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INTRODUCTION



II'JfivODUCTIQIi

n nunber of distinctive features are characteristic 

of the agricultural sector of Kerala* The i^ricultura2 

sector is more conimercializec! in the state tnan elsewhere 

and the food oroduction has always been far shoit of 

Kerala's requirements* The production of food grains 

in 1962 was roughly 9*67,000 tons. The gap Detween 

fooa requirements and the level of production, thus 

worked out to over 50 per cent of total requirement in 

1952* The land productivity is generally high in ner Ho 

and compares very favourably with that in other states 

of India, and the agricultural practices in «.eraia are 

relatively of advanced type. lice, trie principal food 

croo of the state is cultivated quite intensively.

-he Techno-*- cononlc survey of Kerala (1962j reports a

that in 1950-59, noddy covered 1*9 million acres out of 

2*7 million acres under field crops- The production of 

rice in the same year was Q,39,000 tons, while the rice 

acreage fell by only 0.4 per cent daring 1951-59. Its 

production daring the same period raised up by over 

31 per cent. Hie growing appreciation among farmers 

on the utility of fertilisers, improved seeds and oetter 

techniques of cultivation is largely responsible for 

this steady improvement.



bnlike in other states, the spread of High Yieldln£ 

Varieties (h.f./s. ) of rice in Kerala is gradually regainin 

its lost ground after the severe setbaex suffered in 

1974-75 due to the unprecedented incidence oC poet anu 

diseases* ith nearly 2.34 lakh hectares, i u Y.V* covered 

Cierely 31 per cent of rice cultivated in the stale during 

1976-77. Tne area unaer i.Y.Vs during ’'Viruppu*' season 

had registered further significant increase rencoing 

nearly a third of the crop under theu>. Similarly there 

has been improvement in the area under k.Y.V'. during 

lVunt-ja season alao with nearly 80 per cert of shf crop 

unaer tnen. Though there in a been son,© gainc iu the 

area under li.Y.Vs during ** .undakan1' season, the rate 

of spread continued to be low, hai'dly covering a quarter 

of the rice area. The area sown more than once declined 

to the extent of about 9,500 hectares and, the diistrlou- 

tion of area under crops showed only marginal changes 

in 1976-77 over the previous year. The most significant 

cnunge has oeen the decline in the area under rice by 

about 22,000 hectares. In general the yield of various 

crops declined during this period. Among these crops 

rice stood out significantly. The decline in yield or 

rice was et the rate of 49 kg/ho. (economic I ©view,19??,•

According to a survey conducted a y the hireau 

of rconomic studies, 89 per cent of the farmers needed



credit of different types and 82 per cenc of the 

farmers neeaed snort term credit in 196c. On the 

oa3is of the findings of tne survey, the annua]! 

agricultural credit needs for the whole stu ue vas put 

at 452.8 crores. against this, the total amount 

distributed through organised Institutions in 1358-59 

*as only t.2.49 crores* This left large gao wn Lch 

was probably met oy moneylenders who generaLly <hnrged 

high interest rates* Since the u.f.V. programme 

would require large amounts of working capital 2or 

the various types of farm expenses, the need for 

expansion of rural creaifc facilities tnrough organised 

institutions cannot be over stressed.

The Co-operative credit 3ysfcem in tne state made 

modest progress curing 1976-77* fhe average membership 

oer society rose from 1331 to 1400* fnere n d been 

significant increase in the average working capital 

per socieby which also rose oy about 36 per cent, 

curing the same year the oank had succeeded in making 

a creak through In its activities, under its ordinary 

lending programme, the banx disbursed 6.91 croi es 

as against u.2.92 crores m  1973-76. The -.rail 

banner’s Development Agency (3*i .J.^.; in the state 

made significant or ogress. Bhort terra loans amounting 

ro 4. 3.82 crones ana ocher term loans amounting to
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%. 4.12 crorvs were disbursed. Cver 5a,GOO members 

were enrolled In 1:11© Co-operatives and • 2#Gd 2 a*tas 

were given over to the Co-operatives towards the rlsK 

fund.

' ioday the cultivators are responsive to now iueos 

and are willing to take up improved practices. 1 ouever 

they have to be provided with necessary iaclllti t  sucn 

as irrigation, credit etc. to ensure satisfactor/ 

cultivation of the H.Y.Vh

nut the above statistical inform'"tion gives the? 

credit facilities and other Input facilities were 

increasing stage by stage b y different organised 

institution; even then, the rice production signifi

cantly declined and. estimated %  Kg/ha and the area 

of cultivation declined, was roughly 22,000 ha. in 

1976-77.

v«ith these b .sic pro Diems, this study attempts 

to assess the adoption behaviour of farmers, growing 

rf,Y. /• of paddy, utilizing tne credit facilities in 

the area. The following objectives have oeen formulated 

for the study.



Objectives.

1. To study tne adoption behaviour of the pro jre^sive 

aadless-progresalve fanners under the high Yielding 

Variety Programme of paddy cultivation*

2. To study the credit need ana credit utilization in 

adopting the inoroved package of practices recouter- 

ded for growing High Yielding poddy varieties.

3* ?o study than relationship of socio-eccmonie 

characteristics that sic related to adoption 

and credit utilization under the High Yiald'nt 

variety programme of paddy cultivation*

fimitations of the study*

The study has been conducted In an intensive . ccdy

ia/elopfaant Unit (J.p.jJ*) purposively selected i n  order

to fulfill the following requirements.

a* An area where credit institutions wore widely

operative, since a part of the study is ~>n credit 

need and utilisation by farmers*

b. An area that is accessible and suitable for uata 

collection by the interviewer.

c. An area were a sizeable sample could be got 

under ooth progressive and r.cn-progreesivo groufs 

of farmers.



REVIEW OF LITERATURE
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n .VIZ* OF LIfaH

This chapter comprises of review on the past research 

work clone related to this study* The first section deals 

with p r o g r e s s iv e s  e s s of farmers and adoption of jjackage 

of practices o f * *Y.V* of paddy oy farmers.

The second Lection is about credit need and the 

credit utilization aspects pertaining to adoption of 

n.Y. v% o f p^day by farmers.

The third section is a review on socio-economic 

characteristics in relation to the adoption of ti.

of paddy oy the farmers.

The fourth section is confined to the preference 

of credit institutions and the perception of source 

of credit for the adoption of fl.Y.V. of paddy by 

farmers, npart from this hypotheses developed for 

this study is also given in this chapter.

The review of literature pertaining to measurement 

of the variables are given in the chapter on materials 

and methods.

I. Adoption under the i ,Y.V. programme of paddy.

Lionberger (1960) referred adoption as a parson 

decides that the new laea, proauct or practice is rood 

enougn for full scale ana continued use and also defined
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as the fu ll scale integration of the practice into the 

on-going operation.

Rogers and Shoemaker' (19/1) defined adoption as a 

decision to make fu ll use of new idea as the best cause 

of action available*

Flrst-D ilic, Puza (1975) defined adoption as the 

mental process through which the potential beneficiary 

passes heading to his decision to adopt the novelty*

The main characteristics of the adoption process is  its  

being a mental operation, consisting of several phases.

Extent of adoption*

Roy (1960) reported that the factors associated 

with low level of adoption of improved agricultural 

practices were lack of irrigetional fac ilit ies  ana 

high In itia l cost of agricultural innovation.

Kelkar and Sohoni (1965) found that 'low cost' of 

a practice did not necessarily provide strong incentive 

for adoption of a practice, while high cost of a practice 

whether in itia l or recurring proved quite a serious 

impediment in adoption*

Prasad (1967) opined that 42*2 per cent of the 

non-adopters of improved seeds did not adopt i t  due to 

high coat* It  was also observed that supply of seeds 

was inadequate and not timely*



hai (1967) found chat educated farmers having 

bigger size of holding, adopted hybrid naize earlier 

than illiterates. He did not find relationship between 

age of farmers and adoption of imoroved practices.

Singh (1967) analysed the effect of size of holding 

and percents?e of area Irrigated on the adoption uf 

ti.v.v. by farmers. he measured che level of aaopiion 

with the help of "Moption uuotient!t developed by 

Chatlopedhyay (1963)- He reported that the level of 

adoption of n.Y.V. of paddy, maize ana wneat by famars 

having different size of holding did not differ Qigni- 

ficantly. He found that even small farmers had hiqn 

level of adoption of H.£•/• This was mainly duo to 

liberalized short term loans advanced to iv-raerj 

adopting M.f.V.

Choudhary (1965) found that middle ago, higher 

education and oig size of holding were favourable 

factors for adoption of package practice^* io also 

reported thefc lack of tiaoly supply of production 

requisites were the major obstacles to the adoption 

of improved practices rocoismended under the package 

programme.

S t u d y  by dhaskora® (1970) depicted that farm size, 

education and position of farmers were cositively



associated with the extent of adoption. There were however 

instances where farmers with small land holding* and less 

education were also found to be good adopters of soam 

im p ro ve d practices*

Ealunkhe and Thorat (1975) found that the adoption 

behaviour of farmers however failed to show significant 

relationship with their caste, age, formal schooling, 

socio-economic status, value orientation and empathy.

Small farmers.

Patel (1965) revealed that a majority of small 

farmers are illiterate and some of them have to do 

service (Private or Government) a* their secondary means 

of liveli-hood. They have poor Knowledge of agricultural 

activities and leaser contact with the extension agents, 

haturally, there was low adoption of improved farm 

practices among them and poor participation in social 

organisation. They however, participated more in 

Co-operative societies* Supply of inputs in time had 

been one of their most important problems*

Daulat Singh and Srivastava (1970) explained that 

small cultivators had thr=© different sources, viz* 

Co-operative societies, Government and Traditional

ooneylendsrs. It has been observed that Co-operative 

iQWftS *c,,tly utillled “ *n  cultivators for
,W>tic expenditure and not for the purpose for
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Chaudhari and 3harraa (1970) revealed the inadequacy 

of the crop loan system, particularly in the context 

of socio-economic condition in which the small farmers 

find themselves, especially, those who are obliged to 

grow only cereals and pulses and not the commercial crops*

Pesai and &eik (1971) stated again that it can be 

speculated that tha demand for production credit for 

H*Y.Vs would go up in the future if relatively small 

and medium farmers taxe to cultivation of h*Y*Vs 

and/or the use levels of market inputs rise and adoption 

of recommended cultural practices for these crops 

increase and the rapid spread of H#Y*V, would require 

bringing relatively small and medium farmers within 

the fold of the H.Y*V* programme.

Khan (1976) concluded that there should be two 

sets of package of practices separately for big farmers 

and small farmers* In the case of former, our recommenda

tions could bear the ♦maximum* side because they will 

have the infrastructure, education, resource, risk 

taking willingness to adopt sophisticated innovations 

without much of the institutional supports, while the 

small farmer with little economic independence, would 

need credit to finance the new input® and extension 

education to make use of them*



Progre ss ivene sa.

Rogers (1962) opined that the criterion for adopters* 

categorisation is innovativeness, which is the degree 

to which an individual is relatively earlier to adopt 

new ideas than other members of the social system.

Hoy (1965), in his study on progressiveness of 

farmers included seven aspects viz. response to innovation, 

social participation, leadership capacity, attitude, 

use of information sources and rationality.

Sh&raa and Prasad (1971) concluded that in absolute 

terms per acre credit needs are little higher in 

relatively less progressive areas than in the progressive 

region. The availability of own cash at original level, 

growth in credits is higher I n  the progressive than in 

the less progressive areas.

Singh, 3hati aid Jain (1971) reported that the 

large proportion of less progressive farmers borrowed 

money for the purchase of bullocks followed by fertilizers 

whereas in the case of their progressive counterpart., 

the majority obtained credit for investment in developing 

owned irrigation equipment.

Jaiawal and Dave (1972) referred that the 'Progressive 

farmers*, 'innovators*, 'agricultural leader*, 'good 

adopter* etc, have been used as synonymous.



■that
* gain ho conceptualized ' A progressive T a r t a r "  I s  

one who in comparison with his fellow former* nosses^ 

better »mowledge and a more positive conviction about 

improved agricultural pr 'Cticea and wao Is an early 

adopter of a greater nunnier of agricultural innovations 

and whose total production and net-orofit p e r unit 

area setter than the norm  o f M s  terming comDunitj.

in this study, pro _ressiveness has been conceptualised 

as follows: * progressive famer is an upto-date in

practicing latest technology in h.Y./• cultivation, b> 

adopting the improved recommended package of practi< es. 

early adoption, leadership quality and fr* queue contact 

with extension agencies*

Adoption of package of practices of h././.

Noy (11G6) found tint out of four practices, the 

adoption of improved varieties of wheat was found to 

be highest and green manuring, the lowest. Nitrogenous 

fertilisers and mould coara - plough were occupying the 

inlexiaedlate position. Tho hull, of fumers were low 

or non-xio >ters. m  case of wheel, the respondents 

were medium to high adopters. Tno adoption of I • Y. '• 

of wheat was found to oe significantly and positively 

reVted to a in; 1 icity-comp lexi ty, cost of innovation, 

co,ununicability, physical compatibility 

, Jjpatibility anl divisibility*
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Oesei end tfaik (1971) explained that there ia 

one more trend that while prices of food grains have 

oeen gradually falling,input prices have been increasing* 

I f  this trend persists, the spread of b.Y.V. and 

adoption of the package of practices would be adversely 

affected. This may tend to keep the demand for 

production credit for H.Y.V. depressed. And again he 

stated the reason that why did not have to incur debts 

for meeting exoenses on H.Y.V. lay in the fact, that 

the intensity of the use of inputs - some of them 

critical from the point of view of the success of d.Y. 

and adoption of other cultural practices was much 

lower than prescribed, consequently lowering current 

expenses.

