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 Research study entitled “A Critical Study on Pradhan Mantri Fasal Bima 
Yojana in Srikakulam District of Andhra Pradesh” was under taken to study the profile 
characteristics of beneficiaries of PMFBY, knowledge, opinion levels of beneficiaries 
about Pradhan Mantri Fasal Bima Yojana, relationship between profile with knowledge 
and opinion levels of beneficiaries under Pradhan Mantri Fasal Bima Yojana and aims 
to elucidate the constraints faced by the farmers and suggestions given by them to 
overcome the constraints and finally to formulate the strategies for effective 
implementation of Pradhan Mantri Fasal Bima Yojana. 

 The study was taken up in three mandals of Srikakulam district with a sample 
size of 120 members. Thirteen independent variables with knowledge and opinion as 
dependent variable were studied. The farmers interviewed personally by a well 
structured interview schedule. The data was coded, tabulated and analyzed using 
suitable statistical tools. 

  The profile of the beneficiaries of PMFBY revealed that majority of the farmers 
were middle aged, educated up to middle school, had less than 2 hectors of land 
holdings, 21 to 30 years of farming experience, medium annual income, untrained, 
medium level of mass media utilization, material possession, extension contact. Bank 
officers and Mandal agricultural officers were consulted by the majority of 
beneficiaries to seek the information about PMFBY. The study also revealed that 
majority of beneficiaries had frequently faced disasters like floods, heat waves, 
droughts and the disaster occurrence pattern is high. Regarding to psychological 
variables, majority of respondents were under medium level of scientific orientation 
and risk orientation. Most of the beneficiaries had took the loan from co-operative 
societies. 

 Majority of the farmers had medium level of the knowledge regarding PMFBY. 
Majority of the beneficiaries had knowledge about the premium rates, crops covered 
under kharif, rabi and horticultural crops, intimation of losses about the crops within 
the particular period of time, reason for failure PMFBY, source of premium for crop 
insurance. Majority of the farmers had low level of knowledge on aspects like 
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indemnity of crop damage excluded during losses of war and nuclear risks, companies 
provide insurance to beneficiaries in srikakulam under this scheme, PMFBY is optional 
for non-farmers etc., Basis for implementation of PMFBY 

 Majority of the beneficiaries had medium level of opinion about PMFBY. 
Majority of beneficiaries had favorable opinion on items like PMFBY providing 
financial support to farmers suffering crop damage arising out of unforeseen events. 
Usage of smart phones and drone for assessment of crop damage is a ideal measure. 
More involvement of insurance companies for settlement of claims, lower premium 
rates than usage of IT in settlement of claims, Premium should be payed by the 
government. 

 Out of thirteen independent variables farming experience, annual income, 
education showed positive and non-significant association with the knowledge. Disaster 
occurrence pattern, extension contact, land holdings, mass media utilization, training 
undergone, scientific orientation, risk orientation showed positive and significant 
association with the knowledge at one per cent level of significance. Crop loan availed, 
material possession, showed positive and significant relationship with the knowledge at 
five per cent level of significance. The variable age showed negative and non- 
significant relationship towards the knowledge of PMFBY beneficiaries. The farming 
experience, annual income, material possession showed positive and non-significant 
relationship. The variables like landholdings, extension contact, disaster occurrence 
pattern, mass media utilization, training undergone, crop loan availed, scientific 
orientation, risk orientation, showed positive and significant relationship at one per cent 
level of significance towards the beneficiaries of PMFBY. The variables like age, 
education showed negative and non- significant relationship with the opinion of 
beneficiaries of PMFBY. 

 Multiple linear regression analysis gave the “R2” value of 0.564 indicated that 
all the selected fourteen profile characteristics put together, explained about 56.40 per 
cent variation in the level of knowledge in beneficiaries of PMFBY. Remaining 43.60 
per cent is due to the extraneous effects of the variables. The “R2” value of 0.456 
indicated that all the selected thirteen profile characteristics put together, explained 
about 45.60 per cent variation in the level of opinion in beneficiaries of PMFBY. 
Remaining 54.40 per cent is due to the extraneous effects of the variables. 

  The problems faced by the beneficiaries in PMFBY were Lack of knowledge 
regarding to PMFBY, lack of awareness of benefits of PMFBY, less compensatation 
offered in crop insurance scheme, delay in payment of compensatation, Rate of 
premium is not universal for all crops, on-line registration and assessment of risk 
complexity in PMFBY, unavailability of experts for assessment of loss at visit time, 
lack of coordination between banks and farmers and high rate of premium. 

Suggestion made by the beneficiaries to overcome the constraints in PMFBY 
were procedure of the scheme should be simplified, organization of awareness 
programmes for farmers regarding PMFBY, organization of training programmes on e-
filling of insurance and benefit of the farmers, payment of premium by the government 
for farmers below the poverty regarding pmfby, premium rate may be decreased, avoid 
delay in payment of compensatation, increase the number of extension agents, maintain 
universal premium for all crops, improve linkage between banks and farmers, unit area 
may be of individual or a village level, improve socio-economic conditions of the 
farmers and increase the insurance agents in rural areas. 



 

 
 

 

 

 

 

    Chapter – I                                   
 

                                    Introduction 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

1 

CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Agriculture is the back bone of the Indian Economy. The share of agriculture in 

employment was 48.90 per cent of the workforce and its share in the Gross Domestic 

Product (GDP) was 17.4 per cent in 2015-16 (Directorate of Economics and Statistics 

2015), as of Indian GDP is 7.2 per cent for the year 2017-18. Nearly two- third of the 

agriculture land in the country is rain-fed and almost 20 per cent of the India`s total 

land area is perennially drought prone. Agriculture sector faces several risks viz. 

financial, personal, production related risks. Farmers highly dependence on monsoon 

rainfalls. Agriculture in India is proverbially called a “Gamble on the Monsoon”. As 

agriculture is highly dependent on weather, even if small changes occur in any stage of 

the crop it could affect crop growth and consequence changes occur in the livelihood 

farmers. Not only environmental effect, but also pests and diseases it effect the crop 

growth and yield.   

The Arjun Sengupta Committee puts the average monthly income of a farm 

family at Rs. 2,115 which includes Rs.900 from non-farm activities. Similarly, the 

Commission for Agricultural Costs and Prices (CACP) analysis has shown the return 

for many crops to be actually in the negative side/zone. In fact, the Socio-Economic 

and Caste Census 2011 have confirmed that 75 per cent of all rural households make 

less than Rs 5,000 per month. 

Agricultural production and farm incomes in India are frequently affected by 

natural disasters, susceptibility of agriculture to these disasters is compounded by the 

outbreak of epidemics and manmade disasters such as fire, sale of spurious seeds, 

fertilizers and pesticides, price crashes. Agricultural insurance is considered as one of 

the important mechanism to effectively address the risks to farm production and income 

resulting from various natural and manmade events.  

Different forms of experiments on agricultural insurance were started from 1985 

onwards. The details are as follows 

 Comprehensive  Crop Insurance Scheme (CCIS): 1985 to summer 1999 

 Pilot Farmers Income Insurance Scheme (FIIS) :Summer 2003 to Winter 2003-
04 
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 Pilot Weather Based Crop Insurance Scheme (WBCIS): Summer 2007 to 
Summer 2013 

 Pilot Coconut Palm Insurance Scheme (CPIS): 2009-10 to Summer 2013 

 Pilot Modified NAIS (MNAIS): Winter 2010-11 to Summer 2013 

 National Crop Insurance Programme (NCIP) with component schemes of 
MNAIS,WBCIS and CPIS: Winter 2013-14 to Winter 2015-16 

 National Agricultural Insurance Scheme (NAIS) : Winter 2019 to Winter 2015-
16 

 Pradhan Mantri Fasal Bima Yojana (PMFBY) and restructured WBCIS: April 
2016 to the Present 

One of the populistic game changer insurance schemes brought out by 

government of India is Pradhan Mantri Fasal Bima Yojana (PMFBY) which not only 

provides insurance coverage to farmers against natural calamities and pests, but also 

encourages them to adopt innovative modern agricultural practices. It was rolled out 

from June 2016. The premium to be paid by farmers is just 2 per cent of the insured 

value for the Kharif crop, 1.5 per cent for the Rabi season and 5 per cent for 

Horticultural crops. The government’s focus will be to bring in more farmers without 

loans (which comprise merely 5 per cent of total farmers at present) under the scheme.  

The aim of new scheme is to cover 50 per cent of total crop area i.e. 19.40 million 

hectare and use of digital technology to improve yield data and automate claims (Goel, 

2016).This scheme will helps in decreasing the burden of premiums on farmers who 

take loans for their cultivation and will also safeguard them against the inclement 

weather.  

The PMFBY is a replacement scheme of National Agricultural Insurance 

Scheme as well as the Modified NAIS. As the new PMFBY is replacement scheme of 

NAIS / MNAIS, there will be exemption from Service Tax liability of all the services 

involved in the implementation of the scheme. Farmers will also get rid of the web of 

complex rules of the earlier insurance schemes. The new scheme includes successful 

aspects of the existing schemes and "effectively addresses" whatever was lacking in 

earlier schemes. As many as 5.70 crore farmers purchased the crop insurance policy 

PMFBY during 2016-17. The Scheme shall be implemented through a multi-agency 

framework by selected insurance companies under the overall guidance & control of 
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the Department of Agriculture, Cooperation & Farmers Welfare (DAC & FW), 

Ministry of Agriculture & Farmers Welfare (MOA & FW), Government of India (GOI) 

and the concerned State in co-ordination with various other agencies viz. financial 

institutions like commercial banks, cooperative banks, regional rural banks and their 

regulatory bodies of govt. department Agriculture, co-operatives, horticulture, statistics, 

revenue, information science and technology.   

Private General Insurance Company HDFC ERGO general insurance has set up 

remote sensing lab for crop insurance. It will work on accurately assessing the risks by 

the scientific manner of the insurances and will also be able to give early warnings to 

the government and farmers about the losses.  

OBJECTIVES OF PMFBY 

a. To provide insurance coverage and financial support to the farmers in the event 
of failure of any of the notified crop as a result of natural calamities, pests & 
diseases.  

b. To stabilize the income of farmers to ensure their continuance in farming.  

c. To encourage farmers to adopt innovative and modern agricultural practices. 

d. To ensure flow of credit to the agriculture sector.  

Government modifies operational guidelines for Pradhan Mantri Fasal Bima 

Yojana. The Union Government on September 18, 2018 released the new operational 

guidelines for implementation of the Pradhan Mantri Fasal Bima Yojana (PMFBY). 

The new modified provisions include the provision of penalties for states and 

insurance companies for the delay in settlement of insurance claims under the Pradhan 

Mantri Fasal Bima Yojana. The new operational guidelines address the current 

challenges faced while implementing The scheme by putting forth effective solutions.   

New Operational Guidelines For Pradhan Mantri Fasal Bima Yojana  

 The farmers will be paid 12 per cent interest by insurance companies for the 
delay in settlement claims beyond two months of prescribed cut-off date.  

 The State Governments will have to pay 12 per cent interest for the delay in 
release of State share of subsidy beyond three months of prescribed cut-off 
date submission by insurance companies.  
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 The guidelines detail a Standard Operating Procedure for evaluation of 
insurance companies and removes them from the scheme, if found ineffective 
in providing services.  

 It includes Perennial horticultural crops on pilot basis under the ambit of 
PMFBY.  

 It includes cloud burst and natural fire in localized calamities in addition to 
unseasonal and cyclonic rainfalls, hailstorm, landslide, and inundation in post 
harvest losses.  

 It provides add on coverage for crop loss due to attack of wild animals on pilot 
basis with the additional financial liabilities to be borne by concerned state 
government. 

 It incorporates definition of major crops, unseasonal rainfall and inundation for 
clarity and proper coverage. 

 Aadhaar number will be mandatorily captured to avoid duplication of 
beneficiaries. 

 To ensure that more non-loanee farmers are insured under the scheme, apart 
from various awareness activities being scheduled, the insurance companies 
are given a target of enrolling 10 percent more non-loanee farmers than the 
previous corresponding season.  

 The insurance companies will have to mandatorily spend 0.5 percent of gross 
premium per company per season for publicity and awareness of the scheme. 

 Release of upfront premium subsidy will be made at the beginning of the 
season based on 50 percent of 80 percent total share of subsidy of 
corresponding season of previous year as subsidy. 

But the revised operational guide lines have made the scheme move farmer 

friendly the aims of the PMFBY is to provide coverage to all farmers However, this a 

tall task only about 35 per cent of the farmers are covered under PMFBY and the 

intention of the government is to increase to 50 per cent by 2020. 

Department of Agriculture, Cooperation & Farmers Welfare (DAC & FW) has 

designed/empanelled as agriculture insurance companies of India and some private 

insurance companies presently to participate in the PMFBY based on their financial 

strength, infrastructure, manpower and expenditure etc.   
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Agricultural Insurance Company of India and Some Private insurance 

companies are working in the PMFBY based on their financial strength, infrastructure 

manpower and expertise. The following are the insurance companies operated in 

PMFBY. 

1.  Agriculture Insurance Company of India Ltd., 

2.  ICICI Lombard General Insurance Company Ltd.,   

3.  HDFC ERGO General Insurance Company Ltd., 

4.  IFFCO-TOKIO General Insurance Company Ltd., 

5.  Cholamandalam MS General Insurance Company Ltd. 

6.  Bajaj Allianz General Insurance Company Ltd. 

7.  Reliance General Insurance Company Ltd. 

8.  Future General India Insurance Company Ltd. 

9.  Tata-AIG General India Insurance Company Ltd. 

10.  SBI General India Insurance Company Ltd. 

11.  Universal Sompo General India Insurance Company Ltd. 

The empanelled insurance companies at present in Andhra Pradesh are listed 
below. 

1.  Agriculture Insurance Company of India Ltd. is working in Ananthapur, Chittoor, 
East Godavari, Guntur, Nellore, Srikakulam, Prakasam districts of Andhra 
pardesh 

2.  ICICI Lombard General Insurance Company Ltd is working in West Godavari, 
Kadapa, Krishna, Kurnool, Vishakapatnam, Vizianagaram districts of Andhra 
pardesh. 

In Maharashtra, it was accounted that the highest 2.21 crore insured farmers 

under PMFBY during 2016-18 followed by Rajasthan (1.52 crore farmers), Madhya 

Pradesh (1.41 crore farmers), Utter Pradesh (1.21 crore farmers), West Bengal (0.80 

crore farmers) and Andhra Pradesh (0.36 crore farmers). Under PMFBY (2017-18), 

highest insured under non-lonee farmers are Jharkhand (85.00 %) and lowest in Gujarat 

(0%). In Andhra Pradesh, only 4.12 per cent of the total farmers insured under PMFBY 
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and Reconstructed Weather Base Crop Insurance Scheme (RWBCIS) during Kharif 

2016. In the fiscal year 2018-19 the highest insured districts in Andhra Pradesh are 

Ananthapur, Kadapa and Srikakulam districts. In Srikakulam district the total farmers 

insured under PMFBY were only 54677. This might be due to lack of awareness and 

knowledge regarding benefits of Pradhan Mantri Fasal Bima Yojana (PMFBY). So 

there is a need to know the existing socio-economic profile and knowledge of the 

beneficiaries of PMFBY. With this back ground, the present study has been formulated 

with the following objectives.  

OBJECTIVES 

1) To study the profile of the beneficiaries of Pradhan Mantri Fasal Bima Yojana 
(PMFBY). 

2) To measure the knowledge level of beneficiaries about Pradhan Mantri Fasal 
Bima Yojana (PMFBY). 

3) To know the opinion of beneficiaries about Pradhan Mantri Fasal Bima Yojana 
(PMFBY). 

4) To find out the relationship between profile with knowledge and opinion of 
beneficiaries under Pradhan Mantri Fasal Bima Yojana (PMFBY). 

5)  To elicit the constraints and suggestions of PMFBY beneficiaries and to 
formulate the strategies for effective implementation of PMFBY. 

NEED OF THE STUDY 

While international and national attention has been focused on crop insurance 

and risk management in agriculture, most of the farmers are unaware of the benefits of 

crop insurance schemes. Interestingly, even as the government laid an immense focus 

on Prime Minister Narendra Modi’s ‘Pradhan Mantri Fasal Bima Yojana’ scheme, non-

awareness of farmers to insure for risk management has been found as a major factor in 

poor response to crop insurance schemes. As far as the farmers are concerned cent per 

cent of them were provided loans for farming practices. But the field reality is that there 

are no proper facilities to explain the details of the scheme. Hence, farmers are either 

unaware or confused to opt for insurance schemes. Mere introduction of schemes do 

not produce desired result. It also comprises intense propagation & extensive help 

centers for education to farmers and proper maintenance of data and records which 
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affect largely. Of course, several national level surveys have been conducted on the 

status of crop insurance schemes introduced at various time points like NAIS, MNAIS 

and WBCIS etc., yet, few studies have been conducted on the role of insurance 

companies and banks in the successful implementation and running of insurance 

schemes in villages. Moreover, scant studies have been conducted on the role of 

government in promoting CIS custom information service and response of farmer at 

individual level. On these grounds, the present study has a special significance for the 

policy makers, educationists and researchers to get details of the crop insurance scheme 

facilities available and their implementation by the government through agriculture 

officers. 

SCOPE OF THE STUDY 

The present study is under taken to measure extent of knowledge levels of 

farmers about Pradhan Mantri Fasal Bima Yojana (PMFBY) and opinion by the 

farmers. Besides this, the study would depict the relationship between profile with 

knowledge and opinion of insured farmers and last but not least an attempt has been 

made to elicit the constraints of PMFBY as well as suggestions for reforming of 

PMFBY which suitable for present farming situation  

This study will highlights gaps in knowledge and positive or negative opinion 

about PMFBY. It is possible to brainstorm the strategies to overcome constraints faced 

by beneficiaries about PMFBY. It has wider scope to study the specific crop and 

location specific solutions. The outcomes of this will be gainful and useful for 

administrates, policymakers, scientists, extension workers, NGOs, etc. The results of 

the study can be effectively used in other crop insurance schemes which needs reforms.   

LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY 

The study has the usual limitations of a single student research project, although 

every attempt has been made to have a thorough investigation into several aspects of 

the problem. 

i.  Being a post graduate research, the investigator has limitation of time, money 
and other resources.  

ii.  Since the study was designed as ex-post facto type, the memory bias on the part 
of the respondents cannot be ruled out.  
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iii. The study was restricted to only three mandals with a sample of 120 farmers of 
srikakulam district therefore, the implications made in the study may not be 
generalized for larger areas. 

PRESENTATION OF THE THESIS 

The thesis is presented under five chapters. The first chapter viz., introduction 

deals with the objectives, need of the study, scope and limitations of the study. The 

second chapter, viz., review of literature deals with the review of important studies 

related to the field of present study. In the third chapter, the methodology used in the 

research work including operationalization of the concepts, measurement procedure of 

the variables and the statistical tools used are presented. The fourth chapter deals with 

the results and discussions. Summary, conclusions, implications and suggestions for 

future study are furnished in the fifth chapter. The references and appendices are 

furnished at the end.   
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CHAPTER-II 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

A literature review is a body of text that aims to review the critical points of 

current knowledge and or methodological approaches on a particular topic. Literature 

reviews are secondary sources, and as such, do not report any new or original 

experimental work. A well-structured literature review is characterized by a logical 

flow of ideas; current and relevant references with consistent, appropriate referencing 

style; proper use of terminology and an unbiased and comprehensive view of the 

previous research on the topic. Hence, earnest efforts were made to review the related 

literature, which was found to be meaningful and having direct and indirect bearing on 

this study and furnished under the following headings 

2.1  Profile of the beneficiaries of Pradhan Mantri Fasal Bima Yojana                

PMFBY. 

2.2 Knowledge level of the beneficiaries about Pradhan Mantri Fasal Bima Yojana       

PMFBY. 

2.3  Opinion of beneficiaries about Pradhan Mantri Fasal Bima Yojana (PMFBY).  

2.4 Relationship between profile with knowledge and opinion of beneficiaries under   

PMFBY. 

2.5 Constraints faced by the beneficiaries and suggestions to obviate the constraints    

and to formulate the strategies for effective implementation of PMFBY. 

2.6  Conceptual model of the study. 

2.1 PROFILE CHARACTERISTICS OF THE FARMERS:- 

2.1.1 Age 

Manisha (2009) from her study on “Knowledge, attitude and loan repayment 

behaviour of borrowers in Kisan Credit Card scheme in Akola district Maharashtra” 

reported that more than two-fifths (43.00 %) borrowers of Kisan Credit Card scheme 

belonged to ‘middle’ age group of 36 to 50 years.   

Sadati et al. (2010) in their research article on “survey of effective factors on 

adoption of crop insurance among farmers: A case study of Behbahan County” reported 

that majority were middle-aged farmers. 
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Kumar et al. (2011) in their research article on “Analysis of farmer`s perception 

and awareness towards crop insurance as a tool for risk management in Tamil Nadu” 

reported that most (82.00%) of them were in the age of above 40 years and one-third 

(30.00%) of respondents were in the age group of more than 60 years. 

Fallah et al. (2012) in their research paper on “attitudes and determinant factors 

in insurance development for strategic agricultural products” study concluded that the 

farmers insured under the age of 46.19 were average followed by the youngest were 29 

years and the oldest were 76. The largest frequency was for the range was 41 to 50. 

Goudappa et al. (2012) in their research article on “Farmers perception and 

awareness about crop insurance in Karnataka” revealed that average age group of the 

farmers was 47 years. 

Kumar et al.  (2012) in their research paper on “Perception and attitude of 

farmers and agri firms towards commodity finance” indicated that more than one third 

(34.00 %) of the respondents were in the age group of 28-37 followed by 24.00 per cent 

were in the age group of 18-27,  22.00 per cent were in the age group of 38-47, 12.00 

per cent were in the age group of 48-57 and 8.00 per cent were in the age group of 58 

years and above. 

Jayathilaka and Abeynayake.(2013) in their research article on “assessing 

farmers’ perception, awareness and influential factors to purchase a crop insurance as a 

tool for risk management” study found that the more than half of insured farmers 

(51.70 %) were of 41-50 age group and 48.30 per cent belonged to the age group of  

51-60 years.  

Khan et al . (2013) in their research paper on “Willingness to pay for cattle and 

buffalo insurance: An analysis of dairy farmers in central India” concluded that the 

highest proportion (79.50%) of farmers belonged to middle age group and the mean age 

was 42 years. 

Lalitha and Sundar (2013) in their research article on “A Study on farmer’s 

awareness, perception and willing to join and pay for crop insurance” revealed that 

more than half of the (58.50 %) of farmers were above the age of 45 years and the 

remaining (41.50%) were below 45 years of age. 
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Akinola (2014) in his research article on “Determinants of farmers’ adoption of 

agricultural insurance: The case of poultry farmers in Abeokuta Metropolis of Ogun 

State, Nigeria” concluded that most (90.00%) of them are belonged to the age group of 

40-50 followed by those belonged to the age group of above 50 years (6.25%) and only 

few (3.75%) belonged to age group of 30-40 years.   

Uvaneswaran and Mohanapriya (2014) in their research paper on “Farmers 

perception and awareness about crop insurance in Tamilnadu” found that more than one 

third (34.00 %) were 20-40 years age followed by 28.00 percent of the farmers were of 

40-50 years age, below23.00 per cent of farmer were of below 20 years of age and only 

15.00 per cent were of above 60 years of age.   

Govinda  et al . (2015) in their research paper on “Socio Economic profiling of 

tumkur district farmers in Karnataka” found that majority (46.99%) of   the members 

were ‘middle’ aged group followed by 36.01 per cent of the members coming under 

‘young’ age group and 17.00 per cent of the members undre ‘old’ age category. 

Adah  et al.  (2016) in their research article on “Assessment of rural farmers’ 

attitudes toward agricultural insurance scheme as a risk management strategy in Kogi 

State, North central Nigeria” study concluded that one-third of farmers (33.30%) were 

of 41-50 years age group followed by 30.00 per cent were of 31-40 years age, and only 

15.00 per cent were of 51-60 years age only 10.00 per cent were of above 60 years age. 

Chikaire  et al . (2016) in their research article on “Perception of rural farmers 

of agricultural insurance as a way of mitigation against climate change variability in 

Imo State Nigeria” revealed that nearly half (46.70 %) of the respondents were within 

the age group of 51-60 years followed by 26 .70 per cent were of 41-50 age group and 

18.70 per cent were of 31-40 age group and 5.70 per cent were of above 60 years. 

Mohapatra  et al . (2016) in their research paper on “Farmers knowledge about 

the agricultural insurance scheme in Punjab” revealed that little more than two-fifths 

(42.74 %) of the respondents were in the middle age group followed by  young age 

group (30.64 %) and old age group (26.00 %).  

Further they concluded that majority (56.00 %) respondents insured under 

livestock insurance were in the middle age group followed by young (28.00 %) and old 

age group (16.00 %). 



 

12 

Nayak (2016) in his research article on “Socio-economic profile and perception 

of farmers on crop insurance in Odisha: A case study of selected villages of Keonjhar 

district”  the majority (60.00 %) of the farmers were between the age group of 30-40 

years, while 14.00 per cent of the farmers were between the age group of 21-30 years, a 

very few (6.00 %) of the farmers were from the age group of below 21 years, and the 

20.00 per cent of the farmers were from the age group of above 40 years. 

Osarenren et al. (2016)  in his research article on “Socio-Economic 

Characteristics of  Registered Cocoa Farmers in Edo State, Nigeria” found that the 

majority (66.70%) of the cocoa farmers were within the age range of 41 – 50 years with 

a mean age of 46 years. This shows that respondents were in their middle age. 

Yayati (2016) in their research article on “Socio-economic profile and 

perception of Farmers on crop insurance in Odisha: A case study of selected villages of  

Keonjhar district Shrinkhla” found that the majority (60.00 %) of the farmers were 

between the age group of 30-40 years followed by those who were above 40 years age  

(20.00 %) and below 20 years of age (6.00 %). 

Duhan and Singh (2017) in their research article on “Factors affecting 

awareness level of farmers about crop Insurance: a case study of Haryana” concluded 

that highest number of the farmers belonged to the age group of 45-55 years (26.50 %), 

followed by those belonging to age group of 35-35 were (25.90 %),  the age group of 

25-35 years (24.50 %), the age group of 18-25 (6.50 %) and the rest ie.,16.60 per cent 

farmers belonged to the age group of 55 and above. 

Sindhu and Ariff (2017) in their research article on “Farmers preference 

towards crop insurance” found that 44.00 per cent of the respondents belonged to the 

age group of  26 to 50.  

