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An economic analysis of organic farming of Pithoragarh district of Uttarakhand
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ABSTRACT: Study was conducted to examine the socioeconomic status of the farmers and the comparative economics of
organic and inorganic farming and to find out the constraints faced by farmers in adoption of organic farming. A total number of
60 farmers selected. Out of these 30 farmers selected for each category using random sampling technique. Total cost of cultivation
in paddy, maize and finger millet in organic was Rs. 47564/ha, Rs. 38932/ha and Rs. 39792/ha in case of inorganic farms Rs.
49999/ha., Rs. 40546/ha and Rs. 41919/ha respectively. The net returns in organic farms were more in all crops paddy, maize and
finger millet as compared with inorganic farms. In case of maize higher returns were found Rs. 60094/ha from organic and Rs.
55619/ha from inorganic and in case of finger millet Rs. 36611/ha from organic and Rs. 30061/ha from inorganic and lower in
case of paddy Rs. 25348 /ha from organic and Rs. 20899 /ha from inorganic farms respectively. The return over per rupee
investment in maize crop was higher 2.54 in organic and 2.37 in inorganic than paddy and finger millet on the study area. It was
observed that most of the farmers expressed the problems regarding lack of knowledge of organic production technology,
requirement of long period to get positive response from the ecosystem, lack of specialized markets for organic produce, initial
yield loss and lack of knowledge about certification process, uncertainty of irrigation water and small land holding or land in
patches.

Key words: Farming, gross returns, inorganic, maize, millet, net returns, production, organic, productivity, paddy

Agriculture with its allied sectors like animal
husbandry, forestry and fisheries, is the largest source
of livelihoods in India. It is great task to meet all the
needs related to food, fiber, fuel and many other
things with continuous increasing of the population
and decreasing the cultivable land. In order to sustain
the productivity of crop and maintain soil health and
environment there is needed to adopt alternative
farming may be the organic farming. Various forms
of organic manures and bio- fertilizers are used for
substituting the chemical fertilizers. In India organic
manures have been used at subsistence level since
ancient times.

In present scenario, people are much concerned
about their health and also aware about organic
farming regarding healthy and safe food, soil fertility,
environment friendly practices. Initially it is costlier
and labour intensive but in long run it is more cost
effective. Organic farming is beneficial for human
health, animal, soil, water and environment. This
study was conducted to analyze the problems faced
by the farmers during practicing organic farming,
their socio-economic status and comparison of cost

involved, yield in organic and inorganic farming.
Thus, the outcome of the study will be helpful in
formulation of policies and developmental measures
for organic farmers.

Kumar et al. (2011) conducted study in Uttarakhand
to know the socioeconomic condition of wheat
growers which was based on sample collection of
60 farmers for agricultural year 2011-2012. Simple
descriptive statistics tools like and averages and
percentages used for various socio-economic
variables. Results showed that large farms incurred
highest total cost (Rs.59628/ha) and marginal and
small the lowest (Rs.55783.41/ha). Study suggested
that efforts made for timely supply of quality inputs
at reasonable price and in adequate quantity to
farmers gave better results. Roy et al. (2013)
conducted study in Dhauladevi block in Almora
district of Uttarakhand. Sixty farmers were randomly
selected. Ten variables were selected to asses socio-
economic status which were age,  category,
education, occupation and landholding social
participation, herd size, farming experience, annual
income and material possession. Well-structured
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schedule was prepared for data collection. The
results of study showed that 58 percent of the
respondents belonged to SC category and others
were unreserved. The major occupation was
agriculture while others are involved in subsidiary
profession. Medium level of social participation
(78.34%) was adopted by majority of respondents.
The average size of landholding was 0.40 ha and
most respondents were having a medium herd size
(66.67%). The respondents were having an average
farming experience of 19 years. Kadam (2016)
conducted study on attitude of the farmers towards
integrated pest management technology programme
in district Parbhani. It was concluded from the study
that majority of farmers, around 64 per cent belonged
to medium annual income group which has a range
between Rs.55001 to Rs. 92500. It was followed by
farmers belonged to high annual income level (22%)
and low annual income level groups (14%) who
possessed above than Rs. 92500 and below Rs.
55000 annual incomes respectively. Prajapati et al.
(2018) have found from the study that majority of
the farmers were of middle age group, they were
educated up to primary to secondary level and having
medium family size and medium experience in
organic farming. Major number of the farmers was
having medium annual income. More number of the
farmers was having medium level of perception
towards organic farming and understood that future
scope of sustainable agriculture will depend on
organic farming. Jat (2020) conducted study on
organic farming utilization status of vegetable
growers in Jaipur district of state Rajasthan. This
study was performed in 8 villages with 15
respondents from each village and total sample size
formed was 120 respondents. It was found from the
study that majority of respondents have medium
socio-economic status. 60 per cent respondents
belonged to middle age group. Approximate 59 per
cent respondents lived in nuclear family. Maximum
number of respondents belonged to backward class,
educated up to middle level and agriculture as their
main profession. Rubinos et al. (2007) compared
the production economics between conventional and
organic lowland rice farming in terms of production
function and cost and return in Magsaysay. For both
production systems with the help of SHAZAM

