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ABSTRACT 4 

India's agricultural sector is characterized by a predominance of small and marginal farmers with less than 5 
two hectares of land, making it challenging to achieve livelihood security and sustainability through 6 
single-enterprise farming. The average size of agricultural landholdings in India has decreased to 1.08 7 
hectares, necessitating a shift towards vertical integration of farming practices. Integrated Farming 8 
Systems (IFS) offer a promising solution by integrating crop and livestock                                                                                                  9 
production to enhance sustainability, productivity, and profitability through resource recycling. This study 10 
aims to investigate the personal and social constraints faced by farmers engaged in IFS. 11 

The research was conducted across four districts in Haryana, India, representing Eastern and Western 12 
agro-climatic zones. A total of 120 respondents practicing IFS were selected through purposive and 13 
random sampling, with data collected via structured interviews. Constraints were categorized into 14 
personal and social dimensions and analyzed using frequency percentages and weighted mean scores 15 
(WMS). 16 

Results indicate that in the Western zone, the most severe personal constraint was the lack of knowledge 17 
about the balanced use of pesticides and fertilizers (WMS = 2.2), while in the Eastern zone, the primary 18 
constraint was a lack of knowledge about different IFS components (WMS = 2.51). Socially, the Western 19 
zone experienced severe constraints related to a lack of leisure time for family (WMS = 2.48), whereas 20 
the Eastern zone faced significant issues with inadequate family support (WMS = 2.5). These findings 21 
underscore the critical areas where support and intervention are needed to improve the effectiveness of 22 
IFS practices. The study’s outcomes align with previous research highlighting constraints in agricultural 23 
practices and provide valuable insights for enhancing IFS adoption and performance. 24 

KEYWORDS:Integrated Farming Systems (IFS), Personal Constraints, Social Constraints, Agricultural 25 
Practices, Resource Recycling, Livelihood Security, Sustainability, Haryana, Farming Integration, Crop 26 
and Livestock Production, Knowledge Gaps, Family Support 27 

INTRODUCTION 28 

India, a predominantly agricultural country, is home to a vast majority of small and marginal 29 
farmers who cultivate less than two hectares of land. These farmers face significant challenges in 30 
achieving livelihood security and sustaining their farming practices with single-enterprise systems. The 31 
average size of agricultural landholdings in India has dwindled to just 1.08 hectares as of 2015-16, 32 
leaving little potential for horizontal expansion of agricultural land. Consequently, there is an urgent need 33 
to explore and implement alternative farming strategies that can enhance productivity and sustainability. 34 

Integrated Farming Systems (IFS) present a viable solution by promoting vertical integration of 35 
diverse agricultural enterprises. IFS is a holistic farm management approach that integrates crop 36 
production, livestock, and other components to create a synergistic farming system. By recycling farm by-37 
products and optimizing the use of available resources, IFS aims to increase productivity, profitability, 38 
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and nutritional security. In this system, crop residues provide feed for fish and livestock, while the waste 39 
from these animals serves as fertilizer for crops. This closed-loop system enhances resource efficiency 40 
and contributes to sustainable agricultural practices. 41 

Despite the potential benefits, the successful implementation of IFS is often hindered by various 42 
constraints. These constraints can be broadly categorized into personal and social factors, each affecting 43 
the effectiveness and adoption of integrated farming practices. Personal constraints may include limited 44 
knowledge about IFS components and the application of balanced inputs, while social constraints might 45 
involve issues related to family support and social engagement. 46 

This study focuses on identifying and analyzing the personal and social constraints encountered 47 
by farmers engaged in IFS. By examining these constraints across different agro-climatic zones in 48 
Haryana, the research aims to provide insights into the challenges faced by farmers and offer 49 
recommendations for enhancing the adoption and effectiveness of IFS. Understanding these constraints is 50 
crucial for developing targeted interventions that can support farmers in optimizing their integrated 51 
farming practices and achieving greater agricultural sustainability. 52 

