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Abstract

The study was conducted to document the Socio Economic Status of indigenous cattle farmers, total of
150 farmers were selected randomly. Ten variables viz. age, education, family size, occupation, category,
landholding, herd size, dairy farming experience and annual income were selected to assess the SES.
Data was collected through a structured interview schedule by personal interview method and found that
64% of respondents are belong to middle age group and most were having education up to primary level
(41.33%). Majority of them found having nuclear family (72.67%) with medium family size (58%).
Agriculture was the sole occupation of 75.33% farmers whereas others had subsidiary occupations like
labour, shop keeping, driving etc. Further, 65.33% of the respondents belongs to backward category. The
majority of farmers (38.67%) own marginal landholding up to one hectare and most were having a small
herd size (69.33%). The respondents had high dairy farming experience of more than 10 years. Most of
the farmers had medium level of annual income (60.67%).
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Introduction

Socio-economic status (SES) is a combined measurement of economic and social position of
an entity compared to others in society. It influences the accessibility to the resources,
livelihood pattern, food & nutritional security etc. It often predicts the psychological and
behavioural components of a sample viz. knowledge, attitude, perception, adoption, change-
proneness, level of aspiration, risk bearing ability, economic motivation etc. Present study
tried to investigate SES of farmers maintaining indigenous cattle to correlate it with their
adoption of improved dairy farm practices which were meant for higher yield, return, proper
utilization of natural resources, sustainable livelihood security and nutritional enrichment.

Materials and methods

The study was conducted in Bidar district of Karnataka State in India during 2021- 22. Bidar
district has an area of 5448 square kilometres and lies between 17°35 and 18°25 North latitude
and 76°42 and 77°39 East longitude. The climate of Bidar district is characterized by general
dryness throughout the year, except during the southwest monsoon. The summer season
commence from the middle of February to the first week of June. This is followed by the
southwest monsoon season, which continues till the end of September. Fifteen villages were
selected randomly and total 150 indigenous cattle holders were selected as primary
respondents. The data were collected with the help of semi-structured interview schedule
developed exclusively for the study by personal meeting with respondents and direct
observation in the study area.

Results and Discussion

Age

A perusal of Table 1 showed that 64% of the respondents were in medium age category (26-50
years), followed by 28% belonging to old age category of above 50 years and 8% are under
young age category (below 25 years). The results were in line with the findings of
Chandrasekar et al. 2017 @, The result of this study was contrasting with the findings of
Mahla et al. (2015) [,
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Table 1: Distribution of respondents according to their age (n=150)
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Table 4: Distribution of respondents according to their social status

Sl. no Category Frequency | Percentage (%) (n=150)
1 Young age (0- 25 yrs) 12 Sl. no Category Frequency Percentage (%)
2 Middle age (25-50 yrs) 96 64 1 General 26 17.33
3 Old age (>50 yrs) 42 28 2 SC 18 12
3 ST 8 5.33
Education 4 OBC 98 65.33
The Table 2 revealed that majority of the farmers studied up )
to primary level followed by illiterate, secondary and higher Occupation

level of education 41.33, 28.00, 21.33 and 9.33%,
respectively. The findings of the study were in agreement
with the findings of Rathod et al. (2020) [*Y who reported that
majority of the farmers were educated up to primary level.
Further, the results obtained in the present study were
contrary to the findings of Bhanotra et al. (2016) [ who
reported that majority of the livestock farmers were literate in
Kathua district of Jammu and Kashmir.

Table 2: Distribution of respondents according to their education

The Table 5 revealed that majority of the respondents had
agriculture as their primary occupation with 75.33%, followed
by agricultural labour, animal husbandry, business and
salaried job with 10.67, 9.33, 2.00 and 2.67%, respectively.
The findings were similar to the results of Chandrasekar et al.
(2017) 21, Mahesh et al. (2020) ! and Rathod et al. (2020) 4,
Who reported that agriculture was the primary occupation for
a majority of the respondents? In contrast to the present
findings, Prasad et al. (2001) [*3 revealed that dairying was
the main occupation for 64% of milk producers in the urban

level (n=150) area of Hyderabad.
Sl.lno (Ilﬁl_tegory Frequency Percentage (%) Table 5: Distribution of respondents according to their occupation
iterate 42 28 (n=150)