Thirumoorthy  and  Geetha,  (2017) in their research article on “A study on 

awareness of farmers towards crop  insurance in Erode and Namakkal District”  

revealed that majority (57.00 %) of the farmers were of 26-50 age followed by 29.00 

per cent were above 50 years age and only  14.00 per cent of the farmers were of below 

25 years age. 
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2.1.2 Education 

Sadati et al. (2010) in their research article on “Survey of effective factors on 

adoption of crop insurance among farmers: A case study of Behbahan country” 

concluded that more than one-fifths (22.70 %) of the respondents were unable to read 

and write, while 30.70 per cent of their primary education and 18.00 per cent with 

higher education.  

Kumar et al. (2011) in their research article on “Analysis of farmer`s perception 

and awareness towards crop insurance as a tool for risk management in Tamil Nadu” 

reported that majority (14.30%) were illiterate followed by 34.80 per cent who had 

studied up to primary level and 36.70 per cent who had attended school up to secondary 

level. 

Fallah et el .(2012) in their research paper on “Attitudes and determinant factors 

in insurance development for strategic agricultural products” revealed that almost half 

(43.00%) the respondents were illiterate followed by 36.00 per cent had elementary 

education, (16.00%)  intermediate education and 5.00 per cent high school education.  

Goudappa (2012) in his research paper on “Farmers perception and awareness 

about crop insurance in Karnataka” with concluded that the more than two fifths of the 

(44.00 %) were illiterate people followed by those primary education (24.00 %) and 

secondary education (16.00 %). 

Ghalavand et al. (2012) in their research article on “Agriculture insurance as a 

risk management strategy in climate change scenario: a study in islamic republic of 

iran” found that the education condition of 24.00 per cent of wheat producers was 

primary level, followed by those had secondary level (24.50 %) and remaining 20.00 

percent of respondents with high school level of education. 

Jayathilaka and Abeynayake (2013) in their research article on “Assessing 

farmer’s perception, awareness and influential factors to purchase crop insurance as a 

tool for risk management” concluded that most of the farmers had primary or secondary 

level education. 



 

14 

Khan et al. (2013) in their research article on “Willingness to pay for cattle and 

buffalo insurance: an analysis of dairy farmers in central India” revealed that an equal 

number of dairy respondents each were illiterate, had primary school and middle school 

level of education. 

Akinola (2014) in his research article on “Determinants of farmers adoption of 

agricultural insurance: the case of poultry farmers in Abeokuta Metropolis of Ogun 

State, Nigeria” found that majority 63.80 % the territory education followed by those 

had secondary level were (32.70%) and primary education level of farmers were    

(3.75 %). 

Uvaneswaran and Mohanapriya (2014) their research article on “Farmers’ 

perception and awareness about crop insurance in Tamil Nadu – A descriptive analysis” 

found that less than two-fifths (39.00%) of the farmers were illiterate followed by those 

had primary level (25.00%), secondary level (21.00%)  and  graduate/above level of 

education (14.00%). 

Swain (2015) in his research study on “Performance of crop yield and rainfall 

insurance schemes in Odisha” Some empirical findings found that majority (87.00%) of 

the respondents under NAIS scheme the primary and above level of education, whereas 

13.00 per cent had below primary level of education. 

Further, they found that majority (74.00%) of the respondents under WBCIS 

scheme had primary and above level of education and followed by those had below 

primary level (26.00 %). 

Adah et al. (2016) in his their research article on “Assessment of rural farmers 

attitudes toward agricultural insurance scheme as a risk management strategy in Kogi 

State, North Central Nigeria” found that more than one third (35.80 %) had primary 

school level followed by 34.20 per cent had secondary education level, 40.00 per cent 

of the farmers who had completed +2 courses and 16.70 per cent farmers had no 

schooling. 

Chikaire et al. (2016) in their research article on “Perception of rural farmers of 

agricultural insurance as a way of mitigation against climate change variability in Imo 

State, Nigeria” revealed  that majority (61.70 %) had secondary education followed by 

those had primary education (21.70 %) and tertiary education (12.30%). 
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Mohapatra et al. (2016) in their study on “Farmers knowledge about the 

Agricultural Insurance Scheme in Punjab” found that the majority (53.22%) 

respondents were covered under weather insurance respectively fell in the middle 

category whereas 41.93 per cent of the respondents  were educated up to primary level 

followed by illiterate (3.22%) and   under matric level (1.61%). 

Further, they revealed that majority (55.00 %) of the respondents covered under 

livestock insurance fell in the middle category Whereas, 36.00 per cent of the 

respondents were educated up to primary level followed by illiterate (5.00 %) and 

under matric level (4.00 %) categories. 

Yayati (2016) in his research article on “Socio-economic profile and perception 

of farmers on crop insurance in Odisha: A case study of selected villages of Keonjhar 

district” concluded that more than two-fifths (42.00 %) of the farmers had no formal 

education followed by those had primary level (38.00 %) and degree/diploma (6.00%) 

level of education. 

Osarenren et at. (2016)  in their research article on “Socio-economic 

characteristics of registered cocoa farmers in Edo State, Nigeria” found that majority 

(88.80%) of the respondents had formal education while 11.10 per cent of them had no 

formal education. 

Dhande and Jambavanth (2017) in their research paper on ‘Knowledge and 

attitude of farmers towards crop insurance scheme in Lathur district of Maharashtra” 

reported that those had education up to secondary school level (35.83 %). 

Duhan and Singh (2017) in their research article on “Factors affecting 

awareness level of farmers about crop insurance: a case study of Haryana” revealed that 

one third were under metric (35.00 %), followed by those had education up to below 

metric (29.70 %) and senior secondary (19.40 %) among the total farmers The 

minimum numbers of farmers had the post graduate (4.30%) and graduate (11.60 %) 

education. 

Sindhu and Ariff (2017) in their research paper on “A study on farmers 

preference towards crop insurance” found that nearly half (46.00%) of the farmers 

educated up to SSCL. 
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Thirumoorthy and Geetha (2017) in their research paper on “Awareness of 

farmers towards crop insurance in Erode and Namakkal district” concluded that 

majority (68.00%) were education up to school level followed by those have completed 

graduation (21.00%) and post graduation (11.00%).  

2.1.3 Land Holding 

Kumar et al. (2011) in their research article on “An analysis of farmers 

perception and awareness towards crop insurance as a tool for risk management in 

Tamil Nadu” found that small and marginal farmers (up to 2 ha) accounted for around 

42.00 per cent  of the total holdings, which is a positive aspect as the same at all-India 

level is more than 80.00 per cent and about 50.00 per cent farmers had land holdings of 

2-6 ha and about 8.00 per cent had more than 6 ha land holdings. 

Goudappa et al. (2012) in their research paper on “Farmers perception and 

awareness about crop insurance in Karnataka” revealed that the average land hold level 

of the farmer was 4.72 acres.  

Fallah et al. (2012) in their research article on “Attitudes and determinant 

factors in insurance development for strategic agricultural products” depicted that less 

than one third (29.00%) of farmers had less than 10 ha of land whereas 28.00 per cent 

farmers had less than 25 ha of land, and only 7 per cent had 40 ha of land. 

Varadan and Kumar (2012) in  their research article on “Impact of crop 

insurance on rice farming in Tamil Nadu” reported that more than one-third (37.22 %) 

of respondents belonged to small farmers category followed by those belonged to 

marginal farmer (29.44 %) and large farmers (26.11 %) categories.  

Khan et al. (2013) in their research article on “Willingness to pay for cattle and 

buffalo insurance: an analysis of dairy farmers in central India” found that farmers with 

small land holding were 40.80 per cent and marginal land holding among the dairy 

farmers were 50.80 per cent, large land holding were 5.00 per cent and only 3.30 per 

cent to landless category. 

Bharati et al. (2014) in their research paper on “Factors affecting adoption of 

crop insurance in Bihar found that majority (61.00%) were large farmers followed by 

medium (14.00 %), sub marginal (15.00 %), marginal (9.00 %) farmers. 
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Olila (2014) in his research paper on “Determinants of farmer’s awareness 

about crop insurance: evidence from Trans-Nzoia Country, Kenya” concluded that 

64.00 per cent small scale farmers and 36.00 per cent were large scale farmers. This 

implies that majority of the respondents were small scale farmers.  

Uvaneswaram and Mohanapriya (2014) in their research paper on “Farmers 

perception and awareness about crop insurance in Tamil Nadu – A descriptive analysis” 

concluded that majority of the farmers (26.00 %) had 2-4 acres followed by farmers 

had 4-6 acres were (23.00 %), the farmers had more than 7 acres were (17.00 %), 

farmers below 1 acre were (21.00 %) and 13.00 per cent of the farmers were 1-2 acre. 

Swain (2015) in his research paper on “Performance of crop yield and rainfall 

insurance schemes in Odisha” some empirical findings” found that  majority (64.00 %) 

of the respondents under NAIS were medium and large farmers followed by those 

coming under small and marginal (36.00%). 

Further, they found that majority (75.00%) are under WBCIS are marginal and 

small farmer were followed by medium and large farmer (25.00%). 

Adah et al. (2016) in their research paper on “Assessment of rural farmers 

attitudes towards agricultural insurance scheme as a risk management strategy in Kogi 

State North Central Nigeria” found that half (50.00%) of the farmers had land holdings 

of  below 1.0 ha followed by those had 1-2 ha  (28.30 %) and above 3 ha (10.80 %) of 

land.  

Chikaire et al. (2016) in their research paper on “Perception of rural farmers of 

agricultural insurance as a way of mitigation against climate change variability in Imo 

State Nigeria” revealed that nearly half (47.70 %) of them had 0.5-2 hectares of land 

for farming.  

Mohapatra et al. (2016) from their research paper on “Farmers knowledge about 

the agricultural insurance scheme in Punjab” found that majority of the farmers          

(65.32 %) under weather insurance had semi-medium (5-10 acres), followed by those 

coming under medium (10.0-25.0 acres) farmers (16.12 %), marginal (< 2.5 acres) 

farmers (13.70 %) and farmers had small land holding (2.5-5 acres) farmers were 

(4.83%).  
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Further they informed revealed that majority (51.00%) of farmers in the live 

stock insurance had semi-medium (5-10 acres) land holdings followed by 46.00 per 

cent with medium (10.0-25 acres) land holding, 13.00 per cent with small holdings 

(2.5-5.0 acres) and 1.00 per cent with marginal land holdings (< 2.5 acres). 

Osarenren et al. (2016)  in his research paper on “Socio-economic 

characteristics of registered cocoa farmers in Edo State, Nigeria” found that majority 

(90.00%) of the respondents did not have more than 10 hectares of cocoa farm while 

only 10.00 per cent had more than 10 hectares.  

Yayati (2016) in his research article on “Socio-economic profile and perception 

of farmers on crop insurance in Odisha: A study of selected villages of keonjhar 

district” revealed that all the farmers belongs to small and marginal category having 

land holdings of 1-2 acres. 

Afroz et al. (2017) in their research article on “willingness to pay for crop 

insurance to adapt flood risk by malaysian farmers: an empirical Investigation of 

Kedah” concluded that the respondents with <1.0 ha of the land area were 34.10 per 

cent while the respondents between 1.0 and 4.0 ha of agricultural land were 58.40 per 

cent and 2.10 per cent had above 6 ha of agricultural land. 

Dhande and Jambavanth (2017) in their research article on “Knowledge and 

attitude of farmers towards crop insurance scheme in Lathur district of Maharashtra” 

reported that majority (53.67%) of the farmers were with medium size land holdings. 

Sindhu and Ariff (2017) in their research article on “Farmer’s preference 

towards crop insurance found that majority (66.00 %) of farmers had below 5 acres of 

land holdings. 

Thirumoorthy and Geetha (2017) in their research article on “Awareness of 

farmers towards crop insurance in Erodes and Namakkal district” concluded that 

majority of the farmers (54.00 %) had up to 10 acres, followed by 27.00 per cent had up 

to 5 acres and 19.00 per cent had below 5 acres. 
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2.1.4 Annual Income 

Sadati et al. (2010) in their research article on “Survey of effective factors on 

adoption of crop insurance among farmers: A case study of Behbahan Country” found 

that average income was about US$ 3,200 per year. 

Kumar et al. (2011) in their research article on “Analysis of farmers’ perception 
and awareness towards crop insurance as a tool for risk management in Tamil Nadu” 
revealed that annual agricultural income among the respondents showed that about 
50.00 per cent each of the farmers were in the income categories of Rs 1 lakh or less 
and (Rs 50,000 or less).   

Goudappa et. al. (2012) in their research article on “Farmers perception and 
awareness about crop insurance in Karnataka” revealed that the average annual income 
of the farmer was Rs.1,703.  

Jayathilaka and Abeynayake (2013) in their research article on “Assessing 
farmers’ perception, awareness and influential factors to purchase a crop insurance as a 
tool for risk management” found that majority (57.00 %) of insured farmers earned 
between (Rs.10,000 to Rs 30,000) whereas, more than two-fifths (43.00%) of the non-
insured farmers had earned below Rs.10,000 as their monthly income. 

Uvaneswaran  and  Mohanapriya  (2014) in their research article on “Farmers’ 
perception and awareness about crop insurance in Tamil Nadu – A descriptive analysis” 
found that majority (94.00%) of the farmers had income below Rs.25,000 and only 6.00 
per cent of the farmers had income between Rs. 75000-1,00,000. 

Swain (2015) in his research article on “Performance of crop yield and rainfall 
insurance schemes in Odisha:” revealed that majority of the respondents annual income 
under NAIS was Rs.1,02,236.  

Further, he also found that majority of the respondents under WBCIS had the 
annual income of Rs.56942.  

Adah et al. (2016) in his research article on “Assessment of rural farmer`s 
attitudes toward agricultural insurance scheme as a risk management strategy in Kogi 
State, North central Nigeria” found that majority (43.00 %) of the farmer’s income 
level below Rs.50, 000 were 43.30 per cent and 36.70 per cent of the farmers income is 
above Rs.50, 000 and only 4.20 per cent of farmers income was above Rs. 200,000 
were. 
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Nayak (2016) in his study on “Socio-economic profile and perception of 

farmers on crop insurance in Odisha: A case study of selected villages of Keonjhar 

district” found that majority (60.00 %) of the farmers had income of less than Rs.20, 

000 per annum. 

Afroz et al. (2017) in his research article on “Willingness to pay for crop 

insurance to adapt flood risk by malaysian farmers” reported that the majority (36.00%)  

of farmers had net income between Rs.2000 and Rs.4000, while the farmers who had 

net income between Rs.4000 and Rs.6000 were 27.00 per cent  and 13.00 per cent of 

the farmers had less than Rs.2000 of net income. 

Dhande and Jambavanth (2017) from their research article on “Knowledge and 

attitude of farmers towards crop insurance scheme in Lathur district of Maharashtra” 

reported that majority (66.67%) of the farmers were having medium annual income. 

Kumari et al. (2017) in their research article on “Role of socio-economic 

variables in adoption of crop insurance: A discriminant function approach” found that 

the mean income level of adopter and non-adopter groups of farmers was estimated as 

Rs. 3,400 and Rs. 3,200, respectively.  

Sindhu and Ariff (2017) in their research article on “Farmers preference 

towards crop insurance found that the majority (58.00 %) of farmers had monthly 

income of alone Rs.10,000. 

Thirumoorthy and Geeetha (2017) in their research article on “A “study on 

awareness of farmers towards crop insurance in Erode and Namakkal District” revealed 

that the annual income of more than two-fifths (42.00 %) of farmers had above 

Rs.2,50,000, followed by 34.00 per cent farmers had income between Rs.1,00,000-

2,50,000 and only 24.00 per cent of farmers had up to Rs.1,00,000. 

2.1.5 Farming Experience 

Sadati et al. (2010) in their research paper on “Survey of effective factors on 

adoption of crop insurance among farmers: A case study of Behbahan Country” 

revealed that entire farmers’ household heads interviewed had 18 years of agricultural 

experience. 
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Goudappa et. al (2012) in their research article on “Farmers perception and 

awareness about crop insurance in Karnataka” concluded that the average farming 

experience of farmers was 22.20 years. 

Vaardan and Kumar (2012) in their research paper on “Impact of crop insurance 

on rice farming in Tamil Nadu” depicted that the insured farmers were having more 

farming experience (33 years) than non- insured farmers (30 years). 

Jayathilaka and Abeynayake (2013) in their research paper on “Assessing 

farmers’ perception, awareness and influential factors to purchase a crop insurance as a 

tool for risk management” found that majority (63.00%) of the insured farmers were 

well experienced having an average farming experience of 28 years. 

Khan et al. (2013) in their research paper on “Willingness to pay for cattle and 

buffalo insurance: An analysis of dairy farmers in central India” highlighted that 

average dairy farming experience was 12 years. 

Akinola (2014) in their research paper on “Determinants of farmers’ adoption of 

agricultural insurance: the case of poultry farmers in Abeokuta Metropolis of Ogun 

State, Nigeria” depicted that experience majority (52.50%) of the farmers  had farming 

experience of 5-10 years followed those had above 10 years of farming experience 

(37.50%) and below 5 years (10.00 %) of farming experience .  

Adah et al.  (2016) in their research article on “Assessment of rural farmers’ 

attitudes toward agricultural insurance scheme as a risk management strategy in Kogi 

State, North Central Nigeria” found that majority (37.60 %) of the farmers had above 

10 years farming experience followed by 30.80 per cent of the farmers had below 10 

years farming experience and 10.80 per cent of the farmers had above 30 years of 

farming experience.  

Chikaire et al. (2016) in their research paper on the “Perception of rural farmers 

of agricultural insurance as a way of mitigation against climate change variability in 

Imo State, Nigeria" found that more than two-fifths (46.00 %) had 41 years farming 

experience whereas, 41.30 % had 31-40 years in farming experience. 
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Osarenren et al. (2016) in their research paper on “Socio-economic 
characteristics of registered cocoa farmers in Edo State, Nigeria” found that majority 
(61.10 %) of the cocoa farmers in the study area had farming experience ranging 
between 11− 20 years. 

Afroz  et al .(2017) in their research paper highlighted that the 42.00 per cent of 
the farmers had farming experience between 20-30 years followed by 33.00 per cent 
had 10- 20 years, 17.00 per cent had 30-40 years and only 8.00 per cent farming 
experience of the farmers had more than 40 years of farming experience.  

Dhande and Jambavanth (2017) in their research paper on “Knowledge and 
attitude of farmers towards crop insurance scheme in Lathur district of Maharashtra” 
reported that 68.33 per cent farmers had medium farming experience. 

Thirumoorthy  and  Geetha  (2017) in their research paper on “Awareness of 
farmers towards crop insurance in Erode and Namakkal district” and their study 
revealed  that more than half (52.00%) of the respondents have above 10 years of 
farming experience. 

2.1.6 Extension Contact 

Sadati et al. (2010) in their research article on “Survey of effective factors on 
adoption of crop insurance among farmers: A case study of Behbahan County” found 
that majority (66.00 %) of the farmers had not participated in any of the extension 
courses. 

Chikaire et al. (2016) in their research article on the “perception of rural farmers 
of agricultural insurance as a way of mitigation against climate change variability in 
Imo State, Nigeria” found that most (84.30 %) of them never contact any extension 
agent.  

Mohapatra et al.(2016) in their research article on “Farmers knowledge about 
the agricultural insurance scheme in Punjab” showed that more than half (51.61 %) of 
the respondents insured under weather insurance had high extension contacts followed 
by 46.77 per cent of the farmers coming under medium extension contact category and 
only 16.11 per cent of farmers were coming under low extension contact category. 
Further they found that more than half of the farmers under livestock insurance          
(55.00 %) had medium extension contacts followed by the 42.00 per cent of the farmers 
had high extension contact and the only 3.00 per cent had  low extension contact. 
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Afroz et al .(2017) indicated that 83.40 pr cent of the respondents had access to 

extensive agricultural services. 

2.1.7 Crop Loan Availed 

Kumar et al.  (2011) in his research article on” An analysis of farmers’ 

perception and awareness towards crop insurance as a tool for risk management in 

Tamil Nadu” revealed that mostly of the short-term credits were disbursed by the 

cooperative banks, especially to the small and marginal farmers. 

Goudappa et.al (2012) in his research article on “Farmers perception and 

awareness about crop insurance in Karnataka” concluded that 26,754 farmers, got 

financial support commercial banks and from 21,567 farmers got financial support from 

co-operative societies. 

Jayathilaka and Abeynayake (2013) in their research article on “Assessing 

farmers’ perception, awareness and influential factors to purchase a crop insurance as a 

tool for risk management” highlighted that the two-fifths (40.00 %) of farmers got 

financial support borrowing from the friends and relatives followed by 20.00 per cent 

jewelry, few respondents got financial support against in the form of loan from co-

operative society and lease of land. 

Uvaneswaran and Mohanapriya (2014) their research article  on “Farmers’ 

perception and awareness about crop insurance  in Tamilnadu – A descriptive analysis 

farmers” revealed that self-supporting relief measures like sale of assets, hypothecation 

of assets, jewels, borrowing from friends and relatives as short term loans were the 

highly preferred risk relief measures.   

Duhan & Dhingra (2018) in their research article on “Association between the 

factors affecting awareness level of farmers about agriculture insurance in Haryana” 

highlighted that less than two-fifths (30.90 %) of farmers availed crop insurance in the 

past but, 90.00 per cent of the sample farmers were availing at present. 

2.1.8  Disaster Occurrence Pattern 

Ghalavand et al. (2012) in their research article on “Agriculture insurance as a 

risk management strategy in climate change scenario: A study in Islamic Republic of 

Iran” revealed that drought is the most globally serious natural hazards in terms of loss 
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of life accounting for 44.00 per cent of reported deaths worldwide in the period 

between 1974-2003 and almost 31 of 40 types of distinguished natural disasters which 

had been distinguished in the world occur in Iran.  

2.1.9 Mass Media Exposure 

Kumar et al. (2011) in their research article  on “Analysis of farmers’ 

perception and awareness towards crop insurance as a tool for risk management in 

Tamil Nadu” reveled that mass media instruments like news papers, televisions, etc. 

play an important role in disseminating information about various insurance products or 

schemes implemented by the public sector and the private insurance companies. 

Jayathilaka and Abeynayake (2013) in their research article  on “Assessing 

farmers’ perception, awareness and influential factors to purchase of crop insurance as 

a tool for risk management” found that two fifth (40.00%) of banks played an important 

role in disseminating information about insurance products when they were granting 

crop loans.  

Uvaneswaran and Mohanapriya (2014) in their research article  on “Farmers’ 

perception and awareness about crop insurance  in Tamil Nadu – A descriptive 

analysis” found that the more than two fifth (42.00 %) of the farmers use media like    

Newspaper, Radio, Television to became aware of the crop insurance. 

Nayak (2016) in his their research article on “Socio-economic profile and 

perception of farmers on crop insurance in Odisha: a case study of selected villages of 

Keonjhar district” found that majority (34.00 %) of the farmers got information about 

crop insurance schemes from Banks followed by 26.00 per cent of the farmers from 

Newspaper and other electronic Media, where as, 22.00 per cent of the farmers from 

the government departments and rest (18.00 %) of the farmers from friends and 

relatives were getting the information. 

2.1.10 Risk Orientation 

Kotwal (2009) in his study on “Knowledge, attitude and loan repayment 

behavior of borrower in kisan credit card scheme in Akola district of Maharashtra 

State” reported that the risk performance for more than half (53.00 %) of the borrowers 

of kisan credit card scheme was observed to be of ‘medium’ level.  
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Mallikarjun et al. (2010) in their research article on “Entrepreneurial 

characteristics of organic vegetable growers” observed that the ‘high’ risk orientation 

was noticed among 45.00 per cent of respondents and they adopt new innovations more 

quickly than respondents in the ‘medium’ (27.86 %) and ‘low’ (27.14 %) risk 

orientation.   

Kumar et al. (2011) in their research article on An analysis of farmers’ 
perception and awareness towards crop insurance as a tool for risk management in 
Tamil Nadu” the survey had revealed that most of the farmers (65.00 %) of the farmers 
were aware of risk mitigation measures of the government.  

Kale and Kadam (2012) in their study on “Knowledge of farmer about national 
agricultural insurance scheme in Parbhani district of Marathwada region of 
Maharashtra State” revealed that the majority (64.16 %) of the respondents found in 
‘medium’ risk preference category followed by those had high (25.00 %) and low 
(10.84 %) were risk preference category. 

Akinola (2014) in his study on “Determinants of farmers’ adoption of 
agricultural insurance: the case of poultry farmers in Abeokuta Metropolis of Ogun 
state, Nigeria” depicted that 28.70 per cent had experienced mild risk orientation and 
71.30 per cent had experienced severe risk orientation. 

Dhande and Jambavanth (2017) in their research article on “knowledge and 
attitude of farmers towards crop insurance scheme in Lathur district of Maharashtra” 
reported that almost three-fourths farmers (72.50 %) had medium risk orientation. 

2.1.11 Material Possession 

Venkattakumar and Nanjaiyan (1999) in their research article on “Profile 
characteristics of commercial coconut growers” reported that majority (53.98 %) of the 
respondents had low level of material possession followed by 38.52 per cent of the 
respondents had medium level of material possession and 7.50 per cent of the 
respondents had high level of material possession. 

Rajaratnam (2000) in his research article on “Impact of sunflower on-farm 
extension demonstrations in kunool district of Andhra Pradesh” revealed that majority 
(73.68 %) of the respondents were fell under medium category of material possession 
followed by those had high (15.79 %) and remaining (10.53 %) had low material 
possession. 
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Rameshbabu and Venkataramaiah (2004) in their research article on “profile of 

the beneficiaries of Indo-Duch net work operational research project on drainage and 

water management for salinity control” reported that majority (71.76 %) of operational 

project beneficiaries had medium level of material possession followed by the high 

(17.65 %) and remaining had low (17.65 %) level of material possession. 

2.1.12 Scientific Orientation 

Kumar et al.  (2011) in his research article on “Analysis of farmer’s perception 

and awareness towards crop insurance as a tool for risk management in Tamil Nadu” 

reported that several innovations including Weather Index Based Crop Insurance 

Scheme (WBCIS), area approach continues to rule the insurance schemes. 

Palanisamy (2011) in their research article on “Impact of TN-IAMWARM 

project on the farm and home of precision  farming beneficiaries. – An analysis” 

revealed that less than halh (46.00 %) of “TN-IAMWARM” project beneficiaries had 

high level of scientific orientation, while 37.00 per cent of the beneficiaries had 

medium level of scientific orientation and remaining 17.00 per cent of the beneficiaries 

had low level of scientific orientation. 

Abirami (2012) in her research article on “Socio-economic impact of Irrigated 

Agriculture Modernization and Water Bodies Restoration and Management 

(IAMWARM) project in Pudukkottai district of Tamil Nadu” stated that majority 

(42.50 %) of beneficiary farmers had medium level of scientific orientation followed by 

those had high (34.16 %) and low (23.34 %) level of scientific orientation In case of 

non-beneficiary farmers 50.00 per cent had low level of scientific orientation followed 

by those had medium (30.00 %) and high (20.00 %) level of scientific orientation. 

