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ABSTRACT
The present study was conducted during the years 2015-16 and 2016-17 in

Chhattisgarh Plains. This study aims to assess the socio-economic status of the turmeric
growers.

An Ex-post-facto research design was used in the present investigation. The state
comprises 27 districts and the NHM scheme has been implemented in 19 districts, out of
which 5 districts were selected purposively on the basis of maximum area and maximum
number of turmeric growers. From each selected districts, 2 blocks were selected purposively
on the basis of maximum area and maximum number of turmeric growers. From each
selected block, 4 villages were selected purposively on the basis of maximum area and
maximum number of turmeric growers.

A comprehensive list of beneficiaries respondents was collected from the Horticulture
Department. In order to reach required sample size of 160 beneficiaries respondents,

proportionate randomly method were used and equal numbers of non-beneficiaries

XVii



respondents were also selected randomly from same villages. In this way, a total of 320
farmers were considered as respondents to respond as per the interview schedule design for
the study.

Magjority of the beneficiaries respondents were middle aged, with middle school
education, belonged to other backward class, large family size, joint family, involved in one
organization of socia participation, medium farming experience, mixed type house, engaged
in labour, small farmer, occupied Vertisols type of land, having tube well, possessed one or
two bullock, annua income (X 1,00,001 to 2,00,000), credit acquired from co-operative
society, medium level of material possession, seed available from NHM office, seed storage
in ventilated room, naturally dry in sunlight, medium level of extension contact, medium
level of mass media exposure, medium level of scientific orientation, medium level of risk
orientation, medium cosmopoliteness, medium level of achievement motivation, medium
level of economic motivation, medium level of awareness, favourable attitude towards NHM,
medium level of knowledge and medium level of adoption, medium size of area, medium
level of productivity and belonged to middle class of socio-economic status.

Independent variables like education, social participation, house type, land holding,
farm power, annual income, credit acquisition, material possession, cosmopoliteness and
knowledge level had positive and highly significant association with socio-economic status of
the beneficiaries respondents, while, occupation, irrigation, extension contact, scientific
orientation, risk orientation and adoption had positive and significant association with socio-
economic status of the beneficiaries respondents, which means that an increase in variable
value results in an increase the impact of socio-economic status of the beneficiaries
respondents, while variables viz., caste, family size, family type, experience, soil type, seed
source, mass media exposure, achievement motivation, economic motivation, awareness and
attitude had a positive and non-significant correlation with impact of socio-economic status
of the beneficiaries respondents. Variables like age, storage and processing and value
addition had a negative and non-significant correlation with impact of socio-economic status
of the beneficiaries respondents.

Independent variables viz., education, land holding, soil type, irrigation, annual
income, mass media exposure, risk orientation, knowledge level and adoption level had a
positive and highly significant correlation with productivity of turmeric, while variables farm
power, extension contact and scientific orientation had a positive and significant correlation
with productivity of turmeric, which means that an increase in variable value results in an

increase the productivity of turmeric, while variables like age, socia participation,
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experience, house type, credit acquisition, material possession, seed source, storage,
processing and vaue addition, cosmopoliteness, achievement motivation, economic
motivation, awareness and attitude had a positive and non-significant correlation with
productivity of turmeric. Variables like caste, family size, family type and occupation had a
negative and non-significant correlation with productivity of turmeric.

The results of regression anaysis shows that out of 30 variables education, caste,
social participation, occupation, house type, farm power, annual income, material possession,
and economic motivation contributed highly significantly at 0.01 level of probability and
family size, annual income, and mass media contributed significant at 0.05 level of
probability towards socio-economic status of the respondents. Remaining variables could not
influence the socio-economic status of the respondents.

In case of non-beneficiaries respondents, mgority of the respondents were middle
aged, educated up to primary school, belonged to other backward castes, with medium family
size, having nuclear family, involved in one organization of social participation, medium
farming experience, mixed type house, engaged in labour, semi-medium land sized farmers,
occupied Inceptisols type of land, no irrigation sources, possessed one or two bullock, annual
income (X 1,00,000 to 2,00,000), credit acquired from co-operative society, medium level of
material possession, own seed source, seed storages in ventilated room, naturaly dry in
sunlight, medium level of extenson contact, mass media exposure, risk orientation,
cosmopoliteness, achievement motivation, economic motivation, awareness, favourable
attitude towards NHM, medium level of knowledge, adoption and having medium size of
area, low level of productivity and lower middle class socio-economic status.

Independent variables viz., education, socia participation, house type, occupation,
land holding, annual income, credit acquisition, farm power, material possession,
cosmopoliteness and knowledge level had a positive and highly significant correlation with
impact of socio-economic status of the beneficiaries respondents, while the variables like soil
type, mass media exposure, risk orientation and adoption level had a positive and significant
correlation with impact of socio-economic status of the non-beneficiaries respondents, which
means that an increase in variable value results in an increase in the impact of socio-
economic status of the non-beneficiaries respondents, while variables caste, family size,
family type, irrigation, seed source, processing and value addition, extension contact,
scientific orientation, achievement motivation, economic motivation, awareness and attitude
had a positive and non-significant correlation with impact of socio-economic status of the

beneficiaries respondents. Variables like age, experience and storage had a negative and non-

XiX



significant correlation with impact of socio-economic status of the non-beneficiaries
respondents.

Independent variables viz., land holding, irrigation, credit acquisition, scientific
orientation, risk orientation, knowledge level and adoption level had positive and highly
significant correlation with productivity of turmeric, while, education, social participation,
soil type and material possession had positive and significant correlation with productivity of
turmeric, which means that an increase in variable vaue results in an increase the
productivity of turmeric, while variables like caste, experience, house type, farm power,
annual income, seed source, storage, processing and value addition, extension contact, mass
media exposure, cosmopoliteness, achievement motivation, economic motivation, awareness
and attitude had a positive and non-significant correlation with productivity of turmeric.
Variables such as age, family size, family type and occupation had a negative and non-
significant correlation with productivity of turmeric.

The results of regression anaysis shows that out of 30 variables education, caste,
house type, occupation, farm power, material possesson and mass media exposure
contributed highly significant at 0.01 level of probability and family size, socia participation
and annua income contributed significant at 0.05 level of probability towards socio-
economic status of the respondents. Remaining variables could not influence the socio-
economic status of the respondents.

The major constraints faced by the respondents were unavailability of processing unit,
followed by high cost of manure and fertilizers and high cost of seed rhizomes.

The suggestions given by the respondents were assured selling prices of turmeric,
followed by processing unit should be available and seed materia should be available in low

price.
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CHAPTER-I
INTRODUCTION

Agriculture is livelihood for about 70.00 per cent of the Indian population.
It plays a pivotal role in respect of socio-economic status of people in general and
rural people in particular. Dry land agricultural production in India is dominated
and has the stigma of low productivity. Our farming is stilled subjected to the
natural calamities coupled with uncertainties leading to variations in a crop yield.
However, India has 54.7 per cent of cultivable land and varied climates. With
sunshine round the year it is the world’s best country to grow crops round the year.
The area under irrigation is about 33.00 per cent of the net area sown. While 67 per
cent of total net cultivated area (136.8 m ha) comes under rainfed lands spread over
177 districts. Rainfed crops account for 48 per cent area under food crops and out
of it 68 per cent of the area under non-food crops. Thus, India has a great scope
and potential in the production of horticultural crops, which includes fruits,
vegetable, spices, floriculture and plantations. Area under horticulture is around 20
million hectares. The recent emphasis on horticulture in our country consequent to
the recognition of the need for attaining nutrition security and for more profitable
land use brought about a significant change in the outlook of the growers (Gulkari,
2011).

Horticulture sector account for 30 per cent of India’s agricultural GDP from
8.5 per cent cropped area. It has over the years, emerged as a growth engine of
agriculture, making a significant contribution to agricultural GDP. Diversified and
accelerated agricultural growth is critically dependent upon the development of
horticulture sector. It plays a vital role in improving the productivity of land,
generating employment ameliorating the economic condition of farmers and
entrepreneurs and enhancing exports. India’s horticulture sector is fascinatingly
diversified and covers a wide range of fruits, vegetables, tuber crops, flowers,
mushroom, spices, medicinal and aromatic plants and variety of plantation crops

(Anonymous, 2010).



India produces a wide variety of fruits, vegetables, root and tuber crops,
flowers, ornamental plants, medicinal and aromatic plants, spices, condiments,
plantation crops and mushrooms. These crops form a significant part of total
agricultural produce in the country. All horticulture crops put together covered
nearly 23.7 million hectares area with an annual production of 268.8 million tonnes
during 2012-13 (Anonymous, 2013). Though these crops occupy about 10.7 per
cent of the gross cropped area, they contribute over 30 per cent to the agricultural
Gross Domestic Product and 37 per cent of total export of agricultural
commodities in the country. The area and production of horticultural crops have
increased considerably as compared to the situation a couple of decades ago. The
area under horticulture crops has increased from 16.3 million ha in 2002-03 to 23.7
million ha in 2012-13 with the corresponding increase in production from 144.4
million tonnes to 268.8 million tonnes. Thus, there has been an unparalleled
increase in area and production during this period amounting to 45.3 and 86.1 per
cent, respectively. So the horticulture sector is expected to play a major role in the
overall development of agriculture in the country in the coming years.
Furthermore, the Indian farmers are eager to find new avenues for diversifying
their crops through interventions in horticulture. Horticulture plays an important
role in livelihood security of poor farmers. It provides food security and perennial
source of income to poorest of poor. It is a dynamic tool for ensuring ecological
sustainability.

National Horticulture Mission (NHM) has been implemented in 2005-06 in
18 States and 3 Union Territories of India excluding the states covered under
Horticulture Mission for North East and Himalayan States (HMNEH) to promote
holistic growth of the horticulture sector covering fruits, vegetables, root and tuber
crops, mushroom, spices, flowers, aromatic plants, cashew and cocoa. HMNEH is
a separate Technology Mission restructured in 2002-03 for integrated development
of horticulture in North Eastern States including Sikkim and the states of Himachal
Pradesh, Jammu & Kashmir and Uttaranchal. During XI plan, the assistance from
Government of India will be 85 per cent with 15 per cent contribution by the State

Government.



The Missions objectives include steps to promote holistic growth of the
horticulture sector through area based regionally differentiated strategies, to
enhance horticulture production and to assure nutritional security and income
support to farm households and others, to establish convergence and synergy
among multiple on-going and planned programmes for horticulture development.
Beside these, to generate employment for skilled and unskilled peoples, especially
unemployed youth.

The Centrally Sponsored Scheme of National Horticulture Mission (NHM)
is being implemented in 19 districts of Chhattisgarh state viz. Surguja, Raigarh,
Korba, Bilaspur, Kabirdham, Durg, Jagdalpur, Raipur, Rajanandgaon, Jaspur,
Korea, Balodabazar, Gariaganj, Baloda, Bemetre, Mungeli, Balrampur, Surajpur
and Kodagaon.

Major activities being undertaken in the programme are production and
distribution of planting material, vegetable seed production, area expansion,
rejuvenation of old and senile orchards, creation of community water resources,
protected cultivation, IPM/INM, organic farming, pollination support, development
of post harvest management and marketing infrastructure and human resource
development.

The focus crops identified under the programme include Mango, Cashew,
Litchi, Patchouli, Jamrosa, Vetivera, Citriodora, Chrysanthemum, Marigold,
Cycalyptus, Chillies, Garlic and Coriander. National Horticulture Mission in the
Chhattisgarh state was effectively launched in the year 2006-07. Initially 7 districts
out of the 21 districts have been included in the mission. The main focus had been
on four major crops viz. Mango, Litchi, Cashew and Lime. Along with the main
five crops namely Chilli, Ginger, Garlic, Coriander and Turmeric have been taken
up essentially as inter crops. Later in the year 2007-08, four additional districts
namely Raipur, Korea, Jashpur and Rajnandgaon were included in the action plan.
In recent years, six new crops were included in the list of main crops, they were
Jamun, Aonla, Ber, Bael, Sitaphal and Banana and crops such as Lemon grass,
Patchouli, Khus, E. citriodora, Palmarosa, Jamarosa, Alovera, Sarpagandha,

Ashwagandha and Bach have been selected as intercrop.



Turmeric is one of the important cash crops in India. India is the larger
producer and exporter of turmeric in the world. Turmeric occupies about 6 per cent
of the total area under spices and condiment products in India. In the year 2012-13,
turmeric cultivation was 194 thousand ha with the production of 971 thousand
tonnes. It reached to 233 thousand ha with the production of 1190 thousand tonnes
in the year 2014-15 (Anonymous, 2015).

Chhattisgarh is also one of the important states of turmeric cultivation. In
the Chhattisgarh state cultivated area of turmeric is about 11.021 thousands ha with
production of 113.34 thousand tonnes (Anonymous, 2014). Looking to the sizeable
area of turmeric in Chhattisgarh state the present investigation was carried out

during the year 2015-16 and 2016-17 with following objectives.

OBJECTIVES
1. To study the socio-personal, socio-economic, communicational and socio-
psychological profile of turmeric growers
To study the knowledge and adoption level of turmeric growers
To study the attitude of turmeric growers towards NHM
To identify the benefits received by the turmeric growers under NHM

“w»ok wN

To assess the impact of NHM on area, productivity and socio-economic status
of turmeric growers
6. To determine the constraints and obtain the suggestions from turmeric growers

regarding turmeric cultivation

NEED AND IMPORTANCE OF THE STUDY

The NHM has completed initial phase of its implementation in the
Chhattisgarh state. Hence, its impact assessment in terms of outcomes and
constraints would be useful for the policy makers. This study deals with some of
these aspects and it is a departure from earlier literature in terms of its focus on
issues related to horticultural crops at the macro as well as micro levels in the
Chhattisgarh State. The main objective of this research is to know the status of
farmers due to participation in the NHM programmes and knowledge of farmers
about the package and practices of turmeric crops and its adoption along with the

awareness of the Mission. Further, it seeks to highlight the status of horticultural



crops at the district and state levels. In addition, it is tried to assess the prospects of
increasing the area and productivity of horticultural crops and income generation

and assets created due to the implementation of the National Horticulture Mission.

SCOPE OF THE STUDY

Today horticultural crop gives remunerative return to the farmers and
improve the socio-economic condition of the farmers. The present study which
considers that due to the National Horticulture Mission there is change in socio-
economic status of the farmers, who have joined mission during its initial stage.
Their improved status may inspired to other farmers who have not still joined the
mission.

The present study would be useful to the executors of various Agricultural
Development Programme designed for upliftment of farmers. The present study

was to make necessary change so as to make the mission totally successful.

LIMITATION OF THE STUDY

As it is true of any scientific investigation carried out by a student
researcher, this study also had the following limitation.
1. The findings of the study were based on verbal expression of the respondents
therefore the findings were conditioned by the extent of reliable and verbal
information provided by the respondents selected farmers for the purpose of
investigation.
2. Due to the limitation of time and other resources this study could not be taken up
in a large area. It was confined to only five districts of Chhattisgarh plains.
3. In spite of the limitations, the findings of the study would provide a better
insight indentifying the impact of National Horticulture Mission on socio-
economic status of the farmers by the improvement of farmers in terms of increase

of area and productivity under NHM in the study area.



CHAPTER-II
REVIEW OF LITERATURE

One of the important aspects of research is the review of past literature. The
researchers have to review the concerning literature at every stage. It is not a one short
exercise but a continuous process, while going through the literature the researcher
gets acquainted with the subject matter, techniques and material and guides his effort
in desirable direction. Through review, researcher comes to know about the methods,
procedures and technique as well as results of past studies. It provides clues and
guidance throughout the research process. Steady efforts were made to compile
research findings of the research studies possessing more or less similar
characteristics. The present chapter incorporates all the relevant literature developed in
India and abroad related to turmeric cultivation by the farmers under following heads

A brief account of related studies has been furnished under the following
heads:

2.1 Socio-personal characteristics

2.2 Socio-economic characteristics

2.3 Technological characteristics

2.4 Communicational characteristics

2.5 Psychological characteristics

2.6 Impact of NHM on Socio-economic status of turmeric growers
2.7 Impact of NHM on Productivity of turmeric

2.8 Constraints

2.9 Suggestions

2.1 Socio-personal characteristics
2.1.1 Age
Das and Puzari (2010) revealed that majority of the women (42%) were in the

young age group of 25-35 years. Adoption and diffusion studies indicated that young



farmers exhibited more interest and were open to newer ideas and the predominance of
younger age farm women in the present study supports the similar views.

Kumar et al. (2010) indicated that age of the respondents varied from 25 to 65
years. Most of the respondents (50%) belonged to the age group of 37 to 47 years,
27.50 per cent belonged to the age group of 25 to 37 years and the remaining 22.50 per
cent respondents were in the age group of 47 to 65 years.

Poonia and Dhaka (2011) indicated that majority of the respondents (40.00%)
belonged to middle age group, followed by young age (35.00%) and old age (25.00%)
group.

Waghmare and Kadam (2011) indicated that majority of the respondents
(50.84 %) were from young age group. While 37.50 per cent and 11.66 per cent were
from middle and old age group, respectively.

Yadav et al. (2012) revealed that in GAP adopter group maximum growers
(30%) were having the orchards in the age group of above 50 years. It was followed
by 21 to 30 age group (25%), 31 to 40 group (22.50%), 41 to 50 age group (12.50%)
and 10 to 20 age group (10%). Whereas, 10 per cent orchard of GAP non adopter
group were above 50 years age, followed by 31 to 40 age group (30%), 41 to 50 age
group (15%) and 10 to 20 age group (12.50%).

2.1.2 Education

Vishnugouda et al. (2011) observed that maximum respondents (35%) were
high school passed. About 33 per cent of respondents were middle school passed,
followed by college graduates (21%) and functionally literate (10%).

Fartyal and Rathore (2014) revealed that the maximum percentage (27.55%) of
respondents had education up to middle level. Among them, 34.69 per cent were
women followed by men (20.40%). It is important to note that about one fourth
(24.49%) of respondents had high school level education which constituted 20.40 per
cent of men and 28.57 per cent women. There were 18.37 per cent of respondents who
had passed primary level education which constituted 12.24 per cent of men and 24.48

per cent women. It is also important to note that 14.28 per cent respondents had passed



intermediate education which constituted more than one fourth (26.04%) of men and
only 2.04 per cent women. Overall only eleven farmers were illiterate; among them
16.32 per cent were women and 6.12 per cent men. There were only four men who
were graduates.

Singh and Verma (2014) showed that majority of the beneficiaries are not able
to attain high level of education. As such 33.00 per cent of the beneficiaries were
having education up to primary school and illiterate were 28.00 per cent. Beneficiaries
having education up to Junior high school and high school were 22.50 and 19.00 per
cent, respectively. 15.50 per cent beneficiaries were having the education up to
intermediate level. However, only 12.50 per cent beneficiaries were graduates. It can
be derived from the above data that maximum number of beneficiaries belongs to poor
educational background (Illiterate and Primary school).

Jana et al. (2016) revealed that most of respondents (73%) had up to primary
level of education and at the lowest 5 per cent of respondents had graduate and above
level of education. Other levels of education were secondary level (13%) and higher
secondary level (9%).

Seemaprakalpa (2016) indicated that 88 per cent and 86 per cent women
entrepreneur were illiterate. Fourteen per cent and twelve per cent were educated up to
primary level. Hence, 87 per cent of women entrepreneurs were illiterate and 13 per
cent were educated up to primary level. Similar findings are also observed in the

earlier study conducted by Rao (1991).

2.1.3 Caste

Shukla and Sharma (2010) showed that majority of the respondents (52%)
belonged to agricultural caste. The remaining 48 per cent of the respondents were
from other castes. It showed that sericulture is more popular in agricultural castes,
followed by scheduled tribe and scheduled castes as an auxiliary occupation.

Jobpaul and Rao (2011) revealed that highest percentage (28.89%) was
recorded under marginal farmers category, followed by medium, small and large

farmers. The highest percentage of farmers (33.88%), under other castes, recorded



under the category of large farmers followed by medium, marginal and small farmers.
Similarly, under backward castes, medium farmers (32.54%) occupied first place
followed by marginal farmers, large farmers and small farmers. Among the scheduled
castes, the percentage of marginal farmers (36.89%) were more followed by small,
medium and large farmers. In the scheduled tribe community, the small farmers
(34.00%) percentage was the highest followed by marginal, medium and large
farmers.

Reza and Arshad (2012) found that majority of the respondents among the
small producers (35.73%) were scheduled caste, 25.33 per cent were schedule tribes,
16.80 per cent were general and 15.20 per cent OBC and 6.94 per cent were minority.
It has been shown that vast majority of the small producers belonged to scheduled
caste and followed by tribal community of Tripura. The rural poor have a direct
relation with bamboo and their socio-economic development.

Gupta and Dey (2014) showed that majority of the respondents (54.50%) of
Lumding were from scheduled castes followed by 7.20 per cent of other backward
classes and 32.90 per cent were from general castes.

Mugadur and Hiremath (2014) showed that SC and ST households were 40.00
per cent and OBC were 33.33 per cent and others were 26.67 per cent. The majority
group of households were belongs to SC/ST.

2.1.4 Family size

Andhari et al. (2010) revealed that 55.00 per cent of the respondents had
family size between 5 to 7 members, followed by 37.33 per cent of the respondents
had up to 4 members family size.

Patil et al. (2010) observed that more number of respondents (42.86%)
belonged to small family size, followed by big (32.86%) and medium (24.29%) family
size. The present situation of continuous fragmentation of family for self growth might
have favoured results.

Deshmukh et al. (2011) indicated that majority of farmers (55.67%) had four

to six members in their family, followed by 29.33 per cent had seven to ten members
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and 8.17 per cent had one to three members. About 6.83 per cent had more than ten
members in the family.

Badodiya et al. (2012) revealed that majority of the beneficiary respondents
(52.67%) had medium size of family (5-8 members), followed by 29.33 per cent big
(above 8 members) and 20.00 per cent of the beneficiaries respondents had small size
of family.

Verma et al. (2014) observed that half (50.00%) of the Kherigarh farmers had
medium size family, followed by large (30.00%) and small (20.00%) size family.

2.1.5 Family type

Shukla and Sharma (2010) showed that majority of the respondents (76%)
were having nuclear family and the remaining 24 per cent of the respondents were
having joint families.

Waghmare and Kadam (2011) revealed that 50.84 per cent respondents
belonged to nuclear family system and 49.16 per cent respondent’s belonged to joint
family system.

Mohanraj and Karthikeyan (2012) found that almost all the beneficiaries
(96.67%) were belonged to nuclear family and only 3.33 per cent of the beneficiaries
had joint family.

Nand et al. (2012) indicated that most of the members having single or nuclear
family were 47 per cent and joint family 53 per cent.

Seemaprakalpa and Mishra (2014) observed that majority of the respondents
belonged to nuclear families (93.33%) and remaining belonged to joint families

(6.67%).

2.1.6 Social participation

Vishnugouda et al. (2011) revealed that 46.25 per cent of respondents were
having official position in one or more organizations and 23.75 per cent of them were
involved in community work. About 30 per cent of pomegranate growers were having
no official position in socio-political organization. Only 30.0 per cent of pomegranate

growers were not involved in any socio political participation. It can be concluded that



socio-political participation of the respondents was very high. It means they can
positively influence policies related to pomegranate cultivation and implementation of
technologies.

Waghmare and Kadam (2011) indicated that majority of the respondents
(57.50%) had participated in social organization to a medium extent, while 29.17 and
13.33 per cent of the respondents had participated in social organization to low and
high extent, respectively.

Salunkhe et al. (2012) revealed that the nearly half of agro-service providers
(45.00 %) and the majority of beneficiaries (55.00%) had membership in one
organization, followed by 30.00 and 28.00 per cent of them had membership in more
than one organization with position and 25.00 and 17.00 per cent of agro-service
providers and beneficiaries hadn’t any membership, respectively.

Patil et al. (2014) found that 31.00 per cent of the respondents were members
of service co-operative society and 20.00 per cent and 11.00 per cent of the
respondents were occasionally and regularly participate in the organization activities.
The possible reason may be that, these organizations are functioning at the village
level and most of them had taken loan from farmer’s service co-operative society for
various agricultural purposes. As a result, they might have participated in the
activities. Majority of the respondents never participated in the activities of taluka
panchayat and zilla panchayat. As these organizations exist at taluka and district level,
respectively. Hence, majority of them might have felt inconvenient to attend the
meetings as well as the participation is open for members only and hence the result.

Verma et al. (2014) revealed that more than half of the Kherigarh farmers
(52.50%) were the members of one social organization, followed by no social
participation (35.80%), membership in more than one organization (7.50%) and office

bearers (4.20%).
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2.1.7 Farming experience

Jaganathan et al. (2009) revealed that 47 per cent of the respondents had
medium level of experience in vegetable cultivation, followed by 35 per cent high and
18 per cent of them low level of experience in vegetable cultivation.

Andbhari et al. (2010) found that majority of the respondents (59.33%) were
found to have 3 to 5 years of farming experience, whereas, 21.33 per cent were
observed with more than 6 years of farming experience.

Poonia and Dhaka (2011) showed that 57.50 per cent of the respondents had
medium (5-10 years) level of experience about vegetable cultivation, followed by
26.67 and 15.83 per cent of them had low and high experience, respectively.

Patil et al. (2014) observed that 64.00 per cent of the khol crop growers were
cultivating khol crop from 8 years. Whereas, 19.00 per cent of the farmers belonging
to “up to 3 years experience’ and 17 per cent of the farmers have ‘more than 10 years
of experience’.

Verma et al. (2014) found that majority of the Kherigarh farmers (38.33%) had
medium experience, followed by high (32.50%) and low experience (29.16%) in
rearing of Kherigarh breed.

Dhalpe and Dawane (2016) illustrated that about 76.67 per cent of respondents
were having higher experience more than 20 years, followed by 15.83 per cent of them

10 to 20 years and 7.50 per cent were having up to 10 years experience.

2.1.8 House type

Singh et al. (2009) indicated that majority of the farmers (48.00%) had
kachcha house, followed by 31.00 per cent had mixed and 21.00 per cent of the
respondents had pucca house.

Shukla and Sharma (2010) showed that majority of the respondents (66%) had
kuccha housing facility followed by 27 per cent respondents with pucca house. Only
seven per cent of the respondents had mixed type of house.

Savita et al. (2011) observed that 100 per cent respondents were owned one

house before implementation of the project. However, there was an increase from



‘zero’ per cent to 10.66 per cent of respondents owned two houses after
implementation of Community Based Tank Management Project. The probable reason
may be due to increased level of income after implementation of Community Based
Tank Management Project might have motivated them to construct more number of
houses.

Vishnugouda et al. (2011) found that almost 75 per cent of respondents were
having concrete home, followed by 12.50 per cent with brick walled and thatched.
Another 12.50 per cent of respondents were having concrete and double storied type
of house. No shed thatched and mud walled thatched type of house was found. This
clearly indicates average standard of respondents. This in totality indicates that most
of them are with good resources.

Nand et al. (2012) observed that maximum number of members (50%) having
kutcha mud house were predominant, followed by 40 per cent of them have mixed

house and rest 10 per cent of them had pucca house.

2.2 Socio-economic characteristics
2.2.1 Occupation

Deshmukh et al. (2011) found that agriculture is the main occupation of most
of the respondents (70%), followed by sheep rearing (18%) and daily wages labour
(12 %).

Salunkhe et al. (2012) showed that about two fifth of agro-service providers
(37.00 %) and nearly half of beneficiaries (48.00%) had farming + animal husbandry
+ business as their major occupations, followed by 34.00 and 16.00 per cent were
having farming + animal husbandry + service and 29.00 and 36.00 per cent were
having farming only by agro service provider and beneficiaries, respectively.

Mugadur and Hiremath (2014) showed that the occupation and structure of the
village. There are 30 workers including 19 mens and 11 women engaging themselves
in different activities the occupation data were agriculture in male ratio is 5 (16.66)
and female is 1(3.33), agriculture labour is 4 (13.33) in male and 5(16.66) in female.
Non agriculture is 3(10) in male and 2 (6.66) in female. Job members are 5 (16.66)
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male and female are nil. There are no business holders in village, others occupation
male is 2(6.66) & in Female 3(10) & overall 30 sampling in Mangundi village.

Prakalpa and Mishra (2014) revealed that majority of the respondents, engaged
in dairy and clothing construction (25%), followed by clay work (13.75%), making
donapattal (12.50 %) and minimum respondents were engaged in weaving (5 %).

Kashyap (2015) indicated that maximum proportion of the participants who
were professionals (74%), semi professionals (22.8%) and clerks/supervisors/shop
owners (34.0%) belonged to the categories of upper class, upper middle class and
lower middle class, respectively. On the other hand, skilled worker respondents
mainly fall in the categories of lower middle (21.0%) and upper lower (19.5%). About
24.4 per cent of the semi-skilled participants were lying in the category of upper lower
and 53.7 per cent of the unskilled participants lie in the category of SES status in terms
of occupational stress was calculated within the SES status.

2.2.2 Land holding

Kumar et al. (2010) indicated that 52.50 per cent of the respondents had “semi-
medium” operational land holding, followed by 22.5 and 17.50 per cent respondents
had “small” and “medium” operational land holdings, respectively. Only 7.50 per cent
of the respondents had “large” operational land holdings. Thus, it can be concluded
that majority of the respondents were having. “Semi-medium” operational land
holding. The total area under capsicum crop of the sampled farmers was 48.25 acres,
out of which only 4.56 acres area was under protected capsicum cultivation.

Savita et al. (2011) found that, there was a slight increase in the percentage of
farmers belonging to medium farmers’ category from 33.34 per cent before to 40.67
per cent after and large farmers from 19.34 per cent before to 20.66 per cent after. In
case of small farmers, there was decrease from 36.66 per cent before to 30.67 per cent
after. There was decrease in the percentage of marginal farmers from 10.66 per cent
before to 8.0 per cent after implementation of Community Based Tank Management
Project.

Veer et al. (2011) revealed that 32.50 per cent of the farmers had small size of
land holding.



Gamanagatti and Dodamani (2016) revealed that average size of the land
holding was 1.29 ha, 2.65 ha, and 7.77 hectares for small, medium and large farmers,
respectively and the respective leased in lands held by them was included 0.06 ha,
0.27 ha, and 0.81 hectares. Bt cotton was the most popular commercial crop in the
study area as average area allocated for the Bt cotton was 0.89 ha, 1.7 ha, and 3.98
hectares for small, medium and large farmers, respectively.

Patel et al. (2016) observed that majority of the beneficiary farmers (48.00%)
were small farmers having 1.01 to 2.00 ha of cultivable land. Whereas, majority of the
non-beneficiary (44.00%) farmers were marginal farmers having up to 1.00 ha of
cultivable land.

Shukla and Gupta (2016) indicated that out of 100 farmer in each category-
adopter and non-adopter, the highest number of 60 farmers (60%) belonged to
marginal size of holding, followed by 20 per cent farmers belonged to small and 20
per cent medium/large categories, respectively, maximum number of sample farmers

from adopter and non- adopter were taken because of small size of holdings.

2.2.3 Soil type

Dhruw (2014) showed that the farmers group about 70.32 per cent of the land
belonged to kanhar type of soil. Whears, 19.54 per cent under matasi, 9.68 per cent
under dorsa and 0.46 per cent bhata soil.

Pradham (2017) explained that most of the respondents (97.50%) were
occupied Entisols types of soil, followed by Inceptisols type of land (77.92%) and
Alfisols type of land (68.33%). It was also found that about one fourth of the
respondents occupied Vertisols type of land.

2.2.4 Irrigation facilities
Andhari et al. (2010) revealed that 37.33 per cent of the respondents tomato
growers had fair irrigation facilities, followed by the 33.00 and 29.67 per cent which

of them poor and good irrigation facilities, respectively.
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Deshmukh et al. (2011) revealed that in case of irrigated land, 69 of the
respondents (76.67%) has 0 to 2.5 acres, followed by 11 respondents (12.22%) has 2.5
to 5 acres and 10 respondents (11.11%) have more than 5 acres.

Savita et al. (2011) indicated that there were increase in number of wells from
23.34 per cent before to 42.00 per cent after implementation of the project. Similarly,
in case of bore well it increased from 12.00 per cent before to 19.34 per cent after
implementation of Community Based Tank Management Project.

Sharma et al. (2011) revealed that 71.67 per cent of the respondents had
medium level of irrigation potentiality about garlic cultivation, followed by 17.50 per
cent low and 10.83 per cent high, respectively.

Dessalegna et al. (2014) found that about 17.1, 38.6, 24.3, 11.4, and 8.6 per
cent of respondents in the study area irrigate their mango trees at < 10 days interval,
11-20 days interval, 21-30 days interval, > 30 days interval and no irrigation,

respectively.

