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region of Rajasthan

Abstract
fThe\ study assessed the Persenalpersonal profile of Cooperative and Private Agri-inputagri-

input dealers in the Jaipur region of Rajasthan. The study was conducted in 2022-23 and the data
were as collected from 240 cooperative and private agri-input dealers from Jaipur and Tonk
district of Rajasthan. It was revealed from the data that the majority of cooperative agri-input
dealers belong to the middle age group (51.67%) with secondary and senior secondary school

education fevel-levels(66.67%) and had medium {evel-levelsof annual turnover with seed,

insecticide & pesticide and fertilizer dealership (65.83%), had medium experience with medium
level exposure visit in medium category information seeking behaviour and had medium
category market orientation with (64.17%) agri-input dealers were—belonged_belonged to the
Member of one organization. had a majority of cooperative agri-input dealers (55%) medium
category of mass media participation. While #n-case of private agri-input belongs to the middle
age group (46.67%) with a graduate education level (65.83%) and had medium to high level
levelsof annual turnover (65%) with seed, insecticide & pesticide, and fertilizer dealership
(84.17%) and had medium experience of the dealership, high category exposure visit (61.67%)
with high category of information seeking behaviour (40.83%) and had no member of any

organization category (58.33%) with the medium category of mass media]participation\.
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1. Introduction Elaborate this part and validate with reported literature on the subject!!!

Agriculture is the backbone of the adia-_Indianeconomic system. It is the major source of
economic livelihood for the majority of the population of our country. Agricultural development
in India is very important because 69% of the population is-dependent depends on agriculture for
their livelihood. It has been realized that the public sector extension system on its own is not
capable enough to meet the everinereasing_ever-increasing and multifaceted demands of the
farming community due to several constraints or weaknesses in the system.



Agri-input dealers are businesses that sell agricultural inputs such as seeds, fertilizers,
pesticides, and other farm supplies to farmers. These dealers may operate independently or as
part of a larger network, and they often work with manufacturers or distributors to obtain their
products. They typically provide-guidanee-to guide farmers on selecting the appropriate inputs
for their specific crops and conditions, as well as advice on how to properly use these products to
maximize yields and minimize environmental impact. Agri-input dealers play an important role
in the agricultural supply chain, helping to ensure that farmers have access to the tools and
resources they need to be successful.

What is the objective of this research?

How is this paper organanized?

2. Materials and Mmethods

The present study was conducted in the Jaipur region of Rajasthan. Jaipur region
comprises of four districts viz., Ajmer, Jaipur, Dausa, and Tonk. Out-ef-these-Jaipur and Ttonk
districts were selected purposely en-the-basis-ef themaximum number of agri-inputs dealers in
comparison to other districts of the Jaipur region. Jaipur and Tonk districts comprised of 21 and 7
tehsils, respectively. Out of which six (6) tehsils were selected proportionately with random
allocation by using simple random sampling. In this way.five (5) tehsils from Jaipur district
vizChomu, Sahpura, Kotputli, Amber, and KishangarhRenwal and one tehsil from Tonk district
vizMalpura was selected for the study purpose. 20 Gram Panchayats from each tehsil was
wereselected randomly for the study purpose by using a simple random sampling method. One

private and one cooperative agri-input dealer waereselected from each gram panchayat. In this

way, 120 cooperatives and 120 privates were selected. Thus, the total sample was comprised of
240 agri-input dealers. To study the personal profile of agri-input dealers, personal profile
variables were measured through different scales viz.Age (Chronological age in years);

Education(Scale developed by Wani (2019) was used with some maodifications); Annual

turnover(Schedule was developed by the investigator);Type of dealership (Schedule was
developed by the investigator);Experience (Experienced was measured in years);Exposure visits
(Schedule was developed by the investigator);Information seeking behaviour (Scale developed

by Rao (1985) was used with slight modifications);Market orientation (Scale developed by

Samanta (1977) was used with slight modifications);Social participation (Schedule developed by
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Trivedi (1963)-was-be-used);Mass media participation (Schedule developed by Rao (1995)was
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schedule was prepared in the local language in light of the objectives of the study and was pre- ) ((Formatted: Font: Not Italic
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tested. The data of this study were collected through personal interviews. The collected data were

classified, tabulated, analysed, and interpreted in-erder-te to make the findings meaningful.