Rao et al. (2012) in their research article on “Impact of farmer field school in 

KVK adopted villages on level of knowledge and extent of adoption of improved 

practices of paddy” observed that two-fifths (40.00 %) of the paddy farmers had 

medium (45.00 %) scientific orientation followed by those who had high and low 

(15.00 %) scientific orientation. 
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 2.1.13 Training Undergone 

Lalitha and Prasad (2011) in their research article on “Impact of women 

empowerment and role of SHG's in value  based emancipation” women from SHG 

mainly have improved their economic status but no training was provided for 82.30 per 

cent of the respondents only, a few respondents have attended training programmes like 

packaging of groceries (7.00 %), preparation of food items (4.70 %), preparation of 

facilities (3.30 %) and all other works (0.30 %).  

Abirami (2012) in her research article on “Socio-economic impact of Irrigated 
Agriculture Modernization and Water Bodies Restoration and Management 
(IAMWARM) project in Pudukkottai district of Tamil Nadu” stated that majority 
(42.50 %) of the beneficiary farmers belonged to medium level of training received, 
followed by those coming under low (33.33 %) and high (24.17 %) level of training 
received category.   

Rao et al. (2012) in their research article on “Impact of farmer field school in 
KVK adopted villages on level of knowledge and extent of adoption of improved 
practices of paddy” observed that majority (50.00 %) of the paddy farmers had received 
two trainings followed by those one (30.00 %) and three trainings (20.00 %) who 
participated in farmer field school in KVK adopted villages.  

Meti (2013) in their research article on “Social and economic empowerment of 
farm women in agro based  entrepreneurship for sustainable income” found that out 
of eight training programmes, majority (91.67 %) of farm women actively participated 
in trainings / demonstrations on vermiculture, followed by those participated in use of 
agricultural waste as organic matter (90.83 %), vermi wash production (70.84 %), dairy 
trainings (81.66 %) and preparation of milk byproducts (71.66 %).  

Narain et al. (2014) in their research article on “Impact of National Food 
Security Mission – Pulse on Chickpea Productivity in Hamirpur District of Uttar 
Pradesh” stated that majority (46.67 %) of participating farmers attended all the four 
training, 33.33 per cent farmers participated 2 to 3 training, and 20.00 per cent had 
participated in only one training.  

Babu (2015) in his study on Village Adoption Programme (VAP) stated that 

two third (60.00%) of the respondents of adopted village had 1 to 2 trainings followed 

by those with no training (28.33%) and remaining 11.67 per cent with more than 2 
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trainings. In case of non-adopted village, more than half (53.33%) of the respondents 

had no training followed by those with 1 to 2 trainings (46.67%) and no one had more 

than 2 trainings.  

Singh and Grover (2015) in their research article “Impact of national food 

security mission pulses on legumes production performance in Punjab” stated that 

majority (58.00%) of the large and medium farmers (42.00 %) were receiving trainings 

under NFSM-Pulse programme 

Afroz et al. (2017) in his research article on “Willingness to pay for crop 

insurance to adapt flood risk by Malaysian farmers: An empirical investigation of 

Kedah” revealed that training course significantly affects the WTP of the farmers, so it 

is suggested that the government can arrange more training courses for the farmers to 

increase their consciousness level about the crop insurance. 

2.2  KNOWLEDGE 

Argade (2010) in their research article on “A study on National Rural 

Employment Guarantee Scheme (NREGS) in Thane district of Maharashtra” in his 

study on reported that more than two-third (67.78 %) of national rural employment 

guarantee scheme beneficiaries fell under ‘medium’ awareness category whereas, the 

rest coming under ‘high’ awareness (21.11 %) and ‘low’ awareness (11.11 %) 

categories.  

Nimoh et al. (2011) in their research article on “Interest of farmers and 

insurance companies in farm insurance: the case of cocoa farmers in Sekyere West 

Municipal of Ghana” revealed that 32.00 per cent of the respondents had ‘knowledge’ 

of farm insurance policies and 68.00 per cent of respondents were not aware of farm 

insurance policies. 

Gebrehiwot (2015) in his study on “Assessing farmer’s understanding to 

weather index insurance in Tigray region” revealed that majority (83.72%) of 

respondents had very well understanding on how to purchase it and 43.61 per cent of 

the respondent having knowledge on insurance could cover part of their loss while 

20.30 per cent of them reported that insurance fully covers loses of crop as a result of 

rain fall problem.  
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Mohapatra  et al. (2016)   in their research article on “Farmers Knowledge 
about the Agricultural Insurance Scheme in Punjab” revealed that nearly one-fifth 
(38.00 %) of the respondents were under the second category i.e medium level of 
knowledge whereas 31.00 per cent of respondents had low as well as high level of 
knowledge. Further the research found that that majority of the respondents have low 
level of knowledge (65.32 %) about the Weather Insurance Scheme whereas 19.35 per 
cent of respondents had high level of knowledge and only 15.32 per cent of the 
respondents had medium level of knowledge about the weather insurance scheme. 

Yayati (2016) in his research paper on “Socio-economic profile and perception 
of farmers on crop insurance in Odisha: A case study of selected villages of Keonjhar 
district” concluded that among the farmers 46.00 per cent have knowledge about crop 
insurance. 

Dhande and Jambavanth (2017) in their research article on “Knowledge and 
attitude of farmers towards crop insurance scheme in Lathur district of Maharashtra” 
reported that the majority (81.66 %) of beneficiaries had medium knowledge regarding 
crop insurance scheme, 74.16 per cent of them had moderately favorable attitude 
towards crop insurance scheme. 

Sindhu and Ariff (2017) in their research article on “Farmers preference 
towards crop insurance found that 22.00 per cent farmers came to know about this crop 
insurance through friends followed by 34.00 per cent through relatives, 20.00 per cent 
through media and 24.00 per cent through others. 

Thirumoorthy et al . (2017) in their research article on a “Study on awareness of 
farmers towards crop insurance in Erode and Namakkal district” concluded that 
majority (61.00%) of the respondents came to know about the Crop insurance through 
Friends/Relatives.  

Duhan & Dhingra (2018) in their research article on “Association between the 
factors affecting awareness level of farmers about agriculture insurance in Haryana” 
found that only 15.30 per cent respondents know about the implementation of crop 
insurance schemes in Haryana.   

2.3  OPINION 

AL-Kouri et al. (2009) in their research article on “Attitudes of producers 
towards livestock insurance broiler industry in Jordan” revealed that producers had a 
positive attitude towards livestock insurance. 
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Basak and Pandit (2011) in their research article on “Farmers’ attitude towards 

the use of USG in rice cultivation in three  selected villages of Netrakona district On-

Farm Research Division, Regional Agricultural Research Station, BARI, Jamalpur” 

reported that more than half (57.14 %) of the respondents had ‘favourable’ attitude 

followed by those had ‘highly favourable’ (40.48 %) attitude towards the use of USG in 

rice cultivation However only a few (2.38%) of them had ‘unfavourable’ attitude.   

Gulkari (2013) in their research article on “Attitude of beneficiaries towards 

national horticulture mission” revealed that less than half (46.66 %) of the farmers had 

‘neutral attitude’ towards National Horticulture Mission. 

Mankar et al. (2013) in their research article on “Impact of national horticultural 

mission on its beneficiaries” observed that nearly half (49.17 %) of the National 

Horticulture Mission farmers had ‘moderately favourable’ attitude towards National 

Horticulture Mission.   

Daninga and Zhang Qiol (2014) in their research article on “Factors affecting 

attitude of farmers towards drought insurance in Tanzania” found that farmers’ 

attitudes toward the program were ‘negative’ and farmers’ attitudes and perception 

should be incorporated in developing effective drought insurance in Tanzania.   

Adah et .al (2016) in their research article on “Assessment of rural farmers’ 

attitudes toward agricultural insurance scheme as a risk management strategy in Kogi 

state, North Central Nigeria” concluded that rural farmers in the state had negative 

attitude towards agricultural insurance scheme. 

Sivaraj et.al (2016) in his study on “Attitude about Crop Insurance in paddy 

farmers of Erode and Tiruchirappalli districts of Tamil Nadu” revealed that more  than 

one half  (63.00%) of them had ‘moderate’ to ‘less favorable’ attitude level of the 

farmers for ensuring better penetration of crop insurance in both districts. 

Dhande and Jambavanth (2017) from their research article on “Knowledge and 

attitude of farmers towards crop insurance scheme in Lathur district of Maharashtra” 

reported that nearly three-fouths (74.16 %) of them had moderately favourable attitude 

towards crop insurance scheme.  
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2.4 RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SELECTED PROFILE 
CHARACTERISTICS AND KNOWLEDGE AND OPINION 
OF BENIFICIARIES IN PMFBY 

2.4.1  Relationship Between Selected Profile Characteristics and 
Knowledge  

Table 2.1. Profile Characteristics Vs Knowledge 

Relationship Significant/non-
significant Reference Year Respondents 

Age Vs Knowledge 

      Positive Non- significant Mohapatra et. al 2016 Potato Farmers 

      Positive Non-significant Mohapatra et. al 2016 Livestock 
farmers 

      Positive     Significant Dhande and 
Jambavanth  

2017 Farmers 

Education Vs Knowledge 

         Positive Non- significant Mohapatra et. al 2016 Potato Farmers 

       Positive Non- significant Mohapatra et. al 2016 Livestock 
farmers 

       Positive    Significant Dhande and 
Jambavanth 

2017 Farmers 

Land holdings Vs Knowledge 

       Positive Non- significant Mohapatra et. al 2016 Potato Farmers 

       Positive Non- significant Mohapatra et. al 2016 Livestock 
farmers 

       Positive     Significant Dhande and 
Jambavanth 

2017      Farmers 

Extension contact Vs Knowledge 

       Positive Non- significant Mohapatra et. al 2016 Potato Farmers 

       Positive Non- significant Mohapatra et. al 2016 Livestock 
farmers 

Mass media Vs Knowledge 

       Positive Non- significant Mohapatra et. al 2016 Potato Farmrs 

       Positive Non- significant Mohapatra et. al 2016 Livestock 
Farmers 

       Positive Significant Dhande and 
Jambavanth 

2017 Farmers 
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Relationship Significant/non-
significant Reference Year Respondents 

Farming experience Vs Knowledge 

       Positive Significant Dhande and 
Jambavanth 

2017 Farmers 

Annual income Vs  Knowledge 

       Positive Significant Dhande and 
Jambavanth 

2017 Farmers 

Risk orientation Vs Knowledge 

       Positive Significant Dhande and 
Jambavanth 

2017 Farmers 

Material possession Vs knowledge 

       Positive Significant Praveen and Shenoy 2008 Cotton 
Farmers 

       Positive Significant Sing et. al., 1999 Cotton 
Farmers 

       Positive Significant Balasubramani et. 
al., 

2000 Cotton farmers 

Training undergone Vs Knowledge 

       Positive    Significant             Israel 2003 NWDPRA 
beneficiaries 

     Negative Non-Significant         Thiyagarajan 2011 Sri Farmers  

Scientific orientation Vs Knowledge 

       Positive Significant      Thiyagarajan 2011 Sri Farmers 

       Positive Significant      Patel and Sanwal 2015 Cotton 
Farmers 
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2.4.1  Relationship between Profile Characteristics PMFBY 
Beneficiaries and Opinion 

Table 2.1 Profile characteristics Vs Opinion 

Relationship  Significant/non-
significant 

Reference Year Respondents  

Age Vs Opinion 

     Positive Significant Dhande and 
Jambavanth 

2017    Farmers 

Education Vs Opinion 

     Positive Significant Dhande and 
Jambavanth 

2017 Farmers  

Land holdings Vs Opinion 

    Positive Significant Dhande and 
Jambavanth 

2017    Farmers 

Farming Experience Vs Opinion 

    Positive Significant Dhande and 
Jambavanth 

2017    Farmers 

Annual Income Vs Opinion 

    Positive Significant Dhande and 
Jambavanth 

2017 Farmers 

Material possession Vs Opinion 

   Positive Significant Meti and 
sundaraswamy 

1998 Cotton farmers 

   Positive Significant Sing et.al 1999 Cotton farmers 

Risk orientation Vs Opinion 

Positive Significant Dhande and 
jambavanth 

2017 Farmers 
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2.5 CONSTRAINTS OF BENIFICARIES ON PMFBY 

Vaardan and Kumar  (2012) their research article on “Impact of crop insurance 
on rice farming in Tamil Nadu” he revealed that farmers face constraints like tedious 
and time consuming procedure, non-availability of crop loan, lack of motivation and 
information from officials, etc. 

Mani et al . (2012) in their research article on “Adaptability of crop insurance 
schemes in Tamil Nadu” observed that, maximum number of farmers did not insure 
because of lack of awareness (56.00 %), followed by lack of interest to insure              
(33.00 %) and inability to pay premium (02.00 %). Thus, lack of awareness and interest 
to insure constitute a large percentage (about 90.00%) of the population. 

Khan et al. (2013) in their study on “Willingness to pay for cattle and buffalo 
insurance: an analysis of dairy farmers in Central India” found that The constraints 
elicited by the highest proportion of respondents was “no need of insurance” (36.00 %), 
followed by “desire to shift from risky dairy production system to less risky non 
agricultural small and medium enterprises” (28.00 %), “don’t have enough money” 
(20.00 %), and “the insurance scheme being too costly” Eight percent of dairy farmers 
did not specify any reason for their unwillingness. 

Khedkar and Dhakad (2014) in their research article on “Impact of 
swarnajayanti gram swarozgar yojana with reference to credit utilization for agriculture 
among the beneficiaries of Rewa district” indicated that most (75.83 %) of the 
beneficiaries reported the problem of complicated process in getting credit followed by 
short duration of repayment of loan (73.33 %), non-availability of water level in bore 
well (70.83 %), non-availability of good breed of animals (63.33 %), delay in getting 
loan (61.67 %), problems in selling milk (58.33 %), partiality between illiterate and 
educated member to include in the programme (56.67 %), high cost of feeding material 
(55.00 %),non-availability of information regarding to SGSY programme in time 
(53.33 %), problems faced in obtaining record from Patwari (51.67 %), non-issuance of 
certificate of under poverty line to proper persons by Panchayat (40.00 %) and 
problems faced in filling the bank application form (38.33 %). 

Dhande and Jambavanth (2017) in their research article on “Knowledge and 
attitude of farmers towards crop insurance scheme in Lathur district of Maharashtra” 
reported that (69.16 %) beneficiaries felt that of Crop insurance is a complicated 
process (65.83 %) alone to non-availability of crop insurance scheme information.  
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Dayal et.al. (2017) in their research article on “Perception of farmers towards 

Pradhan Mantri Crop Insurance Scheme” revealed that illiteracy of farmers was most 

severe constraints faced by majority of the insured famers. 

Suggestions of PMFBY Beneficiaries for effective implementation of 

PMFBY 

Ali (2013) in his study on farmers’ “Willingness to pay for index based crop 

insurance in Pakistan: A case study on food and cash crops of rain-fed area” has 

suggested that to make agricultural insurance scheme more successful, the government 

should provide subsidy which will help in increasing the area under food and cash 

crops and shall ensure food security in the region. 

Uvaneswaran and  Mohanapriya  (2014) in their research paper study on 

“perception and awareness about crop insurance  in Tamilnadu – A descriptive 

analysis” Suggested that  awareness for the crop insurance can be created by service 

providers through SMS, hoardings, television and radios . 

Nayak (2016) in his study on “Socio-economic profile and perception of 

farmers on crop insurance in Odisha: A case study of selected villages of Keonjhar 

district” suggested that the claim settlement procedure should be faster as far as 

practicable. 

Sindhu and Ariff (2017) in their research paper indicated that the government 

should arrange for some meetings to popularize their crop insurance among the 

farmers,  organize special periodical meeting and seminars for farmers, enhance the 

advertisement about crop insurance through local channels, news papers and magazines 

and like, placing the flex boards containing features of crop insurance policies offered 

at prominent areas, the terms and conditions of the crop insurance policies should be 

completely transparent to the farmers and  agents and officers may frequently contact 

the policy holders and educate the features of the policies offered in crop insurance. 
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Conceptual model of the study 

The conceptual framework or a systematic model is a diagrammatic 

representation outlining the dominant elements of a system and their relationship with 

respect to criterion variables. The conceptual model in Figure 2.1 contains three major 

divisions. 

1. Profile characteristics of the beneficiaries 

2. Knowledge of beneficiaries towards PMFBY 

3. Opinion of beneficiaries towards PMFBY 

The profile characteristics of the beneficiaries influence their knowledge 

towards beneficiaries of PMFBY and opinion of different crop insurance schemes. The 

relationship between selected profile characteristics i.e., age, education, land holding, 

farming experience, annual income, material possession, extension contact, training 

undergone, mass media utilization, disaster occurrence pattern, risk orientation, 

scientific orientation, crop loan availed and dependent variables i.e., knowledge and 

opinion of beneficiaries are indicated by arrows. 
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                                                                          Fig. 2.1 Conceptual model of study 
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CHAPTER III 

MATERIAL AND METHODS 

This chapter deals with the research design, tools and techniques of a scientific 

investigation. It entails the methods and procedures used for measuring dependent and 

independent variables. It also concerns with the selection of proper sampling techniques 

for investigation as well as devices used for analysis of data. The methodology adopted 

for the study is discussed under the following heads: 

The chapter is described under the following sub headings.  

3.1 Research design  

3.2 Sampling procedure 

3.2.1 Locale of study 

3.2.2 Selection of district 

3.2.3 Selection of division 

3.2.4 Selection of mandals 

3.2.5 Selection of villages 

3.2.6 Selection of respondents 

3.3 Operationalization of variables and their empirical measurement 

3.4 Eliciting constraints and suggestions 

3.5 Devices and methods used for collection of data 

3.6 Statistical tools used for analysis of data  

3.7 Hypothesis  
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3.1 RESEARCH  DESIGN 

Ex post facto research design was used in the present investigation. Ex post 

facto research design is systematic empirical enquiry in which the researcher does not 

have direct control on independent variables because their manifestation have already 

occurred or they are inherently not manipulable. Inferences about relations among 

variable are made without direct intervention from concomitant variation of 

independent variables. Ex post facto studies can be devised to identify behavioural 

phenomenon and to explore conditions under which a phenomenon occurs (Kerlinger, 

1983). Keeping in view the objectives of the study, type of variables, size of 

respondents and phenomenon to be studied, the Ex-post facto design was selected as an 

appropriate design to investigate the variables in the beneficiaries present in PMFBY.   

3.2 SAMPLING PROCEDURE 

3.2.1 Locale of Study 

The state of Andhra Pradesh was selected purposively as the researcher belongs 

to this state and is familiar with the local language which would help in building up 

better rapport with the respondent farmers. 

3.2.2 Selection of District 

Srikakulam district was purposively selected for the study as the district is 

highly prone to natural calamities with an area of 5,83,700 ha.  

3.2.3 Selection of Mandal 

Ichchapuram mandal from Tekkali division, Gara mandal from Srikakulam 

division and Etcherla mandal were selected by using random sampling technique. Thus, 

a total of three mandals were selected. 

3.2.4 Selection of Villages 

From each of the selected mandal, four villages were selected following random 

sampling procedure. Muddada,  Ponnada,  Ibrahimbad, Konagaram from Etcherla 

mandal;  Gara, Korlam, Korni, Kothurusyrigam from Gara mandal; Telukunchi, 

Tulasigam,  Paitharikeerthipuram,  Haripuram from Ichchpuram mandal were selected 

for the study.  Thus a total of twelve (12) villages were selected for the study.  
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Sampling procedure selected for the study 
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Fig. 3.1.  Map showing Srikakulam district of Andhra Pradesh. 
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Fig. 3.2.  Map showing selected mandals of Srikakulam district. 
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Fig. 3.3.  Map showing selected villages of Srikakulam district.
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Table 3.1 Particulars of selected mandals, villages and respondents 

S. 
No. Name of the Mandal Name of the Villages 

No. of 
Respondents 

selected 

1 Gara 

Gara 10 

Korlam 10 

Korni 10 

Kothurusyrigam 10 

2 Etcherla 

Muddada 10 

Ponnada 10 

Ibrahimbad 10 

Konagaram 10 

3 Ichchapuram 

Telukunchi 10 

Tulasigam 10 

Paitharikeerthipuram 10 

Haripuram 10 

Total: 120 

         Source:- Hand book of Statistics – Chief Planning Officer, Srikakulam District 

3.2.5 Selection of the Respondents  

From each selected village, 10 respondents who got insurance under PMFBY 

were selected by using random procedure, thus making a total of 120 respondents  

3.3 OPERATIONALIZATION OF VARIABLES AND THEIR 
EMPIRICAL MEASUREMENT  

The variables for the study were selected based on the review of literature, 

consultation with experts and from previous studies taken up in the related subjects. 

The variables, which were found to have relevance to the present investigation, were 

thus included in the present study. The instruments used to measure the variables 

together with the detailed procedure followed, has been described in detail in the 

following pages. The list of variables selected and their empirical measurement 

followed is given in Table 3.2 
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Table 3.2. Variables and their empirical measurement 

S. No. Variables Instruments used for the study 

Dependent variables 
1 Knowledge Schedule developed for the study  

2 Opinion  Schedule developed for the study  

Independent variables 
1 Age Chronological age of the respondents in completed 

years  

2 Education Scale developed by Venkataramaiah (1983) 
revised (1990) with suitable modifications. 

3 Land holding Andhra Pradesh Land Reforms Act:1973 

4 Farming experience Total number of years practiced in farming. 

5 Annual income Scale developed by Ramamurthy (1983) with 
suitable modifications. 

6 Material possession Structured schedule developed for the study. 

7 Extension contact Scale developed by Ponnappan (1982) with 
required modifications. 

8 Disaster occurrence 
pattern 

Structured schedule developed for the study. 

9 Mass media utilization Scale developed by Desai (1977) with suitable 
modifications. 

10 Training undergone Structured schedule developed for the study 

11  Risk orientation  Scale developed by Supe (1969) with suitable 
modifications  

12 Scientific orientation  Scale developed by Supe (1969) with suitable 
modifications  

13 Crop loan availed Structured schedule developed for the study 
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3.3.1 Independent Variables 

3.3.1.1 Age   

The age of the respondent was operationalized as number of years completed by 

the respondent at the time of enquiry. Age of the respondent was measured as revealed 

by the farmers themselves in completed years. Weightage of one score was given to 

one year of chronological age. The respondents were divided into three groups based on 

responses viz. young, middle and old as shown below. 

S. No. Category score  

1. Young     Up to 35 years 

2. Middle  36 – 58 years 

3. Old     Above 58 years  

3.3.1.2 Education 

 It is the formal schooling, an individual has undergone. It was measured in 

number of years of schooling completed by a respondent in accordance with the scale 

developed by Venkataramaiah (1990). The maximum and minimum obtainable score 

was 8 and 1, respectively.  The categorization and scoring adopted was given below. 

S. No. Category Score  

1 Illiterate 1 

2 Functionally Literate 2 

3 Primary School (1st – 5th) 3 

4 Middle School (6th–7th) 4 

5 High School    (8th –10th) 5 

6 Intermediate  6 

7 Graduation 7 

8 Post-Graduation 8 
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3.3.1.3 Land holding 

Land holding was operationalized as the number of acres of land possessed by 

the respondent at the time of enquiry. As per the Andhra Pradesh Land Reforms Act-

1973 the respondents were grouped into five categories viz., marginal land holding 

(Below 1 ha), small land holding (1 – 2 ha), semi medium land holding (2 – 4ha), 

medium land holding (4 – 10 ha) and large land holding (Above 10 ha). Frequency and 

percentage were calculated. 

S.No. Category Range  

1 Marginal < 1 ha 

2 Small  1ha - 2 ha 

3 Semi medium  2ha - 4ha 

4 Medium   4ha - 10ha 

5 Large    > 10ha 

 

3.3.1.4. Farming Experience 

 The variable farming experience was operationalized as the number of 

completed years a respondent had practiced farming. The variable was measured using 

scale developed by Venkataramaiah (1983) with suitable modifications.The scale 

consists of four categories viz., a farming experience of up to 10 years, 11-20 years, 21-

30 years, 31-40 years and above 40 years. A score of 5 was given to a farming 

experience of above 40 years, a score of 4 for the farming experience of 31-40 years, a 

score of 3 for 21-30 years, a score of 2 for 11-20 years and 1 was given to a farming 

experience of upto 10 years. The possible maximum and minimum scores of each 

respondent were 5 and 1, respectively. 

S. No.  Farming Experience   Score 

1 Up to 10 years  1 

2 11 – 20 years 2 

3 21 – 30 years 3 

4 31 – 40 years 4 

5 above 40 years  5 
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3.3.1.5 Material Possession 

It refers to the farm animals like bullocks, buffaloes or cow, television, cycle, 

two wheelers, tractor, sprayers, and farm implements possessed by the respondent’s 

farmers at the time of investigation. This variable was operationalized as the number of 

farm material possession by the respondent at the time of enquiry. The following 

weightages were given to each item of the material possessed by the respondents. The 

possible maximum and minimum score of each respondent were 0 to 5 respectively. 

 Score   category 

0 None 

1 One farm animal/ bicycle 

2 Two farm animals /bullock cart /gorru and guntaka /TV 
/cell phone 

3 Three farm animals /improved farm implements/power 
sprayer 

4 Five to ten animals /pumpset /motor bike  

5 More than ten farm animals /tractor /automobile  

S.No.  Category      Score range 

1.              Low assests possession      < (Mean-SD) 

  2.              Medium assests possession           Mean+SD 

 3.              High assests possession      > (Mean+SD) 
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3.3.1.6 Annual Income 

Annual income was operationalized as the total income earned by the 

respondent farmer from different sources of agricultural and allied occupations like 

farming, dairy and poultry etc. It was categorized as up to Rs.20,000 – 53,000 (1), 

Rs.53.001-86,000/- (2), Rs.86,001-1,19,000/- (3). The maximum and minimum scores 

obtained were 3 and 1 respectively. After obtaining scores, the respondents were 

categorized into three groups based on mean and standard deviation. After obtaining 

the scores, the respondents were categorized into three categories based on class 

interval. 

S. No. Category Score 

1 Low  (Rs.20,000 – Rs.53,000) < Mean –S.D 

2 Medium  (Rs.53,001 – Rs.86,000) Mean ± S.D 

3 High  (Rs.86,001 – Rs.1,19,000) > Mean + S.D 

 

3.3.1.7 Extension Contact 

Extension contact was operationalized as the degree to which an individual 

contacted extension agencies for getting information on agriculture or non-agriculture 

or both. The variable was measured using the procedure followed by Ponnappan (1982) 

with suitable modifications. The respondents were asked to indicate their responses on 

a three point continuum of frequently (3), occasionally (2) and rarely (1) which indicate 

their participation in various organizations. The maximum and minimum scores 

obtained were 3 and 1 respectively. Based on the total score obtained by the 

respondents on the extension contact, they were grouped into three categories on the 

basis of mean and standard deviation. 

