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Profile characteristics of progressive and non 

progressive sugarcane growers 
 

Deepak Kamatar, Dipak Kumar Bose and KS Iliger 
 
Abstract 
Present study was conducted in Bagalakot district of northern Karnataka during 2015-16. To know 
profile characteristics of adoption of improved cultivation practices of progressive and non progressive 
sugarcane growers. The study revealed that majority of progressive (55.00%) and non progressive 
farmers (60.00%) were found in high and low adoption category. It is also clear that majority (66.66%) of 
the progressive farmers and non progressive farmers (63.33%) were middle aged, as high as 33.33 per 
cent and 30.00 per cent of the progressive farmers and non progressive farmers studied up to high school 
level education, majority (71.66%) of progressive farmers and 61.66 per cent of the non progressive 
farmers were found in medium land holding category, as high as (43.33%) progressive farmers and 40.00 
per cent of non progressive farmers had medium area under sugarcane, majority (65.00%) of non 
progressive farmers and only 21.66 per cent of progressive farmers were found in low income category, 
majority (55.00%) of progressive farmers and non progress ive farmers (53.33%) had high and low 
extension contact, as high as 41.67 per cent of progressive farmers and only 18.33 per cent of non 
progressive farmers were found in high mass media participation category. 
 
Keywords: adoption, profile, progressive and non progressive sugarcane growers 
 
Introduction 
Agriculture is the predominant sector of Indian economy that meets the basic requirements 
such as food, clothing and shelter of the people, which contributes nearly 26.00 per cent to the 
national income. The role of agriculture in the economy of India may be considered in the light 
of contribution it makes in three important aspects i.e., national income, employment 
generation and foreign exchange. India has a wide diversity of crops, among them food grains 
occupy a major portion of the land area, while sugarcane and fibre crops occupy relatively 
lesser acreage. Inspite of low acreage under sugarcane, it commands greater significance due 
to its remarkable contribution to our national economy through foreign exchange earnings. 
The sugar industry plays a vital role in Indian economy because the area under the sugarcane 
cultivation is around 3.00 per cent of the gross cultivable area in the country and it sustains the 
livelihood of 6 million agricultural and 0.5 million skilled and semi skilled workers families. 
The total value of the turnover of sugarcane and it’s by products amount to 80-85 thousand 
crores (2013) bear testimony to its significant role in Indian economy.  
The sugarcane productivity has shown an increasing trend over the years. Still there is a wide 
gap between the potential yield (>200 t/ha) and realised yield (66.94 t/ha). There is a 
significant gap between the available sugarcane production technologies and its application at 
field level. Many of the improved technologies failed to be adopted by the farmers may be due 
reluctance of the farmers to adopt new practices, the poor capacity to persuade farmers to 
adopt them, limited availability of varieties and necessary inputs at right time etc... In some 
instances inspite of great extension efforts we observed a negligible or low rate of adoption of 
improved technologies by the farmers. This shows the adoption is not only determined by the 
availability of technologies but also on various factors.  
 
Methodology 
The study was carried out purposively Bagalkot district of North Karnataka. Out of six taluks 
in Bagalkot district five taluks were selected. From each taluks four villages and from the list 
of farmers three progressive farmers (whose tonnage is above 70) and three non progressive 
farmers (whose tonnage is below 70) were selected using simple random procedure. From each 
village comprising, 60 progressive and 60 non-progressive sugarcane farmers to constitute the 
total population of 120. A draft interview schedule against set objectives for measuring the  
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variables of the study was prepared. The data were collected 
through personal interview method and data was processed 
and analyzed with the help of suitable statistical tools. 
 
Result and discussion: 
Overall adoption of improved cultivation practices of 
progressive and non progressive sugarcane growers  
Table 1 indicates that majority of progressive (55.00%) and 
non progressive farmers (60.00%) were found in high and low 
adoption category, respectively. Further, considerable 
percentage (25.00%) of progressive and non progressive 
farmers (21.66%) were found in medium adoption category 
followed by 20.00 per cent of progressive farmers were found 
in low adoption and 18.33 per cent of non progressive farmers 
were found in high adoption category. 
 
Age 
Table 2 indicates that, majority of the progressive farmers 
(66.66%) and non progressive farmers (63.33%) were middle 
aged followed by 28.33 per cent of progressive farmers and 
21.66 per cent of non progressive farmers were old aged. A 
meagre percentage (5.00%) of the progressive farmers and 
considerable percentage of non progressive farmers (15.00%) 
were young aged. 
 
