


Socio personal, Socio-economic & Communication Pattern Characteristics of kinnow Farmers under National Horticulture Mission in Sri Ganganagar District of Rajasthan 

ABSTRACT
Horticulture sector is one of the important sectors of agriculture which plays an important role in enhancing the socio-economic status of farmers by increasing their income. It plays a crucial role in eliminating the poverty and increasing nutritional security. Due to the availability of all suitable Agro-climatic conditions in India, many fruit crops are grown in a large acreage and out of this citrus cover a large area & production after mango and banana. Among citrus crops, Kinnow occupies a distinctive place in horticulture. Recognizing the importance of horticulture, the Government of India launched the National Horticulture Mission (NHM), which has been implemented by the National Horticulture Board (NHB) in 2005-06. The main objective of NHM is to promote the holistic growth and development of horticulture sector with the help of research, technology promotion, extension and post-harvest technology. Therefore, in order to measure the Socio-personal, Socio-economic & Communication Pattern Characteristics of Beneficiary and Non-beneficiary farmers of NHM in Sri ganganagar district of Rajasthan, the present study was conducted in Sriganganagar district of Rajasthan state which was selected purposely. Out of nine Panchayat Samitis in Sri ganganagar district; three Panchayat Samitis namely Sri Ganganagar, Sri Karanpur and Padampur were purposely selected for the present study on the basis of highest area and production of kinnow in comparison to other kinnow growing Panchayat Samitis of the district. The proportionate random sampling method was used to select the respondents and total 180 respondents were taken from selected Panchayat Samitis. The results of the present investigation revealed that majority of the kinnow growers belongs to middle age group, general caste, secondary level education, not related to any social organization, main occupation is agriculture, use canal water for irrigation and medium level of mass media exposure. 
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Introduction 
India, a South Asian nation, is the seventh largest country by area, the second most populated country with approximately 1.38 billion populace and the most populous democracy in the world. Agriculture is the prime source of subsistence for most of the Indian farming community. Among all the agricultural sectors, Horticulture is one of the most growing sectors in agriculture. It also provides nutrition food along with help and supply of raw material for construction, good wages for workers, ample job opportunities and create income source for the farmers family (Choudhary, 2013) and also play a vital role in agriculture that can help address environmental, economic and nutritional challenges. According to the Business Standards, 2021, the production of horticulture crops increases over the previous year and it was recorded at 326.6 million tons as per the first advance estimates (Anonymous, 2021b). Due to rapid increase in the cultivation and production of horticultural crops, it is known as “Golden Revolution”. India is one of the leading fruit and vegetable producing countries in the world. The production of horticulture crops increases over the previous year and it is recorded at 112077.19 million tons as per the first advance estimates (Anonymous, 2023-24a). Fruits are naturally good and they contain vitamins and minerals that can help in keeping healthy and also protect humans from diseases. According to the Estimated Database of National Horticulture Board in 2019-20, India produced 99.07 metric tons of fruits and area stood at 6.66 million hectares in fruit cultivation and it is increased with 714.48 million hectares area and 11202.19 metric tons production in fruit cultivation in the year of 2023-24 (Anonymous, 2023-24b). Major fruit crops like mango, banana, citrus, apple, guava, grape, papaya, pineapple, sapota, litchi, Ber, pomegranate, jackfruit and strawberry are grown in India. Among the citrus fruits, Kinnow is successfully grown in the major states of India namely Haryana, Punjab, Uttar Pradesh and Himanchal Pradesh. Now a days, it is worth noting that with only 2.4 percent of the land area, India can support about 17 per cent of the world's population. Globally, it appears that we are slowly moving towards the global food crisis (Neeraj et al., 2017). In this regard, the attention was paid to the development of the horticulture sector in the country through the National Horticulture Mission (NHM) inaugurated by the Department of Agriculture and Cooperation, Ministry of Agriculture and Farmers Welfare, Government of India in the year 2005-06. In which Government of India contributes 85% of the total outlay for development programmes in all the states and 15% share by the State Governments. India has a wide range of climate and soil on which a large number of horticultural crops are