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Abstract: This piece of work aims at prioritizing the issues involved in agricultural business in India from
farmer’s perspective. This study is carried out in Bargarh district of the state called Orissa located in eastern
part of India. Agricultural diversification in the state of Orissa in general and Bargarh district in particular is
highly intensified towards vegetables production which gives farmers better return on investment. But there
are some serious issues involved in the business which affect the spirit of the farmers towards vegetable
business. This paper tries to explore the perception of farmers towards the variables influencing vegetable
production and marketing in the district of Bargarh through the use of RIDIT analysis. These issues make the
propositions more complex as perceived by the farmers. This study recommends risk management strategies
such as future contracting, crop insurance, contract farming, etc. if implemented properly may mitigate the
above-said risks and bring efficiency in the system. The empirical findings may be useful for the stake holders
involved in agricultural business.
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INTRODUCTION to raise productivity of agriculture as it is instrumental in

India’s agriculture is very important for the economy food security to the poor.
as the long-term economic prospect of the country Bargarh district of Orissa is the sample area of the
depends heavily on the agricultural sector [1]. Social study where agriculture is characterized by low
development and poverty reduction in India is directly productivity due to traditional agricultural practices,
linked to agriculture. But agriculture is one of the excluded inadequate capital formation, low investment, inadequate
sectors post liberalization of Indian economy in 1991 irrigation facility and uneconomic size of the holding.
which showed low growth and experienced more farmers’ Recent years have experienced not only low but also
suicides [2]. There are serious concerns about the declining productivity in the district. A large proportion
performance of agriculture sector in the country which of farmers of the district are now diversifying into
requires immediate attention and action. vegetable farming as it is economically more rewarding to

Like in many other states of India, agriculture them. It fetches continuous flow of income either
continues to be the main reason for sustenance of life of throughout the year or at least in the season for the
the people in the state of Orissa, a state in Eastern India farmers [7]. But the real return to farmers depends upon
[3]. Recent time has seen a lot of industrial development how the production and more specifically marketing of the
in the state but the problem of low agricultural growth is vegetables are undertaken by the farmers. Due to
more severe [4]. The Orissa Economic Survey, 2010 [5] has favourable agro-climatic conditions suitable for
expressed concern over low growth in the agriculture cultivation of a wide range of vegetables, it offers a higher
sector. Though the economy has grown at an annual income-generating strategy to a large number of marginal
average rate of 8.73% in the last three years but the farmers of the district. But farmers of the district see
agricultural growth has been very low, at an average vegetable business as full of risks and uncertainties. The
annual rate of 1.33% (Indian Economic Survey, 2010) [6]. risks are associated with negative outcomes that stem
This  asks  for urgent need to take appropriate measures from  imperfectly predictable biological, climatic and price

creating employment, generating income and ensuring
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variables. These variables include natural adversities (for and incomes but also undermine the viability of the
example, pests and diseases) and climatic factors not agriculture sector and its potential to become a part of the
within the control of the farmers. They also include solution to the problem of endemic poverty of the farmers
adverse changes in input and output prices. The flexibility and the agricultural labour [13]. 
of farmers in responding to diversification opportunities Vegetable sector is exposed to a variety of risks
is constrained by farm investment, socio-economic which occur with high frequency. These include climate
factors, environmental factors and marketing of and weather risks, pest and diseases, which cause highly
vegetables [8]. This piece of research tries to prioritize the variable production outcomes. Production risks are further
different issues and risks in vegetable farming and exacerbated by price risks, credit risks, technological risks
marketing from farmers, middlemen and consumers’ point and institutional risks. This categorization is derived from
of view. the research works done  by  Burgaz,  2000  [14],  Boehlje

