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Abstract

The present study investigates the effects of risk factors, barriers and social support on the psychological well-being of the farmers in
Himachal Pradesh, India. It aims to identify the primary stressors impacting mental health and explore how social support and barriers to
seeking help influence psychological well-being. A descriptive study was carried out with a sample of 408 farmers from Kangra, Mandi, Kullu
and Bilaspur districts. Data were collected through a survey questionnaire, including the Mental Health Inventory (MHI-38), General Help-
Seeking Questionnaire and Multidimensional Scale of Perceived Social Support. Statistical analyses were performed using SPSS v.25,
including linear regression, correlation tests and response priority index. The study found significant risk factors negatively impacting
psychological well-being, including economic, environmental and family factors. Personality traits were positively linked to better
psychological well-being. Barriers to help-seeking included inadequate familiarity with mental health problems and a heavy workload. Social
support from significant others, relatives, family and friends positively correlated with psychological well-being. Effective mental health
interventions should address the identified risk factors and barriers while enhancing social support systems to improve the psychological well
-being of farmers. The study underscores the importance of targeted policies and support mechanisms to address mental health challenges in
agricultural communities.
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Farmers constitute a unique demographic whose livelihoods are

intricately interwoven with every facet of their lives and the
multigenerational experiences of their families (9, 10).

Introduction

Farmers are regarded as the spine of society, nourishing people
worldwide. Farming and agriculture contributed US$3.352 trillion to
the worldwide economy in 2017 (1). India is an agrarian nation with
around 60 % of its population reliant directly or indirectly upon
agriculture and over 70 % of the rural households hinge on
agriculture. This segment delivers roughly around 52 % of the entire
figure of jobs existing in India and contributes around 18.1 % to the
Gross Domestic Product (GDP) (2). Himachal Pradesh is an
agriculture-based state, with about 70 % of the population directly
employed in the sector. The agriculture sector contributes 13.62 % of
the states’ GDP. A total of 9.44 lakh ha of land are under cultivation,
with an average holding size of 0.95 ha. Marginal and small farmers

The occupation of farming demands prolonged working
hours, physically strenuous tasks and often entails social and
geographic isolation from essential services. Farmers are less
inclined to take vacations and are unlikely to retire compared to
individuals in other professions (11). Stress levels among farmers are
among the highest, with those on small holdings being particularly
vulnerable (12). Small-scale business operators continually grapple
with financial and time pressures, leading to elevated stress levels
(13). Various stressors, such as weather fluctuations (e.g,, floods, frost
and drought), significantly impact agriculturalists' businesses and

make up 88.86 % of all landholders, with 55.93 % of the operational
area. Medium holdings account for 10.84 %, while large holdings
account for only 0.30 %. Due to the mountainous terrain, only 10 %
of the total area is cultivated (3). Farming, as an occupation, has been
identified as particularly hazardous in terms of the frequency and
severity of accidental injuries (4). Extensive research has consistently
demonstrated that farmers face elevated risks of suicide and mental
health issues, exhibiting a reluctance to seek assistance (5-8).

funds (14). Additionally, the farming sector has borne the burden of
globalisation, economic rationalisation and pest and disease
outbreaks (15). The challenging conditions of farming expose
individuals to various physical and mental health risks and farming
communities regularly face risk factors such as debt, fluctuating
product prices, environmental change, time pressures, overburden,
administration guidelines, loneliness, role conflicts and inadequate
housing facilities (16, 17).
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In India, where over 50 % of the inhabitants reside in rural
areas with limited health infrastructure and medical resources,
mental health issues are anticipated to be on the rise. Himachal
Pradesh has witnessed an increase in suicides, with the first half of
2021 reporting 391 cases, including 101 labourers and 16 farmers.
Police records indicate a rise in suicide rates from 560 in 2015 to 709
in2019 (18).

The financial challenges faced by farmers, particularly those
whose primary income source is farming, have been identified as a
significant negative factor impacting mental health. Farmers across
both developed and developing countries report various stressors
related to market prices for harvests and livestock, uneven cash flow,
escalating input costs, taxes, healthcare expenses and high levels of
debt (19). These stressors contribute to psychological distress,
depression, diminished life fulfilment, increased incidence of
alcoholism and even suicide among farmers. Monetary losses
prompt farmers to implement substantial changes to their
operations, such as reducing the number of waged ranch workers,
extending working hours, altering production practices or deciding
to depart from farming altogether (20).

Several mental health issues are associated with financial
stress in farming, including factors like the number of children,
broadacre production and land charges (21). While farmers may
successfully explore alternative agronomic options to cope with
challenges like droughts, finding solutions to financial burdens
proves more challenging, contributing to heightened mental
distress. Studies consistently indicate an optimistic connection
between high farm returns and superior well-being, with reduced
distress observed among farmers and farm workforces in such
instances (22).

Climate variability poses a substantial risk to farmers, as
highlighted by research conducted previously (23). Droughts,
characterised as slow-moving disasters, exert notable health effects
primarily through environmental, financial and societal pathways
(24). The changing patterns of climate, specifically the adverse
impacts of droughts, have been identified as contributors to mental
health concerns among farmers, resulting in heightened worries and
persistent forms of distress (25). The agricultural sector bears the
brunt of the impact of droughts, leading to reduced production, crop
losses and livestock failures. Extensive research, such as that
conducted earlier, has revealed a strong link between extended
drought periods and increased stress stages, along with a higher
incidence of psychological morbidity among farmers (26).

The occurrence of mental sickness in farmers is notably
associated with factors such as poor physical health, previous
injuries, or work impairment. Farmers represent one of the highest-
risk groups for both occupational injuries and mental health issues,
as demonstrated by the findings of a previous study (27). Given that
agricultural workers and farmers often reside at their worksites,
injuries sustained in the workplace can significantly impact their
overall life satisfaction. Moreover, distress in farmers is linked to the
physical health of spouses and the potential injury of children, as
reported by women, as indicated earlier (28). There is also a
noteworthy prevalence of somatic symptom disorders (SSD) among
farmers.

A few other risk factors and symptoms associated with
psychological distress in farmers include elements such as
government policies, substantial workloads, social isolation, role
conflicts, time constraints, substandard housing conditions and the
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prevalence of foot and mouth disease amongst livestock, as
identified in the research earlier (29). In developing nations, stressors
encompass inadequate access to market information and limited
availability of credit facilities for agriculture, as outlined in the
previous study (30).

