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ABSTRACT

	
Aims: The study was conducted to measure the socioeconomic characteristics and income generation of FPOS farmers in the malva Region of Madhya Pradesh in the year 2024-25.
Study design:The sample was selected through multistage random sampling technique.  
Methodology:In the first stage of sampling Malwa Region was selected purposively. In the second stage of sampling a list of FPOS occupying district from the Malva Region was prepared then three districts were selected randomly i.eRajgarh, Shajapur and Agar Malwa then a separate list of FPOS from each district (Rajgarh, Shajapur and Agar Malwa) were prepared thereafter top one FPO from each district was selected based on having maximum number of farmers. Thus, one FPO from each district Rajgarh (Haryali FPO), Shajapur (Malwamati) and Agar Malwa (Khushaal Kishan Samuridhi)was selected. In each selected FPO, a list of farmers having members of FPO were prepared then 100 member farmers were selected randomly from each FPO thus in all 300 farmers (members of FPO) were considered as sample of the present study.
Results: The findings revealed that a majority of the respondents belonged to the middle age group, had education up to high school level, possessed medium land holdings, and earned medium annual income. Most members had moderate duration of FPO membership and exhibited medium levels of social participation, farm power, extension participation, mass media exposure, risk-bearing ability, and decision-making ability. Correlation analysis indicated that education, family income, size of land holding, social participation, farm power, extension participation, mass media exposure, risk-bearing ability, and decision-making ability had a positive and significant relationship with income generation. However, age, occupation, and economic motivation showed a non-significant relationship.
Conclusion:.The study concludes that FPOs play a significant role in enhancing income generation among member farmers by strengthening institutional participation, improving access to information, and facilitating collective marketing.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Farmer Producer Organizations (FPOs) represent a transformative approach to empowering small and marginal farmers in India by enabling collective action in production, processing, and marketing. These are legal entities, typically registered as Producer Companies under the Companies Act, 2013, formed by groups of at least 10 primary producers (like cultivators, dairy farmers, or fisherfolk) who share ownership, profits, and decision-making democratically. FPOs emerged from recommendations by economist Y.K. Alagh in 2002, leading to amendments in the Companies Act to create hybrid models blending cooperatives' inclusivity with private companies' efficiency. Promoted by the Small Farmers’ Agribusiness Consortium (SFAC) under the Ministry of Agriculture, they address key challenges: tiny landholdings (average ~1 ha), high input costs, exploitative middlemen, and poor market access plaguing 86% of India's farmers. The need for the upliftment of marginal farmers is very important for the development of the country. One of the methods that have proven effective in improving the capacity of marginalized persons is collective bargaining. Farmer Producer Organizations (FPOs) in India facilitate collective bargaining for small farmers by bringing them together into a structured entity, enabling them to negotiate better prices, access markets and benefit from economies of scale, thereby enhancing their socio-economic conditions. The Farmer Producer Organizations also work on the idea of economies of scale to improve the negotiating capacity. In the Indian context, a Farmer Producer Organization (FPO) is typically a society/company consisting of only practicing farmers irrespective of landholding status, who are also actual producers of a specified commodity/ commodities and is formed under the Cooperative Societies Act, 1962 or as a Farmers Producer Company (FPC) under Section 581 (C) of the Indian Companies Act, 1956, as amended in 2013. In India, Farmer Producer Organizations (FPOs) have gained significant attention and support as a means to empower small and marginal farmers and enhance their income and livelihoods. The formation and promotion of FPOs in India have been actively supported by the government, particularly through the Small Farmers Agri-Business Consortium (SFAC) and other initiatives. The Farmer Producer Organizations are run by farmers and, according to their share capital contribution, are owned by Farmer Members if they are the shareholder. Two major Govt. organizations in India, namely the Small Farmers Agribusiness Consortium (SFAC) & National Bank for Agriculture and Rural Development, are financially funded by Farmer Producer Organizations (NABARD). The Small Farmers Agri Business Consortium, New Delhi is the main nodal agency and a single point of contact for all technical advice and investment-related requirements of Farmer Producer Organizations in India, as well as a link between the various states. NABARD has founded the Producer Organization Development Fund (PODF) primarily to support Farmer Producer Organizations (FPOs) outside the SFAC domain, if any. In 2018, the Government of India implemented a 100 percent tax holiday for all FPOs below 100 crores for up to five years as part of major reforms for Farmer Producer Organizations, so that they could emerge as a major step towards the Doubling Farmers Income Scheme for Prime Ministers by 2022. And recently, in this year's 2020 budget, India's Minister of Finance announced the development of 10,000 new FPOs over the next five years (PreetiTejasBoraste, 2021).

