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Extent of Contact of Extension Agency with the Farmers

V. S, SUBRAMANYAN' and C. LAKSHMANNA?

ABSTARCT

Extension contact of Village Level Waeorkers (V. L. W.) with farmers was
more than Agricultural Extension Officer or Block Development Officer, Their contact
appears to be more with farmers of higher status and education. The contacts were
generally confined to roadside or market place than farm or home.

INTRODUCTION

It is admitted by all concerned that
the contact of extension agency
can greatly accelerate the adoption of
agricultural practices. But the evidence
to indicate the exact extent of this
influence is hot much. To gain precise
knowledge, this study was carried out
with the specific objective of deter-
mining the extent of contacts between
the extension agents and the culti-
vators. Lionberger (1952) concluded
that contacts with formal and informal
agencies were significantly related to
the adoption of practices. Dhaliwal
and Sohal (1965) observed that fre-
quency of contacts with extension
agency was significantly related to the
adoption of agricultural practices, They
also stated that extension agency had
concentrated its contacts with farmers
having high educational and economical
status. Roy et a/ (1958) found that
the cultivators had more contacts with
village level workers and that the rela-

tionship between adoption and exten-
sion contact was positive, serving
as a useful prediction of adoption
behaviour.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

The Community Development Block,
Thiruvidaimarudur in Thanjavur district,
provided locale for this study. The
block was selected on the basis of two
considerations vi/z., physical facilities
needed for the investigator and resorce-
fulness and potentiality of the block.
The data were collected by personal
interviews with a random sample of
120 heads of farming families. A spe-
cially structured and pretested schedule
was developed. Respondents were clas-
sified into two adoption categories i. e.,
high adopters and low adopters based
on the adoption score obtained by them
in the manner explained hereunder.

“Adoption of a practice for three or
more Yyears, two years and one year
was suitably quantified by arbitrarily
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assigning a score value of six, two and
one respectively. Fourteen farm pra-
ctices were selected. One could get a
maximum score of 84 on this basis.
Farmers whose adoption score was 37
and above, were rated as high adopters
while those scoring less than 37 were
categorised as low adopters.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The personal contact of extension
agency is proved to be the best exten-
sion method to help the farmers in
adopting the innovations. The extent
to which farmers establish contacts

(Vol. 62, No. 10—12

with the members of the extension

staff largely determines the adoption
of recommended package of practices
in any given area.

It is observed that Village Level
worker (VLW) contacts all farmers
whereas the Agricultural Extension
Officer (AEQ), the Block Development
Officer (BDO) had contacts with 40
and 21 farmers respectively. The
VLW is in charge of a limited
area of about two villages and it is
therefore, possible for him to contact
all the farmers of his circle (Table 1).

ot

Table 1. Extent of extension agent's contact i
}
Adopters
- Chi-square
RAteNe oMo a RS Low N=63 High N=57 value g
% %
Village level worker (120) 52.5 (63) 47.5 (57) 0.30 NS ‘
| il Agricultural Extension Officer (40) 7.5 (3) 92.5 (37)  28.90 ** ‘
| ¥
Block Development Officer (21) 9.5.(2) 90.5 (19) 12.20.¢F

** Significent at 0,01 level, d.f.=1.

Figures in parentheses indicate the number of farmers

It is a common belief that the ex-

|
NS-Not significant at 0.01 level. ; | i
|
|
\
\
{

tension agency makes frequent contacts
with farmers of high status. Here
higher may mean one or more factors

In the case of A. E. O and B.D.O the
chi-square values indicate a statisti-
cally significant association with adop-
ter categories. The null hypothesis that