2.2.5 Farm power

Singh et al. (2009) noticed that more number of the respondents (36.0%) had
diesel engine/ electric motor, 21.0 per cent have bullocks and only 11.0 per cent used a
tractor as farm power. About 32.0 per cent respondents had no farm power.

Shukla and Sharma (2010) revealed that majority of the respondents (71%) had
1-2 drought animals, followed by 16 per cent of respondents who had 3-4 drought
animals. The percentage of respondents who had 5-6 drought animals was equal to the
percentage of respondents with no drought animals (5%). There was only one farmer
who had tractor.

Savita et al. (2011) revealed that the percentage increase in the number of
bullocks by the respondents having one pair increased from 25.34 per cent before to
41.34 per cent after implementation of Community Based Tank Management Project.
It was evident that two pairs of bullock owned by the 5.34 per cent respondents after
implementation of Community Based Tank Management Project. The respondents

having power tiller was increased from zero to 1.34 per cent after implementation of



community based tank management project. The respondents owned sprayer increased
by 30.0 per cent before to 41.34 per cent after implementation of the project and same
in case of dusters increased from 6.00 per cent before to 11.34 per cent after
implementation of community based tank management project. The respondents
owned tractors (1.34%) remained as same before and after implementation of
Community Based Tank Management Project.

Nand et al. (2012) observed that most of the members have not any owned
land, 95 per cent had neither draught animal / tractor / power tiller and only 5 per cent
had 1-2 draught animals.

Sharma et al. (2016) found that majority of the farmers (83%) kept animals
between 2 to 5 which indicated that either milk production was only for home
consumption or if extra could have sold to the cooperative societies to meet out

domestic needs.

2.2.6 Annual income

Badodiya et al. (2011) indicated that after the engaging of respondents in
MNREGA programme, a higher percentage of the beneficiaries (59.09%) increased
their annual income up to Rs 5000 to 9000/- and belonged to medium income
category, followed by 30.91 per cent beneficiaries increased their annual income
above Rs 9000/- and belonged to high income category, whereas only 10.00 per cent
beneficiaries increased their annual income up to Rs 5000/- and belonged to low
income category.

Salunkhe et al. (2012) revealed that the majority of agro-service providers
(52.00%) and beneficiaries (60.00%) had medium level of annual income, followed by
25.00 per cent each had higher level of annual income and 23.00 and 15.00 per cent of
them had lower level of annual income, respectively.

Prakalpa and Mishra (2014) found that majority of the respondents belonged to
family having monthly income of Rs. 250-500 and 700-above (30%), followed by
27.50 per cent in the monthly family income of Rs.500-700 and minimum (12.50%)
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were in the monthly family income of Rs. up to 250 Rs. Majority of the respondents
were having the monthly income more than Rs. 500 per month.

Chavai and Kadam (2016) revealed that 54.16 per cent of the respondents
possessed medium level (Rs. 3,50,001 to 4,65,000) of additional gain in income from
yield of pomegranate. While, 16.67 per cent of the respondents possessed low level
(Rs. 3,50,000) of additional gain in income. Further, it was found that 15.84 per cent
and 13.33 per cent of the respondents possessed moderate (Rs. 4,65,001 to 5,42,500)
and high (Rs. 5,42,501 and above) additional gain in income, respectively. From the
above findings it can be concluded that majority of the respondents were found in
medium level (Rs. 3,50,001 to 4,65,000 Rsha-") of income from pomegranate.

Santosh and Bheemappa (2016) indicated that high per cent of respondents
were noticed in medium levels of economic motivation (72.66%), innovative
proneness (59.33%) and achievement motivation (54.33%), followed by distribution in
management orientation (46.00%) and medium risk orientation (37.33%). Similarly, a
high percent of respondents belonged to intermediate level of decision making ability

(64.67%).

2.2.7 Credit acquisition

Bolarinwa and Fakoya (2011) disclosed that majority of farmers (64.0 and
76.0%) obtained credits from relative/ friends and moneylenders, respectively while
12.0 and 25.6 per cent of farmer’s secured loan from commercial banks and Nigeria
Agricultural and Rural Development bank. It is obvious that farmers depended on
informal creditors who charge exorbitant interest rates. They have not been able to
exploit the low interest rate charge by formal credit institution.

Sharma et al. (2011) observed that 63.33 per cent of the respondents had
medium level of credit orientation about garlic cultivation, followed by 25.00 per cent
high and 11.67 per cent low level.

Singh (2014) revealed that the majority of the respondents (55.00%) had
acquired the credit. Whereas, 45.00 per cent respondents had not acquired the credit.
Out of the credit acquiring respondents (total 88) the majority of the respondents



(70.46%) had taken the short term credit, followed by medium term credit (29.54%)
and none of the respondents had taken long term credit.

Devaki et al. (2015) showed that 45.00 per cent of the farm women availed
credit, while the remaining 55.00 per cent had not availed any credit provided by
various sources. Among those who availed credit, most of the respondents (40.00%)
obtained credit from private sources, followed by nationalized banks (31.00%), Co-
operatives (22.00%) and traders (7.00%).

Grandhi et al. (2016) observed that 55.83 per cent of the respondents has
received less number of loans, followed by average number (35.00%) and 9.17 per

cent had taken more number of loans.

2.2.8 Material possession

Shukla and Sharma (2010) indicated that 77 per cent respondents were
possessing bullock carts and 43 per cent possessed bicycle/moped. The number of
farmers who possessed radio, chairs and deshi plough were 11, 15 and 61 per cent,
respectively.

Vishnugouda et al. (2011) showed that 50 per cent of the respondents had
possessions of either five to ten farm animals or materials such as gobar gas/pump
set/motor cycle. More number of farmers were found to possess motor cycles than
farm animals. Data showed that two categories had 18.3 per cent of respondents
showing 29 either two to three farm animals or materials like bullocks/radio/improved
farm implement/news paper/electricity etc. Only 13.4 per cent of respondents had
either more than ten farm animals or materials (tractors/automobile). The finding
shows that possessions of respondents were of medium to high level there by showing
their medium standard of living.

Nand et al. (2012) observed that maximum number of members (85%)
possessed radios, cycles and chairs of their own and only 5 per cent had radios, cycle
and chair and T.V. and rest 10 per cent had only chairs.

Kumari and Laxmikant (2015) found that the majority of trained and untrained

women belonged to category II (Traditional material like radio, cycle, chair and
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watch), followed by category I (Having negligible material possession) and category
IIT (Modern household appliance and material like pressure cooker, T.V., gas stove,
sewing machine, refrigerator and moter cycle).

Soni et al. (2016) indicated that majority (57.50 and 75.00%) of the
respondents possessed medium level of material possession, followed by 39.00 and
13.00 per cent and 3.50 and 12.00 per cent of them possessed low and high level of

material possession respectively before and after joining SHG.

2.3 Technological characteristics
2.3.1 Storage
Modi et al. (2010) observed that a high per cent of respondents had knowledge
about types of storage losses (91.67%) and keeping mango fruits in plastic trays as the
best method of storage (90.00%). Whereas, practice of maintaining optimum
temperature for storage of mango fruits was known to less than one-third of
respondents and very least percentage (10.83%) were knowing that chilling injury
leads to reduction in fruit quality and method for increasing shelf life of fruits.
Bheemudada and Natikar (2016) revealed that 18.33 per cent of the farmers
had knowledge about recommended storage practices. The reasons may be due to the
fact that more number of the Ginger growers were having medium level education
with medium level of farming experience medium level of extension contact and mass

media which might had this kind of results.

2.3.2 Processing and value addition

Kamble and Soni (2009) observed that improved boiling pot retained 3.33 per
cent essential oils and 2.30 per cent curcumin as against 2.93 and 2.57 per cent,
respectively in traditional boiling pot. Also it was observed that turmeric rhizomes
boiled for 35 minutes in improved potgave uniform colour than rhizomes boiled for 25
and 45 minutes.

Anantkawlas (2014) reported that about 80 per cent of turmeric produced in

India is consumed for domestic kitchen use in food preparations, 8 per cent at hotels



and tourist complexes, 6 per cent in manufacturing of Pharmaceuticals, cosmetic
products and ayurvedic medicines and 6 per cent being exported in various forms.
Venkatesan and Vijayalakshmi (2015) showed that the overwhelming majority
(75.83%) of the farm women expressed their feelings for high to very high training
needs in packaging and branding. The other important activities under food processing
in which the majority of the respondents expressed high to very high training needs

was, value addition of vegetables (68.34%).

2.4 Communicational characteristics
2.4.1 Extension Contact

Venkataramalu et al. (2004) indicated that 35.83 per cent of the respondents
contacted private agency extension personnel 'once in a week’. While, 25.00 per cent
had contact with village level. Worker 'once in a month' and 25.00 per cent had
contact with Agricultural Officer (A.O.) whenever problem occurs. 15.83 per cent and
12.50 per cent per cent of respondents were contacted university scientists 'whenever
problem occurs' and extension personnel 'once in a month', respectively.

Poonia and Dhaka (2011) observed that majority of the respondents (65.00%)
had low level of extension contact, followed by 29.16 per cent medium level and 5.84
per cent of the respondents had high level of extension contact.

Garg et al. (2013) reported that about 54 per cent of the respondents had
medium level of extension contacts. Whereas, more than one fourth per cent of the
respondents (26.66%) had high level and rest of the respondents (19.17%) had low
level of extension contacts. Only 26 per cent of the respondents maintain the high
extension contacts. Rest of the respondents may solve their problems by discussing
either among their elders or fellows.

Sajeev and Saroj (2014) found that among the cashew farmers, majority (68%)
had low extension contact, while 23 and 9 per cent farmers had medium and high

extension contact, respectively.
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Girawale et al. (2016) revealed that majority of farmers (62.85%) had medium
level of extension contact, followed by low (21.42%) and high (15.71%) level of

extension contact.

2.4.2 Mass media exposure

Patil et al. (2010) revealed that a more than one-third of the respondents
(35.00%) were noticed to be medium mass media users. Further the detailed analysis
of mass media use shows that a majority of respondents were regularly watching
agriculture programmes in Television (73.57%), followed by Radio (36.00%),
Newspapers (32.86%) and farm magazine (22.86%). The more inclination towards
audio-visual type of programmes and possession of TV sets might be the reasons for
the situation.

Gondkar et al. (2012) observed that the mean mass media score was 8.03. The
scores ranged very closely from 6 to 13, indicated that consistency among the
respondents on their mass media exposure. The frequencies did not fall into a normal
distribution, skewed towards the higher side of exposure to mass media. A majority
(53.35%) of farmer had high level of mass media exposure.

Garg et al. (2013) studied in the terms of viewing farm telecast, listening to
radio programmes, reading magazines, newspaper, package of practice, etc. The
respondents were placed into three categories i.e. low, medium and high by using
range method. It was quite clear that about 50 per cent of the respondents had medium
mass media exposure, whereas 35 per cent of them had low mass media exposure.
Possible reason for less mass media exposure may be that farmers may not be free at
the time of telecast/broadcast of agricultural programme on T.V. and radio.

Singh and Verma (2014) found that in KVK Shahjahanpur, the group
meeting/discussion had mean score 5.42, followed by folder/leaflet/pamphlets (4.42),
demonstration (3.66), farm magazine (2.83) and Agricultural Scientists (2.53) got the
rank order L, IL, III, IV and V, respectively. Further input dealer (2.19), television/radio
(2.13), newspaper (1.77), block officials (1.11) and farmer’s fair (0.19) got the rank
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order VI, VII, VIII, IX and X, respectively. It was same trend found in KVK
Ghaziabad.

Devaki et al. (2015) observed that 57.00 per cent of the farm women had low
level of mass media exposure followed by high (43.00%) level. Illiteracy, poor socio-
economic status and lack of leisure time might have deprived them from getting access
to various mass media sources.

Jana et al. (2016) noticed that the radio is playing an important role in
disseminating agricultural technologies to farming communities. It is a very
convenience mass media to access information compare to other impersonal media
and it was reported by nearly about half of respondents (46%). At the lowest 4 per cent
of respondents told that they collected information from book. Other impersonal
sources were T.V. (25%), Newspaper (9%), magazine (6%), internet (5%) and kisan
call centre (7%).

2.5 Psychological characteristics
2.5.1 Scientific orientation

Venkataramalu et al. (2004) implied that when 'medium' and 'high' scientific
orientation level of respondents were combined together the percentage is about 90.00
per cent which is a good sign and speaks of interest of respondents to view the things
scientifically, Since the majority of the respondents were literate they might have
keenly interested in the scientific aspects of chilli cultivation.

Sunil and Manjula (2010) reported that nearly an equal per cent (43.33%) of
the trained and untrained respondents had medium level of scientific orientation,
followed by 35.00 and 28.33 per cent of the trained and untrained belonged to high
level of scientific orientation, respectively.

Jha (2012) indicated that the majority of the respondents (57.50%) had low
level of scientific orientation, while 35.83 and 6.67 per cent of them had medium and
high level of scientific orientation, respectively.

Mohapatra and Sahu (2012) observed that 56.25 per cent of the respondents

had low level of scientific orientation, whereas 35.00 per cent of the respondents had
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low level .Thus only 08.75 per cent of the respondents belonged to high level of
scientific orientation.

Shriwas et al. (2015) showed that majority of the respondents (84.17%) had
medium level of Scientific— orientation, followed by 10.00 per cent, who had low
level of scientific—orientation and 5.83 per cent of respondents had high level of

scientific orientation regarding brinjal production technology.

2.5.2 Risk orientation

Venkataramalu et al. (2004) reported that medium level of risk orientation was
noticed by 73.33 per cent of chilli farmers, however high risk orientation was noticed
by 15.00 per cent of respondents. On the contrary, 11.67 per cent of farmers possessed
low risk orientation.

Marbaniang et al. (2011) reported that about 19.26 per cent of the respondents
with agriculture + dairy had high level of risk orientation, followed by agriculture +
non-farm (17.78%) who had medium risk orientation. As nearly half of the
respondents (47.40%) were educated up to primary school, the respondents really had
capacity to take decision under uncertainty and can also withstand the uncertainties in
their activity. Thus, an individual can progress in his/her day-to-day livelihood
activities.

Gondkar et al. (2012) indicated that majority of the entreprencurs (73.3%)
found to have medium risk orientation, followed by 11.7 per cent entrepreneurs having
low risk orientation and 15 per cent high risk orientation.

Khalache et al. (2012) revealed that 90.00 per cent of the respondents had
medium level of risk orientation, followed by 5.00 per cent had low and high,
respectively.

Modi et al. (2013) showed that 50.00 per cent of the respondents had medium
risk orientation, followed by 24.17 and 25.83 per cent were found to possess high and
low risk orientation. Lack of technical knowledge on improved post- harvest practices,

low economic returns on investment, lack of financial support and labour problem



might have forced the respondents to take medium level of risk in post-harvest

management practices.

2.5.3 Cosmopoliteness

Andhari et al. (2010) indicated that more than half of the respondents (56.33%)
had medium cosmopoliteness, followed by 22.33 per cent of them had low
cosmopoliteness and 26.33 per cent had high cosmopoliteness.

Sunil and Manjula (2010) revealed that 41.66 and 38.33 per cent of the trained
and untrained respondents had medium level of cosmopoliteness, followed by low
(31.66 and 28.33%) and high (26.66 and 33.33%) level of cosmopoliteness,
respectively. This type of results is due to the fact that the cities/towns are nearer to
the village of the respondents with the availability of good transport facilities.

Veer et al. (2011) showed that majority of respondents (55.83%) had medium
level of cosmopolitness, followed by 27.50 per cent of the respondents had low and
16.67 per cent of high cosmopolitness.

Khalache et al. (2012) observed that most of the respondents (60.00%) had
medium level of cosmopoliteness about cotton growers, followed by 27.50 per cent
low and 12.50 per cent high level of cosmopoliteness.

Kumari and Laxmikant (2015) indicated that maximum percentage of trained
women were having medium level of cosmopolitness, followed by high and low level
whereas in case of untrained women, mostly were having low level of

cosmopoliteness followed by medium and high level.

2.5.4 Achievement motivation

Kumar and Sharma (2009) indicated that 70.00 per cent of the respondents had
medium level of achievement motivation, followed by 17.50 and 12.50 per cent of
them had low and high, respectively.

Nagesh et al. (2011) revealed that 80.84 per cent of respondents had medium
achievement motivation, followed by 11.66 and 7.50 per cent of respondents having

low and high achievement motivation, respectively.
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Modi et al. (2013) indicated that majority of respondents (64.16%) belonged to
medium level of achievement motivation, followed by low (19.17%) and high
(16.67%) level of achievement motivation. Not confident of higher returns and lack of
confidence to practice improved management practices might be reasons for the
results.

Fartyal and Rathore (2014) evidents that majority of the respondents (71.43%)
had medium level of achievement motivation, followed by low (19.39%) and 18.36
per cent men had high achievement motivation which very clearly depicts the status of
women in our society where women are most of the time suppressed to aim high.

Boruah et al. (2015) observed that majority of the respondents (61.67%) had
medium level of achievement motivation, whereas 20.83 per cent respondents high

and 17.50 per cent of them had low level of achievement motivation.

2.5.5 Economic motivation

Jaganathan et al. (2009) found that a higher percentage of the respondents
(71%) had medium level of economic motivation, followed by 17 per cent low and 12
per cent high economic motivation, respectively.

Patil et al. (2010) foud that around equal per cent of respondents were noticed
in low (40.71%) and high (36.43%) economic motivation. The inclination of the
respondents to take up successful organic farming with the available facilities might
have favoured the situation.

Marbaniang et al. (2011) revealed that economic motivation was highly
significant associated with the livelihood activities. About 18.52 per cent of the
Tibetan rehabilitants with agriculture + dairy had high level of economic motivation,
followed by agriculture + non-farm (17.04%) who had medium level of economic
motivation. This shows that there was a significant difference between the selection of
livelihood activities and economic motivation among the Tibetan rehabilitants.

Nagesh et al. (2011) indicated that majority of the respondents (65.83%) had
medium economic motivation, followed by 18.33 and 15.84 per cent of the

respondents belonging to high and low economic motivation groups, respectively.
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Jha (2012) observed that the majority of the respondents (55.83%) had medium
level of economic motivation, followed by 26.67 and 17.50 per cent who had high and
low level of economic motivation, respectively.

Patil et al. (2014) revealed that majority of the khol crop growers (61.00%) had
medium level of economic motivation. Whereas, 24.00 and 15.00 per cent of the
farmers belonged to low and high level of economic motivation categories,

respectively.

2.5.6 Awareness about NHM

Rai and Singh (2008) revealed that majority of respondents (60%) had partial
awareness, whereas a very low proportion (15%) is having complete level of
awareness. Thus, it can be concluded that only 25 per cent of respondents had
incomplete awareness regarding recommended watershed practices.

Jaganathan et al. (2009) indicated that majority of the respondents (63.00%)
had medium level of awareness about organic farming practices, followed by 17 per
cent high and 10 per cent low level of awareness about organic farming.

Veer et al. (2011) observed that majority of respondents (81.67%) found in
unaware group, whereas only 18.33 per cent of respondents were in aware group about
‘MARKNET".

Singh et al. (2016) indicated that most of the respondents (46.67%) were
having high level awareness about National Horticultural Mission, followed by 27.50
per cent of respondents were with medium level of awareness and 25.83 per cent of
the respondents were having low level of awareness.

Sonawane and Neware (2016) revealed that majority (61.74%) of the
respondents had ‘medium’ awareness about adverse effects of pesticides, while
remaining 20.00 and 18.26 per cent of the respondents had ‘low’ and ‘high’

awareness, respectively. On an average, awareness of the respondents had 17 score.
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2.5.7 Attitude towards NHM

Jaganathan et al. (2009) indicated that majority of the respondents (64%) had a
favorable attitude, followed by 22 per cent of them less favorable and 14 per cent of
the respondents had most favorable.

Rai et al. (2012) examined the attitude of NHM beneficiaries and non-
beneficiaries under this study. In almost all the statements regarding attitude, the mean
score values of attitude of beneficiaries were higher than non-beneficiary. The average
mean score values of attitude showed by the beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries were
2.47 and 1.60, respectively. The calculated ‘t’ value was 15.85 at 5 per cent level. This
was declared to be significant. This clearly shows that as regards the attitude, there
was a significant difference between beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries for NHM.

Waghmode et al. (2013) observed that 47.50 per cent of the respondents
possessed favorable attitude towards NHM, followed by 35.00 per cent and 17.00 per
cent of the respondents possessed neutral and unfavorable attitude, respectively.

Pagaria (2014) indicated that majority of the farmers (83.3%) were found to be
favourable in the feeling about vermicompost technology. Nearly one fourth of the
farmers (24.7%) were found to be favourably disposed towards vermicompost. Only
12 per cent farmers were observed to be unfavourable in the reaction about
vermicompost. The farmers in general were thus favourable in their feelings towards
vermicompost production but due to lack of detailed knowledge about this technology
they were not undertaking its production. The persuasion through regular guidance
trainings, demonstration and required infrastructure seems to be essential.

Smitha et al. (2017) illustrated that two fifth of the farmers (40.00%) had
neutral attitude towards GT followed by 28.00, 22.00 and 10.00 per cent with
favourable, most favourable and unfavourable attitude, respectively. None of them had
strongly unfavourable attitude. It can be concluded that half of the farmers (50.00%)

who adopted GT had favourable to most favourable attitude.
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2.5.8 Knowledge level of turmeric growers

Gupta et al. (2010) indicated that the maximum number of respondents
(62.98%) had low level of knowledge, followed by medium (21.64%) level of
knowledge and high (15.38%) level of knowledge about the side effects of pesticide.

Meena et al. (2010) revealed that half of the respondents (50.00%) fell in
medium level of knowledge group whereas, 35.83 per cent rose growers were
observed in the low level of knowledge group and remaining 14.16 per cent
respondents possessed high level of knowledge about improved rose cultivation
technology.

Sasane et al. (2010) revealed that almost all of the brinjal growers had
complete knowledge about selection of soil and preparatory tillage operations,
transplanting irrigation management, harvesting. Majority of brinjal growers had
complete knowledge about intercultural operations (91.67%), selection of seeds
(87.50%), varieties (80.00%), nursery management (72.50 %), planting methods
(90.00%) and spacing (87.50%) and 72.50 per cent farmers had complete knowledge
about plant protection.

Badhe and Saiyad (2011) concluded that majority of the brinjal growers
(62.50%) had medium level of knowledge regarding recommended practices of
brinjal, while 21.67 and 15.83 per cent of brinjal growers had high and low level of
knowledge, respectively.

Gaikwad et al. (2011) revealed that more than half of the extension personnel
(54.05%) belonged to medium knowledge level whereas, 28.57 per cent of
respondents belonged to high knowledge level category and 17.37 per cent of the
respondents belonged to the category of low knowledge level.

Thombre et al. (2013) observed that majority of the grape growers (63.33%)
had medium level of knowledge while, 23.33 per cent of them had low and only, 13.34
per cent of the grape growers had high level of knowledge.

Chavai et al. (2015) reported that most of the turmeric growers had complete
knowledge of drying of turmeric (100%), storage in gunny bags (99.09%), polishing
by using drum (92.72%) and testing of boiled turmeric by hand pressing (92.72%).
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However, 58.18 per cent of them had complete knowledge in storage of turmeric
incold storage, while 67.27 per cent of them had partial knowledge about scientific
method of boiling.

Singh et al. (2015) observed that majority of the on-campus trainees (71.20%)
had high level of knowledge, followed by medium level of knowledge (25.60%) and
low level of knowledge (3.20%), whereas in case of off-campus trainees 78.40 per
cent respondents had medium level of knowledge, 12 per cent had high level of
knowledge, followed by 9.60 per cent had low level of knowledge.

2.5.9 Adoption level of turmeric growers

Karpagam (2006) indicated that 65.83 per cent of the respondents belonged to
medium adoption category with mean adoption score of 69.13, followed by 17.50 and
16.67 per cent of the respondents belonging to high and low adoption categories with
mean adoption scores of 84.00 and 53.93, respectively

Sasane et al. (2010) revealed that almost all brinjal growers had complete
adoption about selection of soil and preparatory tillage. Majority of growers had
complete adoption about intercultural operations (93.34%), irrigation management
(92.20%), harvesting (89.17%), nursery management (42.50%), fertilizer management
(35.00%) and transplanting (52.50%).

Sawant et al. (2013) observed that majority of the respondents had medium
adoption level with respect to recommended package of practices for turmeric
cultivation and only comparatively small percentage had high level of adoption.

Ovhar and Wakle (2013) revealed that two third of the farmers (56.67%) were
included under medium category of adoption level of improved cultivation practices,
followed by low level of adoption (22.22%) and 21.11 per cent farmers were found in
high level of adoption of improved cultivation practices of turmeric.

Babu et al. (2015) observed that a large number of tribal farmers still practice
the traditional method of cultivation of turmeric. Turmeric is cultivated in slop with or
without terraces and in plains as a sole crop and intercrop. Dughi, Jobedi, Katigia,

Local, Lakadong, Ranga, Rasmi and Suroma varieties of turmeric are grown in



Odisha. Turmeric is cultivated by the farmers of Odisha for home consumption, seed
purpose and for source of income. It has been observed that technological
interventions like rhizome treatment, soil application of Trichoderma (bio-control
agent) in well rotten cow dung, wood ash, crop rotation, mulching, plant protection
measures increased rhizomes yield by tune of 20-30 per cent at farmers field.

Chavai et al. (2015) revealed that majority of the turmeric growers had high
adoption in harvesting of the turmeric at 8-9 months (83.64%), traditional method of
boiling (90.00%), drying (100%), polishing of turmeric by using drum (98.18%),
grading of the turmeric (100%) and storage of turmeric in gunny bags (95.25%).
Adoption to the medium extent in testing of boiled turmeric by use of sticks (41.82%)
and use of warehouses for storage (24.55%). Turmeric grower had low adoption in
scientific method of boiling (07.27%) and use of cold storage for storage of turmeric

(04.55%).

2.6 Impact of NHM on socio-economic status of turmeric growers

Dubey et al. (2008) revealed that 43.33 per cent of the on campus trainees had
medium socio-economic status, followed by low socio-economic status (36%) and
only 20.67 per cent had higher level of socio-economic status. whereas, in case of on-
campus trainees 55.33 per cent had low socio-economic status, followed by 42 per
cent medium level and only 2.67 per cent had high level of socio-economic status.
Thus, it can be concluded that the on-campus trainees had higher socio-economic
status than the off-campus trainees. The calculated value of ‘Z’ was found to be 5.23,
which was greater than the table value of ‘Z’ (1.96) at 5 per cent level of significance.

Singh et al. (2009) indicated that majority of the farmers (66%) belonged to
medium socio-economic status, followed by 18.00 per cent to low socio-economic
status. While, 16.00 per cent farmers possessed high score category of socio-economic
status.

Bolarinwa and Fakoya (2011) made comparison between the socio-economic
scores of beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries. The results show that 16.0 and 73.6 per

cent of beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries were belonged to low socio-economic
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status, respectively. Credits availability accounted for majority (84.0%) of
beneficiaries in above average SES, while 26.4 per cent of non-beneficiaries belonged
to the same categories. Generally beneficiaries have higher SES than non-
beneficiaries, a result of the accessibility to credit, which enable them to purchase
many SES items, which non-beneficiaries could not afford.

Roy et al. (2013) revealed that most of the farmers (55%) belonged to medium
SES category, followed by 26.67 per cent of farmers belonged to low SES category
and 18.33 per cent farmers belonged to high SES category.

Singh and Verma (2014) found that 77.50 per cent beneficiaries were from
medium socio-economic status group, while 39.00 per cent beneficiaries were from
high socio-economic status group. 33.50 per cent beneficiaries were from lower socio-
economic status group. Thus, it can be concluded that majority of beneficiaries were
from medium socio-economic status background.

Singh et al. (2015) revealed that the majority of the on-campus trainees
(45.60%) had medium socio-economic status, followed by low socio-economic status
(36.80%) and only 17.60 per cent had higher level of socio-economic status, whereas,
in case of off-campus trainees 53.60 per cent had low socio-economic status, while
41.60 per cent medium level and only 4.80 per cent had high level of socio-economic
status. Thus, it can be concluded that the on-campus trainees had a higher socio-
economic status than the off-campus trainees. The calculated value of ‘Z’ was found
to be 5.16 which was greater than the table value of ‘Z’. It is thus concluded that there
was significant difference between trainees on and off-campus regarding their socio-
economic status.

Chinchmalatpure (2016) reported that nearly half of the respondents (46.80%)
had medium level of socio-techno-economic changes followed by 28.40 and 24.80 per
cent of the respondents had low and high level of socio-techno economic changes,
respectively. Thus, it can be concluded that majority of the respondents (71.60%) had

medium to high level of socio-techno economic changes.



Soni et al. (2016) indicated that majority of the respondents (65.50%) had
medium level of SES, followed 33.50 and 1.00 per cent of them had low and high
level of SES before joining the SHG.

2.7 Impact of NHM on productivity of turmeric

Bolarinwa and Fakoya (2011) noticed that the estimated total crop production
for cocoa 80,000 tons and yam 22,510 tons for beneficiaries were higher than cocoa
production 21,000 tons and yam production 9,110 tons by non-beneficiaries. Low
production level of non-beneficiaries may be attributed to poor capital base needed to
purchase inputs necessary to improve production. That is limited capital available to
the farmers in form of unspent farm incomes and present level of credit supply are
generally not enough to embark on any meaningful improvement of their farms.

Kadam et al. (2013) studied the differences in economics of crop production
by development of watershed project. The percentage increase in average cost and
gross return was significant in case of cotton and wheat crops followed by jowar crop
indicating good response for water availability due to implementation of watershed
project. The net return over cost was increased from 11.68 to 36.52 per cent in
soybean and wheat crop, respectively.

Kiruthika (2013) indicated that the size of farmers increased the net returns per
hectare also increased. It was Rs. 99380, Rs. 135317 and Rs. 167556 in marginal,
small and large size farmers, respectively. The net returns/kg of turmeric was also high
for large farmers with Rs. 20.35 when compared with small (Rs. 17.51) and marginal
(Rs. 13.18) farmers.

Sanjeev and Saroj (2014) showed that households had an average number of
173 cashew trees with a mean yield of 2.45 kg/tree. More than half of the cashew
farmers (55%) realized only moderate yields with an average net income of Rs.
29,664/year against an average expenditure of Rs. 9293/year.

Patel et al. (2015) indicated that 51 to 100 per cent annual average production
of date palm per tree was increased in 63 per cent beneficiary farmers, followed by 22

per cent beneficiary farmers acquired 101 to 150 per cent increment in their annual
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average production of date palm per tree. While, on the part of non-beneficiary
farmers, majority (85%) of them got below 50 per cent increment in their annual
average production of date palm per tree. The rest of percentage increase in annual
average production of date palm per tree was negligible both on the part of beneficiary

and non-beneficiary farmers 15 per cent only.

2.8 Constraints

Landge et al. (2010) revealed that majority of the banana growers faced many
problems like regular load shading of electricity for too long interval in day time that
was expressed by 93.78 and 89.58 per cent of drip and flood irrigated banana growers,
respectively. Non-availability of labours for harvesting in time was next major
problem which was expressed by 79.17 and 72.92 per cent of drip and flood irrigated
banana growers, respectively.

Tavethiya (2010) reported that the important constraints perceived by cumin
growers were weight and quality loss during storage and transportation, inadequate
and irregular power supply, high charges of electricity, inadequate storage facilities,
lack of marketing infrastructure facilities, lack of post harvest management facilities
and fluctuation of cumin price in the market.

Sawant et al. (2013) found that the important constraints reported by turmeric
growers were with respect to cultivation and marketing of turmeric namely, non
availability of quality seed, high cost of seed, attack of rhizome fly, higher charges of
commission agents and low market price.

Aglawe et al. (2014) observed that majority of the respondents (82.50%) faced
constraints of more fluctuation in market price, followed by less technical knowledge
about seed treatments (78.33%), non-availability of needed fertilizer and also lack of
knowledge about proper fertilizer dose (70.83%).

Ovhar and Dhenge (2014) revealed that majority of the turmeric growers
(72.22%) faced with constraints like low price of turmeric crop, one third of turmeric
growers (63.33%) faced with constraints like non-availability of labour at the time of

transplanting and harvesting, one third of turmeric growers (60.11%) faced with



constraints like irregular supply of electricity and non availability of storage facilities,
majority of turmeric growers (50.56%) faced with constraints like Inadequate
availability of improved seed, turmeric growers (40.00%) faced with constraints like
high wages of labour, (38.89%) turmeric growers faced with constraints like
inadequate sources of finance for agriculture and 22.22 per cent turmeric growers
faced with constraints like inadequate availability of FYM.

