 81 84 

  Other uses* (kg) 43 150 97 

  Kept as own seed (kg) 217 176 197 

  Sold as seed (kg) 0 0 0 

  Seed sale price Rs/kg 0 0 0 

  Sold (kg) 1964 1628 1796 

  Byproduct (q) 38 26 32 

  Byproduct own use (q) 38 23 31 

  Byproduct sold (q) 26 13 20 

  

Byproduct sale price 

(Rs/q) 108 130 119 

 

*includes kind wages, gifts and fed to cattle, etc. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table-67: Marketing of crop produce (Main product) 

 

Market / Particulars  

  

Raichur district  

Adopted Control  Both 

Average quantity sold (Kg/household) 2004 1630 1817 

Regulated market       

No.& % of farmers who sold through village market 0 0 0 

Distance (km) 26 36 31 

Bagging marketing cost (Rs/q) 3 3 3 

Transport cost (Rs/q) 45 47 46 

Commission charges (Rs/q) 39 37 38 

Market fee (Rs/q) 29 28 29 

Hamali (labour) cost (Rs/q) 3 3 3 

Quantity sold (Kg) 2004 1630 1817 

Sale price (Rs/kg) 20 19 20 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Table-68: Sale of crop output immediately after harvest 

 

Particulars 

  

  

Raichur district  

A C Both 

No % No % No % 

No.& % of farmers who sell immediately after harvest 82 91 42 93 124 92 

Reasons for selling immediately after harvest             

Lack of money in hand  80 89 41 91 121 90 

Repayment of loan  76 84 36 80 112 83 

For household functions  16 18 5 11 21 16 

To invest in business 2 2 3 7 5 4 

No storage facility 54 60 31 69 85 63 

Others (Loss of weight) 4 4 3 7 7 5 

              

Reasons for NOT selling immediately after harvest 8 9 3 7 11 8 

Expecting higher price 8 9 4 9 12 9 

No urgent requirement of money 5 5 2 4 7 5 

To meet the future needs 2 2 1 2 3 2 

 

 

 

 

 

Table-69: Duration of storage and structures used for storing crop produce 

 

Particulars 

  

  

Raichur district  

Adopted  Control  Both 

No % No % No % 

How long do you store the crop produce after harvest (days) 20   11   15   

If so, storage structures used: (Count & %) 12 13 15 33 27 20 

Gunny bags  11 12 7 16 18 13 

Cane made bins 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Mud pots 1 1 0 0 1 1 

Under ground storage 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Storage rooms 0 0 8 18 8 6 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Table-71: Information on market prices 

 

Source of information 

  

Raichur district  

Adopted Control  Both 

Do you obtain information on market prices prior to sale? 

(Count & %) 90 (100) 45 (100) 135 (100) 

Yes       

No       

If yes, sources: (Garrett Scores)       

Relatives, friends and neighbors 52 53 52 

Community bulletin board 2 1 1 

Local news papers 6 1 4 

National news papers 0 2 1 

Radio/Television 6 4 5 

Group or association (specify) 1 1 1 

Community leaders 1 6 4 

Government agent 7 1 4 

NGO 0 0 0 

Internet 0 0 0 

Input dealer 20 22 21 

Farmerôs service centers 5 2 4 

Commission agent/trader 53 56 54 

Does this information influence your decision on when, 

where and whom to sell? (Count & %)    

Yes 90 (100) 45 (100) 135 (100) 

No       

If Yes,        

Village (%) 2 (2%) 0 2 (2%) 

Market (%) 88 (98%) 45 (100%) 133 (99%) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Table-72: Advantages and disadvantages of sale of crop output to middlemen/broker in the 

village 

 

Advantages/Disadvantages 

  

Raichur district  

Adopted Control  Both 

Advantages: No % No % No % 

Immediate payment 17 19 9 20 26 19 

Near to our village 8 9 0 0 8 6 

No charges to MT bags 17 19 8 18 25 19 

Loan facility to seeds and fertilizers 32 36 19 42 51 38 

Better market price due to tender 16 18 9 20 25 19 

Grand total  90 100 45 100 135 100 

Disadvantages:             

Unauthorized deductions 30 33 20 44 50 37 

Cheating in weight 20 22 0 0 20 15 

More transportation charge 19 21 15 33 34 25 

Need to travel long distance 0 0 10 22 10 7 

More commission, market and hamali fee 21 23 0 0 21 16 

Grand total  90 100 45 100 135 100 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Table-73: Role of gender in chickpea cultivation ï Activities performed by gender (Per 

cent) 

 

Performance 

  

Activity  

  

Raichur district  

Adopted Control  Both 

Men 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

Selection of crop  89 93 91 

Selection of variety 90 96 93 

Field cleaning 2 2 2 

Land preparation 78 80 79 

Transport of manure & application 81 87 84 

Seed treatment 10 0 5 

Sowing seed  2 11 7 

Chemical fertilizer application  76 91 83 

Hand weeding 2 4 3 

Interculture/mechanical weeding 88 82 85 

Plant protection measures  89 96 92 

Irrigation 90 87 88 

Watching 69 73 71 

Harvesting main crop 10 13 12 

Threshing  0 4 2 

Transport of grain 97 96 96 

Storage of produce 77 87 82 

Fodder harvesting 39 58 48 

Transport & stacking fodder  87 93 90 

Seed selection & storage 78 82 80 

          

Women 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

Selection of crop  0 0 0 

Selection of variety 0 0 0 

Field cleaning 53 56 54 

Land preparation 0 0 0 

Transport of manure & application 0 0 0 

Seed treatment 1 0 1 

Sowing seed  7 2 4 

Chemical fertilizer application  1 0 1 

Hand weeding 73 80 77 

Interculture/mechanical weeding 1 0 1 

Plant protection measures  0 0 0 

Irrigation 0 2 1 

Watching 2 0 1 

Harvesting main crop 11 4 8 

Threshing  51 64 58 

Transport of grain 1 0 1 

Storage of produce 2 0 1 

Fodder harvesting 4 0 2 

Transport & stacking fodder  0 0 0 

Seed selection & storage 1 0 1 

          



Jointly  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

Selection of crop  10 7 8 

Selection of variety 9 4 7 

Field cleaning 43 42 43 

Land preparation 21 20 21 

Fodder harvesting  18 13 16 

Transport of manure & application 3 0 2 

Seed treatment 89 87 88 

Sowing seed  21 9 15 

Chemical fertilizer application  23 16 19 

Hand weeding 8 18 13 

Interculture / mechanical weeding 10 4 7 

Plant protection measures  6 11 8 

Irrigation 27 24 26 

Watching 78 82 80 

Harvesting main crop 48 31 39 

Threshing  2 4 3 

Transport of grain 14 13 14 

Storage of produce 56 42 49 

Fodder harvesting 12 7 9 

Transport & stacking fodder  19 16 17 

Seed selection & storage 0 0 0 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Table-74: Ownership of resources by gender (Per cent) 

 

Owner-ship by 

  

Type of asset 

  

Resources 

  

Raichur district  

Adopted Control  Both 

Men 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

Assets   

  

  

  

  

  

Land                     88 93 91 

Livestock                73 71 72 

Credit                   93 96 94 

Implements               93 96 94 

Machinery                97 98 97 

Investment               92 91 92 

Inputs 

  

  

  

  

Seeds                    94 87 91 

Fertilizers              98 98 98 

Pesticides             98 98 98 

Own labor                10 16 13 

Hired labor              3 11 7 

Outputs  

  

  

Crop production          78 80 79 

Sale quantity            92 93 93 

Fodder                   89 89 89 

Others 

  

  

  

Household maintenance    8 13 11 

Education of children 24 27 26 

Childrenôs marriage        6 4 5 

Migration                42 51 47 

            

Women 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

Assets   

  

  

  

  

  

Land                     1 0 1 

Livestock                16 16 16 

Credit                   0 0 0 

Implements               0 0 0 

Machinery                0 0 0 

Investment               0 0 0 

Inputs 

  

  

  

  

Seeds                    0 0 0 

Fertilizers              0 0 0 

Pesticides               0 0 0 

Own labor                46 38 42 

Hired labor              52 42 47 

Outputs  

  

  

Crop production          0 0 0 

Sale quantity            0 0 0 

Fodder                   3 0 2 

Others 

  

  

  

Household maintenance    14 11 13 

Education of children 2 7 4 

Childrenôs marriage        0 2 1 

Migration                0 0 0 

            

Jointly  

  

  

  

  

Assets   

  

  

  

  

Land                     9 7 8 

Livestock                8 11 9 

Credit                   4 4 4 

Implements               6 4 5 

Machinery                1 2 2 



  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  Investment               7 9 8 

Inputs 

  

  

  

  

Seeds                    4 13 9 

Fertilizers              1 2 2 

Pesticides               1 2 2 

Own labor                42 47 44 

Hired labor              42 47 44 

Outputs  

  

  

Crop production          7 20 13 

Sale quantity            6 7 6 

Fodder                   0 11 6 

Others 

  

  

  

Household maintenance    77 76 76 

Education of children 70 67 68 

Childrenôs marriage  93 93 93 

Migration                27 49 38 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Table-75: Decision making with respect to different resources by gender (Per cent) 

 

Decision  

making by  

Type of asset 

  

Resources 

  

Raichur district  

Adopted Control  Both 

Men 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

Assets   

  

  

  

  

  

Land                     83 91 87 

Livestock                73 67 70 

Credit                   79 89 84 

Implements               93 93 93 

Machinery                93 91 92 

Investment               79 80 79 

Inputs 

  

  

  

  

Seeds                    79 67 73 

Fertilizers              90 91 91 

Pesticides             94 93 94 

Own labor                9 11 10 

Hired labor              7 7 7 

Outputs  

  

  

Crop production          69 73 71 

Sale quantity            80 80 80 

Fodder                   84 84 84 

Others 

  

  

  

Household maintenance    16 9 12 

Education of children 31 31 31 

Childrenôs marriage        13 7 10 

Migration                37 51 44 

            

Women 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

Assets   

  

  

  

  

  

Land                     1 0 1 

Livestock                14 13 14 

Credit                   2 0 1 

Implements               0 0 0 

Machinery                0 0 0 

Investment               0 0 0 

Inputs 

  

