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Abstract 

Crop damage caused by wild animals is a significant concern for farmers, particularly in areas located close to wildlife habitats, where 

recurrent crop raiding can adversely affect agricultural production and farm livelihoods. The present study was undertaken in Patur and 

Barshitakli talukas of Akola district, Maharashtra, to document the profile characteristics of farmers experiencing crop damage caused by 

wild animals. An exploratory research design was employed, and 120 respondents from eight purposively selected villages were interviewed 

using a pre-tested structured interview schedule. The data were analysed using frequency and percentage. The findings revealed that middle-

aged farmers and small farmers constituted the major categories with respect to age and landholding, respectively. Secondary education 

represented the major educational category, while the lowest annual income category predominated among the respondents. Kharif + Rabi 

was the predominant cropping pattern. The overall source of information and innovativeness of the respondents were predominantly in the 

medium category. Most farms were located within 2.58 km of the reserve forest, and a water body was available near the majority of the 

farms. The findings underscore the need for locally appropriate extension interventions and greater awareness of, and access to, institutional 

support suited to the socio-economic and situational profile of farmers in the prevailing wildlife–agriculture interface. 
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1. Introduction 

Crop damage by wild animals is an important livelihood 

concern for farming communities located near forests and 

wildlife habitats. Crop raiding can directly reduce farm 

returns and may also increase expenditure on guarding, 

fencing and other preventive measures. Evidence from India 

has documented substantial crop losses and economic 

consequences associated with wild animals. Crop damage 

by protected wild mammalian herbivores has been reported 

on the western boundary of the Tadoba-Andhari Tiger 

Reserve in Central India [1], crop and livestock depredation 

has been documented around the Ranthambore Tiger 

Reserve [4], and animal menace has been shown to increase 

cultivation costs and contribute to economic losses among 

farm households [8]. 

Farmers respond to crop-raiding problems through a 

combination of traditional and modern practices. Human 

guarding, fences, scare devices, lighting and sound-based 

deterrents are among the measures reported from different 

parts of India. Crop-protection measures against wild boar 

have been evaluated in Kerala [7], repelling equipment for 

wild-boar management in paddy fields has been examined 

[2], and mechanical and biological preventive measures 

around Bannerghatta National Park have been documented, 

emphasizing the relevance of training and coordinated 

support [5]. 

However, farmers' adoption of mitigation measures for wild 

animals is not determined only by technical performance. 

Age, education, landholding, income, information access, 

proximity to wildlife habitat and local resource conditions 

can shape farmers' ability and willingness to use mitigation 

measures. Further, a method that is technically useful may 

not be economically attractive if installation and 

maintenance costs are high. Therefore, documenting farmer 

characteristics together with actual adoption patterns and 

economic performance provides a more complete basis for 

extension planning. 

In Akola district, particularly in villages experiencing 

recurrent crop damage, location-specific documentation of 

farmer responses is useful for developing realistic crop-

protection recommendations. The present study was 

therefore undertaken to study the profile characteristics of 

farmers experiencing crop damage by wild animals in the 

study area. 
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2. Materials and Methods 

An exploratory research design was used. The study was 

conducted in Akola district of Maharashtra, with Patur and 

Barshitakli talukas selected purposively based on the 

reported number of cases of crop damage by wild animals. 

Four villages from each selected taluka were purposively 

selected on the basis of crop-damage incidence, resulting in 

eight villages. Fifteen farmers were selected from each 

village through simple random sampling, giving a total 

sample of 120 farmers. The respondents were farmers who 

had experienced crop damage by wild animals and were 

using one or more mitigation measures. 

Data were collected through personal interviews using a 

structured interview schedule. The schedule was pre-tested 

in a non-sample area to assess clarity, relevance and 

suitability. Profile variables included age, education, 

landholding, annual income, cropping pattern, source of 

information, innovativeness, distance from reserve forest 

area and availability of a water body near the farm. The 

study also recorded government schemes and compensation, 

methods adopted and constraints. 

 

3. Results and Discussion 

Farmers’ profile characteristics 

Table 1 indicates that the middle-age group (35–50 years) 

constituted the largest proportion of respondents (55.83%), 

suggesting that crop damage and its mitigation were mainly 

experienced by middle-aged farmers. The educational status 

was predominantly secondary education (8th–10th class), 

accounting for 37.50 per cent of respondents, indicating that 

the respondents generally had a basic formal educational 

background. Small farmers constituted the largest 

landholding category (42.50%), suggesting that crop 

damage and mitigation were particularly relevant to farmers 

with relatively small holdings. The largest proportion of 

respondents (35.83%) belonged to the low annual income 

category (up to ₹2,61,743), indicating that economic 

capacity may be an important consideration in the adoption 

of mitigation measures. Kharif + Rabi was the predominant 

cropping pattern (65.00%), indicating that crop damage and 

its mitigation were relevant across more than one cropping 

season. The overall source of information was 

predominantly in the medium category (65.83%), indicating 

moderate information access among respondents. Similarly, 

innovativeness was predominantly in the medium category 

(64.20%), suggesting a moderate tendency towards adopting 

improved practices. Most respondents (67.50%) had farms 

located within 2.58 km of the reserve forest boundary, 

indicating substantial exposure to the wildlife–agriculture 

interface. A water body was available near the farm for 

81.67% of respondents, indicating that such water resources 

were common in the study area. 

