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Beekeeping under rubber plantations in India is a potential source o f  maximising the net incot^fi and 
employment o f  rubber growers. But only less than 3 per cent o f  the actual potential is being commercially 
exploited. The oligopolistic structure o f  rubber honey market dominated by co-operatives and their 
inherent constraints like low working capital and institutional rigidities are the major factors attributing 
to low level o f  popularisation and adoption o f  beekeeping among rubber grow ers vis-a-vis commircial 

lion o f  rubber honey. Within these limitations, the achievements made in beekeeping by the 
Elavampadam Rubber Producers' Society (ERPS), a sm all voluntary association, with grow ers' 
participation at local level is worth noting in enhancing the income o f  rubber growers. Therefore, a 
consortium o f  more than I 200 Rubber Producers' Society existing across the traditional rubber growing 
regions can be an alternative institutional intervention to achieve the twin objectives o f  commercial 
exploitation o f  rubber honey and hive products and supplementing the income o f  rubber grower^ facing  
market unceruiinlics in the context o f  trade liberalisation since 1991-92.
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T h e  ra tiona le  o f  m ax im isin g  net fa m i incom e 
o f  sm all fanners^ espec ia lly  in the con lcx t o f  
m a rk e t  u n c e r ta in ty ,  is  w e ll d o c u m e n te d . 
B eek eep in g  u n d e r ru b b e r p lan ta tio n s  in  India, 
p a rticu la rly  in  K era la  an d  T am il N ad u , w h ich  
constitu tes 87 p e r  cen t o f  the  to tal a rea  (m ature  
an d  im m atu re ) u n d e r  ru b b e r p lan ta tions, is a 
p o ten tia l so u rce  to  m ax im ise  th e  n e t incom e 
and  em ploym ent o f  1 m illion  ̂ w e r s  depending 
on  natural rubber (N R ) w ith  an  average  holding 
size  o f  less th an  0 .5  ha. H ow ever, the  p o ten tia l 
o f  b e e k e e p in g  h a s  n o t re c e iv e d  a d e q u a te  
a t te n t io n  e v e n  in  th e  c o n te x t  o f  m a rk e t  
u n c e r ta in tie s  o f  N R  in  th e  p o s t-e c o n o m ic  
re fo rm s  p h a se  s in c e  199 1 -9 2 . B e e k e e p in g

u n d er ru b b e r p lan ta tio n s in  K era la  an d  T am il 
N adu has been  m ain ly  popu larised  by  tlie co ­
o p e ra tiv es . T h o u g h  th e  in te rv e n tio n  o f  c o ­
o p e r a t iv e s  in  b e e k e e p in g  u n d e r  r u b b e r  
p lan tations dates b a c k  to  1920s, due  to  inheren t 
lim ita tions o f  su ch  in stitu tio n s n o t o n ly  the  
p o te n tia l  o f  ru b b e r  h o n e y  re m a in s  u n d e r-  
ex p lo ited  bu t the  in co m e o f  g ro w ers  co u ld  no t 
b e  au g m e n te d  as w e ll. In  th is  co n tex t, an  
a t te m p t  is  m a d e  to  e x a m in e  th e  u n iq u e  
a c h ie v e m e n ts  m a d e  b y  a  sm a ll  v o lu n ta ry  
o r g a n is a t io n ,  th e  E la v a m p a d a m  R u b b e r  
P r o d u c e r s ’ S o c ie ty  ( E R P S ) ,  lo c a te d  in  
Palakkad  district in  north  K erala , w ith  g ro w ers’ 
participation  at local level, in  the  popularisation
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o f  b eek eep in g  an d  en h an cem en t o f  ne t incom e 
o f  ru b b e r g ro w ers . T h e  p ap e r a ssu m es p o licy  
level im p o rtan ce  in th e  b ack d ro p  o f  p o ten tia l 
o f  beekeep ing  as an  inconic  augm en ting  source 
an d  tiie fac to rs co n stra in in g  its po p u la risa tio n  
th ro u g h  co -o p era tiv es  a m o n g  ru b b e r g row ers.