Category Score 
Low < Mean –S.D 
Medium Mean ± S.D 
High  > Mean + S.D 
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3.3.1.8 Disaster Occurrence Pattern 

 Disaster occurrence pattern was the circumstances of an events of nature that 

leads to sudden disruption of normal life of a society, causing damage to life, crop and 

property to such an extent that normal social and economic values available are 

inadequate to restore normalcy after a disaster i.e., drought, cyclones, floods, 

earthquake and heat waves. The respondents were asked to indicate their responses on a 

three point continuum of frequently (3), occasionally (2), and rarely (1) which indicate 

the various levels of disaster occurrence. The maximum and minimum scores obtained 

were 3 and 1 respectively. 

Category Score 

Low < Mean –S.D 

Medium Mean ± S.D 

High  > Mean + S.D 

3.3.1.9 Mass media utilization 

It was operationalized as the extent of exposure of crop insurance of Pradhan 

Mantri Fasal Bima Yojana to the mass media such as radio, television, news papers, 

agricultural books, information material, farm magazines etc. The schedule developed 

by Desai (1977) with suitable modifications was used for quantifying of this variable. 

The frequency of exposure was measured as regular, occasional, never with scores of 3, 

2 and 1, respectively.  

Categorization of beneficiaries in PMFBY according to their mass media 

exposure 

S. No. Mass Media  Exposure Sore range 

1. Low < Mean – S.D 

2. Medium Mean ± S.D 

3. High > Mean + S.D 
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3.3.1.10 Training undergone 

It was operationalized as the number of trainings received by a farmer in the last 

5 years. A score of zero was given to the farmer who didn’t received trainings, a score 

of one was given to the farmer who received 1-2 trainings and score 2 is given to the 

farmer who received 3-4 trainings and score 3 is given to the farmer who received more 

than 4 trainings. Based on the mean and standard deviation, they were categorized as 

follows. 

S. No. Category Score 

1 No trainings 0 

2 1-2 trainings 1 

3 3-4 trainings 2 

4 More than 4 trainings 3 

3.3.1.11 Scientific orientation 

This referred to degree to which a respondent is oriented to use the scientific 

methods in decision making. This was measured with the help of risk preference scale 

developed by Supe (1969) with suitable modifications. This scientific orientation scale 

has six statements out of which one statement is negative and other five are positive.  

The responses for each statement were rated on a five-point continuum which 

were Strongly Agree (SA), Agree (A), Undecided (UD), Disagree (DA) and Strongly 

Disagree (SDA).  

The maximum score an individual could obtain on this scale was 30 and the 

minimum score could be 6. 

Based on summing up of the scores, the respondents were categorized into three 

groups based on mean and standard deviation.  

S. No. Category Score 

1. Low  < Mean –S.D 

2. Medium  Mean ± S.D 

3. High  > Mean + S.D 
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3.3.1.12 Risk orientation 

The degree to which the farmer was oriented towards encountering risk and 

uncertainty in adopting any new ideas or innovations. This was measured with the help 

of risk orientation scale developed by Supe (1969) with suitable modifications. The 

scale consisted of five statements in which fifth statement was negative and remaining 

four were positive statements. The responses of respondent were obtained against each 

statement in terms of agreement and disagreement. The positive statements were scored 

with 3, 2, and 1 for agree (A), undecided (UD) and disagree (DA), respectively. 

Whereas, the scoring pattern was reversed in case of negative statements. The score 

obtained on each statement was summed up to get individual respondents risk 

orientation score.  

The maximum and minimum possible scores were ‘15’ and ‘5’, respectively and 

then they were grouped into three categories based on mean and standard deviation. 

S. No Category Score 

1. Low  < Mean –S.D 

2. Medium  Mean ± S.D 

3. High                      > Mean + S.D 

3.3.1.13 Crop Loan Availed 

The agricultural crop loan has to help farmers for purchase of high yielding 

inputs. The importance of farm credit as a critical input to agriculture is reinforced by 

the unique role of Indian agriculture in the macroeconomic framework and its role in 

poverty alleviation. Recognizing the importance of agricultural sector in India’s 

development, the Government and the Reserve Bank of India (RBI) have played a vital 

role in creating a broad-based institutional framework for catering to the increasing 

credit requirements of the sector. The lower interest on crop loan facility has played an 

equally significant role in enhancing the country’s food grains production. The source 

of loan to the farmers by Commercial Banks (1), Co-operative Banks (2), and Regional 

Rural Banks (3). The maximum and minimum scores obtained were 3 and 1 

respectively. 
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Category Score 

Low < Mean –S.D  

Medium Mean ± S.D 

High  > Mean + S.D  

DEPENDENT VARIABLES 

Knowledge level of beneficiaries about PMFBY 

Knowledge was operationally defined as those behaviors and test situations 

which emphasised the remembering either by recognition or by the recall of ideas and 

material on some phenomenon (Bloom et al., 1956).  

To measure the knowledge of beneficiaries about the PMFBY 23 Questions 

were used. The questions framed were objective type i.e., multiple choice, fill in the 

blanks, true or false, yes or no statements with a score of one for correct response and 

zero for incorrect response. The total knowledge score for each respondent was 

calculated by summing up the number of items correctly answered by an individual 

respondent and the maximum score one could obtain was 23 and minimum score was 0. 

By adding the scores of all the items, the individual total score was worked out. The 

beneficiaries were categorized into three groups based on the mean and standard 

deviation. 

S. No                               Category                   Scores 

1 Low level of knowledge < Mean –S.D 

2 Medium level knowledge Mean ± S.D 

3 High level knowledge > Mean + S.D 

 
Opinion of beneficiaries about PMFBY 

Beneficiaries of PMFBY opinion here operationally defined as the part of 

dispersion /expressed views of farmer beneficiaries on Pradhan Mantri Fasal Bima 

Yojana. To measure the opinion of beneficiaries about the PMFBY 16 statements were 

used. The response of each statement were rated on a two continuum which were 
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favourable and unfavourable with a score of one for favourable opinion and zero for un 

favourable opinion. The total opinion score for each respondent was calculated by 

summing up the number of items favorable opined by an individual respondent and the 

maximum score one could obtained was 16 and minimum score was 0. By adding the 

scores of all the items, the individual total score was worked out. The beneficiaries 

were categorized into three groups based on the mean and standard deviation. 

S. No.                               Category                   Scores 

1 Low level of opinion < Mean –S.D 

2 Medium level opinion Mean ± S.D 

3 High level opinion > Mean + S.D 

 

3.5 Devices and methods used for data collection 

The study required data on several variables from farmers. So, an interview 

schedule was considered most appropriate tool for data collection. The schedule was 

prepared keeping in view the objectives of the study. 

Pre-testing of Interview Schedule 

Before giving a final shape to the interview schedule, the schedule was 

pretested with 25 per cent of the respondents in an identified village situations, other 

than sample area. Based on experience gained in pretesting, the interview schedule was 

suitably modified. 

Method of Data Collection 

Good rapport was established with the farmers by convincing them the purpose 

and importance of the study. The data were collected by administering the pretested 

interview schedule to the farmers.    

Preparation of Report 

The collected data was coded, tabulated, classified and analysed in order to 

make the findings meaningful. The findings were suitably interpreted and necessary 

conclusions and inferences were drawn accordingly.  



 

55 

3.6 STATISTICAL TOOLS USED FOR ANALYSIS OF DATA 

To convert the data into meaningful findings the following statistical tools were used;  

1.  Arithmetic Mean ( X ) 

2.  Standard Deviation (σ) 

3.  Frequency  

4. Percentage 

5.  Pearson’s correlation coefficient (r) 

6.  Multiple Linear Regression (MLR) 

Arithmetic Mean (AM): 

It is defined as the sum of all values of the observations divided by the total 

number of observations. Symbolically it is represented as X . 

 Arithmetic mean ( X ) = 
n

xxx
n
xi n......21 



 

                       Where,    X  = Arithmetic mean 

xi = Value of ith item of x 

i = 1, 2…………………n 

n= Total number of observations. 

Standard deviation (S.D.) 

  It is positive square root of the mean of the squared deviations taken 

from arithmetic mean.  It is represented by symbol   

SD ( ) = 






 


n
xx

n

2
2 )(1  

2x  = Sum of squares of observations 

2)( x  = Square of sum of ‘x’ values 

n = number of observations 
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Frequency  

Frequency was used to know the distribution pattern of the respondents 

according to the objectives under study. 

Percentage: 

Percentages were used for standardization of sample size by calculating the 

number of individual that would be under the given category if the total number of 

individuals were 120. 

Pearson’s Correlation Coefficient ( r ) 

This test was used to study the relationship between the scores of independent 

variable and the scores of dependent variable. It measures the degree of relationship 

between the two sets of variables. 
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r  = Correlation coefficient 

x  = Sum of scores of independent variables 

y  = Sum of scores of dependent variables 

2x  = sum of the squares of scores of an independent variable 

2y  = Sum of the squares of scores of a dependent variable 

xy  = The sum of productivity of x and y 

n = size of the sample  

 The calculated ‘r’ value was verified for its by using ‘r’ table value for 5 per 
cent and 1 per cent level of significance at n –2 degrees of freedom. 
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Multiple Linear Regression (MLR) 

 Multiple linear regression analysis was used to study the effect of 

independent variables on dependent variables. The following multiple linear regression 

equation was fitted to the data having 8 parameters. 

 882211 ............... XbXbXbay   

Where ‘a’ was the intercept or constant and bi’s are partial regression coefficients.  

 821 ..,........., bbbbi   

  The regression coefficient bi’s were tested for their significance with the 

following formula. 

   
)(.

||
)1(

i

i
kn bES

bt   

Where  

 n = Number of respondents 

 k = Number of independent variables 

 S.E ( bi) = standard error of  ith  partial regression coefficient  

 bi = ith  Partial regression coefficient 

 t = Test for significance 

 df = Degree of freedom 

Coefficient of multiple determination (R2) was given by 

   

          Regression sum of squares (RSS) 
 R2 =            --------------------------------------------- 
                             Total sum of squares (TSS) 
 

Where RSS =   yxbyxbyxb 882211 ....................   

 And TSS =  2y R2 value is less than unity where it was expressed in 

percentage. It measures the extent of variation in dependent variable (y), which can be 

explained by the independent variables (xi) together.
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Chapter IV 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

The results of the investigation and the findings thus arrived at are presented 

and discussed in this chapter duly considering the theoretical and available research in 

the areas of investigation. The presentation of this chapter is grouped under the 

following sections for the purpose of clarity follow as in review of literature.  

4.1  Profile of the beneficiaries of Pradhan Mantri Fasal Bima Yojana                
PMFBY. 

4.2 Knowledge level of the beneficiaries about Pradhan Mantri Fasal Bima Yojana       
PMFBY. 

4.3  Opinion of beneficiaries about Pradhan Mantri Fasal Bima Yojana (PMFBY).      

4.4  Relationship between profile with knowledge and opinion of beneficiaries under 
PMFBY. 

4.5  Constraints faced by the beneficiaries and suggestions to obviate the constraints 
and  to formulate the strategies for effective implementation of PMFBY. 

4.1 PROFILE OF BENEFICIARIES OF PMFBY 

 To facilitate the detailed view to the reader, an attempt has been made to present 

the detailed distribution of beneficiaries in separate tables with frequency and 

percentages for interpretation as given below. 
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Table 4.1. Profile of beneficiaries of PMFBY at a glance   (n=120) 
 

S. No Independent 
variables Category 

Respondents 

F % 

1 Age 

Young (< 35 years) 11 9.17 

Middle (36 to 58 years) 89 74.13 

Old age (> 59 years) 20 16.70 

2 Education 

Illiterate 23 19.16 

Functionally Literate 12 10.00 

Primary School (1st  -  5th) 23 19.16 

Middle School (6th – 7th ) 28 23.37 

High School ( 8th – 10th ) 26 21.66 

Intermediate 5 4.15 

Graduation 3 2.50 

Post-Graduation 0 0.00 

3 Land holding 

Marginal  (< 1 ha ) 37 30.85 

Small  (1 – 2 ha ) 62 51.66 

Semi Medium (2 – 4 ha ) 17 14.16 

Medium (4 – 10 ha ) 3 2.50 

Large (> 10 ha ) 1 0.83 

4 Experience in 
farming 

Upto10 years 20 16.66 

11- 20 years 24 20.18 

21-30 years 43 35.67 

31-40 years 20 16.66 

41 years above 13 10.83 

5 
Annual Income 

 

Low 
(Rs.20,000 – Rs.53,000) 

20 10.84 

Medium 
(Rs.53,001 – Rs.86,000) 

87 72.50 

High 
(Rs.86,001 – Rs.1,19,000) 

13 16.66 

6 
Mass media 
utilization 

 

(< 8.79) 38 31.66 

(8.78-10.80) 62 51.64 

(> 10.81) 20 16.70 
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S. No Independent 
variables Category 

Respondents 

F % 

7 Extension contact 

(< 12.67) 17 14.16 

(medium 12.68-15.12) 90 75.00 

(> 15.13) 13 10.84 

8 

Material 
possession 

 
 

(< 5.01) 18 15.00 

Medium (5.02-20.05) 89 74.17 

(> 20.06) 13 10.83 

9 Disaster 
occurrence pattern 

(< 7.93) 12 10.00 

Medium (7.94-9.61) 49 48.33 

(> 9.62) 59 49.17 

10 Training 
undergone 

Un trained 88 73.36 

1 to 2 trainings 17 14.16 

3 – 4 trainings 10 8.37 

More than 4 trainings 05 4.11 

11 
Scientific 

Orientation 
 

(< 19.22) 24 20.00 

Medium (19.23-24.31) 81 67.50 

(> 24.32) 15 12.50 

12 Risk orientation 

(< 12.47) 24 17.50 

Medium (12.48-16.25) 82 70.83 

(> 16.26) 14 11.67 

13 Crop loan availed 

Commercial banks 32 26.67 

Co-operative societies 49 40.00 

Regional banks 39 33.34 
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4.1.1 Age 
Table 4.2. Distribution of beneficiaries according to their age        (n=120) 

S. No. Category Frequency Percentage 

1 Young age (< 35 years) 11 9.17 

2 Middle age (36-58 years) 89 74.13 

3 Old age (> 58 years) 20 16.70 

                                  Total 120 100.00 

A perusal of Table 4.2 and Figure 4.1 revealed that, nearly three-fouths of the 

beneficiaries belonged to middle age (74.13 %) category, followed by those belonged 

to old age (16.70 %) category and young age (9.17 %) categories. The age of the 

beneficiaries of PMFBY ranged from 36 to 58. 

From the above data, it could be inferred that beneficiaries of PMFBY were 

mostly from middle aged followed by old aged group individuals. Because of their 

education, the younger generation more attracted to employment opportunities in 

nearby cities. The beneficiaries of middle aged group had more working efficiency 

compared to older and younger ones. 

The above findings were in line with the findings of Osarenren et al. (2016) and 

Thrimoorthy and Geetha (2017). 

 
Fig.4.1. Distribution of beneficiaries according to their age. 
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4.1.2 Education 

Table 4.3. Distribution of beneficiaries according to their education      (n=120) 

S. No. Category Frequency Percentage 
1 Illiterate 23   19.16 
2 Functionally Literate 12 10.00 
3 Primary School (1st -5th) 23 19.16 
4 Middle School (6th- 7th) 28 23.37 
5 High School (8th – 10th) 26 21.66 
6 Intermediate  5 4.15 
7 Graduation 3 2.50 
8 Post-Graduation 0 0.00 
                                           Total 120 100.00 

It was observed from Table 4.3 and Figure 4.2 it indicates that less than one-

fourth (23.17 %) of the beneficiaries had middle school, followed by those belonged to 

high school (21.66 %), illiterate and primary school (19.16 %), functionally literate 

(10.00 %),  intermediate (4.15 %), and graduation (2.50 %). 

 The reason for this could be that the majority (80.84 %) of the beneficiaries are 

educated because of the availability of schools and colleges in nearby areas. Remaining 

19.16 per cent of the beneficiaries fell under illiterate level of education.   

The above findings were in line with the findings of Swain (2015) and 

Thrimooerthy and Geetha (2017) 

 

Fig. 4.2. Distribution of beneficiaries according to their education. 
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4.1.3 Land Holding 

Table  4.4. Distribution of beneficiaries according to their land holding       (n=120) 

S. No. Category Frequency Percentage 

1 Marginal (< 1 ha) 37 30.85 

2 Small (1-2 ha) 62 51.66 

3 Semi Medium (2-4 ha) 17 14.16 

4 Medium (4-10 ha) 3 2.50 

5 Large (> 10 ha) 1 0.83 

Total 120 100.00 

 It was observed from Table 4.4. and Figure 4.3 inferred that  more than half 

(51.66 %) of the beneficiaries had small land holdings, followed by those had marginal 

(30.85 %), semi medium (14.16 %), medium (2.50 %) and large (0.83 %) land 

holdings. 

The reason for small and marginal farmers are being more might be the land 

fragmentation due to separation of families. Therefore there is a need to focus more on 

small and marginal famers for create awareness regarding PMFBY. The above findings 

were in line with the findings of Olila (2014). 

 
Fig. 4.3. Distribution of beneficiaries according to their land holding. 
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4.1.4  Farming Experience  

Table 4.5. Distribution of beneficiaries according to their farming experience 
             (n=120) 

 S. No. Category Frequency Percentage 

1 1 to 10 years 20 16.66 

2 11- 20 years 24 20.18 

3 21-30 years 43 35.67 

4 31-40 years 20 16.66 

5 41 years and above 13 10.83 

                              Total 120 100.00 

It is evident from Table 4.5 and Figure 4.4 that more than one third (35.67 %) of 

the beneficiaries had 21-30 years of farming experience in growing of crops followed 

by those had 11-20 years (20.18 %), 1 to 10 years (16.66 %), 31-40 years (16.66 %) 

and more than 41 years (10.83 %). The reason might be due to fact that majority of 

beneficiaries had more interested in farming and carry out their livelihood with their 

farming.  

The above findings were in line with the findings of Dhande and Jambavanth 

(2017) 

 

Fig. 4.4.  Distribution of beneficiaries according to their farming experience. 
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4.1.5 Annual Income 

Table 4.6. Distribution of beneficiaries according to their annual income 
             (n=120) 

S. No. Category Frequency Percentage 
1 Low  (Rs.20,000 to Rs.53,000) 20 16.66 
2 Medium (Rs.53,001 to 

Rs.86,000) 87 72.50 
3 High  (Rs.86,001 to 

Rs.1,19,000) 13 10.84 
                                                   Total 120 100.00 
Mean=73633.33                                                                                SD=28765.04 

From the Table 4.6 and Figure 4.5 that more than two-third (72.50 %) of the 

beneficiaries belonged to medium level of Annual Income followed by those belonged 

to low (16.66 %) and high (10.84 %) of annual Income. 

The reasons might be they getting  low returns in farming and non-farm 

occupation like dairy to support their income as majority being small (51.66%) and 

marginal (30.85%) that too without any other source of income and also due to 

existence of more numbers of earning member in different occupation other than 

agriculture. The result was in accordance with Uvaneswaran and Mohanapriya  (2014). 

 

Fig. 4.5. Distribution of beneficiaries according to their annual income. 
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4.1.6 Material Possession 

Table 4.7. Distribution of beneficiaries according to their material possession 
                           (n=120) 

S. No Category Frequency Percentage 

1 Low (< 5.01)                           18 15.00 

2 Medium (5.01-20.05) 89 74.17 

3 High (> 20.06) 13 10.83 

                                              Total 120 100.00 

Mean=12.53                                                                                        SD=7.52 

An over view of Table 4.7 and Figure 4.6 indicated that nearly three-fourth 

(74.17 %) of the farmers had medium level of material possession followed by those 

with low (15.00 %) material possession whereas, high (10.83 %)  material possession. 

 
Fig. 4.6. Distribution of beneficiaries according to their material possession. 
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An over view of Table 4.8 and Figure 4.7 indicated that three-fourth (75.00 %) 

of the beneficiaries had medium level of extension contact followed by those with low 

(14.16 %) extension contact whereas, only 10.84 per cent of the beneficiaries had high 

level of extension contact for technical information related to PMFBY. 

 The result was in accordance with Afroz et al. (2017). 

 
Fig. 4.7. Distribution of beneficiaries according to their extension   contact. 
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Table 4.9.  Distribution of beneficiaries of PMFBY according to their frequency of 
extension contact         (n=120) 

S. 
No. Particulars 

Mass media exposure 
 

Frequently Occasionally Rarely 
F % F % F % 

1 Village Panchayat Secretary 33 27.50 62 51.60 25 20.84 

2 Multi Purpose Extension Officer 
(MPEO) _ _ _ _ _ _ 

3 Agricultural Extension Officer 
(AEO) 

 
56 

 
46.67 

 
31 

 
25.83 

 
33 

 
27.50 

4 Mandal Agricultural Officer 
(MAO) 34 28.33 38 31.60 48 40.00 

5 Assistant Director of Agriculture  
(ADA) _ _ _ _ 

 
120 

 
100.00 

6 Joint Director of Agriculture (JDA) _ _ _ _ 
 

120 
 

100.00 

7 Scientists of ANGRAU _ _ _ _ _ _ 

8 Insurance Company Officers _ _ _ _ _ _ 

9 Input Dealers 34 28.33 17 14.16 69 57.51 

10 Bank Officers 93 77.50 27 22.50 _ _ 

11 NGO`S _ _ _ _ _ _ 

The study has clearly brought out the bank officers and Mandal Agriculture 

officers were consulted by majority of the beneficiaries to seek information about 

PMFBY. 

This implies that these sources need to be used frequently for dissemination of 

information on insurance programme by the extension agencies for its proper impact.   

4.1.8 Disaster Occurrence Pattern 
Table 4.10.  Distribution of beneficiaries according to the Disaster Occurrence 

Pattern            (n=120) 

S. No Category Frequency Percentage 
1 Low (< 7.93) 12 10.00 
2 Medium (7.94-9.61) 49 40.83 
3 High (> 9.62) 59 49.17 

                                              Total 120 100.00 
Mean=8.775                                                                                                SD = 0.844 
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An over view of Table 4.10 and Figure 4.8 indicated that nearly half (49.17 %) 

of the beneficiaries had high disaster occurrence pattern, followed by those with 

medium (40.83 %) and low (10.00 %) disaster occurrence pattern. The reason might be 

due to the areas nearby the sea coastal areas are more prone the disasters compared to 

other areas, leading to damage the crops and disturb the livelihood of beneficiaries. 

 
Fig. 4.8 Distribution of beneficiaries according to their disaster occurrence pattern. 
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Table 4.12. Item analysis in Frequency of occurrence of disaster 
 

 
S. 

No. 

Name 
of the 

disaster 

More 
than two 
times in a 

year 

Twice in a 
year 

Once in a 
year 

Once in a 
five years 

Once in 
a ten 
years 

Never 

F % F % F % F % F % F % 

1 Drought 39 32.50 31 25.90 36 30.00 9 7.50 5 4.10 _ _ 

2 Cyclone 47 39.16 39 32.50 27 22.50 5 4.17 2 1.67 _ _ 

3 Floods 39 32.50 47 39.17 31 25.83 2 1.66 1 0.83 _ _ 

4 Earth 
quake _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 120 100.00 

5 Heat 
waves 21 17.50 22 18.33 29 24.16 33 27.50 10 8.33 5 4.16 

From the above Table 4.12 it is clearly evident that less than two-fifths       

(39.16 %) of the beneficiaries had faced Cyclones more than two times in a year 

followed by Floods and Drought (32.50 %) and Heat waves (17.50 %).  

Less than two-fifths (39.17 %) beneficiaries had faced floods twice in a year 

followed by cyclones (32.50 %), Drought (25.90 %) and Heat Waves (18.33 %). 

Less than one –third (30.00 %) beneficiaries had faced Drought once in a year 

followed by floods (25.83 %), Heat Waves (24.16 %), Cyclones (22.50 %). 

More than one-fourth (27.50 %) beneficiaries had faced Heat Waves once in 

five years followed by Drought (7.50 %), Cyclones (4.17 %), Floods (1.66 %). 

8.33 per cent of the beneficiaries had faced Heat Waves once in ten years 

followed by those faced Drought (4.10 %), Cyclones (1.67 %), Floods (0.83 %). 

About cent percent of the beneficiaries never faced earth quakes followed by 

Heat Waves (4.166%).  
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4.1.9 Mass Media Utilization 

Table 4.13. Distribution of beneficiaries according to the Mass Media Exposure
              (n=120) 

S. No Category Frequency Percentage 

1 Low (<8.79) 38 31.66 

2 Medium (8.80-10.80) 62 51.66 

3 High (>10.81) 20 16.70 

                                      Total 120 100.00 

Mean=9.8                                                                                        SD=1 

  An over view of Table 4.13 and Figure 4.9 indicated that more than half are 

(51.66 %) of the beneficiaries had medium level of mass media exposure, followed by 

those with low (31.66 %) mass media exposure whereas, only 16.70 per cent of the 

farmers had high level of mass media exposure. The reason for medium to low mass 

media utilization due to middle school education, small and marginal land holdings 

leading to slow diffusion of crop insurance about the PMFBY.   

The result was in accordance with Jayathilaka and Abeynayake (2013) 

 
 

Fig. 4.9. Distribution of beneficiaries according to their mass media utilization. 
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Table 4.14. Item analysis of beneficiaries according to their frequency of mass 
media utilization of beneficiaries in PMFBY          (n=120) 

S. No. Particulars 
Mass media exposure 

Frequently Occasionally Rarely 
F % F % F % 

1 News papers 33 27.50 62 51.66 25 20.84 

2 
Books on Agriculture 

_ _ 
19 15.83 

101 
 84.17 

3 Radio Programmes _ _ _ _ _ _ 

4 Television Programmes 34 28.33 38 31.66 48 40.00 

5 Exhibitions and Kissan  Melas 12 10.00 28 23.33 90 75.00 

6 Any other (specify) _ _ _ _ _ _ 

From the above Table 4.14 it is clearly evident that more than one-fourth of 

beneficiaries (28.33 %) of the beneficiaries had frequently exposes the TV programmes 

followed by news papers (27.50 %), Exhibitions and Kissan  Melas (10.00 %).  

More than half (51.66 %) of the beneficiaries had occasional by exposed to 

news papers followed by TV programmes (31.66 %), Exhibitions and Kissan  Melas      

(23.33 %), books on agriculture (15.83 %). 

Most (84.17 %) beneficiaries are rarely exposes the books on agriculture 

followed by Exhibitions and Kissan  Melas (75.00 %), TV programmes (40.00 %), 

news papers (20.84 %) and Floods (6.60 %). 