Psychological well-being is commonly conceptualised as a
harmonious blend of positive emotions and effective functioning
across individual and social dimensions of life (31). This encompasses
leading fulfilling lives, involving the experience of positive emotions
while adeptly managing inevitable negative emotions like
disappointment, failure and grief. Effective management of these
negative emotions is pivotal for sustained welltbeing. Feeling good
extends beyond mere happiness and contentment, encompassing
emotions such as interest, engagement, confidence and affection.
Psychological functioning involves the recognition of ones’ abilities,
maintaining control over ones’ life, pursuing meaningful goals and
fostering positive relationships (32).

Within the realm of agriculture and farming, certain aspects,
particularly those related to the husbandry and welfare of livestock,
are notably more stressful than others (33). Stress in farming can
significantly impact the psychological well-being of farmers, leading
to notable physical and mental health symptoms. Mental health
concerns and services remain an abandoned issue in rural areas,
especially amongst farming societies (34).

Stress, defined as a state of psychological and physiological
response to a perceived threatening stimulus, can result in various
evident and concealed maladaptive behaviours (35). Lasting
stressors exert a considerable impact on well-being and health, with
a documented association between stress and an increased
prevalence of mental ailments like depression and anxiety (36).
Studies highlight the prevalence of chronic stress among farmers,
leading to physical (headaches, sleep problems), mental (anxiety,
anger, depression) and cognitive issues (memory loss, decision-
making difficulties) (37). Mental health difficulties impact farmers'
lives differently, with farmers often reporting a diminished sense of
life worth living compared to non-farming populations (16). Stress
manifests as reduced interest in pleasure, concentration difficulties,
changes in appetite and weight, fatigue, imitability, sleep
disturbances, loss of control and anxiety (38). Commonly observed
consequences in the farming population include loss of self-esteem,
drawing away from society, relationship breakdowns, loss of temper
and relaxation problems (30). The poor mental health of farmers can
have substantial adverse effects on worldwide monetary efficiency,
animal health and human well-being. Farmers' mental health
impacts individual health, family life, farm productivity and animal
welfare. Given that one-third of the global population contributes to
the economy through the agriculture industry, confirming the
mental health of farmers and ranch workers is paramount for global
public health. Approximately one out of four individuals worldwide
experiences mental health issues annually (39).

Stress and exhaustion among farmers are often obscure,
which delays help-seeking behaviour in farmers. Help seeking is the
pursuit of relief or treatment to fulfil a need and is a complex decision
-making process for persons who are already suffering from a mental
health disorder (40). A person who believes that they can deal with
their problem alone and a lack of knowledge, are some of the
common reasons that decrease the likelihood of an individuals' help
-seeking (41). Lack of access to mental health facilities in remote
areas is a major barrier to delivering suitable mental health services
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(42). Older farmers are inclined to access mental health support, but
practical and social blockades frequently prevent them from
succeeding (43). Farmers are less likely to visit general practitioners
than the non-farming population. Farmers feel much better in
managing themselves than in accessing help for physical or mental
health needs (41).

Social support serves as a coping mechanism and has been
found to directly influence both health and mental well-being, as
well as act as a buffer against perceived stress. It typically refers to the
assistance and support provided by social networks, for instance,
family, friends and co-workers (44). Numerous studies have
demonstrated that social support for coping is linked to improved
physical and mental health and often helps mitigate the negative
effects of stress (44). Social support can be categorised into two
forms: instrumental support and emotional support. Instrumental
support involves seeking advice and assistance from others to
directly address and minimise a stressor, thus aligning with problem-
focused coping strategies. On the other hand, emotional support
involves seeking support and understanding regarding ones’
feelings and emotions related to a stressor, thereby reflecting
emotion-focused handling tactics (45).

The risk factors that were assessed in the present research
study were selected after thorough analysis of the literature review.

The statements were adopted from standardised
inventories. The respondents’ response on the personality factors
based on the Big Five inventory were Neuroticism (statements 1, 2
and 3) and Conscientiousness (statements 4, 5 and 6). ‘The general
self-efficacy scale’ (GSE) was administered to measure self-efficacy
(statements 7, 8 and 9). Rotters’ locus of control scale was used to
measure external locus of control (statements 10, 12 and 15) and
internal locus of control (statements 11, 13 and 14). Respondents
were requested to rate their agreement on a five-point Likert scale of
1 to 5, for positive statements 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree,
3 = undecided, 4=agree and 5=strongly agree. Reverse scoring for
negative statements was done where 1= strongly agree, 2 = agree,
3=undecided, 4=disagree and 5=strongly disagree.

Physical factors contained statements regarding various
physical stress symptoms which farmers face in day-to-day life, such
as headaches, fatigue, rapid breathing and skin rashes, etc. A
standardised inventory. The stress symptoms scale by Elkin 1999
was used. In physical factors, the responses ranged from 1 to 5, on
the Likert scale, where 1 = never, 2 = sometimes, 3 = often, 4 = very
oftenand 5=always.

These factors were included to measure the effect of family
situation on the psychological well-being of the farmers. All the
statements were reverse-scored. The scores were given as 1 =strongly
agree, 2 =agree, 3=undecided, 4 = disagree and 5=strongly disagree.

It consisted of statements regarding farm income, input
costs, debt, etc. The allotted scores were 1=strongly agree, 2 = agree,
3=undecided, 4=disagree and 5=strongly disagree.

Technological factors presented the information about
technology, e.g., improved variety seed, lack of personal protection
equipment, irrigation facilities, etc. The scores were given as
1 = strongly agree, 2 = agree, 3 = undecided, 4 = disagree and 5 =
strongly disagree.

Environmental factors consisted of statements regarding

environmental risk factors such as hailstorms, cyclones, drought,
frost, etc. The scores were allotted as 1 = strongly agree, 2 = agree,

3=undecided, 4=disagree and 5=strongly disagree.

Part C included various dimensions regarding intentions to
seek perceived social support, barriers to mental health help
seeking, psychological distress, psychological wellbeing and farm
stress. The responses were scored on a five-point Likert scale.

