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Economics, Marketing and Storage of onion cultivation in Yarnunanagar, Haryaua 

Abstract 

The current research was carried out in the Yarnunanagar district of the state of Haryana due 

to the greater area of onions being grow n there. -r11..._, current research concluded that the cost 

of production per quintal in the xtudicd region ":is �59..J.(i�. l he major cn:-.1 inrurrcd on ill'lll\ 

i n c l u d e d  r e n ta l  vu luc or land ( �  1 7 16:i .cO J .  k r1 i l i 1 c · r ,  < n ' > · I X .  1 1  I. plant protection (? I  170 c8) 

and seed cost (�8753.73). r e s p e c t i v e l y .  The average y i e l d  of o n i o n  was 126 .53 q u i n t a l s  per 

acre. The average v a r i a b l e  cost was {-15- 10 1 .  The gross return per acre was t 165754.JO and 

net return wa-, recorded �90) I �  90 per <ll'l"l'. Whil« channel-I ,,;i.;,; oh.._ c r,edjia,c the 

gr�all'Sl disposal olonion produce. ch. 1 1 1 1 1..: l - l J I  \\.JS determined to he the most ctfeci ivc otrhc 

different m a r k e t i n g  c h a n n e l s .  I t  \\HS shown that union producers m i g h t  increase t h e i r  profits 
£,ef . f . he.1 IV' " _..,..-, up 10 srx m o n t h s  o  storage before the, l�to lose money. Alter 2 m o n t h s .  4 m o n t h s .  

and 6 months i n  storage. the tanner curncd { I c'.X'I. ! 176.�c .  ,111d {c I  0.5.1 per quinral. 

rcspectiv c l ) .  

Kcywur d: l.conomic-; onion. n1arhl·1ing and 'i\or;1ge 

Introduction 

The onion (Al l ium ccpa L.) is one or ihc most important commercially gro\, n and eaten 

vegetables. II has been grown and l'.th .. '11 .!11110:-.1 cv crv whcrv in the w orhl "lllCl' at IL-:1 -, 1 --lOUO 

13C. 1 1  started in the area that includes North-West India. /\l"ghanii;tan. Kavakhstan. 

Uzbekistan, Western T i a n s h a n ,  and Western A s i a .  The area a ro un d  the Mediterranean Sea is 

where i t  spread to o t h er  parts or the w o rld .  Dehvdrated o n i o n s  come in the form of powder 

and flakes 1h:11  c:111 he used :1� "'Piel·�. (lnion� c;111 ;1 1'-lo he ll�l·d to make oil and pectin. wh ich 

an: full of phosphorus. calcium, curbs. proteins, a n d ,  i tamins (Band( ' ) .  Onions can b c • used 

to treat marr diseases and cond i t ions . The 111ns1 common 0111;-:,. are dropsy. heart disease. liver 
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cirrhosis. diabetes. tuberculosis. and hear: auacks (/\ugusti . 1900). India is the biggc.;;t 
producer in the world. 11 makes up 25.57 percent or the 101al global output I lood and 
Agriculture Organization. 2020)Fefil;�p�uc1ion or 26.7.J mi l l ion tonne, \20201 and an 
average produciivi tv or 18 .65  tonnes per hectare. Hctween 1 99 1- 1992  and 20 17-2018 .  the 
area under onion cul t ivat ion almost tripled. wh i l e  output grew by roughly four times 

( l lorticul tura l  Statistics al a (ilancc. 2 0 1 8 ) .  Muharashtra iXX5.J.09 thousand M I  l. :vt1dl11a 
Pradesh ( 3 7 0 1 .0 1  thousand M l'}, Karuatak a (2 9 86.5 9  thousand MT). 13 ihar ( i � .J 0 . 5 9  
thousand MT). and A n d h ra  Pradesh are the top live states in terms or onion �tput ( 9 1 5 .7 3  
thousand MT). About 90% or India 's p ro d u ct ion  or onions comes from the top 10  states. The 

, 

production per hectare varied throughout IhL' ..;11:l!r...')' ,, uh Gujarar k•21dinµ w i th 24.2) 

tOtlllL'::./ha and Odisha coining in la,t , , i 1 h  10 .77  1or111L·,1lia. Ya111t 1 1 1ar1n�:1r. 1VIL'"�lt. and 

Ambala are the main onion producing regions, but district larchabad, wi th productivity or 
39.89 tonnes per h� is a1 the IOpl followed by Karnal and Sonipa} with productivity or 36.34 
and 32.63  tonnes per ha1 respect ively ( h o rt i h a ry an a . g o v. c o m ) .  l  l a ry a n a  is i 1 � p l a c e  w i t h  �  
an average pn .. xlucti , i t y  or 20.-l� 101111L'"i Ila and production dl' h. - 10 lakh llllllll'" 1 l 1 ... ha <'I al .  