A c c o rd in g ly , fo l lo w in g  a re  th e  m a jo r  
ob jec tiv es  o f  the  s tu d y  u n d e rtak en  b a se d  on  
p rim ary  su rvey  conductcd  du rin g  2003 am ong  
14 r u b b e r  h o n e y  p r o c e s s in g  u n i t s  a n d  
g o v e rn m en t p ro m o tio n a l ag en c ies  co n ce rn ed  
w ith  b eek eep in g  in  K era la  an d  T am il N adu .

i. To ex am in e  the  po ten tia l an d  ex ten t o f  
com m ercial exploitation  o f  honey  from  
ru b b e r p lan ta tions in  India, 

il  To analyse  th e  fac to rs co n stra in in g  the 
a d o p tio n  o f  b eek eep in g  u n d e r  ru b b e r 
p l a n t a t i o n s  w i th in  th e  e x i s t i n g  
in s t i t u t i o n a l  f r a m e w o r k  o f  c o ­
operatives,

E  To ex am in e  the  p e rfo rm an ce  vis-a-vis 
th e  in flu en c in g  fac to rs w ith  re sp ec t to  
E R P S  in  th e  p o p u la r i s a t i o n  o f  
b eekeep ing  under nabber p lan la lions at 
local level, and  

iv. T o  s u g g e s t  a l te rn a tiv e  p o lic ie s  fo r  
scaling up d ie institutional interventions 
to  e x p lo it the  u n ta p p e d  p o ten tia l o f  
ru b b e r h o n ey  so  as to  m ax im ise  the 
n e t fa m i incom e.

POTENTIAL AND COMMERCIAL 
EXPLOITATION OF RUBBER 

HONEY

T h e  m atu re  ru b b e r p lan ta tio n  as th e  p ro lific  
so u rce  o f  h o n ey  h a s  b e e n  w e ll d o cu m en ted  
(Jayaratnam , 1970; Suiyanarayana, 1980 ,1996; 
K V IC , 1996; W akhle  &  Pal, 1998). T h e  tw o 
s p e c ie s ,  A p is  c e ra u a  in d ic a .F  a n d  A p is  
m ellifera .F  a re  the  m a jo r so u rces  o f  h o n ey  
fro m  ru b b e r p lan ta tions. H ow ever, th o u g h  the

la tte r is m o re  eco n o m ica l in  te rm s o f  y ie ld  the  
fo rm er h as  b eco m e m o re  p o p u la r  o n  acco u n t 
o f  its  co m p arab le  in co m e  and  le sse r na tu ra l as 
w ell as  econom ic  risks com parcd  to  tlie fo m ie r 
(Jo se  e t al., 1999, 2002 ; N eliru  e t al., 2000). 
T h is  co u ld  be the  m a jo r reaso n  th a t m o re  than  
70  p e r  cen t o f  to tal h o n ey  p rocured  fro m  rubber 
p la n ta tio n s  is co n s titu te d  b y  Ind ica  cerana  
(V eerapu th ran  e t a l ,  2001).

