


Assess the impact of Farmer Producer Organisations in respect of social and economic aspects of the respondents in Malda district of West Bengal


Abstract
Aims: The aim of the study to assess the impact of Farmer Producer Organisation(FPO) on the social and economic aspects of the members.
Study Design: This study used ex-post facto as well as after with control design.
Place and Duration of Study: The present study was undertaken in Malda district of West Bengal. The duration of the study was one year. 
Methodology:  Out of seven FPOs of Malda District three FPOs were selected randomly. A total of 45 FPO member respondents and 45 number of Non FPO member respondents were selected randomly for the study. The statistical methods such Frequency, Percentage, Mean, Standard deviation, Co-efficient of variation, Correlation, Regression, Z-test, were used as per the characteristics of data for analysis
Results:The study was revealed that that in case of member the mean of the income of family was 4.0 and in case of non-member the mean of the income of family was 3.96. The z-value(p=0.674) indicates that there was no significant variance between the member and non-member respondents regarding the income of family of the respondents. The study was also revealed that in case of member the mean of the income of family was 4.0 and in case of non-member the mean of the income of family was 3.96. The z-value(p=0.674) indicates that there was no significant variance between the member and non-member respondents regarding the income of family of the respondents.
Conclusion:It can be concluded that the socio-personal characters have equivalent impact as the efficiency factors of the FPOs.
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Introduction
Farmer Producer Organisations (FPOs) in India are gaining popularity as an achievable solution to the issues that small-scale farmers have to face. Despite the anticipated advantages for farmers from working with FPOs, actual outcomes have not exceeded expectations. The impact of FPOs on farmers remains restricted with less than 1% of farmers in India using FPO services. (Augustine, D., Singha Roy, N. 2024). In India, about 70% people are associated with agriculture and its allied activities, accounting for 13.7% of GDP and employing 58% of the population. Agriculture in India is dominated by small and marginal farmers, and around 85 percent of active landholders are small, with 66 percent being marginal farmers on land smaller than one hectare. Over the years the average landholding of the farmers has decreased whereas their problems have increased significantly. However, challenges such as declining per capita agricultural land availability, declining natural resource base, increasing demand for land for non-agricultural purposes, breaking up into nuclear families, and disinterest in agriculture among rural youth remain (NSSO, 2011). The concept of Farmer Producer Organisations came as a major solution to the small and marginal farmers of the country. Under the Companies Act, 2013, several FPOs were formed in different parts of the country initially under SFAC and then under NABARD, NRLM, NGOs and different state governments. FPCs are collectivization of producers, especially low and marginal farmers, into a producer organization and came out as one of the most efficient pathways to address these challenges of the agriculture sector. A farmer producer company gives a robust framework for small producers to organize themselves for effective linkage with markets. It gives bargaining power to the small farmers, enables cost-effective delivery of extension services, and empowers the members to influence the policies that affect their livelihoods. FPCs help to overcome the constraints imposed by the small size of individual farms, members of FPCs can leverage collective strength and bargaining power to access financial and non-financial inputs, services and appropriate technologies, the leads to a reduction in transaction costs, tap high-value markets and enter into partnerships with private entities on more equitable terms. Major activities of FPCs are the supply of inputs such as seed, fertilizer, and machinery, market linkages, training & networking, and financial & technical advice. In this context, the collectivization of small farmers has become even more important. Research shows that smallholders would be able to substantially increase their incomes from agriculture and allied activities if they participate in markets. As a result, the focus of development has shifted from the enhancement of production to market connectivity. Small farmer organizations such as co-operatives and FPCs are expected to enhance incomes, reduce costs of input purchase along with transaction costs, create opportunities for involvement in value addition, enhance bargaining power and provide access to formal credit. Many studies on FPCs found that this collective action approach has a significant impact on enhancing the socio-economic conditions of farmers and solving the agricultural problem faced by farmers. The Indian government has amended the Companies Act, 1956 to incorporate FPOs under part of IX A, based on recommendations from the Y.K. Alagh Committee (Mondal, 2010). The Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) notes that producer companies are institutions with all the features of private enterprise while incorporating principles of mutual assistance similar