2U��) .  ()111011 ha, 1h1..· benefit o! hL·i11g. ii-_,..,.., pL·n,h;1hlL· .111d 1..·n1cr, the 1narh.1..·t i 1 1g cli;1 1H1l' I, lor 

interstate and international commerce to a significant degree since it can endure harsh 

handling and Jung-distance transportation. E, en under bad wca: her conditio11� may be 
preserved lor a sub�l(;'..n1m1111 or 1i111,· a li a  harw,1 anti alkn,artb ,nld :b the n1a1lct 
when p r i c e s  arc a d v a n ta g e o u s  tor tile g ro w ers .  I t  111ay be sold on the m a rk e t  for a longer 

period or t ime thaJ1 o\her veggies. Thus, there arc vast opportunities to preserve onion pricing 
R.:::::,.0.., 

by providing onion tanners with improved markcruu; and storage taci l i r ics. as well as high- 

viclding cuhivnrs and contcmpornrv fr1rr111ng method» 

Methodology 

Economic analysis of onion  production 
For computing the costs and returns or the onion crop: cost of farm inputs. variable a s "  ell as 
total cost and net returns or onion grow er» were calculated in Yamunanagar. 
Valuation of farm i n put s  
Some of the production inputs were derived lron: lar 1 1 i l �  resoun .. :L·�. wh i l e  other� « crc 

acquired from the market. Farm inputs such as human labour (both family and hired), tractor 
power. seed. manures. fertilizers. insecticides and pesticides. irrigation tees, and other 

rates. 

kcgrcsston analysis 
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The input-output relationship was determined by lining the Cobb-Douglas production 

function. Gross return per farn1 as a dependent variable and eight inputs including land. 

preparatory ti l lage. seed. F'r'M. rcnili1cr�. hu111c111 labour and muvlunc power. pl.uu proiccuon 

chcnuculs. and irrigatiun cxpcuduurv- a -, mdcpcndcru v anuhlcv. I h1..· 0,1..·11:dl ..,l,,1p1..· or till· 

function was as described below: 

Y = Gross returns of onion in rupees 

\\ here. 

(.'011:::.ta111 

X, 

X1 

x, 

x, 

bi 

= 

= 

= 

= 

= 

Arca under crop in hectare 

Value or preparatory til lage i 1 1  rupee, 

Value otsccd in rupees 

Value of manures in rupees 

Value of fertil izers in rupees 

Value ofhuman labour and 111c.11..·lli11e J)O\\Cr in rupees 

Value ofplaru protection chl·,nicril..; in rupees 

Value of irrign!inn in rupees 

The regression coefficient of the ith independent variable ( i = I  to 8) 

x ,  

Total variable cost 

Total variable costs comprised the cos: "r a l l  agrirnltural inputs such as human and bullock 

labour. tractor power, seed. 111.111tirl''l .uul !i .:nil i1er,. 1 11-.i...·ctiL-1Lk·..., ; 1 1 1 d  l'h.''ilicidi...· .... irrigation 

charges. repair and maintenance or fann tools. and interest on working capital at 9°10 per year 

throughout the onion crop's growth season. 

Total fixed cost 

• 

worth of the building and machinery. 

Market charges paid by the farmers 

Farmers' expenses for transporting their goods r rom  the 
. I di I I . . J,<-0 1ranspo11a11011. un oa 1ng. a1H c 1...·.111111µ Ii..·..:) \\1...T1...'f;1k·ula11...·LL 

Valuu tiuu of outpu l  

lield to the mark)! such as 

The production was valued based on the s e l l ing price of the onion crop. 

GR 1·p , I' 

Where. 
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(j R 

TP 

I' 

Gross Rt:lurn 

Total Produce 

Price at which produces was sold. 

Returns over variable cost 

Returns over variable cost were calculated by subtracting the total variable cos, Irom the 

gross return. 

Return over variable cos t= Gross return - Total variable cost 

Evaluat iun of marketing systcru 

The data gathered trorn various market functionaries \\gDi evaluated to predict 1narf..1..·1i11g 

expenses, margins. efficiency. and pricing spreads in various marketing channels. 

Marketing pattern of onion 

l n t o ru uuio n  rcgardi11g th e 1 1 1 c 1 r l,.. 1.. · 1 1 1 1 �  cl 1 c 1 1 i 1 1 1.: I!)  ._ 1 f o 1 1 1 u 1 1  \\1.:11.: c ollcc tvd r 1 \ 1 11 1 1111..: producL'r:-. and 

Marketing cost 

The marketing cost incurred on different marketing function was calculated from the data 

collected through different marketing luncrionarics and final I) computed in form 01·101al and 

percentage form. 

Where, 

c 

-(' \11 

Total marketing cost /,<,"ffr � �,n � a � _sak_ · 
Cost paid hv the former a1 the t ime produce leave 1he farm. t i l l  he sel ls .  

Cus: incurred h> l l l i...'  i 1 1 1
1 1 1 i d d k · 1 1 1 i... ' J 1  i 1 1  tli1.: prill'L''.-1::i of bu� ing and '> i.: l l i 1 1 g .  

1 ,  2, 3, . . .  N  

Marketing margins 

This is the difference between the m i d d l e m a n's  total pavmenrs (cost + purchase price) and 

receipt (se l l ing price). 

Market ing efficiency 

Marketing efficiency \VHS worked out hv employing the formula givt'n by Acharyas 

approach: 

M [ - __ N_P'--"-­ 
M C + M M  i  ML 

Where. 

Net price received by the farmers 
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MC 

MM 

ML 

Price spread 

Total Marketing Cost 
Total IV!arh.eting Margiu 

Total Loss incurred during marketing 

Price spread analysis \VcJS carried LHII a:-. lu l lo\\:-. :  

i'ri� l""d to Retai ler Price spread = _,,,;,::,::;,.;_:::_::...:_::...:_:.:.:.::...:.::.:_ _ 

Consurncrs Price - Producer Sel l ing Price 
Producer's share in consumer's rupee 

It is the tanner's price stated as a pL'1-r1..·ntai;1..· or th1..· co11-.u1111..·r's price. 

