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The study was conducted in eight villages of Prayagraj adopting non
agroforestry based farming system of Uttar Pradesh. The sample size 160
farmers of two block and 8 villages cultivating agriculture crop in Prayagraj
district. The findings of the study revealed that, the non agroforestry
farmers 43.49% had middle age (30-50 yrs.), 80.84% had literate, 44.68%
were medium farming experience (11 to 20 years), 48.20% were medium
family size (5-7 members), 68.45% were nuclear family type, 46.36 % were
semi cemented house type, 44.38% were medium farmer (1 to 2 hectare)
land holding, 38.44% were medium income group per year (Rs.26000 to
50000), mass media participation are less than 50% respondents. As far as
extension participation is concerned about non agroforestry farmers very
less participation in different types of programmes. The average risk
orientation of non agroforestry respondents showed that majority of the
50.96 % were low risk orientation, 57.03 % were medium scientific
orientation.

Introduction

One of the most widespread anthropogenic
changes affecting the planet is forest
conversion for alternative human use,
resulting in environmental degradation and
climate change. Farmers depending on
subsistence agriculture are most vulnerable to
the effects of environmental degradation and

climate change, since their lack of economic
resources restricts access to alternative
livelihoods (Sling et al., 2005). As a result, per
capita food output has declined in sub-Saharan
Africa and the region has the highest
proportion of undernourished people in the
world, estimated to be 30% of the total
population or 239 million people in 2010
(FAO 2010). There is a serious need for
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sustainable agricultural practices that can
address these issues. In recent decades, there
has been an increased focus on sustainable
intensification in African agriculture. (Pretty
etal., 2011)

An important objective of rural development
is to increase agricultural productivity with a
view to enhancing farmer’s income and
standard of living. Improved practices provide
the main venue for increasing productivity in
the country’s agriculture (Edna et al., 2009).

Human resource is the most precious resource
for any country. It is, however, not the
numerical but the qualitative strength of the
people which forges a country ahead towards
progress and prosperity. It is basically the
development of human resources that brings
about socio-economic or political-cultural
transformation of any society (Dubey and
Srivastava, 2007).

Though agriculture was the principal sector in
the state, its output expansion has been low
and dormant for the past three decades. During
the 1980s, agriculture recorded a 2.43 per cent
growth rate, which slightly reduced to 2.40 per
cent in the first decade of the 21st century
(Tripathi and Mishra 2017). Agriculture
output growth had at all times been lower than
the all-India average since the 1980s in UP
(Tripathi and Mishra 2017) even though it had
strong agriculture support being the biggest
producer of food grains, pulses, sugarcane and
potato (Tripathi and Mishra 2017).

The state ranks first in both wheat and
sugarcane production, third in both rice and
pulse production and it also ranks first in
potato production. Despite this, the output per
hectare of nearly all crops in the state is
average (Gol, 2011); the output per hectare for
not a sole crop was the highest in the country.
The productivity of every crop depends on the
size of land holdings, farm mechanization and

irrigation, utilization of fertilizer and use of
high yield variety seeds. Excepting its western
region, farming practices in the rest of the
state are deficient in the above-mentioned
productivity factors, which may be the major
reason for the average yield per hectare for
approximately all crops in the state.

Materials and Methods

The present study was designed to know the
socio-economic  characteristics of  non
agroforestry growers regarding adoption of
improved production technology, with the
following specific objective. To study the
socio- economic profile of sampled non
agroforestry growers in study area. Based on
preliminary studies, the districts in the Uttar
Pradesh were selected regions where farmers
adopted non agroforestry practices. The
present study was conducted in villages are
Bagbana, Champatpur, Bigahiya, Bhandra and
Baroli, Panwari, Bari bajahia, Panvar village
of Chaka and Kaundhiyara block respectively,
in Prayagraj district of Uttar Pradesh generally
adopting non agroforestry system during 2017
to 2018.

