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SOCIO-ECONOMIC PROFILE OF FARMER PRODUCER ORGANIZATION MEMBERS IN NORTH KARNATAKA: AN EMPIRICAL STUDY


ABSTRACT
The study titled Socio-economic Profile of Farmer Producer Organization Members in North Karnataka: An Empirical Study was conducted to analyze the personal, socio-economic, and communication characteristics of Farmer Producer Organization (FPO) members in Vijayapura and Bagalkote districts of Karnataka. An ex-post-facto research design was adopted, and data were collected from 120 randomly selected respondents across four FPOs using a simple random sampling technique. Standardized procedures and modified scales were employed to measure variables such as entrepreneurial behavior, benefits derived, education, landholding, annual income, extension contact, extension participation, mass media exposure, scientific orientation, and social participation.
The findings revealed that 41.67 per cent of respondents were in the middle-age group (38–48 years), and 44.17 per cent had completed high school, while 30 per cent were graduates or above, indicating a relatively well-educated farming community. A majority (74.17 per cent) were medium landholders (10.01–25 acres), and 56.67 per cent practiced agriculture integrated with animal husbandry, showing the importance of mixed farming systems. Regarding income, 67.50 per cent belonged to the medium-income category, whereas only 13.33 per cent had high incomes. However, 38.33 per cent of respondents showed low scientific orientation, and 39.17 per cent reported low extension contact, indicating gaps in adopting modern practices and accessing institutional support.
A comparative analysis revealed that Bagalkote farmers performed better in education, landholding, income, extension contact, and participation, while no significant differences were observed in age, occupation, scientific orientation, and mass media exposure. The study concludes that strengthening extension services, ICT-based platforms, and entrepreneurial training can enhance FPO members’ capabilities, fostering innovation, income diversification, and sustainable livelihoods.
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1. [bookmark: _Hlk207286222]Introduction
The establishment of Farmer Producer Organizations (FPOs) is pivotal in enhancing farmers' well-being and uplifting rural economies. The primary objective of FPOs is to empower small-scale farmers by providing essential forward and backward linkages. By removing middlemen, fostering collective negotiation, strengthening trade networks, and establishing farm-level processing facilities within villages, FPOs play a crucial role in bridging key gaps in the agricultural supply chain (Sangappa, 2023).
These organizations hold substantial socio-political and economic significance. From a political standpoint, FPOs amplify farmers' voices, ensuring their concerns are acknowledged in policy formulation. Economically, these organizations equip farmers with critical resources, facilitate access to agricultural inputs, and open up expanded marketing avenues, which can lead to improved earnings. The FPO framework is designed to consolidate input procurement and product aggregation for small farmers, thereby minimizing their reliance on middlemen and enhancing access to technology, financing, and wider markets.
Legally, FPOs are constituted as corporate entities under the Companies Act of 2002, addressing the limitations of traditional cooperative societies while leveraging their benefits. Governed by farmer-members, these organizations operate in a way that ensures profits are directly redistributed among their members. The Ministry of Agriculture has entrusted the Small Farmers Agribusiness Consortium (SFAC) with the responsibility of supporting and developing FPOs. The effectiveness of these organizations is evident in their ability to enhance farmers’ earnings through collective activities such as purchasing inputs, marketing, and value-added processing. 
Farmer Producer Organizations (FPOs) have been established across India with assistance from SFAC and NABARD, resulting in the registration of 1,344 FPOs across the country. Of these, NABARD has extended support to 2,168 FPOs (71.22 per cent), while SFAC has facilitated the formation of 876 FPOs (28.78 per cent). Madhya Pradesh holds the largest proportion of FPOs, accounting for 10.15 per cent of the total registered organizations nationwide. On average, each FPO consists of approximately 582 farmers. Additionally, nearly half of all FPO members are concentrated in five states: Madhya Pradesh, Karnataka, West Bengal, Maharashtra, and Tamil Nadu.
1.1 Supporting Agencies
The Government of India, through the Central Sector Scheme, oversees the formation and promotion of Farmer Producer Organizations (FPOs) via designated Implementing Agencies (IAs). Currently, nine such agencies have been appointed: the Small Farmers Agribusiness Consortium (SFAC), the National Cooperative Development Corporation (NCDC), the National Bank for Agriculture and Rural Development (NABARD), the National Agricultural Cooperative Marketing Federation of India (NAFED), the North Eastern Regional Agricultural Marketing Corporation Limited (NERAMAC), Tamil Nadu-Small Farmers Agribusiness Consortium (TN-SFAC), Small Farmers Agribusiness Consortium Haryana (SFACH), the Watershed Development Department (WDD) of Karnataka, and the Foundation for Development of Rural Value Chains (FDRVC) under the Ministry of Rural Development (MoRD).
[bookmark: _Hlk194794092]2. Methodology
2.1 Research design
The study employed an ex-post-facto research design, as it was suitable for examining events that had already taken place. This design involves a structured empirical investigation where the independent variables are not manipulated by the researcher, since they have already occurred naturally and are inherent to the context being studied. 
2.2 Selection of respondents
The study adopted a simple random sampling technique to select 120 farmers from various Farmer Producer Organizations (FPOs) in the Vijayapura and Bagalkote districts, ensuring equitable and diverse representation across different agricultural activities. In Vijayapura district, 30 respondents were drawn from the Basavanbagewadi Horticulture Farmer Producer Company Limited located in Kolhar taluk, which is primarily involved in horticulture, while another 30 were selected from the Savayava Hagu Siridhanya Producer Company Limited in Indi taluk, known for its focus on organic and millet-based farming. In Bagalkote district, 30 participants were chosen from the Mudhol Oilseed and Millets Farmers Producer Company Limited in Mudhol taluk, and another 30 from the Hungunda Horticulture Farmers Producer Company Limited in Hungunda taluk, both engaged in cultivating oilseeds, millets, and horticultural crops. This well-structured sampling process facilitated a thorough analysis of the role played by FPOs in enhancing the entrepreneurial behavior and income generation of member farmers.
Table 1: Operationalization and measurement of variables
	Sl. No.
	Variables
	Empirical measurements