Bheemudada and Natikar (2016) studied the constraints in adoption of
improved Ginger cultivation practices. In order of priority, majority (90.83%)
expressed non-availability of pest and disease resistant varieties, followed by non-
availability of labour (87.50%), high cost of labour charges (85.00%) and non-
availability of chemical fertilizers (79.17%) as problem faced by them. It is also found
that, 76.67 per cent of farmers expressed lack of storage facilities as the constraint,
followed by high cost of plant protection chemicals (75.00%) and lack of processing
units (74.17%). Further, most of the respondents expressed problems like, exploitation
by middlemen (70%), followed by low price for produce (69.17%) and irregular
supply of electricity for irrigation (65.83%).

2.9 Suggestions

Landge et al. (2010) noted that supply of electricity that was suggested by
87.50 and 83.33 per cent of drip and flood irrigated banana growers, respectively.

Tavethiya (2010) observed that the important suggestions offered by more than
60.00 per cent of cumin growers were irrigation sources should be increased (rank
first), remunerative price should be given to the cumin growers (rank second), market
facilities should be strengthened (rank third), regular and sufficient electricity should
be provided (rank fourth) and all agricultural inputs should be made available at
subsidized rate (rank fifth).

Mustafa et al. (2011) showed that vast majority of aonla growers (91.66%)
wanted marketing guidance, ensured transportation (78.33%), popularization of high
density orchard (75%), rejuvenation of old orchard (70.83%), proper pruning after
harvesting (70%) and availability of quality planting material (68.33%) which were
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taken as the major strategies envisaged by aonla growers to overcome constraints for
improving the practices of aonla cultivation.

Sawant et al. (2013) observed that important suggestions made by turmeric
growers were assured and reasonable selling price, demonstration on control of
rhizome fly attack, timely availability of quality seeds and credits, timely guidance of
VEWSs and organization of farmers rallies, exhibitions, elimination of middle men in
marketing, providing fertilizers and pesticides at subsidized rate and starting separate
turmeric research station in Satara district.

Aglawe et al. (2014) observed that 92.50 per cent of the respondents suggested
that, there should be minimum support price for turmeric, market facilities should be
provided by the government (90.83%), control of middleman and commission agent

by adopting control measures of rules and regulation (86.60%).



CHAPTER-III
MATERIALS AND METHODS

Research methodology is a detailed action plan of investigation. This
chapter narrates the methods and procedure of investigation used during the entire
course of study and is presented under the following heads:

3.1 Location of the study area

3.2 Research design

3.3 Sample and sampling procedure

3.4 Independent and dependent variables

3.5 Operationalization of independent variables and their measurement
3.6 Operationalization of dependent variable and its measurement
3.7 Derivation of hypotheses

3.8 Conceptual model of the study

3.9 Constraints faced by the turmeric growers in adoption of turmeric cultivation
3.10 Suggestions given by the farmers to minimize the constraints
3.11 Type of data

3.12 Developing the interview schedule

3.13 Validity

3.14 Reliability

3.15 Method of data collection

3.16 Statistical analysis

3.16.1 Frequency and percentage

3.16.2 Mean, standard deviation and rank

3.16.3 Mean per cent score

3.16.4 Per cent change

3.16.5 Fishers ‘Z’ test

3.16.6 Pearson’s coefficient of correlation

3.16.7 Multiple regressions

3.17 Operatinalization of the terms used in the study
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3.1 Location of the study area

Chhattisgarh state is divided into three agro-climatic zones namely,
Chhattisgarh plains, Northern hills and Bastar platuea. The study was conducted in
five districts of Chhattisgarh plains agro-climatic zone during the years 2015-16
and 2016-17. The state comprises of 27 districts and NHM scheme has been
implemented in 19 districts viz., Bilaspur, Durg, Kabirdham, Raigarh, Korba,
Surguja, Jagdalpur, Raipur, Koriya, Jashpur, Rajnandgaon, Mungeli, Bemetara,
Balod, Balrampur, Surajpur, Kondagaon, Gariyaband and Balodabazar. Out of
which 12 districts were situated under Chhattisgarh plains agro-climatic zone of

the state.

3.2 Research design

Ex-post-facto research design was followed for carrying out the study. Ex-
post-facto research design is any systematic empirical enquiry in which the
independent variables have not been directly manipulated because they have
already occurred or they are inherently not manipulable. With respect to the type of
variable under consideration, size of respondents and phenomenon to be studied,

the ex-post-facto design was selected as an appropriate research design.

3.3 Sample and sampling procedure
3.3.1 Selection of districts

NHM scheme has been implemented in 12 districts of Chhattisgarh plains
agro-climatic zone in the state, out of which 5 districts namely, Kabirdham,
Rajnandgaon, Durg, Raigarh and Korba were selected purposively on the basis of

maximum area and maximum number of turmeric growers.

3.3.2 Selection of blocks
From each selected district, 2 blocks (2 X 5 = 10) were selected purposively
for the study on the basis of maximum area and maximum number of turmeric

growers.
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Table 3.1: Selected districts, blocks and villages of the respondents

Districts Blocks Villages Respondents Total

Beneficiaries Non-beneficiaries

1. Kabirdham

2. Rajnandgoan

3. Durg

4. Raigarh

5. Korba

1.Kabirdham

2.Pandariya

1.Rajnandgoan

2.Dongargoan

1.Durg

2.Patan

1.Dharmjaygarh

2. Tamnar

1.Pondi-uprora

2.Katghora

1.Amlidih

2. Samnapur
3. Barpelatola
4 Motiyari
1.Sanakpat

2. Nihalpur

3. Saraiset

4 Baghratola
1. Sankra

2. Dumardikala
3. Masul

4. Bundelikala
1. Ari

2. Konari
3.Sankripar

4. Barsantola
1. Kurud

2. Basin
3.Arasnara

4. Bodegoan
1. Ruhi
2.Teligundra

. Achanakpur
. Khorpa

. Mahrajgang
. Darridih

. Gersa

. Rilo

. Amaghat

. Ghodhi

. Kasdhol

4 Harradih
1.Nagoi

2. Bhanwar
3.Tuman
4.Gharipakhna
1. Ranjna

2. Dongari

3. Basantpur
4. Phooljhar
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3.3.3 Selection of villages
From each selected block, 4 villages (4 X 10 = 40) were selected purposively
on the basis of maximum area and maximum number of turmeric growers. Thus

the total 40 villages were selected for this research work.

3.3.4 Selection of respondents

A comprehensive list of beneficiaries farmers was collected from
Horticulture department for each selected village, 4 beneficiaries (4X40=160) from
the list and 4 non-beneficiaries (4X40=160) farmers were selected randomly for
the study. In this way total 320 farmers were considered as respondents (as shown

in Table 3.1).

3.3.5 Collection of data
The data was collected personally through pre-tested semi structured

interview schedule.

3.3.6 Statistical method
Collected data were tabulated and processed by using appropriate statistical

methods.

3.4 Independent and dependent variables

The following independent and dependent variables were selected for this

investigation.

Variables Measurement

Independent variables

Socio-personal characteristics

> Age Chronological age of the respondents
» Education The procedure followed by Narbaria (2013)
» Caste The schedule developed for this study
» Family size The schedule developed for this study
» Family type The schedule developed for this study
» Social participation The procedure followed by Guru et al.

(2015)
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» Experience in

turmeric

cultivation

» House type

Socio-economic characteristics

>

Occupation

Land holding
Soil type

Irrigation facilities
Farm power
Annual income

Credit acquisition

Material possession

Technological variables

>
>
>

Seed source
Storage
value

Processing and

addition

Communicational variables

>

>

Extension contact

Mass media exposure

Psychological variables

>

Y V VYV V

Scientific orientation
Risk orientation
Cosmopoliteness
Achievement motivation

Economic motivation

Completed years of experience in farming

The procedure followed by Guru et al.
(2015)

The procedure followed by Guru et al.
(2015)

The procedure followed by Pallavi (2016)
The schedule developed for this study

The procedure followed by Murlidhar
(2008)

The scale developed by Hadole (2005)
Income from all sources per annum

The procedure followed by Parganiha
(2016)

The procedure followed by Guru et al.
(2015)

The schedule developed for this study
The schedule developed for this study
The schedule developed for this study

The scale developed by Sawant (1999) with
slight modification

The scale developed by Nirban (2004)

The scale developed by Supe (2007)

The scale developed by Supe (2007)

The procedure followed by Yadaw (2014)
The procedure followed by Shankar (2005)
The scale developed by Supe (2007)
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» Awareness of  turmeric The procedure followed by Latha (2015)
growers about NHM

» Attitude of turmeric growers The scale followed by Gulkari (2011)
towards NHM

» Knowledge and adoption The schedule developed for this study
level of turmeric growers

Dependent variables

» Impact of National The procedure followed by Guru et al.
Horticulture Mission on (2015)
Socio-economic status of
turmeric growers.

»  Productivity. The schedule developed for this study

3.5 Operationalization of independent variables and their

measurement

3.5.1 Socio-personal characteristics
3.5.1.1 Age

It is operationally defined as the chronological age of the respondents at the
time of interview. The completed years of age was considered for an individual
score. The respondents according to their age were grouped into three categories,

viz. young, middle and old.

Category Score
» Young age (up to 35 years) 1
» Middle age (36 to 55 years) 2
» Old age (above 55 years ) 3

3.5.1.2 Education

Education is operationally defined as the formal schooling completed by
the respondents. A numerical score of one was assigned to each standard of formal
schooling. The respondents according to their education level were categorized as

mentioned below.



Category Score
> llliterate 0
» Primary school 1
» Middle school 2
» High school 3
» Higher secondary 4
» Graduate 5
» Post graduate 6
3.5.1.3 Caste

A system in which an individual is ranked on the basis of accompanying
right and obligations and described on the basis of birth in to particular groups is
defined caste. In this study, the castes of the respondents were categorized in

following manners:

Category Score

» Scheduled Castes 1
» Scheduled Tribes 2
» Other Backward Castes 3
» Other Castes 4

3.5.1.4 Family size
Family size refers to the total number of family members of the respondent.

The respondents were categorized into following groups:

Category Score
» Small (up to 4 members) 1
» Medium (5 to 8 members) 2
» Large (above 8 members ) 3

3.5.1.5 Family type
A family may be nuclear or joint. Nuclear family is the social group
consisting of married man and women with their children living together under the

same roof and sharing a common hearth. Joint family is the social group consisting
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of several related individual families, especially those of a man and his sons

residing in a single large dwelling. The family type was categorized as under:-

Category Score
» Nuclear 1
» Joint 2

3.5.1.6 Social participation

Social participation refers to the degree of involvement of the respondents
in formal and informal organizations, simply as a member or an office bearer.
Social participation of the respondents was calculated on the basis of the nature of

participation and the number of organizations he/she participated as given below:-.

Category Score
» No membership in any organization 0
» Membership in one organization 1
» Membership in more than one organization 2
» Office bearer 3
» Public leader 4

3.5.1.7 Experience in turmeric cultivation

Experience in turmeric cultivation is referred to the years of experience of
an individual farmer. The experience of the farmers in completed years at the time
of investigation was considered. On the basis of experience, farmers were

categorized in the following manners for presentation of data:

Category Score
» Low (up to 15 years) 1
» Medium (16 to 30 years) 2
» High (above 30 years) 3

3.5.1.8 House type
A building for human habitation, especially one that consists of a ground

floor and one or more upper storey’s the house possess by the respondents. The



scale followed by Guru et al. (2015) was used and the scoring was categorized as

given below:-

Category Score
> No house 0
» Hut 1
» Kutcha house 2
» Mixed house 3
» Pucca house 4
» Mansion 5

3.5.2 Socio-economic characteristics
3.5.2.1 Occupation

It refers the way of livelihood of respondents under the study. In other

words, it is the act or work performed by the farmers. Farmer may not give his full

attention for a single occupation i.e. Agriculture. In this study, number of

occupations practiced by each respondent such as labour, caste occupation,

business, independent profession, and service etc. were recorded and categorized

for analysis in the following manner:

Category Score
» Only Agriculture 5
» Agriculture + Labour 1
» Agriculture + Caste occupation 2
» Agriculture + Business 3
» Agriculture + Independent 4
profession
» Agriculture + Service 6

3.5.2.2 Land holding

It was operationally defined as the total area of land in acres/ha possessed

by an individual respondent at the time of investigation. The respondents were

categorized in to following subheads:
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Category Score

Marginal (up to 1 ha) 1
Small (1.01 to 2 ha)
Semi-medium (2.01 to 4 ha)
Medium (4.01 to 10 ha)
Large (10.1 and above )

Y V. V V V
(VT N O

3.5.2.3 Soil type
It is the soil type of farmers land. According to the depth and topography
soils are mainly classified as Bhata (Entisols), Matasi (Inceptisols), Dorsa

(Alfisols) and Kanhar (Vertisols) was categorized as under:-

Category Score

» Bhata (Entisols) 1
» Matasi (Inceptisols) 2
» Dorsa (Alfisols) 3
» Kanhar (Vertisols) 4

3.5.2.4 Irrigation facilities

The farmers were asked to specify the availability and non-availability of
irrigation sources. It refers to the source available such as canal, river, well, tube-
well and pond for irrigation to the respondents. On the basis of extent of

availability of irrigation, the respondents were classified as follows:

Category Score
» No source 0
» Canal 1
» River 2
> Well 3
» Tube well 4
> Pond 5




3.5.2.5 Farm power
It refers to all assets and equipment which are required for improved
farming such as the tractor, electric motor etc., which are used by the farmers. The

scale developed by Hadole (2005) was used in the present study.

Category Score

No farm power 1
One or two bullock
Oil engine

Electric motor

Y V V V VY
U VO )

Tractor

3.5.2.6 Annual income

Annual income of the respondents refers to the total sum amount received
by all sources in a calendar year. It was measured in terms of rupees and based on
annual income earned by family members from all the sources, the respondents

were classified as mentioned below:-

Category Score
» Up to X1,00,000 1
» X1,00,001 to 2,00,000 2
» 2,00,001 to 4,00,000 3
» %4,00,001 to 6,00,000 4
> Above X 6,00,000 5

3.5.2.7 Credit acquisition

The availability of credit is essential to purchase the required inputs which
may influence the extent of adoption among farmers. The adoption of improved
agricultural technology requires more capital investment in farming to purchase the
inputs like fertilizer, pesticides, improved seed, implements etc. Sources of credit
were identified like (cooperative society, nationalized banks, moneylenders,

friends, neighbour relatives, etc) from where they get loan and how easily they
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could get it. The credit acquisition was measured on a 2 point continuum scale as

follow:
Category Score
» Not acquired 0
» Acquired 1

3.5.2.8 Material possession

Material possession means property or belongings that are tangible. This
variable is measured with the help of scale followed by Guru et al. (2015) with
slight modifications. The cumulative score was obtained for each respondents and
finally, they were grouped in three categories namely ‘low’, ‘Medium’ and ‘high’

considering the mean and standard deviation.

Category Score
> Bullock cart 1
» Cycle 2
» Radio 3
» Chairs 4
» Mobile phone 5
» Television 6
» Refrigerators 7

The scoring procedure is as follows.

Level of material possession Criteria
> Low Below Mean — S.D.
» Medium Between Mean + S.D.
» High Above Mean + S.D.

3.5.3 Technological variables
3.5.3.1 Seed source

A seed source refers to the place or agency from where the farmers get the
seed material for planting. The quantification of this variable was done by

assigning scores in the following manner.



Category Score
» Owned 1
» NHM office 2
» Market 3
3.5.3.2 Storage

Storage refers to the act of depositing in a store or warchouse for safe
keeping; also, the safe keeping of goods in a warehouse. Storage facilities of
farmers are forced to sell their produce to money lenders under distress conditions.
Rhizomes of turmeric are stored by farmers is mainly for 3 purposes, i.e. for home

consumption, seed purpose (used for sowing in next season crop) and for sell.

Category Score
» Ventilated room 1
» Gunny bag 2

3.5.3.3 Processing and value addition

The harvested turmeric rhizomes before entering into the market is
converted into a stable commodity through a number of post harvest processing
operations like boiling, drying and polishing. Boiling of turmeric is taken up within
3 or 4 days after harvest. The fingers and bulbs (or mother rhizomes) are separated

and are cured separately, since the latter take a little longer to cook.

Category Score
» Curing 1
» Boiling 2
» Drying 3
» Grading 4
» Grinding 5
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3.5.4 Communicational characteristics
3.5.4.1 Extension contact

Extension contact was operationalized as the awareness of the respondents
about various extension agencies and their regularity of contact with the same to
acquire information or advice to agriculture in general. The measurement of this
variable was based on the procedure as followed by Sawant (1999) with slight
modification.

The score of 2 for regular, 1 for occasional and 0 for never was assigned for

each extension contact and thus the possible score that could be obtained by the

respondents.
Category Score
Awareness

» No 0

> Yes 1

Regularity of contact

» Never 0
> Some time 1
» Regular 2

Depending upon the total score, the respondents were divided into three

categories on the basis of mean and standard deviation as under:-

Level of extension contact Criteria
> Low Below Mean — S.D.
» Medium Between Mean + S.D.
» High Above Mean + S.D.

3.5.4.2 Mass media exposure

It refers to the utilization of or exposure to different mass media sources by
the respondents and was ascertained by giving the score of 2, 1 and 0 to those who
were exposed to mass media on the rating of ‘always’, ‘sometimes’ and ‘never’,
respectively. The procedure as followed by Nirban (2004) with slight modification

was used to measure the mass media exposure of the respondents as given below:-



Category Score

» Never 0
> Some time 1
» Regular 2

Depending upon the total score, the respondents were divided into three

categories on the basis of using following formula:

Level of mass media exposure Criteria
» Low Below Mean — S.D.
» Medium Between Mean + S.D.
» High Above Mean + S.D.

3.5.5 Psychological characteristics
3.5.5.1 Scientific orientation

It is the degree to which a farmer is oriented to the use of scientific methods
in decision making and farming. This scale is measured with the help of scale
developed by Supe (2007). This scale considered following six items. First five
statements are positive and statement number six is negative. The response are to
be recorded on five point continuum ranking from strongly agree to strongly

disagree. This scoring procedure used is as follows:

Particulars Response

SA A UD DA SDA

» Score for positive statement 5 4 3 2 1

» Score for negative statement 1 2 3 4 5

Considering the scientific orientation score of the respondents, they can be
grouped into three categories namely ‘low’, ‘medium’ and ‘high’ by using mean

and standard deviation.

Level of scientific orientation Criteria
» Low Below Mean — S.D.
» Medium Between Mean + S.D.

» High Above Mean + S.D.
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3.5.5.2 Risk orientation

It is the degree to which a farmer is oriented towards risk uncertainty and
has courage to face the problems in farming.

This variable is measured with the help of scale developed by Supe (2007).
This variable considered of six statements. First four statements are positive and
two (no. 5 and 6) statements are negative. The respondents are to be recorded on
five point continuum ranging from strongly agree to strongly disagree. The scoring

procedure used is as follows:

Particulars Response

SA A UD DA  SDA

» Score for positive statement 5 4 3 2 1

» Score for negative statement 1 2 3 4 5

Considering the risk orientation score of the respondents, they can be
grouped into three categories namely ‘low’, ‘medium’ and ‘high’ by using mean

and standard deviation.

Level of risk orientation Criteria
> Low Below Mean — S.D.
» Medium Between Mean + S.D.
» High Above Mean + S.D.

3.5.5.3 Cosmopoliteness

Cosmopoliteness is the tendency of an individual to be in contact with
outside from his own community based on the belief that all the needs of an
individual cannot be satisfied within his own community.

To measure cosmopoliteness of respondents, they were asked to indicate
their extent to contact with outside to their social system by their own efforts. The
procedure followed by Yadaw (2014) was used. The respondents were grouped in

to four categories in following manners:



Category Score
» Never 0
» Once in a month 1
» Once in a week 2
» Twice or more in a week 3

3.5.5.4 Achievement motivation

It was operationalized as the desire for excellence to attain a sense of
personal accomplishment. It was measured with the help of procedure followed by
Shankar (2005).

The instrument consisted of six statements in the form of questions. Each
statement has three alternative answer (agree, undecided and disagree). The
respondents have to tick one of the alternatives to each statement. The questions 1,
2 and 6 classified as, positive statements were scored as 3, 2 and 1. The scoring is

reverse for other selected negative statements.

Category Response
Agree Undecided Disagree
» Score of positive statement 3 2 1
» Score of negative statement 1 2 3

Based on the total score obtained by respondents on achievement
motivation, they were grouped into the following three categories, keeping the

mean and standard deviation as check.

Level of achievement motivation Criteria
> Low Below Mean — S.D.
» Medium Between Mean + S.D.
» High Above Mean + S.D.

3.5.5.5 Economic motivation

It is defined as the occupational success in terms of profits of maximization

and the relative value placed by a farmer on economic ends.
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This variable is measured with the help of scale developed by Supe (2007).
This scale considered following six items. First five statements are positive and
statement number six is negative. The responses are to be recorded on five point
continuum ranging from strongly agree to strongly disagree. The scoring procedure

used is as follows.

Particulars Response

SA A UD DA SDA

» Score for positive statement 5 4 3 2 1

» Score for negative statement 1 2 3 4 5

Considering the economic orientation score of the respondents, they can be
grouped into three categories namely ‘low’, ‘medium’ and ‘high’ by using mean

and standard deviation.

Level of economic motivation Criteria
> Low Below Mean — S.D.
» Medium Between Mean + S.D.
» High Above Mean + S.D.
3.5.6 Awareness about NHM

Awareness refers to the first hand information obtained by the respondents
about the existence of “National Horticulture Mission” scheme, its activity, its
implementation, or its operational procedure. Awareness is very much essential,
because it motivates an individual to obtain further information and to take action.
It is the first step in the process of adoption. A schedule was developed to gauge
the awareness of the respondents regarding “National Horticulture Mission”
scheme. The statements were with dichotomous choice as, “aware” and “not
aware”. If the respondents were aware about the items a score of “1” was given
and if not aware a score of “0” was given accordingly. The total score of each

respondent was computed.



Mean per cent score (MPS)
Based on the total scores obtained by the respondents, awareness mean
score was worked out by using the following formula:

Total obtained score
MPS = -=----==-=--=——---—- X 100
Maximum obtainable score

The mean score of each aspect was calculated to find out aspect wise
difference in awareness between beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries respondents.
The awareness scores of each statement were added together, mean and standard

deviation value, the awareness level of the respondents was categorized as follows:

Level of awareness Criteria
> Low Below Mean — S.D.
» Medium Between Mean + S.D.
» High Above Mean + S.D.

3.5.7 Attitude towards NHM

Attitude refers to the “degree of positive or negative feeling associated with
some psychological object”. In present study, attitude was conceptualized as
positive or negative reaction/feeling of farmers towards National Horticulture
Mission.

The responses can be collected on five point quantinuum viz. strongly
agree, agree, undecided, disagree and strongly disagree with respective weights of
5,4, 3,2 and 1 for the favorable statements and with the respective weights of 1, 2,
3, 4 and 5 for the unfavorable statements. The procedure followed by Gulkari
(2011) with slight modification.

Particulars Response

SA A UD DA  SDA

» Score for positive statement 5 4 3 2 1

» Score for negative statement 1 2 3 4 5

The attitude of the respondents towards National Horticulture Mission was

categorized into five categories by using arbitrary method with maximum score 60
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and minimum score 12 and the range or interval between two categories was
worked out as under:

Maximum score — Minimum score
Interval between = —==-=-----=---------------
two categories Number of categories

The respondents were categorised into five categories namely most

unfavourable, unfavourable, neutral, favourable and most favourable as below.

Category Score

Most unfavourable (up to 21.60 score) 1
Unfavourable (21.60 to 31.20 score) 2
Neutral (31.20 to 40.80 score) 3
Favourable (40.81 to 50.40 score) 4

5

YV V V V V

Most favourable (above 50.41 score)

3.5.8 Knowledge about turmeric cultivation

Rogers (1983) stated that knowledge is of three types namely awareness
knowledge, how to knowledge and principle knowledge. In the present study
awareness knowledge was studied and the study was confined, to the technical
information possessed by the respondents about turmeric growers. The same was
measured by constructing a teacher made knowledge test.

It referred to the body of information possessed by the respondents about
improved turmeric cultivation practices considered in the study and which was
emphasized either by remembering/recognition or by recall. The set of questions
developed were discussed with the subject matter specialists in different disciplines
who were members of advisory committee. For the test of knowledge, 16 practices
of turmeric cultivation were selected for the present study. The weightage of 2 for
full knowledge, 1 for partial knowledge and 0 for no knowledge were assigned for
each practice. The total score obtained by the respondents from all 16 practices
was the knowledge score of the individual respondent.

The respondents were classified into three categories viz. low, medium and

high level of knowledge on the basis of mean and standard deviation.



Level of knowledge Criteria
> Low Below Mean — S.D.
» Medium Between Mean + S.D.
» High Above Mean + S.D.

3.5.9 Adoption regarding turmeric cultivation

It is mental process through which an individual passes from hearing about
an innovation to final adoption (Rogers, 1995).

It was operationalized as the degree of the use of cultivation practices.
Adoption refers to the extent of use of cultivation practices of turmeric by the
turmeric growers. To measure the adoption level of turmeric growers a schedule
was prepared with 16 practices of turmeric cultivation for the present study. The
weightage of 2 for fully adopted, 1 for partially adopted and 0 for not adopted were
assigned for each practice. The total score obtained by the respondents from all 16
practices was the adoption score of the individual respondent.

The respondents were classified into three categories Vviz. low, medium and

high level of adoption on the basis of mean and S.D.

Level of adoption Criteria
» Low Below Mean — S.D.
» Medium Between Mean + S.D.
» High Above Mean + S.D.

3.6 Operationalization of dependent variables and its measurement
3.6.1 Impact of NHM on socio-economic status of turmeric growers

The position of the respondent in the society is termed as socio-economic
status, which is determined by various social and economic variables, viz. caste,
occupation, education, land, social participation, house, farm power, material
possession and family type. The scale followed by Guru et al. (2015) with slight
modifications. After filling the information-blank, and scoring the individual items,
the total score is summed up. With the help of the key provided in the manual,

score is interpreted in terms of the class.
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Category Score

Lower class (up to 12 score) 1
Lower middle class (13 to 23 score)
Middle class (24 to 32 score)

Upper middle class (33 to 42 score)

Y V. V V V
N U VO

Upper class (above 42 score)

Further, the test of significance of difference between two mean was
carried out. Thus, ‘Z’ test was used due to large sample size to compare the impact
of NHM on socio-economic status of beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries
respondents.

The ‘Z’ value of difference between the mean score of two samples was
found to be significant at 0.01 level of probability. Hence, there was significant

difference between mean score of both groups.

3.6.2 Impact of NHM on productivity of turmeric
The farmers were asked to give the total yield of turmeric crop and same was
worked out per hectare considering area under turmeric crop. According to the

productivity of turmeric were classified into three categories.

Category Score
> Upto 150 q ha™ 1
> 151 t0200 q ha™ 2
» Above 200 q ha™ 3

Further, the test of significance of difference between two mean was
carried out. Thus, ‘Z’ test was used due to large sample size to compare the impact
of NHM on productivity of turmeric with respect to beneficiaries and non-

beneficiaries respondents.

3.6.3 Impact of NHM on area under turmeric cultivation
It is the actual area of land brought under turmeric crop during the sample
year by the respondents. According to the area under turmeric crop of the

respondents were classified into three categories.



Category Criteria
» Small Below Mean — S.D.
» Medium Between Mean + S.D.
» Large Above Mean + S.D.

Further, the test of significance of difference between two mean was
carried out. Thus, ‘Z’ test was used due to large sample size to compare the impact

of NHM on area under turmeric of beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries respondents.

3.7 Derivation of Hypothesis

A hypothesis is a tentative supposition or provisional guess which seems to
explain the situation under observation. It is an assumption or proposition whose
tenability is to be tested on the basis of the compatibility of its implications with
empirical evidence and with precious knowledge.

Daivadeenam and Somani (2013)

Relevant null hypothesis were formulated on the basis of literature review
and objectives of the study as follows:

Ho (1): There is no difference between socio-economic status of beneficiaries and
non- beneficiaries respondents.

Ho (2): There is no difference between productivity of turmeric among the
beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries respondents.

Ho (3): There is no difference between independent and dependent variables
selected for this study.

3.8 Conceptual model of the study

Conceptually the variables under the study are presented in Fig. 3.2. It is
conceived that the dependent variables socio-economic status and productivity
were influenced by the independent variables age, education, caste, family size,
family type, social participation, experience in turmeric cultivation, house type,
occupation, land holding, soil type, irrigation, farm power, annual income, credit

acquisition, material possession, seed source, storage, processing and value
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Independent variables

(A) Socio-personal Characteristics

= Age

= Education

= Caste

* Family size

* Family type

= Social participation

= Experience in turmeric

cultivation
= House type

Dependent variables

Socio-economic status
Productivity

(B) Socio-economic characteristics

Occupation

Land holding

Soil type

Irrigation facility
Farm power
Annual income
Credit acquisition
Material possession

(C) Technological Characteristics

Rhizomes (Seed) source
Storage
Processing and value addition

A

(D) Communicational characteristics

Extension contact
Mass media exposure

= Risk orientation

growers

(E) Psychological characteristics
= Scientific orientation

= Cosmopoliteness

= Achievement motivation

= Economic motivation

= Awareness of turmeric growers about NHM
= Attitude of turmeric growers towards NHM
= Knowledge and adoption level of turmeric

Fig. 3.2: Conceptual model of the study




addition, extension contact, mass media exposure, scientific orientation, risk
orientation, cosmopoliteness, achievement motivation, economic motivation,
awareness about NHM, attitude towards NHM, knowledge and adoption level of

turmeric cultivation.

3.9 Constraints faced by the turmeric growers in adoption of
turmeric cultivation

Constraints imply forcible restriction and confinement of action. In this
study constrains mean “Impediment” in the adoption of improved turmeric
cultivation practices.

Further, the various constraints given by the respondents were listed and
ranked accordingly. The constraints obtained were summed up and ranked

accordingly on the basis of number and per cent.

3.10 Suggestions obtained by the turmeric growers to overcome the
constraints in adoption of turmeric cultivation

Considering the problems faced by the turmeric growers during adoption of
improved turmeric cultivation practices and to overcome the same, the farmers
were asked to give their valuable suggestions. The suggestions obtained were

summed up and ranked accordingly on the basis of number and per cent.

3.11 Type of data

The data pertaining to selected characteristics about socio-personal, socio-
economic, socio-psychological, communication, adoption, problems perceived in
terms of adoption and suggestions of respondents were collected as per objectives
of the study as primary data. The official information and records were also

consulted from the concerning departments as secondary data.

3.12 Developing the interview schedule

The interview schedule was designed on the basis of objectives and
independent and dependent variables in the present investigation. To facilitate the
respondents, the interview schedule was framed in “Hindi”. Each question was

thoroughly examined and discussed with the experts before presenting the
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interview schedule. Adequate precautions and care were taken into consideration to
formulate the questions in a manner that they were well understood by the
respondents and would find it easier to respond.

The prepared interview schedule was used in the study area for collecting
the data. On the basis of experience gained in pre-testing, the necessary
modifications and suggestions were incorporated before giving a final touch to

interview schedule.

3.13 Validity

Validity refers to “the degree to which the data collection instruments
measure what it is supposed to measure rather than something else”. Taking the
following steps validity of interview schedule used for this study was maximized:
1. The interview schedule was thoroughly discussed with the scientists and their
suggestions were incorporated.

2. Pre-testing of interview schedule provided an additional check for improving the
instruments.
3. The relevancy of each question in terms of objectives of study, logical order and

wording of each question were checked carefully.

3.14 Reliability

Reliability of an interview schedule refers to “its consistency or stability in
obtaining information from the respondents”.

The test-retest method of estimating reliability of an interview schedule
was followed in this study. Thirty respondents of the study area were randomly
selected and were re-interviewed after one week using the same interview schedule
followed at the time of first interview. Since same responses were observed, the

reliability of the interview schedule was ensured.

3.15 Method of data collection

Data were collected interviewed through personal interview by using the
pretested interview schedule. Prior to interview, respondents were taken into
confidence by revealing the actual purpose of the study and also full care was

taken to develop good rapport with them. They were assured that the information
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given by them would be kept confidential. The interview was conducted in the

most formal and friendly atmosphere without any complications.

3.16 Data processing and statistical tools used for analysis of data
The data collected during the course of investigation was tabulated into the
coding sheet and then appropriate analysis of data was made according to the
objectives as suggested by Cochran and Cox (1957). The statistics applied were
percentage, frequency, mean, standard deviation, coefficient of correlation,

multiple regression etc.

3.16.1 Frequency and percentage
Frequency and percentage were used for making simple comparison. The
frequency of the particular category was multiplied into hundred and divide by

total number of respondents to get percentage in that particular category.