For persuading the farmers for adoption of insurance programmes they should 

be motivated to watch informative TV programmes. The design, content and 

presentation of agricultural programmes in rural areas calls for innovative approach on 

the part of rural mass media, be it newspaper, radio or television in order to increase the 

mass media utilization. 

In order to increase the mass media utilization it would be advisable to increase 

the duration of farm programmes on TV and radio and to repeat them frequently.     
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4.1.10 Training Undergone 

Table 4.15. Distribution of beneficiaries according to the training undergone 
                (n=120) 

S. No. Training received F % 

1 Untrained farmers  88 73.36 

2 Trained farmers 

a) 1to 2 trainings 17 14.16 

b) 2to 4 trainings 10 8.37 

c) > 4 trainings 5 4.11 

 From Table 4.15 and Fig.4.10 it could be seen that more than two-thirds     

(73.36 %) of the beneficiaries had not undergone trainings followed by those 

undergone one to two trainings  (14.16 %), two to four trainings  (8.37 %) and four and 

above  (4.11 %) trainings. This may be due to agriculture department in ability to 

attract trainees but they was though it is conducting trainings. More over the extension 

agencies and other officials didn’t focus on the trainings needs of beneficiaries in crop 

insurance. So it is essential to organize need based training programmes on PMFBY by 

the officials of banks, insurance programmes. These findings were not in support of 

earlier findings.        

 
Fig. 4.10. Distribution of beneficiaries according to training undergone. 
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4.11 CROP LOAN AVAILED 

Table 4.16. Distribution of beneficiaries according to Crop loan availed (n=120) 

S.No.               Borrowing source                  F                   % 

1 Commercial Banks 32 26.67 

2 Co-Operative Banks 49 40.00 

3 Regional Rural Banks 39 33.33 

 From the above Table 4.16 and Fig 4.11 it could be seen that nearly two-fifths 

(40.00%) of the beneficiaries borrowed loans from the co-operative banks followed by 

regional banks (33.33%) and commercial banks (26.67%). The reason might be due to 

Large farmers utilized agriculture crop loan more efficiently when compared to small 

farmers in both commercial and co-operative banks. 

 The result was in accordance with Chavan et al. (2016). 

      

Fig. 4.11. Distribution of beneficiaries according to crop loan availed 
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4.1.2 Scientific Orientation 

Table 4.17. Distribution of beneficiaries according to the Scientific Orientation
                 (n=120) 

S. No. Category Frequency Percentage 

1 Low (< 19.22) 24 20.00 

2 Medium (19.23-24.31) 81 67.50 

3 High (> 24.32) 15 12.50 

Total 120 100.00` 

Mean=21.76                                                                                             SD=2.54 

It was evident from the Table 4.17 and Figure 4.12 that more than two-thirds 

(67.50 %) of the beneficiaries had medium level of scientific orientation, followed by 

low (20.00 %) and rest (12.50 %) had high level of scientific orientation. Reasons 

might be due to low extension contact and middle school education leading to low 

diffusion of scientific technologies among the beneficiaries of PMFBY. 

 The above findings were in line with the findings with the Palanisamy (2011). 

           

 

Fig. 4.12. Distribution of beneficiaries according to scientific orientation. 
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4.1.3 Risk Orientation 
Table 4.18. Distribution of beneficiaries according to the Risk Orientation 
                  (n=120) 

S. No Category Frequency Percentage 

1 Low (< 12.47) 21 17.50 

2 Medium (12.48-16.25) 82 70.83 

3 High (> 16.26) 14 11.67 

Total 120 100.00 

Mean=14.36                                                                                              SD=1.88 

A glance at the Table 4.18 and Figure 4.13 revealed that more than two-thirds 

(70.83 %) of the beneficiaries had medium level of risk orientation, followed by those 

with (17.05 %) low and (11.67 %) rest had high levels of risk orientation. 

This might be due to the reason that majority of the beneficiaries had small 

holdings and their conditions were mediocre. Medium level of extension contact and 

involvement in subsidiary occupation by majority of the beneficiaries also might have 

prevented them from taking much risk in farming. The result was in accordance with 

Kumar et al. (2012) and Dhande and Jambavanth (2017). 

 
Fig. 4.13. Distribution of beneficiaries according to risk orientation. 
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4.2 KNOWLEDGE LEVEL OF BENEFICIARIES ABOUT PMFBY  
Table  4.1.9. Distribution of beneficiaries according to their  level of  knowledge 

on PMFBY (n=120) 

S. No. Category Frequency Percentage 

1 Low (< 8.22) 22 18.33 

2 Medium (8.23-13.58) 74 61.67 

3 High (> 13.59) 24 20.00 

Total 120 100.00 

Mean=10.1                                                                                       SD=3.24 

A glance at the Table 4.19. and Figure 4.14 revealed that most of beneficiaries 

(61.67 %) had medium level of knowledge, followed by those with low (18.33 %) and 

rest (20.00 %) had high levels of knowledge. Some other reasons that could be possible 

attributed for medium knowledge were irregular visit of Bank officials, insurance 

officials and extension functionaries due to unmanageable area to be covered 

 
Fig. 4.14. Distribution of beneficiaries according their level of knowledge about 

PMFBY. 
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Table 4.20. Item analysis of knowledge level on PMFBY    (n=120) 

S. 
No 

 
Particulars 

Knowledge 
Rank Correct Incorrect 

F % F % 
1. Year of Introduction of Pradhan Mantri 

Fasal Bima Yojana (PMFBY) is 2016 51 42.50 69 57.50 X 

2. Pradhan Mantri Fasal Bima Yojana 
(PMFBY) does not provides the loan for 
summer crops. 

28 23.33 92 76.66 XVI 

3. Pradhan Mantri Fasal Bima Yojana 
(PMFBY) provides loan for Kharif, Rabi 
and horticultural crops.  

80 66.66 40 33.33 VI 

4. The crops covered under Pradhan Mantri 
Fasal Bima Yojana (PMFBY) during  kharif 
season are cereals, millets, pulses and oil 
seed crops. 

100 83.33 20 16.66 II 

5. The crops covered under Pradhan Mantri 
Fasal Bima Yojana (PMFBY) during Rabi 
season are cereals, millets, pulses and oil 
seed crops. 

47 39.17 73 60.83 XI 

6. The amount of premium rate for kharif 
crops under the PMFBY is 2%. 112 93.34 8 6.66 I 

7. The amount of premium rate for Rabi crops 
under the PMFBY is 1.5%. 40 33.33 80 66.67 XIV 

8. The amount of premium rate for 
commercial and horticultural crops under 
the PMFBY is 5%. 

94 78.33 26 21.67 III 

9. The basis for implementation of Pradhan 
Mantri Fasal Bima Yojana (PMFBY) is on 
Area Approach Basis. 

7 5.83 113 94.16 XX 

10. The crop loss assessment in Pradhan Mantri 
Fasal Bima Yojana (PMFBY) is done by 
using drones and smart phones. 

24 20.00 96 80.00 XVIII 

11. The remote sensing lab for crop insurance 
to gave early warnings to the farmers and 
government about the losses under Pradhan 
Mantri Fasal Bima Yojana (PMFBY) was 
established by HDFC ERGO general 
insurance company. 

27 22.50 93 77.50 XVII 

12.  The Farmers under Pradhan Mantri  Fasal  
Bima Yojana (PMFBY) has to intimate  
individual loss (natural calamities /mid 
season losses)  within 72 hours to the 
officials of the department of Agriculture 
DOA. 

89 74.16 31 25.84 IV 
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S. 
No 

 
Particulars 

Knowledge 
Rank Correct Incorrect 

F % F % 
13. The farmers under Pradhan Mantri Fasal 

Bima Yojana (PMFBY) has to intimate 
post- harvest losses within 14 days to 
department of Agriculture DOA. 

76 63.33 44 36.64 VII 

14. Pradhan  Mantri  Fasal  Bima Yojana 
(PMFBY) beneficiaries is mandatory for 
Loanee farmers,  who have taken 
institutional loans from banks 

42 35.00 78 65.00 XII 

15. Pradhan Mantri Fasal Bima Yojana 
(PMFBY) beneficiaries is optional for Non-
Loanee farmers, who have taken 
institutional loans from banks. 

2 1.66 118 98.34 XXII 

16. The reasons for failure of Pradhan Mantri 
Fasal Bima Yojana (PMFBY) delay 
payment, insurance company not respond 
immediately &village as a unit. 

88 73.33 32 26.64 V 

17. The source of funds for government to pay 
premium in Pradhan  Mantri  Fasal  Bima 
Yojana (PMFBY) is Krishi Kaliyan Yojana 

73 60.83 47 39.17 VIII 

18. The Share of Premium Rate by Central And 
State Governments in Pradhan Mantri Fasal 
Bima Yojana (PMFBY) is 50:50. 

60 50.00 60 50.00 IX 

19. The companies provide Insurance under 
this scheme (PMFBY) in Srikakulam is 
Agriculture Insurance Company Limited 

1 0.83 119 99.16 XXIII 

20. The companies provide Insurance under 
this scheme (PMFBY) are private sector 
insurance companies and public sector 
insurance companies 

39 32.50 81 67.50 XV 

21. The types of the risks that are covered 
under this scheme (PMFBY) are yield loss, 
post harvest losses, localized calamties, 
wild animals attack. 

22 18.33 98 81.64 XIX 

22. The registration of farmers under Pradhan  
Mantri  Fasal  Bima Yojana (PMFBY) 
gradually reduces year by year from 
inception of the programme  

42 35.00 78 65.00 XIII 

23. In Pradhan Mantri Fasal Bima Yojana 
(PMFBY) the losses arising out of war and 
nuclear risks, malicious damage and other 
preventable risks shall be excluded. 

3 2.50 117 97.50 XXI 
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Results furnished in the Table 4.20 revealed that the knowledge level of 

beneficiaries on PMFBY in percentage ranking order of their decreasing importance are 

:The amount of premium rate in kharif crops under PMFBY (93.34 %) followed by 

crops covered  under PMFBY during kharif season crops (83.33 %), the amount of 

premium in horticultural and commercial crops (78.33 %), beneficiaries has intimate 

the individual losses  (natural calamities /mid season losses) within 72 hours to the 

officials of the department of Agriculture DOA (74.16 %), reasons for failure of 

PMFBY delay payment, insurance company not respond immediately &village as a 

unit. (73.33 %), The PMFBY provides loan for kharif, rabi and horticultural crops 

(66.66 %), The farmers under PMFBY has to intimate the post-harvest losses within 14 

days to department of Agriculture DOA (63.33 %), The source of funds for government 

to pay premium in PMFBY (60.83 %), The share of premium rate by central and state 

governments in PMFBY (50.00 %), Year in introduction of  PMFBY (42.50 %), The 

crops covered under rabi season  (39.17 %), PMFBY is mandatory for Loanee 

beneficiaries   who have taken institutional loans from banks (35.00 %), The 

registration of farmers under PMFBY gradually reduces year  by  year from inception 

of the programme (35.00 %), The amount premium rate for rabi crops under PMFBY 

(33.33 %), The companies provide insurance under this PMFBY (32.50 %), PMFBY 

insurance does not provide loan for summer crops (23.33 %), The remote sensing lab 

for crop insurance to gave early warnings to the farmers and government about the 

losses under PMFBY (22.50 %), The crop losses assessment in PMFBY was  done by 

using drones and smart phones (20.00%), The types of  risks that are covered under this 

PMFBY (18.33 %), The basis for implementation of PMFBY (5.83 %), In PMFBY the 

losses arising out of war and nuclear risks, malicious damage and other preventable 

risks shall be excluded (2.50 %), PMFBY is optional for Non-Loanee beneficiaries 

taken from banks (1.66 %) and The companies provides insurance  (PMFBY) in 

srikakulam dist (0.83%). 

From the Table 4.2. it could be revealed that 75 to 100 per cent of the 

beneficiaries had knowledge on simple aspects. Generally beneficiaries have more 

knowledge on aspects which are being followed by them The amount of premium rate 

in kharif crops under PMFBY (93.34 %) followed by crops covered  under PMFBY 

during kharif season crops (83.33 %), the amount of premium in horticultural and 

commercial crops (78.33 %). 
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It could be understood from the Table 4.2. Fifty to less than seventy five per 

cent of beneficiaries had knowledge about the aspects like farmers has intimate the 

individual losses (natural calamities /mid season losses) within 72 hours to the officials 

of the department of Agriculture DOA (74.16 %), reasons for failure of PMFBY delay 

payment, insurance company not respond immediately &village as a unit. (73.33 %), 

The PMFBY provides loan for kharif, rabi and horticultural crops (66.66 %), The 

farmers under PMFBY has to intimate the post-harvest losses within 14 days to 

department of Agriculture DOA (63.33 %), The source of funds for government to pay 

premium in PMFBY (60.83 %). For understanding above items needs practical 

experience in PMFBY and enthusiasm interest and critical on observation on the part of 

beneficiaries for acquiring knowledge about the above items. so the extension 

functionaries should organize training programmes, demonstrations to further 

enhancement of knowledge of the beneficiaries on PMFBY.  

From Table 4.2 revealed that 25 to 50 per cent of beneficiaries had knowledge 

about the aspects like The share of premium rate by central and state governments in 

PMFBY (50.00 %), Year in introduction of PMFBY (42.50 %), The crops covered 

under rabi season  (39.17 %), PMFBY is mandatory for Loanee farmers  who have 

taken institutional loans from banks (35.00 %), The registration of farmers under 

PMFBY gradually reduces year  by  year from inception of the programme (35.00 %), 

The amount premium rate for rabi crops under PMFBY (33.33 %), The companies 

provide insurance under this PMFBY (32.50 %). The above items involve technical 

skills, expertise and comprehensive awareness to understand. Knowledge of the 

beneficiaries on the areas can be improved by organizing training programmes, 

screening of videos organization of study tours etc.,  

From Table 4.2 revealed that less than 25 per cent of beneficiaries had 

knowledge about the aspects like PMFBY insurance does not provide loan for summer 

crops (23.33 %), The remote sensing lab for crop insurance to gave early warnings to 

the farmers and government about the losses under PMFBY (22.50 %), The crop losses 

assessment in PMFBY was  done by using drones and smart phones (20.00%), The 

types of  risks that are covered under this PMFBY (18.33 %), The basis for 

implementation of PMFBY (5.83 %), In PMFBY the losses arising out of war and 

nuclear risks, malicious damage and other preventable risks shall be excluded (2.50 %), 

PMFBY is optional for Non-Loanee farmers taken from banks (1.66 %) and The 
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companies provides insurance  (PMFBY) in Srikakulam dist (2.00%).  Farmers 

perceived that above items are complex to understand and difficult to implement so 

there is a need to skill oriented training programmes for enhancement the knowledge of 

beneficiaries about PMFBY. 

4.3 OPINION OF BENEFICIARIES ABOUT PRADHAN MANTRI 
FASAL BIMAYOJANA 

Table 4.21.  Distribution of beneficiaries according to their opinion of beneficiaries  
about PMFBY                 (n=120) 

S. No Category Frequency Percentage 

1 Low (< 6.66) 18 15.00 

2 Medium (6.67-11.02) 83 69.17 

3 High (> 11.03) 19 15.83 

Total 120 100.00 

   Mean=8.8                                                                                                     SD=2.04 

 A glance at the Table 4.21 and Figure 4.15 revealed that more than two-third 

(69.17 %) beneficiaries had medium level of opinion, followed by those with high 

(15.83 %) and rest low (15.00%) had high pinion. This might be the reason due to lack 

of aware in crop insurance, most of the beneficiaries belong to middle school education 

and majority of beneficiaries not exposed/ participated in training programmes related 

to crop insurance in srikakulam district.    

 

Fig. 4.15 Distribution of beneficiaries according their opinion of PMFBY 
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Table 4.22.  Item analysis of opinion of beneficiaries about PMFBY   (n=120) 

S. 
No. 

 
Particulars 

Opinion 

Rank Favourable  Un 
Favourable 

F % F % 

1. The Pradhan Mantri Fasal Bima Yojana 
(PMFBY) gives better indemnity to the 
insured farmers than the earlier National 
Agricultural Insurance Scheme (NAIS). 90 75.00 30 25.00 8 

2. I have satisfied with the Pradhan Mantri 
Fasal Bima Yojana (PMFBY). 6 5.00 114 95.00 14 

3. The premium rates for Pradhan Mantri 
Fasal Bima Yojana (PMFBY) is lower 
compared to earlier insurance schemes. 110 91.66 10 8.34 4 

4. The premium which is to be paid by the 
farmers for Pradhan Mantri Fasal Bima 
Yojana (PMFBY) should be paid by the 
government. 105 87.50 15 12.50 6 

5. The involvement of insurance companies in 
settlement of claims  more in Pradhan  
Mantri  Fasal  Bima Yojana (PMFBY) 
compared  to earlier programmes 113 94.16 7 5.84 3 

6. All the crop insurance schemes as 
PMFBY,WBCIS etc. helps in attraction 
and retaining youth in agriculture.  25 20.83 95 79.17 12 

7. I feel that Pradhan Mantri Fasal Bima 
Yojana (PMFBY) is a good measure 
against risk and uncertainty. 95 79.16 25 20.84 7 

8. The present method of use of smart phones 
/drones for assessment of crop damage is 
an ideal measure. 117 97.50 3 2.50 2 

9. The usage of Information Technology (IT) 
is more in Pradhan Mantri Fasal Bima 
Yojana (PMFBY) compared to earlier 
programmes.  105 87.50 15 15.50 5 

10. The Pradhan Mantri Fasal Bima Yojana 
(PMFBY) is necessary for improvement of 
socio-economic conditions of the farmers. 26 21.66 94 78.34 10 

11. Pradhan Mantri Fasal Bima Yojana 
(PMFBY) is the better programme the 
reduce losses arised due to natural 
calamities from the losses compared to 
earlier programmes. 71 59.16 49 40.84 9 
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S. 
No. 

 
Particulars 

Opinion 

Rank Favourable  Un 
Favourable 

F % F % 

12. Pradhan Mantri Fasal Bima Yojana 
(PMFBY) providing financial support to 
farmers suffering crop loss/damage arising 
out of unforeseen events. 117 97.50 3 2.50 1 

13. Pradhan Mantri Fasal Bima Yojana is 
essential to stabilize the farm income to 
ensure their continuance in the farming. 15 12.50 105 87.50 13 

14. Pradhan  Mantri  Fasal  Bima Yojana 
(PMFBY) ensuring flow of credit to the 
agriculture sector. 26 21.66 94 78.34 11 

15. The Pradhan  Mantri  Fasal  Bima Yojana 
(PMFBY) facilitates for usage of modern 
technologies in paddy cultivation in 
srikakulam dist. 1 0.83 119 99.17 16 

16. I have received compensation at the right 
time in Pradhan Mantri  Fasal  Bima 
Yojana (PMFBY). 2 1.66 118 98.33 15 

Results furnished in the Table 4.20 revealed that the opinion on PMFBY by 

beneficiaries in percentage ranking order of their decreasing importance are the opinion 

in providing financial support to beneficiaries suffering to farmers suffering crop 

loss/damage arising out of unforeseen events (97.50 %) followed by present method of 

usage of smart phones /drones for assessment of crop damage is an ideal measure 

(97.50 %), compared to earlier programmes the involvement of insurance companies in 

settlement of claims more in PMFBY (94.16), premium rates are lower compared to 

earlier insurance schemes (91.66 %), usage of IT (information technology) more in this 

scheme compared to earlier (87.50 %), the government is paid the insurance premium 

to the farmers (87.50 %), PMFBY is a good measure for against risk and uncertainty 

(79.16 %), The Pradhan Mantri Fasal Bima Yojana (PMFBY) gives better indemnity to 

the insured farmers than the earlier National Agricultural Insurance Scheme (NAIS), 

PMFBY is better programme to reduce losses araised due to natural calamities from the 

losses compared to earlier programmes (59.16 %), to improve the socio-economic 

conditions of the farmers by this scheme (21.66 %),  PMFBY is ensuring flow of credit 

to the agriculture sector (21.66 %), All the crop insurance schemes as PMFBY,WBCIS 

etc. helps in attraction and retaining youth in agriculture (20.83 %), to stabilize the farm 
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income and to continuance the farming is essential in this scheme (12.50 %), I was 

satisfied with this insurance scheme (5.00 %), I have received compensation at the right 

time in this scheme (1.66 %), PMFBY facilitates for usage of modern technologies in 

paddy cultivation in Srikakulam dist.(0.83 %). 

75.00 per cent of the beneficiaries had favorable opinion on “The PMFBY gives 

better indemnity to the insured farmers than the earlier National Agricultural Insurance 

Scheme (NAIS)”. It might be due to the fact that PMFBY provides insurance coverage 

to farmers against natural calamities and pests and also encourages them to adopt 

innovative modern agricultural practices, exemption from service tax liability of all the 

services involved in the implementation of the scheme and simple rules of the schemes. 

95.00 per cent of the beneficiaries had unfavourable opinion towards “I have 

satisfied with the Pradhan Mantri Fasal Bima Yojana” of might due to more 

involvement of insurance companies in settlement of claims, delay in payment of 

claims. 

91.66 per cent of the beneficiaries had favourable opinion on premium rates that 

are lower compared to earlier insurance schemes. It might be due to fact that premium 

to be paid just 2 per cent of the insured value for the kharif crops, 1.5 per cent for rabi 

crops and 5 per cent for Horticultural crops. 

87.50 per cent beneficiaries had favourable opinion towards the premium which 

is to be payed by the farmers for PMFBY should be payed by the government due to 

low economic status of the farmers and complexity involved in the payment of 

premium.  

94.16 per cent of the beneficiaries had favorable opinion on Involvement of 

insurance companies in settlement of claims is move in PMFBY compare to earlier 

programmes. It might be due to the design of the insured contract was not fair and not 

beneficial to farmers but favoured mostly the agents. Due to this farmers perceived that, 

their claims were still not well protected by programmes. 

79.17 per cent of the beneficiaries had unfavourable opinion on “all the crop 

insurance schemes are PMFBY, WBCIS etc.. helps in attraction and retaining youth in 

agriculture” Reasons for this could be that young generation of rural areas may be 

interested in occupation other than farming. 
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79.16 per cent of the beneficiaries had favorable opinion on “I feel that PMFBY 

is a good measure against risk and uncertainty”. It might be due to the fact that PMFBY 

included successful aspects of the existing schemes and effectively addressed whatever 

was lacking in earlier schemes. 

It is quite evident from present findings that majority (97.50 %) of the 

beneficiaries had favorable opinion on usage of smart phones /drones for assessment of 

crop damage in PMFBY. It might be due to complexity of crop cutting experiments and 

simplicity of usage of smart phones for assessment of crop damage in PMFBY. 

87.50 per cent of the farmers favorable opinion on the premium which is paid 

by the farmers for PMFBY should be paid by the government; the usage of IT is more 

in PMFBY is more compare to earlier programmes poor economic conditions of the 

beneficiaries cumbersome in payment of premium might have been the reason for 

inducing the beneficiaries to have favourable opinion on payment of premium by the 

government .The present government of  Andhra Pradesh has taken decision to pay the 

premium to all the eligible farmers.  

78.34 per cent of the beneficiaries had unfavorable opinion on “The PMFBY is 

necessary for improvement of Scio-economic conditions of the farmers”. Reasons for 

this could be that the study district is one of the most backward district in Andhra 

Pradesh highly prone to cyclones. 

59.16 per cent of the beneficiaries had favourable opinion on PMFBY is the 

better proportion to reduce the losses arised due to inclusion of more number of natural 

calamties in this programme compared to earlier programmes this might be due to 

inclusion of more number of natural calamities in this programme compare to earlier 

programmes. 

97.50 per cent of farmers had favorable opinion towards providing financial 

support to farmers suffering crop loss/damage arising out of unforeseen events. The 

possible reason for this might be due to timely getting of financial support from the 

insurance agencies. 
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87.50 per cent of the beneficiaries had unfavorable opinion towards “PMFBY is 

essential to stabilize the farm income to ensure their continuance in the farming. It 

might be due to the fact farmers and not getting any trainings under PMFBY on modern 

production technologies of crops and getting sufficient compensatation at the right 

time.  

78.34 per cent of the beneficiaries had unfavorable opinion on PMFBY ensuring 

flow of credit to the agricultural sectors” it might be due to fact that loanee and non-

loanee farmers are eligible for PMFBY but, Banks are not providing loans to the tenant 

farmers.    

99.17 per cent of the beneficiaries had unfavorable opinion towards PMFBY 

facilities for usage modern technologies in paddy cultivation in Srikakulam dist. It is 

clearly indicates that implementing agencies of PMFBY are not disseminating Modern 

technologies to the paddy growing farmers. So there is need to organization of training 

programmes to the farmers by the implementing agencies with the assistance of the 

scientists of ANGRAU. 

98.33 per cent of the beneficiaries had unfavorable opinion towards “I have 

received compensatation at the right time in PMFBY. This clearly shows that majority 

of the farmers are not getting compensatation at the right time. It might be due to delay 

in release of funds from the govt. of India as well as government of Andhra Pradesh.   

4.4 RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SELECTED PROFILE 
CHARACTERISTICS OF BENEFICIARIES WITH THEIR 
LEVEL OF KNOWLEDGE AND OPINION OF BENEFICIARIES 
ABOUT PMFBY 

4.4.1  Relationship of Selected Profile Characteristics of Beneficiaries 

With Their Level of  Knowledge 

An attempt has been made to find out if there exists any relationship between 

the profile characteristics of farmers viz., age, education, land holding, farming 

experience, annual income, material possession, extension contact, disaster occurrence 

pattern, mass media exposure, training undergone, crop loan availed, scientific 

orientation, risk orientation with their level of knowledge. 
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Table 4.23. Correlation coefficient between profile characteristics of beneficiaries 
with their level of knowledge                   (n=120) 

S. 
No. Independent variable ‘r’  value 

1 Age  -0.063NS 

2 Education  0.023NS 

3 Land holding 0.413** 

4 Farming experience 0.142NS 

5 Annual income 0.154NS 

6 Material possession 0.188* 

7 Extension contact 0.333** 

8 Disaster occurrence pattern 0.713** 

9 Mass media exposure 0.443** 

10 Training undergone  0.312** 

11 Crop loan availed  0.224* 

12 Scientific orientation 0.491** 

13 Risk orientation 0.376** 

NS=Non-Significant   **Significant at 0.01 level of probability 

      * Significant at 0.05 level of probability 

The relationship between the selected profile characteristics and the knowledge 

level of beneficiaries of PMFBY were tested by null hypothesis and empirical 

hypothesis.    

Testing of hypothesis 

Null hypothesis (Ho) 

There will be no significant relationship between the selected profile 

characteristics of beneficiaries and knowledge level of beneficiaries of PMFBY. 

