Exploring Farmers’ Experiences and Attitudes towards Agricultural Loans in Bilaspur District of Himachal Pradesh, India



.     
.
              . 
                     
	.
..


.

____________________________________________________________________________________________

*Corresponding author: Email: XYZ@ABC.COM


ABSTRACT 
	This study was conducted to examine the socio-economic characteristics and perceptions of farmers in Bilaspur District, Himachal Pradesh, with a focus on rural agricultural loans, credit availability, farm impacts, and the role of banks and governance. The study highlighted the progress, constraints, and challenges associated with agricultural credit delivery in the district. A total of 200 respondents were selected as the sample for the present study. The respondents were selected using convenience sampling method from the study area. Findings revealed that a significant proportion of farmers (45.9%) are above 55 years, while only 20.6% are youth (up to 35 years), highlighting limited involvement of younger generations in agriculture. For data analysis, Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) software was used. The majority of respondents resides in rural areas (81.8%), belong to nuclear families (77.3%), and maintain small household sizes. Social (59.1% low) and economic (71.0% low) development levels are modest, reflecting constrained socio-economic advancement. The region’s cropping pattern is overwhelmingly cereal-dominated, indicating heavy reliance on traditional crops with very limited diversification into vegetables and oilseeds. Educational qualification and farm size playing a significant role in shaping farmers’ perceptions and access to agricultural finance. Higher-educated farmers demonstrate greater awareness of banking procedures, credit policies, and available financial sources, whereas less-educated farmers face challenges due to limited financial literacy. Similarly, small and large farmers experience different difficulties in obtaining loans. Although farmers recognize the benefits of agricultural credit for production and institutional support, concerns over high interest rates, delays, limited loan amounts, and accessibility temper their overall positive attitude. The findings emphasized the need for more inclusive, efficient, and farmer-friendly credit mechanisms, along with targeted financial literacy programs to facilitate equitable access to agricultural finance.
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1. INTRODUCTION 