II. Credit need and utilization under 4.Y.V. programmes 
of paddy cultivation.

Credit.

Toroter end Leager (1950) defined credit as the 

power that a person possess to acquire goods or services 

without the immediate expenditure of money.

Credit need.

Sharma and Prasad (1971) conceptualized credit need 

as farmers need cash for buying annual inputs and carrying 

out operations on their farms.
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\fS&in he reported that credit needs are cur© on 

the irrigated fa nr, than on the unirrigated Mm**, Improves, 

technology production credit needs on the medium size 

farms wor< out to oe the highest followed by the lurge 

far *18 ana lowest on the small forms at the current and 

improved levels of technology respectively-

tonsil (1971) conducted that tnere was no need to 

provide 100 per cent credit for all the items- Tue 

recent survey indicated that the cultivators even in the 

H-Y.V. areas ware financing from their own resources 

practically 100 per cent of their requirement for hired 

human and bullock labour es veil as sufficient portion 

of other Inputs,
6

narvant 3ingh and KrhIon (1971) observed that email 

fanners obtained more short term credit because it was 

e a s y  f o r then t o  obtain snort term rather medium term 

loan and their owned funds were n o t sufficient to meet 

the operational expenses- The medium and large <roup 

farmers could meet most of tneir working expense.? more 

as medium term hank loans-

Bubramsnyam (1975) reported that provision of 

credit made small far ners to introduce d-Y-V. in optimum 

crop plan and increased the area of a*Y.V. ana credit 

requirement differed due to cropping pattern of different 

tyoos.
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The credit is an important input in the improved 

agricultural practices to meet their Initial investments 

on seeds, fertilizer, irrigations! facility, other 

improved equipments and implements. If farmers get 

the credit for such needs, he can adopt the recommended 

inputs and improved practices which positively influences 

the adoption behaviour of farmers*

Credit utilization.

foith regard to the utilization of credit Agarwal (1971) 

found that 87 per cent is utilized for productive purposes 

end 13 per cent for unproductive expenditure. Another 

disquieting feature arises from the unsatisfactory 

repayment of the loans as scheduled.

Harwant Singh and Kablon (1971) showed that a® much 

as 65 per cent of the total production credit was 

utilized for purchase of chemical fertilizers and 

remaining amounts for casual labour, H,Y,V, seeds and 

insecticides as per the production loan,

Prasad (1971) found that the ratio of credit used 

for H,Y,V» to the credit used for the local varieties 

is higher as cospared to the ratio in the respect to 

Jtofc s*9*dltur#» indicating the importance of 
^  ^tvon to the adoption of new technology.

« ^ c r e d i t  for every lteo la more lor the
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» .f.Y. and the two Itens which are met mainly through 

credit arc fertilizer's and Hired human laoour charges 

with the adoption of new technology. It is noticed 

that tne share of institutional credit in total credit 

is larger in respect o’" fertilizers.

Bharraa and ?ras. d (1971; stated that farmers are 

using more cash input for h.Y.V. seeds, fertilizers, 

irrigation machinery and land development.

Singh et al (1971) showed that a larger proportion 

of tne less progressive farmer borrowed money for the 

purchase of bullocks followed by fertilizers, whereas 

in the case of their progressive counterpart the 

majority obtained credit for investment in developirg 

owned irrigation equipment. Xhe second inport *nce 

in the allocation of credit has oeen given to fertilizers 

on the progressive farms and to draught cattle on the 

less progressive farris.  ̂consideraole amount of total 

credit was devoted for meeting out the social ceremonies 

on tne lei s pro,, reoslve small and medium far is. Buf to 

their low financial posit:on and surplus family labour, 

small size farms of ooth the categories have be&un to 

invest on non-farn ventures such as purchase of raw 

materials and some other purposes with the help of credit, 

however the progressive snail and the leas progressive 

email and medium farmers have a l s o  made use of credit for 

consumption.
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In o r d e r  t o  sustain the growth of the technolof ical 

developments in agriculture, availability of credit 

in adequate amount is necessary and the utilisation of 

the same for the inputs in faming in right manner will 

increase the yield of crops and enhances the economic 

condition of f a r m e r , hence it is postulated that 

farmers v*,io is in need of credit, utilises credit in 

tne right manner and will tend to adopt the recommended 

practices under the J , /.V, programme of paddy cultivation.

III. Socio-economic characteristics of farmers.

^cddy (1962) found that age has no relationship with 

the adoption of farm practices. Pandit (1964; reported 

thLt age is positively associated with adoption of 

improved oractices. dareex, ûxnar and Jain (1965) 

concluded that tne age of the farmer was not a differentia

ting factor for adopters and non-adopters. tatanchund 

and Cuota (1966) indicated that the age of the farmers 

may not influence the adoption of improved farm 

practices oy them. »ajcndra (1968) found that age n?as 

not found to ulay an Important role in the discriminating 

oetween the two groups of adoption. Joon, Jagadisb 

Singh and Pana (1970) concluded that age was not the 

significant degree for cultivating a.Y.7. and explained 

that their n./.Y. potential might have proved a strong



attraction for all segments of forming population, 

irrespective of their age. Jayarama B eddy and Bhaskar 

Peady i.1972) showed that age is not an Influencing factor 

with regard to the adoption of improved agricultural 

praccices ana adoption of inproved practices in jo.wr 

cultivation. Jha “and c’haktawat (1972) founa tha*.. the 

fanners age was founa to be negatively related to adoptioi 

of hybrid hajra. ^iauJ /arim and *ahboob (1974) 

revealea that age and adoption of fertilizer was 

insignificant whlcn indicated the existence of no 

relationship oetween the two variables*

I any authors have reviewed that younger farmers 

are very venturesome and adopt new practices in Ii. f. 7.

are more than older egea farmers. Hence it Is 

oostulated that there will be relationship between 

age and the extent of adoption and credit utilization 

oy Xarr.srs.

>.xtont of holding*

Poddy (1962) reported that the race of adoption 

of improved agricultural practices increased along 

with increase in farm size. Pandit (1954) stated 

that size of holding is positively associated with 

the adoption of improved practices. Tatanchand 

and uirvta (1965) stated that the extent of holding wan



positively related with adoption, lhakur (1966) 

found thst size of holding was positively associ itcu 

with the level of adoption of package of practicon.

Gingh (1967) found that even sir a 11 fcrners had nigh 

level of adoption and ihis was mainly due to

liberalized short term loan advanced to fair ers ado >tii ̂  

* Y• V« a^enara (1958) found that size of holdii ig, 

was not found to play an inwortant role in the 

discriminating between two groups of adopters. Jaxowal, 

hoy and Singh (1970) revealed -chat size of holdln; 

had no significant influence in explaining the variation 

of the level of adoption of d.f./• of all the throe 

crops tinder his study. It was mainly due to the fact 

that the lioerallzed short term loan of Y. 1,000/- per 

crop was advanced to farmers wno adopted I *Y.R. Jhe 

loans were granted in Kinds such as improved aoeds, 

fertilizers, insecticide# etc. Tnus lack of capital 

resources was not a problem for the small farmers. t 

was therefore, natural that size of holding had no 

significant effect on the level of adoption of .f.V. 

Grewal and Eohal (1971) found that progressive out Loo*. ai 

farm size were not significant in differentia ting the 

speed of adoption of agricultural practices. JayararaE e 

and ihaskar Reddy (1972) found that as far as farm 

j  ----------------------------- 5 m o h V  o 5 - r t ^ , f » d  t - h M  t h e r e  s a x
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non-significant relationship oetween s i z e  o f land 

nolding and adoption of improved agricultural practices 

though it indicates a positive trend* Jha and Shakta^at 

(1972) found that size of adding was not significantly 

related to adoption behaviour of fcrmers in his study, 

nupe and dalodc (1975) revealed that ooth knowledge 

and adoption level were not related to farm aize. It 

may be aue to the recent trend to intensive cultivation. 

Usually, large land holders follow extensive form 

practices and therefore the relationship oetween fax a 

size, knowledge and adoption of practice is not 

significant. Hence,it is postulated that there will 

be relationship between the extent of holding and the 

extent of adoption and creait utilization oy farrors.

Education.

Ailliam Geddie (1959) means education as oringm 

up or training, instruction; strengthening of powers 

of body or nind; culture, nose and has Gupta (19&2) 

reported uh-t adopters of improved far a practices 

were natter educated. The literate and better educated 

farmers are prone to accept innovation in agriculture 

more than those who are less educated, Peddy (1962;, 

Pandit (196*0, Patonchand and Gupta (1966), end

wera foun^ tl*at education was positively 

v^wSth the adoption of improved practices,

\



jfl/ooa, a M  ,
 ̂ jnd  

^ r  (1 0 )  found that fJuc.tlon was not a sie„i a ci,nt

^ g f i%  s #7*7. eultJ vction and adoption. oraal oducatlc 

, Individual to know the world oettor ai.cl he la 

" to 8b^k Cor information which will increr’si his 

l t  i3 founJ thtt enrly ad°Pters ha,re raore 
/are of education than the late adopter* "o era 

9  masker (1971)- 3uoe anc LaloUfi (19751 uepint^ 

that fomal education of the farmer participant* 

found to oe significantly related to their level of Know

ledge hut not to their level of auootion of pr? eticet. 

nonce it is postulated that there will he relationship 

between education and the extent of adoption anu credit 

utilization oy farmers.

Risk perception.

Heady end Jensen (195^) pointed thaz the tcrir risk 

coaaonly refers to all outcome© which leads to loncoo or 

deviations of realisation from expectation farming is 

characterised by many risk situations, fox <=>. urice, 

rainfall, insects ana diseases.

Saoran (1966) found that sociological, pjytfloiuy j* 1-

and economic variables ore important in exalnlninr 

farmers* attitude towards new ideas and cecnnicuea. 

iney have ueen using old varieties of seeds, tradition
implements for years and feel socu?• in* cne* outcome



of these techniques. 11 ey have small land holdlnf s and 

thus cannot tare rxsxs ±n trying now ideas with which 

they oro not familiar, who validity and usefulness 

of new iaeas are estaoli shed on local farms, people wI31 

oe motivated to adopt the ioea.

ccording to homi jnd wohal (1975), risk turned 

out to ue che uiast imoorfcant factor in the , doption of 

tne innovation.

Studies nave shown that farters perceive risk in 

tne use of improved farm practices. This is more so with 

respect to the tecnnoiocy U k e  the cultivation, of h .n . v. 

w'-’ere the farmers ai'e not sure of their yield and out< omag 

Individuals vary widely in their degree of risk preference 

hence, it is postulated fch-t there v;ill be relationship 

Detween risk perception end the extent of adoption and 

credit utilization, oy farmers.

Perception of cost of Innovation-

nolkor and 3ononi (1 9^5 J founa beat the * low cost’ 

of a practice did not necessarily provide strong incentive 

for q u o p tion of a practice while * ifh ^ost* of a practice 

whetner Initial or recurring proved quite a serious 

impediment m  adoption.

Lalvi and tawar (1966) revealed tnat there is ro 

relationship between cost of a practice and its adoption



and suggest Ji’t hipn cost, a** a practice oarhapE, is not 

« o rrier to poj tiori. fostly practice involves 1a .re 

inputs out e ©nem lly fives higher farm produce i<sa Jng 

to uetter effiexencyiafar^lng. 's a result more profits 

ore ^ained oy a ic r j& e v by wUopting costly practice.

Ihis coupleu with creait facilities now-a-dayn available 

to farmers fairly liberal scale, seens to be responsible 

for the coot attribute not functioning as a barrier to 

adoption.

oasra-n and l opener (19631 concluded that leek of 

coney is perceived by non-adapfcers ess an Important 

oarrier for not raaklnf use of chemical fertilizer*,.

-lit,, omi and bohal (19751 found tnat cost «.as least 

important factor in the adoption o f the innovation.

It refers to each initial Investment plus racun ii g 

cost, otpemea or. it or another associated, activities 

oust necessary tor putting the practice into ^do^fcion. 

enc* it is postulated that there will be relafcicnanio 

between farmers perceocion of cost of innovation and the 

extent of adoption snc. credit utilization ay farmers.

Perception of profitnoIIIty.

«ccordi«v to Mtra (1 profitability is an 

important attribute influencing, adoption of three 

selected practices.
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Raghudharan, I adhaLkrlshnamenon and Annamalai (1976) 

found that economic security in the case of low adopters 

found to influence the adoption of H.f.V. of rice.

The perception of profitability can be conceptualized 

as that characteristic which places high importance on 

economic end® and alternatives* fohen farmers move from 

subsistence agriculture to exploitive agriculture the 

importance of economic value is bound to increase and 

thus be motivated towards economic profits* It  is  

recognised that a ll behaviour are not economically 

motivated* Hence, it  is Believed that different individuals 

possess differing degree in their oerception of profitabi

lity* Henc®, it  is postulated that there w ill be 

relationship between perception of profitsDl1 1 ty and 

the extent of adoption and credit utilization by 

fencers.

Social participation.

Reddy (1962) found that social participation was 

significantly associated with the rate of adoption of 

improved agricultural practices. Gupta (1968) stated 

that higher the social participation higher the adoption 

score. Patanchand and Gupta (1966) found that social 

participation is positively related with the adoption. 

Rajendra ( 1968) showed that social participation is  

significantly indiscriminatlng between two groups of 

early adopters and late adopters.



guno and 'aiode (1975) found that far ̂ rs’ i articlo-AI^ > 

was found to be signifies.} tly related to their l ^ v o l of 

knowledge out not to their level of adoption of practicec. 

turinder jal Singh . ami, 3hukle and i huruna (19//; 

found that social participation did not snow htrh adoption 

levels.

Social participation refers to the association of 

any individual with the fonral or informal organisations.