Empirical hypothesis (EH) 

There will be a significant relationship between the selected profile 

characteristics of knowledge and the knowledge level of beneficiaries of PMFBY. 
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The results in the Table 4.23. exhibits that out of thirteen independent variables 

studied landholding, extension contact, disaster occurrence pattern, mass media 

utilization, training undergone, scientific orientation, risk orientation are positively and 

significantly correlated with the knowledge level of beneficiaries of PMFBY at one  per 

cent level of significance. 

It is evident from the Table 4.23. that computed correlation coefficient (r) 

values of material possession, crop loan availed are positively and significantly 

correlated with the knowledge level of beneficiaries of PMFBY at five per cent level of 

significance. The remaining independent variables education, farming experience, 

annual income are positively and non-significant in their relationship with the 

knowledge about PMFBY. 

The variable age had showed a negative and non-significant relationship with 

the knowledge level of beneficiaries of PMFBY. 

4.4.1.1 Age of beneficiaries versus knowledge about PMFBY  

It could be revealed from the Table 4.23 that there was a negative and non-

significant relationship between age of beneficiaries and knowledge about PMFBY. 

From this, it could be inferred that as the age increases, will not changes in the 

knowledge of PMFBY beneficiaries but the relationship was non-significant. Age 

might have negatively influenced on knowledge of PMFBY beneficiaries. 

The similar findings in the line with the findings of Sravan (2012). 

4.4.1.2 Education of beneficiaries versus knowledge about PMFBY  

From the Table 4.23., it could be clearly inferred that there was a positive and 

non-significant relationship between education of beneficiaries and knowledge about 

PMFBY. 

This might be due to reason that as the PMFBY is either compulsory or has 

been piloted in the state due to which there has been no probable relationship between 

the education of beneficiaries and  their knowledge about PMFBY. 

The present finding was in line with the findings of Mohapatra et. al (2016) 
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4.4.1.3 Land holding of beneficiaries versus knowledge about PMFBY  

It was evident that from the Table 4.23 that there was a positive and significant 

relationship between education and knowledge of PMFBY beneficiaries at one per cent 

level of significance. 

The possible reason might be due to the fact that majority of the PMFBY 

beneficiaries belongs to small and marginal farmers who are having the medium 

extension contact and more of credit acquisition through formal institutions for their 

farming activities.  

The present finding was in line with the findings of Dhande and Jambavanth 

(2017) 

4.4.1.4 Farming experience of beneficiaries versus knowledge about PMFBY  

Table 4.23.Clearly exhibited that there was a positive and non-significant 

relationship between farming experience and knowledge of PMFBY beneficiaries. 

Majority of the farmers involved in middle to old age group and relatively with middle 

and high school education level. It is witnessed that experienced farmers have more 

knowledge due to continuous extension contact as well as mass media exposure. This 

could be the suitable reason for the positive relationship with the farming experience.  

4.4.1.5 Annual income of beneficiaries versus knowledge about PMFBY  

It was evident that from the Table 4.23 that there was a positive and non-

significant relationship between annual income and knowledge of beneficiaries of 

PMFBY. 

The possible reason might be that it can be inferred that the farmer’s annual 

income has meager changes in their knowledge level because of most of the farmers 

were medium to low income category, usually small and marginal farmers are getting 

less compensatation under PMFBY during crop failure.  

4.4.1.6 Material possession of beneficiaries versus knowledge about PMFBY 

It was evident that from the Table 4.23. that there was a positive and significant 

relationship between material possession and knowledge of beneficiaries of  PMFBY. 
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It could be inferred that most of the beneficiaries having the medium material 

possession category which exposes the farmers to personal cosmopolite like AEO`s, 

MAO`s, ADA etc., for benefitting of farm machineries’ under various agricultural 

development programmes and during that time may aware about PMFBY which might 

be enrich the knowledge on PMFBY beneficiaries. 

The above finding was in line with the results of Sing et. al (1999) 

4.4.1.7 Extension contact of beneficiaries versus knowledge about PMFBY  

It was evident that from the Table 4.23. that there was a positive and significant 

relationship between extension contact and knowledge of beneficiaries of PMFBY. 

The probable reason might be due the fact that, PMFBY beneficiaries are 

pertaining to medium extension contact which explains they should be insured by 

paying predetermined premium to the extension functionaries’ like Banks, AO`s, 

AEO`s, MAO`s etc., during crop loss caused by natural calamities. The above reason 

might be evidence for increasing the knowledge among PMFBY beneficiaries. 

4.4.1.8 Disaster occurrence pattern of beneficiaries versus knowledge about 
PMFBY 

 It was evident that from the Table 4.23 that there was a positive and significant 

relationship between disaster occurrence pattern and knowledge of beneficiaries of 

PMFBY. 

The possible reason that, most of the PMFBY beneficiaries belong to high to 

medium disaster occurrence pattern category, which resulting eager to acquisition of 

knowledge on disasters and insurance (PMFBY) to overcome huge crop loss as well as 

economic loss of farmers. 

 4.4.1.9 Mass media utilization of beneficiaries versus knowledge about PMFBY  

Clearly showed Table 4.23. that there was a positive and significant relationship 

between mass media exposure and knowledge of beneficiaries of PMFBY at one per 

cent level of significance. 

It could be inferred that most of the beneficiaries had medium level of mass 

media utilization and beneficiaries were more focused on enriching the knowledge 

about scientific cultivation practices along with PMFBY and enriched knowledge 
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utilized for crop production through mass media like news papers, books on agriculture, 

TV programmes etc.,caused by middle school education, middle to old age farmers, 

small and marginal farmers and medium to low extension contact. 

The present finding was in line with the findings of Dhande and Jambavanth 

(2017). 

4.4.1.10 Training undergone of beneficiaries versus knowledge about PMFBY 

It was evident that from the Table 4.23. that there was a positive and highly 

significant relationship between training undergone and knowledge of beneficiaries of 

PMFBY at one per cent level of significance . 

The possible reason might be due to middle school education, medium 

extension contact and medium mass media utilization are the probable reasons for 

influencing the beneficiaries to participation in training programmes organized by 

department of agriculture, KVKs, SAUs, extension education units.  

The present finding was in line with the results of Israel (2003) 

4.4.1.11 Crop loan availed by beneficiaries versus knowledge about PMFBY  

It was evident that from the Table 4.23 that there was a positive and significant 

relationship between scientific orientation and knowledge of beneficiaries of PMFBY 

at 0.05 level of significance. 

It inferred that most of the beneficiaries taken crop loans from institutional 

sources such as co-operative societies, Regional Rural banks and commercial banks, 

and it is mandatory to register the crop insurance which may enhance the knowledge 

about PMFBY.   

4.4.1.12  Scientific orientation of beneficiaries versus knowledge about PMFBY  

It was evident that there was a positive and highly significant relationship 

between scientific orientation and knowledge of PMFBY beneficiaries. The plausible 

reason might be due to medium level of scientific orientation category which caused by 

middle school education, medium extension contact and medium level of mass media 

utilization of PMFBY beneficiaries leads to more enthusiastic to know about latest 

scientific technologies of crop production. Table 4.23 
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4.4.1.13 Risk orientation of beneficiaries versus knowledge about PMFBY  

It was evident that there was a positive and highly significant relationship 

between risk orientation and knowledge of beneficiaries of PMFBY at 0.01 level of 

significance. 

Most of the beneficiaries will adopt the risk mitigation techniques like crop 

insurance, pest and disease resistance, drought resistance varieties and rain water 

harvesting technologies etc., which are cope up with natural calamities. The above 

reason may evident for increasing the knowledge about PMFBY . Table 4.23. 

4.4.2 Multiple linear regression analysis of selected independent 
variables with their knowledge level   

An attempt has been made to find out the amount of contribution made by the profile 

characteristics in explaining the variation in the dependent variable i.e., knowledge of 

farmers towards beneficiaries of PMFBY. The results were presented in Table 4.24.   

Table 4.24. Multiple linear regression analysis of selected independent variables 
with knowledge of PMFBY beneficiaries 

S. 
No. Independent variable Regression         

coefficient Standard error ‘t’ value 

1 Age  -0.009 0.049 -0.189NS 

2 Education 0.180 0.163 1.103NS 

3 Land holding 0.052 0.158 0.326NS 

4 Farming experience 0.007 0.035 0.191NS 

5 Annual income 5.019 0.000 0.731NS 

6 Material possession 0.043 0.025 1.73NS 

7 Extension contact -0.068 0.163 0.417NS 

8 Disaster occurrence pattern 0.878 0.157 5.587** 

9 Mass media exposure -0.133 0.142 -0.935NS 

10 Training undergone 0.279 0.203 1.376NS 

11 Crop loan availed 0.547 0.400 1.368NS 

12 Scientific orientation 0.168 0.108 1.551NS 

13 Risk orientation 0.133 0.107 1.247NS 

a= - 5.362   R2=0.564   NS = Non-Significant 

**Significant at 0.01 Level of probability * Significant at 0.05 Level of probability 
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From the above table the MLR equation can be fit as Y = -5.10 + -0.009x1 + 

0.180x2 + 0.052x3 + 0.007x4 + 5.019x5 + 0.043x6  +  -0.068x7  + 0.878**x8  + -0.133x9  + 

0.279x10  +  0.547x11  +  0.168x12  +  0.133x13 

Table 4.24. revealed that the coefficient of determination “R2” value was 

significant, as the value of “a” was found significant. The “R2” value of 0.564 indicated 

that all the selected thirteen profile characteristics of beneficiaries put together, 

explained about 56.40 per cent of variation in the knowledge about PMFBY. 

Remaining 43.60 per cent is due to the extraneous effects of the variables. Hence, it 

could be stated that the variables selected to a large extent explained the variation in 

knowledge level of the beneficiaries of PMFBY. 

4.4.3 Relationship of the profile characteristics of beneficiaries of 
PMFBY with their opinion 

Table 4.25.  Correlation coefficient between profile characteristics of   
beneficiaries with their opinion 

S. No. Independent variable ‘r’  value 

1 Age  -0.069NS 

2 Education  -0.040NS 

3 Land holding 0.390** 

4 Farming experience 0.140NS 

5 Annual income 0.127NS 

6 Material possession 0.094NS 

7 Extension contact 0.347** 

8 Disaster occurrence pattern 0.625** 

9 Mass media exposure 0.419** 

10 Training undergone  0.301** 

11 Crop loan availed  0.294** 

12 Scientific orientation 0.429** 

13 Risk orientation 0.378** 

NS= Non-Significant   **Significant at 0.01 Level of probability 

       * Significant at 0.05 Level of probability 
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The regression coefficient given in Table 4.24. Further revealed that the profile 

characteristics namely disaster occurrence pattern were found to be positively 

significant at 1 per cent level of probability .The other variables viz., training 

undergone, scientific orientation, risk orientation, education, land holding, farming 

experience, annual income, material possession, mass media exposure, extension 

contact, crop loan availed were non-significant in their relationship . The variable age is 

negatively and non-significant in their relationship.  

This implies that disaster occurrence pattern, training undergone, scientific 

orientation and risk orientation were contributed significantly to the prediction of the 

variation in the level of knowledge of the beneficiaries of PMFBY.  

Testing of hypothesis 

Null hypothesis (Ho) 

There will be no significant relationship between the selected profile 

characteristics of beneficiaries and opinion towards beneficiaries of PMFBY. 

Empirical hypothesis (EH) 

There will be a significant relationship between the selected profile 

characteristics of beneficiaries and opinion towards beneficiaries of PMFBY. 

It is evident from the Table 4.25. that computed the ‘r’ values of land holdings, 

disaster occurrence pattern, extension contact, mass media utilization, training 

undergone, scientific orientation, risk orientation, crop loan availed are positively and 

significantly correlated at  one per cent level of significance with the opinion. The 

variables as education, annual income, farming experience, material possession are 

positively and significantly correlated with the opinion. 

The independent variable age had negatively and non-significant relationship 

with the opinion of PMFBY beneficiaries. 

4.2.4.1 Age versus opinion of PMFBY beneficiaries 

It was evident that from the Table 4.25 that there was a negative and non-

significant relationship between age and opinion of insured farmers. 
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From this, it could be inferred that as age of beneficiaries increases, will not 

changes in the opinion of PMFBY beneficiaries because PMFBY is a new scheme for 

protection of farmers interest during natural calamities, could be well known by the 

young generation rather than old age group PMFBY beneficiaries. 

4.2.4.2 Education versus opinion of PMFBY beneficiaries 

It was evident that from the Table 4.25 that there was a negative and non-

significant relationship between education and opinion of beneficiaries of PMFBY. 

The probable reason that majority of the beneficiaries educated up to middle 

school level who are less enthusiastic to know the information about PMFBY which 

may not give nice opinion. 

4.2.4.3 Land holding versus opinion of PMFBY beneficiaries 

It was evident that from the Table 4.25 that there was a positive and significant 

relationship between land holding and opinion of beneficiaries of PMFBY at 0.01 level 

of significance. 

The possible reason might be due to the fact that majority of the PMFBY 

beneficiaries belongs to small and marginal farmers who are having the medium 

extension contact and more of credit acquisition through formal institutions for their 

farming activities. 

The present finding was in line with the findings of Dhande and Jambavanth 

(2017) 

4.2.4.4 Farming experience versus opinion of PMFBY beneficiaries 

It was evident that from the Table 4.25 that there was a positive and non-

significant relationship between farming experience and opinion of beneficiaries of 

PMFBY. 

Majority of the beneficiaries with 21-30 years of farming experience and it 

could be witnessed that experienced farmers having capability of giving acceptable 

opinion due to continuous medium extension contact as well as medium mass media 

utilization. This could be the suitable reason for the positive relationship with the 

farming experience.  
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The present finding was in line with the findings of Dhande and Jambavanth 

(2017)  

4.2.4.5 Annual income versus opinion of PMFBY beneficiaries 

It was evident that from the Table 4.25 that there was a positive and non-

significant relationship between annual income and opinion of beneficiaries of 

PMFBY. Most of the beneficiaries having medium income, small and marginal and 

middle school education. They are least of aware of the benefit of crop insurance which 

leads to low returns, might be the reason for above relationship between annual income 

and opinion.  

4.2.4.6 Material possession versus opinion of PMFBY beneficiaries 

It was evident that from the Table 4.25 that there was a positive and non-

significant relationship between material possession of beneficiaries and opinion on 

PMFBY. 

It could be inferred that most of the beneficiaries having the medium material 

possession category due to beneficiaries may contact with personal cosmopolite like 

AEO`s, MAO`s, ADA etc., for benefitting of farm machineries’ under various 

agricultural development programmes along with PMFBY which might be judge the 

opinion on PMFBY beneficiaries. 

4.2.4.7 Extension contact versus opinion of PMFBY beneficiaries 

It was evident that from the Table 4.25 that there was a positive and highly 

significant relationship between extension contact of beneficiaries and opinion about 

PMFBY at 0.01 per cent level of significance. 

The possible cause might be due the fact that, PMFBY beneficiaries belonged to 

medium extension contact, they should be insured by paying premium to the extension 

functionaries’ like Banks, AO`s, AEO`s, MAO`s etc., during crop damage caused by 

natural calamities. The above reason might be evidence for good opinion among 

PMFBY beneficiaries. 

The present finding was in line with the findings of Mohapatra et. al (2016) 
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4.2.4.8 Disaster occurrence pattern versus opinion of PMFBY beneficiaries 

It was evident that from the Table 4.25 that there was a positive and significant 

relationship between disaster occurrence pattern of beneficiaries and opinion about 

PMFBY. 

Most of the PMFBY beneficiaries belong to high disaster occurrence pattern 

category, which resulting eager to acquisition of knowledge on disasters and insurance 

to protect beneficiaries interest and beneficiaries had more knowledge, obviously can 

observed the worthy opinion about PMFBY.  

4.2.4.9 Mass media exposure versus opinion of PMFBY beneficiaries 

It was evident that from the Table 4.25 that there was a positive and significant 

relationship between mass media exposure of beneficiaries and opinion about PMFBY. 

It inferred that most of the farmers had a medium level of mass media 

utilization due to middle school education, medium to old age farmers, small and 

marginal farmers, medium extension contact and medium knowledge which leading to 

moderate opinion about PMFBY. 

4.2.4.10 Training undergone versus opinion of PMFBY beneficiaries 

It was evident that from the Table 4.25 that there was a positive and highly 

significant relationship between training undergone and opinion about PMFBY at 0.01 

level of significance. 

The probable reason might be due to, medium extension contact and medium 

mass media utilization are the probable causes for motivating the beneficiaries to 

participation in training programmes organized by department of agriculture, KVKs, 

SAUs, extension education units etc., which gives good opinion about PMFBY.   

4.2.4.11 Crop loan availed versus opinion of PMFBY beneficiaries 

It was evident that from the Table 4.25 that there was a positive and highly 

significant relationship between crop loan availed by beneficiaries and opinion about 

PMFBY at 0.01 level of significance. 
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This might be due to fact that most of the beneficiaries took the crop loans from 
agriculture co-operative societies which are closed and easily accessible for getting 
crop insurance and having the medium knowledge which gives medium opinion about 
PMFBY.  

4.2.4.12 Scientific orientation versus opinion of PMFBY beneficiaries 

It was evident that from the Table 4.25 that there was a positive and highly 
significant relationship between scientific orientation and opinion about PMFBY at 
0.01 level of significance. 

The plausible reason might be due to medium scientific orientation category of 
beneficiaries of PMFBY which caused by middle school education, medium extension 
contact, medium mass media utilization and medium knowledge of PMFBY 
beneficiaries which leads to more enthusiastic to aware about latest scientific 
technologies for crop production, which may give good opinion about PMFBY.   

4.2.4.13  Risk orientation versus opinion of PMFBY beneficiaries 

It was evident that from the Table 4.25 that there was a positive and highl y 
significant relationship between risk orientation of beneficiaries and opinion about 
PMFBY at 0.01 level of significance. 

When natural calamities occurred uncertainly, which harmed whole crop 
production system, in this context beneficiaries will adopt the risk mitigation 
techniques like crop insurance, pest and disease resistance, drought resistance varieties, 
rain water harvesting technologies etc., which are cope up with natural calamities. The 
above reason may evident for giving good opinion about PMFBY.  

From the Table 4.26. the MLR equation can be fit as Y =- 0.373 + - 0.027x1 + 
0.052x2 + 0.066x3 + 0.019x4 + 2.585x5 + 0.015x6 + 0.042x7 + 0.455**x8 + -0.062x9 + 
0.172x10 + 0.649*x11 + 0.073x12 + 0.134x13  

Table 4.26. revealed that the coefficient of determination “R2” value was 
significant, as the value of “a” was found significant. The “R2” value of 0.456 indicated 
that all the selected fourteen profile characteristics of beneficiaries put together, 
explained about45.60 per cent variation in the opinion of PMFBY. Remaining 54.40 
per cent is due to the extraneous effects of the variables. Hence, it could be stated that 
the variables selected to a large extent explained the variation in selected profile 
characteristics of beneficiaries, opinion of PMFBY. 
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Table 4.26. Multiple linear regression analysis of selected independent                
variables with opinion about PMFBY beneficiaries  

S. 
No 

Independent 
variable 

Regression   
coefficient Standard error ‘t’ value 

1 Age  -0.027 0.039 -0.703NS 

2 Education 0.052 0.129 0.401NS 

3 Land holding 0.066 0.125 0.528NS 

4 Farming experience 0.019 0.028 0.670NS 

5 Farming experience  2.585 0.000 0.476NS 

6 Material possession 0.015 0.020 0.731NS 

7 Extension contact 0.042 0.129 0.327NS 

8 Disaster occurrence 
pattern 0.455 0.125 3.652** 

9 Mass media exposure -0.062 0.112 -0.548NS 

10 Training undergone 0.172 0.161 1.069NS 

11 Crop loan availed 0.649 0.317 2.051* 
12 Scientific orientation 0.073 0.086 0.856NS 

13 Risk orientation 0.134 0.084 1.590NS 

a=- 0.373  R2= 0.456                   NS = Non-Significant 

**Significant at 0.01 Level of probability * Significant at 0.05 Level of probability 

An attempt has been made to find out the amount of contribution made by the 

profile characteristics in explaining the variation in the dependent variable i.e. opinion 

of the beneficiaries to this version. The results are presented in the Table 4.26.   

The regression coefficient given in Table 4.26 Further revealed that the selected 

profile characteristics namely disaster occurrence pattern, were found to be positively 

significant at one per cent level of probability and crop loan availed were found to be 

positively significant at five per cent level of probability. Remaining selected profile 

characteristics education, land holding, farming experience, annual income, material 

possession, mass media exposure, extension contact, training undergone, scientific 

orientation and risk orientation are non-significant in this analysis. The variable age is 

negatively and non- significant in their relationship.  
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4.5 CONSTRAINTS FACED BY THE BENEFICIARIES OF PMFBY 
AND SUGGESTIONS GIVEN BY THEM TO OVERCOME 
THE CONSTRAINTS 

4.5.1 Constraints Faced by the Beneficiaries in PMFBY 

 An attempt was made to find out the constraints perceived by the beneficiaries 

in PMFBY and presented in Table 4.27. Ranks were given based on frequency and 

percentages. 

 Table  4.27. Constraints faced by the beneficiaries in PMFBY   (n=120) 

S. 
No. Constraints Frequency Percentage Rank 

1 Lack of knowledge regarding to PMFBY. 109 90.83 I 
2 Lack of awareness of benefits of PMFBY. 105 87.60 II 

3 Less compensation offered in crop 
insurance scheme. 98 81.67 III 

4 Delay in payment of compensation. 91 75.83 IV 

5 Rate of premium is not universal for all 
crops.  90 75.00 V 

6 On-line registration and assessment of risk 
complexity in PMFBY. 86 71.67 VI 

7 More intermediaries in the marketing 
process 87 72.66 VII 

8 Unavailability of experts for assessment of 
loss at visit time. 80 66.67 VIII 

9 Lack of coordination between banks and 
farmers. 77 64.16 IX 

10 High rate of premium 75 62.50 X 
11 Poor socio-economic status of the farmers. 74 61.67 XI 

12 Individual assessment is not allowed in 
this scheme. 72 60.00 XII 

13 Unavailability of reporting authority at the 
time of loss. 70 58.33 XIII 

14 Lack of well trained insurance 
professionals. 71 59.70 XIV 

15 Corruption while settling claims by the 
insurance companies. 67 55.83 XV 

16 Lack of education of farmers. 64 53.33 XVI 

17 Non availability of source for doubt 
clarification. 63 52.50 XVII 

18 Social stigma in getting crop insurance. 58 48.33 XVIII 
19 Low scale of finance.  54 45.00 XIX 
20 Insufficient bank facilities in rural areas.   51 42.50 XX 
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Table 4.28. Suggestions given to overcome the constraints of beneficiaries in 
PMFBY              (n=120) 

S. 
No. Suggestions 

Beneficiaries  
Rank 

         F % 

1. Procedure of the scheme should be 
simplified. 114 95.00 I 

2. Organize of awareness programmes for 
farmers regarding PMFBY. 

112 93.33 II  

3. 
Organization of training programmes on e-
filling of insurance and benefit of the 
farmers. 

108 90.00 III 

4. 
Payment of premium by the government for 
farmers below the poverty regarding 
PMFBY. 

107 89.17 IV 

5. Premium rate may be decreased. 103 85.83 V 
6. Avoid delay in payment of compensation. 97 80.83 VI 
7. Increase the number of extension agents. 95 79.17 VII 
8. Maintain universal premium for all crops. 94 78.33 VIII 
9 Improve linkage between banks and farmers. 91 75.83 IX 

10  Unit area may be of individual or a village 
level. 88 73.33 X 

11 Improve socio-economic conditions of the 
farmers. 87 72.50 XI 

12 Increase the insurance agents in rural areas. 84 70.00 XII 
13 Avoid corruption while settling claims. 82 68.33 XIII 

14 Organization of trainings to the insurance 
professionals. 80 66.67 XIV 

15 Avoid intermediating in marketing process. 78 65.00 XV 

16 Establishment of night schools to educate 
adults. 75 62.50 XVI 

17 Eliminate Social stigma in getting crop 
insurance.  69 57.50 XVII 

18 Enhancement of sc ale of finance based on 
actual cost of cultivation of crops. 67 55.83 XVIII 

19 Establishment of sufficient number of banks 
in rural areas. 64 53.33 XIX 

20 All the crops including vegetables be 
covered. 60 50.00 XX 

 The data in the Table 4.27. reveals that the constraints faced by the 

beneficiaries in PMFBY in percentage in ranking order of their importance as Lack of 

knowledge regarding to PMFBY, Lack of awareness of benefits of PMFBY, Less 

compensation offered in crop insurance scheme, Delay in payment of compensation, 

Rate of premium is not universal for all crops, more intermediaries are present in the 
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market, On-line registration and assessment of risk complexity in PMFBY, 

Unavailability of experts for assessment of loss at visit time, Lack of coordination 

between banks and farmers, High rate of premium, Poor socio-economic status of the 

farmers, Individual assessment is not allowed in this scheme, Unavailability of 

reporting authority at the time of loss, Lack of well trained insurance professionals, 

Corruption while settling claims by the insurance companies, Lack of education of 

farmers, Non availability of source for doubt clarification, Social stigma in getting crop 

insurance, Low scale of finance, Insufficient bank facilities in rural areas. 

Table 4.28. Clearly showed that suggestions elicited from the beneficiaries of 

PMFBY in percentage ranking order of their decreasing importance are Procedure of 

the scheme should be simplified, Organize of awareness programmes for farmers 

regarding PMFBY, Organization of training programmes on e-filling of insurance and 

benefit of the farmers, Payment of premium by the government for farmers below the 

poverty regarding PMFBY, Premium rate may be decreased, Avoid delay in payment 

of compensation, Increase the number of extension agents, Maintain universal premium 

for all crops, Improve linkage between banks and farmers, Unit area may be of 

individual or a village level, Improve socio-economic conditions of the farmers, 

Increase the insurance agents in rural areas, Avoid corruption while settling claims, 

Organization of trainings to the insurance professionals, Avoid intermediating in 

marketing process, Establishment of night schools to educate adults, Eliminate Social 

stigma in getting crop insurance, Enhancement of sc ale of finance based on actual cost 

of cultivation of crops, Establishment of sufficient number of banks in rural areas, All 

the crops including vegetables be covered. 

Thus, it is the responsibility of the government, extension agency and research 

institutions to provide above suggested facilities to the beneficiaries of Pradhan Mantri 

Fasal Bema Yojana for getting more benefits from PMFBY. 

4.6 STRATEGIES FOR EFFECTIVE IMPLEMENTATION OF 
PMFBY    

A hypothetical strategies was developed for effective implementation of 

PMFBY. based on the constraints as perceived by the beneficiaries of PMFBY and 

suggestions suggested by the beneficiaries of PMFBY and other results derived from 

the study  
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4.6.1  Strategies Suggested for Policy Makers for Effective 
Implementation of PMFBY 

1. More public investment of PMFBY 

2. Innovative and vigorous forms of public and private collaboration 

 3. Establishment of more number of banks in rural areas 

4. The government pay the premium for farmers below the poverty line 

5. Sum amount be raised 

4.6.2 Strategies Suggested for Researchers for Effective 
Implementation of PMFBY 

1.  National insurance academy should be focussed on insurance research to 
bring about insurance solutions needed by achieving the vision of India 
being a fully insured society. 

