Journal of Crop and Wee#(1):56-68(2013)

Analysing and ensuring persuasive extension with respect to preventive
innovation for sustainable agriculture

M.M.ADHIKARY, 'K. PRADHAN AND S. MISHRA

Department of Agricultural Extension
Bidhan Chandra Krishi Viswavidyalaya, Mohanpur-7822Nadia, West Bengal
'Department of Agricultural Extension, Uttar Bangeghi Viswavidyalaya, Coochbehar, West Bengal

Received: 04-5-2013, Revised: 25-5-2013, Accepted: 30-5-2013
ABSTRACT

In the changed agricultural scenario, as concerb®wt environmental protection, natural resourcenstedship, and the
India's ability to feed ever-growing populations tiane to mount, the sustainability of agricultunedanatural resources is
emerging as a central theme among the public ardityponakers alike. Increased environmental awarersss$ health
consciousness promoted the scientists and plantoethink and promote an alternate pathway of extensdence for
sustainable agriculture with protection to envirommheand human hedlt called persuasive extension.
Consequently, the present study was conducted wittinao highlight the issues of persuasive extenaiwhassess
the knowledge practice gap associated with the ptéxemnovation in agriculture. Data collected froff00 respondents
with the help of structured interview schedule folol by statistical analyses revealed that amongtkinee groups of
farmers (good, moderate, not so good) good farmeasl more knowledge about preventive innovatihre to their
superior characteristics (more experience, pedtion reading habit, more land holding etc.) thather two groups
of farmers, they also followed these practicesteglao preventive innovation.

Keywords. Knowledge gap, persuasive extension, preventiveviation, sustainable agriculture

As an aftermath of green revolution2003). Persuasive extension assumes that them is a
supported by advanced agricultural sciences, thestablished correct way of doing things and that th
increased gulf between production and amole of the extension officer is simply to presém
understanding of basic ecological relationship hasew knowledge (techniques, processes, skills iet@)
coincided with the increased use of external inputsnanner that ensures the farmer or land manager
development of crop species with low susceptibtiity adopts them more or less unquestioningly (Coetts
pests, dependency on large amounts of water aat, 2005).
other scarce natural resources which have extremely In such a resilient research climate the
contributed to degradation of environment angbresent paper has envisaged to identify and documen
sustainable agricultural system, production of tmsathe issues of persuasive extension in terms of
food and ultimately deterioration of human andoreventive innovation in the field of agricultunadato
animal health. As concerns about environmentalssess the knowledge practice gap of preventive
protection, natural resource stewardship, and thienovation, present in different categories of farm
India's ability to feed ever-growing populationsin the study area.
continue to mount, the sustainability of agricudtur
and natural resources is emerging a)é a cegltraletheMATERlALSAND METHODS
among the public and policymakers alike. The The present study was conducted in
deepening awareness of the interdependence Bifiabanipur village of Fatehpur gram panchayat in
agriculture, the environment, and socioeconomitlaringhata block of Nadia district of West Bengal,
conditions has called into question the sustaiitgbil India during the year 2012. District Nadia was
of current agricultural production systems. Inceshs selected purposively. For selection of block, gram
environmental awareness and health consciousngssnchayat and village multistage random sampling
promoted the scientists and planners to think andchnique was adopted and for selection of
promote an alternate pathway of extension educatisespondents complete enumeration technique was
programme for sustainable agriculture with protetti carried out to identify 100 respondents for present
to environment and human health, called pergaias study. The data were collected with the help of
extension programme. Persuasive extensimips pretested structured interview schedule through
farmers to generate preventive behaviour in thech apersonal interview method. The data were processed
to motivate them to adopt preventive innovatiornto frequency, percentage, chi-square test arbifis
(Roling, 1990). The main aim of persuasive extemsioexact test (FET) to draw the conclusion. The fasmer
is introduction of preventive innovation. Prevestiv were categorised into three groupsz., ‘good’,
innovation is an idea that an individual adopt®r® ‘moderate’ and ‘not so good’ on the basis of theeni
point in time in order to lower the probability tha identified attributes namely age, education,
some future unwanted event may occur (Rogerexperience, land holding, linkage, publication iegd
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habit, disease pest diagnostic ability, intereshémv  20.

innovation, dose determining ability. The conclusio

related to persuasive extension was drawn on tis ba21.

of the fifty six identified preventive innovatioria

crop production and forty three identified preveati 22.

innovations in soil management derived with thephel
of the experts’ opinion.

RESULTSAND DISCUSSION
Association  between different categories of

farmers in respect of their knowledge about
preventive innovation and knowledge practice gap

To determine this association at first 99 preventivog
innovations were listed in 2 categories-

24.

1. Crop production (56 items) 27.
2. Soil management (43 items)
Crop production 28.

1. Crop should not be selected without selecting th 9

e
location of field. 29.

2. Seed should not be transplanted without seed
treatment.

3. Proper sequence in the method of cultivation
like weed control followed by ploughing,
fertilizer application, irrigation etc. should not
break.

4. Fertilizer should not be applied before weed?-

control.

5. In case of rice cultivation, full dose of nitrogen33-

should not be applied as basal.

6. In case of rice cultivation, without taking care of34-

seed bed, much attention should not give only for
main field preparation.

7. Seed should not be transplanted without knowin§5-

the seed rate.
8. Variety of any crop should not be selected
without knowing the location of the field.
9. Full dose of nitrogen should not only be applied
as basal but also as topdressing for the growth
the plant. 38
Full dose of Nitrogen should not only be applied
as basal but also as topdressing in wat
stagnation period.

10.

11.
puddling.