It is frequently aer on&trr tod thr z it is havin' oosi live 

relationship with adoption. * association with w c h  

forma1/inforna1 organisations makes it possible for t he 

farmer to get in contact with progressive formers, 

extension worxers and thereby increase his knowlea<~e 

of new practices, which Inturn will result in a high 

level of adoption behaviour. hence., it is postulated, 

that there will be relationship between social participation 

and. the extent of adoption and credit utilization by 

farmers.

f a s c e .

waste oecomes very important in so ue village resear<. n. 

studies, j* few researcners indicate the importonce of 

casta factor in adoption of improved agricultural practices.

V>3e (1965 in h<s study reveale a that caste 

structure in dapur village influenced its agriculture 

a m  eventually the yield of rice, d^enara (VjGfr)



indicated tnni significant difference between the 

adonlion indices of thrte caste viz. agricultural caste, 

lower c iste ana scheduled caste, the adoption level was 

the hi/ nest tor a ricultuic 1 caste in this locality 

and it diifrred significantly from the adoption level 

of Lower caste and sciiedaled casto. m e re was statisti

cally no significant difference between the odoption 

leve ls of lower caste and i cheduled caste.

’ethnchancL and / uota \1 j66) Indicated that the 

caste of the farcer ctô s not hcve any relationship v,itn 

the adoption of improved practices oy the®. »ahud/ar (1 

s* owed that lower caste people *s adoption of recommenced 

farm -vrocticen was not significant. , undro and 

thorn (19&71 showed that caste has been figured an 

important factor of new far-s ideas. ^a^endra 11 )60) 

reported that caste was not found, to olay an Important 

role in the discri iinatiii*, between two groups of rlmterr. 

Jhu and ihektauat (1^?2) nl&a found that caste of the 

f orcvrs not significantly related to adoption of 

hybrid bajra. Tnls ^ight oe because it is not the caato 

out the economic status that matters in case of u. i. *. 

vro ramus*. hence,it Is conceptualized that there will 

oe relationship between caste and the extent of aaoption 

a m  credit utilization by farmers.
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Occupation.

hengupta (1970) found that although the entirely 

share croppers are the least of adopters, their counterpart, 

that is, the entirely owner cultivators are not the 

most of adopters. It therefore, suggested that besides 

interest on land operated, there might be some other 

variable or factor which had an influence on the adoption 

behaviour of farmers. The study further showed that 

the adoption index of the categories vary with the 

per cent of farmers within the category having agriculture 

as their main occupation. It would obviously suggest 

that main occupation of the farmer or the present 

income derived from farming is a factor for adoption.

Hie m a in occupation is correlated with adoption in this 

study.

Danda and Danda (1971) found in their study that 

the literates in Basudha who have higher education 

beyond the secondary level rather than apathetic 

toward agriculture as such as most of them are engaged 

in some other economic pursuits. All literates beyond 

the secondary level are engaged in off-farm employment 

and practiced farming as a secondary occupation. This 

suggests that their off-farm Job has sote influence 

on their adoption behaviour.
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People are engaged in agriculture as an occupation 

in different capacities. As agricultural occupation 

cannot sustain all of them equally all the year round, 

it was found that a host of independent and supplementary 

occupation as means of livelihood. So people for their 

high annual income other than their mein occupation, 

were having agriculture as subsidiary occupation.

Hence it is postulated that there will be relationship 

between occupation and the extent of adoption and 

credit utilisation by formers.

IV. Preference of credit institutions and perception
of source of credit.

Pural credit survey (1969) estimated that over 

93 per cent of the loans from sources like indigenous 

individual lenders as credit, eventhough so many credit 

institutions are established at village level. £ut in 

some areas, this is Juxt-opposition, they are utilizing 

these institutions to the fullest extent.

^uthlah (1970) stated that crop loans were designed 

to finance production operation for crops from the 

commencement of the preparatory tillage of land to the 

marketing of the final produce.

Huker^ee (1969) opined that small loans arc also 

granted to cover tho cost of harvesting and marketing
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so ag not to push the farmer into the arms of traders 

and agents who would finance him againafc forward or 

booked purchases of the harvest#

Surendranathan (1969) concluded that an integrated 

system can facilitate supervision of the use of credit 

as well as i t s  re p a y m e n t and can baiter withstpnd 

the competition of private moneylenders and traders#

He also stated that the awareness of the fact that, 

agricultural credit cased on the productive capocSty 

of the borrower is feasible and ou^ht to replace credit 

based on the security of immovable property# 
and

fturdiâ  Ghauhan (1971) suggested that banks shall 

adopt uniform loaning policy, precise and short loan 

application for®, procedural difficulties can oe solved 

by issuing pass books to all farmers showing their 

details and their land holding, loans issued etc. 

various institutional agencies may also be marked on 

the above pass book so that the need for getting no 

dues certificates for those who have not taken a loan 

from any other agency is avoided.

Shurna and Prasad (1971) revealed in their research 

study that farmers are using more cash inputs for 

seeds, fertilizers, irrigation, machinery end lend 

development. Consequently caeh needs in agriculture 

have increased manifold# In order to sustain and grow 

the use of technological development in agriculture,



availability o t credit in adequate amount is necessary#

Curbachen dngh and ^andhu (1971) high lighted the 

delay In advancing loans, large gap be ween demand ana. 

receipt, high cost involved in fcho loans procedures ana 

registration charges#

dinpe et al (1971) reported that it is necessary 

that the scale of finance should be such os to cover at 

least the average out of pocket expenditure and should 

facilitate tne changing technology.

Pathak and dargan (1971) stated that commercial 

oanks have been financing relatively affluent and larger 

famers and felt that perhaps the factors like early 

adoption, title to property, economic position i n i lu^aceci 

the flow of credit to them from this institution#

Saikia (1971) in his study found that in the ca^e 

of Land rortgage lank for long term loans, fanrai s found 

it very difficult to get the non-encuraorance cerbific.. ten 

of the mortgaged land# The time lap Detween the date 

of application and the date of actual receipt o f loan is 

very great. In most cases it took two to three years 

in obtaining loan.

cingh et al (1971) conduced that there in greater 

differences in the pattern of allocation of crsdit taroug* 

the institutional agencies, The lower sector borrow
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mostly from the moneylouders. dov/ever the Co-operative 

have ueen relatively raoro in favour of these smaller 

groups. His findings justify tnat there should te a 

separate institution of credit for the smaller groups 

of the farmers*

Haidar Allkban (1977) suggested that the sms 11 

farmers are required to produce non-encumbrance certi

ficate while borrowing from banks at a cost of about 

"s*60/-* This is & costly and inconvenient procedure.

*t leas expensive and crcdiable declaration may ire 

evolved.

^8 individuals differ in their behaviour, 1,l*ir 

preference towarua any objects will also vary* fae 

individual will net according to their liKings mner 

different situations, dere tne different institutions 

lending credit like Co-operative dams, Gonmercial 

iank h n d Government agencies have varied procedures 

which will affect the farmers' preference towards a 

particular institution.

hypotheses,

1* s ne«

Lmpirlcal hypothesis.

There is relationship between farmers' age and 

their extent of adoption and extent of credit utilisation.
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2* octant of  holding.

empirical hypothesis.

Tnere is relationship between farmers* cxuent of

holding and their extent of adoption and extent of 

credit utilization.

3« ducation.

^ngirlcal hypothesis.

Ihere is relationship between fertrers* education 

and their extent of adoption and extent of credit 

utilization. '

U * ""isR perception.

"rsplrlcal hypothesis

ihere is relationship between farmers1 risx perception 

and their extent of adootion and extent of credit 

utilisation.

b* Perception of cost a£ innovation.

-zapirlcal hypothesis.

fhere i s  relationship between tamers1 perception 

of cost of innovation and tneir extent of adoption 

and extent of c re a lt  utilization.
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6. perception of profitooillty.

-nplrlcal hypothesis.

L'‘ere 1 & relationship between farmers’ perception 

o f orofitaDiiity ana their extent of adoption and oxient 

o f create utilisation.

7. ocial participation. 

apirical hypothesis*

Iacre is relationship between farters' social 

participatxon and their extent of adoption and extent 

of credit utilisation.

8. Caste.

"mplrieal nypothesis.

There is relationship between farnsers» caste and 

their extent of adoption ana extent of credit utilization.

h. Occupation.

plrical hypothesis.

'f h e r e is relationship between farmers' occupation 

and their extent of adoption and extent of credit 

utilization.



34

KiTuitli IS HoTHJDS

This chapter deals with the aethodology used for 

the study* The procedure followed Tor the selection 

of the area, sample farmers and the empirical measures 

of the variables has boon described in this chapter.

The cinoter also tlescriuee the proc©dure followed for 

collecting the data and the statistical measures used 

in the analysis of the sassc*

Location*

This study vas confined to ^nacod* Intensive 

addy bevelopaant ( I * u n i t  situated in foovaohal 

of keduswngad ''eluk in frivamiru® District, The details 

of the area selected for the study are riven oelow.

Selection of the area.

ft list of units in Trlvancruci district,

that have issued sore nu»ber of crop loans and subsidy/ 

concessions froas different; creuife institution# were 

obtained fro m  frivantirus*. issong such X. • >•

units; namely, Lttasekharaaongttlae, ftnacod© and hreyoor* 

Anaeode 1*1 • unit was selected on the oasis of the 

preliminary data collected fro* all the three w. 

unics regarding, total nmsber of paddy cultivators,
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total crop loans Issued tor pi undakam reason”, extent 

of noldlng of farmers and their transaction with the 

credit Institutions in that area*

umong xheBQ throe units, Anacode I•ar'.D*

unit Wvu« selected purposively aue to wide coverage by 

crealt Institution* and credit Xacilitios availaDle. 

Accessibility for da^a collection was also consiuered.

I our institutions offering credit facility to farmers 

vie. 1*^.1* unit, fo-operstive &n& end Commercial 

ianK and Land l .ortga^e . ank wore included in tnis

StliU/•

...election of respondent.

.̂ ince the study also pertains to institutional 

credit, the formers, who availed credit fro® the londxni 

institutions for their h»Y»V. paddy cultivation were 

sampled* <■ undaKGn deason was taken as oose season 

for the study, as the unit was not issuing loan

in the Vlruppu reason*

The addresses of the farmers were collected tzom  

the list maintained by unit office Hloan

registrar* for the B. unuah&n Beeson*1. The credit 

particulars of the same formers fro® Co-operative Eank 

and Coamerical sank in connection with their cultivation 

were collected. 125 respondents were selected purposively 

for the study.
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Empirical measures.

The variable selected for this study was cased 

on the review of literature os well as to® preliminary 

data collected fro® the institutions and the pilot 

study. The hypotheses were developed to study the 

relationship of socio-economic characteristics in 

relation to adoption and credit utilization by ianors 

under the H.Y.V. programme of paddy cultivation. Trie 

variables and their measurement were done aa follows.

fxtent of adoption.

ieveral method* have been used to quantify the 

“Adoption x^ehaviourrt oy various research workers, 

h’otable among those who utilized a scale for assuring 

adoption were &arsh and Coleman (1955), riiegal (1556), 

2-mery and Oeser (1958), Paasey and others (1959)*

Harsh and <»ole ram (1955) used a nPractice Adoption 

Score” computed as the percentage of applicable practices 

adopted.

riiegal (1956) constructed an “Index of -dopfc;! on” 

of fora practices using the correlation of several 

adoption variables. Hie factor analysed each o? the 

11 practices selected. I on-adoption was given a value 

of *0* and adoption, a score of *1*.
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Chattopadhyay (1963) has constructed an "adoption 

Cuotlant" to measure farm practices adopted* He took 

into consideration the a i ferent variables like poten

t ia lity , ex tent,weightages and time in developing the 

adoption quotient with a formula as follows.

Adoption quotient «  x 100
J - 1 v*

tp ; M  (sj/pji 
«h«r« TI) - tp~~tT------

h *  uuaber of practices wnich the individual has the

potentiality to adopt.

W3 *  Lelghtage to be given to Jth oractice based on

its  d ifficu lty of adoption determined from a 

l i s t  of differential weights of practice.

tp -  t i »  r>vmmZji0n 0ver each season from t i  to to.

tp »  Time of Investigation.

t i  »  Time of introduction of Jfch practice.

» i xtent of adoption of any particular (Jth) 

practice in a particular season.

p3 * Potentiality of any particular (3th)

practice in that season*
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Adoption of high yielding varieties of paday was 

measured by the ’Adoption quotient* as developed by 

Chattopadhyay (1963) with slight modification, as used 

by Jaiawal and dave (1972). Ihe data regarding the 

extent of adoption of the selected practices in 

adopting high yielding varieties of pacdy cultivation 

has oeen token as the sum total of adoption of various 

cultivation practices recommended by the Kerala 

Agricultural University (appendix I ) .  In calculating 

the adoption quotient, tne adoption of K*f#V* in 

number of acres, practices followed pertaining to 

seed rate, nursery area, spacing, age of seedling, 

seed treatment, application of F*Y*K., use of fUP* & 

fertilizers and plant protection chemicals were taken 

into consideration* ihe measures of potentialities 

of adoption, ii*Y*V* package of practices considered 

for the computation of adoption quotient were as 

follows.

I .  Potentiality of adoption.

Potentiality of adoption of H*Y*V* of paddy is  

conceived as the maximum degree to which a farmer 

can extent his adoption, i f  he so wishes, depending 

on the maximum utilization of the resources he commands 

or can command. Potentiality for the different practices, 

which were taxen into consideration for calculating 

the adoption of M.Y.V* of paddy were calculated*
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11 * of adoption*

xtent of odcptxon Is toe to which a farasr

~r actually ‘eloped c -rodice. hen the extent cf 

adoption equ-il'. too t ote'-ciaiityj adoption is maxlu it, 

ana woen tne autent is til, adoption is nil. In the 

p?eoenl study extent of adoption for each practice * >s 

calculated.

