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ABSTRACT

Cotton farmers were facing acute distress, the manifestations of which were seen in the form of psycho-social
maladiesinthe country side. Agrarian distressamong cotton grower sis operationalized asthe perceived degree of
stressor discomfort among the farmers, caused due to unexpected eventsin farming aswell astheir social lives. The
perceived level of distress was measured through a distressindex. The study conducted in Vidarbha region among
cotton growers has revealed that the distress level was relatively high among majority of farmers. Among the
respondents, marginal and small farmers were experiencing high level of distress than those having medium and

big land holdings.
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Today the crisis among farming community is
evident through bourgeoning distress in many states of
Indiaincluding Punjab, the agriculturally most progressive
state. Suicides are only one extreme symptom of the
larger crisis looming over the agriculture sector in India
in general and Vidarbhain particular. Distressin the farm
sector isincreasing at an alarming rate. A large number
of farmers are facing severe drought conditions due to
aberrant weather, acute shortage of fodder for their cattle,
uncertain market prices, lack of institutional credit,
exorbitantly higher rates of interest from local
moneylenders, etc. these conditions have forced the
farmers in distress especially in north Karnataka,
Telangana, and Vidarbharegions of central India. Farmers
in Maharashtra, Andhra Pradesh, Karnataka, Kerala,
Orissa, Punjab, Rajasthan and other states are experiencing
distress due to lack of adequate irrigation, mounting debt
burden in the absence of institutional credit, lack of
minimum support prices, lack of crop insurance scheme,
high payment of rent for leased in land and some other
adverse policy implementation and governance issues.

The manifestations are seen in the form of psycho-
socia maladies and even extreme step of suicides by the
farmersin last seven to eight years. For the first timein
the known history of India, farmers are taking recourse
to suicide as a way out of agrarian distress (Rao et al,
2006). The rate of farmer’s suicide is increasing day by
day. For instance, even after the announcement of Rs.3,
750 Crore Relief Package for Vidarbha by Prime Minister
of India; the suicide rate has not reduced.

Under such conditions one of the researchableissues
among the others is: what is the nature and extent of
distress among these farmers. This study was undertaken
with the objective of understanding the nature and extent

of agrarian distress among the cotton growers of Vidarbha
region.

METHODOLOGY

The study was conducted in the Vidarbha region of
the Maharashtra state. Three districts viz. Yavatmal,
Amravati, and Wardha were selected purposively based
on the intensity of the farmers’ suicides in recent past of
this region. Nandgaon, Ner, and Selu sub-divisions were
selected randomly from Amravati, Y avatmal, and Wardha
districts respectively. Six villages, two from each block,
were drawn by using simple random sampling technique.
Thus Jalu and Mahuli Villages from Nandgaon Block;
Vatfali and Loni villages from Ner Block; and Sindhi and
Palasgaon villges from Selu Block were selected
randomly. A comprehensive list of the cotton growers of
each of the six selected villages was prepared indicating
four stratai.e. marginal, small, medium and large farmers
and 20 farmers from each village were selected as
respondents. Thus, 30 farmers from each stratum and
making total sample size 120 farmerswerefinally selected
on the basis of stratified random sampling technique. The
exploratory research design was adopted for the
investigation.

In the present study, agrarian distress was
operationalized as perceived degree of stressor discomfort
among the farmers caused due to unexpected events in
farming as well as in their social lives. To measure the
perceived degree of distress or discomfort experienced
by the farmers in response to the current agrarian crisis,
adistressindex was developed. In general, three important
event-related factorsi.e. helplessness, uncontrollability and
unpredictability were assumed to be associated with the
intensity of distress (Garnefski, 2005). Keeping this in
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mind, a distress index consisting of 20 items covering
the three aspects of distress was developed and used for
the study. The extent of distress among cotton growers
was measured on a five-point continuum of 1 (strongly
disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Here, the extent of distress among cotton growers
was measured. In addition, the nature of distress was
also measured. An attempt was made to see whether these
farmers differed on the extent of distress by comparing
themean distress scores of farmersfrom different districts
and by comparing the mean distress scores of farmers
belonging to different land size categories.