	A
	Dependent variable 

	1
	Entrepreneurial behaviour
	Procedure followed by Asha elizibath (2020)

	2
	Benefits derived
	Procedure followed by Shivani Dechamma (2020)

	B
	Independent variable

	1. 
	Age 
	Procedure followed by Navya (2022)

	2. 
	Education 
	Procedure followed by Trivedi (1963) was used

	3. 
	Land Holding
	Ministry of Rural Development ,GOI

	4. 
	Annual income
	Procedure followed by Nayak (2014) with suitable modifications 

	5. 
	Occupation 
	Procedure followed by Shivani Dechamma (2020) with suitable modifications

	6. 
	Extension Contact
	Procedure followed by Venkataramulu (2003) and Shivani Dechamma (2020)

	7. 
	Extension Participation 
	Procedure followed by Surudhi (2018).

	8. 
	Mass Media exposure
	Scale developed by Trivedi (1963) with suitable modifications 

	9. 
	Social participation 
	Procedure followed by Trivedi, (1963)
Followed by Shivani Dechamma (2020)

	10. 
	Scientific orientation
	Procedure followed by Supe
Followed by Shivani dechamma (2020)


[bookmark: _Hlk194794470]2.3 Analytical tools and techniques employed
1)  Frequency: Frequency is the number of occurrences. In statistics the frequency (fi) of an event, ‘i’ is the number ‘ni’ of times the event occurred in the experiment or the study.  
1. Percentages: Percentages were used in the descriptive analysis for making comparisons.    

1. Arithmetic Mean: The arithmetic mean is the sum of the scores divided by their number. This measure was used to categorize the dependent and independent variables into low, medium and high categories. It is represented as:

Where, 
X = mean
 = Sum of all values of observation
n = Total number of observations
1. Standard deviation
It is defined as the square root of the arithmetic mean of the sum of the square of the deviation taken from the arithmetic mean. This test was used to classify the dependent variable into low, medium, high categories.
3. Results and discussion







Table 2: Personal characteristics of members of farmer producer organizations
	[bookmark: _Hlk194716427]Sl. No.
	Characteristics
	Category
	Kolhar 
(n1=30)
	Indi 
(n2=30)
	Mudhol
(n3=30)
	Hungunda
(n4=30)
	Overall
(n=120)