Qientxality of lop cion. 

oi hofdin, .

l if cu ltivator was && ,sd to indicate ij.s area unc er 

cu ltivation  of pa lay, ,”M s area in acres U>m n * r.

tue rote j t ia l i t y  fo r  t> v» a^e ox cu ltiva tir if • ♦ 4 * 1 or

oxa sple ** c far er w 10 l u  !) acres of lend f e l t  tort 

oe coaid txow 0 <crts with * f .  .» the poten tiality  for 

vising *'*>.. ox pc„dy tor the -anser was f> acres.

red ra te .

ho cu&rtlty of reed required as per fcne rscoiidexoii 

rate for coverln, tne area which the fanner nas put truer 

h.Y. /. of oddiiy was te<en s the potentiality for nee i 

rote. or o lamer vd o has frown two acre - ox of

peday, the potentiality for oe^a re te was £>. es

the reco aendeo. se U rate was 2 , ^s/acre.
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* ursery area*

2Yc <?rea in cenfcs»/acre ,vas temen J3 the potentiality 

for tn** use of raisin^ nursery. Tor a cample, if a 

farcer who hae 2 icros of land ^rowing i . f* tne nouof- 

tiality for raisin^ tht nursery asoa »^s 20 cents as 

recommended area .os 10 cents/acre.

jpaetnp.

*ne ape cine m  cent line fcers was t^Ken as che pot^n- 

taslity for uce of spacing recoTsenaed for * • 

t or e <o*nole, if a faner who is adoptinp space of 

£0 y 10 cfs. for d.f.v* the potentiality for adopting 

space w?<5 20 x 10 crns. as oer the recoininenciatiori*

ye of the seedlings.

phe nuobor of d**ŷ  required lor the ege of the 

seedlings xn the nursery ^as taken the ^otentialiiy 

for ane> of the seedlings. If a lamer, who has pulls a 

the seedlings fron the nursory at tne of 25 nays, 

then tae potentiality for of the seed)mgs was 

?5 days as the recommended age ol tne seealin/ s for 

» •frV* of ralay*

teod treats at*

ihe quantity of &c»d treatment chemical r* ̂ airea 

ps per the x eccrv'cnded do-c fcr the area cultivated 

under »i.». of paody was tn&en as the potoi tiality
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for seed treatment, for a fcrraer who has grown two 

acres of ri.Y.Y. of paddy, the potentiality f o r  seed 

treatment was 50 gas. of \,ue cnerical used as per th e  

reconsienaed dosage*

» anures.

^he nuantity of farmyard a&nure in Kgs. woe taken 

as the potentiality for covering the entire area as 

per the recommendations* For a lamer who has grown 

xvro acres of n.Y.V. of paddy the potentiality for 

farmyard sonure required will be 4,000 dga* os the 

recommended farmyard mnure dose was 2,000 Kgs/acre.

Chemical f e r t i l i z e r s .

The potentiality for adoption of fertilisers 

interms of hitrogen, 'hosphorus and roLashwas calculated 

as follows.

Potentiality « UecormenJed dose per acre x area in 

acres under H.Y.V. of paddy.

The recommended dose o f N, P and K for .*.YW. ofpaocy 

was 36:18:18 Kgs/acre respectively* '*or a farmer who 

ha© grown two acres of h*Y•V. of paddy, the potentiality 

for adoption of h, P and K was 72:36:36 Kgs. respectively.



Plant protection.

The recocrnemlatlon with regard to alcmt protect ton 

was four prophylactic apra/angs. fh« potentiality Tor 

adoption of plant orofcoction was tanen as four sprayings.

II. i. •stent of adoption.

~ rbenb of holdinra.

The area in acres in vhj ch toe ITrjaer hus culiiv tad 

poody under • «'•/# h^s been ta^en as the extent of 

adoption*

" feed, rate.

Tae quantity of seeds used oy the isr/rer has oofers

ta^en as the extent of adoption of seed rate, ire

extent of adoption vas considered as full whan a fhrsor 

has used ®ora chan the recuirnd rccositnended uuciifcity 

of seed.

Vursery ai ea.

The area in cents used oy the farror m e  o^en

taken as the extent of adontion of nursery area. Tao

extent of adoption was consiceroa as full wien a lamer 

has iaiM-d more tnan tie recoare *ded area.

spacing.

ctual scacing adopted by farmers has a^on taken a? 

tre e> tent of aoption of spacing* ^hc exrent of adool or
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w&a conni ̂ ©rrd ra fall w ^ n  a farmer hos adootcd the 

reconrsenaed spacin . /daritiic less or m o re spacing

will <*e considered as low extent oC adoption*

~e of thr» seedlings*

\he nisrter of n yc actually retained the saeii n s 

in the nursery oy a farmer was taion os tno extent ol 

naoc-tion. fne *vt,©it of uao^tion will ue low, if 11 

is low or exceeding t> e reco^risnded 25 days*

eod treatoent*

the ouantity of seed treatment chemicals used ay 

che farmer f»is aeen ta*en an the extent of s,aoptior».

( anut Inf.*

ctual quantity o f farmyard es uoure or creen lo*? 

eidiiures applied ay f^riaer h~s aeen t t i*  n as the extent 

or adaption* *ne extent of adoption waa conniiered n» 

full whan ^ farmer h„s ts* „ 1 led a ore than ttrr»t oi 

rcco mended eirount*

ertili^er*

i no e aantity cr rer til jtaere uaau. interne of 

I itro e-' , no^pnorus ê o. hot,, sh has ueen ta^en as tne 

extent of Gooption of difierent ±ertlliaer elements*

"no extent of 1 »depxlon was considered full w .en a 

fsrrser L«s sooliec. nor a tnan ih. t of recoomenceo or ount.
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Plant protection.

> ho exiert of adoption of plant protection 

calculated, on the oasis of numoer of sprayings and too 

area covered irrespective of wnetner xt was propir, lactic 

or curative# I f  a farcar haa sprayed the entire aica. 

uruer ’ • /• v'. of p- Jdy four fcxta*s as i eco? mended, the 

extent of auoption was considered as fall and if ne 

nad strayed only once the extent of adoption was t- ken 

as 1.29- The iiodified ^ormalc. lor comoutin*, / clop n o n  

uotient us fivon oy Jaiswal and -ave (19/2, was as 

follows.

e1/p1 -r e?/p2 - e,/p3 ■» e,/pA * e^/p^ < er/pfc * 

e? /p? •* e9/pb * e,/pCJ

where,

ê  «  humatior of the extent of adoption of I •l*j*

of caddy*

p,j ■» rw&etion of the potentiality for the adoption

of I* V. s. of oc.tdy*

«P « unmafcion of tnc extent of  adoption of sead

rate»

p2 * domination of the potentiality for fcne aaopclon

of seea rate*.
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@2 * Summation of the extent of adoption of nursery

area.

«  Summation of the potentiality for the adoption 

of nursery area.

e^ a Summation of the extent of adoption of epacin~.

*  Summation of the potentiality for the adoption

of spacing.

e^ * Summation of the extent of adoption of age of

seedlings.

pj, * summation of the potentiality for tho adoption

of age of seedlings.

*  Summation of extent of adoption of seed treatment 

chemical.

Pg »  Summation of the potentiality for the adoption

of seed treatment chemical*

»  Summation of extent of adoption of manuring.

p̂ , ■ Summation of the potentiality for the adoption

of manuring*

©0 * Summation of extent of adoption of chemical

fertilizers*

ps * Summation of the potentiality for the adoption

of chemical fertilizer®.

&g -  Summation of extent of adoption of plant

protection chemical*

Pg «  Summation of the potentiality for the adoption

of plant protection chemical.

*4 * 'total numoer of oractices {ie . 9)



Progregalveness of the farmers.

According to Rogers (1962), "The criterion for adopters 

ie* innovativeness which is the degree to which an 

individual is relatively earlier to adopt new ideas 

than other members of the social system*•

According to Roy (1965)* in his study on progresaivenesa 

of ̂farmers, included seven aspects viz. responses to 

innovation* social participation* leadership capacity, 

attitude, use of information sources and rationality*

Progress!veh«3S scale as explained b y Venkataroma 

Reddy et al (197*0 consisted of 7 statement® which 

included farmers* early adoption and. adoption of improved 

package of practices, leadership capacity and frequent 

contact with the extension agencies were used for this 

stuay# (The statements selected for measuring the 

progressiveness of farmers is given in the appendix II). 

except their year of adoption and contact with extension 

agency all other statements were rated in two point 

scale as *Y#s* or *tlop to which, the s c o re was assigned 

as *1 * and *0* respectively. The year of adoption of 

H.Y.V* of paddy was assigned the score as *1* for each 

year from the year of inception of H.Y.V* programme*

For the frequency of farmers* contact with extension 

agencies, different agencies like Agricultural scientists,
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Junior Agricultural officers. Fertilizer agents, Agricul

tural Demonstratorc and /iliag© Level «ork*rs were 

listed against the 3 point continuum, namely, frequently, 

sometimes and never with a score of 2, 1 end 0 respectively. 

The total score is summed up and farmers were classified 

into two groups, below mean (and above mean as progressive 

and less progressive* These statements were tested 

during pilot study.

Credit need.

To asses® the credit need of the farmer, the 

procedure explained oy Johl and Kapur (1977) in his 

text was employed for the study. The credit need 

calculated by him was as follows.

Credit need * Total cost of cultivation for the crop

he has grown - (minus) capital availability 

to him or owned fund he is incurring for 

cultivation.

For this a standard package of practice questions 

comprising all practices for paddy cultivation with the 

cost actually incurred were collected from the respondents 

along with the owned fund (given in Appendix ITI- 

question 111), he spent on the farm cultivation for each 

practice, ooth were calculated and assessed the credit 

need of each respondent. This was finally summed up
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for 125 farmers and their extent of bolding cultivated 

in the Kundakan Season was summed up and the credit 

need of an individual farmer was calculated as follows.

Total credit amount need of 125 farmers (In rupees)  _
Total''extents of ""folding" cultivated, by i%5 farmers finacres}
during Mundakan Season.

will give the average per acre credit need of each farmer.

Credit utilization.

Credit utilization was assessed by simple check 

method through a frequency table, presenting the total 

credit availed by a farmer, as cash and in kind, as 

well a* the total amount he spent on different practices 

were added up. If the farmer utilized the whole amount 

or more than that of his credit availed for ftundakan 

Season for cultivation, his utilization was full and 

others considered as utilized partial.

Socio-economic characteristics.

Age. 1

Age of the respondent was calculated at the nearest 

birthday in years, at the time of interview. Their age 

were classified as old, middle aged and young groups 

by finding out the standard deviation and mean for the 

whole respondents es such.
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Extent of holding.

In this study furs site was seasurea in land units. 

The number o f acres cultivated by an individual was taken 

os their extent of holding. This includes both paddy 

lands as well as area cultivated with other crops. The 

method followed for classifying the extent of holding 

was as per the S.F.D.A., Trivandrum, already classified 

with the standard of more than 5 acres as big farmers,

2.5 acres to 5 acres as small fanners and below 2.5 acres 

as marginal and Agricultural Labourers. Here their 

income level was excluded.

Education.

Based on their year of formal schooling, the 

respondents were classified as no formal education (to 

include illiterate, can read and write) and having; 

formal education upto primary school, middle, high 

school and college level Were given points from 

0, 1, 2, 5 and 4 respectively.

Risk perception.

As explained by f’ulay and Roy (1368), a five point 

rating scale ranging from strongly agree to strongly 

disagree was used to categorise the farmers under their 

risk perception in relation to the improved package 

of practices. This consisted of ten negative statements -



which are direct questions relating to their perception 

of risk* The response was scored as 0, 1, 2, 3 and 4 

for strongly agree, agree, undecided, disagree and strongly 

disagree respectively# The farmers were classified 

into three categories namely, high, medium and low risk 

perception groups using the mean and standard deviation 

calculated from the total scores obtained.

Perception of Goat of Innovation,

The same scaling procedure followed by Kulay and 

Hoy (1958), employed here for assessing the perception 

of Cost of Innovation by the farmers. Ten negative 

statements related, to improved package of practices 

with direct questions reflecting the respondents* 

perception of cost of innovation against 5 point 

continuum viz* strongly agree, agree, undecided, 

disagree and strongly disagree assigning the score 

0, 1, 2, 3 and 4 respectively, and the total score 

were summed up. The total score of individual respondents 

were obtained and with mean and standard deviation, 

they were classified as high, medium and low level of 

perception of cost of innovation groups*

Perception of profitability*

To assess the farmers* perception of profitability, 

ten negative statements relating to recommended package



of practices reflecting the perception of IfirdfXtabllity 

with direct statements against a five point continuum viz* 

strongly agree, agree, undecided, disagree and strongly

disagree with the score of 0, 1,2, 3 and 4 respectively 

were assigned* The total score were categorised under 

high, oeditua and low perception of profitability using 

the mean and standard deviation for ell score® obtained 

from each respondent*

Social participation*

The following criteria were used to assess the extent 

of participation by farmer as explained by Pareek, Kumar 

and Jftin (1965) with slight modification* The membership 

and office holders in either a formal or informal organi

sation were considered and the position was given the 

score of 1 and 2 respectively* The organisation included 

in the schedule were Panebayat, Farmer** Club, Radio 

Rural Forum, Political, Religious, Education and Cultural 

activities as informal organisation, whereas Sla Committee, 

Co-operative Sank, land Mortgage Sank, Commercial Bank 

as formal institutions*

Occupation*

Besides farming, any 3©b they were holding in 

Government offices or any subsidiary occupations like 

running shop/other activities by the farmer was taken

b
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into- account as their subsidiary occupation* A score 

was assigned to each main and subsidiary occupation 

held fey farmers.