T h e  incom e from  b eekeep ing  under rubber 
p lan ta tio n s d e p e n d s  o n  y ie ld , w h ic h  in  tu rn  is  
in flu en ced  by seaso n  and  co lony  density . For 
o b ta in in g  o p tim u m  y ie ld  the  av e rag e  co lony  
d en sity  co n sid e red  is 15-20  h iv es p e r  hec ta re  
o f  m a tu re  ru b b e r p lan ta tio n s  (H arid asan  e t a l., 
1987). W hile  the  reported  average p roductiv ity  
o f  h o n e y  a n d  b e e  w a x  fro m  a ll so u rc e s  is
8 . 6  kg  an d  20 0  g  resp ec tiv e ly  p e r  h iv e  (K V IC , 
1996), the average yield o f  honey and  w ax frofn 
ru b b er p lan ta tio n s is esU nialcd to be i 2  k g  and 
20 0  g  re sp ec tiv e ly  p e r  liive  fro m  A p is  cerana  
indica  an d  39  k g  and  800  g  re sp ec tiv e ly  p e r  
h ive fro m  A pis m ellifera  (C h an d y  e t a l , 1998). 
A l th is  y ie ld  level, b eek eep in g  is a  po len lia l 
in c o m e  a u g m e n tin g  s o u rc e  fo r  s m a ll  a n d  
m arginal farm ers (M athew , 2002; Joseph, 2002) 
as it con stitu tes  27  p e r  cen t o f  the  to ta l fam ily  
incom e an d  as a  p e rcen tag e  o f  in co m e from  
ru b b e r  a lo n e  it  is as h ig h  a s  4 2  p e r  c e n t  
( J a m e s k u t ty ,  2 0 0 0 ) .  T h e  p o te n t i a l  o f  
b eek eep in g  is m o re  ev id en t th a t tlie ex is tin g  
m ature  ru b b er p lan tations in  the  states o f  K erala  
an d  T am il N a d u , w h ic h  to g e th e r  c o n s titu te  
94 p er cen t u f (h c  nu ilu rc  ru b b er pian(u lions in 
Ind ia , c an  gen era te  an  an n u a l n e t in co m e  o f  
U S $163  p e r  hec ta re  (w w w .m an d aso fp u n eS . 
h o m eslead .co m ) an d  0 .15  m illio n  m an  d ay s  o f  
em p lo y m en t b esid es  a n  in c rem en ta l va lu e  o f  
o u tp u t o f  m o re  th an  U S $ 5 2 .2 0  m illio n  p e r  
an n u m  w ith o u t acq u irin g  add itio n a l land  at a 
m acro  level (V eerapu th ran  et al., 2001).

H o w e v e r , th o u g h  th e  m a tu r e  r u b b e r
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p lan ta tions in these  tw o  s ta tes acco u n t for an 
average honey potential o f5 4  (KK) nil |->erannuni 
dut'ini* Ihc t>ciioU iy95-y<> to  2002-03  (bused 
o n  th e  e s tim a tes  o f  C h ad y  et a l. , 1998 w ith  the 
a ssu m p tio n  th a t the  w h o le  h o n ey  is p ro d u ced  
by  A. cerana indica) o n ly  less th an  3 p e r  cen t 
o f  the  ac tual p o ten tia l co u ld  b e  co m m erc ia lly  
exploited during this period. T he otlier im portant 
h ig h  v a lu ed  h iv e  p ro d u c ts  a re  b ee  w ax , bee  
v en o m , po llen , p ro p lis , roya l je lly  etc. E x cep t 
fo r  b e e s  w a x  o n  a lim ite d  sca le , n o  o th e r  
p ro d u cts  arc  co m m erc ia lly  explo ited . T h o u g h  
the  fac to rs repoH ed to hav e  co n tribu ted  to  th is 
lo w  le v e l  o f  p o p u la r is a t io n  v is -a -v is  th e  
a d o p t io n  a . e  v a r i e d ,  th e  m a jo r  f a c to r s  
constrain ing the popularisation and  adoption are 
the  pers is ten ce  o f  co n sisten tly  d ec lin ing  fanii 
g a te  p rice  a t u n rem u n era tiv e  levels  and  lack  
o f  a w a r e n e s s  a b o u t  th e  p r o s p e c t s  o f  
b eek eep in g  am o n g  ru b b er g row ers, especially  
in K erala, evolving from  the existing institutional 
m echan ism s w ith  rigid structural characteristics 
o f  the  ru b b e r h o n ey  m arket.