 
Table 1: Distribution of respondents according to profile characteristics of the farmers 

 

Sr. No. Profile characteristics Category Frequency Percentage 

1 Age Young (up to 35 years) 33 27.50 

  Middle (35–50 years) 67 55.83 

  Old (above 50 years) 20 16.67 

2 Education Illiterate (No schooling) 0 0.00 

  Primary (up to 4th class) 20 16.67 

  Middle (5th–7th class) 29 24.16 

  Secondary (8th–10th class) 45 37.50 

  Higher Secondary (11th–12th class) 16 13.33 

  College/University (above 12th class) 10 8.33 

3 Landholding Marginal (up to 1.00 ha) 14 11.67 

  Small (1.00–2.00 ha) 51 42.50 

  Semi-medium (2.01–4.00 ha) 45 37.50 

  Medium (4.00–10.00 ha) 10 8.33 

  Large (above 10.00 ha) 0 0.00 

4 Annual income (₹) Up to 2,61,743 43 35.83 

  2,61,743–4,44,694 39 32.50 

  4,44,694–6,27,645 19 15.83 

  6,27,645–8,10,596 9 7.50 

  Above 8,10,596 10 8.33 

5 Cropping pattern Kharif only 22 18.33 

  Kharif + Rabi 78 65.00 

  Kharif + Rabi + Summer 20 16.67 

6 Source of information Low 18 15.00 

  Medium 79 65.83 

  High 23 19.17 

7 Innovativeness Low 23 19.20 

  Medium 77 64.20 

  High 20 16.70 

8 Distance from reserve forest area Up to 2.58 km 81 67.50 

  2.59–5.05 km 18 15.00 

  5.06–7.53 km 11 9.17 

  Above 7.53 km 10 8.33 

9 Availability of water body near farm Available 98 81.67 

  Not available 22 18.33 

 

https://www.extensionjournal.com/
www.extensionjournal.com


International Journal of Agriculture Extension and Social Development https://www.extensionjournal.com 

13 www.extensionjournal.com 

Kharif + Rabi was found to be the predominant cropping 

pattern (65.00%), followed by Kharif-only cultivation 

(18.33%) and Kharif + Rabi + Summer cultivation 

(16.67%), indicating that crop damage and its mitigation 

were relevant across more than one cropping season. 

Regarding information access, the overall source of 

information was predominantly in the medium category 

(65.83%) indicating moderate information access among 

respondents, consistent with an earlier study [3]. Similarly, 

innovativeness was medium for nearly two third (64.20%) 

of respondents pointing to a moderate tendency towards 

adopting improved practices, similar to earlier findings [6]. 

Majority of lrespondents (67.50%) had farms located within 

2.58 km of the reserve forest boundary, indicating a 

substantial wildlife–agriculture interface in the study area, 

in accordance with earlier findings [1]. A water body was 

available near the farm for nearly four fifth of (81.67%) of 

respondents, with wells (41.67%) and streams (29.17%) 

being the most common sources; its relationship with 

wildlife occurrence or crop damage was not statistically 

examined in this study. 

 

4. Conclusion 

The study documented the profile characteristics of farmers 

experiencing crop damage by wild animals in Patur and 

Barshitakli talukas of Akola district. The predominance of 

middle-aged, relatively small-holding farmers with 

secondary-level education and modest annual income 

indicates that mitigation support should be practical, 

affordable and suited to farmers’ available resources and 

capacity. The medium levels of information access and 

innovativeness observed among the majority of respondents 

suggest that extension approaches relying on demonstration, 

peer learning and simplified information delivery are likely 

to be more effective than those assuming high technical 

readiness. The concentration of farms within a relatively 

short distance of the reserve forest boundary, together with 

the widespread availability of water bodies near farms, 

reflects the strong wildlife–agriculture interface 

characterising the study area and underscores the continuing 

relevance of requirement for crop-protection against wild 

animals. Overall, extension interventions in the study area 

should be tailored to the socio-economic and situational 

profile of affected farmers, with particular attention to 

landholding size, income level, information access and 

proximity to wildlife habitat, so that mitigation support 

reaches and is usable by the farmers most exposed to crop 

damage risk. 
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