Caste.

.Based on their caste, the farmers were grouped into 

two under high and low caste with a score of 2 and 1 

respectively. Here the forward caste farmers were 

classified under high cast© group and the backward 

and scheduled caste farmers included the low caste 

group.

Preference of credit institution.

this Is to assess'the preference of credit 

institutions by farmers. Sandhu and Siaha (1970), 

used this technique for assessing the <jak preference 

between Teaching, Research and Extension. And Pareek, 

Kumar and Jain (19&2) employed this technique in their 

study for assessing the curricular preference of the 

Post-Graduate Agricultural-Students.

Procedure.

The institutions vis. I.P.D. unit, Co-operative 

Bank, CoDSisercicl Sank, land Mortgage Bank and non- 

institutional sources like Relatives, Neighbours and 

Honeylenders were presented to the respondents in 

pairs in all possible combinations. In order to avoid
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It is seen from the table 1 that 56 per cent of 

farmers fall within the middle range of the adoption
i

score* namely 67 to 68. The table also reveals that 

20 per cent of the farmers were under low adoption 

scores* whereas 24 per cent of them found to be within 

the high adoption range.

Table 2: Adopters categorised under H.Y.V. of
paddy programme.

Adopter Adoption Humber of Farmers
categories scores farmers (percentage)
___________________________   J g g g H _-_______

High adopters >78*60 63 50.40

Low adopters <78.60 62 49.60

Mean adoption score •» 78*60*

The table 2 reveals that as much as 50.40 percent 

of the farmers fall under the category of high adopter® 

under H.Y.V. programme of paddy cultivation. The 

remaining 49.60 per cent of the® does not seem to adopt 

practices recommended in full under the programme.

Table 3i Progresalvaneas. of farmers.

Progressiveness Humber of farmers farmers
score (LVJ25) (percentage)

10-14 7 5.60
15-19 56 44.80
20-24 ' 56 44.80
25-29 6 4.30



Table 3 indicates that 49*60 per cent of the fanners 
are above the mean progressiveness score* And 50*^0 per cent 

of the farmers ere found to be below the mean, and hence 

the less progressiveness•
their

Table 4: Progresslvenesa of farmers and ̂ categorisation«

Progress!venese Number of Farmers 
Progressiveness scores farmers (percentage)
  ______________ * . . „ ™ ___J JdZli i i - - -  ________ . . .

f o S s S i V *  > 1 9 'i®  7 7  61 -6 0

rt™ere°B” *SiVe <19**° ^  J®*1**

ftean progressiveness score » 19*40*

The table 4 depicts that a sizeable majority of the 

respondents are progressive farmers* As much as '

61*60 per cent of them are in this category with a progre

ssiveness score above the mean (19*40).

Table 5; Association between progressiveness and 
extent of adoption.

Extent of adoption
Progressiveness ____..i*--!?--_______* 2 value

High adopters Low adopters 
 ... r _ f e 6 3 ) . l _______    ■__________________

Progressive ** hU
farmers  w  .......

4*56*
Less progressive ^0
farmers

♦Significant at 0.05 level of probability.



F \G> ■ i . F A R M E R S  ' P R O G R E S S IV E  N E S S  AND THEIR 
E X T E N T  OF ADOPTION .
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Table 5 indicates that significantly high relationship 

between progressiveness and extent of adoption of H.Y.V. 

of paddy cultivation by farm ers» It is also seen from 

the table, that 44 farmers out of 125; though progressive 

are low adopters and at the same time 30 of them less 

progressive farmers are found to be high adopters (Fig.1) 

of the package of practices recommended under the

H.Y.V. programme of paddy cultivation.

Section II

This section deals with the credit need and credit 

utilization of the farmers for adopting H.Y.V. of paddy.

Table 6s Average per acre credit need of the farmers.n"iiri»TTi~inininrinrr'ii iTT'itinam m •• —*-—p—

Average credit 
particulars need/tcre

wmm mm — mmmm mm «■»mm am mmrnmmm<■ mmm >mrnmmmmmmmmmm — mmmm mm

Total credit need for 125 farmers 
»  &. 2,2.1, 1 0 1 . 0 0

1,095.37
Total extent of holding for 125 
farmers » 201.75 acres

Table 6 shows the total credit need of 125 farmers 

for their extent of holdings totalled to 201.75 acres 

cultivated by them as Fa. 2,21,101.00 the average credit 

need of the farmer for cultivating an acre of H.Y.V. 

of paddy based on their package of practices and cost
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Table 7; Per acre credit need for different size of 
holdings with respect to the extent of 
adoption by farmers.

of cultivation was found to be &• 1,095*87 irrespective

of their progressivenesa and level of adoption.

Per acre ____ ....
Farmers
categories

Progressive farmers
_ _____fiteZZl_______

Less progressive farmers
___-____i*£*§i_______....

High
adopters
(N*33)

Low
adopters
(

High
adopters
(N*30)

Low
adopters
jw-18)

Big farmers 
( 5 acres) 621.00

(one)
1,118,00

(one)
1*321.00

(one)
Hone

Small farmers 
(2*5 to 5 acres) 911.00

(two)
1,074.00

(six)
1,198.00

(five)
787.00
(two)

Marginal farmers 
( 2.5 acres) 1,185.00

(thirty)
1,061.00
(thirty
seven)

1,212.00
(twenty
four)

1,071.00
(sixteen)

Average credit need/acre » %• 1,095.87*

It is seen from the table 7 that the farmers belonging 

to progressive low adopters category and less progressive 

high adopters category holding paddy fields above 2.5 acres 

needs comparitively more credit/acre than others* Amongst 

the progressive big farmers the high adopters group needs 

least credit/acre (&.621.G0), whereas the less progressive 

high adopters needs the maximum credit (&.i,321*QQ)<.

Amongst the marginal farmer© all the category need,credit
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close to the average., namely, It. 1,095.87/acre..^ High 

adopters within the marginal group needs more credit 

than the average .(Fig* 2).

Table 8; Credit utilization by adopters based, on their 
extent of adoption.

Credit
Progressive farmers less progressive farmers 

(h*4B)
utilization High

adopters
. J S S l . .

Low
adopters
(h»44)

High Low 
adopters adopters 
(N*»30) (:>18)

Full 33 43

i

t*.voK’i

Partial • ft 1 1

Table 3 shows that almost all the farmers except two

irrespective of their progressiveneas towards adopting

n.Y.V. o f paddy cultivation fully utilized the credit.

Table 9 s Credit utilisation by adopters based on their
extent of holding;.

Progressive farmers
__ ___i&ZZi...______

Less progressive farmers 
£n*432

extent of 
holding

Extent of credit 
utilization

Extent of credit■ 
utilization

Full 
j[JW62.

Partial 
(R®»1)

Full Partial
____LZzHZl______i&sli___

>5 acres 66 * * 40 .1

:»5 to 5 seres 8 1 6 *»

<2.5 acres 2 . * ♦ 1
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Table 11: Interrelationship between socio-economic
character variables.w ■■■■ »-■» jinn.Hrt.m..

Attributes nSe
Extent of 
holding Education Risk per

ception
Perception 
of cost o f  
innovation

Perception 
of profita
bility

Social
partici
pation

# * 0*105 -0*241* 0.026 0.008 0.032 0.003

Extent of holding • o 0.22B* 0*033 0.013 0.011 0.116

Education • • 0.146 0.134 0.094 0.201*

Risk perception o c 0.523* 0.383* -0.033

Perception of cost 
at innovation a • 0.221 * -0.099

Perception of 
profitability • • o o ip \D

Social participation 0 *

■■’■Significant at 0.03 level of probability.
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fable 16: Relationship between perception of cost of
innovation with extent of adoption and 
credit utilisation..

Progressive former less progressive farmer
Perception (8*77) (h®48)
of cost of 
innovation Extant of 

adoption
Extent of Extent of 
credit adoption 
utilisation

Extent of
credit
utilization

High
(K-33)

low 
(ft*44)

Full Partial il!| 
(N-76) (12*1) (N-3Q;

?,h Îovf 
) (H»18)

Pull Partif 
(ii-47) O '

10-14 9 1 10 .. 2 . 2 4 ..

15-19 10 30 O * • PO © 12 31 1

20-24 14 13 26 1 8 4 12

Kean » 18*10 <1)« I j • * 3.05

Perception of profitability.

Null hypothesis: The farmers perception of profitability has

no relationship with their extent of adoption and extent of 

credit utilization.

The correlation coefficient value is 0.031, which is 

not significant at 0.05 level of probability. Hence the 

null hypothesis supports that there Is no relationship 

between perception of profitability and farmers' extent of 

adoption and credit utilization.



Section IV

Table 21: Preference of credit institutions

*Zf matrix values

Neighbours Moneylender L.M.B* Relatives Com.Bank* Co-op* Banks■ I.P.D*

Neighbour* ♦0.358 +0.358 +0.496 « +0.643 +1*555 +2.054

Moneylender -0.358 • • +0.322 -0.050 +0.643 +1.555 +2.326

L.R.B# -0.358 -0.332 » • +0.100 +1.175 +1.881 +1.645

Relatives -0.496 +0.050 -0.100 • . +0.412 *0.553 *1.751

Coe.Bank* -0.643 -0.643 -1.175 -0.412 « * *0.533 .• +1.341

Co-op.Bank* -1.555 -1.555 -1.881 -0.553 -0.583 • • +1.751

I.P.D.* • -2.054 -2.054 -1.645 -1.751 -1.341 -1.751 • *

Total —5*464 -4.176 -4.111 -2.170 +0.949 +4.376 +10.868

Mean -0.911 -0.696 —0.685 -0.362 +0.158 +0.729 +1.811

Add largest 
mean 0 0.215 0.226 0.549 . 1.069 1.640 2.722

L.M.B* -land, Mortgage Bank. Co-op Bank55' - Co-operative Sank.

Com. Sank*- Cosmercl&l Bank. - Intensive Paddy Development Unit.

'vl
CD



Table 22: Preference of credit Institutions ay - .farmers
&.& per scale 'values and their-ranks* ;

SI. Bo. Soutg© of credit 
institutions

Scale
value Bank

1, I.P.O. Unit ' 2.722 : 1

2. Co-operative Bank 1.640 2 -

3. Commercial Bank 1.069 3

4. Relatives 0.549 4

Land Mortgage Bank 0.226 5

6. Moneylender 0.215 6

7. Neighbours 0.-000 7

Table 21 shows the * 2 ’ matrix value for the ■ preference 

of credit institutions, the moan *B* value and the average 

scale values, are given for 125 fanners regardless of 

their adoption level and progressiveness, Prom these 

values, it can be seen in the table 22 that fanners in 

general prefer I.P.D. Unit, which is having the maximum 

scale value, as 2.722, followed by Co-operative'Bank and 

Commercial Bank (1.640) and (1.069) respectively securing 

2nd and 3rd preference of farmers. Relatives which is 

a non-institutional source of credit supersedes the 

land Mortgage Bank in their preference, as seen in scale 

value of 0.549 than that of the Land Mortgage Bank scale 

value of 0.226.
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Table 24: Credit institutional preference pertaining
to interest rate.,

' Progressive fanners Less progressive fanners
Credit j & Z Z 2 . - --------------1 M § L — -
institutions High low High Low .

adopters adopters■ adopters adopters
(N-33) (K»44) (N«30) (t}»18‘)/

I.P.13. Unit 32 44 29 18

Co-operative *
Bank ** ** 1

Cos'smercial 
Bank

Lend Mortgage *
Sank 1 ** **

Others* •» • * • • * #

Table 23s Credit institutional preference pertaining 
to. timely lending*

Progressive farmers Less progressive farmers 
Credit -----12=Z22____    IS & S l------------
institutions High Low high Low

adopters adopters adopters adopters
(J4-33) <H«44) (17-30) (N*18)

X.P.D. Unit 16 26 16 12

Co-operative q e 4 2
Bank * °

Coramerlcal « 0 1n £.
Bank ' y iu

:

Land Mortgage
Bank 1 1 •« ••

Others* * • • • f t
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Analysing table 25 it ia found that 70 farmers out 

of 125 prefers I .P.O. Unit for their timely lending of 

credit for cultivating high yielding variety of paddy*

The next priority with regard to the timeliness of 'lending 

credit to farmers goes to the Commercial Bank as expressed 

by 30 farmers followed by the Co-operative Sank as 

experienced by 23 farmers* land Mortgage Bank is 

preferred least.

