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Abstract
[bookmark: _heading=h.e8j70lhfis9h]The present study examined the Comparative analysis of the Farmer FIRST Programme on the socio-economic and Psychological Characteristics of Farmers in Morena District, Madhya Pradesh. An ex-post facto research design was employed with a sample of 120 farmers comprising 60 beneficiaries and 60 non-beneficiaries. Data were collected using a structured interview schedule and analyzed using mean and standard deviation methods. The findings revealed that FFP beneficiaries were relatively younger, better educated and possessed larger landholdings compared to non-beneficiaries. Beneficiaries also reported higher annual income, greater use of information sources, stronger extension contact and higher exposure to mass media. In terms of psychological attributes, beneficiaries showed higher levels of economic motivation, scientific orientation and risk-taking ability. The results indicate that the Farmer FIRST Programme has contributed positively to improving farmers’ socio-economic conditions and strengthening their readiness to adopt innovative agricultural practices.
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Introduction
Agriculture remains a vital sector for livelihood security in rural India. The success of agricultural development programmes largely depends on the socio-economic and psychological characteristics of farmers. Factors such as age, education, landholding size, income level, access to information and extension contact influence farmers’ decision-making processes and their willingness to adopt improved agricultural practices. Psychological attributes like economic motivation, scientific orientation and risk-taking ability also play an important role in determining the adoption of innovations in farming.
To strengthen farmer-centered agricultural development, the Indian Council of Agricultural Research (ICAR) launched the Farmer FIRST Programme (FFP). The programme aims to reorient agricultural research and extension by placing farmers at the centre of innovation and technology dissemination. The acronym “FIRST” represents Farm, Innovations, Resources, Science and Technology. The programme emphasizes participatory approaches, farmer–scientist interaction and location-specific technological interventions that integrate scientific knowledge with farmers’ practical experience.
The Farmer FIRST Programme promotes integrated farming systems, capacity building, training and field demonstrations to improve farm productivity and livelihood security. By encouraging farmers’ participation in identifying problems and testing new technologies, the programme helps strengthen farmers’ knowledge, confidence and ability to adopt improved farming practices. Understanding the socio-economic background and psychological characteristics of farmers is therefore essential for assessing the effectiveness of such programmes.
Morena District of Madhya Pradesh represents a region where agriculture is a major source of livelihood and farmers face diverse socio-economic challenges. Evaluating the comparison of programmes like FFP in such regions can provide valuable insights for improving agricultural extension strategies and policy interventions.
Therefore, the present study was undertaken to analyze the socio-economic profile and psychological attributes of farmers participating in the Farmer FIRST Programme in Morena District of Madhya Pradesh and to compare them with non-beneficiary farmers.
Research Methodology
The present study was conducted in Morena District of Madhya Pradesh to examine the socio-economic profile and psychological attributes of farmers under the Farmer FIRST Programme (FFP). An ex-post facto research design was adopted for the study since the programme had already been implemented and the researchers had no control over the independent variables. 
Morena District was purposively selected because the Farmer FIRST Programme was actively implemented in the area. A total sample of 120 farmers was selected for the study. Out of these, 60 farmers were beneficiaries of the Farmer FIRST Programme and were selected based on their active participation in programme activities. In addition, 60 non-beneficiary farmers were selected from the same villages to ensure similar socio-economic and agro-ecological conditions for comparison.
Primary data were collected using a pre-tested structured interview schedule through personal interviews with the selected respondents. The study included several independent variables such as age, education, landholding size, family size, Integrated Farming System (IFS) experience, annual income, information source utilization, enterprise combination, extension contact and mass media exposure. Psychological variables such as economic motivation, scientific orientation and risk orientation were also considered for analysis.
The collected data were classified, tabulated and analyzed using frequency, percentage and mean with standard deviation methods in order to compare the characteristics of beneficiary and non-beneficiary farmers. The results were presented in tables and interpreted to understand the differences in socio-economic and psychological attributes between the two groups of respondents.
Result and Discussion
The socio-economic profile and psychological attributes of farmers under the Farmer FIRST Programme are presented. The results highlight distinct differences between beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries.
Table 1: Distribution of beneficiary and non-beneficiaries according to their socio-economic profile and psychological attributes.
	S. No
	Variable
	Categories
	Beneficiaries (Freq, %)
	Non-Beneficiaries (Freq, %)

	1.
	Age
	Young age (Up to 28)
	19 (31.67%)
	10 (16.67%)

	
	
	Middle age (29–47 years)
	29 (48.33%)
	35 (58.33%)

	
	
	Old age (Above 47 years)
	12 (20.00%)
	15 (25.00%)

	2.
	Education
	Illiterate
	2 (3.33%)
	5 (8.33%)

	
	
	Can read only
	2 (3.33%)
	9 (15.00%)