grown such as fruits, vegetables, ornamental, medicinal & aromatic plants, plantation crops, spices, cashew and cocoa (Jain, 2019). In terms of total fruits in India, citrus ranks second after mango in terms of area and third in production after mango & banana. Among citrus , Kinnow is a hybrid of two citrus cultivars that is 'King' (Citrus nobilis) and 'Willow Leaf' (Citrus deliciosa) developed by H. B. Frost and released as a new citrus hybrid for commercial cultivation in 1935. According to Second Advanced Estimates, the area of kinnow in India is 5.2 lakh hectares and the production is 73 lakh tons (Anonymous, 2023-24c). Rajasthan holds significant potential for the National Horticulture Mission (NHM), particularly in the Sri Ganganagar district, which has extensive area and production devoted to kinnow cultivation. This district is renowned for its kinnow farming due to favorable Agro-climatic conditions. However, despite the large cultivation area and production, kinnow growers in Sri Ganganagar face several challenges that hinder productivity. These include a high number of unproductive orchards, inadequate orchard management, severe pest infestations, considerable post-harvest losses, high costs of drip irrigation systems, and a shortage of appropriate machinery and equipment. This may be due to lack of awareness about modern and effective farming practices. By adopting improved technologies such as proper orchard establishment, better pest control techniques, nutrient management, post-harvest handling and modern cultivation practices—increase their kinnow production and minimize input costs. The NHM has played a key role in expanding kinnow cultivation across the district. Given this potential, it is crucial to further explore opportunities to enhance kinnow farming, thereby increasing both the yield and income of farmers. Recognizing the significance of kinnow cultivation, the NHM has focused considerable efforts on its development in Sri Ganganagar, aiming to improve not just the quantity but also the quality of the produce. Therefore, keeping in view the importance of kinnow Crop under NHM, the present study was conducted with the objective to Socio personal, kinnow Farmers under National Horticulture Mission in Sri Ganganagar District of Rajasthan 	Comment by DEE: Not mentioned in Literature cited	Comment by DEE: et al. 	Comment by DEE: Not clear …. Write proper as per your study objective
Research Methodology 
The present study was conducted in Sri Ganganagar region of Rajasthan state which was selected purposely on the basis of highest area and production of kinnow cultivation. Sri Ganganagar region comprises two districts namely Sri Ganganagar and Hanumangarh districting which Three Panchayat Samitis namely Sri Ganganagar, Sri Karanpur and Padampur were purposely selected for the present study on the basis of highest area and production of kinnow crop. For selection of respondents, a comprehensive Panchayat Samiti-wise list of Kinnow growers who were benefitted under NHM was procured from the Department of Horticulture, Sriganganagar, Rajasthan. With the help of proportionate random sampling method, the respondents who were benefitted under NHM were selected and they were called as beneficiary respondents and the other half of the sample size, same number of kinnow growers who were not benefitted under NHM were also selected randomly from the same Panchayat Samitis and they were designated as non-beneficiary respondents. Thus, total 180 respondent’s i.e. 90 beneficiaries as well as 90 non-beneficiary respondents were selected from the selected three Panchayat Samitis for present study. Here, the total sample size from selected Panchayat Samitis was 180 respondents. An interview schedule was designed for collection of data from the respondents. The pre-testing of the interview schedule was conducted with the help of 25 non-sampled respondents who were not included in the study. The personal interview method was used for the collection of the data. The data were analyzed with the help of different statistical tools like mean and standard deviation.
Result and Discussion 
1. Socio-personal Characteristics
A). Age
	Age is defined as a time span or period of time during which some event occurs. The age can also be defined as the number of years that an individual, object or anything has been living for or in existence from. It was operationalized as the actual chronological age of the kinnow growers completed at the time of present investigation. It is also defined as span of years during which some events occurred. The data in Table 1 illustrates that 74.44 percent beneficiary respondents and 73.33 per cent of non-beneficiary respondents were observed in the age group of 36 to 54 years. While, 17.78 per cent of beneficiary and 14.44 per cent of non-beneficiary respondents were belonged to less than 36 years of age group. There were only 07.78 per cent of beneficiaries and 12.23 per cent of non-beneficiary respondents were observed in the age group of above 54 years.