METHODOLOGY 53 

The study was conducted in two distinct agro-climatic zones of Haryana State: the Western and Eastern 54 
zones. Within the Western zone, Hisar and Bhiwani districts were selected randomly, while Kaithal and 55 
Jind districts were chosen from the Eastern zone. In each selected district, three villages were purposively 56 
chosen: Harikot, Mangali, and Kaimri in Hisar; Bwani Kheda, Prem Nagar, and Kungad in Bhiwani; 57 
Peyoda, Songal, and Kheri Sheru in Kaithal; and Kaer Kheri, Ahirka, and Julna in Jind. From each 58 
village, ten respondents engaged in integrated farming were purposively selected.  59 

In total, 120 respondents were randomly selected from the four districts, with 30 respondents from each 60 
district. A structured interview schedule was developed to gather comprehensive data from the 61 
respondents. The data collection was carried out personally by the researcher, and the collected data were 62 
analyzed using frequency distributions and percentage calculations. 63 

RESULTS AND FINDINGS 64 

CHALLENGES FACED BY FARMERS IN INTEGRATED FARMING SYSTEMS: 65 
PERSONAL AND SOCIAL CONSTRAINTS 66 

The study identified and analyzed constraints faced by respondents involved in Integrated Farming 67 
Systems (IFS) across five key dimensions: personal and social constraints. These constraints were 68 
evaluated using percentage distributions and weighted mean scores (WMS). The weighted mean scores 69 
provided a quantifiable measure of the severity of each constraint, facilitating a comparative assessment 70 
among small, medium, and large groups of IFS practitioners. 71 

PERSONAL CONSTRAINTS FACED BY RESPONDENTS IN INTEGRATED 72 
FARMING SYSTEMS 73 

Personal constraints are identified as factors that hinder the effective translation of knowledge and 74 
motivation into practical actions and successful outcomes. These constraints encompass various aspects 75 
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that impact farmers' ability to engage in and benefit from Integrated Farming Systems (IFS). The study 76 
highlights five specific personal components that influence farmers' activities and their implementation of 77 
IFS practices. 78 

Table 1: Personal Constraints Faced By Respondents in Integrated Farming Systems 79 
N=120 80 

 
Sr. 
No. 

 
Constraints 

WesternZone 
F (%)/N=60 

 
W.M.S 

 
Rank 

EasternZone 
F (%)/N=60 

 
W.M.S 

 
Rank 

Severe SomewhatSevere Not 
soSevere 

Severe SomewhatSevere Not 
soSevere 

1. Personal constraints 
I Lack of knowledge 

about different IFS 
component 

18 
(30.0) 

27 
(45.0) 

15 
(25.0) 

2.05 II 41 
(68.3) 

9 
(15.0) 

10 
(16.7) 

2.51 I 

II Lack of knowledge 
about application of 
balanced use of 
pesticide and fertilizer 

23 
(38.3) 

26 
(43.3) 

11 
(18.4) 

2.2 I 31 
(51.7) 

24 
(40.0) 

5 
(8.3) 

2.43 II 

III Lack of confidence to 
start new enterprise 

8 
(13.3) 

31 
(51.7) 

21 
(35.0) 

1.78 IV 13 
(21.7) 

26 
(43.3) 

21 
(35.0) 

1.86 IV 

IV Lack of time 24 
(40.0) 

14 
(23.3) 

22 
(36.7) 

2.03 III 19 
(31.7) 

33 
(50.0) 

8 
(13.3) 

2.18 III 

Figures in parentheses indicate percentages. W.M.S. = Weighted Mean Score. 81 

Table 1 indicates that, among respondents in the Western zone, the most severe personal constraint was 82 
the lack of knowledge regarding the balanced use of pesticides and fertilizers, which ranked highest with 83 
a weighted mean score (WMS) of 2.20. This was followed by a lack of knowledge about different IFS 84 
components (WMS = 2.05, rank II) and a lack of time (WMS = 2.03, rank III). In the Eastern zone, the 85 
most significant personal constraint was identified as a lack of knowledge about different IFS 86 
components, with a WMS of 2.51, placing it at rank I. This was followed by a lack of knowledge about 87 
the application of balanced use of pesticides and fertilizers (WMS = 2.43, rank II) and a lack of time 88 
(WMS = 2.18, rank III). 89 