Education 
Table 3 indicates that, as high as 33.33 per cent and 30.00 per 
cent of the progressive farmers and non progressive farmers 
studied up to high school, respectively. Whereas, an 
appreciable percentage (30.00%) of progressive farmers, 
educated up to graduate and above and it is discouraging note 
that a quite higher percentage (26.66%) of non progressive 
farmers were illiterates. 
 
Land holding 
Table 4 indicates that depicted that progressive farmers 
(71.66%) were found in medium category. Whereas, 61.66 
per cent of the non progressive farmers were found in medium 
land holding category. A considerable percentage (16.66%) of 
progressive farmers were big farmers, whereas, none of the 
non progressive farmers were found in big farmers category. 
 
Area under sugarcane 
Table 5 indicates that high as 43.33 per cent of the 
progressive farmers and 40.00 per cent non progressive 
farmers had medium area under sugarcane followed by 36.67 
per cent of progressive farmers and a meagre percentage 
(10.00%) of non progressive farmers had high area under 
sugarcane cultivation. Whereas, more than half (50.00%) of 
non progressive farmers and only 20.00 per cent of 
progressive farmers had low area under sugarcane. The mean 
area under sugarcane was 5.21 acre. 
 
Experience in sugarcane cultivation 
Table 6 indicates that inferred that nearly half (46.66%) of the 
progressive farmers and 30.00 per cent of non progressive 
farmers had low experience in sugarcane cultivation, followed 
by 30.00 per cent of progressive famers and 33.33 per cent of 
non progressive farmers had medium experience. While, 
23.33 per cent of progressive farmers and 36.33 per cent of 
non progressive farmers had high experience in sugarcane 
cultivation. The mean experience in sugarcane cultivation was 
19.61 years. 
 

Annual income 
Table 7 indicates that, majority (65.00%) non progressive 
farmers and only 21.66 per cent of progressive farmers were 
found in low income category. While, 41.66 per cent of 
progressive farmers and 35.00 per cent of non progressive 
farmers were found in medium income category. As high as 
36.67 per cent of progressive farmers, while, none of the non 
progressive farmers were found in high income category. The 
mean annual income of the farmers was Rs. 14,50,912 
 
Training participation 
Table 8 indicated that, large majority of both progressive 
farmers (66.66%) and non progressive farmers (91.66%) were 
not participated in training. A considerable percentage 
(33.33%) of progressive farmers and meagre percentage 
(8.33%) of non progressive farmers were participated in 
trainings related to sugarcane cultivation. 
 
Extension contact 
Table 9 indicates that, as high as 26.67 per cent of progressive 
farmers and 53.33 per cent non progressive farmers contacted 
Assistant Agriculture Officer whenever necessary followed by 
25.00 per cent progressive farmers and 23.33 per cent of non 
progressive farmers contacted Assistant Agriculture Officer 
once in a month. While, considerable percentage (18.33%) of 
progressive farmers and negligible percentage (3.33%) of non 
progressive farmers contacted Assistant Agriculture Officer 
once in a week. Further, 26.67 per cent progressive farmers 
and 13.33 per cent non progressive farmers contacted 
Agriculture Officer whenever necessary followed by 
considerable percentage (23.33%) of progressive farmers and 
8.33 per cent non progressive farmers contacted Agriculture 
Officer once in a month. 
 Only 11.67 per cent of progressive farmers contacted 
Assistant Director of Agriculture whenever necessary and 
none of the non progressive farmers never contacted Assistant 
Director of Agriculture. Further, as high as 41.66 per cent 
progressive farmers and 30.00 per cent non progressive 
farmers contacted input dealers once in a month followed by 
an considerable percentage (28.33%) of progressive farmers 
contacted input dealers whenever necessary, while negligible 
percentage (5.00%) of progressive farmers and none of the 
non progressive farmers contacted once in a week. In case of 
private extension personnel 26.67 per cent of progressive 
farmers and 26.67 per cent of non progressive farmers 
contacted private extension personnel once in a week and 
whenever necessary followed by 11.67 per cent of progressive 
farmers and 13.33 per cent non progressive farmers contacted 
once in a month and negligible percentage (8.33%) of 
progressive and 5.00 per cent of non progressive farmers 
contacted once in fortnight.  
Regarding contact with technical consultants, only 18.33 per 
cent progressive farmers and 13.33 non progressive farmers 
contacted whenever necessary. Further, 6.67 per cent 
progressive farmers contacted once in fortnight and followed 
by 5.00 per cent once in a month and meagre percentage 
(1.67%) contacted once in a week. While, 26.67 per cent of 
progressive farmers contacted facilitators whenever necessary 
and an equal percentage (8.33%) of non progressive farmers 
contacted facilitators once in week and whenever necessary 
followed by 18.33 per cent of progressive farmers contacted 
facilitator once in fortnight and an equal percentage (6.67%) 
of non progressive farmers contacted facilitator once in month 
and once in fortnight. Further, 11.67 per cent of progressive 
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farmers contacted facilitator once in a week.  
 