12.
proper spacing.

13.
knowing the ground water level.

14,

(more than 70-150 days) should not be selected.

Wheat should not be sown in December.

Wheat should not be sown in high and low land.

Irrigation should be given in wheat field 20-22

days after transplanting.

Jute should be harvested before 120 days.

Jute should not be harvested in much mature

condition.

15.
16.
17.

18.
19.
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23.

25.

30.

Irrigation should not be applied within 2 days of?0.
Rice seedling should not be transplanted withodtl:
Boro rice should not be transplanted withouf*2-

In case of Aus rice, variety with late maturity43-

46.
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Retting in jute should not be done with banana
stem and mud.

Without controlling Hairy caterpillar jute should
not be cultivated.

Sesamum should not be cultivated without proper
care.

If adequate sulphur is not available, sesamum
should not be cultivated.

In case of sesamum cultivation, Urea and DAP
should not be used as source of N and P.

40-45 no. of plants / sq. m ratio should not break
in sesamum cultivation for better yield.

. Sulphur fertilizer should be applied less in cake o

mustard.

Mustard should not
irrigation.

Mustard should not be sown in late, without
maintaining crop cycle and duration.

Fruit borer should be controlled in case of lentil
cultivation.

Lentil should not be cultivated in acidic soil
without applying dolomite or lime.

be cultivated without

31. In paira method, lentil should not be cultivated

without applying urea at 30-40 days after
transplanting.

Potato having more no. of eye (buds) should
not be selected for cultivation purpose.

Soil should be incorporated within the diameter
of the selected potato.

If there is any infected potato, while cutting from
the large potato, the knife not be used without
treating with potassium permanganate.

Potato should not be sown until the applied
fertilizer is incorporated with soil within 2-3 day
of application.

6. Irrigation water should not be applied in sail

matching the growth stage of the plant.

gf- Rain water should not be wasted.
. Large amount of water should not be used at a

time.

9. lrrigation should not be given in plant without its

critical growth stage.

Application of fertilizer should not be followed
before irrigation.

Land beside irrigation channels should not be too
long.

Irrigation channels should not be against the
slope.

Less no. of irrigation should not be given in
sandy soil.

4. More no. of irrigation should not be given in clay

soil.

5. Seed should not be sown in dry soil without

sprinkler irrigation.
Irrigation should not be given 15-20 days before
harvesting.
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47.
48.
49.
50.

51.
52.

53.
54.

55.
56.

Soil management

1.

2.

3.

10.
11.

12.
13.

14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.

20.
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Irrigation should not be given followed by 21.
fertilizer application.

Fertilizer should not be applied when plant is ir22.
its reproductive stage.

Fertilizer should not be applied in line at thedim 23.
of line sowing.

Pulses should not be cultivated with Bio fertilizer24.
application.

Excess urea should not be applied in pulses.  25.
Fertilizer should not be applied in pulses without
1:2:2 ratios. 26.
NPK should not be applied in oilseed without
2:1:1 ratio. 27.
Fertilizer should not be applied as topdressing
without using Leaf Colour Chart. 28.
Excess ploughing should not be given in the field.
Irrigation should not be given in pulses. 29.

Without soil testing fertilizer should not be
applied in the field.

Soil sample should not be collected from the
shaded areas of any field. 2

In acidic soil compost or vermicompost or cow
dung should be applied P should not be applied.
Phosphate containing bio-fertilizer should not be
applied in the field where it is not required.
Phosphate fertilizer should not be applied in
broadcast method in acidic soil.

In a limited area more chemical fertilizer should
not be applied.

Without applying organic fertilizer only chemical
fertilizer should not be applied in the field.
Excessive lime should not be applied in the acidic
soil.

In sandy acidic soil full dose of lime should not
be applied at a time.

Continuous Ca containing lime should not be
applied.

Without maintaining proper time gap fertilizer
should not be applied.

30. Excessive wooden ash should not be applied in

the field.

31. Low quantity bio-fertilizer should not be applied

be applied in the field.

32. Seed and bio-fertilizer should not be incorporated

Soil should not be collected from the ridge area

for testing.
Soil sample should not be collected from the
ridge area. 34.

Due to residual effect of fertilizer soil sample
should not be collected from the place whergg
fertilizer may be stored during the cultivation of
previous crop.

Soil sample should not be collected from the fieldyg
where fertilizers are recently sprayed or applied.
Soil sample should not collected form croppedy7.
area
Soil sample should not be collected from road
sided area.
Soil sample should not be collected from the
acidic/saline or sodic pocket area of the field.  4q
Soil sample collected from the field should not be
dried in sunlight or oven 4
Soil should not be troughed in pond without soil
testing.

More fertilizer should not be applied in the field. 4o
Only chemical fertilizer should not be applied in
the field along with organic fertilizer.

Chemical and bio-fertilizer should not be applied
at a time in a field.

in the sunlight.

33. Seed and bio-fertilizer mixer should not be dried

in hot or sunlight.

After mixing bio-fertilizer with seed, seed should
not be delayed in sowing.

If important information is not presented in
fertilizer packet than bio -fertilizer should no¢ b

applied in the field.

. Chemical fertiliser, insecticide, fungicide and

herbicide would not be mixed with bio-fertilizer.
Boron -fertilizer should not be applied.

38. Micro nutrient should not be applied in the field

if not required.

39. Without proper washing of the sprayer bio-

fertilizer should not be applied.
Highly mature green-manure should not be
applied in the field.

1. In drought prone area where rainfall is inadequate

and irrigation facility is not available, bio-
fertilizer should not be applied.

. Without proper rotting compost should not be

applied.