3.16.2 Mean, standard deviation and rank
(i) Mean
Mean of sample was calculated by using the following formula:

rx
X =—
n

Where, X = Mean
> x = Sum of all items

n = Number of items

(ii) Standard deviation

Standard deviation was calculated by using following formula:

_ —t
o= |I1.-"'33|—Ex:—_“—ww
I I

Where, ¢ = Standard deviation
x = Deviation obtained from mean
n= Number of items

Y'x* = Sum of squares of all items
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(>x) = Square of summation of all items

(iii) Rank
After arranging the data according to the measurement either in ascending
order or descending order. The data were reassigned the values 1 to n. wherever

ties occur the value were assigned considering the simple arithmetic mean.

3.16.3 Mean per cent score (MPS)

Mean per cent score were obtained by multiplying total score of the
respondents multiplied by hundred and dividing by the maximum obtainable score
under each practice, formula is as given under:

Total obtained score

Maximum obtainable score

Mean per cent score was used to determine level of awareness and attitude.

It was also used for giving ranks to various aspects of awareness and attitude.

3.16.4 Per cent change in selected parameters

The socio-economic status, productivity and area of turmeric were
estimated for both beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries respondents. The impact of
NHM was analyzed by working out per cent change with following expression:

Xi-X
Per cent change = ------ X 100
X5
Where, X; = Value of parameter under beneficiaries

X, = Value of parameter under non-beneficiaries

3.16.5 Fishers ‘Z’ test
Z-test was used to the significance of deference between two means of
beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries as the sample is larger than 30.

The Z test equitation is as follows:

Eopy

R i 'flll —S:"e"n;
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Where, X = First sample mean
X» = Second sample mean
Sll = First sample variance
822 = Second sample variance
n; = First sample size

n, = Second sample size

3.16.6 Correlation Co-efficient (r)

This technique was used to find out the significant relationship, if any
between scores of the independent variables and the scores of the dependent
variables of the sample respondents who are cultivating turmeric crop the

following formula for assessement of correlation co-efficient was used:-

E(x)E(y)

Yxy—

Where, r = Correlation coefficient
n = Number of the respondents
>'x = Sum of score of independent variables
>y = Sum of score of dependent variables
Y'x* = Sum of square of scores of independent variables
Y'y* = Sum of square of score of dependent variables
> xy = Sum of scores of independent variables multiplied by the scores of
dependent variables
The computed ‘r’ values were then compared with table values and coefficient of

correlation at 1 and 5 per cent level of significance was tested.

3.16.7 Multiple regressions analysis

Multiple regression provides an analysis of the relations among two or
more predictor variables and the single criterion variable Y. The regression
coefficient by may be interpreted as the change in Y corresponding to a unit
increase in x; when all the other variables are held constant. The multiple

regression coefficient ‘R’ is the highest possible correlation between least square
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of the independent variables and the observed dependent variables and R? is the
portion of the variance in the criterion variable.
The regression equation may be written as:
Y=a+bix;+bxo+ ..oo..... + bnxn
Where, Y = Dependent variable
a = Intercept (constant value)
b;...bn = The partial regression coefficient represents the amount of change
in Y can be associated with a unit change in x; the remaining
independent variables held constant

X1...xn = Independent variables

3.17 Operationization of the terms used in the study

3.17.1 Schedule: The schedule is the form, containing some questions or blank tables
which are to be filled in by the researcher/worker after getting response from the
respondents.

3.17.2 Beneficiaries: Those respondents who have been benefited from the National
Horticulture Mission Scheme.

3.17.3 Non-beneficiaries: Those respondents who have been not benefited from the
National Horticulture Mission Scheme.

3.17.4 Null hypothesis: A null hypothesis may state that there is no significance
difference or association between variables.

3.17.5 Level of significance: The probability of committing type first error is known
as the level of significance.

3.17.6 Variable: A variable is a symbol to which we used to assign numerical values.
3.17.7 Dependent variable: The dependent variable is the condition or characteristics
that disappears or change due to change in magnitude of independent variable. The
dependent variable is the presumed effect and is predict from the independent one.
3.17.8 Independent variable: Independent variable is the condition or characteristics
that the researcher manipulates to ascertain their relationship to the absorb phenomena.

An independent variable is the presumed cause of the dependent variables.



3.17.9 Impact: This refers to the force, impression or operations of one thing on
another, affect a forceful control and collusion. In simple words, it is the effect of one
on the another.

3.17.10 Socio-economic status: It is the position that an individual or family occupies
with reference to prevailing average standard of cultural possession, effective income,
material possession and participation in group activities of the community.

3.17.11 Productivity: It is operationally defined as the “total yield per hectare
obtained by the respondents from a single piece of land.

3.17.12 Age: The number of years that the respondents had completed at the time of
investigation was considered.

3.17.13 Education: It refers to the extent of formal education successfully attained by
the respondents.

3.17.14 Caste: It is a class gained by birth, caste has been operatinalized as a social
corsetry whose members are assigned a permanent status within a given social
hierarchy and whose contents are restricted accordingly.

3.17.15 Family size: It refers to the total number of members in the family of the
respondents.

3.17.16 Family type: Family type was studied as nuclear and joint family. In the
present study, nuclear family means husband, wife and their unmarried children living
together. The join family means more than one nuclear family living togher.

3.17.17 Social participation: It refers to the degree to which the respondent is
involved in formal, social and political organizations as member or office bearer or
their involvement in community.

3.17.18 Farming experience: It was operationalized as number of completed years of
experience in farming by the respondent at the time of investigation.

3.17.19 House type: A building for human habitation, especially one that consists of a
ground floor and one or more upper storey’s the house possess by the respondents.
3.17.20 Occupation: It refers to the means of earning for livelihood, it may be farming
(cultivation), business and service etc.

3.17.21 Land holding: Total land (irrigated and unirrigated) in the hectare/acre

possessed by a farmer was consider as a size of land holding.
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3.17.22 Irrigation facilities: It refers to the number of irrigation sources available to
the farmers to irrigate the turmeric crop.

3.17.23 Farm power: It refers to the animal power, mechanical power and farm
implements possessed by the respondents.

3.17.24 Annual income: It is the total annual income earning by an individual from
various sources of its livelihood.

3.17.25 Credit acquisition: It had been defined as from which institution the
respondents take loan for setting inventures of self-employment.

3.17.26 Material possession: Material possession means property or belongings that
are tangible.

3.17.27 Extension contact: The extension contact indicates the acquaintance as well
as the frequency of contact with different extension agency, viz. RHEO, SHDO and
Scientist etc.

3.17.28 Mass media exposure: Mass media exposure was operationalized as the
frequently of exposure or the use of different media by the respondents viz. radio, T.V.
news papers, farm magazines etc. for getting information about their turmeric
cultivation.

3.17.29 Scientific orientation: It is the degree to which a farmer is oriented to the use
of scientific methods in decision making and farming.

3.17.30 Risk orientation: It is the degree to which a farmer is oriented towards risk
uncertainty and has courage to face the problems in farming.

3.17.31 Cosmopoliteness: It is the tendency of an individual to be in contact with
outside from his own community based on the belief that all the needs of an individual
cannot be satisfied within his own community.

3.17.32 Achievement motivation: It has been defined as the desire to excel regardless
of social rewards.

3.17.33 Economic motivation: It is defined as the occupational success in terms of
profits of maximization and the relative value placed by a farmer on economic ends.
3.17.34 Awareness: It refers to the first hand information obtained by the respondents
about the existence of “National Horticulture Mission” scheme, its activity, its

implementation, or its operational procedure.



3.17.35 Attitude towards NHM: It refers to the “degree of positive or negative
feeling associated with some psychological object”. In present study, attitude was
conceptualized as positive or negative reaction/feeling of farmers towards National
Horticulture Mission.

3.17.36  Knowledge: It is the body of understood information about improved
cultivation practices possessed by the farmers with regards to turmeric cultivation.
3.17.37 Adoption: It refers to the actual use of improved cultivation practices of
turmeric by the respondents.

3.17.38 Constraints: It refers to the difficulty faced by the farmers in adoption of

improved turmeric cultivation practices.
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CHAPTER - IV
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

This chapter presents the objectives wise findings of the study. Keeping in
view of the objectives of the study, information was collected from the
respondents, classified, tabulated, analyzed and presented in a systematic way
under the following heads:

4.1 Independent variables

4.1.1 Socio-personal characteristics of the respondents

4.1.2 Socio-economic characteristics of the respondents

4.1.3 Technological characteristics of the respondents

4.1.4 Communicational characteristics of the respondents

4.1.5 Psychological characteristics of the respondents

4.2 Awareness of turmeric growers about NHM

4.3 Attitude of turmeric growers towards NHM

4.4 Knowledge level of turmeric growers

4.5 Adoption level of turmeric growers

4.6 Comparison of selected socio-economic characteristics of beneficiaries and
non-beneficiaries respondents

4.7 Existing cultivation practices of turmeric by the turmeric growers
4.8 Benefits received by the beneficiaries under NHM

4.9 Dependents variables

4.10 Relationship between independent and dependent variables

4.11 Multiple regression analysis

4.12 Constraints and suggestions

4.1 Independent variables

4.1.1 Socio-personal characteristics of the respondents
Age, education, caste, family size, family type, social participation,

experience in turmeric cultivation and house type of the turmeric growers were
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considered as socio-personal characteristics of the respondents. These
characteristics were analyzed and presented in the following sections.
4.1.1.1 Age

The data presented in Table 4.1 depicts the percentage distribution of the
respondents according to their age. It indicates that out of total respondents, 58.75
per cent belonged to middle age group, followed by 24.38 per cent belonged to old
age group and 16.87 per cent belonged to young age group.

Table 4.1: Distribution of the respondents according to their age

SI.  Age (years) Respondents
No. Beneficiaries Non-beneficiaries Total
F % F % F %

1 Young (up to 35 years ) 22 13.75 32 20.00 54 16.87
2 Middle (36 to 55 years) 9  60.00 92 57.50 188 58.75
3 Old (above 55 years) 42 26.25 36 22.50 78  24.38

Total 160 100 160 100 320 100

F — Frequency, % - percentage

In case of beneficiaries, 60.00 per cent belonged to middle age group, while
26.25 per cent belonged to old age group and 13.75 per cent belonged to young age
group.

Similarly, in case of non-beneficiaries, 57.50 per cent belonged to middle
age group, whereas 22.50 per cent belonged to old age group and 20.00 per cent
belonged to young age group.

From the above fact, it can be concluded that majority of the respondents
from both the groups belonged to middle age group.

The probable reason might be that too young people might be busy with
their study and too old people might not be able to do agriculture practices and the
middle age is considered as an active working age and have responsibility for
earning for their families. They can accept changes earlier as compare to old age
group.

This observation is in line with the findings of Khalache et al. (2012),
Dhalpe and Dawane (2016) and Roy el al. (2013).
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4.1.1.2 Education

The data presented in Table 4.2 and Fig. 4.1 indicated that out of total
respondents, 27.81 per cent were educated up to primary school level, followed by
middle school (25.94%), higher secondary (13.44%), illiterate (11.56%), high
school (10.31%), graduate (7.81%) and post-graduates (3.13%).

Table 4.2: Distribution of the respondents according to their education

SI.  Education level Respondents
No. Beneficiaries =~ Non-beneficiaries Total
F % F % F %
1 Illiterate 16 10.00 21 13.12 37 11.56
2 Primary school 42 26.25 47 29.38 89 27.81
3 Middle school 43 26.87 40 25.00 83 25.94
4 High school 15 9.38 18 11.25 33 10.31
5  Higher secondary 23 14.37 20 12.50 43 13.44
6  Graduate 13 8.13 12 7.50 25 7.81
7  Post-graduate 8 5.00 2 1.25 10 3.13
Total 160 100 160 100 320 100

F — Frequency, % - percentage

In case of beneficiaries, most of the respondents (26.87%) were educated
up to middle school, followed by primary school (26.25%), higher secondary
(14.37%), illiterate (10.00%), high school (9.38%), graduate (8.13%) and post-
graduate (5.00%).

Similarly, in case of non-beneficiaries, 29.38 per cent of the respondents
were educated up to primary school, whereas middle school (25.00%), illiterate
(13.12%), higher secondary (12.50%), high school (11.25%), graduate (7.50%) and
post-graduate (1.25%).

Generally, the villages are having the educational facility upto primary and
higher secondary and for getting higher studies one has to go to cities which give
rise to different problems. This clearly indicates that the large proportion of the
beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries respondents had upto primary to middle school

level education in the study area.
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This is in conformity with the results by Das and Puzari (2010), Fartyal and
Rathore (2014) and Singh (2014).

4.1.1.3 Caste

The data presented in Table 4.3 reveals that out of total, most of the
respondents (40.00%) belonged to other backward castes, followed by 35.31 per
cent scheduled tribes, whereas 17.50 per cent from other castes and 7.19 per cent
from scheduled castes categories.

Table 4.3: Distribution of the respondents according to their caste

Sl.  Caste Respondents
No. Beneficiaries =~ Non-beneficiaries Total
F % F % F %
1 Scheduled Castes 14 8.75 9 5.62 23 7.19
2 Scheduled Tribes 58 36.25 55 34.38 113 3531
3 Other Backward 59 36.88 69 43.12 128  40.00
Castes
4 Other castes 29 18.12 27 16.88 56  17.50
Total 160 100 160 100 320 100

F — Frequency, % - percentage

In case of beneficiaries, 36.88 per cent of the respondents belonged to other
backward castes, while 36.25 per cent scheduled tribes and 18.13 per cent other
castes. About 8.75 per cent belonged to scheduled castes category.

Similarly, in case of non-beneficiaries, 43.12 per cent of the respondents
belonged to other backward castes, followed by 34.38 per cent scheduled tribes
and 16.88 per cent other castes. About 5.62 per cent belonged to scheduled castes
category.

The above findings reveal that the majority of both the beneficiaries and
non-beneficiaries respondents belonged to the other backward class.

This is attributed to the fact that the study area was dominated by other
backward community. Hence, majority of the beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries

respondents belongs to other backward class.
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The result is in accordance with the results of Seemaprakalpa (2016),

Verma et al. (2014) and Roy et al. (2013).

4.1.1.4 Family size

The data given in Table 4.4 indicates that out of total, 39.69 per cent of the
respondents had medium family size, followed by 35.31 per cent large and 25.00
per cent had small size of family.

In case of beneficiaries, 40.62 per cent of the respondents had large family
size, while 37.50 per cent medium size and 21.88 per cent small size of family.

Similarly, in case of non-beneficiaries, 41.88 per cent of the respondents
had medium family size, followed by 30.00 per cent large size and 28.12 per cent
small size of family.

Table 4.4: Distribution of the respondents according to their family size

Sl.  Family size Respondents
No. Beneficiaries Non-beneficiaries Total
F % F % F %
1 Small 35 21.88 45 28.12 80 25.00

(up to 4 members)

2 Medium 60 37.50 67 41.88 127 39.69
(5 to 8 members)

3  Large 65 40.62 48 30.00 113 3531

(above 8 members)

Total 160 100 160 100 320 100

F — Frequency, % - percentage

It can be concluded that majority of the beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries
respondents had medium size of family having 5 to 8 members.

The lack of awareness about family planning, population explosion and
belief in taboo of large family more the bread earning members resulted in a
medium and large family size in majority of the respondents.

This finding was in agreement with the findings of Khalache et al. (2012),
Gamanagatti and Dodamani (2016) and Seemaprakalpa (2016).
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4.1.1.5 Family type

The data presented in Table 4.5 reveals that out of the total, majority of the
respondents (51.56%) belonged to joint family and 48.44 per cent belonged to
nuclear family.

Table 4.5: Distribution of the respondents according to their family type

Sl.  Family type Respondents
No. Beneficiaries Non-beneficiaries Total
F % F % F %
1 Nuclear 66 41.25 89 55.62 155 48.44
2 Joint 94 58.75 71 4438 165 51.56
Total 160 100 160 100 320 100

F — Frequency, % - percentage

In case of beneficiaries, majority of the respondents (58.75%) belonged to
joint family and 41.25 per cent of the respondents belonged to nuclear family.

Similarly, in case of non-beneficiaries, 55.62 per cent of the respondents
belonged to nuclear family and 44.38 per cent belonged to joint family.

It can be concluded that majority of the beneficiaries respondents belonged
to joint family and non-beneficiaries respondents are belonging to the nuclear
family.

The reason for joint family system among the rural area is because of
sharing the family responsibility and work. It is a usual practice among the rural
area that after marriage son lives in the family with his wife and children and
staying in the same house. The son and his family maintained all the household
expenses. They share the same roof.

This might be due to the large number of joint families. They decide to
remain jointly because they feel that sharing property would be uneconomical for
them.

This results in line with the findings of Das and Puzari (2010), Gamanagatti
and Dodamani (2016) and Seemaprakalpa (2016).



4.1.1.6 Social participation

The data presented in Table 4.6 and Fig. 4.2 reveals that out of the total
respondents,78.13 per cent had membership in one organization, followed by 10.31
per cent had no membership in any organization, whereas 5.62 per cent had
membership in more than one organization and4.38 per cent had office

bearer.About1.56 per cent had public leader.

Table 4.6: Distribution of the respondents according to their social participation

Sl.  Social participation Respondents
No. Beneficiaries ~ Non-beneficiaries Total
F % F % F %
1 No membership in 11 6.87 22 13.75 33 10.31

any organization

2 Membership in one 120 75.00 130 81.25 250 78.13

organization
3 Membership in more 14 8.75 4 2.50 18 5.62
than one organization
4  Office bearer 11 6.88 3 1.88 14 438
5  Public leader 4 2.50 1 0.62 5 1.56
Total 160 100 160 100 320 100

F — Frequency, % - percentage

In case of beneficiaries, most of the respondents (75.00 %) had membership
in one organization, followed by 8.75 per cent respondents had membership in
more than one organization, while 6.88 per cent respondents had office bearer and
6.87 per cent had no membership in any organization. About 2.50 per cent
involved in public leader.

Similarly, in case of non beneficiaries, majority of the respondents
(81.25%) were had membership in one organization, followed by 13.75 per cent
respondents did not involved in any organization, while2.50 per cent respondents
involved in more than one organization and 1.88 per cent office bearer. About 0.62

per cent involved in public leader.

78



79

It can be concluded that majority of the beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries
respondents had participation in one social organization.

The possible reason might be that beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries
respondents were busy in their home management, child care and farming
activities and have little time for different social organization. They participate
only when it is important on the basis of their interest or when they face problem.

This result corroborates with the findings of Shukla and Sharma (2010),
Deshmuhk et al. (2011), Verma et al. (2014) and Singh et al. (2009).

4.1.1.7 Experience in turmeric cultivation

The data given in Table 4.7 reveals that out of the total respondents, 40.62
per cent had medium experience between 16 to 30 years in turmeric cultivation,
followed by 30.32 per cent low and 29.06 per cent high farming experience,

respectively.

Table 4.7: Distribution of the respondents according to their experience in turmeric

cultivation
S1.  Experience Respondents
No. (years) Beneficiaries Non-beneficiaries Total
F % F % F %
1 Low(upto 15 55 34.37 42 26.25 97 30.32

years)

2 Medium (16 to 30 67 41.88 63 39.38 130  40.62
years)

3 High (above 30 38 23.75 55 34.37 93 29.06

years)

Total 160 100 160 100 320 100

F — Frequency, % - percentage

In case of beneficiaries, 41.88 per cent of the respondents belonged to
medium level experience in turmeric cultivation between 16 to 30 years, followed
by 34.37 per cent low turmeric cultivation experience up to 15 years and 23.75 per

cent high turmeric cultivation experience above 30 years.



Similarly, in case of non-beneficiaries, 39.38 per cent belonged to medium
turmeric cultivation experience between 16 to 30years, while 34.38 per cent had
high and 26.25 per cent had low turmeric cultivation experience, respectively.

It can be concluded that majority of the beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries
respondents were having medium level of experience in turmeric cultivation.

This might be the reason for the above trend. Definitely the farming
experience is important factors which influence the respondents to accept evaluate
and experiences the innovative technologies in their farms.

This finding is in accordance with Khalache et al. (2012), Dhalpe and
Dawane (2016) and Verma et al. (2014).

4.1.1.8 House type
The data presented in Table 4.8 reveals that out of total 44.69 per cent of
the respondents had mixed housing facility, followed by 33.12 per cent

respondents with kutcha house and only 22.19 per cent of them had pucca house.

Table 4.8: Distribution of the respondents according to their house type

SI.  House type Respondents
No. Beneficiaries Non-beneficiaries Total
F % F % F %
1 Kutcha house 50 31.25 56 35.00 106 33.12
2 Mixed house 61 38.12 82 51.25 143 44.69
3 Pucca house 49 30.63 22 13.75 71 22.19
Total 160 100 160 100 320 100

F — Frequency, % - percentage

In case of beneficiaries, most of the respondents (38.12%) had mixed type
of house, followed by 31.25 per cent respondents had kutcha house and 30.63 per
cent of them pucca house.

With respect to non-beneficiaries maximum number of the respondents
(51.25%) had mixed house, whereas 35.00 per cent respondents had kutcha and
13.75 per cent of them had pucca house.

It can be concluded that majority of the respondents of both the groups

were found in mixed type of house.

80



81

The increase in income has helped them to built pucca house, traditional
house repaired and maintained every year, designed for proper aeration, whitewash
their residence every year.

This result was in agreement with the findings of Shukla and Sharam

(2010), Singh et al. (2009), Seemaprakalpa and Mishra (2014).

4.1.2 Socio-economic characteristics of the respondents
4.1.2.1 Occupation

The data given in Table 4.9and Fig. 4.3 indicates that out of total
respondents, 60.63 per cent were engaged in labour, followed by agriculture
(24.38%), service (5.62%), business (4.06%), other profession (3.75%) and caste
occupation (1.56%) in addition with agriculture as major occupation.

Table 4.9: Distribution of the respondents according to their occupation

SI.  Occupation Respondents
No. Beneficiaries Non-beneficiaries Total
F % F % F %
1  Only Agriculture 51 31.87 27 16.87 78  24.38

2 Agriculture + Labour 82  51.25 112 70.00 194  60.63
3 Agriculture + Caste

occupation (Barbar,

dairy and fisher man) 2 1.25 3 1.88 5 1.56
4  Agriculture + Business 10 6.25 3 1.88 13 4.06
5  Agriculture +

IndependentProfession

s(Tailoring, Pan shop,

Bicycle and TV
repairing etc.) 4 2.50 8 5.00 12 3.75
6  Agriculture + Service 11 6.88 7 4.37 18 5.62
Total 160 100 160 100 320 100

F — Frequency, % - percentage
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In case of beneficiaries, 51.25 per cent were engaged in labour, followed by
agriculture (31.87%), service (6.88%), business (6.25%), independent profession
(2.50%) and caste occupation (1.25%) in addition to agriculture.

Similarly, in case of non-beneficiaries, 70.00 per cent were engaged in
labour, while agriculture (16.87%), other profession (5.00%), service (4.37%) and
caste and business (1.88%) with doing agriculture.

The main occupation of the beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries respondents
is agriculture. This was followed by self-employment and daily wages labour,
although a few small scale and medium business have recently come up. Hence, it
attributes to the results that majority of the beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries are
engaged in cultivation.

This observation is in conformity with the conclusion of Shukla and
Sharma (2010), Gamanagatti and Dodamani (2016) and Mugadur and Hiremath
(2014).
4.1.2.2 Land holding

The data presented in Table 4.10and Fig. 4.4 reveals that out of total, 41.25
per cent of the respondents were small farmer, followed by semi-medium farmers
(40.62%), medium farmers (10.94%), marginal farmers (5.94%) and big farmers
(1.25%).

Table 4.10: Distribution of the respondents according to land holding

Sl.  Land holding Respondents
No. Beneficiaries Non-beneficiaries Total
F % F % F %
1  Marginal (up to 1.00 ha) 10 6.25 9 5.62 19 5.94
2 Small (1.01 to 2.00 ha) 65  40.62 67 41.88 132 41.25
3 Semi-medium 54  33.75 76 47.50 130 40.62
(2.01 to 4.00 ha)
4 Medium (4.01 to 10.00 27  16.88 8 5.00 35 10.94
ha)
5  Big (above 10.00 ha) 4 2.50 0 0.00 4 1.25
Total 160 100 160 100 320 100

F — Frequency, % - percentage



In case of beneficiaries, 40.62 per cent of the respondents were small
farmers (1.01 to 2.00 ha), whereas semi-medium farmers (33.75%), medium
farmers (16.88%), marginal farmers (6.25%) and big farmers (2.50%).

Similarly, in case of non-beneficiaries, 47.50 per cent of the respondents
were semi-medium farmers, followed by small farmers (41.88%), marginal farmers
(5.62%) and big farmers (5.00%).

Thus, it can be concluded that majority of the beneficiaries belonged to
small land holding and non-beneficiaries belonged to semi-medium land holding
category.

This result corroborates with the findings of Jobpaul and Rao (2011),
Verma et al. (2014) and Boruah et al. (2015).

4.1.2.3 Soil type of available land

The common classification of land in the study area is done according to
land situation and broadly divided into Bhata, Matasi, Dorsa and Kanhar. This
classification is also scientifically based on soil topography and depth and these
terms are used by pedologists known as Entisols, Inceptisols, Alfisols and

Vertisols, respectively.

Table 4.11: Distribution of the respondents according to soil type of available land

SI.  Soil type Respondents
No. Beneficiaries =~ Non-beneficiaries Total
F* % F* % F* %
1 Bhata(Entisols) 15 9.38 10 6.25 25 7.81
2 Matasi(Inceptisols) 72 45.00 100 62.50 172 53.75
3 Dorsa (Alfisols) 56 35.00 44 27.50 100  31.25

4 Kanhar(Vertisols) 87 54.38 93 58.13 180  56.25

*Data are based on multiple responses

The data presented in Table 4.11 reveals that out of total, 56.25 per cent of
the respondents were occupied Vertisols type of land, followed by 53.75 per cent
respondents Inceptisols and 31.25 per cent respondents Alfisols. About 7.81 per

cent of them occupied Entisols type of land.
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In case of beneficiaries, majority of the respondents (54.38%) were
occupied Vertisols type of land, followed by 45.00 per cent respondents had
Inceptisols. While 35.00 per cent respondents possessed Alfisols and only 9.38 per
cent of them occupied Entisols type of land.

Similarly, in case of non-beneficiaries, 62.50 per cent of the respondents
were occupied Inceptisols type of land, whereas 58.13 per cent respondents
Vertisols and 27.50 per cent respondents Alfisols. About 6.25 per cent of them
occupied Entisols type of land.

A close observation of the above data clearly indicates that the majority of
the beneficiaries were having Vertisols types of land, while in case of non-
beneficiaries majority were having Inceptisols type of land.

This result corroborates with the findings of Dhruw (2014).
4.1.2.4 Area under different soil type

Regarding the coverage of area according to soil types in the study area, the
results presented in Table 4.12 reveals that out of total land, 38.32 per cent land in
the study area falls under the Inceptisols, followed by Vertisols (36.69%) and
Alfisols (21.53%). About 3.46 per cent area falls under the Enceptisols type of
land.

Table 4.12: Distribution of area of the respondents according to different soil types

SI. Soil type Area (ha)
No. Beneficiaries =~ Non-beneficiaries Total
Area % Area % Area %
1 Bhata(Entisols) 19.43 441 7.69 2.24 2712 3.46
2 Matasi(Inceptisols) 141.90 32.18 15891  46.20 300.81 38.32
3 Dorsa (Alfisols) 108.00 2450 60.93 1772 168.93 21.53
4  Kanhar(Vertisols) 171.54 3891 11640 33.84 287.94 36.69

Total 440.87 100  343.93 100  784.80 100

The data on area under different soil type depicts that out of total land
available with the beneficiaries, 38.91 per cent land in the study area falls under
the Vertisols, followed by Inceptisols (32.18%) and Alfisols (24.50%). About 4.41

per cent of area falls under the Entisols type of land.



Whereas, out of total land available with the non-beneficiaries, 46.20 per
cent area falls under the Inceptisols, followed by Vertisols (33.84%) and Alfisosl
(17.72%). About 2.24 per cent area falls under the Entisols type of land.

It can be concluded that most of the land available with beneficiaries were
having Vertisols and Inceptisols soil type in case of beneficiaries, whereas

Inceptisols and Vertisols in case non-beneficiaries in the study area.

4.1.2.5 Irrigation facilities

The data were subjected to percentage distribution of respondents
according to their irrigation source. The data given in Table 4.13 and Fig. 4.5
reveals that out of total, 41.25 per cent of the respondents were having tube well,
followed by no irrigation sources (40.94%), canal (8.75%), well (5.94%) and river
(5.94%) and pond (1.25%).

In case of beneficiaries, 50.63 per cent of the respondents were having tube
well, no irrigation sources (33.13%), canal (9.39%), well (6.88%), river (4.38%)
and pond (1.25%).

Table 4.13: Distribution of the respondents according to irrigation facilities
available in their land holding

Sl.  Irrigation Respondents
No. availability Beneficiaries Non-beneficiaries Total
F* % F* % F* %

1 No source 53 33.13 78 48.75 131 40.94
2 Canal 15 9.39 13 8.13 28 8.75
3 River 7 4.38 12 7.50 19 5.94
4  Well 11 6.88 8 5.00 19 5.94
5  Tube well 81 50.63 51 31.88 132 41.25
6 Pond 2 1.25 3 1.88 5 1.25

*Data are based on multiple responses
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Similarly, in case of non-beneficiaries, 48.75 per cent of the respondents
were not having any irrigation sources, followed by tube well (31.88%), canal
(8.13%), river (7.50%), well (5.00%) and ponds (1.88%).

The reason might be that majority of both the groups have tube well as a
source of irrigation which covers most of the land under irrigated area.

This result derives support from the inferences of Das and Puzari (2010)

and Savita et al. (2011).

4.1.2.6 Farm power

The data presented in Table 4.14and Fig. 4.6 were subjected to percentage
distribution of the respondents according to their farm power. The data indicates
that out of total, 53.75 per cent of the respondents possessed one or two bullocks,
followed by tractor (17.81%), electric motor (10.00%) and oil engine (10.00%).

In case of beneficiaries, 57.50 per cent of the respondents possessed one or
two bullock, while tractor (23.75%), electric motor (6.25%) and oil engine
(4.37%).

With respect to non-beneficiaries, 50.00 per cent of the respondents
possessed one or two bullocks, followed by tractor (11.88%), oil engine (5.62%)

and electric motor (3.75%).

Table 4.14: Distribution of the respondents according to farm power

88

SI.  Farm power Respondents
No Beneficiaries Non-beneficiaries Total
F* % F* % F* %

1 No farm 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00
power

2 One or two 92 57.50 80 50.00 172 53.75
bullock

3 Oil engine 7 4.37 9 5.62 16 10.00

4  Electric motor 10 6.25 6 3.75 16 10.00

5  Tractor 38 23.75 19 11.88 57 17.81

*Data are based on multiple responses



89

The reason for this kind of increase in possession of farm power may be
due to high subsidy facility and also due to increase income might have motivated
them to go for more number of improved implements.

This result derives support from the inferences of Shukla and Sharma

(2010), Savita et al. (2011), Shukla and Gupta (2016) and Singh et al. (2009).

4.1.2.7 Annual income

The data on annual income of the respondents are given in Table 4.15 and
Fig. 4.7. It was reported that 42.19 per cent respondents had earned their annual
income ranges between X 1,00,001 to 2,00,000, followed by 30.94 per cent
respondents earned X 2,00,001 to 4,00,000, while 14.69 per cent respondents
earned up to ¥ 1,00,000 and 7.81 per cent earned ¥4,00,001 to 6,00,000.About 4.37
per cent respondents earned more than X 6,00,000.

In case of beneficiaries, most of the respondents (36.25%) had earned their
annual income ranges between X 1,00,001 to 2,00,000, followed by 33.12 per cent
respondents earned X 2,00,001 to 4,00,000, whereas 12.50 per cent respondents
earned more than ¥ 4,00,001 to 6,00,000 and 11.88 per cent had earned up to X
1,00,000. About 6.25 per cent respondents earned above % 6,00,000.

Table 4.15: Distribution of the respondents according to their annual income

SI. Annual income (Rs.) Respondents
No. Beneficiaries Non-beneficiaries Total
F % F % F %
1 UptoZ 1,00,000 19 11.88 28 17.50 47 14.69
2 %1,00,001 to 2,00,000 58 36.25 77 48.12 135 42.19
3 %2,00,001 to 4,00,000 53 33.12 46 28.75 99 30.94
4 %4,00,001 to 6,00,000 20 12.50 5 3.13 25 7.81
5  Above X 6,00,000 10 6.25 4 2.50 14 4.37
Total 160 100 160 100 320 100
Mean 291065.52 185618.75
SD 176019.98 98472.86

‘7’ value = 4.246**

**0.01 level of probability
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Similarly, in case of non-beneficiaries, most of the respondents (48.12%)
had earned X 1,00,001 to 2,00,000, Whereas 28.75 per cent respondents earned
%2,00,001 to 4,00,000, while 17.50 per cent respondents earned up to ¥ 1,00,000
and 3.13 per cent earned X 4,00,001 to 6,00,000. About 2.50 per cent respondents
earned more than X 6,00,000.