Producer's Price 
Producer's Share in Consumer's Rupee = 

Consumer's Price 
x 1 0 0  

Economic efficiency of storage 

( o:-.l:,, incurred l{1r tlh..: purchux,: ni' 1 1 1 ; 1 1 1.. -r 1 . i l ::i  required ror lh\.'. l.'. u 1 1 :,, t n 1 t..: l i l 1 1 1  0 1 ·  l l l l.'. d l  �toragc 

structure i n c l u d e d  in total l l x cd  cost ,, hill· labour rind 111r1i111c11anc1..· chargi...·s i n c l u d e d  111 th1..• 

variable cost. The overall profit wns computed h, ,kd11c1i11� the II hole cost of' stnra�,· fr0111 

the extra revenue obtained alter storage. 

l 'rnlit c.uucd <.>, · I', - 1<),  I', • I ( '  1  

Where. 

Q, 

"' 
Q, = 
P, = 

Quantity lcrt alter storage i.c. quumity artt.?r storage losses 

Price at w lnch product' :-.old c.11·11.:r thL' :-.!orai;c 

Quantity stored 

Price just a lier h,11·, t.?-;ting of onion 

Results and Discussiun 

To work out costs anti returns of 011 io11 c u l t i .  ali1 1 1 1  

A ,·eraJ.:e cost ofcuhivation in differcn: :.011e1 

The cost and returns or o n i o n  in 1h1..• di-nrict Y n n H 1 n : 1 n a l! a r  or I lnryana ha, 1..· bcvn prl'\L'llll'd 1 1 1  

table I .  Cost of production in Y � 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 : 1 n : 1 g : 1 r  ":,s !{Hind �)t)-1 (,�. In the dixtric t  L"O"il incurr, .. ·d 

on major items included rental value or land. irriuauon. rl·rtilit.t'r use. plant protection. seed 

cost. hocin�/,,eL·dini; and h:1r,1,.·..;1int! were 2.10(). 1 8 0 .  '.' 2 1 .  1  '><,. I I  ( , 1 . ,;;  '� . 1 1 1 d  1 n x 1  

percent of total cost. respectively. The average yield of onion "as 126 .))  quinral« per acre 
(Gangwar and Cbhikara. I '>71: Ahmed ct . , I .  20 1 - 1 ) .  

Table I :  Avera c cost of rroduct iun of onion in Ya m uu ana ,ar (value i n t  acre") 
In uts '': 1 11 1 1 1n: 1n: 1g: 1r 

l 'rcparator•ti l la!!l' _121767_��!.__ _J 
Nurser'  raising 1 1089.2 .1  (  1 -1 .  70) 
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98(>.')(J ( I  .  .> I l I 
-- -- -- , 

---- - 

-- a. Seed 875.1.7.1 ( 1 1 . 6 .1 )  
b. Seed 1rca1111c111 607.52 (0 7-l) 

-- 

c. rYM 136(>.5(, 1 1 . X  I )  
-  

-  

d. Irrigation 3 6 1 . 4 2  (U.48) 
Transplant inc 35-13.38 ( 4 . 7 1 )  
Riduinu 1.172 .73 ( I X 2 )  
I  YM I  l(l'J8. 77 (:i.-1 :i)  

'  
Trunsplant inu irriuation I  3 6 1 . -1 2  10 .-18)  

I  -- - r - - -·�-·-- 

I L"rlilitl'r nuuicrus 
----- - -- 

t 
I 

a. Nitrogen 7<,6.7X I I . O l  I  
-  - -- - -- - 

b. Phosphatic 1975.54 (2.62) 
c. Potassic 849.25 ( 1 . 1 3 )  
d. Zinc Sulphate 356.84 ( 0 -1 7 )  

Total fertilizer investment 3948.41 (5.24) 
Fen i li,ers application .1 1 2 . 0 0  ( 0 . 4 1 )  

- -  -, 

lrriuation 28C,-U I n.xo 1  
-  -  

Weed inu 

a. Manual -1002.07 ( 5 . .12 )  
b. Chemical - 

- - 

Plant protection 1479.28 ( I . % )  
I  l�rvesting/Jigging 8 i -lCJ.65 1 10 .8 .1  I  

.  '  
.  '  I  l\ll:>Lt..'lld1h.'Oll:-i 

,, 

I oral workim; capital 
- -- -- - 

l . � 1 1�-�2 () ·, :_') 
- - - -  -  

Interest on workinu capital rm9 percent per a 11JH1111 1955.07 (2.WJ 
Variable cost 4540 1 . 09 (60 . .l-1) 
Truuspcrtat ion .1 3 1 ! 1 . 8 1 ) ( - U l i  
Management charges (al I O  percent per annum 

- 

45-10 .  1 1  (6.03) 
- 

R isk factor (ii' 1 0  percent per :1nnu111 1 5 1 0 . 1 1  (6 .0J) 
'  

Rental value of land 1 7 > 6 �  20 (�1 06) I  

Total COS! 75238.40 (I 00) 
-- - 

Production (qtl) 
a. Main 1 26  )\ 

--- 

b. By product - 

(i ross return 1 6575-l.i  
------ -- 

R1...·tL1rn over variable cost 1 2 0 :1 5 3 . 2 1  
-- --- 

Net return 90515 .90 
Cost of production (t per qtl) 594.62 
B:C Rat io 2.2 
I· tgures in parenthesis indicate the 11erC('lltO,f{� to total cost. 