2.1 Data Analysis [Formatted: Font: Bold

Hejase & Hejase (2011) contend that giving data meaning leads to useful information.
Furthermore, according to Hejase and Hejase (2013), “descriptive statistics deals with describing
a collection of data by condensing the amounts of data into simple representative numerical
quantities or plots that can provide a better understanding of the collected data” (p. 272).
Therefore, the primary data were coded and analysed using a Microsoft Excel package.

Descriptive statistics included frequencies and percentages presented in Table 1 for simplicity.

3. Results and Ddiscussion
Table:1:Distribution of Agri Input dealers according to personal profile

Cooperatlve Private Agri
S. . : Agri Input Input Dealers
No Categories of variables Dealers (n,=120)
(n;=120)
F |l % F | %
A. Age
1 | Young (up to 35 year) 27 22.50 28 23.33
2 | Middle (from 36 year to 50 year) 62 51.67 56 46.67
3 | Old (Above 50 year) 31 25.83 36 30.00
Total 120 | 100.00 120 | 100.00
B. Education
1 | Middle 8 6.67 0 0.00
2 | Secondary and Sr. secondary 80 66.67 30 25.00
3 | Graduate 31 25.83 79 65.83
4 | Post Graduation 1 0.83 11 9.17
Total 120 | 100.00 120 | 100.00
C. Annual turnover
1 | Low (up to ¥ 5666667) 20 16.67 17 14.17
2 | Medium(From ¥ 5666668 to ¥ 9833333) 85 70.83 78 65.00
3 | High (Above % 9833333) 15 12.50 25 20.83
Total 120 | 100.00 120 | 100.00
D. Types of dealerships
1 | Seed | 3 ] 250 [ o | 0.0




2 | Fertilizer 2 1.67 3 2.50
3 | Fertilizer and seed 36 30.00 16 13.33
4 | Seed, Insecticide, Pesticide and Fertilizer 79 65.83 101 84.17
Total 120 | 100.00 120 | 100.00

E. Experience of dealership

1 | Low experience (up to 10 year) 51 42.50 31 25.83
2 | Medium experience (from 11 to 19 year) 47 39.17 55 45.84
3 | High experience (above 19 years) 22 18.33 34 28.33
Total 120 | 100.00 120 | 100.00

F. Exposure visit

1 | Low (up to 3.33 scores) 26 21.67 10 8.33
2 | Medium (from 3.34 to 6.67 scores) 52 43.33 36 30.00
3 | High (above 6.67 scores) 42 35.00 74 61.67
Total 120 | 100.00 120 | 100.00

G. Information seeking behaviour

1 | Low (up to 22.33 score) 30 25.00 8 6.67
2 | Medium (from 22.33 to 34.67 score) 66 55.00 43 35.83
3 | High (above 34.67 scores) 24 20.00 69 57.50
Total 120 | 100.00 120 | 100.00

H. Market orientation

1 | Low (up to 9.33 score) 47 39.17 30 25.00
2 | Medium(from 9.34 to 13.67 score) 54 45.00 41 34.17
3 | High(above 13.67 score) 19 15.83 49 40.83
Total 120 | 100.00 120 | 100.00

I. Social Participation

1 | No member of any organization 0 0.00 67 55.83
2 | Member of one organization 77 64.17 41 34.17
3 | Member of more than one organization 43 35.83 12 10.00
Total 120 | 100.00 120 | 100.00

J.Mass media participation

1 | Low (up to 11.33 score) 44 36.67 15 12.50
2 | Medium (from 11.34 to 18.66 score) 66 55.00 70 58.33
3 | High (above 18.66 score) 10 8.33 35 29.17
Total 120 | 100.00 120 | 100.00

F= Frequency %= Percentage
3.1 Age:

The data presented in Table 1 shows that the majority of 51.67 per—eent_percentof
cooperative agri-input dealers belonged to the middle age group,whereas25.83per-eent percent of
input dealers were found in theoldage group and only22.50 percent percent of cooperative agri-

input dealers were in theyoung age group.