2 | Primary level (Up to 7th class) 62 41.33

3 | Secondary level (8"-10'" class) 32 21.33 Sl. no Category Frequency | Percentage (%)

4 | Higher level (PUC and above) 14 9.33 1 Agriculture 113 75.33

2 Animal husbandry 14 9.33

Family type and size 3 Agricultural labour 16 10.67
The Table 3 revealed that 72.67% of indigenous cattle farmers 4 Business 3 2
lived in nuclear family while the rest (27.33%) lived in joint 5 Salaried job 4 2.67
family. Further, 58% of respondents belong to medium sized )
family with 58% 5 to 7 members followed by 26.67% having Land holding

< 5 members were categorised as small family and 15.33%
belong to large family having more than 8 members. This was
in conformity with the studies of Chandrasekar et al. (2017) 4
who found that majority of the families had small family size
up to 4 members. The findings of Pathade et al. (2017) ] are
in contrast to the present results. The results obtained in the
study might be indicative of the present trend of keeping the
family sizes within the economically manageable proportions
and also the trend of influence of urbanization.

Table 3: Distribution of respondents according to their family type
and size (n=150)

Sl. no | Category | Frequency | Percentage (%)

Family type

1 Nuclear Family 109 72.67

2 Joint Family 41 27.33
Family size

1 Small (<4) 40 26.67

2 Medium (5-7) 87 58

3 Large (= 8) 23 15.33

Social status

The Table 4 revealed that 65.33% of the farmer’s belonged to
backward community followed by 17.33% of general
category, 12% of them were from Schedule Caste and 5.33%
were from Schedule Tribe community. This result was similar
to the findings reported by Potdar et al. (2019) 1, Mahesh et
al. (2020) ! and Jagadeeswary et al. (2010) B! who reported
that majority of the farmers belong to backward community.
The results might be attributed to the age-old and traditional
nature of livestock rearing by certain communities.

The Table 6 revealed that 10% of the farmers were landless.
Whereas 38.67% of farmers called as marginal land holders
possess less than or equal to one hectare followed by small (1-
2 hectares) and large (more than 2 hectares) land holder with
35.33 and 16%, respectively. These findings are in line with
the findings of Rathod et al. (2012) [ who reported that most
of the dairy farmers were small farmers.

Table 6: Distribution of respondents according to their land holding

(n=150)
Sl. no Category Frequency Percentage (%)
1 Landless 15 10
2 Marginal (< 1ha) 58 38.67
3 Small (1-2 ha) 53 35.33
4 Large (> 2ha) 24 16
Herd size

The Table 7 revealed that 69.33% of the cattle farmers had
small herd size (less than 3 animals) followed by 22% of
medium herd size (4-7 animals) and 8.67% cattle farmers had
large herd size (more than 8 animals). These findings were
similar to the reports of Mane et al. (2016) [l who found that
majority of the farmers possessed small herd size.

Table 7: Distribution of respondents according to their herd size

(n=150)
Sl. no Category Frequency | Percentage (%)
1 Small (< 3 animals) 104 69.33
2 Medium (4-7 animals) 33 22
3 Large (> 8 animals) 13 8.67
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Annual Income

The results indicated that the maintenance of dairy animals
was undertaken as an additional source of income
supplementing the income obtained through agriculture.
Moreover, the small size of herd might be indicative of the
lack of availability of resources as well as the lack of
remunerative price for desi cow milk in the rural areas. The
financial status of the cattle farmers was categorized as low
(Rs. < 50000), medium (Rs.50000-100000) and high (Rs.>
100000) comprising 22.67, 60.67 and 16.67%, respectively.
These results were similar to the findings of Rathod et al.
(2012) 91 and Mahesh et al. (2020) 1 who stated that
majority of cattle farmers belong to medium group.

Table 8: Distribution of respondents according to their annual
income (n=150)

Sl. no Category Frequency | Percentage (%)
1 Low (< 50000) 34 22.67
2 Medium (50000-100000) 91 60.67
3 High (>100000) 25 16.67
Conclusions

The above study provides a glimpse of socio-economic profile
of farmers maintaining indigenous cattle in Bidar district and
ascertains their socio-economic status. It also indicates the
socio-economic variables which are associated with the
adoption behaviour. The highly correlating socioeconomic
variable have to be considered first before offering any
technology for adoption and technology should be developed
in such a manner so that it creates a symphony with the
existing socio-economic status of the intended people.
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