Version 9.0 an OLS translog production function was
estimated. It was evidently suggested by the
production functions to increase seeding rate for
further increase in the production of organic rice
farmers whereas to increase labor input and pesticide
application for output increment for conventional
rice farmers. Conventional rice farms yielded 23%
higher than organic rice farms but net returns were
low due to high input costs and lower farm gate price.
Although the difference is not significant, returns
above total costs of organic farming is higher than
conventional rice farming. Charyulu and Biswas
(2010) purposively selected and investigated four
states namely Gujarat, Maharashtra, Punjab and U.P
for issues like economics and efficiency of organic
farming vis-à-vis conventional farming in India.
Similarly for comparison, four major crops i.e.,
cotton, sugarcane, paddy and wheat were chosen.
They analyzed the efficiency of the farming systems
with the help of a model based nonparametric Data
Envelopment Analysis (DEA). The crop economics
results a mixed response. Sudheer (2013) studied
and compared the economics of organic versus
chemical farming and for three crops, paddy, red
gram and groundnuts, in Andhra Pradesh. A gross
income of 5 percent in paddy, 10 percent in red gram
and 7 percent in groundnut earnings was found
higher in organic farmers as compared to the
chemical farmers and the profits with lower input
costs earned by the organic farmers were higher by
37%, 33% and 59% for  the selected crops
respectively. Verma et al. (2011) conducted study
on the constraints in adoption of recommended
organic farming practices in Chhattisgarh State.
Constraints in adoption of organic farming practices
were identified. Hundred per cent respondents were
encountered lack of media and propaganda and
advertisement to promote organic farming practices
and products, lack of information and lack of supply
of organic farming products. Second major
constraint in that study voted by 98.33 percent
respondents was lack of tra ining facility to
understand the organic farming practices. Study
suggested that there should be more training facility
in respect of organic farming practices. Haneef et
al. (2019) conducted study in state of Uttarakhand.
Two districts, one from Garhwal region
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(Uttarakhand Organic Commodity Board), USOCA
(Uttarakhand State Organic Certification Agency)
were considered as organic farmers. Thus, the total
sample size of 60 farmers selected for study, out of
which 30 farmers were organic farmers and 30 were
non-organic farmers.

The data was collected from both the primary and
the secondary sources. The primary data required
for the study conducted in the year 2020-2021 was
collected using personal interview techniques from
farmers doing organic farming and conventional
farming with the help of well-structured survey
schedule. Secondary data was collected from
agriculture department, various Government
publications.

To obtain the socioeconomic status of the farmers,
information on different socioeconomic variables
like age of the head of the family, family size,
educational status, operational land holding
possessed by the farmer,  cropping pattern,
occupation and assets owned by farmer like livestock
were analysed using simple descriptive statistical
tools like averages, percentage, etc.

Cost components: CACP cost concepts were used
to fulfil the objectives. The following components
were considered for cost estimation.

Fixed Cost: This includes land rent, land revenue,
depreciation of farm implements and interest on
fixed capital.

Variable cost (Direct): It includes cost of seed/
planting materials and operational inputs.
Cost of hired human labour, cost of hired bullock
labour, cost of owned bullock labour, cost of hired
machine power, cost of farm produced/ purchased
seed, cost of plant protection chemicals, cost of farm
produced/ purchased manure, cost of fertilizer,
depreciation on farm machinery, equipment and
buildings, cost of irrigation, land revenue, land
development tax and other taxes, interest on working
capital, miscellaneous expenses Cost A1 =All actual
expenses in cash and kind incurred in production by
the producer: Cost A2 = Cost A1 +rent paid for leased

(Rudraprayag) and one from Kumaon
region(Nainital) district were selected purposively.
On the basis of mean score, it was reported that
economic were initial low price for the organic
produce (2.89), initial yield loss with mean score
(2.76), inadequate availability of credit in order of
sevariety (2.33) ranked third, higher cost involved
in the certification charges (1.97) and inadequate
subsidies for organic cultivation of crops (1.88),
infrastructural constraints including lack of training
institutions (1.93), lack of indigenous certification
agencies (1.81) and lack of specialized institutes for
doing research on organic farming.  (2020) has
conducted study in Himachal Pradesh and observed
severe constraints which were being faced by the
farmers-practicing organic farming in the study area
were small land holding, decline in crop productivity,
higher incidence of pests and diseases, non-
availability of marketplace, lack of minimum support
prices for organic products, wild animals menace,
less erratic monsoon, fluctuation in temperature and
humidity. These factors show the weak links, which
need to be strengthened for promoting organic
farming widely.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

The study has been categorized under three
sections. First section deals with the sampling
design, second section presents data collection and
third section elaborates the analytical tools and
techniques used for the study. The present study was
conducted in Pithoragarh district of Uttarakhand. A
multistage sampling wasadopted for the study.
Pithoragarh district  has eight community
development blocks. Among the 8 blocks, one block
Kanalichhina was selected purposively from the
district being highest in net sown area 5, 950 ha.
(Sankhyiki Patrika of Pithoragarh 2020).