  

  

  

Seeds                    0 0 0 

Fertilizers              1 0 1 

Pesticides               0 0 0 

Own labor                48 36 42 

Hired labor              61 53 57 

Outputs  

  

  

Crop production          0 0 0 

Sale quantity            0 2 1 

Fodder                   1 0 1 

Others 

  

  

  

Household maintenance    9 7 8 

Education of children 4 0 2 

Childrenôs marriage        1 0 1 

Migration                0 0 0 

            

Jointly  

  

  

  

  

Assets   

  

  

  

  

Land                     16 9 12 

Livestock                12 20 16 

Credit                   19 11 15 

Implements               7 7 7 

Machinery                7 9 8 



  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  Investment               21 20 21 

Inputs 

  

  

  

  

Seeds                    21 33 27 

Fertilizers              9 9 9 

Pesticides               6 7 6 

Own labor                43 53 48 

Hired labor              32 40 36 

Outputs  

  

  

Crop production          31 27 29 

Sale quantity            20 18 19 

Fodder                   14 16 15 

Others 

  

  

  

Household maintenance    76 84 80 

Education of children 64 69 67 

Childrenôs marriage  86 93 89 

Migration                63 49 56 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Table-76: Pattern of influence on the utilization of resources by gender (Per cent) 

 

Influence on  

utilization   

Type of  

asset  

Resources 

  

Raichur district  

A C Both 

Men 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

Assets   

  

  

  

  

  

Land                     76 80 78 

Livestock                59 62 61 

Credit                   70 78 74 

Implements               91 91 91 

Machinery                90 87 88 

Investment               74 82 78 

Inputs 

  

  

  

  

Seeds                    66 64 65 

Fertilizers              82 84 83 

Pesticides             84 84 84 

Own labor                8 9 8 

Hired labor              6 7 6 

Outputs  

  

  

Crop production          62 53 58 

Sale quantity            49 60 54 

Fodder                   80 84 82 

Others 

  

  

  

Household maintenance    2 4 3 

Education of children 10 7 8 

Childrenôs marriage        7 9 8 

Migration                18 24 21 

            

Women 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

Assets   

  

  

  

  

  

Land                     0 0 0 

Livestock                10 9 9 

Credit                   0 0 0 

Implements               0 0 0 

Machinery                0 0 0 

Investment               0 0 0 

Inputs 

  

  

  

  

Seeds                    0 0 0 

Fertilizers              1 0 1 

Pesticides               1 0 1 

Own labor                42 36 39 

Hired labor              52 47 49 

Outputs  

  

  

Crop production          0 2 1 

Sale quantity            0 0 0 

Fodder                   0 0 0 

Others 

  

  

  

Household maintenance    13 13 13 

Education of children 3 4 4 

Childrenôs marriage        0 0 0 

Migration                0 0 0 

            

Jointly  

  

  

  

  

Assets   

  

  

  

  

Land                     24 20 22 

Livestock                31 29 30 

Credit                   30 22 26 

Implements               9 9 9 

Machinery                10 13 12 



  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  Investment               26 18 22 

Inputs 

  

  

  

  

Seeds                    34 36 35 

Fertilizers              17 16 16 

Pesticides               14 16 15 

Own labor                50 56 53 

Hired labor              42 47 44 

Outputs  

  

  

Crop production          38 44 41 

Sale quantity            51 40 46 

Fodder                   20 16 18 

Others 

  

  

  

Household maintenance    84 82 83 

Education of children 87 89 88 

Childrenôs marriage  93 91 92 

Migration                82 76 79 

 

 

 

 

 

Table-77: Sources of information to women about government programmes (on 

agricultural extension, welfare and new cultivars) (Garrett Scores) 

 

Sl.  

No.  

Source information of  

Government programmes  

Raichur district  

A C Both 

1 Relatives, friends and neighbors 60 61 61 

2 Community bulletin board 1 0 0 

3 Community or local news papers 10 14 12 

4 National news papers 0 0 0 

5 Radio 4 2 3 

6 Television 9 5 7 

7 Group or association (specify) 1 1 1 

8 Community leaders 8 18 13 

9 Government agent/Raith Sampark Kendra 21 12 16 

10 NGO 0 0 0 

11 Internet 0 0 0 

12 Field days 3 1 2 

13 Training melas 2 0 1 

14 Krishi (farmers) mela 7 7 7 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Table-78: Garrett scores for production constraints of groundnut in Raichur district 

(Female) 

 

District  Raichur 

A / C Adopted Control  

Variety  TMV -2 TMV -2 

Constraint*  GS R GS R 

Low Yield 66 1 64 1 

High Pest Incidence 55 2 56 2 

High Disease Incidence 48 3 50 3 

Long Duration 3 7 0  

Small Grain Size 16 5 13 5 

Poor Colour 0  0  

Poor Taste 1 9 1 8 

Low Recovery/Shelling Percent 34 4 35 4 

Low Market Price 11 6 13 6 

Not Fit into Cropping System 0  0  

Poor Fodder Quality 3 8 2 7 

Susceptible to Storage Pest 1 10 0  

GS = Garrett Scores,  R = Rank 

 

 

 

Table-79: Garrett scores for preferred production traits of groundnut in Raichur district 

(Female) 

District  Raichur 

A / C Adopted Control  

Variety  TMV -2 TMV -2 

Constraint*  GS R GS R 

High Yield 72 1 70 1 

Short Duration 2 8 0  

Drought Resistance 13 6 5 7 

Pest Resistance 51 2 59 2 

Disease Resistance 45 3 51 3 

Fit into Cropping System 1 9 0  

Improve Soil Fertility 9 7 10 6 

More Recovery/Shelling Percent 34 5 37 5 

More Oil Content 36 4 39 4 

 

GS = Garrett Scores,  R = Rank 

 

 

 

 



Table-80: Garrett scores for preferred consumption traits of groundnut in Raichur district 

(Female) 

 

District  Raichur 

A / C Adopted Control  

Variety  TMV -2 TMV -2 

Constraint*  GS R GS R 

Better Taste  58 1 63 1 

Less Cooking Time 20 3 20 3 

High Keeping Quality 50 2 48 2 

 

GS = Garrett Scores,  R = Rank 

 

Table-81: Garrett scores for preferred fodder traits of groundnut in Raichur district 

(Female) 

 

District  Raichur 

A / C Adopted Control  

Variety  TMV -2 TMV -2 

Constraint*  GS R GS R 

More Fodder Quantity With Leafy 59 1 67 1 

Palatability (Quality/Taste) 51 2 50 2 

More Durability of Fodder 32 3 31 3 

 

GS = Garrett Scores,  R = Rank 

 

 

Table-82: Garrett scores for preferred marketing traits of groundnut in Raichur district 

(Female) 

 

District  Raichur 

A / C Adopted Control  

Variety  TMV -2 TMV -2 

Constraint*  GS R GS R 

High Demand 54 2 51 2 

Fetches Higher Price 28 3 35 3 

Low Price Fluctuations 12 4 13 4 

Bigger Grain Size 57 1 57 1 

 

GS = Garrett Scores,  R = Rank 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Table-83: Desirable Traits in New Cultivars and Premium Prices of Selected Crop 

 

Trait  

  

Particulars 

  

Raichur district  

A C Both 

High Yield Variety 

  

  

  

EMP 39 39 39 

PWP 5 5 5 

%PP 13 13 13 

%F 52 53 53 

Pest & Disease Resistant 

  

  

  

EMP 39 40 40 

PWP 3 4 4 

%PP 8 10 9 

%F 72 78 75 

Bigger Grain Size 

  

  

  

EMP 38 40 39 

PWP 5 6 6 

%PP 13 15 14 

%F 16 4 10 

Drought Resistance 

  

  

  

EMP 40 0 20 

PWP 2 0 1 

%PP 5 0 3 

%F 6 0 3 

High Shelling Percentage 

  

  

  

EMP 42 0 21 

PWP 5 0 3 

%PP 12 0 6 

%F 4 0 2 

More Oil Content 

  

  

  

EMP 39 39 39 

PWP 4 3 4 

%PP 10 8 9 

%F 9 9 9 

Short Duration  

  

  

  

EMP 40 0 20 

PWP 3 0 2 

%PP 8 0 4 

%F 3 0 2 

High Weight 

  

  

  

EMP 0 0 0 

PWP 0 0 0 

%PP 0 0 0 

%F 0 0 0 

Overall 

  

  

  

  

EMP 40 40 40 

PWP 4 5 4 

%PP 10 11 11 

%F 100 100 100 

n 90 45 135 

 

NOTE: 

EMP=Existing Market Price; PWP=Price Willing to Pay; %PP=Percent Premium Price; 

%F=Percent of Farmers responded; n=Sample Size. 

