


Journal of Agric'+!+ -] Extension Management Vol XV, No.(1), 2014

The concept of sustainability involves economic, environmental, technological as
well as social aspects. A farming system, using recommended levels of technical
inputs may be economically sustainable over a long term. Besides, if a farming
system does not address the demands of society, it is not considered to be sustainable.
The ultimate aim of sustainability is to develop farming systems that may be
productive and protective to the environment and to enhance health and safety
over the long term. This will depend on creative and innovative conservation and
production practices to achieve this goal that provides to farmers, economically
viable and environmentally sound strategies in developing their farming systems.

The environmental factors are composed of three dimensional factors: to
reduce the quantity of pollutants in the environment, to increase the aesthetic
quality of the environment and to make provision for ecological linkages and
biodiversity of farms. The social factors relate to increasing habitat conservation,
reduction in health cost by the farming system, and creating and strengthening
communities through participation in farmers’ groups.

Sustainable agriculture generally indicates an agricultural system adopted in a
particular area in which crop and animal production do not decline over time and are
reasonably stable over normal fluctuations of weather parameters (Edeoghon et al.,
2008). Sustainable agriculture also refers to the agricultural practices that guarantee
human needs for food and fibre and at the same time protect natural resources and the
quality of the environment (Edeoghon er al., 2008). Some of these agricultural
practices can be summarized as: multiple cropping, cover cropping, crop rotation,
integrated pest management, alley cropping, organic manure application, improved
plant varieties, green manure, minimum tillage system and mulching (Edeoghon et
al., 2008). Availability of reliable data on agricultural practices is of paramount
importance for development planning and sustainable agriculture in brinjal growing
areas of eastern U.P. The purpose of this study is to set baseline data about production
systems, cultural practices, economic output and farmer’s opinion about
sustainability.

Methodology

The study was carried out in Bhadohi block, of Sant Ravidas Nagar district of
Uttar Pradesh, having major area under vegetable cultivation. Major area under
brinjal crop was identified from the block and five villages, Dalapur, Khetalpur,
Dulamdaspur, Garulpur and Udhawamaphi were purposely selected. From each
village 20 farmers were selected on the basis of stratified random sampling technique
and data were collected personally with the help of a pre-tested structured schedule.
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Table 2. Level of Technological Gap in Cultivation of Brinjal

(N=100)
Sl. Practices Full gap Per cent Partial gap : :;,:::; No gap f’er cent
No. 2008-09 2012-13 decrease 2008-09 2012-13 fincrease 2008-09 201213 increase
(A} |Nursery
management
1 | Seclection of field - - 86 (86.00} 79 (79.00) 07 (-) 14 (14.00) 21 (21.00) 07
2 |Field preparation - - - - - 72 {72.00) 67 (67.00) 05 (-) 28 (28.00) 33 (33.00) 05
3 |Varieties 23 (23.00) - - 23 66 (66.00) 23 (23.00) 43 () 1 {11.00) 77 (77.00) 66
4 |Seedrate - - - - - 45 (45.00) 17 (17.00} 32 () 55 (55.00) 83 (83.00) 28
5 |Treatment of seed | 100 (100.00) 68 (68.00) 32 - 15 (15.00) 15 (+} - - 17 (17.00) 17
6 | Sowing time - - - - 77 {77.00) 61 (61.00) 16 (-} 23 (23.00) 39 (39.00) 16
7 |Required seed bed | S0 (90.00) 71 (71.00} 19 08 (08.00) 20 (20.00) 12 (+) 02 (02.00) 09 (09.00) 07
8 |Method of sowing a7 (87.00) 77 (77.00) 10 13 {13.00) 15 (15.00) 2 (+) - 08 (08.00) 08
9 |FYM quantity 35 (35.00) 14 (14.00) 21 65 (65.00) 85 (85.00) 20 (+) - - 1 (11.00) 11
10 |Fertilizers quantity 36 (36.00) 21 (21.00) 15 59 (59.00) 67 (67.00) 08 (+) 05 (05.00) 12 (12.00) 07
11 |Inmigation - - - 81 (81.00) 65 (65.00) 16 (-) 19 {15.00) 35 (35.00) 16
12 |Weed 40 (40.00) 34 (34.00) 51 (51.00) 48 (48.00) 03 (-) 09 {09.00) 18 {18.00) 09
management
(B) |Main field
13 |Field preparation - - - - - 90 (90.00) 85 (85.00} 05 (-} 10 (10.00) 15 (15.00) 05
14 | Age of seedlings - - - 61 (61.00} 44 (44.00) 17 (1) 39 (39.00) 56 (56.00) 17
15 | Transplanting - - - - - 93 (93.00) 87 (87.00) 06 (-) 07 (07.00) 13 (13.00) 06
distance
16 | Gap filling 45 (45.00) 15 (15.00) 30 19 (19.00) 14 (14.00) 05 (+) 36 (36.00) 71 (71.00) 35
17 |Manure application | 40 (40.00) 30 (30.00) 10 70 (70.00) 60 (60.00) 10 (=) - - - - -
18 |Fertilizer - - - - - 100 (100.00) 93 (93.00) 07 (-} - - 07 (07.00) 07
application
19 [Time of fertilizers| 29 (29.00) 05 (05.00) 24 65 (65.00} 68 (68.00) 03 (+) 06 (06.00) 27 (27.00) 21
application
20 |Imigation - - - - - 85 (85.00} 71 (77.00} 08 (-} 15 {15.00) 23 (23.00) 08
21 |Weed - - - - - 91 (91.00) 8: (82.00) 09 () 09 (09.00) 18 (18.00) 03
management
22 |Plant protection 23 (23.00) - - 23 77 (77.00) 89 | (89.00) 12 (+) - - 11 ' (11.00) 1"
23 |Harvesting - - - - - 67 (67.00) 45 ] (45.00} 22 (<) 33 (33.00) 55 (55.00) 22