I he rental vu luc of land \\.l:-t l'Olllribtlil'd l11ghl.'�I to ihl' \Dt:11 ro�l wluch accounted tor 

� 1 7 . 1 6 5 . 2 0  ( 2 3 . 0 6  p e rc en t )  rnll\l\\ cd h: � I I 089 t 1 - 1 .  70 f'll'rl'l'lll) c v p c n  -,  l', irll'll!Tl.'d Pll nui ,1..·r: 

rais ing in the district. The seed cost was found �87�2.73 ( 1 1 . 6 :1  percent) The average 

variable cost was t 45401  (60.3-l percent) in Yamunanagar (i\h111ed el ul .. 2008). The gross 

return per acre was t l65754 .30 in the d istrict. The net return was recorded �905 15 .90 per 

acre (Pajankar ,., al.. 2000: Verma ot of .  2004: Shrichand and Jain 2008: Amarnath and 



NDER PEER REVIEW 

Velmurugan, 2015) .  

Input-output relationship of onion cultivation 

Cobb-Douglas production [unction \\a:, �111ph.)�i:J to :,lUJ) the rckuionship between the onion 

production and the inputs used in the onion production. The estimated Cobb- Douglas 

production functions of onion farrn« are furnished in Table 2. I he adjusted coefficient or 

multiple determinations was 0.96 in Yamunanagar district which reveals that the production 

function model was a good fit and 96 percent of the variation in onion yield was influenced 

by the explanatory variables included in the model In log linear production function. the 

coefficient represents the production clast icitv of the resources used. The coefficients or land. 

preparatory tillage, seed, lertilizcrs. labour and machine power and irrigation were posiuve 

and signi f i c a n t  at one percent level w ith the co-values o f 0.0 1 2 0.  0.008. 0.250. 0.064. 0.676 

and 0 . 160  in the district, respectively. I his mdicarcd that an increase in the usage or land, 

preparatory t i l lage ,  S!..!Cd. fertilizers. labour and rnuchinc po,i.LT and irrigation number by one 

percent from the existing mean level. While the coefficient tor manures and plant protection 

chemicals are negative. The results indicated that planting material/seed and labour had a 

positive and significant influence in onion cult ivation since these were the majnr operation in 

onion cul t ivat ion. 

1 ' a b l e  2 :  Regression c o e ff i ci e n t s  o f d i f fr r r n t  i n p u t s  used for onion  c u l t i va t i u n  
P art icula rs Yamunanauar 

Constant 1 . 2 3 99 

Land 0.0 I 20* ( 0 . 13 9 8 )  
Preparatory ti I I age 0.008* ( 0 .2 7 7 5 )  
Seed o.rso- ( O . I O R O I  

- - -  [ ,  ____ Manures - 0 . U I O N S  ( 0 .0 2 001  
- - - ·--- 

Fcrtll izcrs O  IJ{>.j** 1 0 . 0 7 ( , X )  
Labour and machine cower 0.676** (0. 1 4 9 6) 

Plant protection chemicals - 0 .0 1 4  NS (0.0080) 
Irrigation o . 1 6 0 * * L O O l 9 .Ql. _  

-· - - 

Coefficient of determination (R-) 0.96 

F-valuc I I 8 .U 5 3  
R e t u rn  to Scale ' 0 .9 725  
Figures in parenthesis ore the sumdurd error (4 regression co1.�f/ic1e111 

*,)igni(h:auce al I 11erce111 le\•c•/ u/ si.lf:11ificu11cc 

** SiR11(ficance at i percent level o(signi/ic:a11c.:e. N.s·-.von-significant. 

Price spread of onion throu gh different marketing channels and their eflicicncy 

Mar keting  channels 

For the marketing or onion, three major marketing chanucls were SlLHJicU in the area. 

• Producer» Wholcsalcr-cum-cummixxiun agrnt � Rrtai lL ·r--, Consume: 

• l'roduccr -,) R�tai ler-,) Consumer 
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• Producer � Consumer 

1>ritr spread of onion through different marketing cha nncls 

Chaunel-d: Producer Wholl•salt.·r-L'u1n-Co111111ission agc111 - Rctailcr -• Cnnxuuu-r 

In this channel, t\VO intermediaries namely wholesaler-cum-commission agent and 

retailer were involved between producers and ult imate consumers (Naik el al .. 1995). The 

marketing margins. price spread and cost in this channel were given in table 3. The 

results revealed that producers received a net price 01· � 1 1 9 3 . 4 8  per quintal accounting for 

68 . 1 9  percent or' consumer's price in Yamunanagar market. I he costs incurred by the 

producers in the marketing of' the produce were � I 01 .0.J per quintal ,  The major cost items 

incurred by producers were transportation, packaging charges, loading and unloading 

charges which accounted t2c.80. t cc.08 and �4.00 per quirual. respectively. 