Agriculture finance plays a crucial role in enhancing agricultural productivity, income stability, and rural livelihoods, especially in developing economies where agriculture remains the backbone of the economy (Khan et al. 2024). Agricultural development is vital in agriculture-based economies, as it enhances productivity, raises incomes, reduces poverty, and strengthens food security, thereby supporting sustainable livelihoods and overall economic development (Maulu et al. 2021). According to recent global population projections, food demand is expected to increase 50 to 60 percent by 2050, exerting significant pressure on agricultural production systems (Habib et al.2025). Meeting this demand will require not only public interventions but also strengthened private agricultural production supported by adequate institutional finance. Credit is a vital input for agricultural development, enabling farmers to make new investments and adopt modern technologies. Its importance is heightened by the central role of agriculture in India’s macroeconomic structure and its contribution to poverty alleviation (Kumar et al. 2013). Agriculture contributes around 16-18.8% to India's GDP, with recent figures from the Economic Survey 2023-24 citing 18.2 percent at current prices, while also supporting about 42.3% of the population with livelihoods, making it a crucial sector for employment and food security (Press Information Bureau 2024). In India, including Himachal Pradesh, agriculture remains a crucial source of rural livelihoods; however, the availability and flow of institutional credit to the agricultural sector continue to be insufficient to meet farmers’ financial needs. (Kumar and Thakur 2023). Himachal Pradesh’s diverse topography and agro-climatic conditions create both challenges and opportunities for farmers. With an emphasis on horticulture, floriculture, and traditional crops, the state’s agricultural community requires customized financial solutions to effectively meet their unique farming needs. In Bilaspur district, agriculture is predominantly practiced by small and marginal farmers who depend on timely credit for crop cultivation, livestock rearing, and allied activities. Major crops include maize, wheat, pulses, oilseeds, and vegetables, supplemented by livestock-based income. Commercial banks in India, including public and private sector banks, generally charge interest rates ranging from 7.5 percent to 9.5 percent per annum on agricultural and priority sector loans, depending on loan type, tenure, and borrower profile, in line with RBI policy rates. In contrast, non-commercial banks such as cooperative banks and regional rural banks typically offer agricultural credit at comparatively lower and subsidized rates, usually between 4 percent and 7 percent per annum, particularly under government-supported schemes aimed at small and marginal farmers (Ministry of Agriculture & Farmers Welfare 2024). Despite the presence of cooperative, regional rural, and commercial banks, farmers often perceive agricultural loans as procedurally complex due to documentation requirements, limited financial literacy, and delays in sanctioning. Consequently, many farmers rely on informal credit sources with higher interest rates. So, this study was conducted with the objectives of examining the socio-economic characteristics and cropping patterns of farmers, and analyzing their perceptions and access to agricultural finance in Bilaspur District of Himachal Pradesh.
2. REVIEW OF LITERATURE
Nath et al. (2016) emphasized that inadequate capital availability and the lack of timely credit facilities are major constraints hindering the future improvement of agricultural activities. Without access to sufficient and prompt financing, farmers are unable to invest in essential inputs, adopt improved technologies, or respond effectively to production risks. Shanmugavadivel (2015) highlighted that agricultural credit plays a vital role in enabling farmers to obtain the required capital to enhance agricultural production. Credit facilities not only support direct investment in farming operations but also help activate latent or underutilized resources, thereby improving overall productivity and efficiency. By facilitating access to modern inputs, equipment, and better farming practices, credit strengthens other factors of production and promotes sustainable growth. Supporting this view, Ajayi et al. (2017) argued that agricultural financing is a critical driver of agricultural sector development, as it enhances farm performance, stabilizes income, and contributes to broader rural economic advancement. Subramanian and Shivananjappa (2017) identified key constraints in accessing institutional agricultural credit, including delays in loan sanctioning, stringent collateral requirements, and inadequate guidance from bank officials, which limit farmers’ ability to secure timely finance. Parwate et al. (2018) observed that while farmers expressed moderate to high satisfaction with interest rates and repayment flexibility under the Kisan Credit Card (KCC) scheme, dissatisfaction remained with procedural aspects such as documentation requirements and loan processing delays. Gulati and Juneja (2019) stressed the need for institutional reforms, including simplified procedures, improved targeting, revised collateral norms, and the adoption of technological innovations to enhance the efficiency and inclusiveness of agricultural credit delivery. Singh and Agrawal (2020) highlighted gaps between policy intent and farmer access in agricultural insurance, noting inconsistent scheme performance, limited coverage, implementation failures at the state level, and low insurance literacy, which together weaken farmer trust. Similarly, Harish et al. (2024) reported substantial growth in agricultural credit over two decades, but with pronounced regional disparities in credit distribution.

Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria for Selection of Respondents
Inclusion Criteria
The respondents were selected for the study based on the following criteria:
1. Farmers who were permanent residents of Bilaspur district of Himachal Pradesh.
2. Farmers who were actively engaged in agricultural activities during the period of study.
3. Farmers who had cultivated crops during the Kharif and/or Rabi season.
4. Farmers who had availed agricultural credit from institutional (banks, cooperatives) or non-institutional sources, as well as those who had not availed loans, were included to capture varied perceptions.
5. Farmers who were willing to participate in the survey and provided their responses voluntarily.
6. Farmers aged 18 years and above, capable of understanding and responding to the questionnaire.
Exclusion Criteria
The following respondents were excluded from the study:
1. Individuals who were not engaged in farming activities, such as purely non-agricultural workers.
2. Farmers who were temporary residents or migrants in the study area.
3. Farmers who were unwilling or unable to provide complete and reliable information.
4. Respondents who had never cultivated any crop during the reference year.
5. Incomplete, inconsistent, or partially filled questionnaires were excluded from the final analysis.


MATERIAL AND METHODS
3.1 Description of the Study Area
The present study was conducted in Bilaspur district of Himachal Pradesh, which is predominantly an agrarian district where agriculture and allied activities constitute the major source of livelihood. The district has diverse agro-climatic conditions and is characterized by the cultivation of food grains, vegetables, pulses and horticultural crops. Institutional agricultural credit plays a significant role in supporting farming activities in this region, making it suitable for studying farmers’ perception towards agricultural loans.
3.2 Research Design
The study adopted a descriptive and analytical research design. The descriptive approach was used to assess the socio-economic profile of farmers and their opinions regarding agricultural credit, while the analytical approach was employed to examine the relationship between different socio-economic factors and farmers’ perception towards agricultural loans.
3.3 Sources of Data
The study was based on primary data and secondary data.
· Primary data were collected from farmers using a structured and pre-tested questionnaire developed specifically for this study.
· Secondary data were collected from government publications, NABARD reports, bank records, agricultural department publications, journals, books and relevant research articles.