*Figures in parenthesis are percentages
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Table 3. Opinion of Farmers on Social Sustainability regarding Brinjal
Production

S. Level of Measurements Total Mean
No. Statements A UD DA score score Rank
1. Brinjal is an important vegetable 64 18 17 245 81.6 1\
in India due to huge demand in (192) (36) (17)
market
2. Brinjal is cultivable almost 88 03 09 279 93.0 ]
throughout the year (264) (06) (09)
3. It is the cheapest source of 55 07 38 217 72.3 Vil
nutrition (165) (14) (38)
4. It is used in preparation of 95 02 03 292 97.3 |
chokha (an indigenous dish of (285) (04) (03)
eastern U.P. and Bihar) and
various dishes
5. | ltis called the king of vegetables 60 e 29 231 77.0 \
(180) (22) (29)
6. | Itis more profitable due to high 59 07 32 223 74.3 Vi
yield potential (177) (14) (32)
7. | Brinjal shoot and fruit borer is the 95 0 05 290 96.6 ]
major constraint in production (285) 0) (05)
and needs suitable control
measure
8. It is a good cash crop which 52 05 43 209 69.7 viil
provides income for a long period (156) (10) (43)

(A = Agree, UD = Undecided and DA = Disagree)
* Figures in parenthesis are observed scores.

Distribution of respondents is exhibited in Table 4. It was observed that 68 per
cent of the farmers were categorized under medium category. However, 11 per cent
of the respondents who scored < 236 were categorized under low and 21 per cent
respondents who scored > 259 categorized under high. The respondents belonging to
medium and high category contributed 89 per cent magnitude together and it reflects
high social sustainability.

Table 4. Distribution of Farmers on Social Sustainability regarding Brinjal
Production

(N =100)
Categories (Scores) No. of Respondents Magnitude (%)
Low (< 236) 11 11
Medium (236-258) 68 68
High (> 259) 21 21

Mean = 248.25, S.D. = 11.31
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S. Level of Measurements Total Mean
No. Statements A 0o oA score score Rank
Indiscriminate use of pesticides 90 07 03 287 95.7 i
leads to health hazards (270) (14) (03)
6. | Harvesting of fruits without 71 08 21 250 83.3 Vil
considering waiting period (213) (16) (21)
creates toxicity to consumers
/. | Continuous cropping of brinjal in 29 24 47 182 60.7 X
same field leads to soil sickness (87) (48) (47)
8. | Chemicals lead to adverse effect 87 04 09 278 92.7 \
on environment (261) (08) (09)
9. | Use of botanicals are the safer 58 13 29 229 76.3 IX
and cheaper method of pest (174) (26) (29)
control
10. | Surveillance is an important tool 67 24 09 258 86.0 \i
inIPM (201) (48) (09)

(A = Agree, UD = Undecided and DA = Disagree)
*Figures in parenthesis are observed scores.

The respondents’ level of environmental sustainability was categorized as
depicted in Table 6. The respondents who scored less than 250 came under low
category (31 per cent) and 64 per cent came under medium category
(scoring 251-272). However, only 5 per cent of the respondents were categorized
under high category (scored more than 273) towards environmental sustainability.

Table 6. Distribution of Farmers on Environmental Sustainability regarding
Brinjal Production

(N = 100)
Categories (Scores) No. of respondents Magnitude (%)
Low (< 250) 31 31
Medium (251-272) 64 64
High (> 273) 5 5

Mean = 261.6,S.D.=11.6

It is clear from Table 7 that total input cost of brinjal cultivation incurred by
farmers was Rs. 42860.25 per ha while gross income was obtained as Rs 322800.20
per ha. However, net income of Rs. 252840.70 per ha and Benefit cost ratio 4.92:1
were realized from brinjal cultivation in Sant Ravidas Nagar during 2012-13.

Arsanti and David (2008) also stated that the farmers are required to go through a
serious learning process in order to know how to implement good agricultural
practices. By combining their farming experience and knowledge of the area and
scientific knowledge on topography, soil microbiology, plant nutrition, pest and
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