Table 1: Distribution of Respondents on the basis of Age
	

S.
No.
	

Categories
	Respondents

	
	
	Beneficiary Respondents
(n=90)
	Non- beneficiary Respondents
(n=90)
	Overall Respondents (N=180)

	
	
	F
	%
	F
	%
	F
	%

	1.
	Young (<36.33 years)
	16
	17.78
	13
	14.44
	29
	16.11

	2.
	Middle (36.33 to 53.85 years)
	67
	74.44
	66
	73.33
	133
	73.89

	3.
	Old (>53.85 years)
	07
	07.78
	11
	12.23
	18
	10.00


Mean: 45.09	                                                                      S.D.: 8.76
Table 1 also reveals that from total sample, greater part of the respondents belonged to 36 to 54 years of age group and belonged to middle category (73.89%), followed by young age group (16.11%) i.e. less than 36 years of age and remaining ten per cent of the respondents belonged to above 54 years of age category. The results of the present study are in line with the findings of Rai et al..(2012), Ramsingh (2013) and Ashraf et al. (2020) who observed that majority of the citrus growers belonged to middle age group.
B). Caste
	According to English dictionary, caste is an endogamous and hereditary social group limited to persons of the same rank, occupation, economic position, etc. and having mores distinguishing it from other such groups. A.L. Kroeber defined caste as “an endogamous and hereditary subdivision of an ethnic unit occupying a position of superior or inferior rank or social esteem in comparison with other such subdivisions”.  In the present study, it can be operationalized as a group of kinnow growers under NHM who possessed a special class in the society and get some position & prestige according to their caste. It divides kinnow growers on the basis of wealth, profession, rank and occupation. A close look in the Table 2 reveals that half of the beneficiary respondents (50.00%) and 47.78 per cent of non-beneficiary respondents belonged to general caste, category. On the other hand, 45.56 per cent of beneficiary farmers and 48.89 per cent of non-beneficiary farmers belonged to other backward class. Further, only 04.44 per cent of beneficiary and 03.33 per cent of non-beneficiary respondents belonged to scheduled caste category.


Table 2: Distribution of Respondents on the basis of Caste
	

S.
No.
	

Categories
	Respondents

	
	
	Beneficiary Respondents (n=90)
	Non-beneficiary Respondents (n=90)
	Overall Respondents (N=180)

	
	
	F
	%
	F
	%
	F
	%

	1.
	Scheduled Caste
	04
	04.44
	03
	03.33
	07
	03.89

	2.
	Other Backward Class
	41
	45.56
	44
	48.89
	85
	47.22

	3.
	General Caste
	45
	50.00
	43
	47.78
	88
	48.89



In the Table 2, data regarding the overall respondents further reveals that majority of overall respondents belonged to general caste (48.89%) category, followed by other backward class (47.22%) and scheduled caste (03.89%), respectively. The findings are similar to the findings of Dan et al. (2020) who reported that 46.68 per cent of the farmers belonged to general caste category and the findings are contradictory with the findings of Brar (2008), Kamboj (2011), Hada & Bansal (2017) and Sheetal (2020) who concluded that majority of farmers belonged to other backward class category.
C). Education
Education is the act or process of imparting or acquiring particular knowledge, experience, skills, etc. It was operationalized as the farmer’s education attained at the time of current investigation. Education builds the problem-solving ability of the kinnow growers with respect to improved kinnow production technology. With this consideration the level of education of the respondents was studied. The data in Table 3 shows that most of the beneficiary farmers i.e. 40.00 per cent and 24.44 per cent of non-beneficiary farmers were educated up to secondary level. While, 35.57 percent of beneficiary respondents and 26.67 of non-beneficiary respondents had education graduation and above. Further, 11.11 per cent of beneficiary and 16.67 per cent of non-beneficiary respondents were educated up to senior secondary level. On the other hand, only 06.66 per cent of beneficiary and 12.22 per cent of non-beneficiary respondents were educated up to middle level. Only, 04.44 per cent of beneficiary and 11.11 per cent of non-beneficiary farmers were educated up to primary level. Very few beneficiary respondents i.e. 02.22 per cent and 08.89 percent of non-beneficiary respondents in the study area were found illiterate.