STRUCTURAL CHARACTERISTICS 
OF HONEY MARKET

T h e  ex is tin g  institu tional se t u p  fo r p ro m o tin g  
b e e k e e p in g  u n d e r  r u b b e r  p la n ta t io n s  i s X  
d o m in a ted  by  the  co-opera tive  sec to r affiliated  
to  an d  reco g n ised  by th e  K hadi an d  V illage 
Industries C om m ission  (K V IC ) o f  G overnm ent 
o f  I n d ia  a n d  K e r a la  K h a d i a n d  V i l la g e  
In d u strie s  B o ard  (K K V IB ) o f  G o v ern m en t o f  
K e r a la  s u p p le m e n te d  w i th  th e  n o n ­
governm ental organisations (N G O s) like Young 
M e n ’s C h r i s t i a n  A s s o c ia t io n  ( Y M C A ) , 
M a lan ad  D ev e lo p m en t S o c ie ty  (M D S ) and  
p riv a te  co llec tio n  cen tres. T h ere  w ere  20 0  co ­
opera tive  societies in 1993-94 a ffilia ted  to  and  
reco g n ised  b y  the  K V IC  and  K K V IB  and  47 
p rivate  co llec tio n  cen tres  located  in ililTerciU 
reg ions u sed  to  p ro cu re  honey  p ro d u ced  from

rubber p lan ta tions (C handycV «/., 1998). But, 
n o w  o n ly  30  co -o p en itiv es  jcco g n ised  by  the 
K.K.VIU ( l y  N o s) an d  K V IC  (U N o s), tw o  
p ro cu rin g  an d  p ro cessin g  cen tres  (o n e  each) 
o vm ed  b y  the  K K V IB  an d  K V IV C , o n e  co ­
o p e r a t iv e  s o c ie ty ,  th e  M a r th a n d a m  
B e ek eep e rs’ S o c ie ty  (M B S ), affilia ted  to  the  
K V IC , tw o  N G O s an d  37  p riv a te  cg llec tio n  
c e n tre s  a re  e n g a g e d  in  h o n e y  p ro c u re m e n t 
o pera tions. W h en  m o re  th an  6 6  p e r  cen t o f  
the  h o n ey  is b e in g  p ro cu red  b y  the  recq g n ised  
a n d  a f f i l ia te d  so c ie tie s  a n d  p ro c u r in g  a n d  
p ro cessin g  cen tres  o f  K K V IB  and  K V IC  and  
M B S , a ro u n d  18 p e r  cen t is p ro cu red  b y  the 
N G O s an d  th e  re s t 16 p e r  cen t b y  th e  p riv a te  '  
c o l le c t io n  c e n tre s .  N o rm a lly , th e  h o n e y  
pr(x;uring co-operatives and  m ajority  o f  private 
co llec tio n  cen tres, a fte r p ro cu rin g  tlie honey, 
se ll it to  the  p ro cu rin g  and  p ro cessin g  cen tres 
o f  K K V IB  an d  K V IC  an d  M B S , w h ich , a long  
w ith  the  N G O s an d  six  priv a te  p ro cesso rs , are 
a lo n e  en g ag ed  in  h o n ey  p rocessing .

T h e  M B S , b e in g  the  lead in g  co -o p era tiv e  
society  p rocuring  and  p rocessing  honey  in  large 
quantity, announces the  procurem ent and  selling 
p rices  o f  ra w  as w ell as p ro cessed  h o n ey  p rio r 
to  the  co m m en cem en t o f  the  h o n ey  season. 
T h e  sam e  p rice s  are  v irtu a lly  b e in g  fo llow ed  
b y  a l l  o th e r  p r o c e s s o r s  w i th o u t  p r i c e  
c o m p e ti t io n  a n d  c o l lu s io n  e x h ib i t in g  th e  
structural characteristics o f  o ligopolistic  nature 
o f  h o n e y  m a rk e t .  G iv e n  th e s e  s t ru c tu ra l  
characteristics o f  the m arket, honey  is mariceted 
in raw  fo rm  (sem i p rocessed  co n d itio n  in b u lk  
fo rm )  to  A y u rv e d ic  a n d  U n a n i m e d ic in e  
m an u fac tu rers  an d  in p ro cessed  fo rm  th ro u g h  
private retail shops o n  com m ission  basis. S ince 
the  n u m b e r  o f  p ro c e ss in g  u n its  is le ss , tlie 
v o lu m e  o f  sa le  o f  p ro cessed  h o n ey  depends 
o n  the  p e rcen tag e  o f  co m m iss io n  g iv en  to  the 
r e ta i l  s h o p  o w n e rs  i.e. h ig h e r  th e  ra te  o f  
c o m m is s io n  h ig h e r  w il l  b e  th e  m a rk e t .  
H ow ever, the  ro le  o f  in tem ied ia rie s  co u ld  no t