The calculated ‘Z’ value for annual income was 4.246 which was found to
be significant at 0.01 level of probability. Thus the earlier stated null hypothesis
that there is no difference between the annual income of beneficiaries and non-
beneficiaries was rejected. Therefore, it can be concluded that there is significant
difference between annual income of beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries
respondents.

It can be concluded that majority of the beneficiaries as well as non-
beneficiaries respondents had earned their annual income ranges between X
1,00,000 to 2,00,000.

The probable reason might be their small land holding and another reason
might be the low production of agricultural commodities due to unavailability of
resources i.e. water and soil fertility etc.

This finding is in accordance with Salunkhe et al. (2012), Seemaprakalpa
and Mishra (2014).

4.1.2.8 Credit acquisition

The data presented in Table 4.16 reveals that out of the total respondents,
89.69 per cent had acquired credit facility and 10.31 per cent had not acquired any
credit facility.

In case of beneficiaries, 93.12 per cent had acquired credit facility and 6.88
per cent had not acquired credit facility.

Similarly, in case of non-beneficiaries, 86.25 per cent had acquired credit
facility and 13.75 per cent had not acquired credit facility.

The findings reveal that out of total, 77.00 per cent of the respondents had
acquired credit facility from co-operative society, whereas 17.08 per cent
respondents from other sources and only 5.92 per cent respondents had acquired

credit from nationalized bank.
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With respect to beneficiaries, 75.83 per cent had acquired credit from co-

operative society, followed by 16.78 per cent from nationalized bank and 7.39 per

cent from other sources like money lender and friends.

Table 4.16: Distribution of the respondents according to their credit acquisition

Sl.  Credit acquisition Respondents
No. Beneficiaries Non-beneficiaries Total
F % F % F %
A Credit acquisition
1 Not acquired 11 6.88 22 13.75 33 10.31
2 Acquired 149 93.12 138 86.25 287 89.69
Total 160 100 160 100 320 100
B Source of credit
1 Co-operative 113 75.83 108 78.26 221 77.00
society
2 Nationalized bank 11 7.39 6 4.35 17 5.92
3 Other sources 25 16.78 24 17.39 49 17.08
(Money lenders &
friends)

F — Frequency, % - percentage

Among the non-beneficiaries, 78.26 per cent had acquired credit from co-

operative society, followed by 17.39 per cent from nationalized bank and 4.35 per

cent from other sources like money lender and friends.

It can be concluded from the above findings that vast majority of the

beneficiaries respondents had acquired credit.

The reason for drastic change in high level might be the respondents got

easy access to get loans and could contact banks frequently. Thus, they felt that

they have got much knowledge on credit facilities.

This finding is in accordance with Bolarinwa and Fakoya (2011), Singh

(2014) and Devaki et al. (2015).



93

4.1.2.9 Material possession

The data on material possession of the respondents are depicted in Table
4.17 and Fig. 4.8. It can be seen that out of total, cent per cent of the respondents
possessed cycle, chairs and mobile, followed by television (93.44%), bullock cart
(33.44%), radio (24.06%) and Refrigerators (14.38%).

In case of beneficiaries, cent per cent of the respondents possessed cycle,
chairs and mobile phone, followed by television (95.00%), bullock cart (29.38%),
refrigerators (23.75%) and radio (17.50%).

Table 4.17: Distribution of the respondents according to their material possession

SI.  Material Respondents
No. possession Beneficiaries Non-beneficiaries Total
F* % F* % F* %
1 Bullock cart 47 29.38 60 37.50 107 33.44
2 Cycle 160 100.00 160 100.00 320 100.00
3 Radio 28 17.50 49 30.63 77 24.06
4 Chairs 160 100.00 160 100.00 320 100.00
5  Mobile phone 160 100.00 160 100.00 320 100.00
6  Television 152 95.00 147 91.88 299 93.44
7  Refrigerators 38 23.75 8 5.00 46 14.38

*Data are based on multiple responses

Similarly, in case of non-beneficiaries, cent per cent of the respondents
possessed cycle, chairs and mobile phone, followed by television (91.88%),
bullock cart (37.50%), radio (30.63%) and refrigerators (5.00%).

The data presented in Table 4.18 reveals that out of total, 65.00 per cent of
the respondents possessed medium level of material, followed by 32.81 and 2.19
per cent of them who had low and high material possession, respectively.

In case of beneficiaries, majority of the respondents (70.00%) had medium
level of material possession, while 27.50 and 2.50 per cent had low and high level

of material possession, respectively.
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Table 4.18: Distribution of the respondents according the their overall material

possession
SI.  Category Respondents
No. Beneficiaries Non-beneficiaries Total
F % F % F %
1  Low 44 27.50 61 38.12 105 32.81
2 Medium 112 70.00 96 60.00 208 65.00
3 High 4 2.50 3 1.88 7 2.19
Total 160 100 160 100 320 100
Mean 3.98 3.81
SD 0.83 0.87

‘7’ value = 1.777 NS

NS = Non-significant

Whereas, in case of non-beneficiaries, majority of the respondents
(60.00%) had medium level of material possession, followed by 38.12 per cent had
low level of material possession and 1.88 per cent had high level of material
possession.

The calculated ‘Z’ value for material possession was 1.777 which was
found to be non-significant. Thus the earlier stated null hypothesis that there is no
difference between material possession of beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries was
not rejected. Hence, it can be concluded that there is no difference between
material possession of beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries.

It can be concluded that majority of the beneficiaries as well as non-
beneficiaries have medium level of material possession.

The reason might be that now a days it is a trend that almost all have
mobile and television as the major source of entertainment among the rural people.
Similarly owning bicycle would facilitate moment within the village and to the
field. Due to increase in land productivity, income level might have increased their
purchasing power.

Similar results were observed by Shukla and Sharma (2010), Savita et al.
(2011) and Shukla and Gupta (2016).
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4.1.3 Technological characteristics of the respondents
4.1.3.1 Seed source

Regarding seed source the data presented in Table 4.19 depicts that out of
total, 50.00 per cent respondents had seed available from NHM office, while 43.12
per cent of them had used own seed and only 6.88 per cent respondents had used
seed from market.

In case of beneficiaries, cent per cent of the respondents had seed available

from NHM office.

Table 4.19: Distribution of the respondents according to seed source of turmeric

SI.  Seed sources Respondents
No. Beneficiaries Non-beneficiaries Total
F % F % F %
1  Own 0 0.00 138 86.25 138 43.12
2 NHM office 160 100 0 0.00 160 50.00
3 Market 0 0.00 22 13.75 22 6.88
Total 160 100 160 100 320 100

F — Frequency, % - percentage

Similarly, in case of non-beneficiaries, 86.25 per cent of the respondents
had used own seed and 13.75 per cent of the respondents were used seed from
market.

From the above findings it can be concluded that all beneficiaries had seed
used from NHM office whereas in the case of non-beneficiaries, majority of the

respondents had used their own seed for turmeric cultivation.

4.1.3.2 Storage

Regarding seed storage the data presented in Table 4.20 reveals that out of
total respondents, 85.31 per cent did seed storage in ventilated room, whereas
47.50 per cent of them had seed storage in gunny bags.

In case of beneficiaries, majority of the respondents (81.25%) did seed
storage in ventilated room and 53.12 per cent of them had seed storage in gunny

bags.



Table 4.20: Distribution of the respondents according to storage facilities for

turmeric
S1.  Storage facilities Respondents
No. Beneficiaries Non-beneficiaries Total
F % F % F %
1 Ventilated room 130 81.25 143 89.37 273 85.31
2 Gunny bags 85 53.12 67 41.87 152 47.50

*Data are based on multiple responses

Similarly, in case of non-beneficiaries, 89.37 per cent of the respondents
had seed storage in ventilated room and 41.87 per cent of them did seed storage in
gunny bags.

Hence, from the results, it can be concluded that majority of the
beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries respondents were storing seed in ventilated

room.

4.1.3.3 Processing and value addition for marketing

Regarding processing and value addition for marketing, the data presented
in Table 4.21 reveals that out of total, cent per cent of the respondents were
naturally drying the turmeric in sunlight, while 65.31 per cent respondents were
involved in curing of turmeric and 54.37 per cent of them did grading of turmeric

for better price in market.

Table 4.21: Distribution of the respondents according to processing and value
addition practices of turmeric for marketing

SI.  Practices Respondents
No. Beneficiaries Non-beneficiaries Total
F* % F* % F* %
1 Curing 123 76.87 86 53.75 209 65.31
2 Drying 160 100 160 100 320 100
3  Grading 107 66.87 67 41.87 174 54.37

*Data are based on multiple responses
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In case of beneficiaries, cent per cent of the respondents were naturally
drying the turmeric in sunlight, whereas 76.87 per cent respondents were doing
curing of turmeric and 66.87 per cent did grading for good market price.

Similarly, in case of non-beneficiaries, cent per cent of the respondents
were naturally drying the turmeric in sunlight, while 53.75 per cent of them did
curing of turmeric and 41.87 per cent respondents were doing grading for good

market price.

Further, it can be concluded that cent per cent of the beneficiaries and non-

beneficiaries respondents were naturally drying the turmeric in sunlight.

4.1.3.4 Processing and value addition for own consumption

The results presented in Table 4.22 depicts that out of total respondents
doing processing and value addition for their own consumption, cent per cent of
the respondents were performing boiling/drying/grinding followed by curing
(28.75%) and grading (5.94%).

In case of beneficiaries, 100 per cent respondents were doing boiling,

drying and grinding, followed by curing (33.75%) and grading (6.88%).

Table 4.22: Distribution of the respondents according to processing and value
addition practices of turmeric for own consumption

Sl.  Practices Respondents
No. Beneficiaries Non-beneficiaries Total
F* % F* % F* %
1 Curing 54 33.75 38 23.75 92 28.75
2 Boiling 160 100 160 100 320 100
3 Drying 160 100 160 100 320 100
4  Grading 11 6.88 8 5.00 19 5.94
5  Grinding 160 100 160 100 320 100

*Data are based on multiple responses

Similarly, in case of non-beneficiaries, doing processing and value addition
for their own consumption 100 per cent were performing boiling, drying and

grinding, followed by curing (23.75%) and grading for next seasons (5.00%).



It can be concluded that cent per cent of the beneficiaries and non-
beneficiaries respondents were adopting processing practices in turmeric like

boiling, drying and grinding.

4.1.4 Communicational characteristics of the respondents
4.1.4.1 Contact with extension personnel

The data presented in Table 4.23 reveals that in case of beneficiaries, cent
per cent of the respondents were aware about field consultant, followed by 86.25
per cent aware about RHEO, while 20 per cent aware about HDO and 54.38 per

cent aware about SHDO. About 85 per cent were aware about Scientist.

Table 4.23: Distribution of the beneficiaries according to their contact with
extension personnel regarding turmeric cultivation

SI.  Extension Awareness Contact level
No. Personnel Yes No R S N
F F F F F
(%) (%) (o) (o) (%)
1  Field 160 0 97 63 0
consultant of (100) (0.00) (60.62) (39.38) (0.00)
NHM
2  RHEO 138 22 37 109 14
(86.25)  (13.75) (23.13) (68.12) (8.75)
3 HDO 32 128 1 1 158
(20.00)  (80.00) (0.63) (0.63) (98.74)
4  SHDO 87 73 8 15 137
(54.38)  (45.62) (5.00) (9.38) (85.62)
5 KVK 136 24 2 11 147
(Scientist) (85.00)  (15.00) (1.25) (6.88) (91.87)

R- Regular, S- Sometime, N-Never

Regarding beneficiaries, none of the respondents had contact with field
consultant, followed by 39.38 per cent respondents sometime and 60.62 per cent of
them regularly contacted. About 8.75 per cent respondents had no contact with

RHEO, while 68.13 per cent respondents sometime and 23.13 per cent of them
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regularly contacted. About 98.75 per cent respondents had no contact with HDO,
followed by 0.63 per cent respondents sometime and 0.63 per cent regularly
contacted. About 85.63 per cent of the respondents had no contact with SHDO,
while 9.38 per cent respondents sometime and 5 per cent of them regularly
contacted. About 91.88 per cent of the respondents had no contact with scientist,
followed by 6.88 per cent respondents sometime and 1.25 per cent of them
regularly contacted the scientist.

The data presented in Table 4.24 reveals that in case of non-beneficiaries,
46.88 per cent of the respondents had awareness about field consultant, followed
by 91.88 per cent aware about RHEO, while 17.50 per cent were aware about HDO
and 49.38 per cent aware about SHDO. About 81.88 per cent were aware about

Scientist.

Table 4.24: Distribution of the non-beneficiaries according to their contact with
extension personnel regarding turmeric cultivation

Sl.  Extension Awareness Contact level
No. Personnel Yes No R S N
F F F F F
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
1 Field 75 85 0 30 130
consultant of (46.88)  (53.12) (0.00) (18.75) (81.25)
NHM
2  RHEO 147 13 48 107 5
(91.88) (8.12) (30.00) (66.88) (3.12)
3  HDO 28 132 0 7 153
(17.50)  (82.50) (0.00) (4.38) (95.62)
4  SHDO 79 81 3 36 121
(49.38)  (50.62) (1.88) (22.50) (75.62)
5 KVK 131 29 0 8 152
(Scientist) (81.88)  (18.12) (0.00) (5.00) (95.00)

R- Regular, S- Sometime, N-Never
Regarding non-beneficiaries, 81.25 per cent of the respondents had no

contact with field consultant, followed by 18.75 per cent respondents sometime



and none of them not regularly contacted. About 3.13 per cent respondents had no
contact with RHEO, while 66.88 per cent respondents sometime and 30.00 per cent
of them regularly contacted. About 95.63 per cent respondents had no contact with
HDO, followed by 4.38 per cent respondents sometime and none of them not
regularly contacted. About 75.63 per cent of the respondents had no contact with
SHDO, while 22.50 per cent respondents sometime and 1.88 per cent of them
regularly contacted. About 95.00 per cent of the respondents had no contact with
scientist, followed by 5.00 per cent respondents sometime and none of them
regularly contacted the scientist.

The data given in Table 4.25 and Fig. 4.9 reveals that out of total,
maximum number of the respondents (51.56%) had medium level of extension
contact, followed by 41.56 per cent had low and 6.88 per cent had high level of

extension contact.

Table 4.25: Distribution of the respondents according to their overall extension
contact regarding turmeric cultivation
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SI.  Category Respondents
No. Beneficiaries Non-beneficiaries Total
F % F % F %
1 Low 65 40.63 68 42.50 133 41.56
2 Medium 77 48.12 88 55.00 165 51.56
3  High 18 11.25 4 2.50 22 6.88
Total 160 100 160 100 320 100
Mean 3.06 1.81
SD 1.28 0.87

‘7’ value = 2.575*

*0.05 level of probability

In case of beneficiaries, most of the respondents (48.12%) had medium
level of extension contact, followed by 40.63 per cent had low and 11.25 per cent
had high level of extension contact.

Similarly, in case of non-beneficiaries, 55.00 per cent of the respondents
had medium level of extension contact, while 42.50 per cent had low and 2.50 per

cent had high level of extension contact.
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Fig. 4.9: Distribution of the respondents according to their overall extension
contact
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Fig. 4.10: Distribution of the respondents according to their overall mass media
exposure



The calculated ‘Z’ value for extension contact was 2.575 which was found
to be significant at 0.05 level of probability. Thus the earlier stated null hypothesis
that there is no difference between extension contact of beneficiaries and no-
beneficiaries was rejected. Therefore, it can be concluded that there is significant
difference between extension contacts of beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries.

A close observation of the above data clearly indicates that the majority of
the beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries respondents had medium to low level of
extension contact.

The reason for this might be the beneficiaries respondents were participated
in various non-formal educational activities including visit of demonstration unit
and training etc. The non-beneficiaries had less interest as compared to
beneficiaries respondents.

The similar results were also reported by Sanjeev and Saroj (2014), Garg et
al. (2013) and Girawale et al. (2016).

4.1.4.2 Mass media exposure

It was evident from the Table 4.26 that great majority of the respondents
(87.50%) did not read any newspaper, followed by 9.38 per cent were reading
sometime and only 3.13 per cent read regularly. About 81.25 per cent respondents
did not read agriculture magazines, followed by 14.37 per cent read sometime and
4.38 per cent read regularly. About 82.50 per cent respondents did not listen to
radio, followed by 11.88 per cent listened sometime and 5.62 per cent listened
regularly. About 14.38 per cent respondents never view television, whereas 47.50
per cent viewed sometime and 38.12 per cent viewed regularly. About 67.50 per
cent respondents never call to kisan call centre, while 25.00 per cent called
sometime and 7.50 per cent called regularly. About 86.25 per cent respondents did
not use internet, followed by 8.75 per cent used sometime and 5.00 per cent used
regularly.

With respect to non-beneficiaries, majority of the respondents (91.87%) did
not read any newspaper, followed by 6.88 per cent read sometime and only 1.25
per cent read regularly. About 80.62 per cent respondents were not reading
agriculture magazines, followed by 16.88 per cent read sometime and 2.50 per cent

read regularly. About 69.38 per cent respondents did not listen to radio, followed
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by 22.50 per cent listened sometime and 8.12 per cent listened regularly. About
31.87 per cent respondents never view television, whereas 43.75 per cent viewed in
sometime and 24.38 per cent viewed regularly. About 71.88 per cent respondents
never call to kisan call centre, while 22.50 per cent call sometime and 5.62 per cent
call regularly. About 90 per cent respondents did not use internet, followed by 6.88

per cent used sometime and 3.12 per cent used regularly.

Table 4.26: Distribution of the respondents according to their mass media use

Sl.  Mass media Respondents
No.  exposure Beneficiaries Non-beneficiaries
R S N R S N
F F F F F F
(%) (%) (% (o) (%) (%)
1 Newspaper 5 15 140 2 11 147
(3.12)  (9.38)  (87.50) (1.25) (6.88)  (91.87)
2 Agriculture 7 23 130 4 27 129
magazines (4.38) (14.37) (81.25) (2.50) (16.88) (80.62)
3 Radio 9 19 132 13 36 111
(5.62) (11.88) (82.50) (8.12)  (22.50) (69.38)
4  Television 61 76 23 39 70 51
(38.12) (47.50) (14.38) (24.38) (43.75) (31.87)
5 Kisan Call 12 40 108 9 36 115
Centre (7.50) (25.00) (67.50) (5.62) (22.50) (71.88)
6 Internet 8 14 138 5 11 144

(5.00) (8.75) (86.25) (3.12)  (6.88)  (90.00)

R- Regular, S- Sometime, N-Never

The data given in Table 4.27 and Fig. 4.10 brings to light about percentage
distribution of the respondents which reveals that out of total, most of the
respondents (48.13%) had medium level of mass media exposure, while 40.31 per

cent had low and 11.56 per cent had high level of mass media exposure.
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In case of beneficiaries, most of the respondents (45.63%) had medium
level of mass media exposure, followed by 39.37 per cent had low and 15.00 per

cent had high level of mass media exposure.

Table 4.27: Distribution of the respondents according to their overall mass media

use
SI.  Category Respondents
No. Beneficiaries Non-beneficiaries Total
F % F % F %
1 Low 63 39.37 66 41.25 129 4031
2 Medium 73 45.63 81 50.62 154  48.13
3  High 24 15.00 13 8.13 37 11.56
Total 160 100 160 100 320 100
Mean 2.44 2.09
SD 1.92 1.51

‘Z’ value = 1.854 NS

NS = Non-significant

Similarly, in case of non-beneficiaries, majority of the respondents
(50.62%) had medium level of mass media exposure, followed by 41.25 per cent
had low and 8.13 per cent had high level of mass media exposure.

The calculated ‘Z’ value for mass media exposure was 1.854 which was
found to be non-significant. Thus the earlier stated null hypothesis that there is no
difference between mass media exposure of beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries
was not rejected. Hence, it can be concluded that there is no difference between
mass media exposure of beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries.

It can be concluded that majority of the beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries
had low to medium level of mass media utilization.

This is due to the reason that they use the mass media as a source of
information only when needed or when they face problem.

The similar results were also reported by Verma et al. (2014), Singh and
Verma (2014) and Patil et al. (2010).
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4.1.5 Psychological characteristics of the respondents
4.1.5.1 Scientific orientation

The data presented in Table 4.28 and Fig. 4.11 reveals that out of the total,
72.81 per cent of the respondents had medium level of scientific orientation,
followed by 19.69 per cent had low and 7.50 per cent had high level of scientific
orientation

Table 4.28: Distribution of the respondents according to their scientific orientation

Sl.  Category Respondents
No. Beneficiaries Non-beneficiaries Total
F % F % F %
1  Low 36 22.50 27 16.87 63 19.69
2 Medium 111 69.38 122 76.25 233 72.81
3  High 13 8.12 11 6.88 24 7.50
Total 160 100 160 100 320 100
Mean 25.47 21.07
SD 1.65 2.43

‘7’ value =2.575 *

*0.05 level of probability

In case of beneficiaries, 69.38 per cent of the respondents had medium
level of scientific orientation, while 22.50 per cent had low and 8.12 per cent had
high level of scientific orientation.

Similarly, in case of non-beneficiaries, 76.25 per cent of the respondents
had medium level of scientific orientation, followed by 16.87 per cent had low and
6.88 per cent had high level of scientific orientation.

The calculated ‘Z’ value for scientific orientation was 2.575 which was not
found significant at 0.01 level of probability. Thus the earlier stated null hypothesis
that there is no difference between scientific orientation of beneficiaries and non-
beneficiaries was rejected. Therefore, it can be concluded that there is significant

difference between scientific orientation of beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries.
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Scientific orientation
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Fig. 4.11: Distribution of the respondents according to their scientific orientation

Cosmopoliteness

B Beneficiaries ™ Non-beneficiaries

525 51.88

Once in a month Once in a week Twice or more in a week

Fig. 4.12: Distribution of the respondents according to their cosmopoliteness



107

From the above findings it could be concluded that the majority of the
beneficiaries respondents showed low to medium level of scientific orientation.
Famers education level, extension contact and exposure of mass media will
motivate the farmers to know about the latest technologies in agriculture and
horticulture. Therefore, the keen interest in trying to know about the latest
technology. Turmeric needs more knowledge about cultivation practices and post
harvest technology.

In case of non-beneficiaries, majority of the respondents showed medium
level of scientific orientation. It is due to fact that non-beneficiaries did not show
any interest to learn new technologies about cultivation practices and post harvest
technology of turmeric but they prefer their regular and routine practices.

Jha (2012), Salunkhe et al. (2012) and Sriwas et al. (2015) noted almost

similar findings.

4.1.5.2 Risk orientation
The data presented in Table 4.29 shows that out of the total, 80.31 per cent
of the respondents had medium level of risk orientation, followed by 11.56 per cent

had low and 8.13 per cent had high level of risk orientation.

Table 4.29: Distribution of the respondents according to their risk orientation

SI.  Category Respondents
No. Beneficiaries Non-beneficiaries Total
F % F % F %
1 Low 28 17.50 9 5.62 37 11.56
2 Medium 126 78.75 131 81.88 257 80.31
3  High 6 3.75 20 12.50 26 8.13
Total 160 100 160 100.00 320 100
Mean 24.94 20.73
SD 1.77 1.85

‘7’ value =2.575 *

*0.05 level of probability



In case of beneficiaries, 78.75 per cent of the respondents had medium
level of risk orientation, while 17.50 per cent had low and 3.75 per cent had high
level of risk orientation.

Similarly, in case of non-beneficiaries, 81.88 per cent of the respondents
had medium level of risk orientation, followed by 12.50 per cent had high and 5.62
per cent had low level of risk orientation.

The calculated ‘Z’ value for risk orientation was 2.575 which was not
found significant at 0.01 level of probability. Thus the earlier stated null hypothesis
that there is no difference between risk orientations of beneficiaries and non-
beneficiaries was rejected. Hence, it can be concluded that there is significant
difference between risk orientation of beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries.

It can be concluded that the majority of the beneficiaries and non-
beneficiaries respondents had preferred to take medium level of risk.

It might be due to fact that the beneficiaries respondents are involved with
income generating activities that mostly are related to horticulture and having high
risk.

Whereas, non-beneficiaries respondents think that it is better for them not
to try new farming methods unless most others have used them successfully. There
is need to organize more demonstration.

Boruah et al. (2015), Jha (2012) and Salunkhe et al. (2012) found similar
findings.

4.1.5.3 Cosmopoliteness

The data presented in Table 4.30and Fig. 4.12 reveals that out of the total,
52.19 per cent had medium cosmopoliteness, followed by 27.19 per cent
respondents had low and 20.62 per cent respondents had high cosmopoliteness.

In case of beneficiaries, 52.50 per cent of the respondents had medium
cosmopoliteness, whereas 28.75 per cent respondents had low and 18.75 per cent
respondents had high cosmopoliteness.

Similarly, in case of non-beneficiaries, 51.88 per cent of the respondents
had medium cosmopoliteness, while 25.62 per cent of them had low and 22.50 per

cent respondents had high cosmopoliteness.
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Table 4.30: Distribution of the respondents according to their cosmopoliteness

SI.  Cosmopoliteness Respondents
No. Beneficiaries Non-beneficiaries Total
F % F % F %
1 Once in a month 46 28.75 41 25.62 87 27.19
2 Once in a week &4 52.50 &3 51.88 167 52.19
3  Twice ormorein a 30 18.75 36 22.50 66 20.62
week
Total 160 100 160 100 320 100

F — Frequency, % - percentage

It can be concluded that majority of the respondents of both groups had low
to medium level of cosmopoliteness.

Cosmopoliteness measures the frequency of visits of the individuals and
their purpose of visit to the particular place. Person who visit more to the outside
of their locality have more information about new technologies and innovation.
They are broader in awareness knowledge as compared to those who visits less
frequently.

The findings are similar to the findings reported by Sanjeev and Saroj

(2014) and Kumari and Laxmikant (2015).

4.1.5.4 Achievement motivation

The data presented in Table 4.31 indicates that out of the total, 63.75 per
cent of the respondents had medium level of achievement motivation, followed by
25.00 per cent had low and 11.25 per cent had high level of achievement
motivation.

In case of beneficiaries, 63.12 per cent of the respondents had medium
level of achievement motivation, whereas 26.25 per cent had low and 10.63 per
cent had high level of achievement motivation.

Similarly, in case of non-beneficiaries, 64.37 per cent of the respondents
had medium level of achievement motivation, followed by 23.75 per cent had low
and 11.88 per cent had high level of achievement motivation.

The calculated ‘Z’ value for achievement motivation was -4.859 which was
found to be non-significant. Thus the earlier stated null hypothesis that there is no

difference between achievement motivation of beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries
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was not rejected. Hence, it can be concluded that there is no difference between

achievement motivation of beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries respondents.

Table 4.31: Distribution of the respondents according to their achievement

motivation
SI.  Category Respondents
No. Beneficiaries Non-beneficiaries Total
F % F % F %

1 Low 42 26.25 38 23.75 80 25.00
2 Medium 101 63.12 103 64.37 204 63.75
3  High 17 10.63 19 11.88 36 11.25

Total 160 100 160 100 320 100

Mean 15.11 14.19

SD 1.26 1.27

‘7’ value = -4.859 NS

NS = Non-significant

It can be concluded that majority of the beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries
respondents had medium level of achievement motivation.

The possible reason might be that most of them were from poor economic
background and had huge familial responsibility on their shoulders. Based on the
inner urge, one will be interested to increase the income and profit from the
business they run. Every individual once aware of things in their social milieu,
automatically their motivation level would rise due to increasing interest to fulfill
the needs like desire for recognition, security, food and wealth etc.

The observation is in line with findings of Boruah et al. (2015) and Fartyal
and Rathore (2014).

4.1.5.5 Economic motivation

The data presented in Table 4.32 and Fig. 4.13 were subjected to
percentage distribution of the respondents according to their economic motivation.
The data indicates that out of the total, majority of the respondents (75.00%) had
medium level of economic motivation, followed by 20.62 per cent had low and

4.38 per cent had high level of economic motivation.
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In case of beneficiaries, majority of the respondents (75.62%) had medium
level of economic motivation, while 20.00 per cent had low and 4.38 per cent had

high level of economic motivation.

Table 4.32: Distribution of the respondents according to their economic motivation

SI.  Category Respondents
No. Beneficiaries Non-beneficiaries Total
F % F % F %
1 Low 32 20.00 34 21.25 66 20.62
2 Medium 121 75.62 119 74.37 240 75.00
3 High 7 4.38 7 4.38 14 4.38
Total 160 100 160 100 320 100
Mean 25.03 20.67
SD 1.95 1.85

‘7’ value = -0.264 NS

NS = Non-significant

Similarly, in case of non-beneficiaries, majority of the respondents
(74.37%) had medium level of economic motivation, followed by 21.25 per cent
had low and 4.38 per cent had high level of economic motivation.

The calculated ‘Z’ value for economic motivation was -0.264 which was
found to be non-significant. Thus the earlier stated null hypothesis that there is no
difference between economic motivation of beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries
was not rejected. Therefore, it can be concluded that there is no difference between
economic motivation of beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries respondents.

It can be comprehended from the above results that the majority of the
respondents had medium economic motivation in case of both beneficiaries and
non-beneficiaries respondents.

This may be due to the reason that the respondents were still not thinking
agriculture as a business and the irregular climatic and marketing factors made
them not to think about rainfall profits. Moreover the uncertainty level in the
respondents was increasing day-by-day because of these factors. Hence, such trend

was noticed.



Economic motivation
B Beneficiaries ™ Non-beneficiaries
75.62 7437
20 21.25
4.38 4.38
Low Medium High

Fig. 4.13: Distribution of the respondents according to their economic motivation

Overall awareness about NHM

B Beneficiaries ™ Non-beneficiaries

73.12 70.00

25.00

5.00

Low Medium High

Fig. 4.14: Distribution of the respondents according to their overall awareness

about NHM
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This is in conformity with the results by Jha (2012), Kumari and Laxmikant
(2015) and Salunkhe et al. (2012).

4.2 Awareness of turmeric growers about NHM

The data regarding distribution of the respondents according to awareness
about different components of NHM are presented in Table 4.33. As per the mean
per cent score order was obtained it is observed that the highest awareness score
was obtained in case of “Have you heard about NHM ever before” (rank I),
followed by “Are you aware of the implementation agency NHM Scheme in your
area” (rank II), “Do you know under NHM is there is a provision for assisting the
farmer for construction of green house under protected cultivation to cope with the
climatic variability” (rank III), “Are you aware NHM is promoting the high density
planting of banana with tissue culture planting material” (rank IV), “Do you know
the main objective of NHM is to enhance Horticulture production, improve
nutritional security and income support to farmer” (rank V), “Are you aware NHM
is to create more employment opportunity for skilled and unskilled person” (rank
VI), “Do you know NHM is promoting organic farming as well to maintain the
ecological balance by providing input subsidy in terms of kind”(rank VII), “Are
you aware of that legal document of land property is necessary criteria for selecting
a farmer for the beneficiaries of NHM” (rank VIII), “Are you aware the mandates
of NHM is to take up Post Harvest Management especially by processing of
perishable horticulture product” (rank IX), “Are you aware the strategy of NHM is
to minimize the risk of small and marginal farmers through crop diversification
towards orchards and plantation crop” (rank X), “Do you know under NHM there
is provision for exposure visit to mainland under training and capacity building
programme to update the latest technical knowledge” (rank XI), “Are you aware
that NHM is also assisting the scheme of beekeeping for pollination support” (rank
XII), “Are you aware under NHM cash and kind subsidies are provided for
rejuvenating the old orchards of fruits and plantation crops” (rank XIII), “Are you
aware the minimum area required to take up the schemes of establishment of new

garden is 0.1 ha and maximum of 4.0 ha per beneficiaries” (rank XIV) and
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“Are you aware the financial assistance will be provided to the schemes in three
years in ratio of 60:20:20” (rank XV).