 

 



PART III:  INPUT -OUTPUT INFORMATION  MODULE  

TABLE -84: Input-Output Analysis (Quantity in averages per household) 

 

District*: RAICHUR   Crop/crop mixtures: GROUNDNUT  Proportion: 100% 

Varieties: TMV -2  Season: BOTH (K & R)   Cropped area (acres): 2.40 

 

       A = 2.30 acre, C = 2.58 acres/household 

Operations 

  

  

Type 

  

  

Unit  

  

  

Adopted villages (n=90) Control villages (n=45) 

Labour Use Input/Output  Labour Use Input/Output  

Qty WR Qty UP Qty WR Qty UP 

1A. Land preparation  

       (Ploughing primary  

       and secondary tillage)  

M D 4 50     5 49     

F D 3 38     1 38     

B D 4 182     4 184     

T HR 5 297     6 327     

1B. Seedbed preparation     

       (BBF/NBF/FLAT) 

  

  

M D                 

F D                 

B D                 

T HR                 

2. FYM/C Compost/ 

    Sheep penning/ 

    Tank silt application  

  

M D 2 50     2 50     

F D 3 37     2 37     

B D 1 267     1 258     

T HR 3 229     2 263     

    FYM/Compost/poultry  

    Animal penning 

  QT     51 94     34 62 

  NO     3140 0.41     1436 0.98 

3. Planting/Sowing 

  

  

M D 3 50     3 50     

F D 4 36     4 35     

B D 3 180     3 183     

4A. Seed:   Crop1    KG     141 39     146 39 

4B. Seed treatment  

  

  

  

M D                 

F D                 

  GM                 

  GM                 

5A. Fertilizer application  

  

M D 2 50     2 50     

F D 2 38     1 35     

       DAP   KG     114 10     164 10 

       17:17:17   KG     122 4.2     146 4.2 

       Urea   KG     102 5     107 5 

       20:20:20   KG     97 4.2     154 4.2 

5B. Micronutrient  

       application 

M D 2 51             

F D 1 30             

       Zypsum   KG     173 2.15         

6. Interculture  

  

  

M D 3 51     3 50     

F D 2 39     2 40     

B D 2 179     2 185     

7. Weeding/ 

    Weedicide application 

M D 3 50     3 50     

F D 35 36     37 35     

    Type  

    (sprayer/duster/other) 

  

SP HR                 

  LT                 

  LT                 

                      



8. Plant protection Spraying 

    /Dusting/Shaking  

    /Hand picking pest) 

M D 2 50     2 50     

F D 2 38     1 39     

B D                 

Type (sprayer/duster/other) SP HR 4 18             

     Ekalux   LT     2 287     1 287 

     Manocrotophos   LT     2 281     3 281 

     DM-45   LT     1 233         

     Endosulphon   LT     1 253     1 253 

                      

9. Irrigation 

  

M D 6 50     6 50     

F D 5 35             

10. Watching  

      (Birds, Pigs etc.,)    

M D 3 50     2 50     

 F D                 

11. Harvesting2 :  Crop1 

  

 M  D 5 50     5 50     

F D 25 38     25 36     

12. Threshing        Crop 1 

  

  

  

M D 6 50     5 50     

F D 29 37     32 37     

B D                 

TH HR                 

13. Marketing (including 

      transport, and storage) 

  

  

M D 2 50     1 50     

F D 1 39             

B D 2 181             

T HR     29 16     30 16 

14. Fixed Cost:             

      Land Rent (Ac) Cash  RS     2.3 3321     2.58 2943 

      Kind   KG                 

      Land tax (Per acre)   RS     2.3 33.4     2.58 36 

15. Grain Yield:   Crop1    KG     1118 19     1095 18 

                             Crop 2   KG                 

                             Crop 3   KG                 

16. Fodder yield:  Crop1    QT     20 100     17 98 

                             Crop 2   QT                 

                             Crop 3   QT                 

17. Stalk:              Crop 1   QT                 

                             Crop 2   QT                 

                             Crop 3   QT                 

 

1. Labor input includes total labor days of family and hired labor for each operation. Specify 

male  and female labor as well as bullock labor separately wherever necessary. 

2. Estimate the labor requirement if you had given to contractor for harvesting. 

3. Specify clearly the units (eg. 5 kgs, FYM - 2 qts etc). 

 

 WR = Wage Rate, UP = Unit Price 

 M = Male labor, F = Female labor, B = Bullock pair labor, 

 T = Tractor/Truck, TH = Thresher, SP = Sprayer, DU = Duster. 

 

 *NOTE: Similarly calculate for each district and also for pooled. 

 

 

 

 



PART III:  IN PUT-OUTPUT INFORMATION MODULE  

TABLE -84 (a): Input -Output Analysis (Rabi season) (Quantity in averages per household) 

 

District*: RAICHUR   Crop/crop mixtures: GROUNDNUT       Proportion: 100% 

Varieties: TMV -2   Season: KHARIF      Cropped area (acres): 1.63 

 

       A = 1.73 acre, C = 1.54 acres/household 
Operations 

  

  

Type 

  

  

Unit  

  

  

Adopted villages (n=66) Control villages (n=31) 

Labour Use Input/Output  Labour Use Input/Output  

Qty. WR Qty. UP Qty. WR Qty. UP 

1A. Land preparation  

       (Ploughing primary  

       and secondary tillage)  

  

M D 4 50     3 49     

F D 2 38     1 37     

B D 4 186     3 178     

T HR         2 331     

1B. Seedbed preparation     

       (BBF/NBF/FLAT) 

  

  

M D                 

F D                 

B D                 

T HR                 

2. FYM/C Compost/ 

    Sheep penning/ 

    Tank silt application  

  

M D 2 50     2 50     

F D 2 37     2 38     

B D 1 263     1 269     

T HR 4 225             

    FYM/Compost/poultry    QT     36 110     33 55 

    Animal penning   NO     2927 0.42     1436 0.98 

3. Planting/Sowing 

  

  

M D 3 50     2 50     

F D 4 36     4 35     

B D 3 180     2 177     

4A. Seed:   Crop1    KG     114 38     92 39 

                  Crop2   KG     9 36     12 40 

4B. Seed treatment  

  

M D 1 50             

F D                 

       Bavistin   GM     1200 0.67         

5A. Fertilizer application  

  

M D 2 50     1 50     

F D 2 39     1 36     

       DAP   KG     101 10     103 9 

       17:17:17   KG     111 4     71 4 

       Urea   KG     97 5     73 5 

       20:20:20   KG     89 4     106 4 

       MOP   KG                 

5B. Micronutrient  

       application  

M D 1 50             

F D                 

      Zypsum   KG     175 2         

6. Interculture  

  

  

M D 2 51     2 50     

F D 2 39     2 40     

B D 2 183     2 180     

7. Weeding/ 

    Weedicide application  

M D 3 50     2 50     

F D 28 36     24 36     

Type (sprayer/duster/other) 

  

  

SP HR                 

  LT                 

  LT                 



                      

8. Plant protection Spraying/ 

    Dusting/Shaking / 

    Hand picking pest) 

M D 2 50     1 50     

F D 2 39     1 38     

B D                 

Type (sprayer/duster/other) SP HR 4 19     2 21     

    Ekalux   LT     1 292     1 263 

    Manocrotophos   LT     1 283     1 285 

    DM-45   LT     1 251         

    Endosulphon   LT             1 252 

9. Irrigation 

  

M D 5 50     4 50     

F D 5 35     4 40     

10. Watching  

      (Birds, Pigs etc.,)     

M D 2 50     2 50     

 F D                 

11. Harvesting2 :    Crop1 

  

 M  D 5 50     4 50     

F D 20 38     14 37     

                               Crop 2 

  

M D 2 57     2 50     

F D 2 30     2 33     

12. Threshing        Crop 1 

  

  

  

M D 6 50     4 50     

F D 23 36     18 36     

B D                 

TH HR                 

                              Crop 2 

  

  

  

M D 2 48             

F D 2 32             

B D                 

TH HR                 

13. Marketing (including 

    transport, and storage) 

  

  

M D 1 51     1 50     

F D 1 39             

B D 3 165             

T HR 2 225 20 17   17 18 

14. Fixed Cost:              

      Land Rent (Ac) Cash  RS     1.73 3227    1.54 3032 

      Kind   KG                 

      Land tax (Per acre)   RS     1.73 33     1.54 35 

15. Grain Yield:   Crop1    KG     780 18     643 17 

                             Crop 2   KG     804 21     110 21 

16. Fodder yield: Crop1    QT     17 99     13 97 

                             Crop 2   QT     5 100     2 88 

17. Stalk:             Crop 1   QT     0.5 1667         

                             Crop 2   QT                 

 

1. Labor input includes total labor days of family and hired labor for each operation. Specify 

male  and female labor as well as bullock labor separately wherever necessary. 

2. Estimate the labor requirement if you had given to contractor for harvesting. 

3. Specify clearly the units (eg. 5 kgs, FYM - 2 qts etc). 

 

M = Male labor, F = Female labor, B = Bullock pair labor, 

T = Tractor/Truck, TH = Thresher, SP = Sprayer, DU = Duster. 

*NOTE: Similarly calculate for each district and also for pooled. 

 



PART III:  INPUT -OUTPUT INFORMATION MODULE  

TABLE -84 (b): Input -Output Analysis (Rabi season) (Quantity in averages per household) 

 

District*: RAICHUR   Crop/crop mixtures: GROUNDNUT          Proportion: 100% 

Varieties: TMV -2   Season: RABI    Cropped area (acres): 4.25 

 

       A = 3.9 acre, C = 4.89 acres/household 

Operations 

  

  

Type 

  

  

Unit  

  

  

Adopted villages (n=24) Control villages (n=14) 

Labour Use Input/Output  Labour Use Input/Output  

Qty. WR Qty. UP Qty. WR Qty. UP 

1A. Land preparation  

       (Ploughing primary  

       and secondary tillage) 

  

M D 7 50     9 50     

F D 3 37     2 40     

B D 6 167     8 200     

T HR 8 286     14 317     

1B. Seedbed preparation     

       (BBF/NBF/FLAT) 

  

  

M D                 

F D                 

B D                 

T HR                 

2. FYM/C Compost/ 

    Sheep penning/ 

    Tank silt application  

   

M D 3 50     2 50     

F D 3 36     3 35     

B D 2 278     1 236     

T HR 3 250     3 313     

    FYM/Compost/poultry    QT     93 51     36 73 

    Animal penning   NO     3767 0.4         

3. Planting/Sowing 

  

  

M D 5 51     5 50     

F D 5 36     6 34     

B D 5 179     5 196     

4A. Seed:   Crop1    KG     213 39     268 40 

                  Crop2   KG                 

                  Crop3   KG                 

4B. Seed treatment  

  

M D 1 50             

F D                 

       DM-45   GM     2000 0.35         

    GM                 

5A. Fertilizer  

       application   

M D 3 50     2 50     

F D 2 37     2 34     

       DAP   KG     138 10     280 10 

       17:17:17   KG     142 4     227 4 

       Urea   KG     115 5     233 5 

       20:20:20   KG     113 4     240 4 

       MOP   KG     92 5         

5B. Micronutrient  

       application  

M D 1 53             

F D 1 30             

       Zypsum   KG     169 2         

    KG                 

6. Interculture  

  

  

M D 3 50     5 50     

F D 2 38     1 40     

B D 3 168     3 196     

7. Weeding/Weedicide  

    application  

M D 3 50     4 50     

F D 55 36     70 35     



Type (sprayer/duster/other) 

  

  

SP HR                 

  LT                 

  LT                 

                      

8. Plant protection Spraying/ 

    Dusting/Shaking / 

    Hand picking pest)  

M D 3 50     2 52     

F D 2 37     1 40     

B D                 

Type (sprayer/duster/other) SP HR         5 18     

    Ekalux   LT     2 282     1 264 

    Manocrotophos   LT     2 277     6 282 

    DM-45   LT     1 243         

    Endosulphon   LT     1.25 256         

                      

9. Irrigation 

  

M D 8 50     9 50     

F D                 

10. Watching  

      (Birds, Pigs etc.,)     

M D 4 50     3 50     

 F D                 

11. Harvesting2 : Crop1 

  

 M  D 6 50     7 50     

F D 40 36     47 35     

12. Threshing      Crop 1 

  

  

  

M D 5 50     7 50     

F D 47 38     57 35     

B D                 

TH HR                 

13. Marketing (including 

    transport, and storage) 

  

  

M D 2 50     2 50     

F D                 

B D   2 150         

T HR     51 13   58 13 

14. Fixed Cost:           

      Land Rent (Ac) Cash    RS     3.9 3579     4.89 2786 

      Kind   KG                 

      Land tax (Per acre)   RS     3.9 34     4.89 36 

15. Grain Yield:    Crop1    KG     2087 21     2095 20 

                              Crop 2   KG                 

16. Fodder yield:   Crop1    QT     30 100     25 101 

                              Crop 2   QT                 

17. Stalk:               Crop 1   QT                 

                               Crop 2   QT                 

 

1. Labor input includes total labor days of family and hired labor for each operation. Specify 

male  and female labor as well as bullock labor separately wherever necessary. 