2. material and methods
The present study employed a multistage sampling technique for the selection of respondents. In the first stage, the malwa region was selected purposively due to the presence of active farmer producer organizations (fpos). In the second stage, three districts—rajgarh, shajapur, and agar malwa—were selected randomly from the region. In the third stage, one fpo from each district was chosen based on the highest number of member farmers, namely haryali fpo from rajgarh, malwamati fpo from shajapur, and khushaal kishan samriddhi fpo from agar malwa. From each selected fpo, 100 member farmers were randomly selected, making a total sample size of 300 respondents. A descriptive research design was used to analyze the characteristics and relationships among variables. Both qualitative and quantitative data were collected and analyzed using statistical tools such as percentage, mean, and correlation coefficient. Additionally, relevant null hypotheses were formulated to examine the relationship between selected independent variables (such as age, education, landholding, income, and others) and the dependent variable, i.e., change in income generation.

3. results and discussion
3.1 Distribution of members farmers of FPOs according to their attributes
Table 1 revealed attributes of the FPO member farmers, it shows that 38.33 per cent of the selected farmers were under middle age group followed by 32.00 and 20.00 per cent were old and young age respectively. Nearly one third farmers (32.68%) had high school & above education while 29.33 per cent farmers were middle school followed by 24.66 per cent had primary school education, 13.33 per cent of farmers were illiterateSimilar educational and age distribution patterns among FPO members were reported by Dechammaet al. (2020).The higher percentage of 29.66 per cent had medium area, followed by 28.00 per cent had marginal area, 24.00 and 18.34 per cent farmers had large area and small area respectively. About 39.33 per cent were having medium level of family income ranging from (Rs. 70,001-1,50,000/-), followed by 36.34 per cent had high income (above 1,50,001), 24.33 per cent had low level of annual income (up to Rs. 70,000). Higher percentage (42.00 %) were engaged only in agriculture occupation, followed by 24.00 per cent were engaged only in agriculture and labour wages and 22.00 and 12.00 per cent farmers were engaged in agriculture+ allied occupation and agriculture + other respectively. Nearly half of total (48.66%) had moderate duration of membership, followed by 32.68 per cent had high duration of membership and 18.66 per cent farmers had high duration of membership(Dewangan, 2018; Malik &Kajale, 2024).The reason might be of this result outcome  is the middle-aged farmers often lead FPO memberships because they possess the practical experience needed to embrace collective farming strategies, unlike younger ones distracted by urban migration or older members limited by reduced mobility. Moderate education levels arise from typical rural schooling patterns, providing just enough literacy for handling group activities and trainings without drawing talent to city jobs. Small to medium landholdings prevail as these farmers face the steepest input costs and market access barriers, making FPO collaboration essential for survival. Income clusters around medium ranges due to the stabilizing effects of shared resources like bulk purchases and better sales channels, appealing to those seeking reliable uplift without extremes of poverty or wealth. Pure agriculture occupations dominate since FPOs target core farming support, while mixed livelihoods reflect common rural diversification against crop risks. Membership durations center on moderate lengths as initial benefits build trust over time, with longer ties for those seeing sustained gains and shorter ones from logistical hurdles or unmet expectations. (Khan et al. 2020 and Arun et al.2024)
Higher percentage (37.66%) farmers had medium social participation, 32.66 per cent had low and only 29.68 had high participation in social activities respectively.The percentage distribution of farm power possessed by farmers more than one third 34.00 per cent having medium farm power followed by 33.34 per cent possessed low farm power while 32.66 per cent possessed high farm power.Higher proportion (45.68 %) of the farmers had medium extension participation, 29.66 per cent had high extension participation, whereas 24.66 per cent farmers had low extension participation respectively.The higher percentage (41.34 %) of the farmers had medium mass media exposure,39.00 per cent had low mass media exposure, whereas 19.66 per cent had high mass media exposure.35.66 per cent had medium economic motivation, followed by 34.00 per cent had low and 30.34 per cent farmers had high economic motivation. More than half of out (55.34%) had medium risk bearing ability, followed by 30.66 per cent had high and 14.00 per cent farmers had low risk bearing ability. The higher percentage (36.00%) had medium decision-making ability, followed by 34.00 per cent had high and 30.00 per cent farmers had low decision-making ability.The reason might be of this result is the medium social participation prevails among FPO farmers as rural lifestyles favor balanced community ties over intense activism, suiting those focused on farm collectives rather than broad leadership roles. Farm power clusters around moderate levels because smallholders rely on shared or basic mechanization through FPOs, avoiding extremes of under-equipment or costly ownership. Extension participation leans medium due to targeted outreach suiting practical needs, with high engagers seeking innovations and low ones facing access barriers. Mass media exposure stays moderate as farmers prioritize hands-on info over digital overload, reflecting limited tech adoption in villages. Economic motivation centers mid-range from pragmatic drives for profit stability via group benefits, not aggressive pursuits. Risk bearing ability skews medium since collective’s buffer uncertainties like price swings, building confidence without overexposure. Decision-making ability hovers moderately as FPOs foster collaborative choices, empowering members beyond solo low-confidence or unchecked high individualism.
Table 1 Distribution of members farmers of FPOs according to their attributes
	Attributes
	Categories
	Frequency
	Percentage