Table 3: Distribution of Respondents on the basis of Education
	

S.
No.
	


Categories
	Respondents

	
	
	Beneficiary Respondents
(n=90)
	Non-beneficiary Respondents (n=90)
	Overall Respondents (N=180)

	
	
	F
	%
	F
	%
	F
	%

	1.
	Illiterate
	02
	02.22
	08
	08.89
	10
	05.55

	2.
	Primary
	04
	04.44
	10
	11.11
	14
	07.78

	3.
	Middle
	06
	06.66
	11
	12.22
	17
	09.44

	4.
	Secondary
	36
	40.00
	22
	24.44
	58
	32.22

	5.
	Senior Secondary
	10
	11.11
	15
	16.67
	25
	13.89

	6.
	Graduate and         above
	32
	35.57
	24
	26.67
	56
	31.12


The table 3 explicates that more than thirty-two per cent of the respondents (32.22%) were educated up to secondary level, followed by graduate and above 31.12 per cent, senior secondary 13.89 per cent, middle level 09.44 per cent and primary education 07.78 per cent, respectively. Only 05.55 percent of the overall respondents in the study area were illiterate. The findings of the study are conformity with the findings of Gowda (2016) and Nwachukwa (2020) who concluded that majority of the respondents had secondary level of education. The findings of the study are contradictory with the findings of Sharma and Upadhayay (2020) who observed that majority of the orange mandarin growers were educated up to primary level.
D). Social Participation
	Social participation is defined as ‘a person's involvement inactivities that provide interaction with others in society or community’ (Levasseur et al. 2010). In the present study, social participation was operationalized as an active involvement of kinnow growers in various social organizations such as gram panchayat, cooperatives, Self Help Groups etc. It is simply the degree of participation of farmers from membership to organizational status and their active participation in the meetings of local formal organizations. The data presented in Table 4 shows that majority of the beneficiaries i.e. 71.11 per cent and non-beneficiary (82.22%) respondents were having no membership in any social organization. Whereas, 28.89 per cent of beneficiary respondents and only 17.78 per cent of non-beneficiary respondents were member of social organization. Table 4 further indicates that most of the overall respondents i.e. 76.67 were not member of any social organization, whereas, 23.33 per cent of the respondents were the member of social organization. The findings are in line with the findings of Meena et al. (2017) and Kassem et al. (2021) who found that majority of the citrus growers had no membership of any social organization.
Table 4 Distribution of Respondents on the basis of Social Participation
	
S.
No.
	

Categories
	Respondents

	
	
	Beneficiary Respondents (n=90)
	Non-beneficiary Respondents (n=90)
	Overall Respondents (N=180)

	
	
	F
	%
	F
	%
	F
	%

	1.
	No membership in social organization
	64
	71.11
	74
	82.22
	138
	76.67

	2.
	Member of social organization
	26
	28.89
	16
	17.78
	42
	23.33



2. Socio-economic Characteristics
A). Major occupation
	Occupation refers to the activities which provided the income source to the person. It is operationally defined as usual work or business done by the of kinnow growers for livelihood. It is often considered as a regular activity of farmers who are doing it for payment. Table 5 reveals that majority of the beneficiary (65.55%) and non-beneficiary (71.11%) respondents were having agriculture as their major occupation. Besides, 28.90 per cent of beneficiary respondents and 26.67 per cent of non-beneficiary respondents were engaged in business such as grocery shops, pesticides shops, vegetables gardening etc. While, only 05.55 per cent of beneficiary respondents and 02.22 per cent of non-beneficiary respondents were engaged in service.
Table 5 Distribution of Respondents on the basis of Major occupation
	

S.
No.
	

Categories
	Respondents

	
	
	Beneficiary Respondents (n=90)
	Non-beneficiary Respondents (n=90)
	Overall Respondents (N=180)

	
	
	F
	%
	F
	%
	F
	%

	1.
	Agriculture
	59
	65.55
	64
	71.11
	123
	68.33

	2.
	Business
	26
	28.90
	24
	26.67
	50
	27.78

	3.
	Service
	05
	05.55
	02
	02.22
	07
	03.89



Further, Table 5 also depicts that most of the overall respondents (68.33%) in the study area had agriculture as the main occupation, followed by business (27.78%) and service (03.89%), respectively. The findings of the present study are in accordance with the findings of Kamboj (2011), Laxman (2011) and Saryam & Jiril (2020) who stated that majority of the citrus growers had agriculture as their main occupation.
B) . Annual Income
	Annual income is the total income received by farmers from different sources like agriculture, horticulture, livestock rearing, small business and others. It directly relates their socio-economic condition of the farmers and play important role in assets maintaining as well as further investment for adoption of new technology and innovations. Hence, this variable is considered for the present investigation. If the condition of the respondents is financially viable, it is believed that they will be able to afford the new technologies and schemes, which would help them to meet higher output. The data in Table 6 shows that a vast majority of the beneficiary respondents i.e. 85.57 per cent had medium level of annual income (4.55 to 17.25 Lac), followed by high (07.77%) and low (6.66%), respectively.
Table 6: Distribution of Respondents on the basis of Annual Income
	