43. Bone meal should not be applied at a higher dose

than compost fertilizer.
Tables- 1(A), 1(B) and 1(C) reflect the

To increase the marketing value of tobacco MOBssqciation between good and moderate farmer,

should not be applied.

between moderate and not so good farmer and

Without P & K, only N should not be applied in hetween good and not so good farmer respectively in

the field.

case

of crop production related preventive

Without weeding fertilizer should not be applied. jynovations. It was found from the table 1(A) toat

NH4S04 should not be sprayed in leaf. of

56 preventive innovations related to crop

In saline soil Urea should not be applied inyroquction in case of 44 preventive innovations

granular form.

results ofy’ test were significant. That means in case
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innovation there is an association present in betwein between good and not so good farmers in case of
good and moderate farmers. It may be concluded frotn30% of total innovations related to soil
the table that good and moderate farmers shomanagement. It may be concluded from the table that
homogeneity in their knowledge about these 44ood and not so good farmers show homogeneity in
preventive innovations and their knowledge practictheir knowledge and knowledge practice gap about
gap. It was revealed from the table 1(B) that dB&® preventive innovation in case of 4 preventive
preventive innovations related to crop production, innovations out of 43 in soil management.
case of 6 preventive innovations resultg’ofest were From the results ofi’ test we may
significant. That means, in case of 10.73 % of croponclude that in case of soil managemenatedl
production related preventive innovations, theraris preventive innovation there is a lowest
association present in between moderate and not lsomogeneity present (only in 9.30% innovation of
good farmers. It may be concluded from the tabdé thtotal preventive innovations related to sail
moderate and not so good farmers show homogeneityanagement) in between good farmer and moderate
in their knowledge and knowledge practice gap onlfarmer in their knowledge about the innovations and
in case of 6 preventive innovations out of 56. #sw knowledge practice gap. Highest homogeneity present
observed from the table 1(C) that out of 56 preivent in between good and moderate farmer (in 78.57% of
innovations related to crop production in case of &tal preventive innovation) in crop productionateld
preventive innovations results of® test were preventive innovation’s knowledge and knowledge
significant. That means in case of 14.29 % of cropractice gap. The good and moderate farmers of this
production related preventive innovation, thereais study area are very much cautious about the crop
association present in between good and not so goptbduction practices and they choose the best
farmers. It may be concluded from the table thatdgo practices of crop production. Basically the good an
and not so good farmers show homogeneity in theinoderate farmers are characterised by their age,
knowledge and knowledge practice gap in case of &lucation, experience, perceptual ability and
preventive innovations out of 56. cosmopolite exposure. As a result these two farmers
Tables- 2(A), 2(B) and 2(C) reflect the groups are exposed to latest know how of their crop
association between good and moderate farmeatoduction practices and they are very much
between moderate and not so good farmer aratquainted with the preventive innovations related
between good and not so good farmer respectively arop production. Consequently their knowledge is
case of soil management related preventiveigh and knowledge practice gap on preventive
innovations. It was found from the table 2(A) toat innovation is low. In the contrary though the soil
of 43 preventive innovations related to soimanagement related preventive innovations are well
management, in case of 29 preventive innovatiodgiown to them but still they don’'t want to give due
results ofy test were significant. That means, there igmportance to the same as the practices are time
an association present in between good and moderatmsuming and expensive to them and beneficial
farmers in case of 67.44% of total preventiveeffects of the practices are indirect and delayed.
innovations related to soil management. It may be During the era of overexploitation of natural
concluded from the table that good and moderatesources and threat to ecological agriculturectiea
farmers show homogeneity in their knowledge andeed of persuasive extension in terms of preventive
knowledge practice gap about preventive innovatiomnovation for sustainable agriculture. The study h
in case of 29 preventive innovations out of 43wdts rightly identified several numbers of preventive
found from the table 2(B) that out of 43 preventivénnovations in case of crop production and soil
innovations related to soil management, in casé ofmanagement niche. Present study revealed that
preventive innovations results of® test were preventive innovations related to soil managemeat a
significant. That means, there is an associatiesgnmt not at all risky and complex but the expected
in between moderate and not so good farmers in caseneficial effectsare delayed but the preventive
of 9.30% of total innovations related to soilinnovations related to crop production are simpi w
management. It may be concluded from the table themmediate impact. Rate of adoption of preventive
moderate and not so good farmers show homogeneitynovations is very less, especially in poor ilige
in their knowledge and knowledge practice gap abof@rming community (Rogers, 2004). But it should be
preventive innovations in case of 4 preventivadopted by farming community for ecological and
innovations out of 43related to soil management. human health. For this reason Persuasive Extension
was found from the table 2(C) that out of 43approach should be the focus of present day
preventive innovations related to soil managemiant, agriculture wherein agriculture is termed as global
case of 4 preventive innovations resultg’ofest were polluter.
significant. That means, there is an associatiesgnt
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Table 1(A): Crop production (association between good and moder ate far mer)