As can be seen from the data, the overall mean distress
level score of the cotton growers was 65.48 out of the
maximum possible score of 100, with astandard deviation
of 8.56. This means that on an average, the respondents
were in high level of distress. The distress level scores
on distress index ranged from as low as 40 to as high as
96. This indicated wide variation of agrarian distress
among the cotton cultivators. A brief ook at the frequency
distribution of cotton growers on the distress scores
revealed that more than four-fifths (85.84 per cent) of
them were having distress at high level whereas, 8.33
percent and 5.83 percent of the respondents were having
distress at very high level and medium level respectively.
The frequencies of respondents on distress scores
appeared to be highly skewed towards the higher side of
distress index. In al the three districts, the extent of
distress among the farmer respondents was more or less
insimilar levels,

Extent of Agrarian Distress : To measure the extent of
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distress among respondents a distressindex was devel oped
and used. All the statements were reflected the three
dimensions of distress. The higher the score obtained by
arespondent on thisindex, the higher will be his extent of
distress. The frequencies of farmers on extent of distress
were computed and the results are presented in Table 1.

Table 1. Distribution of Respondents on Extent of Distress
(N=120)

Selected Districts
Amravati | Yavaimal |Wardha | Overall

Extent of Distress

Mean 65.68 65.53 65.25 65.48
Standard deviation 7.35 10.86 7.20 8.56
Range 47-78 40-96 46-78 40-96
Distress Categories

Frequency and (%)* of respondents in each district

Low (1-25) 0(0.00) 0(0.00) 0(0.00) 0(0.00)
Medium (26-50) 1(2.50) 5(12.50) 1(2.50)  7(5.83)
High (51- 75) 37(92.50) 30(75.0) 36(90.0) 103(85.84)
Very High (76-100) 2(5.00 5(12.50) 3(7.50) 10(8.33)
TOTAL 40(100) 40(100) 40(100) 120(100)

* Percentage is given in parenthesis.

Nature of Agrarian Distress: The components of distress,
viz. helplessness, uncontrollability and unpredictability
among the farmer respondents were analysed to
understand the nature of distress. These three components
reflect the feelings of helplessness expressed by the
farmers in a critical situation, the feelings of inability to
control the on-going situation, and feelings of inability to
predict the future outcomes of a critical situation. Here
the distress scores as reflected by the three components
were analysed with aview to see which of the components
is causing more distress among cotton farmers. The
results are presented in Table 2.

Table 2. Distribution of the respondents on the basis of level of helplessness, uncertainty and unpredictability

Particulars Frequency and (%)* of respondents in each omponent
Helplessness | Uncontrollability| Unpredictability
Mean distress score 25.79 22.27 17.42
Standard deviation 3.16 4,76 3.70
Low level (<Mean-1SD) 20 (16.67) 12 (10.0) 20 (16.67)
Medium level (Bet Mean +1SD) 81 (67.50) 86 (71.67) 85 (70.83)
High level (>Mean+1SD) 19 (15.83) 22 (18.33) 15 (12.50)
Total 120 (100) 120 (100) 120 (100)

* Percentage is given in parenthesis.

It is evident from the results in table that the mean
distress score of feeling of helplessness was 25.79 per
cent, indicating thereby its prominent impact on the overall
distress scores. The scores of distresson the components
of uncontrollability and unpredictability were 22.27 per
cent and 17.42 per cent respectively. In totality, majority
of the respondents were in the medium level distress on
all the three components. feelings of helplessness,
uncontrollability and unpredictability. It is the feding of
helplessness that loomed large when the farmers faced

their daily hassles of cotton farming in adverse conditions
of drought, pest incidence, high costs of cultivation and
unremunerative prices, sickness of family members and
increasing home expenses, etc.