While-in-_In the case of private agri-input, dealers reported that the majority 46.67 per
eentpercent of private agri-input dealers belong to the middle age group followed by old age
(30%) and middle age group (23.33%), respectively.

The present findings are similar with- tothe findings of Borah et al. (2021) and Panja et
al. (2021).

3.2 Education
Fhe—data—presented—in—Table—1—observedResults (Table 1) also shows that the majority

(66.67%) of cooperative agri-input dealers belong to Secondary and Senior Secondary School

levels of education followed by graduate (25.83%), middle school (6.67%), and only 0.83 per
eentpercent of cooperative Agri-input dealers belongs to post graduate education level,
respectively.

In this instance of private agri-input dealers Table 1 indicated that the majority (65.83%) of
private agri-inputagri-input dealers belong to graduate education level followed by Secondary
and senior secondary (25.00%) and only 9.17 per—eentpercent of private agri-inputagri-input
dealers belong to pest-graduationpost-graduation education level, respectively.

The present findings are similar with-_tothe findings of Panja et al. (2021) and Singh et
al. (2021).

3.3 Annual turnover

The data presented in Table 1 indicated that 70.83 pereentpercent of cooperative agri-input
dealers belonged to the middle annual turnover group, whereas 16.67 per—<centpercent of agri-
input dealers were found in the low annual turnover group and only 12.50 per—<entpercent of
cooperative agri-input dealers were in the high annual turnover group, respectively.

But in the case of private agri-input dealers’ data presented in Table 1 reveals that the
majority of 65 per—eentpercentof private agri-iputagri-input dealers belonged to the medium
annual turnover group, whereas 20.83 per—eentpercentof input dealers were found in the high
annual turnover group and only 14.17 per—entpercent of agri-input dealers were in the low
annual turnover group.

The present findings are similar with- tothe findings of Jhansi et al. (2022).
3.4 Types of dealerships
The data presented in Table 1 observed that the majority of 65.83 per—eentpercent

cooperative agri-input dealers belong to seed, insecticide pesticide, and fertilizer dealerships



followed by fertilizer & seed dealerships (30%), seed dealers (2.50%), and only 1.67 per
eentpercent of cooperative agri-input dealers belong to fertilizer dealers, respectively.

In the case of private agri-input dealers, it was concluded that the majority of 84.17 per
centpercent private agri input dealers belong to seed, insecticide pesticide, and fertilizer
dealership followed by fertilizer & seed dealerships (13.33%) and only 2.50 pereentpercent of
private agri input dealers belong to fertilizer dealership, respectively.

The present findings are similar with-tothe findings of Reddy et al. (2020).
3.5 Experience of the dealership

The data presented in Table 1 observed that the majority of 42.50 per—eentpercent
cooperative agri—inputagri-input dealers belong to the low experience category followed by
medium experience (39.17%) and high experience (18.33%) of cooperative agri-input dealers,
respectively.

The data exhibited in Table 1 found that the majority of 45.84 pereentpercent of private
agri—inputagri-input dealers belong to the medium experience category followed by high
experience (28.33%) and low experience (25.83%) of private agri-input dealers in dealerships,
respectively.

The present findings are similar with-tothe findings of Sharma (2017) and Kumar et al.
(2020).

3.6 Exposure visit

The data exhibited in Table 1 shows that the majority of 43.33 percentpercent cooperative
agri-input dealers belong to the medium exposure visit category followed by high exposure visits
(35%) and low exposure visits (21.67%) of cooperative agri-input dealers.