GF (N=34) MF(N=51) NSGF (N=15) Pooled Association between
sample GFand MF

tem—— P kNP KP KNP KP KNP KP KNP jvalueAsymP FET
f p f p f p f p f p f p -sig

1. 33 9711 29 49 9611 20 15 1000 0 00 97 2 1.00

2. 32 9412 59 40 7848 157 6 400 9 60.0 78 19 0.18
3. 3410000 0.0 24 47119 27314 9331 67 72 20  17.63 0.000
4. 33 9711 12932 62712 235 2 133 4 267 67 17 6517 0.011
5. 33 9711 29 24 47118 353 2 133 1 67 59 20  13.90 0.000
6. 32 9412 59 19 37319 451 3 200 2 133 54 23  18.18 0.000
7. 20 8534 11823 45123 451 1 67 4 267 53 31  10.62 0.001
8. 31 9121 29 16 31423 451 3 200 1 67 50 25  22.07 0.000
9. 29 8533 88 17 33322 431 3 200 1 67 49 26 1504 0.000
10. 27 7946 17.6 20 39221 412 3 200 1 67 50 28  7.245 0.007
11. 26 7653 88 12 23523 451 2 133 3 20.0 40 29  17.92 0.000
12. 26 7654 118 14 27524 471 3 200 1 67 43 29 1518 0.000
13. 29 8532 59 12 23524 4711 69 0 00 42 26 2296 0.000
14. 29 8533 88 12 23520 392 0 00 1 67 41 24  17.37 0.000
15. 25 7353 88 10 19616 314 0 00 O 0 35 19  13.12 0.000
16. 25 7352 59 8 15714 27450 00 1 67 33 17  14.96 0.000
17. 21 61810294 9 17615 294 0 00 O 0.0 30 25  3.845 0.050
18. 18 52912353 3 5929 569 0 00 1 67 21 42 1552 0.000
19. 20 5889 265 2 3930 588 0 00 O 67 22 39 2330 0.000
20. 26 7658 235 7 13724 471 0 67 2 133 33 34  16.74 0.000
21. 26 7654 118 7 13723 451 0 0.0 2 133 33 29  21.81 0.000

22. 25 7356 17611 2167 137 2 133 1 67 38 14 0.184

23. 21 6183 88 3 5210 196 1 67 1 67 25 14 0.000

24. 22 6474 118 8 1579 176 1 67 0 00 31 13 0.016
25. 23 6767 206 3 5920 394 2 133 0 00 28 27 1861 0.000
26. 21 6182 59 3 5918 353 1 67 0 00 25 20 2324 0.000

27. 29 8530 00 25 49.011 216 2 133 0 00 56 11 0.001
28. 30 8820 00 18 35315 294 1 67 0 00 49 15 1548 0.000
29. 27 7941 29 9 17620 392 0 00 1 67 36 22  23.44 0.000
30. 23 6761 29 9 17616 3149 00 0O 00 41 17  16.79 0.000
31. 20 5884 118 1 2016 3141 67 0 00 22 20  20.89 0.000
32. 31 9122 59 11 21612 235 4 267 2 133 46 16  13.01 0.000
33. 25 7358 23511 21620 392 10 667 2 133 46 30 8962 0.003
34. 23 67.610 29.4 6 11827 529 1 67 5 333 30 42 1574 0.006
35. 25 7356 17.6 15 29424 471 6 40 3 2000 46 33  10.88 0.001
36. 21 61.812 353 18 35329 569 8 533 2 133 47 43 4020 0.045
37. 24 70.610 29.4 21 41230 588 2 133 8 533 47 48 5952 0.015
38. 32 9412 59 36 70614 275 6 400 1 67 74 17 5066 0.024
39. 33 9711 29 29 56921 412 8 533 2 133 70 24 1401 0.000
40. 3410000 00 29 56920 392 9 600 1 67 72 21 1612 0.000
41. 32 9412 59 33 64715 25513 367 0 00 78 17 5042 0.025

cont...
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GF (N=34) MF(N=51) NSGF (N=15) Pooled Association between
Item sample GFand MF

KP KNP KP KNP KP KNP KP KNP yvalue AsymP FET

f p f p f p f p f p f p -sig

42. 34 100.0 0 0.0 34 66.7 14 27513 86.7 0 0.0 81 14 9.987*  0.002
43. 33 9711 29448636 11.814933 0 00091 7 0.233
44, 31 912 1 88428248 15714933 0 0.0 87 0.513
45, 33 9711 292549.09 176 6 4001 6.7 64 11 5.745* 0.017
46. 30 8822 59275299 176 2 133 3 20059 14 3.118 0.077
47. 27 794 5 1472854910 19.6 3 200 1 6.7 58 16 0.630 0.427
48. 28 8241 2929569112165 3330 0062 12 5.199* 0.023
49, 23 676 1 293058810196 4 26.7 2 13.357 13 0.042
50. 13 38.2 8 235163146 1181 6.7 0 0.0 30 14 0.186 0.666
51. 20 588 9 2659 1761 203 670 0032 10 0.402
52. 11 32415 441 8 1573 59 2 1330 0021 18 1.775 0.183
53. 9 2655 1472 395 981 670 0012 10 0.183
54, 11 3245 147 7 137122351 67 0 0.0 19 17 2.374 0.123
55. 23 6761 29193737 1373 201 6745 9 0.050
56. 19 5592 2919373122351 671 6739 15 0.027

Note: f- Frequency, p- Percentage, GF-good farmdf;mbderate farmer, NSGF-not so good farmer, KP-kadge
practice, KNP-knowledge no prtice; *,** Chi-square(y®) is significant at 5% and 1% level, respectively

Table 1(B): Crop production (association between moder ate and not so good far mer)

GF (N=34) MF(N=51) NSGF (N=15) Pooled Association between
[tem sample MF and NSGF
KP KNP KP KNP KP KNP KP KNP yvalue AsymP- FET
f p f p f p f p f p f p sig

1. 33 9711 29499611 201510000 0.097 2 1.000
2. 32 9412 5940784 8 1576 40.09 60.0 78 19 0.002
3. 3410000 002447119 27314 9331 6.772 20 5.368* 0.021

