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ABSTRACT

Contract farming has provided alternative markat tfee small holders with substantial income. Thedgt
conducted with each of 80 contracted and non-cotedasugarcane growers in Nayagarh district of kadigvealed that
majority of the sugarcane growers were small fasni@ving varied socio-economic attributes. They daad perception
towards benefit of the contract farming and knowgke@bout important practices in sugarcane cultwatBut, very poor
facilities were availed by the respondents fromdbstracting sugar industry. No written agreemarsiirance coverage,
transparency in measurement, attempt for farm nrézaton, clarification and understanding on sugggsechnologies,
sale price not fixed over the production cost, pinot lifted in time and harassment in paymeloster approach not
followed and incompetent field staffs were the jpert constraints stated by the respondents. Heéheesugar industry
officials have to analyze all these aspects andigeoall possible supports for benefit of both twamtracted growers and

contracting firms as well as sustainability of tmatract farming in sugarcane cultivation.
KEYWORDS: Contract Farming, Sugarcane Cultivation, Contrackirm, Farmers
INTRODUCTION

Contract farming has become more important in afitice and food industries of the developed andeliging
countries. Well organized contract farming proviidekages and appear to offer an important way inctvismall
producers could farm in a commercial manner with dfpportunity to guarantee a reliable source opbsufrom the
perspective of both quantity and quality (SinghQ20 Contract farming also provide the opporturidy assured price,
market, inputs, technology and above all reducedittks (Ponnusamy and Gupta, 2003).

Contract farming in sugarcane cultivation has gaimomentum in Odisha after establishment of sugdustries
both at private and cooperative sector. The cotitigadirms are supplying all inputs with technologi backstopping,
efficient marketing, reduced capital investment, price fluctuation and guaranteed income (BegurQ520Hence,
contract farming is one of the main instrumentdink small scale farming to domestic and foreignrke#s and thereby
reduce poverty (Danson, 2004). There are alsosaonisif low level of the commitment of the corporalack of
transparency and communication, enforceability fed igreement as well as participation of the fasminited to

production only (Vasudev and Chowdhury, 2005). édgtwas therefore designed to assess the percepitboonstraints
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of the sugarcane growers under contract farming.

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

The study was undertaken in Nayagarh district ofskal where sugarcane grown traditionally and Nagaga
sugar complex Ltd involve farmers under contractnfag. A sample size comprising each of 80 coné@daind non-
contracted sugarcane growers from four grampant¢ta@jaOdogaon and Nayagarh blocks were selectetbraly as the
respondents of the study. The data was collectadopally through a semi-structured schedule prede®arlier.

Statistical tools such as mean score, gap percerstandard deviation, co-efficient of variatiom aorrelation coefficient
were employed to reveal the results.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

The rise of literatures proves that socio-demogragactors can regulate for the acceptance of imvguo
technology. It is observed from Table-1 that mayooif both the

Table 1: Socio-Economic Status of the Respondents

Contracted Non-Contracted Total
S. No.| Status | Farmers (n =80) | Farmers (n = 80) (n=160)
F % F % F %
. 13.7
1. High 14 17.50 8 10.00 22 5
2. Medium| 55 | 68.75| 58| 7250 113 72'6
3. Low 11 13.75 14 17.50 25 12'6

Contracted (68.75%) and non-contracted (72.50%h@fespondents were of relatively medium sociaieatc

status. Hence, contract farming in sugarcane atitm will be definitely a boon for the developmeithe farmers.

Table 2: Extent of Consistency in the Socio-EconomiAttributes

S No Variable Contracted Farmers (n = 80) | Non-contracted farmers (n = 80)
- Mean S.D. | C.V. (%) Mean S.D. CV. (%)
X1 Age 2.23 0.61 27.21 2.30 0.564 24.51
X, Caste 1.93 0.88 45.54 2.28 0.77 31.32
X3 Education 2.80 1.20 42.89 3.39 1.3] 38.57
X4 Family type 1.17 0.38 32.11 1.49 0.5Q 33.74
Xs Family size 1.35 0.48 35.50 19.0 0.31 16.20
Xe Social participation 5.76 2.23 38.76 6.01 1.82 80.2
X Cosmopoliteness 10.30 4.26 41.33 10.06 2.27 22.56
Xg Extension contact 4.50 3.07 68.17 4.78 2.68 56.06
Xq Sources of information 6.35 2.95 46.04 6.85 3.46 .560
Xq¢ Housing pattern 2.42 0.83 34.32 2.78 0.81 29.14
X1 Use of farm implements 6.72 3.90 57.98 7.8( 4.04 I61
X1z Occupation 1.43 0.52 36.30 1.75 0.5( 28.72
X1z Annual income 1.75 0.89 51.11 2.27 1.17 51.31

Further analysis has been made for the extentmdistency in the socio-economic attributes of gspondents.
Results obtained from the Co-efficient of variaaemlysis revealed (Table-2) that there was no stergty in the socio-

economic attributes of both the contracted and ecumntracted respondents. Greater variability wasesi on annual
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income, use of farm implements, sources of infoiomatextension contact, social participation, familpe and caste in
comparison to age and housing pattern. Familyfizee contracted respondents had more varialtiiiiyp non-contracted

respondents. In indicate that farmers opting fgascane cultivation in the study are of varied saaonomic attributes.