	
	
	
	f
	 per cent
	f
	 per cent
	f
	 per cent
	f
	 per cent
	f
	 per cent

	1.
	Age
	Young (<38years)
	13
	43.33
	3
	10.00
	9
	30.00
	15
	50.00
	40
	33.33

	
	
	Middle (38-48 years)
	12
	40.00
	22
	73.33
	9
	30.00
	7
	23.33
	50
	41.67

	
	
	Old (> 48 years)
	5
	16.67
	5
	16.67
	12
	40.00
	8
	26.67
	30
	25.00

	2.
	Education
	Illiterate
	0
	0.00
	0
	0.00
	2
	6.67
	3
	10.00
	5
	4.17

	
	
	Primary school (1st- 4thstd)
	0
	0.00
	1
	3.33
	0
	0.00
	0
	0.00
	1
	0.83

	
	
	Middle school (5th - 7thstd)
	5
	16.67
	4
	13.33
	5
	16.67
	3
	10.00
	17
	14.17

	
	
	High school (8th- 10thstd)
	11
	36.67
	21
	70.00
	13
	43.33
	8
	26.67
	53
	44.17

	
	
	PUC (11th and 12thstd)
	1
	3.33
	0
	0.00
	3
	10.00
	4
	13.33
	8
	6.67

	
	
	Graduation and above
	13
	43.33
	4
	13.33
	7
	23.33
	12
	40.00
	36
	30.00

	3.

	Land holding
	Marginal farmer (upto 2.50 acres)
	1
	3.33
	0
	0.00
	0
	0.00
	1
	3.33
	2
	1.67

	
	
	Small farmer (2.51-5.00 acres)
	1
	3.33
	1
	3.33
	3
	10.00
	4
	13.33
	8
	6.67

	
	
	Semi- medium farmer (5.01-10.00 acres)
	4
	13.34
	4
	13.33
	9
	30.00
	7
	23.33
	11
	9.17

	
	
	Medium farmer (10.01-25.00 acres)
	22
	73.33
	25
	83.33
	16
	53.33
	12
	40.00
	89
	74.17

	
	
	Big farmer (25.00 acres)
	2
	6.67
	0
	0.00
	2
	6.67
	6
	20.00
	10
	8.33

	4.
	Occupation
	Agriculture 
	5
	16.67
	0
	0.00
	9
	30.00
	6
	20.00
	20
	16.67

	
	
	Agriculture + Labour work
	0
	0.00
	0
	0.00
	0
	0.00
	0
	0.00
	0
	0.00

	
	
	Agriculture + Animal Husbandry
	17
	56.67
	19
	63.33
	16
	53.33
	16
	53.33
	68
	56.67

	
	
	Agriculture + Labour work + Animal Husbandry
	0
	0.00
	0
	0.00
	0
	0.00
	0
	0.00
	0
	0.00

	
	
	Agriculture +Service
	1
	3.33
	5
	16.67
	0
	0.00
	0
	0.00
	6
	5.00

	
	
	Agriculture + Business
	7
	23.33
	6
	20.00
	5
	16.67
	7
	23.33
	25
	20.83

	
	