The General Help-Seeking Questionnaire (GHSQ) is a widely
used tool to measure peoples’ intentions to seek help from different
sources (48). The GHSQ was used in a study of farmers to assess their
intentions to seek help for personal or emotional problems. The
questionnaire includes a list of 12 help sources, both professional and
non-professional. Participants were asked to indicate how likely they
were to seek help from each source if they were to experience a
problem. The scores were given as 1=extremely unlikely, 2 = unlikely, 3
=can'tsay, 4=likely, 5=extremely likely.

The Multidimensional scale of perceived social support was
incorporated in the questionnaire to identify the respondents’ social
support (49). The multidimensional scale used a set of statements
which identified the social support from various sources such as family
(statements 4, 5, 8 and 10), friends (statements 7 and 11), relatives
(statements 3,6 and 9) and significant others (statements 1 and 2).
Respondents were asked to rate their agreement and disagreement
on a five-point Likert scale in which the scorers were allotted as 1 being
“strongly disagree” and 5 being “strongly agree”.

Barriers to mental health help-seeking consisted of the
statements regarding the barriers that may occur when seeking
mental health help. It included dimensions such as inadequate
internet access, inadequate communication system, isolation, lack
of privacy, etc. Statements were scored on a five-point Likert scale in
which scores were given as 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 =
undecided, 4=agree and 5=strongly agree.

Psychological distress was measured through the MHI-38. The
study uses all the dimensions from MHI38, including anxiety
(statements 1,2, 3,4, 5, 14, 16, 17 and 18), loss of behaviour/emotional
control (statements 6, 7, 9, 10, 11, 12 and 13) and depression
(statements 8, 15 and 19). The responses were taken on a five-point
Likert scale where 1=always, 2 =very often, 3 =sometimes, 4 =almost
never,5=never.

For the assessment of psychological well-being, the Mental
Health Inventory - 38 (MHI - 38) and the Ryff scale were used. From
MHI-38, three dimensions were taken, i.e., life satisfaction (statement
1), general positive affect (statements 2, 3,4, 5,7,8,9,10 and 11) and
emotional ties (statement 6) (Department of Health and Ageing,
Canberra, 2003). From the Ryff scale, three dimensions were chosen,
i.e., environmental mastery (statements 12, 13, 14 and 15), personal
growth (statements 16, 17 and 18) and self-acceptance (statements
19,20 and 21). The responses were scored on a five-point Likert scale
where 1 = none of the time, 2 = most of the time, 3 = can’t say, 4=
some of thetime and 5=all the time.

The standardised farm stress inventory developed by the
Canadian Agricultural Safety Association was incorporated in the
study to measure the farm stress among the farmers. The inventory
included various categories of farm stressors like finance
(statements 1, 2, 3, 6 and 8), environmental (statements 4 and 7),
personal (statements 5, 9, 13, 14, 16, 17, 18, 19 and 20), health
(statements 10 and 12), legal (statements 11) and infrastructure
(statements 15). Farm Stress Inventory - Canadian Agricultural
Safety Association (casa-acsa.ca). The responses were taken on a five
-point Likert scale. The scores were allotted as 1 =little bit pressure, 2
= normal pressure, 3 = more than usual pressure, 4 = high pressure
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and 5= pressure more than | could bear.

The present study investigates the multifaceted impact of
farming as an occupation on the mental health and psychological
well-being of farmers, with a particular focus on those in Himachal
Pradesh, India. This research aims to identify the primary stressors
and risk factors contributing to mental health issues among farmers,
including financial pressures, climate variability, poor physical health
and other occupational hazards. Additionally, the study seeks to
discover the barriers to help-seeking behaviour among farmers and
the role of social support in mitigating stress and promoting mental
well-being, By elucidating these factors, the study endeavours to
contribute to the development of targeted interventions and policies
to enhance the mental health and overall quality of life of farmers.

Materials and Methods
Study sample and data collection

The nature of the study was descriptive. In the current study, a multi-
stage sampling method was implemented. For the present study,
four districts, i.e., Kangra, Mandi, Kullu and Bilaspur, of Himachal
Pradesh were selected based on their proneness to various weather-
related hazards and regular occurrence of the agricultural
contingencies, such as drought, flood, heat wave, frost, pest and
diseases outbreak and hailstorm and higher regular occurrence.
According to the data available on the Department of Agriculture
and Farmers Welfare (46). The districts with the highest proneness
and regular occurrence of the agricultural contingencies are Mandi,
Kangra, Kullu and Bilaspur. In the second stage, the blocks were
selected on the basis of the highest number of cultivators in the
chosen districts. In the third stage of sampling, the list of gram
panchayats was obtained from the website of the national portal of
India (47). Two-gram panchayats from each of the selected blocks
were selected through simple random sampling. The panchayats
were selected through a lottery method wherein the random
numbers were assigned to the list of panchayats obtained from the
website of the national portal of India. Thereafter, the experts were
asked to tick the random numbers. The sample size for the present
study was calculated using the formula described previously (48).
The appropriate sample size calculated for the present study was
408. The present study includes the farmers of the four districts as
respondents.

The data collection tool was a survey questionnaire covering
items related to socio-demographics, psychological well-being, risk
factors, social support and barriers in seeking mental health help.
The first section of the questionnaire includes the socio-
demographic profile of the respondents. The second scale includes
the Mental Health Inventory (MHI-38) to study the various
psychological well-being and risk factors. The barriers perceived by
farmers were measured using the General Help-Seeking
Questionnaire (49). The multidimensional scale of perceived social
support was incorporated in the questionnaire to identify the
respondents’ social support (50).

Reliability and validity of the survey instrument

Reliability

Cronbachs’ Alpha Coefficient was used to measure the internal
consistency of the factors. The ranging values between 0.6 and 0.9

are considered to be reliable. The overall reliability of the instrument
was 0.859 and the reliability for individual variables was above the

minimum of 0.6 threshold, which shows that the inter-reliability of
the variables was good. However, for the variables personality
factors, economic factors and technological factors were 0.661,0.686
and 0.596 respectively (Table 1). A Cronbachs’ Alpha of 0.4 or higher
is considered reasonable, especially if the items measuring a
construct are few.