Table 26s Credit institutional preference pertaining to 
adequacy in lending*

«ewew w e »  «e»<w*n»w*»«iiwwie»W)ieM«iwwa»ww a»a»

Progressive farmers Less progressive farmers 
Credit (Fi*77) <N«fc8)
institutions 'igh'...........  nigh u Z

adopters adopters adopters adopter®
_________ i g s S L ________________S M s S Q l .______J S s l § 2_ _

11

6 

1

I*P*D* Unit , 1 0  15 7
Co-operative PL
Bank 10 ^ 13

Commercial
Bank

Land Mortgage 
Bank

Others*

8

It is seen from table 26 Co-operative Bank is 

preferred by 61 farmers outof125 due to its adequate 

lending capacity for farming, whereas 43 farmers are
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satisfied with the credit offered by I*P«D* Unit of this 

locality* 21 farmers are preferred the Commercial Bank*

Table 27: Credit institutional preference pertaining to
easy lending procedures*

Progressive fanners less progressive farmers
. . . .  i ± U L  >_______________________ ____ _

Institutions High ^  iiigh ^°winariTucions e^0pteriB adopters adopters adopters
<N-33) (N*44) (ft»30) <N«1B)

I.F.D. Unit 23 37 23 13

Co-operative * 9 >. ,
Bank 5 ^

Commercial x ■ r h ?
Bank ** 3 3
land Mortgage u
Bank *

Others* « * • • % *

fable 27 evidences the easiness of lending procedure 

of the I*P»0* Unit as experienced by 96 out of 123 farmers 

studied. 29 farmers find the lending procedures of the 

banks to be also easy* Four high adopters prefer Land 

Mortgage Sank as an easily available source of credit.

i
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table 28: Credit Institutional preference pertaining
to easy repayment procedures*

Progressive farmers Less progressive farmers 
Credit I W 7 )  (N«48)
institutions  .......™  ~

adopters adopters adopters adopters 
(N«33) J n«44) (W*30) (N-18)

I.P.O. Unit • 13 11 8 12

Co-operative
Bank 10 20 16 4

Commercial
Bank 6 6 3 2
Land Mortgage 
Bank 4 6 1 ♦ S

Others* • • 1 * • • •

Procedures for easy repayment of credit availed 

from Co-operative Bank is evidenced by 30 farmers as 

per the table 28* X.P.0. Unit is alone found to have

easy repayment procedure for the credit lend by the 

I*P.O. Unit as experienced by 44 fanners out of the 

125 paddy growers studied in the area.
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Table 29* Credit Institutional preference pertaining
to accommodative recover procedure*

Progressiva farmers Less progressive fanners
Credit
institution High

adopters
(N-33)

Low
adopters

■

High
adopters
(u*30)

Low
adopters 
(N«18) -

I.?•£# Unit 11 18 9 7

Co-operative
Ben'k 15 17 18 7

Commercial
Bank 3 4 3 4

Land Mortgage 
Bank 3 4 • ♦ * «

Others* 1 1 * * a •

Others* - Relatives, Neighbours and Moneylenders.

Table 29 evidences that 57 farmers prefer the procedure 
for the recovery of loans framed by the Co-operative Bank 

to be the best, followed by the recovering procedures of 

the I#P#D* Unit as experienced by 45 farmers#



DISCUSSION
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DISCUSSION

tills chapter consists cl four sections*. First 

section deals with the extent of adoption of H.Y«V. of 

padcly by the progressive and less progressive farmers. 

Second section deals with the- credit need and utilization 

of farmers with respect to their extent of adoption and 

by different categories of farmers. Third section deals 

with tbs relationship of socio-economic characteristics 

with their extent of adoption and extent of credit 

utilization. Fourth section deals with the preference 

of credit institution and perception of source of credit 

by the farmers.
Section I

The extent of adoption of H.Y.V. of paddy,by the progre
ssive and less progressive farmers.

It is seen fro© the table 1 that more than half 

of the sampled farmers (80 per cent) seems to adopt 

the package of practices recommended under the H.Y.V* 

programme of paddy cultivation in this area. Amongst 

them a sizeable majority were found to be medium 

adopters, which evidenced that the farmers were aware 

'of the Important practices in the H.Y.V. poddy culti

vation. This might also be due to the intensive 

extension work conducted by I.1VD. unit of this area.

It has been interesting to note in the table 2 that



the sampled farmers v/ere almost halved equally by the 

mean adoption seora, namely, 78.60 under high and low 

adoption.

Based on the measure of "Frograssi veneaa’* applied 

amongst the farmers, it is seen from table 3 that the 

mean score of 19*40 divides the population sample of 

125 farmers almost into two equal groups* This 

synehomises with the findings of table 2; indicating 

that 'the progressiveness of farmers pertaining to 

adoption of important agricultural practices to be 

high adopters and less progressive farmers as low 

adopters under the H.Y.V. programme.

As per the measure of progresaiveness, a scale 

developed by Venkatarama Reddy et al (1974), it is 

seen that 61*60 per cent of the farmers (table 4) to 

be progressiva and 38.40 per cent of the sampled 

group to be less progressive. Thus,two third of the 

farmers seem to take lead to follow the package of 

practices as a result of the contact with extension 

agencies. As seen in table 5 the scale used for 

measuring progressiveness, was tested and found to 

be significant under the conditions prevailed for 

the study.



Progressive hlF.h adopters.

Of the 33 high adopters, majority (20) belonged 

to the age ranging between 36 and 3? years. Amongst 

the© 30 fera'drs were small farmers having paddy area 

less than 2*3 acres; The progressive high adopters 

were found to he'educated and 27 o f them took ©ore 

risk in cultivating the II. ¥• V, paddy and in following 

improved package of practices* Almost, ail the 

farmers perceived the cost of innovation of tho 

package of practices as low* .But only 4 farmers 

out of 33 progressive farmers cultivated n*Y*7* with 

high profit motive, whereas 24 of the© had only a 

medium perception on its profit. Though progressive 

high adopters, majority of the farmers hod least 

social participation and all of the© except one ■ 

farmer had farming as .sole occupation. 25 farmers 

within the group, 'belonged to high caste. All the

progressive farmers under this category except one
/

utilized their credit in full.

Progressive low adopters.

Amongst the 29 farmers belonging to•progressive 

low adopters out of 44 were middle aged' between 36 

and 57 years. The extent of holding of 37 progressive 

low adopters were below 2*5 acres and hence'small



and 26 high adopters amongst the less progressive 

farmers perceived more profit in cultivating I-iUY,V. 
of paddy in their fields* Social participation was 

low in this category of farmers also* All farmers' 

except two, who had other occupation, also belonged 

to high casta*

less Progressive low adopters*

Eighteen farmers ware categorised -under this 

group* All these farmers except two belonged to 

the age group between 35 and 4? and had farm area 

less than 2*5 acres* All of them except one were 

found to be educated* Half of them perceived greater 

risk in farming than the remaining 9 farmers in the 

category* All the less progressive low adopters 

except two also perceived the cost of innovation, 

of whom 13 farmers had least social participation 

within the I.P.D* area, farming was the only occupa

tion of all the farmers in the category except one.

16 farmers belonged to high caste in the locality*

All less progressive farmers except one utilized 

fully the credit provided to the® by the credit insti

tutions o f the locality*
Section II

Credit noed and credit utilization*

Discussing on credit need of the farmers, it. 

is seen fro® table 6 that the average credit need
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has been worked out to fa.1,095*87 f o r  cultivating an 

acre of land with H.Y.V. o f paddy. In this regard, It 

Is interesting to-note in table 7, that the credit need, 

o£ both big and small farmers under progressive high 

adopters needed credit lesser, compared to the average 

credit need of the farmers (fs.1,095.07) as well as 

the marginal fanners in the same group (&,1,185-00).

Here the Dig farmers needed the least credit (t*621,00). 

This might be due to the facilities and resources 

available with them. This is supported by Harwant Singh 

and Keblon (1971) noted that the medium and large groups 

of farmers could not meet most of their working expenses 

out of their own funds. Some large holders could got 

credit f o r such inputs as improved seeds, fertilizers 

etc. from the dealers of these inputs, hence their 

demand for operational credit was lower.

In the case of marginal farmers, who had to spend 

for all the inputs of fanning required more credit, 

as explained by Prasad (1971) that the small fanners 

(having less than, 2 acres of land) spent as much or 

even more than the big farmers do, when he switched 

over to new technology.

But in the progressive low adopters group, it is 

worthwhile to'note that the marginal farmers needed



lowest; credit 061*00), whereas the credit need by 

the mall (£.1,074,00) ami the big farmers (&.1p11f3,G0) 

category were more f o r their H.Y.V. of paddy cultivation. 

The increase In the credit need of these farmer©. might 

be due to their improper and untimely use of the Inputs 

txi their cultivation* which might increase their expenses. 

This might also be reasoned by Rai and Singh (1971) that 

the requirements of amount for wages showed a great 

disparity among different size groups o f holdings.

Unlike the farmer© with smaller site-holding*, big 

farmers had relatively less family labourers available 

for work. On the other hand it was also explained 

that the farmers in the higher siza-group require more 

Kcney for the purchase of f a m  machinaries and implements 

as wall as for irrigatienal purposes.

In  the case of less progressive high adopters the 

credit need was greater for the big farmers (rs.1,321.00) 

and marginal farmers (fc.1*212.00) as compared to the 

small farmers (fe.1,190.00). This finding was also 

supported by Rai and Singh (1971), who stated that 

apart from their less progressive nature* required 

more money to stabilise their economic condition in 

farming. But the leas progressive low adopters group 

of marina! farmers needed almost an amount nearest to 

the average per acre credit need (fe.1,071.DO) and the
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small farmers required less than the average per acre 

credit need (tS.787.GQ) as reasoned by Subramanian at al 

(1971) that the percentage of credit to total spending 

was largest in the small group. Compared on per acre 

basis, it is observed that the requirement and supply , 

were the largest for the small farmers.

Credit utilisation by all the farmers were found

to be full as in table & except two, who partially utilized
their credit. They were one progressive and a leas

progressive fanner having mors than 2.5 acres of land
clueto

as indicated by the table 9* This may be ,< that these 

farmers might have availed credit from more than one 

institution which was snore than their requirement, made 

them to channelize the funds in improper direction, other 

than agricultural purposes.

Section III

Relationship of socio-economic characteristics with 
their extent of adoption and extent of credit utilization.

It is seen from table 10 that the socio-economic 

characteristics of farmers were not having any relationship 

with their extent of adoption and credit utilization. As 

shown in table 11 that farmers* extent of holding is 

having relationship with their education. Social 

participation and educotionisalso having a relationship. 

Perception of cost of innovation and perception of profit

ability ere having relationship with farmers risk 

perception.
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Agg.

It is seen froa table 12 pertaining to the relation

ship between age of the former* end their extent of 

adoption and credit utilization* One third o f the high 
and low adopters of the progressive group were below 

m m  age (47*93) ie« between 36 end 46 years, whereas 

©bout half of the similarly categorised less progressive 

farmers also belonged to this same ago.group* Shi* 

clearly indicates that very little or no relation existed 

between the extent of adoption end the age of the 

farmers* ‘Ibis, finding goes in line with the findings 

of Baddy (1962) Pareek, Jkiraar end Jain (1965) Ratsnchand 

and Gupta (1966) and ftaje&dra (1968) who reported that 

the age of the fanner was not a differentiating factor ■ 

between adopter® and non-adopter®« The table also 

shows tii&t almost another one third of middle aged, who 

were between 4? and 57 years of age* 4s well as 20 out 

of 33 progressive fanners and 23 out of 30 lass progre

ssive farmers belonged to the high adopters group, who 

fell in the age range of 36*57 year®* This indicates 

that majority of the high adopter® were middle aged, 

irrespective of their progressive attitude toward® 

cultivating H.Y.V. of paddy*

Regarding the extent of credit utilization both 

the group of formers except two, irrespective of their . 

age utilised the credit given for H*Y*V* paddy cultivation
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In full. This shows that age need not be a factor to be 

considered in providing credit to the farmers, .Again 

table 11 reported insignificant relationship with the 

farmers perception o f profitability and age, hence all 
the age group were perceiving the,adoption of improved 

practices as profitable and thus utilized their credit 

in full* which was further supported by,Das and Sarkar 

(1970) and Salunkhe and Thorat (19753•

Extent of holding.

Table 13 revealed that 67 high adopters out of 77 

progressive farmers and 40 high adopters out of 48 less 

progressive farmers had paddy area less than 2,5 acres 

and thus they were marginal farmers* This was a clear 

indication that small site of holding will not stand in 

the way of adopting improved farm technology irrespective 

of their progressiveness. The utilisation of credit 

by these farmers were also found to be full* This could 

also mean that credit was most important factor in 

cultivating H*Y.V* of paddy and that might be responsible 

for high adoption, as supported by Singh (1967) that 

even small farmers had high level of adoption of il,Y,¥, 

mainly due to liberalised short term loan advanced to 

farmers adopting H.Y.V* It was also seen from the 

table that out of 8 progressive small farmers, 6 were 

found to be low in their extent of adopting the recommended
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package of practices* This might be due to their extent 

of land holding more than their bear minimum that was 

needed t© produce sufficient paddy for domestic consumption* 

Excess production o f paddy with high Investment might 
run them to a loss, due to low paddy prices. These 

reasons indicated non-relationship of farmers’ extent 

of holding with their extent of adoption and credit 

utilization which has been supported by Rajondrs (1968), 

Grewal and Sohal (1971) and Jayarama Reddy and 

Bhaskar Reddy (1972)*

Education.
m m  m * * * i w «»»w .u  i i i* i i

Pertaining to the level of education of the 

farmers, it is seen fro© table 14 that almost all the 

formers studied were upto middle school and above, 

except four farmers who were below the primary level.

Sven amongst them 32 out of 77 progressive farmers 

had high level, which may be a reason for their progre

ssive attitude towards improved technology* Their 

level of adoption were also found to toe significantly 

related to their extent of holding as well as social 

participation as per table 11. At the same time 

majority of the less progressive farmers, namely, 33 

out of 48 farmers had only middle school education 

which sight be a reason for their progressiveness* Thus 

it is evident that more the education, better the
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attitude of the farmers towards adoption o f  improved 
package of practices In paddy cultivation* Due to these 

reason®, there was no relationship with their extent of 

adoption as it was supported by Joon et al (1970)* 

dayarasa Reddy ; and.Bhaskar Reddy .(1972)'and.Shams-end 

hair (1974) were found that education was not a signi

ficant degree in fi»Y#V. cultivation and. adoption. 

Irrespective of their level of adoption, all had utilized 

their credit in full for their f!*Y*¥* of paddy cultivation*

Risk perception.