Review of Literature: Vegetables cultivation provides [17]. Risk perceptions play a key role in the production
ample opportunity for farmers to earn profit and that is the and investment behaviour of farmers [18]. But, only
reason why more and more farmers are diversifying their limited attention has been paid to understand its nature
crop to vegetable land. This sector has attracted many and distribution in vegetables farming. Although risk can
farmers, since it is intellectually satisfying and ultimately be measured through losses or gains in income,
economically rewarding. It fetches them continuous flow from a risk management point of view grouping risks
of income either throughout the year or at least in the offers an effective approach toward identifying similar
season. The area under the study i.e. Bargarh district is risks and thus allows one to apply more targeted risk
one of the largest vegetables producing districts of the management tools and strategies [19]. To get a deeper
state Orissa blessed with good climate, fertile soil and understanding of the major factors constraining
irrigation facility. The farmers get good return on production and marketing of vegetables, an analysis of
investment and are genuinely happy with their decision of the farmers’ perception on major sources of risks in
vegetable cultivation. But still there are some concern and vegetables was carried out.
issues for which the productivity goes down and is not in
line with their expectations. Research Methodology: The study area includes the

Vegetable farmers deal with a significant amount of entire district of Bargarh. The Bargarh district is
uncertainty every day. From not knowing what the purposively selected because of high production of the
weather will be like this year to wondering if market prices different vegetables. The sampling design adopted for the
will  increase  or decrease tomorrow, agricultural study is a three-stage stratified random sampling with
producers are forced to make decisions based on blocks as primary units, gram panchayats and villages as
imperfect information [9].  Agricultural  production  takes the secondary units and the vegetable grower as the
place  in  an  environment  characterized by highly ultimate sampling units. Simple random sampling was
variable biophysical, economic, political and institutional used to select the respondents and the selection of
conditions, which poses several types of risks [10,11]. vegetables was made on the basis of the maximum acreage
Risk can be defined as the possibility of adverse under cultivation. The vegetable farmers of the area are
outcomes due to uncertainty and imperfect knowledge in considered as the sample units. A sample of size 170 is
decision making. Many researchers have defined risk as collected through structured questionnaire. A usable
the potential deviation between the expected and the real sample of 156 is considered for analysis, rest 14 are
outcomes resulting from an economic decision where, rejected for incomplete information. The structured
from a practical point of view, a negative outcome has questionnaire is developed based on the literature review
greater importance and constitutes the one actually and a pilot survey which was conducted in the last
considered by most decision makers [12]. quarter of 2010 to find out the likely variables which

Risks involved in vegetable farming are much more influence farmers’ spirit in vegetable business. The
due to the high perishable nature of the product. These questionnaire is designed using five-point Likert scale,
uncertainty leads to critical possibility of damage or loss. where 1 meant strong disagreement and 5 meant strong
The risk factors not only endanger the farmer’s livelihood agreement  with  a   particular   risk   source.   The    scale

et al. 1977 [15], Fleisher, 1990 [16], Hardaker et al. 1997
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reliability is found to be 0.732 which is found to be above Then the frequency f for each category of responses,
the accepted level [20]. Then RIDIT analysis was applied where j =1... n are computed.
on the collected data set to test their relative importance Mid-point accumulated frequency Fj for each
from different stakeholders’ point of view. category of responses. F  =1/2f

Ridit Analysis: RIDIT analysis was first proposed by
Bross, 1958 [21] and has been applied to the study of
automobile accidents, of cancer, of schizophrenia and of Ridit value Rj for each category of responses in the
various business management and behaviour studies. reference data set.
RIDIT analysis is “distribution free” in the sense that it
makes no assumption about the distribution of the R  = F / N, where j = 1... n
population under study. It is a technique designed to aid
in the analysis of data involving variables that are more N is the total number of responses from the Likert
than dichotomous classifications and are ordered, but that scale survey of interest. By definition, the expected value
do not reach the standards of refined measurement of R for the reference data set is always 0.5.
systems such as those meeting the criteria for equal-
interval or ratio scales. It is a particularly useful form of Ridits and mean ridits for comparison  data  sets.
statistical analysis for items involving ratings on a three- Here a comparison data set is comprised of the
or-more-point scale, indices made up of a number of items frequencies of responses for each category of a
and ratings based on global ratings [22]. Likert scale item. Since there are m Likert scale items