Table 1. Reliability of the constructs in the survey instrument

Construct No. of items  Alphavalue
Personality factors 15 0.661
Physical factors 10 0.714
Family factors 6 0.720
Economic factors 8 0.686
Technological factors 7 0.596
Environmental factors 11 0.745
Intention to seek social support 9 0.717
Social support 11 0.914
Barriers to mental health help-

seeking behaviour P 12 0.826
Psychological distress 19 0.870
Psychological wellbeing 21 0.898
Farm stress 20 0.832
Structural support system 9 0.620
Statistical analyses

Analyses were executed in SPSS v.25. Descriptive statistics of
frequencies, means and standard deviations were calculated. Linear
regression was administered to inspect the risk factors affecting the
psychological well-being of the farmers. Correlation tests examined
the direction of the relationship between various sources of social
support and psychological well-being. The response priority index
was used to rank the barriers perceived by the farmers in seeking
mental health help.

Results

Table 2 presents the distribution of gender among a total sample
of 408 individuals. Results show that the majority of the
respondents, i.e., 265 individuals, were male, representing 65 % of
the total sample, while 143 individuals identified as female,
representing 35 % of the total sample. Table 3 shows the age
distribution among the respondents. The majority of respondents
belonged to the older age category with 175 individuals (42.9 %)
aged 46 years and above. This was followed by 99 individuals
(24.3 %) in the 36-45 years age group 76 individuals (18.6 %) in the
26-35 years age group and 58 individuals (14.2 %) in the 18-25
years age group.

The distribution among educational qualifications of the
respondents shows that the largest proportion of respondents
have completed secondary education (121 individuals, 29.7 %) or

Table 2. Gender wise distribution of the sample

Gender Frequency %
Male 265 65
Female 143 35
Total 408 100

Source: Primary probe.

Table 3. Age wise distribution of sample

Age Frequency %

18-25yr 58 14.2
26-35yr 76 18.6
36-45yr 99 24.3
46 yr and above 175 42.9
Total 408 100.0

Source: Primary probe.
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Table 4. Educational qualification of the sample

Educational qualification Frequency %
Not attended formal education 26 6.4
Primary 64 15.7
Secondary 121 29.7
Higher secondary 125 30.6
Graduate 41 10.0
Post graduate 31 7.6
Total 408 100.0

Source: Primary probe.

higher secondary education (125 individuals, 30.6 %), as shown in
Table 4. Additionally, 64 individuals (15.7 %) have completed
primary education, while 41 individuals (10.0 %) are graduates and
31 individuals (7.6 %) have completed postgraduate studies. A
smaller proportion (26 individuals, 6.4 %) have not attended
formal education. The primary occupations of the respondents are
categorised by their involvement in agriculture and other services
or businesses (Table 5). The majority of respondents (236
individuals, 57.8 %) are engaged solely in agriculture. Additionally,
69 individuals (16.9 %) are involved in both agriculture and private

Table 5. Primary occupation-wise distribution of the sample

Primary occupation Frequency %

Agriculture and government services 48 11.8
Agriculture and private services 69 16.9
Agriculture only 236 57.8
Agriculture and business 55 13.5
Total 408 100.0

Source: Primary probe.

services, while 55 individuals (13.5 %) combine agriculture with
business activities. A smaller proportion (48 individuals, 11.8 %) is
engaged in agriculture and government services.

Table 6 shows the distribution of annual income. The
majority of respondents fall within the income bracket of 1 lakh to
5 lakhs per year, with 144 individuals (35.3 %) reporting earnings in
this range. This is followed by 136 individuals (33.3 %) who have an

Table 6. Sample profile pertaining to annual income of sample

Annualincome Frequency %
Below 1 lakh 136 33.3
1-5 Lakhs 144 353
6-10 Lakhs 108 26.5
11 Lakhs and above 20 4.9
Total 408 100.0

Source: Primary probe.

annual income below 1 lakh, while 108 individuals (26.5 %) eamn
between 6 and 10 lakhs annually. A smaller proportion of
respondents (20 individuals, 4.9 %) report earning 11 lakhs and
above per year.

Table 7 illustrates the distribution of farming experience. The
data shows that a substantial proportion of respondents have
farming experience ranging from 11 to 15 yr, with 111 individuals

Table 7. Experience wise distribution of sample

Experience in farming Frequency Percent
Below 5 Yr 61 15.0
5-10Yr 98 24.0
11-15Yr 111 27.2
16-20 Yr 30 7.4
21Yrand above 108 26.5
Total 408 100.0

Source: Primary probe.

(27.2 %) falling within this category. This is followed by 5-10 yr of
farming experience, with 98 individuals (24.0 %) and 21 yr and above
of experience, comprising 108 individuals (26.5 %). Additionally, 61
individuals (15.0 %) have less than 5 yr of farming experience, while
30individuals (7.4 %) have 16-20 yr of experience.

For the distribution of land sizes among the sample (Table 8),
the majority of respondents (186 individuals, 45.6 %) own or operate
land holdings below 1 ha in size. Additionally, 132 individuals
(324 %) have land holdings ranging from 1 to 2 ha, while
66 individuals (16.2 %) own or operate land between 2 and 4 ha. A
smaller proportion of respondents have larger land holdings, with 22
individuals (5.4 %) managing land holdings of 4 to 10 ha and only 2
individuals (0.5 %) possessing 10 ha or more of land. The mean
values of the respondents on the statements about the
psychological well-being of farmers are depicted in Table 9. The
findings revealed that respondents obtained the highest mean
values (M = 3.47) for personal growth, followed by self-acceptance
(M = 3.44). The results also revealed that respondents obtained
similar mean values for emotional ties and environmental mastery,
i.e (M = 3.33). whereas mean values for general positive affect were
(M =3.16) and the lowest mean value was noted for life satisfaction
(M=3.08). It can be concluded that respondents have a moderate to
high psychological well-being as indicated by the mean values
above 3. It can be said that the respondents are more content with
their lives than dissatisfied. This suggests a higher overall level of
happiness and contentment among the respondents. Personal
growth indicates that respondents perceive themselves as evolving
and developing in various aspects of their lives. This could
encompass areas such as personal skills, relationships and self

Table 8. Distribution of samples according to the size of the land

Land size Frequency %
Below 1 ha (ha) 186 45.6
1-2 ha 132 324
2-4ha 66 16.2
4-10 ha 22 5.4
10 ha and above 2 0.5
Total 408 100.0

Table 9. Mean values showing psychological well-being and its
dimensions among sampled respondents

Statements Mean S.D
Life satisfaction 3.08 1.15

Emotional ties 333 0.99

Psychological General positive affect 3.16 0.62
wellbeing Environmental mastery 3.33 0.66
Personal growth 3.47 0.81

Self-acceptance 3.44 0.82

Source: Primary probe

awareness, indicating a positive trajectory in their personal
development. Thus, the higher values of life satisfaction and
personal growth suggest that the respondents are experiencing
positive psychological well-being, are content with their lives and are
witnessing personal growth and development. This reflects a
favourable state of overall well-being among the respondents.