Table 3: Benefits of Contract Farming in SugarcaneCultivation

Contracted Non-contracted Differential

S. No. Benefit Farmers (n = 80) farmers (n = 80) (%) C.R. Value

Mean Score| Rank | Mean Score| Rank
1. Assured marketing 2.18 VI 2.10 \Y% 3.67 0.035
2. Remunerative price 2.61 I 2.21 I 15.33 0.162
3. Good technical expertise 2.09 VI 2.00 VI| 4.31 0.040
4, Adequate credit and finange 2.35 Il 1.71 VIl 7.23 0.0287**
5. Timely crop management 2.09 VI 2.03 V 2.87 1.0
6. Irrigation facility 2.43 Il 2.05 V 15.64 0.165
7. Farm mechanisation 2.26 \Y% 2.11 11 6.64 0.065]
8. Supply of quality inputs 2.21 \% 2.14 Il 3.17 B

(Maximum obtainable score-3)
**Significant at 0.01level

Sugarcane growers are opting contract farming mdorl assured marketing with remunerative priceddrand
finance, technical expertise, better crop managémaidance and supply of quality inputs. The resalbtained from the
analysis of data revealed (Table-3) that both dmracted and non-contracted respondents weremilasiopinion as no
significant differential opinions observed througitical ratio test except credit and finance. Resmative price, irrigation
facility, farm mechanization, quality input sup@nd assured market were the benefits of the cdrfaeming as opined

by both the contracted and non-contracted respdsiden

Table 4: Extent of Facilities Availed in SugarcaneCultivation

Contracted Non-contracted Diff
S. No. Benefit Farmers (n = 80) Farmers (n = 80) % )' C.R. Value
Mean Score| Rank | Mean Score | Rank

1 Timely use of inputs 2.30 I 2.00 Il 13.04 0.131
2 Regular monitoring and guidance 1.83 I 1.70 I 7.10 0.062

3. Timely plant protection measures 1.96 Il 1.65 V || 15.82 0.147

4, Timely harvesting 2.28 Il 2.19 I 3.95 0.038
5 Timely lifting of produce 1.75 vV 1.45 V 17.14 161

6. Immediate payment 1.40 VI 1.31 VI 6.48 0.049
(Maximum Obtainable Score — 3)

Contract farming is an economic intervention tovide an environment of competition in the backgebaf an
institutional set up. The contracting firms provitie support of technological expertise, input $ypproduction services,
guaranteed and fixed sale price of the produce. By poor opinions were observed (Table-3) frasthithe contracted
and non-contracted respondents in availing thditiasi particularly monitoring and evaluation, tilmeplant protection
measures and timely lifting the produce along wittmediately payment. It indicates that the contractfirm had
deviated the norms of the contract farming. Howgther respondents were agreed some extent fointledytuse of inputs

and harvesting.
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Table 5: Important Practices in Sugarcane Cultivaton

Mean Score )
S. No. Practice Contracted Non-contracted I(D(,'/:f) Poole(;i iﬂigg)Score Rank
Farmers (n = 80) | Farmers (n = 80)

1. Land preparation 2.34 2.19 6.41 2.27 1\

2. Seed cane selection 2.09 2.05 1.91 2.07 VI
and treatment
Recommended =~ | 216 2.09 3.24 213 VI
manure and fertilizers
Irrigation 2.25 2.19 2.67 2.22 V
Intercultural 278 275 1.08 277 |
operation

6. Disease and pest 2.68 2.63 1.87 2.66 I
management

7 Harvesting and post- 261 255 230 258 I
harvest management

(Maximum Obtainable Score—3)

Contract farming in Indian Agriculture is gainingpne importance. Farmer’s interest towards confeoting are
also increasing due to easy disposal of the produtie remunerative price. But, desired productioithwquality
parameters suitable to contract farming can brivggfarmers in the system continuously. Therefdrey theed to have
good knowledge about important practices in sugeraaultivation. It is observed from Table-5 thattbthe contracted
and non-contracted respondents were almost ofa@impinions. The respondents had stated interalloperation as the
most important practice in sugarcane cultivatioliofeed by disease and pest management, harvestihgpast-harvest
management, land preparation, irrigation, recomradndanure and fertilizers, use and selection o saee along with

treatment. Hence; the respondents had good pesospgtiwards important practices in sugarcane atitn.