Table 3: Price snrcad of onion in ma rkcunu channel-  I  
.( 

( value in I tlll ) 

Sr. No. Particulars 
I .  Net Price received by the producer 
2. Exncnscs incurred hv lhl' nruduccr 

Y a n 1 u n a n a 2. a r  

I  1 9 3 . 4 8  ( 6 8 . 1 9 )  

a. Transportation 22.80 ( UO) 
b. l.oadiru; and unloading chargl's 
c. C l e a n i n u  rind drcssinu charucs 

1----4.00 @:_@..___ _ 
3.50 (0.20) 

d. Grad i n u  charues -1.Jo (O.c.JJ 

., 

' .), 

c. Packauinu/cost or eu1111\ bnus 

f. Post-harvest losses 
-- ----- -- -- 

Sub-total 
Sale price or producer/ Purchase price at wholesaler 

"2.08 ( I  .2_-"6-"-)----1 
--- _ 44.3�_ ( 2 . 5 3 )  _ _  

1 0 1 . 04  (5.77) 
1 2 9 4 . 5 2  (7:1.97) 

Exncnscs incur!:<:_�_l!i·�lu• wholt'_:'al,•r 
a. l-illinu 8.00 (0.-19) 
b, Wciuhiru; and sc« inu I 0.60 (0 60) 

'------'------------''----"----�..__--------�---- - --� 

'------'-----�c�·---M-'-a1�'k�e�t�le�·e�·,�·1�ri_1�2-"-'oe�rc�·c�·n�t ___, 2_9_.4_1 �(_1.6_8�) __ __, 
d. Sioruuc charucs , 3.00 (0 . 1 7 )  
c. 

r. 

Miscellaneous 0.50 (0.03) 

Storage losses _ _, 3 . 4 1  (0 . 1 9 )  - - 1  

5. 
Sub-tota l 

Net maruin of wholesaler 
_ :i·IJ2 (3 l_i] _ 

1 2 1 . 3 3  (6.93) 
6. Sale price or wholesaler I Purchase nrice or retailer 1470.77 (8-1.0.J) 
7. Exncnscs incurred hv lht• rctail,•r 

3.40 (0 . 19)  

87.50 (5.00) 
-�---< 

- 1 . 0 0 1 0  2 2 1  
---- ----- - 

1 7 .:i l l  (  I  00) 
- -- - 

4.50 (0.25) 
Sooilaee and losses 

Comm ission 

d. 

e. 

a. 

b. l.oudiuu and u 1 1 lnacli 11e ch:1r!!<'> I 
�---�--__:_: __ _;_:,:_::_:c.;.:J;:_:.:=-·� -·-- ---- --L 

T ransrx )r\:JI ion 

Storaae charges 

8. 

9. 

Sub-total 
Net muruin or retai ler 
Sale price of retailer/ Consumer's purchase price 

I 

1 1 6 .90 (6.68) 
1 6 2 . 3 3  (  •J.27 ! 

1 7 '.i O ( I O O )  
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Post-harvest losses were accounted 10 � 44.36 per quintal. Purchase prices or wholesalers 

were t \294 .52  per quirual. Wholesaler sold tht• produce to the retailer and co�t� incurred 

hy whnlesalcrs were t54 .92 per quirual. The items or cn,t were fill ing. ,vei�hin� and 

sewing, market re-es and storage charge». Wholesaler sold lht' produce tn retailer at the price' 

of t l470.77 per quintal .  The net margins of wholesalers were � 1 2 1 . 3 3  per quintal and 

accounted for the 6.93 percent or consumer's price in the market. The retailers incurred 

marketing costs o r �  1 1 6 .90  per quirual in the market. Sale prices or retailer or purchase 

prices of consumer were t 1750.00 per quintal. The retailers received net margin or t 

162.30 per quintal sharing about 9.27 percent or the consumers price in the market. Total 

price spread through channel-I was louud to �556.52 per quintal, 

Channe l- I I :  Producerv- Retailer ->Consumer 

Marketing margins. price spread and cost in the channel- I I  are depicted in table 4. The 

producer brings their produce in tht· murk ct and sold to retailer dircctlJ wi thou: an� 

Commission agent. Thus, only one intermediary i.c .. the retailer is involved between the 

producer and consumer. The producer's shares as percentage or consumer's price were 78 .67 

percent in the district. The marketing costs incurred by the producer were 06.36 per 

quintal and the sale prices or producer/purchase prices at retailer for the produce were 

t \224.98 per quirual (Ahoncle el al .  1 9 9 1 )  
., 

. t I ) I II  (  h k . d f T bl 4 I ' .  a  e  :  nee sprea 0 0111011 m mar eung c annc - va ue 111 qt 

Sr. No. Pnrticulnrs Y n m u n u n u u a r  

I .  Producer sel l ing price 1 1 4 8 . 6 2  (78.67) 
2. Exncnscs incurred bv the nroduccr 

a. Trunsnonarion 1 0 8 0 ( 1.1 5 )  
-- -- - 

b. Loadinu charges and unloadinu -LOO tO 27) 
c. Cleaning charges and dressing 3.50 (0.24) 
d. Grading 4.00 (0 27) 
e. Packaging/cost of gunny bag, 22.U8 ( l . 5 1  J  I  
f. Post-harvcvt lo�"e" 22 QR ( I '7) 

Suh-tota l 76.36 t".2.1) 
l  Sale price of" producer ' l'urchas« price· nr retai ler 122�.' )8 (8.1 ()()) 

4. Expenses incurred by the retailer 

a. Loading and unloadina charges 2.0 (0 . 14 )  

b. Market fee,@ 2 percent 20 .20 (2 00) 

C. Transportation 16 ( 1 .09)  

d. Storage charucs 1 . 9 0 ( 0 1 } )  

c. Spoilage and losses 3 .40 (0 .23) 
Sub-total 52.50 (:1.59) 

--- -- 

5. Net margin or retailer 1 82 .52 (  12.50) 
6. Sale price of retailer I Consumer purchase price 1460 ( 100) 
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Therefore, net price receive by the producers were � I 148.62 per quirual. Marketing costs 

incurred by the retailer were t52.SO per quintal. sale price of retailer or purchase prices of 

consumer were � 1460 per quimal. The net margins received by retailers were t l82 .50 

J)L'r quintal and accounted for 1 �  �O percent < 1 ! ' 1 h c  sak- pric« nr1h1.• rctailcr/purchaxc price of 

consumer in different zones. 

