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Abstract
For many rural households in India, especially small and marginal farmers, agriculture continues to be their main source of income. The current study looked at how livelihood activities affected farmers' socioeconomic standing in Karnataka's aspirational districts. The study was carried out in two aspirational districts, Raichur and Yadgir, in 2022–2023 using an ex post facto research design. Using random sampling, 120 respondents were chosen from 12 villages spread across six taluks. A structured interview schedule was used to gather the data, which were then analysed using frequency, percentage, paired t-test, and rank analysis. The results showed that a variety of aspects of farmers' socioeconomic circumstances were considerably improved by livelihood diversification. Health and nutritional status (52.50 %) to a much greater extent), children's development (39.58 %), migration reduction (45.83 %), and socio-political participation all showed improvements. There was a moderate improvement in education, but there was less of a decrease in reliance on conventional credit sources. Significant increases were found in both farm and non-farm activities, with the largest income gains being seen in government employment, migration, and private employment. Increased household savings in formal and informal institutions as well as improved job opportunities for family members were further benefits of additional livelihood activities. Overall, the study shows that increasing farmers' income, employment, and general socioeconomic well-being in aspirational districts requires diversifying their farm and non-farm livelihood activities.
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Introduction
In India, agriculture continues to be one of the most significant industries, supporting the livelihoods of a sizable portion of the population. Agriculture is a vital component of India's socioeconomic structure since a sizable section of nearly 46.50 per cent of the country's workforce depends on it either directly or indirectly, which is vital to rural employment, food security, and economic growth.In India’s rural areas, agriculture is considered as primary source of livelihood for nearly 60.00 per cent of households, with about 82.00 per cent of farmers belonging to small and marginal categories (Anonymous, 2022).	Comment by eee: If author is unknown write few words of the  title of the article.
Rural communities rely heavily on agriculture and related industries for their livelihoods. The skills, resources, and pursuits necessary for a means of subsistence are referred to as livelihood(Chambers and Conway, 1992; Anonymous, 2003). It includes the opportunities and resources that help people and households meet their basic needs and raise their standard of living. Natural capital like land and water, human capital like knowledge and skills, social capital from organizations and networks, physical capital like tools and infrastructure, and financial capital like savings and credit availability are some examples of these resources (Chambers and Conway, 1992; Solesbury, 2003).These elements work together to determine how resilient and sustainable livelihood systems are.	Comment by eee: If the article does not have an authors, use few words of the title of the article.
In developing nations like India, where rural populations frequently rely on traditional and climate-sensitive sources of income, the significance of livelihood activities becomes especially clear. To secure their livelihood, farmers often combine a variety of activities, including crop cultivation, livestock rearing, wage labour, horticulture, and small-scale businesses(Asfaw et al., 2017; Paudel Khatiwada et al., 2017; Odoh et al., 2019) Households can lower their risk of crop failure, climate variability, and market fluctuations by diversifying their sources of income(Asfaw et al., 2019; Sharma and Ward, 2018; Mukherjee et al., 2020).Farmers' socioeconomic status is also greatly impacted by the type and scope of these livelihood activities, which have an impact on their income levels, living standards, access to healthcare, education, and general well-being.	Comment by eee: Write only surname.	Comment by eee: Use ampersand (&)
Therefore, it is crucial to evaluate how livelihood activities affect socioeconomic status in order to comprehend how various income-generating strategies enhance farmers' quality of life. Adopting sustainable and varied livelihood strategies can boost resilience against vulnerabilities, improve income stability, and advance rural development. However, farmers frequently deal with a number of issues that can limit the efficacy of their livelihood activities, including climate variability, restricted access to resources, inadequate infrastructure, and a lack of knowledge about improved technologies.
Several aspirational districts in Karnataka have comparatively lower socioeconomic indicators and developmental obstacles. Farmers in these areas primarily rely on agriculture and related industries for their income, frequently in the face of scarce resources and unpredictable environmental conditions. Planning effective development interventions requires an understanding of how various livelihood activities affect farmers' socioeconomic status.
Therefore, in order to comprehend how livelihood activities contribute to raising farmers' income, employment, and standard of living, it is crucial to evaluate their socioeconomic impact. Effective livelihood strategies for sustainable agricultural and rural development in Karnataka's aspirational districts can be found with the aid of such analysis.
Methodology
The present study is a systematic empirical study that follows an ex-post facto research design as manifestations have already occurred and are not inherently manipulated. The study was conducted in two aspirational districts of Karnataka state i.e., Raichur and Yadgir during 2022-23. Three taluks in Raichur i.e., Sindhanur, Manvi and Raichur were selected based on total number of small marginal farmers present. Small and marginal farmers are targeted because of the general observation and from experts’ opinion that, majority of livelihood activities are practiced by small and marginal farmers. Similarly, in Yadgir district also three taluks were selected i.e., Yadgir, Shahpur,Shorapur.Similarly, from each selected taluks, two villages were selected based on highest number of small and marginal farmers for the study i.e. total 12 villages from 6 taluks were selected. Ten respondents from each village were selected randomly and data was collected by personal interview method using well structured schedule. 
Table 1: Representation of villages and number of respondents for the study
	Name of the district
	Name of the taluk/mandal
	Name of the                          village
	Number of respondents