Table 6: Pertinent Constraints Expressed By the Rg®ndents

MEdkSCOE Diff Pooled Mean
S. No. Practice Contracted Non-Contracted % )' Score (n = 160) Rank
Farmers (n = 80) | Farmers (n = 80)

1. No insurance coverage 3.0 3.0 0.00 3.00 I

2, No transparency in 2.98 3.00 2.67 2.99 I
measurement

3, Sale price not fixed over 2.98 2.98 0.00 2.98 1l
production cost

4. Harassment in payment 2.70 3.00 10.00 2.85 \%

5. Produce not timely lifted 2.65 3.00 11.67 2.83

6. No written agreement 2.73 2.85 4.21 2.79 I

7. No attempt for farm 2.70 2.83 4.59 2.77 Vil
mechanization
No clarification and

8. understanding on suggested 2.65 2.75 3.64 2.70 VIII
technology

9. Field staffs not competent 2.66 2.71 1.85 2.69 X

10. Cluster approach not followed 2.56 2.69 4,83 632. X

(Maximum Obtainable Score — 3)

There are many risk factors for the contracted grevparticularly desired production with qualityesfiications,

unsuitable technology, crop incompatibility, monypaf the sponsors, exploitation by the field stafinadequate
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guidance and not cooperating for timely harvestnédiate lifting as well as timely payment. The datelyzed on
constraints of the growers revealed (Table-6) thath the contracted and non-contracted respondests almost of
similar opinions. The constraints expressed byréspondents were genuine and very much essentighdobenefit of

both the contracted growers and contracting firm&@ll as sustainability of the contract farmingtsyn.

Table 7: Influence of Socio-Economic Variables on doption of Practices

Correlation (‘R’) Value

S. No. Variable Contracted Non-Contracted Pooled

Farmers (n =80) | Farmers (n=80) | (n=160)
1. Age 0.385** —0.063 0.007
2. Caste —0.064 0.026 —0.020
3. Education 0.318** 0.047 0.074
4, Family type 0.249* —0.065 0.121
5. Family size 0.476** 0.103 0.195*
6. Social participation 0.033 0.070 -0.025
7. Cosmopoliteness -0.048 0.025 —0.001
8. Extension contact 0.023 -0.028 0.071
9. Sources of information -0.073 0.052 0.027
10. Housing pattern 0.040 0.060 0.011
11. Use of farm implements| -0.100 -0.014 0.020
12. Occupation 0.167 0.077 0.184
13. Annual income —0.005 —0.002 -0.035

** Significant at 0.01 level

* Significant at 0.05 level
Correlation co-efficient analysis revealed (Tabjettvat age, education, family type and size, of ¢batracted
respondents had significantly influenced the adwoptif various practices in sugarcane cultivationt, Bo socio-economic
pooled mean score value also indicated for no dmrton. It is therefore apprehended that the secionomic attributes

of the respondents had not significant influencadoption of various practices in sugarcane cuitiva
CONCLUSIONS

Contract farming has made an impressive inklingh& mind and thoughts of the policy makers, develenmt
planners, extension and sustainable developmesangsers as a mechanism to build linkages betwaremefs and agri-
business firms. It has provided alternative marKetsthe farmers with substantial income. The stwdyducted on

perception and constraints of the sugarcane growaans arrived with the following conclusions.
» Majority of the sugarcane growers were small haderd varied in their socio-economic attributes.

* Remunerative price, irrigation facility, farm mecieation, quality input supply and assured markes whe

perceived benefits of the contract farming.

» Poor opinions were observed in availing facilitisticularly monitoring and evaluation, timely plgrotection
measures, timely lifting of the produce and immesjzayment.

e The respondent had good knowledge on the impoptaatices in sugarcane cultivation.

 No written agreement, insurance coverage, trangpgrén measurement, attempt for farm mechanization,

clarification and understanding on suggested telolgies, sale price not fixed over production cesgduct not
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lifted in time and harassment in payment, clusfgsreach not followed and incompetent field staffsrevthe

pertinent constraints stated by the respondents.

Socio-economic attributes of the respondents hadsigmificant influence in adoption of various piiaes in

sugarcane cultivation.

It is therefore suggested that the contracting sumdustry officials have to analyze all these doaiats and

provide all possible supports for benefit of bdth tontracted growers and contracting firms as agefustainability of the

contract farming in sugarcane cultivation.
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