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Chapter-I 

INTRODUCTON 

Technology and its communication are the key elements in the growth 

and development of societies that predominantly depend on agriculture. As 

noted by shiefer et al. (1999), the availability of appropriate information and 

communication system is a critical success factor in the agricultural sectors 

global responsibility of the production and distribution of food and preservation 

of natural environments. Various communication media are utilized for the 

transfer of technology from the laboratory to the fields of farmers and the 

mass media channels are the most important among them. Among various 

mass media systems, news paper, television, radio and agricultural 

publications including farm magazines have a vital role to play in knowledge 

transfer. Tothova et al. (1999) reported that availability of information at a 

minimized cost is one of the key factors in the success of communication 

strategies for agricultural subjects. 

Agriculture technology is changing fast from conventional methods and 

techniques to modern technology. One of the major problems of the 

agricultural development is not the availability of improved agricultural 

technologies, but the problem is transfers of technologies to the farmers’ field 

in correct time. There is a vast gap. Between knowledge generalized and 

knowledge utilization (Gunawardana & Sharma, 2004). There is a need for 

rapid transfer of agricultural technologies to the farmers, but to carry 

information to the farmers through and the country is gigantic task. 

Communication is an integral part of development and this is more so 

in the context of India, where large population still lives in villages and may 

not be able to take active part in the development process due to illiteracy, 

shortage of resources, poor infrastructure facilities and low bargaining power 

etc. (Vittal, 1982). Development refers to, social and economic development, 

which is possible only through |information, education and communication. 

The development of farmers depends largely on agricultural development and 

communication facilitates the benefits of agricultural developments to the 

farmers. There are many sources through which farmers or agricultural input 

users seek or get information about the technological changes in farming. 



New communication technologies, like e-chaupal, information communication 

technology (ICT) and teleconferencing are engaged in providing information to 

the farmers. A new approach, popularly known as the agri-clinic and agri-

business were adopted by the Government to transfer the new information to 

modifying the farmers’ information seeking behaviour or communication 

behaviour. It has been also reported that even after the sixty six years of 

independence, farmers are still traditionalists, hardliners, shy and ignorant 

about the agricultural and overall development of the country (Diapk et al., 

2003). The communication behaviour refers to the extent to which the farmers 

are exposed to the different messages from the various communication 

sources for the sake of adopting messages for proper utilization in their 

practices. The behaviour of an individual in broad sense refers to, anything 

the individual does, while in restricted sense, it refers to the activity that can 

be observed and rewarded. It is an established fact that communication is the 

backbone of the development of the society. Effective communication from 

different sources and channels are the essence of extension, which provides 

knowledge and information for rural people to modify their behaviour in the 

ways that provide sustainable benefits to them and to the society 

(Gunawardana et al., 2005). The lack of interest in extension machinery and 

some social and personal constraints of the farmers make them unable to 

plasticizing new and improved agricultural practices at their farm. Thus,  

keeping in view this study is carried out to find the social, personal and 

existing constraints which intervene in production potential of the farmers. 

Objectives of the study 

1. To study the communication behaviour of farmers. 

2. To study the socio-personal, socio-economic, psychological and 

communication characteristics of farmers. 

3. To examine the communication source credibility as perceived by the 

farmers. 

4. To assess the influence of socio-personal, socio-economic, 

psychological and communication characteristics of farmers on their 

communication behaviour. 

5. To assess the communication related constraints of the farmers. 

 



Significance of the Study:- 

 The findings of the investigation was provide overall picture about the 

communication behaviour of farmers in terms of their socio-psychological and 

economic traits. In further, the results can be utilized to plan and execute the 

programmes for transfer of agricultural technology which has been the focal 

point in the current year plan. In short, this study may be of great value not 

only to extension workers but also to scientists, administrators, planners and 

policy makers towards attainment of notional objectives of raising the levels of 

agricultural production. The findings of the investigation will also be helpful to 

the planners as well as administrator in formation of plans to tailor 

communication strategies for agricultural development and prevail over the 

constraints perceived by the farmers.  

Need and Importance of the Study 

  Problems related to communication of new farm technology have 

become considerable matter for social researchers during previous few 

decades. Some of the previous researches have also shown wide gap 

between information available on improved farm practices and its 

dissemination to ultimate users i.e., farmers. So, we have to search better and 

faster means of communication which will bridge the gap between available 

knowledge and its application. So this study will provide an essential back-

ground experience and information for tackling the communication problems 

in actual field condition. It will also provide comprehensive knowledge about 

effectiveness and credibility of available communication sources and 

channels. The findings of the research reveal the existing constraints on 

communication of improved farm practices in the study area. The results of 

this study will be of great use to planners, researchers and extension workers 

as it will enable to use right method, at right time and in proper way which will 

lead to more adoption of new information by the ultimate i.e., farmers. 