These findings are consistent with the research conducted by Tiwari et al. (2021), who noted that farmers 90 
in crop production face constraints related to limited investment capacity, inadequate training, lack of 91 
credit facilities, and high input costs. The study highlighted that these barriers hinder effective agricultural 92 
practices, aligning with the present findings on personal constraints related to knowledge and time.Similar 93 
constraints are observed in livestock and vegetable production. Tiwari et al. (2021) identified issues such 94 
as unavailability of green fodder, improved breeds, and scientific knowledge in livestock enterprises. 95 
These challenges resonate with the current study’s findings on the lack of knowledge about IFS 96 
components, which significantly impacts farmers' ability to implement integrated practices effectively.In 97 
vegetable production, the research highlighted the lack of training and technical know-how, which is 98 
consistent with the present study's identification of knowledge deficits as a major constraint. Additionally, 99 
Singh and Burark (2016) found that inadequate knowledge and training facilities were significant barriers 100 
in crop production, corroborating the current study’s results.For poultry farming, Singh et al. (2022) 101 
reported constraints such as insufficient knowledge, poor breeds, and inadequate veterinary services. 102 
These issues align with the current study’s findings on the lack of knowledge as a critical personal 103 
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constraint, affecting overall farming efficiency.The similar results are in line withthefindingsof 104 
Ponnusamy and Devi, (2017); Nikam et al., 2019; Pandey et al., 2019; Rahman et al, 2019; Meshram et 105 
al., 2020; and Kumar et al., 2022. 106 

Overall, the constraints identified in this study reflect broader challenges reported in the literature, 107 
emphasizing the need for targeted interventions to address knowledge gaps and time management issues 108 
to improve the adoption and effectiveness of Integrated Farming Systems. 109 

 110 

Fig. 1: Personal Constraints Faced By Respondents in Integrated Farming Systems 111 

SOCIAL CONSTRAINTS FACED BY RESPONDENTS IN INTEGRATED FARMING 112 
SYSTEMS 113 

Social constraints have been recognized as factors that impede the effective transfer of knowledge into 114 
practical behaviors and outcomes, primarily due to limitations in social support. Four specific social 115 
components significantly influence farmers' activities and their implementation of agricultural practices. 116 

Table 2: Social Constraints Faced By Respondents in Integrated Farming Systems 117 
     N=120 118 

Sr. 
No. 

 
Constraints 

Western Zone 

F(%)/N=60 
 
W.M.S 

 
Rank 

Eastern 
ZoneF(%)/N=60 

 
W.M.S 

 
Rank 

Severe Somewhat
Severe 

Not 
soSever
e 

Severe SomewhatS
evere 

Not 
soSever
e 

2. Social Constraints 
i. Lack of support from family 

members 
12 

(20.0) 
35 

(58.3) 
13 

(21.7) 
1.98 II 33 

(55.0) 
24 

(40.0) 
3 

(5.0) 
2.5 I 

ii. Interference of fellow Farmers 7 
(11.6) 

37 
(61.7) 

16 
(26.7) 

1.85 IV 5 
(8.3) 

34 
(56.7) 

21 
(35.0) 

1.73 IV 

iii. Lack of time for social 
Gathering 

8 
(13.3) 

40 
(66.7) 

12 
(20.0) 

1.93 III 14 
(23.3) 

37 
(61.7) 

9 
(15.0) 

2.08 III 

iv. Lack of leisure time for family 37 
(61.7) 

15 
(25.0) 

8 
(13.3) 

2.48 I 23 
(38.3) 

29 
(48.3) 

8 
(13.4) 