Table 10 presents the regression analysis of risk factors and
their impact on psychological wellbeing. Results revealed that
Personality factors (B = 0.710, p = .000) exhibit a substantial positive
association with psychological wellbeing, indicating that certain
personality traits may serve as protective factors against mental
health issues. Conversely, physical factors (B =-0.035, p = 0.004),
family factors (B =-0.100, p = 0.044), economic factors (B =-0.094, p=
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Table 10. Effect of risk factors on psychological well-being

Standardised coefficients

Unstandardised

Risk factors (B) coefficients (B) Sig.
Personality factors 0.521 0.710 0.000
Physical factors —-0.142 -0.035 0.004
Family factors -0.118 -0.100 0.044
Economic factors —0.156 -0.094 0.002
Technological factors —0.061 -0.066 0.278
Environmental factors —0.231 -0.168 0.001
R square 0.307

F 28.999

Sig. 0.000

Source: Primary probe, Dependent variable - psychological well-being.

0.002) and environmental factors (B =-0.168, p = 0.001) demonstrate
negative associations with psychological wellbeing. However,
technological factors (B =-0.066, p = 0.278) do not show a substantial
influence on psychological well-being in this analysis. The overall
model is highly statistically significant (F = 28.999, p < 0.001),
explaining 30.7 % of the variance in the outcome variable.

The results are consistent with the previous study (50, 51)
(Table 11). The top three factors identified in the study are related to
inadequate knowledge, not knowing the right person and heavy
workload, which are also key risk factors identified in the systematic
review. Other factors identified in the study, such as lack of time,
poor financial situation and lack of knowledge about mental health,
are also consistent with the findings of the systematic review.
Additionally, research indicates that the barriers to mental health in
the present study are inadequate communication systems,
isolation/remoteness and lack of time due to heavy workload. The
other barriers in the study, such as mental health being considered a
taboo, lack of privacy and inadequate knowledge of mental health
problems, are also consistent.

Table 12 presents the correlation matrix showing the
relationship between psychological well-being and social support.
Results reported a that the variables of social support i.e., significant
other, relatives, family, friends have a positive relationship with
psychological wellbeing i.e., with significant other (r=0.464, p <0.01),
relatives (r = 0.454, p < 0.01), family (r = 0.538, p < 0.01) and friends

(r=0.306, p <0.05) which indicates that as the quality of relationships
with these variables increases, so does psychological wellbeing. The
findings of the study correlate with the fact that social support from
significant others, relatives and family was positively associated with
psychological well-being among farmers (40). The present findings
of the study show that social support from significant others,
relatives, family and friends is positively associated with
psychological well-being among farmers. The research indicates a
positive correlation between social support and psychological welt
being among the respondents (53). The findings also align with
research in which social support was positively correlated with some
of the variables (54). Research found that social support was
positively linked with psychological well-being (55). The study also
revealed that social support cushioned the damaging effects of farm
stress on psychological well-being. This means that farmers who had
more social support were less likely to experience negative
psychological effects from farm stress.

Discussion

The demographic profile reveals a predominantly male sample
(65 %), with a significant proportion (42.9 %) aged 46 years and
above. This aligns with the typical demographics of farming
communities in India, where agriculture is often male-dominated
and features an ageing workforce. The educational background is
diverse, with most respondents having completed secondary or

Table 11. Barriers perceived by farmers in seeking help for psychological well-being

Statements RPI Rank
Inadequate knowledge of mental health problems 3.83 |
Don’t know the right person to seek help from 3.70 I
Lack of time due to a heavy workload 3.54 1

No other person to take care of farm operations 3.37 v
Mental problems are considered to be taboo 3.30 \Y
Poor financial situation (debt, irregular income, low income) 3.22 Vi
Inadequate internet access 3.17 Vil
Isolation/Remoteness (km away from town) 3.14 Vil
Lack of privacy 3.05 IX
Unpleasant weather 3.04 X

My personal pride tends to prevent me from asking others for help. 2.85 X
Inadequate communication systems (landline and mobile phones, etc.) 2.75 Xl
Source: Primary probe.

Table 12. Relationship between social support and psychological well-being

Psychological wellbeing Significant other (Spouse/husband) Relatives Family Friends

Psychological wellbeing 1 - - - -
Significant other 0.464** 1 - - -
Relatives 0.454** 0.569** 1 - -
Family 0.538** 0.740" 0.515" 1 -
Friends 0.306™* 0.644" 0.597" 0.525" 1

Source: Primary probe.
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higher secondary education. This distribution may have implications
for understanding and addressing mental health issues within the
farming community.

Notably, the study exhibited moderate to high levels of
psychological well-being among respondents, with particularly high
scores in personal growth and self-acceptance. This finding is
somewhat unexpected given the numerous challenges faced by
farmers in India, including financial pressures, climate variability and
occupational hazards. It suggests a degree of resilience within the
farming community, possibly stemming from cultural factors, strong
social ties, or a sense of purpose derived from their work. This
resilience aligns with previous research highlighting the complex
relationship between farming and well-being (15).

The regression analysis revealed significant relationships
between various risk factors and psychological well-being, Notably,
personality factors showed a strong positive association with
psychological well-being, suggesting that certain personality traits
may serve as defending feature against mental health issues. This
finding corroborates existing literature on the role of personality in
resilience and coping strategies among farmers (55).

Conversely, physical factors, family factors, economic
factors and environmental factors demonstrated negative
associations with psychological well-being. These results support
previous research on the multifaceted stressors affecting farmers'
mental health (16). The negative impact of economic factors is
particularly noteworthy, given the financial pressures faced by
farmers in India, including irregular cash flow, escalating input
costs and high levels of debt (18).