The term ‘ridit’ was chosen as an analogy to a family in this illustration, there will be m comparison data
of transformations including such things as “logits” and sets.
“probits”. The term stands for “Relative to an Identified Ridit value r for each category of scale items.
Distributions” and is a probability transformations based
on some empirical distributions that is taken as a reference r  = (R × )/ , where i = 1,...m
class. The ridit is a number assigned to a particular
category of the variable that is equal to the proportion of is the frequency of category j for the ith scale item and
in the reference class who have a lower score on that is a short form for the summation of frequencies for
variable, plus one-half of the proportion of individuals in scale item i across all categories, i.e.
the category itself. Thus, the ridit is a weight assigned to
a response category that reflects the probability of that
category, or a lower one, appearing in the reference
distributions. A ridit has a range that approaches the Mean ridit for each Likert scale item.
limits of 0.000 at one end and 1.000 at the other. Once the
ridit values for each category of the dependent variable
have been computed, individuals’ scores transformed into
the ridit value for the dependent variable. In ridit analysis,
we compute an average ridit value for a class rather than Confidence interval for . When the size of the
the proportion of respondents giving each of the reference data set is very large relative to that of any
responses on the dependent variable. Let’s suppose that comparison data set, the 95% confidence interval of
there are m items and n ordered categories listed from the any is:
most favoured to the least favoured in the scale and then
RIDIT analysis goes as follows.

Computation of Ridits for the Reference Data Set: Wallis statistics W.

Lets select a population to serve as a reference data
set. For a Likert scale survey, the reference data set
can be the total responses of the survey, if the
population can not be easily identified.
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W follows a 2 distribution with (m-1) degree of freedom.  is the least important factor. Then with the help of RIDIT
If H0 can not be accepted, examine the relationships analysis whole data was analyzed to find out the rankings
among confidence intervals of . of the factor of concern. The factors are lack of

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION of practices (LI), non-availability of manpower (NAMPl),

This section highlights different issues and problems of timely inputs (NATI), low level of crop production
faced not only by farmers but also different stakeholders (LLCP), non-availability of irrigation from government
of vegetable business. To measure and reassure the sources (NAI), problems of insect, pests and diseases
internal consistency, reliability test was conducted on the (PIPD), lack of synchronous maturity in horticultural
variables bearing a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.732. The results crops (LSMH) and finally problems of theft of produce
inferred the questionnaire was measuring the risk (PTPP.
variables in a meaningful way. Then these issues are Since  the  Kruskal-Wallis  W  (339.38) is
prioritized with the help of RIDIT analysis to know the significantly greater than 2(9 - 1) = 15.507, it can be
relative impact on stakeholders of vegetable business. inferred  that  the  opinions  about  the   scale  items
Production related issues which are major cause of among the respondents are statistically different
concern as said by the sample 156 farmers are as follows: somehow.

Issues Reported at Producer’s Level Production Related: the issues and problems faced by the farmers which affect
The below mentioned factors are found to be crucial in the productivity and production of vegetables non-
production of vegetables which are known with the help availability of timely input is most crucial. The farmer
of a pilot survey. Then the farmer respondents are asked growers don’t get the seeds, fertilizers and other inputs at
to rate each factor on a Likert rating scale of one to five. right time and this hampers significantly the vegetable
Five  rating  point being the most important and one rating production.

information regarding horticultural varieties and package

non-availability of finance/credit (NAF), non-availability

It was found from the RIDIT analysis that out of all

Table 1: Ridit for reference set (production related)