Overall distribution of farmers according to extension 
contact 
Table 10 Indicates that majority (55.00%) of progressive 
farmers and non progressive farmers (53.33%) had high and 
low extension contact, respectively. Whereas, 41.66 per cent 
of the progressive farmers and 38.33 per cent of non 
progressive farmers had medium extension contact. Further, 
3.33 percent of the progressive and 8.33 percent of non 
progressive farmers were found in low and high extension 
contact category, respectively.  
 
Mass media participation 
Table 11 indicates that among the different mass media 
studied, cent per cent of progressive farmers and 93.33 per 
cent of non progressive farmers were possessed TV, followed 
by majority (65.00%) of progressive and 30.00 per cent non 
progressive farmers subscribed to newspaper. Further, 
considerable percentage (30.33%) of progressive and 23.33 
per cent of non progressive farmers possessed radio and 
meagre per cent of progressive farmers (16.66%) and none of 
the non progressive farmers subscribed to farm magazines.  
As far as the utilization of these mass media by the farmers is 
concerned, in case of newspaper, it was be seen that as high as 
41.66 per cent and 45.00 per cent of progressive farmers read 
agricultural articles and news occasionally followed by 38.33, 
38.33 and 45.00 per cent of them regularly read 
entertainment, agricultural and news article, respectively. 
Whereas, majority (73.33% 73.33% and61.67%) of non 
progressive farmers never read agricultural articles, news and 
entertainment , respectively. In case of farm magazine, 
majority (76.66%, 83.33% and 90.00%) of progressive and 

none of non progressive farmers never read agricultural 
articles, news and entertainment respectively. Further, in case 
of radio, majority (88.33%, 78.33% and 73.33%) of 
progressive and (91.67%, 86.66% and 90.00%) of non 
progressive farmers never used radio to listen agricultural 
programmes, news and entertainment programmes, 
respectively. Where as, only 21.33 per cent of progressive and 
13.33 per cent of non progressive farmers occasionally 
listened to news. A negligible percentage (3.33%) of 
progressive farmers and only 8.33 per cent of the non 
progressive farmers listened to agricultural programmes. In 
case of mobile majority (68.33%, 50.00% and 25.00%) of 
progressive and non progressive farmers (93.33%, 91.67% 
and 20.00%) never watched mobile information. In case of 
TV while majority (80.00%) progressive and non progressive 
farmers (73.33%) watched entertainment programmes of TV 
channels regularly. Further, majority (60.00%) of progressive 
and 35.00 per cent of non progressive farmers watched 
agricultural programmes occasionally while 48.33 per cent 
progressive and 38.33 per cent non progressive farmers 
watched news occasionally. 
 
Overall distribution of respondents according to their 
mass media participation 
Table 12 indicates that as high as 41.67 per cent of 
progressive farmers and only 18.33 per cent of non 
progressive farmers were found in high mass media 
participation category, whereas only 30.00 per cent of 
progressive farmers and majority (58.33%) of non progressive 
farmers were found in low mass media participation category. 
Further, one third (28.33%) of progressive farmers and nearly 
one fourth (23.33%) of non progressive farmers were found in 
medium mass media participation category. 

 
Table 1: Distribution of progressive and non progressive sugarcane growers according to overall adoption of improved cultivation practices of 

sugarcane 
 

S.N Category Progressive farmers (n=60) Non progressive farmers (n=60) 
F % F % 

1 Low 12 20.00 36 60.00 
2 Medium 15 25.00 13 21.67 
3 High 33 55.00 11 18.33 
 Mean =97.12 SD=6.99      

Table 2: Distribution of respondents according to their age 
 

S. N Category Progressive farmers (n=60) Non progressive farmers (n=60) 
F % F % 

1 Young age (23-30 years) 3 5.00 9 15.00 
2 Middle age (31-50 years) 40 66.66 38 63.33 
3 Old age (>50 years) 17 28.33 13 21.66 

 
Table 3: Distribution of respondents according to their education 

 