Organization of dissertation: 

1. The study is organized into six chapters. Chapter I deal the problems 

and set some objectives, its significance and limitation of the work. 

2.  A review of work done in this direction been presented in few sections 

under chapter II had direct relevance to result and discussion. 



3. The methodology adopted being elaborated in chapter III, present 

brief account of research design using procedure of sampling, 

technique of research used to collect the facts and required analysis 

of raw data to draw the conclusion. 

4. The chapter IV presents the results and cases observed in 

communication behaviour of the farmers.  

5. The discussion run through the chapter V that provides on as it 

communication behaviour of the farmers in terms of their socio-

psychological, economic traits, and experience of farmers.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Chapter- II 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

The brief reviews of previous studies conducted on communication 

behaviour of the farmers have been chronologically arranged here. As the 

literature on communication behaviour of the farmers and its linkage aspects 

are very few, review of other communication behaviour of the farmers and 

linkage aspects are also included in this chapter. The reviews are presented 

under various headings in accordance with the objectives of the study. 

2.1. Profile of the farmers. 

2.2. Communication behaviour of the farmers.  

2.3. Credibility of communication source as perceived by the farmers.  

2.4. Relationships between profile of the farmers and their 

communication behaviour.  

2.5. Communication related constraints of the farmers. 

2.6.  Communication related suggestion of the farmers.  

2.1. Profile of the farmers:  

Kardak et al. (2004) indicated that the area under sorghum in 

vidharbha region (Maharashtra, India) is decreasing due to the 

socioeconomic, communication and psychological characteristics of the 

sorghum growers, only 90 percent of the respondents were found to be 

educated up to high school level. More than one third of the respondents 

(39.33 per cent) belong to the medium land holding category of 10.01 to 25.01 

acre. The majority of the respondents were found to be of lower-middle and 

upper-middle socio-economic status. Exposure of respondents to sources of 

information in general was noted to be of medium level. The majority of the 

respondents (72.67per cent) had medium level of scientific orientation. 

Kumar et al. (2008) revealed that a majority of the respondent 

(64.29%) paddy growers were in the middle age group (36 to 50 years) 

category, about one third (33.81 per cent) of the respondents were educated 

up to secondary school level. Majority of the respondents’ paddy growers 

(67.14 per cent) had medium size of family (6 to 8 members). More than half 

(55.71 per cent) of the respondents had medium level of social participation. 



Hanumanaikar et al. (2009) reported that majority (60.83%) of the 

respondents had medium level of knowledge followed by 25.85 per cent and 

13.33 per cent of the respondents had high and low level knowledge 

respectively. Majority of respondents were literate (80.84%) of middle age 

(53.33%) and having medium annual income (61.66%). 

Kumar and Singh (2010) revealed that a majority of the respondents 

(62%) exhibited low level of TV advertisement viewing behavior followed by 

23 per cent under medium level and 15 per cent respondents falling under 

high level. 

Darandale and Soni (2011) reported that majority of the tribal maize 

growers were in the middle age group with more than five family member, 

small to medium size of land holding, literate and were found with medium to 

high income and had medium level of economic motivation, scientific 

orientation, risk orientation, market orientation, knowledge level, extension 

contact and mass media exposure. 

Hossain et al. (2011) reported that the majority of the respondents 

(85.83%) belonged to middle and young aged categories except a few 

(14.17%), among which 53.33 per cent education had ranged from primary to 

secondary, far below the national average. Highest proportion (83.33%) of the 

farmers had low annual income whereas only 3.33% farmers had high annual 

income. 39.17 per cent of the respondents had no organizational participation 

but rest of them maintained low to high organizational participation. Most of 

the respondents (75%) belonged to medium to high cosmopoliteness category 

while only 25 per cent had low cosmopoliteness habit. More than two-thirds of 

the respondents (70%)  had low to medium innovativeness while only 30 per 

cent of them had high innovativeness, more than three-fourths (75.5%) of the 

farmers in the study area formed moderate favorable to favorable attitude 

towards agricultural technologies while only 22.5 per cent of them had low 

favorable attitude. whereas only 6% faced high problem confrontation. The 

tabulated data indicates that most of the respondents (76%) had low to 

medium agricultural knowledge while only 24 per cent of them had high 

agricultural knowledge. 