3.4 Sampling Design
A multistage random sampling technique was adopted for selecting the respondents.
Stage I – Selection of District
Bilaspur district was selected purposively as it has a significant number of small and marginal farmers and wide coverage of institutional agricultural credit facilities.
Stage II – Selection of Blocks
From Bilaspur district, four blocks were selected using simple random sampling.
Stage III – Selection of Villages
From each selected block, a fixed number of villages were chosen using random sampling technique.
Stage IV – Selection of Respondents
From each selected village, farmers were selected using proportionate random sampling. A total of 200 farmers were finally selected for the study.
The sample size was considered adequate to ensure reliability and representativeness of the data.

3.5 Tools for Data Collection
A structured interview schedule was used for collecting data. The questionnaire was divided into three parts:
· Part A – Socio-economic characteristics of farmers
· Part B – Cropping pattern, farm size and income details
· Part C – Agricultural loan details
· Part D – Farmers’ opinion regarding agricultural credit facilities using a 5-point Likert scale
The Likert scale used was:
Strongly Agree (5), Agree (4), Undecided (3), Disagree (2), Strongly Disagree (1).

3.6 Measurement of Farmers’ Perception
Farmers’ perception regarding agricultural credit was measured using 26 statements covering various aspects such as accessibility, adequacy, procedure, interest rate, usefulness, and impact of agricultural loans.
Each respondent was asked to indicate their level of agreement for each statement. The responses were assigned numerical scores from 5 to 1. A mean perception score was computed for each statement and used to rank them.

3.7 Statistical Tools and Techniques
The collected data were coded, tabulated and analyzed using SPSS and MS Excel. The following statistical tools were used:
1. Descriptive Statistics
Used to describe the socio-economic profile of respondents:
· Frequency
· Percentage
· Mean
· Standard Deviation
2. Likert Scale Analysis
For each statement, the weighted mean score was calculated as:
Mean Score=N(5×SA)+(4×A)+(3×UD)+(2×DA)+(1×SD)/N
Where
SA = Strongly Agree,
A = Agree,
UD = Undecided,
DA = Disagree,
SD = Strongly Disagree,
N = Total respondents (200)
Statements were ranked based on their mean score.

3. Chi-Square Test
Chi-square test was used to study the association between:
· Education and awareness of loan sources
· Farm size and loan awareness
· Income and loan utilization
Null hypothesis:
“There is no significant association between the two variables.”
χ2=∑(O−E)2/E
4. Analysis of Variance (ANOVA)
ANOVA was applied to examine whether there was a significant difference between:
· Educational level and perception of loan problems
· Farm size and perception of loan difficulties
Null hypothesis:
“There is no significant difference among groups.”
If p < 0.05, the null hypothesis was rejected.

5. Ranking Technique
The perception statements were ranked based on their mean scores to identify the most and least favourable opinions regarding agricultural credit.

3.8 Validity and Reliability
The questionnaire was pre-tested in a pilot survey and necessary modifications were made. Reliability of the Likert scale was ensured through internal consistency and clarity of statements.
3.9 Limitations of the Study
1. The study was limited to Bilaspur district only.
2. The responses were based on farmers’ perception and hence subject to personal bias.
3. Time and resource constraints limited the sample size to 200.

4. results and discussion
4.1 Demographic and Socio-Economic Profile of Farmers
The demographic information of the participants indicates that a large segment of the farmers, 45.9%, are over the age of 55, while the next largest group consists of those aged 35 to 55, accounting for 33.5% (Table 1). Younger farmers, those 35 years old or younger, represent only 20.6%, highlighting a lower participation rate among the younger demographic in agriculture. In terms of education, the data reveals that farmers generally possess limited formal education. A significant 60% of respondents have not received any formal education, and 17.8% have education levels below high school. Only a small percentage have pursued higher education, with graduates, postgraduates, and professionals together making up 11%, emphasizing the limited educational attainment within the farming community. Residential data shows that farming is predominantly rural, with 81.8% of respondents residing in rural areas, compared to 18.2% in urban settings. Regarding marital status, a substantial majority of farmers (87.5%) are married, indicating social stability and family responsibilities. An examination of family structure reveals that nuclear families are common, with 77.3% of respondents living in such households, while 22.7% belong to joint families. Concerning family size, most respondents (70%) have fewer than three family members, followed by 25% with 3 to 6 members, suggesting relatively small household sizes. The socio-economic classification indicates that social advancement is generally low, with 59.1% of farmers in the low category, 32.1% in the medium, and only 8.80% in the high category. Similarly, economic advancement is predominantly low, as reported by 71% of respondents, with 27% in the medium category and just 2% in the high category, reflecting limited economic progress for the majority of farmers.
	Table 1. Demographic and Socio-Economic Profile of Farmers