Adopting multi-stage random sampling one
district, two blocks and four villages per block
were selected from Prayagraj non agroforestry
regions. In each of the selected villages, 20
farmers with some form of non agroforestry
practices were selected. From the non
agroforestry cultivation Prayagraj district was
selected purposely. Thus a total of two blocks
and 8 villages and 160 farmers formed the
sample units for the study. The farmers’ data
was post stratified to compare across the farm-
holding size classes. The data were collected
with the help of personal interview
questionnaire survey method during the study
period 2017 and 2018. The data were
analyzed, tabulated and the results were drawn
with the help of appropriate statistical
methods.
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Results and Discussion

The results of the study are presented
socioeconomic conditions of the adopting of
the non agroforestry cultivation in the study
area during 2017-18. Prayagraj district farmers
are having proper knowledge and adoption
about scientific and technical knowledge of
cultivation practices.

Land holding

Study depicts that majority 44.38% were
found in the land holding category of medium
farmers (1 to 2 ha) followed by 32.50% and
23.13% in the categories of small farmers (up
to 1 ha) and large farmers (> 2 ha)
respectively  which are adopted non
agroforestry system in Prayagraj district. This
is due to the fact that in Prayagraj per capita
agricultural land is comparatively less. Singh
et al., (2009)

Age

The table 1 showed that the maximum 46.15
and 46.48 per cent of respondents belonged to
30 to 50 years age group of small and medium
farmers respectively and 45.95 percent of
respondents belonged to above 50 years age
group of large farmers which are adopted non
agroforestry system in Prayagraj district.

Education

The table 1 showed that the maximum 86.54,
80.28 and 75.68 per cent of respondents were
literate of small, medium and large farmers
respectively  which are adopted non
agroforestry system in Prayagraj district.
Chakraborty et al., (2015)

Farming experience

The table 1 showed that the maximum 44.23,
49.29 and 40.54 per cent were medium

farming experience (11 to 20 yrs.) of small,
medium and large farmers respectively which
are adopted non agroforestry system in
Prayagraj district. Dwivedi et al., (2007)

Family size

The table 1 showed that the maximum 48.08,
47.88 and 48.65 per cent were medium family
size (5 to 7 members) of small, medium and
large farmers respectively which are adopted
non agroforestry system in Prayagraj district.
Singh et al., (2017)

Type of family

The table 1 showed that the maximum 36.54,
30.98 and 27.03 per cent were belong to joint
family of the total sample of small, medium
and large farmers respectively which are
adopted non agroforestry system in Prayagraj
district. Chauhan et al., (2017)

House type

The table 1 showed that the maximum 48.08,
45.07 and 45.95 per cent were semi cemented
house type of the total sample of small,
medium and large farmers respectively which
are adopted non agroforestry system in
Prayagraj district. Chakraborty et al., (2015)

Annual income

The table 1 reveals that the annual income of
84.62% respondents majority was found in the
low category of (up to Rs. 25000) in small
farmers group, 76.06% respondents majority
was found in the medium category of (Rs.
26000 - Rs. 50000) in medium farmers group
and 54.05% respondents majority was found
in the high category of (above Rs. 50000) in
large farmers group which are adopted non
agroforestry system in Prayagraj district.
Maurya et al., (2018)
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Inventory status

The table 1 reveals that the material posses by
small farmers 63.46%, 63.46% and 26.92%
respondents have radio/TV/mobile, cycle and
scooter/motor bike respectively, by medium
farmers 85.92%, 60.56%, 47.89%, 05.63%
and 05.63% have radio/TV/mobile, cycle,
scooter/motor bike, car/tractor and improved
agriculture machineries respectively and by
large farmers 100.00%, 35.14%, 64.86%,
21.62% and 21.62% have radio/TV/mobile,
cycle, scooter/motor bike, car/tractor and
improved agriculture machineries respectively
which are adopted non agroforestry system in
Prayagraj district. Singh et al., (2009)

Risk orientation

The table 1 showed that maximum 38.03%
and 43.24% of respondents belonged to low
level of risk bearing ability of medium and
large farmers respectively and 53.85 per cent
of respondents belonged to medium level of
risk bearing ability of small farmers which are
adopted non agroforestry system in Prayagraj
district. Tinde et al., (2017)

Scientific orientation

The table 1 showed that maximum 69.23%,
50.70% and 51.35% of respondents belonged
to medium level of scientific orientation of
small, medium and large farmers respectively
which are adopted non agroforestry system in
Prayagraj district. Tinde et al., (2017)

Mass media participation

The data presented of Prayagraj respondents in
table 3 revealed that by small farmers most of
the respondents viewed television 7.69 percent
of respondents regularly, 28.85 percent
respondents occasionally and 63.46 percent
never viewed agriculture programmes. By the
medium farmers 09.86 percent of respondents

regularly,  30.99  percent  respondents
occasionally and 59.15 percent never viewed
agriculture programmes. By the large farmers
13.51 percent of respondents regularly, 27.03
percent respondents occasionally and 59.46
percent never viewed agriculture programmes.