4. 33 97.11 1293262712 235 2 1334 26.767 17 0.074
5. 33 9711 2924471183532 1331 6.759 20 1.000
6. 32 941 2 5919373194513 20.02 13354 23 0.654
7. 29 8534 1182345123451 1 6.74 26.753 31 0.354
8. 31 9121 2916314234513 2001 6.750 25 0.306
9. 29 8533 8817333224313 2001 6.749 26 0.323
10. 27 794 6 17.62039.221 412 3 2001 6.750 28 0.608
11. 26 765 3 8.81223523451 2 1333 20.040 29 1.000
12. 26 765 4 1181427524 471 3 2001 6.743 29 0.286
13. 29 853 2 5912235244711 690 0.0 42 26 0.351
14. 29 853 3 8812235203920 001 6.741 24 1.000
15. 25 7353 8810196163140 000 0035 19 NSP

cont...
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Table 1(B): Crop production (association between moder ate and not so good far mer)

GF (N=34) MF(N=51) NSGF (N=15) Pooled Association between
sample M F and NSGF
ltem— % KNP KP KNP KP KNP KP KNP yvalue AsymP FET
f p f p f p f p f p f p -sig
16. 25 7352 598 157 14 27450 00 1 6.7 33 17 1.006
17. 21 61810 294 9 17615 2940 00 O 0.0 30 25 NSP
18. 18 52912 3533 5929 5690 00 1 6721 42 1.000
19. 20 5889 2652 3930 5880 00 0 6722 39 1.000
20. 26 7658 2357 13724 4710 67 2 13333 34 1.000
21. 26 7654 1187 13723 4510 00 2 13333 29 1.000
22. 25 7356 17611 216 7 1372 133 1 6738 14 0184  1.000
23. 21 6183 883 5210 1961 67 1 6725 14 0000 0476
24. 22 6474 1188 157 9 1761 67 0 0031 13 0016  1.000
25. 23 6767 2063 5920 3942 133 0 00 28 27 0.033
26. 21 6182 593 5918 3531 67 0 0025 20 0.182
27. 29 8530 0025 49011 2162 133 0 0.0 56 11 1.000
28. 30 8820 0018 35315 2941 67 0 0.0 49 15 1.000
29. 27 7941 299 17620 3920 00 1 67 36 22 1.000
30. 23 6761 299 17616 3149 00 0O 00 41 17 NSP
31. 20 5884 1181 2016 3141 67 0 0022 20 0.111
32,31 9122 5911 21612 2354 267 2 13346 16 0.651
33. 25 7358 23511 21.620 39210 667 2 133 46 30  6.128*  0.013
34. 23 67.610 29.4 6 11.827 5291 67 5 33330 42 1.000
35. 25 7356 17.615 29.4 24 4716 40.0 3 20.00 46 33 0.153
36. 21 61.812 35318 35329 5698 533 2 133 47 43 0.032
37. 24 70610 29.421 41230 5882 133 8 533 47 48 0.294
38. 32 9412 5936 70614 2756 40 1 6.7 74 17 0.662
39. 33 9711 2929 56921 4128 533 2 13370 24 0.291
40. 34 10000 0029 56920 3929 600 1 6772 21 0.080
41. 32 9412 5933 64715 25513 367 0 00 78 17 0.052
42. 3410000 0.034 66714 27513 8.7 0 00 81 14 0.028
43. 33 9711 2944 8.3 6 11814 933 0 00 91 7 0.325
44, 31 9121 8842 824 8 15714 933 0 00 87 9 0.183
45. 33 9711 2925 490 9 1766 400 1 6.7 64 11 0.660
46. 30 8822 5927 529 9 1762 133 3 20059 14 0.139
47. 27 7945 14728 54910 1963 200 1 6.7 58 16 1.000
48. 28 8241 2929 56911 2165 333 0 00 62 12 0.313
49. 23 6761 2930 58810 1964 267 2 13357 13 0.644
50. 13 3828 23516 314 6 1181 67 0 0.0 30 14 1.000
51. 20 5889 2659 176 1 203 67 0 0032 10 1.000
52. 11 32415 4418 157 3 592 133 0 00 21 18 1.000
53. 9 2655 1472 395 981 67 0 0012 10 0.375
54, 11 3245 1477 13712 2351 67 0 00 19 17 0.400
55. 23 67.61 2919 373 7 1373 200 1 67 45 9 1.000
56. 19 5592 2919 37312 2351 67 1 6739 15 1.000

Note: f- Frequency, p- Percentage, GF-good farmdf;bderate farmer, NSGF-not so good farmer, KP-kadge

practice, KNP-knowledge no mtice; *,** Chi-square is significant at 5% and 1% levedspectively
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Table 1(C): Crop production (association between good and not so good far mer)
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GF (N=34) MF(N=51) NSGF (N=15) Pooled Association between
sample GF and NSGF
ltem— % KNP KP KNP KP KNP KP KNP »value AsymP FET
f p f p f p f p f p f p -sig