	Raichur
	Sindhanur
	Turvihal
	10

	
	
	Gandhinagar
	10

	
	Manvi
	Kallur
	10

	
	
	Kurdi
	10

	
	Raichur
	Devsugur
	10

	
	
	Yergera
	10

	Yadgir
	Yadgir
	Yergol
	10

	
	
	Balichakkar
	10

	
	Shahapur
	Sagar
	10

	
	
	Doranahalli
	10

	
	Shorapur
	Kembhavi
	10

	
	
	Kekkera
	10

	TOTAL
	120



Results and discussion
The data in Table 2 provides insights into the impact of livelihood activities on the social condition of farmers.  With respect to health and nutritional status, the study reveals that livelihood activities have significantly improved several aspects of health and nutritional status. About 79.16 per cent of the respondents indicated that livelihood activity had impacted, to a very greater extent in accessing the balanced diet in terms of the inclusion of the majority of food items. Followed by 66.67 per cent of the respondents mentioned that livelihood activities had impacted to very greater extent for consumption of three meals per day, this may be due to the higher income from livelihoods. With respect to the























e better status of women and children without any nutritional problems, 33.33 per cent of the respondents expressed improvement to a greater extent. Followinged by 43.33 per cent of the respondents mentioned that livelihood activities had impacted to very greater extent, taking timely treatment for curing illness. Similarly, 41.67 per cent of the respondents expressed that livelihood activities had impacted to a very greater extent for timely purchase of medicines during illness. Engaging in livelihood activities often led to an increase in income(Echebiri et al., 2017; Adeleye and Obabire, 2020).Higher earnings enabled individuals to purchase higher-quality, nutrient-rich meals, contributing to an enhanced nutritional status (Kabir et al., 2016; Choudhury et al., 2019). The additional income from livelihood activities also improved access to healthcare services, as individuals with higher resources were more likely to seek early vaccines, preventive treatments, and medical care. Regular access to medical care further promoted overall health and well-being. 	Comment by eee: Use this sign (&)
Table 2. Impact of livelihood activities on the social condition of the respondents    						  N =120
	Sl. No
	Item
	Extent of improvement

	
	
	To very greater extent
	To greater extent
	To smaller extent
	To little extent
	No improvement

	
	
	F
	%
	F
	%
	F
	%
	F
	%
	F
	%

	
	Health & Nutritional status

	1.
	(a)Access to balanced diet in terms of inclusion of majority of food items
	95
	79.16
	17
	14.16
	3
	2.50
	2
	1.66
	3
	2.50

	
	(b)Consumption of three meals a day
	80
	66.67
	26
	21.67
	10
	8.33
	4
	3.33
	0
	0.00

	
	(c)Better status of women and children without any nutritional problems
	38
	31.67
	40
	33.33
	20
	16.67
	12
	10.00
	10
	8.33

	
	(d)Taking timely treatment for curing illness
	52
	43.33
	40
	33.33
	20
	16.67
	6
	5.00
	2
	1.67

	
	(e)Timely purchase of medicines during illness
	50
	41.67
	46
	38.33
	10
	8.33
	8
	6.67
	6
	5.00

	2.
	Educational status

	
	a)Improvement in the educational status of children
	60
	50.00
	24
	20.00
	10
	8.33
	12
	10.00
	14
	11.67

	
	b)Attending adult education classes/ Programmes
	15
	12.50
	10
	8.33
	5
	4.17
	10
	8.33
	80
	66.67