Interestingly, technological factors did not show a
noteworthy impact on psychological well-being in this analysis.
This finding contrasts with some prior studies that have
highlighted the role of technological challenges in farmer stress
(29). Additional research may be needed to understand the specific
technological context of farmers in Himachal Pradesh and its
relationship to mental health outcomes.

The study identified several key barriers to help-seeking
behaviour among farmers, with inadequate knowledge of mental
health problems ranking as the most significant obstacle. This
finding underscores the critical need for mental health literacy
programs tailored to farming communities, supporting previous
research (50, 51). The identification of heavy workload and lack of
time as significant barriers aligns with research on the demanding
nature of farming (10). Research indicates that mental health
interventions for farmers need to be designed with consideration
for their time constraints and work schedules. The presence of
stigma-related barriers, such as mental health problems being
considered taboo, indicates the persistent challenge of addressing
mental health stigma in rural communities. This finding supports
the need for community-based approaches to mental health
education and stigma reduction (42).

The study revealed positive correlations among various
sources of social support (significant others, relatives, family and
friends) and psychological well-being. This finding is consistent
with prior research highlighting the protective role of societal
support in mental health outcomes (40, 43). The strongest
correlation was observed between family support and
psychological well-being, emphasising the crucial role of family

7

relationships in the mental health of farmers. Social support can
buffer the negative effects of farm stress on psychological well
being (53-55).

Conclusion

The study highlights the significantimpact of risk factors, barriers
and social support on the psychological well-being of farmers in
Himachal Pradesh. Personality traits play a protective role, while
physical, family, economic and environmental factors negatively
affect mental health. Social support is crucial for coping and
targeted interventions are necessary to address the identified
barriers and promote mental health among farmers in the
region. being consistent with findings from prior research. This
alignment underscores the persistent and multifaceted nature of
barriers to mental health support among farmers.

Despite the limitations, this study can be further used to
create an understanding of the psychological wellbeing, risk
factors affecting the farmers wellbeing and barriers perceived by
them in receiving mental health. Additional research should
explore the longitudinal impact of these factors on farmers
mental health and evaluate the effectiveness of targeted
interventions. Understanding the specific needs of different sub-
groups within the farming community, such as women and
young farmers, can help tailor support strategies more
effectively. Additionally, investigating the role of emerging
technologies in improving mental health support for farmers
could provide innovative solutions to overcome existing barriers.

Acknowledgements

The authors sincerely express their gratitude to Dr. Yashwant
Singh Parmar University of Horticulture and Forestry, Solan,
Himachal Pradesh for providing the invaluable opportunity to
undertake and conduct this study. The supportive academic
environment and access to essential resources and facilities at
the university were instrumental in shaping the direction and
depth of this research. The authors are truly grateful for the
platform provided to explore learn and contribute to the field.

Authors' contributions

ST carried out multi-stage stratified random sampling, using
analytical tools for the analysis. SK and SR! participated in the
sequence alignment and drafted the manuscript by reviewing the
literature. YJ and SR? contributed to the analysis of this study. AM
conceived of the study and participated in its design and
coordination. All authors read and approved the final manuscript.
[SR! stands for Shubham R and SR? stands for Sarah R].

Compliance with ethical standards

Conflict of interest: Authors do not have any conflict of interest
todeclare.

Ethicalissues: None

Plant Science Today, ISSN 2348-1900 (online)



SHIVAET AL

References

1.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

World Bank Group. Agriculture, forestry and fishing, value added
(current USS) [Internet]. Washington (DC): The World Bank; 2019.
https://data.worldbank.org

Arjun MK. Research India Publications: international publishers and
distributors [Internet]. Delhi: Research India Publications; 2013.
http://www.ripublication.com

Department of Agriculture Himachal Pradesh [Internet]. Shimla:
Government  of  Himachal  Pradesh;  2024. https://
agriculture.hp.gov.in/

Elkin A. Stress management for dummies. 2nd ed. Hoboken (NJ):
John Wiley & Sons; 2013. 384 p.

Alston M, Kent J. The big dry: The link between rural masculinities
and poor health outcomes for farming men. J Sociol. 2008;44(2):133
-47. https://doi.org/10.1177/1440783308089166

Arnautovska U, McPhedran S, De Leo D. A regional approach to
understanding farmer suicide rates in Queensland. Soc Psychiatry
Psychiatr Epidemiol. 2014;49:593-9. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00127
-013-0768-9

Garnham B, Bryant L. Problematising the suicides of older male
farmers: Subjective, social and cultural considerations. Sociol
Ruralis. 2014;54(2):227-40. https://doi.org/10.1111/soru.12041

Schirmer J, Peel D, Mylek M. The 2014 regional wellbeing survey:
Farmers and agriculture. Centre for Research and Action in Public
Health, University of Canberra; 2015.

Gregoire A. The mental health of farmers. Occup Med. 2002;52
(8):471-6. https://doi.org/10.1093/occmed/52.8.471

Thelin A, Holmberg S. Farm work and risk factors for mental health
problems. Occup Med. 2010;60(3):191-5. https://doi.org/10.1093/
occmed/kqpl53

Melberg K. Farming, stress and psychological well-being: The case
of Norwegian farm spouses. Sociol Ruralis. 2003;43(1):56-76.
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9523.00231

Hasle P, Limborg HJ. A review of the literature on preventive
occupational health and safety activities in small enterprises. Ind
Health. 2006;44(1):6-12. https://doi.org/10.2486/indhealth.44.6

King AD, Klingaman NP, Alexander LV, Donat MG, Jourdain NC,
Maher P. Extreme rainfall variability in Australia: Patterns, drivers
and predictability. J Clim. 2014;27(15):6035-50. https://
doi.org/10.1175/jcli-d-13-00715.1

Alston M. Rural male suicide in Australia. Soc Sci Med. 2012;74
(4):515-22. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2010.04.036

Fraser CE, Smith KB, Judd F, Humphreys JS, Fragar LJ, Henderson A. Farming
and mental health problems and mentalillness. Int J Soc Psychiatry. 2005;51
(4):340-9. https://doi.org/10.1177/0020764005057216

Wheeler SA, Zuo A, Loch A. Water torture: Unravelling the
psychological distress of irrigators in Australia. J Rural Stud.
2018;62:183-94. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2018.08.001

Lohumi B. 391 suicides in first half of the year in Himachal [Internet].
Shimla: Tribune India News Service; 2020 Jul 21. https://
www.tribuneindia.com/news/himachal/in-baddi-31-suicides-in-1-
year-cops-flag-distressed-areas-365644/

Kearney GD, Rafferty AP, Hendricks LR, Allen DL, Tutor-Marcom R. A
cross-sectional study of stressors among farmers in eastern North
Carolina. N C Med J. 2014;75(6):384-92.