	Distribution of respondents according to their age

	S. No.
	Age group
	No. of farmers (out of 100)
	Per centage

	1.
	Young (up to 35 years)
	42
	20.6

	2.
	Middle (35–55 years)
	66
	33.5

	3.
	Old (above 55 years)
	92
	45.9

	
	Total
	200
	100.0

	Distribution of respondents according to their education

	1.
	No Formal Education
	120
	60.0

	2.
	Below High School
	36
	17.8

	3.
	High Secondary
	22
	11.0

	4.
	Graduate
	10
	5.20

	5.
	Post Graduate
	6
	3.00

	6.
	Professional
	6
	3.00

	
	Total
	200
	100

	Residential Profile of the Respondents

	1.
	Rural
	164
	81.8

	2.
	Urban
	36
	18.2

	
	Total
	200
	100

	Marital Status of the Respondents

	1.
	Married
	176
	87.5

	2.
	Unmarried
	24
	12.5

	
	Total
	200
	100

	Family Status

	1.
	Nuclear
	154
	77.3

	2.
	Joint
	46
	22.7

	
	Total
	200
	100

	Family members

	1.
	Below 3 Members
	140
	70.0

	2.
	3-6 Members
	50
	25.0

	3.
	7-9 Members
	10
	5.0

	4.
	Above 9 Members
	0
	0

	
	Total
	200
	100

	Social Improvement

	1.
	Low
	118
	59.1

	2.
	Medium
	64
	32.1

	3.
	High
	18
	8.80

	
	Total
	200
	100

	Economic Improvement

	1.
	Low
	142
	71.0

	2.
	Medium
	54
	27.0

	3.
	High
	4
	2.00

	
	Total
	200
	100



4.2 Distribution of Farmers Based on Crops Cultivated
Table 2 presents the distribution of 200 farmers based on the primary crops they cultivate. Wheat (Rabi) emerges as the most prevalent crop, grown by 90 farmers, which constitutes 45 percent of the sample, underscoring its significance in the area. Maize (Kharif) is the next most common, with 45 farmers (22.5 percent) cultivating it, followed by rice (Kharif), which is grown by 35 farmers (17.5 percent), indicating a strong inclination towards cereal crops. Vegetables are cultivated by 10 percent of the farmers, suggesting limited diversification into high-value crops. Only 5 percent of the farmers grow oilseeds, reflecting minimal adoption. Overall, the cropping pattern is heavily skewed towards cereals, pointing to traditional practices and potential barriers to diversification.
	Table 2. Distribution of Farmers based on Crops Cultivated

