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ABSTRACT

The present study was an attempt to study the information input,processing and contribution of Farm
Scientists.The large majority (95.00 per cent) of farm scientists evaluated agricultural information by
‘discussion with fellow scientists and extension personnel’, ‘examine the validity of it and ‘consider the
technical feasibility’ ‘Analysis in the light of past experience’ and judge against the socio-economic and
agro-climatic condition of the area’ were the most commonly used methods of evaluation by more than
90.00 per cent of the farm scientists. that large majority (90.00 per cent) of farm scientists stored agricultural
information by ‘writing in notebooks’ closely followed by ‘maintaining the specified notebook’ 82.00 per
cent. The majority (92.50 per cent) of APs stored information by ‘making subject wise file’ followed by
84.00 per cent JRA/SRAs and 74.00 per cent Asso. Prof./Profs. The majority (90.00 per cent) of JRA/SRAs
stored information by method of ‘memorizing’ followed by 75.00 per cent APs and 70.00 per cent Asso. Prof./
Profs. The large majority (94.00 per cent) of Asso. Prof./Profs. transformed information by radio talk
followed by APs (91.00 per cent) and JRA/SRAs (72.00 per cent), 8 out of 9 variables had positive and
significant relationship with contribution of farm scientists in transfer of technology (except workload
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received by them).

INTRODUCTION

A great deal of farminformationisbeing
generated by the Agricultural Universities
and Research Institutesfor large scale adoption
by the farmers. The success or failure of an
extension programmeislargely dependent on
the speed with which the information is
disseminated to the farmers in a form
acceptabl e to them. In this context, the job of
farm scientists is most challenging and does
not end with dissemination of knowledge alone.
They have has to persuade, motivate and
convince thefarmersto accept hisadvice and
act upon it. It is therefore imperative that the
farm scientists should not only have a sound
knowledge of the subject matter but also
conversant with various communication
methods and mediato pass on theinformation
to the farmers for adoption under different
situations. Keeping the above information in
view, aresearch based study was undertaken
to find out the sources and channels of Farm
Scientists use to get latest farm information,
how do they processtheinformation and finally
what are the methods and mediathey employ
to pass on the information to thefarmers. The
specific objectives of the study are : to study
the information processing behaviour of the
farm scientists and to study the relationship
between contributionin transfer of technology

and characteristics of farm scientists.

METHODOLOGY

Thefarm scientists viz., Junior Research
Assistants, Senior Research Assistants,
Assistant Professors, Associate Professors
and Professorsworking at the Central Campus
of the University, Agricultural Colleges,
N.A.R.P. headquarters and main research
stationsunder thejurisdiction of theuniversity
was the universe of the investigation. At
present, thereare 754 farm scientistsworking
under the jurisdiction of the University With
thehelp of thelist so prepared, thirty per cent
farm scientists were selected on a random
basis from each of the selected College/
Research station, thus, making thetotal number
of respondents 226.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The findings of the present study aswell
as rel evant discussion have been summarized
below:

Information processing:
Information eval uation method:

Themethods of evaluation of agricultura
information used by the farm scientists is
presented in Table 1.

It is revealed from Table 1 that large
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Table 1: Methods of evaluation and agricultural information Table 2: Information storage method I
Assistant Ass0. Sr. Assistant Asso.
flré) Type of evaluation JE{;}A ig;A Professor  Prof./Profs. No ;Ac? hog o Jl(:{:\ggp\ Professor  Prof./Profs.
- (n=80)  (n=54) . a = (n=80) (n=54)
1. Analysisin thelight 84 76 50 1 Maintaining the 77 69 44
of past experience (91.30) (95.00) (92.59) specified (83.69) (86.25) (81.48)
2 Examine the validit 87 e > notebook
V' (oas6)  (9500)  (94.44) 2. Making 7 61 35
3. Cross checking reference card (77.17) (76.25) (64.81)
against past 84 65 47 3. Writingin 83 7 50
researchers (91.30)  (81.25)  (87.03 notebooks (90.21)  (88.75) (92.54)
4. Judging against the 4. M.aki ng subject 77 74 40
socio-economic and wisefile (83.69) (92.50) (74.07)
_— 83 76 47 5. Memorizing 83 60 38
agroclimatic (90.22)  (9500)  (87.03) 90.22 75.00 703
conditions of the ' ' ' (90.22) (75.00) (7037)
area 6. Never try to 25 12 11
store an 271 15.00 20.3
5. Considering 85 76 52 . y (2717 ( ) (2031)
. T material
technical feasibility ~ (92.39)  (95.00)  (96.30)
6. Discussion with 88 78 52
specialists (9565  (97.50) (96.30) Table 3: Information transfor mation method ‘
7. Discusionwith 84 78 52 RA/  Assistant A5
fellow scientists and Sr. Method of S f Prof./
i (91.30) (97.50) (96.30) No. transformation RA Professor Profs
extension personnel : (n=92) (n=80) (n:54.)