Perception of risk in adopting improved package of 

practices in. paddy cultivation has been perceived low 

by almost all, namely 110 out of 125 farmers studied, 

table 15 indicates that a majority of farmers irrespective 

of their progressiveness were willing to take risk to 

a certain level. U6 progressive and 27 less progressive 
farmers took risk in their farming practices. And it 

was found that this behaviour of risk perception has 

been advantageous to lead the farmers to accept the 

improved technology. 15 highly progressive farmers 

took sore risk as compared to 2 farmers of the less 
progressive group. This might be due to the innovative 

characteristics prevailing amongst the.progressive 

■group. Significant relation has-been evidenced in 

1 table 11 between risk perception and perception of cost
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of innovation followed in paddy cultivation* This, 

innovative practice might pertain specifically in growing 

improved varieties of paddy as well as taking timely 

plant protection measures to maintain high yield* This 

is supported by Basra® (1966) that the small land holders 

cannot take risk in trying new ideas with which they are 

not familiar* If the validity and usefulness of new ideas „ 

are established by local farmers, people will he motivated 

to adopt the ideas. Except two, all the farmers utilized 

their credit in full, due to their willingness to take 

risk, perceiving as well# the cost of innovation and profit.

Perception of cost of innovation*
s

Table 16 indicates that amongst 63 high adopters 

32 formers seemed to have perceived the cost of innovative 

practices.under M*¥.V. programme of paddy cultivation.

At the same time, 72 farmers belonging to progressive 

and less progressiva group had medium level of perception 

on the cost of innovative practices under H.Y.V. paddy 

cultivation. This finding is supported by SaXvi and 

Pawar (1966) who revealed that high cost is not 'a barrier 

to adoption and cost has shown a significant relationship 

with efficiency* Costly practices involves .more inputs, 
but more profits gained by farmers* This coupled with 

credit facilities of to-day seems to be responsible 

for the cost attributes not standing as a barrier to 

adoption. Kay be, due to this reason, that almost all 

the farmers, except two utilized their credit in full



in adopting improved practices in cultivating j.I.Y.V, of 

paddy. Thus no significant difference between their extent 

of adoption and credit utilization and perception of cost 

of innovation had dees, evidenced in the study.

Perception of profitability*%irn**ifi— >o**.w iwiiiMiiiii* ■» i.i ii~M'rmi'nii.*p ̂«l iiuiUi* —HMWW.

Table '17 indicated that majority, namely, 58 out of 

77 progressive and 39 out of 48 less progressive farmers 

belonged to the middle group* Amongst them It is 

Interesting to note that Rore farmers in the low adopter 

group perceived the profit more than that of the high 

adopters group* The findings revealed that the farmers 

in general had average perception on the profit in 

cultivating B*Y.V* This might be due to their necessity 

to produce more paddy being small holders. Also they 

could enjoy all the credit facilities available to 

them through institutions. Since almost all the 

farmers were having high, perception of profitability, 

they had utilized their credit in full. By utilizing 

the credit in proper direction they might have got more 

profit may also he one of the reasons for full utilization* 

This supports the finding of the pest research worker® 

Raghudhsran et al (1976) who found that economic security 

in the case of low adopters found to influence the 

adoption of H.Y.V* of rice.

9 7
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Social participation*

In tabic 10 social participation has been quite low 

both in the case of 58 progressive and 29 less progressive 

farmers# Only two farmers secured a high social partici

pation, whereas 18 farmers in each group made social 

contacts and participation in their social life only to a 

limited extent# The reason sight be due to low income 

and the standard of living of the small holder. This has 

been expressed by Surinderpal Singh 8a ini et al (1977) 

who found that social participation did not show high 

level o f adoption^ as supported by Sup© and Salode (1975)*

Regarding their credit utilization all the farmers 

except two, utilized their credit in full due to the 

reason that they were having high risk bearing ability 

and high perception of profitability.

Occupation.

It is seen from table 19 that 120 formers out. of 

125 studied were agriculturists. Farming was found to 

be their *ole occupation# The location selected for 

study was purely an agricultural area brought under the 

I#P.D# programme of the Department of Agriculture.

Sengupta (1970) found that main occupation of the farmer 

aa a factor for adoption. Since almost all were agricul

turists, the credit given to them has been properly 

utilized#
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Caste>

The majority of the farmers studied, belonged 

to high caste according to table 20. It is seen from, 

the table that out of 77 progressive famera of high 

caste group# 43 were found to be low adopters, 28 less 

progressive farmers out ©f 48 belonged to high caste 

were found to be high adopters* She finding arrived 

here ia supported by Ratanchand end Gupta (1966) who 

indicated that the caste of the farmer does not have 

any relationship with their adoption of iiqprovad practices 

and it is supported by Jim and Shaktawst (1972), the 

economic status of the farmer might be the reason for 

adoption under H*Y*V* programme, hence it is seen ell 

the farmers except two# belonging to high and low 

caste utilized their credit offered to theo*
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Preference of. credit Institution and perception of .source 
of credit by the farmers.

■:i 1th reference to .the preference of .credit iiieti tut ions ¥ 

table 21 explained that, the farmers . prof erred I •■?.£>* units 

as most important, institution, providing credit to farmers 

of the locality, followed by Co-operative dank and 

Commercial dank of the area. Such a preference might 

be due to on the basis of their accessibility for the 

credit, facilities offered to be the easy credit source 

for the farmers, The remaining sources have been ranked 

after the. I.P.f). unit and the banka, as these institutions 

arc- to-day in the fore-front for giving credit to farmers.

The least ranked sources of credit of to-day ware the 

money lenders, who dominated the banks in. the past,,

It is interesting to note that non-institutional 

source of credit ie. Relatives comes in fourth ranks, 

which over looked land Mortgage Bank, in the .farmer*a 

preference. The reason might be that they perceived 

this source, due to more flexibility in repayment with 

snore accommodative policy and approach for recovery.

This has been supported by Rural Credit Survey 'Report 

(1969), which estimated that over 95m of the loans from 

source like indigenous individual lenders as credit

Section. IV



eventhough so many credit institutions were establi 

at village level* for this unknown reason Haider ;\l£ 

(1977) suggested that small farmers required to produce 

non-encumbrance certificate while borrowing from banka 
at the cost o f about Fs*60/-« This is a costly and Incon

venient procedures, might be the reason for preferring 

the relatives far their credit than land Mortgage Bank.

The above findings had also been supported by their 

recognition of the facilities offered by the credit 

institutions* But no significant association was found 

to e x i s t  between extent of adoption and timely lending 
by institutions, adequate credit facilities, easy lending 

procedure, flexible repayment procedures and accommodative 

recovering procedures* Such a finding might be due to 

the fact that the farmer* availed the credit facilities 

based on their accessibility and availability without 

much difficulty at their nearest sources.

Pertaining to the interest rate on credit, the 

farmers preferred i.P.D. Unit as the cheapest, since 

the Government provides credit through I •?•'£># Unit at 

the lowest rate of interest than other credit institutions 

in the locality a« evidenced by table 24.

Table 23 showed that two third of farmers preferred 
credit from I.P*Q* Units as the credit was available to
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theis in time, The second institution that lend credit 

to farmers was the Commercial Bank followed by the 

Co-operative Bank as preferred by 30 and 23 farmers 

respectively. This might be due to high formalities for 

disbursement of credit by the banks that delays the 

matter.

v/tfeh regard to adequacy in lending of credit, it 

is seen from table 26 that Co-operative Bank has been 

preferred by 61 farmers followed by I.P.O. Unit as 

expressed by 43 farmers of the locality. This might be 

due to channelizing of adequate money through Co-operative 

Bank by the Government.

The procedure of lending credit by I.P..D* Unit has 

been easy as exoi’essed by 96 farmers as per table 27•

Only about a dozen of farmers mentioned, that banks have 

easy lending procedures. Hie lending procedure is easy 

in the I.P.b. Unit as in many cases as credit slips ore 

given to farmers for supply of seeds, fertilizers, 

plant protection equipments and chemicals etc. to 

concerned societies.

Table 28 evidenced easy repayment procedures of 

Co-operative Bank as expressed by 50 farmers. 43 farmers 

also ranked I.P.O. Unit for the sane reason followed 

by the Commercial Bank as expressed by 19 farmers. This
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might be due to the-.'reason that Co-operative , Bank has. 

instalment repayment system with flexible procedures of 

repayment of loan by formers*

1Regarding the procedures of recovering loans from 

farmers, it was evidenced that Co-operative Banks were 

sore ' accommodative for them* 45 farmers also ranked the

I.p.D. Unit in this context* Only 14 farmers found that 

recoveries made by Commerieal Bank to be accommodative.

The repayment and recovery procedures of the 

Co-operative Bank must have been preferred by the farmers 

as the condition prescribed and enforced by the Co-operative 

Bank might be followed with delay and not in the prescribed 

manner.
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3 U M M A R Y

Since the inception of High Yielding Variety Programme 

from 1966, farmer* have been takingup improved cultivation 

of paddy. The Agricultural Department of Kerala had pres

cribed a set of package of practices to be followed by 

farmers. Farmers are being provided with credit faciJitios 

by different institutions in the area. The study has been 

designed with the following objectives.

1. To study the adoption behaviour of progressive and less 

progressive farmers under the High Yielding Variety 

Programme of paddy cultivation.

2. To study the credit need and credit utilisation in 

adopting the package of practices recommended for 

growing High Yielding Paddy Varieties.

3t To study the relationship of socio-economic characteri

stics that are related to adoption and credit utiliza

tion under the High Yielding Variety Programme o f  
paddy cultivation.

The study has been purposively undertaken, in Amcode

I.P.D. Unit in Trivandrum District, since the farmers under 

the unit were extendod with maximum credit facilities.
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An intensive* review on the study had been undertaken 

on researches done in extent of adoption of lUgh Yielding 

Varieties of paddy as well as progressive ness of farmers.

The faraers’ response to credit had also been reviewed 

in relation to their socio-economic characteristics.

An hypothetical approach has been followed to reveal 

the relationship between the faraers* socio-economic 

characteristics and their extent of adoption and credit 

utilisation.

125 farmers were selected for the study, belonging 

to Anacode l.P.D. Unit* The selection was based on a 

survey of their extent of involvement with credit institu

tions in the area. A pilot study was also organised so 

as to delineate the variables pertaining to their extent 

of adoption and credit behaviour. An interview schedule 

was prepared and pre-tested for its validity* "Mtaidakan 

Season was taken as the base season for the study. Methods 

to quantify the adoption behaviour were scrutinized. The 

adoption quotient scale developed by JaiswaX end Dave (1972) 

which was the modified scale of Ghattopadhayay (1963), 

was used to measure the total extent of adoption.. The 

potentiality of adoption of various practices wea based 

on the recommendation made under the package of practices 

developed by Kerala Agricultural University (1973). The



progressiveness of the farmer was assessed by using a
el.ai-

progressiveness scale developed by Vonkatarama Reddy £{1974} 

and their total extent of adoption was measured in percent

ages. Parametric test, namely, correlation analysis was 

used to test the hypothesis. Chi-square test was applied 

for finding out the association between the farmers* extent 

of adoption and their perception.of source of credit. The 

credit need of the farmers wa& assessed by the method 

explained by Johl and Kapur (1977)* Thurstones* paired 

comparison technique was used to find out the farmers* 

preference of credit institutions.

The findings of this study were as follows.

1. A high relationship was found between progressiveness 

and extent of adoption of High Yielding Varieties of 

paddy cultivated by farmers.

2. Among the 125 fanners studied, 77 were found to be 

progressive and 48 less progressive farmers in the 

unit.

3* Out of 77 progressive farmers, 33 were found to adopt 

the package of practices to a great extent end thus 

fell under high adopters group. 44 were found to 

be low adopters.

4. Among the less progressive, 30 were high adopters 

whereas 18 farmers were poor in adoption.
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5* The average credit need per acre of the farmers in 

Anaeode Unit was found to he &• 1,095*87,

6. Though 108 farmers were marginal farmers irrespective 

of their extent of adoption* their credit need were 

eomparitively high than others*
7* The less progressive high adopters were found to 

require the highest credit as compared to other 

farmer groups*

8* Ail the farmers except a few* irrespective of their 

progressiveness, fully utilized the credit made 

available by the X*P*D* Unit, Co-operative Bank* 

Commercial Bank and land Mortgage Bank*

9. No significant relationship has been evidenced between 

age, extent of holding* education* risk perception* 

perception of cost of innovation, perception of profi

tability * social participation, occupation and caste 

and their extent of adoption as well as their utiliza

tion of credit*

10* Interms of occupation* almost all except five, were 

found to be fully occupied with farming*

11. The farmers studied, were found to be risk bearers, 

innovative and profit minded in cultivating the High 

Yielding paddy varieties*
12* 112 farmers were found to belong to high caste as

compared to 13 who were belonging to lower caste group.



13- Pertaining to preference of credit institution by

farmers, the study revealed the X.P.D. Unit, Co-operative 

Bank and Commercial Bank as the preference source of 

credit respectively.

14. Kon-lnstitutional source of credit like neighbour 

and moneylender were found to be of least importance 

to the farmers of to-day,

15. ' The l.P,D. Unit was preferred by farmers for their

lower interest rate, timely lending and easy lending 

procedures,

16. Co-operative Batik has been preferred by the farmers 

for the adequate lending capacity, easier repayment 

as well as accommodative recoveryprocedure3.

Suggestions for further research.

1, Research in the same line cen be conducted amongst the 

farmers identified by the Small Farmers Development 

Agency in I.P.D. Units•

2, Study shall also be undertaken on the reasons for 

farmers9 preference to institutional credit than 

non-institutiona1 credit, namely, moneylender, 

neighbour and relatives,

3* The credit need for different categories of farmers 

could be worked out for cultivating High Yielding 

Varieties of paddy.
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APPENDIX I

practices for H.Y.V. of paddy recommended by 
Kerala Agricultural University. (For'1. acre of cultivation

1.
2.
3*
4.
5.