be o b se rv ed  in  the  m ark e tin g  o f  ru b b e r  honey.
G iv en  tliis m ark e t, the  neg lig ib le  ra te  o f  

ad o p tio n  o f  b eek eep in g  vis-a-v is the  dec lin ing  
n u m b e r o f  p ro cu rin g  an d  p ro cess in g  un its  are  
th e  p h en o m en a , as  m en tio n ed  above , evo lv ing  
o n  acco u n t o f  th e  p rice  (fa rm  ga te ) p a id  b y  the 
processors, w h ich  has been  rem ain ing  declining 
a t u n rem u n era tiv e  level o v e r th e  years  (Table 
I) . It is in d ica ted  in  Table 1 th a t the  fa rm  ga te  
p r ic e  o ffe re d  b y  c o -o p e ra tiv e s  an d  p riv a te

co llec tion  cen tres  h as  been  d ec lin in g  fo r the  
la s t n in e  y e a rs  w h e re a s  th e  p r ic c  re a lis e d  
througli d irect selling fo r dom estic purposes has 
a lso  b een  declin ing  bu t rem ain in g  substan tia lly  
a t  h ig h e r level co m p ared  to  th e  form er.

L o w e r fa rm  g a te  p rice  is  th e  re flec tio n  o f  
lo w e r  se ll in g  p r ic e s  b e in g  re a l is e d  b y  th e  
p ro cesso rs  (Table 2). F ro m  Table 2  it is seen  
that the selling  prices o f  raw  honey  in  b u lk  fo rm  
as w ell as  the  re tail p rice  o f  p ro cessed  h o n ey

TABLE1
FARM GATE PRICES OF RUBBER HONEY (USS/KG)

Year Price paid by Price realised from  
direct sale by 
beekeepersCo-operatives* Private collection 

centres

1995-96 120 1.49 2.09 j
1996-97 I.IH 130 l.‘;7
1997-98 1 2 1 1.13 1 .8 8  ’
1998-99 1 .0 2 1 .0 0 1.43
1 9 9 9 ^ 0.97 0.97 138
2 0 0 0 0 1 0.92 0.92 1.42
2 0 0 1 - 0 2 0 .8 8 0 .8 8 136
2002-03 0.87 0.S7 1.76
2 0 0 3 ^ 0.91 0.91 2.17

Source: Survey data. * Includes 2 NGOs

TABLE 2
TRENDS INTHEPRICESOFRAWHONEY AND RETAILPRICEOFPROCESSED HONEY (US$/KG)

Year Raw honey price Retail price

1995-96 2 .1 1 Z83
1996-97 1.99 228
1997-98 1.59 2 J 0

1998-99 \51 2 2 1

1999-00 1^ ' 231
2 0 0 0 0 1 127 236
2 0 0 1 - 0 2 1 2 2 226
2002-03 1 2 0 223
2003-04 130 ' 2.44

Source'. Survey data



h av e  been  rem ain ing  stagnan t at declin ing  rate 
o v e r the  period .