As per the list of organic and non-organic farmers,
from each village 10 organic farmers and 10 non-
organic farmers were selected randomly. In this study
those farmers which are certified by PKVY
(Paramparagat Krishi Vikas Yojna), NPOP (National
Programme for Organic Production) and NOP
(National Organic Programme) under UOCB
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in land: Cost B1 = CostA1 + interest on value of
owned fixed capital assets (excluding land): Cost
B2 = Cost B1 + imputed rental value of owned land
(Net land revenue) and rent paid for leased in land:
Cost C1 = Cost B1 + imputed value of family labour:
Cost C2 = Cost B2 + imputed value of family labour:
Cost C2

* = Cost C2 worked out at actual wage rate or
statutory minimum wage rate, whichever is higher:
Cost C3 = Cost C2

* + 10 per cent of Cost C2
* (for

managerial functions performed by farmer).

Costs: Costs were analysed in terms of operational
costs, material costs and other costs.
a) Operational Costs: Human labour, bullock

labour and machine power
b) Material Costs: Seeds, FYM, bio fertilizers,

vermicompost, fertilizers and plant protection
chemicals and Irrigation charges

c) Other costs: Interest on working capital,
depreciation charges, land revenue, landrent and
Interest on fixed capital
Annual depreciation= (Purchase value - Junk
Value) / Economic life span of the assets

Revenue
Gross return = Main Product * Price of Main
Product
Net Return = Gross return – Cost of production

Garrett’s Ranking Technique was used. It was
helpful to know the problems faced by the farmers.
By this technique the scores (ranks)of each
individual were taken in response to importance and
ranks are quantified.
Percent Position = 100 (Rij– 0.50)/Nij
Where,
Rij is the rank given to ith item by the jth individual.
Nij is the no. of items ranked by jth individual.
The percent position of each rank was converted to
scores by referring a table given by Garrett and
Woodworth (1969). Then for each factor, the scores
of individual respondents were summed up and were
divided by the total number of respondents from
whom scores were gathered. The mean scores for
the factors were arranged in descending order and
thus ranks were assigned to constraints.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

It includes distribution of sample farmers according
to age, education, composition of family, operational
land holding, cropping pattern, occupational status,
income status and status of livestock which was
worked out and presented in this section.

The maximum numbers of farmers are in the range
of 40-60 years of age both in organic and inorganic
farms. In organic out of the total farmers about 83
percent are in the range of 40-60 age groups. More
than 60 years of age are only 4 farmers which
contributed 13.33% and below 40 years old only 1
farmer and contributed 3.34% of total number of
total organic farmers (Table 1).

In inorganic, in the range of 40-60 years old there
are contributed 80% of total number of inorganic
farmers. Below 40 years old they are contribute only
3.34% and more than 60 years old contributed
16.66% to the total number of inorganic farmers.
This reflected that most population of farmers is of
middle age group followed by old age group both in
organic and inorganic (Table 1). Similar observations
have been reported by Sihare et al. (2017).

Distribution of sample organic and inorganic farmers
according to their educational level indicated that
farmers are educated about 90 percent and 10% of
total belonged to illiterate farmers in organic
situation. up-to primary level. Farmers which are
educated at primary level and high school level
contributed about 73 percent and those who are
studied till intermediate and above are only 17
percent (Table 2).

In inorganic the maximum number of farmers
Table 1: Age-wise distribution of sample farmers (Numbers)
S. No. Age group (years) Organic Inorganic
1. < 40 1 (3.34) 1 (3.34)
2. 40-60 25 (83.33) 24 (80.00)
3. >60 4 (13.33) 5 (16.66)

Overall 30 (100.00) 30 (100.00)
Average Age  48.57 49.53

Note: Figures in the parentheses indicate percentage to the
respective total
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belonged to high school level of education and
contributed about 37 percent of total number of
sample farmers. It is followed by farmers who are
educated up-to intermediate or above and
contributed 27 percent and primarily educated
20percent. Out of the total sample farms about 17
percent are illiterate. It is reflected from the table-2
that literacy per cent of organic farmers is more than
inorganic farmers. So this is indicating that education
level more effective in organic sample farms.

It was observed from the table 3 that overall family
size more than 8 persons per family of sample
farmers out of which in organic 8.09 persons and in
inorganic 8.49 persons. Average numbers of male
and female members are same about 30 percent in
organic farmers.The children are higher in number
and contributed 39.06% of total average family size
of organic farmers.In case of inorganic farms
children are more and contributed about 46 percent
to the average family size. Average number of
females was slightly higher about 4 percent of males
on inorganic sample farmers.