2.  Conduct research on use of technology in a big way to eliminate the 
difficulties encountered now due to manual procedure.    

4.6.3 Strategies Suggest by Extension Functionaries for Effective 
Implementation of PMFBY 

1.  Organize of training to the insurance professionals at national insurance 

academy on claims management, markets , risk management etc.. 

2.  Efforts should be directed to use of information technology in dissemination 

of the knowledge on PMFBY to the farming community.  

4.7 EMPIRICAL MODEL OF THE STUDY: 

The conceptual model formulated earlier (figure 2.1) for the research study was 

tested and based on that results an empirical model was developed and it is presented in 

figure 4.16 

The empirical model indicated that profile characteristics were related to 

dependent variables viz., knowledge and opinion. Correlation analysis revealed that 

independent variables namely land holding, disaster occurrence pattern, material 

possession, extension contact, mass media exposure, training undergone, scientific 

orientation, risk orientation and crop loan availed showed positive and significant 

relationship with knowledge towards beneficiaries of PMFBY. 
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The other independent variables are namely age, education, annual income and 

farming experience showed positive and non-significant relationship with the 

knowledge towards beneficiaries of PMFBY. 

Whereas, the age showed negative and non- significant relationship with the 

knowledge towards beneficiaries of PMFB. 

It indicated that correlation analysis depicted that independent variables namely 

land holding, disaster occurrence pattern, crop loan availed extension contact, mass 

media exposure, training undergone, scientific orientation, risk orientation showed 

positive and significant relationship with opinion of different crop insurance schemes. 

The other independent variables namely education, farming experience, annual income, 

material possession, showed positive and non- significant relationship with opinion of 

beneficiaries towards PMFBY . 

Whereas, the age showed negative and non-significant relationship with opinion 

towards the beneficiaries of PMFBY. 

        

 

 

 

 



 

106 

 
Fig. 4.16. Empirical model of the study.
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CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

This chapter provides brief information on the systematized efforts undertaken 

for the empirical study with a focus on the emerged findings. It includes summery of 

the findings, implications of the study and suggestions for further research. 

Agriculture in India is the back bone of the Economy. The share of agriculture 

in employment was 48.90 per cent of the workforce and its share in the Gross Domestic 

Product (GDP) was 17.4 per cent in 2015-16 (Economic Survey, 2015-16).  Nearly 

two- third of the agriculture land in the country is rain-fed and almost 20 percent of the 

India`s total land area is perennially drought prone. Agriculture sector faces several 

risks viz. financial ,personal ,production related risks. Farmers highly dependence on 

monsoon rainfalls. Agriculture in India is proverbially called a “Gamble on the 

Monsoon”. As agriculture is highly dependent on weather , even if  small changes 

occur in any stage of the crop it could affect crop growth and consequence changes  

occur in the livelihood farmers. Not only environmental effect ,but also pests and 

disease it effect the crop growth and yield. According to figures from the Ministry of 

Agriculture, the total number of suicides committed by farmers for agrarian hardships 

in the last three years stands at 3313.(Kainth 2016). 

Arjun Sengupta Committee puts the average monthly income of a farm family 

at Rs. 2,115 which includes Rs.900 from nonfarm activities. Similarly, the Commission 

for Agricultural Costs and Prices (CACP) analysis has shown the return for many crops 

to be actually in the negative side/zone. In fact, the Socio Economic and Caste Census 

2011 have confirmed that 75 per cent of all rural households make less than Rs 5,000 

per month. Agricultural production and farm incomes in India are frequently affected 

by natural disasters Susceptibility of agriculture to these disasters is compounded by the 

outbreak of epidemics and manmade disasters such as fire, sale of spurious seeds, 

fertilizers and pesticides, price crashes. Agricultural insurance is considered as one of 

the important mechanism to effectively address the risks to farm production and income 

resulting from various natural and manmade events.  

However the crop insurance (PMFBY) is different from previous programmes 

ie., in premium rates, inclusion of animal damage, particular period of insurance to 

kharif and rabi crops. The knowledge level and opinion of beneficiaries of PMFBY is 
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different from farmer to farmer based on they got indemnity to beneficiaries for 

damage of crops. Doubling of farm income within 2022 is new challenge. The PMFBY 

is one of the major aspect to double farm income. Hence we have to know the socio-

economic aspects, knowledge and opinion level of beneficiaries of farming community. 

With this background the present study has been formulated with the following 

objectives. 

OBJECTIVES 

1) To study the profile of the beneficiaries of Pradhan Mantri Fasal Bima Yojana 
(PMFBY). 

2) To measure the knowledge level of beneficiaries about Pradhan Mantri Fasal 
Bima Yojana (PMFBY). 

3) To know the opinion of beneficiaries about Pradhan Mantri Fasal Bima Yojana 
(PMFBY). 

4) To find out the relationship between profile with knowledge and opinion of 
beneficiaries under Pradhan Mantri Fasal Bima Yojana (PMFBY). 

5)  To elicit the constraints and suggestions of PMFBY beneficiaries and to 
formulate the strategies for effective implementation of PMFBY. 

 After the extensive review of literature, discussion with experts, the 

independents variables of farmers namely age, education, land holding, farming 

experience, annual income, material possession, mass media utilization, disaster 

occurrence pattern, training undergone, extension contact, risk orientation, scientific 

orientation and crop loan availed were selected. The dependent variables were 

knowledge and opinion levels of beneficiaries of PMFBY. 

RESEARCH DESIGN 

Ex-post facto research design was used in the present investigation. 

SAMPLING PROCEDURE 

Srikakulam district was selected purposively for the studty due to large area 

(5,83,700 ha. ha) in Andhra Pradesh. The three divisions namely Srikakulam, 

Palakonda and Tekkali divisions were selected randomly. Three mandals from each 
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division namely Ichchapuram, Gara, and etcherla were selected by using random 

sampling technique. From each of the selected mandal, four villages were selected 

following random sampling procedure. Muddada,  Ponnada,  Ibrahimbad, konagaram 

from Etcherla mandal; ;  Gara, Korlam, Korni, Kothurusyrigam from Gara mandal; 

Telukunchi, Tulasigam,  Paitharikeerthipuram,  Haripuram from Ichchpuram mandal 

were selected. From each village ten beneficiaries were selected based on random 

sampling method. Thus a total of 120 farmers were selected for the study. 

Data was collected through a well-structured interview schedule which was 

developed keeping in view of the objectives of the study. The collected data were 

coded, classified and tabulated. The statistical tests like Frequency, Percentage, Mean, 

Standard Deviation, Correlation Coefficient, and Multiple Linear Regression were used 

for meaningful interpretation of findings and for drawing conclusions 

5.1 PROFILE CHARACTERISTICS OF THE FARMERS 

More than half of the beneficiaries belonged to middle age (74.13 %) category, 

followed by old age (16.70 %) category and young age (9.17 %) category. 

Less than one-fourth (23.17 %) of the beneficiaries had middle school, followed 

by high school (21.66 %), illiterate and primary school (19.16 %), functionally literate 

(10.00 %),  intermediate (4.15 %), Graduation (2.50 %). 

 More than half (51.66 %) of the beneficiaries had small land holding, followed 

by marginal (30.85 %), semi medium (14.16 %), medium (2.50 %) and large (0.83 %) 

land holdings. 

More than one third (35.67 %) of the beneficiaries had 21-30 years of farming 

experience in growing of crops followed by those had 11-20 years (20.18 %), 1 to 10 

years (16.66 %), 31-40 years (16.66 %) and more than 41 years (10.83 %). 

More than two-third (72.50 %) of the beneficiaries belonged to medium level of 

Annual Income followed by high (16.66 %) and rest (10.84 %) of the respondents 

belonged to Low level of annual Income. 
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Nearly three-fourth (74.17 %) of the beneficiaries had medium level of material 

possession, followed by those with low (15.00 %) material possession whereas, high 

(10.83 %) of material possession. 

Three-fourth (75.00 %) of the beneficiaries had medium level of extension 

contact, followed by those with low (14.16 %) extension contact whereas, only 10.84 

per cent of the farmers had low level of extension contact. 

Nearly half of beneficiaries (49.17 %) of the beneficiaries had high disaster 

occurrence pattern, followed by those with medium (40.83 %) and low (10.00 %). 

More than half of them are (51.64 %) of the beneficiaries had medium level of 

mass media utilization, followed by those with low (31.66 %) mass media exposure 

whereas, only 16.70 per cent of the farmers had high level of mass media exposure. 

More than two-thirds  (73.36 %) of the beneficiaries had received no training 

followed by one to two trainings  (14.16 %), two to four trainings  (8.37 %) and four 

and above  (4.11 %) trainings. 

More than one-thirds (40.00 %) of the beneficiaries had received loans from the 

co-operative banks followed by regional rural banks (33.34 %) whereas, only (26.67 %) 

had commercial banks. 

Majority (67.50 %) of the beneficiaries had medium level of scientific 

orientation, followed by low (20.00 %) and rest (12.50 %) had high level of scientific 

orientation. 

More than two-thirds (70.83 %) of the beneficiaries had medium level of risk 

orientation, followed by those with high (11.67 %) and rest (17.05 %) had low levels of 

risk orientation. 

5.2 KNOWLEDGE TOWARDS BENEFICIARIES OF PMFBY AND 
OPINION TOWARDS BENEFICIARIES OF PMFBY 

5.2.1 Knowledge Towards Beneficiaries of PMFBY 

 Most of them (61.67 %) beneficiaries had medium level of knowledge, followed 

by those with low (20.00 %) and rest (18.33 %) had low levels of knowledge. 
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5.2.2 Opinion of Beneficiaries About PMFBY 

 More than two-third (69.17 %) beneficiaries had medium level of opinion, 

followed by those with high (15.83 %) and rest (15.00 %) had low levels of opinion. 

5.3  RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SELECTED PROFILE WITH 
KNOWLEDGE AND OPINION OF BENEFICIARIES OF 
PMFBY 

5.3.1 Relationship Between Selected Profile and Knowledge of 
Beneficiaries about PMFBY. 

It observed that exhibits that out of their independent variables studied 

landholding, extension contact, disaster occurrence pattern, mass media utilization, 

training undergone, scientific orientation, risk orientation are positively and 

significantly correlated with the knowledge level of beneficiaries of PMFBY at one per 

cent level of significance. 

Further they computed that correlation coefficient (r) values of material 

possession, crop loan availed are positively and significantly correlated with the 

knowledge level of beneficiaries of PMFBY at five per cent level of significance. The 

remaining independent variables education, farming experience, annual income are 

positively and non-significant in their relationship with the knowledge about PMFBY. 

The variable age is negatively and non-significant in their relationship with the 

knowledge about PMFBY. 

5.3.2 Multiple Linear Regression Analysis of Selected Profile 
Characteristics with Knowledge Towards the Beneficiaries 
Towards the PMFBY 

It was observed coefficient of determination “R2” value was significant, as the 

value of “a” was found significant. The “R2” value of 0.564 indicated that all the 

selected thirteen profile characteristics of beneficiaries put together, explained about 

56.40 per cent of variation in the knowledge about PMFBY. Remaining 43.60 per cent 

is due to the extraneous effects of the variables. Hence, it could be stated that the 

variables selected to a large extent explained the variation in knowledge level of the 

beneficiaries of PMFBY. 
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Further revealed that the profile characteristics namely disaster occurrence 

pattern were found to be positively significant at 1 per cent level of probability .The 

other variables viz., training undergone, scientific orientation, risk orientation, 

education, land holding, farming experience, annual income, material possession, mass 

media exposure, extension contact, crop loan availed were non-significant in their 

relationship . The variable age is negatively and non-significant in their relationship.  

5.3.3 Relationship Between Selected Profile Characteristics and 
Opinion Towards the Beneficiaries the PMFBY 

It observed that computed the ‘r’ values of land holdings, disaster occurrence 

pattern, extension contact, mass media utilization, training undergone, scientific 

orientation, risk orientation, crop loan availed are positively and significantly correlated 

at  one per cent level of significance with the opinion. The variables as education, 

annual income, farming experience, material possession are positively and significantly 

correlated with the opinion. 

The independent variable age had showed negative and non-significant 

relationship with the opinion . 

5.3.4 Multiple Linear Regression Analysis of Selected Profile 
Characteristics with Opinion Towards the Beneficiaries   

It observed that the coefficient of determination “R2” value was significant, as 

the value of “a” was found significant. The “R2” value of 0.456 indicated that all the 

selected fourteen profile characteristics of beneficiaries put together, explained 

about45.60 per cent variation in the opinion of PMFBY. Remaining 55.40 per cent is 

due to the extraneous effects of the variables. Hence, it could be stated that the 

variables selected to a large extent explained the variation in selected profile 

characteristics of beneficiaries, opinion of PMFBY. 

An attempt has been made to find out the amount of contribution made by the 

profile characteristics in explaining the variation in the dependent variable i.e. opinion 

of the beneficiaries to this version.  

Further revealed that the selected profile characteristics namely disaster 

occurrence pattern, were found to be positively significant at one per cent level of 

probability and crop loan availed were found to be positively significant at five per cent 
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level of probability. Remaining selected profile characteristics education, land holding, 

farming experience, annual income, material possession, mass media exposure, 

extension contact, training undergone, scientific orientation and risk orientation are 

non-significant in this analysis. The variable age is negatively and non- significant in 

their relationship.  

5.4 CONSTRAINTS FACED BY THE BENEFICIARIES OF PMFBY 
AND SUGGESTIONS GIVEN BY THEM TO OVERCOME THE 
CONSTRAINTS. 

5.4.1 Constraints Faced by the Beneficiaries about PMFBY 

The most important constraints encountered by the farmers are: 

Lack of knowledge regarding to PMFBY, Lack of awareness of benefits of 

PMFBY, Less compensation offered in crop insurance scheme, Delay in payment of 

compensation, Rate of premium is not universal for all crops, On-line registration and 

assessment of risk complexity in PMFBY, Unavailability of experts for assessment of 

loss at visit time, Lack of coordination between banks and farmers, High rate of 

premium, Poor socio-economic status of the farmers, Individual assessment is not 

allowed in this scheme, Unavailability of reporting authority at the time of loss, Lack of 

well trained insurance professionals, Corruption while settling claims by the insurance 

companies, Lack of education of farmers, Non availability of source for doubt 

clarification, Social stigma in getting crop insurance, Low scale of finance, Insufficient 

bank facilities in rural areas. 

5.4.2 Suggestions To Overcome The Constraints 

Suggestions made by the farmers to overcome the constraints were: 

Procedure of the scheme should be simplified, Organize of awareness 

programmes for farmers regarding PMFBY, Organization of training programmes on e-

filling of insurance and benefit of the farmers, Payment of premium by the government 

for farmers below the poverty regarding PMFBY, Premium rate may be decreased, 

Avoid delay in payment of compensation, Increase the number of extension agents, 

Maintain universal premium for all crops, Improve linkage between banks and farmers, 

Unit area may be of individual or a village level, Unit area may be of individual or a 

village level, Improve socio-economic conditions of the farmers, Increase the insurance 
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agents in rural areas, Avoid corruption while settling claims, Organization of trainings 

to the insurance professionals, Avoid intermediating in marketing process, 

Establishment of night schools to educate adults, Eliminate Social stigma in getting 

crop insurance, Enhancement of sc ale of finance based on actual cost of cultivation of 

crops, Establishment of sufficient number of banks in rural areas, All the crops 

including vegetables be covered. 

IMPLICATIONS OF THE STUDY: 

1.  The age level of the majority of the respondents was middle to old aged and 
their educational level is also medium. Hence, government and Department of 
Agriculture should take certain steps to educate the farmers through adult 
learning classes. Further it leads to know more about the crop insurance 
(PMFBY). 

2.  Most of the respondents were in the occupation of Agriculture + labour work 
and majority of the farmers were middle to old aged. So, proper motivation 
must be given to the rural youth to take up agriculture as their enterprise and 
insure (PMFBY) the crop before the period of time. Most of the rural youth 
were migrating to cities and towns in search of wage employment. There are 
various reasons for this migration like high education levels, high social status 
for job holders in the society, to carry out their livelihoods etc., 

3.  More than half of the respondents have not received any trainings. So, proper 
extension strategies should to be designed by Department of Agriculture with 
collaboration of insurance companies and  ANGRAU to make farmers 
participate in training  programmes related to crop insurance (PMFBY). More 
emphasis must be given to the small and marginal farmers by focusing on them 
in training programmes instead of large farmers (>10.00 hectares). 

4.  The variables like mass media utilization and extension contact were in medium 
level for the farmers in the study area. Therefore, the extension officers of the 
mandals should emphasize more on creating good rapport with the farmers. 
Government recently recruited Multi Purpose Extension Officers (MPEOs) 
which can help in speeding up the process of maintaining contact with the 
farmers. 

5.  Majority of the farmers are having medium to low scientific orientation and 
medium risk orientation which should be built up by teaching better to know 
about the insured the crops  and use of low-cost  technologies. 
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6.  Most of the farmers possessed high level of disaster occurrence pattern in 
among the beneficiaries ie., the areas are present near the coastal zone 
frequently occurred floods and cyclones that places to create awareness about 
disasters and reduce the damage of crops, animals and humans. It is the most 
important scheme (PMFBY) in Srikakulam area because it is nearly located in 
the coastal region, to insure their crops for getting the financial support to 
farmers and carry out their livelihoods.    

7.  The overall knowledge level of beneficiaries about PMFBY was found to be 
medium level to low level. The opinion level of beneficiaries are also medium 
to low level. Though the overall knowledge and opinion is medium because the 
lack of awareness among the beneficiaries. The local extension officials along 
with scientists should take appropriate knowledge promotional strategies such 
as trainings, demonstrations, exhibitions, kisan melas, etc., to impart cent per 
cent knowledge level and opinion among the beneficiaries. Necessary extension 
strategies are to be framed to bridge the knowledge gap.  

8.  PMFBY scheme is available only loanee farmers- farmers who take loans from 
banks are mandatory required for take insurance. PMFBY also concentrate on to 
cover sharecropper and tenant farmers. The most important thing is the 
government and insurance companies to built awareness in farmers on PMFBY 
and Insurance companies to set-up the proper infrastructure for proper 
implementation of PMFBY. There is still no direct linkage between insurance 
companies and farmers. 

9.  Further setup customer service centers nearby villages to contact with the 
insurance officials for claims and solve their problems about the PMFBY.  
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CONCLUSIONS 

 Majority of the farmers belonged to medium level of knowledge and moderate 

level of opinion towards the beneficiaries of PMFBY. This is due to lack awareness and 

information about PMFBY not provided by the government and insurance companies 

to the farmers. The bank officials, extension agents and insurance companies should 

make efforts to enhance and support to make the insurance the crops and the getting the 

indemnity to the farmers at right time.   

Suggestions For Future Research     

1.  The present investigation was confined to the specific area of Srikakulam 
district. Similar studies may be undertaken in other districts also. The study 
needs to be conducted in all beneficiaries of PMFBY in Andhra Pradesh. So that 
inference thereof can be generalized to a greater extent than from present study. 

2.  The present study had considered only few selected profile characteristics in 
order to find out their relationship with level of knowledge and opinion. A 
number of other profile characteristics which are likely to affect them may also 
be studied. 

3.  The study was conducted according to Ex-post facto research design in order to 
understand the level of knowledge and opinion of beneficiaries of PMFBY. This 
approach could be tested by experimental studies in order to know the exact 
impact of such studies in detailed.  

4.  A study on training needs of PMFBY beneficiaries can also be taken up. 
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Appendix -A 

ACHARYA N.G.RANGA AGRICULTURAL UNIVERSITY 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURALEXTENSION 

AGRICULTURAL COLLEGE, BAPATLA 
 

“A critical study on Pradhan Mantri Fasal Bima Yojana in 

Srikakulam District Of Andhra Pradesh” 

INTERVIEW SCHEDULE 

PART-A 

GENERAL INFORMATION                                Respondent No. 

a) Name of the farmer    :  

b) Contact number          : 

c) Village                        : 

d) Mandal                        : 

e) District                        : 

Profile characteristics of the farmers:- 

   1. AGE (in completed years)                  :___________ 

   2.EDUCATION 

a) Illiterate   :___________ 

b) Functionally literate    :___________ 

c) Primary School (1st – 5th)       :___________ 

d) Middle School (5th–7th)       :___________ 

e) High School (7th –10th)       :___________ 

f) Intermediate      :___________ 

g) Graduation   :___________ 

h) Post-Graduation  :___________ 
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     3.  LAND HOLDING:  

a) Marginal (below 2.5acrs) :__________ 

b) Small       (2.5-5acrs)  :_________ 

c) Semi Medium (5-10acrs)  :__________ 

d) Medium   (10-25acrs)   :__________ 

e) Large   (above 25acrs)   :_________ 

      4.  FARMING EXPERIENCE: - 

 Experience in farming          :________ 

       5.   ANNUAL INCOME:  

 a. Income from agriculture   Rs._________ 

 b. Income from other sources  

  1. Dairy    Rs._________ 

  2. Poultry    Rs._________ 

  3. Service    Rs._________ 

  4. Business    Rs._________ 

  5. Any other    Rs._________ 

    Total annual income of the family Rs._______________ 

6. Material Possession: 

S.No.                                ITEM  

1 One farm animal /material  Bicycle, Furniture.  

2 Two farm animals /material Bullockcarts, 
Gorru, Guntakas, Radios, TV, Cellphones 

 

3 Three to four Farm animals / Improved Farm 
Implements,   Power Sprayer 

 

4 Four to ten farm animals / Gobargas Plant,  
Pump Set,   Motor Bike 

 

5 More than ten animals /Tractor /Automobile  

6 Others If any  
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7. EXTENSION CONTACT 

S. 

No. 

SOURCE FREQUENTLY 

            (3) 

OCCASIONALY 

               (2) 

RARELY 

     (1) 

1. Village Panchayat Secretary    

2. Multi Purpose Extension Officer 

(MPEO) 

   

3. Agricultural Extension Officer 

(AEO) 

   

4. Mandal Agricultural Officer 

(MAO) 

   

5. Assistant Director of 

Agriculture  (ADA) 

   

6. Joint Director of 

Agriculture(JDA) 

   

7. Scientists of ANGRAU    

8. Insurance Company Officers    

9. Input Dealers    

10. Bank Officers    

11. NGO`S    

 

8. Disaster Occurrence Pattern: 

a) 

S.No. Name of the disaster 
Frequently 

(3) 
Occasional 

(2) 
Rarely                                

(1) 

1 Drought     

2 Cyclones     

3 Floods    

4 Earthquake    

5 Heat waves    
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b) 

S. No. 
Name of 

the 
disaster 

More 
than two 
times in 
a year 

Twice 
in a 
year 

Once in 
a year 

Once in 
a five 
years 

Once in 
a ten 
years 

Never 

1 Drought       

2 Cyclones       

3 Floods       

4 Earthquake       

5 Heat 
waves 

      

 

9. Mass Media utilization: 

S.No. Name of the mass media 
 

Regular 
(3) 

 
Occasional 

(2) 

 
Never 

(1) 
1 News papers    

2 Books on Agriculture    

3 Radio Programmes    

4 Television Programmes    

5 Exhibitions and 

KissanMelas 

   

6 Any other (specify)    

 

10. TRAINING UNDERGONE 

Have you received any training                              Yes / No    

  If yes, please give the following details: 

S.No. Name of the training 
programme 

Duration of 
training(days) Place of training 
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11. Crop loan availed 

S.No. Borrowing source Amount borrowed (Rs) 
During 2017-18 

1 Commercial banks  

2 Co-operative society  

3 Regional rural banks  
 

12. Scientific Orientation 

S.No. Statements 
SA 

(5) 

A 

(4) 

UD 

(3) 

DA 

(2) 

SDA 

(1) 

1 New methods of farming give better 
results to farmer than old methods. 

     

2 The way our forefather where practicing 
farming is still the best way to follow 
today 

     

3 Even a farmer with lot of experience 
should use new methods of farming . 

     

4 Though it takes time for a farmer to acess 
new methods of farming ,it is worth the 
efforts. 

     

5 A good farmer should experiments with 
new ideas of farming. 

     

6 In order to have our hands productive, to 
have the farming economically more 
profitable and eco-friendly, the present 
system of farming needs to change 
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13. Risk orientation 

S. 
No. Statements 

A 
(3) 

B 
(2) 

C 
(1) 

1 A farmers should grow large number of crops to 
avoid greater risks involved in growing one or two 
crops 

   

2 A farmer should take more of changes in making a 
big profit than to be content with a smaller profits. 

   

3 A farmer who is willing to take greater risks than 
the average farmer may not have better financial 
conditions 

   

4 It is good for a farmer not to try farming methods 
before other farmers have used them with success 

   

5 It is good for farmers to take risks but it is not 
worthy 

   

6 Trying an entirely new method in farming by a 
farmer involves risk and wasting of resources 
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PART-B 

   Statements regarding to knowledge 

1. Year Of Introduction of Pradhan Mantri Fasal Bima Yojana (PMFBY) 
is____________ 
a) 2015  b) 2016   c)2017   d)2018 

2. Pradhan Mantri Fasal Bima Yojana (PMFBY) is not provides the loan for summer 
crops.    

3. Pradhan Mantri Fasal Bima Yojana (PMFBY) provides loan for Kharif, Rabi and 
Summer crops.     TRUE /FALSE. 

4. The crops covered under Pradhan Mantri Fasal Bima Yojana (PMFBY) during kharif 
season are_______________________. 
a) Cereals (Rice, maize, sorghum) and Millets (pearl millet, finger millet) 
b) Pulses  
c) Oil seeds (cotton, groundnut, soyabean) 

d) All the above 

5. The crops covered under Pradhan Mantri Fasal Bima Yojana (PMFBY) during Rabi 
season are _______________________. 
a) Cereals (wheat, barley, oats) 
b) Pulses (chickpea,  
c) Oil seeds (linseed, mustard) 

d) All the above 

6. The amount of premium rate for kharif crops under the PMFBY is _____________ 
       a) 1.5%  b) 2.0%  c) 2.5%  d) 3.0% 

7. The amount of premium rate for Rabi crops under the PMFBY is  ______________ 
       a) 1.5%  b) 2.0%  c) 2.5%  d) 3.0% 

8. The amount of premium rate for commercial and horticultural crops under the 
PMFBY is___________________. 
        a) 2.5%  b) 5.0%  c) 7.5%  d) 10% 

9. The basis for implementation of Pradhan Mantri Fasal Bima Yojana (PMFBY) is an 
Area Approach Basis. 
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10. The crop loss assessment in Pradhan Mantri Fasal Bima Yojana (PMFBY)is done 

by using smart phones, drones. 

