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/Abstract- The study was conducted in six districts of Karnataka state viz,, Chikkaballapur, Tumkur, Davanagere, Haveri, Gadag and Bellary. Totally six crops were\
selected purposively namely Tomato, Marigold, Gherkin, Cotton, Watermelon and Pearl millet. The farmers practicing contract farming since from four seasons were
considered in selecting respondents for the study. For each crop 40 respondents were selected thus the total sample size for the study was 204 farmers. Impact on
health management (637.56%), political participation (223.47%). Public recognition (80.30%), extension participation (94.06%) had shown positive change due to
contract farming in Tomato. Impact of contract farming in Marigold that health management (363.42%), political participation (223.47%) had shown higher impact
followed by extension participation (53.77%) and mass media participation (43.71%). social impact of contract farming in Pear! millet, health management has shown
maximum impact (393.56%) followed by political participation (112.50%), extension contact (43.23%) and extension participation (40.58%). The contract farming in
crops like Tomato, Gherkins, Marigold, Cotton, Watermelon and Pearl millet has done a significant impact on health and nutritional security of the people. It has created

awareness and cautiousness about managing the health among the people.
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Introduction

The scenario of agriculture in India is changing. Farmers are keen in transforming
from traditional approach of farming to market-led approach. Farmers are now
looking for the means and ways to shift from subsistence agriculture to market
oriented production [1]. In this context, contract farming provides a unique
opportunity to diversify their production. With minimum risk, it motivates the
farmers to take up a new venture. There isan unprecedented interest shown by all
the stake holders of contract farming. After opening up of the Indian economy and
entry of many domestic and multinational players into agribusiness sector,
contract farming which was restricted now became the dominant and growing
node of raw material production and procurement coordination among the
processors and fresh produce marketers and exporters [2]. In this regard a study
has been taken up to know the social impact of contract farming on practicing
farmers

Methodology

The study was conducted in six districts of Karnataka state viz,, Chikkaballapur,
Tumkur, Davanagere, Haveri, Gadag and Bellary. Totally six crops were selected
purposively namely Tomato, Marigold, Gherkin, Cotton, Watermelon and Pearl
millet. The farmers practicing contract farming since from four seasons were
considered in selecting respondents for the study. For each crop 40 respondents
were selected thus the total sample size for the study was 204 farmers.

Result and Discussion
The result presented in [Table-1] indicates that impact on health management
(637.56%), political participation (223.47%). Public recognition (80.30%),

extension participation (94.06%) had shown positive change due to contract
farming in Tomato. But, in case of radio (-9.82) it was found to have negative
impact. In case of Gherkins higher per cent change due to contract farming could
be seen in the case of health management (862.77%) and political participation
(331.31%). However, impact on social participation had shown 68.86 per cent
increase due to contract farming [Table-2]. A glance at [Table-3] indicates the
social impact of contract farming in Marigold that health management (363.42%),
political participation (223.47%) had shown higher impact followed by extension
participation (53.77%) and mass media participation (43.71%). It is interesting to
know that impact on social participation was very less (25.39%) compared to
others.

It was interesting know saw from [Table-4] that political participation (255.2%),
health management (179.12%) and public recognition (60.71%) has shown per
cent increase due to contract farming followed by extension contact (58.47%) and
in case of mass media participation, television (67.86%) has shown a greater
impact compare to other two.

The Political participation (202.18%) has shown highest impact in Watermelon
contract farming [Table-5]. This was followed by health management (188.87%)
and extension participation (69.16%) with respect to social indicators. In case of
mass media participation (63.44%), television (117.74%) shows greater impact
compare to others. But all the variables were showing significant impact at one per
cent. By looking into [Table-6], the data reveals that social impact of contract
farming in Pearl millet, health management has shown maximum impact
(393.56%) followed by npolitical participation (112.50%), extension contact
(43.23%) and extension participation (40.58%).But comparatively less impact
could be observed in mass media participation (24.18%) and it was interesting to
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know that impact by radio was very less (4.64%). But the entire variables were

Social Impact of Contract Farming on Farmers Practicing Contract Farming

significant at one per cent except radio which is non-significant.