S.
No.
	

Categories
	Respondents

	
	
	Beneficiary Respondents (n=90)
	Non-beneficiary Respondents (n=90)
	Overall Respondents (N=180)

	
	
	F
	%
	F
	%
	F
	%

	1.
	Low (<4.55 Lac)
	06
	06.66
	12
	13.34
	18
	10.00

	2.
	Medium (4.55 to
17.25 Lac)
	77
	85.57
	74
	82.22
	151
	83.88

	3.
	High (>17.25 Lac)
	07
	07.77
	04
	04.44
	11
	06.12



In case of non-beneficiary kinnow growers, a majority i.e. 82.22 per cent belonged to medium level of annual income (4.55 to 17.25 Lac), followed by low (13.34%) and high (04.44%), respectively. The data in Table .6 also depicts that a majority of the overall respondents i.e. 83.88 per cent belonged to medium income category, followed by low (10.00%) and high (06.12%), respectively. The findings of the study are in conformity with the findings of Tulsiram (2012), Jain (2019) and Kassem et al. (2021) who reported that majority of the respondents had medium level of annual income.
C) . Land Holding
	Land holding is an agricultural production unit managed by one’s either alone or with the help of others. It was operationalized as the actual area possessed by the kinnow growers to be used wholly or partially for agricultural production. In the locale of the study, landholding was calculated by local term ‘Beegha’ ‘Four’ Beegha are equal to ‘one’ hectare. The data presented in the Table 7 depicts that more than fifty five per cent of beneficiary kinnow growers (55.56%) and 48.89 per cent of non-beneficiary kinnow growers possessed land above 4 ha and belonged to large category of landholding, followed by medium (2.1-4 ha) category of land holding. Further, only 06.67 per cent of beneficiary and ten per cent of non-beneficiary kinnow growers possessed 1-2 hectare of land holding and belonged to small category of land holding. only 04.44 per cent of beneficiary kinnow growers and 08.89 per cent of non-beneficiary kinnow growers possessed land below one hectare and belonged to marginal category.
Table 7 Distribution of Respondents on the basis of Land Holding
	

S.
No.
	


Categories
	Respondents

	
	
	Beneficiary Respondents (n=90)
	Non-beneficiary Respondents (n=90)
	Overall Respondents (N=180)

	
	
	F
	%
	F
	%
	F
	%

	1.
	Marginal (below 1ha.)
	04
	04.44
	08
	08.89
	12
	06.67

	2.
	Small (1-2 ha.)
	06
	06.67
	09
	10.00
	15
	08.33

	3.
	Medium (2.1-4 ha.)
	30
	33.33
	29
	32.22
	59
	32.78

	4.
	Large (above 4 ha.)
	50
	55.56
	44
	48.89
	94
	52.22



Table 7 further reveals that nearly more than fifty two percent (52.22%) kinnow growers belonged to large (above 4 ha.) size of land holding, followed by medium (32.78%), small (08.33%) and marginal (06.67%) land holding, respectively. The findings are similar with the findings of Gulkari (2011) and Kumar (2015) who found that majority of the farmers possessed large size of land holding, followed by medium, respectively. The findings of the present study are contradictory with the findings of Ashraf et al. (2020) who observed that most of the citrus growers had small size of land holding.
D) . Source of Irrigation
	Source of irrigation is operationally defined as any source by which farmers artificially provide water to crops to meet their water requirements. Generally, canal water and ground water were used as source of irrigation in the study area. The data presented in Table 8 reveals that majority of the beneficiary (83.33%) and non-beneficiary (71.11%) kinnow growers had canal irrigation. While, 16.67per cent of beneficiary and 28.89 per cent of non-beneficiary farmers had both canal & ground water irrigation in the study area.