2. Estimate the labor requirement if you had given to contractor for harvesting. 

3. Specify clearly the units (eg. 5 kgs, FYM - 2 qts etc). 

 

M = Male labor, F = Female labor, B = Bullock pair labor, 

T = Tractor/Truck, TH = Thresher, SP = Sprayer, DU = Duster. 

*NOTE: Similarly calculate for each district and also for pooled. 

 

 

 



Table-85: Costs and Returns in Selected Crop Enterprise [To be presented separately for 

        each variety, season and irrigated/rainfed situation] 

 

Variety: TMV -2  Season: Both Kharif and Rabi   Irri gated/Rainfed:  

       A = 2.30 acre, C = 2.58 acres/household 

Amount 

  

Raichur district  

A (n=90) C (n=45) Both (n=135) 

1] VARIABLE COSTS (Rs): Rs./farm % total  Rs./farm % total  Rs./farm % total  

    a) Seed  5499 20 5694 23 5597 22 

    b) Seed Treatment (material) 0 0 0 0 0 0 

    c) Farm Yard Manure 6081 22 3515 14 4798 19 

    d) Fertilizer 2872 11 3375 14 3124 12 

    e) Plant protection chemicals 1622 6 1383 6 1503 6 

     f) Labour-Male 2005 7 1945 8 1975 8 

    g) Labour-Female 4126 15 3785 15 3956 15 

    h) Labour-Bullock Pair 2255 8 1913 8 2084 8 

     i) Labour-Machine 2244 8 2488 10 2366 9 

     j) Marketing cost 464 2 480 2 472 2 

    100   100   100 

TOTAL VARIABLE COST  27168 89 24578 86 25873 88 

2] TOTAL FIXED COST (Rs)  3321 11 3867 14 3594 12 

3] TOTAL COST (1+2) 30489 100 28445 100 29467 100 

4] OUTPUT:             

    a) Main Product (Kg):Crop-1 1118*19   1095*18   1107*19   

    b) Main Product (Kg):Crop-2 188*21   110*21   149*21   

    c) Main Product (Kg):Crop-3             

    d) By-product Fodder (Q): Crop-1 20*100   17*98   19*100   

    e) By-product Fodder (Q): Crop-2 5*100   2*88   4*100   

     f) By-product Fodder (Q): Crop-3             

    g) By-product Stalk (Q): Crop-1 0.5*1667   0   0.5*1667   

    h) By-product Stalk (Q): Crop-2             

     i) By-product Stalk (Q): Crop-3             

5] RETURNS (Rs)             

    a) Main Product:Crop-1 21242   19710   20476   

    b) Main Product:Crop-2 3948   2310   3129   

    c) Main Product:Crop-3             

    d) By-product Fodder (Q): Crop-1 2000   1666   1833   

    e) By-product Fodder (Q): Crop-2 500   176   338   

     f) By-product Fodder (Q): Crop-3             

    g) By-product Stalk (Q): Crop-1 834       834   

    h) By-product Stalk (Q): Crop-2             

     i) By-product Stalk (Q): Crop-3             

     j) GROSS RETURNS (a+..+i) 28524   23862   26193   

6) NET RETURNS [5j-3] -1966   -4583   -3274   

7) BENEFIT COST RATIO [5j/3]  0.94   0.84   0.89   

 

 

 

 

 



Table-85: Costs and Returns in Selected Crop Enterprise [To be presented separately for 

        each variety, season and irrigated/rainfed situation]  

 

Variety: TMV -2  Season: Both Kharif and Rabi   Irrigated/Rainfed:  

per acre 

Amount Raichur district  

A (n=90) C (n=45) Both (n=135) 

1] VARIABLE COS TS (Rs): Rs./farm % total  Rs./farm % total  Rs./farm % total  

    a) Seed  2391 25 2207 27 2294 26 

    b) Seed Treatment (material) 0 0 0 0 0 0 

    c) Farm Yard Manure 1197 13 775 10 986 11 

    d) Fertilizer 797 8 759 9 778 9 

    e) Plant protection chemicals 333 3 246 3 290 3 

     f) Labour-Male 872 9 754 9 809 9 

    g) Labour-Female 1794 19 1467 18 1621 18 

    h) Labour-Bullock Pair 980 10 741 9 854 10 

     i) Labour-Machine 976 10 964 12 970 11 

     j) Marketing cost 202 2 186 2 193 2 

   100  100  100 

TOTAL VARIABLE COST  9541 87 8100 84 8795 86 

2] TOTAL FIXED COST (Rs)  1444 13 1499 16 1473 14 

3] TOTAL COST (1+2) 10985 100 9599 100 10268 100 

4] OUTPUT:       

    a) Main Product (Kg):Crop-1 486*19  424*18  455*18.5  

    b) Main Product (Kg):Crop-2 82*21  43*21  65.5*21  

    c) Main Product (Kg):Crop-3       

    d) By-product Fodder (Q): Crop-1 9*100  7*98  8*99  

    e) By-product Fodder (Q): Crop-2 2*100  1*88  1.5*94  

     f) By-product Fodder (Q): Crop-3       

    g) By-product Stalk (Q): Crop-1 0.2*1667      

    h) By-product Stalk (Q): Crop-2       

     i) By-product Stalk (Q): Crop-3       

5] RETURNS (Rs)       

    a) Main Product:Crop-1 9236  7640  8392  

    b) Main Product:Crop-2 1717  895  1282  

    c) Main Product:Crop-3       

    d) By-product Fodder (Q): Crop-1 870  646  751  

    e) By-product Fodder (Q): Crop-2 217  68  139  

     f) By-product Fodder (Q): Crop-3       

    g) By-product Stalk (Q): Crop-1 362    342  

    h) By-product Stalk (Q): Crop-2       

     i) By-product Stalk (Q): Crop-3       

     j) GROSS RETURNS (a+..+i) 12402  9249  10735  

6) NET RETURNS [5j-3] 1417  -350  467  

7) BENEFIT COST RATIO [5j/3]  1.13  0.96  1.05   

 

 

 

 

 



Table-85 (a): Costs and Returns in Selected Crop Enterprise [To be presented separately            

                       for each variety, season and irrigated/rainfed situation] 

 

Variety:  TMV -2    Season: KHARIF  
           

       A = 1.73 acre, C = 1.54 acres/household 

Amount 

  

Raichur district  

A (n=66) C (n=31) Both (n=97) 

1] VARIABLE COSTS (Rs): Ra./farm % total  Ra./farm % total  Ra./farm % total  

    a) Seed  4656 20 4068 18 4362 19 

    b) Seed Treatment (material)   0   0   0 

    c) Farm Yard Manure 5189 22 3222 14 4206 18 

    d) Fertilizer 3449 14 2000 9 2725 12 

    e) Plant protection chemicals 826 3 826 4 826 4 

     f) Labour-Male 2184 9 1497 7 1841 8 

    g) Labour-Female 3462 15 2920 13 3191 14 

    h) Labour-Bullock Pair 2408 10 1440 6 1924 8 

     i) Labour-Machine 1350 6 6210 28 3780 16 

     j) Marketing cost 340 1 306 1 323 1 

    100   100   100 

TOTAL VARIABLE COST  23864 89 22489 90 23177 90 

2] TOTAL FIXED COST (Rs)  2848 11 2389 10 2619 10 

3] TOTAL COST (1+2) 26712 100 24878 100 25795 100 

4] OUTPUT:             

    a) Main Product (Kg):Crop-1 780*18   643*17   721*18   

    b) Main Product (Kg):Crop-2 188*21   110*21   149*21   

    c) Main Product (Kg):Crop-3             

    d) By-product Fodder (Q): Crop-1 17*99   13*97   15*98   

    e) By-product Fodder (Q): Crop-2 5*100   2*88   4*94   

     f) By-product Fodder (Q): Crop-3             

    g) By-product Stalk (Q): Crop-1 0.5*1667           

    h) By-product Stalk (Q): Crop-2             

     i) By-product Stalk (Q): Crop-3             

5] RETURNS (Rs)             

    a) Main Product:Crop-1 14040   10931   12486   

    b) Main Product:Crop-2 3948   2310   3129   

    c) Main Product:Crop-3             

    d) By-product Fodder (Q): Crop-1 1683   1261   1472   

    e) By-product Fodder (Q): Crop-2 500   176   338   

     f) By-product Fodder (Q): Crop-3             

    g) By-product Stalk (Q): Crop-1 834       834   

    h) By-product Stalk (Q): Crop-2             

     i) By-product Stalk (Q): Crop-3             

     j)  GROSS RETURNS (a+..+i) 21005   14678   17842   

6) NET RETURNS [5j-3] -5707   -10200   -7954   

7) BENEFIT COST RATIO [5j/3]  0.79   0.59   0.69   
 

 