to cooperatives (Pustovoitova, 2011). The concept of FPOs or FPCs in West Bengal are still at an early stage. The concept of FPO perfectly suits the agrarian situation of Bengal. West Bengal is mostly an agricultural state. It covers barely 2.7% of India's land area but houses approximately 8% of the country's people. There are 71.23 lakh agricultural families, with small and marginal farmers accounting for 96%. The average landholding is only 0.77 hectares. However, the state is endowed with different natural resources and agro-climatic conditions that allow for the production of a wide range of crops (Department of Agriculture, Government of West Bengal, 31 December 2023). Majority of the farmers belonged to middle age category, having primary level of education, nuclear family type of up to 4 members, majority are male, having 3 to 11 acre of land holding, mostly involve in agriculture and horticulture In economic impact of FPOs on the member farmers there was 50.74 per cent change in income,44.11 per cent change in saving, 17.73 per cent change in expenditure, 8.24 per cent change in debt, 43.57 per cent change in no of earning members and as whole 24.48 per cent change in overall economic empowerment after joining the FPOs in the Kalahandi district of Odisha(Sahoo et al. 2022). FPO’s had been playing some role in the income enhancement, crop diversification and increase in the labour employment in Punjab agriculture. The permanent labour employment had marginally increased but the income of farmers has increased by 15.71 per cent due to shift in the cropping pattern and proper use of farm inputs. Multiple linear regression analysis reveals that farm size, family size and membership of FPO’s significantly influenced the income level of farmers(Renuka and Sukhpal Singh,2021).
Farmers Producers Organisation is an organisation of farmer-producers that provide support to small farmers with end-to-end services covering almost all aspects of cultivation from inputs, technical services to processing and marketing. FPOs are non-profit organisations governed by farmer-members who actively participate in policy development and decision-making. They are open to everyone who can use their services and is willing to accept all the responsibilities of membership, regardless of gender, socioeconomic, cultural political, or beliefs. The concept of “Farmers’ Producer Organisations, (FPO)” consists of collectivization of Producers especially small and marginal farmers so as to form an effective alliance to collectively address many challenges of agriculture such as improved access to investment, technology, inputs and markets. Department of Agriculture and Cooperation (DAC) under Ministry of Agriculture, Govt. of India has identified “Farmer Producer Organisations” registered under the special provisions of the Companies Act, 1956 as the most appropriate Institutional form around which the mobilization of farmers is to be made for building their capacity to collectively leverage their production and marketing strength (Centre for Advanced Research and Development, 2005). FPOs are now working as a grassroot support organization for every aspect of agricultural and allied production system from skill development, input supply to processing and marketing of the produces. Small and marginal farmers are being competent in extracting livelihood benefits from attachment with these institutions. So, there is a need of specific study on how much impact is created in socio-economic sector by these FPOs and the factors which determine this impact.
Material and method
The current study was done in the state of West Bengal. The sampling procedure of the present study considered both purposive sampling and simple random sampling techniques. West Bengal and Malda district were purposively selected for present study. Malda district have seven FPOs, who are working for more than 3 years. Out of seven FPOs, 3 FPOs (Sabhuj Bahini Agro Producer Company Limited, Gazole Agro Producer Company Limited and Malda Farmers Producer Company Limited) are randomly selected. Each FPOs working more than 10 villages, 3 villages under (Bidyananda Pur, Manik Nagar, and Nihal Pur from Sabhuj Bahini Agro Producer company Limited; Matile, Dhanga Matile, and Majlisgar from Gazole Agro Producer Company Limited; and Rangabhita, Garail, and Bagsarai from Malda Farmers Producer Company Limited) each FPO and 5 members and 5 non-members from each village were randomly selected for the present study. Thus, a total of 45 member-respondents and 45 non-member respondents from 9 villages making overall 90 respondents were considered as sample.The study utilized primary data collected by using face-to-face with the help of structured interview schedule from both FPO members and non-members. Scale developed by Prasad (1996) with suitable modifications were used in the study. The scales were consisted with number of impact situations and measured with a 5-point scale through highly increased to highly decreased with 5, 4, 3, 2, and 1 scores. The sum total is the measurement. However, impact was measured in three domains viz. Personal Impact, Social Impact and Economic impact. The statistical methods such Frequency, Percentage, Mean, Standard deviation, Co-efficient of variation, Correlation, Regression and Z-test test were used as per the characteristics of data for analysis.
Result and Discussion
Table-1: Profile characteristics of respondents
	Characters