Channel-I l l :  Producer - Consumer 

It was the shortest channel in onion marketing. In this channel. no i n r c rr n c d i u ric s  

between producer and consumer were involved i.c. direct marketing. The result presented 

in the table 5 reveals that producer received a net price of�  13 10 .00 per quintal. accounting 

for 94.85 percent of consumer price. respectively. The major cost items incurred by 

producer were packaging charge. rransporuuion. loading and unloading charges accounting 

tor � 15 .08, �22.80 and U.00 per quirual. respectively. ·1 he producer's share of the 

consumer's rupee was round to be grl'ate::il in direct sales. follower' b) wholesaler-cum- 

commission agency and retailer. The producer's share or the consumer's rupee grew as the 

num her of 111 idd le men het" cen producer and consumer decreased. 
., 

� I I 1 1 1  (  h  I  f  T  bl S P .  a  c . :  nee snrcac 0 onion 111 mar U!t1ng c anner- va ue tn · Qt ) 

Sr. No. l'a rticulars Yumunanagar 
I .  Producer sell ing price 1 3 10 . 00 (94.88) 

--- - - 

2. Expenses incurred by the producer 
a. Transportation 22.80 ( 1 .65)  
b. l.oadina �IH.11) .. �..:� 2 .UUlU . l�J  
c. Cleaning and dressing charues 3.50 (0.::>5) 

d. Grad in)( 4 . 3 0 ( 0 . 3 1 )  
c, Packaging/cost or gunny bag::, I :i.08 ( I 09) 
f Post-harvest losses 2::>.98 ( 1 .66) 

Sub-total 70.66 (S . 1  ::>) 

3. Sak price of producer I purchase price of consumer I 180 66 I I 00) 

'J 

Figures in parenthesis indicate the percentage 10 the sale price of retoiler 

Marketing cfficiencv ofdifferent n1arkrt ing channe ls  

Table 6 displays the marketing efficacy of" onion across several marketing platforms. The 

marketing efficiency determined using Acharya's approach (Modified measure of marketing 

efficiency) for distinct market ing channels was 2 . 1 4 .  3.68. and 18.45. respectively, tor 

channe l- I . channel- I I .  and channcl-l l l .  'l hi, eniri,·11c_, ra1i11g revealed 1h,11 ch.mncl-Hl '"" 

the most efficient ofall marketing channels. This 'Aas because 01 · 1hc foci that in channel I l l .  

intermediaries were not involved and hence this channel was most efficient than all other 

channels (Barakadc fl al.. 2 0 1 1  ). 
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Table 6: Marketing efficiency of different marketing channels (value in t QII ) 
Sr. No. Particulars Yurnunanagar 

Markel in, channels I I I  1 1 1  
I .  C o n s u m e r s  purchase price 1 7 5 0  1 4 6 0  1 3 8 1  

2. Marketing COSI (MC) 
a. MC incurred by farmer I O  1 . 0 4  7 6 . 3 6  70.66 
b. MC incurred by wholesaler 54.92 - - 

c. MC incurred by re t ai l e r  1 1 6 . 9 0  5 2 . 5 0  - 

Total rnarkcunu cost 2 7 2 . 8 6  1 2 8 . 8 5  70.66 
J. Net margin uf intermediaries (MM) 
a. MM received bv wholesaler 1 2 1.3 3  -  -  

b. Mt\� received bv re t a i l e r  1 6 � . ]  1 8 2 . :-  .  

Total maruin 2 8 3 . 6 3  1 8 2 . 5  -  

4  Ne1 price received bv farmers 1 1 9 3 . 4 8  1 1 4 8 . 6 2  1 3 1 0  
5. Total price spread 5 5 6 . 5 2  3  I 1.38 7 1  
6. Producer shares in consumer· s Rupee' 6 8 . 1 9  7 8. 6 7  9 4 . 8 5  

Index of marketing efficiency 
A  Acharva's method \ 4/2+ 3 )  2 . 1 4  3 . 6 8  1 8 . 4 5  

n Conventional method ( 5 / 2 )  2.0J � A l  1 . 0 0  

c Shepherd's method ( 1/2) 6 . 4 1  1 1 . 3 3  1 9 . 5 1  

Moreover, marketing etficienc. increased \\ ith the decreased in number o: market 

imcnnediarics between producer and consumer. I he uu d i u o n a l  111arl-.cti11g elli1..:ie111.:) under 

various marketing channels. 1u1n1L'l) c h a n n e l - I .  channel-I I .  and channcl-Hl .  was �-0�. 2. - 1 1 .  

and 1 .00. respectively. According 10 th1:-. ctfrcicncy measure. channel I I  v as the most 

efficient of all marketing channels. According to Shepherd's technique. the marketing 

efficiencv for distinct marketing channels. namelv channel I. channel 1 1 .  and channel 1 1 1 .  was 

6 . 4 1 .  1 1.3 3 .  and 1 9 . 5 1 .  rcspcctivclv. According 10 this cfficicnc. measure. channel I l l  was 

lite most efficient 01· all marketing ch.muc!s (Kunwar vtul, I  <)7�). 