Table 8: Distribution of Respondents on the basis of Source of Irrigation
	

S.
No.
	


Categories
	Respondents

	
	
	Beneficiary Respondents (n=90)
	Non- beneficiary Respondents
(n=90)
	Overall Respondents (N=190)

	
	
	F
	%
	F
	%
	F
	%

	1.
	Canal Irrigation
	75
	83.33
	64
	71.11
	139
	77.22

	2.
	Both Canal & Ground Water Irrigation
	15
	16.67
	26
	28.89
	41
	22.78



If we look at data in Table 8 irrespective of beneficiary and non-beneficiary respondents, the data depicts that majority of the overall respondents i.e. 77.22 per cent had canal water as main source of irrigation, followed by 22.78 per cent had both canal and ground water irrigation, respectively. The results of the existing study are in accordance with the findings of Singh (2020) who reported that majority of the farmers used canal water as a main source of irrigation for kinnow crop. The findings are contradictory with the findings of Kumar (2011), Sumit (2012) and Kadu (2016) who found that the largest part of the farmers had both canal and tube well as main sources of irrigations.
3. Communication Pattern
A). Mass Media Exposure
	Mass media refers to assembling of media technologies that reach a farmer's through mass communication. Various mass mediasources like television, radio, news papers, magazines etc. are referred as mass media sources in the present study. It was operationalized as the degree to which kinnow growers expose themselves to these mass media sources to seek/gather information regarding improved kinnow production technology under National Horticulture Mission. The respondents' exposure to the media varied as data depicts in the Table 9 that most of the beneficiary (73.34%) and non-beneficiary (70.00%) respondents had middle level exposure of mass media. However, 23.33 per cent of beneficiary and 05.55 per cent of non-beneficiary kinnow growers had high level of mass media exposure.While, only 03.33 per cent of beneficiary and 24.45 per cent of non-beneficiary respondents had low level exposure of mass media.

Table 9: Distribution of Respondents on the basis of Mass Media Exposure
	

S.
No.
	

Categories
	Respondents

	
	
	Beneficiary Respondents (n=90)
	Non-beneficiary Respondents (n=90)
	Overall Respondents (N=180)

	
	
	F
	%
	F
	%
	F
	%

	1.
	Low (<8.90 Score)
	03
	03.33
	22
	24.45
	25
	13.88

	2.
	Medium (8.90 to 13.14 Score)
	66
	73.34
	63
	70.00
	129
	71.67

	3.
	High (>13.14 Score)
	21
	23.33
	05
	05.55
	26
	14.45


Mean: 11.02	                                                                                   S.D.: 2.12
Table.9 also shows that 71.67 per cent of the overall respondents had medium level of exposure of mass media, followed by high (14.45%) and low (13.88%), respectively. The results of the study are in accordance with the findings of Sumit (2012), Garg (2013), Singh (2019) and Saryam & Jiril (2020) who observed that majority of had medium level of mass media exposure.
B). Extension Agency Contact
	It is defined as the frequency of the purposeful contact made by an individual with different extension agents or agencies to elicit information with respect to agricultural technology. It helps the respondents not only to acquire detailed knowledge about agricultural technology but also share the experience by interacting with each other and this may increase self-confidence among the kinnow growers, which possibly will increase rate of adoption of innovative technologies by the kinnow growers. The data in Table 10 indicates that most of the beneficiary (58.89%) and non-beneficiary (46.68%) kinnow growers had medium level of contact with extension agencies. While, 16.67 per cent of beneficiary and 44.44 percent of non-beneficiary respondents had low level of contact with extension agencies for getting information regarding improved kinnow production technology. Whereas, 24.44 per cent of beneficiary and 08.88 per cent of non-beneficiary kinnow growers had high level of contact with extension agencies.
Table 10: Distribution of Respondents on the basis of Extension Agency Contact
	

S.
No.
	

Categories
	Respondents

	
	
	Beneficiary Respondents (n=90)
	Non-beneficiary Respondents (n=90)
	Overall Respondents (N=180)

	
	