	S. No.
	Crops Grown
	No. of Respondents (out of 200)
	Per centage (%)

	1.
	Kharif – Rice
	35
	17.5

	2.
	Kharif – Maize
	45
	22.5

	3.
	Rabi – Wheat
	90
	45.0

	4.
	Oilseeds
	10
	5.0

	5.
	Vegetables
	20
	10.0

	Total
	200
	100.0



4.3 Farmers' Attitude towards Agricultural Loans
Based on feedback from 200 farmers using a five-point Likert scale, the evaluation of farmers' views on agricultural credit facilities reveals a generally positive but cautious attitude towards institutional agricultural credit (Table 3). Farmers express strong confidence in the safety, dependability, and utility of formal credit sources, as evidenced by the highest average scores for statements like "Institutional credit is safer than non-institutional" and "Agricultural loans will help farmers." This indicates a significant level of trust in institutional credit and a clear recognition of its importance in enhancing farm production, adopting advanced technologies, and modernizing agriculture. Nonetheless, several operational aspects of the credit system received only moderate to low average scores. Issues such as insufficient loan amounts, delays in loan disbursement, complicated procedures, and administrative inefficiencies negatively impact farmers' experiences. These findings suggest that while farmers consider agricultural credit crucial, there is dissatisfaction with how credit is provided and managed. The statement "Interest rate is high under loan system" received the lowest average score, highlighting it as the most negatively viewed aspect. This underscores farmers' concerns about the high borrowing costs, which increase repayment pressure and decrease net farm income, particularly for small and marginal farmers. Agreement with this statement indicates dissatisfaction rather than approval.
	Table 3. Opinion of Farmers Regarding Agricultural Credit Facilities
(Scale: SA = 5, A = 4, UD = 3, DA = 2, SD = 1)

	Rank
	S. No.
	Particulars
	SA
	A
	UD
	DA
	SD
	Total
	Mean

	I
	26
	Institutional credit is safer than non-institutional
	86
	50
	32
	18
	14
	200
	3.88

	II
	1
	Agricultural loan will help farmers
	60
	90
	24
	14
	12
	200
	3.86

	III
	13
	Initial spending required for loan sanction
	42
	86
	24
	26
	22
	200
	3.50

	IV
	20
	Loan system is good if specific procedure is followed
	50
	86
	22
	22
	20
	200
	3.62

	V
	19
	Loans influence cropping pattern
	76
	48
	30
	24
	22
	200
	3.66

	VI
	7
	Loan system creates interest to increase production
	48
	84
	30
	24
	14
	200
	3.64

	VII
	15
	HYVs can be cultivated through loans
	54
	82
	36
	16
	12
	200
	3.70

	VIII
	25
	Cash loan is more beneficial
	48
	84
	36
	18
	14
	200
	3.69

	IX
	16
	Loan system transforms traditional to modern agriculture
	50
	80
	34
	18
	18
	200
	3.68

	X
	2
	Agricultural loans are easily accessible
	50
	82
	30
	20
	18
	200
	3.63

	XI
	21
	Farmers do not get loans in time
	80
	50
	26
	24
	20
	200
	3.60

	XII
	4
	Loan amount per acre is not adequate
	52
	80
	24
	22
	22
	200
	3.59

	XIII
	10
	Seasonality is fixed in recovery of loans
	44
	78
	28
	28
	22
	200
	3.47

	XIV
	23
	Farmers get lower prices due to loan repayment
	32
	48
	82
	20
	18
	200
	2.86

	XV
	3
	Agricultural loan system removes bottlenecks
	34
	46
	76
	26
	18
	200
	2.82

	XVI
	17
	Present lending procedure is not satisfactory
	22
	24
	78
	42
	34
	200
	2.79

	XVII
	12
	Illiterate farmers are unaware of loan procedure
	18
	20
	84
	44
	34
	200
	2.67

	XVIII
	9
	Loan system is helpful to rich farmers only
	22
	24
	76
	46
	32
	200
	2.66

	XIX
	6
	Taking agricultural loans generate more employment
	16
	20
	80
	50
	34
	200
	2.58

	XX
	8
	Food problems of the country can be solved by loan system
	18
	28
	74
	44
	36
	200
	2.55

	XXI
	18
	Too much procedural delay involved
	22
	26
	28
	42
	82
	200
	2.55

	XXII
	14
	Influence is required to get loans
	22
	26
	28
	44
	80
	200
	2.33

	XXIII
	22
	Vested interests work against loan system
	16
	28
	34
	44
	78
	200
	2.49

	XXIV
	5
	Productivity will be increased by agricultural loans
	14
	26
	38
	46
	76
	200
	2.28

	XXV
	11
	Getting loan is against farmers’ prestige
	14
	18
	54
	38
	76
	200
	2.28

	XXVI
	24
	Interest rate is high under loan system (Negative)
	16
	18
	26
	50
	90
	200
	2.10