As regards to beneficiaries, as per the mean per cent score order they obtained
it is observed that the highest awareness score was obtained in case of “Have you
heard about NHM ever before” (rank I), followed by “Are you aware of the agency
implementation NHM Scheme in your area” (rank II), “Do you know the main
objective of NHM is to enhance Horticulture production, improve nutritional
security and income support to farmer” (rank IIT), “Do you know under NHM is
there is a provision for assisting the farmer for construction of green house under
protected cultivation to cope with the climatic variability” (rank IV), “Are you
aware NHM is to create more employment opportunity for skilled and unskilled
person” (rank V), “Are you aware NHM is promoting the high density planting of
banana with tissue culture planting material” (rank VI), “Do you know NHM is
promoting organic farming as well to maintain the ecological balance by providing
input subsidy in terms of kind” (rank VII), “Are you aware the mandates of NHM
is to take up Post Harvest Management especially by processing of perishable
horticulture product” (rank VIII), “Are you aware of that legal document of land
property is necessary criteria for selecting a farmer for the beneficiaries of NHM”
(rank IX), “Are you aware the strategy of NHM is to minimize the risk of small
and marginal farmers through crop diversification towards orchards and plantation
crop” (rank X), “Do you know under NHM there is provision for exposure visit to
mainland under training and capacity building programme to update the latest
technical knowledge” (rank XI), “Are you aware that NHM is also assisting the
scheme of beekeeping for pollination support” (rank XII), “Are you aware under
NHM cash and kind subsidies are provided for rejuvenating the old orchards of
fruits and plantation crops” (rank XIII), “Are you aware the minimum area
required to take up the schemes of establishment of new garden is 0.1 ha and
maximum of 4.0 ha per beneficiaries” (rank XIV) and “Are you aware the financial
assistance will be provided to the schemes in three years in ratio of 60:20:20” (rank
XV).

As regards to non-beneficiaries, as per the mean per cent score order they

obtained it is observed that the highest awareness score was obtained in case of



“Have you heard about NHM ever before” (rank I), followed by “Are you aware of
the agency implementation NHM Scheme in your area” (rank II), “Are you aware
NHM is promoting the high density planting of banana with tissue culture planting
material” (rank III), “Do you know under NHM is there is a provision for assisting
the farmer for construction of green house under protected cultivation to cope with
the climatic variability” (rank IV), “Do you know the main objective of NHM is to
enhance Horticulture production, improve nutritional security and income support
to farmer” (rank V), “Do you know NHM is promoting organic farming as well to
maintain the ecological balance by providing input subsidy in terms of kind” (rank
VI), “Are you aware NHM is to create more employment opportunity for skilled
and unskilled person” (rank VII), “Are you aware of that legal document of land
property is necessary criteria for selecting a farmer for the beneficiaries of NHM”
(rank VIII), “Do you know under NHM there is provision for exposure visit to
mainland under training and capacity building programme to update the latest
technical knowledge” (rank IX), “Are you aware the mandates of NHM is to take
up Post Harvest Management especially by processing of perishable horticulture
product” (rank X), “Are you aware that NHM is also assisting the scheme of
beekeeping for pollination support” and “Are you aware the strategy of NHM is to
minimize the risk of small and marginal farmers through crop diversification
towards orchards and plantation crop” (rank XI), “Are you aware under NHM cash
and kind subsidies are provided for rejuvenating the old orchards of fruits and
plantation crops” (rank XII), “Are you aware the minimum area required to take up
the schemes of establishment of new garden is 0.1 ha and maximum of 4.0 ha per
beneficiaries” (rank XIII) and “Are you aware the financial assistance will be
provided to the schemes in three years in ratio of 60:20:20” (rank XIV).

The data on overall awareness of the respondents about different
components of NHM are given in Table 4.34 and Fig. 4.14. It can be seen from the
findings that out of the total, majority of the respondents (71.56%) had medium
level of awareness of the scheme, followed by 18.75 per cent had low level of
awareness and 9.69 per cent had high level of awareness about the existence and

functioning of NHM scheme.
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In case of beneficiaries, 73.12 per cent of the respondents had medium
level of awareness, while 14.38 per cent had high level of awareness and 12.50 per
cent had low level of awareness about the NHM scheme.

Table 4.34: Distribution of the respondents according to their overall awareness

about NHM
SI.  Category Respondents
No. Beneficiaries Non-beneficiaries Total
F % F % F %
1 Low 20 12.50 40 25.00 60 18.75
2 Medium 117 73.12 112 70.00 229  71.56
3 High 23 14.38 8 5.00 31 9.69
Total 160 100 160 100 320 100
Mean 8.83 4.21
SD 2.79 1.89

‘Z’ value = 1.959 NS

NS = Non-significant

Similarly, in case of non-beneficiaries, 70.00 per cent of the respondents
had medium level of awareness, followed by 25.00 per cent low level of awareness
and 5.00 per cent high level of awareness about different components of NHM.

The calculated ‘Z’ value for awareness about NHM was 1.959 which was
found to be non-significant. Thus the earlier stated null hypothesis that there is no
difference between awareness about NHM of beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries
was not rejected. Therefore, it can be concluded that there is no difference between
awareness about NHM of beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries.

It can be concluded that the majority of the beneficiaries had high to
medium level of awareness and in case of non-beneficiaries low to medium level
of awareness about NHM scheme.

The probable reason might be that cent per cent of the beneficiaries
respondents were aware about NHM scheme and about who motivated them to join
the scheme. This reveals the enthusiasm and interest shown by the members
regarding the scheme.

The result is in accordance with the results of Rai and Singh (2008) and
Jaganatham et al. (2009).



The data presented in Table 4.35 reveals about the attitude of beneficiaries
towards NHM. As per the mean score order it was observed that the highest score
was obtained in case of “NHM is a boon for small and marginal farmers” (rank I),
followed by “NHM would generate new employment opportunity in rural area”
(rank IT) “NHM helps the farmers to improve personal and socio-economic status”
(rank III), “NHM encourage the farmers to take proper care of their orchards and
nursery” (rank IV), “NHM helps to farmers to adopt high value input” (rank V),
“The small scale industries in fruit processing will be enhance in rural area due to
NHM” (rank VI), “There is little work and more of propaganda done by the NHM”
(rank VII), “Increase of fruit production due to NHM will create marketing
problem of fruit” (rank VIII), “Activities implemented under NHM are not relevant
to the needs of small and marginal farmers” (rank 1X), “Big farmers only could
derive the benefits given under various schemes of NHM” (rank X), “Due to lack
of proper publicity majority of the farmers have not received the benefit give the
benefit given under NHM” (rank XI) and “The procedure of getting the benefits
from NHM is complex” (rank XII).

The data regarding attitude of non-beneficiaries towards NHM are
presented in Table 4.36. As per the mean score order it was observed that the
highest score was obtained in case of “NHM would generate new employment
opportunity in rural area” (rank I), followed by “NHM encourage the farmers to
take proper care of their orchards and nursery” (rank II), “NHM helps the farmers
to improve personal and socio-economic status” and “Increase of fruit production
due to NHM will create marketing problem of fruit” (rank III), “The small scale
industries in fruit processing will be enhance in rural area due to NHM” (rank IV),
“NHM helps to farmers to adopt high value input” (rank V), “Due to lack of proper
publicity majority of the farmers have not received the benefit give the benefit
given under NHM” (rank VI) “NHM is a boon for small and marginal farmers”
(rank VII), “Activities implemented under NHM are not relevant to the needs of
small and marginal farmers” (rank VIII), “There is little work and more of
propaganda done by the NHM” (rank IX), “Big farmers only could derive the
benefits given under various schemes of NHM” (rank X) and “The procedure of

getting the benefits from NHM is complex™ (rank XI).
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The data presented in Table 4.37 and Fig. 4.15 reveals that out of total,
majority of the respondents (74.38%) had favourable attitude towards NHM,
followed by 18.43 per cent of them neutral attitude and only 7.19 per cent of the
respondents had most favourable attitude. None of them had unfavourable and

most unfavourable attitude towards NHM.

Table 4.37: Distribution of the respondents according to their overall attitude

towards NHM
Sl.  Category Respondents
No. Beneficiaries  Non-beneficiaries Total
F % F % F %
1 Most unfavourable 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00
(up to 21.60 score)
2 Unfavourable 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00
(21.61 to 31.20 score)
3 Neutral 1 0.63 58 36.25 59 18.43
(31.20 to 40.80
score)
4  Favourable 138  86.25 100 62.50 238  74.38
(40.81 to 50.40 score)
5  Most favourable 21 13.12 2 1.25 23 7.19
(above 50.41 score)
Total 160 100 160 100 320 100

F — Frequency, % - percentage

In case of beneficiaries, 86.25 per cent of the beneficiaries had favourable
attitude towards NHM, whereas 13.12 per cent had most favourable attitude and
0.63 per cent of the beneficiaries had neutral attitude. None of them had
unfavourable and most unfavourable attitude towards NHM.

Similarly, in case of non-beneficiaries, majority of the respondents
(62.50%) had favourable attitude towards NHM, followed by 36.25 per cent had
neutral attitude and 1.25 per cent of them had most favourable attitude. None of the

respondents had unfavourable and most unfavourable attitude towards NHM.
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It can be concluded that most of the beneficiaries respondents had
favourable to most favourable attitude, while most of the non-beneficiaries had a
favourable to neutral attitude.

The probable reason might be that the beneficiaries who had registered for
the work had high knowledge about the programme and after understanding the
social advantages of the job they developed a favourable attitude. The non-
beneficiaries knew that the programme ensure work to those registered for work
irrespective of caste or class. Since the programme expects everybody to perform
manual labour and work shoulder to shoulder with those who are lower in caste
and class the non-beneficiaries had a neutral attitude.

This finding was in agreement with the findings of Pagaria (2014),
Salunkhe et al. (2012), Sonawane and Neware (2012).

4.4 Knowledge of beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries respondents
regarding improved turmeric cultivation practices

Beneficiaries

Knowledge is defined as a body understood information possessed by
individual or by a culture. It is further explained that knowledge is the part of a
persons information, which is in accordance with established fact. In the present
investigation, the knowledge level of selected beneficiaries of NHM regarding
turmeric cultivation was assessed and presented in Table 4.38. The findings reveal
that majority of the respondents had full knowledge about improved cultivation
practices like recommended varieties (91.25%), methods of planting (90.00%),
ploughing and field preparation (79.38%), irrigation management (74.38%), inter-
cropping (73.75%), harvesting time and methods (71.88%), recommended seed
rate (60.00%), balance dose of fertilizers (57.50%), Earthin up operation (56.88%),
Application of FYM (54.38%), seed treatment (50.00%), insect-pest management
(46.25%), recommended spacing (45.00%), disease management (16.88%),
chemicals for weed control (6.88%) and use of mulching (4.37%).

However, it was observed that the majority of the respondents had partial
knowledge of improved cultivation practices like disease management (68.75%),

recommended spacing (55.00%), application of FYM (45.62%), seed treatment and



insect-pest management (45.00%), earthing up operation (43.12%), balance dose of
fertilizers (42.50%), recommended seed rate (40.00%), harvesting time and
methods (28.12%), inter-cropping (26.25%), irrigation management (25.62%),
ploughing and field preparation (20.62%), chemicals for weed control (18.12%)
and methods of planting (10.00%).

It was also found that the majority of the respondents had no knowledge
about improved cultivation practices like use of mulching (95.63%), chemicals for
weed control (75.00%), disease management (14.37%), recommended variety and

insect-pest management (8.75%) and seed treatment (5.00%).

Non-beneficiaries

The knowledge of turmeric cultivation of selected non-beneficiaries was
assessed and presented in Table 4.38. The data reveals that majority of the
respondents had full knowledge about improved cultivation practices like useful
method of planting (86.25%), recommended varieties (81.25%), ploughing and
field preparation (75.62%), irrigation management (73.13%), inter-cropping
(71.88%), harvesting time and methods (63.75%), earthing up operation (51.88%),
recommended seed rate (51.25%), recommended spacing and application of FYM
(41.88%), balance dose of fertilizers (38.75%), seed treatment (30.00%), insect-
pest management (24.37%), disease management (13.12%) and mulching (1.88%).

However, it was observed that the majority of the respondents had partial
knowledge of improved cultivation practices like disease management (74.38%),
insect-pest management (64.38%), balance dose of fertilizers (61.25%), seed
treatment (60.62%), recommended spacing and application of FYM (58.12%),
recommended seed rate (48.75%), earthing up operation (48.12%), harvesting time
and methods (36.25%), inter-cropping (28.12%), irrigation management (26.88%),
ploughing and field preparation (24.38%), chemicals for weed control (21.88%)
and method of planting (13.75%).
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It was also found that the majority of the respondents had no knowledge
about improved cultivation practices like mulching (98.12%), chemical for weed
control (74.37%), recommended variety (18.75%), disease management (12.50%),

insect-pest management (11.25%), seed treatment (9.38%).

4.4.1 Comparison between beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries respondents
with respect to their knowledge regarding improved turmeric cultivation
practices

The data presented in Table 4.39 and Fig. 4.16 reveals the difference

between beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries respondents regarding turmeric
cultivation. The calculated ‘Z’ value for field preparation was 0.801 which was
found to be non-significant. Thus the earlier stated null hypotheses that there is no
difference between beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries is accepted. Hence it can be
concluded that there is no difference between beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries
with respect to field preparation.

The calculated ‘Z’ value for improved variety was 2.904 which was found
to be significant at 1 per cent level of probability. Thus the earlier stated null
hypotheses that there is no difference between beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries
is rejected. Hence, it can be concluded that there is significant difference between
beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries regarding improved variety.

The calculated ‘Z’ value for seed rate was 1.983 which was found to be
significant at 5 per cent level of probability. Thus the earlier stated null hypotheses
that there is no difference between beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries is rejected.
Hence, it can be concluded that there is significant difference between
beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries in relation to seed rate.

The calculated ‘Z’ value for method of planting was 1.035 which was
found to be non-significant. Thus the earlier stated null hypotheses that there is no
difference between beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries is accepted. Hence, it can
be concluded that there is no difference between beneficiaries and no-beneficiaries

regarding method of planting.
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Table 4.39: Comparison between beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries respondents

with respect to their knowledge regarding improved turmeric cultivation practices

Sl.  Practices Mean value ‘Z’ value

No. Beneficiaries ~ Non-beneficiaries
1  Field preparation 1.794 1.756 0.801
2 Improved variety 1.825 1.625 2.904**
3 Seedrate 1.612 1.513 1.983*
4 Method of planting 1.900 1.863 1.035
5  Spacing 1.450 1.419 0.562
6  Seed treatment 1.450 1.206 3.677**
7  Earthing up 1.569 1.519 0.896
8  Inter-cropping 1.738 1.719 0.375
9  Mulching 0.088 0.038 1.984%*
10 Application of FYM 1.544 1.419 2.248%*
11 Application of fertilizers 1.575 1.388 3.406%*
12 Chemicals for Weed 0.319 0.294 0.394

control

13 Water management 1.744 1.725 0.372
14 Insect-pest control 1.375 1.131 3.552%*
15 Disease control 1.025 1.006 0.310
16  Harvesting stage 1.713 1.638 1.412

**0.01 level of probability
*0.05 level of probability

The calculated ‘Z’ value for spacing was 0.562 which was found to be non-

significant. Thus the earlier stated null hypotheses that there is no difference

between beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries is accepted. Hence, it can be

concluded that there is no difference between beneficiaries and no-beneficiaries in

relation to spacing.
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The calculated ‘Z’ value for seed treatment was 3.677 which was found to
be significant at 1 per cent level of probability. Thus the earlier stated null
hypotheses that there is no difference between beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries
is rejected. Hence, it can be concluded that there is significant difference between
beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries regarding seed treatment.

The calculated ‘Z’ value for earthing up was 0.896 which was found to be
non-significant. Thus the earlier stated null hypotheses that there is no difference
between beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries is accepted. Hence, it can be
concluded that there is no difference between beneficiaries and no-beneficiaries
with respect to earthing up.

The calculated ‘Z’ value for inter-cropping was 0.375 which was found to
be non-significant. Thus the earlier stated null hypotheses that there is no
difference between beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries is accepted. Hence, it can
be concluded that there is no difference between beneficiaries and no-beneficiaries
in relation to inter-cropping.

The calculated ‘Z’ value for mulching was 1.984 which was found to be
significant at 5 per cent level of probability. Thus the earlier stated null hypotheses
that there is no difference between beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries is rejected.
Hence, it can be concluded that there is significant difference between
beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries with respect to mulching.

The calculated ‘Z’ value for application of FYM was 2.248 which was
found to be significant at 5 per cent level of probability. Thus the earlier stated null
hypotheses that there is no difference between beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries
is rejected. Hence, it can be concluded that there is significant difference between
beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries regarding application of FYM.

The calculated ‘Z’ value for Application of fertilizers was 3.406 which was
found to be significant at 1 per cent level of probability. Thus the earlier stated null
hypotheses that there is no difference between beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries
is rejected. Hence, it can be concluded that there is significant difference between
beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries regarding application of fertilizers.

The calculated ‘Z’ value for chemicals of weed control was 0.394 which

was found to be non-significant. Thus the earlier stated null hypotheses that there



is no difference between beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries is accepted. Hence, it
can be concluded that there is no difference between beneficiaries and no-
beneficiaries with respect to chemical of weed control.

The calculated ‘Z’ value for water management was 0.372 which was
found to be non-significant. Thus the earlier stated null hypotheses that there is no
difference between beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries is accepted. Hence, it can
be concluded that there is no difference between beneficiaries and non-
beneficiaries in relation to water management.

The calculated ‘Z’ value for insect-pest control was 3.552 which was found
to be significant at 1 per cent level of probability. Thus the earlier stated null
hypotheses that there is no difference between beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries
is rejected. Hence, it can be concluded that there is significant difference between
beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries regarding insect-pest control.

The calculated ‘Z’ value for disease control was 0.310 which was found to
be non-significant. Thus the earlier stated null hypotheses that there is no
difference between beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries is accepted. Hence, it can
be concluded that there is no difference between beneficiaries and no-beneficiaries
regarding disease control.

The calculated ‘Z’ value for harvesting stage was 1.412 which was found to
be non-significant at 5 per cent level of probability. Thus the earlier stated null
hypotheses that there is no difference between beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries
is accepted. Hence, it can be concluded that there is no difference between
beneficiaries and no-beneficiaries regarding harvesting stage.

The data presented in Table 4.40 reveals that out of total, 74.38 per cent of
the respondents had medium knowledge about turmeric cultivation, followed by
20.00 per cent had low and 5.62 per cent of them had high knowledge level.

In case of beneficiaries, 73.12 per cent of the respondents had medium
knowledge level, followed by 19.38 per cent had low knowledge and 7.50 per cent
of them had high knowledge level.
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Table 4.40: Distribution of the respondents according to their overall knowledge
level about improved turmeric cultivation practices

SI.  Knowledge level Respondents
No. Beneficiaries Non-beneficiaries Total
F % F % F %
1 Low 31 19.38 33 20.63 64 20.00
2 Medium 117 73.12 121 75.62 238 7438
3 High 12 7.50 6 3.75 18 5.62
Total 160 100 160 100 320 100
Mean 22.34 20.65
SD 2.39 1.96

¢ 7’ value = 3.712%**

**0.01 level of probability

Similarly, in case of non-beneficiaries, 75.62 per cent of the respondents
had medium knowledge, followed by 20.63 per cent had low and 3.75 per cent of
them had high knowledge level.

The calculated ‘Z’ value for knowledge level was 3.712 which was found
to be significant at 0.01 level of probability. Thus the earlier stated null hypothesis
that there is no difference between knowledge level of beneficiaries and non-
beneficiaries was rejected. Therefore, it can be concluded that there is significant
difference between beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries regarding knowledge level
of turmeric cultivation.

It can be concluded that the majority of the respondents had medium to
high level of knowledge in case of beneficiaries, whereas it was medium to low
level of knowledge in non-beneficiaries.

The probable reason for this trend may be the fact that the majority of the
beneficiaries respondents were frequently taught the recommended cultivation
practices regarding turmeric. This coupled with the respondents regular contact
with extension personnel and scientists seeking advice and clarifying doubts on the
topics they had heard through different sources made them to have more
knowledge, whereas the non-beneficiaries respondents were not having frequent
contact with the extension personnel and lack of information about turmeric

production technology. Hence, they had low level of knowledge.



The high level trend of knowledge of the respondents in beneficiaries need
to be maintained in the same manner, whereas it would be desirable to develop
knowledge of non-beneficiaries respondents to high level by involving them in
extension programme i.e. training and demonstration etc.

This results in line with the findings of Dubey et al. (2008), Pagaria (2014)
and Jha (2012).

4.5 Adoption of beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries respondents

regarding improved turmeric cultivation practices
Beneficiaries

Adoption is a decision to continue full use of an innovation. It may be
defined as the integration of an innovation into a farmer’s normal farming activity
over an extended period of time. Thus adoption can be termed as a behavior
response. It is the overt behavior of a farmer expressed in terms of aggregate
adoption scores obtained by him with respect to turmeric cultivation practices. The
data on adoption of improved cultivation practices of turmeric by the respondents
are presented in Table 4.41. The findings reveal that majority of the respondents
had fully adopted different aspects of improved cultivation practices like adoption
of improved variety (100%), method of planting (85.62%), inter-cropping
(61.25%), operation of earthing-up (56.88%), recommended seed rate (45.00%),
recommended spacing and irrigation management (43.13%), ploughing and field
preparation (40.62%), balance dose of fertilizers (39.38%), application of pesticide
(30.62%), application of FYM as recommended (10.00%), chemical used for seed
treatment (8.75%), application of fungicide (6.25%), use of mulching (3.12%) and
recommended herbicide for weed control (0.62%).

However, it was observed that the majority of the respondents had partial
adopted the improved cultivation practices like application of FYM as per
recommendation (88.75%), harvesting time and methods (68.75%), balance dose
of fertilizers (60.62%), ploughing and field preparation (59.38%), recommended

spacing and irrigation management (56.88%), recommended seed rate (55.00%),
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operation of earthing up (43.12%), inter-cropping (38.75%), chemical used for
seed treatment (36.88%), application of fungicide (36.25%), application of
pesticide (25.63%), method of planting (14.38%) and application of herbicide for
weed control (6.88%).

It was also found that the majority of the respondents had not adopted the
cultivation practices like use of mulching (96.87%), application of herbicide for
weed control (92.50%), application of fungicide (57.50%), chemical used for seed
treatment (54.37%), application of pesticide (43.75%) and application of FYM as
per recommended (1.25%).

Non-beneficiaries

The data on adoption of selected non-beneficiaries of turmeric production
technology are presented in Table 4.41. The findings reveal that the majority of the
respondents had full adopted different aspect of improved cultivation practices like
adoption of improved variety (100%), method of planting (81.88%), inter-cropping
(58.76%), operation of earthing up (43.75%), recommended spacing (41.88%),
recommended seed rate (40.00%), balance dose of fertilizes (34.38%), irrigation
management (33.75%), ploughin and field preparation (32.50%), harvesting time
and methods (13.75%), application of FYM as per recommended and application
of pesticide (6.88%), application of fungicide (3.75%), use of mulching and
application of herbicide for weed control (1.25%) and recommended seed
treatment (0.62%).

However, it was observed that the majority of the respondents had partial
adopted the improved cultivation practices like application of FYM as per
recommended (93.12%), harvesting time and methods (86.25%), ploughing and
field preparation (67.50%), irrigation management (66.25%), balance dose of
fertilizes (64.37%), recommended seed rate (60.00%), recommended spacing
(58.12%), earthing up operation (56.25%), inter-cropping (40.62%), application of
pesticide (27.50%), application of fungicide (21.88%), method of planting
(18.12%), recommended seed treatment (6.25%), and application of herbicide for
weed control.

It was also found that the majority of the respondents had not adopted the

cultivation practices of turmeric like use of mulching (98.75%), application of
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herbicide for weed control (93.75%), recommended seed treatment (93.12%),
application of fungicide (74.37%), application of pesticide (65.62%), balance dose
of fertilizers (1.25%) and inter-cropping (0.62%).

4.5.1 Comparison between beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries respondents
with respect to adoption regarding improved turmeric cultivation practices

The data presentation in Table 4.42 and Fig. 4.17 depicts the difference
between beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries regarding turmeric cultivation. The
calculated ‘Z’ value for field preparation was 1.509 which was found to be non-
significant. Thus the earlier stated null hypotheses that there is no difference
between beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries is not rejected. Hence, it can be
concluded that there is no difference between beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries
regarding field preparation in turmeric.

The calculated ‘Z’ value for seed rate was 0.902 which was found to be
non-significant. Thus the earlier stated null hypotheses that there is no difference
between beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries is not rejected. Hence, it can be
concluded that there is no difference between beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries
regarding seed rate in turmeric.

The calculated ‘Z’ value for methods of planting was 0.907 which was
found to be non-significant. Thus the earlier stated null hypotheses that there is no
difference between beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries is not rejected. Hence, it
can be concluded that there is no difference between beneficiaries and non-
beneficiaries regarding method of planting in turmeric.

The calculated ‘Z’ value for spacing was 0.225 which was found to be non-
significant. Thus the earlier stated null hypotheses that there is no difference
between beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries is not rejected. Hence, it can be
concluded that there is no difference between beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries
regarding proper spacing in turmeric.

The calculated ‘Z’ value for seed treatment was 8.318 which was found to
be significant at 1 per cent level of probability. Thus the earlier stated null
hypotheses that there is no difference between beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries
is rejected. Hence, it can be concluded that there is significant difference between

beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries regarding seed treatment in turmeric.
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Table 4.42: Comparison between beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries respondents
in relation to their adoption regarding improved turmeric cultivation practices

S1.  Practices Mean value ‘Z’ value

No. Beneficiaries  Non-beneficiaries
1 Field preparation 1.406 1.325 1.509
2 Improved variety 2.000 2.000 0
3 Seedrate 1.450 1.400 0.902
4 Method of planting 1.856 1.819 0.907
5  Spacing 1.431 1.419 0.225
6  Seed treatment 0.544 0.075 8.318%**
7  Earthing up 1.569 1.438 2.361%*
8  Inter-cropping 1.613 1.581 0.561
9  Use of mulching 0.063 0.025 1.145
10 Application of FYM 1.088 1.063 0.779
11 Balance dose of fertilizers 1.394 1.331 2.131%*
12 Chemical methods of 0.081 0.075 0.185

weed control

13 Water management 1.431 1.338 2.016%*
14 Application of pesticide 0.869 0.413 5.500%*
15  Application of fungicide 0.488 0.294 3.013%*
16  Harvesting stage 1.306 1.138 3.630%*

**Significant at 0.01 per cent level of probability
*Significant at 0.05 per cent level of probability

The calculated ‘Z’ value for earthing up was 2.361 which was found to be

significant at 5 per cent level of probability. Thus the earlier stated null hypotheses

that there is no difference between beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries is rejected.

Hence, it can be concluded that there is significant difference between and

beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries regarding earthing up in turmeric.

The calculated ‘Z’ value for inter-cropping was 0.561 which was found to

be non-significant. Thus the earlier stated null hypotheses that there is no

difference between beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries is not rejected.
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Hence, it can be concluded that there is no difference between beneficiaries and
non-beneficiaries regarding inter-cropping in turmeric.

The calculated ‘Z’ value for use of mulching was 1.145 which was found to
be non-significant. Thus the earlier stated null hypotheses that there is no
difference between beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries is not rejected. Hence, it
can be concluded that there is no difference between beneficiaries and non-
beneficiaries regarding use of mulching in turmeric.

The calculated ‘Z’ value for Application of FYM was 0.779 which was
found to be non-significant. Thus the earlier stated null hypotheses that there is no
difference between beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries is not rejected. Hence, it
can be concluded that there is no difference between beneficiaries and non-
beneficiaries regarding application of FYM in turmeric.

The calculated ‘Z’ value for application of fertilizers was 2.361 which was
found to be significant at 1 per cent level of probability. Thus the earlier stated null
hypotheses that there is no difference between beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries
is rejected. Hence, it can be concluded that there is significant difference between
and beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries regarding application of fertilizers in
turmeric.

The calculated ‘Z’ value for chemical methods of weed control was 0.185
which was found to be non-significant. Thus the earlier stated null hypotheses that
there is no difference between beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries is not rejected.
Hence, it can be concluded that there is no difference between beneficiaries and
non-beneficiaries regarding chemical methods of weed control in turmeric.

The calculated ‘Z’ value for water management was 2.016 which was
found to be significant at 1 per cent level of probability. Thus the earlier stated null
hypotheses that there is no difference between beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries
is rejected. Hence, it can be concluded that there is significant difference between
and beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries regarding water management in turmeric.

The calculated ‘Z’ value for application of pesticide was 5.500 which was
found to be significant at 1 per cent level of probability. Thus the earlier stated null

hypotheses that there is no difference between beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries
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is rejected. Hence, it can be concluded that there is significant difference between
beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries regarding application of pesticide in turmeric.
The calculated ‘Z’ value for application of fungicide was 3.013 which was
found to be significant at 1 per cent level of probability. Thus the earlier stated null
hypotheses that there is no difference between beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries
is rejected. Hence, it can be concluded that there is significant difference between
beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries regarding application of fungicide in turmeric.
The calculated ‘Z’ value for harvesting stage was 3.630 which was found to
be significant at 1 per cent level of probability. Thus the earlier stated null
hypotheses that there is no difference between beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries
is rejected. Hence, it can be concluded that there is significant difference between

beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries regarding harvesting stage in turmeric.

The data presented in Table 4.43 reveals that out of total respondents, 63.44
per cent had medium level of adoption, followed by 25.94 per cent low and 10.62
per cent high level of adoption.

Table 4.43: Distribution of the respondents according to their overall adoption
level about improved turmeric cultivation practices

SI.  Adoption Respondents
No. level Beneficiaries Non-beneficiaries Total
F % F % F %
1 Low 40 25.00 43 27.50 83 25.94
2 Medium 100 62.50 103 64.38 203 63.44
3 High 20 12.50 14 8.12 34 10.62
Total 160 100 160 100 320 100
Mean 18.00 15.88
SD 3.03 2.02

‘7’ value = 5.970**

**0.01 level of probability



In case of beneficiaries, most of the respondents (62.50%) had medium
level of adoption, while 25.00 per cent of them had low and 12.50 per cent had
high level of adoption.

Similarly, in case of non-beneficiaries, 64.38 per cent of the respondents
had medium level of adoption, followed by 27.50 per cent had low and 8.12 per
cent of them had high level of adoption.

The calculated ‘Z’ value for adoption level was 5.970 which was found to
be significant at 0.01 level of probability. Thus the earlier stated null hypothesis
that there is no difference between adoption level of beneficiaries and non-
beneficiaries was rejected. Hence, it can be concluded that there is significant
difference between beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries regarding adoption level.

It can be concluded that both the beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries
respondents had medium level of adoption.

This trend might be due to the fact that the beneficiaries were having more
exposure to the techniques of turmeric cultivation through participation in
extension activities, close contact with department of agriculture and horticulture
officials in learning the new skills.

Extension personnel of the study area should notice that for making further
improvement in the adoption levels of beneficiaries there is a need to provide
required finance through crop loans for turmeric cultivation, developing risk free,
low cost and location specific technologies, need based trainings and supply of
agricultural and horticulture information materials. The non-beneficiaries
respondents also should be encouraged to participate in the training session and
other extension activities so that they are convinced about turmeric production
technology and might adopt them in the near future.

The results corroborates with the findings of Singh and Verma (2014),
Sawant et al. (2012) and Ovhar and Wakle (2013).

140



141

4.6 Comparison of selected socio-economic characteristics of
beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries respondents
Comparison between selected socio-economic characteristics of the

beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries respondents was exercised to determine the
impact of NHM on selected socio-economic characteristics of beneficiaries and
non-beneficiaries respondents. The selected socio-economic characteristics viz.,
Annual income, Material possession, Extension contact, Mass media exposure,
Scientific orientation, Risk orientation, Achievement motivation, Economic
motivation, Awareness about NHM, Knowledge and Adoption. The ‘Z’ value of
difference between the mean of two samples was found to be significant at 0.01
and 0.05 level of probability. Hence, there was significant difference between

beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries respondents.

Table 4.44: Comparison between beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries respondents
with respect to their selected socio-economic characteristics

Sl Characteristics Beneficiaries Non-beneficiaries  ‘Z’ value
No. Mean SD Mean SD
1 Annual income 291065. 176019 185618. 98472.  4.246%*
52 .98 75 86
2 Knowledge 22.34 2.39 20.65 1.96 3.712%*
3 Adoption 18.00 3.03 15.88 2.02 5.970%*
4  Extension contact 3.06 1.28 1.81 0.87 2.575%
5 Scientific orientation 25.47 1.65 21.07 2.43 2.575%
6  Risk orientation 24.94 1.77 20.73 1.85 2.575%
7  Material possession 3.98 0.83 3.81 0.87 1.777 NS
8  Mass media exposure 2.44 1.92 2.09 1.51 1.854 NS
9  Achievement motivation  15.11 1.26 14.19 1.27  -4.859 NS
10 Economic motivation 25.03 1.95 20.67 1.85 -0.264 NS
11 Awareness about NHM 8.83 2.79 4.21 4.21 1.959 NS

**Significant at 0.01 per cent level of probability
*Significant at 0.05 per cent level of probability

NS= Non-significant



The data presented in Table 4.44 shows highly significant difference
between the beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries respondents with respect to their
selected socio-economic variables viz., annual income, knowledge and adoption
were found to be highly significant at 0.01 level of probability, whereas extension
contact, scientific orientation and risk orientation were found to be significant at
0.05 level of probability and remaining variables like material possession, mass
media exposure, achievement motivation, economic motivation and awareness
were found to be non-significant.