Comparison of mean distress scores of the respondents of
three districts : One-way ANOVA was employed to
compare the means of distress scores of the respondents
of three districts to test empirically whether there is any
variance in distress level between farmers of these three
districts. The results are presented in the Table 3.
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Table 3. Analysis of variance among the distress levels of
farmersfrom three districts

. Total ;
Groups (Districts) |Respondents obtained score Averagel Variance
Amravati 40 2627 65.67 | 54.01
Yavatmal 40 2621 65.53 | 117.89
Wardha 40 2610 65.25 | 51.83
ANOVA
Source of Variation]| SS d | MS | F |Fcrit*|Fcrit**
Between Groups 3.72 2 (186 |0.025]|3.073 | 4.79
Within Groups 8726.25|117 |74.58
Total 8729.97 |119

*0.05 level of significance, **0.01 level of Significance
CV= 13.189

Among the farmers of three districts, farmers from

Amravati district were having more distress level on an
average followed by those from Yavatmal and Wardha
districts which was 65.67 per cent, 65.53 per cent and
65.25 per cent, respectively. F value was calculated
(0.025) and compared with table value of F for (3, 117)
degrees of freedom at 5 per cent level of significance
(3.07) and at 1 per cent level of significance (4.79). As
the calculated F value was less than table F value there
was no significant difference between these three districts
regarding the level of distress. The coefficient of variation
(CV) of the mean distress scores of these three districts
was 13.189 per cent. Asthe coefficient of variation (CV)
was lower than 20 per cent, it indicates the better precision
of the measurement of the mean distress scores. This
indicatesthat thereis no statistically significant difference
in distresslevels of the respondents of these three districts.
All the respondents of the three districts were having more
or lessequa intensity of perceived levels of distress. Thus
it can be concluded that asfar as perceived level of distress
is concerned, all the respondents of all districts were
at par.
Comparison of Mean Distress Scores of the Respondents
of Different Land Holdings: One-way ANOVA was
employed to compare the means of distress scores of the
respondents of four different sizes of land holding, and it
was tested statistically whether there is any differencein
distresslevels due to the landholding size. The results are
presented in the Table 4.

It isevident from the above table that the respondents
having marginal land holdings were having more distress
level (67.50 per cent) on an average followed by farmers
with small, medium and large size land holdings which
was 66.93 percent, 65.73 per cent and 61.77 per cent,
respectively. F value was calculated (2.86) and compared
with table value of F for (3, 116) degrees of freedomat 5
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per cent level of significance (2.68) and at 1 level of
significance (3.95). As the calculated F value was more
than table F value at 5 per cent level of significance there
issignificant difference between theland holding size and
the level of distress. The critical difference (CD) at 5 per
cent level of significancewas0.7821 and it was observed
that the differences between mean distress scores of
margina and small farmers was not significant, but the
difference between mean distress scores of small and
medium as well as between medium and large farmers
was found significant at 5 per cent level of significance.

Table 4. Analysis of variance among the distress levels of
farmerswith different sizes of land holdings

Groups Respondents Totd Average|Variance
obtained score

Margina 30 2025 67.50 | 64.81

Small 30 2008 66.93 | 65.79

Medium 30 1972 65.73 | 67.99

Lage 30 1853 61.77 | 81.70

ANOVA

Source of Variation sS df | MS | Ca.F

Between Groups | 601.37 | 3 [200.45|2.86***
Within Groups 8128.6 (116(70.07
Total 8729.97|119

*0.05 level of significance, **0.01 level of Sgnificance
*** Ggnificant at 0.05 level of significance.
CD = 0.7821 at 5 per cent level of significance

This indicates that the respondents having marginal
and small land holdings were experiencing higher levels
of distress than the respondents having medium and big
land holdings. It indicates that the margina and small
farmers were more victims of agrarian distress than
others. This may be due to the poor resources, yield
uncertainty, low income and low accessibility to the credit
facilities, low economic viability and lack of opportunities
for risk diversion among the group of these small and
marginal farmers.

CONCLUSION

It can be concluded that the distress levels among
cotton growers were high among majority of them.
Though there were no significant differences among
farmers hailing from three different districts, there were
marked differences among marginal, small, medium and
large farmer categories. The most distressed among them
were marginal and small farmers. Among the components
of distress, the sense of helplessness was found higher
among these cotton farmers, as they felt realy helpless
about shortageof credit, non-remunerative prices, frequent
crop failures, lack of support from community (neigh-
bours, relatives, and friends), and lack of cropinsurance, etc.

F crit* |F crit**
268 | 3.95
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