	F
	%
	F
	%
	F
	%

	1.
	Low (<8.34 Score)
	15
	16.67
	40
	44.44
	55
	30.55

	2.
	Medium (8.34 to 12.62 Score)
	53
	58.89
	42
	46.68
	95
	52.78

	3.
	High (>12.62 Score)
	22
	24.44
	08
	08.88
	30
	16.67


Mean: 10.48	S.D.: 2.14
Table 10 also illustrates that more than fifty two percent (52.78%) of the overall respondents had medium level of contact with extension agencies, followed by low (30.55%) and high (16.67%) level of extension agency contact, respectively. Similar findings are reported by Damu (2009), Shivaji (2017), Kumar (2019) and Chah et al. (2020). The findings are contradictory with the findings of Laxman (2011) who concluded that seventy per cent of sweet orange growers had low level of extension agency contact.
C). Information Seeking Behaviour
The term Information seeking behaviour involves a set of act as like information needs, seek information, evaluate and select information and finally use this information (Sultana, A. 2016). Information seeking behaviour indicates the degree of contact by an individual with various information sources. This is the pattern by which a person gets information either seeking on its own or as a repercussion of behaviour. The data in Table 11 shows that a majority of beneficiary (78.88%) and non-beneficiary (72.22%) respondents had medium level of information seeking behaviour. While, 14.46 per cent of beneficiary and 06.67 per cent of non-beneficiary respondents had high level of information seeking behaviour. Whereas, only 06.66 per cent of beneficiary and 21.11 percent of non-beneficiary respondents had low level of information seeking behaviour.

Table 11: Distribution of Respondents on the Basis of Information Seeking Behaviour
	

S.
No.
	

Categories
	Respondents

	
	
	Beneficiary Respondents (n=90)
	Non-beneficiary Respondents (n=90)
	Overall Respondents (N=180)

	
	
	F
	%
	F
	%
	F
	%

	1.
	Low (<6.83 Score)
	06
	06.66
	19
	21.11
	25
	13.89

	2.
	Medium (6.83 to 10.07   Score)
	71
	78.88
	65
	72.22
	136
	75.56

	3.
	High (>10.07 Score)
	13
	14.46
	06
	06.67
	19
	10.55


Mean: 8.45	                                                  S.D.: 1.62
The data furnished in the Table 11 further reveals that a majority of the overall respondents i.e. 75.56 per cent had medium level of information seeking behaviour, followed by low (13.89%) and high (10.55), respectively. The findings are in line with the findings of Latha (2015) and Ekhande et al. (2020) who reported that majority of the respondents had medium level of information seeking behaviour.
E. Information Sharing Behaviour
Information behaviour addresses the use of information, the way information is being sought or searched and used by people with in organizations (Bates, 2010). In the present study it was operationalized as the extent to which kinnow growers share their knowledge on improved kinnow production technology with other fellow persons. The data in Table 12 explicates that majority of beneficiary (88.89%) and non-beneficiary (55.55%) respondents had middle level of information sharing behaviour.
Table 12: Distribution of Respondents on the basis of Information Sharing Behaviour
	
S.
No.
	

Categories
	Respondents

	
	
	Beneficiary
Respondents
(n=90)
	Non-beneficiary
Respondents
(n=90)
	Overall
Respondents (N=180)

	
	
	F
	%
	F
	%
	F
	%

	1.
	Low (<7.01 Score)
	02
	02.22
	37
	41.12
	39
	21.67

	2.
	Medium (7.07 to
10.35 Score)
	80
	88.89
	50
	55.55
	133
	73.89

	3.
	High (>10.35 Score)
	08
	08.89
	03
	03.33
	08
	04.44


Mean: 8.68	                             S.D.: 1.67
on the other hand, only 02.22 per cent of beneficiary and 41.12 per cent of non-beneficiary kinnow growers had low level of information sharing behaviour. While, 08.89 per cent of beneficiary and only 03.33 per cent of non-beneficiary kinnow growers had high level of information sharing behaviour. The data in Table 12 also depicts that majority of the overall respondents i.e. 73.89 per cent had medium level of information sharing behaviour, followed by low (21.67%) and high (04.44%) level of information sharing behaviour, respectively. The findings of the present study are in conformity with the findings of Misra (2018) and Sheetal (2020) who found that majority of the respondents had middle level of information sharing behavior. The findings are contradictory with the findings of Reddy et al. (2020) who concluded that high level of information sharing behaviour was found between the majority of the farmers.


Conclusion 
On the basis of major findings of the study, it is concluded that majority of the kinnow growers in the study area were in the middle age group, belonged to general caste and educated up to secondary level. Most of the kinnow growers were not member of any social organization. Majority of the kinnow growers had agriculture as their main occupation and found in the medium annual income category. Majority of the kinnow growers had land above four hectare and belonged to large category of land holding. Most of the kinnow growers had canal water as a main source of irrigation and they had medium level of mass media exposure, extension agency contact, information seeking behaviour and information sharing behaviour.
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