Seed rate 
Nursery area 
Spacing
Age of seedlings
Seed treatment fungicides
and dosages.

2 0  K g s .
10 Cents.
20 x 10 Cois.
20-25 days.
50 gms. of Agrosan for 
20 Kgs. of seed.

6* Manures and fertilizers.

1st application (Basal dose)

Farmyard manure 
Ammonium Sulphate 
Superphosphate 
Muriate of Potash

2nd application (Panicle initiation stage)

2000 Kgs. 
90 Kgs. 
112.5 Kgs< 
15

Amaonium Sulphate 
Muriate of Potash

90 Kgs. 
15 Kgs.

?. Plant, protection.

Maine of the chemical

Ketacid 50 E.C 
Xuvacron 40 L.C. 
Kkalux 25 L.C. 
HInosan

Dosage.

2 0 0  m l *  
250 ml. 
200 ml. 
200 al.



x i

Statements selected for.measuring progresalvenesa of 
farmera.

1. Do you keep yourself upto date in latest technology?

a. Using High yielding Paddy Varieties. Yes/Wo
b. Using Chemical fertilizers. • ■ Yes/Ho
e* Using Plant Protection. Chemicals* Yes/no

2. Do you generally try to adopt the following 
recommendations?

a* Rec.0s2aar.ded seed rate.
b. Recommended spacing in planting.
c. fiecQz/aenti&d nursery practices.,

3. Are you'growing. H»Y.v. of paddy 
as per the season wise recosanendations? Yoa/tia

4. Uhen did you first cultivate the 
U.Y.V. of paddy?

5. Have you been consulted by your 
neighbour faraers regarding any 
practices in the cultivation of
H.Y.V. of paddy?

6 .
a. Do you treat the seed as per the

recommendations?

to. Do you take up plant protection
measures for nursery?

c. .&o you take up. plant protection
measures far oalnfield?

Y g s / R q

Yes/Ro

Yifo/Uo

Y a a / X o

Yoe/Uo
Y o s / h u
Yeft/Ro



APPENDIX II Continued

7. How frequently you meet the following extension 
workers' for your problems in cultivating H.Y.V.

' ■ F r e q u e n t l y '  S o m e t i m e s

a* Agricultural Scientists.
b. Junior Agricultural Officer.
c. Fertilizer Agents,
d. Agricultural Demonstrators*
e. Field Workers.

of paddy? 

Never



APPENDIX IXI 

I n t e r v i e w  S c h e d u l e

HTo Study the Impact of Institutional Credit and its 

Influence in the .Behaviour of farmers In Adopting 

■ high yielding; Varieties. of rsddy. Cultivation.

i ' Progress!veness of .farmers*

1* Do you keep yourself upio date in latest technology

a. Using II*Y*V* of paddy* Yes/Do
b, Using Chemical Fertilizers* Yes/Mo
c* Using Plant Protection Chemicals. Yes/Wo

2. Do you generally try to adopt the following 
r e c o m m e n d a t i o n s ?

a« Recommended seed rata* Yos/Ko
b. necomajended spacing in planting. Yes/l-lo
e. D-ecosafflendod nursery practices* Yos/fto

3. Are you growing H• /•'/« of paddy an per the 
season wise recommendations? Yes/Ko

4. When did you first cultivate the H.Y.V.
of paddy?

5. Have you been consulted by your neighbour 
farmers regarding any practices in the Yes/Do 
cultivation of FuY.V* of paddy?

6.0.D0 you treat the seed es per the
recommendations? 'fos/Ro

b.Do you take up plant protection
measures for nursery? Yea/iYo

c.iJQ you take up plant protection
measures for raoinfield? Yes/Ro



APPENDIX III Continued

?. How frequently you meet the following extension
workers for your problems in cultivating H,. Y. V. of paddy?

Frequently Boaer tiaos Never

a. Agricultural Scientists,
b. Junior Agricultural Officer* 
c* Fertilizer Agents.
cl. Agricultural Demonstrators,
e. Field ’workers.

II. Extent of adoption.

1. Total area of paddy cultivated in Sundakan Season.... acrc-o

2. Marne of the FuY.V* you have grown. Area In acres.■irn̂ nmmn miii (■ni iin.iiwnm iiwinnîn nw iim.m nj»« n iinmniiii r w ■nŵiHi»Mr»;nŵm»-T'w>W >fppnuTiltt

a*
b*
c.
d.

3. Seed rate.

b.
c.
d.

4. Mursery area.

a.
b.
c. i
d.

‘j .  Spacing.

a.
b.
c.
d.
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APP&-JDIX III Continued.

6. Age of seedlings.

• ."jeod treatoent fungicides and dosages.

*

Vi hat was the basal manures/f ertilizer rate followed 
by you for your crop?(NPK)

Kgs.
Kgs.
Kgs.
Kgs .

Chat was the fertiliser rate you applied in split 
doses?

1st application 
(Basal dose)

• Kgs*
Kgs,
Kgs.

2nd application
(Panicle initiation stage)

Kgs.
Kgs*
Kge,

10. Have you applied any plant protection chemicals to 
your crop?" if so,
Name o f the chemical. Dosage.

1.
2.



APPEKD1X 111 Continued 

III, Credit Heed, and Utilization,

Credit utilized (kind) 14. P. K. Pesticide Cost
Kgs.Kgs.Kgs. Kgs., ill. Kp.

Nursery

Malnlleld Basal

1st Application

2nd Application*

Amount spent on different practices from the availed credit*

1« Seeds . - ft.

2. Hursery Management &
labour cost fis*

3« Weeding operations
(labour cost) ife.

4. Mainfield management
including labour cost It.

5* Harvesting and Thrashing
(labour cost) ft.

6. Irrigation charges

Labour coat
water cess
iPufflp set
(Diesel charges)' ite.

7. Sprayer hired charges & ,
Labour cost ft*

8. Other expenditure if any ft.



IV. Credit facility availed.

Chat are all the credit, facilities availed in 

your area for cultivating B*Y. ■/. of paddy froci 

difference sources given in ^undakan doason”•

' >"011 
erc-i

APPENDIX III Continued

1. T « n . D .

2, Co-*op lank.

3* Coa. dank, 

d « u, . o *

3« .Corey lender,

6. Neighbour.

7. relatives-

Short term loan* 

Bedims term loan, 

.Long tera loan. .

r» tp.%■V •

i' i • X

e. . Perti- Plant ^i£l35«2£».i:922 ‘Conce-
c 1 liaor protect- .n* "’Saiona



APPE&DIX. Ill Continued.

1. Growing f-;. Y. V* of paddy 
is a' risk because it 
gives post/disease 
problem.

2. Raising nursery for H*Y*V* 
is & risk because, it 
needs extra inputs*

3. Heed treatment is a risky 
oractice while growing 
Ji.Y.tfs*

4. Crowing a particular
H.Y*Y. in any season is 
a risky attempt because 
it will fail.

5* Taintsining recoamended 
spacing in H.Y.V. is a 
risk because it reduces 
yield.

6. There is a risk in gett
ing ail kinds of cheaical 
fertiliser for growing 
the rj.Y. Vs.

7• Applying cheisical ferti
lizers in "oplitcloses*1 
is a risky, practice in 
T, Y • V. cultivati on •

8. Plant protection measures 
used to control pest/ 
disease in h*Y*V. culti
vation is a risk*

9* Crowing FuY.V* involves 
risk in increasing the 
number of weeding.



APPENDIX 2XX Continued

10. Schedule recommended
for H*Y*V* is a risk 
because it cannot with
stand the same*

VI* Perception of cost of Innovation*

1. Growing il.Y.V* of paddy id 
expensive*

2* Cost of 1UY.V* cultivation 
in three season* is 
expensive so we cannot 
grow H*Y*V* in all season*.

3* H.Y*V* seed* are costly.

4. Huraery preparation for
involve* more

expenditure.

5. Recommended spacing is 
Important in H.Y.V. 
cultivation but it 
increases the cost of 
labour.

6. Recommendation for the 
use of chemical fertili
zer for h.Y.V* need* 
more money*

7* Splitdose* of chemical 
fertilizer are expensive.

8. i?lant protection measures 
and their adoption needs 
more money in H* Y*V. 
cultivation.

9. Weeding schedule require® 
more amount of money*

10. Irrigation cost is high 
tor H.Y.V. cultivation*



AP?SKi)XK III Co-ntlnued

VII. Perception of profitability.

1. Growing. H*Y*V. paddy 
is not economical*

2. LuY.V. fails in sores 
season, so growing

V. in all season 
is not profitable*

3. Seed rate for H»Y»V* 
is more, so it is 
not economical.

4. Intro inputs for 
Nursery management in 
H.'i.vl cultivation 
makes uneconomical*

5* H.Y.V# seeds need seed 
treatment which Is not 
economical*

6. Correct spacing for
H.Y.V, makes less plant 
population which is a 
loss*

7. n.Y*V. needs more 
chemical fertilizers
so it is not profitable*.

8. 2'lant protection chemical 
is high cost which 
affect the profit in
H*f.¥. cultivation.

9. bVY.V* needs more irriga
tion practice which, is 
not profitable in B.Y.V. 
cultivation.

10. In K.7.'/. more of weed, 
which makes more labour 
cosc. .go it is not 
prof itable.

5.A0 ~ Strongly Agree A*-Agree U.O
9.9* A®- Strongly di oagree.



A P P L W u l K  III Continued

VIII. Preference of credit institution.

Choose the credit institutions you prefer for 
getting crop Xoen in the given pairs.

i. -•Co-operative Sank and land' Mortgage 3ccik

2. Honeylender and Land Mortgage' Bank

3. Relatives and Commercial Dank

4. Honeylender and Neighbour

5- Relatives and Co-operative Bank

6. I.P.D. Unit and Land Mortgage Bask

7* Neighbour and land Mortgage Bonk

8. Co-operative Bank and Commercial Bank

9. Comercial Sank and land Mortgage Bank

10. Neighbour and Relet1vos

11. Relatives and land Mortgage Dank

12. Honeylender and Relatives

13. I.P.D. Unit and Commercial Bank

14. Neighbour and I.P.D. Unit

13- Relatives and .X • P # O • Uni fc

16. Moneylender and Co-operative Dank

17. Co-operative Bank and I.P.D. Unit

18. Moneylender and Commercial Bank

19. Neighbour ■ and Co-operative Bank

20. Neighbour and Commercial Bank

21. Moneylender and I.P.D. Unit.



IX* Perception of source of credit*

I.P.O. Co-op* Com.Bank.. L.I-UB* Oth

APPENDIX XII Continued

1* Which institution offers 
you the lower interest 
rate*

2. Which institution issues 
loan at proper time for 
your H.Y.V. cultivation*

3* Which institution supplies 
adequate credit facilities 
for your H.Y.V. cultiva
tion*

4, Which institution has the 
easier lending procedure.

3* Which institution is more 
flexibility in repayment 
of loans.

6* Which institution I s
having mors accommodative 
policy and approach for 
recovery*

♦Others - Relatives, Neighbours and Moneylenders* 

X, Socio-economic characters*

1 • Age *..... *....» Years.

2. Extent of Holding**...........acre*

3. Education: 1. No formal education
2. Primary School
3. Middle School
4. High School
3. College.



APPENDIX III Continued

4. Caste

5. Occupation

Cipher/ Lower 

I'a in/Subsidiary

6. Pociol participation I c o  h o l a e

1. Co-operative Bank.

7. na&.lo rural forum

8. Political activities.

9. Peligious activities.

10. educational activities.

11. Cultural-, activities*

12. Others, if any.

4. .Pane ha/at

5* i-la Coaaittee

6. Parsers1 Glut.
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T h is  study i s  designed to study the Impact o f In s t it u 

t io n a l C re d it and i t s  in flu en ce  in  the behaviour of f&rm&rn 

in  adopting High Y ie ld in g  V a rie tie s  o f Paddy C u ltiv a tio n .

In  t h is  study, 125 farmers of the Anacode I.P .D * U nit, 

Trivandrum D is t r ic t ,  were interview ed so a© to  assess  

th e ir  extent of to ta l adoption o f the package of p ra ctice s  

recommended by Kerala A g ric u ltu ra l U niversity* The study 

a lso  p e rta in s to  th e ir  c re d it  need and u t iliz a t io n  to  

c u lt iv a te  the High Y ie ld in g  V a rie tie s  o f paddy. The 

data was tabulated end s t a t is t ic a lly  analysed to  reveal 

th e ir  adoption behaviour p erta in in g to  the implementation 

of High Y ie ld in g  V ariety  programme in  the u n it. 92 per cent 

o f the progressive farmer and 40 per cent o f the le s s  

p rogressive  farm ers were found to  be h igh  adopters of 

the package of p ra c tic e s . The average c re d it  need of 

the farm ers was found to  be Ss. 1,095*87. Less progressive  

h igh adopters were found to  req u ire  the h igh est c re d it  

need. Almost a l l  the farm ers u t iliz e d  th e ir  c re d it  offered  

by in s t itu t io n s  in  f u l l .  In  general no re la tio n sh ip  was 

evidenced between age, extent o f ho ld in g, education, r is k  

perception, perception o f co st o f innovation, perception  

o f p r o f it a b ilit y , s o c ia l p a rtic ip a tio n , occupation and 

caste and between extent of adoption and c re d it  u t iliz a t io n .

A B S T R A C T



In ta n slv a  Paddy Davalopaant U nit aacurad f i r s t  prafaranca  

ajcongst othara, v iz*  Co-opar«tlva Bank, Coaatarcial Bank, 

land Mortgaga Bank, Monayltndare, Neighbour and H e la tiv ta  

p a rta ln in g  to  t la a ly  len d in g, lower ln ta ra a t rata and 

aaay landing procadura.