	
	
	Can read and write
	5 (8.33%)
	17 (28.33%)

	
	
	Primary school
	8 (13.33%)
	6 (10.00%)

	
	
	Middle school
	10 (16.67%)
	9 (15.00%)

	
	
	High school
	13 (21.67%)
	8 (13.33%)

	
	
	Graduate
	20 (33.33%)
	6 (10.00%)

	3.
	Size of Landholding
	Marginal (<1 ha)
	19 (31.67%)
	17 (28.33%)

	
	
	Small (1.01–2.0 ha)
	21 (35.00%)
	19 (31.67%)

	
	
	Semi–medium (2.01–4 ha)
	10 (16.67%)
	13 (21.67%)

	
	
	Medium (4.01–10 ha)
	4 (6.67%)
	5 (8.33%)

	
	
	Large (>10 ha)
	6 (10.00%)
	6 (10.00%)

	4.
	Family Size
	Small (Up to 4 members)
	22 (36.67%)
	23 (38.33%)

	
	
	Medium (5–10 members)
	29 (48.33%)
	25 (41.67%)

	
	
	Large (>10 members)
	9 (15.00%)
	12 (20.00%)

	5.
	IFS Experience
	Low (<5 years)
	14 (23.33%)
	23 (38.33%)

	
	
	Medium (5–10 years)
	24 (40.00%)
	23 (38.33%)

	
	
	High (>10 years)
	22 (36.67%)
	14 (23.33%)

	6.
	Annual Income
	Low (≤₹50,000)
	9 (15.00%)
	8 (13.33%)

	
	
	Medium (₹50,001–1,00,000)
	31 (51.67%)
	46 (76.67%)

	
	
	High (>₹1,00,001)
	20 (33.33%)
	6 (10.00%)

	7.
	Information Source
	Low (≤9 scores)
	7 (11.67%)
	10 (16.67%)

	
	
	Medium (10–15 scores)
	43 (71.67%)
	43 (71.67%)

	
	
	High (>15 scores)
	10 (16.67%)
	7 (11.67%)

	8.
	Enterprise Combination
	Adoption of any 1 enterprise
	8 (13.33%)
	23 (38.33%)

	
	
	Adoption of any 2 enterprises
	14 (23.33%)
	15 (25.00%)

	
	
	Adoption of any 3 enterprises
	9 (15.00%)
	15 (25.00%)

	
	
	Adoption of any 4 enterprises
	12 (20.00%)
	5 (8.33%)

	
	
	Adoption of all 5 enterprises
	17 (28.33%)
	2 (3.33%)

	9.
	Mass Media Exposure
	Low (upto 11 scores)
	7 (11.67%)
	18 (30.00%)

	
	
	Medium (12-15 scores)
	37 (61.67%)
	36 (60.00%)

	
	
	High (>15 scores)
	16 (26.67%)
	6 (10.00%)

	10.
	Economic Motivation
	Low (≤20 scores)
	7 (11.67%)
	10 (16.67%)

	
	
	Medium (21–25 scores)
	42 (70.00%)
	41 (68.33%)

	
	
	High (>25 scores)
	11 (18.33%)
	9 (15.00%)

	11.
	Scientific Orientation
	Low (≤19 scores)
	4 (6.67%)
	6 (10.00%)

	
	
	Medium (20–24 scores)
	43 (71.67%)
	47 (78.33%)

	
	
	High (>24 scores)
	13 (21.67%)
	7 (11.67%)

	12.
	Risk Orientation
	Low (≤14 scores)
	9 (15.00%)
	13 (21.67%)

	
	
	Medium (15–19 scores)
	36 (60.00%)
	41 (68.33%)

	
	
	High (>19 scores)
	15 (25.00%)
	6 (10.00%)