Table-4 Impact of contract farming on social characteristics of farmers practicing
contract farming in Cotton n=40

Table-1 Impact of contract farming on social characteristics of farmers practicing Mean scores Percent .
contract farming in Tomato n=40 Variables c?)?lft(:;it After contract (::J‘ir:)?lir:g: tP 3:;3:
Mean scores \ Percent farming farming farming
. Before After change Paired Social variables
Hkl contract  contract ALz t-value Political
farming farming (f:::lr't‘l'i?l;t ! participation 250 8.8 2520 S0
] Social variables 2 | et 0650 | 253025 m2 | 24
1. | Poltical participation 375 12.13 2347 | 434" Mmanagemen
2. | Health management 11250 | 82975 | 63756 | 4.99" 3 Org.a'?'zat?w”a' 590 8.00 3559 77
3. Organizational participation 6.90 8.58 24.35 3.03 partaipation__ yor
4 Publ P ™ 4. | Public recognition 4.25 6.83 60.71 10.62
. ublic recognition 3.30 5.95 80.30 943 5 Extonsi act 590 035 5847 105"
5. | Extension contact 5.40 8.73 7118 | 869" ' EXte”s!"” cortac : ' ' '
6. | Extension participation 438 8.85 9406 | 12.08" 6 ;r:gflg:on 6.10 9.08 48.85 7,54
7. | Mass media participation 9.55 1183 2387 | 641" aass qu -
a. Radio 275 248 -9.82 0.86% 7. | Dartcioztion 12.98 8.70 -32.97 48.34"
b. Television 33 | 443 315 483" 2 e dﬁo 7 " 0 o
L cNewspaper 380 | 486 a8 | 34" b. Television 240 470 67.86 610"
Significant at 5% Significant at 1% ¢ Newspaper 275 3% 2291 457
*Significant at 5% NS Non-significant ** Significant at 1%

Table-2 Impact of contract farming on social characteristics of farmers practicing
contract farming in Gherkins n=40

Mean scores | Percent
change .
T

farming  farming contrlact

farming

Social variables

1. | Poltical participation 3.13 13.50 331.31 3.82"
2. | Health management 333.75 3213.25 862.77 | 444"
3. | Organizational participation 5.33 9.00 68.86 6.73*
4. | Public recognition 4.40 6.35 44.32 7.09*
5. | Extension contact 6.30 8.75 38.89 8.69"
6. | Extension participation 6.85 9.75 42.34 7.87*
7. | Mass media participation 12.38 13.95 12.68 3.98*
a. Radio 413 3.9 -4.36 0.68%
b. Television 4.30 5.13 19.30 2.59*
¢. Newspaper 3.95 4.88 23.54 3.60*
*Significant at 5% NS Non-significant ** Significant at 1%

Table-3 Impact of contract farming on social characteristics of farmers practicing
contract farming in Marigold n=40
Mean scores Per cent

Before After change

due to
contract contract .

. . contract
farming  farming farming

Variables

I, Social variable

1 E"'“.'C.a'. 375 1213 a7 | 4w
articipation

2 uea"h 13875 | 643,00 0342 | 607"
anagement

3, | Organizational 6.38 8.00 %53 | 252

’ participation ' ' ' '

4, | Publc 415 585 09% | 706"
recognition

5, | Dxtension 6.23 823 210 | 464¢
contact

g, | Extensin 6.23 9.58 5377 7.84
participation

7. | Mass meda 858 1233 431 9.69"
participation
a. Radio 3.03 310 2.31 0.27%
b. Television 278 5.08 82.73 8.81"
¢. Newspaper 265 4.08 53.96 5.81%

*Significant at 5% NS Non-significant ** Significant at 1%

Table-5 Impact of contract farming on social characteristics of farmers practicing
contract farming in Watermelon n=40

Mean scores Per cent
. Before After change due  Paired
LD contract  contract to contract t-value
[ Social variables
1 Political participation 2.75 8.13 202.18 5.05™
2 Health management 710.00 2051.00 188.87 3.37
Organizational "
3 partcipation 4.35 6.15 41.38 5.92
4. Public recognition 3.93 5.98 52.16 9.83*
5 Extension contact 5.20 8.53 64.04 8.01
Extension 4t
6 participation 535 9.05 69.16 8.86
7. | Mass meda 785 12.83 6344 9.72"
participation
a. Radio 328 4.78 47.99 7.78*
b. Television 248 5.40 117.74 11.51*
¢. Newspaper 2.95 2.05 -30.51 4.20%
*Significant at 5% NS Non-significant ** Significant at 1%

Table-6 Impact of contract farming on social characteristics of farmers practicing
contract farming in Perl millet =40