	3.
	Children’s development

	
	a)Sending school dropouts to schools
	70
	58.33
	18
	15.00
	20
	16.67
	10
	8.33
	2
	1.67

	
	b)Avoiding children for labour
	20
	16.67
	24
	20.00
	45
	37.50
	23
	19.17
	8
	6.67

	
	c)Reduction in school dropout of children
	43
	35.83
	48
	40.00
	21
	17.50
	8
	6.67
	0
	0.00

	
	d)Immunisation of children against diseases
	80
	66.67
	14
	11.67
	21
	17.50
	5
	4.17
	0
	0.00

	
	e) Better growth and development of children
	43
	35.83
	29
	24.17
	28
	23.33
	18
	15.00
	2
	1.67

	
	f)Children free from nutritional and health problems
	29
	24.17
	34
	28.33
	45
	37.50
	9
	7.50
	3
	2.50

	4.
	Socio-political

	
	a)Interaction with friends, relatives etc.,
	44
	36.67
	50
	41.67
	22
	18.33
	4
	3.33
	0
	0.00

	
	b)Membership in informal groups
	40
	33.33
	22
	18.33
	21
	17.50
	14
	11.67
	23
	19.17

	
	c)Membership in a formal organization
	22
	18.33
	14
	11.67
	28
	23.33
	40
	33.33
	16
	13.33

	
	d) [bookmark: _Hlk153733075]Contesting in election
	12
	10.00
	8
	6.67
	18
	15.00
	12
	10.00
	70
	58.33

	
	e)Campaigning during elections
	40
	33.33
	38
	31.67
	22
	18.33
	10
	8.33
	10
	8.33

	
	f)Participation in panchayat meetings
	42
	35.00
	38
	31.67
	24
	20.00
	10
	8.33
	6
	5.00

	5.
	Mobility (Visit to nearest places)

	
	a) [bookmark: _Hlk153735134]Marketing the produce
	38
	31.67
	42
	35.00
	22
	18.33
	14
	11.67
	4
	3.33

	
	b) [bookmark: _Hlk153735362]For contacting the official to obtain information regarding entrepreneurial or farm activities
	23
	19.17
	36
	30.00
	42
	35.00
	12
	10.00
	7
	5.83

	
	c) [bookmark: _Hlk153735546]For meeting officials regarding home/ farm and non-farm related livelihood activities
	20
	16.67
	32
	26.67
	44
	36.67
	8
	6.67
	16
	13.33

	6.
	Reduction in migration

	
	a) [bookmark: _Hlk153739905]Reduction in migration of the whole family for employment
	70
	58.33
	29
	24.17
	12
	10.00
	8
	6.67
	1
	0.83

	
	e) [bookmark: _Hlk153740060]Reduction in seasonal migration of male members for employment
	40
	33.33
	22
	18.33
	18
	15.00
	28
	23.33
	18
	15.00

	7.
	Reduction in dependence on traditional sources of credit

	
	a) [bookmark: _Hlk153740683]Reduction in dependency on money lenders /landlords
	12
	10.00
	14
	11.67
	28
	23.33
	48
	40.00
	18
	15.00

	
	b) [bookmark: _Hlk153740804]Reduction in harassment by landlords/money lenders
	22
	18.33
	18
	15.00
	29
	24.17
	38
	31.67
	13
	10.83