	Agriculture + Others
	0
	0.00
	0
	0.00
	0
	0.00
	1
	3.33
	1
	0.83











The results in table 2 showed that, the personal characteristics of the overall members of Farmer Producer Organization. With respect to age, more than two-fifths (41.67  per cent) belonged to the middle age category, followed by one-third (33.33  per cent) in the young age group and one-fourth (25.00  per cent) in the old age group and results were inclined with Navya (2022). Regarding education, more than two-fifths (44.17  per cent) of the respondents had completed high school, while nearly one-third (30.00  per cent) were graduates and above, and 14.17 per cent studied up to middle school. A small proportion of respondents were illiterate (4.17  per cent), had studied primary school (0.83  per cent), or PUC (6.67  per cent) the results felt similar with Trivedi. In terms of landholding, a large majority of respondents were medium farmers (74.17  per cent), followed by big farmers (8.33  per cent) and semi-medium farmers (9.17  per cent). Only a few respondents were small farmers (6.67  per cent) and marginal farmers (1.67  per cent). With respect to occupation, as of results of Shivani  similarly more than half (56.67  per cent) of the respondents practiced agriculture along with animal husbandry, while 20.83 per cent combined agriculture with business. Pure agriculture was reported by 16.67 per cent, and a small share (5.00  per cent) combined agriculture with service, while only 0.83 per cent were engaged in agriculture with other activities.
The results in table 2 indicate that, the majority of respondents belonged to the middle age group, suggesting a balanced mix of experience and active involvement in farming. The dominance of high school education, with a considerable share of graduates, points towards a relatively educated farming community, which can positively influence adoption of innovations and entrepreneurial activities. The findings also revealed that most respondents were medium farmers, which reflects a better capacity to invest in improved technologies, value addition, and diversification when compared to marginal and small farmers. The integration of agriculture with animal husbandry as the major occupation highlights the importance of mixed farming systems in sustaining rural livelihoods. Additionally, the notable share of farmers combining agriculture with business indicates an inclination towards entrepreneurship and income diversification, which could be leveraged through training and market linkages to further enhance their economic performance and these results were inclined with the reviewed authors findings. 


Table 3: Socio-economic characteristics of members of farmer producer organizations
	Sl. No.
	Characteristics
	Category
	Kolhar 
(n1=30)
	Indi 
(n2=30)
	Mudhol
(n3=30)
	Hungunda
(n4=30)
	Overall
(n=120)

	
	
	
	f
	 per cent
	f
	 per cent
	f
	 per cent
	f
	 per cent
	f
	 per cent

	1
	Annual income
Mean = 1883816.67
S.D. = 1573924.52
	Low (<1096854.41) 
	3
	10.00
	5
	16.67
	6
	20.00
	9
	30.00
	23
	19.17

	
	
	Medium (1096854.41-2670778.92) 
	25
	83.33
	23
	76.67
	21
	70.00
	12
	40.00
	81
	67.50

	
	
	High (>2670778.92) 
	2
	6.67
	2
	6.67
	3
	10.00
	9
	30.00
	16
	13.33

	2
	Scientific orientation 
Mean = 13.88
S.D. =3.07
	Low (<12.34) 
	3
	10.00
	13
	43.33
	11
	36.67
	19
	63.33
	46
	38.33

	
	
	Medium (12.34 – 15.41) 
	12
	40.00
	12
	40.00
	7
	23.33
	2
	6.67
	33
	27.50

	
	
	High (>15.41) 
	15
	50.00
	5
	16.67
	12
	40.00
	9
	30.00
	41
	34.17



The results in table 3 showed that, the distribution of respondents based on their socio-economic characteristics. In terms of annual income, more than two-thirds (67.50  per cent) of the farmers were placed in the medium-income category, followed by 19.17 per cent in the low-income category, and only 13.33 per cent in the high-income category (mean = 18,83,816.67; SD = 15,73,924.52). With respect to scientific orientation, more than one-third (38.33  per cent) of respondents belonged to the low category, while 34.17 per cent had a high scientific orientation. Slightly more than one-fourth (27.50  per cent) were in the medium category (mean = 13.88; SD = 3.07).
The results in table indicate that the majority of farmers were concentrated in the medium-income group, suggesting a moderate level of economic stability that enables them to sustain farming but may limit large-scale investments. The small proportion in the high-income category highlights the unequal income distribution among farmers, emphasizing the need for strategies that enhance profitability through value addition, efficient resource use, and better market access. Regarding scientific orientation, the higher share of farmers in the low category suggests limited awareness or adoption of scientific approaches in farming practices. However, the presence of a considerable proportion with high scientific orientation points to a progressive segment that could act as role models in the farming community. Targeted capacity-building programmes, farmer field schools, and exposure visits could help shift more farmers from low to medium and high scientific orientation, thereby improving overall adoption of improved practices and entrepreneurial behaviour.