The table 4 shows that operational land holding of
sample farmers indicated that maximum farmers are
small farmers in both organic and inorganic. In
organic farming small farmers contributed 87 percent

followed by 10 per cent and 3 per cent in medium
and marginal group respectively. The average size
of land holding was maximum in medium land, 1.40
ha but numbers of farmers were very less, only 10
per cent of the study area. The average land holding
is 0.84 ha in inorganic farming. Maximum number
of farmers came under category of small farmers;
these are 20 in number out of 30. Small farmers
having total land holding of 13.51 ha. It is followed
by marginal farmers. These are 9 in number and
having 3.05 ha landholding.

Cropping pattern of farmers in both cases, organic
and inorganic revealed that farmers are growing a
number of crops on their farms. Some crops are
Paddy, Maize, Finger millet, Wheat, Barley,
Mustard, some vegetables and pulses.

Table 5 depicts that major crop grown in kharif
season was paddy 0.26 ha. It is followed by maize
grown in 0.23 ha, finger millet grown in 0.17 ha and
other crops grown only in 0.13 ha of land. Out of
the total area kharif season was about 49 and about
51 percent of gross cropped area under rabi season.
Major crop grown under rabi season was wheat
(0.35ha) followed by barley (0.24ha) and mustard
(0.14ha). Net cropped area under organic farming
was 0.82ha. The cropping intensity of organic
farming was 195.12%

For inorganic farmers area under kharif season was
0.58ha which was 50.43% of gross cropped area.
Major crop grown was same as organic farmers,
Paddy on an average area of 0.21 ha by sample
farmers. It was 18.26% of gross cropped area. It is
followed by Maize grown an average area of 0.17
ha, Finger millet 0.12 ha and rest crops grown in
0.08 ha of land. Area under rabi crops were 0.57 ha
which was 49.57% of gross cropped area. Wheat
was the major crop of rabi season it was contributed
24.35% to the total gross cropped area (Table 5).
The cropping intensity of inorganic farm was lower
than organic sample farms.

The occupation-wise distribution of sample farmers
shown in Table 6 the study reveals that agriculture
and allied activities (livestock) were organic farmers

Table 2: Educational status of sample farmers (Numbers)
S. No. Education level Organic Inorganic
1. Illiterate 3 (10.00) 5 (16.67)
2. Primary 12 (40.00) 6 (20.00)
3. High school 10 (33.33) 11 (36.66)
4. Intermediate and above 5 (16.67) 8 (26.67)

Total 30 (100.00) 30 (100.00)
Note: Figures in the parentheses indicate percentage to the
respective total

Table 3: Family composition of sample farmers  (Numbers)
S. No. Category Male Female Children Overall
1. Organic 2.43 2.50 3.16 8.09

(30.04) (30.90) (39.06) (100)
2. Inorganic 2.13 2.46 3.90 8.49

(25.09) (28.97) (45.94) (100)
Overall 2.28 2.48 3.53 8.29

(27.50) (29.92) (42.58) (100)
Note: Figures in the parentheses indicate percentage to the
respective total



613  Pantnagar Journal of Research [Vol. 22(3) September-December 2024]

76.67% of farmers and in inorganic farming 66.67%
of farmers were in this occupation. Other occupation
was service sector 10% of organic farmers and
13.33% of inorganic farmers. Rest of the farmers of
organic and inorganic farming was involved in other
sectors like business, shops, labor etc.

Table 7 shows that maximum number of sample
farmers was having less than one lakh annual income
in both organic and inorganic farming. But in
inorganic farming farmers were more in number
(80% of total) than organic farmers (66.67%).
Between 1 to 1.5 lakh annual incomes there were 7
(23.33% of total) farmers in organic and 4 (13.33%
of total) farmers in inorganic. In organic 3 (10% of
total) farmers were having more than 1.5 lakh income
level. While in inorganic 2 (6.67% of total) farmers
were having more than 1.5 lakh of income level. It
is observed that in organic situation about 33%
farmers get above 1 lakh annual income and in

inorganic situation only about 20% farmers get above
1 lakh annual income. That organic production is
more profitable as compared to inorganic production.
It was observed that a finding in the present study
confirms the observation of Kadam (2016).

It is basically the comparison between the organic
and inorganic farming by calculating their costs and
returns. Study was taken into consideration to
determine the profitability of crop enterprise by
calculating the costs and returns.