	Age
	Young age
	90
	30.00

	
	Middle age
	115
	38.33

	
	Old age
	95
	31.67

	Education 
	Illiterate
	40
	13.33

	
	Primary school
	74
	24.66

	
	Middle school
	88
	29.33

	
	High school & above
	98
	32.68

	Land holding
	Marginal
	84
	28.00

	
	Small
	55
	18.34

	
	Medium
	89
	29.66

	
	Large
	72
	24.00

	Annual income
	Low
	73
	24.33

	
	Medium
	118
	39.33

	
	High
	109
	36.34

	Occupation 
	Agriculture only
	126
	42.00

	
	Agriculture + Allied
	66
	22.00

	
	Agriculture + Labour wages
	72
	24.00

	
	Agriculture + other
	36
	12.00

	Duration of membership
	Less
	56
	18.66

	
	Moderate
	146
	48.66

	
	High
	98
	32.68

	Social participation 
	Low
	98
	32.66

	
	Medium
	113
	37.66

	
	High
	89
	29.68

	Farm power
	Low
	100
	33.34

	
	Medium
	102
	34.00

	
	High
	98
	32.66

	Extension participation 
	Low
	74
	24.66

	
	Medium
	137
	45.68

	
	High
	89
	29.66

	Mass media exposure
	Low
	117
	39.00

	
	Medium
	124
	41.34

	
	High
	59
	19.66

	Economic motivation
	Low
	102
	34.00

	
	Medium
	107
	35.66

	
	High
	91
	30.34

	Risk bearing ability
	Low
	42
	14.00

	
	Medium
	166
	55.34

	
	High
	92
	30.66

	Decision making ability
	Low
	90
	30.00

	
	Medium
	108
	36.00

	
	High
	102
	34.00


[bookmark: _Hlk216696863]3.2 Relationship between the Independent variables and income generation of farmers
Table 2 indicated the correlation between the profiles of farmers with their income generation by farmer producer organization. The results also depict that the variables viz., education, family income, size of land holding, duration of membership, social participation, farm power, extension participation, mass media exposure and risk bearing ability shows significant relationship with their income generation by FPOs except age, occupation and economic motivation which shows non-significant relationship with their income generation by FPOs at 0.05 level of significance (Malik &Kajale , 2024 and Arun et al. 2024). The age of farmers has not shown significant relationship with income generation. This leads to the acceptance of hypothesis-Ho 1.The education of farmers showed significant relationship with income generation. Thus, hypothesis-Ho 2 is rejected (Khan et al. 2020). The apparent reason of this finding might be that the educational qualification plays vital role in changing the attitude of the farmers effectively. The family income of farmers showed significant relationship with income generation. This leads to the hypothesis-Ho 3 is rejected.The size of land holding of farmers showed significant relationship with income generation. Thus, hypothesis-Ho 4 is rejected Dewangan 2018). The occupation of farmers has not shown significant relationship with income generation. This leads to the acceptance of hypothesis-Ho5.The duration of membership of farmers has shown significant relationship with income generation.This leads to the rejection of hypothesis-Ho 6(Arun et al., 2024).The social participation of farmers has shown significant relationship with income generation. This leads to the rejection of hypothesis-Ho 7.The farm power of farmers showed significant relationship with income generation. Thus, hypothesis-Ho 8 is rejected. The extension participation of framers showed significant relationship with income generation. Thus, hypothesis-Ho 9 is rejected. The mass media exposure of farmers showed significant relationship with income generation. Thus, hypothesis-Ho 10 is rejected (Malik &Kajale, 2024, Khan et al., 2020). The economic motivation of farmers not showed significant relationship with income generation. Thus, hypothesis-Ho 11 is accepted. The risk bearing ability of farmers showed significant relationship with income generation. Thus, hypothesis-Ho 12 is rejected(Dewangan 2018).The decision-making ability of farmers showed significant relationship with income generation. Thus, hypothesis-Ho 13 is rejected. 