 

 

 



Table-85 (a): Costs and Returns in Selected Crop Enterprise [To be presented separately  

           for each variety, season and irrigated/rainfed situation] 

 

Variety:  TMV -2    Season: KHARIF  

per acre 

Amount 

  

Raichur district  

A (n=66) C (n=31) Both (n=97) 

1] VARIABLE COSTS (Rs):  Ra./farm % total  Ra./farm % total  Ra./farm % total  

    a) Seed  2691 20 2642 18 2666 23 

    b) Seed Treatment (material) 0 0 0 0 0 0 

    c) Farm Yard Manure 2999 22 2092 14 1178 10 

    d) Fertilizer 1994 14 1299 9 813 7 

    e) Plant protection chemicals 477 3 536 4 302 3 

     f) Labour-Male 1262 9 972 7 1117 9 

    g) Labour-Female 2001 15 1896 13 1949 17 

    h) Labour-Bullock Pair 1392 10 935 6 1163 10 

     i) Labour-Machine 780 6 4032 28 2406 20 

     j) Marketing cost 197 1 199 1 198 2 

    100   100   100 

TOTAL VARIABLE COST  13794 89 14603 90 11793 88 

2] TOTAL FIXED COST (Rs)  1646 11 1551 10 1599 12 

3] TOTAL COST (1+2) 15440 100 16155 100 13392 100 

4] OUTPUT:             

    a) Main Product (Kg):Crop-1 451*18   418*17   435*17.5   

    b) Main Product (Kg):Crop-2 109*21   71*21   90*21   

    c) Main Product (Kg):Crop-3             

    d) By-product Fodder (Q): Crop-1 10*99   8*97   9*98   

    e) By-product Fodder (Q): Crop-2 3*100   1.3*88   2.2*94   

     f) By-product Fodder (Q): Crop-3             

    g) By-product Stalk (Q): Crop-1 0.3*1667       0.15*1667   

    h) By-product Stalk (Q): Crop-2             

     i) By-product Stalk (Q): Crop-3             

5] RETURNS (Rs)             

    a) Main Product:Crop-1 8116   7098   7607   

    b) Main Product:Crop-2 2282   1500   1891   

    c) Main Product:Crop-3 0   0   0   

    d) By-product Fodder (Q): Crop-1 973   819   896   

    e) By-product Fodder (Q): Crop-2 289   114   202   

     f) By-product Fodder (Q): Crop-3 0   0   0   

    g) By-product Stalk (Q): Crop-1 482   0   241   

    h) By-product Stalk (Q): Crop-2 0   0   0   

     i) By-product Stalk (Q): Crop-3 0   0   0   

     j ) GROSS RETURNS (a+..+i) 12142   9531   10836   

6) NET RETURNS [5j-3] -3299   -6623   -2555   

7) BENEFIT COST RATIO [5j/3]  0.79   0.59   0.81   

 

 

 

 

 



Table-85 (b): Costs and Returns in Selected Crop Enterprise [To be presented separately  

for each variety, season and irrigated/rainfed situation] 
 

Variety:  TMV -2    Season: RABI  
 

       A = 3.9 acre, C = 4.89 acres/household 

Amount 

  

Raichur district  

A (n=24) C (n=14) Both (n=38) 

1] VARIABLE COSTS (Rs): Ra./farm % total  Ra./farm % total  Ra./farm % total  

    a) Seed  8307 23 10720 27 9514 25 

    b) Seed Treatment (material) 700 2   0 700 2 

    c) Farm Yard Manure 6250 17 2628 7 4439 12 

    d) Fertilizer 3773 10 5833 15 4803 13 

    e) Plant protection chemicals 1681 5 1956 5 1819 5 

     f) Labour-Male 2708 7 2854 7 2781 7 

    g) Labour-Female 5859 16 6627 17 6243 16 

    h) Labour-Bullock Pair 3257 9 3404 8 3331 9 

     i) Labour-Machine 3038 8 5377 13 4208 10 

     j) Marketing cost 663 2 754 2 709 2 

    100   100   100 

TOTAL VARIABLE COST  36236 84 40153 85 38195 84 

2] TOTAL FIXED COST (Rs)  7112 16 6988 15 7050 16 

3] TOTAL COST (1+2) 43348 100 47141 100 45245 100 

4] OUTPUT:             

    a) Main Product (Kg):Crop-1 2087*21   2095*20   2091*21   

    b) Main Product (Kg):Crop-2             

    c) Main Product (Kg):Crop-3             

    d) By-product Fodder (Q): Crop-1 30*100   25*101   28*100   

    e) By-product Fodder (Q): Crop-2             

     f) By-product Fodder (Q): Crop-3             

    g) By-product Stalk (Q): Crop-1             

    h) By-product Stalk (Q): Crop-2             

     i) By-product Stalk (Q): Crop-3             

5] RETURNS (Rs)             

    a) Main Product:Crop-1 43827   41900   42864   

    b) Main Product:Crop-2             

    c) Main Product:Crop-3             

    d) By-product Fodder (Q): Crop-1 3000   2525   2763   

    e) By-product Fodder (Q): Crop-2             

     f) By-product Fodder (Q): Crop-3             

    g) By-product Stalk (Q): Crop-1             

    h) By-product Stalk (Q): Crop-2             

     i) By-product Stalk (Q): Crop-3             

     j) GROSS RETURNS (a+..+i) 46827   44425   45626   

6) NET RETURNS [5j-3] 3479   -2716   382   

7) BENEFIT COST RATIO [5j/3]  1.08   0.94   1   
 

 

 

 

 



Table-85 (b): Costs and Returns in Selected Crop Enterprise [To be presented separately  

for each variety, season and irrigated/rainfed situation] 
 

Variety:  TMV -2    Season: RABI  

per acre 

Amount 

  

Raichur district  

A (n=24) C (n=14) Both (n=38) 

1] VARIABLE COSTS (Rs):  Ra./farm % total  Ra./farm % t otal Ra./farm % total  

    a) Seed  2130 23 2192 27 2161 27 

    b) Seed Treatment (material) 179 2 0 0 90 1 

    c) Farm Yard Manure 1603 17 537 7 820 10 

    d) Fertilizer 967 10 1193 15 728 9 

    e) Plant protection chemicals 431 5 400 5 247 3 

     f) Labour-Male 694 7 584 7 639 8 

    g) Labour-Female 1502 16 1355 17 1429 18 

    h) Labour-Bullock Pair 835 9 696 8 766 10 

     i) Labour-Machine 779 8 1100 13 939 12 

     j) Marketing cost 170 2 154 2 162 2 

    100   100   100 

TOTAL VARIABLE COST  9291 84 8211 85 7981 83 

2] TOTAL FIXED COST (Rs)  1824 16 1429 15 1626 17 

3] TOTAL COST (1+2) 11115 100 9640 100 9607 100 

4] OUTPUT:             

    a) Main Product (Kg):Crop-1 535*21   428*20   482*20.5   

    b) Main Product (Kg):Crop-2             

    c) Main Product (Kg):Crop-3             

    d) By-product Fodder (Q): Crop-1 8*100   5*101   6.5*100   

    e) By-product Fodder (Q): Crop-2             

     f) By-product Fodder (Q): Crop-3             

    g) By-product Stalk (Q): Crop-1             

    h) By-product Stalk (Q): Crop-2             

     i) By-product Stalk (Q): Crop-3             

5] RETURNS (Rs)             

    a) Main Product:Crop-1 11238   8569   9903   

    b) Main Product:Crop-2 0   0   0   

    c) Main Product:Crop-3 0   0   0   

    d) By-product Fodder (Q): Crop-1 769   516   643   

    e) By-product Fodder (Q): Crop-2 0   0   0   

     f) By-product Fodder (Q): Crop-3 0   0   0   

    g) By-product Stalk (Q): Crop-1 0   0   0   

    h) By-product Stalk (Q): Crop-2 0   0   0   

     i) By-product Stalk (Q): Crop-3 0   0   0   

     j) GROSS RETURNS (a+..+i) 12007   9085   10546   

6) NET RETURNS [5j-3] 892   -555   939   

7) BENEFIT COST RATIO [5j/3]  1.08   0.94   1.01   

 

 
 

 

 



INPUT-OUTPUT TABLES: - 

 
Cost of cultivation of different categories of groundnut growers in adopted and control villages in Raichur district of 

Karnataka 
 

Parti -

culars 

MARAGANTANALA (ADOPTED)  ADAVIBHAVI (CONTROL)  

LC % IC % OC % TCC GR NR RPRI LC % IC % OC % TCC GR NR RPRI 

Marginal 3984 41 4656 48 1150 12 9790 8442 -1348 0.86 3300 36 4319 47 1489 16 9108 8197 -911 0.90 

Small 3181 34 4435 47 1867 20 9483 13708 4225 1.45 3322 38 3946 45 1497 17 8765 5335 -3430 0.61 

Medium 3665 32 5976 52 1747 15 11388 7593 -3795 0.67 2338 34 3086 45 1475 21 6899 5146 -1753 0.75 

Large 3018 35 3870 45 1716 20 8604 8666 62 1.01 2661 33 3935 49 1370 17 7966 8737 771 1.10 

Total 3462 35 4734 48 1620 17 9816 9602 -214 0.99 2905 35 3822 47 1458 18 8185 6854 -1331 0.84 

  BHOOMANAGUNDA (ADOPTED)  SINGERIDODDI (CONTROL)  

Marginal 3880 31 6429 51 2308 18 12617 7233 -5384 0.57 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 

Small 4103 42 3733 38 2018 20 9854 7473 -2381 0.76 3318 35 4280 46 1803 19 9401 7530 -1871 0.80 

Medium 2645 32 3783 46 1802 22 8230 8170 -60 0.99 3062 34 4196 46 1786 20 9044 9235 191 1.02 

Large 4205 37 4964 44 2134 19 11303 8332 -2971 0.74 3135 44 2640 37 1306 18 7081 4120 -2961 0.58 

Total 3708 35 4727 45 2066 20 10501 7802 -2699 0.76 2379 28 2779 32 1224 14 6382 5221 -1160 0.601 

  CHANDRABANDA (ADOPTED)  NAGANADODDI (CONTROL)  