It was revealed that paddy is the main crop in kharif
season among both the groups, organic and
inorganic. It occupied 32.93 per cent of total organic
operational land holding and 36.67 per cent of total
inorganic operational land holding. The second
major crop of Kharif season was maize. It was
occupied 28.05 per cent of total organic operational
land holding and 30 per cent of total inorganic

Table 4: Operational land holding of sample farmers
Organic Inorganic

Operational Selected Total land Average  size of Selected Total land Average size
land holding (ha) farmers (no.) holding (ha) landholding (ha) farmers (no.) holding (ha) of landholding (ha)
Marginal (<0.5) 1(3.33) 0.4(1.63) 0.40 9(30) 3.05(16.89) 0.34
Small (0.5-1) 26(86.67) 19.95(81.26) 0.77 20(66.67) 13.51(74.81) 0.68
Medium (>1) 3(10) 4.2(17.11) 1.40 1(3.33) 1.5(8.30) 1.50
Overall 30(100.00) 24.55(100.00) 0.86 30(100) 18.06(100.00) 0.84

Note: Figures in the parentheses indicate percentage to the respective total

Table 5: Cropping pattern of sample farmers
S. No. Crops/ Season Organic Inorganic

Area (ha) % Area (ha) %
I Kharif
1. Paddy 0.26 16.26 0.21 18.26
2. Maize 0.23 14.39 0.17 14.78
3. Finger millet 0.17 10.63 0.12 10.43
4. Others 0.13 8.13 0.08 6.96

Total 0.79 49.41 0.58 50.43
II Rabi
1. Wheat 0.35 21.89 0.28 24.35
2. Barley 0.24 15.00 0.16 13.91
3. Mustard 0.14 8.76 0.09 7.83
4. Others 0.08 4.94 0.04 3.48

Total 0.81 50.59 0.57 49.57
Net cropped area 0.82 - 0.61 -

Gross cropped area 1.60 100.00 1.15 100.00
Cropping intensity (%) 195.12 - 188.52 -
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operational land holding and third major crop grown
in study area was finger millet. It was occupied 21.95
per cent of total organic operational land holding

and 21.67 per cent of total inorganic operational land
holding.

The different quantities of input used in cultivation
of different crops. Input used in kharif season crops
like Paddy, Maize and Finger millet, for organic and
inorganic farmers were given below.

The above Table 8 shows that human labour required
in inorganic paddy cultivation was more than organic
paddy cultivation. Because in inorganic paddy
cultivation there is practices like chemical fertilizer
application, unorganized practices in preparation and
application of FYM and other practices required
more days, so as more human labour. The use of
bullock labour was higher (4.69 days/ha) in organic
paddy cultivation than inorganic (4.26 days/ha). The
machine power required was more in inorganic (7.2
hours) paddy cultivation than organic paddy
cultivation (6.8hours) due to improved technology
adopted by organic producer. Seed rate was quite
similar among organic and inorganic paddy
cultivation. It was 30 kg/ha in organic and 34.20 kg/
ha in inorganic paddy cultivation. It is due to

Table 6: Principal occupational status of sample farmers
(Numbers)
Occupation Organic Inorganic

Number of % Number of %
farmers  farmers

Agriculture and allied 23 76.67 20 66.67
activities (livestock)
Service sector 3 10.00 4 13.33
Other sectors 4 13.33 6 20.00
Overall 30 100.00 30 100.00

Table 7: Distribution of sample farmers as per their annual
income

Annual Income Organic Inorganic
(Rs. / Farm) Number of % Number of %

farmers  farmers
<1 lakh 20 66.67 24 80.00
1lakh -1.5 lakh 7 23.33 4 13.33
>1.5 lakh 3 10.00 2 6.67
Total 30 100 30 100

Table 8: Input used in organic and inorganic cultivation of
paddy crop  (Per ha)

S. No. Particulars Organic Inorganic
1. Operational inputs
a. Human labour (man days) 51.63 56.13

Family labour 51.63 56.13
b. Bullock Power (days) 4.69 4.26

Hired 3.13 2.20
Owned 1.56 2.06

c. Machine use (hours) 6.8 7.2
Hired 5.3 6.2

Owned 1.5 1.0
2. Materials
a. Seeds (kg) 30 34.20
b. FYM (tones) 1.5 1
c. Bio-fertilizers/ organic manure
1. PROM (kg) 35.7 -
2. Vermicompost (tones) 1 -
d. Bio-pesticides
1. Neem extract (kg) 25 -
2. Neem oil (liters) 3.2
e. Chemical Fertilizers (kg)
1. DAP - 40
2. Urea - 22
3. Zinc Sulphate - 25
f. Plant protection chemicals
1. Chloropyriphos (liters) - 2
2. Copper oxy chloride (kg) - 1.25

Table 9: Input used in organic and inorganic cultivation of
maize crop (Per ha)

S. No. Particulars Organic Inorganic
1. Operational inputs
a. Human labour (man days) 18.24 20.60

Family labour 18.24 20.60
b. Bullock Power (days) 4.60 4.20

Hired 2.5 2.3
Owned 2.1 1.9

c. Machine use (hours) 5.0 6.2
Hired 3.2 5.4

Owned 1.8 0.8
2. Materials
a. Seeds (kg) 18.6 17.4
b. FYM (tones) 1.5 0.9
c. Bio-fertilizers/ organic manure
1. PROM (kg) 50 -
2. Vermicompost (kg) 100 -
d. Bio-pesticides
1. Neem extract (kg) 35 -
e. Chemical Fertilizers (kg)
1. DAP - 50
2. Urea - 50
3. Zinc Sulphate - 30
f. Plant protection chemicals

Chloropyriphos (liters) - 2.5
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different fertility status of land and seed for both.
Farm yard manure was commonly required in both
organic and inorganic paddy cultivation but applied
in different amount. In organic cultivation of paddy
there was use of bio-fertilizers to improve the
production.