4.4 Application of ANOVA on Farmers’ Opinion towards Agricultural Credit Facilities
4.4.1 Relationship between Educational Qualification and Farmers’ Opinion on Agricultural Credit Facilities (ANOVA)
According to the ANOVA analysis, the p-value is 0.001, which falls below the 5% significance level, leading to the rejection of the null hypothesis (Table 4). This indicates that educational qualifications significantly influence farmers' views on agricultural credit facilities. Farmers with higher education levels are generally more knowledgeable and have more positive opinions, whereas those with lower education levels face more procedural difficulties and challenges in accessing information.
	Table 4. ANOVA showing  relationship between  educational qualification and opinion on problems in agricultural finance

	Source of Variation
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F value
	Sig. (p)

	Between Groups
	428.62
	5
	85.72
	4.41
	0.001

	Within Groups
	1824.38
	194
	9.41
	
	

	Total
	2253.00
	199
	
	
	


4.4.2 Relationship between Farm Size and Farmers’ Opinion on Agricultural Credit Facilities (ANOVA)
With a p-value of 0.014, the result is statistically significant at the 5% level, leading to the rejection of the null hypothesis (Table 5). This indicates that the size of a farm has a notable impact on how farmers perceive agricultural credit facilities. Farmers with medium to large farms generally have more positive opinions, likely because they have better access to institutional financing and encounter fewer procedural hurdles. In contrast, small and marginal farmers experience more limitations and difficulties.
	Table 5. ANOVA showing relationship between farm size and opinion on problems in agricultural finance

	Source of Variation
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F value
	Sig. (p)

	Between Groups
	361.48
	3
	120.49
	3.72
	0.014

	Within Groups
	1891.52
	196
	9.65
	
	

	Total
	2253.00
	199
	
	
	


4.5 Application of Chi-Square Test on Farmers’ Opinion towards Agricultural Credit Facilities
4.5.1 Relationship between Educational Qualification and Opinion on Agricultural Credit Facilities (Chi-Square Test)
The Chi-Square statistic is significant at the 1% level (p < 0.01), prompting the rejection of the null hypothesis (Table 6). This indicates a significant relationship between educational qualifications and farmers' perceptions of agricultural credit services. Farmers with higher education levels generally have more positive views, while those with lower educational backgrounds often express neutral or negative opinions, particularly regarding procedures and interest rates.
	Table 6. Chi-Square Test Showing Association Between Educational Qualification and Farmers’ Opinion on Agricultural Credit Facilities

	Test Statistic
	Value
	df
	Asymp. Sig. (p)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	32.18
	5
	0.000

	Likelihood Ratio
	30.74
	5
	0.000

	N of Valid Cases
	200
	
	


4.5.2 Relationship between Farm Size and Opinion on Agricultural Credit Facilities (Chi-Square Test)
The Chi-Square test reveals significance at the 5% threshold (p < 0.05), leading to the rejection of the null hypothesis (Table 7). This highlights a significant correlation between farm size and farmers' perceptions of agricultural credit services. Marginal and small-scale farmers often have more negative views due to high interest rates and procedural delays, whereas medium and large-scale farmers typically have more positive opinions.
	Table 7. Chi-Square Test Showing Association Between Farm Size and Farmers’ Opinion on Agricultural Credit Facilities

	Test Statistic
	Value
	df
	Asymp. Sig. (p)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	21.46
	6
	0.002

	Likelihood Ratio
	20.11
	6
	0.003

	N of Valid Cases
	200
	
	




5. Major findings of the study
The study found that most farmers, accounting for 45.9%, are over the age of 55, whereas only 20.6% are young, aged up to 35, highlighting the limited participation of youth in farming. A significant portion of the respondents, 81.8%, reside in rural areas and live in nuclear families, which make up 77.3%, with generally small household sizes. Social and economic advancements are largely constrained, with 59.1% and 71% reporting low levels, respectively, suggesting modest socio-economic progress. The region's agricultural practices are predominantly focused on cereals, showing a strong dependence on traditional crops with minimal diversification into vegetables and oilseeds. Educational attainment plays a crucial role in shaping farmers' views on the challenges of accessing agricultural finance. Those with higher education levels are more familiar with banking procedures and credit policies, while those with less education face more challenges due to limited financial literacy. The size of the farm also significantly affects farmers' perceptions of the difficulties in obtaining agricultural credit, with small and large-scale farmers experiencing varying degrees of challenges. Education level is closely linked to farmers' awareness of different financial sources, with more educated farmers having a better understanding of the available agricultural finance options compared to their less-educated counterparts. While farmers generally acknowledge the essential benefits of agricultural loans for production and institutional support, issues such as high interest rates, delays, limited loan amounts, and accessibility concerns dampen their overall positive outlook, indicating a need for more efficient and farmer-friendly credit systems.
6. Conclusion