So majority of the sampled farmers used it for
watching the general programme than the
agriculture programmes

Extension participation

The data presented of Prayagraj respondents in
table 2 revealed that by small farmers most of
the respondents attended the group meetings
(90.38%), followed by the demonstrations
(63.46%), field visits (51.92%), field days
(46.16%), training programmes (42.31%),
agriculture exhibitions (44.23%), krishi melas
(38.46%) and educational tours (34.62%)
respectively. By medium farmer’s most of the
respondents attended the group meetings
(87.32%), followed by the demonstrations
(67.61%), field visits (54.93%), training
programmes (54.93%), krishi melas (53.52%),
agriculture exhibitions (53.52%), field days
(46.48%), and educational tours (36.62%)
respectively. By large farmers’ group
meetings (89.19%), followed by the Kkrishi
melas (67.57%), demonstrations (64.86%),
field visits (64.86%), agriculture exhibitions
(54.05%), field days (40.54%), training
programmes (40.54%) and educational tours
(35.14%) respectively which are adopted non
agroforestry system. Safa et al., (2005)

The socio-economic characteristics of farmers
are important for better policy options. The
result of the study, indicated that non
agroforestry farmers of Prayagraj district,
Uttar Pradesh had not proper knowledge and
adoption about scientific cultivation practices
and as well as about agroforestry practices
knowledge in comparison to other techniques
adopting farmers.
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Table.1 Socioeconomic status of land holdings wise classification of respondents of Kaushambi districts

Variable

Land holdings

Age
(yrs)

Education

Agriculture/agrof
orestry farming
experience

Category

uptolha
1to2ha
More than 2 ha
Young (<29)
Middle (30-50)
Old (>50)
Total
Mean
SE +d
Illiterate

Primary school
Middle school
High school
Intermediate
Above intermediate
Total
Mean
SE. #d.

Low (up to10 years)
Medium (11 to 20 years)

High ( >21 years)
Total
Mean

SE. #d.

Prayagraj (Non agroforestry respondents)

Small farmers

F P
5200 3250
9.00 | 17.31
2400  46.15
19.00 | 36.54
52.00  100.00
44.212
11.212
07.00 | 13.46
13.00  25.00
16.00 | 30.77
08.00  15.38
06.00 | 1154
0200  03.85
52.00 | 100.00
1.981
1.336
10.00  19.23
23.00 | 4423
19.00 3654
52.00 | 100.00
17.231
06.850
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Medium farmers

F P
71.00 | 4438
26.00 | 36.62
33.00  46.48
12.00 | 16.90
71.00  100.00
38.310
10.611
1400 | 19.72
1400  19.72
19.00 | 26.76
1200  16.90
10.00 | 14.08
0200  02.82
71.00 | 100.00
1.944
1.413
19.00  26.76
35.00 | 49.29
17.00  23.94
71.00 | 100.00
14.366
06.891

Large farmers

F P
37.00 23.13
6.000 16.22
14.00 37.84
17.00 | 45.95
37.00  100.00
46.027
10.795
09.00 24.32
05.00 13.51
11.00 29.73
08.00 21.62
03.00 08.11
01.00 02.70
37.00 | 100.00
1.838
1.385
09.00 24.32
15.00 | 40.54
13.00 35.14
37.00 | 100.00
16.459
07.054



Family size

Family type

House type

Annual income

Inventory status
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Small (up to 4 members)
Medium (5-7 members)
Large (>7 members)
Total

Mean
SE. #d.
Nuclear

Joint
Total

Mean
SE. +d.