The quantity of input requirement in organic maize
cultivation and inorganic maize cultivation is
presented in Table9. Human labour requirement was
more in inorganic maize cultivation (20.60 Man
days) than organic maize cultivation (18.24 Man
days). Bullock power required more in organic maize
cultivation (4.60days/ha) than inorganic maize
cultivation (4.20 days/ha). In case of inorganic maize
cultivation machine power was higher than organic
maize cultivation. Seed requirement was quite more
in organic maize cultivation (18.6 kg/ha) than
inorganic maize cultivation (17.4 kg/ha).Farm Yard
Manure was applied in both type of maize cultivation
but in slightly high amount in organic cultivation
than inorganic maize cultivation.

Table 10 further shows input requirement for finger
millet cultivation in both organic and inorganic.
Human labour requirement was more in inorganic

finger millet cultivation (26.13 Man days) than
organic cultivation (21.63 Man days). Seed
requirement in organic cultivation was 16.5 kg/ha
while in inorganic cultivation 18.6 kg/ha.FYM 1.5
tones/haapplied in organic finger millet cultivation
while in inorganic cultivation 1 tones/ha of FYM
was applied. In organic cultivation bio-fertilizers like
PROM (35.7 kg/ha) and vermin-compost (1 tone/
ha) was applied. While in inorganic farming
chemical fertilizers like NPK (60: 40: 40) kg/ha and
Zinc Sulphate (25kg/ha) was applied.

In the paddy crop different costs were incurred in
organic and inorganic cultivation. These costs were
operational cost, material cost and other cost shown
in Table11. The total cost incurred in the cultivation
of organic paddy was Rs. 43257/ha. Out of the total
material cost maximum share contributed by family
labour in both organic and inorganic farms about
24%. At the aggregate level cost A1 and A2 were
similar and worked out to be Rs. 13890/ha for
organic paddy cultivation and Rs. 15138/ha in
inorganic paddy cultivation. Cost C2 and cost C2*

were similar and accounts maximum share 90.90 per
cent to the cost of cultivation in both cases. Cost B2
was higher than Cost B1 because of addition of rental
value of land and occupies 69.20% in organic
cultivation of paddy and 68.56% in inorganic paddy
cultivation. Cost C1 accounts 53.10%in organic and
55.05% in inorganic. The total cost of cultivation or
cost C3 came out to be Rs. 47564/ha in organic paddy
cultivation and Rs. 49999/ha in inorganic paddy
cultivation.

Cost incurred in organic and inorganic maize
cultivation among various components has been
shown in Table 12. Total cost incurred in the
cultivation of organic maize was Rs. 35409/ha and
inorganic maize cultivation Rs.36877/ha. In
inorganic cultivation of maize cost of cultivation was
higher than organic cultivation, due to suitable
package of practices applied in organic cultivation
in study area. Out of the total cost maximum share
contributed by other costs in both cases 57.34% in
organic and 55.50% in inorganic, followed by
operational cost 23.77% and 24.59% and material
cost 18.89% and 19.91% in organic and inorganic

Table 10:Input used in organic and inorganic cultivation of
Finger millet crop (Per ha)

S. No. Particulars Organic Inorganic
1. Operational inputs
a. Human labour (man days) 21.63 26.13

Family labour 21.63 26.13
b. Bullock Power (pair days) 5.5 4.20

Hired 3.7 2.5
Owned 1.8 1.7

c. Machine use (hours) 4.6 4.8
Hired 3.5 3.1

Owned 1.1 1.7
2. Materials
a. Seeds (kg) 16.5 18.6
b. FYM (tones) 1.5 1
c. Bio-fertilizers/ organic manure
1. PROM (kg) 35.7 -
2. Vermicompost (tones) 1 -
d. Chemical Fertilizers (kg)
1. N - 60
2. P - 40
3. K - 40

Zinc Sulphate - 25
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maize cultivation. At the aggregate level cost A1 and
A2 were similar. Cost C2 and cost C2* were similar
and accounts maximum share 90.90 per cent to the
cost of cultivation in both cases. Cost B2 was higher
than Cost B1 because of addition of rental value of
land and occupies 81.54% in organic cultivation of
maize and 80.40% in inorganic maize cultivation.
Cost C1 accounts 44.72% in organic and 46.56% in
inorganic. Cost C3 was much higher in case of
inorganic maize cultivation as compared to organic
cultivation.