*F = Frequency, %= Percentage 
As for educational status, the results suggest that livelihood activities have had an impact on the educational status of children. About 50.00 per cent of the respondents indicated that livelihood activity had impacted, to a very greater extent on the improvement in the educational status of children this may be because income from livelihoods is utilized to the education of the children (Kumar and Bhagat, 2017; Vu et al., 2021). With respect to attending adult education classes and programmes 66.67 per cent of the respondents expressed that no improvement was seen among the respondents.In rural communities, a large number of adults work for long and irregular hours in agriculture and other primary occupations and becomes difficult to set aside time for aAttending adult education classes. Certain populations, especially women, may be discouraged from seeking education by sociocultural issues including traditional gender roles. Many times, inadequate educational facilities and resources prevent people living in rural areas from participating in adult education programmes. Economic constraints may also prevent individuals from affording the costs associated with adult education, such as tuition fees, books, and transportation.	Comment by eee: Use this sign (&)
In relation to children's development, livelihood activities have made notable contributions indicating that 58.33 per cent of the respondents had impacted to a very greater extent in sending school dropouts to schools. With respect to avoiding children for labour, 37.50 per cent of the respondents’ indicated that improvement was seen to a smaller extent. Followinged by 40.00 per cent of the respondents mentioned that livelihood activities had impacted to a greater extent in reduction in school dropout of children. Also,Followed by 66.77 per cent of the respondents expressed that livelihood activities had impacted to very greater extent for the immunization of children against diseases. With respect to better growth and development of children, 35.83 per cent of the respondents expressed improvement to a very greater extent. Followinged by 37.50 per cent of the respondents expressed that livelihood activities had impacted to a smaller extent tofor children being free from nutritional and health problems, indicating the overall positive influence of livelihood activities on children's well-being as practising their livelihood has helped them gain higher income and spend this income on the wellbeing of children and theirprovide education. 
In terms of socio-political aspects, 41.67 per cent of the respondents mentioned improvement to a greater extent regarding the interaction with friends, relatives, and others, indicating increased social engagement facilitated by these economic endeavours (Nandini and & Kiresur, 2013; Ifeanyi-obi & and Matthews-Njoku, 2014). Similarly, membership in informal groups was improved to a very greater extent (33.33%). Futhermore,followed by 33.33 per cent of the farmers expressed that livelihood activities had impacted to a little extent to on membership in formal organizations. Similarly, 58.33 per cent of the farmers expressed no improvement in contesting in elections. Additionally,Followed by 33.33 per cent of the respondents expressed that livelihood activities had impacted to a greater extent for campaigning during elections. In adFollowed by dition, 35.50 per cent of the farmers expressed that livelihood activities had impacted to a very greater extent to for participation in panchayat meetings.the common motivation for getting involved in politics is the desire to guarantee access to necessities like clean water, healthcare, and education. To make sure that their demands are met by government programmes, rural residents participate in politics. Participation in local government has expanded as a result of their greater political involvement, which enables them to push for policies that address the particular difficulties encountered by rural communities and seek representation.
In case of mobility visit to the nearest places 35.00 per cent of the respondents mentioned improvement to a greater extent regarding the marketing of the produce followed by 35.00 per cent of respondents mentioned that livelihood activities had impacted to a smaller extent for contacting the official to obtain information regarding entrepreneurial or farm activities. Similarly, meeting officials regarding home/ farm and non-farm related livelihood activities, 36.67 per cent of respondents mentioned that livelihood activities had impacted to a smaller extent. ToIn order to diversify their sources of revenue, farmers sometimes engage in the selling of a wide variety of agricultural products, which also includeing fruits, vegetables, cereals, and cattle. As the main hubs for information exchange, marketplaces are essential for keeping farmers informed about customer preferences, market prices, and current agricultural trends (Minten et al., 2019; Foster et al., 2019).Exchanges of knowledge and the development of critical skills are greatly aided by interactions with other farmers, traders, and extension agencies. In addition to staying informed, farmers frequently visit these markets to make take use of financial services like loans and credit options, which are helpful for acquiring inputs or making calculated investments in their farms.
In case of reduction in migration 58.33 per cent of the respondents mentioned improvement to a very greater extent regarding the reduction in migration of the whole family for employment (Kumar & and Bhagat, 2017). This was due to the sufficient income generated from by farm and non-farm livelihood activities. As various sectors such as agriculture, small-scale industries, and service-oriented businesses flourish, rural people find viable employment options within their own communities, reducing the necessity for seasonal migration in search of jobs. Also,Followed by 33.33 per cent of the respondents mentioned that livelihood activities had impacted a very greater extent as regardsing the reduction in seasonal migration of male members for employment. The financial support provided through MGNREGA ensures a degree of economic stability for rural households. With a more reliable income source available locally, male members are less inclined to migrate seasonally, leading to improved social security and reduced dependence on external employment.
Regarding reduction in dependency on traditional sources of credit, 40.00 per cent of the respondents mentioned improvement to a little extent regarding the reduction in dependency on money lenders and landlords (Ahmed & and Mehmood, 2017; Mahul & and skees, 2017). Followinged by 31.67 per cent of the respondents expressed improvement to a little extent regarding reduction in harassment by landlords and money lenders.Many rural areas in India face challenges in providing quality education. The vulnerability of the rural population is increased by the high rate of illiteracy and the low awareness of legal rights. People who are not educated are ill-prepared to question unfair practices or understand their rights. Individuals might not know how to seek legal action, or they might be discouraged by the thought of possible retaliation. In addition, many rural communities are forced to turn to unofficial money lenders, who frequently charge high-interest rates, due to the lack of official banking services. 
The analysis indicates that livelihood activities have brought about significant positive changes in various aspects of the respondents' social conditions, such as health and nutrition, education, children's development, socio-political engagement, mobility, and reduced migration, while also contributing to a reduced reliance on traditional credit sources. These improvements underscore the essential role of economic activities in enhancing the overall well-being and quality of life of the respondents. The extent of improvement in various aspects of livelihood status is depicted in Table 3. 