Marginal 4089 36 5503 48 1889 16 11481 15693 4212 1.37 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 

Small 2990 32 4438 48 1895 20 9323 11428 2105 1.23 3215 36 3853 43 1918 21 8986 9043 57 1.01 

Medium 3757 31 4582 37 3953 32 12292 19387 7095 1.58 2986 31 5026 52 1696 17 9708 12380 2672 1.28 

Large 3070 31 4467 44 2502 25 10039 16242 6203 1.62 3048 36 3731 44 1774 21 8553 17006 8453 1.99 

Total 3476 32 4747 44 2560 23 10784 15688 4904 1.45 2312 26 3153 35 1347 15 6812 9607 2796 1.07 



Cost of cultivation of different categories of groundnut growers in Kharif and Rabi seasons in Raichur district of 

Karnataka 
 

Parti -

culars 

Kharif (adopted village) Rabi (adopted village) 

LC % IC % OC % TCC GR NR RPRI LC % IC % OC % TCC GR NR RPRI 

Marginal 4398 32 7460 54 1938 14 13795 6508 -7287 0.47 3627 35 4766 47 1827 18 10221 11342 1122 1.11 

Small 3941 39 4252 42 1868 19 10061 11106 1045 1.10 3063 33 4296 46 1901 21 9260 10633 1373 1.15 

Medium 3864 36 5102 47 1864 17 10829 11437 607 1.06 3323 32 3959 38 3101 30 10383 21975 11592 2.12 

Large 3562 33 5022 47 2132 20 10716 7808 -2908 0.73 2935 36 3489 42 1815 22 8239 14353 6114 1.74 

Total 3941   5459   1951   11350 9215 -2136 0.81 3237   4128   2161   9526 14576 5050 1.53 

 

Parti -

culars 

Kharif (control village)  Rabi (control village) 

LC % IC % OC % TCC GR NR RPRI LC % IC % OC % TCC GR NR RPRI 

Marginal 3855 41 3865 41 1614 17 9334 6695 -2639 0.72 2745 31 4773 54 1363 15 8881 9700 819 1.09 

Small 3573 35 4729 46 1931 19 10234 7982 -2252 0.78 2595 39 2624 40 1422 21 6641 7587 947 1.14 

Medium 3201 33 4635 48 1779 19 9615 7855 -1760 0.82 2492 33 3384 45 1565 21 7441 7831 390 1.05 

Large 3057 35 3826 44 1759 20 8642 9576 934 1.11 2743 35 3780 48 1418 18 7941 11440 3499 1.44 

Total 3422   4264   1771   9456 8027 -1429 0.85 2644   3640   1442   7726 9140 1414 1.18 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



-:: MARKET SURVEY TABLES  :: - 
 

Table-1 Market arrivals of major commodities in Rajendra Gunj market of Raichur for the 

period from 1998-99 to 2005-06 (Quintals) 

 

Sl. No. Year Paddy Sunflower Cotton Groundnut  Total 

1 1998-99 14,74,000 2,06,111 2,19,533 2,08,653 21,08,297 

2 1999-00 15,78,105 2,13,996 1,95,469 3,19,281 23,06,851 

3 2000-01 24,92,270 2,27,396 1,65,105 2,63,035 54,54,657 

4 2001-02 23,80,500 2,51,068 1,99,135 2,19,667 85,05,027 

5 2002-03 22,65,100 4,00,049 2,54,455 1,94,948 1,16,19,579 

6 2003-04 20,58,200 4,95,459 1,93,596 1,60,919 1,45,27,753 

7 2004-05 23,93,951 5,44,917 3,28,915 1,69,549 1,79,65,085 

8 2005-06 20,79,222 5,69,926 3,65,314 1,92,343 2,11,71,890 

 

Table-2 Market arrivals of Groundnut in Rajendra Gunj market of Ra ichur district of 

Karnataka 

Sl. 

No. 

Year Market  

arrivals  

Minimum price  

(Rs./q) 

Maximum price 

(Rs./q) 

Modal price 

(Rs./q) 

1 2002-03 1,94,948 700 2189 1668 

2 2003-04 1,60,919 909 2179 1669 

3 2004-05 1,69,549 912 1911 1542 

4 2005-06 1,92,343 860 1913 1511 

5 2006-07 2,70,551 839 2559 1860 

6 2007-08 1,81,977 1000 2843 2589 

 

Table-3 Month wise Market arrivals, maximum, minimum and modal prices of groundnut 

in Rajendra Gunj market in Raichur for the period from 2007-08  

 

Month Arrivals  

(Quintals) 

Minimum p rice 

(Rs./q) 

Maximum price 

(Rs./q) 

Modal price 

(Rs./q) 

April  25623 1409 2570 2359 

May 3066 1759 2522 2323 

June 449 1129 2729 1950 

July 3516 1200 2843 1782 

August 10252 1486 2752 2172 

September 6758 1268 2593 2099 

October 8317 1050 2099 1999 

November 5788 1000 2404 2029 

December 2174 1105 2363 1859 

January 2913 1349 2299 1969 

February 37772 1555 2559 2482 

March 75349 1609 2829 2639 

Year Total 181977 15919 30562 25662 

Average Price (Rs./q) 15165 1327 2547 2139 



Table-4: Marketing channel for Groundnut in Raichur district of Karnataka  

 

 

 

Table-5: Basic information on markets in Raichur district of Karnataka 

Sl. No. Particulars Raichur Deodurga Lingasugur 

1 Type of market Main market Sub market Sub market 

2 Year of 

establishment 

1968 2002 2000 

3 Market 

committee 

Separate market  

committee 

Managed by  

APMC Raichur 

Managed by  

APMC Raichur 

4 Method of sale Closed tender and  

open auction 

Mutual agreement Mutual 

agreement 

5 Mode of payment As per the 

convenience  

of commission agent 

Immediate Immediate 

6 Grading practice Eye sight grading Eye sight grading Eye sight 

grading 

7 Pricing  Better market price 

due to tender 

Relatively lower 

price 

Relatively 

lower price 

 

 

Produce
r  

Village 
merchant  

Commission 
agent  

Trade
r  

Oil 
processor  

Commission 
agent  

Trade r/Processo
r  

Oil whole 
seller  

Oil 
retailer  

Consume
r  

Commission 
agent  

Trader/Processo
r  

Oil 
retailer  

Commission 
agent  

Decorticato
r  

Retaile
r  



COMMISSION AGENT TABLES :- 

Table-MC1:- Annual turnover  of commission agents 

Sl. No. Particulars Raichur district  

1 Number of commission agents 12 

2 Number of villages covered 820 

3 Total annual turnover (t) 1394 

4 Average annual turnover (t) 116 

 

Table-M2:- Contractual arrangement of commission agents 

Particulars  Raichur district  

a) No. of CA with prior contractual arrangements 12 

b) Facilities provided by CA to farmers   

        Ā Credit 10 

        Ā Credit and inputs 2 

c) Time of contacting farmers   

        Ó Before crop season 12 

        Ó Middle of the crop season - 

        Ó After harvest - 

 

Table-M4:- Timing of payments and interest on delayed payments of commission agents 

Particulars Raichur district  

a) Timing of payment   

        Ā Immediately after buying 5 

        Ā Not immediately after buying   

                 Ó After 2 weeks - 

                 Ó Between 2-4 weeks 7 

                 Ó After 1 month - 

b) Average rate of interest paid 24 per cent 

 

Table-M5: Quality characteristics of commission agents for buying groundnut 

 

Trait s 

 

Modal  

rank  

Garrett  

Scores  

Range of  

premium (Rs/kg) 

Percentage of processors  

who assigned modal rank 

Bigger grain size 1 64 3   

Small grain size 9 9 1   

Color (white/red/brown) 4 28 1   

Cleanliness 7 20 1   

Taste 6 24 0   

Pest & disease free 5 26 2   

More shelling % 8 14 3   

More oil content 2 48 2   

Uniformity 10 4 1   



Table-M6:- Price variation for different grades of groundnut (Rs/q) 

 

Quality / Grade 

  

Raichur district  

Min  Max Average 

Best quality (A) 2000 2780 2390 

Medium quality (B) 1700 2500 2100 

Poor quality (C) 1450 2000 1725 

 

 

Table-M7: Purchase price of groundnut by traders 

Crop Raichur district  

Quantity (Tons/year) 116 

Average price (Rs/ton) 19625 

Total purchase value (Rs) 2276500 

Share in total turnover (%) 86 

Sold quantity (tons/year) 116 

Average selling price (Rs/ton) 22750 

Total sale value (Rs) 2639000 

 

Table 8:- Margins (Rs/Qt), Fixed and variable costs (Rs/qt) of groundnut marketing 

Name of crop Gross margins  Fixed costs  Variable costs  Net margins  

Groundnut 313 99 179 35 

1. Others         

 

 

Table-8a: Items of Fixed Cost of marketing of groundnut 

Items Raichur district  

Rs/CA/Yr:   

Communication Expenses 10458 

Others 5000 

Rent for building/premises 43250 

Salaries 56467 

Total 115175 

Rs/q:   

Communication Expenses 9 

Others 4 

Rent for building/premises 37 

Salaries 49 

Total 99 

 

 

 

 



Table-8b: Items of Variable Cost (Rs/q) in marketing of groundnut 

 

Items Raichur district  

Bagging            3 

Commission agent charges 42 

Hamali (Labour) Expenses 3 

License fee 1 

Market fee 31 

Others 81 

Transportation 18 

Total 179 

 

Table-9a: Constraints faced by Commission Agents  

 

Constraints Raichur district  

Price fluctuations *  

Labour problem   

High competition   

Lack of/less produce coming to market   

Bidding tender problems   

Delay in payments   

Loan recovery problem *  

Ungraded produce *  

Unsecured business   

Transportation risk in long distance  

 

 

Table-9b: Suggestions of Commission Agents 

 

Constraints Raichur district  

Price policy should be effective   

Need to make trading in APMC compulsory   

Control price fluctuations *  

Improve tender bidding system  

Encourage farmers to sell in APMC   

Grading before trading  

Encourage farmers to sell in APMC  

Provide good quality seed to farmers *  

High transportation cost  

Provide drainage facility in APMC  

 

