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IIETRGDUC2I0II

Significant improvement In Indian agriculture 

which contribute about 50 per cent of the national economy 

was made through tlio agricultural development prograsnee 

introduced In tho first decade of planning. She Community 

Development Erojeeto, Irrigation Brojocto etc.. implemented 

helped in increasing agricultural production. The index of 

agricultural production rose to 155 by tho end of Second 

Pive Tear ELan. Tho Intensive Agricultural District Programme 

followed by the Intensive Agricultural Area Programme were 

formulated to contribute rapid increase in agricultural pro­

duction through the concentrated efforts and intensive use of 

resources in areas which were congenial for increasing 

agricultural production. Emphasis was given to tho package 

of improved practices to bring about significant increases 

in yield. With tho advent of Bigi Yielding Varieties of orops 

in Wheat and Baddy an ambitious programme for increasing food 

production which is known as High Yielding Varieties Brogram. e 

was initiated.
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In Kerala, which is not self sufficient in food 

grains, the above progrsanoa did not produce the anticipated 

results. Baaed on tho assessment of the agricultural pro gra­

nnie s in the State tho authorities have drawn a conclusion 

that increase in agricultural production can be made only 

through intensive participation of majority of cultivators 
in the development programmes.

In Kerala rico is cultivated in contiguous areas 
which are known as 'Yela* or * rhdasekharans'. The realisation 

of tho importance in orguiislng Biddy cultivation on 'Yela* 

basis resulted in the starting of an ’Yela' production 

pro gramme towards the middle of 1971 which was on improvement 

on the Intensive Agricultural District Era grama already 

implemented. This programme enforced uniform cultivation 

practices to bo followed by the farmers in an 'Yola*. It 

also envisages that the farmers in the ’Yola* will act jointly 

in the procurement and timely application of inputs as well as 

the adoption of improved form practices. It was accepted that

uniformity of cultivation in the 'Yela' will be helpful in
/substantially increasing tho paddy production. The implemen­

tation of tho programme required systematic and almoat day-to-day
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advice to the farmers on tbs science of cultivation. Ehia 

programme organised on *Yola' basis la knoun aa Intensive 

Kiddy Development Progr'anne". It la under one Junior Agricul­

tural Officer. Shis programme has been extended during tho 

fifth fiva year plan. Encouraged by the Impact of these unitB 

the Government decided to have similar Special Package Brogranaea 

for tho other important crops like Coconut and Popper. At 

present the total number of such units in the state is as 

detailed below:-

Hatae of Cron Ko. of units uuto 1979

Biddy 489

Coconut 95

Popper 12

Heed for the study

She State Planning Board has made an evaluation study 

on Intensive Biddy Development Programme in 1977. She results 

revealed that the per hectare yield and Income of the farmers 

in Intensive Biddy Development Units were higher by only 10 

per coat than the other areas. Shey have also pointed out that 

uniform cultural practices have not been undertaken in this 

programme areas and they have concluded the Intensive Biddy
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Development Programme did not bring about any break through 

in rico production*

Ealeel (1973) in a study on tho impact of 

Intonoive Baddy Develop ent Programme in Kerala concluded 

that high adopters of improved agricultural practices were 

more in the Intensive Biddy Development area than in the 

non Intenoivo Paddy DevolOEdent area. Tho study revealed 

that tho farmers in tho Intensive Paddy Development area 

gained more knowledge about subject matter and also the 

extent of participation of farmers in agricultural extension 

programme wore more in the Intensive Paddy Development area 

than in non Intensive Biddy Development area. He identified 

non-availability of innuto in time as tho most important 

constraint. So far no study has boon undertaken to find out 

the response of such Special Package Ifcogramnes on other 

crops. Hence this study has been formulated to make a com­

parative study on tho farmers’ rosponsee to tho different 

Special Baokago Programmes of tho different crops.

Objectives

The specific objectives of the study ore :

1. To study the farmers knowledge and attitude towards the
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package programme

2. To study the attitude of Junior Agricultural Officers 

towards the {vogranses.

3. To study the effectiveness of the programmes.

4. To Identify the1 constraints in the successful functioning 

of the programmes ae perceived by both farmers and Junior 

Agricultural Officers.

Scone & Limitation

The study will help in assessing the response towards 

the three types of package programmes in Kerala. With nnesrlj 

498 Intensive Biddy Development Units, 93 Coconut package 

Units and 12 Pepper package units, it is rather impossible 

for the investigator to cover all the units for the study 

due to limitation of time and resources. Hence tho study 

was limited to 2 Intensive Ehddy Development Units selected 

at random from Calicut district, 2 Coconut Package Units out 

of 93 Units end 1 Popper J&ckage Unit out of tho 12 units 
selected at random ikon all over Kerala. However, maximum 

efforts have bocn taken to cake the study as objective 

as possible.
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2HE0REDICAL ORIEIRATICli

She selection of essential charactoriistico for 

explaining or napping out a social phenomenon requires placing 

the problem in some conceptual scheme and linking it up with 

the existing findings in tho area of study. This serves 

as a basis in deciding the kind of variables to be included, 

kind of data to be collected and helps In summarising what 

is already known regarding the problem under investigation. 

Shis chapter explains tho theoretical perceptive adopted for 

this study and tries to link it with tho relevant findings 

of other related research studies which formed tho basis for 

tho determination of the appropriate aspects for this study. 

Response

Response, which is the concern of this study, is viewed 

as tho outcome prouuccd in or by an orga nanism when con­

fronted with a stlnmluo. The Dictionary of Behavioural 

Sciences defines response as any ovort or covert behaviour. 

The2e can be infinite types of responses like understanding, 

acceptance or reaction, mental or physical responses etc.
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LW * XTdbts (1977) lias claaeifiod responses as confirming and

discontinuing* Tho mot confirming responses are direct
!

acknowledgement, positive feoling, clarifying rosponses,

agreeing responses anti oupportivo roaponsos. She moot
, i*"discontinuing responses ore tangential, impersonal, unprovlous, 

irrolevent, interrupting, incopherent, and incongruous. In 

a farmer’a situation,' tho ultimate confirming overt response
iwhen they are confronted with an applicable improved agri-
I

cultural practice is the adoption of that practice. There
'!will be other responses before the final adoption takes place. 

These responses are mostly covert. The most important covert 

responses that can be produced by an agricultural development
II

programme like the one that is under Btudy arc tho change
'i

in knowledge and attitude. Changes in knowledge and attitude
i

are possible only when tho formers ore effectively participa­

ting in a programme. Participation which is tho first 

stop will lead to mors knowledge which will produce favourable 

attitude conducivo for adoption. Droper participation, know­
ledge and attitude uhich will result in adoption con thus be 

considered as responses and hence indicators of effectiveness
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of tho package programmes. The total period of imple­

mentation of a progKimB in an area may have a direct 

bearing on tho farmers participation, knowledge, attitude 

and adoption. Tho more tho poriod, tho more can bo the 

participation, knowledge otc. Honce it WMS postulated 

that farmers participation in the programae for agricul­

tural development, knowledge, attitude end adoption will 

vary according to the period of implementation of the 

programme. Similarly there can bo difference in the farmers 

response to the coconut development programmes in the 

'Hoot Wilt • disease affected area and disoaeo free 

areas. It can bo anticipated that formers in 'Hoot wilt* 

affected area may more effectively participate in order to 

get more yield from tkoir affected palms.

Results of reported studied which substantiate
&the above are reviewd below >i f,

r̂ofirarame participation

There are only very few etudiec which reported 

programme participation. Rogers and Shoemaker (1971) 

defined participation as the degree to which members of a
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social aye ten arc Involved In the docisalon malting proceaa. 

Ihoy stated that tho Intensity of participation influences 

the decision uniting of tho individual. Esthak and Dargan 

(1971) in their study showed that acceptance of improved 

practices had association with the cultivators participation 

in tho programme.

She above review of tho limited studies which 

considered tho farmers participation in the programme

substantiates that tho intensity of participalon will have
o

\ direct positive influence dn adoption which is tho ultimate 

oxpected response from the f armors. In this study programme 

participation is considered as a first typo of reuponoo 

whioh will have direct and positive relationship with adoption.

Knowledge

Farmer's participation in a package programme for 

agricultural development will increase his knowledge about 

the improved agricultural practices wlwh aro propagated 

by the officials of the programme. A knowledge of the 

important aopecto of tho programme itself will be tho result
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of -tho programme participation. As reported by Hajumdar 
and ikjumdar (1967) tho knowledge of block development 
activities vas algalflraitly associated with adoption.

Similarly a largo number of studios reported 
the relationship between knowledge of technical subject 

matter of a practice and ito adoption. Johnson and 
Haver (1953), Williams (1968) and Rogers and Havens (1961) 
opined that knowledge played an important role in adoption 
and decision making process. Srander and Strau (1959) 
concluded that over adoption ocaured from insufficient end 
incorrect knowledge of the innovations. 3ose (1964) reported 
the positive relationship of knowledge of innovation with 
adoption. Dasgupta (1965)» Shankaraih (1965) and Hair (1969) 
Btated that knowledge on improved practices influenced the 
adoption of farm Innovations. Singh (1969) and Singh and 
Singh (1970) found that tho knowledge on package of practices 
significantly contributed to the adoption behaviour of 
farmers. Choubey (1972) also reported that higher the 
technological knowledge of a firmer, more was the level of 
adoption of technology of high yloldlng wheat varieties.
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llalhotra et a], (1974) concluded that technical knowledge was 

significantly correlated with adoption. According to Sharaa 

and Hair (1974). knowledge on improved practices for high 
yielding varieties of paddy was positively and significantly 

related with adoption. Prasad (1976) proved the positive and 

significant relationship of the knowledge on improved rice 
culture with adoption behaviour of farmers. 5?he Btudy by 

Kaleel (1976) also showed significant and positive relationship 
betveon gain in knowledge and adoption. Plllal (1976) in his 

study found the positive relationship of knowledge with adoption.
She above reviews substantiated the fact that 

knowledge about tho important aspects of the development progra­

mme and the degree of,knowledge about tho subject matteri
propagated by tho package programme will influence final 
adoption which is the end result anticipated through the 

programme under study. Hence in this etudy knowledge about 
tho programme and tho knowledge about improved agricultural 
practices were considered as farmers responses which will have 
relationship with adoption of improved agricultural practices 
by thorn.
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Attitude

Attitude, tiie positive or negative effect of an 

individual towards an object, idea or individual Eire tenden­

cies or predispositions to act in a certain way when the

individual receives certain stimuli. It lias been shown byi
innumerable researchers in different situations to be rolated 

with behaviour of an individual. Persons involvement in a 

programme will result in tho creation of a favourable or 

unfavourable attitude towards the programmes. When the 

attitude of a person aro known then it is possible to indicate 

his probable reactions to certain stimuli. The more favourable 

the attitude of an individual towards tho programme, the more 

will be has participation which will lead to more adoption.

ffhe study by Rai (1965) revealed that adopters of 

new ideas had favourable attitwle towards Government programo. 

Singh et oj, (1966) found tliat tho farmer's attitude towards 

the package programme had positive and significant influence 

on tho level of adoption of package of practicos. Hijumdor 

and Hajuodar (1967) concluded that attitude was significantly 

relatAdn with adoption. Erased (1978) in hie study found



positive and significant relationship between attitude of 

farmers towards functional literacy programme rolated with 

agriculture and adoption behaviour.
'i

Similarly the attitude of the officialo of the 

programme towards tho programme iteolf will influence the
i

effectiveness of the programmo. Sho researcher has not 

come accross with any previous study which considered this 

aspect.

Constraints
i

She final response io. adoption of recommended 

practices may not toko place even when there i3 high partici­

pation, positive attitude and bettor knowledge. Share can be
I

many constraints which ore important in a particular place 

and time which may hinder the final adoption as pointed out 

by many research workers.

Rai (1965) in a study on tho diffusion of information
Ii

aid farmer's response in respect of hybrid maize, found 

financo was the most important reasons for non-adoption. 

According to 3aoram end Capner (1968) lack of knowledge and 

lack of finance woroiithe main reasons for non-adoption of

13
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tho recommended practice. Earamoswaran (1973) proved that 
lack of knowledge, poor efficiency, unsuitability of soil 

and lack of oonviction among the fhrmcrs wore the important 
reasons for non adoption of the package programme. Reports 
of Anbalagon (1974) alao showed lack of knowledge and lack 

of conviction wore tho min reasons for non-adoption of 
package of practices for High Yielding Varieties of paddy. 
Viswanathan (1975) in hio study found high cost of cultivation 
as tho limiting factor in the adoption process. Pillai (197B) 

found lack of technical guidance. Inadequate financial assist- 
ancc_,lack of knowlcdgo art! non-availability of materials as 

the main reasons for tho non adoption of soil conservation 

measures by tho farmers of Kerala. In the study of Kaleel 

(1976) non availability of inputs In time ranked first by 

farmers followed by lack of irrigation facllitia, lack of 

credit facilities, hi|{Ji labour consumption, lack of support 
price for paddy and lack of adoauate narkoting facilities. 
Eajendran (1978) identified ihc high coat involved in tho 
adoption as tho most important problem among the small 
paduy growers of Kerala. Untimely and inadequate supply
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and services, lack of awareness, lack of adequate akill 

etc., were also found to bo important constraints. According 

to tho reports of Kerala Stato Planning Board (19(771) the 

main hurdles in the implementation of I ED Programme were 

non cooperation, indifference of farmers on account of 

excessive fragmentation of holding end tho spirit of indivi­

dualism prevaling among thomoolveo, She otbor problos were
A

lack of irrigation and drainage facilities, high cost and risk 

in ITYV cultivation, more office work for tho agricultural 

officers, lack of funds and lack of coordination.

She above review indicated the existence of 

different types of constraints that hindor tho adoption. Any 

study on tho response of tho package programme should try to 

identify very objectively ouch constraints which hindor in 

producting tho ultimate expected response of that programme 

in fermor3.

The conceptual schema of tho present study explained 

above can be Qumnarisod ao follows:

1. An agricultural development programme will produce convert 

and ovort responses in farmers in the programme area.



F I G I c o h c ep t u a l  f r a m e  for the  st u d y  o f

FARMERS RESPOHSE OF PAC.VCAGK PR0 6RAMMES



1 6

2. Programme participation, knowledge about tho programs, 

knowledge about improved practices, attitude towards the 

programme and adoption of improved agricultural practices 

can be considered as farmers responses towards the 

package programme1

3. JVogranEte officials attitude towards tho programme will 

have influence on the farmer's responses.

4. There arc many constraints that hinder tho production of 

those responses,

The above schoao is presented diagramatically in 

Figure 1.

Coneopts

1. Package nroCTanaa

' Package programme ' are Government programmes which 

are intensivo and iatocded for making the farmers aware of 

the improved agricultural practices and helping them to 

adopt the same for different crops. Tho different programmes 

are (1) Intensive paddy development programme (2) Coconut 

package programme and (3) Boppor package programme

2. Response

Response is the change brought out in both covert
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and overt ‘behaviour of on Individual throufji the efforts 

of tho package programmes.

3. fo«nfiiTini[H]a participation

Srogramme participation is the involvement of the 

farmers in the developmental activities carried out through 

the various packago programmes.

4. S r̂ifrpamae knowledge

Erogramme knowledge is the farmers ' awareness of 

package unite, activities etc., of the*package programes*.

5. Knowledge about improved practices

The awareness of farmers regarding scientific 

cultivation praoticea recomondud by the Kerala Agricultural 

University for paddy, coconut and pepper.

6. Attitude towards the programme
I

Tho degree of positive or negative feeling of the 

farmers and Junior Agricultural Officers towards the package 

programmes.

7. Adoption

Adoption /.a tho ovort behaviour of the farmers in 

following the improved agrioultuX&l practices as pur the 

recommendations of Kerala Agricultural University.
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Hypotheses

Based on tho above, the following hypotheses were 

formulated .

A. Birtloination

1. Tliero would be significant difference in the IPD programme 

participation between tho farmers of tho programme arena

with more than five years of implementation and leas than five 

years of implementation.

2. There would he significant difference in participation in 

the coconut packago activities between the farmers of tho 

coconut package units of the disease affected and disease free 

areas.

3. There would he significant difference in the package programs 

participation by the femora in the different types of package 

programmes.

4. Farmers' programme participation would have significant 

influence on their adoption behaviour.

B. Brogramme knowledge

1. There would be significant difference in the knowledge 

about IED programme botveen the farmers of thelH) Units over 

five ye ora and loss than five years of Implementation.

2, There would he significant difference in the knowlodgo about 

CP programme between tho farmers of tho C P  Unit of tho aiseaso
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affected areas and the die ease free area a.

3. Shore would he (significant difference in tho knowledge 

regarding the packago programno among the farmers of the 

different typeo of package areas.

4. Barmers programme knowledge would have significant influence 

on their adoption bohaviour.

C. Knowledrto on improved practices

1. Shore would he oifpaificant difference in the knowledge 

of improved practices of paddy cultivation botwoen tho 

farmers of the IED units over five years and less than five 

years of implemontation.

2. There would he significant difference in the knowledge of 

improved practices of coconut cultivation between farmers 

of the OP units of the disease affected areas and disease 

free areaB.

3. There would be significant difference in the knowledge of 

improved praotices of cultivation between the formers of the 

programme areas and non programme areas.

4. There would bo significant difference in tho knowledge on 

improved practices of cultiv tion among the farmers of bho 

different types of package areas.
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5. Ihnaors knowledge about Improved cultivation practices 

would have significant influence on their adoption beliaviour.

D. Attitude

1. There would bo oignificant difference in attitude towards 

tho packago grogramme among the farmers of the different 

typos of package programos.

2. There would be significant difference in attitude towards 

the IED programne botwoon the formara of the IED units over 

five years of implementation and less than five years of 

implementation.

3. There would bo significant difference in attitude towards 

CE programme betwoen tho farmers of tho disease affected area 

and disease free area.

4. Farmers attitude towards the package programmes would 

have significant influence on their adoption behaviour



METHODOLOGY
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HmioDoioGy

la this chapter the details regarding the location 

of the study, procedure followed in- selecting the oanple, 

the details of empirical measurements used, methods followed 

in the collection of data and the statistical procedures 

used for analysis of the data are presented.

I. Location

The study was un3or taken in Kerala.

II. Selection of sample

A. Programme Units and former Respondents

Tho study required data from the Intensive Baddy 

Development Units (IED), Coconut Package Units (CP) and 

Eeppor Package Units (PP). She following procedures wore 

adopted to select the sample of IBD, CP and PP Unixs. 

a) Selection of Intensive mddv development programmo units 

It was hypothesised that the to .al period of imple­

mentation of tho IED programme would have relationship with



22

tho response of the programme. So toot this, at was 

necessary to select IK) Units with different durations*

A two stag© sampling wao used to select the IED units.

In the first stage a district, Calicut was selected by 

random process. A list of all the IED Units in Calicut 

district started from 1971 to 1978 was prepared. Theoe 

units were stratified into tho following two strata.

1. Ehooe started during 1971-74

2. Those started during 1975-76

Proa each stratum one unit wao selected by 

random method. Ebo IPD Units thus selected wero the 

following.
1571-74 Strata 

Chelannur 

1975-78 Strata 

Kovoor

b8 Selection of control rrouo for Intensive Ihddy Dovelojj- 

nent pro.- rateca

In order to quantify the response of IED prograsrao 

it was necessary to compare these units with other paddy 

areas not covered by tho programme and which were similar
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to tho selected IED Unite in all other respects. This was 

necessary because it wao not possible to obtain objective 

data of all aopocts pertaining to tho period prior to the 

starting of the IED Erogranre.