T h e  sa les p rices  a re  m a in ta in ed  a t lo w er 
level b y  the  co -o p cra tiv es  m ain ly  w ith  a v iew  
to  susta in in g  th e  la rg e r sh are  o f  h o n ey  m arket 
by  avoid ing  the com m ission  based com petition  
o f  p riva te  p ro cesso rs . N orm ally , w h en  the  c o ­
o p era tiv es  o ffe r the  co m m iss io n  to  re ta ilers  in 
th e  r a n g e  o f  1 2 -1 5  p e r  c c n t  th e  p r iv a te  
p ro cesso rs  g iv e  it  in  the  ran g e  o f  25 -3 0  p er 
cen t a n d  v e ry  o ften  it  varies d ep en d in g  u p o n  
the  m ark e t cond itions. T h erefo re , considering  
the  rate  o f  co m m iss io n  the  p rivate  re ta il shop  
ow ners alw ay s p re fe r to buy  and  sell the  honey  
o ffe red  b y  p riv a te  p ro cesso rs . B u t as the  co ­
o p era tiv es  are  a lw ay s  co nstra ined  b y  inheren t 
co n s tra in ts  o f  lo w  w o rk in g  cap ita l, s to rage  
facilities an d  institu tional rig id ities th ey  are no t 
ab le  to o f ic r  the co m m issio n  as is be ing  given  
by the  p riv a te  p rocesso rs. H ence , in o rd e r to 
avoid  the risk  and  com petition  the  co-operatives 
sell 60 p e r  cen t o f  the  to ta l h o n ey  p ro cu red  in  
ra w  fo rm  an d  the  re s t in  p ro cessed  fo rm  a t 
reduced prices. T he honey supplied at negligible 
in v estm en t co sts  b y  the  m ig ra to ry  beekeepers 
o f  K an y ak u m ari d is tric t in T am il N ad u , w ho  
co n stitu te  m o re  th an  62  p e r  cen t o f  th e  total 
ru b b e r  h o n e y  p ro c u re m e n t ,  c o u ld  b e  th e  
p lausib le factor that the  honey  p rices are alw ays 
h e ld  a t  lo w e r  le v e ls  b y  th e  c o -o p e ra tiv e s  
(V e e ra p u th ra n  e t a l ,  2 0 0 1 ) . H is to r ic a lly , 
K anyakum ari district is popu lar fo r beekeeping. 
T h e  b eek eep ers  in  th is  d is tric t p ro cu re  honey  
froni the ru b b e r p lan ta tio n s in K erala , w hich  
acco u n ts  fo r 83 p e rc e n t  o f  the  to ta l a rea  under 
rubber plantations in India, by  riiigrating the bee 
co lo n ies  d u rin g  the  h o n ey  seaso n  an d  pay ing  
ren t in  k in d  fo rm  (2-3  k g  o f  ho n ey ) to  ovioiers 
o f  ru b b e r p lan ta tions.

T h e  d o m in an ce  o f  m ig ra to ry  b eek eep in g  
is the  d irec t o u tco m e  o f  th e  lack  o f  aw aren ess  
ab o u t th e  p ro sp ec ts  o f  b eek eep in g  am o n g  the 
native p lan ters in K erala. T h e  location  specific

operations o f  existing institutions are o ther m ajor 
fac to rs co n trib u tin g  to  the  la ck  o f  aw aren ess  
vis-a-vis low er level o f  adop tion  o f  beekeep ing  
in  K era la . F o r  instance , w h ile  the  M B S  and  
Y M C A  an d  th ree  p riv a te  p ro cesso rs  a re  the  
m ajo r honey  procuring institutions in N agercoil 
reg io n  o f  K anyakum ari d is tric t in  T am il N adu , 
th e  M D S  a n d  th e  o th e r  p r o c u r i / ig  a n d  
p ro cessin g  cen tre  arc  in  opera tio n  in iso la ted  
locations in  d iffe ren t p arts  o f  K era la . T h u s, it 
is ev id en t th a t the  d ec lin in g  fa rm  ga te  p rice  a t 
u n rem u n era tiv e  level an d  lack  o f  aw areness 
a b o u t th e  p ro sp e c ts  o f  b e e k e e p in g  a re  the  
m ajo r factors leading to  low er level o f  adoption  
am o n g  the  ru b b e r g row ers. In  th is  co n tex t, th e   ̂
l im ita tio n s  o f  c o -o p e ra tiv e  in s t i tu t io n s  in  
exp lo itin g  the  po ten tia l o f  ru b b e r h o n ey  need  
to  b e  c o n t r a s te d  w i th  th e  d i s t i n c t iv e  
a c h ie v e m e n ts  m a d e  in  b e e k e e p in g  b y  the  
E la v a m p a d a m  R u b b e r  P ro d u c e rs ’ S o c ie ty  
(E R P S ) in  K era la , th ro u g h  en su rin g  co llec tive  
ac tion  am o n g  ru b b e r g ro w ers  a t  local level.