Conclusion may be drawn on the basis of results shown in the table that a
clear cut impact of NHM on socio-economic profile was found among the
beneficiaries as compared with the non-beneficiaries respondents. The
beneficiaries respondents of NHM were having much better socio-economic

profile in comparison to non-beneficiaries respondents.

4.7 Existing cultivation practices of turmeric by the turmeric

growers
4.7.1 Use of varieties in turmeric

The data regarding distribution of the respondents according to
recommended varieties of turmeric are presented in Table 4.45 reveals that out of
total, 46.88 per cent respondents were sowing Roma variety, followed by 29.68 per
cent were sowing Narendra haldi-1, whereas 13.44 per cent B.S.R.-2 and 10.00 per
cent of them were sowing Prabha variety of turmeric in the study area.

In case of beneficiaries, 80.00 per cent respondents were sowing Roma
variety and 20.00 per cent of them were sowing Prabha variety of turmeric.

Similarly, in case of non-beneficiaries, 59.37 per cent respondents were
sowing Narendra haldi-1, whereas 26.88 per cent B.S.R.-2 and 13.75 per cent of
them were sowing Roma variety of turmeric.

It can be concluded that majority of the beneficiaries had adopted Roma
variety and in case of non-beneficiaries, majority had adopted Narendra haldi-1.
4.7.2 Use of seed rate in turmeric

The data regarding distribution of the respondents according to use of
recommended seed rate of turmeric as presented in Table 4.45 reveals that out of

total, 57.50 per cent of the respondents had adopted below recommended seed rate
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and 42.50 per cent of them adopted as per recommended seed rate of turmeric in
study area.

Table 4.45: Distribution of the respondents according to their existing cultivation
practices of turmeric

Sl.  Existing Practices Respondents
No. Beneficiaries  Non-beneficiaries Total
F % F % F %
Use of varieties
1 Roma 128 80.00 22 13.75 150 46.88
2 Prabha 32 20.00 0 0.00 32 10.00
3 Narendra Haldi-1 0 0.00 95 59.37 95  29.68
4 B.S.R.-2 0 0.00 43 26.88 43  13.44
Use of seed rate
1 Up to 18 q ha™ 88 55.00 96 60.00 184 57.50
2 Above 18 g ha ™! 72 45.00 64 40.00 136 42.50
Use of chemicals for seed treatment
1 Mancozeb 25 15.62 8 5.00 33 10.31
2 Dithan, M-45 16 10.00 3 1.88 19 5.93

3 TrichodermaViridae 32 20.00 0 0.00 32 10.00

Use of fertilizers

I Nitrogen
1 Up to 120 kg ha™ 85 53.12 96 60.00 181 56.56
2 Above 120 kg ha™ 75 46.88 62 38.75 137 42.81
II Phosphorous
1 Up to 80 kg ha™ 97 60.62 103 64.37 200 62.50
2 Above 80 kg ha™! 63 39.38 55 3437 118 36.87
Il Potassium
1 Up to 100 kg ha™ 108 67.50 113 70.62 221  69.06
2 Above 100 kg ha™ 52 32.50 45 28.12 97  30.31
Use of herbicides
1 Pendimethelin 7 4.37 8 5.00 15 4.68
2 Oxyfluorfen 5 3.12 2 1.25 7 2.18
Use of pesticides
1 Chloropyriphos 62 38.75 48 30.00 110 34.37
2 Dimethoate 20 12.50 7 4.37 27 8.43
3 Phosphomidon 8 5.00 0 0.00 8 2.50
Use of fungicides
1 Carbendazim 32 20.00 36 22.50 68  21.25
2 Mancozeb 20 12.50 5 3.12 25 7.81
3 Hexaconazol 16 10.00 0 0.00 16 5.00

F — Frequency, % - Percentage



In case of beneficiaries, 55.00 per cent of the respondents had adopted
below recommended seed rate and 45.00 per cent respondents adopted as per
recommended seed rate of turmeric.

Whereas, in case of non-beneficiaries, 60.00 per cent of the respondents
had adopted below recommended seed rate and 40.00 per cent respondents adopted
as per recommended seed rate.

It can be comprehended from the above data that majority of the
beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries had adopted below recommended seed rate.
4.7.3 Use of fungicide for seed treatment

The data regarding distribution of the respondents according to use of
chemicals for seed treatment of turmeric are presented in Table 4.45 reveals that
out of total, 10.31 per cent of the respondents used mancozeb, whereas 10.00 per
cent used trichoderma viridae and 5.93 per cent of them used dithem, M-45 for
seed treatment of turmeric.

In case of beneficiaries, 20.00 per cent of the respondents used trichoderma
viridae, followed by 15.62 per cent mancozed and 10.00 per cent of them used
dithem, M-45.

Similarly, in case of non-beneficiaries, 5.00 per cent of the respondents
used mancozed and 1.88 per cent of them used dithem, M-45 for seed treatment.

A close observation of the above results shows that majority of the
beneficiaries used trichoderma viridae and in case of non-beneficiaries, it was used

mancozed for seed treatment.

4.7.4 Use of fertilizer in turmeric

The data regarding distribution of the respondents according to application
of fertilizers in turmeric are presented in Table 4.45 indicates that out of total,
56.56 per cent respondents used below recommended dose of nitrogenous
fertilizers and 42.81 per cent used as per recommended dose of nitrogenous
fertilizers, whereas regarding phosphoric fertilizers 62.50 per cent of the
respondents used below recommended dose of phosphoric fertilizers and 36.87 per
cent used as per recommended dose of phosphoric fertilizers. On other hand,

regarding application of potassium fertilizers, 69.06 per cent respondents used
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below recommended dose of potassium fertilizers and 30.31 per cent respondents
used as per recommended dose of potassium fertilizers.

In case of beneficiaries, 53.12 per cent of the respondents used below
recommended dose of nitrogenous fertilizers and 46.88 per cent respondents used
as per recommended dose of nitrogenous fertilizers, whereas 60.62 per cent
respondents used below recommended dose of phosphoric fertilizers and 39.38 per
cent respondents used as per recommended dose of phosphoric fertilizers. On other
hand, 67.50 per cent respondents used below recommended dose of potassium
fertilizers and 32.50 per cent respondents used as per recommended dose of
potassium fertilizers.

Similarly, in case of non-beneficiaries,60.00 per cent of the respondents
used below recommended dose of nitrogenous fertilizers and 38.75 per cent
respondents used as per recommended dose of nitrogenous fertilizers, whereas
64.37 per cent respondents used below recommended dose of phosphoric fertilizers
and 34.37 per cent respondents used as per recommended dose of phosphoric
fertilizers. On other hand, 70.62 per cent respondents used below recommended
dose of potassium fertilizers and 28.12 per cent respondents used as per
recommended potassium fertilizers.

It can be concluded that majority of the beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries
had used below recommended dose of nitrogenous, phosphoric and potassium
fertilizers.

4.7.5 Weed control in turmeric

The data regarding distribution of the respondents according to weed
control in turmeric by the chemical methods are presented in Table 4.45 reveals
that out of total, 4.68 per cent of the respondents used pendimethelin and 2.18 per
cent were used oxyfluorfen.

In case of beneficiaries, 4.37 per cent of the respondents used
pendimethelin and 3.12 per cent were used oxyfluorfen.

Similarly, in case of non-beneficiaries, 5.00 per cent of the respondents
were usingpendimethelin and 1.25 per cent respondents used oxyfluorfen.

Hence, it can be concluded that majority of the beneficiaries and non-

beneficiaries were using pendimethelin for weed control.



4.7.6 Insect-pest control in turmeric

The data regarding distribution of the respondents according to application
of pesticide in turmeric are presented in Table 4.45 indicates that out of total, 34.37
per cent of the respondents used chloropyriphos, whereas 8.43 per cent respondents
used dimethoate and 2.50 per cent respondents were used phosphomidon.

In case of beneficiaries, 38.75 per cent of the respondents used
chloropyriphos, followed by 12.50 per cent respondents used dimethoate and 5.00
per cent respondents used phosphomidon.

Similarly, in case of non-beneficiaries, 30.00 per cent of the respondents
used chloropyriphos and 4.37 per cent respondents used dimethoate.

Thus, it can be concluded that majority of the beneficiaries and non-

beneficiaries were using chloropyriphos for insect-pest control.

4.7.7 Disease control in turmeric

The data regarding distribution of the respondents according to application
of fungicide in turmeric are presented in Table 4.45 indicates that out of total,
21.25 per cent of the respondents had used carbomdenzim, whereas 7.81 per cent
respondents used mancozed and 5.00 per cent respondents used hexaconazol.

In case of beneficiaries, 20.00 per cent of the respondents had used
carbondenzim, followed by 12.50 per cent used mancozed and 10.00 per cent used
hexaconazol.

Similarly, in case of non-beneficiaries, 22.50 per cent of the respondents
had used carbondenzim and 3.12 per cent respondents used mancozeb.

It can be concluded that the majority of the beneficiaries and non-

beneficiaries were used carbondenzim for disease control.

4.8 Benefits received by the beneficiaries under NHM

The respondents were inquired about whether they availed service under
National Horticulture Mission. The results reveal that respondents availed services
under various schemes. Data presented in Table 4.46 reveals that cent per cent of
the respondents had availed service for turmeric rhizomes, followed by minikit
(88.75%), fruit plants (78.13%), chilli and coriander seeds (59.38%), flowers
(45.00%), zinger rhizomes (41.25%), mechanization (20.63%), pack house
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(16.25%), creation of water tank and farm pond (11.88%), shed/net house (9.38%)
and cold storage (5.00%). About 3.13 per cent of them had availed service of

HRD-Training and only 2.50 per cent availed service of vermi-composting unit.

Table 4.46: Distribution of the beneficiaries according to benefits availed under
National Horticulture Mission

SI. No. Components F* %

1 Fruit plants (Mango, Guava, Lemon etc.) 125 78.13
2 Turmeric rhizomes (seeds) 160 100

3 Zinger rhizomes (seeds) 66 41.25
4 Chilli and Coriander seeds 95 59.38
5 Flowers (Marigold, Tuberose, Gladiolus and 72 45.00

Rose)

6 Creation of water tank and farm pond 19 11.88
7 Shed/Net House 15 9.38
8 Minikit (Trichodarma viridae and Michoriza) 142 88.75
9 Vermi-composting unit 4 2.50
10 HRD- Training 5 3.13
11 Mechanization (Tractor, Power Tiller etc.) 33 20.63
12 Pack House 26 16.25
13 Cold storage 8 5.00

*Data are based on multiple responses

4.9 Dependent variables
4.9.1 Socio-economic status

The data given in Table 4.47 and Fig. 4.18 reveals that out of total
respondents, 50.31 per cent belonged to middle class, followed by lower middle
class (34.38%), upper middle class (12.19%) and only upper class (3.12%). There
is not a single respondent who belonged to lower class.

In case of beneficiaries, 56.88 per cent of the respondents belonged to
middle class, followed by upper middle class (20.00%), lower middle class
(18.12%) and upper class (5.00%). There is not a single respondent who belonged

to lower class.



Table 4.47: Distribution of the respondents according to their socio-economic
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status
SI.  Socio-economic status Respondents
No. (SES) Beneficiaries Non-beneficiaries Total
F % F % F %
1 Lower class (up to 12 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00
score)
2  Lower middleclass (13to 29  18.12 81 50.62 110 34.38
23 score)
3 Middle class (24 to 32 91  56.88 70 4375 161 50.31
score)
4  Upper middle class (33to 32 20.00 7 4.38 39 12.19
42 score)
5 Upper class (above 43 8 5.00 2 1.25 10 3.12
score)
Total 160 100 160 100 320 100

F — Frequency, % - percentage

Similarly, in case of non-beneficiaries, 50.62 per cent of the respondents
belonged to lower middle class, followed by middle class (43.75%), upper middle
class (4.38%) and only upper class (1.25%).There was not a single respondent who
belonged to lower class.

It can be concluded that majority of the beneficiaries respondents belonged
to upper middle to middle class and non-beneficiaries respondents belonged to
middle to lower middle class.

The probable reason might be that there is improvement in independent
variables such as social participation, farm power, material possession and land
holding which in turn influenced socio-economic status of the respondents.

This result was in agreement with the findings of Shukla and Sharma
(2010), Singh et al. (2099), Dubey et al. (2008), Roy et al. (2013) and Singh and
Verma (2015).
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4.2.2 Productivity

The data presented in Table 4.48 and Fig. 4.19 reveals that out of total
respondents, 54.06 per cent had medium level of productivity, followed by 37.81
and 8.13 per cent of them had low and high level of productivity, respectively.

Table 4.48: Distribution of the respondents according to productivity of turmeric

crop
Sl.  Productivity Respondents
No. level Beneficiaries Non-beneficiaries Total
F % F % F %
1  Low (upto 150 q ha™) 33 20.63 88 55.00 121 37.81
2 Medium (151 to 200 g ha™) 109  68.12 64 40.00 173 54.06
3 High (above 200 g ha™) 18  11.25 8 5.00 26 8.13
Total 160 100 160 100 320 100

F — Frequency, % - percentage

In case of beneficiaries, most of the respondents (68.12%) had medium
level of productivity, while 20.63 and 11.25 per cent had low and high level of
productivity, respectively.

Similarly, in case of non-beneficiaries, 55.00 per cent of the respondents
had low level of productivity, followed by 40.00 and 5.00 per cent had medium
and high level of productivity, respectively.

It was due to the fact that beneficiaries adopted certain practices under
NHM scheme which improved the productivity were recommended seed rate,
spacing, seed treatment, balance dose of fertilizer and harvesting time etc.

In case of non-beneficiaries, it was found that they adopted partially and
not adopted most of the recommended practices. The non-beneficiaries followed
the practices with their past experience and they have less interest in adopting
latest and new technologies. Due to excess use of fertilizers and chemicals by the
non-beneficiaries lead to decrease in the soil fertility and thus reduce the
productivity.

This observation is in conformity with the conclusion of Kadam et al.

(2013), Patel et al. (2015) and Shukla and Gupta (2016).
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Fig. 4.18: Distribution of the respondents according to their socio-economic status
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Fig. 4.19: Distribution of the respondents according to productivity of turmeric
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4.9.3 Available land for turmeric cultivation

Regarding soil type of turmeric growing field, the data presented in Table
4.49 illustrates that out of total respondents, 34.06 per cent were occupied
Inceptisols type of land, followed by 31.88 per cent Vertisols type of land and
30.62 per cent Alfisols type of land. Whereas, 3.44 per cent respondents occupied
Entisols type of land.

In case of beneficiaries, 35.00 per cent of the respondents occupied Alfisols
type of land, whereas 31.88 per cent respondents had Inceptisols and 30.00 per
cent respondents Vertisols type of land and only 3.12 per cent respondents had
occupied Entisols type of land.

Table 4.49: Distribution of the respondents according to soil type of turmeric

growing field
SI.  Types of soil Respondents
No. Beneficiaries Non-beneficiaries Total
F % F % F %
1  Bhata (Entisols) 5 3.12 6 3.75 11 3.44
2 Matasi (Inceptisols) 51  31.88 58 36.25 109 34.06
3 Dorsa (Alfisols) 56  35.00 42 26.25 98 30.62
4  Kanhar(Vertisols) 48  30.00 54 33.75 102 31.88
Total 160 100 160 100 320 100

F — Frequency, % - percentage

Similarly, in case of non-beneficiaries, 36.25 per cent of the respondents
were occupied by Inceptisols type of land, followed by 33.75 per cent respondents
Vertisols and 26.25 per cent Alfisols. Whereas, 3.75 per cent of them occupied
Entisols type of land.

It can be concluded that the majority of the beneficiaries were having
Alfisols types of land, while non-beneficiaries were having Inceptisols types of
land.

4.9.4 Different soil type of turmeric growing field
Regarding area under turmeric growing field of different soil types the data

presented in Table 4.50 reveals that out of total, 41.48 per cent area of land falls



under the Inceptisols, followed by 29.40 per cent Vertisols and 26.25 per cent

Alfisols, whereas 2.87 per cent area of land covered under Entisolstype of land.

Table 4.50: Distribution of area of the respondents according to different soil type
of turmeric growing field

152

SI.  Types of soil Area (ha)
No. Beneficiaries =~ Non-beneficiaries Total
Area % Area % Area %
1  Bhata(Entisols) 0.36 1.86 0.47 4.90 0.83 2.87
2 Matasi(Inceptisols)  8.04  41.64  3.95 41.14 11.99 4148
3 Dorsa (Alfisols) 522 27.03 237 24.69 7.59 26.25
4  Kanhar(Vertisols) 5,69 2947 281 29.27 8.50 29.40
Total 19.31 100 9.60 100 28.91 100

In case of beneficiaries, 41.64 per cent areca of land falls under Inceptisols,
followed by 29.47 per cent Vertisols and 27.03 per cent Alfisols, whereas 1.86 per
cent area of land covered under Entisols type of land.

Similarly, in case of non-beneficiaries, 41.14 per cent area of land covered
under Inceptisols, followed by 29.27 per cent Vertisols and 24.69 per cent Alfisols,
whereas 4.90 per cent area of land covered under Entisols type of land.

Further, it can be concluded that maximum area covered under
Inceptisolstypes of land for turmeric cultivation in both groups.

4.9.5 Area under turmeric crop

The data presented in Table 4.51 reveals that out of total, 72.50 per cent of
the respondents possessed medium size of area under turmeric cultivation,
followed by 19.38 per cent had large size of area and 8.12 per cent of them had
small size of area under turmeric cultivation.

In case of beneficiaries, 61.25 per cent of the respondents had medium size
of area, while 30.00 and 8.75 per cent of them had large and small area under
turmeric cultivation, respectively.

Similarly, in case of non-beneficiaries, 83.75 per cent of the respondents
had medium size of area, whereas 8.75 and 7.50 per cent of them large and small

area under turmeric cultivation, respectively.
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Table 4.51: Distribution of the respondents according to area under turmeric

SI.  Area under Respondents
No. turmeric Beneficiaries Non-beneficiaries Total
F % F % F %
1 Small 14 8.75 12 7.50 26 8.12
2 Medium 98 61.25 134 83.75 232 72.50
3 Large 48 30.00 14 8.75 62 19.38
Total 160 100 160 100 320 100

F — Frequency, % - percentage

It can be concluded that majority of the respondents of both group
beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries had medium size of area.

The reason might be that the small size of area under turmeric is too small
to afford to the family need and also to earn income out of it. Medium and large
size of area under turmeric is manageable and the respondents can adopt new
technologies or improved practices/recommended for increasing the level of

productivity.

4.9.6 Impact of NHM on socio-economic status, productivity and area of
turmeric

The impact of NHM on beneficiaries has been studied in terms of change in
socio-economic status, productivity and area under turmeric was measured in terms

of per cent change.

Table 4.52: Impact of NHM on socio-economic status, productivity and area of

turmeric
Sl.  Characteristics Mean score Mean %
No. Beneficiaries Non-beneficiaries difference change
1  Socio-economic 28.44 23.72 4.72 19.89

status (score)
2 Productivity (qha™) 192 152 40 26.31
3 Area (ha) 0.12 0.06 0.06 100




A cursory look from Table 4.52 reveals that the mean score of socio-
economic status (28.44 score), productivity (192 gha™) and area (0.12 ha) of
turmeric in NHM beneficiaries were higher than the mean score of socio-economic
status (23.72 score) and productivity (152 gha™) and area (0.06 ha) of turmeric in
non-beneficiaries.

Because of the availability of water for irrigation, it increased in
productivity of the beneficiaries and thereby increased in the socio-economic status
of the beneficiaries of NHM.

It could, therefore be stated that there was definite positive impact of NHM
on the beneficiaries in terms of change in socio-economic status, productivity and

area of turmeric.

4.9.7 Comparison between beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries respondents
with respect to socio-economic status, productivity and area of turmeric

To determine the level of difference between beneficiaries and non-
beneficiaries respondents related to their selected variables viz., socio-economic

status, productivity and area of turmeric. The ‘Z’ test was applied and results are

summarized in Table 4.53.

Table 4.53: Comparison between beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries respondents
with respect to socio-economic status, productivity and area of turmeric

154

Sl.  Characteristics Mean score ‘Z’ value
No. Beneficiaries =~ Non-beneficiaries
1 Socio-economic 28.44 23.72 3.124%*
status
2 Productivity 192 152 3.811%*
3 Area 0.12 0.06 2.575%*

** (.01 level of probability
*0.05 level of probability

The calculated ‘Z’ value for socio-economic status was 3.124 which was
found to be significant at 0.01 level of probability. Thus, the earlier stated null
hypothesis that there is no difference between the socio-economic status of

beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries was rejected. Therefore, it can be concluded
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that there is significant difference between the socio-economic status of
beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries respondents.

The calculated ‘Z’ value for productivity of turmeric was 3.124 which was
found to be significant at 0.01 level of probability. Thus, the earlier stated null
hypothesis that there is no difference between the productivity of turmeric in
beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries was rejected. Therefore, it can be concluded
that there is significant difference between the productivity of turmeric in
beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries respondents.

The calculated ‘Z’ value for area of turmeric was 2.575 which was found to
be significant at 0.05 level of probability. Thus, the earlier stated null hypothesis
that there is no difference between the area of turmeric in beneficiaries and non-
beneficiaries was rejected. Hence, it can be concluded that there is significant
difference between the area of turmeric in beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries

respondents.

4.10 Relationship between independent and dependent variables
4.10.1 Correlation analysis of profile characteristics with socio-economic
status of the respondents

Beneficiaries respondents

It is evident from Table 4.54 that the correlation coefficient “r” between
independents variables viz., education (r=0.567), social participation (r=0.220),
house type (r=0.706), land holding (r=0.471), farm power (r=0.292), annual
income (r=0.509), credit acquisition (r=0.225), material possession (r=0.510),
cosmopoloteness (r=0.441) and knowledge level (r=0.261) had positive and highly
significant relationship with socio-economic status of the beneficiaries respondents
at 0.01 per cent level of probability and the variables, occupation (r=0.191),
irrigation (r=0.198), extension contact (r=0.162), scientific orientation (r=0.202),
risk orientation (r=0.162) and adoption level (=0.186) had positive and significant
relationship with socio-economic status of the beneficiaries respondents at 0.05 per

cent level of probability.



Table 4.54: Relationship between profile characteristics with socio-economic
status of the respondents
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S1.No. Characteristics Correlation Coefficient (r)
Beneficiaries Non-beneficiaries
1 Age -0.011 -0.084
2 Education 0.567** 0.366**
3 Caste 0.109 0.145
4 Family size 0.087 0.092
5 Family type 0.112 0.119
6 Social participation 0.220%** 0.306**
7 Experience 0.064 -0.017
8 House type 0.706** 0.645%*
9 Occupation 0.191* 0.278%*
10  Land holding 0.471%* 0.618%*
11 Soil type 0.054 0.204*
12 Irrigation 0.198* 0.063
13 Farm power 0.292%* 0.538**
14 Annual income 0.509** 0.711%**
15  Credit acquisition 0.225%* 0.359**
16  Material possession 0.510%** 0.442%**
17 Seed source 0.135 0.103
18  Storage -0.128 -0.102
19  Processing and value -0.126 0.156
addition
20  Extension contact 0.162%* 0.125
21  Mass media exposure 0.069 0.182*
22 Scientific orientation 0.202* 0.126
23 Risk orientation 0.162* 0.205*
24 Cosmopoliteness 0.441** 0.258%*
25  Achievement motivation 0.092 0.110
26  Economic motivation 0.142 0.139
27  Awareness 0.104 0.148
28 Attitude 0.089 0.118
29  Knowledge level 0.261%* 0.298%*
30  Adoption level 0.186%* 0.169*

*0.05 level of probability (r) = 0.159
**0.01 level of probability (r) = 0.208

The other variables such as age (r=-0.011), caste (r=0.109), family size
(r=0.087), family type (r=0.112), experience (r=0.064), soil type (r=0.054), seed
source (r=0.135), storage (r=-0.128), processing and value addition (r=-0.126),
mass media exposure (r=0.069), achievement motivation (r=0.092), economic

motivation (r=0.142), awareness (r=0.104) and attitude (r=0.089) had non-
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significant relationship with socio-economic status of the beneficiaries
respondents.

It can be concluded that the independent variables viz., education, social
participation, house type, land holding, farm power, annual income, credit
acquisition, material possession, cosmopoliteness and knowledge level had
positive and highly significant association with socio-economic status of the
beneficiaries respondents, while, occupation, irrigation, extension contact,
scientific orientation, risk orientation and adoption had positive and significant
association with socio-economic status of the beneficiaries respondents, which
means that an increase in variable value results in an increase in the impact of
socio-economic status of the beneficiaries respondents, while variables viz., caste,
family size, family type, experience, soil type, seed source, mass media exposure,
achievement motivation, economic motivation, awareness and attitude had a
positive and non-significant correlation with impact of socio-economic status of
the beneficiaries respondents.

Variables like age, storage and processing and value addition had a
negative and non-significant correlation with impact of socio-economic status of
the beneficiaries respondents, which means that with increase and decrease in
value of the variables results to non-significant change in impact of socio-
economic status of beneficiaries respondents, which means that neither an increase
nor decrease in the value will have an effect on the impact of socio-economic
status of the beneficiaries.

Non-beneficiaries respondents

€.
T

The correlation coefficient between the independents variables viz.,
education (r=0.366), social participation (r=0.306), house type (r=0.645),
occupation (r=0.278), land holding (r=0.618), annual income (r=0.711), credit
acquisition (r=0.359), farm power (r=0.538), material possession (r=0.442),
cosmopoliteness (r=0.258) and knowledge level (1=0.298) had positive and highly
significant relationship with socio-economic status of the non-beneficiaries
respondents at 0.01 level of probability and the variables soil type (r=0.204), mass
media exposure (r=0.182), risk orientation (r=0.205) and adoption level (r=0.169)

had significant relationship with socio-economic status of the non-beneficiaries



respondents at 0.05 level of probability. The other variables like age (r=-0.084),
caste (r=0.145), family size (r=0.092), family type (r=0.119), experience (r=-
0.017), irrigation (r=0.063), seed source (r=0.103), storage (r=-0.102), processing
and value addition (r=0.156), extension contact (r=0.125), scientific orientation
(r=0.126), achievement motivation (r=0.110), economic motivation (r=0.139),
awareness (r=0.148) and attitude (r=0.118) had non-significant relationship with
socio-economic status of the non-beneficiaries respondents.

It can be noticed that the independent variables viz., education, social
participation, house type, occupation, land holding, annual income, credit
acquisition, farm power, material possession, cosmopoliteness and knowledge
level had a positive and highly significant correlation with impact of socio-
economic status of the beneficiaries respondents, while the variables soil type,
mass media exposure, risk orientation and adoption level had a positive and
significant correlation with impact of socio-economic status of the non-
beneficiaries respondents, which means that an increase in variable value results in
an increase in the impact of socio-economic status of the non-beneficiaries
respondents, while variables caste, family size, family type, irrigation, seed source,
processing and value addition, extension contact, scientific orientation,
achievement motivation, economic motivation, awareness and attitude had a
positive and non-significant correlation with impact of socio-economic status of

the beneficiaries respondents.
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Fig4.14: Empirical model of the study area
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Fig4.15: Empirical model of the study area
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Variables like age, experience and storage had a negative and non-
significant correlation with impact of socio-economic status of the non-
beneficiaries respondents, which means that with increase and decrease in value of
the variables results to non-significant change in impact of socio-economic status
of non-beneficiaries respondents, which means that neither an increase nor
decrease in the value will have an effect on the impact of socio-economic status of

the non-beneficiaries.

4.10.2 Correlation analysis of profile characteristics with productivity of
turmeric

Beneficiaries respondents

It is apparent from Table 4.55 reveals that the correlation coefficient “r”
between independents variables viz., education (r=0.223), land holding (r=0.221),
soil type (r=0.250), irrigation (r=0.232), annual income (r=0.241), mass media
exposure (r=0.212), risk orientation (r=0.239), knowledge level (r=0.265) and
adoption level (r=0.227) had positive and highly significant relationship with
productivity at 0.01 level of probability and the variables farm power (r=0.172),
extension contact (r=0.163) and scientific orientation (r=0.168) were shown
significant relationship with productivity at 0.05 level of probability.

The other variables such as age (r=0.074), caste (r=-0.028), family size (r=-
0.050), family type (r=-0.50), social participation (r=0.109), experience (r=0.004),
house type (r=0.148), occupation (r=-0.113), credit acquisition (r=0.057), material
possession (r=0.157), seed source (r=0.075), storage (r=0.028), processing and
value addition (r=0.003), cosmopoliteness (r=0.115), achievement motivation
(r=0.054), economic motivation (r=0.093), awareness (r=0.155) and attitude
(r=0.037) showed non-significant relationship with productivity.

It can be concluded that the independent variables viz., education, land
holding, soil type, irrigation, annual income, mass media exposure, risk
orientation, knowledge level and adoption level had a positive and highly
significant correlation with productivity of turmeric, while variables farm power,
extension contact and scientific orientation had a positive and significant

correlation with productivity of turmeric, which means that an increase in variable
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value results in an increase in the productivity of turmeric, while variables like age,

social participation, experience, house type, credit acquisition, material possession,

seed source, storage, processing and value addition, cosmopoliteness, achievement

motivation, economic motivation, awareness and attitude had a positive and non-

significant correlation with productivity of turmeric.

Table 4.55: Relationship between profile characteristics with productivity of the

turmeric
S1.No. Characteristics Correlation Coefficient (1)
Beneficiaries Non-beneficiaries
1 Age 0.074 -0.044
2 Education 0.223%** 0.172*
3 Caste -0.028 0.078
4 Family size -0.050 -0.012
5 Family type -0.050 -0.060
6 Social participation 0.109 0.194*
7 Experience 0.004 0.093
8 House type 0.148 0.071
9 Occupation -0.113 -0.112
10  Land holding 0.221%** 0.228%*
11 Soil type 0.250%* 0.203*
12 Irrigation 0.232%* 0.271%*
13 Farm power 0.172%* 0.053
14 Annual income 0.241%* 0.054
15  Credit acquisition 0.057 0.261**
16  Material possession 0.157 0.186*
17 Seed source 0.075 0.039
18  Storage 0.028 0.130
19  Processing and value 0.003 0.035
addition

20  Extension contact 0.163%* 0.038
21 Mass media exposure 0.212%* 0.052
22 Scientific orientation 0.168%* 0.215%*
23 Risk orientation 0.239%** 0.245%**
24 Cosmopoliteness 0.115 0.145
25  Achievement motivation 0.054 0.100
26  Economic motivation 0.093 0.048
27  Awareness 0.155 0.043
28  Attitude 0.037 0.006
29  Knowledge level 0.265** 0.225%*
30  Adoption level 0.227** 0.208**

* (.05 level of probability (r) = 0.159
*%0.01 level of probability (r) = 0.208
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Variables like caste, family size, family type and occupation had a negative
and non-significant correlation with productivity of turmeric, which means that
with increase and decrease in value of the variables results to non-significant
change in productivity of turmeric, which means that neither an increase nor

decrease in the value will have an effect on the productivity of turmeric.

Non-beneficiaries respondents

3R
T

The correlation coefficient between the independents variables viz.,
land holding (r=0.228), irrigation (r=0.271), credit acquisition (r=0.261), scientific
orientation (r=0.215), risk orientation (0.245), knowledge level (r=0.225) and
adoption level (r=0.208) had positive and highly significant relationship with
productivity at 0.01 level of probability and the variables, education (r=0.172),
social participation (r=0.194), soil type (r=0.203) and material possession
(r=0.186) were shown significant relationship with productivity at 0.05 level of
probability. The other variables like age (r=-0.044), caste (r=0.078), family size
(r=-0.012), family type (r=-0.060), experience (r=0.093), house type (r=0.071),
occupation (r=-0.112), farm power (r=0.053), annual income (r=0.054), seed
source (r=0.039), storage (r=0.130), processing and value addition (r=0.035),
extension contact (r=0.038), mass media exposure (r=0.052), cosmopoliteness
(r=0.145), achievement motivation (r=0.100), economic motivation (r=0.048),
awareness (r=0.043) and attitude (r=0.006) showed non-significant relationship
with productivity.