Mishra et al. (2012) reported that majority of the tribal farmers were 

belonging to the middle age group (40%).Whereas 30 percent each were 

falling in the young and old category of age, respectively. Education is very 

important determinant of individual personality. As it can be observed from the 

data, 46.25 percent of the respondents did not have any formal education. As 

much as (40%) of the respondents had formal education, that is, middle and 

high school level, whereas 13.75 per cent of the respondents could read and 

write only. It was observed that majority 65 percent of the respondents had 

nuclear family, whereas 35 per cent of them were having a joint family. In 

general it shows a trend towards disintegration of the age old family structure. 

It clearly indicates of the respondents (52.5%) were having medium family 

size. About 31.25 percent had small family, whereas only (16.25%) of the 

respondents belonged to a large family size in the study area. 

Mohapatra and Sahu (2012) found that 43.75 per cent of ST 

entrepreneurs belonged to middle age group of 35-50 years, whereas 32.5 

per cent of them belonged to young age group less than 35 years. Thus, only 

23.75 per cent of ST entrepreneurs belonged to old age group. 20 per cent of 

the tribal entrepreneurs were educated up to primary school whereas, 15 per 

cent them had middle school education. Thus, 11.25 per cent of the tribal 

entrepreneurs had education up to high school level, while 10 per cent of 

them had college education. Thus, majority of the respondents (43.75%) were 

illiterates. 40 per cent of the respondents belong to low farm decision making 

ability, whereas, 32.5 per cent of them belonged medium farm decision 

making ability and remaining 27.5 per cent belonged to high farm decision 

making ability category. 42.5 per cent of the respondents belong to medium 

level of management orientation, followed by high 31.25 per cent. Only 26.25 

percent of them belong to low management orientation category. 38.75 per 

cent of the respondents belong to low innovativeness, 36.25 per cent of the 

respondents belong to medium innovativeness and 25 per cent belong to high 

innovativeness categories. 52.5 percent of the respondents had medium level 

of economic motivation followed by 28.75 percent and 18.75 percent of the 

respondents with high and low level of economic motivation respectively. 

Sanjay Kanti Das (2012) stated that the maximum numbers of the 

Tribal respondents (64%) were found in age group of 25-45 years. Nuclear 



families (52%) were observed maximum with agriculture as their main 

occupation (82%). The economic motivation (54%), value orientation (66%), 

and scientific orientation (51%) were observed to be of medium level. 

Phukan et al. (2013) revealed that majority (69.17%) of the 

respondents were 34-55 years of age who had primary (19.17%) and high 

School (19.17%) level educational qualification and majority (80.83%) of 

respondents were male. Majority (79.16%) of respondents had medium level 

of mass media exposure, while (40%) of them had no training exposure. Most 

of the respondents had medium level of marketable surplus (70%), market 

intelligence (79.16%), risk preference (80%), scientific orientation (77.5%), 

economic motivation (68.33%) and marketing orientation (81.67%). 

Rokonuzzaman (2013) stated that the average age of the tribal people 

was 34.67 years and majority (96%) of them was young to middle aged. Their 

average educational qualification was 37 years of schooling and most of them 

(67%) were literate but 43 per cent of them could not exceed primary level, 

while rest of them were illiterate. Average family size of the tribal people was 

4.77 and most of them were belonged to medium to small category. Average 

farm size of them was 0.28 ha and almost all (98%) of the tribal people were 

marginal to small category. Their average annual income was 22.79 thousand 

taka and most of them (77%) were placed in low to very low income category. 

Tochhawng and Rewani (2013) revealed that majority of the tribal 

farmers (54.44%) belonged to middle age group of 36-45 years and more 

than one third of the farmers were educated up to primary level. Majority of 

the farmers had piggery as secondary occupation (86.67%) with small herd 

size of 1-3 pigs (47.78%) and had low annual income of less than Rs 31,000 

(53.33%). Nearly half of the respondents had marginal land holding with a 

farming experience of above 10 years. More than one-third of the farmers had 

low extension contact and mass media exposure, while nearly half of the 

respondents had high social participation. More than one-half of the farmers 

had low level of innovativeness and scientific orientation while 44.44 per cent 

had high level of economic motivation. 

Inavati et al. (2014) found that the higher percentages of tribal farmers 

(62.5%) were middle age and formally educated (80.84%). The considerable 



proportion (43.33%) had small size of land holding, remaining had medium 

and large size of land holding. The majority (71.66%) had medium level of 

material possession. Thirty three percent had low income and others were of 

very low and medium level. The majority (62.51%) of respondents had low 

extension participation and majority of the respondents (69.16%) shown low 

contact with developmental agencies. The higher percentage (76.67%) of 

respondents showed low cosmopoliteness, whereas majority (76.67%) had 

shown higher scientific orientation, low training experience (70%), and low 

adoption behavior (66.67%). 