2.25 II 

Figures in parentheses indicate percentages. W.M.S. = Weighted Mean Score. 119 
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Table 2 shows that social constraints significantly affect farmers' activities in both the Western 120 
and Eastern zones. In the Western zone, the primary social constraint was the lack of leisure time 121 
for family, with a weighted mean score (WMS) of 2.48. This was followed by insufficient 122 
support from family members (WMS = 1.98) and a lack of time for social gatherings (WMS = 123 
1.93). Similarly, in the Eastern zone, the most severe constraint was identified as a lack of family 124 
support (WMS = 2.50), followed by a lack of leisure time for family (WMS = 2.25) and 125 
inadequate time for social gatherings (WMS = 2.08). 126 

The results of this study align with findings from several previous research efforts. Singh and 127 
Burark (2016) highlighted that social constraints, such as limited family support and time 128 
management issues, significantly impact farmers' ability to adopt and benefit from new 129 
agricultural practices. Similarly, Ponnusamy and Devi (2017) found that inadequate support from 130 
family members and difficulties in balancing family responsibilities with farming duties were 131 
substantial barriers to effective agricultural management. Nikam et al. (2019) further emphasized 132 
that social constraints, including limited time for social interactions and family activities, 133 
negatively affect farmers' mental well-being and productivity. Pandey et al. (2019) and Rahman 134 
et al. (2019) also identified that constraints related to family support and personal time 135 
management are critical factors influencing farmers' overall performance and satisfaction. 136 
Meshram et al. (2020) and Tiwari et al. (2021) supported these findings by demonstrating that 137 
social constraints, particularly those related to family dynamics and support, play a crucial role in 138 
the effective implementation of farming practices. Kumar et al. (2022) and Singh et al. (2022) 139 
corroborated these results, noting that issues such as a lack of leisure time for family and 140 
insufficient support from family members are pervasive challenges faced by farmers. 141 

Overall, the current study’s findings on social constraints reflect broader issues identified in the 142 
literature, underscoring the need for strategies that enhance family support and improve time 143 
management to alleviate these constraints. Addressing these social factors can help farmers 144 
better balance their agricultural and personal lives, potentially leading to improved outcomes in 145 
farming practices. 146 

 147 

Fig. 2: Social Constraints Faced By Respondents in Integrated Farming Systems 148 
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CONCLUSION 149 

The study provides valuable insights into the personal and social constraints faced by farmers 150 
engaged in Integrated Farming Systems (IFS) in Haryana, India. The analysis reveals that 151 
personal constraints, such as limited knowledge about IFS components and the balanced use of 152 
pesticides and fertilizers, along with time management issues, significantly impact the 153 
effectiveness of IFS. The study also highlights that social constraints, including insufficient 154 
family support and a lack of leisure time for family activities, play a crucial role in influencing 155 
farmers' ability to adopt and benefit from integrated farming practices. 156 

In the Western zone, personal constraints related to knowledge gaps in pesticide and fertilizer 157 
application were identified as the most severe, while social constraints primarily revolved around 158 
limited leisure time for family. Conversely, in the Eastern zone, a lack of knowledge about IFS 159 
components and inadequate family support were the most pressing issues. These findings 160 
underscore the need for targeted interventions to address both personal and social barriers. 161 

The study's results are consistent with previous research, which has highlighted similar 162 
constraints in agricultural practices. This alignment emphasizes the broader relevance of these 163 
challenges and the importance of developing comprehensive strategies to support farmers. 164 
Addressing the identified constraints through enhanced training programs, better resource 165 
management, and improved social support structures can facilitate the effective implementation 166 
of IFS, ultimately contributing to greater agricultural sustainability and productivity. 167 

Overall, the study underscores the necessity for tailored support mechanisms that address both 168 
the personal and social dimensions of farming. By focusing on bridging knowledge gaps, 169 
improving time management, and enhancing family support, policymakers and agricultural 170 
extension services can better assist farmers in overcoming these challenges and achieving 171 
successful integrated farming outcomes. 172 
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