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ABSTRACT

The present study was conducted in Udaipur distfiRajasthan. There are eleven panchayat saritiddaipur
district of Rajasthan, out of which two tribal (dloh and Sarada) and two non-tribal (Bhinder and INlgaanchayat
samities were selected on the basis of maximum euwibfarmers are benefitted under RKVY programPBeur villages
having maximum number of beneficiaries of RKVY weselected from each identified panchayat samitusTlsixteen
villages were selected as beneficiary villagesehilse, two distant villages were selected from adehtified panchayat
samiti where, the RKVY was not in operation. Theight villages were selected as non-beneficiarpgés. Ten wheat
and maize growers selected randomly from each teeledgllage. Data were collected from selected oesgnts by
employing personal interview technique. Thereaftiata were analyzed, tabulated and results weeepited. It was
observed that nearly 40.02 per cent of the respuiadeere from middle age group of 35 to 44 yeard tey were
educated up to primary class. It was also obsethatl nearly 47.92 per cent respondents had medicomognic

motivation.
KEYWORDS: Beneficiary and Non-Beneficiary Respondents, RK¥¢pnomic Motivation
INTRODUCTION

The GDP of agriculture increased annually at mbent3 per cent during 1980s. Since, Ninth Five-Yan
(1996 to 2001-02), India has been targeting a droate of more than 4 per cent in agriculture betactual achievement
has been much below the target. More than 50 perafehe work force of the country still dependgson agriculture for
their livelihood and presently the growth rate iS Ber cent in 2012. Slow growth in agriculture atited sectors can lead
to acute stress in the economy because the papuld¢ipendent upon this sector is still very ladg@najor cause behind
the slow growth in agriculture is the consistentrdase in investments in this sector by the statermments, while
public and private investments are increasing nodthifn sectors such as infrastructure, industry ltt investments are
not forthcoming in agriculture and allied sectdesding to distress in the community of farmergqeeglly that of the
small and marginal segment. Hence, the need f@nindzing states to increase their investmentthaagriculture and

allied sectors has been felt.

Concerned by the slow growth in the agriculture alied sectors, the National Development CouridDC), in
its meeting held on #9May, 2007, resolved that a special additional @rdssistance scheme namely Rastriya Krishi
Vikas Yojana (RKVY) be launched. The RKVY aims ahgeving 5.5% annual growth in the agriculture secturing

12" plan period by ensuring a holistic developmeragriculture and allied sectors.
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MATERIAL AND METHODS

The present study was conducted in Udaipur disbfidajasthan. Udaipur was selected purposivelyherbasis
of maximum number of beneficiaries are benefitedufjh recommended interventions of cereal cropsdoiced under
RKVY programme in southern Rajasthan. There aregeelgpanchayat samities in Udaipur district of Riéjas, out of
which two tribal ( Jhadol and Sarada) and two ridyat (Bhinder and Mavli) panchayat samities weetested on the
basis of maximum number of farmers are benefitteden RKVY programme. For selection of villages, rfatilages
having maximum number of beneficiaries of RKVY wesslected from each identified panchayat samitusTlsixteen
villages were selected as beneficiary villagesehilse, two distant villages were selected from ddehtified panchayat
samiti where, the RKVY was not in operation. Theight villages were selected as non-beneficiatgagés. To select the
beneficiary respondents, a comprehensive list ofefieiary wheat and maize growers was prepared thighhelp of
personnel of Deputy Director Agriculture (Extensiooffice from the selected villages. The list scegmared, ten
respondents who got interventions of wheat and enaiap were selected randomly from each selectidyei Thus, total
160 beneficiary respondents were selected by atppdindom sample technique from each identifiddgd. Likewise, 80
non-beneficiary respondents were selected by rahddmm each identified village. Thus, in all 24@spondents
(160 beneficiary and 80 non-beneficiary respondentye included in the sample of study. Data weskected from
selected respondents by employing personal intertéehnique. Thereafter, data were analyzed, téduliland results

were interpreted.
RESULT AND DISCUSSIONS

In this section, data relating to personal charaties of the respondentsz., caste, age, education, experience in
wheat and maize cultivation, family size, familyp¢y size of land holding, income level, extensiontact, cosmopolitan

outlook and economic motivation have been presefiiee results have been presented in subsequées.tab
Caste of Respondents
On the basis of their caste, the respondents Wassified into four categoriése. SC, ST, OBC and General.