	Member (n=45)
	Non-Member (n=45)
	Statistical Implication

	
	Frequency (%)
	Frequency (%)
	

	Age
	Mean values. 
Member: 42.40 
Non-member: 42.18 
z value = - 0.145 (p=0.885

	Young age (18-35 year)
	7 (15.56)
	7 (15.56)
	

	Middle age (36-50 year)
	33 (73.33)
	32 (71.11)
	

	Old age (above 50 year)
	5 (11.11)
	6 (13.33)
	

	Education
	Mean values.
Group Member: 9.87
Non-member: 9.20 
z value= 1.066 (p=0.289)

	Primary School
	0 (0.00)
	0 (0.00)
	

	Middle School (upto 8)
	19 (42.22)
	18 (40.00)
	

	High School
	11 (24.44)
	17 (37.78)
	

	Higher Secondary
	6 (13.33)
	7 (15.56)
	

	Graduation
	8 (17.78)
	3 (6.67) 
	

	Above
	1 (2.22)
	0 (0.00)
	

	Family size
	Mean values.
Group members: 4.36
Non- members: 4.60 
z value = - 0.936 (p= 0.352)

	Small (upto 4 Members)
	25 (55.56)
	22 (48.89)
	

	Medium (5-8 members)
	20 (44.44)
	22 (48.89) 
	

	Large (9-12 members)
	0 (0.00)
	1 (2.22)
	

	Very large (above 12)
	0 (0.00)
	0 (0.00)
	

	Farming experience
	Mean values
Member – 18.98
Non-member – 13.43
z value= 3.231 (p = 0.008**)

	Low (5 to 16)
	19 (42.22)
	27 (59.94)
	

	Medium (17 to 27)
	22 (48.89)
	17 (37.77)
	

	High (28 to 36)
	4 (8.89)
	1 (2.22)
	

	Number of family members associated with any group
	Mean values.
Member: 1.24
Non-member: 0.67
z= 5.705 (p=0.00**)

	No member
	0 (0.00)
	16 (35.56)
	

	Only 1 member
	34 (75.56)
	28 (62.22)
	

	More than 1 members
	11 (24.44)
	1 (2.22)
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	Mean values
Member – 15.29
Non-member – 12.76
z value= 5.726 (p = 0.00**)

	Low (10 to 14)
	17 (37.78)
	43 (95.56)
	

	Medium (15 to 18)
	22 (48.89)
	2 (4.44)
	

	High (19 to 22)
	6 (13.33)
	0 (0.00)
	

	Mass media exposure
	Mean values 
Member – 7.84
Non-member - 6.89
z value= 2.576 (p = 0.012**)

	Low (4 to 6.66)
	13 (28.89)
	18 (40.00)
	

	Medium (6.67 to 9.33)
	21 (46.67)
	27 (60.00)
	

	High (9.34 to 12)
	11 (24.44)
	0 (0.00)
	



Table represent the Profile characteristics of respondents. It is found from the study in case of age; group member and non-member category majority of the respondents were middle age group. In case of Education, both group members and non-members category majority of the respondents were middle school passed. In case of family size, group member respondents were from small family size category and non-member category, majority of the respondents were from small and medium family size category. It is also found that in case of farming experience, group member category majority of the respondents were from medium level of farming experience and in case of non-member category majority of the respondents were from low level of farming experience and there was significant difference between the member and non-member farmers regarding the variable farming experience. It is observed that in case of number of family member associated with any group, both group member and non-member category, majority of the cases 1 family member (75.56%) were associated in any group. It is found from the study in case of Information receiving from formal source, group member categories majority of the respondent’s information communication level were medium and non-member categories majority of the respondent’s information communication level was low. In case of Mass media exposure, both group member and non-member categories majority of the respondents were medium level.
The z value shown that there was significant difference between the member and non-member farmers regarding the number of family member associated with any group, Information receiving from formal source, and Mass media exposure.
Table-2: Changes found in last three years (domain-wise impact).  
	[bookmark: _Hlk138455353]	Change indicators
	Mean score
	Statistical implication

	
	Member
	Non-member
	

	Income of my family (E)
	4.00
	3.96
	Z= 0.422, (p=0.674)

	Opportunities of Employment (E)
	3.56
	3.20
	Z= 2.432, (p=0.017**)

	Marketing of any farm produce (E)
	3.84
	3.22
	Z= 3.928, (p=0.000**)

	My knowledge in farming (P)
	4.00
	4.00
	Z= 0.000, (p=1.000)

	My farm management skill (P)
	3.93
	3.67
	Z= 2.011, (p=0.047**)

	Housing condition (E)
	3.84
	3.80
	Z= 0.344, (p=0.732)

