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Profile Analysis of Small and Marginal Farmers

£, VIJAYARAGHAVAN! and D. SOMASUNDARAM®

An attempt has heen made to svaluate the socio porsonal. socio-psychological cha

racteristics and communicate variables of smaoll and marginal farmers, The s.'rud;_.r rovizaied

that the (i} farm size was the basis for classification, small farmers scored more farn

size score than marginal farmers. (i)

Small farmers were high In the socio-economit

status than marginal farmers, (ili) small farmers had mora contac! with Extension

Agency than marginal farmers, (iv) small farmers had better market perception than

marginal farmers, (v) small farmers were high in economic motivation than’ marginal

and (vi} small farmers had better credibility for Personal cosmopolite ‘channels and

Parsonal localite channels than marginal farmers.

According to the 1970-71 agricultu-
ral census 70 per cent of the far-
mers is either small or marginal far-
mers. MNew agricultural  technology
hac largely been availed of by the big
farmers tended to add to the dispa-
rity between the more priviledged and
less priviledged in the rural sector, The
zdoption of agricultural practices have
been reported to be related with seve
rsl characteristic vatiables. So, for any
srogramme development, the knowledge
of the profile of farmers is necessary.
Hence, it was felt necessary to analyse
some of the important characteristics
of small and marginal farmers on the (i)
socio-personal characteristics,(ii) socio-
psychological charactertstics and (jii)
sommunication characteristics of small
znd marginal farmers.

WATERIAL AND METHODS

Based on the predominance of both
;mall and marginal farmers, this study

1. Depuly Agricultural Officer (Extensi

—

was conducted in six villages of Avi-
nashi block of Coimbatore district. By
proportionate random sampling 120 res-
pondents were selected comprising of
55 small farmers and 65 marginal far-
mers. Eight socio-personal, seven socio
psychological .and four communication
variables were selected. in:consulta-
tion with Extension staff of the Depart-
ment of Agriculture-and teachers in the

Tamil Nadu Agricultural University. The

_communication variables were studied

separately under  three categories,
namely, Personal-cosmopolite, Personal-
localite and impersbnal-cc:smnpﬁtitﬂ'
channels as given in Tablel. Th
empirical measures developed for the
27 variables are shown in Table Il." The
statistical techniques used for data ana-
lysis include independent ‘t' test and

“the level of probability considered at

0.05 level of probabilitv
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TABLE|. Namesof the communication chan- TABLE I, Voriables and their Empirical Measure.
‘nals and their classilication mant
Mame of the Channel Gioup Varizblns lmffcf' II":"II_}_asuma
™ : A. Socio-personnel Variables
Office call Personal-cosmopalite Age Developed for the
Farm & Home visit " "
Result Demonstration . Education
Method Demonstration T Bidsinsion '
Tour/Field Tﬂp " Farmsiza Somasundaram
Group Meeting[Discussion . (1976)
Contpaign P . .
T-rain?n:: Social participation Trivaoi (1963)
I L
. Socio-econamic sto i
Earsthukatchi Vi : aniie stotus
Fieid da + ‘with <linht
] e T .
' 4 . madification
Panchayat Personal-localite Usb
Co-cperatives . . foan contact Det:iempad tor the
Farmers organization i study
Progressive Farmers i Cantact with Extension Developed for the
Friends . fAgency _ study
Melghbours . B. Socl-phychological variables
input Merchants T Marker poicephion Somasundaram
Farin leaders " {1967)
Ruintives " Cozmopolila-localite Singh {1567
Tom-Tom : C Ecunomic metivation Supe (1968}
Ragio Impersonal-cosmopulite Risk preleronce i
i . Knowletige about #. Y, V. Somasundaram
F||_rn . " of paddy {1876])
Printed Rateriais o Ariude towerds H. Yo V. Nair (1589)
Folders Bookiets etc. " Scientilic orientation Sups (1968)
Wews Ipaperla:ncle " €. Communication variobles
Ferm journa o Use of channel Develeped for the
Hoardings v study
Vialf paintings " Froguent use of ehonnels “
Tea-shop hnaal‘d . Eriunt of inforswtion received i
Freld board r thvouah channcls
Eannor h Crecibility of channgl “
Milesione slopgan “
Stlenr on match bor .
Tin boards on cecle and canie of small farmers as agsinst that of mar-
gina! fermers. The data with rospect
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 1o socio-pereoaal and socie-peychologi-

cal variables selectod for thir <udy s

The Profiles of the Farmers: aiven in Table 111,

The comperative study of small and

sarginal farmers with respect to 27 it revents that the mean  tco-
tactors concerning the socio-personal, tes for all the eight  cocio-personal
wagig-psychological and cammunication charactetistics of amall farmers axcoent
cherectensucs has'indicated very signi- age and oLcupation ware more than that
fieont differences botween the profile of marging! fermers.  But the diffeierce
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TABLE 1. Differential Socio-personal and Socio-psyehologics! Charactudsilzs of swall and’ Tt
pal farmers and ‘t* values for diffarence of Moan sooros.