 

 

 



PROCESSORS TABLE:- 
 

Table 10: Processing capacity of groundnut processors in Raichur district 

 

Name 

of  

crop 

Type  

of  

processing 

Average  

capacity  

(tons/year) 

Average  

capacity  

utilization  

(tons) 

Quantity  

of crop  

processed  

(tons/year) 

Total  

value 

 (Rs) 

Share of  

crop in  

total  

value (%) 

Recovery  

rate for  

main 

 product (%)  

Recovery  

rate for  

by-product  

(%) 

Groundnut 

  

Oil     1510 98106391 75 37.22  

Average     302 19621278       

Groundnut 

  

Meal     324.6 4790500       58.11 

Average     64.92 958100      

Others Others               

Total/ average                 

 

Table 11: Sources of groundnut for processing in Raichur district  

 

Source of supply Place Quantity (tons/year) Buying price (Rs/tons) 

APMC Raichur, Lingasugur, Deodurga 5863 17385 

Total   5863 17385 

Average   977 17385 

 

 

Table 12: Details of sales of main and by products of groundnut in Raichur district  

 

Users Main product Quantity (qts)  Average price (Rs/qt) By product Quantity (qts) Average price (Rs/qt) 

Consumers 208 (1.38) 6890     

Retailers 11812 (78.22) 6530     

Whole sale market 3081 (20.40) 6625 24531 (95.54) 1500 

Others (Dairy)   6600 1145 (4.46) 1400 

Total/average 15101 6661 25676 1450 

 

 



Table 13: Turnover costs of processors of groundnut in Raichur district  

 

Name of crop Average  

buying price  

(Rs/Qt) 

Average selling  

price of main  

product (Rs/Qt) 

Average selling  

price of by  

product (Rs/Qt) 

Gross  

margins  

(Rs/Qt) 

Fixed  

costs  

(Rs/Qt) 

Variable  

costs  

(Rs/Qt) 

Net  

margins  

(Rs/Qt) 

Groundnut kernels 1725 3450 13 1738 57 182 1499 

Groundnut oil 1726 6693 1420 6387 305 200 5882 

1. Others               

 

Table 14: Quality characteristics for groundnut kernel and oil in Raichur district 

 

Traits  

  

GN Kernel GN Oil 

Garrett score Premium price Garrett score Premium price 

Bigger grain size 45 2 0 0 

Small grain size 0 0 0 0 

Color (white/red/brown) 37 0 44 1 

Cleanliness 38 1 38 1 

Taste 20 0 18 0 

High recovery rate 0 0 8 0 

Pest & disease free 13 0 0 0 

More shelling % 22 0 0 0 

More oil content 38 2 28 1 

Uniformity 0 0 0 0 

 

For pigeon pea, please exclude the columns for flour.  

For groundnut, please change split grain to kernels and flour to groundnut oil. 

 

Table 15: Variation of price of different grades of groundnut in Raichur district 
 

Quality grade Price (Rs/Qt) 

Best quality 2350 

Medium quality 1958 

Poor quality 1550 



Table 16a: Constraints of the groundnut processors 

 

Constraints Percentage 

Constraint 1 Lack of working capital 67 

Constraint 2 Fluctuation in oil price and competition among oil producers 33 

Constraint 3 Insufficient market arrivals due to agreement between commission agents and groundnut growers 50 

Constraint 4 Use of outdated machinery in processing of oil 17 

 

Note: Group constraints and suggestions under common headings such as transport, infrastructure or credit, and report those. 

 

Table 16b: Suggestions of the groundnut processors 

 

Suggestions Percentage 

Suggestion 1 Liberal working capital from the financial institutions 67 

Suggestion 2 Modernization of machinery at subsidized rates 50 

Suggestion 3 Exemption of tax on processed groundnut oil 33 

 

Note: Group constraints and suggestions under common headings such as transport, infrastructure or credit, and report those.



RETAILERS TABLE :- 

Table 17:- Quantity purchased by the retailer (in quintals) 

 

Sl. No. Products WSM WM  PROC SM OTH TQ (Qt.) AP (Rs./Qt.) 

1 

  

Groundnut kernels (Total)               211   248.1     459.1   

Average 70.33   24.81       3454 

2 

  

Groundnut oil (Total)                   73   188.1     261.1   

Average 24.33   23.51       6360 

3 

  

Groundnut cake                               

               

4 

  

Others (specify)                              

                

 

Table 18:- Total sales of main product and by product per year 

 

Sl.  

No. 

Name of crop Quantity sold  

(Tons or litres/year) 

Proportion of share 

 in total turnover  

Average price  

(Rs/ton or litre) 

1 Groundnut kernels 45 4 40000 

2 Groundnut oil 25.6 2 71000 

3 Groundnut cake - - - 

4 Fine by product (upper layer)         

5 Others (specify)                      

 

Table:- 19 Margins for the retailers in selling groundnut 

 

Sl. 

 No. 

Name of  

crop product 

Quantity sold  

(Tons or liters/year) 

Average price  

(Rs/ton) 

Gross margins  

(Rs/Qt.) 

Fixed costs  

(Rs/year) 

Variable costs  

(Rs/Qt.) 

Net margins  

(Rs/Qt.) 

1 Groundnut kernels 45 40000 546  117  32  397 

2 Groundnut oil 25.6 71000 740  68  32  640 

3 Groundnut cake             

4 Fine by product (upper layer)               

5 Others (specify)                            



Table 20:- Quality characteristics preferred by retailers (Garrett Scores) for groundnut  kernel and oil 

 
Sl. No. Traits  Groundnut Kernels Modal Rank Groundnut Oil   Modal Rank 

1 Bigger grain size 68.46 1  0 

2 Small grain size  0  0 

3 Color (white/red/brown) 39.08  2 47 2 

4 Better taste 29.23  4 24.7  4 

5 Pest & Disease free 30.54  3  0 

6 Cooking time  0  0 

7 Keeping quality 4.31  7 61.23  1 

8 More nutrient content 12.23  6 6.46  5 

9 Cleanliness 24.54  5 28.23  3 

 

 

Table 21:- Constraints and suggestions of the retailer 

 
Constraints Percentage 

Constraint-1 Poor quality seeds 62 

Constraint-2 Fluctuation in market price 77 

Constraint-3 Spillage of seeds due to watering 46 

 Suggestions   

Suggestion-1 Supply graded and good quality seeds 92 

Suggestion-2 Supply more varieties of seeds 69 

Suggestion-3 Varieties with more oil content 100 

 

Note: Group constraints and suggestions under common headings such as transport, infrastructure or credit and report those 

 
 

 

 



Table 22:- Variation in price for different grades of groundnut  

 
Quality grade Range of price variation (Rs/Qt.) 

Best quality 4123 

Medium quality 3781 

Poor quality 3369 

 
Table 23:- Additional considerations for fixing the price of groundnut 

 

Characteristic Percentage of respondents 

Rate for which he bought 100 

Transport costs 38 

Interest on borrowed money 100 

Profit 92 

Fluctuations in prices 8 

Demand for that product 85 

Others (?) 0 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



CONSUMERS TABLE:- 

Table 24a: Household consumption of groundnut kernel and oil (Rural)  

 

Type Quantity required  

(kg/year) 

Home produced  

 (kg/year) 

Wages or gifts 

 (kg/year) 

Purchased  

(kg/lit)  

Average purchase price  

(Rs/kg or litre) 

Groundnut kernels 34 32   36 39 

Groundnut oil 35     35 71 

Groundnut cakes           

Fine by-product (fine husk)           

 

 

Table 24b: Household consumption of groundnut kernel and oil (Urban) 

 

Type Quantity required 

(kg/year) 

Quantity 

Purchased (kg/lit) 

Average purchase 

price (Rs/kg or litre) 

Groundnut kernels 35 35 39 

Groundnut oil 32 32 70 

Groundnut cakes       

Fine by-product (fine husk)       

 

 

Table 25: Source of purchase of groundnut kernel and oil (a-Rural; b -Urban) 

 

Type Percentage of respondents 

Village  shop Weekly market Whole sale market Super market 

Rural  Urban Rural  Urban Rural  Urban Rural  Urban 

Groundnut kernels 20 60   33 27 40 13 

Groundnut oil 53 67   40 27 0 7 

Groundnut cakes         

Fine by-product 3(fine husk)         

 



Table 26: Ranking of top three quality characteristics of groundnut kernel and oil (a-Rural; b -Urban)  

 

Rank Groundnut oil  Groundnut kernels Groundnut cake 

Quality  

trait  

Respondents (%) Quality  

trait  

Respondents (%) Quality  

trait  

Respondents (%) 

Rural  Urban Rural  Urban Rural  Urban 

1 Keeping quality 33 47 Bigger grain size 60 67    

2 Color 47 40 Low price 53 47    

3 Low price 60 27 Pest & Disease free 33 33    

 

 

Table 27: Availability of preferred quality characteristics of consumers for  groundnut kernel and oil 
 

Type 

 

Number who said they got their 

preferred characteristics 

%  who said they got their 

preferred characteristics 

Groundnut kernels 10 33 

Groundnut oil 2 6.7 

Groundnut cakes     

Fine by-product (fine husk)     

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Table 28: Preferred quality traits in new products (Garrett Scores) (a-Rural; b -Urban) for groundnut 
 

Groundnut kernels Groundnut oil  

Traits  

 

Garrett Score Premium  price (Rs/kg) Traits  

 

Garrett Score Premium  price (Rs/kg) 

Rural  Urban Rural  Urban Rural  Urban Rural  Urban 

Bigger grain size 71.6 63.9 3 3 Keeping quality 61.5 50.1 2 3 

Cleanliness 38.7 35.9 1 1 Color 36.1 36.1 1 2 

Better taste 24.6 24.9 1 1 Low market price 40.5 24.9 2 2 

Low market price 16.3 14.9 2 2 Purity 29.1 12.4 1 1 

More oil content 14.9 13 3 2 Better taste 7.9 11.9 1 1 

          

Groundnut cake Husk 

Traits  

 

Garrett Score Premium  price (Rs/kg) Traits  

 

Garrett Score Premium  price (Rs/kg) 

Rural  Urban Rural  Urban Rural  Urban Rural  Urban 

          

          

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Table 29: Quality characteristics that fetch a higher price for groundnut kernel and oil (a-

Rural; b -Urban) 

 

Groundnut kernels Groundnut oil  

Quality  

trait  

Percentage of 

respondents Quality  

trait  

Percentage of 

respondents 

Rural  Urban Rural  Urban 

Size 100 100 Size 7 0 

Color 53 0 Color 93 80 

Shape 33 40 Shape 0 0 

Better taste 33 67 Better taste 13 47 

Fat content 0 7 Fat content 80 47 

Protein content 80 53 Protein content 13 7 

Cleanness 100 93 Cleanness 13 67 

Less cooking 

time 

0 0 Less cooking 

time 

0 0 

Keeping quality 0 27 Keeping quality 93 100 

Brand name 0 13 Brand name 80 40 

Packing 67 73 Packing 0 0 

Label 47 33 Label 0 7 

 

Table 30: Constraints of groundnut consumer (a-Rural; b -Urban) 

 

Constraint 

 

Percentage 

Rural  Urban 

Selling of seeds without grading 87 100  

Fluctuation in market price 40 73  

Non-availability of quality produce 60 53  

 

Note: Group constraints and suggestions under common headings such as transport, 

infrastructure or credit, and report those. 