	Capabilities to send children to school (E)
	3.80
	3.69
	Z= 0.992, (p=0.324)

	Capability to treatment in case of illness (E)
	3.62
	3.60
	Z= 0.158, (p=0.875)

	Participation in social activities (S)
	3.42
	3.40
	Z= 0.161, (p=873)

	Knowledge on improved technologies (P)
	3.73
	3.67
	Z= 0.434, (p=0.666)

	Involvement to solve social issues and problems (S)
	3.47
	3.44
	Z= 0.149, (p=0.882)

	My own leadership (P)
	3.58
	3.53
	Z= 0.291, (p=0.772)

	Self-confidence in decision making (P)
	3.91
	3.78
	Z= 0.827, (p=0.410)

	My communication skills (P)
	3.56
	3.31
	Z= 1.626, (p=0.108)

	My organisational skills (P)
	3.42
	3.07
	Z= 2.391, (p=0.019**)

	Help other people in solving their problems (S).
	3.76
	3.44
	Z= 1.738, (p=0.086)

	P=personal impact indicators; S=social impact indicators; E=economic impact indicators



Table represents the Changes found in the last three year of respondents of the group member. It is observed that in case of member the mean of the income of family was 4.0 and in case of non-member the mean of the income of family was 3.96. The z-value(p=0.674) indicates that there was no significant variance between the member and non-member respondents regarding the income of family of the respondents. This result is similar with Singh, G., & Vatta, K. (2019).
In case of opportunities of employment, it is observed that in case of member the mean of opportunities of employment of the respondents was 3.56 and in case of non-member the mean of employment opportunities of the respondents was 3.20. The z value (p=0.017**) shown that there was significant difference between the member and non-member farmers regarding the variable opportunities of employment.
Mean Marketing of any farm produce of the respondents in case of member was 3.84 and in case of non-member was 3.22 respectively. The z value (p=0.000**) shown that there was significant difference between the member and non-member farmers regarding the variable marketing of any farm produce.
In case of my knowledge in farming, it is shown that mean value in case of member was 4.00 and in case of non-member mean value of my knowledge in farming was 4.00. The z-value (p=1.000) indicates that there was no significant variance between member and non-member regarding the variable my knowledge in farming.
It is observed that the mean of my farm management skill in case of member was 3.93 and in case of non-member mean of my farm management skill was 3.67. The z-value (p=0.047**) indicates that there was significant difference between the member and non-member farmers regarding the variable marketing of any farm produce.
In case of housing condition, it is shown that mean value in case of member was 3.84 and in case of non-member mean value of housing condition was 3.80. The z-value (p=0.732) indicates that there was no significant variance between member and non-member regarding the variable housing condition.
It is observed that in case of member the mean of the capabilities to send children to school was 3.80 and in case of non-member the mean of the capabilities to send children to school was 3.69. The z-value(p=0.732) indicates that there was no significant variance between the member and non-member respondents regarding the capabilities to send children to school of the respondents.
It is shown that in case of member the mean of the capability to treatment in case of illness was 3.62 and in case of non-member the mean of the capability to treatment in case of illness was 3.60. The z-value(p=0.875) indicates that there was no significant variance between the member and non-member respondents regarding the capability to treatment in case of illness of the respondents.
In case of participation in social activities, it is observed that in case of member the mean of participation in social activities of the respondents was 3.42 and in case of non-member the mean of participation in social activities of the respondents was 3.40. The z-value (p=0.873) indicates that there was no significant variance between the member and non-member respondents regarding the participation in social activities of the respondents. 
It is observed that in case of member the mean of the knowledge on improved technologies was 3.73 and in case of non-member the mean of the knowledge on improved technologies was 3.67. The z-value (p=0.666) indicates that there was no significant variance between the member and non-member respondents regarding the knowledge on improved technologies of the respondents. 
Mean involvement to solve social issues and problems of the respondents in case of member was 3.47 and in case of non-member was 3.44 respectively. The z-value(p=0.882) indicates that there was no significant variance between the member and non-member respondents regarding the involvement to solve social issues and problems of the respondents. 
It is observed that in case of member the mean of my own leadership was 3.58 and in case of non-member the mean of my own leadership was 3.53. The z-value(p=0.772) indicates that there was no significant variance between the member and non-member respondents regarding my own leadership of the respondents.
In case of self-confidence in decision making, it is observed that in case of member the mean of self-confidence in decision making of the respondents was 3.91 and in case of non-member the mean of self-confidence in decision making of the respondents was 3.78. The z-value (p=0.410) indicates that there was no significant variance between the member and non-member respondents regarding the self-confidence in decision making of the respondents. 
It is shown that in case of member the mean of my communication skills was 3.56 and in case of non-member the mean of my communication skills was 3.31. The z-value(p=0.108) indicates that there was no significant variance between the member and non-member respondents regarding my communication skills of the respondents.
In case of my organisational skills, it is observed that in case of member the mean of my organisational skills of the respondents was 3.42 and in case of non-member the mean of employment opportunities of the respondents was 3.07. The z value (p=0.019**) shown that there was significant difference between the member and non-member farmers regarding the variable my organisational skills of the respondents.
Mean help other people in solving their problems of the respondents in case of member was 3.76 and in case of non-member was 3.44 respectively. The z-value(p=0.086) indicates that there was no significant variance between the member and non-member respondents regarding the help other people in solving their problems of the respondents. 