Table 4: Communication characteristics of members of farmer producer organizations
	Sl. No.
	Characteristics
	Category
	Kolhar 
(n1=30)
	Indi 
(n2=30)
	Mudhol
(n3=30)
	Hungunda
(n4=30)
	Overall
(n=120)

	
	
	
	f
	 per cent
	f
	 per cent
	f
	 per cent
	f
	 per cent
	f
	 per cent

	1
	Extension contact
Mean = 7.80
S.D. = 4.63
	Low (<5.49) 
	15
	50.00
	12
	40.00
	15
	50.00
	5
	16.67
	47
	39.17

	
	
	Medium (5.49 – 10.11) 
	10
	33.33
	9
	30.00
	8
	26.67
	15
	50.00
	42
	35.00

	
	
	High (>10.11) 
	5
	16.67
	9
	30.00
	7
	23.33
	10
	33.33
	31
	25.83

	2
	Extension participation  
Mean = 5.28
S.D. = 3.14
	Low (<3.70) 
	6
	20.00
	5
	16.67
	16
	53.33
	12
	40.00
	39
	32.50

	
	
	Medium (3.70 – 6.85) 
	19
	63.33
	11
	36.67
	8
	26.67
	7
	23.33
	45
	37.50

	
	
	High (>6.85) 
	5
	16.67
	14
	46.67
	6
	20.00
	11
	36.67
	36
	30.00

	3
	Mass media exposure 
Mean = 6.13
S.D. = 2.43
	Low (<4.91) 
	13
	43.33
	1
	3.33
	10
	33.33
	7
	23.33
	31
	25.83

	
	
	Medium (4.91 – 7.34) 
	16
	53.33
	14
	46.67
	13
	43.33
	13
	43.33
	56
	46.67

	
	
	High (>7.34) 
	1
	3.33
	15
	50.00
	7
	23.33
	10
	33.33
	33
	27.50

	4
	Social participation 
Mean = 2.06
S.D. = 1.95
	Low (<1.08) 
	18
	60.00
	8
	26.67
	14
	46.67
	7
	23.33
	47
	39.17

	
	
	Medium (1.08 – 3.04) 
	10
	33.33
	17
	56.67
	9
	30.00
	17
	56.67
	53
	44.17

	
	
	High (>3.04) 
	2
	6.67
	5
	16.67
	7
	23.33
	6
	20.00
	20
	16.67



The results in table 4 revealed that, the distribution of respondents according to communication characteristics. With respect to extension contact, more than one-third (39.17  per cent) of farmers were placed in the low category, followed by 35.00 per cent in the medium category and 25.83 per cent in the high category (mean = 7.80; SD = 4.63). In terms of extension participation, more than one-third (37.50  per cent) of respondents belonged to the medium category, followed by 32.50 per cent in the low category and 30.00 per cent in the high category (mean = 5.28; SD = 3.14). With respect to mass media exposure, nearly half (46.67  per cent) of the respondents belonged to the medium category, while 27.50 per cent were placed in the high category and 25.83 per cent in the low category (mean = 6.13; SD = 2.43). Regarding social participation, more than two-fifths (44.17  per cent) of farmers were in the medium category, followed by 39.17 per cent in the low category and only 16.67 per cent in the high category (mean = 2.06; SD = 1.95).
The results in table 4 indicates that, the extension contact among farmers was largely concentrated in the low and medium categories, suggesting restricted interaction with extension agencies. Limited access to extension personnel and inadequate frequency of contact might be reasons behind this trend. Strengthening extension delivery and ensuring timely advisory services could help in moving farmers towards the high-contact category. Extension participation showed a balanced spread across low, medium, and high categories, which reflects variability in farmers’ involvement in training, demonstrations and group activities. Enhancing farmer participation through regular training programmes, exposure visits and farmer field schools can increase skill acquisition and improve adoption of scientific practices.
In terms of mass media exposure, the dominance of the medium category highlights that farmers do make use of newspapers, radio and television but may not be fully leveraging them for agricultural information. Encouraging farmers to use modern ICT tools, mobile apps and social media platforms could significantly enhance their access to timely and relevant information. Social participation was predominantly in the medium and low categories, indicating that most farmers had limited involvement in cooperatives, SHGs, or farmer associations. Strengthening farmer groups and promoting collective action could enhance social capital, improve bargaining power, and foster greater entrepreneurial behaviour among farmer producer organization members.
Table 5: Comparative analysis of profile characteristics among members of FPOs in Vijayapura and Bagalkote districts of Karnataka
(n=120)
	Sl. No.
	Characteristics
	Vijayapura
(n5=60)
	Bagalkote 
(n6=60)
	t-test