Patel (2014) reported that 36 per cent tribal belong to the age group of 

31-40 years and 30 per cent are in the age group of 41-50 years, only 29 per 

cent are from the age group of 51 to more years. This shows that younger 

respondents are very less. The analysis carried out that majority of the 

respondents (73%) are from nuclear family whereas 27 per cent respondents 

are from joint family. 60.33 per cent of the respondents live interfaced or 

Terraced houses compared to 27 per cent living in Tiled house. The type of 

house is related to the economic conditions of the dwellers. It also tells upon 

the social status of the resident. 31 per cent are found as the literate, 26 per 

cent illiterate, 16 per cent up to the primary level, 12 per cent up to the 

secondary level and higher educated 7 per cent whereas others 7.67 per cent 

education (Diploma, Training Course- P.T.C, and B.P.Ed.) are very few. 37 

per cent respondents engaged in Agriculture, 20 per cent in labour, 14 per 

cent are job while Animal husbandry and Home industry (07%, 12%) are very 

few respondents. 6.34 per cent of the respondents belonging to the annual 

income group of less than Rs. 11,000, 8.66 per cent earn between Rs. 11,000 

to 21,000, 26.66 per cent earn between Rs. 31,001 to 41,000 and A few 

respondents (26.66%) earn Rs. 31,000 while 40 per cent earn Rs. 41,000 

above. 

Rastogi and Hasan (2014) revealed that the majority of the 

respondents were from general (57.5%) caste followed by other backward 

class (40%) and SC/ST (2.5%). 73.75 percent respondents were in the middle 

age group followed by young (13.75%) and old (12.5%). Majority of the 

respondents literate (78.75%) followed by illiterate (21.27%). The income level 

of respondents depicts that 48.75 per cent were having medium level of 



income (0.8-1.2 lac.) followed by high (33.75%) and low (17.5%). In spite of 

commercialization and industrialization in the areas, the farming (58.75%) was 

still major occupation followed by the business (28.75%) and labourer (7.5%). 

The majority (66.25%) of respondents were having the nuclear family followed 

by joint family (33.27%). Most of the respondents (53.75%) were having small 

family size followed by medium (31.25%) and large (15%). The majority 

(56.25%) were possessing small land holding size followed by medium 

(36.25%) and large (7.5%). 83.75 per cent respondents were not associated 

with any membership in their social system followed by membership at least 

one organization (16.25%). Only 61.25 per cent respondents were having 

medium attitude to use new agricultural technology and inputs at their farm.   

Singh et al. (2015) reported that the communicational source like 

RAEOs, friends, progressive farmers etc. were found as the most utilized 

information source used by the farmers, maximum number of the respondents 

used 4-7 sources of information, and maximum number of farmers had 

medium level of overall contact with extension agencies. 

Boruah et al. (2015) shows that most of the tibal vegetable growers 

(41.66 per cent) were in the young age group (between18-35 years); while 

35.84 per cent were middle aged (36-50 years) and the old farmers were only 

22.50 per cent (above 50 years) in Jorhat district. Reported that 52.50 per 

cent of the respondents had medium level of education, 27.50 per cent had 

low educational level, 13.33 per cent had no education and only 6.67 per cent 

had high level of education. The majority (50.84%) of the respondents 

belonged to medium sized family, followed by small sized family (34.16%) and 

large sized family (15.0%) in overall sample. Majority (51.67%) of the 

respondents belonged to group with annual income ranging from Rs 25001-

50000 followed by 25 per cent with annual income between Rs. Rs.75001 and 

above, 20.83 percent had income level between Rs. 50001-75000 and only 

2.5 percent of the respondents were found income level up to Rs.25000 in 

overall sample. 

Bhanotra et al. (2016) reported that the majority (65%) of the farmers 

belonged to old age group followed by middle age group (31.67%). The 

minimum and maximum age was 35 and 89 years respectively. Only 31.67 

per cent of the respondents were illiterate and remaining 68.33 per cent were 



literate. Among literates 24.16 percent were educated up to secondary level 

followed by 20 per cent having middle level education. Maximum number of 

the respondents (48.33%) was in the category of marginal land holding 

followed by 39.17 per cent in small holding. Most of the respondents (41.67%) 

had annual income less than Rs 50000 followed by medium (Rs 50000-

150000) and high (Rs >150000) income category farmers comprising of 40 

and 18.33 per cent respectively. Maximum numbers of the respondents 

(49.17%) were involved in low social participation followed by 43.33 and 3.33 

per cent having medium and high social participation respectively. Majority of 

the respondents (65%) used information source to medium extent whereas 

35.00 per cent used at low and only 20 per cent at high level. 