Table-3: Correlation Coefficient between perceived Impact and extracted factors.
	Sl. No
	Variables
	Coefficient of Correlation (Impacts)

	1
	Family characters (F1)
	0.526**

	2
	Personal education and experience (F2)
	0.067

	3
	Family-Group involvement (F3)
	0.263

	4
	Formal information and skill access (F4)
	0.407**

	5
	Neighbourhood information and access (F5)
	0.177

	6
	Member strength in family (F6)
	-0.083

	7
	Leader capability (F7)
	0.346*

	8
	Group-support to members (F8)
	0.502**

	9
	Group functioning (F9)
	-0.214

	10
	Member Empathy (F10)
	0.064

	11
	Members negative feelings (F11)
	0.066

	12
	Leadership Styles (F12)
	0.062

	13
	Mutual shearing attitudes (F13)
	-0.366*

	*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

	**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).



Table shown that Pearson’s correlation coefficients between perceived Impact and extracted factors. It is found from the table that Family characters, Formal information and skill access and Group-support to members have significant and positive correlation at 1% level and Leader capability has positive significant at the 5% level. It is also shown from the table that mutual sharing attitudes has inversely significant at 5% level. It may be due to the fact that the privileged members who are close to the key persons of the group are only getting the benefits and they are not willing to share this due to limited scope of benefits.
It is also shown from the table that Family-Group involvement, Neighbourhood information and access and Group functioning have no significant relationship with perceived impacts. The respondents in the study areas have a low degree of Personal education and experience, Member strength in family, Member Empathy, Member negative feelings, and Leadership Styles, which could not provide a significant correlation result.
Table-4: Step-wise Regression between impact and extracted group efficiency factors and socio-economic and personal factors.
	Variables
	Coefficients (β)
	Std. Error
	t
	Sig.

	(Constant)
	58.644
	.574
	102.190
	.000

	Family characters
	2.269
	.627
	3.618
	.001

	Group-support to members.
	2.572
	.596
	4.312
	.000

	Formal information and skill access
	1.738
	.651
	2.669
	.011

	Leader capability
	1.510
	.614
	2.458
	.019
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	-1.419
	.649
	-2.187
	.035

	R Square = 0.671
Adjusted R Square = 0.628

	a. Dependent Variable: Impacts

	b. Predictors: (Constant), Family characters, Group-support to members, Formal information and skill access, Leader capability, Mutual shearing attitudes



Result of Stepwise multiple regression depicted that the impact is influenced by Family characters, Group-support to members, Formal information and skill access, Leader capability and Mutual sharing attitudes of the members which confirms the result of correlation analysis. It is also seen that although, unit quantity of change in Family characters, Group-support to members, Formal information and skill access, Leader capability results increasing of 2.269, 2.572, 1.738, and 1.510 units of Impact but one unit of Mutual shearing attitudes decreases Impact with 1.419 units. The R-square value suggests a good quantity of variability explained by these variables. 
Conclusion
The study worked on the impact of FPOs on Socio-economic sphere of the farmers. Along with a group of beneficiary farmers, a group of non-beneficiary farmers had also been studied. The study revealed that in almost all spheres of socio-economic characters there is no difference between beneficiary and non-beneficiary farmers except  farming experience, group membership, training exposure, extent of using formal information source and mass media source for collection of livelihood information. It can be concluded that the group may have an impact on these aspects as FPOs conduct number of trainings and also encourage their members to access formal information source like development agent etc.
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