5 4 3 2 1

I 30 37 56 20 13 156
NAMP 15 26 46 38 31 156
NAF 33 47 30 33 13 156
NATI 45 53 27 21 10 156
LLCP 6 22 37 59 32 156
NAI 8 24 28 36 60 156
PIPD 29 50 53 16 8 156
LSMH 8 13 37 72 26 156
PTP 14 25 35 47 35 156
Fj 188 297 349 342 228 1404
1/2*fj 94 148.5 174.5 171 114
FJ 94 336.5 659.5 1005 1290
Rj 0.066952 0.239672 0.469729 0.715812 0.918803

Ridits for the comparison data sets

5 4 3 2 1 L.B. U.B. Ranki

LI 0.0128 0.0568 0.1686 0.0917 0.0765 0.3816 0.335 0.427 4
NAMP 0.0064 0.0399 0.1385 0.1743 0.1825 0.5529 0.506 0.598 5
NAF 0.0126 0.0722 0.0903 0.1514 0.0765 0.3796 0.333 0.425 3
NATI 0.018 0.0814 0.0812 0.0963 0.0588 0.2943 0.248 0.34 1
LLCP 0 0.0338 0.1114 0.2707 0.1884 0.6358 0.589 0.681 7
NAI 0.0034 0.0368 0.084 0.1651 0.3533 0.6809 0.634 0.726 9
PIPD 0.0124 0.0768 0.1595 0.0734 0.0471 0.3338 0.287 0.379 2
LSMH 0.0034 0.0199 0.111 0.3303 0.1531 0.651 0.605 0.697 8
PTP 0.0060 0.0384 0.1053 0.2156 0.2061 0.5909 0.544 0.636 6

Kruskal-Wallis W=339.38; 2(9-1)= 15.507

Note: L.B.: lower bound of the 95% confidence interval of mean ridit i. U.B.: upper bound of the 95% confidence interval of mean ridit i.
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Table 2: Ridit for reference set (marketing related)

5 4 3 2 1 i

NACT 8 29 38 44 37 156

LISG 16 25 21 42 52 156

PI 12 26 57 46 15 156

UD 31 33 60 23 9 156

NASF 14 58 49 26 9 156

NAMI 31 64 42 13 6 156

TBP 34 42 42 21 17 156

fj 146 277 309 215 145 1092

1/2*fj 73 138.5 154.5 107.5 72.5

FJ 73 284.5 577.5 839.5 1019.5

Rj 0.0668 0.2605 0.5288 0.7687 0.9336

Ridits for the comparison data sets

5 4 3 2 1 L.B. U.B. RANKi

NACT 0.0034 0.0484 0.1288 0.2168 0.2214 0.6189 0.572 0.664 6

LISG 0.0068 0.0417 0.0711 0.2069 0.3112 0.6379 0.591 0.683 7

PI 0.0051 0.0434 0.1932 0.2266 0.0897 0.5582 0.512 0.604 5

UD 0.0132 0.0551 0.2034 0.1133 0.0538 0.4390 0.393 0.485 3

NASF 0.0059 0.0968 0.1661 0.1281 0.0538 0.4509 0.404 0.496 4

NAMI 0.0132 0.1068 0.1423 0.0640 0.0359 0.3625 0.408 0.316 1

TBP 0.0145 0.0701 0.1423 0.1034 0.1017 0.4323 0.3863 0.478 2

Kruskal-Wallis W= 118.45 ; 2(7-1)= 12.59

Note: L.B.: lower bound of the 95% confidence interval of mean ridit i. U.B.: upper bound of the 95% confidence interval of mean ridit i.

Table 3: Ridit for reference set (middlemen’s level)