It can be seen that the independent variables viz., land holding, irrigation,
credit acquisition, scientific orientation, risk orientation, knowledge level and
adoption level had positive and highly significant correlation with productivity of
turmeric, while, education, social participation, soil type and material possession
had positive and significant correlation with productivity of turmeric, which means
that an increase in variable value results in an increase in the productivity of
turmeric, while variables like caste, experience, house type, farm power, annual
income, seed source, storage, processing and value addition, extension contact,
mass media exposure, cosmopoliteness, achievement motivation, economic
motivation, awareness and attitude had a positive and non-significant correlation

with productivity of turmeric.



Variables such as age, family size, family type and occupation had a
negative and non-significant correlation with productivity of turmeric, which
means that with increase and decrease in value of the variables results to non-
significant change in productivity of turmeric, which means that neither an
increase nor decrease in the value will have an effect on the productivity of

turmeric.

4.11 Multiple regression analysis

4.11.1 Multiple regression analysis of profile characteristics with socio-
economic status of the respondents

Beneficiaries respondents

The result of regression analysis in Table 4.56 shows that the value of
coefficient of determination R? was 0.881 which means that 88 per cent of total
variation in the socio-economic status was explained by selected 30 variables. The
unexplained variation 12 per cent may be attributed due to other factors.

The results of regression analysis presented in Table 4.56 shows that out of
30 variables education, caste, social participation, occupation, house type, farm
power, annual income, material possession, and economic motivation contributed
highly significantly at 0.01 level of probability and family size, annual income, and
mass media exposure contributed significantly at 0.05 level of probability towards
socio-economic status of the respondents. Remaining variables could not influence
the socio-economic status of the respondents.

Thus, it can be concluded that education, caste, family size, social
participation, occupation, house type, farm power, annual income, material
possession, mass media exposure and economic motivation influence the socio-

economic status of the respondents.

Non-beneficiaries respondents

The result of regression analysis in Table 4.56 shows that the value of
coefficient of determination R* was 0.862 which means that 86 per cent of total
variation in the socio-economic status was explained by selected 30 variables. The

unexplained variation 14 per cent may be attributed due to other factors.
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Table 4.56: Multiple regression analysis of profile characteristics with socio-

economic status of the respondents

S1.No. Characteristics Regression coefficient
Beneficiaries Non-beneficiaries
‘b’ value  ‘t’value ‘b’ value  ‘t’ value
1 Age -0.002 0.741 0.082 1.059
2 Education 0.319 5.891%* 0.219 4.283%*
3 Caste 0.088 3.929%** 0.127 3.232%*
4 Family size 0.147 2.249% 0.131 2.341%*
5 Family type 0.034 0.492 -0.017 0.163
6 Social participation 0.035 7.290%* 0.128 2.551%
7 Experience 0.066 2.644 -0.040 -1.177
8 House type 0.319 6.283%* 0.279 6.144%*
9 Occupation 0.083 3.215%* 0.120 2.990%**
10  Land holding 0.217 1.593 0.046 1.006
11 Soil type 0.033 0.989 0.062 1.756
12 Irrigation 0.022 0.401 0.035 1.080
13 Farm power 0.127 4.819%* 0.190 4.094%*
14 Annual income 0.401 2.597* 0.212 2.566%*
15  Credit acquisition 0.035 0.047 0.024 0.422
16  Material possession 0.306 10.305%%* 0.355 9.361**
17  Seed source 0.089 -0.945 -0.040 -1.145
18  Storage -0.027 -0.209 -0.016 -0.107
19 Processing and value 0.021 0.176 -0.009 0.042
addition
20  Extension contact 0.021 -0.232 0.033 0.964
21 Mass media exposure 0.076 2.009%* 0.109 2.609**
22 Scientific orientation -0.011 -1.004 -0.045 -0.480
23 Risk orientation -0.018 -0.302 0.066 0.988
24 Cosmopoliteness 0.052 1.273 0.023 0.840
25  Achievement motivation 0.031 -0.739 -0.009 -0.001
26  Economic motivation 0.090 2.644%* -0.047 -1.511
27  Awareness -0.029 -0.225 0.065 1.142
28  Attitude 0.006 0.321 -0.023 -0.562
29  Knowledge level 0.033 0.417 0.015 0.481
30  Adoption level 0.023 1.067 0.044 1.570

* (.05 level of probability (t) = 1.975
*%0.01 level of probability (t) = 2.607
Beneficiaries - R* = 0.881

Non-beneficiaries - R = 0.862
The results of regression analysis presented in Table 4.56 shows that out of

30 variables education, caste, house type, occupation, farm power, material

possession and mass media exposure contributed highly significant at 0.01 level of

probability and family size, social participation and annual income contributed

significant at 0.05 level of probability towards socio-economic status of the
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respondents. Remaining variables could not influence the socio-economic status of

the respondents.

Thus, it can be concluded that education, caste, family size, social

participation, house type, occupation, annual income, farm power, material

possession and mass media exposure influence the socio-economic status of the

respondents.

4.11.2 Model wise multiple regression analysis of independents variables for
variation in the socio-economic status of beneficiaries respondents
Table 4.57: Model wise selected independents variables along with their predicting

ability for variation in the socio-economic status of beneficiaries respondents

Model No. Variables included in the models R’ ‘F’ value
M' X3 0.498 156.911%* at 1,158
df
M? X13, X1 0.637 137.934** at 1,157
df
M? X13,X15,. X6 0.770 174.029%* at 1,156
df
m* X13,X15,X6,X> 0.817 173.451%* at 1,155
df
M’ X13,X15,X6,X3,X 14 0.853 178.333%* at 1,154
df
M° X13,X15,X6,X3,X14,X11 0.870 171.071** at 153 df
M’ X13,X15,X6,X3,X14,X11,X2 0.886 169.599%* at 1,152
df
MY X03,X05, X6, X3, X014, X011, X0, X4 0.895  161.718**at 1,151
df
M’ Xi3,Xi15, X6, X0, X X1, X0, X0, X00 0.900  149.834%* at 1,150
df
M X13,X15,X6,X3,X14,.X11,X2,X4. X2,  0.904 141.058** at 1,149
X0 df
M X13,X15,X6,X3,X14,X11, X2, X4, X22,  0.908 132.359%* at 1,148
X10,X17 df

**0.01 level of probability
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Note: X;3- House type, X;s- Material possession, X4- Social participation, X;-
Education, X;;- Occupation, X,- Caste, X4 Family size, X5,- Economic, X¢-
Occupation and X,7- Mass media exposure.

Different models were tested for findings their predicting ability and to
determine the best predictors for variation in the socio-economic status of
beneficiaries respondents (Table 4.57). Every time one or more variables were
dropped to find out the best model with lowest number of variables explaining
highest variation in socio-economic status. Model-I revealed that 49 per cent socio-
economic status can be explained by considered 30 independent variables and one
dependent variable (socio-economic status) which have significant ‘F’ value at 1
per cent level. Model II, III, IV, V, VI, VII, VIIL, IX, X and XI explained about
contribution of socio-economic status as 63, 77, 81, 85, 87, 88, 89, 90, 90 and 90
per cent, respectively.

4.11.3 Model wise multiple regression analysis of independent variables for

variation in the socio-economic status of non-beneficiaries respondents

Table 4.58: Model wise selected independents variables along with their predicting
ability for variation in the socio-economic status of non-beneficiaries respondents

Model No. Variables included in the models R? ‘F’ value

M! X1 0.506 161.831%* at 1,158
df

M? X1 X1s 0.619 127.423%* at 1,157
df

M3 X11.X15,X3 0.698 120.209%* at 1,156
df

m* X11.X15,X3,X 14 0.748 115.325%%* at 1,155
df

M’ X11,X15,X3,X14,X13 0.793 117.748%* at 1,154
df

M° X1 X15,X3,X14,X13,X4 0.815 111.976** at 1,153
df

M’ X11.X15,X3,X14,X ", X4, X 10 0.824 101.457** at 1,152
df

m? X11.X15,X3,X14,X13, X4, X 10, X2 0.833  94.252%%* at 1,151 df

M’ X11.X15,X3,X14,X13,X4,X10,X2,X6 0.840 87.483** at 1,150 df
Mlo X]1,Xl5,X3,X14,X13,X4,X10,X2,X6, 0.845 80.968** at 1,149 df
Xi7

** Significant at 0.01 per cent level of probability



Note: X;;- Annual income, X;s- Material possession, X3- Education, X;4- Farm
power, X;3- House type, X4- Family size, X,o- Occupation, X,- Caste, X¢- Social
participation and X;7 Mass media exposure.

Different models were tested for findings their predicting ability and to
determine the best predictors for variation in the socio-economic status of non-
beneficiaries respondents (Table 4.58). Every time one or more variables were
dropped to find out the best model with lowest number of variables explaining
highest variation in socio-economic status. Model I revealed that 50 per cent socio-
economic status can be explained by considering 30 independent variables and one
dependent variable (socio-economic status) which have significant ‘F’ value at 1
per cent level. Model II, III, IV, V, VI, VII, VIII, IX and X explained about
contribution of socio-economic status as 61, 69, 74, 79, 81, 82, 83, 84 and 84 per

cent, respectively.

4.12 Constraints and suggestions

4.12.1 Constraints faced by the turmeric growers about improved cultivation
practices

The respondents were asked to express the various constraints as they faced
during the course of adoption of improved turmeric cultivation practices.

It is observed from Table 4.59 indicates that 53.75 per cent respondents
faced the constraints of unavailability of processing unit, followed by high cost of
manure and fertilizers (34.06%), unavailability of labour at planting and harvesting
time (26.88%), unavailability of storage facilities (23.75%),distant market for
selling produce (22.81%),unavailability of fertilizers at proper time (22.50%), high
cost of plant protection chemicals (22.19%), inadequate availability of FYM
(19.06%), lack of proper market (18.44%), high wages of labour (17.81%),
unavailability of seed rhizomes at proper time (16.88%) and high cost of seed

rhizomes (6.56%).
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Table 4.59: Distribution of the respondents according to their constraints
during turmeric cultivation

Sl. No. Constraints F* % Rank
1 Unavailability of processing unit 172 53.75 I
2 High cost of seed rhizomes 21 6.56  XII
3 Lack of proper market 59 1844 IX
4 High cost of chemical fertilizers 109  34.06 II
5 Unavailability of fertilizers at proper time 72 2250 VI
6 Distant market for selling produce 73 22.81 A"
7 Unavailability of seed rhizome at proper time 54 1688 XI
8 High wages of labour 57  17.81 X
9 Unavailability of labour at planting and 86  26.88 Il

harvesting time

10 Inadequate availability of FYM 61 19.06 VIII
11 High cost of plant protection chemicals 71 22,19 VI
12 Unavailability of storage facilities 76 2375 IV

*Data are based on multiple responses

4.12.2 Suggestions given by the turmeric growers about improved cultivation
practices

Considering the constraints faced by the turmeric growers in cultivation of
turmeric crop, they were asked to suggest the probable solutions in order to
overcome the constraints and to increase the productivity of crop.

The data presented in Table 4.60 reveals that respondents suggested assured
selling price of turmeric (43.13%), followed by processing unit should be available
(26.88%), manure and fertilizers should be available at proper time
(26.25%),storage facility should be available (25.31%), training facility about post
harvest technology of the turmeric should be given by the appropriate source like
Horticulture department and KVK’s (22.50%), provision of market facilities
(20.94%) and seed material should be available in low price (8.13%).



Table 4.60: Distribution of the respondents according to their suggestions during

turmeric cultivation
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SI. No.  Suggestions F* %  Rank
1 Seed rhizomes should be available at proper time 58  18.13  VII
2 There should be assured selling price of turmeric 138 43.13 I
3 Training facility about post harvest technology 72 2250 V

of the turmeric should be given by the

appropriate source like horticulture Department

and KVKs.
4 Fertilizers should be available at standard rates 84 2625 I
5 Processing unit should be available 86 2688 I
6 Provision of market facilities 67 2094 VI
7 Seed material should be available in low price 26 8.13  VIII
8 Storage facilities should be available 81 2531 IV

*Data are based on multiple responses



CHAPTER -V
SUMMARY AND CONCUSIONS

Horticulture play an important role in Indian agriculture and ultimately in
Indian economy and nutrition. Horticulture plantation constitutes specialized form of
farm business and is highly commercial in nature. During last few decades Indian
horticulture has changed from traditional to modern.

National Horticulture Mission (NHM) is a programme formulated by
Government of India for the overall development of horticulture sectors in the country.
The main objective of the programme is to improve the production and productivity of
horticultural crops. It is a holistic approach covering all aspects of production post
harvest technology sector to the maximum potential available in the States, provide
holistic growth of the horticulture sector through regionally differentiated strategies,
improve nutritional security and income support to farm household, establish
convergence and synergy among multiple on-going and planed programme, promote,
develop and disseminate technologies, create opportunities for employment generation
for skilled and unskilled persons.

Turmeric is one of the most important spices crops of India and is cultivated
from ancient times. The oldest literary record about the use of turmeric in India is
found in Atharvanaveda composed in 1400 B.C. Turmeric is cultivated extensively in
India, Sri Lanka, China, Pakistan, Bangladesh and Taiwan etc. India leads in turmeric
production in the world and occupies an area of 233 thousand hectares and production
of 1190 thousand tones (Anonymous, 2015).

Chhattisgarh is also one of the important states of turmeric cultivation.
Chhattisgarh State covers about 11.02 thousands hectares of cultivated area with
production of 113.34 thousands tones. Therefore, the present study entitled “A Study
on Impact of National Horticulture Mission on Socio-economic Status of
Turmeric Growers of Chhattisgarh Plains” was undertaken during the years 2015-
16 and 2016-17 with following objectives:
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1. To study the socio-personnel, socio-economic, communicational and socio-
psychological profile of turmeric growers

To study the knowledge and adoption level of turmeric growers

To study the attitude of turmeric growers towards NHM

To identify the benefits received by the turmeric growers under NHM

A

To assess the impact of NHM on area, productivity and socio-economic status
of turmeric growers
6. To determine the constraints and obtain the suggestions from turmeric growers
regarding turmeric cultivation

An Ex-post-facto research design was used in the present investigation. The
study was conducted in Chhattisgarh plains.

The state comprises 27 districts and the NHM scheme has been implemented
in 19 districts, out of which 5 districts were selected purposively on the basis of
maximum area and maximum number of turmeric growers. From each selected
district, 2 blocks were selected purposively on the basis of maximum area and
maximum number of turmeric growers. From each selected block, 4 villages were
selected purposively on the basis of maximum area and maximum number of turmeric
growers.

A comprehensive list of beneficiaries respondents was collected from the
horticulture department. In order to reach required sample size of 160 beneficiaries
respondents, proportionate random sampling method was used and equal numbers of
non-beneficiaries respondents were also selected randomly from same villages. In this
way, a total of 320 farmers were considered as respondents to respond as per the
interview schedule design for the study.

The independent variables selected for the study were age, education, caste,
family size, family type, social participation, experience in turmeric cultivation, house
type, occupation, ,land holding, soil type, irrigation facilities, farm power, annual
income, credit acquisition, material possession, seed source, storage, processing and
value addition, extension contact, mass media exposure, scientific orientation, risk

orientation, cosmopoliteness, achievement motivation, economic motivation,
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awareness of turmeric growers about NHM, attitude of turmeric growers towards

NHM, knowledge and adoption level of turmeric growers.

The dependent variables selected for the study were Impact of National

Horticulture Mission on socio-economic status of turmeric growers and productivity

of turmeric.

Major findings

R/
L X4

In age, most of the beneficiaries (60.00%) and non-beneficiaries (57.50%) had
middle age group.

In education, maximum numbers of beneficiaries (26.87%) had educated up
to middle school level.A significant percentage (29.38%) of the non-
beneficiaries had educated up to primary school level.

In caste,most of the beneficiaries (36.88%) are belonged to other backward
castes and most of the non-beneficiaries (43.12%) also belonged to other
backward castes.

In family size, most of the beneficiaries (40.62%) had a large family size,
while most of the non-beneficiaries (41.88%) had a medium size of family.

In family type, most of the beneficiaries (58.75%) had a joint family type,
whereas most of the non-beneficiaries (55.62%) had a nuclear family type.

In social participation, majority of the beneficiaries (75.00%) and non-
beneficiaries (81.25%) had involved in one organization.

In experience in turmeric cultivation, majority of the beneficiaries (41.88%)
and non-beneficiaries (39.38%) belonged to medium farming experience.

In house type, most of the beneficiaries (38.12%) and non-beneficiaries
(51.25%) had mixed type of house.

In occupation, majority of the beneficiaries (51.25%) and non-beneficiaries
(70.00%) are engaged in agriculture + labour.

In land holding, most of the beneficiaries (40.62%) had small size of farmers
and non-beneficiaries (47.50%) had semi-medium farmers.

In soil type, most of the beneficiaries (54.38%) had occupied Vertisols type of

land and non-beneficiaries occupied Inceptisols type of land.



174

In irrigation facility, most of the beneficiaries (50.63%) were having tube well
and non-beneficiaries (48.75%) had no irrigation sources.

In farm power, most of the beneficiaries (57.50%) and non-beneficiaries
possessed one or two bullock.

In annual income, most of the beneficiaries (36.25%) and non-beneficiaries
(48.12%) had earned their annual income ranges between X 1,00,000 to
2,00,000.

In credit acquisition, a great majority of the beneficiaries (93.12%) and non-
beneficiaries had acquired credit facility.

In material possession, majority of the beneficiaries (70.00%) and non-
beneficiaries (60.00%) had medium level of material possession.

In seed sources, cent percent of the beneficiaries seed available from NHM
office and non-beneficiaries (86.25%) had own seed.

In seed storage, majority of the beneficiaries (81.25%) and non-beneficiaries
(89.37%) had seed storage in ventilated rooms.

In processing and value addition, cent per cent of the beneficiaries and non-
beneficiaries were naturally drying the turmeric in sunlight.

In extension contact, most of the beneficiaries (48.12%) and non-beneficiaries
(55.00%) were found in medium extension contact.

In mass media exposure, it was observed that most of the beneficiaries
(45.63%) and non-beneficiaries (50.62%) had medium level of mass media
exposure.

In scientific orientation, majority of the beneficiaries (69.38%) and non-
beneficiaries (76.25%) had medium level of scientific orientation.

In risk orientation, majority of the beneficiaries (78.75%) and non-
beneficiaries (81.88%) had medium level of scientific orientation.

In cosmopoliteness, more than half of the beneficiaries (52.50%) and non-
beneficiaries (51.88%) had medium cosmopoliteness.

In achievement motivation, majority of the beneficiaries (63.12%) and non-

beneficiaries (64.37%) had medium level of achievement motivation.
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In economic motivation, most of the beneficiaries (75.62%) and non-
beneficiaries (74.37%) had medium level of economic motivation.

In awareness about NHM, majority of the beneficiaries (73.12%) and non-
beneficiaries (70.00%) had medium level of awareness.

In attitude towards NHM, majority of the beneficiaries (86.25%) and non-
beneficiaries (62.50%) had favourable attitude towards NHM.

In knowledge level regarding turmeric cultivation, majority of the
beneficiaries (73.12%) and non-beneficiaries (75.62%) had medium level of
knowledge.

In adoption level of turmeric cultivation, majority of beneficiaries (62.50%)
and non-beneficiaries (64.38%) had medium level of adoption.

In area under turmeric cultivation, majority of the beneficiaries (61.25%) and
non-beneficiaries (83.75%) had medium size of area.

In productivity of turmeric, most of the beneficiaries (68.12%) and non-
beneficiaries (55.00%) had medium level of productivity.

In socio-economic status, most of the beneficiaries (56.88%) belonged to
middle class, while most of the non-beneficiaries (50.62%) belonged to lower
middle class.

In case of beneficiaries, education (r=0.567), social participation (r=0.220),
house type (r=0.706), land holding (r=0.471), farm power (r=0.292), annual
income (r=0.509), credit acquisition (r=0.225), material possession (r=0.510),
cosmopoliteness (r=0.441) and knowledge level had positive and highly
significant correlation with socio-economic status of the respondents. While,
occupation (r=0.191), irrigation (r=0.198), extension contact (r=0.162),
scientific orientation (r=0.202), risk orientation (r=0.162) and adoption level
had positive and significant correlation with socio-economic status of the
respondents. The other variables such as caste (r=0.109), family size
(r=0.087), family type (r=0.112), experience (r=0.064), soil type (r=0.054),
seed source (r=0.135), mass media exposure (r=0.069), achievement

motivation (r=0.092), economic motivation (r=0.142) awareness (r=0.104)
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and attitude (r=0.089) hadpositive but non-significant correlation with socio-
economic status of the respondents. Age (r=-0.011), storage (r=-0.128) and
processing and value addition (r=-0.092) had negative and non-significant
correlation with socio-economic status of the respondents. Whereas, in case of
non-beneficiaries,education (r=0.366), social participation (r=0.306), house
type (r=0.645), occupation (r=0.278), land holding (r=0.618), annual income
(r=0.711), credit acquisition (r=0.359), farm power (r=0.538), material
possession (r=0.442), cosmopoliteness (r=0.258) and knowledge Ilevel
(r=0.298) had positive and highly significant relationship with socio-
economic status of the respondents and the variables soil type (r=0.204), mass
media exposure (r=0.182), risk orientation (r=0.205) and adoption level
(r=0.169) had positive and significant relationship with socio-economic status
of the respondents. The other variables like caste (r=0.145), family size
(r=0.092), family type (r=0.119), irrigation (r=0.063), seed source (r=0.103),
processing and value addition (r=0.156), extension contact (r=0.125),
scientific orientation (0.126), achievement motivation (r=0.110), economic
motivation (r=0.139), awareness (r=0.148) and attitude (r=0.118) had positive
but non-significant relationship with socio-economic status of the
respondents. Age (r=-0.084), experience (r=-0.017) and processing and value
addition (r=-0.102) had negative and non-significant correlation with socio-
economic status of the respondents.

In case of beneficiaries, education (r=0.223), land holding (r=0.221), soil type
(r=0.250), irrigation (r=0.232), annual income (r=0.241), mass media
exposure (r=0.212), risk orientation (r=0.239), knowledge level (r=0.265) and
adoption level (r=0.227) had positive and highly significant relationship with
productivity and the variables farm power (r=0.172), extension contact
(r=0.163) and scientific orientation (r=0.168) had positive and significant
relationship with productivity at 0.05 per cent level of probability. The other
variables such as age (r=0.074), social participation (r=0.109), experience

(r=0.004), house type (r=0.148), credit acquisition (r=0.057), material
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possession (r=0.157), seed source (r=0.075), storage (r=0.028), processing
and value addition (r=0.003), cosmopoliteness (r=0.115), achievement
motivation (r=0.054), economic motivation (r=0.093), awareness (r=0.155)
and attitude (r=0.037) had positive and non-significant relationship with
productivity. Caste (r=-0.028), family size (r=-0.050), family type (r=-0.050)
and occupation (r=-0.113) had negative but non-significant correlation with
productivity. While, in case of non-beneficiaries, land holding (r=0.228),
irrigation (r=0.271), credit acquisition (r=0.261), scientific orientation
(r=0.215), risk orientation (r=0.245), knowledge level (r=0.225) and adoption
level (r=0.208) had positive and highly significant relationship with
productivity and the wvariables, education (r=0.172), social participation
(r=0.194), soil type (r=0.203) and material possession (0.186) hadpositive
and significant relationship with productivity. The other variables like caste
(r=0.078), experience (r=0.093), house type (r=0.071), farm power (r=0.053),
annual income (r=0.054), seed source (r=0.039), storage (r=0.130), processing
and value addition (r=0.035), extension contact (r=0.038), mass media
exposure (r=0.052), cosmopoliteness (r=0.145), achievement motivation
(r=0.100), economic motivation (r=0.048), awareness (r=0.043) and attitude
(r=0.006) had positive and non-significant relationship with productivity. Age
(r=-0.044), family size (r=-0.012), family type (r=-0.060) and occupation (r=-
0.112) had negative but non-significant correlation with productivity.

Multiple regression analysis was carried out for determining the contributions
of independent variables with impact of socio-economic status of the
beneficiaries. The study revealed that the variables viz., education, caste,
social participation, occupation, house type, farm power, annual income,
material possession, and economic motivation contributed highly significantly
at 0.01 level of probability and family size, annual income, and mass media
contributed significant at 0.05 level of probability towards socio-economic
status of the respondents. Remaining variables could not influence the socio-

economic status of the respondents. While in case of non-beneficiaries, the
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variables viz., education, caste, house type, occupation, farm power, material
possession and mass media exposure contributed highly significant at 0.01
level of probability and family size, social participation and annual income
contributed significant at 0.05 level of probability towards socio-economic
status of the respondents. Remaining variables could not influence the socio-
economic status of the respondents.

% The constraints faced by the respondents regarding unavailability of
processing unit (53.75%) was the major problem, which occupied first rank,
followed by high cost of manure and fertilizers (34.06%) as second rank and
high cost of seed rhizomes was the minor problem which occupied 12™ rank
by the respondents.

% The suggestions given by the respondents to overcome the constraints were
related toassured selling price of turmeric (43.13%) which was the major
suggestion and occupied first rank, followed by processing unit should be
available (26.88%) and seed material should be available in low price (8.13%)
was the minor suggestions which occupied 8" rank.

Conclusions

Majority of the beneficiaries respondents were middle aged, with
middle school education, belonged to other backward class, large family size,
joint family, involved in one organization of social participation, medium
farming experience, mixed type house, engaged in labour, small farmer,
occupied Vertisols type of land, having tube well, possessed one or two
bullock, annual income (X 1,00,001 to 2,00,000), credit acquired from co-
operative society, medium level of material possession, seed available from
NHM office, seed storage in ventilated room, naturally dry from sunlight,
medium level of extension contact, medium level of mass media exposure,
medium level of scientific orientation, medium level of risk orientation,
medium cosmopoliteness, medium level of achievement motivation, medium
level of economic motivation, medium level of awareness, favourable attitude

towards NHM, medium level of knowledge level and medium level of
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adoption level, medium size of area, medium level of productivity, belonged
to middle class.

Independent variables like education, social participation, house type,
land holding, farm power, annual income, credit acquisition, material
possession, cosmopoliteness and knowledge level had positive and highly
significant association with socio-economic status of the beneficiaries
respondents, while, occupation, irrigation,extension contact, scientific
orientation, risk orientation and adoption had positive and significant
association with socio-economic status of the beneficiaries respondents, which
means that an increase in variable value results in an increase in the impact of
socio-economic status of the beneficiaries respondents, while variables viz.,
caste, family size, family type, experience,soil type, seed source, mass media
exposure, achievement motivation, economic motivation, awareness and
attitude had a positive and non-significant correlation with impact of socio-
economic status of the beneficiaries respondents.Variables like age, storage
and processing and value addition had a negative and non-significant
correlation with impact of socio-economic status of the beneficiaries’
respondents.

Independent variables viz., education, land holding, soil type,
irrigation, annual income, mass media exposure, risk orientation, knowledge
level and adoption level had a positive and highly significant correlation with
productivity of turmeric, while variables farm power, extension contact and
scientific orientation had a positive and significant correlation with
productivity of turmeric, which means that an increase in variable value results
in an increase the productivity of turmeric, while variables like age, social
participation, experience, house type, credit acquisition, material possession,
seed source, storage, processing and value addition, cosmopoliteness,
achievement motivation, economic motivation, awareness and attitude had a

positive and non-significant correlation with productivity of turmeric.Variables
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like caste, family size, family type and occupation had a negative and non-
significant correlation with productivity of turmeric.

The results of regression analysis shows that out of 30 variables
education, caste, social participation, occupation, house type, farm power,
annual income, material possession, and economic motivation contributed
highly significantly at 0.01 level of probability and family size, annual income,
and mass media contributed significant at 0.05 level of probability towards
socio-economic status of the respondents. Remaining variables could not
influence the socio-economic status of the respondents.

In case of non-beneficiaries respondents, majority of the respondents
were middle age group, educated up to primary school, belonged to other
backward castes, with medium family size, having nuclear family, involved in
one organization of social participation, medium farming experience, mixed
type house, engaged in labour, semi-medium farmers, occupied Inceptisols
type of land, no irrigation sources, possessed one or two bullock, annual
income (X 1,00,000 to 2,00,000), credit acquired from co-operative society,
medium level of material possession, used own seed, seed storages in
ventilated room, naturally dry from sunlight, medium level of extension
contact, medium level of mass media exposure, medium level of risk
orientation, medium cosmopoliteness, medium level of achievement
motivation, medium level of economic motivation, medium level of awareness,
favourable attitude towards NHM, medium level of knowledge, medium level
of adoption, medium size of area, low level of productivity and lower middle
class.

Independent variables viz., education, social participation, house type,
occupation, land holding, annual income, credit acquisition, farm power,
material possession, cosmopoliteness and knowledge level had a positive and
highly significant correlation with impact of socio-economic status of the
beneficiaries respondents, while the variables soil type, mass media exposure,

risk orientation and adoption level had a positive and significant correlation
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with impact of socio-economic status of the non-beneficiaries respondents,
which means that an increase in variable value results in an increase the impact
of socio-economic status of the non-beneficiaries respondents, while variables
caste, family size, family type, irrigation, seed source, processing and value
addition, extension contact, scientific orientation, achievement motivation,
economic motivation, awareness and attitude had a positive and non-
significant correlation with impact of socio-economic status of the
beneficiaries respondents.Variables like age, experience and storage had a
negative and non-significant correlation with impact of socio-economic status
of the non-beneficiaries respondents.

Independent variables viz., land holding, irrigation, credit acquisition,
scientific orientation, risk orientation, knowledge level and adoption level had
positive and highly significant correlation with productivity of turmeric, while,
education, social participation, soil type and material possession had positive
and significant correlation with productivity of turmeric, which means that an
increase in variable value results in an increase the productivity of turmeric,
while variables like caste, experience,house type, farm power, annual income,
seed source, storage, processing and value addition, extension contact, mass
media exposure, cosmopoliteness, achievement motivation, economic
motivation, awareness and attitude had a positive and non-significant
correlation with productivity of turmeric. Variables such as age, family size,
family type and occupation had a negative and non-significant correlation with
productivity of turmeric.

The results of regression analysis shows that out of 30 wvariables
education, caste, house type, occupation, farm power, material possession and
mass media exposure contributed highly significant at 0.01 level of probability
and family size, social participation and annual income contributed significant
at 0.05 level of probability towards socio-economic status of the respondents.
Remaining variables could not influence the socio-economic status of the

respondents.
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The major constraints faced by the respondents of unavailability of
processing unit was first rank, followed by high cost of manure and fertilizers
was second rank and high cost of seed rhizomes was 12" rank.

The suggestion offered by the respondents of assured selling prices of
turmeric was first rank, followed by processing unit should be available was

second rank and seed material should be available in low price was 8" rank.

Recommendations
e (Quantity of inputs should be increased.
e Marketing hub should be created for the marketing of horticultural crops.
e Input material should be of high quality.
e Farmers committee should be constituted at block level for National
Horticulture Mission.
e Farmers may be motivated for production of horticultural crops.
e More demonstration and training camp should be organized for creating
farmers interest.
e Paper work should be minimized for getting services under National
Horticulture Mission.
Suggestions for future research work
e The present study was conducted only in five districts of Chhattisgarh state,
similar studies can be conducted in other districts.
e The impact study can be conducted on other crops like fruits, vegetables and
flowers under National Horticulture Mission scheme.
e The area of research should be extended to large number of farmers to draw
valid conclusion.
e Such study should be repeated after some laps of time on large sample size to

increase its validity.
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Appendix-B

Data collection during the study area



215




216

o




217




218




219




RESUME

Name : Yuvaraj Singh Dhruw
Date of birth : October 01, 1990
Present address : Room No. - 06, Maharshi Arwind Hostel, Block “B”, IGKV,
Raipur (C.G.) 492012
Phone : 9981942199
E-mail : yuvrajdhruw.igkv@gmail.com
Permanent address : S/O Shri Sunder Singh Dhruw,

Village- Bijrakapa (kala), Post- Lalpur

Tehsil- Lormi, District- Mungeli (C.G.)

Pin- 495334
Academic qualification:
Degree Year University
B.Sc. (Ag.) 2012 IGKV, Raipur
M.Sc. (Ag.) 2014 IGKYV, Raipur
NET (Agril. Extension) 2016 ASRB, New Delhi

Membership of professional society: 1. Advances in Life Sciences, DSAS&RD
2. Krishi world, Raipur
Award/Recognitions: 1. National Fellowship Award: In year 2015-16, by UGC

2. Ganga Singh Chauhan Memorial Research Scholar Award,
ICAR-National Academy of Agricultural Research Management,
Hyderabad during January 28-31, 2017

Publications: 1. Research paper published: 05
2. Popular articles published: 03

Signature

220