Table 3: Overall improvement of socio-economic status of respondents
N=120
	Sl. No. 
	Dimension
	To very greater extent
	To greater extent
	To smaller extent 
	To little extent 
	No improvement 

	
	
	F (%)
	F (%)
	F (%)
	F (%)
	F (%)

	1
	Health & Nutritional status
	315 (52.50)
	169 (28.17)
	63 (10.50)
	32
 (5.33)
	21
 (3.50)

	2
	Educational status
	75 (31.25)
	34 (14.17)
	15
 (6.25)
	22
 (9.17)
	94 
(39.17)

	3
	Children’s development
	285 (39.58)
	167 (23.19)
	180 (25.00)
	73 (10.14)
	15
 (2.08)

	4
	Socio-political participation
	200 (27.78)
	170 (23.61)
	135 (18.75)
	90 (12.50)
	125 
(17.36)

	5
	Mobility
	81 (22.50)
	110 (30.56)
	108 (30.00)
	34 
(9.44)
	27
 (7.50)

	6
	Reduction in migration
	110 (45.83)
	51 (21.25)
	30 (12.50)
	36 (15.00)
	19 
(7.92)

	7
	Reduction in dependence on traditional sources of credit
	34 (14.17)
	32 (13.33)
	57 (23.75)
	86 (35.83)
	31
 (12.92)


The results in Table 3 show that livelihood interventions improved a number of the socioeconomic conditions of the respondents. The majority (52.50 %) stated that their nutritional status and overall health had significantly improved. There was a moderate improvement in education, with 31.25 per cent reporting much greater improvement and 39.17 per cent reporting no improvement. A significant improvement in children's development was noted by nearly 39.58 per cent of respondents. There was a moderate improvement in sociopolitical participation (27.78 %). Increased visits to markets and officials are indicative of a greater improvement in mobility (30.56 %). A sizeable percentage (45.83 %) stated that migration had decreased significantly. However, only a minor improvement was reported by 35.83 per cent of respondents, indicating a relatively low decrease in reliance on conventional credit sources.
Table 4. Impact of livelihood activities on the average annual income of the respondents       N =120
	Sl. No.
	Livelihood activities
	Average annual income in ₹ /year

	
	
	Income while practising crop production as a livelihood activity
	Income after following the other livelihood activity with crop production
	Difference
	t-test
(P value)
	Rank

	Farm Livelihood activities

	1. 
	Dairy Farming
	[bookmark: _Hlk152241294]₹ 76424
	[bookmark: _Hlk152241401]₹ 114974
	₹ 38550
	0.002
	IX

	2. 
	Sheep and Goat rearing
	[bookmark: _Hlk152246568]₹ 68982
	[bookmark: _Hlk152246592]₹ 97904
	₹ 28922
	0.000
	XIII

	3. 
	Poultry
	[bookmark: _Hlk152246812]₹ 71754
	[bookmark: _Hlk152246830]₹ 95006
	₹ 23252
	0.006
	XIV

	4. 
	[bookmark: _Hlk152887890]Fisheries
	[bookmark: _Hlk152887986]₹ 65595
	[bookmark: _Hlk152888034]₹ 98540
	[bookmark: _Hlk152888048]₹ 32945
	0.000
	X

	5. 
	Wage Employment (on farm)
	[bookmark: _Hlk152247025]₹ 45522
	[bookmark: _Hlk152247043]₹ 78322
	₹ 32800
	0.003
	XI

	6. 
	Custom hiring (tractor, harvester etc.)
	[bookmark: _Hlk152247403]₹ 68700
	[bookmark: _Hlk152247432]₹ 113700
	₹ 45000
	0.000
	VIII