The data presented in Table 1 depict that out t#l 40 respondents, 84(35.00%) respondents belorme
Scheduled Caste. This was followed by 65 (27.08%jpaondents who belongs to Scheduled Tribe; wheé®gs.41%)
and 30(12.50%) respondents were reported to be @thrar Backward Class and General Caste, resphbctive

The data further reveals that 37.50 per cent beiaefi and 30.00 per cent non-beneficiary resporadbalong to
scheduled caste. Somewhat similar but contradiatidffgrence can be seen in scheduled tribes whe&®i62 per cent
beneficiary and 30.00 per cent non-beneficiary sadpnts belong to this category. On the other h@625 per cent
beneficiary and 23.75 per cent non-beneficiary sadents belong to Other Backward Class; whereasihb2 per cent

beneficiary and 16.25 per cent non-beneficiaryoadpents belong to general category.

The findings are in line with the findings of Ratbo(2002), Singh (2002), Ramakrishan(2004) and
Ranawat(2011).

Age of Respondents

On the basis of their age, the respondents wessifiled into three categorié®. less than 35 years, 35 to 44
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years and above 44 years age.

The data incorporated in the Table 2 vividly coorie that majority of the total respondents betotogthe age
group of 35 to 44 years. This age group alone dotess 40.41 per cent of the total sample. Wher@292 and 26.67 per

cent respondents were from less than 35 yearstameal4 years age groups respectively.

The table further reveals that 38.75 per cent beiae§ respondents and 43.75 per cent non-beneficia
respondents selected under study belonged to thegemup of 35 to 44 years. Whereas, 37.50 per bengtficiary
respondents and 23.75 per cent non-beneficiary onelgmts belonged to age group of less than 35 .years
The representation of above 44 years age groupsetheficiary respondents and non-beneficiary redeots were found
to be 23.75 and 32.50 per cent, respectively.

A close observation of the data further indicata ih tribal and non-tribal area’s respondents églamong the
beneficiary and non-beneficiary categories i.e., 33, 13 and 22 respondents were in age group ao3%4 years,

respectively.

From the above facts, it can be concluded thatinéalf of beneficiary and non-beneficiary respomidewere
from 35 to 44 years age group. The probable reasight be that this age considered is an activelyking age of
respondents and being responsible for maintendnetefamilies.

The findings are supported by the findings of Upadh(2000), Singh (1996) and Singh (2000), Kum&og).
Educational Level of Respondents

To develop an understanding about the level of aitut of selected respondents, they were classifiedfour
categories i.e. illiterate, up to primary class, tg higher secondary class and above higher seppndass.
Their frequencies were counted and converted imi@wgntage for all the categories of respondents. rEsults were

presented in Table 3.

The data evident from the Table 6 that 23.33 pat oétotal respondents were educated upto higheorslary
class. In the same category beneficiary and noeféary respondents were 24.37 per cent and 2p&5 cent,
respectively. Whereas 26.25 per cent (25.63% bhgagfi and 27.50% non-beneficiary) respondents viléterate and
33.75 per cent (31.25% beneficiary and 33.75% remeficiary) respondents were up to primary levellyQl6.67 per

cent (16.25% beneficiary and 17.50% non-benefigisrgpondents were above high secondary level.

A close observation to the data of tribal and milvat area’s respondents reveals that in case oéfimary
respondents, 26(32.50%) non-tribal area’s respdedam 13(16.25%) tribal area’s respondents hadatidu upto high
secondary level. Whereas, in case of non-beneficespondents, the majority of tribal (37.50%) aod-tribal (30.00%)
area’s respondents selected under study belongéd ppmary level. Further, analysis of the tableacly indicates that

non-tribal area’s respondents were more educatedttibal area’s respondents.
The findings are conformity with the findings of iar (2012), Upadhyay (2000), and Patel (2006).
Experience in Wheat and Maize Cultivation

Experience helps the respondents to acquire l&msivliedge about agriculture technology and solvesrt
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problems with the help of extension personnel. gathe experience by interacting with each othery nncrease
confidence, which may result in high rate of adep®f technology. With a view to classify the resgents on the basis of
experience, three categories were formulated orb#isés of actual years of practicing agriculturbe Tesults regarding

experience are presented in Table 4.