M a rketing behavior of onion gro\\'crs 

T"h1..· volume or transaction through diffen-ru n1:1rl-.l'ti 1 1g ch.111111..·I, wa-, presented in table 7  I I  i, 

evident from the table tha: channct-l \\;1, mos: effective in which farmers transacted -17.)0 

percent of their marketed surplus « hi!; in chunncl-lll ha:,, IO\\'l'St rransacuon. l'attcrn of 

disposal revealed that farmers sold major portion of produce through channel-I where 

wholesaler plays an important role in studv area (Nanda! and Karw asra. l()n: 'sarl'ra, e 1 1 1 / .  

y I' 

2008). 

T hi 7 M k . t I a c : ar ·ct1nl! )C' iavror o 0111011  uruwers aruunanauur 
-  t" ,  ___ - :..::..::..::.J . _  

Marketing channels Volume or transac t ion (percent or total marketed surp lus) 
Channel-I 47 . 5 0  

Channel-I I 3 4 . 5 0  
. 

Channe l- I I I 18 . 0 0  
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Average producer's surplus of onion in Yamunanugar 

Average onion bulbs produced by selected onion growers were 126.53 in the district. Total 

marketable surplus was recorded 94.69 quintal per acre and unmarketable bulbs at field 

l e v e l  were recorded 29.07 quintal per acre at the r i m e  of harvesting due to various losses at 

field levels like doubles. boners, rotted bulbs. drying. bulbs injuries. de-topping. packing. 

transportations and marketing. Ou1 of the 101al marketable produce 1 .28 and 1 .-19 quintals 

or onion bulbs retained by the sample union growers for home consumption and for git'l 

purpose and re m a i n i n g  quantity \\i:IS < o l d  i 1 1 1 h 1.. ·  market ( I a h l c  X ). 

. ,  

T 8 able : Producer's surplus use pattern of onion in Ynmunanagar (value in qtl acre ) 

Sr. No. Particulars Yamunanagur 
I .  Average area allotted for onion crop (percent  of 29.58 

total crooned area) 

2. A veraue yield of onion (q1I per acre) 1 2 6 .5 3  
'  Used for home consumption 1 1 8  ( I . O J )  ).  

- -- - ·- 
- -·- 

4 .  Used to 1<ifl relatives/ tricnds 1 . 4 9 ( 1 . 1 7 )  
5. Post-harvest losses al formers level 29.07 (22 .98) 
6. Total use and losses 3 1 . 8 4  ( 2 5 . 1 6 )  
7. Tola! marketable surplus 94.69 (74 .84) 

FiS<11re.1· i11 parenthesis indicate the percentage 10 Iola/ yield 

' • 

l k 

Profit earned hy onion growers at d iff erent periods uf storag,· 1hro u g h  differcn: 
marketing channels 
Profit earned by the onion growers alter different periods of storage was calcu lated and 

explained in table 9. 11 is clear from the table 1ha1 price obtained !11 f:1rn1er, !11 

marketing of onion just after harvesting was highest (� 1 3 1 0 / q i l )  in channel- I I I and lowest 

( �  1 1 4 8 / q i l )  in channel-I I  (Shroff ,,1 al .  20 1  c). l'c>tal marketed surp lus [ust a lier h'1ncsl ing 

were found 93.8 percent. 

Table 9: Profit earned by onion growers al different period of storage 

va uc 111 :g (JI an qi ) 

Sr. No. Particulars Yamunanazar  

I .  Just after harvestinu 

a. Losses al farm level 6.20 

b. Total marketed surplus 93.8 

c. Quaruiry sold 93.8 
---- -- --- - -- - - - - ---- 

f\1nrkl'l111!.! of onion throuuh d i f f e re nt  m a rk ct i n u  c h a n n e l s :  

C- I a. Se l l inc price of onion I I  93 
b. l-armcrs share 1 1 1  consumer's rupee 6X. I {J 

C-11 a. Scllinu orice of union I 1-18 
b. Farmer's share in consumer's rupee 78 .67 

C-1 1 1  a. Sel l ing orice of onion 1 3 1 0  
b. Farmer's share in consumer's rupee 94.85 

2. Tow! quarnity Stored 93.8 
·- 
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3. /\ Iter 2 months or Storaue 
a. Storage losses within two months 5.08 
b. Quami�v S9ld _ 88. 7'2 

- . 