	7. 
	Marketing of fruits and vegetables
	₹ 65822
	₹ 114522
	₹ 48700
	0.007
	VII

	Non-Farm Livelihood activities

	8. 
	MGNREGA work
	[bookmark: _Hlk152248550]₹ 64550
	[bookmark: _Hlk152248570]₹ 94550
	₹ 30000
	0.004
	XII

	9. 
	Construction works
	₹ 45862
	₹ 141112
	₹ 95250
	0.000
	IV

	10. 
	[bookmark: _Hlk152252009]Petty business
	₹ 88790
	₹ 174490
	₹ 85700
	0.003
	V

	11. 
	Migration (work outside the village for less than 6 months )
	[bookmark: _Hlk152256161]₹ 52689
	₹ 178389
	₹125700
	0.008
	II

	12. 
	Skilled work (pottery, tailoring, basket making, craft works)
	[bookmark: _Hlk152256624]₹ 65400
	[bookmark: _Hlk152256650]₹ 127900
	₹ 62500
	0.005
	VI

	13. 
	Government employees
	[bookmark: _Hlk152256861]₹ 93000
	[bookmark: _Hlk152256890]₹ 743000
	₹650000
	0.002
	I

	14. 
	Private employees
	₹ 45000
	₹ 170000
	₹125000
	0.002
	III


Note: P-value < 0.01 Significant at 1% level   
From Table 4, the study findings indicate the impact of livelihood activities on average annual income. The individuals who traditionally relied on agriculture as their sole source of livelihood have ventured into various additional farm-based activities. 
Among the farmers who have adopted dairy farming as a livelihood activity the average annual income of farmers before adopting dairy farming was Rs. 76,424 but after adopting dairy farming as a livelihood activity the average income increased significantly to Rs. 1,14,974 with farmers experiencing a substantial average annual income increase of Rs 38,550. This suggests that diversifying into dairy farming has proven to be a lucrative decision for these individuals, likely due to the increasing demand for dairy products.
Similarly, farmers who followed sheep and goat rearing as a livelihood activity have also shown a positive impact on income, the average annual income of farmers before adopting sheep and goat rearing was Rs. 68,982 but after adopting sheep and goat rearing as a livelihood activity average income increased significantly to Rs. 97,904 resulting in an average difference of Rs 28,922. This highlights the potential of small livestock farming as a supplementary source of income in rural areas. 
With respect to poultry farming, farmers who followed poultry farming as a livelihood activity have also shown a positive impact on income, the average annual income of farmers before adopting poultry farming was Rs. 71,754 but after adopting poultry farming as a livelihood activity the average income increased significantly to Rs. 95,006 resulting in an average annual income increase of Rs 23,252 which provides yet another avenue for improved earnings, indicating its popularity as a viable option among rural households.
As for to Fisheries, farmers who followed Fisheries as a livelihood activity have also shown a positive impact on income, the average annual income of farmers before adopting Fisheries was Rs. 65,595 but after adopting Fisheries as a livelihood activity the average income increased significantly to Rs. 98,540 resulting in an average annual income increase of Rs 32,945.
Similarly, farmers who undertook wage employment as a livelihood activity have also shown a positive impact on income, the average annual income of farmers before adopting wage employment was Rs. 45,522 but after adopting wage employment as a livelihood activity average income increased to Rs. 78,322 significantly, resulting in an average difference of Rs. 32,800. Wage employment on farms supports small and marginal farmers and is an additional source of income for farmers.
With respect to custom hiring of agricultural machinery has led to a significant increase in income,the average annual income of farmers before adopting wage employment was Rs. 68,700 but after adopting wage employment as a livelihood activity the average income increased to Rs. 1,13,700 resulting in an average difference of Rs 45,000 respectively. These findings underscore the importance of offering seasonal or part-time employment opportunities on farms and the demand for mechanized services among local farmers.
While, those who have embraced the marketing of fruits and vegetables have witnessed significant income growth, the average annual income of farmers before adopting the marketing of fruits and vegetables was Rs. 65,822 but after adopting the marketing of fruits and vegetables as a livelihood activity the average income increased to Rs. 1,14,522 resulting to an average difference of Rs 48,700. Efficient marketing and distribution of produce not only benefit the farmers but also contribute to the local economy, enhancing overall livelihoods in these agricultural communities.