Vapiables

— —— — A i A e bis o W R

L. ESoclo-parconal verlables
Ane
Education
Deeupsllon
Farm size
Social participation
Social-Economic stalus
Urban Contact
Contact With extension agency

B. Socio-pzyehological variables

Misrket perception
Localile-cosmopolite value orientation
Seientilic orientation

Rish arientotion

Altitude 1owards H.Y.V Programme
Enowledge about HY.V,

Econemic motivalion

B ——— —— e . . i . 8

Mean corg 1 vaolwe for dile

= e v e e fRACE M G2
small Blaeainel SGOTE
e s farmrars e E i
Small-Marginal
e o et TETRYS
45,00 4E.598 il 428
7.10 1.80 1663
1.34 1.83 5. T304
5.64 §.18 i5,020°%
.78 0.73 0,531
23.81 18,83 5,5082%
11.38 1120 -DAaG.
52.10 2181 g.572"
3.02 2.10 2.263%"
15.10 74,56 1.5923
26.18 25.21 0056
19.36 18,35 1.008
35.80 34.60 1.118
12.50 1100 1.307
35.38 34.30 2.061%*

“* Significant at 0.01 leval of probability

between the mean scores of the small
and marginal farmers was statistically
sighificant only with reference to occu-
pation, farmsize, socio-economic status
and conlact with exiension agency.
Significance was recorded at 0.01 level
of probability in all the above four socio-
personal characteristics of small and
marginal fatrmers. From the same table,
it may be seen that the mean score for
all the ssven socio-psvchological char-
acteristics of small farmers was more
than that of marainal farmers. The dif-
ference between the means of small and
marginal Tarmers with respect to market
perception and economic motivation
was significant at 0.01 level of proba-
bility, while the rest of the differences

were not significant. , So, it may be
stated that the small and marginal {ar-
mers differed significantly with refer
ence to occupation, farmsize, socio-
economic status, contact with extension
agency, marﬁcat perception and econcmic
mativation while they were not different
with reference 1o age, education, social
participation, urban-contact, localite-
cosmopolite value orientation, risk pre-
ference, attitude, knowledge and scien-
tific orientation,

The significant difference between
small and marginal farmers in their farm
size needs no explanation since they
were classified mainly on their farmsize.
The significant difference in occupation



Mac., 1978)

of small.and marginal farmers may be
due to'the fact that marginal farmers
because of their smallness of holding
and low income nature, might have been
forced to have more number of subsidi-
ary'occupations than their counterparts,
s0 as to make both ends meet. This
was clearly indicated by the higher mean
score in occupation of marginal farmers.

Socio-economic status was another
factor by which the small and marginal
farmers differed significantly. Compe-
ratively higher farm size of small far-
mers than marginal farmers might have
enabled them 1o raise their income and
other living condition which resulting in
the significant difference in the socio-
economic status of small farmers and

PROFILE AMALYSIS OF SMALL AMD MARGINAL FARMERS

marginal farmers. Marginal farmers dif-
fered from the small farmers in their
contact with extension agency, Becauss
of their main occupation being agriculture
small farmer would have felt a need to
contact extension agency to improve
their profession,

The reported significant difference
in market perception of small and mar-
ginal farmers may be because of the
necessity to market the surplus produce
obtained fromv small farmers holdings
which is relatively larger than the. mar-
ginal farmers. Further, to fetch more
income by marketing, the small farmers
would have contacted resourceful per-
sons as extension agency which would
have increased their perception about

TABLE 1V. Ditferential communication chareristics of small and marginal farmers and 1" values for
differences of Mean Scores

1" values for differ-
ence of mean soore

iMean score

\ Small Marginal Small-ldargi-
farmers farmers nal farmers
Use of Channels
Usa of P.C, Channel 18.34 14.72 1.780
Use of P.L. Channel 26.29 24,32 1.417
Use of LC. Channel 25.24 19,17 1,899
Frequency of use of Channels
Fregquency of vse of P.C. Channal 4,25 3.17 1.265
Frequency of use of F.L. Channe| 14.82 14,88 1.008
Frequency of wse of 1.C. Cheannel 1.16 5.43 + 552
Extent of informatlon recaived through channels
Exient of informatioa received through P.C. Channe| 6.328 5.86 0.5E0
UM ' P.L, Chennel 10.06 10.23 423
- . I.C, Channel 6.35 G.34 0.008
Cradibility of the Channels ) _
Cradibility of the P.C. Channel 15.1% 2291 J.GEE'I-"
Credibility of the P.L. Channel 24.07 21.86 3807
Credibility of the 1L.C. Channel 20132 29,46 0.286

P.C. = Farsonal-cosmopolite;
1.L. = Imparsonal-cosmapolite.

P.C. = Personal-localite;

#& cignificant at 0.07 lawnl of probabiiity
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the prevailing market. On the corollaty,
in the case of marginal farmers, the
emaliness of the farm would not have
enabled them to develop theirperception
sbout the market, Perhaps, the produce
obtained from the holdings of marginal
farmers might have been utilized for
own consumption. The higher mean
score obtained by small farmers with
reference to education, social participa.
tion, urban contact and contact with
extension agency also proved these
znove statements. In the same line the
significant difference of small farmers
in their -economic motivation may be
explained.

From the Table [V it can be seen

that the mean scores of small farmers
with reference 1o all the communication
characteristics except that of frequency
of use of Personal-localite channels,
extent of information recejved through
Fersonal-localite channels and credibility
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of impersonal - cosmepolite - channels
were more than that of marginal farmErs
However, the difference. between the
mean scores of small and marginal-. fér-
mers was significant only in. the vcases
of credibility of Personal mshupnhte
and Personal-localite channel character-
istics.

The significant contact .of: smail
farmers with extension I'agenc‘ir- would
have created more confidence upon
them. Because of their highet-socio-
economic, status, the small ~farmers
would have interacted locally with pro-
gressive farmers, farm  leaders etc.,
whereas the marginal. farmers would

‘have depended on their friends and

neighbours. Because of - resourceful
nature of progressive farmers, small
farmers would have developed more
credibility to those Personal-localite
channels.