Kutchcha
Semi cemented
Cemented
Total

Mean

SE. #d.

Low (upto  Rs. 25000)
Medium (Rs. 26000-50000)
High (Above Rs. 50000)
Total

Mean
SE. +d.
Radio/TV/Mobile

Cycle
Scooter/Motor bike
Car/tractor
Improved agriculture

20.00 38.46
25.00 48.08
07.00 13.46
52.00 100.00
05.346
01.558
33.00 63.46
19.00 36.54
52.00 100.00
01.154
0.364
19.00 36.54
25.00 48.08
08.00 15.38
52.00 100.00
01.788
0.696
44.00 84.62
08.00 15.38
00.00 00.00
52.00 100.0
22346.15
4096.314
33.00 63.46
33.00 63.46
14.00 26.92
00.00 00.00
00.00 00.00
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25.00 35.21
34.00 47.88
12.00 16.90
71.00 100.0
05.479
01.672
49.00 69.02
22.00 30.98
71.00 100.0
01.155
0.364
27.00 38.03
32.00 45.07
12.00 16.90
71.00  100.00
01.789
0.715
14.00 19.72
54.00 76.06
03.00 04.23
71.00  100.00
29985.91
7168.369
61.00 85.92
43.00 60.56
34.00 47.89
04.00 05.63
04.00 05.63

14.00 37.84
18.00 48.65
05.00 13.51
37.00 100.00
05.459
01.643
27.00 72.97
10.00 27.03
37.00 100.00
01.243
0.435
14.00 37.84
17.00 45.95
06.00 16.22
37.00 100.00
01.703
0.740
00.00 00.00
17.00 45.95
20.00 54.05
37.00 100.00
47432.4
9464.966
37.00 100.00
13.00 35.14
24.00 64.86
08.00 21.62
08.00 21.62
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machineries

16.54 24.97 12.47

Lo 1500 2885 2700 3803 1600 = 4324
~ Medium | 2800 | 538 | 2000 | 2817 | 1100 | 2973
| |
- l21s

02.48 04.06 03.31
.~ Medium | 36.00 | 69.23 | 36.00 50.70 19.00 51.35

52.00 | 100.00 | 71.00 | 100.0 37.00 | 100.00
1146

0200 | 0385
Medium farmers 07.00 09.86 22.00 30.99 42.00 59.15

09.00 66.20
29.00
|
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Table.3 Extension participation of land holdings wise classification of respondents of Prayagraj districts

S. Category Prayagraj (Non agroforestry respondents)

A Smallfarmers
Training program 4231 05.77 36.54 57.69
| | | | | |
Field days 4616 | 020 | 038 | 220 | 4231 53.85
4. Fiedvist 270 5182 070 1346 200 3846 250 4808
5. |  Groupsmeeting | 470 | 90.38 38.46 51.92 09.62
| | | | | |
7. | Krishimela | 200 | 346 | 070 | 1346 | 130 | 2500 | 320 | 6154
180 3462 020 | 038 160 3077 340

B8 Medumfarmers
| | | | | |
67.61 18.31 49.30 32.39
3 Fielddys 330 4648 040 0563 200 408 380 5352
33.80
| | | | | |
6. | Agri.exhibiton | 380 | 5352 19.72 33.80 46.48
| | | | | |
8 |  FEducationtour | 260 | 3662 09.86 63.38
| |
05.80
|
1. |  Trainingprogram | 150 | 4054 | 040 | 1081 29.73 59.46
| | | | | |
| | | | | |
5. |  Groupsmeeting | 330 |  89.9 37.84 51.35 10.81
|
7. | Krishimela | 250 | 6757 | 090 | 243 | 160 | 4324 | 120 | 3243
| | | | | |
~ Mean 21.12 06.90 14.30 15.90
| |
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Economically less benefitted adopting non
agroforestry cultivation of Prayagraj district
farmers comparison to adopting agroforestry
cultivation of other farmers. On the basis of
the findings it is suggested that socio-
economic status of the Prayagraj district
farmers which are not adopted agroforestry
cultivation can be improved by adoption of
agroforestry  cultivation and  imparting
technical knowledge about agroforestry
practices with increasing their education level
and increasing their social participation and
information sources.
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