5 4 3 2 1 i

UAEC 27 32 42 31 18 150

UAQ 29 47 29 30 15 150

LSTG 36 60 40 13 1 150

LSF 19 61 47 16 7 150

LQP 35 40 28 33 14 150

VMP 19 33 46 34 18 150

HPN 11 26 58 43 12 150

Fj 176 299 290 200 85 1050

1/2*fj 88 149.5 145 100 42.5

FJ 88 325.5 620 865 1007.5

Rj 0.083 0.31 0.59 0.823 0.959

Ridits for the comparison data sets

5 4 3 2 1 L.B. U.B. Ranki

UAEC 0.0149 0.0661 0.1652 0.170 0.115 0.5314 0.483 0.577 5

UAQ 0.016 0.0971 0.1140 0.1646 0.0959 0.4877 0.44 0.534 4

LSTG 0.0199 0.124 0.1573 0.0713 0.0063 0.3789 0.331 0.425 1

LSF 0.0105 0.126 0.1848 0.0877 0.0447 0.4539 0.406 0.5 2

LQP 0.0193 0.0826 0.1101 0.181 0.0895 0.4827 0.435 0.529 3

VMP 0.0105 0.0682 0.1809 0.1865 0.115 0.5612 0.514 0.608 6

HPN 0.006 0.0537 0.2281 0.2359 0.0767 0.6006 0.553 0.647 7

Kruskal-Wallis W= 60.84 ; 2(7-1)= 12.59

Note: L.B.: lower bound of the 95% confidence interval of mean ridit i. U.B.: upper bound of the 95% confidence interval of mean ridit i.



World J. Agric. Sci., 8 (1): 80-88, 2012

85

Table 4: Ridit for reference set (consumer’s level)
5 4 3 2 1

NAQP 0 12 21 25 17 75
VMP 8 7 22 31 7 75
HB 12 18 38 4 3 75
HFP 23 15 21 16 0 75
PFP 0 17 24 28 6 75
NASG 5 30 15 20 5 75
PS 5 14 12 15 29 75
CWP 0 15 17 23 20 75
Fj 53 128 170 162 87 600
½*fj 26.5 64 85 81 43.5
FJ 26.5 117 266 432 556.5
Rj 0.0441 0.195 0.4433 0.72 0.9275
Ridits for the comparison data sets

5 4 3 2 1 L.B. U.B. RANKi

NAQP 0 0.0312 0.1241 0.24 0.2102 0.6055 0.53 .666 5
VMP 0.0047 0.0182 0.1300 0.2976 0.0865 0.5371 0.475 0.607 4
HB 0.0070 0.0468 0.2246 0.0384 0.0371 0.3539 0.294 0.426 2
HFP 0.0135 0.039 0.1241 0.1536 0 0.3302 0.277 0.409 1
PFP 0 0.0442 0.1418 0.2688 0.0742 0.5290 0.462 0.594 4
NASG 0.0029 0.078 0.0886 0.192 0.0618 0.4234 0.36 0.492 3
PS 0.0029 0.0364 0.0709 0.144 0.3586 0.6121 0.549 0.681 7
CWP 0 0.039 0.1004 0.2208 0.2473 0.6076 0.541 0.673 6
Kruskal-Wallis W= 77.04 ; 2(8-1)= 14.067
Note: L.B.: lower bound of the 95% confidence interval of mean ridit i. U.B.: upper bound of the 95% confidence interval of mean ridit i.

Problems  of  insect, pests and diseases are the the district of Bargarh farmers consider marketing related
second  most  important factor as found from the analysis. problems to be more detrimental than production related.
This is also in line with the discussion held with the According to them the production related issues can be
farmers that majority of the crop got damaged due to pest solved and taken care of to some extent but marketing
and insect. The major portion of the cost of cultivation is related problem are neither understandable nor solvable
spend in controlling the diseases but hardly effective. on their part. Still they don’t have any other way to go out

Lack of finance and credit is the third most important of system and look for their own market structure. The
issues for the farmer producers. Poor farmers don’t have issues related to marketing of vegetables in the district of
the money to purchase either the seeds or the fertilizers Bargarh as responded by the farmers are non-availability
and pesticides. Whatever they could manage with limited of cheap transportation (NACT), lack of information
resource they do and get limited return. This is true more regarding standardization and grading at grower level
for marginal and smaller farmers with less operational land (LISG), poor infrastructure at market place (PI), unfair
holdings. deductions by marketing agents (UD), non-availability of