these two extension agents meet the
farmers irrespective of the farmers

status and position is not validated. It
means that there is some association

like ownership of large size farm, more

income, higher education and upper
| caste. The data in the same table will
" be useful to analyse the fact.
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tension in the contact of these agents with To know whether V. L. W has
doption adopter categories. such discrimination in contacting far-
actices mers as in the case of A.E.O and B.D.O,
_ Hhe A.E.Ohcontacts 4f0 ‘fl?)rmgrs. It additional data regarding the degree
is observed that out o adopters of contact with individual farmers are
contacted by A.EO, 92,5 percent of required. The level of V.L.W con-
Level them are high adopters anq 9n|y 7._5 ta6ris Farmish in Table 2:
armers per cent are low adopters. Similarly, in
ension the case of B.D.O who contacts 21 far- The value of chi-square gives a
Kieare ol mers, 90.5 per cent of them are high statistically significant association bet-
Tl adopters and only 9.5 per cent are low ween degree of contact and adopter
| adopters. It appears that these two category. The null hypothesis that the
The ’ agents, namely A.E.O and B.D.O devote V. L. W is having some degree of con-
mited more attention towards high adopters tact with both high and low adopter is
it is whohappen to possess higher status as rejected here. It indicates that there
Hitaot f found in another related part of this is discrimination in the degree of con-
" b study and their contact with low adop- tact of V. L. W from high to low adop-
g i ters is negligibles. ter category (Table 2).
1 Table 2. Level of Viilage Level worker's contact and adopter category
Percentage of farmers under
Frequency of contacts Low adopter High adopter
: category Gategory
:
{.’ Very rarely (1.3 visits per month) Mep () 1:8w1(1)
{ Once in a way (1 visit per week) 76.1 (48) 22.8 (13)
f Now and then (2-3 visits per week) 6.4 (4) 26.3 (15)
{
Quite frequently (4-5 visits per week) 6.4 (4) 26.3 (15)
B
L Very frequently (6-7 visits per week) — 22.8 (13)
{ Total 100.00 (63) 100.00 (57)
£
i
he i Xt 49.88. Significant at 0.01 level d.f =3
ti-
5 Under the highest degree of contact adopters. When the degree of con-
o ‘very frequently’ it is interesting to tact ascends from ‘very rarely, to
note that 22.8 per cent of high adop- ‘very frequently’, there is correspond-
e ters and none of low adopters fall ing increase in the percentage of high
'S under this degree of contact. In ano- adopters of the respective degrees of
It ther low degree of contact ‘once in a contact. On the contrary, there is
n way’, there are 76.1 per cent of low decrease in the percentage of low ado-

adopters and 22.8 per fcent of high

pters as degree of contact increases.
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rad
It can, therefore be concluded that The A.E.O cotacts majority of the high ﬁ 0
V.L.W devotes more attention towards adopters, (65.6 per cent) in block office i 1
h!gh YT O < ale generaHy while he meets all the three low adop- !‘*
:ggleyrs'educated and; |frgs: stEekiRin ters in respondent’s house. The V.LW ;
; meets most of the high adopters ac— |
The B.D.O contacts all the high ado- counting for 57.9 per cent and nearly ;
pters excepting one as well as the two all the low adopters (92 per cent) on " |
low adopters in block office (Table 3). the road side of market place. |
TABLE 3. Place of contact of farmers by different agents (
Percentage of farmers contacted at : q
Adopter category i Respondent’s Respondent’s Change Block Road side, e 7
house farm agent Office  market
residence place etc. 1]
- A
B DI O |
High adopters 5.3 (1) —— — 94.7 (18) — ‘
Low adopters — — — 100.0 (2) -
A, E O, :
High adopters 18.9 (7) 5.4(2) — 65.6 (25) 8.1 (3) g R
Low adopters 100.0 (3) — — — —
V. L. W. g
High adopters 33.3 (19) 5.3 (3) — - 3i5((2) 57.9(33)
L.ow adopters 3.2 (2) 1.6 (1) 3,2(2) - 92.0 (58) k
Figures in parenthesis indicate number of farmers
It is thus evident that the V. L. W REFERENCES
contacts majority of the farmers on the LIONBERGER, H.F. 1952. Diffusion of farm ;
road side or market place while the and home information as an area of social

research, Rural Sociolo 17 :132-144.
number of contacts of the other two e

agents with farmers either in the farm
or home are found to be less. To what

DHALIWAL, A. J.S. and T.S. SOHAL. 1965
Extension contacts in relation to adoption
of agricultural practices and socio economi-

extent the Vi“age Level Worker’s con- cal status of farmers. /Ind. J. Ext, Edu. %
tacts on the road side and market place :68-62.
* could be effective, offers scope for ROY, P., F. C. FLIEGAL, J. E. KIVLIN, ‘and
“ further research. L. K. SEN. 1958, Agricultural Innovations

\} Among Indian Farmers, National Institute
of Community Development, Hyderabad-30.
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