1. 33 9711 2949 9611 2015 10000 00 97 2 1.000
2. 32 9412 5940 7848 1576 4009 600 78 19 0.000
3. 34 1000 0024 47119 27314 9331 67 72 20 0.306
4. 33 9711 12932 62712 2352 1334 267 67 17 0.001
5. 33 9711 2924 47118 3532 1331 67 59 20 0.158
6. 32 9412 5919 37319 4513 2002 13354 23 0.072
7. 29 8534 11823 45123 4511 67 4 26753 31 0.004
8. 31 9121 2916 31423 4513 2001 6750 25 0.213
9. 29 8533 8817 33322 4313 2001 67 49 26 0.390
10. 27 7946 17.620 39221 4123 2001 67 50 28 1.000
11. 26 7653 8812 23523 4512 1333 20 40 29 0.029
12. 26 7654 11.814 27524 47.1 3 201 6.7 43 29 0.488
13. 29 8532 5012 23524 4711 690 00 42 26 1.000
14. 29 8533 8812 23520 3920 001 6741 24 0.121
15. 25 7353 8810 19616 3140 000 00 35 19 NSP
16. 25 7352 598 15714 27450 001 67 33 17 0.107
17. 21 61810 294 9 17615 2940 000 00 30 25 NSP
18. 18 52912 3533 5929 5690 001 67 21 42 0.419
19. 20 5889 2652 3930 5880 000 67 22 39 0.333
20. 26 7658 2357 13724 4710 67 2 13333 34 0.172
21. 26 7654 118 7 13723 4510 00 2 13333 29 0.030
22. 25 7356 17611 2167 1372 1331 6.7 38 14 0.511
23. 21 6183 883 5210 1961 671 6725 14 0.289
24. 22 6474 1188 1579 1761 670 00 31 13 1.000
25. 23 6767 2063 5920 3942 1330 00 28 27 1.000
26. 21 6182 593 5918 3531 670 0025 20 1.000
27. 29 8530 0025 49011 2162 1330 0.0 56 11 NSP
28. 30 8820 0018 35315 2941 670 0049 15 NSP
29. 27 7941 299 17620 3920 001 6736 22 0.069
30. 23 6761 299 17616 3149 000 00 41 17 NSP
31. 20 5884 1181 2016 3141 670 0022 20 1.000
32. 31 9122 5911 21612 2354 2672 13346 16 0.104
33. 25 7358 23511 21620 39210 667 2 13346 30 0.705
34. 23 67610 29.4 6 11827 5291 675 33330 42 0.024
35. 25 7356 17.615 29424 4716 40.0 3 20.00 46 33 0.394
36. 21 61812 35318 35329 5698 5332 13347 43 0.456
37. 24 70610 29.421 41230 588 2 1338 53347 48 0.000
38. 32 9412 5936 70614 2756 4001 6.7 74 17 0.439
39. 33 9711 2929 56921 4128 5332 13370 24 0.125
40. 3410000 0029 56920 3929 6001 6772 21 0.227
41. 32 9412 5933 64715 25513 3670 00 78 17 1.000
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Table 1(C): Crop production (association between good and not so good far mer)

GF (N=34) MF(N=51) NSGF (N=15) Pooled Association between
Item sample GF and NSGF

KP KNP KP KNP KP KNP KP KNP y°value AsymP- FET

f p f p f p f p f p f p sig

42. 34 1000 0 0.034 66.714 27513867 0 0.0 81 14 NSP
43. 33 9711 29448636 118149330 0091 7 1.000
44, 31 912 1 8842824 8 15714933 0 0087 9 0.546
45, 33 9711 29254909 176 6 40.01 6.7 64 11 0.316
46. 30 8822 59275299 1762 1333 20.059 14 0.012
47. 27 794 5 14728 54910 196 3 200 1 6.7 58 16 0.535
48. 28 824 1 2929569112165 3330 0062 12 1.000
49, 23 676 1 293058810196 4 26.7 2 13357 13 0.094
50. 13 382 8 235163146 1181 67 0 0.030 14 1.000
51. 20 588 9 2659 1761 203 67 0 0032 10 1.000
52. 11 32415 441 8 1573 59 2 1330 0.021 18 0.206
53. 9 2655 1472 395 981 670 0012 10 1.000
54, 11 324 5 147 7 137122351 6.7 0 0019 17 1.000
55. 23 676 1 29193737 1373 2001 6745 9 0.270
56. 19 559 2 2919373122351 671 6.739 15 0.249

Note: f- Frequency, p- Percentage, GF-good farmeF-mbderate farmer, NSGF-not so good farmer, KP-kadge
practice, KNP-knowledge no potice; *,** Chi-square is significant at 5% and 1% levegspectively

Table 2(A): Soil management (association between good and moder ate far mer)

GF (N=34) MF(N=51) NSGF (N=15) Pooled Association between
[tem sample GF and MF
KP KNP KP KNP KP KNP KP KNP y’value AsymP- FET

f p f p f p f p f p f p sig
1. 30 882 4 1181 2042824 1 6.7 1 6.7 32 47 54747* 0.00
2. 3410000 002 39316081 671 6737 32 55724 0.00
3. 341000 0 0.0 8 15729569 1 671 67 43 30 41.863* 0.00
4. 341000 0 00 8 15735686 1 67 1 6.7 43 36 47.507* 0.00
5. 341000 0 00 8 15735686 1 6.7 1 6.7 39 36 47507 0.00
6. 341000 0 00 4 78387451 671 6.739 39 57958 0.00
7. 341000 0O 004 78387451 671 6.7 43 39 57.958** 0.00
8 341000 0 00 8 1573466.7 1 67 1 6.739 35 46.584* 0.00
9. 341000 0 00 4 78346671 671 6743 35 54106 0.00
10. 34 1000 0 0.0 8 157336471 67 1 6.735 34 45656* 0.00
11. 33 912 3 881 20367061 671 6766 40 52505 0.00
12. 33 971 1 2922 4312894511733 0 0055 29 22912* 0.00
13. 23 67.1 11 32423 45120 39.2 9 6001 6755 32 1.049 0.31
14. 29 853 5 14.713 25519 37.3 3 20.0 3 20.0 45 27 12.350* 0.00
15. 6 176 0 000 00122351 670 00 7 12 0.11

cont...
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Adhikary et al.

GF (N=34) MF(N=51) NSGF (N=15) Pooled Association between
sample GFand MF
ltem— % KNP KP KNP KP KNP KP KNP »value AsymP FET
f p f p f p f p f p f p -sig
16. 33 971 1 2938 745 6 11.813 8780 00 84 7 0.130
17. 33 91.2 3 8840 784 11 61611 73314 26.7 84 28 1571 0.210
18. 21 61.8 0 0.036 706 2 395 3332 13362 4 0.534
19. 16 471 1 2910 196 11 216 7 46.7 2 133 33 14 7.372** 0.007
20. 30 882 2 5936 706 6 1181 6.7 5 33367 13 0.526 0.468
21. 21 618 1 29 7 137 10 196 2 13.3 3 20.0 30 14 0.000
22, 12 353 2 5914 275 17 333 3 200 4 26.729 23 4.946*  0.026
23. 20 588 0 0.012 235 14 275 4 26.7 0 0.0 36 14 13.042* 0.000
24. 29 853 0 0036 706 15 29412 80.02 13377 17 8.656** 0.003
25. 24 70.6 10 29.434 66.7 15 294 9 60.0 2 13.3 67 27 0.000 1.000
26. 21 618 5 14716 314 22 431 7 46.7 1 6.7 44 28 7.943*  0.005
27. 15 411 7 206 6 314 10 19.6 3 200 1 6.7 24 23 0.031 0.860
28. 24 706 3 8826 510 4 7.8 2 133 6 40052 12 1.000
29. 32 941 2 5920 39.2 15 2949 6005 33361 18 10.785* 0.001
30. 23 676 1 2939 765 4 7.8 2 1331 6.7 64 6 1.647
31. 22 647 1 2925 590 9 1761 6.7 1 6.7 48 11 0.038
32. 32 941 1 2921 412 8 1571 6.7 1 6.7 54 10 0.009
33. 33 971 0 0023 451 O 001 6.7 1 6.7 57 1 NSP
34. 33 971 0 0032 627 6 1181 6.7 1 6.7 66 7 0.027
35. 33971 1 2924 471 11 2161 6.7 1 6.7 58 13 7.860* 0.025
36. 32 941 1 2919 373 19 3731 6.7 1 6.7 52 21 17.006* 0.000
37. 16 47.1 4 11.815 29.4 10 19.6 2 1331 6.7 33 15 1.246 0.264
38. 33 971 0 0033 647 6 1185 3331 6.7 71 7 0.028
39. 34 100 0 0021 412 20 39.2 2 1331 6.7 57 21 20.191* 0.000
40. 20 58.8 3 8.820 39.2 12 235 2 1331 6.7 42 16 2.896 0.089
41. 24 706 0 0014 275 8 157 2 133 0 0.0 40 8 0.001
42. 25 735 0 0.013 255 12 235 2 13.3 0 0.0 40 12 0.000
43. 24 706 1 2912 235 1 20 2 133 0 0.0 38 2 1.000
Note: f- Frequency, p- Percentage, GF-good farmeF-ibderate farmer, NSGF-not so good farmer, KP-kadge

practice, KNP-knowledge no mtice; *,** Chi-square is significant at 5% and 1% levegspectively
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Table 2(B): Soil management (association between moder ate farmersand not so good farmers)

GF (N=34) MF(N=51) NSGF (N=15) Pooled Association between
sample M F and NSGF
ltem— KNP KP KNP KP KNP KP KNP yvalue AsymP FET
f p f p f p f p f p f p -sig
1. 30 8824 118 1 2042 8241 6.7 1 6.7 32 47 0.088
2. 34 1000 002 3931 6081 67 1 67 37 32 0.166
3. 34 1000 008 15729 5691 67 1 6.7 43 30 0.413
4. 34 1000 00 8 15735 6861 67 1 6.7 43 36 0.364
5. 34 1000 008 15735 6861 67 1 6.7 39 36 0.364
6. 34 1000 00 4 7838 7451 67 1 6739 39 0.217
7. 34 1000 00 4 7838 7451 67 1 67 43 39 0.217
8. 34 1000 008 15734 6671 67 1 6739 35 0.371
9. 34 1000 00 4 7834 6671 67 1 6743 35 0.237
10. 34 1000 0.0 8 15733 6471 6.7 1 6.7 35 34 0.379
11. 33 9123 88 1 2036 7061 67 1 67 66 40 0.101
12. 33 9711 2922 43128 94511 733 0 0.0 55 29 9.243*  0.002
13. 23 67.111 32423 45120 3929 600 1 6.7 55 32 0.069
14. 29 8535 14713 25519 3733 200 3 200 45 27 0.682
15. 6 1760 000 0012 2351 67 0 00 7 12 0.077
16. 33 9711 2938 745 6 11813 878 0 0.0 84 7 0.319
17. 33 9123 8840 78411 61.611 73.3 14 267 84 28 0.751
18. 21 6180 0036 706 2 395 333 2 13362 4 0.108
19. 16 4711 2910 19611 2167 467 2 13333 14 0.229
20. 30 8822 5936 706 6 1181 67 5 33367 13 0.001
21. 21 61.81 29 7 13710 19.6 2 133 3 200 30 14 1.000
22. 12 3532 5914 27517 3333 200 4 26729 23 1.000
23. 20 58.80 0.012 23514 2754 267 0 00 36 14 0.103
24. 29 8530 0.036 70.615 29412 800 2 133 77 17 0.323
25. 24 70.610 29.434 66.715 2949 60.0 2 13367 27 0.712
26. 21 61.85 14716 31422 4317 467 1 6.7 44 28 0.047
27. 15 4117 206 6 31410 1963 200 1 6.7 24 23 1.000
28. 24 7063 8826 510 4 7.82 133 6 40.0 52 12 0.002
29. 32 9412 5920 39215 2949 600 5 33361 18 0019  0.890
30. 23 6761 2939 7654 782 133 1 6764 6 0.298
31. 22 6471 2925 59.0 9 1761 67 1 6.7 48 11 0.484
32.32 9411 2921 4128 1571 67 1 6.7 54 10 0.503
33.33 9710 0023 4510 001 67 1 6757 1 0.080
34. 33 9710 0032 627 6 1181 67 1 6766 7 0.323
35. 33 9711 2924 47111 2161 67 1 6.7 58 13 1.000
36. 32 9411 2919 37319 3731 67 1 6752 21 1.000
37. 16 47.14 11815 29410 1962 133 1 6.7 33 15 1.000
38. 33 9710 0033 647 6 1185 333 1 6771 7 1.000
39. 34 1000 0.021 41220 3922 133 1 67 57 21 1.000
40. 20 5883 8820 39212 2352 133 1 67 42 16 1.000
41. 24 7060 0014 2758 1572 133 0 00 40 8 0.536
42. 25 7350 0013 25512 2352 133 0 00 40 12 0.487
43. 24 7061 2912 2351 202 133 0 00 38 2 1.000

Note: f- Frequency, p- Percentage, GF-good farmeF-bderate farmer, NSGF-not so good farmer, KP-kadge

practice, KNP-knowledge no ptice; *,** Chi-square is significant at 5% and 1Rgvel, respectively
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Table 2(C): Soil management (association between good farmers and not so good farmers)

GF (N=34) MF(N=51) NSGF (N=15) Pooled Association between
sample GF and NSGF
ltem—p KNP KP KNP KP KNP KP KNP yvalue AsymP FET
f p f p f p f p f p f p -sig
1. 30 8824 118 1 20 42 8241 6.7 1 6.7 32 47 0.264
2. 3410000 00 2 3931 6081 67 1 67 37 32 0.056
3. 3410000 0.0 8 15729 5691 67 1 6.7 43 30 0.056
4. 3410000 00 8 15735 6861 67 1 6.7 43 36 0.056
5. 3410000 00 8 15735 6861 67 1 67 39 36 0.056
6. 3410000 00 4 7838 7451 67 1 6739 39 0.056
7. 3410000 00 4 7838 7451 67 1 6.7 43 39 0.056
8. 3410000 00 8 15734 6671 67 1 6739 35 0.056
9. 3410000 00 4 7834 6671 67 1 67 43 35 0.056
10. 3410000 0.0 8 15733 6471 67 1 6.7 35 34 0.056
11. 33 9123 881 2036 7061 67 1 6.7 66 40 0.213
12. 33 9711 2922 43128 94511 733 0 00 55 29 1.000
13. 23 67.111 32423 45120 3929 600 1 6.7 55 32 0.241
14. 29 8535 14713 25519 3733 200 3 200 45 27 0.082
15. 6 1760 000 0012 2351 67 0 00 7 12 NSP
16. 33 9711 2938 745 6 11813 878 0 0.0 84 7 1.000
17. 33 9123 8840 78411 61611 733 14 267 84 28 0.179
18. 21 6180 0036 706 2 395 333 2 13362 4 0.086
19. 16 4711 2910 19611 2167 467 2 133 33 14 0.268
20. 30 8822 5936 70.6 6 1181 6.7 5 33367 13 0.000
21. 21 61.81 29 7 13710 1962 133 3 200 30 14 0.013
22. 12 3532 5914 27517 3333 200 4 26729 23 0.120
23. 20 58.80 0.012 23514 2754 267 0 00 36 14 NSP
24. 29 8530 0.036 70.615 29412 800 2 133 77 17 0.101
25. 24 70.610 29.434 66.715 2949 60.0 2 13367 27 0.699
26. 21 61.85 14716 31.422 4317 467 1 6.7 44 28 1.000
27. 15 4117 206 6 31410 1963 200 1 6.7 24 23 1.000
28. 24 7063 8826 510 4 7.82 133 6 40.0 52 12 0.001
29. 32 9412 5920 39215 2949 600 5 33361 18 0.017
30. 23 6761 2939 7654 782 133 1 6764 6 0.214
31. 22 6471 2925 59.0 9 1761 67 1 6.7 48 11 0.157
32.32 9411 2921 4128 1571 67 1 6.7 54 10 0.113
33.33 9710 0023 4510 001 67 1 6757 1 0.057
34. 33 9710 0032 627 6 1181 67 1 6766 7 0.057
35. 33 9711 2924 47111 2161 67 1 6.7 58 13 0.110
36. 32 9411 2919 37319 3731 67 1 6752 21 0.113
37. 16 47.14 11815 29.410 1962 133 1 6.7 33 15 0.539
38. 33 9710 0033 647 6 1185 333 1 6771 7 0.154
39. 3410000 0.021 41220 3922 133 1 6.7 57 21 0.081
40. 20 5883 8820 39212 2352 133 1 67 42 16 0.408
41. 24 7060 0014 2758 1572 133 0 00 40 8 NSP
42. 25 7350 0013 25512 2352 133 0 00 40 12 NSP
43. 24 7061 2912 2351 202 133 0 0038 2 1.000

Note: f- Frequency, p- Percentage, GF-good farmeF-mbderate farmer, NSGF-not so good farmer, KP-kadge
practice, KNP-knowledge no potice; *,** Chi-square is significant at 5% and 1% levegspectively
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