The data incorporate in the Table 4 clearly shdvas but of the total respondents, 112 (46.66%) ieuned to
have 16-30 years of experience, followed by 52§2%) and 76 (31.67%) having low and high level gpezience,

respectively.

Based on the Table 4, it is concluded that majasityhe beneficiary respondents possessed mediveh ¢
experience i.e., 50.00 per cent and the maximumbemeficiary respondents possessed low level ofmampce i.e., 43.75
per cent in experience in wheat and maize cultivatit may be due to the reason that the beneficiaspondents

regularly contact with field supervisors and otbeperts of agriculture.

A close observation to the data between tribalradtribal area’s respondents reveals that in odseneficiary
respondents, 37(46.25%) tribal area’s respondemis48(53.75%) non-tribal area’s respondents hadiunedevel of
experience. Whereas, in case of non-beneficiaporedents, the majority of tribal 17(42.50%) and #mal 18 (45.00%)
area’s respondents selected under study belongéalmdevel of experience in wheat and maize cuttora Further,
analysis of the table clearly indicates that beigfy of non-tribal area respondents were more epee than beneficiary

tribal area respondents in wheat and maize cultina® he findings are conformity with the findingsSamota (2011).
Size of Family

Table 5 indicates that out of 240 respondents,Bpdr cent respondents were from small familiedrntzaupto

five members. While, remaining 37.92 per cent resleats were from large families having more thamesnbers.

Analysis of table further shows those 58.75 pett temeficiary respondents and 68.75 per cent noefimary
respondents were belonged to small size of familyup. While, 41.25 per cent beneficiaries and 31p25 cent

non-beneficiaries of RKVY were categorized in lasyge of family group.

It can be concluded that nearly 62.08% of the redpaots had small size of family. The probable redeo this
might be the majority of the wheat and maize gredmlonged to nuclear families in the study arethabmore number

of respondents was found in small size of family.

A close observation to the data of tribal and milvat area’s respondents reveals that in case péfimary
respondents, 39(48.75%) tribal area’s responderttb&(68.75%) non-tribal area’s respondents hadl size of family.
Whereas, in case of non-beneficiary respondents,nhbjority of tribal 26(65.00%) and non-tribal 22(30%) area’s
respondents selected under study belonged to &zgefamily. Further analysis of the table clearlglicates that in both
categories the majority of non-tribal area’s regfmoris were found in small size of family. This fimglis in contradictory
with the finding of Rathod (2009).

Family Type of Respondents

Family type of the respondents also plays an ingmbntole in the process of adoption of agricultymaduction

technology. To develop an understanding about #imeily type of selected respondents they were diadsinto two
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categories, i.e. nuclear and joint family. The hesabout family type are presented in Table 6.

The data presented in the Table 6 vividly corrottaat 57.92 per cent of the total respondentsnigeld to
nuclear families and remaining 42.08 per cent redpats belonged to the families which are jointdmposition. Further
analysis of table reveals that 60.62 per cent li@agf respondents and 52.50 per cent non-bengficespondents were
from nuclear family group. Whereas, 39.38 per dmmieficiaries and 47.50 per cent non-beneficianiese found to be
from joint family category. It is interesting to teothat still good number of respondents from kibth categories were
maintaining joint family concept in the villagesh@ reason behind this may be due to the fact ta¢ tinuman resource is

required for successful cultivation of agricultucabps.

Further, analysis of the table shows that the gaingenuclear family was highest in both the catezgo(i.e. tribal
& non-tribal area’s respondents). The present figdiare in accordance with the findings of Nandwg@04) who
reported that 67.46 per cent respondents had fiinily composition. Sharmet al. (2004-05) indicated that respondents

having nuclear family were 62.58 per cent and jtamily was 37.71 per cent.
Size of Land Holding

The data contained in Table 7 show that 55.42 et af total respondents had marginal land holdimgo 1 ha),
followed by 29.58 per cent of them having smalésif land holding (1-2 ha), whereas, 15.00 per oéthem were large

respondents having land holding above 2 hectares.

A close observation of the data further indicatest tin case of beneficiary respondents, 50.00 pet bad
marginal land holding, followed by 31.87 per cefttltem having small size of land holding and onB/1B per cent
beneficiary respondents had large land holding. Mée 66.25 per cent of non-beneficiary respondeadsmarginal land
holding followed by 25.00 per cent of them havimgadl size of land holding and remaining 8.75 perteen-beneficiary

respondents had large land holding in the study.are

From the above results it can be concluded thaertian 50.00 per cent respondents possessed l&tidghop

to 1 hectare in the study area.