Bultena G, Lasley P, Geller J. The farm crisis: Patterns and impacts
of financial distress among lowa farm families. Rural Sociol. 1986;51
(4):436.

Lawrence PG, Maxwell BD, Rew LJ, Ellis C, Bekkerman A.
Vulnerability of dryland agricultural regimes to economic and
climatic change. Ecol Soc. 2018;23(1). https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-
09874-230134

21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

Alpass F, Flett R, Humpbhries S, Massey C, Morriss S, Long N. Stress in
dairy farming and the adoption of new technology. Int J Stress
Manag. 2004;11(3):270. https://doi.org/10.1037/1072-5245.11.3.270

Dai A. Increasing drought under global warming in observations and
models. Nat Clim Change. 2013;3(1):52-8. https://doi.org/10.1038/
nclimatel811

King D, Lane A, MacDougall C, Greenhill J. The resilience and mental
health and wellbeing of farm families experiencing climate variation
in South Australia. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1440-1584.2009.01078.x

Ellis NR, Albrecht GA. Climate change threats to family farmers'
sense of place and mental wellbeing: A case study from the Western
Australian Wheatbelt. Soc Sci Med. 2017;175:161-8. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2017.01.009

Stain HJ, Kelly B, Lewin TJ, Higginbotham N, Beard JR, Hourihan F.
Social networks and mental health among a farming population.
Soc Psychiatry Psychiatr Epidemiol. 2008;43:843-9. https://
doi.org/10.1007/s00127-008-0374-5

Dixon J, Welch N. Researching the rural-metropolitan health
differential using the social determinants of health. Aust J Rural
Health. 2000;8(5):254-60. https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1440-
1584.2000.00341.x

Carruth AK, Logan CA. Depressive symptoms in farm women: Effects
of health status and farming lifestyle characteristics, behaviors and
beliefs. J Community Health. 2002;27:213-28.  https://
doi.org/10.1023/A:1015267503655

Rostamabadi A, Mazloumi A, Foroushani AR. Work ability index
(WAI) and its health-related determinants among Iranian farmers
working in small farm enterprises. J Occup Health. 2014;56(6):478-
84. https://doi.org/10.1539/joh.14-0083-0a

Olowogbon TS, Yoder AM, Fakayode SB, Falola AO. Agricultural
stressors: Identification, causes and perceived effects among
Nigerian crop farmers. J Agromedicine. 2019;24(1):46-55. https://
doi.org/10.1080/1059924X.2018.1554103

Deci EL, Ryan RM. Hedonia, eudaimonia and well-being: An
introduction. J  Happiness  Stud.  2008;9:1-1.  https://
doi.org/10.1007/5s10902-006-9018-1

Huppert FA. Psychological well-being: Evidence regarding its causes
and consequences. Appl Psychol Health Well Being. 2009;1(2):137-
64. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1758-0854.2009.01008.x

Boulanger S, Gilman A, Deaville J, Pollock L. Farmers' stress survey.
Wales: Institute of Rural Health; 1999.

Bomble P, Lhungdim H. Mental health status of farmers in
Maharashtra, India: A study from farmer suicide prone area of
Vidarbha region. Clin Epidemiol Glob Health. 2020;8(3):684-8.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cegh.2020.01.005

Latack JC, Havlovic SJ. Coping with job stress: A conceptual
evaluation framework for coping measures. J Organ Behav. 1992;13
(5):479-508. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.4030130505

McShane CJ, Quirk F, Swinbourne A. Development and validation of
a work stressor scale for Australian farming families. Aust J Rural
Health. 2016;24(4):238-45. https://doi.org/10.1111/ajr.12262

Kearney JM, Gibney MJ, Livingstone BE, Robson PJ, Kiely M,
Harrington K. Attitudes towards and beliefs about nutrition and
health among a random sample of adults in the Republic of Ireland
and Northern lIreland. Public Health Nutr. 2001;4(5A):1117-26.
https://doi.org/10.1079/phn2001143

Liu X, Gu S, Duan S, Wu Y, Ye C, Wang J, et al. Comparative study on
health-related quality of life of farmers and workers. Value Health Reg
Issues. 2017;12:123-9. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.vhri.2017.03.010

Mcintyre B, Herren H, Wakhungu J, Watson R. Agriculture at a
crossroads: International assessment of agricultural knowledge,
science and technology for development. Washington (DC): Island
Press; 2009. http://www.agassessment.org

Cornally N, McCarthy G. Help-seeking behaviour: A concept analysis.

https://plantsciencetoday.online


https://plantsciencetoday.online
https://data.worldbank.org
http://www.ripublication.com
https://agriculture.hp.gov.in/
https://agriculture.hp.gov.in/
https://doi.org/10.1177/1440783308089166
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00127-013-0768-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00127-013-0768-9
https://doi.org/10.1111/soru.12041
https://doi.org/10.1093/occmed/52.8.471
https://doi.org/10.1093/occmed/kqp153
https://doi.org/10.1093/occmed/kqp153
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9523.00231
https://doi.org/10.2486/indhealth.44.6
https://doi.org/10.1175/JCLI-D-13-00715.1
https://doi.org/10.1175/JCLI-D-13-00715.1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2010.04.036
https://doi.org/10.1177/0020764005057216
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2018.08.001
https://www.tribuneindia.com/news/himachal/in-baddi-31-suicides-in-1-year-cops-flag-distressed-areas-365644/
https://www.tribuneindia.com/news/himachal/in-baddi-31-suicides-in-1-year-cops-flag-distressed-areas-365644/
https://www.tribuneindia.com/news/himachal/in-baddi-31-suicides-in-1-year-cops-flag-distressed-areas-365644/
https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-09874-230134
https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-09874-230134
https://doi.org/10.1037/1072-5245.11.3.270
https://doi.org/10.1038/nclimate1811
https://doi.org/10.1038/nclimate1811
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1440-1584.2009.01078.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2017.01.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2017.01.009
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00127-008-0374-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00127-008-0374-5
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1440-1584.2000.00341.x
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1440-1584.2000.00341.x
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1015267503655
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1015267503655
https://doi.org/10.1539/joh.14-0083-oa
https://doi.org/10.1080/1059924X.2018.1554103
https://doi.org/10.1080/1059924X.2018.1554103
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-006-9018-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-006-9018-1
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1758-0854.2009.01008.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cegh.2020.01.005
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.4030130505
https://doi.org/10.1111/ajr.12262
https://doi.org/10.1079/PHN2001143
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.vhri.2017.03.010
http://www.agassessment.org

40.