A list ofmn-IED villages in Calicut district whore 

the predominant crop was paddy and which were similar to the 

agro-clioatic, sociological and infra atiucturo conditions 

prevailing in the selected 12D Units wore prepared. Fran this 

list one village 'Ifarikunni* was selected by random procosa.

c) Selection of farmers

A liat of all paddy growing farmers in the three 

selected areao wore prepared. Eton each list, 50 farmers 

wore selected by the random sampling process yielding a total 

of 90 respondents as follows.

Area Ifataa of group Ho. of farmors

1. Chelannur 12D Unit Group A 30
(1971-74)

2. Kovoor IED Unit Group 3 30
>1975-76)

3. Harikuimi Group C 30
(. Hon-IED area)



d) Coconut mckakg unite and farmer respondents

As it was anticipated that there would difference 

in the response towards the CP programme between the farmers of 

Root wilt disease free areas and disease affected areas* Samples 

from both these areas were selected. For this the CP Units 

were classified into two groups as (1) CP Unit in disease free 

areas and (2) CP Unit m  disease affected areas* Prom those two 

groups one unit each wao selected by simple random sampling 

process. Thus Ballichsl unit of Trivandrum diotrlct represented 

tho disease free area and Ifattakom unit of Eottayam diotrlct 

represented tho diseased affected area* From tho Hot of Coconut 

farmers of these areas, 30 farmers each wore selected by random 

method. Respondents of Ibllichal and ftattakom units were termed 

as group D and E respectively*

e) Selection of control groups for Coconut packago nropxaaaia

From a list of non coconut package villages of the 

districts from where the packago unite were aeleteu* which were 

similar to Coconut package areas in all other respects, two 

villages Neyyattihkara and Haelamporoor were selected by random* 

From these villages, 1 5  farmers each were selected which formed 

the control group. They were named as group F and Group G 

respectively.
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f) Banner oackano units and farmer reapondenls

She total number of pepper package umto functioning 

in Kerala at the time of thia study was only twelve. From this 

by aim pie random sampling process one unit Kodencherry pepper 

package unit in Calicut district was selected.

From the list of pepper growers in this unit, 30 were 

selected by simple random sampling process which formed the 

group H.

g) Selection of control croup for Benner package progrraEse

From the list of non-pepper package areas, which were 

similar to the selected pepper package area in all other respects 

one village, the 'tianipuram* was selected as the control area. 

From this village 50 farcers (Group I) were oelected by random 

sampling process.

Thus a total number of £40 farmer respondents wore 

selected Eyoa the different package areas and control areas 

as detailed below.

Sable 1. Respondents! selected £ron different areas

_ . Respondents from Respondents fromType of unit pro gramma areas control areas

25

IH> 1971—74 strata 30 (Group a )
1ED 1975-78 strata 30 (Group B) 30 (Group 0)
CP Unit (disease free area) 30 (Group D) 15 (Group F)
CP unit ( fiiseaseaffected ^  (Group E) 15 (Group G)

Pepper package 30 (Group H) 30 (Group 1)



26

B. Selection of Officers
The objectives of tho present study Included

tho study of attitude of Junior Agricultural Officers towards 

tho package programmes and also the study on the effectiveness 

of the package programmes as percoived by tho Junior Agri­

cultural Officers (J.A.Os*). For this a sample had to be 

selected from among tho JAOs' working in the package units.

Eron the 489 intensive paddy development units 

functioning at present in Korala, 100 were selected by means 

of simple random sampling process with the help of the list 

available at the Directorate of Agriculture. Tho JAOs* of 

these 100 units wore solected as respondents for IED Progra­

mme. Tho JAOs* of all the 93 coconut package units wore 

solected as respondents for tho CP Erogramne and the 12 JAOs' 

of the popper package units wore selected qb respondents for 

PP Programme. The total number of Offloor respondents thus 

solected were 205.

III. Empirical tfcaourononts

1. Attitude towards tho programme

There arc difforont techniques for measuring atti­

tude such as Idkert Llothod, Thrustane technique, Scalogram 

analysis etc. Scalogran technique was adopted in this ttudy



to select statements for a seals to measure attitude towards 

the package programmes, Che following procedure^ was used in 

following the scalogran technique.

Chrough discussion with farmers and JAOs, a large 

number of statements were solected regarding the three packago 

programmes. In order to obtain unidimensional scale, these 

statements were edited and modified rising the technique expla­

ined by Edwards (1957). Chuo eight statements were selected 

which had homogeneous content. She statements were presented 

to tho experts of the College of Agriculture, Vellayani for 

obtaining their opinion on hooogenity of content of these

statements a M  the relative position of the statements in a
£

continuum from most favourable to lca3t favourable. Based on 

Judgements, four positive and two negative statements wore 

solected.

Seating the unldliaonoionmlity

In testing tho unidiEonaiomlity of the selected six 

statements, tho Guttmn method of analysis explained by Edwards 

(1957) was followed. Chose six statements were presented to 60 

respondents to indicate tLeir degree of a^soroont or disagreement 

for each statement. Che responses wore obtained on a four point
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continuum ranging from Gtrongly agree to strongly disagree. The 

responses were grouped in two categories of 'agree* and 'dis­

agree* , and the errors woio estimated (Appendix I). Prom the 

errors, the coefficient of reproducibility was calculated using 

tho formula,
Total number of errors

Coefficient of «1- ...................
reproducibility (CR) Total number of responsos

The coefficient of reproducibility was found to be 0.95. 

According to Edwards (1957) the statements are scalable and fol­

low a unidimensional pattern only if tho coefficient of reprodu­

cibility is 0.90 or creator. Edwards (1957) also stated that 

if a set of statement is to constitute unidlmenoionality, the 

difference between Coefficient of rcj^otfudibility and minimum 

marginal coefficient of reproducibility (fttCR) should not 

execd 0.20. The difference between CR and UMCH of the selectedA

statements was found to be 0.11. So the otatements included in 

thio study can be said to be unidimunsional.

The same oet of six statements were used in measuring 

the attitude of both farmers and JAOs* towards the three package 

programmes.
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Adolniotratlon

The responses of the statements were obtained in 

a five point Lilcort format. The response categories and 

their corros ponding scores for favourable statements wore ao

follows

Responae category Scores

Strongly agree 5

Agree 4

Undecided 3

Disagree 2

Strongly disagreo 1

In the case of unfavourable statenenh, the scoring 

was reversed.

The scores obtained by each respondent for the six 

statements were eumcatcd for obtaining his total score. The 

EBximum score attainable by tho respondent was 30 aid minimum 

was 6. The neutral score was 3 for each item. Thus tho 

neutral ocoro for the 6 statements was 18. The roBpondente 

having a total ocoro below 18 were considered as having a neg­

ative attitude and above 18 as having a positive attitude 

towards the package programmes.
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2. ICnouledge of formers

Shankcriah and Singh (1967) In a study on tho pre­
dictive analysis of factors related with the knowledge of 
improved practices of vegetable cultivation developed a sche­
dule to toot the laiowlcdgo of Improved methods based on the

\ d-teacher mdo tests. SinJjix gt al (1968) adopted the method of 
self-appraisal to assess the knowledge levol of Agricultural 

Extension Officers.
Th-.. knouledge level of farmers in the presont study 

was measured by simple knowledge test developed to measure the 

knowledge about tho programmes and tho knowledge of improved 
practices of the respective crops. Lists of item regarding the 
objectives ani the activities of the package progaiuaoo were 
propared for tho throe package programmes separately. These 
were than presented to forty faros-s to get their responses.

On the basis of their responses, the difficulty index for each 
item was calculated. Questions with average levol of diffi­
culty were solected for the final l-nowlcdge test. A score 
of *1* was given to each correct answer and *0* score to 
wrong answer. The scores obtained by a respondent on all the 
items were added up to obtain the knowledge score.
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Following the oasse procedure explained above, knowledge 

■teats to measure tho knowledge of inproved agricultural practi­

ces of paddy, coconut and popper were developed.

3. Effectiveness as aorcolved by Junior Agricultural Officers

Eased on tho discussions with the officials of the 

Department of Agriculture end also with the help of the records 

available at the Directorate of Agriculture, conplete lists of 

activities pertaining to tho different types of package progra- 

cmes wore prepared for aeoosolng tho effectiveness of the pro- 

graaseo as perceived by tfAOs. All the activities carried out 

through tho package ocheoo were included in the questionnaire 

as shown in Appendix II, She respondents were asked to indicat'e 

how much effective was the programo in undertaking the acti­

vities listed. Eased on the responses, their perception about 

the effectiveness of tho different activities were calculated.

4. Adoption

For quantifying the adoption behaviour,different 

research workers, both in India and other countries, have 

developed various nothodo. In India Chattopadhyay (1963) 

developed an ’Adoption quotient* for measuring tho adoption 

of farm practices, Supe (1969) used an unweighted practice 

adoption score. He selected ton practices of cotton and for 

each practice tho total score for com leto adoption woe 6.
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She nracticoc divisible were assigned partial ocorea for 

partial adoption. Singh and Choutey (1974) used "Adoption 

of intensity index" for studying tho differential adoption of 
technology for cultivation of high yielding wheat variety.

In the present study the 'Adoption quotient' used 

by Singh and Singh (1974) which wao a elicit nodiflcation of 
the one developed by Chattopa&hyay v/ae used. She formula 

for calculation of 'Adoption quotient* was as follows s- 

Adoption Quotient ■ ̂  X
Where,

£. a the suomtion

e = extent of adoption of each practice.

p a potentiality of adoption of each practico.

U = total nuabcr of practices.

She practices considered for the calculation of

adoption for each crop are given in the tablo below:

iable 2 Practices considered in calculating adoption for paddy, 
coconut and pepper.

SI.No. Kiddy Coconut Peppur

1. Seed rate Cultivation of Cultivation of
hybrid seedling hybrid vine

2. Seed treat- Selection of Pit size in
nent seedlings plotnig

A
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3. Fertilizer appli­
cation

4. Liming

Spacing m HLanting

Fertilizer appli­
cation

Fertilizer appli­
cation

Peat & diseaoe 
control

5. Fast & disease 
control

Green manure culti­
vation

6. Cultivation of
mr/s*

Cover crop cultiva­
tion

7. Best & disease 
control

5. Eirtloipatlon in nrofiamiea

To quantify participation, the following procedure

was used.

The important activities carried out through each 

package programs were listed out. The farm ora were asked to 

indicate their participation in thoso activities by stating 

'Yes' or ’No*. A scoro of *1* was given for tho answer 'Yes' 

and '0* for 'Ho’. Tho touol participation score of each 

respondent was found out by adding up the scores obtained by 

each individual for all tho activities listed under a programne.

6. Identifying problem or constraints

One objective of the study was to identify the 

problems or constraints in tho successful functioning of the 

package programmes. Based on tho discussions with Junior 

Agricultural Officers and farmers and also through a review of 

relevant literature* probloms faced by both farmers ao well
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as Junior Agricultural Officers in tho functioning of the 

three paetago programmed wore identified. She problems 

faced by JAOs included administrative, technical and supplies it 

service problems. They were included in the list which was 

presented to JAOa* to indicate whether they experienced those 

problems or not. She problens Included in the list for 

farmers included only technical and Supplies & service problems. 

Sheso lists were pre-tested. Based on the results, modificat­

ions were rude.

She reeponoe to each item was obtained on a threo
rn

point continuum of *£oet important*, important and ’least 

important'.

So find out the importance) of tho problems, a 

cumulative index was calculated. Ibr this a welghtagp of *3* 

was given to the response 'moot important. *2* to important attcC 

*1 * to least important*. She frequency of responses under eacA. 

category was multiplied with the corresponding welghtoge and 

added up to get a cumulative index. Baeed on the cumulative 

index tho problems wore ranlced in the order of importance.

IV. Data collection proooduro

She data from the JAOs* were collected by means of 

mailed questionnaire. A covering letter was uoed^through
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which the respondents wore asked not to give their name or 

any identification mark on tho questionnaire to keep anonymity. 

PanaisBion from tho Director of Agriculture was obtained which 

was also communicated to the <JAOs* along with tho questionnaire. 

Out of the 205 JAOa to whon the questionnaires were sent* only 

112 JAOs (60 of IED* 40 of CP and 12 of PP units) replied in­

spite of repeated reminders.

She data from the farmers were collected "by means of 

interview by the researcher* Tho respondents were interviewed 

individually with the help of the mlayalam voraion of the 

schedule. Tho engUoh version of the schedule is given in 

Appendix III,

7. Statistical methods

1. Students 't* toot.

Students *t* teat was used for comparing the difference 

between groups.

2. Analysis of varlanco

The difference in the knowledge level of farmers of the 

different programme units and the control area were worked out 

by this method.

Shis technique was adopted in comparing the adoption 

of improved practicss between the two IED units and control area



36

and also between the two CP units and the two control 

area.

For comparing between the different package areas 

indices were formed for participation, programme knowledge 

end knowledge on improved practices by taking the percentage 

of scores obtained out of the posBiblc maximum attainable. 

Shis was done bedause the number of activities, improved 

practices etc., varied from programme to programme

Sho abstract of ANOVA is given in the appendix IV.

Path analysis

In this study path coefficient was worked out as 

explained by Snedecor and Cochran (1967) to find out the 

influence as well ao the direct and indirect effects of 

the personal factors of far ers viz. attitude, knowledge 

about the programme, knowledge on improved practices and 

participation with adoption behaviour of farmers.

She analysis was carried out with the help of the 

computer available at the Colloge of Agri culture,Vellayani.



RESULTS
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EE3DIAS

Iho rooulto of tho atudy are presented in tho 

following sequence.

A. Formatb participation in package programmes.

B. Knowledge of farmers about package programme.

C. Earners'knowledge about improved agricultural 

practices*

D. Attitude of Earners towards the package programme.

E. Attitude of JAOs towards the package programme

F. Difference in attitude of farmers towards package 

programme.

G. Adoption of recommended package of practices.

H. Inter Correlation analysis.

I. Bath analysis.

J. Effectiveness of packago programme as perceived 

by JAOs.

K. Perceived constraints of tho package programme.
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The hypothesis in the null form is stated first 

and then tho data are presented.
A . F a r m e r s  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  p a c k a g e  p ro g ra m m e s  

a )  F a r m e r s ’ p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  t h e  I  H I p ro g ra m m e

Null Hypothesise There would he no significant difference 

in participation in the 1 H) activities between the farmers of 

the IHD Units with ffioro lhan five years and less than five 

years of implementation.

The mean participation scores of farmers of the two 

categories of I ED Units are given in Table 3.

Table 3 t’ean participation scores of farmers in I Hi activities.

Groups Eean participation scores

iHDs over 5 years (A) 2.67
IEDs less than 5 yoara (B) 2.87

Inference Not significant

The computed 't' value 1.32 wae not significant at 0.03
h

l e v e l .  H e n c e  t h e  n u l l  h y p o t h e s i s  w a e  a c c e p t e d .  T h e r e  w a s  n o  

d i f f e r e n c e  i n  f a r m e r s ’ p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  t h e  I  ED a c t i v i t i e s  

b e t w e e n  t h e  f a r m e r s  o f  I  HD u n i t s  w i t h  m o re  t h a n  5  y e a r s  a n d  

l e s s  t h a n  3  y e a r s  o f  i c . p l e m e n t a t i o n .
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Is) Farmers1 participation In the C.P. programme.

Null hypothesis : There would be no significant differ­

ence in tho participation in CP activities between tho farmers 

of the CP unite of the disease affected and diseases free areas. 

She mean participation scores of farmers of the CP units of 

disease affected and disease free areae are given in Sable 4. 

Table 4 Kean participation scores of farmers-in Coconut 

gardens in CP programme activities.

Croups Kean participation scores

CP in disease free area (D) 5.03

CP in disease affected area (K) 5.00

Inference Not significant

The calculated 't* value 1 .2 1 was not significant

at 0.05 level. Hence tho null hypothesis was accepted. There 

was no significant difference in participation in the CP 

activities between the farmers of the CP units of the disease 

affected and disease free arsaB.
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c) Difference in participation in package activities anong 

the farmers of ISB, OP and PP units.

Hull Hypothesis t There would he no significant difference in 

participation in the package activities among the farmers of IED, 

CP and PP units.

In table 5 tho mean scores regarding the participation 

of the farmers in IED, CP and PP activities are presented.

Table 5 . Mean scores of participation in the package activities
of the farmers of IED, CP and PP units.

Programme Hean participation scores
(Standard scores)

IED over five years (A) 36.08

IH) less than five years (B) 40.03
IED area ( combined) 39.46
CP in disease free areas (D) 50.53
Cp in disease affected areas (B) 48.33
CP area ( combined) 42.60
PP area (H) 58.00

Critical Difference (CD) 12.14

Inference m n

B. Knowledge of farmers about the package programme

a) Knowledge about IED programme

Hull Hypothesis 9 (1) There would be no significant
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difference in the knowledge about the IPS unit between the 

farmers of the IPD unite with implementation period of over 

five years and lees than five years.

2 ) Chore would be no significant difference in the knowledge 

about the Ela-comraittee between the farmors of the IPD unit-8 

over five years and less than five years of implementation.

3) Chare would be no significant difference in the knowledge 

about the Activities of the IPD programme between tho farmers 

of the IED units over five years and lees than five years of 

implementation.

Che extent of farmers' knowledge about the IPD unit, 

Ela-committee and Activities carried out through the IPD programme 

are presented in table 6.

Cable 6 . Mean knowledge scores of ferrers about IPD units,
Ela committee and IH) activities.

Groups Knowledge 
on IED unit

Knowledge 
about Ela- 
committee

Knowledge 
on IPD 
activities

IPDs over five 
years (A) 1.633 0.700 1.066
lEDs less than 
five years (B) 1 .8 6 6 0.366 0.566

Inference Not significant Not significant Not significant
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The computed *t' values for the knowledge on IED unit, 

51a committee and Activities were 0*125, 1*655, 1*579 respecti­

vely which were not significant at 0.05 level. So the three
enull hypothesis were accepted* There was no significant diff­

erence on the knowle* ge about the programme between the fanners 

in IED units ever five years and less than five yare of 

implementation.

b) Knowledge about the CP Erograato
e,Hull Hypothesis s 1) There would be no significant 

difference in the knowledge about CF unit between the farmers 

of the Coconut package units in the disease affected area and 

diseose free area.

2) There would be no significant difference) in tho knowledge 

about the CF committee betwem the farmers of the disease 

affected and disease free areas.

3) Thera would bo no significant difference in the knowledge 

about the Activities of CE programme between the farmers

of the coconut package units in the disease free and disease 

affected areas.
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The mean scores on the knowledge about the CP unit,

CP committee and the Activities are given in the table 7,

Table 7* Mean knowledge scores o£ farmers about CP unit, 
CP committee and CP activities.

Groups Knowledge 
about the 
CP unit

Knowledge 
about CP 
cocmittee

Knowledge 
on CP 
activities

Cp in disease
free areas (D) 1,933 0.133 0.500

CP in disease 
affected areas(E) 2.066 0.333 0 .9 6 6

Inference Hot significant Hot significant ifo't significant

The computed *t' values of tho above three aspects 

were 0,608, 1,074.and 0,673. Of these the ’t* value for the 

knowledge on activities was significant at 0.05 level. So the 

null hypothesis number three was rejected and the othcsrs were 

accepted.

It was concluded that the farmers in the two areas did 

not differ in their knowledge about the CP units and CP commi­

ttee, but they had significant difference in their knowledge 

about the CP activities.
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c )  D i f f e r e n c e  I n  k n o w le d g e  r e g a r d i n g  t h e  p a c k a g e  p ro g ram m es 

am ong  t h o  f a r m e r s  o f  IE D , C ?  a n d  PP u n i t s .

H u l l  H y p o th e s i s  : S h o r e  w o u ld  h e  n o  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e  

l a  t h e  k n o w le d g e  l e v e l  r e g a r d i n g  t h e  p a c k a g e  p ro g ram m es am ong 

t h e  f a r m e r s  o f  IP D , C P e n d  PP u n i t s .

I n  t a b l e  8 .  t h e  m ean  s t a n d a r d  s c o r e s  o n  t h e  k n o w le d g e  l e v e l  

o f  f a r m e r s  o f  t h o  IP O , CP a n d  PP u n i t s  r e g a r d i n g  t h e  p a c k a g e  

p ro g ram m es a r o  p r e s e n t e d .

2 a b l e  8  .  Mean k n o w le d g e  s c o r e s  ( s t a n d a r d  s c o r e )  r e g a r d i n g  
t h e  p a o k a g a  p ro g ram m es o f  t h e  f a r m e r s  o f  IE D , CP 
a n d  P .P .p r o g ia m m s .

P a c k a g e  p rog ram m e K ean  k n o w le d g e  s c o r e s  
( S ta n d a r d  a c o r e )

IED o v e r  f i v e  y e a r s  (A ) 2 5 .0 3
IED l o o s  t h a n  f i v e  y e a r s  (B ) 1 9 .5 3
IED a r e a  ( c o m b in e d ) 2 2 .2 8
CP i n  d i s e a s e  f r e e  a r e a s  (D ) 1 8 .7 3
CP i n  d i s e a s e  a f f e c t e d  a r e a s  (E ) 2 3 .0 7
CP a r e a  ( c o m b in e d ) £ 0 .9 0
PP  a r o a  (H ) 3 2 .9 7

OS 7 .6 9

I n f e r o n e o h  r m s



She •$" values of 4,266 was found significant at 0,05 

level. She null hypothesis was rejected. It was confirmed 

that there was significant variation in the knowledge level 

regarding the package programmes among the farcers of IH),

CP and PP units,

C. Farmers knowledge about improved agricultural practices

a) Knowledge on different improved practices in paddy culti­

vation of the farmers of IPD areas and the non IPD area. 

Hull Hypothesis a 1) There would be no significant difference 

In the knowledge level regarding the seed rate among the 

farmers of IH) and non-IPD areas.

2) There would bo no significant difference in the knowledge 

level regarding tho seed treatment among the farcers of IH) 

and non-13) areas.

5) Tbero would be no significant difference in the knowledge 

level regarding nutrient requirements for paddy among the 

faraera of IPD ana non-IPD areas.

4 ) There would be no significant difference in the knowledge 

level regarding fertilizer dosage for paddy among the farmers

of IPD and non-IPD areas.
» h o5) There would bcAsignificant difference in the knowledge

45
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level regarding lining practices to paddy among the farmers 

of 1 0 ) and non-IPD areas*

6) There would he no significant difference in the knowledge 

level regarding pest and diseases of paddy among the farmera 

of 10) and non-IPD areas.

7 ) There would be no significant difference in the knowledge 

level regarding HTVa' of paddy and their duration* among the 

farmers of IPD and non-IPD areas.

The mean scores of the knowledge about different improved 

practices of paddy of the farmers of tho 10) and non-lED areas 

are presented in Table 9.

Table 9* Hoan scores of the knowledge about improved practi­
ces of paddy cultivation.

Croups Seed
rate

Seed
treat­
ment

Pertl- Nutrl* 
lizere cnts 
requir­
ement

• limi-
ing

Bests 4 HYV 4 
dice- duration 
ases

1 H )3 over 
5 years(A) 1.30 0.733 2.700 3.96 1.230 1.060 2.S30

IH)s leas 
than 5 ye­
ars (B) 1.33 0.933 2.100 4.150 1.100 0 .10 0 2.500

Non 10) 
area (C)

0.366 0.433 0.066 1.400 0.630 0 1.2 0 0

CD 0.43 0.63 1.61 0.63 0.39 0.39 0.65
Inference Y T  c 1TTC. T Y  c T T g r r c a fir TTY c
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All tho •£' values were significant at 0.05 level. Hence 

tho null hypotheses stated also were rejected. She groups 

differed in their knowledge level on seed rate, peat and 

diseases and for paddy cultivation.

b) Knowledge on improved practices on coconut cultivation 

of the farmers of the coconut package and tho non-coconut 

package areas.

Null Hypotheses : 1) Shore would be no significant difference 

in the knowltdge level regarding hybrid seedlings among the 

formers of the Cp and non-CP areas.
c&

2) Share would be no significant different/' in the knowledge 

level regarding Qualities of good seedlings among the formers 

of the CP and non-Cp areas.

5 ) There would be no significant difference in the knowledge 

level regarding spacing in planting of coconut among the 

formers of the CP and non-CP areas.

4) There would be no significant difference in the knowledge 

level regarding nutrient requirement of coconut among the 

formers of the CP and non-CP areas.

5) There would bo no Qiguificant difference in the knowledge 

level regarding fertilizer dosage for coconut among the for­

mers of the CP and non-CP areas.
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6. There would be no significant difference in the knowledge 

level regarding the green manure in coconut among the farmersA

of the CP and non-op areas.

7) Ihero would he no oignlficont difference in tho knowledge 

level regarding the cover crops in coconut gardens among 

the farmers of tho CP and non-CP areas.

8 ) There would he no significant difference in the knowledge 

lovol regarding the pent, and diseases of coconut among

the feme jo of the CP and non-CP areas.

In the table 10 the moan scores of tho knowledge 

level of farmers of the CP and non-CP areas regarding the 

improved practices in Coconut cultivation are presented.



Sable 10. Mean scores of the knowledge about improved practices in coconut cultivation

Groups
Eybrid-seedl-
inge

duali­
ty of 
good 
seedl­
ings

Spacing Nutri­
ents

Fertili­
ser re­quire­
ment

Green
mnure

Cover
crops

Peste&
diseases

CP in disease free
areas (D) 1.200 0.600 0.430 0.870 0 1.2 0 0 0 .10 0 1.000

CP in disease affe­
cted areas (E) 0.970 0.570 0.400 3.330 1.2 0 0.900 0 1.870
Control in diseasefree areas (F) 0.470 0.130 0 2.200 0 0.670 0 0

Control in disease
affected area (G) 0.750 0.470 0 3.330 0 0.670 0 0.270

CP (between D 4 E) 0.319 . .184 0.821 0.241 — _ 0.602
CD ( between F 4 G) 0.451 ■— .274 —— 1.162 0.343 — — 0.851
CD ( for other com­binations) 0.382 — .237 -- 1.007 0.2S8 — 0.735

Inference BoGF ITSbB ESSE Eassr dEEE eEBf

03
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The *3?' values on tho knowledge level regarding 

hybrid seedlings, spacing, fertilizer dosage, green manure 

zixi post and diseases were significant and the knowledge 

on qualities of good seedlings, nutrients and cover crops 

wore not significant at 0,05 levol. Hence the null hypotheses 

numbers one, three, fivo, six and eight were rejected and 

rest throe were accepted,

c) Knowledge on improved practices in Popper cultivation of 

the farmers of PP end non-PP arose,

Hull Hypotheses : 1) There would be no significant difference

in knowledge on hybrid pepper between the farmers of PP and 

non-PP areas.

2) There would be no significant difference In knowledge on 

pit slzo between the farmers of PP and non-PP areas,

3) There would be no significant difference in knowledge on 

nutrient requirements for pepper between the farmers of PP 

and non-PE area.

4) There would bo no significant difference in knowledge on 

fertilizer requirement for popper between the fanners of PP 

and non-PP area,

5) There would be no significant difference in knowledge on 

post and diseases of popper between tho farmers of PP and non- 

IP areas
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The mean scores of tho knowledge about different

inproved practices of pepper of the farmers of the PP and

non PP area are presented in table 11.

Table 11. Mean scores of the knowledge about improved 
practices in pepper cultivation

Groups Hybrid
pepper

Pit
size

Nutri­
ents

Ferti­
lizer
requi­
rement

Post & 
diseases

PP unit (H) 1 0.600 5.4 1 .6 0.600
Non PP area (I) 0.666 0.066 2 .6 0 0.255

Inference Signi­
ficant

Signi­
ficant

Signi­
ficant

Signi­
ficant

Signi­
ficant

The computed 't* values at 0.05 level for all the 

five improved practices were found to bo significant. Hence 

all the null hypotheses were rejected. The groups differed 

in their knowledge on all the improved practices of pepper 

cultivation.

d) difference in knowledge level on Improved practices among 

the farmers of IPD, CP and PP areas.
INull Hypotheses: There would be no significant difference

in the knowledge on improved practices among the farmers of 

IPD, CP and PP units*



52

I h o  m oan  s t a n d a r d  k n o w le d g e  s c o r e s  r e g a r d i n g  Im p ro v e d  p r a c t i c e s  

o f  t h o  f a r m e r s  o f  t h e  IE D , C P a n d  EP p ro g ra m m e s  a r e  p r e s e n t e d  

i n  t a b l e  1 2 .

S a b l e  1 2 .  H sa n  k n o w le d g e  s c o r e s  ( s t a n d a r d  s c o r o )  r e g a r d i n g  
Im p ro v e d  p r a c t i c e s  o f  t h e  f a r m e r s  o f  IE D , C P  a n d  
P P  p ro g ra m m e s .

- __ _ __Kean etanadard knowledgePackage programmes ocores
IED over five yc^rs (A) 5 2 .9 7
IED less than five years (B) 2 9 .3 7
IED area (combined) 3 1 .1 7
CP In disease free sreas(D) 2 3 .1 7
CP in disease affected areas (E) 2 2 .5 7
CP area (combined) 2 2 .6 7
P P  ares (H) 5 2 .4 7

CD 9 .6 4

Inference H T H  E  E

S h e  c o m p u te d  '£ *  v a l u e  o f  1 2 .4 0 7  w as  s i g n i f i c a n t  a t

0 . 0 5  l e v e l .  H en c e  t h a  n u l l  h y p o t h e s e s  w a s  r e j e c t e d .  S h o r e  

w as  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e  i n  t h e  k n o w le d g e  o n  im p ro v e d  

p r a c t i c e s  am ong  t h e  f a r m e r s  o f  t h e  IED, C P  a n d  P P  a r e a s .
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D. Attitude of farmers towai’da the oackago programmes

She distribution of attitude scores of the farmera 

towards the three types of programmes are presented in table 13.

Sable 13< Distribution of farmers according to their attituao 
scores towards different types of package progra­
mmes ( In percentage)

Score range IH)
B a 60

CP 
H a 60

PP 
H o 50

1 -  3 0 0 0
4 - 6 0 0 0
7 - 9 0 0 0
10 -  12 0 0 0
13 -  15 5 0 0
16 -  18 13 17 24
1 9 - 2 1 20 20 13
22-24 25 27 13
25-27 34 28 37
2 3 - 3 0 3 8 13

Total 100 100 100

She data revealed that as much ao 82 per cent of

farmers of IH) units, 83 $ of farmers of CP Unite and 76 $ 

of farmers of PP unite were having favourable attitude towards 

the respective package programmes.
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E, Attitude of Junior Agricultural Officers (JAOs) towards

tho racbago programme.

In table 14 tho distribution of attitude scores of the

JAO3 towards the different package programmes are shown.

Sable 14. Distribution of JAOs regarding to their attitude 
scores towards different types of package progra­
mmes ( in pcrcontago)

Score range IED 
H a 60

CP 
N - 40

EE 
E a 12

1 - 3 0 0 0

4 - 6 0 0 0

7 - 9 2 0 0

10 - 12 0 3 0

13 - 15 2 13 0

16 - 18 3 3 0

19-21 1 2 22 8

22 - 24 26 44 50
25-27 17 10 17
28-30 28 5 25

Total 100 100 100

Tho above table revealed that majority of tho JAOa

working in the package units had favourable attitude towards the 

programme. In the case of I ED programme 93 per cent of JAOs 

in charge of these units had favourable attitude towards the 

programme. In the case of CE programme tho percentage of JAOs 

with favourable attitude wae 81 while for EE programme its, was 100.
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ff. Difference in attitude towards the package pro granges

among the farmers of IPJJ. CP and. PE Units

Gull Hypotheses i Shore would be no significant difference

in attitude among the ferrers of the IH), CP and P? unite

towards the respective package programmes.

She table 15 shows the mean attitude scores obtained by

the different study groups of farmers of IPD, CP and EP Units*

Sable 15* Mean attitude scores of farmers towards the 
different package programmes

Groups Bfoan attitude scores

IED over five years (A) 21.45
IPD less than five years (B) 22.85
IPD area (combined) 22.15
CP in disease flrae area (D) 22.53
CP in disease affected areas (E) 22.57
CP area (combined) 22.45
PP area (H) 23.17

CD —

Inference A'S'BBTf

She calculated *P' value was only 0*883 which was 
not significant at 0.05 level end honce the null hypotheses wao 
accepted. It wao confirmed that there was no significant diff­
erence in attitude among the farmers of different IH), CP and 
PP Units.
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G. Mention of recomgended package of practices

a )  A d o p t io n  o f  im p r o v e d  p r a c t i c e s  o f  p a d d y  c u l t i v a t i o n  b y  t h e  

f a r m e r s  o f  IED e n d  n o n  IPS a r e a s >

H u l l  H y p o t h e s i s !  S h o r e  u o u l d  b e  n o  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e  

i n  t h e  a d o p t i o n  o f  im p r o v e d  p r a c t i c e s  o f  B id d y  c u l t i v a t i o n  

a m o n g  t h o  f a r n w r a  o f  IP D  a n d  n o n  IH >  a r e a s .

T h e  m ean  a d o p t i o n  s c o r e s  o f  t h e  g r o u p s  a r e  g i v e n  

i n  t a b l e  1 6 .

T a b l e  1 6  M ean s c o r e s  o f  t h o  a d o p t i o n  o f  im p r o v e d  p r a c t i c e s  
f o r  p a d d y .

G ro u p s B e a n  a d o p t i o n  s c o r e s

IP D a o v e r  9 y e a r s  (A ) 54.97
I H h l e s s  t h a n  5  y e a r s  (B # 59.47
B on  IED  a r e a  ( 0 ) 20.56

C r i t i c a l  D i f f e r e n c e  (CD ) 15.45
I n f e r e n c e r r c

T h e  c o m p u te d  *P» v a l u e  ( 1 9 , 1 5 )  w a e  s i g n i f i c a n t  a t

0 . 0 9  l e v e l .  H e n c e  t h e  n u l l  h y p o t h e s e s  w a s  r e j e c t e d .  T h e r e  

w a s  v a r i a t i o n  i n  t h e  a d o p t i o n  o f  im p r o v e d  p r a c t i c e s  i n  p a d d y  

c u l t i v a t i o n  am o n g  t h e  f a r m e r s  o f  IPD a n d  n o n - I P D  a r e a s
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b) Adoption of improved practices of Coconut cultivation 

by tho farmers of CP and non-CP areas.
N u l l  H y p o t h e s i s  :  S h o r e  w o u ld  b e  n o  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e  

i n  t h e  a d o p t i o n  o f  im p r o v e d  p r a c t i c e s  o f  C o c o n u t  C u l t i v a t i o n  

am o n g  t h e  f a r m e r s  o f  CP a n d  n o n -C P  a r e a s .

S h e  m e a n  a d o p t i o n  s c o r e s  o f  t h e  g r o u p s  a r e  g i v e n  i n  

S a b l e  1 7 .

S a b l e  1 7  K e a n  s c o r e s  o f  t h e  a d o p t i o n  of im p r o v e d  
p r a c t i c e s  f o r  c o c o n u t

G ro u p s K e a n  a d o p t i o n  s c o r e s

C P  u n i t  i n  d i s e a s e  b e e  a r e a (D) 56.04
CP u n i t  i n  d o a e a a e  a f f e c t e d  a r e a ( E ) 63.10
CP ( c o m b in e d ) 5 9 .4 7
C o n t r o l  i n  d i s e a s e  f r e e  a r e a ( P ) 25.81
C o n t r o l  i n  d i s e a s e  a f f e c t e d  a r e a (G ) 42.81
C o n t r o l  ( c o m b in e d ) 34.20

CD ( b e t w e e n  D & E ) 1 2 . 4 5
CD ( b e t w e e n  P  & G ) 17.60
CD ( f o r  o t h e r  c o m b i n a t i o n ) 15.26
I n f e r e n c e E E ITT

S h e  c o m p u te d  v a l u e  w a s  8 . 4 9 .  w h i c h  w ao  s i g n i f i c a n t  

a t  0 . 0 5  l e v e l .  H e n c e  t h e  n u l l  h y p o t h e s i s  w a s  r e j e c t e d .  S o
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there wae significant difference in the adoption of Improved 

practices in Coconut cultivation among the farmers of the 

CP and non-CP areas.

e) Adoption of Inproved practices in Pepper cultivation by 

the farmers of PP and non PP areas.

Null Hypothesis t There would he no significant difference in 

tho adoption of improved practices of pepper cultivation bet­

ween the farcers o f the PP and non-PP areas.

She mean scores of the adoption of Improved practices 

of pepper cultivation of the farmers of PP and non PP areas 

are givon in the table 18*

Table 18 Mean ocores for the adoption of improved 
practices of pepper cultivation

Groups Mean adoption scores

PP unit ( H) 75.25
Hon PP area (I) 33.25

Inference Significant

The computed ’t* value 6.12 was significant at 0.05 

level. Hence the null hypothesis was rejected. There was 

significant difference in the adoption of improved pepper 

cultivation practices between the farmers of PP and non-PP 

areas.
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4) Difference in the adoption behaviour of the farmers of 

IH), CP and PP units.

Bull Hypothesis : There would he no significant diff­

erence in the adoption of; behaviour among the farmers of IH) 

CP and PP units.

The mean sfcorie of the adoption behaviour of the 

farmers of IPD, CP and PP areas are given in table 19.

Table 19 Mean scores of the adoption behaviour of 
tho farmers of IPD, CP and PP units.

Bacltage programmes 
6

Mean adoption scores

IED ovor 5 years (A) 54.97
IED lees than 5 years (B) 59.47
IED area (combined) 57.22
CP in disease free area (D) 57.04
CP in disease affected area (E) 63.10
Op area (combined) 59.57
PP area (H) 75.25

CD • ••
Inference •k ■ -B P S "S

The •?' value 2.33, was not significant at 0.05 

level. Honce the null hypothesis wao aecopted. There was 

no variation among the farmers of IED, C P  and P P  unite
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in the adoption o£ improved practices.

The nean scores of the five aspects with respect to 

the different types of package programmes studied are pre­

sented in a bar chart in figure*2*for a comparative study

A ounmary of all the results which indicate the 
raeponses of the different package programmes are presented 

in table 20.
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Table 20 Sutrsmry of findings on response o f  different package proggrssoa

E e s o o n s e  B e tw e e n  
I1 D (A )
& IE D (B )

B e tw e e n  
IED  ft 
c o n t r o l

B e tw e e n  
C P  CD>& 
C P  ( B )

B e tw e e n  
C P  f t  
c o n t r o l

B e tw e e n  
P P  f t  
c o n t r o l

B e tw e e n  
IED  f t  
C P

B e tw e e n  B e tw e e n  
I P S  f t  C P  f t  
P P  P P

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 S 9
A. P a r t i c i p a t i o n KS « ♦ BS « • •  • ES S S

S .  E r o p r a n r e  know ­
l e d g e

a )  K n o w le d g e  o n  
u n i t NS •  • ES • « •  •  * . . •  • •  •

b )  K n o w le d g e  o n  
c o z s n i t t e e IS • • ES •  • •  •  1 ES S s

c )  K n o w le d g e  o n  
a c t i v i t i e s IS •  • S • • *« s

C .  K n o w le d g e  o n  Im D - 
r o v e d  o r a c t i c e s

a )  k n o w le d g e  o n  nTVo 
o r  s e e d s BS s BS S

5
b )  k n o w le d g e  o n  n u t ­

r i e n t  r e q u i r e m e n t IS s ES IB s ]
ES s s

d )  K n o w le d g e  o n  f e r ­
t i l i z e r  d o s a g e ES s S S s 1

d )  K n o w le d g e  o n  p o s t  
f t  d i s e a s e s s s s s S i



1 2 3 4

S. Attitude IB .. IIS .

E. Adoption IB S ES S

IED (A) - 1H) over 5 years
IED (B) - IED leac than 5 years
CE (D) - CE in disease free area
CP (E) - CP in disease affected area.



.. BS K3 IS
S BS ES KS

6 7 6_______9

HS - Hot significant
S — Significant
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II. Intor correlation analysis

In order to find out the relationship of adoption 

with knowledge, attitude and participation, i&a inter corre­

lation analysis has been worked out for the three package 

programme areas separately. The correlation matrix are 

presented below. She independent variables are i

- Knowledge on package programme 

Xg - Knowledge on improved practices.

Xj - Programme participation

- Attitude towards the programmes

a) IED programme

Hull Hypothesis t 1. There would be no significant influ­

ence by the knowledge about the programme on the adoption 

behaviour.

2) There would be no significant influonce by the knowledge 

on improved practices on tho adoption behaviour.

3) Thera would be no significant influence by programme 

participation on the adoption behaviour.

4) There would bo no significant influence by attitude of 

farmers on tho adoption behaviour
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21io correla cion mtrir with recpect to the 12 0 program e 

area io furnished in table 2 1.

Sablo 21. Correlation matrix in tho case of IH) programme

Adoption Knowledge 
on prog­
rant o

Knowledge 
on inpro­
ved pract­
ices

Partici­
pation

Attitude

1 0.6465** 0.8139** 0.8199** 0.7355**
1 0.5546** 0.6263** 0.5130**

1 0.7094** 0.6480**
1 0.75S8** 

1

** Significant at 0,01 level

The correlation coefficient of adoption with knowledge 

about the pro grange, knowledge on improved practices, poxti- 

clpatlon and attitude were highly significant. Hence all
pthese null hypothesis were rejected. The knowledge, parti­

cipation end attitude hod significant influence on the adoption 

of improvcu practiceo, The inter-cox relation between pair of 

variables wars aloo highly significant,

b) CP nrograag.9

Null Hypothooes s 1) ’±hero woulc b- no significant influence 

by the knowledge acout the programme on adoption benaviour.
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2) There would be no significant influence by the knowledge 

on improved practices on tho adoption behaviour.
3) There would bo no significant influence by the programme 
participation on the adoption behaviour.
4) There would be no significant influence by attitude of 

farmers on the adoption behaviour.
Table 22 Correlation matrix in the caeo of CP programme

Adoption Knowledge on progr-mne
Knowledge on improved practices

Partici
pation

Attitude

1 0,5438** 0.7873** 0.6690** 0.5327**
1 0.6375** 0.6620** 0.5246**

1 0.6805**
1

0.6169**
0.5695**

1

** Significant at 0,01 level.

According to table 22, in the case of CP also,
there wae significant positive influence of tho four inde­
pendent variables on adoption behaviour. Hence all the null 
hypotheses were rejected. Tho independent variables themsel­
ves were strongly inter-correlated.



o) PP proctpaPBB

Hall Hypotheses i 1) There would bo no significant influence 

by tho knowledge about the programme on adoption behaviour.

2) There would be no significant influence by the knowledge on 

improved practices on adoption behaviour.

3) There would be no significant influence by programme parti­

cipation on adoption behaviour.

4) There would be no significant influence by attitude of 

farmers on adoption behaviour.

Table 23 Correlation matrix in the case of ®P programme

66

Adoption Knowledge 
on progra­
mme

Knowlcd go 
on improved 
practices

Participa­
tion

Attitude

1 -0.2913 0,8975** 0.8755** 0.7371
1 -0.0976 -0.1345 -0.0758

1 0.9056**
1

0.7745**
0.7199** 
_ 1 ___

** Significant at 0.01 level.

As pur tho table 23 shows, an the case of PP programme 

it wao found that tho knowledge on PP programLe had no influence 

on adoption behaviour as evidenced by tho low negative correla­

tion coefficient. Also it was seen that knowledge on tho 

programme was not having eny influence on tho three remaining
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independent variables. But the independent variables nanely 

knowledge on iuproved practiceo, participation and attitude 
had strong influence on adoption and these independent varia­
bles were inter correlated within themselves • h’onco the null 
hypotheses nuiabor one was accepted and the rest three were 
rejected,

I. Bath analysis
Since the independent variables wore found to be 

significantly correlated with adoption ond also since there 
was strong inter correlation between pairs of independent 
variables, path coefficient analysis has bson taken up 
to understand the contribution of these factors directly and 
indirectly on tho deponaent variable,

She result of the path coefficient analysis with 

respect to the IBP, CP end PP Pro Grannie are presented in 
the table £4, 25 and 26 respectively.



Tablo 24 Direct and Indirect effects of component factors
on adoption behaviour of farmers in the 1PD prograune

6B

Knowledge on 
programme

Knowledge on 
improved pra­
ctices

Participa­
tion

Attitude Total

♦ 0.1362 + 0.2241 + 0.2090 + 0.0773 + 0.6466
+ 0.0653 + 0.4040 + 0.2367 + 0.0979 + 0.6139
+ 0.0853 + 0.2666 + 0.3337 + 0.1144 + 0.6200
+ 0.0699 + 0.2616 + 0.2532 + 0.1507 +0+ 7356

In the case of ITD programme area ( table 24) tho 

PBriaum contribution towards the correlation between adoption 

and knowledge on the programme wao the indirect effect of 

knowledge on improved practices (0.2241), followed closely by 

the indroct effect of participation (0.2090). The indirect 

effect of attitude was only 0.773. In the case of knowledge 

on practices, the maximum contribution came from the direct 

effect itself* The contribution of participation was 0.2367 

where as the indirect effect of knowledge on orograsrne and 

attitude were very small. Considering participation^! was 

found that the direct effect hod the maximum contribution, 

followed by tho indirect effect of knowledge on improved 

practices. In the case of attitude the indirect effect of
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knowledge on practices and participation were considerably 

larger than the direct effect itself. Considering all the 

effects, it was found that knowledge on improved practices 

and participation contributes to a considerable portion of 

correlation coefficient with adoption.

Cable 25 Direct and indirect effects of component factors
on adoption behaviour of farmers in the CF programme

Knowledge on 
programme

Knowledge on 
Improved pra­
ctices

participation Attitude dotal

- 0.0325 + 0.3958 + 0 .169 6 + 0.0103 + 0.5438
- 0.0203 + 0.6289 * + 0.1743 + 0.0129 + 0.7953
- 0.0215 * 0.4225 + 0.2562 + 0.0119 4- 0.669*
- 0.0171 + 0.3330 + 0.1459 + 0.0208 + 0.5526

In table 25 the direct and indirect effects with 

respect ttf CF programme areas',are presented, ihe correlation 

coefficient botwoon knowlege on practices ond adoption reooivod 

maximum contribution from the indirect effect of knowledge on 

programme. She direct effect of knowledge on improved prac­

tices accounted for a considerable portion of the correlation 

between knowledge on practices and adoption. In the case 

of participation, knowledge on improved practices had the 

maximum influence. Correlation between attitude ond adoption 

was mostly due to the indirect effect of knowledge on
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programs. Hence here also the contribubione of knowledge on 

programme and knowledge on improved practicee wore considerably 

larger than the contribution of participation and attitude*

Table 26 Direct and indiroot effects of component factors 
on adoption behaviour of farmers in the 
PP programs

Knowledge on 
programme

Knowledge on 
Improved pra­
ctice.

Participation Attitude Total

- ‘ - '.12 2 1 - 0.0532 - 0.0390 - 0.0069 -0 .2 9 12

0.0188 ♦0*5151 + 0.2627 - 0.0709 + 0.8975
+ 0.0258 + 0.4937 ♦ O.2900 + 0.0659 + 0.8754
+ 0.0146 * 0.4222 + 0.2088 + 0.0916 + 0.7372

In the case of PF areas showed in table 26* the 

correlation coefficient between adoption und knowledgo on 

programs was not significant* The direct effect of knowledge

on the Improved practices was 0.5451 out of the correlation 

coefficient of 0.8975* The contribution of pertlcipation 

was 0.2627* In the case of correlation with participotion, 

the indirect effect of knowledge on improved practices had 

vho greatest importance. This was true in the case of 

correlation between attitude and adoption aloo. In the case

of PP the moot important factor was knowledge on improved
/

practices*
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J. Effectiveness of the package programme as perceived by

a) IED programme
She effectiveness of the IED programme as perceived

by the JAOs are presented below.

Table 2? Opinion of JAOe regarding the extent to 
which IED programme has in carrysj out 
different developmental activitiee

SI.
Bo.

Activities Percentage of JAOs
Helped Helped Helped Not
to very to a to some helped
large large extent
extent extent

1 . (faking farmers of 
the ela cultivate 
same variety of 
paddy

2. Leaking farmers cultivate HYV of 
paddy

3. Collectively ensu­
ring the inputs by 
the farmers of 
the Ela.

4. Collectively ca­
rrying out plant 
protection measures 
by tne farmers

5. Collectively condu­
cting farm operati­
ons by tho farmers 
of tho Ela

6. Ensuring collective 
wator management 
practices by the fanners

7. Halting femurs' 
participation
in common nursery 
programme

10

62

72 12

22 10

37 45 12

20 53 22

10 35

23 48

53

27

14 28 58
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In table £7 the opinion of JAOa regarding to what 

orctont tho ] PD programme has helped m  carryint out the 

different developmental activities are presented.

fab) CP prorranne

2he poreoption of OAOe working in CP programme 

regarding tha effectiveness of the CP programme are presented 

below.

She opinion of d.AOo regarding the exc.ont to which tho 

C? programmes hao helped in bringing out developments ora 

presented in tablo £8.
fable £9 She percentage of JA03 who perceived that 

the CP programme waa effeotivo in bringing 
out Llro various development

Percentage of 
JAOe who perceived 
that CP programme 
waa offectlve

1. CP program,o hao helped in increasing
tho coconut production of Korala 63

2. CP programme has helped an increasing the 
economic condition of farnera 85

5. Cp program.c hao holped in the supply of
good quality seedlings to farmero 56

4. CP programme hao nelped in increasing tho
area of coconut under intensive cultivation 88

5. CP program e has helped in providing suffi­
cient^; quantity of fertilizers in right time 80

6. CP programme hao helped the farmers to
purehaso pumps .ts for irrigation 75

7. CP programme has helped In increasing the
area under inter and mixed cropping 77

ST Eavelopmontal activities
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c) PP proflrango

5'ho effectiveness of the PP programme in helping the

pepper growers oa perceived by JiOs are presented below.

Table 29 shows tho opinion of JAOs regarding the extent

to which PP prograoao has helped the pepper growers.

Sable 29 Percentage of JAOs who perceived that the 
the PP programme was effective in bringing 
out different developaant.

Percentage of 
JAOs who perce­
ived that PP 
programme was effective

1. PP programme has helped in increasing
pepper production in Korala 100

2. PP programme has helped in increasing
the economic condition of farmers 100

3. ?P programme has helped in supply of 
of good quality pepper cuttings totho farmers 92

4. PP prograBce has helped in providing 
sufficient quantity of fertilizers to
tho farmers in the right time 67

K. Constraints to tho functioning of the package crorramrie

aa perceived bv the farmers and JAOs 
a) IED programme

The constraints in the successful functioning of tho

IED pea gramma as perceived by the farmers of the IED units aro

given in the table 30 <a) in thoir rank order.

D i
Ho! Developmental activities
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Sable JO (a) Constraints in the implementation of IPD programme 

as perceived by tho farcers of IPD areas.

Si.Do. Constraints Weightage E

1 . High yielding varieties are 
highly eueceptoble to pest 
and diseases

165 1

2. Low price of HYV paddy 164 2

3. The cost of plant protection chemi­
cals are very high 164 2

4. High coot technology is involved 
in following the scientific nothod 
of cultivation 157 3

5. Tha availability of labour is 
limited during peak seasons which 
does not favour uniformity in 
cultivation

148 4

6. Untimely and inadequate supply of 
inputs 134 5

7. The procedure for sanctioning of 
loans take tine 129 6

8. Lack of capital 128 7
9. High fertilizer recommendation 

for the cultivation of H R ’s of 
paddy 126 8

10. High,coet of chemicals for chemical 
weeding 118 9

11, Consumption quality of KYV is poor 117 10

12. There ie no effect for liming 96 11

13, Irrigation facilities in IED area 
is very poor so 12

14. High labour consumption involved 
for transplatnting 87 13

15. The availability of bullock pairs 
and ploughman ia limited 82 14

16. The xractor facilities are poor 81 15
17. The PP equipment cost high 81 15
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Constraints Wcightago Rank

18. Non availability of good quality seeds 76 16
19. Flood 75 17
20. lack o£ marketing facilities 74 18
2 1. liming is expensive 75 19
22. She seedlings supplied through common

nursery is nox of good quality 72 20

23. lack of propor communication facilities 68 21

24. Lack Of proper storage facilities 65 22

23. lack of proper transport facilities 64 23
26. Tho seminars and discussions conducted ,

in 1PD unit is not based on cultivators 60 24
needs
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She constraints in the rank order felt by the JACo 

working in the Intensive Paddy Bevelopoent pro grannie are 

presented in the table 30 (b).
Sable 30 (b) Constraints in the implementation of IS) 

programme as perceived by JAOs working in 
I ED unite.

81.No. Constraints Weightage Rank

1. She JAO has to do a lot of other 
administrative work 162

2. Untimely and inadequate supply of 
Inputs 155

3. Bata obtained from village refordsand other establishments Eire not 151
up-to-date

4. She consumption quality of HYVe
is poor 143

5. High investment prevent formersfrom cultivating HYVo 147
6. S&eoliaOal taste for local variety

of grains 147
7. Adequate staff is not available

for the basic data collection 145
8. Cost of plant protection chemicals

are very high 145
9. High yielding varieties are highly susceptably to pest and diseases 145
10. Sow price of HYV paddy prevent farmers from cultivating HYVo 142
11. Chemical weeding not done due to

high cost of chemicals 140

1

2

3

4

5

5

6 

6 

6

7

8
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si.
No. Constraints Woightago Bunk

12. Irrigation facilities in IED area is
very poor 140 8

13. Department loan for HYV cultivation
ia not given for the first crop 137 9

14. Fragmented holdings do not favour
uniformity of cultivation 137 9

19. She farmers do not use the required
quantity of plant protection chemicals 128 10

16. When the procedure f^r sanctioning of 
loans are finalised the crop will he
in a late harvest stage 126 11

17. High fertilizer recoa. endation for HTVs 181 12
18. Ihe availability of labour re limited 

during peak seasons which dose not
favour uniformity in cultivation 119 1?

19. Tho farmers do not fully utilise the 
25 # subsidy offered by the Department 
of agriculturefor purchase of plant
protection equipmont 118 14

£0. Ela committee is found ineffective in
the data collection process 1 1 3 13

21. Horsing common nursery is difficult 
as it is difficult to get sufficient
land in a compact area 113 16

22. In the preparation of plan, the 
national policy or national priority 
on certain aspects is a barrier for
the local development programme 110 17

23. Eventhouch farmers are aware of the 
liming practices, they do not apply
the rccommandcd quality 110 17

84. She availability of bullock pairs
and plough man i3 limited 110 17

25. Non availability of 11YY seed in
sufficient quantity 110 17
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s i .
No. Constraints Woightage Hank

26. Demand for a particular variety of 
seedling

27. floods affect tho crop edvorsely
28. Non cooperation of farmers act as a 

barrier in carrying out plant protec­
tion activity on a community basis

29* In the preparation of plant no good 
suggestions are brought out by tho Ela committee

30. High labour consumption prevents farmers 
from transplanting and to do broadcasting 
which results in low yield

31. Non availability of good seed suited 
to tho locality

32. She high cost technology is involved in following the recommended package 
of practices

33. Risk due to pest, disease and other climatic conditions do not favour common nursery
34. Practically no help is attained from 

district authorities in the preparation of plan.
33. Local disputes in sharing wator availa­

ble in the area arises.
36. His utilisation of M.I. works like bunds for fish farming
37. She tractor facilities ars poor
38. Belay in getting tho subsidy and funds for com on nursery
39. Varietal preference of farmers isa difficulty in implementing common nursery programs

110
105

104

100

100

100

97

95

92

92

92
92

92

91

17
18

19

20

20

20

21

22

23

23

23
23

23

24



79
SI.No. Constraints Weigh-tagc Bank

40. Farmers misuse the subsidy availed to 
then 89 25

41. As topography of land differs varieties suitable also differs 87 26
42. She farmers* cooperation is limited in the data collection process 86 £7
43. She plant protection equipments cost high 86 27
44. Uncertanity regarding tho availability of good quality soeds 85 28
45. Though training classes are arranged the idea is not duplicated in the field 84 29
46. People's participation is limited in the IED unite 81 30
47. lack of proper technology to deal with prcsoat problems 80 31
48. Farmers of an area differ in education end economic status which docs not 

help in uniformity of cultivation 78 32
49- Parmer labourers raise objection to tractor farming 62 33

b) C.P. programme
2ho constraints felt in the adoption of improved 

practices for coconut cultivation by the farmers of 
coconut package area are presented in their rank order 
in the table 31 (a).



Sable 31 (a) Constraintc in the Implementation of 
CP programme as perceived by the 
farcers in CP units.

8U

SI
Ho* Constraints Woightage Rank
1 2 3 4

1. High labour consumption is required for following tho recoiunended package 
of practices 169 1

2. Cost of plant protection chemicals aro very high 167 2
3. High cost technology is Involved in following the recommended package of practices 150 3
4. She cost of plant protection equipments are very high 137 4
5. Lack of proper irrigation facilities 116 5
6. Cost of fertilisers very high 114 6
7. Lack of adequate capital 110 7
8. High fertiliser recomiendatioa 98 8
9. Untimely and inadequate supply of inputs 98 8
10. Soil erosion is a problem 67 9
11. Procedure for sanctioning of loans take much time 83 10
12. Hoot wilt disease 81 11
13. Bon availability of good and dicease free seedlings 71 12
14. Blood damages the crop 70 13
15. Lack of supervision and guidance from the officers concerned 67 14
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1 2 3 4
16. Coot of weedicldos are very high 65 15
17. Cost of the seedlings are vory high 65 15
18. Chemical weeding is much expensive 64 16
19. lack of marketing facilities 64 16
£0. lack of communication facilities 62 17
21. lack of transport facilities 62 17
£2. The seedlings distributed through 

agricultural department is reliable 61 18
23. The training canpa and seminars 

conducted through CP unit are 
not useful 60 19

24. Green manuro cultivation is a waste 
of money 60 19

The constraints felt by tho JAOs of the coconut

package units are presented in the rank order in table 31 (1

Table 31 (b) Constraints in the implementation of CP
SsofgeamsB as perceived by JAOs working
in CP units.

s i .
So. Constraints Welghtago Bank

1 2 3 4
1. JAO has to do a lot of work admini­

strative work
101 1

2. Timely action from other departments 
(like minor Irrigation, electricity 
cooperatives etc.) are not obtained 98 2
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3. She farmero do not use tho required amount of plant protection chemicals
4. Data obtained from village records and othe, establishments are not 

up-to-date
5. Irrigation facilities in the CP wait 

is very poor
6. Adequate staff is not available 

in coconut package unit
7. Saraer3 are subsidy minded and so they 

will accept scheme just to avail subsidy
6. She cost of plant protection ehemi cale 

are veiy high
9> High labour consumption prevents for­mers from following recommended package 

of practices
10. Adequate staff is not available for 

the basic data collection
11. Adequate staff is not available to send reports in tine
12. Earners are not prepared to dlstroy 

their old and diseased coconut palms for planting now ones
13. 2ho plant protection equipment are very costly
14. Lack of funds
15. lack of adequate funds for the various programmes

The procedure for sanctioning of loans take much time
16.

97 3

95 4

95 4

94 5

92 6

91 7

91 7

89 8 

85 9

85 9

85 9
84 10

81 11

81 11
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17• Lack of proper supervision ami con­
trol to tho works done 60 12

10. Hoot wilt disease 80 12
19. LTajority of farmers are not interested

in grown groea manure crop 79 15
20. Farmers cooperation is limited in

the data collection process 78 1*
21. She viability of service cooperative

for credit is not dependable 78 14
22. In cocnercial banks, staff for 

processing and sanctioning loans
le insufficient 78 14

23. The proforma for reporting is not
need oriented, uniform nor objective 76 13

24. Individual szie of holding is very 
smell to carry out intensive
cultivation 76 15

25. Lack of flexibility and authorisation
of tho budget 75 16

26. High fertilizer recommendations and 
resultant prevents farmers from 
supplying the recocmsnded dose of 
fertilizers as _)er package of
practices 75 16

27. In the preparation of plan the 
national policy in certain aspects is 
a barrier for the local development
programme 70 17

28. Bsoplos participation is limited in
the CP units 70 17

29. The farmers ore not utilizing the 
loane provided for purchase of pump-
sets to irrigate coconut gardens 70 17
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30.

51.

32.

33.

34.

35.

35.

37.

3B.

39.

40.

41.

42.

Untimely and inadequate supply of
inputs 68

Hl$i cost technology le deal 
involved in following the recomm­
ended package of practices 67
lack of proper technology to deal 
with tho present problem 66
Farmers ore not aware of the 
importance of irrigation in coconut 
gardens 63
The seedlings distributed through 
agricultural department is not 
reliable 63
though training classes are 
arranged the idea is not dupli­
cated in the field 63
The coconut package committee 
le found ineffective in the 
collection of data 63
Shore is tho problem of soil 
erosion in coconut gardens 61
There is no adequate power to 
control the activities of 
subordinates 59
Subordinate staff are not working 
effectively 58
In the preparation of plan no good 
suggestions are brought out by the 
coconut package committee 57
ITactically no help is attained 
from district authorities in the 
preparation of plan 56
The responsibilities of extension 
personcl is not well defined 
allocated or quantified 56

18

19

£0

21

21

21

22

23

24

25

26 

27 

27
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43.
44.

Plood affect the coconut pelm adversely 
Local disputes in shoring the water

52 33

45.
available in the area
Hon availability of good and disease

52 3d

free seedlings 52 33

o) P.P. programme

Tho constraints felt by the pepper growers in 
adopting improved practices for pepper cultivation are .

presented in table 32 (a) and the constraints felt by

the JAOs working in PP unit are given in table 32 (b)

in their rank orders*
Sable 32 (a) Constraints in the implementation of PP 

programme as perceived by farmers of
PP areas

SI.Ho. Constraints Kelghtage Hank

1. Coot of plant protection chemicals
are very high 73 1

2. lack of propor irrigation facilities 67 2
3. lack of transport facilities 63 3
4. High cost technology is involved in following the recommended

package of practices 62 4
5. Lack of marketing facilities 57 5
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SINo* Constraints Woightage•
Bank

6. She coat of plant protection equipment are very high 50 6
7. High labour consumption is required in following tho recommended package of practices 49 7
8. Lack of communication facilities 47 e
9. Quick and slow wilt dieease 47 8
10. Lack of adequate capital 47 8
11. Untimely and inadequate supply of inputs 45 9
12. H&gb fertilizer recommendation 42 10
15. lack of proper supervision and guidance from the officers concerned 36 11
14. Lack of storage facilities 35 12
15. Pollu beetle attack 34 15
16. Cost of fertilizers very high 33 14
17. Non availability of good hybrid variety vines 32 15
18. Flood 30 16
19. The pepper vines distributed through the pepper package unit is not reliable 30 16
20. She training camps and seminars corhu- cted through popper package unit is not useful 30 16
21. Procedure for sanctioning of loans take much time 30 16
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Sable 32 (b) Constraints in the implementation of PP 
programme as perceived by JAOs working 
in PP units

Constraints Weightsge Bank

1. Quick and slow wilt disease 35 1
2. Adequate staff is not available for 

the basic data collection 34 2
3. Adequate staff is not available in 

pepper packogo unit 34 2
4. Cost of plant protection chemicals 

are very high 29 3
5. JAO hap to do a lot of other admini­
strative works £7 4

6. Adequate staff is not available to 
send reports in time 26 5

7. Farmers do not use tho required 
amount of plant protection chemicals 25 6

S. Bata obtained from village records 
and other establishments are not 
up-to-date6 23 7

9. High labour consumption prevent farmers 
following the recommended package of practices 22 8

10. Irrigation facilities are poor in 
tho pepper package area 22 8

11. There io no committee to help the data 
collection procoos 21 9

12. The plant protection equipment are 
very costly 21 9

13. Follu beetle attack 21 9
14. Untimely and inadequate supply of 

inputs 21 9
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si.No. Constrainta
Weightage Hanks

15. Lack of flexibility and authorisa­
tion of tho budget 20 10

16. lack of proper technology to deal
with the present problems 20 10

17. High cost technology is involved 
in following the recommended
package of practices 20 10

16. High invaBtoont prevent farmers from 
applying the recommended dose of 
fertilisers as per package of 
practices 20 10

1 9. Procedure for sanctioning of loans
teaks much time 20 10

20. Ihe proforma for reporting is not
oriented, uniform nor objeotive 19 11

21. Though training classes are arranged 
the idea is not duplicated in the
field 19 11

22. lime of action for other departments 
(like minor irrigation, Electrical
cooperative etc.) are not obtained 18 12

23. Harmora cooperation is limited in the
data oolleotion process. 17 13

24. In the preparation of plan, the 
national policy in certain aspects 
is a barrier for tho local develop­
ment programme 17 13

25. Hractically no help is attained from 
district authorities in tho prep­
aration of plan 17 13

26. She responsibilities of an extension 
personal 1b not veil defined allo­
cated or quantified 17 13
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si.
Mo. Constraints Vtoightago Ranks

27. Subordinate stafi are not writing 
effectively 17 13

£8. Mon availability of good hybrid 
(Banniyoor) variety vines 17 13

29. The viability of service cooperatives 
for credit is not dependable 17 13

30. High fertiliser rocomnendatlon 16 14
5a. BepfiLe’s participation is limited 

in tho poppoi package units 16 14
$£. Only big farmers are interested 

in this scheme 16 14
33. There is no adequate power to con­

trol the aetivitieo of subordina­
tes 15 15

34. lack of adequate fundo for the 
various programmes 15 15

35. ISioutilisation of the fertilizero 
and plant protection chemicals 
supplied through the unit 15 15

36. The subsidy given for purchase of 
punpsets, sprays, fertilisers, 
plant prot-ction chemicals etc., 
is not properly utilised by the 
formers 13 16

37. Blood may affect tne vines adversely 12 17
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BI3CDSSI0B

The diccusslon of the results of this study 

Included in the chapter on rosults if presented below*

A. Bro/aranco participation

Tho findings of the study revealed that there 

was no significant difference in tho extent of fanners* 

participation between the U D  areas with more than and 

less than five years of implementation. Similarly there 

was no difference in participation between the farmers 

of the CP areas of disease affected and disease free areas. 

There was no difference between the CP and 1TD programs® 

areas. Irrespective of the total duration of implemen­

tation of the programme and the crop dolt with the farmers' 

participation in the above package programmes was at the 

same level. But maximum farmers participation was observed 

in the pepper package programme. The pepper package 

studied was located in the area which was cultivated by 

the sottlors who have como there for cultivation from
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Central Iravaneore. By nature they are venturesome and 

progressive. They nave adopted inproved agricultural 

practices of all crops and hcnco their participation was 

found to to maximum.

B. Farmers' knowledge about package nroaratce

In the study* the knowledge about IH> and CP 

programmes included these aspects* They were knowledge 

about unit, knowledge about committee and knowledge about 

activities carried out through the respective package 

programmes.

The swan programme knowledge scores between the 

farmers of the IH) areas over five years and lose than five 

years of implementation regarding the above mentioned 

three aspects showed no variation, So. as in the case of 

participation, the period of implementation of the 12D 

programme was not having any direct bearing on the farmers 

prokrsame knowledge.

The result with respeot to Cp programme showed that 

of the above throe, there was significant variation regarding 

knowledge on the activities carried out between the farmers 

of the CP units of disease affected, and disease free areas.
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Farmers of the disease affeoted area had more knowledge on 

the activities carried out through CP programme* Share 

was no variation in the knowledge on other aspects* Ifermera 

in the root wilt disease affected area had far lese yield 

when compared to other areas. They migit have believed 

that the plant protection activities included in the prog- 

ranae would help in increasing yield which might have 

prompted them for knowing thedetaile of the pro@coame.

Comparioion of the mean knowledge standard scores 

of the Corners of IPD, CP and PP units showed that there was 

significant variation among them with respect to their 

programme knowledge. The programme knowledge of the farmers 

of the pepper package unit was more than that of the farmers 

of IED and CP areas.

C. Knowledge about Improved practices

In this study the knowledge on Improved practices 

in paddy cultivation included the knowledge on seed rate, 

seed treatment, fertilizer requirement, nutrients required, 

liming praotioes, pest and disease and BYVa and their duration. 

The knowledge level of the farmers of the IB) areas were moro
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than that of the nor* I ED area with respect to ell the above 

mentioned aspects*

Even when tho data pertaining to the knowledge Of 

the asperate aspects were analysed* no significant diff­

erence could be obtained between tho IH3 area having

different periods of implementation. The only area were
he

some difference could.seen was related to the knowledge ofA

pests and dlceaee. In general the results indicated that

the total period of implementation of the programme had no
11

impact of tho participants knowledge level on improved 

practices.

She improved practices in coconut cultivation in­

cluded for the study wore hybrid seedlings* qualities of 

good seedlings, recommended spacing, fertilizer requirement, 

green manure, cover crops, pests and diseases. The results 

□howed that there was no difference in the knowledge level 

among the farmers of the two CP areas end between package 

area and the control areas with regard to the three improved 

practices,' namely,' qualities of good seedlings, nutrient 

requirement and cover crops. There wao no difference in 

the knowledge on hybrid seedlings and spacing botveen the
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formers of tho CP units of tho two areas, but It was hi fiber 

In tho pro grannie areas than tho control areas, Tho formers 

of tho disease affected area had better knowledge on fertili­

ser requirement than the farmers of the disease free areas and 

control areaB. AIbo farmers of theCP units in disease affected 

areas had more knowledge with respect to pest and disease 

effecting coconut palm than the farmers of the CP units of 

the disease free areas and tho control areas, She formers of 

the disease free areas had more knowledge in this aspect than 

that of control areas, Thus it was seen that in general the 

farmers of the CP units located in the disease affected area 

had bottor knowledge of improved methods of coconut cultivation 

than the other areas. Thoir urgent need to increase yield, wh- 

lch is less than the disease free areas, might have Induced 

them to learn more about the Improved agricultural practices, 

the adoption of which might increase the yield. Similarly 

tho knowledge was more in package areas than the non package 

arose. So it was proved that tho CP programme has helped in 

Imparting the knowledge on improved methods of cultivation

in farmers.

Knowledge on hybrid pepper, pit size, nutrients,
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fertiliser requirement end post and disease were studied 

with roapect to pepper. The results showed that, in all 

those aspects the fcraers of the peppor package area had 

hotter knowledge than the farmers of non package areas.

Shie result also conclusively proved that the PP pro grans e 

could increase tho farmers knowledge on improved methods 

of pepper cultivation.

The knowledge on improved practices of farmers 

of PP area was more than that of the farmers of IB) and 

CP areas. But the results showed that there was no signi­

ficant difference in the knowledge level between the far­

mers of IPS and CP areas.

The Important work of the staff in theeo package 

units was agricultural extension to provide technical 

information to induce farmers to adopt la-roved agricultural 

practices. They vera successful in thoir efforts in all 

the three typos of package programmes in providing techni­

cal information to the farmers.

S. Attitude towards the nrorrame

In general majority of the farmers had a favourable 

attitude towards the different package programmes. The 

results conclusively proved that these progrances did



96

create a favourable attitude In farmers without which 

the programme would hot have succeeded* She period of 

implementation of the IPD programme had no Impact on 

attitude* Farmers might have formed attitude in the 

beginning of tho programme Implementation which night 

have persisted and hence no difference could he observed* 

Similarly there was no difference in the attitude between 

tho formers of the CP units in the disease affected and 

disease free areas* Shis showed that in general the 

coconut growers of Kerala have interested'and faith in 

the CP programme.

She results also revealed that there was no

variation in tho mean attitude scores of the farmers of
g c IIED, CP and PP areas. Shis shown that irrespective of the 

crops, the farmers of the state are having faith and 

confidence in the functioning of the package program®,

Majority of JAOs in charge of the different package 

unite also had a favourable attitude towards tlx; respective 

package programs. Shis can be considered as an indica­

tion that the programme will be implemented by the offici­

als with more interest and intensity.
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E. Adoption

According to the rcsulto there was no difference in 

the adoption of inproved practices between tho farmers of IPB 

units over five years and lea 3 than five years of implementa­

tion. But tho adoption of improved practices of paddy was 

more in the 1ED area than tho control area.

So fe in tho case of participation, knowledge and 

attitude, the period of implementation had no impact on 

adoption also. Tho rate of change in these aspects was more 

rapid in tho initial period which might have reduced aa 

tins passed on. Hence though there was increase in knowledge, 

it was not significantly different in latter years.

Similarly the adoption rate was not different in the 

C? units of disease affected areas, than disease free oreas. 

But it was more in package areas than the control areas. So 

the result proved that tho CP program0 did create impact in 

terms of adoption both in disease affectoc. and disease free 

areas.

Tho adoption of improved cultivation practices for 

pepper was significantly mors in BP areas than in control 

areas.
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All the above re cults showed that the adoption rate 

was significantly higher in programme areas than in control 

areas, which proved that tho programme produced favourable 

responses in the feraers. A comparison of adoption beha­
viour of famors in three programme areas showed that there 

was no difference. Shis was an indication that all tho 

programme had similar response.

?• Results from Correlation Matrix

Results revealed that all the four factors viz. 

knowledge about the package programme, laiowledgo on improved 

practices, participation and attitude tod significant cont­

ribution on adoption behaviourof farmers in ZED and CP arena 

She inter correlation between pairs of these faotoro were 

also significant*

Pathak and D organ (1 9 7 1) found that acceptance of 

improved practices tod association with cultivators parti­

cipation in the programme. Hajuadar and Uajumdar (19 6 7) 

found significant positive relationship between programme 

knowledge of farmers and their hdhptionr behaviour. In 

tho Btudiea of Johnson and Raver (1953), Williams (1958),
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R o g e r s  and I fe v s n s  ( 1 9 6 1 ) •  Bobo ( 1 9 6 4 ) .  D a s g u p t a  ( 1 9 6 5 )»  

S te a k M ’d a h  ( 1 9 6 5 ) ,  K a l r  ( 1 9 6 9 ) ,  S i n g h  ( 1 9 6 9 ) ,  S i n g h  a n d  

S l n E h ( 1 9 7 0 ) ,  C h o u b e y  ( 1 9 7 2 ) ,  S h a r a a  onfl H a i r  ( 1 9 7 4 ) ,

I r a  s a d  ( 1 9 7 8 ) ,  K c l e e l  ( 1 9 7 8 )  a n d  U l l a i  ( 1 9 7 8 )  i t  w ae  fo u n d  

t h a t  k n o w le d g e  o n  im p r o v e d  p r a o t i c o o  h a d  s i g n i f i c a n t  i n f l u ­

e n c e  o n  a d o p t i o n  b e h a v i o u r ,  S a l  ( 1 9 6 9 ) ,  S i n g h  e t  a l  ( 1 9 6 6 )  

l i a j u n d a r  a n d  t S i J u s d a r  ( 1 9 6 7 )  a n d  I r a s a d  ( 1 9 7 8 )  f o u t e  p o s i t i v e  

a n d  s i g n i f i c a n t  i n f l u e n c e  o f  a t t i t u d e  t o w a r d s  t h o  p ro g ram m e  

a n d  a d o p t i o n  b e h a v i o u r ,  T h e  a b o v e  r e s u l t s  s u p p o r t e d  t h e  

r e s u l t s  o f  t h e  p r e s e n t  s t u d y .

B u t  i n  t h e  P P  p r o g r a a s e ,  f a r m e r s  k n o w le d g e  o n  

PP  p ro g ram m e  h a d  n o  i n f l u e n c e  o n  t h e  a d o p t i o n  b e h a v i o u r .  S im i ­

l a r l y  t h o  k no w led g e! o n  P P  p ro g ram m e  d i d  n o t  i n f l u e n c e  t h e  know ­

l e d g e  o n  i a p r o v e d  p r a c t i c e s ,  a t t i t u d e  a n d  p a r t i c i p a t i o n .  B u t  

t h e  k n o w le d g e  o n  im p r o v e d  p r a o t i c e a ,  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  a n d  a t t i ­

t u d e  h a d  s t r o n g  i n f l u e n o e  o n  Q d o p t io n  b o t a v i o u r  o f  p e p p e r  g ro w ­

e r s .  T h e  f a c t o r s  w e r e  a l s o  i n t e r  c o r r e l a t e d  w i t h i n  t h e m s e l v e s ,

G . E e a u l t e  o f  p a t h  a n a l y s i s

R e s u l t s  o f  p a t h  a n a l y s i s  sh o w e d  t h a t  i n  t h e  c a s e  

o f  I P S  p ro g ra m m e , f o r m e r s  k n o w le d g e  o n  im p ro v e d  p r a c t i c e s  t e d  

m axim um  d i r e c t  e f f e c t  o n  t h e i r  a d o p t i o n  b e h a v i o u r  f o l l o w e d  b y
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participation, attitude and knowledge about the programme, 

though knowledge on improved practices bad maximum direct 

effect, participation had also Bade considerable contribution 

in adoption. Honce these two factors had greater influence 

on the adoption behaviour of paddy growers.

In the case of CP programme, tho maximum direct 

effect on the adoption behaviour was by knowledge on improved 

practices followed by participation. So here the moat impor­

tant factors was knowledge on Improved practices.

With regard to the PP programme the maximum 

direct effect was contributed by the knowledge on improved 

practices followed by participation. The correlation co­

efficient between adoption and knowledge on programme was 

not significant. So in this case also the most important 

factor which influenced adoption was knowledge on improved 

practices.
c<s

H. Effectiveness of Package programme on perceived by JAOa 

Hegardlng the extent to which 1PD programme 

hue helped in carrying out developmental activities, major­

ity of JAOs opined that it hue helped to some extent only 

in making the farmers of the ela cultivate which waa one
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sam e  p a d d y  v a r i e t y ,  w h ic h  w a s  o n e  o f  t h e  I m p o r t a n t  o b j e c t i v e s  

o f  t h e  p ro g ra m m e . K a j o r i t y  o f  JA O s s a i d  t i n t  i t  h a s  h e l p e d  

t o  v e r y  l a r g e  e x t e n t  i n  le a k in g  f a r m e r s  c u l t i v a t e  HTVo o f  p a d d y  

a n d  t o  a  ' l a r g e  e x t e n t '  i n  c a r r y i n g  o u t  c o l l e c t i v e  p l a n t  

p r o t e c t i o n  w o r k s .  E fo st o f  t h e  JA O s v ie w e d  t h a t  p ro g ram m e  h a s  

h e l p e d  t o  so m e  e x t e n t  o n l y  i n  c o l l e c t i v e l y  a r r a n g i n g  i n p u t s  

a n d  i n  u n d e r t a k i n g  c o l l e c t i v e  w a t e r  m an a g e m en t p r a c t i c e s .  

A c c o r d in g  t o  t h e  m a j o r i t y  o f  JA O s, IED  p ro g ram m e  haB  n o t  h e l p e d  

i n  c o l l e c t i v e l y  c a z r y i g o u t  f a r m  o p e r a t i o n s  a n d  a l s o  d i d  n o t  

m o t i v a t e  f a r m e r s  t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  t h e  com m on n u r s e r y  p ro g ra m m e .

I n  t h e  c a o e  o f  CP p ro g ra m m e , 9 8  p e r  c e n t  o f  JAO a 

w o r k i n g  i n  C? u n i t s  p e r c e i v e d  t h a t  t h e  CP h a s  h o l p c d  i n  t h e  

s u p p l y  o f  g o o d  q u a l i t y  s e e d l l n g e  t o  t h e  f a r m e r .  B e tw e e n  BO 

a n d  90 p e r  c e n t  o f  o f f i c i a l s  p e r c e i v e d  t h a t  t h e  p r o g r a m s  h a e  

h e l p e d  i n  i n c r e a s i n g  t h e  c o c o n u t  y i e l d , i n c r e a s i n g  t h e  e c o n o m ic  

c o n d i t i o n  o f  c o c o n u t  g r o w e r s ,  i n c r e a s i n g  a r e a  u n d e r  i n t e n s i v e  

c u l t i v a t i o n  a n d  i n  t h e  s u p p l y  o f  s u f f i c i e n t  q u a n t i t y  o f  f e r t i ­

l i z e r s  i n  t h e  r i g h t  t i m e .  A c c o r d in g  t o  7 5  p e r  c e n t  o f  JAOs 
t h e  CP p ro g ram m e  h a s  h e l p e d  t h e  f a r m e r s  i n  t h e  p u r c h a s e  o f  

p u m p a e to  f o r  i r r i g a t i o n .
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All the JAOs working in the PP units in Kerala stated

that the PP programs has helped in increasing the popper
o~yield and also increasing the ecanonic condition of pepper 

growers. Ninety two percent and sixty seven per cent of 

tho officials perceived that it has helped in the supply of
w  c a

good quality pepper vines and timely supply of succificftnt 

Quality of fertilizers respectively,

I .  C o n s t r a i n t s

The major constraints Identified by tho farmers in 

tho successful implementation of 1ED programme were the high 

Buscoptability of HYvo to pest and disease followed by low 

price of HYV paddy, high cost of H? chemicals, high cost 

in following scientific cultivation, non availability of 

labourers in pcaak period etc., in tho rank order.

JAOs working in the I I’D units perceived the high 

quantum of adminis ncntivc work, as the moot important const­

raint followed by untimely and inadequate supp ly of inputs 

non reliability of the data from village records, poor con­

sumption quality of IIYV of paddy, high investment for farmers 

in cultivating HYVs, Icekl taste for local v a ria b le s , lack
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of adequate staff and high coat of pp chemicals. Here high 

cost involved and high cost of PP chemicals were the major 

constraints perceived by both farmers and JAOs for the 

successful functioning of IED programme.

The far tiers in the CP area perceived high labour 

requirement in following the recommended package of practices^ 

high cost of PE chemicals , high cost involved in scientific

cultivation, high cost of PP equipment, lack of Irrigation

facilities, high cost of fertilizers etc., as the major 

constraints. According to the officials of the CP pro grannie,

tho high quantum of administrative work of JAOs, lack of
u.timely action from other dopantmenta, relactance on the 

part of farmers to use the required amount of pp chemicals 

non reliability of data from villages records, lack of irriga­

tion facilities, lack of adequate staff, miautilizatlon of 

subsidy, high coat of PP chemicals etc. wore the major 

constraints. In the case of CP programme, lick of irrigation

facilities was considered as major constraints by both farmers

as well as the officials of tho CP programme.



104

High coat of PP chemicals, lock of Irrigation faci­

lities, lack of transport facilities, high cost involved in 

scientific cultivation, lack of marketing facilities, high 

cost of PP equipment etc,, ware the major constraints for 

tho popper growers. Tho officials in charge of the PP units 

ranked high incidence of wilt disease, inadequate staff, 

high coot of PP chemicals,, heavy administrative work of JAOs 

reluctance on the part of farmers to use required quantities 

of PP chemicals, non reliability of data fron village records 

as the major constraints.

In all the above progratrcea tho common constraints 

pointed out by the JAOs in the order of Importance ware heavy 

administrative work of JAOs, non reliability of data from 

village recordB, lack of adequate staff and high cost of 

plant protection chemicals. Similarly farmers in all these 

programme areas identified high cost of plant protection 

chemicals and high cost involved in following scientific 

cultivation as the moot important constraints.



SUMMARY
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StflBttEY

She present study woe to find out tho reoponso of the 

throe package programmes via. Intensive Baddy Development 

Programme (IED), Coconut Package Ero grease (CP), and Sapper 

Package Programme (PP) functioning in Kerala. She specific 

objectives of the study ware:

1. So study the farmers’ knowledge and attitude 

towards the package programme.

2. So study the attitude of Junior Agricultural 

Officers towards the programme.

3. So study the effectiveness of the programme.

4. So Identify the constraints in the successful 

functioning of tho programme as perceived by 

both farmers and Junior Agricultural Officers.

Samples from farmers and officials were selected for 

the study. Sample farmers from the IED programme was 

seleoted through a multistage sampling procoduro. In the 

first step a district was selected by random process. She 

IED units of the seleoted district io. Calicut, were stra­

tified into 2 strata io. those with more than 5 years of
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implementation and less than 5 yearn of implementation. ftroa 

these 2 strata, one 13) unit each was selected by simple random 

process. CP units were also stratified into two vis., units 

in 'root wilt* disease free area and units in disease affected 

area. Eroa the CP units in the above two area, one each was 

selected by random process. Prom the list of PP unite, one 

unit was selectee' by random process. From the list of farmers 

of the above selected units, 30 farmers each were selected by 

random process. Sample formers from areas where the package 

programme were not under implementation and which were similar 

to the selected package areas in all other respect were sele­

cted as control group. Similarly three samples of JAOs were 

selected from the list of officers in chargo of three types 

of package programmes. The responses that were studied were 

programme knowledge, knowledge on improved practices, pro^ammo 

participation, attitude ond adoption of improved agricultural 

practices of the respective crops. Data from the 240 farmers 

were collected through interview and from 112 JAOs through 

mailed questionnaire. The data were analysed using ' t* teot^ 

analysis of variance and path analysis. The results of the
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study are summarised as followsj-

1. There was no difference in participation In IED

programme between the farmers of the IH) areas 

over five years and loos than five years of 

implementation.

2m There was no significant difference In parti­

cipation in CP programme between the farmers 

of the CP units of the disease affected and 

disease free areas.

3. There was significant differences in participation

between the farmers of the PP area and tho

CP area. It was better in PP area.

4. The farmers of the PP area shoved better parti­

cipation than ths farmers of the IB) areas.

5. There was no significant difference in partici­

pation among the farmers of the CP areas and 

IPD areas implemented for less than five years.

6. Tho farmers of the CP area had more partici­

pation than the farmers of the IPD areas 

implemented for over five years.



There vac so significant difference in partici­

pation between tho farmers of the IH) units 

implemented for lose than five years and CP unite 

of the root wilt disease affected areas*

Brograstte knowledge

There was no significant difference between the 

farmers of the I ED areas implemented for over 

five years and leoo than five years with regard 

to knowledge on the unit, ela committee and IPh 

activities*

The farmers of the CP units of the disease affec­

ted and disease free areas showed no variationN,
with rofjird to knowledge on CP unit and CP 

Committee. But farmers of the CP unit of disease 

affected area had better knowledge on CP activi­

ties than the farmers of the CP areae of disease 

ffcee areas.

There was no significant difference in programme 

knwoeldge among the farmers of the different IED 

and CP areas.

The farmers of the PP areas had better programme 

knowledge than the farmers of the Z?D and



2he farnare of the IBD areas had tetter knowledge 

on seed rate, fertilizer requirement, nutrient, lim­

ing and HZVs than the farmers of the control areas* 

There was no significant difference among the farmers 

of CP aal non CP areas with regard to knowledge on 

qualities of good seedlings, nutrients and cover 

crops•

The farmers of the CP areas bad tetter knowledge on 

hybrid seedlings and spacing than the farmers of non- 

CP areas,

Tho farmers of the CP units of disease affected areas 

had better knowledge on fertilizer requirement than 

tho farmers of the dicease free and control areas. Put 

there was no difference between disease free area 

and control area.

The farmers of the CP units of disease free areas 

had totter knowledge on cover crops than the farmers 

of the disease affected and control areas. But the 

farmers of the disease affected areas had no signi­

ficant difference in knowledge on this aspect than 

farmers of the control areas.

Knowledge on improved practices



She farsaors of the CP unite of tbo disease affected 

aroao had significant difference in the knowledge on 

post and disease than the far aero of the CP units of 

disease free and control ereas«

?he formers of the PP areas had better knowledge on 

hybrid pepper, pit size* nutrients, fertilizer require­

ment and pest and disease than the farmers of the non- 

PP areas.

Shore was no significant difference between the far­

mers of tho IPX) areas over five years and less than 

fivo years of implementation with regard to knowledge 

on seed rate, seed treatment, fertilizer requirement 

nutriento, liming and HYVe.

There was no difference In the knowledge on seed 

treatment betweon the fhrmero of the IED areas over 

five years and control areas*

There was no difference in tho knowledge on pest and 

disease between the farnsrs of the IED units of loss 

than five years of implementation and control areas. 

The farmora of the PP areas had bettor knowledge on 

improved practices in cultivation than the fermere of 

the IB) and CP areas. There was no difference between



the formers of CE araao and fanners of the IH> units 

implemented less than five years of thio aspect. 

rroCTami-.a attitude

Ifejority of fc-rnera had favourable attitude uowards

xhe different package programnes.

fSâ ority of Junior Agricultural Officers had a

favourable attitude towards the different package

progr-mmas,

There was no significant difference in attitude 

between the farmers of the IPS croao implemented 

over five years and less than five years.

There was no significant difference in attitude 

between the farmers of the CP areas of tho dioease 

free and disease affected arose.

Adoption

Tho adoption of improved agricultural practices for 

paddy was significantly core in 12!) areao Uian in 

control areas.

The adoption of improved agricultural practices for 

coconut was significantly more m  CP areao than 

control areao.



S h e  a d o p t i o n  o f  l n p r o v e t i  a g r i c u l t u r a l  p r a c t i c e s  f o r  

p e p p e r  w a s  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  m o re  t h a n  t h a t  o f  c o n t r o l  

a r e a s .

T h e r e  w a s  n o  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e  i n  t h e  a d o p t i o n  

h e  tw e e n  t h o  f a n n e r s  o f  t h e  I B )  a r e a s  im p le m e n te d  o v e r  

f i v e  y e a r s  a n d  l e s s  t h a n  f i v e  y e a r s  

T h e r e  w a s  n o  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e  i n  t h e  a d o p t i o n  

b e tw e e n  t h e  f a r m e r s  o f  t h e  C p  a r e a s  o f  d i s e a s e  f r e e  

a n d  d i s e a s e  a f f e c t e d  a r o s e .

T h e r e  w a s  n o  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e  i n  t h e  a d o p t i o n  

o f  im p ro v e d  p r a c t i c e s  am o n g  t h e  f a r m e r s  o f  t h e  IH > ,

C P  a n d  F P  a r e a s .

C o r r e l a t i o n  m a t r i x

I n  b o t h  I  ED a n d  C P  p ro g ra m m e s , p ro g ram m e  k n o w le d g e , 

k n o w le d g e  o n  im p ro v e d  p r a c t i c e s ,  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  e n d  

a t t i t u d e  h a d  s i g n i f i c a n t  c o n t r i b u t i o n  o n  t h e  a d o p t i o n  

b e h a v i o u r  o f  f a r m e r s .

I n  P P  p ro g ra m m e , o n l y  k n o w le d g e  o n  im p r o v e d  p r a c t i c e s ,  

p a r t i c i p a t i o n  a n d  a t t i t u d e  h a s  s i g n i f i c a n t  c o n t r i b u t i o n  

o n  t h e  a d o p t i o n  b e h a v i o u r  o f  f a r m e r s .  H e r e  p ro g ram m e  

k n o w le d g e  h a d  n o  i n f l u e n c e  o n  a d o p t i o n  b e h a v i o u r .



B a t h  A n o l r s l a

l a  t h e  c a s e  o f  IE D , C P a n d  P P  p ro g ra m m e , k n o w le d g e  

o n  im p r o v e d  p r a c t i c e s  h a d  m axim um  d i r e c t  e f f e c t  

o n  a d o p t i o n  b e h a v i o u r  f o l l o w e d  b y  p a r t i c i p a t i o n .

E f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  t h e  p a c k a g e  p ro g ra m m e s  a e  p e r c e i v e d  b y

JAOo. _

U a j o r i t y  o f  JA O s w o r k in g  i n  t h e  IED  p ro g ram m e 

p e r c e i v e d  t h a t  t h e  IH >  p ro g ram m e  h a s  h e l p e d  t o  a  

v e r y  l a r g e  e x t e n t  i n  a s k i n g  f a r m e r s  c u l t i v a t e  KYV,- 

o f  p a d d y .  P u t  t h e  p ro g ram m e  h a s  n o t  h e l p e d  i n  

c o l l e c t i v e l y  c a r r y i n g  o u t  f e r n  o p e r a t i o n s  a n d  m a k in g  

f a r m e r s  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  t h e  c o u p o n  n u r s e r y  p ro g ra m m e . 

A c c o r d i n g  t o  6 0  t o  9 0  p e r  c e n t  o f  t h e  JA O s w o r k i n g  

i n  CE p ro g ra m m e , t h e  CE p ro g ram m e  h a s  h e l p e d  i n  

i n c r e a s i n g  t h e  y i e l d ,  i n c r e a s i n g  t h e  e c o n o m ic  c o n d i ­

t i o n  o f  f a r m e r s ,  i n c r e a s i n g  t h e  a r e a  u n d e r  i n t e n s i v e  

c u l t i v a t i o n  a n d  i n  t h e  t l m o l y  s u p p l y  o f  f e r t i l i z e r s .  

A l l  t h e  JA O s o f  t h e  P P  p ro g ram m e  p e r c e i v e d  t h a t  t h e  

EE p ro g ra m n e  h a s  h e l p e d  i n  i n c r e a s i n g  t h e  y i e l d  a n d  

e c o n o m ic  c o n d i t i o n  o f  f a r m e r s .  I ± 4 o r i t y  o f  th e m  

o p i n e d  t h a t  t h e  p ro g ram m e  w a s  h e l p e d  i n  t h e  s u p p l y
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of good quality vinos end timely supply of ferti­

lizers

Constraints

1. la tho case of IED programme the important const­

raints felt by farmers were hlgi sacceptability of 

EYVo to pact and diseases, followed by low price of 

HSV paddy, high cost of EP chemicals, high cost 

involved in following scientific cultivation, non­

availability of labourers m  peak period etc. The 

JAOs working in 12D units identified the higi 

quantum of administrative work of JAOs, as the 

major constraint followed by untimely and inadequate 

supply of inputs, non reliability of the data from 

village records, poor consumption quality of KYV 

of paddy, high investment for farmers, the local 

taste £a& local varioty, in adequate staff, high 

cost of plant protection chemicals etc., as the 

major constraints*

2* Tho farmers in the CP area identified high labour 

requirement in following the recomment^package 

of practices, high cost of plant protection 

chemicals, higt cost involved in scientific
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cultivation, high coot of plant protection equipment 

lack of irrigation facilities, high cost of fertili­

zers etc., as the major constraints. She officials 

working in the CP units perceived the high quantum 

of administrative work of JAOs, lock of timely action 

from the other departments, reluctance on the part 

of farmers to uoe required amount of plant protection 

chemicals, non-reliability of the data firom village 

records, lack of Irrigation facilities, misutllisa- 

tioil of subsidy etc., as the major constraints in 

the functioning of CP programme.

3. In the caec of tho farmers of PP areas, the major

constraints were high cost of plant protection chemi­

cals, lack of irrigation facilities, lack of transport, 

coLmunication and marketing facilities, high cost of 

plant protection equipment etc. She officials of PP 

area pointed out incidence of wilt disease, lack of 

adequate staff, hifh cost of plant protection chemicals, 

heavy administrative work of JAOs, reluctance on the 

part of formers to use required quantities of plant 

protection chemicals, non reliability of data Scon
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v i l l a g e  r e c o r d s  o U . ,  aa  E H j o r  c o n s t r a i n t s  f o r  

t h e  o u e c o o a f u l  f u n c t i o n i n g  o f  t h e  P P  p r o g r a m n o .
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cAiguuiaoir or rormoira? or raxroajciBii.m
AFKTDIX I

Roopcndonto S t a t o n o n t o Ecoroa
llo.

1 2 5 4  5 6
1 0 1 0  1 0 1 0  1 0 1 0

1 X X X X X X 6
6 X X X X X X 6
9 ST X X V X X 6
13 X X X X X X 6
14 X X X X X X 6
15 X X X X X X 6
16 2 X X X X X 6
17 £ X X X X X 6
19 X X X X X X 6
20 X X 2 X X X 6
33 X X X X X X 6
35 X X X x X X 6
36 X X X X X X 6
30 X X X X X X 6
39 X X X X X X 6
40 X X X X X X 6
41 X X X X X X 6
42 X X X X z X 6
44 X X X X X X 6
45 X X X X X X 6
46 X X X X X X 6
47 X X X X X X 6



AP&IiDIX, I Continued

EoopcndentoHo, S t a t e m e n t s Scores
. i 2 3 4 " s 6
1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0

40 X X X X X X 6
49 X X X X X X 6
50 X X X X X X 6

51 X X X X X X 6

52 X X X X X X 6
53 X X X X X X 6
55 X X X X X X 6
57 X X X X X X 6
58 X X X X X X 6
61 X X X X X X 6
62 X X X X X X 6
65 X X X X X X 6
69 X X X X X X 6
78 X & . X X X X 6
2 X X X X X X 5
3 X X X X X X 5
4 X X X X X X 5
5 X X X X X X 5
7 X X X X X X 5
8 X X X X X X s
10 X X X X X X 5
11 X X X X X X 5
12 X s X X X X 5
21 X X X X X X 5
22 X X X X X X 5
23 X X X X X X 5
34 X X X X X X 5
25 X X X X X X 5
26 X X X X X X 5



APE5iroii% Continued

R coponaontn  
H o. 1 2

S ta te m e n ts  
3 4 5 6

G corco

1 0 1 0 1 Q 1 0 1 0 1 0

27 £ X 3 X X X 5
20 X X X X X X 5
29 X 3 2 2 X X 5
30 X X X X X X 5
31 X s 2 X X X 5
32 X X S s X X 5
37 X X z 2 X X 5
43 X z X 2 X X 5
54 X X X 3 ? X 5
56 X s X 3 X z 5
59 X X X X X X 5
m X s s X s X 5
C4 32 X 2 X X X 5
67 s X X X X X 5
70 s X X 2 X 2 5
75 x X X 2 X X 5
00 s s 2 X X X 5
10 s X X 2 X X 4
34 x X X X X X 4
66 X X 2 X s X 4
72 X X X £.... X X 4
65 X X 2 2 X 3
73 , X 2 X X X s

71 X X X 2 X X 1
74 X X 3 X X £ 1
76 z X X X X X 1
77 X X 2 3 X X 1
79 X X X X X X 1
60 z 3 X X 2 X 0

f J . 7 4 . . 6 . 47 5? 72 6 ?o 10 67 13 72 8
P & <1 .95 .07 .59 .41 .9 0 .10 •88 .12 .84 .16 .90 .10
0 0 0 11 0 1 0 0 2 7 0 2 3 £ e c = 2 6



APPDHPIX II 

Questlormairo for Junior Ag:lcultural Officers.

A. I.P.P Srorome
I. Ae the Junior Agricultural Officer of the I ED Unit, B t a t e  

to what extent In your opinion the I.P.P. programme hao helped 

in carrying o u t  t h e  following activities by giving a  tick (V ) 

mark in the appropriate column for each

SI.Ho. Activities Helped to Helped To some Not
very lar- to a extent hel- 
ge extent large ped

extent

1. faking far aero of the ela 
cultivate same variety of 
paddy.

2. faking farmers cultivate 
HYV of paddy.

3. Collectively ensuring 
the inputs by the far­
mers of the HLa.

4. Collectively conducting 
fajrc operations by the 
farmers of Ela.

5. Collectively carrying 
out plant protection 
measures by the farmers.

6. Ensuring collective 
water management practi­
ces by the farmers*

7! Making farcers1 participa­
tion-in common nursery 
programme.



APPIlIffilX II Continued

II. Below ere giv n a set of problems collected through aiseu- 
sslon with some JAOs which may or may not be important 
in the functioning of I2D programme. Different people 
night have experienced different difficulties. Please 
indicate whether ao a ChO you have experienced any of 
the following difficulties and if ao to what extent by 
narking the a proprlato column against the statements.
If other problems that'1 the ones listed havo been experi­
enced, please write then at the end.

SI.
Ho. Problems Host It-pur- least

impor­
tant

tant impor­
tant

T ----"" ~Z----------------- :  i : :  x
1. Adequate staff is not available for 

the basic data collection.
2. She JAO lias to io a lot of other 

administrative works.
3. She farmers* cooperation is limited 

in the data collection process.
4. Ela committee is found ineffective 
in the data collection process.

5. Bata obtained from village records 
and other establishments are not 
up-to-date.

6. In the preparation of plan no good 
suggestions are brought out by the 
Ela committee.

7. In the preparation of plant, the 
national policy or national priority 
on certain aspects is a barrier for 
the local development programme.

8. Practically no hel is attained from 
the district authorities In the 
preparation of plan.

9. High yielding varieties are highly 
susceptable to pest snd diseases.



APPi HDIX II Continued

1 2 3 4 5

10. High fertilizer recon endation 
for IOTa.

11. High investment prevents farmers 
from cultivating HYVs.

12. She consumption quality of HYV is
poor.

1 3 . Che local taste for local variety 
of grains.

14. She high cost technology io involved 
in following the recommended package 
of practices.

1 5 . lack of proper technology to deal 
with present problems.

16. Though training classes are 
arranged the idea le not dupli­
cated in the field.

17. low price of HYV paddy prevent 
farmers from cultivating IIYVs.

18. Hvonti ough farmers arc aware of 
the liming prac-itoo, they do
not apply the recommended quality.

19- High labour consumption prevents 
farmers from transplanting and to 
do broadcasting which results 
in low yield.

20. local disputes is sharing water 
available m  the area arises.

21. Ilia utilisation of H.I. works 
like bunds for fish farming.

22. Chomieal weeding not done due 
to high coot of chemical.



APFEMDIX II Continued

ii. Irrigation facilities ”
in tho IPD area is vary poor.

24. Floods affect tho crop advereely.
25. Cost of plant protection chemicals are very high.
26. The plant protection equipments cost high.
27. The farmers do not use the required quantity of plant protection chemicals.
£8. She availi'ability of labour is 

limited during peak season which does not favour uiiforoity in culti­vation.
29. She availability of bullock pairs and plough ann is limited.
30. She tractor facilities aro poor.
31. Farm labourers raise objection to tractor farming.
32. Fragmented holdings do not fhvour uniformity of cultivation.
33. Non cooperation of formers act as a barrier in carrying out plant protection activity on a community basis.
34. As topography of land differs, 

varieties suitable also differs.
3b. Farmers of an area differ in education and economic status which does not holp in uniformity of cultivation.
36. Varietal preference of farcers is a difficulty in implementing common nursery programae.



APPENDIX II Continued

1. 2 3 4 5

37. People's participation is limited 
in the 1ED unite.

36. Raising common nursery is difficult 
as it difficult to get sufficient 
land in a compact area.

39* Riel due to pest, disease and 
other climatic conditions 
do not favour common nursery.

40. Non availability of good seeds 
suited to a locality.

41. Department loan for HYV culti­
vation is not given for the 
1st crop.

42. When the procedure for sanctioning 
of loans are finalised, the crop 
will be in a late harvest stage.

43. Untimely and inadequate supply of inputs.
44. The formers do not fully utilize 

the 25 % subsidy offered by the De- 
partlament of Agriculture for 
purchase of P.P.equipmenta.

45* Non availability of HY7 seeds 
in sufficient quantity.

46. Farmers misuse the subsidy 
availed to them.

47. Uncertanity regarding tho 
availability of good quality seeds.

48. Delay in getting the subsidy and 
funds for common nursery

49. Demand for a particular variety 
of seedling.



Any other problems (Specify)
1.
2.
3.
4.

III. Belov are given 6 statements regarding the IPD progra­
mme. Please Indicate your agreement or disagreement 
to the statement by narking (V ) against each 
statement in tho appropriate column.

APPENDIX II Continued

K"  Statements stron Agree On Dio Otr-
* &Ly do- agr- ong

agree ol- ee ly
ded die 

agr-
_  __. „ - ______________________     eet _
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. IPD programme has brought out a 

new out look in the field of 
agriculture

2. Paddy production can be increased 
only through IPD programme.

3. IPD programme is a blessing to 
the paddy growers.

4. More area must bo brought under 
IPD programme.

5. IH) programme is not directly 
giving any help for increasing

f production
6. In IPD programme, there Is nothing 

new to be offered to the farmers.



APPENDIX 11 Continued

bj C.P ftrogramme

X. ELease give your opinion on tbe following by choosing one of the alternatives, either 'Yes* or 'Bo*.

1. Has the coconut package programs® holped in increasing the coconut production of Kerala
Y e s /N o

2. Has the coconut package programmehelped in increasing tho economic Yes/Bo
condition of farmers.

3. Hee the coconut package programaehelped in the supply of good Yes/Bo
quality seedlings to farmers

4. Has the area of coconut under inten­sive cultivation increased due to Yea/No the efforts of CP programme.

Has the programme helped in pro­
viding sufficient quantity of fertilisers in iho right 
time to the farmers.

Yes/Bo

6. Pae the programme helped tbe farmers to purchase punpsets for 
irrigation Y g s/K o

5



APPENDIX 11 Continued
iL.

Below are given a cet of problems collected through 
' ' diocuoolon with some JAOs* which nrsy or may not be import­

ant in the functioning of a Coconut Package Programme. 
Different people mi gilt have experienced different 
difficulties. Hease indicate whether as a JAO you have 
experienced any of the following difficulties and if so 
to what extent by marking in appropriate column against 
the statements. If other problems than the ones listed 
have been experienced, please write thea at the end.

L'OEt Important I* [least important
21* Problems Important problem pi problemBo. * problem

1. Adequate staff is not available 
for tho basic data collection.

2. JAO has to do & lot of 
work administrative 
works.

3. Farmers cooperation la 
limited in tho d±a coll­
ection process.

4. The coconut package 
committee is found in­
effective in the coll­
ection of data.

5. Data obtained from 
village records and 
other establishments 
are not up-to-date.

6. In the preparation of plan 
the national policy in 
certain aspects is a 
barrier for the local 
development progranaeo.

7. fractically no help io 
attained from district 
authorities in the pre­
paration of plan.

8. In the preparation of plan, 
no good suggestions are 
brought out by the coconut package committee.



APPENDIX II Continued

Eroblema L’oot impor- Important le'ast 'irnportont problem problem taht'problem

9. The responsibilities of extension personal 
(is not well defined 
-allocated or quantified.

10. Subordinate staff are not 
working effectively.

11. There1io no adequate powor 
to control the activities 
of subordinates.

12. Timely action from other 
departments ( like minor irrigation, electricity, cooperative:} etc.) arc not 
obtained.

13. Adequate staff is not avai­
lable in coconut package unit.

14. A d e q u a te  s t a f f  i s  n o t  
a v a i l a b l e  to s e n d  r e p o r t s. in time.

13. The proforma for reporting 
is not need oriented, uniform 
not'" objective. '

16. lack of adequate funds for 
the various programmes.

17. lack of flexibility and authorisation of the budget.
10. lack of proper technology 

to deal with the present problem.
. is19. H ig h  c o s t  t e c h n o l o g y  t o - d e a l  

i n v o l v e d  i n  f o l l o w i n g  t h e  
r e c o m m e n d e d  p a c k a g e  o f  
p r a c t i c e s .

20. High labour consumption prevents farcers from following recommended package of practices.



APHEKDU II Continued

Broblemo Hoot import Important least import­
ant problem problem ant problem

21. Individual size of 
holding is very email 
to carry out intensive 
cultivation*

22. High fertilizer recom­mendations and resultant 
investment prevents 
farmers from applying 
the reconsendod dose of 
fertilizers as par pack­
age of practices.

23. Farmers are not aware 
of the importance of 
irrigation in coconut 
gardens.

24. Local disputes in sharing 
the water available in 
the area.

23. Irrigation facilities in 
the CE unit is very poor.

26. Flood affect tho coconut 
palm adversely.

27. Tho seedlings distributed 
through agricultural 
department is not reliable.

28. Farmers are not prepared to 
distroy their old and 
diooased coconut palms
for planting new ones.

29. Though training classes are 
arranged the idea is not 
duplicated in tho field.

30* Ecoplas' participation is 
limited in the CE unite.

31. The cost of plant protection chemicals are very high.



APPENDIX II Continued

E c o b le m s  t 'o o t  I m p o r t a n t  l e a ' s t  I m p o r t a n t
i m p o r t -  p r o b le m  p r o b le m .  - 
a n t
p ro b le m

32. She farmers do not use the required amount of plant protection chemi­cals.
33. The PP equipment are very costly.
34. There 1b the problem of soil erooion in coconut gardens.
35. lack of proper cuporvielon and control to the vorke done.
36. Hoot vilt disease ,
37. I&jority of farmers are not Interested in grown green manure crop.
38. Non availability of good and disease free seedlings.
39* Untimely end inadequate supply of inputs.
40. The procedure for sanctioning of loans take much time.
41. The farmers aro not utilising the loans provided for purch­ase of pumpscts to irrigate coconut gardens.
42. Farmers are subsidy mined-andso they will accept schemes just to avail subsidy.
43. She viability of service cooperative for credit is not dependable.



APPENDIX II Continued

Problems Moot Important L e a s t  i m p o r -
import- problem t a u t  p r o b l e m  
ant
problem

44. In commercial banka, staff 
for proceosing and sancti­
oning loans ie insufficient.

45* Lack of funds.

Any others, epacify below :
1.
2.
3.
4.

nr. Eeiow are given 6 statements regarding coconut package 
programme. Please indicate your agreement, disagreement 
by marking ( V) against each statement in the appropriate position.

Statements Strong- Agree Unde- Dio- Strongly
lyi agree cided agree disagree

1. Coconut package progra­
mme has brought out a 
new out look in the 
field of agriculture*.

2. Coconut production can
be increased only through 
CP programme.

3* Coconut package programme 
io a blessing to coconut 
growers.

4. rore area must be brought under CP progrance.



APPENDIX II Continued

„]■* S t a t e c a n t s  S t r o n g l y  A g re e  U n d e c i  D i a s  S t r o n g l y
a g r e e  d e d  a g r e e  d l a -
‘ a g r e e

5 .  C .P .  P ro g ra m re  i a  n o t  
d i r e c t l y  g i v i n g  a n y  
h e l p  f o r  I n c r e a s i n g  
c o c o n u t  p r o d u c t i o n .

6 .  I n  C .P .  p ro g ra m m e , t h e r e  
i s  n o t h i n g  new  t o  b a  
o f f e r e d  t o  t h e  f a r m e r s .

c )  P e p p e r  t e c t e f i e  B ro c ra m n a
I .  H e a e e  g i v e  y o u r  o p i n i o n  o n  t h o  f o l l o w i n g  b y  c h o o s in g  o n e  o f  

t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e ,  c i t h e r  Y e s /N o .

1 .  H ao t h o  p e p p e r  p a c k a g e  p ro g ia ra a e  h e l p e d  i n  i n c r e a s i n g
t h e  p e p p e r  p r o d u c t i o n  o f  K e r s l a  V es/N o

2 .  H as  t h o  p e p p e r  p a c k a g e  p ro g ram m e h e l p e d  i n  i n c r e a s i n g  
t h e  e c o n o m ic  c o n d i t i o n  o f  f a r a o r s

3 .  H as  t h e  p e p p e r  p a c k a g e  p ro g ia n m e  h e l p e d  i n  t h o  
s u p p l y  o f  g oo d  q u a l i t y  p e p p e r  c u t t i n g s  t o  t h e  
f a r m e r s

q .  H a s  t h e  p ro g ra n o te  h e l p e d  i n  p r o v i d i n g  s u f f i c i e n t  
q u a n t i t y  o f  f e r t i l i s e r s  i n  t h e  r i g h t  t i n e  t o  t h ef a r  n o r  o

Tes/Ko

T e o /I J o .

Y es/N o



APPENDIX II Continued

IT. Below are flvcn a set of problems collected through discu­
ssion with some Junior Agricultural Officers, which may or 
cay not be 1 portent in the functioning of a P.P.programme. 
Different people might hove experienced different difficul­
ties. Please indicate whether as a JAO, you have experi­
enced any of the following difficulties and if so to what 
extent by making in appropriate column, against the state­
ments. If othor problems than the ones listed have been 
experienced, ploaae write them at the end.

( P.P.PTograinae c Pepper Package Programme )

Problems Host Important 'least
Import- problem important 
ant problem
problem

1 2  3 4 5

1. Adequate staff is not avai­
lable for the baoic data 
collection.

2. JAO has to do a lot of 
other administrative works.

3. Farmers cooperation is 
limited in the data collection 
process.

4. There is no committee to help 
the data collection process*

5. Data obtained from village 
records and other establish­
ments are not up-to-date.

6. In the preparation of plan, 
the national policy in certain 
aspects is a barrier for the local development programme.

7. Practically no help is attained 
from district authorities in 
the preparation of plan.

8. The responsibilities of an ex­
tension personal is not well 
defined allocated or quantified.



APi’.tiiDU II Continued

1 2 3 4 5

9* Subordinate etaff are not 
wording effectively.

10. There is no adequate power 
to control the activities of 
subordinates.

11. Tine of action for other 
departments (like minor irrigation, Electrical, 
Cooperative etc.) are not 
obtained.

12. Adequate staff is not available 
in popper package.

13* Adequate staff is not available
to eond reports in time.

14, The proforma for reporting 
is not need oriented, uniform nor objective

13. lack of adequate funds for the 
various programmes.

16. Lack of flexibility and authori­
sation of tho budget.

1 7 . lack of propor technology to deal with the present problems.
18. High coot technology is involved 

in following the recommended 
package of practices.

19. High labour consumption prevent 
farmers following the recommen­
ded package of praoticos.

20. High fertiliser recommendation.
21. High investment prevent farmers 

£ron applying the recommended dooe of fertilizers as per 
package of practices.

22. Irrigation facilities are poor 
in the pepper package area.
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4 5

2 3 .  F lo o d  may a f f e c t  t h e  v i n e s  
a d v e r s e l y

2 4 .  S h o u g h  t r a i n i n g  c l a s s e s  a r e  
a r r a n g e d  t h e  i d e a  i s  n o t  
d u p l i c a t e d  i n  t h e  f i e l d .

2 5 .  P e o p le s  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i s
U n i t e d  i n  t h e  p e p p e r  p a c k a g e  
u n i t Q .

2 6 .  C o s t  o f  p l a n t  p r o t e c t i o n  c h e in i -  
c a l s  a r e  v e r y  h i g h .

2 7 .  F a r m e r s  d o  n o t  u e e  t h e  r e q u i r e d  
a m o u n t o f  2 2  c h e m i c a l .

2 8 .  S h e  P 2  e q u ip m e n ts  a r e  v e r y  
c o s t l y .

29.  2 o l l u  b e e t l e  a t t a c k .
3 0 .  Q u ic k  a n d  s lo w  w i l t  d i s e a s e
3 1 .  O n ly  b i g  f a r m e r s  a r e  I n t e r e s t e d  

i n  t h i s  s c h e m e .
3 2 .  N on  a v a i l a b i l i t y  o f  g o o d  h y b r i d  

( P a n n iy o o r )  v a r i e t y  v i n e s .
3 3 .  U n t im e ly  a n d  i n a d e q u a t e  s u p p l y  

o f  i n p u t s .
3 4 .  P r o c e d u r e  f o r  s a n c t i o n i n g  o f  

l o a n s  t a k e  m uch t i m e .
3 5 .  H l s u t i l l o a t i o n  o f  t h e  f e r t i l i ­z e r s  a n d  2 2  c h e m ic a l s  s u p p l i e d  

t h r o u g h  t h e  u n i t .
3 6 .  T h e  s u b s i d y  g i v e n  f o r  p u r c h a s e  

o f  p u m p s e t s ,  s p r a y s ,  f e r t i l i z e r s  
2 2  o h e m ic a l s  e t c .  i s  n o t  p r o p e r l y  
u t i l i z e d  b y  t h e  f a r m e r s .

3 7 .  S h e  v i a b i l i t y  o f  s e r v i c e  c o o p ­
e r a t i v e s  f o r  c r e d i t  i s  n o t  
d e p e n d a b le .



APPSJffllX II Continued

I f  any other, ap a c ify  belowi

III Below are given 6 (statements regarding pepper packago
program e. Please indicate your agreement or disagreement 
to the statements by marking ( «/ }nnrk against each 
statement.

Strongly Agree undeci Bis- Strong-
agree ded agr- ly

ee dis­
agree

1. Pepper package programme 
has brought out a now out 
look in the field of agri­
culture.

2* Pepper production can be 
increased only through 
popper package programme.

3. Popper package programme is
a blessing to pepper growers.

4. More area must be brought 
under pepper package 
programme.

5. Peppar package programme 
is not directly giving any 
help for increasing 1-’ 
pepper production.

6. In pepper package programme, 
there is nothing new to
be offered to the farmers.

(I** Statements



APEJKDIX III 

Itff'HVIEW bCJEDDLE FOR FAtUiHiS

a) I.PJ) Programme 

Kanet 

Addresst

I. Bo you know about IH) prodrome Yco/Ho

IB yes,

1. Which is your nearest IH) Unit

2. When did it start

3. What is the main objective of I HD programme

4. Bo you know about Cla Committee Yeo/Ko 

If yes

a)

b)

c)

d)

I I .A. What are the activities carried out in IH) programme

for achieving the objective of increasing rice production?

1,

2 .
3.

4.



5.

6.

7.

B1. Do you cultivate HYVs of rice ? Yoe/Go

2. Do you participate in community nursery echose Tea/No

5. Arc you utilising the minor irrigation scheme Yes/No

4. Aro you adopting multiple cropping Yos/Ko

5. Are you participating in uniformity of culti­
vation Yes/No

6. Have you participated in any seminars or camps
of IED programme Ye3/No

7. Ar- you utilising the credit facilities of
IB) programme Yee/Ho

APPS'JDIX III Continued

IV. Below are given a set of 6 ctatenento regarding the IED 
program o. Pleaco indicate your agreement or disagree­
ment towards each statement.

SI.Ho. Statements Stronglyagree Areee Undeeld­
ed

Dis Stron- 
agr- gly 
ee dieagroo

1 2 3 4 5. 6 7
1. IB) programme has 

brought out a new out look in the field of 
agriculture.

2. Paddy production can 
be increased only 
through IED progranco

3. IE© programme 1b a 
blessing to the E&ddy growers



A2EEND1X IIS Continued
1 _  ____ 2 ______________3____4 _____ 5____ 6 _____ 7
4. Loro area muot be brought 

under IED programme.
5. IPD rogramao is not 

directly giving any 
help for increasing 
paddy production.

6. In I£D programme, there 
is nothing new to be 
offered to the forcers.

V. Below are given a act of problems collected through dis­
cussion with oozse of the farmers which nay or nay not be 
important to you for adopting the IH) programme. Please 
indicate your importance as experienced by you*

31.Ho. Items Wosl Impor­ least
impor­ tant imoortant
tant

1 2 3 4 5

1. High .fertilizer recommenda­
tion for the cultivation of 
HYV3 of paddy.

2. HYVs are highly susceptable 
to pest and diseases.

3. Consumption quality of HYV 
is poor.

4. High cost technology is In­
volved in the following the 
scientific method of culti­
vation.

3* low price of HYV paddy
6. Shore is no effect for liming
7. liming Is expensive
8. High labour consumption involved 

for transplanting.



APPENDIX III Continued

1 2 3 4 5

9. High coat of chemicals for 
chemical weeding.

10. Irrigation facilities in the 
IPD area la very poor.

11. Elooa
12. Tho coat of plant protection 

chemicals are very high.
13. The P.P.eQi-ipaonts coat high-
14. The availability of labour ia 

limited duringpeak season which 
does not favour uniionap&y of 
cultivation.

15. The availability of bullock 
pairs and plougosen is limited.

16. The tractor facilities are 
poor.

17. The seminars and discussions 
conducted in IPD unit is not 
based on cultivators needs.

18. The seedlings supplied through 
cannon nursery ia not of good 
Quality.

19. Non availability of good Quality 
seeds.

20. Lack of proper communication 
facilities.

21. lack of marketing facilities.
22. lack of proper transport facilities.
23. Lack of Capital
24. lack of proper storage facilities.
25. The procedure for sanctioning of 

loans take tins.



APPTHDIX III Continued

1 2 3 4 5

26. Untimely and inadequate 
supply of inputs.

If any others (opacity)

VI. a) How much quantity of oeed material is required for 
scientific paddy cultivation in 1 acre.
Broadcasting: . . . . . . . . . . .
Srana planting..........

fc) How much quantity of seed material did you use for 
your last crop ?
Broadcasting . . . . .  ........ •
transplanting . . . . .  .......

2 a) Id there neccsolty for seed treatment ? Yoo/No
If yes, what io the advantage ?

Bo you know the method of seed treatment ? Yes/Ko
If yee.

Name of Chemical . . . . . . . .
Quantity . ...........
L’ethod......... ............

h) Hava you done seed treatment ? Yes/lio
If yes,

Kamo -f Chemical ............
Quantity . . . . . . . .
Method.......... ............



APPENDIX III Continued

3, a) What are the nutrient requirement o£ Ifeddy, and which 
fertilizer is the source.

Nutrient Source

Nitrogen
Hioopheruo
Potash

b) So you know the fertilizer requirement for 1 acre of paddy crop ? Yco/No.
If yes,

Name of fertilizer Quantity Tice of applicat-      _ ion_______
l " * *  "  " " .............................................................
S.
3.

c) Have you applied fertilizer for paddy crop ? Yes/Bo 
If yes,

Name of fertilizer Quantity Tine of application



4. a) Io there noceeity for lining in paddy fields s Tod/No
If yes,
1. What is tho advantage........... .
2. What is the quantity required for

1 acre of land  ..................
3. What is the quantity used by you in 1 acre of land ...Jc.

5. a) What are the na^or pest and diseases of paddy ?

b) Mention the chemical control for each

APPENDIX III Continued

Wane of post and diseases Name of chemical Quantity

1. Rice bug
2. Stem borer
3. leaf roller
4. Case worn
5. Sheath blight
6. Blast
7.
6.

c) Waa there any post or disease problem for your last cropsYeo/No 
If yes, what were they and what control did you take

Hams of pest and disease Nome of chemical uaed Quantity

1.
2.
3.
4.



APPENDIX III Continued

6. a) Give the names of 2 liYVo of Riddy and thoir duration, 
suitable to your locality.

Kama of seed Duration
1.
2.

b) Havo you cultivated HOT of Baddy 3 Yes/Ho 
If yes, mme them

1.
2.



b) C.P. Pro;ranna

APPEiroix III Continued

Name t 

Address*

I. Do you know about Coconut Package Pro gr a nee Yes/Ho

If yes,
1. Which is your neareot CP unit .. .........  . . . . .
2. Whsn did it start . . . . . . .  .......  . . . . . . .
3. What is the main objective of CP programme ?

4. Do you know about CP committee Yes/Ho

If yes, what ara the rolcs/functlons
1. 
2.
3.

II. What are the activities carried out rhrough CP progrnaEe ?
A. 1.

2.
5.
4.
5.
6 .



APPENDIX III Continued

2.1, Are you managing your coconut garden 
as per recommendation of package pf 
practices

Yes/No

2. Are yau doing intercropping and mixed cropping
in your coconut garden Yea/No

3. Are you growing green manure crops in your
coconut garden Yes/No

4* Have you purchased any pumpset through
CP programme Yes/No

5. Have you replanted your old and uneconomic
coconut t.arden with new seedlings Yes/Ho

6. Are you utilising the inputs and credit
facilities of CP programme Yes/No

17. Below arc given a set of 6 statements regarding the 
Cp irogranuo, HLease indicate your a#*eement or dis­
agreement towards each statement.

No! Statements Stron- Agr Un Die Stron­gly ee dec- agr- gly dit
agr- ided ee agree

 ___     ®Q_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

1. CP programme has brought out 
a new outlook in the field 
of ag! iculture.

2. Coconut production can he 
increased only through CP 
programme.

3. Coconut package programme 
is a bless in , to coconut 
growers.

4. Hore area must bo brought 
under CP pro^uase

5. CP programme is not direc­
tly giving any help for 
increasing coconut production

6. In coconut package program-e, 
there i s  nothing new to be 
offered to tho farmers



V. Tolow are given a set of problems collected through 
discussion with some of .tho farmers which may or may 
not be important to you^idoptlng the CP programme. 
Pleaoo Indicate your importance aa experienced by you.

APPENDIX III Continued

Problems Hoot Import Least
import ant instant

1. High cost tcchrif ology is 
involved in following the 
reco&aendea package of practices

2. High labour consumption is 
required for following the 
recommended package of practices.

3. High fertilizer recommendation
4. Cost of fertilisers very high
5. lack of proper irrigation 

facilities.
6. Flood damages the crop
7. She seedlmgs distributed 

through agricultural depart­
ment is not reliable.

6. Chemical weeding is much 
expensive

9. Cost of weudicides are 
very high.

10. Cost of the seedlings 
are very high

11. She training camps and seminars 
conducted through CP unit t 1 
not useful. ar#

12. Cost of plant protection 
chemicals are very high.

13. She coot of PP equipments 
are very high.

14. Soil eros' ion is a problem



APiEHDII III Continued

SI. Kost Inport leant
Ho. Import- ant importantant

15. lack of supervision and guidance from the officers concerned
16. Boot wilt disease.
17. lack of communication facilities.
18. lack of transport facilities.
19. lack of maikcting facilities.
£0. Green manure cultivation is 

a waste of money.
21. Untimely and inadequate supply of inputs.
22. Son availability of good and disease’! free seedlings.
25. ETocedure for sanctioning of loans take much time.
24. lack Of adequate capital 

If any others (specify)
a. 
t>.
o.

71. 1. a) Kerne 2 hybrid varieties of Coconut
1.
2m

b) Have you planted hybrid coconut palms Yc-o/No
If yes, what is the benefit ?

If no, what is the reason ?



APffiHDIX III Continued
2. a) What are the qualities of good coconut seedlings#

1. 
2. 
3.

to) Do you observe any of tho above qualities in selecting 
your coconut seedlings s Yea/Ho

3 . a) What is the spacing recommended for planting
coconut pains •••••» ••#•

b) Have you planted the coconut palms at the above 
spacing# Yes/Ho

4. a) What is the nutrient requiressant of coconut and
which fertiliser is the oource ?

Hutriont 
Ditrogcn 
rhoephate- 
Potaah

b) What is xho fertiliser dosage for

JL  .L S  °5 i # s
1. Young palms
2. Adult palms
3. Bybr a palms

c) What is tho quantity of fertiliser applied by you ?
II Pg05 KgQ

Young palms """ ~”
Adult palm 
Hybrid palm

Hourco

5. a) How is the weeding end intercultural operations done 
in coconut garden



b) Are you following weeding and intercultural operations 
in coconut gardens I Tee/No

6.a) Kane 2 green manure orope suitable for coconut geraon 
1.
2.

b) Are you cultivating green manure s Yes/Ho

7»a) game 2 cover crops suitable for coconut garden
1.
2.

b) Aro you growing cover cropa : Yeo/Ito

8. a) What are the najor peat and diseases of coconut.

b) Mention the chomical control for each:

APPEHDIX III Continued

Hamo of pest & diseases Kamo of chemical Quantity

1. Rhinoceros beetle
2. Red pain weevil
3* Blaclt headed caterpillar 
4* Bud rot
5. Leaf rot
6. Root wilt
7. Stem bleeding
8.
9.

c) Io tiiore any pest or disease problem for your
coconut pjims : Yes/Ho



APPEKDIX H I  Continued 

If yea, what are they and what control oeacuro did you adopt ?

Kane of peat and aiseaoes Kane of chenical Quantity
used used



o) PP QTOOTaaaia 
Naoej

APPENDIX III Continued

Address t
1. 2o you know about popper package programme ? Yes/No 

If yes,
a.) Which is the nearest PP unit..............
b) When did it start .....................
o) What 1b the aaln objective of PP programme

II .What are the activities carried out rhrough PP programs 
A.1.

2.
5.
4.
5.

B.1. Are you nomging your peppor garden as per package of practices

2. Are you cultivating hybrid pepper vines
3. Have you purchased pumpsota through

PP programme
4. Have you replanted your old and un­

economic popper gardens with new vines
5. Are you utilising the inputs end credit

facilities of PP programme

j Yee/Ho

> Yes/No

t Yeo/Eo 

s Yob/Ho

t Yea/Ho



IV. Eolow are given a sot of 6 statements regarding the PP 
programme. Please indicate your agreement or disagree­
ment towards each statement.

AKEHBIX SIX Continued

31• s+n+nmontn Stron- Agr- Unde- l)is- StronHo. Statements giy ec cided agr- gly
agree oo dis­

agree

1. Pepper package programme has 
■brought out a new out look 
in the field of agriculture

Ae
2. Pepper production can increa­

sed only through pepper package programme. .
5. Popper package programme is a 

blessing to pepper growers
4. More area oust be brought under 

pepper package programme
5. Pepper package programme is 

not directly giving any 
help for increasing 
pepper production

6. In pepper package programme 
there Id nothing new to
be offered to the 
farmers

V. Eelow are given a oet of problems collected through 
discussion with some of the farmers which may or 
may not be important to you for adopting the 
pepper package programme. Please indicate 
your i iportance as experienced by you.

SI.
Ho. Problems Ifoet

import­
ant

Important Least
import'
ant

1 2 5 4 5

1. High coot technology is involved in following the recommended 
package of practices.



APEEHDIX III Continued

1 2 5 4 5

2. Hieh labour consumption ia 
required in t'or following 
the recommended package of 
practices*

}» High fertilizer recommendation.
4. Cost of fertilizers very high.
5. lack of proper irrlcation 

facilities.
6. Flood
7. She pepper vines distributed 

through the pepper package 
unit is not reliablo

8. She training camps and seminars 
conducted through pepper package 
unit is not useful

9. Cost of plant protection 
chemicalo are very high

10. The coot of PP equipment are 
very high.

11. Lack of propor supervision 
and guidance from the officers 
concerned •

12. Pollu beetle attack
13. Quick and slow vilt disease
14. Lack of communication 

facilities.
15* Lack of transport facilities
16. Lad: of marketing facilities
17. Lack of storage facilities
18. Hon availability of good hybrid 

variety vines.



APPENDIX III Continued

1 2 3 4 5

19. Untimely and inadequate supply 
of inputs.

20. Erocedure for sanctioning of 
loans take ouch time.

21. lack of adequate capital 

If any others (specify)

VI. 1. (a) Name 1 hybrid variety of pepper . . . . . . .
(h) Have you planted hybrid popper vines 3 Yes/Ho

2. (a) What is the rocooaended pit size for
planting pepper cuttings  ..............

(b) What is the pit size of your popper plantation.

2. (a) What arc the nutrient requirement of popper 
vines and state the source.

Hutricnts Source
Nitrogen
Ehoephate
Potash

(b) Whal loathe fertilizer dosage ?
N PgOg KgO

Nutrient dosage 
( gram/vine/year )



APPENDIX III Continued
c) What is the fertilizer dosage applied by you ?

L  5£-
Kutrient doaage 
(gram/vine/year)

4 (a) What arc tho major post and disease of pepper ? 

(b) Mention the control measure for each

j{̂ * Home of pest and diseases Name of 
chemical

Quantity

1. Bollu beetle
2. Quick: wilt
3. Slow wilt

c) la there any pest or disease problems for your
pepper vines i Tes/No

If ye3, what arc they and what control measures 
did you adopt ?

Name of pest and diseases Name of Quantity of
°* chemical uoed chemical

used
1.
a.
3 .
4.
5.



.flFPEffilX XV 

abctt^ct op mov*.
1) kl>o iijDEGs or p'ffiijxu on Egp.ovra ppxcpicn: c r  padiu cuvnv'sion
Source df I lean Square

Seed
rate

Seed
treat—
IX3 lt

Fertiliser' nutritional 
roquircncnt roquiresent

Lining Peat IIYVa & 
and duration 
diocese

Groups 2 9.053*® 6.933® 57-1445* 70.433*® 2.577** 10.41 T*-* 22.344**
Error 07 0.711 1.546 10.193 4.023 0.563 0.650 1.706

® Significant at 0.05 level 
** Significant at 0.01 level*

2 » ETC Ti.BCFI OF rUXUTio 01? E L T IiV ia I7P CTIC:r.> o r  COCCIIU? CULTTVASlOn

Source df lie an Squnro
Hybrid
varie­
ties

Qualities 
of good 
oecdlinca

Spacing Hutri*:,
require-
cent

Ferti­
liser
require—
cent

Green
nairnro

Cover
crops

Pest & 
discs.—
cos

Groups 3 2.020s* 0.727 1.030^ 7.350 9.600* 1.430-® 0.071 15.572®*
Error GS 0.400 0.469 O.I46 7.570 2.640 0.230 0.030 1.4 11

* Significant at 0.05 levol 
,H> Significant at 0.01 level.



APHWIDik IV Continued

carg^Risor or aeopjiou ji qi:c- p/ck/'Gs Aim rcn-?'CKAG Aivfts

IPD ■nrocranr’e CP P3MRTOEDO
Source Of 145 d f 13

Groups 2 13592.05** 5 5136.63'**
E rro r 07 709.76 06 604.79

** S ig n if ic a n t  a t  0.01 l e v e l .

ccrgABison of ipj. cp a.jd p? ah as m  a srrggs to a a m  PBOORArac Eiami, tod, icojldgg oil UiEpovid PiACgicco. iw^icii/gioii mo flvriro r or
lie an Scruaxo „„

Source 6£ Adoption Progranae
kaouloflGO

Esoulcdgc on improved. p ra -  
c tleoG

P a r t ic ip a t io n A tti tu d e

Grcupa A 1962.656 0. 090** 0.445** 0.278*® 12.900
E rro r 145 078.949 0.023 0 .036 0 .057 14.522

S ig n if ic a n t  a t  0.01 l e v e l .
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This study was designed to measure the proecaame 

participation, programme knowledge, knowledge on improved

practices and adoption of farmers in the IED, CE and EE
sunit of Kerala State. Sample' of farmers from the throe 

typaa of units were selected by random sampling process* 

Sample of JAOs of the units vac also selected to collect 

data* The analysis revealed the following*

1. There was no significant difference in programme 

participation between the farmers of the IH) unite imple­

mented over five years and leas than five years and also 

between tho farmers of the CP areas of disease free and 

disease affected areas*

2. The farmers of PE areas showed bettor participation 

than the farmers of IED areas* But there was no difference 

botweon the farmers of the EP and CP areas.

3. There was no significant difference in programme 

knowledge among the farmers of the different IED and CE 

areas.

ABSTRACT



4. Earmars of PP areas had better programme knowledge 

than the farmers of the IPD and CP areas.

5. Tho farmers of IPD areas had better knowledge 

on seed rate, fertilizer requirement, nutrients, liming 

and HYVe than the formers of the control areas. The farmers 

of CP areas had better knowledge on hybrid seedlings and 

spacing than control areas. The knowledge on hybrid 

pepper, pit size, nutrients, fertilizer requirement ond 

pest and diseases were more in the cane of farmers of

PP areas than control areas.

6. I'ajority of JAOs and farmers had a favourable 

attitude towards the respective package programmes.

7. The adoption of improved agricultural practices 

was more in all tho package area3 than the control areas.

8. In both IPD and CP programmes, programme knowledge 

knowledge on improved practices, participation and atti­

tude had significant influence on adoption behaviour. But 

in the caso of PP program e, programme knowledge had no 

significant influence.



9. Tho results of path analysis showed that in 

all the throe programmes, knowledge on improved practices 

had maximum direct eficct on adoption behaviour,

10. In all the three package programmes the major 

common constraints perceived by the JAOs were heavy 

administrative work, non-reliability of data from village 

records, in-adequate staff and high cost of plant protec­

tion chemicals. But in tho case of farmars, high cost 

of plant protection chemicals and high coot involved in 

following scientific cultivation were tho major common 

constraints.