A close observation to the data about tribal and-tnibal area’s respondents reveals that in cadeenéficiary
respondents, the majority of tribal area’s respotglé1(76.25%) had marginal land holding and 4p&O0cent non-tribal
area’s respondents had small size of land holdftereas, in case of non-beneficiary respondentm#jerity of both the
categories respondents fell in marginal land h@difhe present findings are supported by the figsliof Shrivastavat
al. (2002) who reported that 61.67 per cent of th@ondents had small size of land holding followed rbgrginal

respondents and large respondents.
Income Level

The data included in the Table 8 visualize thatafuthe total 240 respondents, 47.92 per cent redgas had
their annual income up to Rs.65000 per annum frbreacairces and 26.25 per cent wheat and maize gsohad their
family income more than Rs.75000 per annum, whelaaining 25.83 per cent respondents earned thmityfancome

from Rs. 65000-75000 per annum from all sourcehérstudy area.
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A comparative view of annual income of beneficiand non-beneficiary wheat and maize growers hiptgighat
majority of beneficiary respondents (41.25%) and-beneficiary respondents (61.25%) were in theilmm@me group i.e.
upto Rs. 65000 per year. Further, 28.75 per cenbesfeficiary respondents and 20.00 per cent of beneficiary
respondents had their annual income from Rs. 65@0@0 per year. Whereas, 30.00 per cent benefioésgondents and
18.75 per cent non-beneficiary respondents werediéni the high income group ( more than Rs. 75080amnum) in the
study area. From the above results it can be cdadiuhat beneficiary respondents had more annualnie than

non-beneficiary respondents.

A close observation to the data about tribal and-tnibal area’s respondents reveals that in cadeené&ficiary
and non-beneficiary of tribal areas possessed éwel lof income. Whereas, in case of beneficiary mowtbeneficiary of
non-tribal areas respondents possessed high léwstame. Further, analysis of the table shows thatnon-tribal area’s
respondents had more income as compare to tribalsarespondents. The findings are similar to théifigs of Kumari
(2006) and Verma (2010).

Extension Contact of Respondents

With a view to classify the respondents on the da$iextension contact, three categories were flatadviz,
low level (< 5.87 scores), medium level (5.87 t&38scores) and high level (> 8.55 scores) of ext@nsontact.

The results have been presented in Table 9.

The data presented in Table 9 visualize that o@46f respondents, 55.83 per cent respondents wpoeted to
have medium level of extension contact, whereas{®2per cent respondents reported to have low lefi&xtension

contact and remaining 20.42 per cent respondents eleserved in high level of extension contact.

A close observation of data in Table 9 further shdhat majority of wheat and maize growers fromhbitbie
categories of respondents were observed in mediuat bf extension contact i.e. 51.87 and 63.75cpet for beneficiary
and non-beneficiary respondents respectively, vasr®2.50 and 26.25 per cent beneficiary and noeflotary
respondents were from low level of extension cantaspectively. Further noted that 25.63 and 1@&0cent beneficiary
and non-beneficiary respondents were reported trdme high level of extension contact respectivéfyom the above
data it can be concluded that beneficiary respaisdead more extension contact than non-benefigiespondents on

account of being beneficiaries of RKVY programmbeTindings are similar to the findings of Kuma012).
Cosmopolitan Outlook of the Respondents

To develop an understanding about the nature ahopslite of respondents about wheat and maizevetiibin,
they were classified into three categories i.e. lewvel (< 8.61 scores), medium level (8.61 to 11s6dres) and high level
(> 11.01 scores). Their frequencies were countatl @mverted into percentage for all the categooiesespondents.

The results regarding cosmopolitan outlook weregméed in Table 10.

The data recorded in Table 10 show that 55.00 @et af total respondents were in category of medinel of
cosmopolitan outlook, whereas, 19.17 per cent whedt maize growers were under low level of cosmitgroloutiook

and remaining 25.83 per cent respondents recordeigin level of cosmopolitan outlook group.
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Further analysis of Table 10 reveals that 51.25 pent beneficiary respondents and 62.50 per cent
non-beneficiary respondents were categorized iniumetevel of cosmopolitan outlook. While, 19.37 ment beneficiary
respondents and 18.75 per cent non- beneficiaporeents were placed under low level of cosmopoliatlook. It was
further noted that the proportion of beneficiaryd aron-beneficiary respondents were 29.38 and 1gerScent in high

level of cosmopolitan outlook respectively.