Table 13 depict that total cost incurred in the

cultivation of organic finger millet was Rs. 36191/
ha. Out of the total cost operational cost Rs. 11196/
ha (30.94%) and material cost Rs. 4833 (13.35%).
Family labour constituted maximum proportion to
the operational cost Rs. 5408/ha (14.94%). It was
followed by machine hours Rs. 3038/ha (8.39%) and
bullock power Rs.2750/ha (7.60%).At the aggregate
level cost A1 and A2 were similar. Cost B2 was
higher than cost B1 and occupies 77.32% in organic
cultivation of finger millet and 75.32% in inorganic
finger millet cultivation. Cost C1 accounts 45.72%
in organic and 48.00% in inorganic. The total cost

Table 11: Cost of cultivation of organic and inorganic paddycrop (Rs./ha)
S.No. Particulars Organic Inorganic

Cost Share (%) Cost Share (%)
A. Operational Cost
1. Human labour 10326 23.87 11226 24.66
a. Family labour 10326 23.87 11226 24.66
2. Bullock power 2345 5.42 2257 4.96
a. Hired 1563 3.61 1227 2.70
b. Owned 782 1.81 1030 2.26
3. Machine 3169 7.33 3714 8.16
a. Hired 2505 5.79 2930 6.44
b. Owned 664 1.54 784 1.72

Sub-total (1+2+3) 15840 36.62 17197 37.78
B. Material Cost
1. Seeds 1075 2.49 800 1.76
2. FYM 3832 8.86 3055 6.71
3. Bio-fertilizers 932 2.15 -
4. Chemical fertilizers - 1949 4.28
5. Plant protection chemicals - 1473 3.24
6. Bio-pesticides 877 2.03 -

Sub-total (1+2+3+4+5+6) 6716 15.53 7277 15.98
C. Other cost
1. Interest on working capital@7.5% 459 1.06 497 1.09
2. Rental value of owned land 18000 41.61 18000 39.54
3. Land revenue 17.50 0.04 17.50 0.04
4. Depreciation 1183 2.73 1375 3.02
5. Interest on value of fixed assets @9% 1041 2.41 1160 2.55

Sub-total (1+2+3+4) 20701 47.85 21050 46.24
Grand Total (A+B+C) 43257 100.00 45524 100.00

D. Cost Concepts
1. Cost A1 13890 29.20 15138 30.28
2. Cost A2 13890 29.20 15138 30.28
3. Cost B1 14931 31.39 16298 32.59
4. Cost B2 32914 69.20 34281 68.56
5. Cost C1 25257 53.10 27524 55.05
6. Cost C2 43240 90.90 45507 91.01
7. Cost C2* 43240 90.90 45507 91.01
8. Cost C3 47564 100.00 49999 100.00

mailto:capital@7.5%
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of cultivation or cost C3 came out to be Rs. 39792/
ha in organic finger millet cultivation and Rs. 41919/
ha in inorganic finger millet cultivation. It was
observed that a finding in the present study confirms
the observation of Shrestha et al.  (2014)

The average yield of the paddy crop in case of
organic cultivation was 27.00 qt/ha which was
comparatively lower than inorganic cultivation 39.39
qt/ha.The average market price was Rs. 2700/qt in
case of organic paddy and Rs. 1800/qt in case of
inorganic paddy shown in Table 14. Yield of the
paddy was very low in organic cultivation due to

lack of plant protection measures and fertilizers.
However, in case of market price, of organic produce
was higher than inorganic produce.

The average yield of maize was 45 qt/ha in case of
organic cultivation which was comparatively lower
than inorganic cultivation 60 qt/ha but in case of
gross return which provided Rs. 99026/ha much
higher than Rs. 96165/ha in inorganic sample farms.
The net returns over cost A1, A2, B1, B2, C1, C2,
C2* and C3 in organic were higher than inorganic
situation (Table 15). The output-input ratio was 2.54
in organic and 2.37 in inorganic on the study area is

Table 12: Cost of cultivation of organic and inorganic maize crop (Rs. /ha)
S.NO. Particulars Organic Inorganic

Cost Share (%) Cost Share (%)
A. Operational Cost
1. Human labour 3648 10.30 4260 11.55
a. Family labour 3648 10.30 4260 11.55
2. Bullock power 2300 6.50 2189 5.94
a. Hired 1270 3.59 1225 3.32
b. Owned 1030 2.90 964 2.61
3. Machine 2469 6.97 2620 7.10
a. Hired 1551 4.38 2218 6.01
b. Owned 918 2.59 402 1.09