Some other factors of importance are lack of storage facilities at village/producer level (NASF), non-
information regarding horticultural varieties, package availability of market-related information regarding prices
practices. The farmers don’t have any information what so of produce and their trends at producer level (NAMI) and
ever about the recent and innovative practices of finally too much bargaining regarding prices of produce
vegetable production. Had they know and exposed to the (TBP).
new technology the production would have been much Again the Kruskal-Wallis W (118.45) is significantly
better. Non availability of manpower (both mechanical as greater than 2(7 - 1) = 12.59, it can be inferred that the
well as manual) and problem related to threat of produce opinions about the scale items among the respondents are
are also some other major concern for farmers. statistically different.

Issues Reported at Producer’s Level: Marketing Related: is concerned, non-availability of market-related
Like issues are there in vegetable production, more information regarding prices of produce and their trends
serious problems are there in marketing of vegetables. In at  producer  level  is  the  most  important  issues  for  the

As far as marketing related ranking in RIDIT analysis
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farmers. The farmers are completely ignorant about the middleman’s level, lack of quality produce, varied mixture
price pattern. Some times they receive more than the in produce (VMP) and finally highly perishable nature of
expectation while sometime it is well below the market produce (HPN).
trend. Because of this they don’t consider it is wise to Again the Kruskal-Wallis W (60.84) is significantly
take risk in selling the produce at the peak period and end greater than 2 (7 - 1) = 12.59, it can be inferred that the
of losing profit. opinions about the scale items among the respondents are

Another important issue is too much bargaining statistically different. The RIDIT analysis for the issues
practices is followed at the marketplace. The wholesaler reported at the middlemen level shows that lack of
cum commission agents does too much of bargaining for standardization and grading of produce is the most
the produce and generally offers the price which they feel important factor for the middlemen. As per discussed with
suitable leaving the farmer producer frustrated. In the the WS/CA the lack of grading at producer level or at
absence of any market regulation the monopoly of market level force them to accept them for the same price
middlemen is becoming unbearable for the producer. Still level. There is no difference in pricing for vegetables
they don’t have any choices except obeying to the different quality, freshness and variety. The middlemen
middlemen because of selling risk of the produce which also find problem mixed quality in the same vegetable lot
encompasses again transportation, loading/unloading and and when it comes to retail sales much amount of
who knows there will be enough customers for the vegetables gets unsold because of poor quality.
produce in direct selling. The high perishability of the Ultimately the middlemen lose his profit and get
vegetables adds woos to the farmers. demotivated.

Unfair deduction by the market agent is a major cause Lack of storage facilities at middlemen’s level is
of concern for the farmers because there is no standard another vital factor and get second rank in RIDIT
practice being followed. Non availability of storage facility analysis. In the district of Bargarh there are only two to
at producer level makes the farmer to sell the produce three cold storages and there is no provision what so ever
overnight and depend on the middlemen. Lack of storage for storing the agricultural products in general and
facility also damages much produce. In addition to the vegetables in particular. The middlemen face multiple
unavailability of storage, poor infrastructure facility at problems in keeping their purchased vegetables if it is not
marketplace leaves the farmer producer disturbed. So the sold in the desired time period. This is a serious problem
above discussed factors are major cause of concern for all the parties involved in the supply chain of
related to marketing for the farmer producers and their vegetables starting from farmer to the retailer. The
actual share diminishes. wholesaler, CA and retailer look for quality produce from