Table2: Relationship between the Independent variables and income generation of farmers
	S. No.
	Variables
	‘r’ value

	1
	Age
	-0.0302ns

	2
	Education
	0.2645*

	3
	Family Income
	0.1527*

	     4
	8) Size of land holding
	0.2816*

	5
	Occupation
	-0.05248ns

	6
	Duration of Membership
	0.0301ns

	7
	Social participation
	0.2324

	8
	Farm power
	0.3679*

	9
	Extension participation
	0.2615*

	10
	Mass Media exposure
	0.2501*

	11
	Economic Motivation
	0.0648ns

	12
	Risk bearing ability
	0.2174*

	13
	Decision making ability
	0.2244*


*Significant at 0.05 level of significance


3.3 Distribution of farmers according to constraints faced by farmers by FPOs
The respondents were asked to express the constraints experienced by the members of Farmer Producer Organization in availing the benefits of FPOs.The major constraints as perceived by them have been presented in table 3. The major constraints as perceived by the farmers were as the members of Farmer Producer Organization in availing the benefits of FPOs. Difficulties in getting licenses for processing and trading 98.00 per cent, lack of bank linkages of FPO 95.00 per cent, problem of raising of share capital and developing business plan 94.66 per cent, lack of developed processing unit facilities 91.33 per cent (Veesamet al. 2024), Lack of experience in output business 93.00 per cent, competition from local vendors 32.66 per cent, Limited market access 88.66 per cent, Difficulties in selling seeds 83.33 per cent, Lack of provision of credit at respondents rate 81.66 per cent, Inadequate access to basic infrastructures 80.33 per cent.
Table 3: Distribution of farmers according to constraints faced by farmers by FPOs
	S. No.
	Constraints
	No. of farmers
	Per cent
	Rank

	1
	Difficulties of getting licenses for processing and trading
	294
	98.00
	I

	2
	Problem of raising of share capital and developing business plan
	284
	94.66
	III

	3
	Lack of developed processing unit
	274
	91.33
	IV

	4
	Lack of banking linkage of FPO
	285
	95.00
	II

	5
	Inadequate access to basic infrastructures
	241
	80.33
	X

	6
	Limited market access
	266
	88.66
	VII

	7
	Difficulties in selling seeds
	250
	83.33
	VIII

	8
	Competition from local vendors
	278
	32.66
	VI

	9
	Lack of experience in output business
	279
	93.00
	V

	10
	Lack of provision of credit at respondents’ rate
	245
	81.66
	IX



4. Conclusion
The study concludes that FPOs play a significant role in enhancing income generation among member farmers by strengthening institutional participation, improving access to information, and facilitating collective marketing. Farmers with better education, larger landholdings, stronger social networks, and higher institutional participation tend to derive greater economic benefits from FPO membership. However, operational and financial constraints continue to limit the full potential of FPOs. Therefore, policy interventions focusing on capacity building, improved credit linkages, infrastructure development, and market integration are essential to ensure sustainable income growth and long-term viability of FPOs in the Malwa region.
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