- 
- --· - - -  

c. Sioruue cost incurred 6-1 . 1 3  
Marketing or onion throuuh different marketing channels 

C- I a. Scll inu price nfonion 1390 
b. Farmcrs share in consumer's rupee 7 1 . 40  
c. Storage efficiency I Profit -20.63 

C-11 a. Sel l inu price of onion 1440 
b. Farmer's share in consumer's runee 82.22 
c. Storaue efficiencv 64.35 

C- 1 1 1  a. Sell inu orice or onion 1580 
b. Farmer's share in consumer's rupee 95.75 
c. Storage efficiency 28.56 

4. 0-4 Months or storaue 
a. Storage losses during 0-4 months 9.33 

-- - - - 

b. Quaruii , sold 8-1.-17 
c. Storage cos! incur red 1 1 3 . 9 2  

Marketing or onion 
C- I a. Sel l ing price or onion 1730 

b. Farrncrs share in consumer's rupee 7).66 
c. Sioraue ctficicncv 66.96 

C- 1 1  a. Sel l ing price ur onion 17-10 
b. tarmcrs share in consumer's rupee 83.59 

c. Storage efficiency 1 16 .69  
C- 1 1 1  a. Sel l ing price or onion 1830 

b. Farmer's share in consumer's ruocc 96.26 

c. Storage ctficicnc, 32.37 

5. 0-6 Months or storauc 
a. Storaue losses dur ing 0-6 months 1 3 . 1 9  
b. Quamir .  sold 80.61  
c. Srorane cost I <.0.49 

Market in� or onion 

C- I a. Sel l ing nrice or onion 2 1 2 0  
b. l�lrllll'r°:-i :-.IJ:ll'l' i l l  consumcrs rupee 7'!.20 

c. Sioraue cfllcicncv 140.22 

C- 1 1  a. Sell ing price or onion 2 140  

b. tarmcrs share in consumcrs runec 87.29 

c. Storage efficiencv 2 1 5 . 49  
C- 1 1 1  a. Sell inu oricc of onion ]200 

b. Farmer's share 111 consumer's rupee 96.87 
c. Sroraue etflcicncy 103 .97 

6. After 6 months of srorauc 
a. Storage losses after 6 months 16.74 
b. Quan t i ty sold 77.06 
c. Storage cost 178  

Marketing of onion: 

C- I a. Sell ina price or onion 1525  
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b. farmer's share in consumer's rupee 73.26 
c. Storage efficiency -377. 1  'i 

C-11 a. Scl l im; price ofonion 1 5-10  
b. farmer's share in consumer's rupee 84.36 
c. Storaue efficiency -325.89 

C- 1 1 1  a. Sell ing price of'onion 1680 
b. Farmer's share in consumer's rupee 95.59 
c. Storaue efficiency -393.4 I 

Marketing of onion after 2 mouths of sloragc 

Storage losses within two months were calculated IO 5.08 kg/qtl in Yamunanagar district and 

marketed surplus was �8. 72 percent or 101al stored quantity. Storage costs incurred during 

2 months were calculated { 6 4 . 1 3 .  Marketing of onion through channel-I a lier 2 months of 

storage was uneconomical but through channel-I I and 1 1  L  farmers earned a maximum 

profit of �64.35/qil .  

Marketing of onion aflcr 4 months of storage 

Storage losses within four months were estimated to 9.33 kg/qt: and marketed surplus 

reported was 84.47 percent of total stored quantity. respectively. Storage costs incurred 

during 4 months \NCl'C < 1 1 3 . 9 2 .  Mark�ting or onion through chunncl- l  aucr � months or 

storage was economical and profitable in a l l  cases but farmers earned a m ax i rn  urn profit 

o f �  1 16 .69/q t l  in channe l-I I (.Allmad er a!. 2008) . 

Marketing of onion after 6 mouths of storage 

Storage losses within six months were calculated 10 1 3 . 1 9  kg/qtl in district which decreases 

marketed surplus IO 80.61 percent of total stored quantity. Storage costs incurred during 6 

months were � 150.49.  Market ing or onion through channel-I after 6 months or storage 

was round most economical compared to aiier -l months or storage and tanners earned 

max imum n 15.49/qtl in the district (Ku lkarni ,·1 al . .  20 I � ) .  More than 6 months or 

storage or onion was found uneconomical 111 all channels and farmers lose an amount o r �  

325 .89/qi l  to a max imum or � 393.4 1/q i l .  due 10 decline in onion market prices 

observed due to new market arrivals of new season crop. Therefore. profit earned by 

farmers through storage or 011io11 was round increasing upto 6 mouths of storage but 

after 6 months. tanners incurred losses due 10 low prices and high storage cost. 

Conclusion 

Onion is very important crop in the slate as Wt'II ,is in the nat ion. Ind ia is the bigge,1 producer tf .;f 8 """�" 

in the globe. Haryana stale is come under lop ten production stare in the nation. The present 

study was conducted to know the economics. marketing and storage aspect of onion 
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cultivation. This was conducted in Haryana state. Yarnunanagar district was selected from the 

state because of higher area under cult ivation. Two villages and one market were randomly 

selected and data was collected for the year 2019-20. The present study revealed that the cost 

of production in the study area was found {594.62 per quintal. The major cost incurred on 

items included rental value of land (� 17365.20). fertilizers ({3948.41 ), plant protection 

( < 1479 .28 )  and seed cost (<8753 .73) .  respectively. The average yield or onion was 126.53 

quintals per acre. The average variable cost was <4540 I .  The gross return per acre was 

< 165754.30 and net return was recorded <90515 .90 per acre. Channel-Il l was shown to be the 

most effective of all marketing channels. whereas channel-I had the greatest disposal of onion 

output. Profit obtained by onion producers was observed to increase up 10 6 1110111hs or 

storage durat ion. however farmers had to experience loss beyond 6 months. After 2 months, 4 

months. and 6 months of storage. the farmer earned 64..15 . 1 16 . 69 .  and 2 1 5 . 49 per qu in tal .  
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