The data presented in Table 1 shows the percentage distribution of beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries according to their categories.
[bookmark: _heading=h.fxctiduquyzh]Socio-economic characteristics of respondents
The data indicated that the majority of both beneficiary (48.33%) and non-beneficiary farmers (58.33%) belonged to the middle-aged group. However, a higher proportion of beneficiaries (31.67%) was found in the young age category compared to non-beneficiaries (16.67%). Younger farmers are generally more receptive to new technologies and agricultural innovations, which may facilitate greater participation in development programmes.
In terms of education, beneficiary farmers were comparatively better educated than non-beneficiaries. Among beneficiaries, the highest proportion (33.33%) were graduates, followed by farmers with high school (21.67%) and middle school education (16.67%). In contrast, most non-beneficiaries (28.33%) could only read and write, while a smaller proportion (10.00%) had graduate-level education. Higher educational attainment among beneficiaries may have improved their ability to access and utilize agricultural information and technologies.
Regarding landholding size, most respondents in both groups belonged to the small and marginal farmer categories. Among beneficiaries, 35.00% were small farmers and 31.67% were marginal farmers. Similarly, among non-beneficiaries, 31.67% were small farmers and 28.33% were marginal farmers. This indicates that integrated farming practices are particularly relevant for farmers with limited land resources.
The distribution of respondents according to family size showed that the majority of farmers in both groups had medium-sized families. Among beneficiaries, 48.33% had medium family size, followed by 36.67% with small families. A similar pattern was observed among non-beneficiaries, where 41.67% had medium family size and 38.33% had small families. Medium family size may contribute positively to farm labor availability.
The experience of farmers with Integrated Farming Systems (IFS) also differed between the two groups. Among beneficiaries, 40.00% had medium IFS experience and 36.67% had high experience. In comparison, a larger proportion of non-beneficiaries (38.33%) fell under the low experience category. This suggests that beneficiaries had greater exposure to integrated farming practices.
Income distribution revealed that most respondents belonged to the medium income category. However, the proportion of farmers in the high-income category was higher among beneficiaries (33.33%) compared to non-beneficiaries (10.00%). This difference suggests that programme participation may contribute to improved income opportunities through diversified farming enterprises.
Information source utilization was found to be moderate among most respondents in both groups (71.67%). However, beneficiaries showed slightly higher levels of high information utilization (16.67%) compared to non-beneficiaries (11.67%). Access to information sources plays a crucial role in improving farmers’ awareness and adoption of improved agricultural practices.
The analysis of enterprise combinations revealed a clear difference between the two groups. Among beneficiaries, 28.33% adopted all five enterprise combinations under the Integrated Farming System, whereas only 3.33% of non-beneficiaries adopted all five enterprises. Conversely, a larger proportion of non-beneficiaries (38.33%) practised only a single enterprise. This finding highlights the role of FFP in promoting diversified farming systems.
Extension contact levels were mostly moderate among both groups. Among beneficiaries, 66.67% had medium extension contact and 20.00% had high contact. In comparison, only 13.00% of non-beneficiaries reported high extension contact. Increased interaction with extension personnel may enhance farmers’ access to technical guidance and new technologies.
Mass media exposure also showed noticeable variation. Among beneficiaries, 26.67% had high exposure to mass media, while only 10.00% of non-beneficiaries fell into this category. Mass media plays an important role in disseminating agricultural knowledge and awareness of improved practices.
[bookmark: _heading=h.pdpzjamxvjvo]Psychological characteristics of respondents
The psychological attributes of farmers also showed differences between beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries.
With regard to economic motivation, the majority of farmers in both groups exhibited a medium level of motivation. Among beneficiaries, 70.00% had medium economic motivation and 18.33% had high motivation. Among non-beneficiaries, 68.33% had medium motivation while 15.00% had high motivation. Participation in the programme may enhance farmers’ interest in improving income through diversified agricultural activities.
Scientific orientation among beneficiaries was relatively higher compared to non-beneficiaries. While the majority of farmers in both groups had medium scientific orientation, a higher proportion of beneficiaries (21.67%) exhibited a high level of scientific orientation compared to non-beneficiaries (11.67%). This indicates that beneficiaries were more inclined toward adopting scientifically recommended farming practices.
Risk orientation also varied between the two groups. Among beneficiaries, 25.00% of farmers showed high risk orientation, whereas only 10.00% of non-beneficiaries fell into this category. Farmers participating in the Farmer FIRST Programme may develop greater confidence in trying new technologies due to training, demonstrations and extension support.
[bookmark: _heading=h.6um1hlaxbm6d]Overall interpretation
Overall, the findings demonstrate that farmers participating in the Farmer FIRST Programme possess comparatively better socio-economic conditions and stronger psychological attributes than non-beneficiaries. Beneficiaries showed higher educational levels, greater enterprise diversification, stronger extension contact, improved information access and higher income levels. They also exhibited higher economic motivation, scientific orientation and risk-taking ability.
These results indicate that the Farmer FIRST Programme has played a positive role in strengthening farmers’ capacity to adopt integrated farming practices and improve their livelihood outcomes.
[bookmark: _heading=h.uy5jh9nqk7bc]Conclusion
[bookmark: _GoBack]The study revealed distinct differences between beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries of the Farmer FIRST Programme in terms of socio-economic and psychologically related characteristics. Beneficiaries were generally better educated, had higher annual incomes, greater IFS experience, stronger extension contact and wider enterprise combinations compared to non-beneficiaries. They also exhibited higher levels of economic motivation, scientific orientation and risk orientation, highlighting the positive impact of FFP interventions such as training, demonstrations and participatory approaches. These findings suggest that strengthening programmes like FFP can play a pivotal role in empowering farmers, enhancing livelihood security and promoting sustainable agricultural development.
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