41.

42.

43.

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

Int J Nurs Pract. 2011;17(3):280-8. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1440-
172X.2011.01936.x

Brew B, Inder K, Allen J, Thomas M, Kelly B. The health and wellbeing
of Australian farmers: A longitudinal cohort study. BMC Public Health.
2016;16:1-1. https://doi.org/10.1186/512889-016-3840-8

Terrazas SR, McCormick A. Coping strategies that mitigate against
symptoms of depression among Latino farmworkers. Hisp J Behav
Sci. 2018;40(1):57-72. https://doi.org/10.1177/0739986317754081

Polain JD, Berry HL, Hoskin JO. Rapid change, climate adversity and
the next ‘big dry”: Older farmers' mental health. Aust J Rural Health.
2011;19(5):239-43. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1440-1584.2011.01223.x

Thoits PA. Stress, coping and social support processes: Where are
we? What next? J Health Soc Behav. 1995:53-79. https://
doi.org/10.2307/2626957

Carver CS, Scheier MF, Weintraub JK. Assessing coping strategies: A
theoretically based approach. J Pers Soc Psychol. 1989;56(2):267.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.56.2.267

Department of Agriculture and Farmers Welfare. Annual reports and
departmental notifications [Internet]. New Delhi: Ministry of
Agriculture and Farmers Welfare, Government of India; 2025.
https://agriwelfare.gov.in/en/Annual

Department of Rural Development. Socio-economic and caste
census (SECC) [Internet]. New Delhi: Ministry of Rural Development,
Government of India; 2025. https://secc.dord.gov.in/

Yamane T. Statistics: An introductory analysis. 2nd ed. Harper and
Row; 1967.

Wilson CJ, Deane FP, Ciarrochi J, Rickwood D. Measuring help-
seeking intentions: Properties of the general help seeking
questionnaire. Can J Couns. 2005;39(1):1-28.

Zimet GD, Dahlem NW, Zimet SG, Farley GK. The multidimensional
scale of perceived social support. J Pers Assess. 1988;52(1):30-41.
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327752jpa5201_2

Hagen BN, Albright A, Sargeant J, Winder CB, Harper SL, Os’ullivan
TL, et al. Research trends in farmers’ mental health: A scoping
review of mental health outcomes and interventions among
farming populations worldwide. PLoS One. 2019;14(12):e0225661.

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0225661

51. DaghaghYazd S, Wheeler SA, Zuo A. Key risk factors affecting farmers’
mental health: A systematic review. Int J Environ Res Public Health.
2019;16(23):4849. https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph 16234849

52. Tang Z, Feng S, Lin J. Depression and its correlation with social
support and health-promoting lifestyles among Chinese university
students: A cross-sectional study. BMJ Open. 2021;11(7):e044236.
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2020-044236

53. Cui Y. Relationship between social support and life satisfaction
among college students: The mediation of hope. Int J Learn Teach.
2022;8(1):59-63. https://doi.org/10.18178/ijlt.8.1.59-63

54. Deegan A, Dunne S. An investigation into the relationship between
social support, stress and psychological well-being in farmers. J
Community Psychol. 2022;50(7):3054-69. https://doi.org/10.1002/
jcop.22802

55. Connor-Smith JK, Flachsbart C. Relations between personality and
coping: A meta-analysis. J Pers Soc Psychol. 2007;93(6):1080.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.93.6.1080

Additional information

Peer review: Publisher thanks Sectional Editor and the other anonymous
reviewers for their contribution to the peer review of this work.

Reprints & permissions information is available at https://
horizonepublishing.com/journals/index.php/PST/open_access_policy

Publisher’s Note: Horizon e-Publishing Group remains neutral with regard to
jurisdictional claims in published maps and institutional affiliations.

Indexing: Plant Science Today, published by Horizon e-Publishing Group, is
covered by Scopus, Web of Science, BIOSIS Previews, Clarivate Analytics,
NAAS, UGC Care, etc

See https://horizonepublishing.com/journals/index.php/PST/
indexing_abstracting

Copyright: © The Author(s). This is an open-access article distributed under
the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License, which permits
unrestricted use, distribution and reproduction in any medium, provided the
original author and source are credited (https://creativecommons.org/
licenses/by/4.0/)

Publisher information: Plant Science Today is published by HORIZON e-
Publishing Group with support from Empirion Publishers Private Limited,
Thiruvananthapuram, India.

Plant Science Today, ISSN 2348-1900 (online)


https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1440-172X.2011.01936.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1440-172X.2011.01936.x
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12889-016-3840-8
https://doi.org/10.1177/0739986317754081
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1440-1584.2011.01223.x
https://doi.org/10.2307/2626957
https://doi.org/10.2307/2626957
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.56.2.267
https://agriwelfare.gov.in/en/Annual
https://secc.dord.gov.in/
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327752jpa5201_2
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0225661
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph16234849
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2020-044236
https://doi.org/10.18178/ijlt.8.1.59-63
https://doi.org/10.1002/jcop.22802
https://doi.org/10.1002/jcop.22802
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.93.6.1080
https://horizonepublishing.com/journals/index.php/PST/open_access_policy
https://horizonepublishing.com/journals/index.php/PST/open_access_policy
https://horizonepublishing.com/journals/index.php/PST/indexing_abstracting
https://horizonepublishing.com/journals/index.php/PST/indexing_abstracting
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