THE CASE OF ELAVAMPADAM 
RUBBER PRODUCERS’ SOCIETY 

(ERPS)

R u b b e r  P r o d u c e r s ’ S o c ie ty  ( R P S )  i s  a  
v o lu n ta ry  a s s o c ia t io n  o f  r u b b e r  g ro w e rs  
o p e ra tin g  in  sm all c o m p a c t a re a s  h a v in g  a  
rad iu s  o f  2  to  3  k ilo m e tre s  w ith  th e  ac tiv e  
p a r tic ip a tio n  o f  th e  R u b b e r  B o a rd  w ith  its 
c ruc ia l ap p en d ag e  o f  techn ica l an d  financial 
supports  p rov ided  to  n ib b e r g row ers. T h e  R PS  
h elp s the g ro w ers  tlirough  the  acq u is itio n  and  
d issem in a tio n  o f  m o d e m  cu ltu ra l p rac tices , 
im p ro v em en t o f  p ro d u c tiv e  effic ien cy  o f  the ir 
ho ld ings, g ro u p  p rocessing  o f  the  c rop  to  a tta in  
h ig h er m arketab le  g rades vis-a-vis th e ir  prices.

T h e  E la v a m p a d a m  R u b b e r  P roducers*  
S ocie ty  (E R P S ), P a lak k ad  in  no rth  K e ra la  is 
one  su ch  so c ie ty  estab lish ed  in  1989. B esides 
its norm al activ ities, fro m  1992 onw ard s it has





processors rcccivcd only less tlian 32.61 per 
cent o f what the ERPS members realised 
during this period {Tables I  & 5). However, 
as the consumers are assured the supply of 
honey by ô her co-operatives at lower prices, 
the ERPS is also forced to sell the procured 
honey at reduced prices. In spite of its higher 
farm gate prices provided to beekeepers  ̂the 
ERPS could cam a net profit of US$1870.22 
by selling around 3 mt of honey during 2002-
03 as against a lower level of US$ 120.16 from 
the sale of a meagre volume of 121 kg during 
1998-99.

The ERPS has also earned profit by way 
of bifurcating the bee colonies and the details 
arc given in Table 4. The Tabh shows that 
during 1999-00 it purchased 42 colonies and in 
the next two consecutive years it could bifurcate 
240 and 210 colonies and sell 220 and 360 
colonics respectively and the respective net 
profits were US$1355.74 and US$1939.61. 
This profit is also the income of member 
growers in addition to the profit earned through 
the sale of honey to the ERPS.

In this context, the income accrued to a 
member beekeeper (excluding the profit share 
from ERPS) having a minimum of four bee

colonics is wortla noting and the details of his 
eaniings are given in Table 5.

