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ABSTRACT

A survey of 150 proportionately selected samples of farmers from Nandura Panchayat Samiti of Buldhana
District of Vidarbha in Maharashtra revealed that a majority of farmers had medium level of extent of
knowledge of soil and water conservation practices (SWCPs). Age, education, land holding, extension
contact, risk preference and attitude of farmers go hand in hand with their extent of knowledge about

SWCPs.

INTRODUCTION

and and rain water are two primary

resources associated with agriculture
production. As consequences of increasing
pressure on land the natural balance between
the soil forming and soil conserving processes
has been affected to serious problem of soil
erosion. TheVidarbharegion of Maharashtra
is spread over 11 districts, having 57.33 per
cent cultivated areas, out of total geographical
area of the region. The success or failure of
crops, particularly under rainfed condition solely
depends on the rainfall pattern. However, it
was observed that the farmersin drought prone
areaareto go only Kharif crops and only few
Rabi crops. The problem is aso that heavy
losses areincurred due to non-conservation of
soil and water during the rainy season. The
fertile land is eroded due to various reasons.
There is need to study the status of farmers
about soil and water conservation practices
(SWCPs) in this region and to mativate them
for adoption of soils and water conservation
practices.

METHODOLOGY

The present investigation was carried
during the year 2004 in Nandura Panchayat
Samiti of Buldhana District of Vidarbha in
Maharashtra. A sample of 150 farmers was
taken from ten selected villages, with the help
of simple random sampling method. The data

were collected by interviewing the farmers
with the help of interview schedule. An
exploratory design of social research wasused
for this study. For the measurement of extent
of knowledge, a list of soil and water
conservation practices was prepared and
responses of the farmers were collected onit.
Extent of knowledge was ascertained on the
basisof correctnessor incorrectness of replies.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The findings of the present study aswell
as relevant discussion have been summarized
under following heads:

Practice wise knowledge of SWCPs :

It is observed from the Table 1 that
maj ority of the farmersin general were aware
about intercropping (100.00%), tillage
operations (100.00%), earthen bund (94.66%),
brushwood dam at outlet (84.66%), gully
plugging (81.33%), live fencing (64.66%),
mulching (62.66%), loose boulder structure
(60.00%) and dug out sunken pond (58.00%).
The least known practices were on contour
sowing, underground drains, contour bunds,
vegetative bunds, cement plug, live check dam,
contour vegetative hedges, overseeding of
grasses and use of soil amendment. However,
none of the farmers was aware about graded
bund and vegetativefilter strips
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able 1: Distribution of farmers according to knowledge Level of knowledge of SWCPs.:
about SWCPs It is observed from the data presented in Table 2

S Soil and water EXte”t(‘r:fz';gg;’V' edge that majority of farmers (56.00) had medium level of
No. conservation practices Frequency  Percentage extent of knowledge of SWCPsfollowed by thosewith a
S high level of knowledge (23.33). Only 20.67 per cent of
1. Sowing direction .
hed - 66 the farmers had relatively low level of extent of
Acrossthe siope 54 knowledge. Similar resultswere reported by Anonymous
On the contour 19 12.66 (1994), Ingle and Kude (1997) and K adam et al. (2001).
2. Cropping system
Intercropping 150 100.00 T :
Kharif fallow 78 12.66 about SWCPs
3. Tillage operations 150 100.00 Knowledge level Ffequlegocy Percentage
n=
4. Surface drains 48 32.00 Low ( 31 ) 20.67
5. Underground drains 9 6.00 Medium 84 56'00
6. Contour bund 34 22.66 ngh 35 23.33
7. Vegetative bund Total 150 100.00
Vetiver bund 21 14.00
Lucaena bund 44 29.33 Relational analysis:
Graded bund 0 0.00 The finding of relational analysis in Table 3 show
. Earthen bund 142 94.66 that age, education, land holding, occupations, extension
10.  Brushwood dam at outlet 127 84.66 contact, risk preference and attitude of farmers go hand
11.  Loose boulder structure 90 60.00 in hand with their extent of knowledge about SWCPs.
12.  Cementplug 22 14.66 Thefarmers with young age, higher _educat_i on, Igrge land
13 Live check dam 15 10.00 holding, moreannual income and social participation, good
14, Vegetative filter strips 0 0.00 extension contact and higher risk preference and attitude
15, Counter vegetative hedges a1 2733 tend to posses more extent to knowl edge about SWCPs.
16' L ive fenci o7 64'66 Theregression analysisfurther brings about that the
- Hlvetendng ' education, land holding and attitude were contributing
17 Greenmanuring 58 38.66 positively and highly significant to the variance in
18 Dugout sunken pond 87 58.00 knowledge of farmers about SWCPs, while soil type and
19.  Grassesin waterways 48 32.00 social participation have contributed significant at 0.01
20.  Overseeding of grasses 8 5.33 level of probability. The variableslike age, occupation,
21.  Gully plugging 122 81.33 annual income, extension contact and risk preference
22 Use of soil amendments 21 14.00 were non-significant with knowledge of SWCPs. Further,
23, Mulching o4 62.66 all independent variables taking atogether accounted for
Table 3: Correlation and multipleregressions co-efficient of independent variableswith knowledge of SWCPs
- Coefficient Regression 41
Sr. No.  Characteristics correlation (1) coefficient (b) SEof b t’ value of b
1. Age -0.233** 0.068 0.083 0.80
2. Education 0.580** 0.687 0.278 2.47*
3. Land holding 0.197* 1.582 0.802 1.97*
4, Occupation 0.133 1.689 1.033 1.64
5. Annual income 0.220** 1.335 0.809 1.65
6. Soil type -0.016 -5.855 1.516 3.86**
7. Socia participation 0.380** 1.826 0.565 3.23**
8. Extension contact 0.307** 1.065 0.937 1.14
9. Risk preference 0.607** 0.657 0.433 1.52
10. Attitude 0.747** 0.216 0.087 2.50*
** and * indicate significance of vaues at P=0.01 and 0.05, respectively R?* = 0.5422**
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54.22 per cent variationinthelevel of extent of knowledge
of farmers. It was found to be statistically significant
at0.01 level of probability.

Conclusion:

Itis concluded that on the basis of findings that most
of the farmers were having medium level of knowledge
about SWCPs. The extensi on agency should play dominant
role to educate farmers. Thiswill help in improving the
pace of adoption to a great extent as extent of extension
agency contacts directly related with adoption behavior.
Further, it is advised that organized and carefully
supervised result demonstration, training, guidance and
field visit of SWCPswould provide good opportunitiesto
the farmers to get convinced about impotence and
motivatesfor adoption.
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