A close observation of the table further shows thajority of the tribal and non-tribal area’s resgents in both

categories possessed medium level of cosmopolitdaak.

The present findings are in line with the findirmgsSharmeet al. (2008), Patel (2006) and Rathod (2009).

Economic Mativation of the Respondents

On the basis of the economic motivation of respatgjehey were classified into three categories,law level
of economic motivation (< 7.25 scores), medium lexfeeconomic motivation (7.25 to 10.37 scores) aigh level of

economic motivation (> 10.37 scores). The resaltgarding economic motivation were presented in g abl

A perusal of data presented in Table 11 revealsdinaof total 240 respondents, 47.92 per cent waed maize
growers were reported to be medium level of econamitivation. Whereas, 30.00 per cent of total oesients were in

low level of economic motivation and remaining Zfer cent respondents were reported to be high Eveconomic
motivation.

Table 11 further indicates that 49.38 and 45.00 gmnt beneficiary and non-beneficiary respondentsew
categorized as medium level of economic motivatiespectively. While, 23.75 and 42.50 per cent heizef and
non-beneficiary respondents were placed under wellof economic motivation, respectively. The esantation of
beneficiary and non-beneficiary respondents wetedoin high level category of economic motivatioasa26.87 and
12.50 per cent respectively. It means the majasityespondents were in medium category of econammtivation.
The present findings are in line with the findirggdumar (2012).

Table 1: Distribution of Respondents According to heir Caste n =240

Beneficiary Non-Beneficiary
Non Tribal Non Tribal Grand
S.NO. | Category Tribal Area Area Total Tribal Area Area Total Total
f % f % f % f % f % f % f %
1. SC 36 | 45.00 | 24 30.00 60 | 3750 | 14 | 35.00 10 25.00 | 24 | 3000 | 84 [35.00
2. ST 24 | 3000 | 17 2125 41 | 2562 | 16 | 40.00 8 20.00 | 24 | 3000 | 65 |27.08
3 OBC 13 | 1625 | 29 36.25 42 | 2625 6 15.00 13 3250 | 19 | 2375 | 61 |25.41
4. General 7 8.75 10 12.50 17 | 10.63 4 10.00 9 2250 | 13 | 1625 | 30 [1250
Total 80 100 80 100 160 | 100 40 100 40 100 [ 80 | 100 | 240 | 100
f = frequency, % = per cent
Table 2: Distribution of Respondents According to heir Age n =240
AT | Noa Tibas T Moo Trbat | Grand
S.NO. Category Area Area Total Tribal Area Area Total Total
f % f % f % f % f % f % f %
1. Low (< 35 years) 29 [ 36.25 [ 31 | 3875 | 60 [37.50 [ 13 [ 3250 [ 6 | 15.00 | 19 | 2375 | 79 | 32.92
2. Medium (35 to 44 years) | 33 | 41.25 | 29 | 36.25 | 62 | 38.75 | 13 | 3250 | 22 | 55.00 | 35 | 43.75 | 97 | 4041
3 High (> 44 years) 18 [ 2250 | 20 | 2500 | 38 | 2375 [ 14 | 3500 | 12 | 3000 | 26 | 32.50 | 64 | 26.67
4. Total 80 | 100 [ 80| 100 | 160 | 100 |40 | 100 [40 | 100 | 80| 100 | 240 100

f = frequency, % = per cent
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Table 3: Distribution of Respondents According to lheir Education n =240

1. Tlliterate

2. Up to primary level 36. 25 31. 25 33. 75 37 50 30. 00 33. 75 33. 75
3 Up to high secondary 13 16.25 26 32.50 39 24.37 7 17.50 10 25.00 17 21.25 56 23.33
4. Above high secondary 15.00 17.50 16.25 12.50 22.50 17.50 16.67

f = frequency, % = per cent

Table 4: Distribution of Respondents According to heir Experience in Wheat and Maize Cultivation n =20