Sub-total (1+2+3) 8417 23.77 9069 24.59
B. Material Cost
1. Seeds 1024 2.89 2090 5.67
2. FYM 2795 7.89 1826 4.95
3. Bio-fertilizers 1875 5.30 - -
4. Bio-pesticides 996 2.81 - -
5. Chemical fertilizers - - 2301 6.24
6. Plant protection chemicals - - 1125 3.05

Sub-total (1+2+3+4+5+6) 6690 18.89 7342 19.91
C. Other cost
1. Interest on working capital@7.5% 430 1.21 456 1.24
2. Rental value of owned land 18000 50.83 18000 48.81
3. Land revenue 17.50 0.05 17.50 0.05
4. Depreciation 967 2.73 1043 2.83
5. Interest on value of fixed assets @9% 887 2.51 949 2.57

Sub-total (1+2+3+4+5) 20302 57.34 20466 55.50
Grand Total (A+B+C) 35409 100.00 36877 100.00

D. Cost Concepts
1. Cost A1 12874 33.07 13668 33.71
2. CostA2 12874 33.07 13668 33.71
3. Cost B1 13761 35.35 14617 36.05
4. Cost B2 31744 81.54 32600 80.40
5. Cost C1 17402 44.72 18877 46.56
6. Cost C2 35392 90.90 36860 90.90
7. Cost C2* 35392 90.90 36860 90.90
8. Cost C3 38932 100.00 40546 100.00

mailto:capital@7.5%
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quite good in organic situation.

The Table 16 further reveals that average yield of
finger millet was about 41 percent lower in case of
organic cultivation than inorganic cultivation. The
average market price was Rs. 4575/qt and Rs. 3050/
ha in organic and inorganic respectively.

To find out the constraints in study area Garrett
Ranking was used and shown in Table 17. It was
observed that lack of knowledge of organic
production technology holds first rank with mean
score of 71.75. Similar observations have been
reported by Magarvadiya, D. K. and Patel, V. T.
(2014). It was followed by lack of specialized market
for organic produce having mean score 62.77. Third

constraint was required long period to get positive
response from the ecosystem with 60.40 mean score.
The fourth rank was occupied by 52.96, the
constraint initial yield loss. The fifth rank was hold
by the constraint  lack of knowledge about
certification process with mean score 42.63.
Uncertainty of irrigation water was also a constraint
which hold sixth position with mean score 36.10.
The last, seventh rank was hold by the constraint
small land holding in study area with mean score of
25.90. Similar observations have been reported by
Devi (2020).

Organic agriculture sustains and enhances the health
of soil, plant, animal, human and earth. Input used
in organic farming was mostly prepared under on-

Table 13: Cost of cultivation of organic and inorganic finger milletcrop (Rs./ha)
S. No. Particulars Organic Inorganic

Cost Share (%) Cost Share (%)
A. Operational Cost
1. Human labour 5408 14.94 6533 17.14
a. Family labour 5408 14.94 6533 17.14
2. Bullock power 2750 7.60 2600 6.82
a. Hired 1833 5.06 1733 4.55
b. Owned 917 2.53 867 2.27
3. Machine 3038 8.39 3127 8.20
a. Hired 1982 5.48 2085 5.47
b. Owned 1056 2.92 1042 2.73

Sub-total (1+2+3) 11196 30.94 12260 32.16
B. Material Cost
1. Seeds 698 1.93 558 1.46
2. FYM 3085 8.52 2726 7.15
3. Bio-fertilizers 1050 2.90 - -
4. Chemical fertilizers - - 2180 5.72

Sub-total (1+2+3+4) 4833 13.35 5464 14.34
C. Other cost
1. Interest on working capital@7.5% 399 1.10 420 1.10
2. Rental value of owned land 18000 49.74 18000 47.22
3. Land revenue 17.50 0.05 17.50 0.05
4. Depreciation 1050 2.90 1268 3.33
5. Interest on value of fixed assets @9% 695 1.92 686 1.80

Sub-total (1+2+3+4+5) 20162 55.71 20392 53.50
Grand Total (A+B+C) 36191 100.00 38116 100.00

D. Cost Concepts
1. Cost A1 12088 30.38 12897 30.77
2. CostA2 12088 30.38 12897 30.77
3. Cost B1 12783 32.12 13592 32.38
4. Cost B2 30766 77.32 31575 75.32
5. Cost C1 18191 45.72 20125 48.00
6. Cost C2 36174 90.90 38108 90.90
7. Cost C2* 36174 90.90 38108 90.90
8. Cost C3 39792 100.00 41919 100.00

mailto:capital@7.5%


619  Pantnagar Journal of Research [Vol. 22(3) September-December 2024]

farm conditions. Therefore, training programs and
skill development programs should be organized for
farmers by concerned agencies to promote organic
farming. Currently market demand for organic
products is increasing. There should be development
of markets at local, regional and national level to
promote organic farming. Besides this, a minimum
support price should be decided for organic products
at market like other inorganic produce to encourage
the farmers towards organic farming.
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