In parallel to their primary agricultural activities, individuals have also ventured into various non-farm livelihood options also. In case of Mahatma Gandhi National Rural Employment Guarantee Act MGNREGA work has also shown a significant impact on the income of the farmers who are involved in the activity. The average annual income of farmers before adopting MGNREGA work was Rs. 64,550 but after adopting MGNREGA work as a livelihood activity the average income increased to Rs. 94,550 resulting in an annual income increase of Rs 30,000. This underscores the vital role of MGNREGA in providing temporary employment opportunities in rural areas, offering a safety net during lean agricultural seasons.
With respect to Construction works, it has proven to be a significant source of additional income positive impact on the income of the farmers who are involved in the activity. The average annual income of farmers before practiscing Construction works as a livelihood activity was Rs. 45,862 but after practiscing Construction works as a livelihood activity the average income increased to Rs. 1,41,112 resulting in an annual income increase of Rs 95,250. This suggests a significant demand for construction labour in the region, potentially driven by infrastructure development projects, providing opportunities for income diversification.
With respect to petty businesses, it has shown a positive impact on the income of the farmers who are involved in the activity. The average annual income of farmers before being involved in Petty business was Rs. 88,790 but after being involved in Petty business as a livelihood activity average annual income increased significantly to Rs. 1,74,490 resulting in an annual income increase of Rs 85,700 emphasizing the positive impact of small-scale entrepreneurial activities on overall livelihood improvements. This diversification strategy has enabled individuals to supplement their earnings and enhance their financial stability.
Whereas migration for short-term work has emerged as the most substantial income booster, The average annual income of farmers before migration for short-term work as a livelihood activity was Rs. 52,689 but after migration for short-term work as a livelihood activity average income increased to Rs. 1,78,389 resulting in an annual income increase of Rs 125,700 showing significant difference. This highlights the attractiveness of higher-paying, short-term job opportunities outside the village, prompting individuals to seek employment beyond their immediate surroundings.
With respect to skilled work, such as pottery, tailoring, basket making and craft works it has shown a significant impact on the income of the farmers who are involved in the activity. The average annual income of farmers before being involved in skilled work was Rs. 65,400 but after being involved in skilled work as a livelihood activity the average annual income increased to Rs. 1,27,900 resulting in an annual income increase of Rs 62,500. The persistence of traditional crafts and skills provides sustainable income sources for local artisans, contributing to the preservation of cultural heritage and economic well-being.
Similarly, Government employment has shown a significant income boost for farmers who are into government employment and also practicse farming.g, The average annual income of farmers before being involved in Government employment was Rs. 93,000 but after being involved in Government employment as a livelihood activity the average annual income increased to Rs. 7,43,000 resulting with an average difference of Rs 650,000, while private sector employment has also resulted in an average annual increase of Rs 125,000. These employment options offer competitive salaries and job security, attracting individuals seeking higher incomes.
Further, the rank analysis reveals that, government employment ranked first with highest increase in annual income, followed by migration and private employment. Among non-farm activity, construction work and petty business also showed substantial income gains. In contrast, poultry, sheep and goat rearing, and MGNREGA work recorded relatively lower income increases. The significant p-values (<0.05) indicate that the increase in income after adopting additional livelihood activities along with crop production was statistically significant.In conclusion, the data reflects the success of diversifying livelihood activities in rural areas. The incorporation of various farm and non-farm activities alongside traditional agriculture has led to increased incomes and improved livelihoods, underlining the importance of embracing diverse economic opportunities for sustainable rural development.
Table 5. Impact of livelihood activities on average additional savings of the respondents								 N =120
	Sl.No.
	Means of savings
	savings while practising crop production livelihood activity
	savings after following the other livelihood activities with crop production
	Difference
	t-test
(P value)

	1.
	Formal institutions 
	[bookmark: _Hlk149475274]₹ 22,791
	[bookmark: _Hlk149475294]₹ 77,642
	[bookmark: _Hlk149475304]₹ 54851
	0.002

	2.
	Informal institutions (Thrift groups, chits, etc.,) 
	[bookmark: _Hlk149475319]₹ 8,940
	[bookmark: _Hlk149475329]₹ 30,292
	[bookmark: _Hlk149475347]₹ 21352
	0.007