SL 
No 

Category Progressive Farmers (n=60) Non progressive farmers 
(n=60) 

Educational level F % F % 
1 Illiterates 4 6.67 16 26.66 
2 Primary school (1st to 4th Std) 2 3.33 10 16.66 
3 Middle school (5th to 7th Std) 10 16.66 8 13.33 
4 High school (8th to 10th Std) 20 33.33 18 30.00 
5 PUC 6 10.00 6 10.00 
6 Graduate and above 18 30.00 2 3.33 
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Table 4: Distribution of respondents according to their land holding 

 

SL No Category Progressive farmers (n=60) Non progressive farmers (n=60) 
Land holding F % F % 

1 Marginal farmers (2.5- 5.00 acre) 17 28.33 29 48.33 
2 Small farmers (5.01-25.00 acre) 43 71.66 37 61.66 
3 Big farmers (>25.00 acre) 10 16.67 0 0.00 

 
Table 5: Distribution of respondents according to their area under sugarcane 

 

SL No Category Progressive farmers (n=60) Non progressive farmers (n=60) 
Area under Sugarcane F % F % 

1 Low (<4.93 acre) 12 20.00 30 50.00 
2 Medium (4.93 to 11.69 acre) 26 43.33 24 40.00 
3 High (>11.69 acre) 22 36.67 6 10.00 

 Mean = 5.21 SD = 7.91   
Table 6: Distribution of respondents according to their experience in sugarcane cultivation 

 

Sl No Category Progressive farmers (n=60) Non progressive farmers (n=60) 
Experience in sugarcane cultivation F % F % 

1 Low (<17.39 years) 28 46.66 18 30.00 
2 Medium ( 17.39 to 23.89 years) 18 30.00 20 33.33 
3 High (>23.89 years) 14 23.33 22 36.66 

Mean = 19.61 SD = 7.65  
 

Table 7: Distribution of respondents according to their annual income 
 

SL No Category Progressive Farmers (n=60) Non progressive farmers (n=60) 
Annual income F % F % 

1 Low income (<Rs 721278) 13 21.66 39 65.00 
2 Medium income (Rs 721278 to 2041797) 25 41.66 21 35.00 
3 High income (>Rs 2041797) 22 36.67 0 0.00 

 Mean = 14,50,912 SD = 15,53,552   
Table 8: Distribution of respondents according to their training participation 

 

SL N0 Category Progressive farmers (n=60) Non progressive farmers (n=60) 
Training participation F % F % 

1 Participated 20 33.33 5 8.33 
2 Not participated 40 66.66 55 91.66 

 
Table 9: Extension contact of the progressive and non progressive sugarcane growers 

 

SI. 
No 

Extension 
worker 

Frequency of contact (progressive farmers) (n=60) Frequency of contact (non progressive farmers) (n=60) 
Once in 

week 
Once in 

fortnight 
Once in a 

month 
Whenever 
necessary Never Once in 

week 
Once in 

fortnight 
Once in a 

month 
Whenever 
necessary Never 

f (%) f (%) f (%) f (%) f (%) f (%) f (%) f (%) f (%) f (%) 

1 
 

Assistant 
Agriculture Officer 
Agriculture Officer 

 

11 
(18.33) 

 

5 
(8.33) 

 

15 
(25.00) 

 

16 
(26.67) 

 

13 
(21.66) 

 

2 
(3.33) 

 

2 
(3.33) 

 

14 
(23.33) 

 

32 
(53.33) 

 

10 
(16.66) 

 

2 Assistant Director of 
Agriculture 

0 
(0.00) 

0 
(0.00) 

14 
(23.33) 

16 
(26.67) 

30 
(50.00) 

0 
(0.00) 

1 
(1.67) 

5 
(8.33) 

8 
(13.33) 

46 
(76.66) 

3 Input Dealer 0 
(0.00) 

0 
(0.00) 

1 
(1.67) 

7 
(11.67) 

52 
(86.66) 

0 
(0.00) 

0 
(0.00) 

0 
(0.00) 

0 
(0.00) 

60 
(100.00) 

 
4 
 

Private Extension 3 
(5.00) 

6 
(10.00) 

25 
(41.66) 

17 
(28.33) 

9 
(15.00) 

0 
(0.00) 

2 
(3.33) 

18 
(30.00) 

15 
(25.00) 

25 
(41.66) 

5 Personnel 16 
(26.7) 

5 
(8.33) 

7 
(11.67) 

15 
(25.00) 

17 
(28.33) 

0 
(0.00) 

3 
(5.00) 