From Table 5 it is clear that the beekeeper 
had only four colonies during 1998-99, from 
which he realised a net income of US$61.80. 
However, by 2002-03 he had 32 colonies 
through bifurcation, thus he could eam a net 
profit of US$824.55. The important point is that 
the whole achievement of the ERPS has been 
wilhin the inherent limitations applicable to all 
otlier processors. •

CONCLUSION

Thus, it is to be observed that the existing 
institutional intervention by the co-operatives 
is highly constrained in popularising beekeeping 
under rubber plantations vis-a-vis  
commercially exploiting honey in augmehting 
the net income of rubber growers. Besides, 
tlie high valued liive products remain completely 
unexplored. Therefore, rubber honey and hive 
products can be commercially exploited on a 
wider scale to supplement the income of rubber 
growers through a consortium consisting of 
more than 1 200 RPSs operating across regions 
in Kerala. This consortium, even by using the

TABLE4
PROFIT REALISED BY ERPS FROM COLONY BIFURCATION

Details 1999-00 2000-01 2001-02

Own colonics* 0 .0 0 0 .0 0 30
Colonics purchased* 42 fiO 1 2 0

Vuluc ofco lon ics purcluiscd 3K7.72 612.% 880.69
Colonics bifurcalcd* 0 .0 0 240 2 1 0

Colonics sold* 42 2 2 0 360
Value ofcolonics sold 436.19 216725 3396.94
Wages to workers 5.77 14930 41938
Feeding expenses 0 .0 0 4926 15727
Total expenditure 5.77 198.56 576.64
N et profit 42.70 1355.74 1939.61

Source: Thengumpally (2002) Note: •  in nos.; values in US$
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TABLES
INCOMEOF A RUBBERGROWERFROM BEEKEEPING

Details 1998-99 1999-00 2000-01 2001-02 2002-03

No. o f  colonics per iia 4 8 16 32 32
H oney produced (kg) 28 64 - 160 320 320
Price o fh o n e y /k g 238 1.73 1.64 136 134
Income firom honey 66.56 110.78 262.70 436.15 429.84
Colonics bifurcated (No) 4 8 16 48 60
Incomc realised 38.03 73.85 122.59 402.60 444.31
Expenditure* 42.79 6721 13135 251.63 49^0
Gross income 104.59 184.63 38529 838.75 874.15
Net profit 61.80 117.42 253.94 587.13 824.55

Source-. Thcnguinpally (2002) Nolc: Values in US$
* Since family labour is used, wages are not included in expenditure

conventional method of processing, can exploit 
the domestic as well as the growing export 
market o f honey (DGCIS, 2003). The scope 
o f honey market would be larger if  the 
consortium processes higher grades (lesser 
moisture content) o f honey through the adoption 
of modem processing plant, which can reduce 
the moisture contcnt in honey at any desired 
level. However, tlie establisliment of sucli a 
consortium has to be perceived within the 
limitations of the critical socio-economic factors 
such as the availability of bee forage, land and 
family labour. Since the larger size of holdings 
characterised by divci'silled cropping pailcrn 
ensuring availability o f bee forage and higher 
share of family labour participation are more 
in northern Kerala compared to the monocrop 
cultivation o f  NR in other regions 
(Veeraputhran et al., 2001), the consortium of 
RPSs in the northern region can make the 
initiative to popularise beekeeping among the 
rubber growers so as to achieve the twin 
objectives of commercial exploitation of honey 
from rubber plantations and supplementing Û e 
income of marginal and sub-marginal farmers.' 
Given this background, the achievements as 
illustrated by the ERPS substantiates the

relevance of co-operatives at local level with 
growers’ participation as alternative institutions 
for the sustaining income from beekeeping 
tlirough tlie economisation (colony bifurcation 
and hive products) with diversified marketing 
approaches. Therefore, as a prelude, the 
establishment of a consortium of RPSs in 
northern region of Kerala can play a vital role 
in enliancing tlie adoption of beekeeping and 
supplementing the income and employment of 
rubber growers facing market uncertainties and 
consequent prices of NR.
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Replanting

Useful tractor-mounted implements for replanting:

- Mulcher/Shredder
- Plant-hole Diggers
- C^behng Graders & Buckets
- Cover Crop Seeders
- Fertiliser Spreaders

Feel free to ask for special brocliure or demonstration.
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