Note: P-value < 0.01 Significant at 1% level 
The data in Table 5 illustrates the impact of livelihood activities on the average additional savings of the farmers engaged in livelihood activities, the average savings before starting livelihood activities in formal institutions was Rs. 22,791.00 / year. However, after embarking on livelihood activities, their savings significantly increased to Rs. 77,642.00 / year resulting in a substantial difference of Rs. 54,851.00 /year(Ahmed & and Mehmood, 2017; Mukherjee et al., 2020).
With respect to informal institutions like thrift groups and chits, the average savings before starting livelihood activities in informal institutions was Rs. 8940.00 /year. However, after embarking on livelihood activities, their savings significantly increased to Rs. 30,292.00 / year resulting in a substantial difference of Rs. 21,352.00 /year.
The remarkable growth in savings through formal institutions is influenced by several factors. The accessibility and convenience of formal financial services, which include interest-bearing savings accounts, fixed deposits, and other investment opportunities play a crucial role. Furthermore, participation in government schemes that promote savings and investment, or access to credit for business expansion incentivizes individuals to save more in formal institutions. Overall, the transition from informal to formal savings demonstrates a greater commitment to secure and grow their wealth.
The surge in savings through informal institutions, like thrift groups and chits, is attributed to various factors. Farmers choose informal methods because of the accessibility and flexibility they offer. These systems are often community-based, fostering trust and solidarity among participants. Informal savings groups can be a source of credit, providing farmers with financial resources to invest in their enterprises or meet urgent needs. 
The relatively lower bureaucratic requirements and familiarity with members in such groups can be appealing, facilitating greater participation. While, informal institutions often have less stringent saving requirements compared to formal institutions, making them more accessible to for individuals with irregular income streams. The increase in savings within informal systems reflects a preference for community-based financial solutions that offer a sense of security and shared responsibility.
Table 6. Impact of livelihood activities on average Additional employment of the    
                respondentsN =120
	Sl.No.
	Person involved
	while practising crop production livelihood activity (h₹ / day)
	after following the other livelihood activities with crop production (h₹ / day)
	Difference
(h₹ / day)
	t-test
(P value)

	1.
	Farmer
	6.1
	9.9
	3.8
	0.005

	2.
	Spouse
	6.2
	7.1
	0.9
	0.001

	3.
	Children
	1.4
	3.2
	1.8
	0.007

	4.
	In – law
	2.5
	5.1
	2.5
	0.003

	5.
	Hired labour
	5.1
	7.8
	2.7
	0.002


Note: P-value < 0.01 Significant at 1% level 
The data in Table 6 illustrates the impact of livelihood activities on the average additional employment of the farmers engaging in livelihood activities before practiscing livelihood activities, farmers worked an average of 6.1 hours per day, which increased to 9.9 hours per day after practiscing livelihood activities. This significant increase in working hours suggests that respondents are dedicating more time to income-generating activities, potentially indicating higher income levels or job satisfaction (Asfaw et al., 2017; Hou & and van der Kron, 2018).
Regarding spouses, the average hours worked before practiscing livelihood activities were 6.2 hours per day, which was increased to 7.1 hours per day after engaging in these livelihood activities. This modest increase in working hours is attributed to the need to balance household responsibilities with income-generating activities.
With respect to children, before following livelihood activities, they were working 1.4 hours per day, which was doubled to 3.2 hours per day after engaging in these livelihood activities. This suggests that children are significantly contributing to family income, possibly through part-time jobs or assisting with the family's livelihood activities.
Similarly, In-laws and other hired labour also increased their average working hours significantly. In-laws went from working 2.5 hours per day before livelihood activities to 5.1 hours per day after. Similarly, hired labourers average working hours increased from 5.1 hours per day to 7.8 hours per day. These increases in working hours indicate a positive impact on the income potential of these family members as well.
Conclusion
According to the study, farmers in Karnataka's aspirational districts saw a significant improvement in their socioeconomic standing when their livelihood activities were diversified. Health and nutritional status, children's development, sociopolitical engagement, mobility, and a decrease in migration all showed notable improvements. Farmers were able to raise their standard of living and make greater investments in their children's education and well-being thanks to increased income from a variety of livelihood activities. The need for greater financial inclusion and awareness is highlighted by the moderate improvement in educational status and the relatively small decrease in reliance on conventional credit sources.
Both farm and non-farm livelihood activities contributed to higher annual income, according to the income analysis. The highest income gains were seen in government employment, migration, and private employment; other sources of income included dairy farming, fishing, custom hiring, and fruit and vegetable marketing. Diversification of livelihoods also produced more jobs for family members and increased savings in both formal and informal institutions.
These results emphasize the necessity of fostering a variety of livelihood options through enhanced market connections, skill development, and more robust extension assistance. Sustainable rural development and livelihood security can be further strengthened by expanding access to institutional credit and promoting the involvement of rural women and youth in income-generating activities.
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