Issues Reported at Middlemen’s Level: As farmer supply the right kind of produce makes them unhappy.
producers face numerous problem both related to The farmer producer don’t have access to right kind of
production and marketing like that the middlemen also seed, inputs, better technology, improved harvesting
face number of issues which is difficult to tackle and get techniques as well as picking and grading practices. This
rid of. Although the middlemen earn more margin than the all factors are the reason for the poor quality produce on
farmer producer still this margin goes in vein as they have the part of the farmers and this is the case of almost all the
to spend a lot of money in reaching the ultimate farmers in the district of Bargarh and particularly marginal
consumer, storage problems and uncertainty in getting and small farmers.
the right quality and quantity of produce. Many CA and The  other issues  of  concern   for   the  middlemen
wholesalers  take   the   produce   so   far   to   market  it as  par  as  the  RIDIT  analysis  goes  are  arrival of
that  damage  during  transportation  is  quite  obvious. producer and consumer in any particular market al. ways
The extreme perishability of the vegetable sometimes remain uncertain and arrival quantity of produce with
demotivates the middlemen to look for alternate options. producer always uncertain. This keeps the middlemen
The issues which are reported at the middlemen level are vague and it always remains risky to operate in the
arrival of producer and consumer in any particular market marketplace.   Sometimes   they   find   both   producers
al.ways uncertain (UAEC), arrival quantity of produce and  consumers  so that they cann’t math to the demand
with producer always uncertain (UAQ), lack of level and sometime the case is just the opposite. So is the
standardization and grading of produce (LSTG), lack of case with the quantity of vegetables arrival in a market
storage facilities at middleman’s level (LSF), lack of reason being particularly off season and weather
information regarding market prices of produce at condition.

the farmer seller. But inability on the part of the farmer to
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Issues Reported at Consumer’s Level: A sustained bargain price according to their own will and prices of
economic growth, rising per capita income and growing produce depend on both the parties that are the consumer
urbanization are ostensibly causing a shift in the and the retailer’s bargain ability. Problems of non-
consumption patterns in favour of vegetables. Also due availability of standardized and graded produce is one of
to emergence some health concerns like disease the prime issues which got third rank in RIDIT analysis.
prevention and health promoting properties, the demand This is one common reason of concern for both the
for the fresh vegetables among the population is middlemen and consumers. The market regulator should
increasing. look into this matter to improve the satisfaction level of

In the earlier sections, we have discussed issues and consumer and motivation level of the middlemen. The
problems being faced by the farmers and middlemen. But other issues are problems related to freshness of produce
there are some serious issues that the consumer reported and quality of produce. The consumers don’t get the
which need to be tackled carefully and immediately or else desired level of quality and also the fresh vegetables.
the profit and margin of both the farmers and middlemen Majority of consumers feel that they don’t get value for
will be at stake. Vegetable is a item which is now money as far as vegetables are concerned. 
Responses were taken from consumers across the
different areas of the district and more or less everybody CONCLUSIONS
has reported the similar kind of concerns. The issues that
are being reported at consumers’ level are problems of Vegetable business has attracted many farmers as it
non-availability of quality produce (NAQP), problem of is economically rewarding. Vegetables business provides
varied mixture of produce (VMP), high level bargaining ample opportunity for farmers to earn profit. The area
used (HB), very high fluctuation in prices of produce under the study i.e. Bargarh district is one of the largest
(HFP), problems related to freshness of produce (PFP), vegetables producing districts of the state Orissa. All the
problems of non-availability of standardized and graded vegetables farmers in the district have some concerns and
produce (NASG), problems related with poor storability of issues for which the productivity and profit is going down
horticultural produce (PS) and finally problems of and is not in line with their expectations. 
cheating during weighing of the produce (CWP). This paper has provided empirical evidence of issues

The consumers were given a questionnaire where faced by the different stakeholders in Bargarh district. It
their satisfaction level from the quality, variety etc of highlighted different problems faced not only by farmers
vegetables were enquired about and also they are asked but also other intermediaries. Farmers’ problems related to
to rate the different problems/issues known from the pilot both production and marketing were analyzed separately.
survey in a five point Likert scale.In this analysis the Middlemen’s and consumers’ issues related to value
Kruskal-Wallis W (77.04) is significantly greater than 2 creation from the system were also analyzed. Then these
(7 - 1) = 14.067, it can be inferred that the opinions about issues were ranked through RIDIT analysis to find the
the scale items among the respondents are statistically relative intensity of these factors’ influence on the
different. farmers, middlemen and consumers in getting their