Low (< 15 years)
Medium (16 to 30 years) 46. 25 53 75 50. UU 40. [][l 4[] 00 4[] 00 112 46. 66
High (= 30 years) 41.25 37.50 39.37 17.5 15.00 16.25 31.67

f = frequency, % = per cent

Table 5: Distribution of Respondents According to Tieir Size of Family n =240

. Small 48.75 68.75 58.75 65.00 72.50 68.75 62.08
2. Large 41 5125 | 25 31.25 66 41.25 14 | 35.00 11 27.50 25 31.25 91 37.92

f = frequency, % = per cent

Table 6: Distribution of Respondents According to heir Type of Family n =240

Nuclear 55.00 66.25 60.62 57.50 47.50 52.50 57.92
Joint 36 45.00 | 27 | 33.75 63 3938 | 17 42.50 21 52.50 38 47.50 | 101 | 42.08

f = frequency, % = per cent

Table 7: Distribution of Respondents According to heir Size of Land Holding n =240

Marginal (upto 1 ha) 76.25 23.75 50.00 77.50 55.00 66.25 133 5542
Small (between 1 to 2 ha) 16.25 47.50 31.87 17.50 32.50 25.00 29.58
Big (above 2 ha) 7.50 28.75 18.13 5.00 12.50 8.75 15.00

—
f = frequency, % = per cent



Table 8: Distribution of Respondents According to heir Annual Income n =240

Low (< 65000) 40 | 50.00 | 26 | 32.50 | 66 | 41.25| 23 | 575 26 | 65.00 | 49 | 61.25 | 115 | 47.92
2. Medium (66000 to 75000) | 21 | 26.25| 25 | 3125 | 46 | 28.75 | 10 | 25.00 6 15.00 | 16 | 20.00 | 62 | 25.83
High (> 75000) 2375 | 29 | 3625 | 48 | 3000 | 7 | 17.50 8 20.00 | 15 | 18.75| 63 | 26.25

—_

f = frequency, % = per cent

Table 9: Distribution of Respondents According to lheir Extension Contactn =240

1. Low (<£5.87) 21 | 26.25 15 | 18.75 36 2250 | 11 | 2750 | 10 | 25.00 21 | 2625 57 | 2375
2. Medium (5.87 to 8.55) | 40 | 50.00 | 43 | 53.75 83 5187 | 26 | 65.00 | 25 62.50 51 | 63.75 | 134 | 5583
High (> 8.55) 22 | 27.50 41 25.63 3 7.50 5 12.50 8 10.00 49 | 2042

f = frequency, % = per cent

Table 10: Distribution of Respondents According taheir Cosmopolitan Outlook n =240

1. Low (< 8.61) 19 | 2375] 12 | 15.00 31 1937 | 12 | 30.00 3 7.50 15 | 1875 | 46 19.17
2. Medium (8.61 to 11.01) | 42 | 52.50 | 40 | 50.00 82 51.25 | 23 | 57.50 | 27 | 67.50 | 50 | 62.50 | 132 | 55.00
3 High (> 11.01) 19 | 2375 28 | 35.00 | 47 | 2938 5 1250 | 10 | 25.00 | 15 | 1875 | 62 | 25.83

f = frequency, % = per cent

Table 11: Distribution of Respondents According torheir Economic Motivation n =240

Low (< 7.25) 25.00 | 18 [ 2250 38 | 2375 | 16 | 40.00| 18 | 45.00 | 34 42.50 72 | 30.00
Medium (7.25t0 10.37) | 41 | 51.25| 38 | 47.30| 79 | 4938 | 20 | 50.00| 16 | 40.00| 36 45.00 | 115 | 47.92
High (> 10.37) 24 | 3000 43 | 2687 | 4 |1000| 6 1500 | 10 12.50 53 | 22.08

‘

f = frequency, % = per cent
CONCLUSIONS

Thus, from the above results, it may be conclutiet nearly 40.02 per cent of the respondents were middle
age group of 35 to 44 years and they were eduagital primary class. Majority of wheat growers hawperienced in
wheat cultivation from 16 to 30 years. While, 62/8& cent of respondents belonged to small sizeamily and had
medium extension contact. It was further reportest 65.42 per cent of farmers had marginal sizid holding and
26.25 per cent farmers had their annual income elivs. 75000 per annum. It was also reported th&25@er cent
respondents belonged to nuclear type of family laad medium cosmopolitan outlook. It was also ob=grhat nearly

47.92 per cent respondents had medium economivatiotn.
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