The research uncovered significant findings regarding the socio-economic characteristics, farming practices, and financial views of farmers. Most of the farmers surveyed are over 55 years old, indicating a low level of youth involvement in agriculture, and they predominantly live in rural areas with nuclear families and small household sizes. Socio-economic progress among these individuals is moderate, with minimal social and economic advancements. Education is a key factor influencing farmers' understanding of the challenges in obtaining agricultural finance and their knowledge of available financial resources, with those having higher education levels being more adept at handling banking procedures. The size of the farm also plays a crucial role in shaping perceptions of credit issues, with small and large-scale farmers encountering different obstacles. Although farmers acknowledge the advantages of agricultural loans, concerns such as high interest rates, delays, and insufficient loan amounts diminish their overall positive outlook, emphasizing the need for more efficient, accessible, and farmer-friendly credit systems.
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Appendix: A structured and pre-tested questionnaire form

A study of farmers perception related to agriculture loans in district Bilaspur (Himachal Pradesh)
17. PART A
18. Name:
19. Village:
20. P.O:
21. Address:
22. Gender:
23. [bookmark: _GoBack]Age (in years):
24. Education: Primary / Middle / SSE / Graduate / Post Graduate
25. Family Members:
26. Occupation:
27. Land Holding (Irrigated, Non-Irrigated, Total):
28. House Ownership (Yes/No):
29. House Income Source:
30. PART B
31. Crops Grown (Kharif & Rabi)
32. Vegetables (Kharif & Rabi)
33. Number of crops grown per year:
34. Total crops sown in poly houses:
35. No. of poly houses:
36. Size of poly house:
37. Total cost of poly house:
38. Total production of major crops:
39. Total sales in market (Rs.):
40. PART C
41. Have you availed any agriculture loans? Yes/No
42. If yes, availed from: Bank / Friend / Society / Private / Family
43. Amount of loan:
44. Tenure of loan:
45. Purpose of loan: Crops / Fertilizers / Machinery / Agriculture Equipment
46. Was the loan sufficient? Yes/No
47. If no, how did you manage?
48. PART – D
49. Opinion of Farmers Regarding Agricultural Credit Facilities**
50. Instruction:
Please indicate your opinion by ticking (✔) the appropriate response.
51. Scale:
SA = Strongly Agree (5)
A = Agree (4)
UD = Undecided (3)
DA = Disagree (2)
SD = Strongly Disagree (1)
	S.No.
	Statements
	SA
	A
	UD
	DA
	SD

	1
	Agricultural loans help farmers in farming operations.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	2
	Agricultural loans are easily accessible to farmers.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	3
	The agricultural loan system removes financial bottlenecks.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	4
	Loan amount per acre is not adequate.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	5
	Productivity will be increased by agricultural loans.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	6
	Taking agricultural loans generates more employment.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	7
	The loan system creates interest to increase agricultural production.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	8
	Food problems of the country can be solved through agricultural loans.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	9
	The loan system is helpful mainly to rich farmers only.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	10
	Seasonality is fixed in the recovery of agricultural loans.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	11
	Getting a loan is against farmers’ prestige.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	12
	Illiterate farmers are unaware of the loan procedure.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	13
	Initial spending is required for sanctioning agricultural loans.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	14
	Influence is required to get agricultural loans.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	15
	High-yielding varieties (HYVs) can be cultivated through loans.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	16
	The loan system transforms traditional agriculture into modern agriculture.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	17
	The present lending procedure is not satisfactory.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	18
	There is too much procedural delay in sanctioning loans.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	19
	Agricultural loans influence cropping pattern.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	20
	The loan system is good if proper procedures are followed.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	21
	Farmers do not get agricultural loans in time.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	22
	Vested interests work against the agricultural loan system.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	23
	Farmers get lower prices due to loan repayment pressure.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	24
	Interest rate is high under the agricultural loan system.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	25
	Cash loans are more beneficial than kind loans.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	26
	Institutional credit is safer than non-institutional credit.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐



