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One of the BoSt impeztaat factors in pra&ating sconomle
"aevalopmsnt is the application of modern technology to processes
-of productions In a relatively less developed ecconomy like ours,
| the pace af5aaan@mie_d&valmpmaﬂt»is dependent, to a large axtent,
on vast and enduring changes in farming eéanomva $uch changes in
 £&§&&&§ econony mist pre-suppossi . _ |

(1) The development of new technological practices in
.agr iculture, ': | |

€2) The diffusion or spread of thesa practices to the
farmers, and ’ |

5] Tha>a1timata declslon of the farmers to adopt these
practices, A \

However, while lérge'réééuéée investments are made in the
development of new technological yracﬁieas, mich less effort is
expended on th@ investigaﬁion.af the ﬁracessas by whieh the
resulfs of this research can be @ffaaﬁively cammunieated to the
" farmers and .on the factors hich might influence the farmers!
ultimate deeisions either to adopt or not to adop% the results of
this researchs Research on the dynamics of the process of |
diffusion and on ﬁ&aisiohwmaking with respect to adoption of '_
practicas 13 no less vital than research on the development of.
new technology. ‘ |

>poblen )
- 'The phenomena of social‘ehange in'znéian.agrieulﬁura and
rural life have acquired, of reeﬂnﬁly,.aansiﬂ&rabla importance in
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view.af-éianming for development, The Success of planning depends
on the traasfermatién of a traditional agiieultﬂre,‘with 1ts
'limi%ed naxima and based on 1ﬁs‘fai&h¢ in traditiana15folk

" peliefs to a modern and seientific sgriculture based on .

| sclentiflc knawladga in zarm nenagement and technalcgy. Even
though this is the general direction of soeial ehange*visualisad
by planning and hoped to ‘bring sbout through the Comminity |
Bavalagmﬁnﬁ‘??ﬁgﬁa&ﬁe,'the change which haa~ac¢ﬂrraa 50 far,_héa
'1€eked uﬂifarmity ;n Bany rurgl areas, These rursl gsoclebies
thereby tend to exhibit the 'dualism' where the progressive or
the msd@tn.éaaxisﬁ’With the traditional form. in»xas§ae$laf
agriculture, this dualism has menifosted itself in the wide
'dispariﬁies in thé-aﬁnpfiancaf~ngwlaérééulﬁural ﬁeehﬁalagy among
farmars th@ms@lvas as well as amnag villagu commumi%i@s as soelal
sysﬁems. ‘

This phenomenan of diversity in social change offsrs
numerous pesearch opportunities for investigation of the probebile
causal factors com:;mmt;mg to this diversity. ’ |
| Within the context of the present-rosearch, it has been a
matter of common ohservation by exﬁansian;sarkﬂfs that, in |
Khanjawala block, the locale of this study, ‘wide aifferonces
exist among the farmars as uell as aumong the villapes in the leval
of adopticn of reeammenéed farming practices, While a few farmers
in m@sé’of the-villages and most of the. farners in a few villages
vhave succesded 1n devaleping a relatively effieient agrieultura
bassﬂ on a consiatently high a.eval of aaopki:m of improved farming
yracticea, aﬁh@rs hav& failsd to keep abxea&t of thﬁs incraasing

agricultural developmont and efficicney and mamifast a eonsistently
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low level éf adoption. Thus, the individual Tarmers as well as
the differant villagas ag soeial systems seem to bs 1ocated at

diffurent points on a traditimualnmaﬁara eontinuuﬁl ﬁuaphrasa

1t aifferently, inéiviﬁual farmers tend to exhibit different

degreas of iﬂnnvativen@ss and inéiviﬁual village eommunities n?

social systems tend te exhibit varying sgc&al syatam.ax cemmunity

insevativeaass NOIMS o 4 |
Iin its mpst general ﬁarm, the present research nrablam is’

| that of exPlaining those diversitiea in sacial dhange. o

| Qurina the last half & cenbury or Soy a large nunmbey of

resaa&ch stuﬁiesa\hava,baen,cnndagﬁeé mainly in the United States

of America and élaeﬁhera in other Western countries on diffusion

aﬁﬂaéﬁpticn.éf innovations., From thess studies the relationship

" of verious enltural, psychoelogical and sﬁcial factcrs»with

aﬁapﬁion.have come %o be wore or less established. Hawsvaw, since

it 45 not pessible to cover all the parkinent aapacts of a problenm

in any one research studys it wes felt thaﬂ it may provu more

fruttful, to understand and exploin differsntial adoption from

1Tsema specific éngl@a vather than from a broader approach in this '

- study. B

In as much as a later chapter deala diractlv with the

g thaosetical fremovork of the present study, it appears necessary

- to indicate only briefly, at this point, the broadest outline of

ﬁh3~9§ﬁﬁyw Briefxy, this research is primarlly concerned with

imhﬁ cancapt of tra&itiﬁnalnmod@rn continy
Rogers (1962 pp. 59-62), iﬂ um i3 based on

Erha reforence here is to the over 200
reviocus s
~ spread of farm lnnovations listed in tge Biblieggzgé;sagn the
Research on the Diffusion of Innovations. Departument of
Communication, nﬁiehigan State Univ, 1964. _
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three distinet, although interrelated, propositions related to ‘
adoption of practicos., One deals with tha‘axtanﬁ to which
adoption of i@yrmveé agricultural praecticas might bhe QXplaiged
ag a funetion of influence derived from reference groups. The
other proposition is canaerﬁed with the extent to which individusl
innovativeness 4s influenced. by community normse The third
prapﬂsitian is coneernad wlth the variation in community NOYTmS,

and seeks to explain it in thMu of other cammuniﬁy cna?actaristics.

Obiectives of tho studys
Clarifieation of the specific objectives detailed in this

section will be facilitated 4f proceded by a brief discussion of

the thamﬁaﬁieal‘implica@ioas vf'%h@ major purposges of the study

in terms of the propositions indicated abovae

1, In respect of the firgt proposition which seoks 4o
explain differentisl adoption as.o function of refersnce group
influence; refefenee group theary provides the basic~ﬁhaoretical
framework, Briefly stated, the reference group theory is that
& considerable number of every inﬁiviéual’s &ttiﬁﬂéﬁS, judgaments
- and consequently his decisions have their anchorages in one or
more social groups in his environment, Thusy it deals with the
relationship hetween Saéial gfoups in the individualls environment,
as he defines it and his prevailing attitudes, judgewents and
| derived decisions., The recent development of referecnes group
theory has provided a valuable conceptual tool in the dosign,

analysis and interpretation of data relating to studies on group
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influences, Within the context of the present study, this
theory has a distinetive value iﬁ suggasting testable hypeﬁheses
and in the analysis and inﬁerp?@tation of datae In addition the
conespl of rafevence group has been incorporated in adVane as
the major empiﬁieal'variab]s in the study désiga.
: 2, In rQSyect of bhe sseonﬁ prepasiticn, which deals

with the influence of cemmuniﬁy norus on individual innovative-
neas, the theoretical basis is de@ivad from the concept of
.ﬁhe traditional-modern continmaun of soeclal system norms as
diseussed by Rogers (1962). The norms of & commnity are
axpagted %o hav@.aﬂ.imparﬁant influenge on whether an innovation
1s adopted as well as on ﬁhe syeeé-or>rapidity with vhich it is
adopteds In other words, the norms of a social system ave
expocted to affect the innovabiveness of members of the social
systems , | :

$,'En addition to these %wo'main §ro§asitions-of the study,
the sagial systems as represented by thHe different village
communitles which axhibitIVaﬁyimglc@mmunity innovativeness norms,
will form the units of analysgis in res@e&t-of'the third proposi-
tions Tho attemplt, in this iﬁstaaee, is to explain as much as
possible ef‘ﬁhé vaﬁiaﬁ&an»ig~villagé’e@mmuﬁiﬁy norms on
innovativeness, in terms af‘étheﬁ commnity characteristics
naﬁhér'ﬁﬁaﬂ.the variation in-individual innovativenecss,

The Spaeific objectives of the study will now bo stated,
These ares

(1) To study adoption of farm praétices as a function

of reference group influences .
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(2) To £ind oud the compesitien of reference grcups
which influence adoptiﬁa behaviour. .

{3) To gstudy the influencs of community 1nqovatzveness
norms on individual innpvativeness, 4 ’

(4) To study the extent t@ wﬁieh~gammunity‘ﬁnabvativemesa
' porms ave related to other commumity characteristies,

The grapesiﬁi@ﬁajﬁnd hypagheaéé faildwing frdm;them will
bo stated 1u'$he'cha@ﬁan}@n.Hﬁﬁhgdalagyg

The naeed of a study of the present nature seams to eenéar
. about two distinct but velatsd levels of potential significances,
First of all, frem~& théaretieal peint af’vieé the findings of
this study may‘aéd to the already existing knowledge sbout the

~ faeclors related to adaptaan‘ Yost of the researches on adoption
C amd aiffusien have bsen conducted In the United %taﬁas of imerica

. and - azhar Mestarn covntries and the need of further rasaarch on

adoption and*ﬁiffusian under different ‘eultural systems to test
“-hypaﬁhasea based on tha. findings of thess studies is ealled for.
What has been faunﬁ o aa guaaessfully explainnd in ohe eultwral
eonﬁexm nyed~nat hold good in aasthar cultural eenﬁez&, _

A second level of potential significaﬁaé of this study is
. related to the yractiaal a@pacﬁ* & pregramme af’plannad charigs. /
'1n farming acﬁngmy must take iﬂtﬁ account the peoyle vhose
behavionr 4s sought to be changed and consequently, the factors
that ‘enlergs or 1imit the possibilities of change in them. It
is probable that we will'ba in a hettey position to devise methods



o
for promoting change or overcomlng resistance to changs, 1£‘thafe
is a better understanding of the factors that influence profoting
or _‘@f‘@‘?ent ing change. ' ' 4

The present study owes iis 3ustifiea%ienben these grouwmds.
¢ .

Definitions of terms and concopts: |
The following is a short 1ist of definitlons designed

to clarify the use of some terms and concepts employed in this

thesis. The concepts ag well as operational definitions are

defined in prestor detail in the chapter on Methodologye.

1. '"Adoption' « Present use of farming péacﬁiea ragardless of
extent of uses | /

2, "Hon-adoption'! « Nonwuse of farming practice at the present
vime, | |

3. 'Horm' » 4 common and recurrent pattern of overt behaviour
among membars of & groubs _

4y ‘Community norm' = The norm of a commmnity on the traditional-
modern dimension. | o

¢ 'Traditional and mpdern norms' - They are coneeptualizations
of ideal typeg of narmaiﬁ&ﬁigﬁaﬁ«tﬁ institube comparisons,
The modern type is coneeptualised 4o be more innovative, more
progressive, more developed or moré economically raitlonal than
the traditional ﬁy@ag The erueial dimension is that individuals
in social systems vith modern norms view innovations more
favourably and are likely to adopt new ideas more rapidly than
are newbers of traditional systems. The tradiiional and
modern 1deal types are actually énﬁ-pcints on =zn innovativeness

continuun.
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6, 'Innovativeness' = it the individual level innovativeness
- ﬁefers to the degres teo which an ixa&ividﬁ'ai is velatively
" earlier to adopt new ideas than the other mombers eaf hig
“social syatam. At the eﬁmzw levels mavaﬁivanesa norms
| - reflect the values vhich & aamiﬁy plaees on adapﬁs.:m of
‘ianovations snd indicabe s relative position on the tm&iﬁi@n&b
_ mﬁarn em'éima
?s * aaf@ ance groupst ﬁrmpa to vhich mdiviﬁﬁals *refex*’ in
B thsw ﬁmmi@nﬂm!&mg ond are ﬁétemmaﬁiw of tmiﬁ hahakum
: Ganvmt&ma) 13:, m tarm iﬁﬁiﬁééﬁ h@zaavie@ ﬁi‘ﬁ&nﬁ@ﬁ mﬁh to
groups 28 well as to individualss In the latter maﬁanea,
,iﬂéﬁiﬁﬁé&é to w?sm ﬁtm% individupls *refer? in tha&r decisions
~ meking ave labelled by gomd a&%hfs% as ’mfmsww* *ﬁéi‘eﬂma
. individualst or *m‘am«smﬁaml' -

a& hriaf daanriytﬁ.m af the @rganwaﬁma of th@ ﬁhasis and
 the contant of each chapter is pmseamé belows

In ehaptw II which follows ‘l:h;is :!.mmmetmy chapﬁﬁr ang
aml;&ri:iaafz, x*wiw @f Mf&mmce grwp thﬁary anﬁ msearch is
o aft:ﬁ@mpﬁ@é'@ ’i‘kw mein alm 3.5 to as;{,az*izy anﬁ idamify ﬁm éiffamnt
| ‘_&imém%iam and: ﬁ&ﬁﬁ in previous vorks Included in this magtess
‘are alaa rwiwa of maesmﬁh m nefexemea gmﬁ;& influszms& aﬁd
. on mmmﬁzy normss - S
' G%:ap‘lssr IIT mmrﬁa ‘the eameptual. framm@:ﬁt of %;h@ study
and tha gmgmsﬁiam ami hymi;mssas. -Also givegs is an aecamfs
of the ares ﬁf study, the selechion gf villagaa and 3@5@%&&%5

and the ms;ismmm ef observations
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Chapter IV 1s concerned with the findings of the study
which are presentad nm&ar diffevent sections with brief
discussions of the findings,

Cb@nt@¢ ¥ deals with &isvasaiem of the findings and thelr
imﬁ@rnre&atien. , ,

Chapter VI, the last chapnarg iﬂelué@s sumpary and

conclusions and impliications for future researchs



CHAPTER 1II

‘The r@viaW'@f literature 1s prasanteé unéer two sections.

Saction 4 ﬂeals with raviaw of 1itarature in respect of yafersnee
| group 1nf1manee and secﬁi&n B deals wiﬁh reviaw ﬂf 11tarature in
r@spget of comminity nowmge,

The‘impaitéhcé»af’variaus sources of influence in & wide

.ranga af-aae&siéﬁ;makingisituétians'has been the subject of
: numﬁéeus research studiss by seéialagists, soci&l-ps?chalogiats,
.r;u\r‘al seelologlsts, political scientists and others in recent
yearss In this connection, the 6evelspmant of the reference group
theory during the last quarter of a century or o, has provided
a valuagble gancsptual tael in analysing daeisiun-making as. a
- gomplex soeial pxaeass; .
Tt saems logical that the théérstisal framswork to be
© utilised in a study of adopticn of fatm proetice should be one
"that 1nve1vea aaeialnpsychelegical factors that influence human
| behaviaux» Rafar&nce group théory was, ﬁhexefarag adopteﬁ to
praviéa the basig_thaore%ical framav@rk roy this sﬁaﬁy,

- -gince the inxreduatian of the refarance group concept by
. Hyman in 1942, a number of conceptually distinet usages of this
~ eoncept have appeared in 1it¢§§turgg Though Merton (1957) has
attempted to clarify some of the basic eén&gpts-ﬁﬁderlyiﬁg thé
réfaﬁence group'thaory, certain specific eaﬁgangnts‘gf the thecry
st111 remain to be clarified and generally accepteds In the light
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of this, this part of the review of literature will not faliéw
the customary patiern af'éﬁranmlegieal seguence, Instead, vhat
is proposed tafbé,glvaﬁ is an analytical xaﬁiew Qf the origin
and development of the theory and of the baslc coneepts, followed

hy a.neview'ai“iﬁééareh~stuﬁiaarﬁsing tha-?afereaeﬁ'gxeup concapt,

_ The ref&renee g?@up eanc&pt was fixst intrcaused explicitly
by Eyman (1242). In éiacussing %h@ ammﬁnx of aatisfactien
people derive from their own status, he found that it invelved
Judging one's own status relative to certain specific groups. He
Spsculated t&aﬁ two progegses mipght bglinﬁblv&d'ia‘%&é Judgemental
situstiont 1) an emoﬁional’iden%ificaticn’wiﬁh.thn group and
fﬁi-salfwaépmaisai.Wiﬁa the group as a_@g&ngxaf dampérisemu- Thase
ngaéssas denote rglationshmps @iﬁh the group which thus serves
a&va reference groups . | | - ,

HMore ra§@n$1y;'§ha gcope ef'tﬁis‘cenampt of the r&fanane@
group has been snlarged by Sherif (1948, 1953), Rewaomb (1948, 1950)
and 1 Hertan and Kitt (1950). ' ,

Sherif (1943} defined raﬁewanee grauna ag “thasa groups
 from vhich stem and %o vhich are ralated the individuglst standarda,
attizudas and ‘status aségiétians“ ,

. 1Ina later vork sherif'(1ﬁ53) definﬁﬁ Teference groups as
"those groups to dhleh the individugl'relates himSelf as a part
oy ﬁa.ﬁkich,ha aspires to relate himself psyehalogiaally“y

In thess statements the element whiahfialstﬁ%ssa& 15 the
psychmlogieal.relaﬁedneﬁs'af the individoal to a greué OrF groups.

Merton and Kitt (1950) discussing ‘the referenge ETOUD theory
note that "4t aims to aystam&tize the determinants and consequencas



12
- of those processes of evaluabion and sglfﬁappﬁaigal in which the
‘individual tokes the values and standards of other individuals
and gr@uhsjas a comparative frame of refersnce f;»..(it),;.i;.
centers on the pra&esses t%ramgh which men relate thenselves to
greups and refer their behaviour Yo the values of these groups®s
In tLis staﬁemant 15 focussed (1) the prsaasses through u

whvch the payehols ieal ral&ﬁada&ss cceurs anﬂ {2) the future
processes thrmugh which an indivi&ual'raf@ra his behavieur to the
valugs of thaae groupss . _ ’

. Hsucomb (1648) éefineﬂ referana@ group as "that group which
was the source’ of given norms nr aﬁtiﬁuﬁeﬁ anﬂ which were takan
avsr hy an inﬁividual ssre The significant thing about a raference
grﬂug is that its nozms provide framas nf reference vhich actaally |
ﬂinflaenca the attiﬁuaes anﬁ behaviour of a perssn?
} In thig atatemant a new dimmnaiea;ta the reference group
| .cancapt has bean 1atroéaaeé by N&wcomb - the role of the reference
géﬁﬁy as a source of influanea towards eonfarmlty to its standards,

| Kﬂllay (1952) suggaated that reference gramps may serve

two impertant funﬁﬁiens « the éam@arativa and normattve functlons.
k_The eomparative funeﬁiaa‘ef 9afaranee gronys is to serve the
A individual as a point of raferanee in makiﬁg evaluaﬁians of the
.salf and ntnars. The normative funetion of refawenea groups ia
ta provide z saurce of norms or- stanﬂarés ﬁowards whieh the
 individual is inflaence& to eonform. Kelley glsa pointed out that
both functions are frequently, but not necessarily served Ey the
same refarence group. )

Rogers and Beal (1958) have referred to reference groups
ag "those graups to which inﬁiviﬁﬂalﬁ ’refer' in their decision-
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making ssres The sxpscﬁatiens that the refereﬁca group have far
,the 1ndiv1ﬁual, -then, are importanz in influaneing his behaviour
“(1f the individual accurateiy percsives these ‘expectations)”,
'?hey,fuxthar state that tha aanstituznt parts of the reference
_ group §rsaess are (1) thaAimportanca‘gfltha,gféup to the individual,
({2) tﬁé'ﬂarmé’dr s%éndar&s of the group and (8) the expectations
" vhich th@ greup holds for tha individual, they being devalﬂped
uith respect tc the norms of group and the individual's staﬁua -
rola in the groap. .
' ?a summarize thus fara the- refareﬂee group egmcapﬁ has
been useﬂ to denote m&iﬁly %hra@ @haaemun&. These ara*
(1) The nrecass whareby an 1nﬁ1v1&nal fralates’ himseif
~ to a group (implied,h@re is the-psyah@lagi¢al rglateﬁnesa).
o (2) ?hg'ﬁrﬁaesa:whér@hy & group 15 used as a paint of
referencé in making evaluations of the self or aﬁhers (implied
hers 1is ths *ecmparison' funetion) |
~ {3) The process whereby the 1nﬂiviéua1 derives his attitudes,
| staaﬁards ste, from thess of a group (1mplied here is the nermative'

fungtion).~

This seﬁtien attsmpts to alarify the basic ee&eepﬁs of
‘_'tha roferana@ grouy th@mny. ' ‘ '

. Two major typag‘ef‘rbfarﬁﬁéa groups hév& come to be
» ﬁzsﬁimguisheﬁ 1n terns of thelr characteristic funeﬁions for the

" behaviour of those orilented toward tham@ ?hase ars the comparative
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refagénae greaps-end the normative raferéaca groups(Kelley, 1852
Shibuteni, 1865; Turner, 18563 ﬁaétoﬂglﬁﬁ?; Rogers and Beal;lssao,
The two typ§s~af reference groups are only anaiytiea;lyvdisﬁiggﬁ,
sinece thé sams'rafersnga group éaa,serve h@th-functiéns
(Marﬁm,l%‘?); | | |

Tﬁa coneept of eeﬁparativa rafeveaaa groups iz limited to
'ﬁhése gronps that function to provide 4 paint of reference to
' tha individual in his dﬁeisionumaking. whe>indiviﬂﬁai chooses
hetween avallable alteznativas by a pr@ces& involving the
cnmpanison of his existing anﬁfbr projeete& behaviour with the
standards, r@al or anfewred, off relevant reference graupﬁ. ,
Gowgarisan,greaps provide g frame of reforence. nagars anﬁ Beal
- (1958)  suggest that such groupﬁ might passibly be called |
torfentation! ErOupS, »

‘The normative marégencé group sets and maintains standavds
tovard which the individual 35 infimmnggﬁvﬁu confiorm. che?s and
Eeéljflgss) Sugges% thét they may be called 'influencing groups!
or fgouse - greups' in that these groups operate by verious ’
means to influence the inﬂividual in selscting eertaln altarnativos
that are-available to him_im_the decision-naking preeess. Es&anw
tially the wa?-in'whieh,ngrmat&vgireferanﬂé~graups influence

'ﬁha-indiviﬂuai»inéi@aéa vhat 18 usually referved to as personal
influence (Rogers and Beals 1988). -

. A distinction has sometimes been umade between membership

groups (reference groups to which the individual actually belongs)
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and réf&fﬁnés groups (any group to which ﬁﬁé.iﬁﬁiviéual relates
his behaviour) (Kelley,1962; Newcomb, 1962; Hartley and Hartley,
19623 Sherif and Sherif, 1966). However, Nerton {1957) has
goiﬁts& out ihat.gha\auneepﬁnal criteria of membership or non
'.mnmbership in a group remains to be clax;fieﬁ.anﬁ\%hat group - - :
| 5oundaries are not necessarily fixzed but are dynamically changing
in response to situational contexts, “

Rogers and Beal (1958) have stated that this classification

'af rnferénee groups on either g maMbefshig or ﬁonwmembership basis
© may have 1little practical worth and that 1t is a difficult
distinetion to make in many empirical ecases,

Heweonb (1950) has pastulaﬁea the existence of t positivat
~_anﬂ Ynegative' raferance graups. The positive type involves
motivated assimilation of the norms of the group as a basis fer
salf*&p??&iﬁaig the negative type invelves motivated rejectione

| aagéré'énﬁ Beal (1988) have referred to positive and
-nsga%ive referenaa graups for @ach typs of behaviour. A farmey!s
cemparisan.ef nls behaviour with the h@havieur af slowly adopting
neighhours might be a factor in his reluctance ta -adopt new
practices while\tha farmgr’s compari&an of his bshaviaux with the
behaviour of ﬁragnasgivatfar&sms‘might tend to qncuuraga4him to
“:aﬂopt new praeﬁicesg In relation %o aﬁégﬁi@a behaviour the

- formey graupJgaﬁld act 48 a n&gative reference group whils the
 latter group of progressive férmﬁgs-weuld be a positive reference
groups It 15 in the sense used by Rogers and Beal (1958) that the
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terms 'peaitive reference groups' and ‘negative raference greuy&‘
will be used in th&a 5tﬁﬂyp

2(q) »

' The standards or norms of a rsfarenaa greup have been :
called *reference novms!, tﬁisensaaat,lﬁﬁé &cgﬁrs and Beal,lgsg),
Befarange norms veflect the valuss the graup piaeea on a certain
type ‘of behaviours. One refaranae group nay plaee a high valuﬁ en
adoption of praet&eas atid have a positive raferenea norm on
 adoption while another may place s low value on adoption and have
thus a nagativa ref@raua& norm an.adeptian (ﬁ@gers anﬁ Beal,lﬁﬁS).

2(3). ;“iggg,fe,h,'wfr . 4 _
Merton (1957) refarred to the terminologieal eanventiaﬁ

of having reference graup 1nnluﬂa behaviour oriented bnth to gréups
- and inﬁividuals. He suggested thaﬁ iadiviﬁuaia to mhou other
individuals *refert in thelr decision or wi.th whom gther 1ndiviéuals
1denti£y themselves'y may proparly » be ezlled 'reference
Individuals! or 'rcle~m¢dcls' Q@gers and Eeal (1958) have

labelled referesnce individuals &s *raferenﬁs*; They may serve
cemparativa or ﬂurmative functisns Just as zeferenoa grcups.

“In the. forsgaing saction the basie eancapts of referenea
graug_thee&y,wg;gnrgviawaﬁg Diffayant coneepbual usages vere
indicated, e :_‘ - .

- » The next section deals with researches nsing the referanee
group aancapﬁ« A niffaraam mathaéalogical approaches will be
indicated,
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Ressarch &tnéi@s'@n references group infiuvence have nsed .
'gha.ccnéep& uf,raferenaé group, in two &ifféxenx wayé, In the first
gia&e,rit has'heqn ﬁs&é as an interpretative or explanatory
l1Variahia in a kind of seéoaﬂawy-snalys&a of datae -saeandly, it
has bsen usad as an smpirical variable and incarparated into tha.
shudy deslign in advance, ?

 An'snalysis of the first nature is ﬁerten anﬁ Kitt's

(1950) Fe-sxamination of the findings of "The American Soldler",
which provide spscific contributions and implications related ©o
. referencs graﬁﬁ'ﬁﬁﬂoryi@ The application of Peference group
caﬁeapts to fhe'data obtained frémqthia study illﬁstrates the
 ralationships batween S selﬁiax’s potential referencé groupsS, framn
of referance”anﬂ his attitudes, .
| 4n inaividual's frame of reference formed in part as a
result of his comperison of his situation with the situatlon of
groups of ctﬁa?é (&) with whom ﬁh& individual wags in actual ags0-
eiatien,(b)‘wha vere within relatively gimilar or different socisal
caﬁagori&ﬁ or (c) any eambinati@n of the above two eategoriea.
Thege groups vere Sean- ta bs related to tha individualts frame
of raferencs in a numbor or ways, namaly, confliaﬁiag in some
onsas anﬂ muﬁually gustaining in other eases¢ In aﬁditinn, eeafor-
mative ralatianship to- refarence groups was alsa noteds

waeamb (1252) wgrking aa the attitudes of censarva%ism
and nompeﬁnaervatiam of women aollaga stuﬂaﬁzs im his Bann;ngtan

Igtouffer, S.h. ot al. g_._g tean 90 gg, (pr:mcmn, NoJ,
Pr&nceten.ﬁniv. Press, 1949“ vais. i &»II;



Study found that "an.1nﬂividuél's‘davélopiag‘fngms of peference
results, at least in part, from ths marmer in whiéh'ha relates or
1@ent1fies with graups with ﬁhiﬁh he has astaal asuociation as
mell as to those with which he has none", ?he methadalogy a&eptaﬂ
in this study conﬂisted of (1) the use ef a aikart-ﬁype geals as
a bagic index of canaarvatism and non-conservatism, (2) the use -
of sociametry to select aut typea'eaprassea alaﬂg this cantinuuw,
(3) the use of a Likﬁrtutype seale tc neasure attiﬁmdea towards
cemmunity iSuﬂﬁG, (4) the use of an index to measure 1dentif1catian
wzth the commnity, (5) the use of dtvergenca index to measure
- the desgres of‘divarg&nea or camfa%mity to total group anorms, and
(6 non-schedule intervieuing,

K&plan {1988) in an-analﬁais of data fram é study on.éaﬁing
“behaviour reporteﬁ (13 the need for explicit eriteria for positing
the axistanaa and aparatian of reference greaps, (2) that there

vwas groater awaransss of the norm of. prlmafy'groups which tendaﬁ

- to indicate their poten%ial 1mpaztance as reference groups, and L

(3) that primary groups composad of family,'ﬁrienﬁs and co-workers
.werg‘c§uéial as paints of reference for voting behaviour, @

| ‘Fosen (1956) in a study of differential acceptance of farm
"pﬁactiees usiﬂgwgeferanca group rslatieaship as an indapendent
':variabla, feund that (1) accaptors of praetiees tended to parceive
high soclal support for their deelstons to adopt, in other
:aeeéptows,\{zj'rejaetors of practices tended to perceive fairly
high sociél support in other rejectors, and (3) rejectors tended
to have a iow pgrceptiaq af\cthersrwnas@'dgcisions varied from

their owne



Rogers and Beal (1958) in a study of rsfsrane@ gzaup
1nf1uanae in adoption of farm practices have utilised prnjective
technlques for obtalning information about farmers! reference
groups, The methodology adopted in this study consisted of the
use of (1) a series of seven stimulus pictures with & set of probe
questions for egah,pieﬁarég 2y obiaining & varhatim record of the
“interview by %apewreeoréing and (3) content analysis of the tapau
raaarﬁed interviev repliies for cstegerisation af data,
| ‘The major finﬁings of this study were that (1) neighbours
-cnnatitﬁiea ona af’ﬁhe'ggsﬁ important refetence gyzﬂps for most
farmers, (2) family was an impertanxfrefereﬂcs'graﬂy motivating
adoption of practiess, (3) farmers vho were more dependsnt on family
tles were slightiy later aﬁépters, {4) neighbourhood reference
" group was generally more important for Iatér‘adopﬁerﬁ than for
enrlier adopters and (5) fermers with more %avaugéblavaﬁtiﬁudas
 towards innovators vers more likely to be eaflier adoptsrs of new
practices, . | |
Bose and Basu (1963) in a study af iﬁfiﬁenae~of refeieﬁce
~grcups‘@n:adqg;;aﬂ beﬁaviour of farmers found that the éde§tic$
. index of a farmer and the average adoption index of hisrrélaﬁives,
friends anﬁ werkwexahange gr@uns wore significantly correlateds
They concluded that (1) a farmar*a adoption rate of farm practices
is 1nfluan§ad-hy the aﬂeptiaa;rata of h&s.ref@renﬁa-gxaupa congist-
ing of friends, relations and wb#k»aﬁmhaﬁgé groupss (2) a farmer
‘tends to conform to‘ihg norms of his reference groups in his
 adoption behaviouts o -




| Ppersonal iﬁﬂ‘iﬂ&n@ 15 d@fmaﬂ as those communication

e‘mtaeﬁs ﬁhicﬁi # mv?zi'éia é direct Vfaceue‘i:mf‘a% exchange baﬁzggn |

- the comminicator and eammicaﬁ%. cm:acﬁa_ with gmnp.é as well
"".Aas with mﬂivﬁ.éual will be imaluae&. ?ms&na?. influence is one

" ,V:-'ﬁaf ﬁw way@ in which mzmﬁ:im mf@rﬁn@@ groups funetion
(Rogers end Beal, 1968), S
. 4 review of smﬂi@s on fae%wa mﬂmmmg aéegtiam has
N ,-shom that garsanal aawass ﬁi‘ Wﬁrmtim and adviee 1ike friends,
migh}mﬁx‘s and relatives as wan aa extension agents, agricultural
sgimtiatﬂ, aaleﬁmn sﬁﬁ mmam are mpartam in the varmus stages
of the a&a;gtim prace&s; ﬁawwar;, in many of these atnaias the
ra.w of personel influence 1s not ex@lia‘itly sﬁaﬁaﬂ:; though in
meny cased it may be implicit. Agalny in these studies goncepts
1ike *dependency?, folosencss of tiest, 'identification', 'extended
_ 'gmnp amaaﬁsim' and fmwia‘:‘ have been ﬁsmé, Many of thas@ eazwepts
vould seem to be akin to the reference group maemz. A fw of.
.suc:h studies mll. a:&m, t:hamfom, be e:i%sa‘ '

Ryaa anﬁ f&msa (1243) and iﬁilkeaiag £1952) hava fwnﬁ that |
. pwsoﬁal inﬁmraea 18 immraam; in mi;imﬁing adapmm, noré 50,
for later adopterse - |
| | Menb&x-gaz’ (1%.1} fmm& «z:zm p@mﬁmal a@mas af infornge
tmn were nore impa:rtam in anﬁm ehanga izhaﬁ imparseml
spurcess
%}ilkmmg (msm a‘kuﬁmﬁ m@ mlati@nship tsf %ﬁgﬂﬁd@my‘*

.apc‘m primavy groups to a@mp@im of practices and fm_m& ﬁha‘!:'
'relative indspendence’ was significantly assoclated with *high
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adeption'y 'dependence' with 'medium adoption' and 55%5935
.dapandancaf witﬁ Yiow adoption’ts . |

Lionbarger £1954) and Lionberger and Hassinger (1984)
have demonstrated the importance of infermai‘aocigl.graﬁps-ané
neighbourhoods to adoption of practices,

~ Marsh and Coleman (1954 &) reported that the less the

.eﬁuaatian and smaller the halding a farmef has, the more likely
he is ﬁe consider friends; relatives or naighbaurs as baing the
nost helpful means of obtaining Sarm informations

Mavsh and Coleman (1954b) found that theve was a direct
relationship hetween the adoption seares of farmers and the adoption
seores of others with whom he had kinship, visiting and worlte
_exchange relations, = - , T R )

 Coleman and Mawsh ?1955)'ﬁave'pain£$ﬂ aﬁﬁ théiimportance
of neighbourhood a%titudes, norms end exgeetat&@as as Ymedia' for
the 'massage‘ of agriagltural ag@n&ies¢

Katz and Lazerefeld {1955) found that parsonal influence
of grimaxy assoclates had eansid@rabxy gn@atar effectiveness
uthaﬁ any cther madia in iﬂflﬂﬁﬂﬂiﬂg cansumar purchaaa &ecisiens*

C@up (1956) found. that group affiiiati@ns or identificstions
sxart a at&cng influanaa on the adoptlon ef’pracﬁieea. His
’genaral eonclusion was that th@ t@nﬁ@ney ﬁa aday% reaommanﬂe&
practices increases to the sxtent that the farmar*s refierence
group caasés %a be local naighbaurs anﬁ bacomes one of prafessioaal
and techinical specialists, | |

Blair (1960) in his study of secial strucﬁures and informa-
4tion expasure in Brazil concluded that the faat of being a



Coee
péyehéloéical menber of a soeclal group affects the 1nﬁiviéua&*
reactions to the means of axpmsureg to tne conbent af mosaagﬁs
transmitted anﬁ to the eammunicataws of infermatiaﬁs

B Community Norps | |

j 4 norn is definaa as tha mesﬁ fracugatxy accurring pattein

of. evart bah&viaur for the members of a par%icular goelal systen

.(Rggars, 1962); The bwn~iaea1 typas of norms 816 tra&iﬁianal
and ‘modern. The traditional type resists ehange, 1s less 1&?@VatiV$,

 Jesg prograssiva, ar laaks sconomic ratianality‘whiie the modern

type is more changuwprah@, nore innavativa, Tore pxsgyassive~anﬂ |

-econamically rationals The traditional anﬁ mmﬂarn types represent
‘ond gainza on an innovativeness continuume o |

‘  Four differant appraach&s %o maasuxing cammunity norms

have been r&partodg | ‘ _ - .

14 Marsh and Coleman (1954), vaa.éenfﬁap (1960}, Rshudkar (1960)

and Rogers and Eurdge (1e82) haﬁekﬁsed £h¢ év&ragé innovativeness
methods This consisted of averaging the inaavativeassa scarag of

'Ithe members: of a secial ayatem, o - |

2. Bogse and Easgunta ﬁlsaz) have used a.village adaptien 1nﬁex to

measare variatien.amaﬁg Villages in adoption of practices, This

| makhmd emnsisﬁeﬁ of averaging ﬁhﬂ aﬁaptian,imdieaa of the former

population in a village, the 1néividua1 a&an@ion ﬁnﬁax being

calculated on the basis of the average nmmher of years ﬁhraugh

 which the individual had used x@ﬁammsnaaa graatiaesn

3. Rogers and Burdge (1962) have utilized an attitude-toward-

innovators type of measurs to measure commmity norms, Rogers
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(1@623 rsp@?tS'tEat such & measure 18 being used by Eam-ﬁealﬂan.
4. Campbell and Holik (iﬁé@) and Hegers snd Burdge (1962) have
uged ju&gals ratings as a measure of social system or commnity
norms. Farm communitlos were ratéd on the traﬁitimnal—madern
d;maﬁsiﬁn'hy Judges acquainted with all the sselael systems under
analysiss

Rogers (1962) has stated that although nome of these measures
of seclal systems are above methodological eritieism, they provide
ar imﬁi@aﬁ;@n=@£ a system's norns and ave useful in compering the
norms of two s@-éﬁr@ soelal systems,

The use of commmnlty norms as an independent veriable to
explain individual ianovativeness has been reported in two rasearch
studies, -
 Van den Ban (1960), in a study of farmers in 47 townships,
found that township norms were better predictors of innovativeness
than such farmer characteristics like education; size of farm and
net worthe.

 Hogers and Burdge (1862) reportod that commniiy norms were
found to statlstically explain 20 per cent of the variation in
Tarmer's innovativeness scmreai, This would iméicat@ the iwmportance
of communlty norns on the imnovativeness of individuals living in
a communitye .> |

Marsh and Coloman (1954) found that commmity novms
influsnee opinion I@aﬁﬁrshiﬁg In 'modern! mmighﬁanrhooés loanders
w&ga'muéh marakinﬁovaﬁiéa than followers while in 'traditlonall
neighbourhoonds they were relatively less innovative as compared
lt@-tﬁ@ir followers. This finding has besh supported by Van den
Ban (1962).
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Rahudkar (1960) fmmd eantraﬁietm‘y avidence %o that
' reparted above. In a mndern? area in Xmiia, he foun& that
e;ainion leaders’ innmativamss awms wvars eloaar ‘m those of
all farmsrs t:han iIna traﬁiﬁianal ar@zm A

?m atuﬁias have been reported which seéek to explsin di i’fer-
m&aﬁ :m cemmuxmay norme on the basis of othw c:ammunity
emmetsmatiea. _ '

&rmt'wng {15}59) corralated aammiﬁy norms e‘n iancvative:zess
© .with othexr, commmity variobles like degree of ﬁrbaaizatien, farm
incoms 1&%1, and farm ggee&amzatiem _ ’ ‘

Rogers and Burdge (1962) found vide aifferamaa 111 farmer
c%aracﬁeristiﬁs 1ike aﬂuaaﬁic&, eﬁqtaet with experimenﬁal staﬁien,

| average acres of tzuek erops formed, attitude %ewaras innovations
'ﬁ and avareag% sacial st;atns amng eammnities ranked aﬁ an lnnovative-
ness cem:muum. ’ .- |

Bose and Easgupﬁa {1962) have reported thaﬂz a study on the
facters ai‘fecting villaga to village variatiau in adoption wgs

, méer pmg:eeas, Qhe i‘:t.mimga do not seen to hava baen mmrmﬂ

. 59 f&l’q

Review of 1itersture on the origin and developuent of the
’ 1::&?@2%@& group theary and the basic mnmpts of the %hsaory weag
givens mffmant demmitim anﬁ usages c:f‘ terms vere indicated.
Review of ras@areh on: roference group influence :esmala& that
the reference group concept was used as an inﬁarpmﬁati% variable
" 4in analysis of data and as an impiriéal variable ineluded in the
mudy design in a&vdnco. The use of different me%hoﬁelngical
approaches vasg u.n@ﬂ;cated,
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"he favieu of rese areh oh ;aemenal in:i’lmnee inémated
1%5 z.mpcartame in diverse éecm&ogzumakmg situations,
The rwﬁ.ew a:‘;’ atuﬁi&s on eammunity ROTHS ravealeé ciifferent
' %ee’nmqum in maauring nams. The mﬂueme of aumnity norns
‘em the imm;atimmss of :msiividuala was shmm, &ﬁ%ﬁmpﬁé to
| ‘,;explaz.n intw»eammiw variation 1n norms on the basis of other
| _;c@mmmmy characteristics vers indlcated,

Fmﬁher, the mvi&v revealed ;aaxmiﬁy of raseareh on the
use est x&afsxenee group concept in aﬁ@p‘tim swdies and on the
a::m:mity norn Varmmm

The &iscsussi@n nw ’mms to *&he mﬁh@dﬂegie&.}_ eansiﬂeraticms
_invelved in the present sﬁuﬁy givan m ehagtw ITI.



| CHAPTER III

This chapter is divided into %Lhree sacﬁians* Section A
presents the theovetical framework of the study. Section B
prasents a descripticn of the study area aﬂﬁ-sﬁlaatian a£.v11lage§
aﬂﬁ-samplé»ef respondents. Section ¢ denls with the instrument
of obgervation and maas&fama@£5 and methods of stabistieal
‘ malysiscs |

In this senticaJQs ﬁrasénteﬂ“an&~discussmﬁ tha theoratical
framevork in respect of the two main.asyeets of the aﬁnﬁy,aamﬁly,

referenco group influence and cnmﬁnnity noOrmMSa

It has alveady bﬂen inﬁicated in the iﬁﬁra&uﬁtmry chaptar
that referente group tﬁswry pravidas the basic theoretical framsw
vork of this study, Thﬁ purpose of = tﬁaareﬁicalaframeuﬁrk ina
 pasearch a%ﬁdy is mainiy'ﬁwa-félﬁ (1) to sugpest hypotheses which
“may be tested, and (2) to give meaning to the empirical findings
- and to ald in their iﬁﬁéfprétatien; iﬂ respact of this study,
the theoraetical framevork 1is be&ng used with both of the ghove
eansiéeratiens in visw, In the firat place, with regard to this
agpect, certain hypotheses will be postulsted which attempt to
~explain adoption bshaviour in {erms of influence derived from .
roefarance géﬁups and 5eéoaﬁl?; an éﬁtempt will be made to examine
the findings on the basis provided by the theory.
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 One particulsr facktor for selecting the r@f@reﬁc@ group
"J$ha§§y to provide a framework for this study was the ﬁse-ef the
reference group coneept as a basis for an explanation of adoption
fiﬁahavi@ur~in the tentative general theory of diffusion and | |
adoption proposed by Rogers (1s62) 1, CIarificati@n of the use
of the reference group aore@yt in this atnﬁy will, tharefara, be
:Efaeiiitateﬂ by indicating initially the»mﬂnner in whieh 1t is
. related to the theory of diffuston ard aﬂaptisﬂ»anaaﬁhea, in turn,
the menner in vhich 1%t has been related and imargmx?émd into
. the study design. ' _

In its most elamenﬁary farm, at ﬁh@ kaaie lwvel of ceme@ptu&-
lization adepﬂicn of an 1anavat1@n is a, type af aetion or ‘behaviour,
- This behaviour takes placs in situatiansa In&iviﬁuals &a net

exist as a nmass of discrete, diaeonnacﬁa& uniﬁsg but they are
membars of aaeial systema. In the situational 31@1&&3, i&teractiaﬁ
with athers' ogeur and th&s provides a sense of identity to the
in&iviﬁual,.‘rha *ﬂﬁhera*'in a situational field are significant
.. to the iadividuai and influence his hehaviéur; Thege ‘s;@nifiaant
~ others! or ’referénea grcups*‘aia en individugl in developing his
- self-identity anﬁ the menner in vhich he idanﬁifiaa himself
influsnces his hehavicur. For sxamgla, some individuals interact
with earlier adopters, davelep a similer self-identification and
-evanﬁualxy taka aver ﬁhﬁ narms and values of the @arlier adeptaxs'
and oriant their'behaviaur to these nmrms. ,

Ihe prasent atscussion is baced directly on ﬁagamg, E.Ms
Diffusion of Innovations (§.Y.,Fres Prags of Glencoe, 196&} 330*316.

2situational £ield im dafined as that part of the environment
“which is percelved by aﬁ actor as siynifican& to him,



The diffusion and &d@ptioﬂ of an innovation takaa plgca
within a agaial systen vhich may embraae many different siﬁﬂatianal
fialds, The s&gm&nﬁs of a soelal syatﬁm emyluyeﬁ as frames of
 peference cause individuals to display varying degrees of innovatives
~ness. Thus the norms on innovativonoss of the social system as
a vhole ef-ef its nmany conmponent aegmeﬁfs gomprised of sceially

struetured groups gerve as 1naentivea or rastraints on adanhien

L bﬁhaviaur@'

» " The forsgoing brief analysxa of &éﬂpui&ﬂ in terma of @

behavigural theory has indicated the imgortanue ef the influenca
derived from !sigmifieau%'aﬁheyﬁ',&n the situatfonal field of =n
individuals on his behaviour, xa.@he;aeati@ﬁ,whiﬂh_ﬂgllaws an
~attempt will be madeé to indicate how the reéeraﬁae gréup theory
ﬁreviaes an exglanaﬁien of the ﬁ@tarmiﬁants and ccnsaqu@nees of
‘the influence derived frsm,athavﬁg

Though in 1ts most elemental farm, thﬁ deaiaxan s to

~_vhether or not to adept is made by the individual himself, ho is
apt to employ a frane of Toference within the costext of which he
arrives at his decision. In @ther mwrds, he 'ref&rs' to others,
whom he perceives as impartaﬁt or pignificant to him, 1n his
é@cisicn~makinga"fhase 'sigﬁifieaut cthers? have b&@ﬂ referrved
f%e as Yrefersence gfﬁﬁpﬁ‘ Inéiviﬁa&ls may refer in thelr decision-
-making to athar inﬁiviéuals, graups or socigl eategexiesg
N The referénece. afoup process invelves tua eharactaristic
functions of reference gwanps, the normative and camparative
functions. Tha-nnrgativg~funstiénfaf reference groups is to
gr@#iéa a source of norms or staﬁéazds toward which theé individual



A EQ
is iﬁflu@need to eonform, Such greups ap@rate by vari@ms~meaﬁa
to influence the individual in selaeting eertaia aitaraatives that
are available %o him in the dacision»&aking preeesa. The
roference norms of such graups determine the diraﬂﬁian of tho
'1inf1uﬁnce, The comparative function -of refercnee groups is to

- 8ervVe’ the in&ividualtas a point of referance and the individual
‘chooses betwoen svailable alte»nativea by a process involving the
:f“emmpariaﬁa af hia oxisting anﬁ/br prajecteé bﬂhaviaur with th@ |
-f'atanéards or norms af such groups, Both &h@ eampara&ive and normative
functions ars frequentky, but not necessarily served by t&e 5ame
- reforence group.. _
| In respect of th@ preaent study, it was folt that an iﬂVﬁSti~'
‘-gati@n of de¢1sionn&aking that leads to the adoptien of recommended
farm yraatieas will reveal tho oxistence and operation of distine»
‘tiva novmative anﬂ/by eomparative ralationahips or orisntations
with rafereéncad grougs in the - life gitvation af the farmsrs¢ These
relationships er ari@nt&tiens are.eonceptuaiiza& as aynonymnus
" with the nermativa and e@m@arative funciions of reference ETOUpPS
| ‘The situaﬁimnal field of a farmer might cncompase different
inéiviauals, groups or seeiai catagaries. dhile the number uf
'such potential reference groups is. infinitely lakge 1f irdividual
idiaayner&tiu or private chaiaes are considered, the number probably
dwindles ts a few ag soon as the eansiﬁeration is IZmited to : ,
. _raference graups mode or legs ﬁamman ta the populaticn under gtudy
and in the context of a speeific type of behaviour, &amaly, adoption
of practices, This stu@y will be limited %o referenca groups whiich
are mores ar less QGEMDR %e the social category of farﬂers and not




on reference groups of specific individuals,

: m@ aaz:*axzé najor wz*msa @f‘ this study meiams to tﬁe

‘ ?mre.s*& ig"wiﬁ%ﬁ of community mms and their rele in %ﬁa adoption ‘
of amc*&ﬂ.fzes; The 81@:?&3?3.@&%@ of thig apgr@mﬁ 49 baged on the

. iaéiaa%im that vi‘il:aga comrunities may m@viéa m@s ai’ ﬁﬂ@ msi; |

‘ iaspw%;am gmup i.mﬂu@mraa on aﬁapm@n ﬁavisiam; ‘ |

N ‘The conceptual basis of this part of the study oves 1ts

. -“::ieiaas m&n&y to. the ﬁ%mssim af tmﬁiﬁi&ml and mﬁam goelal

'; syat@m norias by Rogers (1%331 &m& i.s retounted mm,

| 4 norm has been deofined ag the most ‘frequently occurring

o patﬁam aef overt bah&vi@w for t.hs monbers of a particular soclal .

syzatsm %@amtzi@anﬁ tuo ideal types af norms. WAY - ‘be digtinguisheds

tyaditional and moderns I‘.daal i:mes are’ %@M@ﬁﬁﬁaﬁ.mﬁiéﬂﬁ Hhat

abe based on observatiing of raality and éasign@ei to iﬁsi:ituw

_ eampag‘m@ns. Thie purpasm ct aeﬁs‘ame‘&ing iég:&l typas: (in this

"‘jj iﬁs’e:ama@ tmémimmi and mésm %yw&} iz mz*aly m@ﬁmﬂe}mg,mﬁl

- ‘a8 they provide tools for amlyﬁis and- mﬁamﬁ;axxﬁi&g of sors

- dimemiam, ' ‘}.‘m i&@a?ﬂ. types e:f secial @ﬁt&am mrms, %;mzéiitmnal

o m‘zﬁ m@am, ﬁiseasae& Y E@gam il.%ﬁ), *&ymfy gmlar Gppmsit@a an

'._a cantimm of mﬁvaﬁmm%aa
%@eial syatam mrm hama besn taz-ma& asg *F&gh Magtism'

- YHeddun Adeption® and ¥ Em: &a@pﬁim' by Harsh amti Colenian {1254) »

| 4“%&3@ ngy be weg,arﬁad as r@;amaanting me tvio er:ﬁ points and. ﬁhi}z
midpoint on a continuum of imnwa'tivm@sss, in the present. stuﬁy;
m aﬁsﬁiﬂm w ?sha traditional awi mc;éesm %yzm& whﬁ.eh are mgara@ﬁ

»%iag@rgg RIS m., 5'?..75* S - | —
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as extremes cn a continuum of innovativeness, is included another
type - the transitional wvhich would represent the midpoint on
the continuum, | o '
'_ The modern type is conceptualized to ‘be more 1nnovativa,
. more progresaive, more &evelcpad, or pore ecennmieally raﬁional.
‘The crucial dimension is that individuals in soelal aystams with
moﬁéyn'nozms viQWjinnavatieﬁa more favourably and are likely ¢o
adopt nev ideas move fépﬁ.&l}' than are membevs of traditional soeial
'.aysﬁémsf Thus the norus of a‘&ﬁeial'sysﬁem are sxpocted to affect ﬂ
the ‘Behaviour of members of the social systems
“n respact of tha present study, it has boen gainted out
‘earlier, that villages in the study area seem to reflect different
degrees of innovabtiveness with ragard to adoption of practiess,
This aspect of the study secks to determiné firstly, the influence
of soclal system or éillage camﬁaﬂity jnnovstiveness norms on
individual innovativeness and sé%ehdiy, the relationships between
community inuovativeness rors$ and other selectéd commmnity
variables, . |
In the foregoing $eetians have been discussed “the theoretlcal
'framﬂwark of the study. The pfanesiticns and’ hypeﬁheses that
follow. from thenm will now be specificds

,Pgégg§iﬁ;gg;§3 Qiffarénﬁial adoption of réeaﬁmeﬁé&d agricul.
o tural pracﬁices is & function of referenca
graup 1nfluﬁncép
ﬁzgathesis 1. The gﬂeaﬁer tha pasittva reforence group
_ relatianahips, the greater the adoptien,

S
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a2

The greater the negative refercnce

graﬁy r@iatianshiyﬁ, %hé*l@ﬁﬁ'%hﬁ aﬁﬁyﬁisﬁ;»
%h@ more Paveurable %ha a%tituﬁss toﬂarés
imnava&iaas of an individual's reference
group, %h% more favaaza%la will be~ﬁi$
sttitudes touards inn@vati@aﬁ. '

The gre&ﬁay tha éaeptign saawa af an
inﬁivi&a&l’s xafgr@na&~gr@ﬁ@§ the greater
%ill h& his aﬁag%imﬁ. | ]
?ha greai@r the alagen@ssnafktiaﬁ betveen
an 1naiviﬁuai and hia refaranae-greny, the
gvﬁaﬁer will be the agya@maaﬁ hatwaen %h@m
on a%%i%nﬁaa tounrds iﬂﬂ@V&ﬁiﬁﬂﬁg ‘

@1@‘@ ‘norm e;f a social sys@m affocts the
aﬁa@ﬁinn %@&aviaﬁr of itq menbers,

i farmerts ia&mvati&eﬁ&&s Va?ias éiyeetly
with the noris of his viliage @@mmunlty on
mneva’asiv&ﬂ@am ey

?he noria of a sooial systom on t@aﬁitiaﬁalism»j‘
ﬁmaérnism is ralat@ﬁ,tn @thar mh&r@aﬁayisties
‘of %ha social. ags%am* -

‘The ngrm ﬁﬁ.%ﬁ&diﬁa@ﬂ&l&ﬁﬁ«mﬂﬂéﬁﬂﬁaﬁ of &
vil&age aammuniﬁy is. signiriaaaﬁly related
%a the level ef e&asatiaﬁ @f its farm@y
memh&&s.
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The norm on traditienalismemodernism _
of a village community is signifiean%ly
rolated to the soclo-oconomic status of
' its farmer mombers,
gxpgggg§;§ 9= Thﬂ,n&rm@an.tradit1aﬁalismwmadérn&sm:af
| a village commnity 4§ significantly
ielate& to the attitudes-towards-innova~
| tions of its farmer members. _
. mgm 10: The norm on ltzm&iﬁgmmm@m@&érmsm of
o & village compunity is significantiy
‘ xéia%e& to the communieation bohaviowr
| of its farmer mombers.
 The ¢aaéepﬁs employed in the above statements are defined
in g later ‘seetion dealing with the instrument of abservaﬁion and

masnmmentc :

group influence Some spaaifie m&thaﬂal&gie&l problams vers

encountered anﬂ it scoms necaasary ta give an aceaunt of these in

eréar to be cl&as about ‘soms of the limitacians impaaed ny them
an this s%udyu '

, ‘@iﬁce the focus of the sﬁud&'is on referanto group
‘influances aparative in the adoption of pgac 1cas, the study design‘
was to be in the nature of an axhpest-faetafanalysiﬁ of decision=
{making a9 a eomplax soclal pracmsgg Such an znalysis wculﬁ require

an 1nquiry inta actual adoption ﬂecisicns which a samale 6f farmers
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had ma&e anﬁ ﬁhﬁ influenaaﬁ vhich they had axpaﬁiaﬁae& in
4@&&&@6%1&% with their deeisions, - In the result, it was hecessary
%a iﬁvaatigat@ nmt<mer@1y whethar‘a regpendent had aﬁogtaé, not
ﬂaéagt@ﬁ or discontinued a s@eesfia yraa%iga bt also it was |

'mae@ssary $0 explore and - wa@@ t}m imgaat; of influences which hore

- of this nature
vhag, ﬁher@faz@, im@agﬁé limitatians on the size of the sample of

:unan such deeisiong, ?he nocassity of an iuqaili

| ;reﬁ@@ﬂé@nss to bo selectod na wall as on the aumbaz of speeific

o fpraatleeﬁ to be inciuded in the«a%uﬁy*

In anxémgiﬁiéai @tuay of reference group iﬁflueaes, the
;gr@blem of ﬁaanring iﬁf@?ﬁaﬁiﬂﬁ frem raspondents regarding the
1nflﬁen¢as vhich aﬁe@&tﬁﬁ in this decisionsmaking 1s fraught uith
‘:ﬁlffi@ﬁltl&ﬁ» It was realised {during a pilot atuay) ﬁﬁat attampﬁs
“ta got %ha re@p@nﬁ@ﬁts ladia&%@, tﬁraagh éimae@ qyasﬁians uﬁetbar
~ they were iﬁfluanaea or not ia(%haiﬁ aecisi@us ﬁe@a fot sugaﬁsaful |
in eliciting the desired type of informstion even though indirect

-:1 almnsi@ns to the p?@&aﬁea-ef‘snzh anfluﬁﬁgas were made by tham.

1% would seen %hat ca&%ugal vainas Gf‘iﬁﬁ@g@ﬂd&ﬁt thinkiﬂg and
7‘éaaisiemﬁm&king are so éaminanz %hat am& n@%iaﬁ or sugg&gﬁiaa af

‘ '»ﬂeganﬂ@aay on others for their decisions is not approciated, In

Vi@@-@fvﬁﬁiﬁg ﬁh@ g&a&@ﬁﬂrﬁvaﬂﬁﬁﬁaﬂ'ﬁaﬁ'ﬁﬂ &ak a aagiaa of sli@&tmy
directed questions to eliéi% %he'infaﬂmaﬁiﬁﬁ. A similay p&aeedure |
' fmas adopted by Katz anﬁ &mzarsfalﬁ {&@5%) 1n an gasaﬁtially

L simzlar cenﬁextw
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Another probhlem in the'study contered round the dynamles
of'referencé relationships, An individual farmer in his_aituatian
may have contacts or relationships either with those vho are
positively oriented towards adoption or with those who are
negatively oriented towards adoption or he may have contacts with
both typésg Hovwever, 1t seems unlikely that a farmer may have
velationships or contacts exclusively with one type of persons
whose orlentatlons towards adoption ére'simiiar'to his own. In
' othor words, it uagld seem reasonable to assume, that the contacts
and relationships of & farmer may be multi-dimonsional in the
genge that his perceptlon or awareness of the situstional field
may oncompass both ihose wﬁu are positively oriented taﬂérﬂs
aaogticn as well éa-thosq vho are negatively oriented towards
adoption, ﬂerérancther dimension neods to be consiﬁaféa; namely,
- positive and negative refarence.relaticnahipsl; .The positive
dimension ¢f'gggerenaé relationships‘@hicﬁ‘meaﬂa-moﬁivateﬁ
agsimilation éfféﬁg norms and vaiunes of others is eaéily‘unaere
standable and detectable. Howsver, 1t 4s not so in respset of the
negatlive dimension, which implies motivated refection on tha‘part-
of the individual of theﬁﬁarﬁavor;yaluBSTéf octhers, The motivation
for rejaéﬁicn_may have as its bagis superlor-inferior relationships,
status-consciousness or perception of undesirable or deviant
behaviour and the like, AI%*waé_realised.(éuring pilot study) that

Irhe positive and negative dimensions of reference rolationships
indicated here are distinet from positive reference group
relationships and negative reference group relationships, In
the latter instance relationships to voference groups which have
a positive or negative norm towards adoption ore denotod (see .
Chapter II, pp 15-16).
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Interview rapport seemed ﬁa be reduced when information on
~ negative relationships was sough%, perhaps on account c«f the
rather obvious soclal implicetions. The techaique used in
this study, namely, Mterﬁiaw 'ws,’i:hf sehédula, does not scem to bo
a suitable one in elieiting infornation of this kinds The use
of proj‘eﬁtive»' techniqués- in a study of the present nature has wén .
. Peported by-"ﬁegé‘rs and Beal (1959), ‘However, the requirements
of usmg such techniques iike the preparaticn of sultable stimulus
pletures, tape-rocording esguigmem: for ?aﬂaﬁim recording of the
:umerview and contant analysia vere beyonﬁ tha ﬁae!micai
compatonse of the resnamher as wen as the resouress available
to hin, zn view of this the mgaﬁ;m@ dimension of reference
A mla‘&icnships eeum not be gtudied in any ma;jeze vay in ti}ia atuﬁy.

In r'eapeet‘ of the analysis of wi’érénce group influenﬁe,

the individual farmer is the unit of analysis in velation to his

potsent;!.al refemnce group vhich 1s perceived by him. Thewfare,
the operational uns.t of a rafemnce g@eup 35 the event of such a

: gr mp ad perceived by the maiviéual. In the problem of «mam,:ming

- reference group relationships such a procedurs is &z‘pma;ir‘mté_

. because the group vhich is impertant of signifieant to the

individual 13 the one perceived by hin regardless of tho fact

‘hov *real' such a group may ke by oxtornal eriterias

Khan:]awala ’blcck, ong of the five cc;mzmait;y develapmem:
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blocks in ﬁha‘ﬁniaﬁ;?efriﬁazy of ﬂeléi, formed the area of this
stuﬂy. This bleck is 1@caﬁeﬁ in tho north-vest of Delni Territory,
hounded on the east by a part Qf Delhi Ci%y and 4lipur block, on
the seuth by Najafgarh hlaek and~en thevnarth end vest by Punjab

o ; States The b&ack cemprises of 56 villages with a tctal land ares

of 68,600 acres of whieh about" 5!,90@ aeres ars under eultmvaﬁion-
| The headquarters of the block 1ﬁ located ab Hanglai sinca
1@51, ﬁill mhen 1t had beon ot Khansawala, Knanjavala was
constitubed as 8 Separate blﬁ@k in 1968, though ﬁevelopmant
- aetivities were initiated in the ar¥ea in 1952, whon it fermaﬁ B
part of A}iyur'blgckg In addition to the developnent agtivi%ieﬁ
caaduateﬁ'tﬁramgh-tha b&ﬁéﬁ;‘ﬁh&ﬂ a#a& is also sarved in the
sphove of agricultural development by the Intensive Cultivation

~ Scheme operated by the Division of igricultural Extension under
the Indian égficﬁlﬁural Resoareh Institute, Wow Delhd.
o The ponula*ian 0f the Khanjawala blask aecarﬁing to the
1961 aensus 1s 60,065 an average sf 1073 poople per viliaga¢ The
'average family size is ahouz 9—1& psr&cns comprised of 51X‘adn1ts
“_ana four mi:ms. Jats, Brahmms, Ahirs village az*tisans and
Harijans form the mﬁanr caste grouns with‘éats‘aeemunting for
- about 50»par eant of the ta%al pegulatiea. Jata ara»also the most
predaminanﬁ caste ‘group among land hﬁldera axnspt in a fow
villagas whera othex “castos lika Sa&nﬁs and Rsjputs farm the
majority of land noldarsg§ The percentage of literacy is 24; but
1s mostly accounted for by boys and girla still at sehools Technoal
aaﬂ highar education beyond the higher seeaﬂﬂany stage is still
'nat COMMOR:




m *Bhumidari‘ system of paasant ;;mgariatarsmﬁ zs in

. ‘%a.w in this araa,, Lsasin@ in and. 1easir:g out ars uncommon and

s 4n the fov cases vhere they oxlst sueh arf‘angemants are bagsed on

‘ "’verbal agmamxxﬁs only. 'l‘m averaga size of holding comes fm ’
9.3 acres, though 70 p@r cont m? the holdings we uﬁ:aller than
the averages 0f the total cultlivated area, &0 por eent recelva
| {r#igation either from canals or wells. - |
The pri.mipax. Crops gPown are whém, gran, bar:wy, milseeﬁs,
pulses and vegetables in the Rabi season and .34:;%1', bajrea,
sugarcand, paddy and fodder erops in the Kharif sSeason.

&‘hia maa&mh sﬁady was eani‘imd to three villiages in
Khaﬁﬁawal&z blocks The selection of these vi}.mﬁ% wag done m
‘the following manner. '

. a1l m‘? the 56 villages :m the mcex area wera mt:i’c.’f.ally
ea‘teg@riam into three classes, namely, Hiph! . Medium' and f Low!
with reapeat-_ to the general level of adoption of practides, The
iﬁeai:egerisation‘, was doné on the ?iaﬁis of ratings by :}xigigas - N

- staff of the Intensive ésmz.mmm Scheme and Block = who were

' acﬁiminted 'w.ii:n all the villages, From oach one of thege thms
- classas, one village was solected at mndcam; ?’ms i:hree vinages
thus selected were Naoharpur from the High Adoption class, Ranhola
from the Medium adoption @fiaas and Wilwal fz'mm the Low 'A.éap%:ien
- ¢lags. This eiassiﬁcation is aésentian;a relative one and

. the threa villégeg may be takon as Pepresontative of the {‘:we and
‘points snd the midpoint in a traditionalsmodern continuum. In
othar wox&dé; the thres villages reflset high adﬁp‘c;m (modern) 4
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meéium ééanﬁieﬁ (transitional) and low adoption (traditional)
sseia&. syaeem norms respectively, . | |

A validity check of the ahcva classi;?i&aﬁicn becane
'&Vﬁii&blﬁ during the course of the invastigaticne Compubation of
the innavativamsa norms of thesg villagas by ths average-—
5.nnwat3.vene§3 nathod- shwed tha‘a the norms of the ﬁigh Adontmn, :
'Heéium Aﬁ;ag}t‘iﬂﬂ' and Low Mngtir.an vil}.agm gselected ;Eazf this study
vere SJ?SS;-. 4,12 and 3.3 respectivaly. This provides evidente
of the essential validity of the greeeduraﬁaﬁepﬁed in the selection

of villagos.

; The total farmer pepulatien (hea&s of farning f&milies)

oi‘ each of the three vimagas vae intended os the 323}@1@ of
mapem%entzs to be sw&iaa'a: The records of the Intensive Cultivas
tion é‘»’eheme provided a ecomplete list of farmers (heads of farming
families) residing in these villages. Inﬁe:gviéws vere secured
from 282 farmors thus listed, which eamprisad of 6& from the .
High Adoption village, 90 from the Medium Adoptien village and
" 68 from the Low Adoption villages These 222 farmors garme& the
wsamsple of respondents for this study. ' ‘

The selection of farm practices included in the étudy éma
_dewrmmd. by the fallwiﬁg' conéi&emtims :
© A8 indlested carlier, the nature of the study design tendod
| to 13.&1&1: the number of farm practices on which the stuﬁy conld ba
centared within the time and resources avallables

'
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The second eanSideratieé vas that lack of information
éﬁﬁﬁﬁ a practice was not to b@fa‘limiﬁing factor in i@s aé@éﬁiani“
If adoption of very recent imnovations vas sought to be studied,
i1t wonld seem more likely that the main fdebor vhich limits their
adoption may be lack of 1ﬁ£ormaﬁioﬁ'abaut'ﬁhe praetﬁaes-tathar
than absencs sf influcnee moﬁivating thelir a&aptinna I
Another consideration whieh provatled in.tha selection of
praetiaas was that they werg to he of general.appliaahili&y in
all the three villages under: study, ‘
Thesa congidorations necessitated the selectian of g few
5 pragtigas, af,¢amparaﬁivamy Iass“zeaanﬁ natura.and:ef general
‘applicabllity in the study aveas é'zi_é. practices indicated below
vere. thus sclecteds , _” o
1. Uge of niﬁr?gemus. :ﬁﬁréﬂisfsers
24 Use of impr&ved;varié£593»¢f vheat

3, Uso of green manuring.

l§ - The technique @mplnyaﬁ 1n.this stﬁﬁy was & au&vay teeﬁniqna
with an interviev schedule as tha Lnstrumﬂnz of abaervahionﬁ )
The fallowing breakdown-of items is given to indicate the nature
of the interview. sdheﬁulea | o

;tems k.ula. ‘Face data and aceieaecaaamia aﬁaﬁus ﬁeals

items.
Item 19, Adoptionwof«farm practices scals,
Ttem 20. indieaﬁéb’ﬁf;aQOptign,@r non-adoption of a

practice,
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Items 21~3G. Iﬁems for imﬁéﬁing r@farénﬁﬁ gééﬁy ﬁéaags
' 4n respect of adopters of & practice.
Itemg 37-48, Items fcr‘inﬁexing raferemce group seoresA
o in respect @f_ﬁgﬂaad@pta¥$ @ﬁ‘a practice.
Ttem Eéy Item for indexi '
Item:ﬁlg : ‘&%tituﬁesﬁﬁawawascinnovatieﬁ&-seale.‘

7 glogsdngyssof~ties,

The development of measuring ﬁaviﬁes and gcales are
4indlcated bolows . o

Tha ﬁesting cf the first and seeand hyﬁotheses raguires
tha development of searas to inéie@ta the extent of relationship
- betueen a respondent and others in his sitnamiaﬁal field who are
{1) positively oriented tﬁwardgaﬂéptian.and (3) those vho are
hﬁgativamy oriented tawa?és adoption, aincé-ﬁa are dealing with
adoption decisions (@i hey adoption or n@nyadepﬁianB in raeyaﬁt
of three practices, two sats of geores need o be d@velapeé ,
'for each respandent (either adopter or ncnnaﬁagﬁer} in relation
tc sach of tha. threa praetices. For each respondent in rasgeet
of each practice thaaa 8corss will be as follows:

{1) 4 score whieg.rapraaants 2 measure 67 -the extent of
. the rosponientts relationships with those who have adopted the
practice or those who favour adoption i.e. ﬁhaaa whe have a
‘positive norm on sdoptions - *

(2) A seaxe which roprogents a measure of the extent of the
| respondents’ relationships with those who have not adopted the
practice or those who éé not faveur adoption l.e. those who have

& negative norm or adoption.
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These scores will be referred to as positive reference
group scores and negative refafenee-granp séeres reséaaﬁivély
- since for each practice they 9epresent the respanﬁanz's
valati&nships with.respect to a group ai persens in his situational
field which has a positive porm on_adpyt;on(anﬁ_nagati?s,nnrm_on
adopticn respectivelys The hypotheses are desipgried to test which
a% ﬁhééaxﬁwa relationships haswa'heéring’om the adoptian‘deeiaien
of the rQSpen&ant and to that oxtent will éekermin@ the existonce
, @ﬁ& ep&ra%icn of ?af@xence group inﬁluences‘
- There are 23 items in the Schedule (12 for adopters of a
practice and 11 for. non~adopters) which form the basis for come
pnting the positive and negative reference group scores, Lach
of these items was aSsigned a weight of éither 3, 4 or 5. The
- selection of the veight ss olthard, 4 or 5 was determined on the _
average numher'af pevaahs typically given in response to each‘of.
the 1%emsfthréaghaut the entire group of 222 schédu1asi ITtens
elieiting a fov names were assigned a wolght of 5, those eliciting
a moderate number of namas a weight of 4 anﬁ those eliciting 8
hzgh number of names a weight of 3« The asaignﬁent of welghts
~ to the items was necessitated on account of the fact that it was
found that some of ltems wara's§;iéitéus:a£ more names than others.
The score earnad by*é~f@sp@nﬂént«far a particalay item

 wag datarmine& br mnltgﬁtying the number of parsnnﬁ elicited ao
that item with 1ts welght, The total positive and nogative
referencs group scores were obtainad by adding the geores abtained
~ for each set of items respectivelyt '



The method of attitude measurement used in this study
was a Likert-type scale, The g@hgfal dimension purgorted to be
neasured was what may be ealléa»*prégyaa@iﬁxsm* or the !state of
';raédinaﬁs'ﬁa'inmevate and aceept changed mad@aluf,ﬁaghﬂmlggys
‘The items or sﬁat@menté incduded in the Sca1a~wére’é&gpted f¥on
st&il with some modificatlons,. For aagh'atatemeaﬁ the responses
woré: strongly agr@@$,aﬁrﬂe, undeeided, disagree and strongly
disagree, with velghts of 5,‘4,‘35 23 1 for favourable stateoments
and weights of x,a,sgé, § for nnfﬁveurébia statenonts,

. The reliability of the scale was determined by splitehalf
“and test-retest methads, The raliability maafficlents of 0.83
and 0,86 respsetively indieate that the scala 1s veasonably
raliabla. Tho eonstruet valid&ty of the seale vag detormined by
correlating the attiﬁude scores with adoption scores, ?h& » »
coofficient of correlation was found to be 0,76, The reliability
anﬁfvalidity“gaeffiai@nﬁs.in&igaﬁé that the sgalézia roeasonably

valid and reliable in respect of the population under study,

'Thﬁ epératiahalfﬁ?@@paeh ﬁésignﬁ&‘tafmaasuré closeness~of=
ties betweon an inﬁivi&ual anﬁ~a'grcup, combines into a single
seara closenass as determined by ¢lose aasaciatian and frequency
of saeial interaction, mutupl ald and positive evaluation of the
mamhars af the graup¢-

1? Jashi 'attituﬂe‘rowards R@ce . Bha T A
s@tionAo!ETaehnelcgy The Jl.of
Socl. P§ sychology, 1963, 58: 37, -
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The following conceptual analysis'pracaaed ﬁhevaéleetiga
of itoms for the instrument. It is conceivable that sn individual.
”ﬁﬁiﬁa’a refeiaﬁea‘grcup and abides by 4ts norms to the extent that

. the norm is reinforced in intergarsanal contacts, Interpersonal

Cinteraction is thus comaaptnaliﬁsﬂ tm he. highly mela%@ﬁ to raferanﬁa
,gra&p-behaviaar. The extent of elose assoclation is alsa concelved
to be revealed in adaition to frequency of sooisl iﬁteractien, by
exiatenee of muxual aid end reeiprocity in ralat1¢n$* Tha degres

‘ ~af elogeness is alsc congeived to be rovealed by feslings af

positive evaluations tovards the gnau@~mambara; If an inﬂivi&ual
is perceived by the respondent as having g@aa 1&@@8’ 1t is
toneeptualised that this would indicate that the 1néividualis
jdens as well as the 1ﬁé$vi&ual.&imsalf ar& being pmﬁitivaly
”avaluaﬁed singe he 1is the pusaeasar of the ldeas. Sinilarly, if

‘ an‘individual ls felt hy the . &eapandent 25 a scurce of ‘pgood
adviest, the individualls advice a8 well as the imﬁividual hingelf
are being positivaly ﬁvﬁzuated, Xt is hypcthesizeé,tkat positive
evaluation in this manner as well as the other elemcnts of elosenegs
1nﬁicataﬁ above will lozd to a developmont af similarity or

- agroecment in attitudes, vhich, ia this partieular i&stanee 48

. attitudes tewaras innovations; In respect of each respondent
closeness-of-tles with | his reference group is measnra& on ‘the basis

e,

of" tha mean scores abﬁained by - th@ members campriaing ﬁha groups

_ The fif%h hygothesis r@qniras a maasuzameaﬁ of the agreement
or cONSensus %etween‘an_individnal and his reference graup in



respect of attitudes towards innévaticnsﬁ; Iﬁ_this iﬁstaacé,
the members comprising the reference graap«ﬁesignatgd by the
individual may be expected Yo differ among themselves in the
&ttxibﬁte under study, naﬁely,}attitu&eﬁ~towarda,iﬁnavatians.- /
A s;hgme\qugntitgt;veumaasux@“%q»1nﬂieaﬁa the depree gf‘agreﬁmgntk
6r!é@nsen3ﬁ3 bhetveen a respondent and a group will, thereférag
have to take into account the variability of attitude responséﬁ
"am@ng the membors of the groups f&n omaraﬁﬁgnal agp@ﬁaﬁh in this
| 1ﬁ§tance:w111 be to use a moasure of ﬁhe'éiapéféiaﬂ of the
 at£itude.sﬁares of thévgfoup‘mémﬁers abant‘ﬁha attitude score of
. the maivmml; In using such @ messure tuo couponents will be
confounded, tt;e éarianas of the ‘gréﬁp members! attitude scores
' and the difference batwaeh the aﬁtitnde'aéara.of thafiaéividﬁal
and the mean attitude score of the group., Thus the index Qf

agraemenz or consensus will bas given by the aquatiansl

A =V + ¥ whare, 4= inéax of agre@msnt,

V = variance of th& group menberst
aﬁtitude scares

M = Square of the. differenee ‘betweon
an individualts sibituda score and
the mean attitude seores of the
graﬁp nembers. :

IB the Prﬂﬂéﬂﬁ aiuﬂy'innﬁvaﬁiveneﬁs vas measured by an

adcgtienuof-farmppraetiees seaie, -‘The construction of the aeaia

lfha use of such a measure in sole analysis end the proaf of
this equation 1s given in Grosg, N., Maaea,W.ﬂﬂ and Mchschern,
AW, Explorations in Rele,égg;ggg_& ¥.Y.,John wzlay, 1958,
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and measurement of innovativensss was based on the method .
sugyesteﬂ by Rogers, Havens anﬂ Cartano (196 } and 48 indicnted
here. In the seala:which»inaluées 2 number of iﬁeﬁs of recammﬂnﬁ~
ed farm practzcaa, waiphtings have baan provided for ecarliser
adeption and allovances have hasa givﬁn for itoms that da<not
kapply to all mdivmuals. in thes mmﬂ:&, there are three pessible
. msgoms@s for cach item (1) the t:ime when the practice vas firok
© usedy(2) the practice does mt apply to the simatien, or (3) the
) gractiee does apply but has net ‘baen adcpted.. Fram.tha data thus
- collected for all the respondents, for each pz‘aeﬁiea the range |
of time of adoption, the number of adopters each year and the
:_:cumulative nusher of adoytsxslaachfyeér are dotermineds The raw
- data obtained in this mannar is then ‘converted to tsten' scores,
& type of s%anﬁarﬁ scores aeseribe& by Canfield (1851)3 E?
:;aonwert;ng the data %o atanﬁar& ‘fore, all Paw dgta,ara converted
o continuous, éiﬁglé»digiﬁ ﬁaim end the resulting scores are
‘; normally distdibuteds Theraté§ sﬁ9fas range from fgt-ﬁa 190 and
'diffewsﬁﬁzbaraenxagas'nf tha total éﬁﬁﬁaﬂ af‘rgepéndénﬁé'ara-
assigneﬁ to each sten scare as in&icated bolow in the sten scera

guide.
| laagers,B.M. ,Havens, b, a3 Cavtano, DiGs g;,;g_, Constrnetion
, %%a; van: Scales, OIio Agr,axp.Sta.Mimee Bull,a.ﬁ aaa.
L3

| gc:anfield,ﬁ}..&., “Tho ‘aten‘ sca:f_e: 4 modified ¢ scale, e -
_Qggg“;gagl agg gxg@glmgicg; @ggsgramgg s é;»agﬁ-ags. lQSlﬁ
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T PoTGantapa Of POBpOMAGNtS GCURILALiVG percentaps
_ 8ten score raceiving each sten scere  of respondents
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4ot 6.7
g2 . 159
14,9 308

aee £0+0

19,2 . ede
14,9 | 84,1 .
2.8 - - 93.8
448 077
2.3 10040

O KB Lok O N O

It may be noted that it is the diffevent percontages
asgigned ;Bt'}' azeh sten seore eé%agmy that tranisfwmé the distribu-
tion into a rovmal ones The: innovativeness score for each

| égsg;mﬁéﬁ% is ﬁeﬁwaﬁmﬁ by aﬁ&iﬁg \thé sten 3seore rocelved by him
for each praetice and @Mming y the nunber of praetices appli-
~cable to his situation, ' ‘

One of the correlation coefficients used in this Study
4s Pearson's productemoment coefficienti. The basie formuls is



*w T Fexroy

mﬁ@m rxy = 'mme;aﬁmg isamaeﬁ % and &‘7 'K
- % = deviation of X fron the mean of X
y = deviation of ¥ from the mesn &f ¥
EXy = sum of products x.y. |
eRey = msméazé e‘%@vm@icns aﬁ' tm éisﬁrmutieﬁ of X and Yo

The min%ﬁimﬁa}. ﬁ%ﬁfi@i@ﬂk of corrolstion has been
| lﬁﬁﬁ zahaw one of ﬁh@ v&zz'iablas is ﬁi@a@tawugw eﬁlassif‘m&. T&;«a
formile for computing point-biserial coefficient of correlation 1s

vhere My = mean af X values f’m the higher group in the -

- dichotonous vari&bl@a
., = meen-of X velues for the ﬁ lower group.
p = p&@z}@:ﬁ%i@n of eases m the higher group.
g = proporiion of cases in the lover group. |
~t = stundard 'ﬁ@viéﬁm of the totel sample im the
-conbinuous variable. |

‘ *rhe gamm:& fwmﬁ.a fﬁm ehi»&qwa ig gwm b;r

= ~2E‘f2;’ ]

%ﬁx@z‘.e fo = a’asaweﬁ froquency.

fo = owmpocted frequency,
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The chi-sguare h&a'%@en utilised to test the asscelation

between different varlables.

To sum up, Ghayter'IEI'has presented the methodological
considerations of the present study, The theorctiesl framework
of the study was p?eseﬁted«aﬁd‘&iscussedg In‘gﬁﬁiﬁiém, vere
pregsented the pragaﬁitiéns, hypotheses, deseription of study area,
selection of viligges and sample, and instrument eﬁ.dbsarvaﬁien
and measureusnt. . :

The extent to which the propositicns constitute a valid
- system for the explanation of differential adoption remains teo

ba discussed in the next chapber.
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This chapter roports the findings from the present study.
The propositiona and the hypotheses following from them proesented
in the preaaéing chapter of this thesls have been tested with

empirical data collected during the course of the study. The

results will now be presented in sequence,

. ina_ el _Group Influence.
ogition I:  Differential adoption of improved
agriculturasl practices is a function of

veforence group influence,

'In respect of the first two hypotheses following from this
propogition reference group relationships is the independent
variable and adoption or non-adoption the dependent variables.
Reference group relationships as an independent variable has been
quantifisd into two separatéfﬁegﬁasg These ares (L) positive
reference group scores and (2) negative refe@enee ETOUp SCOresS,
The pasitive reference group score represents a measure of the
respondent®s relationships with potential posiﬁiva reference
groups (referenca greupsfhaving a positive norm on adoptien);
Similarlyy the negative reference group score reprasents a
measure'of’%he rospondentts relationships with potential negative
reforence groups (reference groups having a negative norm on
adoption)s The extent to which these scores, representing the
two relationships are associated with the adoption of farm

practices will provide tests of the first tvo hypothesese.
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- In this instanea, tvo aporoaches to the anaxysis wore

nossible. In the first placs, adoptian of all ﬁhﬁ thrae praetices
could be cansidered 33intly rosulting in %ha eategorisation of
raspmnﬂents iaﬁa elght difforent categarias. Thege eateparies
of rasgondents will be one category of thcse vho have adopied
all the ﬁhree praﬁtices; one catagcﬁy of thoée‘whc’have not
| adopted any of the thr&e practi aas, three catogories of those who -
.»hava adopted any ona.ef the thres praetiaas and thres cotegories
of those who have adopted different combinations of any tvoe of
'thé thme praétieés. Hwéﬁm tho mtxar of respondents in
certain of the categories was S¢ small that o regsongble
statistical treatmant of the data vas faun& passibleg
| “In the second plaee, the analysis eoulﬂ procesd on the
‘basis of the adoption op non~adoption of cach praetice separately,
considering ®ach as an instance of a dacisionnmaking egiaoﬁ&ﬁ I
1s this type of analysis which wasg attemgted in this instance
-'ané the first two hypathesas wors tested aceordingly, .

The three villages included in the study rapre&enﬁ three N
Qistinct sceial systems ‘having different secial gystan norms
“on innovativensess.. 4n opportunity is, tharafare,‘afforﬂad to -
exXamine whether patterns of reference proup influence vould |
- differ among the threc soclal systems. In the result, the first
- two hypotheses will be tested with respect to the adoptian of
| three farming practices in the three villages separately.,
| In the folﬁewing,sactions the three farming practices,
namely, nitrogenous fertilizers, improved wheat varieties apd
' grecn mangringAWill be.referradlta»as.ﬁxg Pg and Ps,reapéctiveay
#or the saka of brevity.
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The first hypothesis will novw be stated.- |

' The grester the positive referonce
' gfaup mléﬁ%iénshipa, the grester the ',
_  sdoptiony | | o
.Izz mame@ of this hyz*amaam, }3&3'5 tive mfﬁrmes grmup
score will be the iﬂéa@mﬁm‘k variable and adoption, the
dependent m:}iaﬁl@* The gesiﬁiw roforence group scores were

s&:g:aewé 'ha h@ sigmfiamﬁiy Mlmeﬁ to aﬁogﬁimﬁ. Table 1 has

- besn é@vempea in ex*éer to eaxamim the aaseeiaﬁen baween
adeptim of PM Py or Fa ami msimve reference grauga scm:as in
the 'uigh Adoption® vinagra &ﬂﬁ re;gmsanta tests of tm v st
hyg:emm&is; ‘

In the tHigh Adoption* village there
is no reolationship between adoption of
P 1! Py or Py and p@&ﬁi’vg referencs

group scores,
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| iﬁiﬁ%& t&xa group aﬁ‘ ﬁé famarsg i;he ‘ﬁ” vaiue of @,,73 derived
from Table 1is sig,nﬁ.fiaam esf:!: the 1 pew aen% level ai‘ probability.

. ‘Tm mean geoves for adag@mm mﬁ ﬂﬁﬁvtﬁﬁﬁgtarg are 37,6 anﬁ 12,04

respectivelys The standard ﬁ@?iaﬁi@ﬁ of this &istri‘émﬁina is
16.15, The mmt@isamal couffieient of correlation measures
the degree of association as 0,77 and the direction of tho

o RN



- seaswiaﬁim is p@siﬁva. This distrih&tien*a Qigaiﬁeame at
lthe 1 per . c:en% :m‘vel leads %o *&ha mze@tim of the null N
hygsa%;hes:ia@ Eenae, the fir:«z% hyyéth&sis is sﬂggeﬂ@ﬁ in %;hiﬁ

. ingbances

_ %ﬁfitz@ tma gmup af % f&m&m %im "ﬁ* value of 8.5& derived
fwm Teble 1 18 m&gm‘zﬁeant at. 1;21@ 8 m&* eezﬁ level of probabllity.

' The mean smma for adopters and n@ﬁ»aéa@ﬁaw am 87402 and

* 12,17 mswwﬁwaly. @iw gtandeird ﬁ@vmmm aﬁ‘ this distributicn
is 15,3&, The ?@iﬁﬁﬁbiﬂ@?i&l coefficient of -{:@wmi&tisa Hoasures’
- the degree of ﬁs‘s@eia%z‘ien sg @.?i% e the. direction of this

; aaweiaﬁm is ‘ms';i%iva* Tha ﬁistrihu@i@nia &igmfie&me a‘a %m
1 :g:ar ¢ont level leads to the vejection of the nuil hypothesis,
E@me, the fivst hyggmhasis is smsycarteﬁ in %m& matﬁme&; e

With the group of 64 farmers, the 't%. value of 9409 48
sigmfﬁ.ean% at the 1 per cent lavel ai‘ ymbabii&ty, The &@&ﬂ

. scores for adopters and mm&&apwya are 87.885 and 3,3.8«& |

, raﬁpeativaly« Ema zz;sini:@ismz‘e&l coefficient -of | gz;ztmig?;im '
measures the degroe of &ss@eia*ﬁm ae 0a?5 azﬁ the ﬁimﬁﬁ@ éf
this . a&awiatiaxz i3 posit i:m. ?his; ﬁiﬁtrim&wﬁ!& aignifmama | ﬂ
at the 1 por ‘cont mml 1@&&5 ?:e the mswti@s; of ‘bha mall

. h;z,rmt%msis. iienea@ i;m fiz'st hymhmsis 13 sug&wﬁs&é in t!@is
. iﬁ&t&ﬁﬁ@n

‘rha :i"i,miings emmimé :m Table i iﬁzﬁiea%a f:m manney in
?émeh gm&iﬁim mfemne@ gmmg mlmiansmzas aami:ituta an
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explanation of adoption of Py, Py 6F Py i 'High Adoption' village,
?&@ fiﬁﬁ&nga ta e axaaﬁnaﬂ belou %ill inﬁieaﬁ@ the exbent tp which

| ,:‘yasiﬁiva r@fgzanaa greﬁ@ w&latiaﬂgﬁipa previﬁa au expianatian af

. pofaroncel

_ 1@&@ aﬁagtien of pyaetiaeﬁ in the *Medivm Adoption' viliage,

 ' Table 2 ﬁas baan &@V@l@gﬁd in aré@f to examiaa the associa-
;‘?%i@n k@ﬁﬂ@a& aﬁagﬁi@n of Pay Fp or 53 and. gasitiv@ ﬁ@ferencg group
gseores in thﬂ-'%@&&ﬁa &ﬁmptimmﬁ villaga and rapraﬁeaﬁa tasts of
‘ﬁhﬁ first ﬁyga%h@szsg ,

' In %ﬁe‘?@éiﬁ& A@@pﬁi@nwviilage there is
noe relaﬁianship b&ﬁween aﬁ@ﬁtiﬂn of Py,
Pg;ﬁﬁ ?3.anﬁ positive xafa@engg group

_ sg&xa,‘sﬁ{ o -

f}_ﬂ@l&ﬁi@nshig batween a&@pﬁi&ﬁ.@f P& ?a or B, and. pogitive rgg@ggﬁagf
: graug-ge&raa in * Medium Aae§ﬁi$n’ village

— ‘;ﬂ;§ ,li ” ';> ,:2~“;n3
gﬂﬁ*‘ ' § &T-—ﬁ?ﬁﬂw o géﬁ“ ’

group i&é@gﬁi@m!éﬁmat19&§&é0§%ianiaﬂapﬁieni&é@p&i@ﬁl&&aptaen

‘" Fosteive P

o Boomes deffa )l of Py lofPp lofPp lofPp loffs

. @*1@ N o .26 . 4 && 23
1120 2 24 5 16 1. 28
| 21-80 1 8 14 11 RN
3140 5 o 14 1 4 - 2
Jz‘gagsg . -8 28 4 ] 4 0
o B-60 8 & 1 0 B0
o — » ?; g% Ry o ﬁ m ga - ﬁ § :
My = 42,31 My = 27,35 My = 41.83
| xg% che O BiEE M = 13,07
© 8,By= 15,0 SoB.= 12031 o De= 19,87
Tppt = 0. 81%% BRI 0. 58%% Tppt = PN L o




With the gmup af % %amars tm Ty vam@ 9; 3.3. 3% é@rivaé
' fmm 'rezzble 2 is siggﬂifiemt at the 1 per. eent 1@?@1 of pmhaﬁilﬁty‘

- 75.‘51@ mesm smeees for aﬁeﬁ@t&r& aﬁ@ mana&aytﬁra are 42,31 and 13,69

msg;sacﬁiva‘lm “m gtm&mﬁ éeviaﬁiﬂﬁ cxf this éiatﬁm‘swn is
"15‘6. T}m point- ?:ai%z*ml coot i‘ieﬁmﬁ m’f mwalaﬁimn neasures the

- . degree of a%mﬁ.&%m 88 0,8L and ﬁh@ ﬁi&eﬁiim ef tms association

48 positive, Thia ﬁiaﬁriham@m’! S gignificance at -tha 1 per cent
level léads to the rafection of the null imtmsis. Hence, the
- first hymi:msis 1s supported in tmg mstﬁnam

| : mm tim% gmmp of 20 f&rmﬁwg, ‘kh& **&' value of 6.&5 derived

f;eam ’fahlss 2 &s signiﬁam‘ﬁ at the 1 per eam: lovel of mababﬁiﬁy.;
E‘Ehe mnenn amraa foxr aﬁegﬂzm& and nanmsaamers are 87,35 m& 13.04
m:apwﬁiv&kf. The smnﬁaw éw&aﬁ&@n mf '&his disﬁ?i’ﬁntmn :i.s
12,31, The p@im:»‘i}iserial m@i‘fieiem: af correlation mzzsams

%:he degroe of asswiatien BT @.5@ &n& th@ dirveetion of this
&ﬁ&ﬁﬁi&%&aﬁ 13 positiva, This ﬁ:mmmmn* 5 sig*&immm@ at the
1-per tz@nt laval 1@3&& to. *i:h@ maee&ma of ti‘s@ mll hypathegia,
o Féﬁﬁ@, the first mmthaaia ﬁ&; anwﬁrt@é in this :’t.mmm@. -
.(e) M 210! -sh n between ‘f:a‘t o1 of P -DoS KRN : f}f’ a
~ - £Zoup_s6o) ~£g '; u,é Nt ,“ ‘

fsiith the group @ﬁ’ 20 farmmg the. *t* vama of m‘s@ derived

from ?&bl@ 3 is signifi@m@ a*té ﬁh@ 1 per cent .‘i.eval af gzrababilitys
"f“!:sa mean scores for adopters and nan—-aﬁ@t@m are 41.83 and




5‘?
&3g§7/r®ﬁpﬁetivaly, ?h@ gaint*bis@rial ‘eoafficiont of
correlation measures the &egxa@ of asssaiaﬁian as 5;?% and
the direction of this assoeiation is paaiﬁive; This diatribne
tionts fsigmﬂmm@ at the 1 per oent level leads to the
rejacﬁi@n.af the nn&i hyﬁa%hasis¢ ﬁaﬁﬁﬁ, the girsﬁ hyp@ﬁh@sis
15 supported in this instances
. The findings ﬁﬂaﬁiﬂﬁﬁ tﬁfﬁabla g inﬁicate th@ mapner in
which ggsit&gerrafﬁraaaa,gxgu@ ﬁaigtianshigs g@@v;ﬁa an |
@xplan@@iéﬁ,aﬁ‘&h@~&§§@@i@ﬁ~ﬁ? Py ?g,ar'Pﬁ in the *Medium
 Adoption' village. The findings to be c¥amined bolow will
indieato the extent to vhich gcéﬁﬁiva~§afe§anae~graap ¥a1a%i@n4
‘sm;@é psz@iriﬁa an explanation of the gﬁnpﬁim‘ma%&ﬁm in the
VIow Adoption' village, | |
 Table 8 has heen éavalagaﬁ 1n,ardar to @Xaﬁiﬁ& the
&asaaia&%sa¢%a%w@@n aﬁapﬁi&u of Fl, ?g or Ps and @asitive
peforoncse group se@ras in the low Aﬁegﬁi@&? vil:a?a and o
: rﬂgwsaanﬁa tosts of the fira% hygeth&sia,

In the *Iow Adoptien! village
there ié»né ?@&&ﬁiﬁﬁﬁh&p |
botwoen a&epﬁi@n,ﬁf P}*:?gféf
Py amd pogitive referdnce group
ﬂﬁﬁﬁasu‘- o
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Table 3

Ralat&anshiy betweon adeﬂtiem of Py, Py or and positive
roference wr@n@z§aay@s in *Lovw ﬁﬁaptﬁ@n" vmz?age

Positive é; e | % | Py Jg 3 |
reference ) in ! Tonm Nope
_gggﬁgs %ﬁ;gﬁgimﬂgaggﬂgiangﬁgzggigngafg g n%&dgﬁgi@n§aé@@ti@m

X i 3’*&_%3’" § o0 Py g ot by
0-10 0 20 0 18 o 20
1120 1 20 1 16 1 20
21~ 30 1 13 3 11 3 15
31+40 4 4 1 2
4350 4 7 o 4
51-80 4 7 G 4
¥ =08 H = &8 H = &8
My = 41.92 gl = 41,77 My = 43,0
My = 14,68 Mg = 13,42 My = 14,97
Stﬁw = 14,21 %‘E* = 1688 S8 = 14,08
'?ﬁbiﬁ' 0774 Popi® 0 70%% .‘??bi's Qo757 %

ggGUD SQ{ZI‘QS Z

With the group of 68 farm&r&, the ¥ walue of 29.021 derived
from Table 3 is significent at the 1 per cent level of probability.
The mean scores for adopters and non-adoptors are 41.02 and 14.58
respectively, The standard deviation of this digtribution is
14,25, The point-biserial cosfficient of correlation measures

the degree of association aa 0,77 and the direction of the
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assoclation is positive, This distribution’s significance at
the 1 por cent level leads to the rejection of the nmll
‘hypothesis. Henea, the first hypolhesis is supported in this

ingtance.

) With the group of 68 fﬁﬁmﬁﬁﬁg‘@ﬁﬁ vy vaiue'@£A1@g79
derived from Table 3 18 significant ot the 1 per cent level of
probability. The mesn scores of adopters end non-adoptors ave
41,77 and 13@%2,?%SpéﬁﬁiV$Eyp The standard éﬁv&éﬁiéﬁ.@f'@hia.
disteibution 1s 16,3, The point-biserial coofficient of corre-
latilon measures the &@gr@@'af‘&aéﬁgiat&aﬁ ag 0.79 and the
@ireﬂ%iﬁﬁ af %havasgaéiaﬁ%am.ia positive, This distributionts
significance at the i per gent level iﬁﬁﬁﬁ,gé\@ﬁ@'&@ﬁ%ﬁﬁi@ﬁaﬁf
the null hypothesis. Heneé, the first hypothesis is supported in
this instanca. ‘ | '

- With the group of @%‘farﬁﬁxgg the *t7 value of 9,37

dﬁrﬁv@é from Table 3 ie significant at‘%ha.l,p@§~e@nﬁ Lovel of
@ﬁsha%iiify@""ﬁhﬁ~m@an scores of gdopters snd noomadopkers ave
%3‘9 and 14,97 respoctively, The standsrd devietion of %this
digtribution i 14.08. The point-biserial Q@@ff&@i@nﬁ‘af‘e@wﬁaﬁ

© lation measures the degvee of ascoclation ag 0,75 and the direction
_‘@f’th@'ass@aiatian is positives This ﬂiﬁ%ﬁibﬂ%iﬁ§&5~Bigﬁifi&aﬁﬁﬁ
at the 1 per cent level leads %o the rsjectlon of the ﬂﬁil |
- hypothesis. Hence, the first hypothesis is éu@g@@%@é in this

instaneca,
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- In the f@regoing tables we have SXamineé the findﬁng“
of %ha pregent study with respaet to the firat hypathasis
'- £311ow1ng from Prapégi%imn I+ This hygathesis stating thaﬁ %he
’gr@aﬁsr;the'positiva refé?enee‘group~zelaﬂianshmps the greater
the*adaption has been supparted by ﬁha'daté of the s tuﬁy. This
finding will proviﬁe ena af the kages for iaternreting tha
| ext@nt %0 whieh the gen@ral theoretical construet of the ﬁtuﬁy
: eam&ti%uﬁas an axplanatian of ﬂiff@r@nﬁial adoption of imgravad
'farm praaﬁiea&~ ‘

‘ Tahlasé to & below have been davelagea in order to axamina
.ths asssciation beﬁﬁeen non-adoption of Pi, Py or Pg and negative
reference group scores. in the fHigh &daptien’ ¥ Hedlum a&aptlan'
and ‘Law adaptiant viliagas respactively and repreaent ﬁests of
the s@a@nﬁ hypothesis fa;lpwzng from Prapa&i#%anlxy

@ggaghesge 32

fha gr@ater the nagativa roference
group relatianships tﬁa less the
i aﬁapti&m, ‘

The nagativa-ﬁafﬂr@naa scores are axpaetaﬁ to be 51gnif1eant~
>1y felatad to ncnnadaptian, In.reSPact af tosting thms nypo%hesis
’nsn»aéeptionf will bs consideved as the. favauxed categagy in the |
dichotomous classification of adopters and non-adopters for
computing the p@inzmhiserial ceeffieienﬁ af eerralatien
Leutitord, 1966). |

Table 4 has been developed in order to examins the |
‘assaeiaticn beﬁwaen nsnrad@pticn of PyyPg OF Pg and negative

1Guilfard JPe .Eggﬁamgqgg; atgtggticgiig,Pﬁzc@g_ggzrggg
Edugation, N.Y., Hobeaw Hill, 1656 pp 301-305, 610,
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referonce group scorcs in the 'Hiph Adoption'! villapo.

In the 'High Adoption' village there is
noe f@laﬁi&ﬁﬁai@ betveen aﬁawaﬁo@ti@ﬁ of

PqyPgy oOF Eg,&mﬁ g&g&%iﬁ@ %&f@?@ﬁﬁ@.gﬁﬁﬁp

SCOTES,.
Relationship botween adoption of ?% or F and negativs
- roferenee gyoup seores in YHIgh %@GﬂtiJﬂ’ vi?aaﬂa
' a%ativm 3 ?A ‘ %‘ By % 3
Pezereﬁeaﬁ Hon~ 4§ Tiorie g? ﬁamw ?
group - %&ﬁagti&mﬁ&éagﬁi@% aﬁapﬁi@n adoptionfadoptionjadoption
BEOres g of Py § of Py fof Py »»  of By % of ?@ Yofrg
0=10 g 2 12 2 o
1120 5 ! X 14 5 8
21=30 il i3 & 14 iz 12
31-40 4 3 4 3 é 2
- 41-50 4 3 1 3 4 3
5160 0 B 9 1 0
N =68 N =64 W= 6
My = 26:68 . My = 23.88 - Hy = 28,17
My = 20,77 My = 19,20 My = 20,21
SeDem 11,69 Sobes 12,16 SoDu= 13,74
Pppi™ 0,24 ' i‘;ﬁbﬁ“—_ (e 18 Tpng = 028
t o= 1,99 t = 1,20 t = 2,26
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(a) Relati nsh 1 betwaen nhon~sdoption of Py Jgd nepative
, retorenge. p.gcores in the 'Hiph Adoetiontviilape

w1th the group of 64 farmars, the 't' value of 1.99 '
derdived from Table 4 is not aignificant at the 1 per cent lsvel

of prebability. The mosan scovas for nonpadoptera and adoptors

are 96»63 and 80.77 re9peetivaly. The standard deviation of
-this distribution 1s llaﬁﬁ. ?be point-biserial coefficiont of
Acarralaﬁion moasures tha degree of association as 0.2& and the

‘ directlon of ~the assoei%tien is positive. This distribution's
lack of significance af the 1 per cent level wmuld indicate that
there 1s no signifiean? relationship betwaen non-adoption of Pl
and negative raferanue groug, Scorass Henne, there 4s not
sufficlent evidence to reject the null hypothasis, Since the
null hypothesis is not vejected the seeenﬁ hypethesis has nnt
been demonstrated in this instande.

Witk the group of 64~farmsxs, the 1 value of 1.20 -
derived from Table 4 iz not significant at the 1 per cent level
of prmhabiiityy Tha-mean seores for nen~adopters ami adoptars
are 23.28 and 19.2b'tesgect1ve1y,_ The standard deviation of this
distribution 1s 12,15, The point-biserial coeffieient of corres
lation neasures the degree of association as 0s15 and the
direction of the asscciatien is positive,. This distributionts
-lack of significancs at the 1 per cent level uauld 1nd1rata that
there iz no significant ralationship hetqggnlnan—adaptien'of Pa

and negative roferonce group scorcs, Hence, thers is not suffieient
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gvidance to vejoct the null hypothesis, Since the mall
hy@@%hﬁéiﬁ is not rejected, the second hypothesis has noet heen
depongtrated in this instance,

With the group of 64 farmers the '4' walue of £,26 N
dorived from Table 4 is not significant at the 1 per cent level
of pwahaﬁilié§. - The mean scores of non-adopters and adagﬁaﬁﬁ
_are 28,17 and 20,21 respectively. The standard deviation of
‘%nﬁslﬁisﬁfihntiéa is 13,74« The point-biserial a@%ﬁf&ei&éﬁ of
correlation scasures the é@g@@$ @f.&$$mﬁiatﬁga ag 0428 and the
direetlon of the assoelstion is positives. This distributionts
lack of %ﬁgﬁiﬁiﬁéﬁgﬁ at the 1 paﬁ.$@§%AIQV$l'waa1§ indicate that

there is no significant rolationship betveen nonsddovtion of Py

and ﬁﬁg@%iﬁ@‘?afﬁﬁﬁﬁcé‘gﬁﬁﬁﬁ seores, .ﬁanaé, there is not suffiedient
1 @$@@@&@@4%& réja@@'%ha'mﬁll hy@@ﬁh@%i&g %iﬂéé the aull hypothesis
is not rejected, the second hypothesis has not besn demcnstrated
in this instanes, - |

The findings examined in Table 4 indicate that there is
ne aig&ifiﬁaﬂﬁ relationship &@ﬁﬁé@uznﬁnwaﬁ@pti@mu@f the thrae
practices and n&gaﬁi@e\ﬁafémenaé group seores in the 'High
&ﬁ@p%&ﬁn"éilzag@g The findings to he examined below will indicats
‘the extent to vhich non-adoption of the three practices is
a&aaéiaﬁ@a with negative refovence group scores in the "Medium

Adoption' viliage,

In this instanco, the '%' valuo is significent at § por cent
lavel of probability. The selected level of probabllity here
iz 1 por cont, Henea, significance at the & per ceat level

is not comsideved.



Table 5 hag ﬁ%@ﬁ developed in ovder Lo éﬁamia@'ﬁﬁ§
as%m@i&tiaﬁ betueen non-adoption of Pyy Py op Py and nogative
referencé group seores inm the *Madium sdoption' villsge and

repragents tests @f the second hypothosig,

in the "Medium sdopiicn' village; there
is no relationship between non-adoption
of Pyy Pp or Py and negative referensy

group Scores,
@: % E;

Relet isnsﬁip between adoption of Py, Py of Py and ﬁ@g%ﬁiva reference
group geores in 'Mﬁ&imm A&a@%i@ﬁ’ village _

o]

Py
“Wore &
Bl @pﬁl@ﬁﬁ&ﬁ@%ﬁiﬁﬁ
i’pﬁ g@

'ﬂ@gaéivm § Py » Pg
reference} ﬁ@n’ i
group  jadoptlioniad
scores § of Py J o
USRI S
0.0 3
13-20 11
81-30 8.
81-80 - 17
4150 - 1)

51-60 o

o
ptieﬂ§¢&gphiam§£d@§tlmﬁ
Py § of P § of pg

4 wwmm

D
gs-'
]

B
€3
S

O m oW g
ft
o

o v = o

N o= g0 N =0 N =g
My = 42.4% My = 31.95 My = 83,83
My = 21,41 My'm 18,86 . M, = 19,80

gti}a\a 14,28 . &,Eﬁ = 15,04 5.0, = 3,3‘5
Toby = OeB3F  mops = 0,45%%  pa. = 0,87

b _=_7.62 b= 492t =3.83




- With tha graup'ef 80 farm&rs, the ‘t’ value of 7.62

-derivea from Table 5 is signifieant at the 1 per eeni level of
prebabiliﬁy; The meanAseeres Gf nop-adoptors and adOptera are
43.%1 and 93,41 respactively. Thm gtandard &eviatian of ﬁhiS‘
distribution is 14.28. The poiatvbiserial confficient of cexﬁaé
1&%&6@ meagures the degres of asscciation as 0.63 and the |
 &1¥§¢£&on of'%ha'asseeﬁatian ia‘pasi“ivei Thi& éisﬁrihutien‘s
gignificance at the 1 per cent leuel 1eaés ta the rojection of
the,null,hygethe.is, Kﬂn@&, the aeaenﬂ‘§ypath9535—is supported
in this instance, ﬁ ‘ ‘

With the group of 20 farmers, the *4* valua ef 4.72
derived from Table 5 is signifieant at the 1 per cent level of

probability, The mean seores of aap»a&apﬁawﬁﬂaﬂﬁﬂaaa@ptexs are
31.96 and 18,36 respectively, The stendard deviation of this
distribution is 15.04, The paintwbiserial coafficlent of
corrolation maasuras the degree of association as 6,45 anﬂ the

direetion of the asao@iatiea is peaitiva; This aisﬁributiun's
significance at the 1 par cent level leads to the rejection of
the null hypothesis, Hence, the second hypothesis s supported
in this instance. | '

With the group of 90 farmers, the ’%' value of 3,83 &erivea



fram Tat}:w 5 is sigmﬂcanﬁ a‘a the 1 per eeﬁﬁ 1@31 ea;t
meb&bﬁlﬁ.ﬁw ?hex mean gcores ei‘ mnnaﬁmg‘hem angd as}aptw& am
33,23 and 12,50 resz&eetimly, The pﬁiﬁi}mbﬁ.@wi&l coafficient

'_aﬂ mrralatim measures the é‘mgxae of asscelation as 0,37 ami

| 'the ﬁireeﬁim of the asgmmtim is gosiﬁiw.. ‘This ﬁis%rihuﬁm‘a

signiﬁ'mam@ at the 1 pe? cent laml laaés i:e» -t.m méae%i@n of
the mull hypothestss ﬁama, the aeean& hygmweﬁ.a 1o wp?asr‘m&
in %hia iﬁstamsat |
The findings ‘examined m Table § mmw that there 45
»signifiaam mlaﬂi@nship ‘be&men mn-aﬁapkiea ef tha t%rea
‘ ', practices and n@gativa re&?@mme group scores in the *M¥edium
Adeg;;i:im* vzliagag Th«ei findings to be mmime% mm wili
~ indleate the extent o which nm-.aaaptmx of %ﬁaa ‘three practicaes
‘ :?.a asmeiﬁﬁeﬁ wil;%:h n%gmiva :zﬂafez’enaa gmug: saems m the *L@u
-ﬁﬁeyﬁ fon village, | . .
i‘ame S has ?::aem davalapsd irz mﬁmfs m axamma %km .
x‘eiati@nship betueon mma&gptism of Py ?2 m Py and mgative
refemme gm&g seams in the ¢ Lw waaﬁmf vmmg@ ana r@;am&enﬁa
izes%s of the aeeand hy;mhasis, | ‘ ‘ ‘

| ":{n tha 'Low 4doptiont vilzag@ there

. _‘ iz no Mlat:mmhip hﬁ%ﬂem mmaﬁagﬁaa
of Pyy Fg f@%‘ Py and negative mf@nma
group seores, LT



Table 6

Reloticnship between adoption of Py, Py of Py and negative
‘ refareme gmuz: seores m "iﬂw aﬂam‘tﬁ@n village

zé‘aga’aives E Py i J;? o q p

roferencel lon= 1§ , San s —
. group iade}atimia&agt13%&1@3@@%1@ &dwﬁmzz!aématmnlmagmﬁm

seoras  lof P of Py lof P Q;: P 13 of by ot Pg
s ammsmelioss 3‘1-} { 1 ; 2 i 2 j 3{ 3

8
e

1
e

okl 8 2
im0 8
"‘3&*3@ 12
31440 12
a0 - 1
F1-60 - 10

%
18

o BN e o
© N M B D B

G B oo B

W =e8 . W= . W o=6s

| My = 34,78 fy % 33.08 My = 34,78
My = 21,98 My = 19,59 | My = 21,34
$.Dy= 16,16 8., 11 84D, 11,8

e e O ‘g@&a* T ¢ ,43% | Topg = ﬁ*%@u@
T o= 2.9 b =897 0 %= ﬁ,m -

With izhea grmp ef a8 famars, ﬁh@ *t* value of 2,04 -
deriveﬁ fmm Table 6 is signifﬁeamt at the 1- per a@aﬁ level of
gm‘uahilityg The mean scores for nen»adag:twa apd aﬂ@mra are -
,%.‘?a and 24.93 rasgmmvaly. m@ standard ﬁﬁvigmﬁa of this
'&is%x*i?mtim is 18, 3.6. The mmﬁa‘bﬁ.aermi \vgaéeffs;ﬁmﬁﬁ Qi’:




| 68
correlation moasures the degree of assoelation as 0.34 and the
direction ef the aas&ciat&mn,iﬁ positive, This distribution's
%ignxfmeanae.a% th@ l per aen% l&v@1 1&5&3 to the re&aeti&n/ef
: th@ aull hypothesis. Hence, the saaagﬁ hyp&ﬁhes&s‘is &uppavtﬁé ,
in this instences | - . |

with the group of 68 faymﬁra tﬁa *t‘ valuﬂ af Sgﬁ? &erzva&
fram%rabla 6 ig ﬁigﬁifieaaz at ﬁh@ 1 per eont 1@@@1 of grgﬁabiliﬁyo
’ - "The means searag for nanmadap@@rs and aéantéra are 33,@@ and
- 19,50 respectively, The gai&t~ha$@ri&1 ea@ffi@i&nﬁ of aafﬁalatien ‘
naasures the ﬁegrae of aagaciati@a as’' D.43 aa& ﬁhﬁ diroction af
ﬁh@ assa@iaﬁinn is pssiﬁ&ve. ?his éistgiaatian*s sigaifiﬁaﬂae at -

~»-the 1 per @@nt level leads ﬁa the raﬁae%ien of the ﬁﬁll hypataagis:
| Bence, %hﬁ sa@anﬁ hypothesis 1s %ﬁg@@?ﬁﬁﬁ in this 1&3&&3&@.

Wiﬁh %h@ group of 68 f@?mgrﬁ ﬁhﬂ ’t* valuﬁ of 4,14 deziﬁaé
- fron Table 3 iz sigﬂifiqaa% at the 1 per eent 1@?&1 of pﬂ@bah&iiﬁy;

© The mean scores for nsn~a&mpﬁars and‘a&ﬁ@ters ara 84,78 and 21.34

» rasn@etiv@zy. “The standard éawimtiﬁa of this aiatriaﬁtisn is

| 1“,2‘ The g@imt*hiaefial coefiiciont of eeﬁﬁelaﬁi@n measures

. tﬁe éagﬁaa of associatlon as 6;@5 and the éire@tien Qf the
_ass@eiaﬁiaﬁ is pasitive, mais ﬁia%ribuﬁiaa‘s signifiaaaee at %%e i
1 per cent level leads ta the rejection of %he nuil hyyathaﬂiag
)-E@me%, the-s@canﬁ,hypethesis is supported in this iﬁﬁ?aﬁﬁﬁg ‘



in %hﬂ feregcing ?ahles 1o 6 bhva been examined %h@
finéingﬁ of the present study mm'ra$@a@ﬁ nf %xagmsiticn I and

the first two hypotheses that follow from it. 'Relationships

' with potential rafaxanaa groups as an independent V&Piﬁblﬁ has
'baeﬁ quanuifieﬁ 1&%@ tuo sapaxa%@»saaz@s that cavr@sgend %o the
. noeds of th@ £irst two hypotheses, The fins% hypaﬁ&mais ﬁ%a&ing
; that %h& greaﬁar the positive referance grﬂap f@latiensths, ,
f_the gﬁe&%a@ the adoption is supported by ﬂha data of the present
study (Pables i, 2 anﬁ 3)s The second &3pathe$ia sﬁaﬁ&ng that
the groster the nagativa r&far&nea grauy rglaﬁ&eﬂships, tha less
the adoption 18 rejected by %ha data of the present sﬁuﬁy &Q .
- Tespect of the *Elgh éd@ytiaﬁ* villaga ezabza<4a but aupp@x%ed by
 the data 4o resgaet of the *ﬁ@&ium &&@ptaanﬁ sné fLaw &ﬁag%i&ﬁ‘
villages (Tablos 6 and &)y
| These finéings pravié@ tha~ba$es for in%@rpr@ting @hﬁ
éxﬁenf to vhich the genarai %Eﬁarahiﬁﬁl construct of the study
constitutee an explanation of the ‘diffeventisl adoption of
l r@eammaaded agricult ural practicess The fact that the fiﬁsﬁ
hypothegls h&s baon anpparzsé by the data of zb@ preaant Study

1@&@3 o tha aanelua&an that aﬁaptiﬂn of gﬁaeﬁiees is $ignifi@aa§xy

related ta ﬁmaitxvﬁ refax%nee group 2@1&%1@nshigs. Ia ather wnrﬁa,

f&rmarﬁ vho adopt ywactiaas tond to roly for their aﬁ&mﬁim& decisions

‘ an aﬁhera vho are @asitivaly oriented tawaxda adaptiﬂﬁg
A &uayat&anally, such a éamaﬁatrati@alaf roliance of &ﬁﬁiﬂianﬁ %o
adopt upon éistingtive positive referance ?ﬂl&t&&ﬁﬁh&g or
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orisntotions, reveal the existence and operation of infimence
derived from positive reference groups as a motivational basis
for adoption. In respoct af'aﬁopﬁa?s§ they tond to employ as
frames of reforence for their behaviour, 'othors' in their

'-'sitnatianal fielé, who have a gositiva nore: on adastion¢ In

C shnn%, for adopters aﬁhar farmera oY persons &ﬁ thelir siﬁuaﬁianal

,fialﬁ vho are aaopters or vho are gesitively oriented t@waréa
' a&agtien fmrm mmﬁr vefateﬁee graugﬁ.
A ' The reasctign of ﬁha second hypoﬁhesis in,respeet of the
o 1High Adoption® village taken in csnﬁunetien with, the fact that
it has heen gupported in respect of the !%eéinm-édeptien' éﬁd
Loy 4doption® ?illag@é indicates (1) nan&aﬁeﬁ@imnfié ncﬁ
signiflicantly related to nagative referenca group relationships
B in.the 'High Adoptlont villaga and (2) non-adoption’ is signifieanta
" ly relaﬁed t0 negative refarenae group ral&tianships in the |
*Medlum Adoptiion' and 'Dow Adoption* villages. |
One fact which emerges from these findings 15 that in
. the 'High ﬁ&optienf village, acnﬁadogting’farm@rs aO-nat seem to
<raly'£er their dacisions not to adopt an aﬁher nnnnadaptars or
| those who are negatively orienteﬂ ﬁcwarés adeytian. In other
words, reliance of their deeisions on ﬁxa&i&cﬁiﬁe negative
reference group relationships (or on yositive fe$érancé group
relaﬁiaﬂships ain¢e %ha¥.ara.nan~a&@ptmgs) has not baeﬁfélearmy
demonstrateds In this instance, thercfore, the existence of a
" veference group s not clearly ﬁisc@rniblas Howsver, in respect
- 6f non~adopters in the ’Medium &daytl@n‘ and inaw,aébptién' villages



?‘if,‘
tha axis%ame@ &nﬁ @pewati@n af r@faf@nce aroups are ﬂiséernihla»
f?ﬁr nﬂn~a§apﬁers 1n %h%ae'tna villagas, other farmers ez @efsaﬂs _’
in thedr situational field whe are n@qnaéagtﬁrg or vho are .
;: ﬁﬁg&t1?eLY orientod towards adontion from ﬁh&ir roferende groupss
i 4 discussion on these findings and thodr inﬁerpﬁﬁtatiama -
»will %a givau in %h@ next chapter of this thesise
. The discussion nov turns to- an examination of the third
1 :hypathas1s f@i?euing frem,Proﬁasitian Ts '

The more favourable the attitude tovards
= innovations affan~iaézviﬁﬁa2?s-referenéa
‘f<.‘gr$ug, the mere favourable will be his

‘attitudes towards innovationss |

CIn this 1mstaﬁea, tﬁa at%i%&@@ dimaasiaa»whigh haa baen

« meaanreﬁ i3 not in rsspacﬁ af aﬁ%xﬁﬁdaﬁ tovards aﬁagﬁiﬁn af -

.fiinﬁividual pxactieas ag suﬂh wat in r@spect of a%kzﬁuﬁas tﬁwards

4nnovations in gmxaz, In testing this mwmaam, the unit of

anaxyaia was. ﬁh@ iaﬁiviﬁuai in relation te his ﬁe&ig&aﬁaﬁ

o reﬁa&&az& group and a@efﬁiaienmﬁ of aswrelaﬁiaa betwsen the

-A_attﬁﬁuﬁa ae@rea of tha rﬂﬁgaaéﬁnﬁ farm@wﬁ and th@ir referenge

__fgrau§s vers ealeulaﬁ@ﬁ. ‘The aﬁtiﬁﬁﬁa score of a rafereae@ rraap
’ia xapreaagtﬁé by %h@ nasn of th@ aﬁtita&a Seora of its aemherﬁ._
-In this analysis the rasp@aﬁeﬁﬂa have been aiagsifieé inﬁa thres

- elagsas, namaly, thaaa who have aﬁ@@taé all the three practices,
. theose vho have not aﬂ@pﬁaﬁ any of- the. %hr@a grae%ieas and those

who have adepted either any one or twa gractieea, The regulta

‘ -ara-yrasanta& ia.?abl@ ?q



There i no association botween the
attitude 3&@?@5 af r%a@anﬁants ‘and the
hattita@e acgrea of thely raspecﬁiva
refaraneé gmguga,_

2&&@?

ceaffﬁaaants af caryalaﬁi@n b@tweﬁa,aﬁtitﬁﬁenscares
of resganﬁents anﬁ ref@reﬁae gvﬁuga

GoaTPietonte

— = fﬁﬁm“éf3éf= 6T
EEass of m@sganéenﬁé : i ‘eases '%-pfigegﬁalati¢n
1, Adopters of all ﬁhraa L ok
. practices  . 86 C D747
2, Adopters of any one az B i
- two praotiees = - @6 . G417
L%g'&ﬁapﬁara of no §?ﬁ¢§ig§k;:‘z@§ _:"_v : @*%5%*“. B

ﬁiﬁh the grovp @f 80 aﬁagﬂers of all @h@ thﬂ@a pra@tices,
éﬁh@ eaﬁéfieiant of correlation m$m$ﬂ§§3 the é@grae of assaﬁia»
 tlon between attitude scores as 0.74 which 18 sig&ifiﬁant a%

- the 1 per. #@n% level of §rabahili§y@ ‘With th@ gﬂﬂu@ of 68

"~adﬂgter@ of one or two practices the eaeffiuienﬁ ﬂf eorrelation

--,jmﬁasnr@a ﬁh@ degree af’awﬁseiaﬁiﬁn batﬂaéﬂ atﬁitnﬁﬁ seores ag

0441 uhich s sigmifieanz at ﬁha ;4 por cent lavel of @rﬂhaﬁzii&y.
With ﬁh@ group eﬁ lﬁﬁ aégﬁ%@ra of no mzaetiee%; tb@ ﬁaeﬁf&ﬁicnt

L of e&rrelatiaﬂ maasures ﬁhe degree of assaeiat&an ‘betwaoen attitude

scores as 0446 vhich i& significant at the 1 per eenx devel of
- praba%i;iﬁyg -Ih all.ghas&-easaa the ﬁiwe&tia&~a¥_%ﬁa agsaeiatiaﬂ’
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is positive, The pesitive dirsction of the aﬂscciatians and
'their ﬁignificanae 1@&& te the £e3eaticn of tha null hypothesis.
lﬂenne, the third hypothesis 1s supported by tha éata of the
’study.
In ﬁhe next a@etioﬂ the relationship betwéen tha adoption
scoros of #h@ respondent formers and the adoption scores of thatr'

reference groups will be examined.

The greater the adoption sdﬁra‘of an -
. inﬁivi&uai‘s rafar&nsa graay, tho greater
| #ill be his adoption. -
if the adoyﬁien of practiﬁes is iﬁ part a runation of
infznanne derived from raferanae gr@ups vé uauld 93gact a ﬁiﬁa@t
rela*ianship betveen the adoption gcore of a farmer and the
adoption score of nis weferencs group. The fburth ﬁypathesis
- stated abova~§eatulatﬁa a8 diraat xela%ionsﬁip batwsen the adoption
seores of the resnondent farmﬁzs and the&r reference grgups, An
individual farmer’s aﬁeptian seare was ax@ressad s a ratioc of
ﬁhﬁ number of proctlees adapteé te ths namber of pxaﬁtieas that
applied to his Parming sitnatian, The aﬁaption score of a reference
group was computed ag éﬁa mean of the &ﬁﬁgticn scores of its
farmer mombers and 1s indicative of its reference norm on adoption.
In this analysisfthg‘:aspondéh£s have-§éeﬂ classified into three
classes, namaiyg those who have adopted all the three practices,
tﬁase tho have not aﬁopted any of the th@ee pracﬁiaas, and thase
who have adopted any one Qr tvo yraetiees;



%

Zhe gull hggaﬁﬁegg : . -

' There s no assoclation between th@
aﬁ@ption-saeres’of-xgspondants and
iha aﬁopiiﬂn scores of thelr rospective
'mefarena%ygrnupa;.. -

Table 8 "Apraéen£5'the coefficients of ﬁar?élatisn'between
adoption seores and adoption reference norms (adeptian S00rey
of refaronce graupa).

Iable 8
Goaffleients of correlation between adopiion $ccass of
respondents and referonce groups.

Class ef respenéents i ramhervof T'fcef 1c?§?t,_

| L &&G@ﬂarg of a1l thrae

practices s 0,56
' 2, Adopters of one or two S : o
) practices ‘ - 66 088
- 3. Adopters of no practice 106 0,42 :

In Eaapact of th@ thyes elassas of wespeuﬂ@nts, namnely,
adantars of all thres practinas, adopters of one or two practices
and adopters of no pzactica, the coefficionts of carrelatian
‘measure the degree of nssoelation hotwoen adoption seaves and
adoption refar&nee norms &9 0,56, 0.38 and 0.42 tegpectivelyg
which are significant gt the 1 gew_cent level of grabahil&tyg
The positive direcifon and the signifisance of the correlation
cooffielents lead to the rejsction of the null hypothesis. Henee,
the fourth hyp@#hasis is supported by ihé data of %ha‘stﬁdy‘
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. In the following section is examined the fifth h&pﬁtﬁesis
following from Proposition I.

Hypothegls ¢ |
| Tha greatar tha,'clesen@&s~ef~tiea‘
between ' aﬁ 1nﬁividual and his referenca
Zroup, - ha greater will be the agreems&t
betwoeen them on a%titudes %Qwarda
innovations. |
The aancept ‘clasenQSSoef—tie#* as nsasuzed by an index
is employed im the abeva ataﬁamenx as;ﬁha~1ndenanﬂent varliable
and fagreement on attitudes® measured by an index, the dependent
variables 'Qloseness~of-ties' is conceptualized as one of the
 important mechanisms which mﬁgh& operate in the reference group
process and 'agroement on attitudes' as the resultant of this
praaeaég Honsures of thasé"varzables have*alre@ﬁy heen degcribed,
It mst be pointed out here that the grester the closchess-ofe
ties betweeﬁ an inéividual and a reference group (1.0 the
cloger the tiles) the groater will be the value of the mﬁasura
:whila in wasp@ct of the agreemﬁnt measuze, the greater. the :
| agrecment on attitudes, tho smaller will be the value of. the .
measure. Ceafficaenta of corralation botween these tvo maarures
vare eompuﬁeﬁ in testing ﬁhia hypoth@sis. The rasults ara given
in Table 9.. ‘



Thers ls no associstion hetween the
clogeness~of~ties geores and sgrooment
on attitudes scores of raspondants and -

their reforence groupd.

Table ©

Coefficients of correlation b@tm@@n‘slesaaeas«af»%i%& seores
and sgrecment on atiitudes scores,

| | — 1 Number of § Coofricients of
Clags of respondents % cages g correlation

1. Adepters of all thvee

practices , V BD 0,63

2, Adopters of any one op \
two practicey 66 w0, 41%*
3. Adopters of no praciice 106 C =0.36%F

In respect of the three clagses of respondents, namely,
“adopboers of all three practices, adopters of any one or two
practices and adopters of no practice, the coefficients of
correlation measure the degpee of assoclation as-%@fﬁﬂ, ~04L
ané «0.36 respectively and are significant at the 1 per cent
level of probability. This would indicate that the gregter the
value of the closensss-of-ties measure, the lesser the valus of
the agreement measure {greater ihe agreement ) Th@'negativa
direction and the significance of the correlation coefficlents
lead to the vejection of the null hypothesis. The f£ifth hypothesis
 £:18 %hérefa?&g 3upporta&;%y the data of the study.
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 This study has ylelded some pertinent data which have
relavaﬁae to the influence of réfaranae BYOUDS, E?@ﬁ”ﬁh@ﬁgh
| these ﬁata ara naﬁ &i?@@ﬁly ?ﬁl&hﬁé»%a %ha specific hypatheg@s
vhich have m@n mﬁimla&;eﬁ, they are axgaw%;eﬁ tea pmvida sone
basis for wnderstanding the role of mi'emnga group influence in
_adoptions A4S such these data sre included as additional £indings
in this sections, . | -

In additien to inforuation on other individuals who have
relevance to %heir adoption &e@a&ém, ‘%:h@ ?'esgémems were also
anked to 'iz'z&ma&e ‘i:szé nature éf ‘tiie':w soeial relations with each

"éf‘them¢ ’&ﬁﬁﬁ; each ?aag:nﬁﬁnﬁ was aakaﬁ Whaakar the indiviéaal
mam;ieﬁeﬁ 15 a f@i@n&, a mlamw,. ! nmghb@w and so nz';; The
B ha@ma aix&aimﬁ in this m&m@x have gx‘wiﬁeﬁ the basis fw amzs;im

ing ﬁ&a ﬁ@m@@aitian e? rafareﬁeﬁ groups éaaignataﬁ gy tha
_.<naapﬁﬁ&aa§sg Two faats need to be @eint@ﬁ out herds ﬁi@stly,
as has been m@zmﬁeﬁ earlier, %ﬁw apeamfsieml bagls for f;m

. ‘_ d@sigmﬁim af a reference proup 1s the m&y@n&a& of thm wsym& |

onts %’hﬁmselves, The evant of the sﬁsﬁam& of a mfemma ,
group is mfarraﬁ aﬁ it 18 absawe& or mz'c:eivaﬁ by ﬁna individaal
A#%mmma.@ Sscondly, the membership of the roference groups
is interrelated, Sinde the unit of snalysis in this instance 18
. the inﬁivmual, in relation to other persons g:«eméaﬁvé& by him a8
gigniflcant to his @-&aﬁgsiém and gpaga%;amily 'ﬁa‘si‘gm‘aﬁ@ as
i:zis_ referance group, the potential number of such groups is the
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seme 8 the number of respondents studied. In the result it
- 48 conceivable that the éama_peracas may belong to more than
one referenee grenp 50 ﬁ@sigﬁsﬁeﬁ by different in&ivi&ual‘
respondents, Thﬂ—mﬁmb@rship/af reforence groups is ‘thus
interrelated, Ths a@ﬁpagitiam of roference gmeups has,therefere,
been estimated on the basis of the freguencies of each soeial A
category mentioned hy the ﬁatal group of 222~respan§ants. The
results are glven in ‘rahle 10,

Table 10

Composition of reference groups.

lsFriends ' . &2 B
Z. Neighbours | -
8. Relatives o 18
4. Acqualntances _
(Just a person known) 3
5. Porsons not known _
- personally R
- 6, Extension staff : 4

. The ralative-ffequeneies in‘pareeﬁﬁagé of ﬁhe-éiffaﬁahﬂ
social categoriss rev@alﬁﬁ &nfrahle 10 prav&ﬁe~ane indicetion
- .of uhair walativa role as weferenca groups. Thus menbership
reference group$ composed of friends, neighbours and relatives
* would seenm to bé of erueial sipgnificance in influencing sdoption
- decisions, The elassification of saéi&l»relaﬁi&néhips inte the
fourth and fifth cetegorics shown in Table 10 was intended to



5 | 7
aaiiﬂaéﬁa»iaﬁiviéag&ﬁ-@ﬁ@-@@r@ percoived as relevent to adsption
&@ai@i@ﬁa by the féﬁ@@ﬁﬁaﬁﬁﬁ~%ﬁz wﬁﬁh‘wh@a*%héy kaﬂ‘saaﬁaa&y‘x

. any inter-personal Telations or who were nat known to the

. ra&yanéaazs gﬁ?ﬁ@ﬁ&ll?u It was hoped that r@ap@mses indicating
‘thesa ralatianshags Mﬂﬁl@ peveal the presence of mﬁnwnemb@rghip
raf&ran&& graﬁ@s. ?h@ findings ?@V@&i&ﬂ iﬁf?a&ﬁﬁ i0,however,
.fail,ta &amanaﬁna%a that ﬁﬁﬂ*ﬁﬁ&h&?ﬁh&p wefarenﬂe groups are of

any graaﬁ sign&fieaa@a in the graﬁent imsﬁanae. More speeifically,
these fiaﬁimgﬁ r&qaixﬁ the conglusion gh@% for the group of farmers
studied, the existoncs and operation of nen~menbiovship reference
groups in‘aeayaaﬁzﬁf ﬁ%@@%i@&,b@h&?iﬁﬁ@“hﬁ% not heen demonstrated.
The fﬁmﬁingﬁ ﬁiﬁﬁ“ﬁnﬁi&aﬁavﬁﬁﬁ 1imited rﬁlg;aﬁ_éxxéﬁsien ggents

88 refazants in adoption 6@¢isiaasa

Lgaing amﬁag tha wﬁmbexéhig @atagarias, the haixazcny
of vaia@i?e fraﬁaanaias &a@m o iﬂﬁiaaﬁa that f&i@aﬁs far@ by
‘far th@ mogt s&gmifieant s@aiailgxﬁap éﬂi&& a@rvas as rafﬁraaa@
groups in adoptiony fﬁllﬁwﬁﬂ hy'naiahbmura'ané §@la%$v%s in
that eﬂaer. \

?hazfiﬁ&iﬁga examined in the previous s@&tiﬁﬂ na?é o

indicated tha:erusial sigaifieanﬂa-ai @rimary graﬁgstaf'frieaﬁa,
nsighbauﬁs and @alativas &ﬁ ﬁ@f@y@aaa greups in aﬁnptieng In
this section oh attompt will be made to £ind out the impovtance
ivaﬁ'ﬁaﬁh‘af,thﬁsaﬁgwauga ag perceived by differomt classes of
~r$sp@n&antaa\"Infcﬁmatian'ﬁn ﬁhﬁ_@efaaiﬁﬁﬁnimgertggéa'éf soelal

groups of fr&enﬁs, felagivas end neighbours aa‘gaafee~@f opinion
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end advice on farming mattors vas secured on the basis of a
foreed-choles response of three categories. The categories
provided were 'important', 'some importance' and 'not 1@@53§an$'a
The responses of the three classes of méspondegxs in'reémeat of
the three goeial groups - friends, naigh%curﬁ anﬁ relaﬁivas -
arg indicated 1n~Tabaa 11, 12 and 13 belows

Table 11
Perceived importance of !friends’

~ Class of respondents

1. sdooters of all thrae N :
practices ‘ 26 15 : 2

2. &dapters of one oi twa . ,
praetices - - 18 .10

3. Adopters of no practice 62 B B

The frequencles of responses given in Table 11 indicata

that thaw@ is very little difference among the ghree classaes
. of respondents in their pereeption pf.impnrtaaﬂe,af friends as
'samweés of opinfon and advice, Thus, the percentage of farmers
who percelve f&ianﬂs as either im@artanﬁ or of gsome importance
is 82 per eent, 84,8 par eent and 83 per eent among- the three .
classes of respondents mespeetivsky in the order glven in the
 %&§1@;¥ The data also demonstrated that a ﬁaﬁofﬁty of the 222
-'rQSpmnﬂénﬁé‘regardeﬁ fgienﬂs as *important?,

"z
o
S

o UBRAR = 3\9
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ZTable 12
Peree&v@d importance of *naighbaﬁra’

Glaas_gf”gaﬁéﬁﬁﬁanﬁa:

1. adopters of thrse prectices 22 14 - 14

B &ﬁayﬁa&s of one a? twn ' s
‘ aaaetieas : ‘ 38 . 18

iz
3* &éﬂpﬁ@?$~ﬂf no p?&@ﬁ&ﬁ@ : A_S& B 22 | 20

, ?ha«f$a&ﬂﬁaaﬁfs of E@ﬁ@#ﬁ&%ﬁ gi?@a iﬁ%?ahl& 12 indicate
that a maje@ity af the 222 wasg@ﬁdents ragarﬁa& neighbours a&
" important® & Hawevérg while oniy 72 per cent of the adopters
@f‘thﬁaa»gfaeﬁimag p@»aﬂiva@ neighbours asg impﬁx%anx o mf soms
 importanee, 8L.8 per cent and Slk per cent of the lafier twe
‘ elaﬁaas of farmers ya@aeﬁva& nezghheura likﬁwisea.

4Fé§ﬁaﬁvﬁﬁ'$mpﬁ§%aﬂ§@~é£ Trelatives?

Glass of respondents

. A

| '1. &éapter& of all three , o
praa%ie@a | ‘ . 22 16 A2

8; ﬁﬁayﬁa@a of onae or @wa , , -
- practices , 24 o4 g
5

34 Adopters of no 9¥&¢@i¢$ ‘ % 15

The r@qaangias af responsas given in Table 13 indicate

ﬁha% in this instence also a~ma3a3&ty of the respondents porceived
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relatives as *impavtaﬁﬁ’g 4gain, while 76 per cent of the
a&m@ters.af the three practices pérasived xa1a%ive$ are
im@aﬁtant or of some importancey 87.8 paz'een£.énﬁ 85.8 per cont
wesyectﬁvaly'af the latier two elagses of farmers perceived
.-:relatives a3 1lmportant or of some Lmportance as sources of

opinien and advice,

| The findings shown in Table 13, 12 and 13 indicate ‘that,

- in genersl, 80 per ¢ent or move of the respondents tended to

perceive friendsy neighbours and relatives as important or of

sSome 1m§artanee§ Hawéver, relatively speaking, the psrcaﬂﬁagé of

adopters of all three practices, vho tended to peresive friends,

nelghtours and relatives as important or of some importance,

is Ieasar'than;in.tha cage of ﬁha’éther'twa-elassas of respondenls.
These findings would seen to inéicaté a trend in which

adopters of m@éavpraeﬁiaaa témﬁ to perceive priméﬂ? groups as

less important sources of eyinien and adviecs %han adcpters of.

lasser sambar of praeﬁieas and nanwaaapters,

| The socond major purpose of the progent stuéy'ralates‘ta»
ﬁﬁa investigation of the role of commmity norms in the adoption
of improved agricultural practices, DBeocause the ra&po&&@nﬁa
belong to thres villages, representing three distinet village
céﬁ&uniﬁiaa or s@eial systémsi the present study has afforded &ﬁ
opportunity to ﬁaﬁermiﬁﬂfthe-éffaaﬁ of group normg on the
aﬁﬁptiaa'af practices, |
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\ &s indicated eawifer, the three villages included in
 this study, vere selected on the basis of judges' mﬁiﬁg‘g o

. mpmsem ‘{:Zam@ segmnts mzt a wadi.tﬁ.amlwmdwm mm‘sinuum af

imwativsmss* These vilmms, thareforey reflect %'mfae
éifferam soelal syawm or ﬂ@mmty innovativeness normag tha
High Adopticn village representing a modern notm, the Lo
Adoption villape mymseﬁtm ‘a traditional norm and the
Medium Adoption village reweaen%&ag a transitional fz@mé' it
‘Wag expectod -s;m% ism cammun&ty norms would Eaa*m an inﬁamm

» on the aﬁap’&im h@hmiﬂw of farmers living in each viliagg
:&amnﬁty,

- The relstive ‘gg@ﬁmmmg or modernism 'ﬁf f’éhése' villapge
communities hasg bé%ﬂ initially distinguished hy m@méf of ratings
of 5&&@&5 as indiested above. In the “gﬁéésaﬂ% ingtance, in
'ox?&ari ‘f;'a-:t:iasft: tha hymtiiéaia dorived from ?mmaiﬁfi@n IT, 4t
‘was found u@a@sﬁw to i:‘zave a ’qmntimtive measure waich wounld
' indicate the norms of a 5@@:‘131 symsem or asmxmity on the
‘ waéitmml»maéam mmmuum. ﬁh@réfam, & norm measure has

“baen tztilimﬁ m this sﬁsudy to test the kaypnth%ma ‘Iz%&&.\:s
‘measure is baged on t,ha ave@raga innovativeness method in &:Meh
 the inhovativeness scores of the members m‘? a goclal system iz
are averaged to provide s moPm measure- for the smﬁaz. systam,
' Marsh and Colemen (1954), Van den Ben (1960), Rehudkar (1960)
| ’aﬂ&‘%‘mg&% and Burdge (1862) have ﬁ%—il&\a{a{i sueh & mothod in
i mwwiﬁg the traditional-modern amsnsiemg ‘



The three v:x:i,}.ag@s and the norms on innovativeness for
&a@h mim&aﬁ&d by the m@mmé ﬁ@serim&, iz given in Taﬁi@ 14,

Horms on innovativeness

'ﬁ lag@

L. ‘f%ahawgmr (Ei‘igiz ﬁé@g‘ai@n

village) _ | 576
B. Ranhola (Hedivm. éﬁaptama o
viliage) Ge12

- 3 Iﬁl‘w@. (Low Aé@gﬁim @illa’g&} - 3:08

pcisey

. ?h@ &nmm%imm&a Korns af the thme viilagaa given in
ima above table indicate that am High Adoption village with a
3 n@rm af 5.76 mam*asmta nost immisivmas‘a, the Low Adoption

' ,.,viliagea vith o sorn of 3,08 reprogents least ﬁ.nmmt;iv@mas &ﬂd

' %m tHedium Adopticn vi.llagﬁ with o norm faf 4,12 ??@p&‘@@&ﬂﬁﬁ

meGium innovat mmmss .

A | Ei’h@: e@mawmi Eagiﬁ of %:hﬁ.a pa?ﬁ ai‘ “the smﬁy rests on
 the soelological srisciple that norms of & swi&}. system affects
the bahaviour of the m@mmra f:af' the sys%; Qe Aecordi nglys on
‘ | this hasis, Prom@itian I and the %‘ma%h&sia that follows ﬂ‘m

. 1, nave been fcsmumwm |
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Proposit ,
| :Ehehmrm,af a social systom affects
| the adoption behaviour of its members, |
The unit of analysis in this ingtance is the  individuel
farmer in ralaﬁiaa.t@ the ﬂﬁﬁm~@f the socisl system mf which he
‘»is‘a members In testing %his prapesitian, the varianles ave the
1nnovqtiveaess of the individupl farmer and the. nsrm on
inﬁmvaﬁﬁvaﬁaﬁa of his sammumi@yq The hypothesis Qaziowing frgé
‘this Proposition is stated belows

" Bypothesis 6: |
4 farner's inﬂavé%iv@n@as'ﬁéiiéﬁ directly
,'with'thefnanm of his village community '
 on innovativeness.
In testing tﬁiS”hy@athasis,»Q@@ﬁfiﬂi&nﬁa éf correlation
between innovativenass scar@sfaf‘indiviﬁéal farmers and the
innovativeness norms of the réspaet&va~viliagé_aémmumiﬁies were

_eempuﬁeﬁg The-resul€ 1s pvesaateﬂ in Table 15.

Thore §s no velationship between
i1ndividual innovativenoss scores and
village commnity novms on |

innovabiveness,



-
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Relationship hatwasn innovativeness scofe and communlty
, Innovativeness ncrm*

~ ] Tomber a?f T Cosrriciont of

. Variables . _% respondents I correlation
Innovativeness seove ” | < on
and community iannvativa« 222 . 0+624

ness norms

With the group of 222 respondents the coefficient of
aQﬁrelaﬁiéﬂ me&éﬁres'&&a dagree of assoclation ﬁaﬁwaen .
ihﬂsvativenessfééares and eammuﬁity innovativeness as 0,624
. uhlch 15 signifieant at the L per cent level of probabilitys
The null. ﬁypoﬁhesis is, therefore, rejocted. Hence, the hynotbeais
is ‘supported by the data of the studye A

“ This finding shows the 1mperﬁane6 af comrunity norms on
the innevativeness of farmers living in the eammunity and offors
support for ?rapasitien I of the study which ipplies that grouwp
norms affect the behaviour of menbers of & group. It may be
m@éﬁionad here that this,intérp§eﬁatian of the finding needs to
h@ Qualifiea with one reservations Aﬁhﬁ ralationship between
;iinﬁiviﬁual innavativeness and comunity norms on 1anavativeness
ey in ong sense be eircular and the correlation betwsen thege two

’T-V@ziaﬁlaa is influenced by the range of individual innovativeness

‘{s@&res around the nmrm; Hlowever, gslaagéﬁﬁ'€1@5&}~has'paimtaﬂ
“out; none of the measures of soclal systenm norms go far devel oped
+ 45 above metheodological critieism and the use of the average
innovativeness method as a measurs of social systen norms is,
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porhapsy Justified #ill imprcved‘measufes are developeds
| In the next pert of this report is discussed the third
major objestive of this study which deals with the rela ionship

“betwoen: certain selected charactoristies of the viliage CotTmIne. -
i4%0s and their norms on the traditionalemodern dimensions

G+ Bolat onship yt@ea: Gl ra»'ﬂr stleg of 11' ¢ Comuunities
and el hei ' 1 Tradition ?"1'31’ 13 v1-§

In this parﬁ of th@ atuﬁy-is attempbed aﬂ_analyaia of the
charactoristies vhich distinguish axd differantiage tha thres
village communitios, These village communiiles arve locateﬁ~aﬁ
| three different gaint5 mn a ﬁﬁg&iﬁiﬁﬂalwmﬂﬁenn;¢aﬂtinuum; The
High s&apﬁian.villaga.(Eahatpn@} repfesants a modern social
system while tharLaﬁ'%dopti&a q&llage;ﬁﬂﬁlwal) rapresants g
%ra@iﬁional social syste&u The Hedlum &&cpﬁi@npviifaga {Ranhola)
rapresents & transitional sae&ai system, vhich 48 in hetweea the
modern and traﬂitianal tyyaa* ‘
ﬁefara procoeding with the analysis of thae syecific
- characteristies which differentiate the three village communities
among thaﬁselﬁaa-a gﬁnaral ave@?iewjuf the characteristies of
the villages will ﬁé presenﬁe&, This wi*l praviae éhﬁ getting
within which tha—praaesitian anﬁ hypathesas fellewing from 4%
will be testad.
. Tahla 16 has been developed in order te indicate the
genaral characteristies of the farmer mombers comprising each
village community or gocial sygbtenme



Table 16

Goneral characteristics of village commumnities

T High T Medium (] Low
ladoption jrdoption Jadoption
iV g Ivillapg 3 viliaege

Charactoristics of
_ i onrar § 2k I,

X

" 1, dverage age of farmors 58 56 61

24 Averagée size of holdin - S
' in 32%@5 , ne 6.38 10.34 ;gigg

3¢ Percont of fermors with n |
fornal edusation | 48,4 15.5 10,9

4, Average saeiaueconamic - _ L
. atatusd soore . 3.7 22,4 30.8

5. Average educational
~ status score o o 2.2 3.3 1.2

- G, Percent of fazmers'with‘ .
- Pavourable attitudes ‘ . ,
towards innovation : 54.6 26.6 19,1

7. Commnication behaviouw
" (per cent contact with - ) |
cosmopolite sources of | 46,8 2454 25,0
communication) :

' From the table, wide differences among farmers in each of
th@‘villégasin respeet of certain characteristics may bo '
 pbgerved while in raspect of other charscteristies the»differ@ncés
are not g0 apparents Those chaéacﬁeyisties thch éta exyéeﬁad
to differentiste between the three villages form the variables of
the hypotheses derived from Proposition IIl. The proposition
and hypotheses ¥ill novw be statod.
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Thﬁ norm of & soelial system on

traditionalism - medernisa is ralated

to other choracteristics of the

. ~ soclal systoms
In this instance, the unitsof aﬁaiysis are the three

viliage commmnities ropredenting three different %ypaé~of-sueial
.sysiam_ﬁarms, Faur;varzablas, nave heon sssumed to differentiate
~ the village commnities among themselves and ara reprogsented by
= ;£0ur hypethesesAéerivedffremvﬁhe proposition, fhase will now
be examined in sequenco, -

The norm on §raéitienalism~moéeﬁni$m
ofla.villags conmunity is aignifieantly
relaﬁa&_%a‘iavel of education of its-
| former members. |
| - In order to tasﬁ'ﬁhia:hyﬁathssis fafqars-have beon
- clasgified.lnto three groups, @n,the basis of their lovel of
education, Fnrmars not knowlng how to road and writa the
_Aleeal langugge are classifiad a8 ‘1111taratas’ ﬁhose uho eaﬁ
read and write the local langﬁage and/or sducated in schoels
upto primary level are classified under Yprimary' and those
who are educated in schools boyend the primary level are
eiassifled'under *ahéve primaryt. o
Table 17 has heen davelapsﬁ in order to examine
hypoﬁh@ais 7, ' “
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Tablg 17
Leval of a&ucatian,and commnity norms

| — 3 High 1 Healum ; Tow |
&dueatianal I&d@nﬁi@n i Aé@ptiea ﬁﬁdaptian ¥

1. I1llitergle e 48 a7

2 Primgry = . =1 - 24
S« Abovo primary a1 14 ' 7

x* = 30, @74, P(édf) is 1@35 ‘ahan Q.Ol

With the group eﬁ 222 farmefs, the ehi~squara of 37.6?4
derived frﬂmf?ahla 17 s sipgnificant at the l per cont lavel of
probability. It may bo noted that while~31 ar 48.4 per cent
of the farmers in the High Adoption village are educated above
‘the primary level, 14 or 15,5 per cent of &he farmers in the
'_ﬁééium~&dﬂpﬁien'?ill&ge apd 7 ér 1@@$~pez cent of the farmers
in the Low Adoption village are educated abova the primary lovel.
These findings indicate that the three village commnities diffoer
congiderably with respect o the level of education ef their
former mamb@rs, ?her@fnra, the data pvasenteﬂ support hypothesis
? derdved from Proposition III,

‘The norm on tra@itfonslismmodernism of
a:village community is-&ignifieantiy
ralated to soclo-gconomle sﬁatus of its

farmor members.
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In order to test this hypothesls farmers have been

claseified into four classes on the basis of their soelo-economie
status as wmeasured hy a socio-occonomle. stabus scale val&éaﬁed for
;the area of gtudy (Paresk and Trivedi, 1864}, The fmur classes
are 'uppar' ‘uppor middlet, *m@ﬂdlﬂ'-&nﬁ“Lawer.midé;e‘* There
wera no farmers in the £ifth elasaiaf the seale, namely the
*lower! class. ‘ .

. : Taﬁla 18 has been ﬁevai&@éd-in-arﬁerfﬁ@ ﬁxaminéthypathasis
B - '

Table 18

Soclo-economie status and community norms

T
sseio-eaganmic Iﬁﬁaptien } adoption § ﬁﬁﬂgﬁicnﬁ
. g .  Adoption { Adoptlon

1, Upper - S 4 4

2. Upper middle’ 26 27 24
3. Higdle - 28 45 82
4. ﬂaweﬁ miﬁdie SR - % -8
- —

¥ = 222 . |
X® = 10,049, P(6 4f) is greater than 0.05

‘With the group of 202 farmevs, the chi-squace of
104049 derived from Table 18 4s not significant at the 5 per cent
level of probability. As the table indleates, there is very little
:differenea amang the throe villag@ eommunitiﬁs, with respset to

ﬂaeia~acmnmmie statua of th@ir fLarmer memhngs. Therefore, the



data presented do not suppert hypothusis 8 derived from

Propogition 11X,

Hypothesis 9. | o
The norm on traditionalism-modernism of
arviiiag@.a@mmﬁa&%y is pignificantly
related to the atiitudes tovards
_ iﬁﬂﬁvwéﬁﬁﬁ% of its farﬁﬁx meunbers.
In ordar to t@ﬁt thas hypothesis, the f&ﬁﬁﬁ?@ hm?@ been
ﬁﬁifi%@ in%a five elasses on the hasis of %h@iﬁ attitude
vesponses as revealed by the attitudes-tovards s-innovations scales
The five clasves of Parmers eeﬁfaagﬁﬁﬂAﬁé the five rosponse
categories 2retvary favoursble', Yslightly favourable'; 'neutral
or undeeided', Yslightly unfavourable’ and *very u@f&é@@@&bl@*;

Table 19 has boen developed in order to examine hypothesis

2.
Attitudes towards innovations and communiiy norms,
| . T Bign T Hedive T Tou
&%ﬁ&ﬁmﬁa raﬁpansﬁa K éag@i@n §%§§§?i?§v§&?a§i%m%
1. Very favourable 17 8 5
2. Slightly favourable 18 18
3o Houtral 7 as - 24
4, 81lightly unfavourable 27 10
‘ 45;L?@§y,§$£avaaﬁa§&ﬁ‘:' 11 iy

st
4% 79§¢ ?(@ @a} ie less
’ than 0+01s
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With the group of 222 farmews, the chi~square of 44.799

| ﬁarivaa fromfrabla 18 4s 5ignificant at the 1 par cont level

of probablliity. It may ba noted that while 35 or &é.e per
cont 6f the farmers in the High Adoption village have faveurable
attitudes towards innovations, 24 or 26.6 por cent of the farmers
in the Medium Adoption villege and 13 or 19.3 por éenﬁ;gf the
farmers in tha'Law.&ﬁ¢§%iﬂn*villagé have favauraﬁie aﬁﬁiﬁuﬁﬁs

| tovards dnnovationss These finﬁings.iﬂdiéata*éhaﬁ the thres
village eammunitias ﬁ1£few.éonsidegahiy aith resyaat.ta the
attitudes towards innovations of their farmer members, Therse
fore, the data'presanﬁeﬁ'support hypoﬁhesis 9 derived from
Proposition IXI. | o

- Thoe norn on traﬂi‘eiqmlim%edamim of
‘a village community 4s signifieantly
‘related to the commnication behaviour
of its farmer menbers.
in er&er to test this hypathsais farmars have baen elassie
fled into ﬁhree,claasaslan the basis of their communication
behaviour. These ﬁ&yéé’élésseﬁ carresgéndzﬁa the;maat'imyg?tani
ccmmunieation_éguree utilised by thenm namsl&g\imﬁerSQnalﬁ
cosmgpaliﬁe, parsonalweasmapalite and persenal—lecalite (Ropers
and Meynen, 1965) . immersenal—eosmnpnliﬁe-saurces of commmnica=

tian are reprasanteﬁ ﬁy 2a8s meaia, gﬁ?ﬂ@&&l»casmapalita seurg@s

: 18@gar3 ﬁ,Mg and Mﬁynﬁn W.L. "Gommunicatian sgurces fcr By Q”B
spray among Columblan peasen %s", *gggg,”ggugggx;‘ggm 213~219,
(1965).
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of eammﬂmiéatiﬁn.are rapraaentadﬁby'extaﬁsiwn‘yeraanﬁﬁi, trade
re?rasantaﬁivas, éalesméa éﬁég and peraéﬁalnlocalite sources

of communiestion are represented by friends, noighbours or
rolatives., | | . '1 | |

, ,-?ééiﬁ'sﬂ.has been éavélapea in order to exanmine hypothesis
;e,' | : il | _
Communication behaviour aﬁﬁlcemmuaity'nnrms

et e am—— %“ﬁigh T
Communication 'Iaﬂop‘%icn}&ﬁe ptlonddoption

1. Impersonalecosmopolite 1 - 5 5
2. Porsonalecosmopolite é 19 17 12
3+ Personal-localite | 34 68 81

S—— e e
X% = 10,346, P (4 df) 15 less than 0,06,

With the group of 222 farmers, the chi-gquare of 10,846 |
derived from Table 20 is significant at the 5 per cent lovel
Qf‘prohability¢ It méy'ﬁe noted that, while for 51 or 75 per
cent of the farmers in the Low Adoption village and 75.6 per

cent of the farmers in the Medium Adoption village persongle
localite sources of communication are most importaat; only for
34 or 53.2 per cont of tho farmers in the High Adoption villagae
aye they most impcftant as communication sources. This would
indicate thet the High Adoption village aiffers from the other -
two village communitles in the eommunieaﬁioﬁ behaviour of iis
memheg farmers. Thoetefore, tha.aata,pré&enmea_generalxy-support
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hypothesis 10 derived from Propesition IIT,

| To sum up, ax#m&naﬁiaﬁ of the four hypotheses, derived
fraé.Pgagaaiﬁién I1I has revealed the following finﬁing&é

{1) The three village gamﬁani%ﬁas'ﬁﬁprasﬁnting thrae
types of socisl system norms en traditionalismemodernism, differ
amorg thomselvas in the lavel éf‘@ﬁuﬂaﬁiéﬂ=a£ ﬁkéiﬁ farnar
memberss The highor the level of edvestion in a commnity, the
nove mﬂaevn tends o Be its n@ﬁm;

{2) The thrae<vi’i&ge«a@@amniti@s vepregenting %hr&@
ﬁyﬁaa of s@cial system norms on trs ﬁiﬁi@ﬁ&lism«mﬁ&arﬂigm, do-
not differ among *h@msalves in reﬁpsat of the q&aiaaaaenamie
, sta%ns of th@ir farmey &@@E@?&@ In othey wmﬁﬁs, whothey &f@@&iﬁl

“be ﬁeﬁarminaa by tha sg&iau @amﬁamie status of iﬁa f&ﬁmar &@mﬁ%ﬂg,
{3 The three vizlag@ @ﬁ%ﬁﬁﬂiﬁi@ﬁ diffey ‘among thams&ives

 i ; in tha ﬁﬁti%uﬁaat@W&xés ﬁ&%ﬁ?&ti@ﬂ% af th@i? farmor mamﬁaﬁaq

’ 1&3 nermaﬂ

15,@hﬂ more favouvable the a@t&%uﬂe& of the £arm@rs tawawés aaaggtanea
‘ei now t@ehnglagy in a eem&uaiﬁy, ﬁﬁﬂ nOre maéerniﬁanaa t@ ha

| (4) dmong the %h&e@ viilaga eammnﬁiﬁi@s, & mﬁﬁega narm
tends to ‘be assaaﬁaﬁ&ﬁ w?t& less localiteness in the communicge

4€ian h@ha?isu? @f favmers of the éamﬁuﬁity while tyaéitﬁenaziam
tends to be aaseeiateﬁ with

- hahav1@n§ of the fﬁ%mars of the eemmunity,

mre la@alitaaass in thﬁ cammunleaﬁian

?ha faregaing saetien.camglsﬁaa the fzn&iags ﬁf the study
in wesyaet of the $naaifia hypeth@aea which waxe ﬁermnzateﬁ.
The f@llauimg s@cﬁi@n’.éealimg«prineipally with Yreferenca
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| influentialst r@yr@seﬁts some supglememtary fiﬂﬂinﬁﬁ of %ha
_ ﬁituéy .

During the course of the study it beceme evident that a
fow individuals in sach of %he{éhrea*viilégé~¢9mmu@itias'ware
ps?ﬁeivaﬁlh?'a number of othor respondents ag belonging to their
&e@iwﬂa&eé r@f@#@nﬂe group8s -In other words, these imﬂiﬁi&uals
have praviﬁaﬁ frames of normative and/or comparative eva;uation
for anﬂ to this extent have affected the adoption decisions of
a,numher of other raggondanﬁﬁg ﬂonaaptuglmy,%ﬁhésa'individuais
vould seem to be similar to, but not 1dant1ca1 witha the caﬁegeny
‘ referreé to in diffusion and aﬁaptisa lit&ratura as '1nfluantials*

e ‘oniﬁimn leaders’s- The basie ‘aifforence seenmsto be the j

manner in which they are identified and also in thﬁir oparations.
In respect of studies on topinton lsnders’ and ‘influentials‘
they are»ideatifie&vaﬁ located by means of sociometric %aahniques;
In the present study, %hesa 1nﬂiviéuais have been identifled on -
the baslis of what migh% be ﬁarmaﬁ ag '1m§aet analysis' - an
anslysis of their ‘1n£1uenae’ or Vimpact® 1n affe&ﬁing speeific
d@eisian?making episodess Again, in'rasgéc% of their‘iﬁflmegea
on certain decision alternatives, the factor which is of
importance is'tha:normatgve and/or comparative relationships
h@tweea~thasavinﬁiﬁi&uala and the others whom they inflivences
The dlrection of the-iﬂfluéne@ of these individuals will be '

- @lther in praﬁbting or praventing adeption of praéﬁiaas dopending
‘upén‘%ha valﬂeé»th@yiglaca ugon.adcgtioh and their adoption
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hﬁhaviaur.- in vigw of these csmaiﬁerﬁtiﬁna the pirescnt

| 1ﬁveatlgator ‘has preferred te label ﬁhasa tinfluencing

" individuels' as ‘referaence inﬁlﬁantials* apd those other PEG-

pondents who adept them as sources of narmaﬁive and/or
cemparative 6Valuati@n$ for th@ir adoptiau d@cisiﬂna ]y
““influencess” s | | o A

o Tabls 21 shows & zamgarisan of some of the charactazisﬁica

of the Yroference influentials' with that of the ’iﬁfluaneeaai

in respect of the three village comﬁunitiesg

chafaeterist&cs of *referance {nflunentialst and
'iﬂfluaneees'

| i'mgn Adoption I Tedinm mmmm i‘ffmx admptisn

charaeteristias , lage X . Vi 1 Ye - 1llaee
Iﬁeferﬁnn Tofluw- i

!ca 1n£1n~§anaaas§inf1&eny i

1. Average age 59 57 57 85 [:% 59

2, Avorage educas ,
tional status , - i o ..
seoral 2§ 240 1@4-i . 1s8 1.2 a8

VSQVAV@ragﬁ siﬁe C . ‘
of farm in c A & , o :
aeres | Gt 2.7 1043 8,92 30,7 9.3

4, Average inno-

vativaness ‘ _ ' : ‘
seore 5,25 4,82 4,88 8.62 8.12 2.82

5. Devianey from . o -
nogms gecore  0.28 0,54 0,17 0@21_ 0.3 0,31

The £indings in respect of the characteristics of

tpeforence influcntials' shown in the above table may bo summarized
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as follows:

f In rogpect of ﬁga, reference influentials hava slightly
el&er age than influencees in all the three village aommuni%ias.

The educational status scores wﬁich neasure tha level
B of educatian on the basis of the sceras assignaﬁ in the saeion
eecnemie statuﬁ scale (Pareck and Trivedi, lﬁ@@) 1&ﬁicaﬁe that
in the High Aacp%innvéhﬁ.Maéina Aé@pﬁi@n;viilages, tha lsvel of
education of reference influentials ia more than that of the
influencees while in the Iov Adoption viilag@ the rsferenaa
influentials and iafluanceés are of the same educational status,
In respeet of size of faﬁm, in all the ﬁhreﬁ villages
' poforence influentials* arae eharaeterigea by largar gized farms
ﬁhan influencoes, The difforenes hatn@an referonce influentials
and influencees in roespaet of size of farm is wider in the High
4dopticn villags then.in the other two villages,

- In respect of innovativeness, in all the throo vilzages,
refarence influentials are characterised by higher innova tiveness
seereg than influencess, The ﬁiffaraage in innavaﬁivaneas scores
between reforence influentials and influencees is highost in
;the High Adopilon village and lowest . in the Low &dag%ian viliage,.
The innovativeness scores also indicate that in the High Ldoption
villape reference inflventials tend to helonz to earlier adoptor
eatiegorios whils in ﬁh@ other two villagaa they tend to belong
to the later adoptor aatagcriesa

The extent of daviation of the innavativenass of both
r@f@renca-influentials and influencees from the commnity

1nnmvativeness norms has been measured by tha ﬁeviangyuframmnorms
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seore following Rogers and Burdge (1962), This deviancy score
was i-:a}.eulm;mA a5 a ratic of absolute &iffereaee between the
individualls innovativeness seore and the mmm&mity norm on
4nnovativeness, to the range :!».a all innovativeness scores in the
commnity, as indicated in the equation given bolow:

Doviancy-from-norms scors = (xﬁ. = ¥n)
’ '

] uizem 3{1 each reswzxéem:‘s innovativeness seam* o
| Xy = Commmity norus on inmvatimmss for the
B camzmm;ty in which the resz;méenﬁ lives, The

individual's adoption seore was not included in

computing the mean emmmity inmvaﬁvemsg

seore to. avold possible raﬂundzancy. :

S%anda}:é devistion of the Mvaﬁiveneaa scores

in the respondents communitys

Table 21 shous that the :3aviancy scores of ‘roferonca

influemmls’ are 0.38, 0.17 and 0.13 for the High aAdoption,
- Medium Adoption, en& Low Adoption villages resnanﬁively while
the deviancy scores of the mfluanaeas are 0,54, &;31 and 0,21
mspgmt:wawﬁ Thisg. mmm indicate that the veference influentials
conform to.the norms of their community much more closely timn
the influencees, * In the High Adoption villagas vhere the nco?ms
£avoued, innovativeneas the refersnce inﬁ'lum‘hmls i;emaad to,(thase
- who vere earlier adopters w‘zile in the Medium Adoption villgge
aml the Low Adoption viliage wbesm the norms were loss favourable
' toward mmwaf;ivenasa the reference influentials tenﬁs& to ko
those Jha were later adopters, The finéinga algo iﬁd:leate that
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reference influentials tond to conform muech more closely to
e@émaniﬁy innovatlveness narms-in4€he Low Adoption and Mﬁﬁi@&i;-
A«iépﬁiﬂn 'vmi.éz‘ge& than in the High &éegﬁi&n villag@; .
Thig sectisn concludes the examination of the fin&ings _
of the p‘gasant study, The next chapter will be davoted ﬁe s
dig;ﬁasi@ﬁ of these fiﬂﬁings a&é,their iﬁt@ypreﬁatignqu




, ;?ﬁ‘e-pmmm aﬁaﬁté&r @1&13; be. dovoted to ﬁiac:uséﬁcﬂ of the
Pindings of the study roported in the precoding chapter. A8
mentioned before, researches in the area afdﬁ.ffﬁsimn‘ god
“adoption of farn practices dealing with the eonceptual varizbles
iﬁmi&a&e& in the mmﬁ investigation are not numerous. This
fact vill, therefore, be reflected in the general difficulty
rie ch
findings related speeifically to fawnm practice adoption. Hences,
the ﬁisemsién will also be based on related m&aamﬁ in allied.
fiigcip};ima @ well ag a:gi thoories b@armg upon the resesreéh

experienced in the present discussion in clting past resear

pé@bi@%ﬁg
The present fsiﬁuﬁy is e@ﬁazarmd: with t;hi?;m theoretical
grapﬁsiﬁi@m ia:hi@h deal with three r(éis’f‘amé‘i: but related aspects
of the regearch probvlems The findings of the study relating to
thege propositions will be éiaﬁmzas@;é in sequence.
| The first of these propositions seels to explain
' difzg‘ammml adoption of farm g&eﬁi@as as a fmﬁiﬁﬁ of influence
derived from veferonce groupse In raspect of this g‘z%ﬂz}esitmﬁ;
Tive separate bt intﬂez%mﬁ.ate@ nhypotheses hﬁ% voan postulated,
~ These hype ‘éwhasaa, in turn, seck to eXplain deelsions, actions |
_and attitudes, as different dimensions of adoption behaviour in
terms of referenceé g@éﬁg influendeo, - - |
| With Pespeet to the tosting of the first twe hypotheses,
the operaticnsl design of the gtudy vas to investigabe spocifie,
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decisionemaking situations related to the adoptlon or non- -
adoption of three recommended farm practices, It was felt
that such an investigation would reveal the existence and |
réperatimn of aistinétivﬁ roeforence orientations which wéye
 hy@athesi$aﬁ a8 causéixy'ﬂecﬁééavy t656r &ataymigétivé'of the
spacmfia aﬂoptionv&saiﬁiaaa. An aSs@ntiall&‘%imilarﬁapnfaach
was aﬁepﬁe& by Katz and Lazarsfeld (1955) in their study af
| perscnal,infiusmae in consumor purchase decisions,

. The findings of the pr@genﬁ atuﬂy indieata that there
isla diraeﬁ walatiaﬂﬁhip batween ad@p?ian of the three praetices
by the farmers and their reference arien%atiams ta graaps vhich
place a positive valus on a&ap%ion of these practieaa; This
relationship obtains in all ﬂh@ ﬁhre& village communitics
selected for ﬁhﬁ'stuﬁy@’ Im a¢ear&an£a with these fin&iﬂgag the
farme® who adupta tends to be ane vhoge ir&me of refexanae,
within which he draws haa decisions, is pr@videﬂ by sthars in
‘his-siﬁuatimnal flald who are positively oriented %ouards
adoptions atataafaiffér@ntgyg an'a&eptar~éppeérs to be an
jiﬁﬁi@iéﬁai to whom behaviour norms have been transferred from
‘@ rather definite segmont of the soglsl system whidh is
»ﬁignifaaank to him and which w@gulaﬁas his hehaviaur thraugh
com@axaﬁiva anﬁ/%r normative inflvence.. -

~ In moving %o the second hyp@thesis, the ﬁiaﬁings of ﬁma
sbudy indicate a direct relatiﬂnﬁﬁig batueen nmﬂmadaytian of
:‘impwmd ‘practices by farmers and thelr veferance -nﬁaﬁtmmﬁs |
_ ﬁa groups Whiﬁh pl lace a negative value @nAaaoptien except in

pespect of nonwadopters of improved yract&c&ﬁ in the High
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Adoption village., In accordsnce with these findings h@
orientation to distinctive reference groups is clearly ats-
cerniblé‘in respsct of noﬂ*adépﬁe?swgf lmproved farm practices
"iﬁ the High @doptiaa'vallagea It wnulé seem that in the High
-Aﬁcption v&llagé,ﬁh;s small group of farmers prﬁbably develop
am&ivélenﬁ'attiﬁudasitogamds,othersiwho-favour adoption as
_wail'as with othafs'm@o do not favoué éﬁnpﬁ&én'and.finﬂ thensel-
‘v@a>iﬂ a position betwoen two groups with appﬁsita;norms,mlﬁ
the result they may‘ba,éaid to e in a situation of Yerosse
prQSSuﬁasi¢ Lazarsfeld et al. (1958), Stouffer (1949), Berelson
et gl (1954) and Campbell gt a1.(1964) have reported other
empirical s%udies of behavicur in cross-pressures. The general
finding is that eross~pressures lead to lack of aetion and
1ndeaigicn. Another explanaﬁian of the behavicur of this group
of farmers, which seem plausible 1s tna% they are probably
social isolates with little or no contacts with others and in
 this sense their 'other' orientations seem to be quite restricted,
Thelr behaviour norms do not seem to be derived or transferred
from digtinct referaﬁce groups which piaee a 16w Value on |
adoption, but probably have their sourges in traditional values.
- In short, it would seem that in the structural context of a ‘
‘social system vwith a relatively modern norm, the ‘other® _
orientatiohs Qﬁ‘ﬁonﬁaébpting farmers are extremely restricted
and that these farmers tend te be social isolates and consequ@ntly
meferance group behaviour is not clearly discernihle. Philsg
suggests a hypothesis which.might be tosted in future reseerch.
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In respect of non-adopters in the Medium Adoption and

Low Adoption villages the findings of the study demonstrate
the @xistance-aaﬁ operation of reference groups, None-adoption
'.of tha:threé practliees ls seen to be highly related ﬁo reference
oriontations to groups vhich place a low value on adoption.
| The data presented as additional findings indicate that
tﬁg mombership of designated rafarenao'groups of the farmars
under study is mainly confined to parsons with whom they have
closea, primarylrelatians 1ike friends, neighhaurs'and rolatives.
This requirss the conelusion that it 1s the primary group
composed of friends, neighbours or relatives which serves as
reference grcup for the adoption behaviour of farmers. Lazarsfeld
at al. (1948), Katz and Lazarsfeld (1955), Rogers and Beal
(1958) and Bose and Basu (1963) have indicated the importance
of primayy group members as reference groups in decisionwmalking
situations. These'findihgs lend corroborative evi&enée,te the
' findings of the present study. |

. In this regard certain observations which mi ght explain
the functioning of primary groups as reference groups 1n adoption
‘behaviour may be mades Primary group members are probably
essentially similar to the farmer in many vespectss Their
holdings u#uaily face gimilay agroéclimatie;eqnditiossg Soil
types, ¢limate and problems of pest and diseases are probably
gimilare Ther@ﬁ@ra, we‘wouldvaxpeeﬁ that the primary groups
might serﬁa as comparisén groups and/or normetive groups which
provide a frame of veferende to the individual or influence
him in his deeiaion«making Tho norms of the group sexve as o
fstandard' or 'moael' by which the individual evaluates or
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compares himself and thlg process of self-evaluatilon or comparison
affects his behaviours Thus, the findings of ﬁhe’sﬁuﬂy indicate
. that & factor in the reluctance of farmers to adopt practices
Lies in their comparison or eveluation of their behaviour with
the behaviour of primary group members who are themselves none
adepters. In this instance the primary group serves as a
negative reference group far*adopﬁian behaviour (Rogers and Beal,
1958) » The findings of this study with respect to adopters
indieate that a factor which contributes to %h@ir décisicn to
adopt ?éaeﬁic@s is the comparison or evaluaticn of thair behaviour
with tﬁ@ behaviour of thelr primary group meubers vho are
themselves adopters. In this instance the primary group serves

ag a positive refervence group for adeption behaviour (Rogers
.anﬁ Beal, 1958). Tho findings of the study also demonstrate
that primary pgroups function as normative sources of the
behaviour of individuals in that isﬁ@;y provide sources of opinions,
suggestions and advice on farm problems to which the individuals
are influenced to conforms The farmer tends to be 1nf1u@neeﬁ
by the norms as well as expectation of his friends,neighbours
and relatives., In making alternafive chaiceéiin deeisionumaking
farmers tend to have their decisions based on the opinions,
suggestions and aévie@ of their primary groups which serve as
norrmetlive reference groups., To this extent reference group
process which normatively repulates behaviour gf individuals is
a form of soclal control, The writings of Slocum (1962) and
Emery and Oeser (1958) have emphasized the significant role of

primary groups as veferoence groups on adoption behaviour.
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The third hypothesis is cane@rneﬂ v&th the 1nflﬂenca of
refarence groups on the maintenance ef attitudes towards
innavatimns. The absence or presenee of agreement or similarity
between the attituﬁea of individuals anﬁ these of signifieant :
others have been taken into accounx in an explicit manner as a
eriterion to infer the existence and operation of reference
_ group influencs in previous analyses by Yewcomb {1952) and
'Aegton {1950) « In the present study infereonce of the oparation
~of referenee ‘group ralationahips has ‘been made £rem the
individual!stewn attitude :eaponse‘ﬁis»apvzs the mean attitude
responga of design@ted groupss Tha'findings of;the sﬁudy
demonstrat@ that there is a elose similarity or agreemsni
1 between tha attiﬁude responses of inﬁividnals and broups
designated by thems This, fact 1s iadicatiVexof the operation |
»df‘referenes group influsnces The inference which can be drawn
following Neweomb (1952) and other investigators is tbat in
the prasen£ instance the atﬁitudea towards innovationg are
. maintained by an individusl in;common with his associates
in primary groups which thus serve as reference groups. The
znfluﬁnce of reference groups as a factor in attitude devalop-
ment and maintensnce has been illustrated by'wawcgmh in his
Eepﬁingtanrgaliége s%udy,‘anﬁlgtouffgr et g;@(1949) in their
case studies reported in 'The American Soldier's Experimental
sﬁuﬂi&ﬁ by Féstiﬁéew;”$chachter and ﬁack {1250) and Schachtor
{1951) have also inﬁicated that an 1ndividua1's opinions and
aﬁtituﬁa are substantially affected by the opinions of others

with vhom they relate themselves or aspire to relate themselves,
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Th@‘fouvth hypothesis is eoncernad mith the. influence
af réferenee grcups on adoption bahavinur af farmers. + The
| attempﬁ 1n this instanee was te fima out uhather the adoption’
| of im@rovad pra&tices by farmars waﬁe imflusﬁced by the |
adontign bahavi@nr of th@ir d@signated refarenee Eroupss The
presence of a ﬁirect relationship or agreement between the
;adomtien behaviaur cf farmsrs as measured by their a&aptien
ﬂcores and the adantian behaviour of designated groups as
maasured hy th@ir mean adopticn seores has heen taken as
| inﬂicative of the operation of reference group influcnee by
pravious investigators like Basa~anﬁ Basu {1963), 'In 2n
'essentially similar context Marsh and Coleman (lQSé) have
utilised a similar aperaﬁienal approach., In the preﬁent study
inference of the operati&n of reference gfcnp influenc@ was
‘made by ﬁemparing the adepticn gscore of a respondent farmar
with the aﬁonticn.nerms of his designated refaefence groupe.
The data of the present study ;apd evidenes that there is a
direct relationship between adoption scores af individuals and
'adéptien seores or, nerms of tﬁeiv‘refefence groups. This
would indicate that a farmer's aéuption behaviour is influenced
by %he adoptioh norms of his reference groups. In other vords,
a ngrmative ?eferenea group relationship hag beeniestabliaheﬁ
b@tween.tha farmers anﬂitheir asSaciatgs-in_prigary groupss
This requires theleénclusign that'%he difference in horms or
gtandards in rﬁapaeﬁ of adéptimn of assoeiated groups which
sngQ aé'reference gréups is a factor vhich contributes to .
d1fferential ado»tion behavi@nrq
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The empirical findings relating to the firat four
"hypothasea S0 far discussa& have generally su@@arted tha
theoretical construct of the study bearing upon -the first
proposition which states that differentlal adoption i? a .
funetion of reference group influence. The émpiriecal m&del

~ of the present invcstigation d4d not envisage the explielt

study of the meehanisnsinvelveﬂ in reference group processes,
auch.a‘ﬁatailaﬂ\snalysis WOuld prehably lie in the realm of
soclal psychology dealing exelusively with the study of
referenca groups and ia beyond tha s¢ope of an iavestigatien

of the present nature. Howevery an attempt was made in this
study through the Pifth hypothesis to tTeat one aspect of the
refereﬁce group pracéss in a tentative féshiéng This éspaet
invqived the concept of closeness-of-tles., Braaély speaking,
this coneept inéﬁrpe:atas a ageiala@sycholbgieal mechanism\ﬂhich
might be suggested as being involved in the‘reference groué
process, Notattempt hay beon made to isolate the key elements
ond study them separatoly, | | o

| The £1fth hypothesis, thus, pasmlates that an individual's
attitudes conform to the attitudes of others in agsaciated groups
which garve as referance graups and that the degraa of conformity
is limited in a larg@ measure by the extent of his clasenesa-afw
ties with those groups. The Pindings of thig study have supparted
this hypothesisg It would seem that the ostansibly private
attitudea of the individual farmers to innovations @ﬁa ifn fact
attitudes which are gsnﬂrated'and'maintaineﬂ'in close inters

gotion with amall groups of other peecple whom the individual
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emlua%aﬁ gaaiﬁ»ﬁvely and with whon he has close socisl
ralatians, Other rosggreh findinps by F@Stiﬂger Schachbopr
and Back (l@ﬁﬁ) and Shordf (1953} have indicated thet intere
agtion amng individuals aparotes Lo produce shared standapds
of 3:;6@«31&%@3, @g:ommn% attitvdes end ways of behaving.,

To this point, the s?ind;:lzigs of this rége;}z’*esh in respect
@f"ﬁh@sﬁivﬁt‘prﬁﬁaaiéian nave haanxyeiaﬁe& to the %héova%iﬁal
eonstruet ampl@yaﬁ in thig stuﬁy; The main cloment upon vhich

- this canstraﬁs haa boon farmnlaﬁeﬁ is the referenéa-graup

caﬁc@p@. &t tho outzel, the investipation of deeisions ra&ating |
te the adoption or noowadoption of thres fasn practices tws
indicnted the @%ist@nae and oparation of refercnae grovp
Influence as ¢ favtor contribuking to thege differential a&wﬁ:ﬁ.@n
docisions. Nexty inferonce of v@f@mnaa group influence on
~ the maintonance M attitndes towards innovations as well as
on gonarpl aﬁagﬁi@n isehaviow‘ was ﬂram fz'am the m:adinga of
thea aﬁuﬁyw And finsny, some indleations mra gfwm that intor
action betwoen the individunl fevmer and others m anall groups
whom he gmss.%iﬁaly avaluates, operates to produce uniformity in
attitudes towards innovations. To sum up, thege fméiings
support the propositien that diffevential adoption of farm
practices ﬂ.n & funotion of mﬁa‘mnw group influenca,
The éé@cm mmmm of this study embodics the

~ sociologieal prineiple that tho norms or standards of a Soefal
system tend to affect or influence the behaviour of Ita

momberas Following from this prapas!.tﬁ.mn one hypotheslis was
| formulated vhich states that an ndtvidual's innovativeness




110
varlas éireatly with the norms of his soaial systém on .
innevativenesss In view of the fact that the yasp@nﬂeat farpors
‘live in thraa distinet viliag@ c@mmumities, the p?es&nt sﬁu&y
has provided an appsrtunity to deteamina the %ffeﬁt of cammunity
norms on the adoption of impwavaa‘fgrm practicess For s%mﬁying
this aspect of the Peseaveh g?@hl@$~ﬁhe‘n@rml@ffa»éémﬁﬁéiﬁy

@n*ﬁha'ﬁraﬂiﬁianalymbéern dimension vas mﬁagu§eévﬁy moans of & \

| N ﬁmrm-m@asur@ of innovativeness wi%h ?aap&eﬁ:ﬁe gdoption @f‘

V;graetieea, The findings of the a%u&y in this regard 1n&1ea%as
that the norms of the eommunity in vhich the farmer 1&?@3 has
_a.b@aﬁing on his innovativeness, along with other soélal and
econemiy‘ahafaetenistiﬁﬁg.'6ﬁh§r rosearch f&ﬁﬁi@gsfﬁy Van den
Ban (1960) and Rogers and Burdge (1962) lend corroborative
evidence %e this fiﬂaing cf the pras&nt agtudy. Th&-gﬁegenm
£inding points ﬁa ﬁhﬁ importanes of the community norm vaxiabla
ags an important fa@ﬁer which contributes to differential
.aeeaytanaa of praatiaas. '
‘The third aspeat of this reSﬁaxeﬁ stuﬁy ?Qlﬁ%@w to an

:  angxysie of the. zalationshipg batweaa community norms on
tgaﬁiﬁi@aaliamumgdaxnism and @%har charscteristics of the
community, Relatively spaahmng, the ‘High &ﬁnpﬁi&m‘villaga
.vhere the farmers are consistently high in &a@ptian of recommendod
practicesy represents a comrunity with a maﬁara norn whil@ the
'Low Adoption’ village‘mith a low level of adoption of
- recommended practlcees repregents a eoémuai%y with a traditional
norm, The 'Medium Adoption! village whers the level of adoption

of vecommended practiees is medium represents & commmnity with
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_ what.might be ealled a trasitionel norm. The préssnt analysis
has 1nﬂi¢ated that the differences in norms among the three
villéges gre highly related to the differences among tham"‘
with respect to the level of eﬁucation, attituﬂes %owar&s

| 1nnovatians and compunication bahaviaur of the farmers resiaing
in each of the villages, .Kowever,rit was found that thgra was
11ttle varistion asmong the villages cﬁmmunitiaa in respset of
the socio-economic status of their farmer members, In a study
6f truck~grovers by Rogers and Burdge (1962) rank-order
correlations of eemmuﬂity innovativeness norms . with charactorig-
tics like average years of educatlen; average acres of truck
(vegetable) crops, average soeial status, per eent with favourahla
attitudes towards innovation and per eent contach with ressarch
gtation were found to be positively correlated while average
-age of 'respondents as well'gs average size of faims were found
t0 be negatively correlateds In a study of variations in farm
innovativeness among Kentucky counties, Armstrong (1959)
correlated an average»inncvativeness measure of norme with othor
county varibles 1ika ﬂegrea of urbanization, farm 1ne@ma lovel
and farm Speeialization- ‘

The £indings of the present stuﬁy indieate that farmers
in a modern community have a high level of educatien, nore
favourable attitudes towards innovations and more cosmopoliteness
in commnication behaviour, while farmers in a 'traditionall
-community have a relatively low level of education, less favours
able attitudes towards innovations and less coémopa}itea@ss in

commnication behaviours The findings of Marsh and Coleman(l1954)
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shaw thaﬁ in respect of "Low Adoption? aaighbourﬁoads, the
farms were small, the aducatienal l@vel of the farmers was lowy -
caatacts wxﬁh ccmmnn&&at&on ah&nnela vas low anﬂ ﬁ@mmuﬁicatian
hehaviour was oricnted more to Ewealita SOUTrCeSs B

In raspaet of the grsssnﬁ study it weul& seen ﬁhat thﬁ
impact of urbanization has canﬁribnﬁeé to the varia%ign in
'ianVativanass observed anong the. villagess Fsr instance, the
'High &ﬁsyﬁi@m‘ village ia loeatod neaz@st to B@lii Biﬁy and
the 1Lew Adnptimn‘ village farthest fram the City, Nearness %o
' tha city has %raughﬁ about a pernepti&le ehanga in.tha cropping
_ pattern of %he High &aaptien' vi}laga whar@ th@ praéuatign of
fodder (mainly jauar) and vegatables (grean p&aﬂ) i on the
incremsa, Thﬂﬁ@ eﬂterpriaaﬁ are r@parteﬁ to he highly ;rafitable.
Again the gen@r&I level of eﬁuaa%i@ﬂ of the rasidenﬁs (farmara
as we11 a& nanufarmera) 1s quite high eamhina& with a;high raﬁa
of accupatianal mobilitys. It w@ulﬁ seem that %ha impaeﬁ of
- urban infiuanee~has led %o axyaauza tc nev ideas, infarma@ian
and opinimn 1.@: nov soclal kﬂﬁﬁlﬁﬁga whieh, in &urmghaa led to
mntivations anﬁ aspirations to higher standavds of 1iviﬁg. Being
o social and psyehalagieal mamber of a aacial sygﬁem, the farmerts
attituﬁes, reaeticna, anﬁ behavinuﬁ aro affoeted hy the E@éi&l
systemﬂs nornS. Thus, in a m@dern soclal gystem, the farmers
tend to be influﬂnaeﬂ by its ﬁ@minanﬁ eharaaterisﬁiﬂs like
acononlc ra%ienali&atien and Qosmapolitene$s vhich is raflaeted
in the high level of adoption of improved graetiaeﬁg similarly, '
'in a traditional soclal system reprasenze& by the- 'Lﬁﬁ Adoptiont
village vhere the impget of urban infliuence has,baga ‘least, the
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dominant characteristies would seem %o bo lack of economic
rationaiity¢and-localiteness.' These charactaristics are
reflected in the 1aw 1eve1 of adaptian of imprnved praetices by
the farmer members of the soecial system.

another factor which might have contributed to high level
vaadopticn in the nn&e?n social system is the finteragtidn‘ or
=$§nmwballﬁ'e££e¢tq (Ryan and Gross,l1943; Galaﬁan;gﬁ‘g;gﬁlﬁﬁ7;'
;énd Bogers,,lgéaigv The increasing humber of farmers vho adopt
‘irecomménded praetiees‘cver-a time perioed offers néw stimilus to
the remaining farmers and affects their adoption behaviour in
a positive fashion in the form of what might be called a *chains
reactlon! .« GonVersely, in the treditional social system the .
adoption model would seem to b8 4 staﬁie'one, in vhich, for
the‘majbrity of farmers, no stimlus is aff@#@é for changes

The discussion now turns to an examinéticn:aﬁ'the findings
in respect of 'referonece influentials!, Refevence influentials
are those persons who serve1campérative and/or normative funchions
in relation to adoption of practices: They funetion to provide
points of eomparative refarence and/or as gourc¢es of normative
reference for other individuals or !influencses! in their decisione
making in respect of adoption of practices, ?halrale of tho
referén¢a influentials will be either in promoting or retarding
aﬁeptieniof practieas‘amcng the influencees depending upon their
oun adoytion behaviour and the value thoy place upon aﬁaptien
of practiues. Reference influentials who are low adopters and
place a low value 6n\aﬁop%ian of practices serve to retard
adoption of praectices while reference influentials who are high
adopters and who place a high value on adoption of practices
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‘serve to prowote adoption of practices. Thus in the*p?a&an#
~study the<dime§sian of 'reference influoncae! includes hbthnthe
positive and negative aspects, Xlapper 51960)'aﬂd Rogers |
_(1?62) have pointed out that 1ittle raaearch4aﬁtéﬁﬁicn has boen
fpéid.oﬁ the negative aspect of the opinion 1eadezship dimension
in diaeeuraging adoption. | _

In the present 1nveatigatien a commmnity-vwise eamparison
has been made between the charasctoristics of refevence influen-
tials and ihQSe whom they influenced in adeptian-decisions, | |
namely, the influencees. The findings indicate that, in general, |
refarsnce influentials wore eansiaﬁently higher than influsneses
in respect of age, educational atatus, sige of farm and innovaw
tiveness except in the Low Adoptien village, where no difference
‘was discernible between reference influentials and influsncess
in respect afﬁednaatianal a%atuag, The deviancy-from -norms
scoras have indicated that reference influentials conform more
| closely to soclal system nsrma.%han<6ﬁher nembérs éf the soeizl
 systemy o ' |
The' find*ngs of the study 1ndicata that in all the three
’v111age cmmmunitias referenee influenﬁials vere slightly oldey
in age than 1nf;uenca@sg This poinzs to the fact that those
ﬁ vwho serve as points of reference or:yblegmadelssinbrespaet of

;,adb§tian behavionr probably command respect and thelr opinions
and advigq~are pesitivéiy avaluatéd-en aﬁebunt4¢f‘thair alder
. 8ge than the influengeas. It would alsoc @cem to indicate the
pover-dominancs of ‘older persons over younger parsons or the

cultural value of respect for older parsonsg
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In respect cf;adﬁeatianal status, reference influentials
wera found to be higher in’'educational ‘si":a'&us than mi‘lueneeeé
in the High Adoption and Medium Aﬁnfg;tian villapes .whiia- in the
Lov Adopticn village no such difference was discernible, This
finding would.go te.showvﬁhét in a soclal system with relatively
maéerﬁ norms, eﬂucaﬁian:conféms a highér's@gial etatﬂé and |
) éducaﬁed-indivi&ualé are looked upon as models for ovaluation
.anﬁ compa@ison; ' The educeted individuals serve as potential
;sevraas for regulation, through com@arativa anﬁ nermativa
relatlionships,y of the behaviour of the masarity of farners.  In
contrast to this, reference influentlals in the Low Adagﬁian"
village were found to be of the same aducatianai gstatus as that
pf the influanﬁeeSq The madarity of tha farmers in the Low
Adoption village héveviittié'formai eéu¢ation‘and the sonfes of
their behaviour norms seam to be located in perséns who are
themselves having 11ﬁtlé'formal e&ueééion. There would seenm
to be a wide gacial and psychological zap between these vho have
little or no education and those ﬁho are educated and this would
aeéount for the faet that reference crienmaﬁions of the éajerity
of the farmars in th@ Low Adapﬁian village are not directed
towards persons who have more educaﬁian in the formal senses

With regard to the size of farm, reference influentials
were found to be characterised by farming 1arger haldings than
influenaees in all the three communities, Ownsrship of land is
considewed‘a‘highly‘valuea pogsassion as well as a symbol of
soclal status in the area of studys -In view of the functional
relationships obtaining in the village soclety, advice and
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opinions emanating from sources having a higher soelal status
tend to be highly valued and accapted. Persong with higher .
social statua usually hava higher dcgree of pover ﬂominance
and have a greater p@tential for 1nfluencing otherss

The findings of the presant study relating to age,
educational status and size of farms of the reference influentials
are in ganaral agreemﬁnﬁ wiﬁh the findings on the characteristies
of opinion leaders, hyvﬂionberger (1953, 1959), Bmery and
GeserAQLQES),'Rahim {1961) and Rogers and Burdge (1962). |

The findings of the present study with respect o
innovativeness of refersnce influentials indieate that in
general, in all the three villages, they are more imncvative .
than inﬁluencéesga The findiﬂgé élso demonstrate that reference
influentials in the High Adoption village tend to belong to the
éarly aaopter”eategogy while in the Medium Adopticn and Low
4doption villages they tend to belong te the eariy majority
' aﬁd 1ate‘majoriﬁy eatégany respectively., mhe-aifféreneé B |
between reference influentials and influencees in regpect of
their 1nRQVat§venasa!does not appear to be too wide, This
would inﬁicate that individual faymers-ténd to adopt as role-
models others who are not very far different from them in their
behaviours This fmaigg is suppdrtéd by the findings of
Lionberger (1953, 1955), Van den Ban (1961) and ﬁogers and
Burdge (1962)¢ '

The findings of the study in resgect of d@viancyafromw
norms indiecate that in general rgferen@@ influentlsls conformed

more closely %o social system norms thanvinflu@nceesg In the



117

High Adopticn village, the reference influentials were much
more innovativerthan thelr influencees while in the Medium
adoption and Low Adoption villages refercnce influentials wers
reiaﬂiVelyiless {nnovative,as compared to their influencoess
This finding is supported by the findings of Marsh and Coleman
(1954) and Rogers aﬁd'Burdge (1962) . | - \ |

The present chapter has related the findings of this
research to the theoretical framevork employed, Relevant
fiﬁéings from previous research studies have also been ciﬁed.
In the next chapter will be presented a summary of the findings
and conalusions, thelr implications fcr gx£éﬁsien work and

also a. few suggestions for fuvther research,



| This research study, entitled "4 Study of Differential
Adoption of Imgréveé;?arm,Praaﬁieas in Relation %o R@faﬁ@nﬁa
Group Influence and Gemmunityvﬁorms"]wasieanéuatea dﬁ&i&g3&he.
péﬁiﬁﬁ 1964 -1965 in.ﬁh&ﬁgawaia,blﬁék invﬁhéfﬁn&ﬁm,?erriﬁafyﬁaf
j‘i’)alm.. The objectives of the study have beens
(1) To study adoption of farmApraaﬁiaaa as a fanatien
 of referdance group inf luence.
(2) To find out the composition of referanea grsuys '
which influence adoptlon bahaviaura
(@) To study the influﬁasa of eommnity innovativeness
norns on individual innovetiveoness.
(4) To study the extont to vhich community innovativeness
. ‘norms agé.r@lgtéd«ta*eﬁhar:eammuniﬁy characteristics.
Three villages,; out of the total ﬁf’fiftysix*?illagea
in Khanaawala'hloek; zap?@é@ﬁﬁing thrrae diffarent tyg@é‘ﬁf
- community aﬁ,seaial'ayaﬁéﬁ;ﬁaﬂms, ﬂamaiy, modorn, transitional
| and traditional were selected for the studys The respondents of
"the skuﬁyvécﬁaisﬁeé of zga,faﬂmﬁravﬁaprésanﬁing tha total number
of heads of farming famili@s‘ﬁegiéingAin these three villeges.
Field inteorvieus mera-eanéuéﬁ@ﬁ with a prepared schedule.
The analysis of data revealed the f@llawiﬁg supmarized findings:
1. There was a direct relationship betweén adoption of
practices by the farmors and their referente orientations

or relationship to groups @hiéﬁ glace a positive value on
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adoption, This relationship obtained in all the three
villages. The frames of reference of adopters wiyhin
vhich they draw their deqisions to adopt were f@uﬁé'%o be
provided by ﬁistincﬁive segments of the social sygtema
vhich are positiVely oriéntsd tawardé adoptiaﬁ. These
:distinetive segments or groups of persons formed the
reference groups of adopters of practices and their.
motivation to adopt wers dérived from the influence of
these referancs groups. | | | |
- There. was nc direct relationship between non-adoption of
. practices by farmers in the High Adoption village and
roference orientations to groups vhich place a negative
‘value on adeption. In raépeee'gf nanaadapterslin'the
High Adoption village distinetive veference group ‘
relationships were not clearly discernibl@. It would soem
that the 'other' orientations ofAnon»aénpting farmers are
- extremely’ restricted and these faxgars'tend to be more or
leas social isolatoes, |
There wés\a'direat relationship between non-adoption of
practices b& farmers and their reforence oricntations to
groups which plaée a negative value on adoption in the
Medlum Adoption and Low Adoption villages, The frames:
of reference of non-adopters of practices in these villageé
- appeared to be anchored on based on distinctive segments of
. the Boeclal systams which are negatively orierited tovards
| adoptlions These distinctive segments or groups of perscns

formed fha roference groups cf‘noa~aécpters of practices
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- and their ﬁelﬁctance.tc adopt vere dorived from the
influence of thesa reference groupss o |
4, “There was & s direet relationship b@twaen attitudes towards
innovations of farmers and the ‘attitudes towards
innovatiaﬁs of raﬂerence greaps§ This indicated the
existonee and operation of refeaeneevérouy inflﬁsnca in
"-th@ maintenance of attitudes tovards innovations. .
‘-Eh The pregence of &iracﬁ)ralaﬁiansﬁips hotwaon the adoption
behaviowr of farmars and thsir raspeetivé,ref@renca
grnups indiceted thah refa@ena@ groups influenced the
- adoption behaviour af f&rmﬁrs..

56; The mechaenism involved . in reference greup procasses which
: ‘tond to create mniformity in attitudes towards innovations
botween farmers and ﬁheir-refaven@e groups consist of '
{nterpersonal contacts, mutual aid and reciprocity in
relations and'positivaravaiuation of the members of. the
group. '

/7, The membership of roference groups of farmers was found to

. te composed mainly of persons with hhom.thay had cloge,

primary relationships. like friends, neighbaurs and
relatives, This leads to the conclusicn that in the
siﬁuaﬁian stuﬁie& primary groups gerve as reference groups
for aﬁopﬁion hshaviour,

8., The foregoing rindings laad to the conclusion that adaﬁtien
af improved farm nraetiees is, to a meaningful ext@nx,
.gunetion,af the influenaa daziveﬁ from.refarengevgreups.

Tha‘qnasﬁian of adoptlon and ngnpadcptian»bflimpr@vgd
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practices can be ﬁore gdequatély uaﬁexstood as a quastion

of adoption anﬁlnsa§ado§tion,amang graﬁﬁa of farmers who

share cqmmﬁnﬁatﬁiﬁu&ﬁs and behaviour patterns rather

than as.isolated individual farmerss

-Community innovativeness norms were found to determine, at

least in ﬁart, the innovativeness of individual farmers,
Thus farmers residing in the High Adoption village tend

. to ba-maré'innﬁvaﬁﬁva\ar.ralaﬁiveiy garlier ta‘adépﬁ'

10,

praaticeszthanviafmaralgasiéing in the Medium Adoption or
Iow Adoption vil&ages;l |

The norm,of-a\viilage community on the traditional-modern
dimension wvas found to be siénifiﬁantly related té the
level of aﬂuaaﬁiﬁﬁ, attituﬁes towards innovations and
communi.cation behaviour of its farmaz mambers, while thero
¥as no signifieamx relationsh1p~with the aoeic~eeonem1e
status of its farmgr memberss The genoral level of
eéaea%ion of farmers was found to be higher, their attitudes
tawarda inn@vatieﬁs wore found to bo more favcnxabl@ and |
their cammunicaﬁ&am behaviour showod more casmnpaliteﬂass
in the High ﬁﬂa@ti@a village than in the M@dium§Admptian
and Low A&o@ticg'villagesg | o

, & comparison of the characteristics of refereonce

Influentials Qiﬁh influencees revealed thatyin general,
referance iafiﬁ@aﬁiéls were=charac§ﬁria§d by slightly older
ape, nore éﬁuﬂa%iang 1argér~ﬁi#ed ha&ﬂings and élesa?
-c@nfarmitj~t@-eﬁmmunity normsi Rafsrehee-influantiaiﬁ in
the High Adapﬁi@ﬁ,vil lage tended %o belong to the early



- adopter category while in thékgeﬁﬁum Adoption and Léw;'
&éaﬁgianViliagés they t@gﬁéﬁ to helong to the eagzy
najority end the late msjority categories Tespectively.

The fﬁﬁﬁiﬂ@a of ﬁhﬁ pregeat study have iﬁﬁiﬂﬁta& the erueial
rale of group imfluaneas 1n aﬁagﬁiﬁn Qf’&mp?mv&ﬂ farnm praetic@sg
| In as much &g atti%uﬁaﬁ, 3uﬁgaman$a and aensaqaamkly, the
.'@eczsians of fermers hava ba@m famnﬂ to have thoir anchorages

-in elose, primary groups vhich gerve as reference groups,

changes in thelr mental orientations, attitudes and Judgements
whﬁek»mighﬁ resnult i& a&aﬁﬁiwﬁ éf‘rae@mﬁﬁnéedxfarm ﬁractiees
cannot obviously be a purely individuanl maﬁtax»

Houy pﬁag?amm@s ef aﬁﬁ@@aian faeus éiraetly on pl&nn@d
‘,ﬁbaﬁg@g They atbempt %o infiuence people to change their ways
of thinking and h@ﬁéving‘in.aréegifed direction, 4nd since, the
. findings of the prosent study demonstrate thet attitudes and

\.mnﬁes of behaviour of individuals which &re the targets of

- extension pragr&mmes, may well be the products of 1aaiviaualﬁ *
group 2@1ﬁﬁiﬁnﬁﬂiﬁﬁywﬁh%;@?@bl@&:ﬁ?@m the point of view aﬁ
extonsion work is how iﬁé&v&d&é% aﬁﬁiﬁuﬁ9 anﬁ behaviour can ba
 changed given the fact that the in&iviéual%‘ééé not so free to
ghangé ﬁniia%@rally bux are 1ikaiy o ch&aga in ﬁh@ di?@ntian
of 8 group n@rmﬂwit% the group sewvimg as the madium of emanga.
Intra-group influences or'influences aﬁamming from within the
| gr@ép‘éﬁéwﬁighly rolovant to the problem of &ﬂapﬁiéﬁ;
| iéwawwgy,amﬁansiag work would imply attempts at influence
which @?igiﬁate'auﬁaiae~ﬁhe gésﬁg,, Uhenthat is communieated



rns counter to ﬁh@ gﬁavailing attiﬁuﬂe&, oyiﬁians and maé@s

Cof beﬁsv&aur of iﬁdividuala that aza-shayad with significant
others in the situational fieldﬁ, than'ﬁhat extornal iarluenne-
éﬁtem§t3wi11 surely'ﬁe‘r@si$téég S§m11a¥1y,'&éﬁiv1auals will

. mors réaﬁi&y yes@cnﬁ to such iafiu@aée'aatémpﬁa if they perceive ‘
that significant others in their situstional fields favour the
proposad c&éngéﬁ- ia;this'waé, inﬁluanées:of Significéhz othérs

| in tho situaticnal £ields or wéféréﬂea'gémays intervena crueially
in the éiffﬁsiaﬂsaﬁméﬁiaa-prmcéssés‘uy inducing resistance to
th@ﬁ@‘iﬁflﬁéﬁges'whieh'ga ecounter to’their‘nnrms‘er standards
and .also, on the other. hand, by aneaaraging positive responsos

t0 those influences which are in harmony with or are aeaeptahl@
‘.te bo incorporated with, their norms of stanﬁards.

Phe erucial intervening role of peference grﬁug
1nf1ﬁaﬁne$ in the ﬁiffus&anna&apﬁicn pr@ﬁ@a&es:wéuldvﬁugg@sﬁ '
‘that eztension methods to be utilised in inflmencing farmers
shonld r&ﬁhﬁr-ba in the naturs of graup‘eantaets than masSs or
individual contacts, Bven though mags communications may serve
- to provide 1nt¢rmaﬁiaﬁ on new ideas or innovations, extension
" personnel mhy well remembery that farmers':deeisionsxﬂe uge the
1nfarmat;an‘wi11 he'eenﬁitiona&'ané @egalaﬁe& by the reference.
group medias In tho same way, ehamge‘agsﬁtg should 5&5& in
mind that aéﬁiea and infgﬁmaéian concerning innovations which
| they yrovide by individual contacts are 1ikely to he iﬂterprsted

by the indlviduals in terms of the norms or standards of thelr

- reference groups and their recctions and feapmnses wili, to
‘this extent, be limited or determined by these norms, Thorefore,
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ijt nay be more logleal for en exténsion agent to attempt to
ﬁnﬂumw his cliantele by group. we%:haem m'hh@y than to aﬁizam@%
‘i;a induce or influence an 1&@&*}3?3.3%1 o éaviam from his gmzap’a
' ,mrms. To the extent that an sxtension agent uses group methods
as the basie mgmﬁmm for premoting axmmiem pmgrammes,hia
chences of success are likely t6 be moré., Than, again,smaa
at%imdaa or the state of r@aémaaa i;a innovate or use ahangeﬁ.
nodes of t%@hmlagy vhmh arae originated and maintained in )
‘smsmiatwn w&th mfemma gr&upa ara relatively enduring, the
strategy ai action uﬁmﬁeé by @ ew i.gm sgents might oncompaes
& :!.ss.mg: rmge approach m ahanga t%mngh alﬁwiﬁ@{ basic attiimﬁas
and values rather ﬁhan promobing amg}.s imaamtims in the
rs%uama i.:a wmch they ore éﬂ%i@paﬁ by agré.wl%wal sclentists,

in the Lgm: ‘0f the pmssnﬁ amﬁy, serﬁam auggamians
for fatu&‘% ma@amh 'a:t*&é{ir&ma%ﬁ m:mm

{1) In %Ms study a awmy with ﬁeh@emle das:i,gn was amplaya@.
It s suggeafzsm %ha’& fu‘bm’*e atués.es might use a:itemmiw

ﬁeainna 1ike c:bmymtimal oy emema tal d—@ssﬁ.gn&ﬁ ?im

pregense eﬁ vxllag@s ag disﬁ&mﬁ units indicate 'l:s;:zais such
_ designs might prove ugeful and f@asimsf
. (@) In view of the fact that cevtain dimensions ‘af mf@mﬁa&a
group gixemm@m ave not amonable to study by the interview |
schodule msthod, it is suggested that alternative methodolo-
 gleal approaches 1ike the use of projeetive techniques
%@igﬁ'&; hﬁ am?l&y@é for @ﬁéiﬁ;ﬁg iﬁ?ﬂﬁzﬂaﬁiéan@
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(3) Future rescarch é-ffqr:s might else be directed towards the |
_ construetion b? a linear ‘seale for the @amﬁrmﬁm of
© refarenca gﬁ@up orientations, The development of sueh a8
mesgure might emb?.é the use of reference group ormnﬁatims
a8 an independent variahla in maltiple c@rmlation appmach@sr
%o pmdmuon of 1mmativ@mss¢
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22, Vho or uwhat suggested the V8@ Of cesssnes t0 you

4 . | . , .
» ,‘(5) Personal sources (specify below)

22(#) Is g@@;..;,;;aa‘aAfwieaﬁ, vevess 8 NELZNBOUY seveen
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(4) - ,
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Who do you usually see for help and adviee in farming
matters?

L relationshi

Compared $o thoese pevsons do you fesel that you ave doing
a good job as a farmer?

How important 15 to you aw a farmer the ayinimn and

advice of thess persons?
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43, Who 4o you usually see for help and adviee in farming
- matiers? , | . . Fare

44, Compared to ﬁhé;sé pergons do you fasl that you are
g doing o pood Job as a farmery o ,

45, How important is it to you as a farmsy the opinions
and advice of these parsons seeees S

Important Some imporiancs

(1)
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(3)
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- ‘46, Do you lnow anyone in this village or nearby whe prafars
ko UBL ssanerseens (Sp&ﬁif? below)
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48, Have you recsived any sugg@stions or aﬂviaa that
entourage the use of sececsre Y&s eens O wonws

48(a) From whom did you receive such auggasﬁiens or advice
O (ﬂﬁeeify ‘below)
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(1)
(2)
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1. Do you like to discuss farming
mattera WIth cespane

2s Do you feel that he has 'gead
ideas' on farming matters PR

3¢ Do gﬁa 1ike ta discuss your
personal problens vith sesesee

~ e Do you foel that seeveses
will give you 'goed advics'
on personal problem ssiess

5« Do you meet with o S e ns
fraﬁuaaﬁly*.... ocecasionally. vy

8s Do you enjoy talking aﬁd
ﬁiﬁausﬁing HEItH aevaese

7+ Would you h&l? YY)
 financially ox aeeially :
12 he is in noed of ifvevvne

'31 Wa&lﬁ yon 88K seeenes .
for his help financially
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1« Hang ma&&“ciatﬁ is .
- - better than nill made.
eloth. - o

g, ey farming methods ™
destroy the richness of
tha pfaﬁuch“grﬁwn?

3e It 15 desirable to save
time and energy by using
machinery rather than
doing verk by hand.,

4s M1l made sugar is less
. Tich, tast? than
fkhanﬁaaris

S» Llfe is better when one
has eleactrical and :
nechanical convenlences
for ugse, = S

Gs The fa@d problem can he
solved only by using .
new farming methods.

[ ]

7. New crop varistiesz are
less tastyynubritions .
than ordinary varieties, . =

8. Having new things or
nore things simply adds -
to unhapplness, ...

Oy Usae of machinery will .. ..
upset the simple, happy
life we Indians have
always had,

10 The preblenm of poverty
and unemployment can be
Sclved only by astablish-
ing industries. X
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