11 The remote sensing lab for crop insurance to gave early warnings to the farmers and 

government about the losses under Pradhan Mantri Fasal Bima Yojana (PMFBY) was 

established by company HDFCE ERGO agricultural company. 

12. The Farmers under Pradhan Mantri Fasal Bima Yojana (PMFBY) has to intimate 

individual loss (natural calamities /mid season losses) within 72 hours to the officials 

of the department of Agriculture DOA. 

13. The farmers under Pradhan Mantri Fasal Bima Yojana (PMFBY) has to intimate 

post- harvest losses within 14 days to department of Agriculture DOA. 

14. Pradhan Mantri Fasal Bima Yojana (PMFBY) beneficiaries is mandatory for loanee 

farmers, who have taken institutional loans from banks. 

15. Pradhan Mantri Fasal Bima Yojana (PMFBY) farmers is optional for non-loanee 

farmers, who have taken institutional loans from banks. 

16. The reasons for failure of Pradhan Mantri Fasal Bima Yojana (PMFBY) is delay in 

payment, village as a unit. 

17. The source of funds for government to pay premium in Pradhan Mantri Fasal Bima 

Yojana (PMFBY) is Krishi kalian kosh. 

The share of premium rate by central and state governments in Pradhan Mantri Fasal 

Bima Yojana (PMFBY) is 50:50. 

19. The companies provide Insurance under this scheme (PMFBY) in srikakulam is 

National Agriculture insurance company. 

20. The companies provide Insurance under this scheme (PMFBY) 

are________________ 

a) a) National Insurance Company limited 

b) Reliance General Insurance Co. Ltd.   

c) HDFC ERGO general insurance company Pvt .Ltd 
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d) All the above 

21. The types of the risks that are covered under this scheme (PMFBY) are 

_______________ 

a) Yield loses    b) Post harvest loses 

c) Localized calamites and Wild animals attack  e) All the above 

22. The registration of farmers under Pradhan Mantri Fasal Bima Yojana (PMFBY) 

gradually reduces year by year from inception of the programme. TRUE/ FALSE 

23. In Pradhan Mantri Fasal Bima Yojana (PMFBY) the losses arising out of war and 

nuclear risks, malicious damage and other preventable risks shall be excluded. 

         TRUE/ FALSE. 
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Statements regarding to opinion  

S. 
No. 

Statements Favourable Un 
Favourable 

1 

The Pradhan Mantri Fasal Bima Yojana 
(PMFBY) gives indemnity to the insured 
farmers than the earlier National Agricultural 
Insurance Scheme (NAIS). 

  

2 I have satisfied with the Pradhan Mantri Fasal 
Bima Yojana (PMFBY). 

  

3 
The premium rates for Pradhan Mantri Fasal 
Bima Yojana (PMFBY) is lower compared to 
earlier insurance schemes . 

  

4 
The premium which is to be paid by the farmers 
for Pradhan Mantri Fasal Bima Yojana 
(PMFBY) should be paid by the government. 

  

5 

The involvement of insurance companies in 
settlement of claims more in Pradhan Mantri 
Fasal Bima Yojana (PMFBY) compare  to 
earlier programmes 

  

6 
There is a change in area of Paddy cultivation by 
introduction of Pradhan Mantri Fasal Bima 
Yojana (PMFBY) in srikakulam dist.  

  

7 
I feel that Pradhan Mantri Fasal Bima Yojana 
(PMFBY) good measure against risk and 
uncertainty. 

  

8 
The present method of use of smart phones 
/drones for assessment of crop damage is an 
ideal measure. 

  

9 
The usage of Information Technology (IT) is 
more in Pradhan Mantri Fasal Bima Yojana 
(PMFBY) compare to earlier programmes.  

  

10 
The Pradhan Mantri Fasal Bima Yojana 
(PMFBY) is necessary for improvement of 
socio-economic conditions of the farmers . 

  

11 

Pradhan Mantri Fasal Bima Yojana (PMFBY) is 
the better programme to reduce losses arised due 
to natural calamities from to losses compare to 
earlier programmes. 
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12 

Pradhan Mantri Fasal Bima Yojana (PMFBY)  
providing financial support to farmers suffering 
crop loss/damage arising out of unforeseen 
events. 

  

13 
Pradhan Mantri Fasal Bima Yojana is essential 
to stabilize the farm income to ensure their 
continuance in the farming. 

  

14 

Pradhan Mantri Fasal Bima Yojana (PMFBY) 
ensuring flow of credit to the agriculture sector; 
which will contribute to food security, crop 
diversification and enhancing growth and 
competitiveness of agriculture sector besides 
protecting farmers from production risks. 

  

15 

The Pradhan Mantri Fasal Bima Yojana 
(PMFBY) facilitates for usage of modern 
technologies in paddy cultivation in srikakulam 
dist. 

  

16 I have received compensation at the right time in 
Pradhan Mantri Fasal Bima Yojana (PMFBY). 
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అȂబంధం ఏ 

 

ఆƈరŐఎŲ. Ʈ.రంƅవŐవƤయǅశřǅƔŐలయం 
వŐవƤయǅసņ రణǅƔŐǅƚగȇ 

వŐవƤయకƠƢలƙపటŗ  – 532001  

“ఆంధŒ  పŒ ɬž ˣƺ Ǫő ƃǯళం ƮƟŗ ˣ పŒ ƕŲ మంƶœ  ఫసŻ Ǣƛ ˠజన ɋౖ 

ǅమరŚƖతŏక అధŐనయం” 

̃ƨక పŒ శŊపతœ ం 

ƚగȇ-1  

 

Ƥƕరణసƛƈరం      జơȅƔȉƺసంఖŐ 

f) ɑౖǾɯȉ: 

g) సంపŒ దంƈǃŜనɊం: 

h) ƅő మȇ: 

i) మండలȇ: 

j) ƮƟŗ : 

1. వయȐŜ (ȧǁ͉సంవతŜƝలˣ:) ……….. 

2. ǅదŐ :- 

a. ƺరĶƝసŐత(1)   (……….) 

b. Ƨő ƜతŏకంƅఅĶƝȐŐȋ  (2) (……….) 

c. ƗŒ ధƿకǅదŐ(1st – 5th) (3) (……….) 
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d. మధŐƿకǅదŐ(5th–7th)  (4) (……….) 

e. ఉనŊతǅదŐ(7th –10th) (5) (……….) 

f. కƠƢలǅదŐ  (6) (……….) 

g. పటŁ భȀŒ ǻ  (7) (……….) 

h. ఉనŊతపటŁ భȀŒ ǻ  (8) (……….) 

 
3. ɛś తœ పǁƛణం:  

f) సనŊƃȉ (< 2.5 ఎకƝȋ)   (1) :    (………..) 

g) ƬనŊƃȉ(2.5- 5 ఎకƝȋ)    (2) :    (………..) 

h) ƬనŊమధŐƃȉ (5-10 ఎకƝȋ)(3)  :    (………..) 

i) మధŐƃȉ(10- 25ఎకƝȋ)  (4)  :    (………..) 

j) ɋదň ƃȉ   (>25ఎకƝȋ)     (5)  :    (………..) 

 
4. వŐవƤయఅȂభవం: - 

a) పంటలƤǱˣǣǯఎƺŊసంవతŜƝȋఅȂభవంఉంƸ(………...) 

b) ఐ.ǈ.Ʊ. పǁకƝȋǅƺˠగంˣǣǯఎƺŊసంవతŜƝȋఅȂభవంఉంƸ(………..) 

 

5. ơǁś కఆƔయం 
 a. వŐవƤయంȂంƳఆƔయం  ȭ. 

 b. ఇతరవనȉలȂంƬవɠļఆƔయం 

  1ƗƳపǁశő మ    ȭ. 

  2. ˇళŘపǁశő మ    ȭ. 

  3. ఉ˘Őగం    ȭ. 

  4. ơŐƗరȇ    ȭ. 

  5. ఇతరȇȋ    ȭ. 

 c. ʻతņ ం     ȭ. 
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 6. వనȉȋలభŐత 

కő మ 

సంƄŐ 
ఐɁం 

 

1 ఒకఎȀň /ɘౖƧŻ/ఫǁŊచŹ  

2 ఒకజతȋఎȀň ȋ/బంƳ,Ɩగǃ,Ǳంటş,ɵƳˠɘ ŗx ŌŲ  

3 ȫǻȂంƬƖȋǱజతȋఎȀň ȋ/నǩనవŐవƤయపǁకƝȋ,ɼŋŕయŹ  

4 ƖȋǱȂంƬఐȀజతȋఎȀň ȋ/ˉబరĹ Ƥŋŗంũ,పంɋŜũ,˟ƍɑౖōş  

5 పƸకƖŊఎǯķవజతȋఎȀň ȋ/ƍœ కŁ Ź,ఆˑʻɍౖŻ  

6 ఇంƃఏɏౖƖ  

 

 

7. ǆĶణʷంƸంƸ 

ǣȉǆĶణʷంƔƝ?   అȍȂ /ƃȀఅȍȂఅǀɪ, దయɠǈƧő ంƸǅవƝలȂఇవřంƳ: 

కő మసంఖŐ ǆĶణƃరŐకő మంɯȉ ǆĶణవŐవƹ (ˡǶȋ) ǆĶƑసŇ లం 
    
    
    
    
    
 8. పŒ కő ǾɕౖపǥƒŐȋవǴļǚȉ 

కő మ 

సంƄŐ 
ɕౖపǥతŐంɯȉ తరǴƅ అȃŋడȃŋǻ అȉȀƅ 

1 కȉȍ    

2 ǾƘŲ    

3 వరదȋ    

4 Ȫకంపం    

5 ɹƳƅȋȋ    
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B 

కő మ 

సం
ƄŐ 

ɕౖపǥ
తŐంɯȉ 

ɑంǻకƖŊఎ
ǯķవƤȉŗ  

 

 

 

ɑంǻ
Ƥȉŗ  

సంƧఒ
కƤǁ 

5సమతŜƝ

ȋƧఒకƤǁ 

10సమతŜƝ

ȋƧఒకƤǁ 

ఎȃŋ
ȟɷȀ 

1 కȉȍ       

2 ǾƘŲ       

3 వరదȋ       

4 Ȫకంపం       

5 ɹƳƅȋ
ȋ 

      

9. ǅసņ రణǅసņ రణ 

కő మసం
ఖŐ 

వరĹ ం . తరǴƅ 

(3) 

అȃŋడȃŋǻ               

(2) 

అȉȀƅ     

(1) 

1. ƅő మపంƈయǚƃరŐదǁŚ    

2. మǧŁ పరŋƀఎȷŜŁనś ŲఆǠసŹ (ఎం.ǟ.ఈ.ఓ)    

3. వŐవƤయǅసņ రణఅƹƃǁ    

4. మండలవŐవƤయఅƹƃǁ    

5. అǈɘŁ ంɁ̠ɑకŁ ŹఆŴఅƩő కలļŹ    

6. వŐవƤయ సƥయ సంƈలǯȋ / 
ఉపవŐవƤయ సƥయ సంƈలǯȋ 

   

7. Ƣసņ ŕɹతņ ȋ    

8. ɼŊǉǾȋ&బంȁȍȋ    

9. ȀƃƑƔȉȋ    

10. అƩő –Ƨŗ ƺǯŗ     

11. ఎŲ.Ʈ.ఓ.ȋ    

12. ఇతరȇȋ    
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12. ɆƩంȃదృకŋధం: 

కő మసంఖŐ ǅవరȇల ఒȃŋ 

ǯంƍȂ 

(3) 

ƺరŅ ǀంచ
ɷȂ (2) 

ఒȃŋˇȂ 

(1) 
 

1 ɆƩంȃఎǯķవǚȐǯɮɑౖǾƤƕరణంƅఎǯķవఆǁŉ క
ǈŇ ƶˣఉంƍǻ. 

   

2 ɑౖǾతǯķవకƣŁ లɷƿ˖ȓƳనƟƚల˖తృƻņ పɧకం
ɥఅƹకƟƚȋʷందƏƺƧపŒ యƶŊంƈǃ. 

   

3 వŐవƤƜƺƧసంబంƹంƬనపదň ǾలˣఎȃŋɃౖɪఅƹక
ƟభƢతంఉం˘ఆసమƜలˣɑౖǾఅƹకపŒ ƛదƚƝ
ƺŊభǁంచƏƺƧǈదŉ ంƅఉంƏǃ. 

   

4 ɑౖǾఆȁƺకఐ.ǈ.Ʊ. 

పǁకƝలȂơడకంˣనƣŁ ȋకǃƩఉంǹంƸ, 

ƃǞఅƸఆ˟దˠగŐɏౖనƸ. 

   

5 వŐవƤయంˣఎǯķవనƣŁ లȂƺơǁంచƏƺƧɑౖǾమǁ
ƺŊఐ.ǈ.Ʊ. పǁకƝలȂ ơƏǃ. 

   

 

13. ƢǬņ ŕయǅƖŐసం: 

కő మ
సంఖŐ 

ǅవరȇల గƱŁ ƅ 

ఒȃŋ 

ǯంƍȂ 

(5) 

ఒȃŋ 

ǯంƍ
Ȃ (4) 

ƺరŅ ǀంచ
ɷȂ 

(3) 

ఒȃŋˇ
Ȃ (2) 

గƱŁ ƅ 
ఒȃŋˇȂ 

 (1) 
 

1 ɑౖǾలƧƗతఐ.Ǭ.Ǖ.పǁకƝల
కƖŊʣő తņ ఐ.Ǭ.Ǖ.పǁకƝȋǅ
ȋɕౖనసƛƈƝƺŊఅంƸƤņ
ǀ.  

     

2 ఒకఅȂభవǶŅ ŐɃౖనవŐవƤయ
ƔȉǻȓƏʣő తņ ఐ.Ǭ.Ǖ.పǁ
కƝలȂఉపˠƩంƈǃ.  

     

3 ఒకవŐవƤయƔȉǻʣő తņ ఐ.Ǭ
.Ǖ.పǁకƝలȂఉపˠƩంచ
డంˣఅƹకసమయంǚȐǯనŊ
అǅఉనŊతɏౖనǅ.  
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4 మనɠƶకƣŁ ǁľ తంఉƒŋదకంƅ
మǁȈఆǁŇ కంƅలƽň ʷందƏ
ƺƧ 

,పƝŐవరణɼŊహȧరřకɏౖ
ఉండƏƺƧపŒ Ȑņ తవŐవƤయప
దŉ Ǿȋƛరļడంఅవసరȇ. 

     

5 మంƬవŐవƤయƔȉǻʣő తņ ఐ
.ǈ .Ʊ 
.పǁకƝలȂపŒ ˠƩంƈǃ.  

     

* 6 మనȧǁřǯȋƗƱంƬనవŐవ
Ƥయపదŉ ǾȋఇపŋƱƧఉనŊ
తɏౖనǅ. 

     

 

 13. పంటȉణలభŐత 

కő మ 

సంƄŐ 
అȃŋవనȉ 

అȃŋɠǈనʻతņ ం(2017-18) 

 

1 ơƵజŐƙŐంǯȋ  

2 సహƝƃరƙŐంǯȋ  

3 ƅő ǣణƙŐంǯȋ  
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ƚగȇ-2 

1) పŒ ƕన మంƶœ  ఫసŻ Ǣƛƛˠజన పŒ ɹశɋƱŁ నసంవతŜరం. 

ఏ)2015   ƽ)2016 ǈ)2017 ǘ)2018 

2) పŒ ƕన మంƶœ  ఫసŻ Ǣƛƛˠజన పంటలǯ ఋణం ఇవřȀ____________ 

3) పŒ ƕన మంƶœ  ఫసŻ Ǣƛƛˠజన ఖǥŴ  ɹసǅ పంటȋȋ ఋణం ̌కరŐంకǃƻȐņ ంƸ. 

సతŐం/ అసతŐం. 

4) పŒ ƕన మంƶœ  ఫసŻ Ǣƛ ƛˠజన ఖǥŴ ________ పంటలǯ ȉణ̌కరŐంకǃƻȐņ ంƸ. 

ఏ)ఆƥర /ƕనŐȃమǁȈƬȉƕƖŐȋ 

ƽ)పȃŋȋƕƖŐȋ 

ǈ)ȦɊƩంజȋ 

ǘ)ɋౖవǞŊ 

5) పŒ ƕన మంƶœ  ఫసŻ Ǣƛƛ ˠజన రǡకలంˣ________పంటలǯ ȉణ̌కరŐంకǃƻȐņ ంƸ. 

ఏ)ఆƥర /ƕనŐȃమǁȈƬȉƕƖŐȋ 

ƽ)పȃŋȋƕƖŐȋ 

ǈ)ȦɊƩంజȋ 

ǘ)ɋౖవǞŊ 

6) పŒ ƕన మంƶœ  ఫసŻ Ǣƛ ˠజన ఖǥŴ పంటǯ అంƸంƬన ǟŒ ƿయంɵũ. 

ఏ)1.5% ƽ)2.0% ǈ)2.5% ǘ)3.0% 

7) పŒ ƕన మంƶœ  ఫసŻ Ǣƛ ˠజన రǡ పంటǯ అంƸంƬన ǟŒ ƿయంɵũ. 

ఏ)1.5% ƽ)2.0% ǈ)2.5% ǘ)3.0% 
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8) పŒ ƕన మంƶœ  ఫసŻ Ǣƛ ˠజన ఉƕŐనపంటǯ అంƸంƬన ǟŒ ƿయంɵũ. 

ఏ)2.5% ƽ)5.0% ǈ)7.5% ǘ)10.0% 

9) పŒ ƕన మంƶœ  ఫసŻ Ǣƛ ˠజన అమలǯ పరƕŐనంఇǴļ అంశం __________ 

10) పŒ ƕనమంƶœ ఫసǧŎƛˠజనƧందఇǴļనషŁ పǁƥƝƺŊ_______ఉపˠƩంƬɓƧķƤņ . 

11)పŒ ƕన మంƶœ  ఫసŻ Ǣƛ ˠజన Ƨంద ɑౖǾలǯ మǁȈ పŒ ȆƒřƺƧ పంట నషŁ ంǱǁంƬ 

ȇంȀȐņ əచļǁకȋ ఇచŐŋంటǢƛసంɛƶకపదň ƶƺƟŐƙŜŇƻంɠ సంసŇ .________ 

12 పŒ ƕన మంƶœ  ఫసŻ Ǣƛ ˠజన వǁ͉ɠɑౖǾȋ తమ వŐƶగతనƣŁ ƺŊ పŒ కృƶɕౖపǥƒŐȋ ɷƔ 

పంటమధŐƃల నƣŁ ƺŊ_________ గంటȋˣˣȃవŐవƤయƢƃఅƹƃȉƟǰɆǃయపరƈǃ. 

13) పŒ ƕన మంƶœ  ఫసŻ Ǣƛ ˠజన ˇత అనంతరం పంట నƣŁ ƺŊ_________ˡǶలˣ 

వŐవƤయంƢƃ Ɇలయపరƈǃ. 

14) పŒ ƕన మంƶœ  ఫసŻ Ǣƛ ˠజన Ƨంద ƙŐంǯ ȂంƬ సంƤŇ గతȉƑȋ ǚȐǯనŊɑౖǾȋ 

________ తపŋƺసǁ. 

15) పŒ ƕన మంƶœ  ఫసŻ Ǣƛ ˠజన Ƨంద ƙŐంǯ ȂంƬ సంƤŇ గతȉƑȋ ǚȐǯనŊɑౖǾȋ 

________తపŋƺసǁƃȀ. 

16) పŒ ƕన మంƶœ  ఫసŻ Ǣƛ ˠజన ɕౖఫƟŐƺƧ________మǁȈ________ƃరƑȋ. 

17) పŒ ƕన మంƶœ  ఫసŻ Ǣƛ ˠజన ǟŒ ƿయం ɕలŗ ƳంచƏƺƧ పŒ ȆǾవం ʼకķ ƺƔȋǯ 

ȫలం. 

18) పŒ ƕనమంƶœ ఫసǧŎƛˠజనǟŒ ƿయంȼǃŗ ంచƏƺƧɛదŒ ంమǁȈƝషŁ ŕపŒ Ȇƒřలƚగం 

_______ 

19) పŒ ƕన మంƶœ  ఫసŻ Ǣƛ ˠజన Ǫő ƃǯళంƮƟŗ ˣ Ǣƛ ̌కరŐం కǃƻంɠ సంసŇ ȋ 

(కంƻǞȋ)._________________ 
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20) పŒ ƕన మంƶœ  ఫసŻ Ǣƛ ƛˠజన ƔřƝ Ǣƛ ̌కరŐం కǃƻంɠ సంసŇ . 

21) పŒ ƕన మంƶœ  ఫసŻ Ǣƛ ˠజన Ƨంద ȼరļబƳన నƣł ȋ. 

ఏ) పంటనషŁ ం 

ƽ) ˇతఅనంతరంనƣł ȋ 

ǈ) ƤŇ ƺకపŒ కృƶɕౖపǥƒŐȋమǁȈఅటǩజంǾȍȋనƣŁ ȋ 

Ǘ) ɋౖవǞŊ 

22) పŒ ƕన మంƶœ  ఫసŻ Ǣƛ ˠజన ƃరŐకő మం ƗŒ రంభం ȂంƳ పŒ ƶసంవతసరం ɑౖǾȋ న˟Ȁ 

తǱĹ Ȣ వȐņ ంƸ. సతŐం/అసతŐం 

23) పŒ ƕన మంƶœ  ఫసŻ Ǣƛ ˠజనˣ ȈƔŉ ȋ, అȂనƣŁ ȋ, ƥƺకరనƣŁ ȋ మǁȈ ఇతర 

ƺơǁంచగల నƣŁ ȋ ƿనƥǀంƈǃ .సతŐం/అసతŐం 

కő మ 
సంƄŐ 

ǅవరȇȋ అȍȂ ƃȀ 

1 పŒ ƕన మంƶœ  ఫసŻ Ǣƛ ˠజన Ɗǚయ వŐవƤయ Ǣƛ ఫథకం 

కంɥ ɏȉƅĹ  Ǣƛ ɑౖǾȋ నషŁ పǁƥƝƺŊȼǃŗ Ȑņ ంƸ. 

  

2 ɮȂ పŒ ƕన మంƶœ  ఫసŻ Ǣƛ ˠజన˖ తృƻņ ȼంƔȂ.   

3 ȇంȀȍƖŊ Ǣƛపధƃȋ కంɥ పŒ ƕన మంƶœ  ఫసŻ Ǣƛ 

ˠజనˣ ǟŒ ƿయం ɵǹŗ ȋ తǯķవ. 

  

4 పŒ ƕన మంƶœ  ఫసŻ Ǣƛ ˠజనǯ ɑౖǾȋ చǃంచవǃǈన 

ǟŒ ƿయంȂ పŒ Ȇతřం ȼǃంƈǃ . 

  

5 పŒ ƕన మంƶœ  ఫసŻ Ǣƛ ˠజనˣ ơదనపǁƣķƝƺƧ ȇంȀ 

ఉంɧ ƃరŐకő మం కంɥ Ǣƛ సంసŇ ȋ ƊపŐం ఎǯķవ.  

  

6 పŒ ƕన మంƶœ  ఫసŻ Ǣƛ ˠజనˣ, దȩŗ Őƽǈఐ ˄ŏదలǱ పంట 

Ǣƛ పధƃȋ ȈవతȂ ఆకǁś ంƬ  ơళŘȂ వŐవƤయం ˣ ȐǈŇ ర 

పǻటǯ సƥయపǻȂ 

  

7 పŒ ƕన మంƶœ  ఫసŻ Ǣƛ ˠజనˣ పŒ ƛదం మǁȈ అƺǈŇ ƶƧ   
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వŐƶɵకంƅ మంƬ చరŐ అƺ ɮȂ ƚǅȐņ ƖŊȂ   

8 పంట నƣŁ ƺŊ అంచƖ ɹయƏƺƧ పŒ ǈŇ ƒơǻǾనŊ చరơƵȋ, 

Œ̆ Ȃȋ మంƬ పదŉ Ǿȋ. 

  

9 పŒ ƕన మంƶœ  ఫసŻ Ǣƛ ˠజనˣ సƛƈరం సంకŐƶకతȂ 

ఉపయƩంచƏƺƧ ȇంȀ ఉంɧ పధƃȋ కంɥ ఎǯķవ. 

  

10 పŒ ƕన మంƶœ  ఫసŻ Ǣƛ ˠజన ɑౖǾȋ ƤƛƮక ఆǁŉ కǈŇ ƶƺ 

ɋంచƏƺƧ అవసరం. 
  

11 ȇంȀ ఉంɧపధƃȋ కంɥ పŒ కృƶɕౖపǥƒŐȋ వలన 

కǃɝనƣŁ ƺŊతƩĹ ంచƏƺƧ పŒ ƕన మంƶœ  ఫసŻ Ǣƛ ˠజన మంƬ 

పదఖం. 

  

12 పŒ ƕన మంƶœ  ˠజన ఊǉంచƺ పంట నƣŁ ȋ ȂంƳ ɑౖǾȋ ఆǁŉ కంƅ 

ఆȀˇవƏƺƧ సƥయం అంƸȐņ ంƸ. 

  

13 ɑౖǾȋ వŐవƤయ ఆƔయం ǈŇ రƒřƺƧ మǁȈ ơǁ వŐవƤయ 

ʣనƤƩంȃనǯ పŒ ƕన మంతœ  ఫసŻ Ǣƛ ˠజన అవసరం. 
  

14 పŒ ƕన మంƶœ  ˠజన వŐవƤయ రంగం ʼకķ ǅǆషŁ తȂ ɋంచడం 
వలన ɑౖǾలȂ ఉతŋƶņ ƺ పŒ ƛƔల ȂంƳ ƃƗǻɹȋ ƃǯంƏ 

ఆƥరభదŒ తȂ, పంటɕౖǅƕŐƺƧ మǁȈ వŐవƤయరంగ ɋȉǱదలǯ 

˛ǕతƒřƺŊƧ ˖ǻȍǾȍంƸ. 

  

15 Ǫő ƃǯళంƮƟŗ ˣơǁƤǱǯఆȁƺకసంకŐƶƜకపదహǾȋఉపయƩం

చƏƺƧపŒ ƕనమంƶœ ఫసǧŎƛˠజన˖డȍǾంƸ . 

  

16 పŒ ƕన మంƶœ  ఫసŻ Ǣƛ ˠజన ƔřƝ సǁǀన సమయంˣ 

నషŁ హŋǁƥƝƺŊ ʷదగǃƅȂ. 
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  Researcher collecting information  from farmers in Korni village 

 

 

 

 

 

Researcher collecting information from farmers of Telukunchi village
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Researcher collecting information from farmers of Ponnada village 

 

 

 

Researcher collecting information from farmers of Haripuram village 

 