. _— 1. Preparation of 85 73 44

majority (95.00 per cent) of farm scientists evaluated reparation o
. . . 1 . . research report (92.39) (91.25) (81.48)
agricultural information by ‘discussion with fellow o

.. . y . . .. 2. Writing of research/ 89 80 53
scientists and extension personnel’, ‘examine the validity _ _

.y . . . St e .. magazine articles (96.74)  (100.00) (98.15)
of it” and *consider the technical feasibility” *Analysis in 3. Radiotak 68 73 51
the light of past experience’” and judge against the socio- ' (7391)  (9125)  (94.44)
economic and agro-climatic condition of the area” were ' ' '
th o lv used methods of evaluation b 4. Folders/posters/ 77 66 45

€most commonly USed methods of evaliation by more charts flashcards~ (83.70)  (8250)  (83.33)
than 90.00 per cent of the farm scientists. These findings .
in i ith Kesh d K 1995). The | 5. Slids/photographs 78 65 46
are in line wit av and Kumar ( ). The large (8478) (8125  (85.18)

majority of farm scientists evaluated agricultural
information by cross check against past researchers.

Information storage method:

Thedataof Table2indicatethat largemagority (90.00
per cent) of farm scientistsstored agricultural information
by “‘writing in notebooks’ closely followed by ‘maintaining
the specified notebook’ (82.00 per cent). The majority
(92.50 per cent) of APs stored information by ‘making
subject wise file’ followed by (84.00 per cent) JRA/SRAS
and (74.00 per cent) Asso. Prof./Profs. Making reference
cards’ got 75.00 per cent response by the farm scientists.
The majority (90.00 per cent) of JRA/SRASs stored
information by method of ‘memorizing’ followed by (75.00
per cent) APs and 70.00 per cent Asso. Prof./Profs.

Information transformation method:
Thevariousinformation transformation procedures
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employed by thefarm scientistsare presented in Table 3.
It is seen from Table 3 that the cent per cent of APs
transformed information by “writing of research/extension
article’ closely followed by JRA/SRAs (97.00 per cent)
and Asso. Prof./Profs (98%). Preparation of research
report” method got 91 per cent response by JRA/SRAs,
APsand 81 per cent response by Asso. Prof./Profs. The
large majority (94.00 per cent) of Asso. Prof./Profs.
transformed information by radio talk followed by APs
(91.00 per cent) and JRA/SRAS (73.00 per cent). Similar
results were observed by Veeraswamy et al., 1992.

It isclear from Table 4 that 8 out of 9 variables had
positive and significant relationship with contribution of
farm scientistsin transfer of technol ogy (except workload
received by them). The age of the farm scientists being
positively correlated means that as age increases, the
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Sr.No.  Characteristics corrg g':ilopnegtr)s-?f,ii:i ent
1 Age 0.707*
2. Education 0.843*
3. Total experience 0.709*
4. Inservice training 0.838*
5. Organizational climate 0.839*
6. Workload -0.898*
7. Facilities available 0.871*
8. Job satisfaction 0.936*
9. Achievement motivation 0.432*
*indicates significance of value at P=0.05

experience of them also increases. In case of education,
it might be duetothefact that education helped thefarm
scientists to read the relevant literature to seek and use
information, evaluate and disseminate the same in
scientific manner. In case of total experience, farm
scientists gain necessary abilities and take interest to
know theways and means of dissemination of technology.
Theinservicetraining of thefarm scienti stsbeing positively
related means, JRA/SRAs and APs could receive only
few type of trainings while Asso. Prof./Profs received
moretrainings.

In case of organizational climate the scientistswith
good organizational climate were usually ahead in
contribution in transfer of technology and had more
exposure to the extension personnel. The workload was
found non-significant. It means that with increase in
workload, reduction wasin contribution of farm scientists.
The scientistswith good facilitieswere usually aheadin
transfer of technology and had more exposure to the
various mass media. The higher job satisfaction creates
interest to participatein different extension activitiesand
enable themto contributein transfer of technology.
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Conclusion:

That large maj ority (95.00 per cent) of farm scientists
evaluated agricultural information by ‘discussion with
fellow scientists and extension personnel’, ‘examine the
validity of it” and ‘consider the technical feasibility’
‘analysis in the light of past experience’ and judge against
the socio-economic and agro-climatic condition of the
area’. that the cent per cent of APs transformed
information by ‘writing of research/extension article’
closely followed by JRA/SRAs (97.00 per cent).
‘Preparation of research report’ method got 91 per cent
response by JRA/SRAs, APs and 81 per cent response
by Asso. Prof./Profs. The 8 out of 9 variableshad positive
and significant relationship with contribution of farm
scientists in transfer of technology (except workload
received by them).
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