Mean scores Percent
. Before After change due Paired
Pkl contract  contract to contract t-value
farming farming farming
Social variables
y, | Poltieal 400 850 1125 | 43¢
participation
g, | fealth 2950 | 13950 | 3% | 307
management
3, | Organizatonal 6.18 868 4045 475"
participation
4. Public recognition 4.68 6.18 32.05 7.52**
5. Extension contact 6.13 8.78 43.23 9.59**
g, | Exenson 6.58 9.5 4058 7.28"
participation
7, | Mass meda 918 | 1140 18 | 45
participation
a. Radio 328 3.38 464 0.56M
b. Television 343 4.63 34.99 4.60%
¢. Newspaper 2.53 3.33 31.62 3.7
*Significant at 5% NS Non-significant ** Significant at 1%
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But when we look at over all social impact as depicted in [Table-7] reveals that
major impact could be seen in Watermelon as the mean score before contract
farming (36.93) has increased to 58.38 after contract farming. Comparatively less
impact could be seen in case of Tomato as mean score (41.25) before contract
farming is changed to 54.61 after contract farming. But, it is very interesting to see
that in all the six crops social impact was significant from before contract farming
to after contract farming at one per cent.

Table-7 Social impact of contract farming on farmers growing crops under
different contract farming n=40
Meanscores |

Sl. No. Crops

Model of Before After Paired

contract contract | contract t-value

farming farming | farming
1| Tomato mgg'epla““e 16119 | 90238 | 516
2. Gherkins Informal model 391.73 3295.27 4.48*
3| Margold ﬁi’é‘éla"zed 33 | 7721 | eser
4| Cotton 'm”med'aw 95645 | 260677 | 247
5. | Watermelon méf"zed 74098 | 212246 | 3457
6. | Pear millt 'm”med'aw 341 | 5147 | 32

*Significant at 5% ** Significant at 1%

The variable Health management has shown significant impact due to contract
farming in crops like Tomato, Gherkins, Marigold, Cotton, Watermelon and Pearl
millet. Now a day's improved facilities in rural area along with better accessibility
might have been made them to be more conscious about their health. Due to
contract farming in crops like Tomato, Gherkins, Marigold, Cotton, Watermelon
and Pearl millet, organizational participation of the farmers also increased. The
increased political participation helped to get position in society. Farmers started
participating in the social and organizational activities very effectively. Many
organizations were existed in study area made them to have better participation.
Recognition in public was increased among the farmers practicing contract
farming in Tomato, Gherkins, Marigold, Cotton, Watermelon and Pearl millet. The
farmers are getting due recognition in the society as an impact of better
organizational participation and political participation. Better exposure of the
farmers to outside world might have also increased them to have good public
recognition. There was a significant impact on extension contact and extension
participation due to contract farming in Tomato, Gherkins, Marigold, Cotton,
Watermelon and Pearl millet. By participating in contract farming made the
farmers to have regular contact with extension personnel of the firm to get
additional information about farming. Firm involved in contract farming was
conducting extension programmes like training, demonstration, group discussion
meeting etc. about farming activities for the benefit of the farmers and compulsion
for the farmers to participate in these activities. Many times crops grown under
contract were new to farmers so they were interested to know about that. If we
have a look at the mass media participation, which involves radio, TV, news
paper, there was a significant impact in case of TV and news paper in Tomato,
Gherkins, Marigold, Cotton, Watermelon and Pearl millet contract farming. In case
of radio it was non significant. Recent advancement in the field of broadcast has
created a revolution, replacing traditional media like radio by TV, internet, etc.
Thus, reducing the usage of radio by the people. Apart from this extension
services provided by the sponsorers were very good and timely. When we look at
the overall impact of contract farming we could observe that there was significant
impact could be observed in health management, political participation, extension
contact, extension participation, public recognition and also mass media
participation. From this we can conclude that contract farming gave an opportunity
for the farmers to open up themselves and could able to create a good position in
the society.

Conclusion
In the present study, high social impact can be seen in Gherkins comparing before

contract Farming (391.73) to after contract farming (3295.27) followed by Cotton
before contract Farming (956.45) to after contract farming (2606.77), Watermelon
and Pearl millet and less social impact can be observed in case of Tomato before
contract farming (161.19) to after contract farming (902.38) and Marigold before
contract farming (187.33) to after contract farming (717.21). But all have shown
significant impact at one per cent. The contract farming has also significantly
influenced the social characters of the farmers like Political participation, health
management, Organizational participation, Extension contact, Public recognition,
Extension participation and Mass media participation. The impact of contract
farming on farmers shows that it is one of the important extension strategies that
can be considered to improve the social status of the farmers.
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