The details revealed in Table 1 indicated that the majority of 61.67 per-eentpercent private
agri-input dealers beleng-belongedto high exposure visits followed by medium exposure visits
(30%) and only 8.33 per—centpercent private agri input dealers had-belong_belonged to low
exposure Visits, respectively.

The present findings are similar with the findings of Borah et al. (2019).
3.7 Infermationseeking Information-seeking behaviour
The data presented in Table 1 indicates that majority of 55.00 per-centpercent cooperative

agri input dealers were—belongedbelonged to medium category followed by 25 and 20.00 per



eentpercentagri input dealers in the lowand high level of Information—seeking_Information-
seeking behaviour group, respectively.

The data given in Table 1 also reveals that in the case of private agri-input dealer’smajority
of£-57.50 per—centpercentwere-belonged to the medium level of Information-seeking behaviour
followed by 35.83 pereentpercent in the medium level and only 6.67 pereentpercent private agri
inputagri-input dealers were found in the category of the high level of Information seeking
behaviour group.

The present findings are similar with-tothe findings of Panja et al. (2021).
3.8 Market orientation

The data given in Table 1 indicates that the majority of 45 pereentpercent cooperative agri-
input dealers were-belonged to the medium level of market orientation, followed by 39.17 and
15.83 per—centpercentagri-input dealers in the low and high levels of market orientation,
respectively.

The data given in Table 1 indicates that the majority 40.83 pereentpercent of private agri-
input dealers were-belonged to a high level of market orientation, followed by 34.17 and 25.00
per—eentpercentagri-input dealers in the medium andlow-level market orientation groups,
respectively.

The present findings are similar with-tothe findings of Reddy et al. (2020).

3.9 Social Participation

The data given in Table 1 indicate that the majority of 64.17 percentpercentof cooperative

agri-putagri-input dealers were-belengedbelonged to members of one organization group, and
35.83 per—eentpercentagri input dealers beleng— belongedto a member of more than one
organization, respectively

In the case of private agri-input, dealers indicate that a majority of 55.83 per-centpercent of
private agri input dealers were-belonged to no participation group, followed by 34.17 and 10.00
per—centpercentagri-input dealers belong—_belongedto the member of one organization and
member of more than one organization, respectively.

The present findings are similar with-tothe findings of Prasad et al. (2019) and Jhansi et

al. (2022).



3.10 Mass mediaparticipationMedia Participation
The data given in Table 1 indicates that majority of 55.00 percentpercent cooperative

agri input dealers were—belonged_belonged to medium mass media participation, followed by
36.67 and 8.33 per-eentpercentagri-input dealers in the low and high mass media participation
group, respectively.

The data given in Table 1 indicates that the majority of 58.33 per-centpercent private agri-
input dealers were-belonged to the medium level of mass media participation, followed by 29.17
and 12.50 per—centpercentagri input dealers in the high and low levels of mass media

participation group, respectively.

The present findings are similar with-tothe findings of Panja et al. (2021) and Jaiswal et
al. (2022).

4. Conclusion

It was found that the majority of cooperative agri-input dealers belong to the middle age
group (51.67%) with secondary and senior secondary school education level (66.67%) and had
medium levels of annual turnover with seed, insecticide & pesticide, and fertilizer dealership
(65.83%), had medium experience with medium level exposure visit in medium category
information seeking behaviour and had medium category market orientation with (64.17%) agri-
input dealers were—belonged_belonged to the Member of one organization. had a majority of
cooperative agri-input dealers (55%) medium category of mass media participation. While in
case of private agri-input belongs to the middle age group (46.67%) with a graduate education
level (65.83%) and had medium to the high level of annual turnover (65%) with seed, insecticide
& pesticide and fertilizer dealership (84.17%) and had a medium experience of the dealership,
high category exposure visit (61.67%) with high category of information seeking behaviour
(40.83%) and had no member of any organization category (58.33%) with the medium category

of mass media participation.
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