 

 

Table 31: Suggestions of groundnut consumer (a-Rural; b -Urban) 

 

Suggestion 

 

Percentage 

Rural  Urban 

Supply good quality seeds 100 87 

Stability in market price 67 100 

Ban on selling of loose oil 53 73 

 

Note: Group constraints and suggestions under common headings such as transport, 

infrastructure or credit, and report those. 

 

 

 



SITUATION OUTLOOK ANALYSI S TABLES:- 
 

 

Table-1: Area, production and productivity of groundnut in Karnataka state for the period  

    from 1980-81 to 2004-05 

 

Year Area (ha) Production (tonnes) Productivity (kgs/ha) 

1980-81 789997 474559 632 

1981-82 858945 639622 784 

1982-83 849457 543595 674 

1983-84 873304 714010 861 

1984-85 1009290 927227 967 

1985-86 1012444 679050 706 

1986-87 1033756 726282 740 

1987-88 1056137 901964 899 

1988-89 1281216 979051 804 

1989-90 1194353 932667 822 

1990-91 1212171 816127 708 

1991-92 1331900 1077506 851 

1992-93 1275657 1135892 2183 

1993-94 1243307 1198957 2308 

1994-95 1200135 945501 1893 

1995-96 1191879 1138749 2060 

1996-97 1285485 1147479 2092 

1997-98 1040382 706633 1598 

1998-99 1230022 1192134 2125 

1999-00 1120423 768623 1724 

2000-01 1063415 1081106 2166 

2001-02 854741 585707 1757 

2002-03 843917 538987 1662 

2003-04 817243 433478 1471 

2004-05 968577 684086 1666 

Averages 1065526 838759.68 1366.12 

CGR (%) 0.86 1.55 4.16 

 

CGR = Compound Growth Rate (%) 

 

 

Table-2: Area, production and productivity of groundnut across different districts of  

   Karnataka during 2004-05 (Modified) 

 



 Name of the district Area (ha) Production (tonnes) Productivity (kgs/ha) 

Bagalkote 25241 (2.61) 29068 (4.25) 1212 

Bangalore (U) 203 (0.02) 140 (0.02) 726 

Bangalore(R) 17112 (1.77) 23108 (3.38) 1421 

Belgaum 79533 (8.21) 47484 (6.94) 628 

Bellary 72964 (7.53) 31295 (4.57) 451 

Bidar 1526 (0.16) 815 (0.12) 562 

Bijapur 81452 (8.41) 31029 (4.54) 401 

Chamarajanagar 20904 (2.16) 21520 (3.15) 1084 

Chickmagalur 4573 (0.47) 3202 (0.47) 737 

Chitradurga 159559 (16.47) 149569 (21.86) 987 

Dakshina Kannada 0  0 0 

Davanagere 20746 (2.14) 18590 (2.72) 943 

Dharwar 37907 (3.91) 26414 (3.86) 733 

Gadag 57846 (5.97) 28847 (4.22) 525 

Gulbarga 59047 (6.10) 41021 (6.00) 731 

Hassan 2750 (0.28) 3045 (0.45) 1166 

Haveri 25596 (2.64) 18401 (2.69) 757 

Kodagu 43 (0.00) 38 (0.01) 930 

Kolar 50251 (5.19) 32045 (4.68) 671 

Mandya 4171 (0.43) 4769 (0.70) 1204 

Mysore 7903 (0.82) 6309 (0.92) 840 

Raichur 77199 (7.97) 51454 (7.52) 1428 

Shimoga 3950 (0.41) 5179 (0.76) 1380 

Tumkur   152521 (15.75) 101896 (14.90) 703 

Udupi 2006 (0.21) 3423 (0.50) 1796 

Uttara Kannada 3574 (0.37) 5425 (0.79) 1598 

 

(Figure in the parenthesis indicate percentage to the total) 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Table-3: Area, production and productivity of groundnut in Raichur district of Karnataka  

   for the period from 1980-81 to 2004-05 (Modified) 

 

Year Area (ha)  Production (tonnes) Productivity (kgs/ha) 

1980-81 114774 (14.53) 75888 (15.99) 696 



1981-82 120163 (13.99) 102643 (16.05) 899 

1982-83 124809 (14.69) 72135 (13.27) 608 

1983-84 124189 (14.22) 99918 (13.99) 847 

1984-85 148747 (14.74) 142271 (15.34) 1007 

1985-86 139897 (13.82) 87363 (12.87) 657 

1986-87 133459 (12.91) 90224 (12.42) 712 

1987-88 139714 (13.23) 110807 (12.29) 835 

1988-89 150187 (11.72) 85190 (08.70) 597 

1989-90 133893 (11.21) 92069 (09.87) 724 

1990-91 130584 (10.77) 106665 (13.07) 860 

1991-92 136380 (10.24) 95429 (08.86) 737 

1992-93 118456 (09.29) 84160 (07.41) 1628 

1993-94 111401 (08.96) 84431 (07.04) 1680 

1994-95 111240 (09.27) 70672 (07.47) 1352 

1995-96 121931 (10.23) 87283 (07.66) 1593 

1996-97 122029 (09.49) 85071 (07.41) 1623 

1997-98 94184 (09.05) 43329 (06.13) 1020 

1998-99 103431 (08.41) 60536 (05.08) 2599 

1999-00 108544 (09.69) 68201 (08.87) 2758 

2000-01 108632 (10.22) 88036 (08.14) 3553 

2001-02 87421 (10.23) 72184 (12.32) 3317 

2002-03 87343 (10.35) 52743 (09.79) 2695 

2003-04 79971 (09.79) 53328 (12.30) 2724 

2004-05 77199 (07.97) 51454 (07.52) 2730 

Averages 117143.12 82481.2 1538.04 

CGR (%) -1.65 -1.62 5.91 

 

(Figure in the parenthesis indicate percentage to the total) 

CGR = Compound Growth Rate (%) 

  

 

 

Table-4: Area, production and productivity of sunflower in Raichur district of Karnataka  

   for the period from 1980-81 to 2004-05 

 

Year Area (ha)  Per cent Production  

(tonnes) 

Per cent Productivity  

(kgs/ha) 

Per cent 

1980-81 2025 0.07 848 0.08 441 4.17 

1981-82 7155 0.25 3371 0.31 496 4.69 

1982-83 18218 0.63 7961 0.73 460 4.35 



1983-84 23789 0.83 10554 0.96 467 4.42 

1984-85 80075 2.79 50968 4.66 670 6.34 

1985-86 71055 2.47 36451 3.33 540 5.11 

1986-87 135620 4.72 88899 8.12 690 6.53 

1987-88 208554 7.25 79449 7.26 401 3.79 

1988-89 83640 2.91 19785 1.81 249 2.36 

1989-90 71937 2.50 31026 2.83 454 4.29 

1990-91 162632 5.66 86829 7.93 562 5.32 

1991-92 174364 6.07 80302 7.34 490 4.63 

1992-93 186095 6.47 73775 6.74 417 3.94 

1993-94 236924 8.24 47101 4.30 209 1.98 

1994-95 132569 4.61 48657 4.45 386 3.65 

1995-96 147941 5.15 57452 5.25 409 3.87 

1996-97 131246 4.57 52232 4.77 419 3.96 

1997-98 149659 5.21 32740 2.99 230 2.18 

1998-99 109783 3.82 29797 2.72 286 2.71 

1999-00 72045 2.51 23759 2.17 347 3.28 

2000-01 92035 3.20 37159 3.40 425 4.02 

2001-02 87299 3.04 41345 3.78 499 4.72 

2002-03 124970 4.35 47783 4.37 402 3.80 

2003-04 163079 5.67 55421 5.06 358 3.39 

2004-05 201961 7.03 50847 4.65 265 2.51 

Total 2874669.5 100.00 1094511 100.00 10571.5 100.00 

Averages 114987  43780  423  

CGR (%) 20.21  17.80  -2.02  

 

 

 

 

Table-5:- Year wise and taluka wise area under groundnut in Raichur district of  

     Karnataka  

 

Year Lingasugur Deodurga Raichur Manvi  Sindhanoor Total 

2002-03 15118 12175 9624 5014 334 42265 

2003-04 10993 12649 7249 5523 120 36534 

2004-05 13568 11084 6002 4696 19 35369 

2005-06 14717 13084 8148 8111 283 44343 

Growth rate (%) 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.02 0.99 1.00 

 
 

 



Average area under groundnut in Raichur district (acres) 

 

Sl. 

No. 

Villages (Taluka) 

  
2006-07 2005-06 2004-05 

Kharif  Rabi Kharif  Rabi Kharif  Rabi 

1 Maragantanala (Lingasugur) 2.21 4.17 1.89 3.37 1.96 2.98 

2 Bhoomanagunda (Deodurga) 1.70 3.2 1.88 2.8 1.76 2.73 

3 Chandrabanda (Raichur) 1.70 2.68 1.59 2.06 1.48 1.84 

   Average area 1.87 3.35 1.79 2.74 1.73 2.52 

 

 

 