From the RIDIT ranking analysis it was found that objectives fulfilled. The issues those were identified as
out of all the issues reported by the consumers and the important may be given highest priority when it comes to
level of weightage being given in the Likert scale the most policy formation at the government level.
important problem on the part of consumers is the very Some risk management strategies may be suggested
high fluctuation in prices of produce. This has been to uplift the morale of the farmers by which risk in the
observed from the behaviour of the respondent that they business can be minimized or controlled. Future
are very much unhappy with the high as well as contracting to avoid price fluctuation is one of the
fluctuating prices of vegetables. The interday and important risk minimization strategies along with contract
intraday price variation in vegetable prices is the major farming. Contract farming will help involving
cause of concern for consumers. It is understandable that arrangements as a commitment on the part of the
price depends on demand and supply pattern but too vegetable farmer to provide specific vegetables in
much variance in price pattern is beyond the quantities and at quality standards determined by the
understanding of consumers. purchaser and a commitment on the part of the purchaser

The second most crucial issues as reported and to support the farmer's production and to purchase the
found out of the analysis is the high bargaining used in vegetables. Crop insurance is another tool of risk
the marketplace. In absence of a fixed price the retailer management but there are some limitations like lack of
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timeliness in claims payments, inadequate risk sharing by 7. Devaraja, T.S., 2004. Producers v/s consumers price
the implementing agency etc. If crop insurance can be parity for the vegetables in rural and urban markets of
properly implemented at gram panchayats level then southern  Karnataka, Agricultural Marketing, 56(4):
majority of farmers’ risk would be minimized. Lastly some 52-59.
other strategies were also discussed like improving 8. Verma, M.R.,    K.K.    Datta,     S.    Mandal   and
marketing infrastructure and developing and A.K. Tripathi, 2007. Diversification of food
disseminating marketing information among farmers to production and consumption patterns in India, J.
save them from exploitations from middlemen. Farmers Agricultural and Food Information, 8(3): 87-100.
training program and group participation was also 9. Drollette, Sarah, A., 2009. Managing marketing risk in
suggested to minimized risk among farmers. agriculture, Department of Applied Economics,

Managerial Implications: This study aims at prioritization 10. Hanson, J., et al. 2004. Risk and risk management in
of issues involved in vegetable business in Orissa a state organic agriculture: Views of organic farmers,
in eastern part of India. The state’s economy largely Renewable    Agriculture     and     Food     Systems,
depends on agriculture and livelihood of good percentage 19: 218-227.
of population depends on it. Study on vegetable business 11. Chong, M., 2005. Perception of the risks and benefits
is important as it is treated as the cash crop and of Bt eggplant by Indian farmers, J. Risk Res.,
economically  more  rewarding  as  compared  to  the 8(7and8): 617-634.
paddy  crop.  Again  the  pricing   of   vegetable  product 12. Gallati, R., 2003. Risk management and capital
is determined locally and is more dynamic as no formal adequacy. USA: McGraw-Hill.
regulatory authority is in place. In this context it is 13. Just, R.E., 1974. An investigation of the importance of
important to identify the issues involved in vegetable risk in farmers’ decisions, American J. Agricultural
business and formulate the strategies to mitigate it. The Economics, 56: 14-25.
stake holders involved in vegetable business like- policy 14. Burgaz, F., 2000. Insurance systems and risk
makers, farmers, block authorities can focus on the major management in Spain. In: OECD (2000): Income risk
issues in the study and try to resurrect them. Some of the management in agriculture. France: OECD, pp: 107-13.
strategies suggested in the paper like future contracting, 15. Boehlje, M.D. and L.D. Trede, 1977. Risk management
crop insurance; contract farming etc. can be implemented in agriculture, Journal of the American Society of
for risk minimization and bring efficiency in the system. Farm Managers and Rural Appraisers, 41(1): 20-29.
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