8 
(13.33) 

16 
(26.67) 

33 
(55.00) 

6 Technical 
consultants 

1 
(1.67) 

4 
(6.67) 

3 
(5.00) 11 (18.33) 41 (68.33) 0 

(0.00) 
0 

(0.00) 
2 

(3.33) 
8 

(13.33) 
52 

(86.67) 

7 Facilitator 7 
(11.67) 

11 
(18.33) 

2 
(3.33) 

16 
(26.67) 

24 
(40.00) 

5 
(8.33) 

4 
(6.67) 

5 
(8.33) 

5 
(8.33) 

41 
(68.67) 

 
Table 10: Distribution of farmers according to extension contact 

 

SL No Category Progressive Farmers (n=60) Non progressive farmers (n=60) 
Extension contact F % F % 

1 Low (<3.00) 02 3.33 32 53.33 
2 Medium ( 3.00 to 5.32 ) 25 41.66 23 38.33 
3 High (>5.32) 33 55.00 05 8.33 
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 Mean = 4.2 SD=2.68  Table 11: Distribution of respondents according to their mass media participation 
 

SI. 
No Name of media 

Possession/ 
Subscription Programme 

Progressive farmers (n=60) Non progressive farmers (n=60) 

Extent of utilisation Possession/ 
Subscription Extent of utilisation 

Regular Occasionally Never  Regular Occasionally Never 
f (%) f (%) f (%) f (%) f (%) f (%) f (%) f (%) 

1 News paper 39 (65.00) 
Agril. Articles 

News 
Entertainment 

27 (45.00) 
23 (38.33) 
23(38.33) 

25 (41.66) 
27 (45.00) 
12 (20.00) 

8 (13.33) 
10(16.66) 
25 (41.66) 

18(30.00) 
3 (5.00) 
4 (6.67) 

18 (30.00) 

13 (21.66) 
12 (20.00) 

5 (8.33) 

44 (73.33) 
44 (73.33) 
37 (61.67) 

2 Farm 
Magazines 

10 (16.66) 
 

Agril. Articles 
News 

Entertainment 

6 (10.00) 
4 (6.67) 
3 (5.00) 

8 (13.33) 
6 (10.00) 
3 (5.00) 

46 (76.66) 
50 (83.33) 
54 (90.00) 

0 (0.00) 
 
 

0 (0.00) 
0 (0.00) 
0 (0.00) 

0 (0.00) 
0 (0.00) 
0 (0.00) 

60 (100.00) 
60 (100.00) 
60 (100.00) 

3 Radio 20 (33.33) 
 

Agril. Programme 
News 

Entertainment 

2 (3.33) 
0 (0.00) 
0 (0.00) 

5 (8.33) 
13 (21.66) 
16 (26.67) 

53 (88.33) 
47 (78.33) 
44 (73.33) 

14(23.33) 
0 (0.00) 
0 (0.00) 
0 (0.00) 

5 (8.33) 
8 (13.33) 

6 (10) 

55 (91.67) 
52 (86.66) 
54 (90.00) 

4 Mobile 60 (100.00) 
 

Agril. Programme 
News 

Entertainment 

7 (11.67) 
20 (33.33) 
24 (40.00) 

12 (20.00) 
10 (16.66) 
21 (50.00) 

41 (68.33) 
30 (50.00) 
15 (25.00) 

41 (68.33) 
(0.00) 
(0.00) 

23 (38.33) 

4 (6.67) 
5 (8.33) 

25 (41.66) 

56 (93.33) 
55 (91.67) 
12 (20.00) 

5 T.V.(pvt) 60 (100.00) 
 

Agril. Programme 
News 

Entertainment 

14 (23.33) 
23 (38.33) 
48 (80.00) 

36 (60.00) 
29 (48.33) 
5 (8.33) 

10 (16.66) 
8 (13.33) 
7 (11.67) 

56 (93.33) 
10 (16.66) 
15 (25.00) 
44 (73.33) 

21 (35.00) 
23 (38.33) 
12 (20.00) 

29 (48.33) 
22 (36.66) 
4 (6.67) 

 
Table 12: Distribution of respondents according to their mass media participation 

 

SL No Category Progressive Farmers (n=60) Non progressive farmers (n=60) 
Mass media participation F % F % 

1 Low (<5.48) 18 30.00 35 58.33 
2 Medium ( 5.48 to 7.29 ) 17 28.33 14 23.33 
3 High (>7.29) 25 41.66 11 18.33 

 Mean= 6.38 SD= 2.13   
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