	
	
	Mean Score 
	S.D.
	Mean Score 
	S.D.
	p-value

	I
	Personal variables

	1.
	Age 
	44.67
	9.84
	43.10
	10.60
	0.064NS

	2.
	Education
	3.37
	1.46
	4.87
	1.04
	0.046*

	3.
	Land holding
	14.83
	5.43
	21.34
	18.67
	0.008**

	4.
	Occupation 
	3.68
	1.49
	3.17
	1.74
	0.086NS

	II
	Socio-Economic variables

	5.
	Annual income
	1713466.67
	843107.87
	2954166.67
	2645875.76
	0.029*

	6.
	Scientific orientation
	14.13
	2.05
	13.62
	3.81
	0.335NS

	III
	Communication variables

	7
	Extension contact
	7.33
	4.41
	12.27
	5.79
	0.004**

	8.
	Extension participation
	5.43
	2.39
	6.12
	3.98
	0.0476*

	9.
	Mass media exposure
	6.30
	2.64
	5.95
	2.19
	0.454NS

	10.
	Social participation
	1.72
	1.39
	2.40
	2.34
	0.081NS



The comparison of characteristics between Vijayapura and Bagalkote farmers showed significant differences in several aspects. Education was higher in Bagalkote (mean = 4.87) than in Vijayapura (mean = 3.37). Landholding size was also greater among Bagalkote farmers (mean = 21.34 acres) compared to Vijayapura farmers (mean = 14.83 acres). Annual income was significantly higher in Bagalkote (mean = 29.54 lakhs) than in Vijayapura (mean = 17.13 lakhs). Similarly, extension contact was greater in Bagalkote (mean = 12.27) than in Vijayapura (mean = 7.33), and extension participation was also higher in Bagalkote (mean = 6.12) compared to Vijayapura (mean = 5.43).
On the other hand, no significant differences were found in age (44.67 vs. 43.10 years), occupation (3.68 vs. 3.17), scientific orientation (14.13 vs. 13.62), mass media exposure (6.30 vs. 5.95), and social participation (1.72 vs. 2.40), indicating that farmers across both districts were broadly similar in these characteristics.
The results indicate that Bagalkote farmers are comparatively stronger in socio-economic and communication aspects such as education, landholding, income, and extension linkages. This suggests that they have greater access to resources, information, and institutional support, which may enhance their ability to adopt improved agricultural practices. The absence of significant differences in age, occupation, scientific orientation, mass media exposure, and social participation reflects that both groups of farmers share similar personal and socio-psychological backgrounds. These similarities provide a common base, while the differences highlight the structural and institutional advantages enjoyed by Bagalkote farmers.
4. Conclusion
The overall profile of the respondents revealed that a majority belonged to the middle-age group with relatively good educational levels, predominantly high school and graduation, and most of them were medium farmers. Agriculture combined with animal husbandry emerged as the major occupation, highlighting the importance of integrated farming systems for sustaining livelihoods. In terms of income, more than two-thirds of the farmers were placed in the medium-income category, which suggests moderate economic stability but limited potential for large-scale investments. Scientific orientation, however, showed that a significant share of farmers still remained in the low category, pointing towards a gap in the adoption of scientific approaches and innovative practices.
Extension and social variables indicated mixed patterns. A considerable proportion of farmers reported low to medium levels of extension contact, participation, and social involvement, reflecting restricted access to institutional support and networking opportunities. Mass media exposure was largely confined to traditional sources, with limited use of modern ICT platforms. To address these gaps, policy interventions should focus on strengthening extension services through regular field visits and digital advisory systems, promoting farmer interest groups and cooperatives to enhance social capital, and encouraging wider use of ICT and mobile-based applications for timely information. Skill development programmes, exposure visits, and entrepreneurship-focused training should be prioritized to build scientific orientation and improve decision-making capacity, ultimately fostering higher levels of innovation and sustainable income generation among farmers.
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