Prasad et al. (2017) found that majority (67.5%) of the respondents had 

medium level of extension contact, followed by 17.5 per cent respondents 

who had high level of extension contact while only 15 per cent respondents 

had low level of extension contact. Majority (59.38%) of the respondents 

utilized medium level of information sources, followed by 28.12 per cent of the 

respondents who utilized high level of information sources, 12.5 per cent of 

the respondents who utilize low level of information sources 

2.2. Communication behaviour of the farmers: 

Das, E. P .K. (2008) found that as far as output or dissemination of 

information is concerned 32.0 percent farmers of progressive villages 

disseminate recent technical information on agriculture always by organizing 

farmers meeting. 50.0 percent disseminate sometimes. In non-progressive 

villages 48.0 percent farmers disseminate information sometimes whereas 

52.0 percent farmers never disseminate information. 58.0 percent farmers of 

progressive village disseminate information sometimes by discussion with 

fellow farmers and 30.0 percent disseminate always. In non progressive 

villages 48.0 percent farmers disseminate recent information sometimes by 

discussion with fellow farmers whereas 34.0 percent never disseminate any 

information. 50.0 percent farmers of progressive village’s dissemination recent 

information sometimes by visiting neighbours field, 38.0 percent disseminate 

always. In non-progressive villages 42.0 percent farmers disseminate 

information sometimes by visiting neighbours field whereas 42.0 percent 

farmers never disseminate recent information. 52.0 percent farmers of 



progressive village’s dissemination sometimes recent information by 

organizing method demonstration and inviting other farmer to their own field. 

30.0 percent disseminate always. In non-progressive villages 46 percent 

farmers disseminate information sometimes by organizing method 

demonstration and inviting other farmers to his field whereas 50 percent 

farmers never disseminate information. 

Kumar et al. (2012) indicated that 75 per cent of the NAIP farmers were 

in medium group whereas, 15.83 per cent and 9.16 per cent of them were in 

high and low level of communication behaviour respectively.  

Lal and De (2012) found that 55 per cent respondents had medium 

level of communication behaiour followed by high level (43%) and low level 

(16%) communication behaviour towards farm education programmes of 

television. 

Phukan et al. (2013) found that 70 per cent of the respondents had 

medium level of communication behaviour followed by low (16.66%) and high 

(13.33%) communication behaviour . 

Hakeem et al. (2014) found that majority of the respondents (64.56%) 

had medium communication behaviour, followed by low communication 

behaviour (22.78%). A very few respondents (12.66%) had high 

communication behavior. 

Bhanotra et al. (2016) found that the under communication behaviour 

majority (55%) of the farmers were having low access to mass media sources 

followed by 35.83 per cent having medium exposure. Majority (60.83%) of the 

farmers had low extension contact, 30.83 per cent were in medium and 8.34 

were in high category of extension contact. 

2.3. Credibility of communication source as perceived by the farmers: 

Gunawardana and Sharma (2004) reported that the friends (MPS 

73.33) and neighbor (MPS 70.83) were the major personal localite sources of 

agricultural information; agricultural supervisor (MPS 78.3) was the major 

personal cosmopoliteness sources of agricultural information, input dealers 

(MPS 42.5) and subject matter specialist (MPS 30) were accorded second 

and third rank respectively. Kissan Mandal Meeting (MPS 60.83) was the 



most popular personal cosmopolite channel of agricultural information 

followed by farmers fair (MPS 59.66) and local kissan seva kendra (MPS 

41.66). Radio (MPS 63.33), news paper (MPS 47.5), television (MPS 32.5) 

and farm publication (MPS 29.16) were the most preferred impersonal 

cosmopolite channel of agricultural information. 

Das (2008) found that as far as contact with other persons is 

concerned 48 per cent farmers of progressive villages meet with local leaders 

weekly and 26 per cent daily. In non-progressive villages 34 per cent farmers 

meet with local leader fortnightly and 52 per cent monthly 24 per cent farmers 

of progressive village meet with progressive farmers weekly and 72 per cent 

daily. As far as mass contact is concerned 58 per cent farmers of progressive 

villages read Agricultural Magazines and Journals monthly, 28 per cent 

fortnightly. In non-progressive villages 28 per cent farmers read Agricultural 

Magazines and Journals monthly whereas 72 per cent farmers never read 

agricultural magazines and journals. For news paper reading 78 per cent 

farmers of progressive villages read news paper daily and 12 per cent weekly. 

As far as collection of information through mass contact is concerned 52 per 

cent farmers of progressive villages listen radio always and get recent 

information on agriculture. 40 per cent listen sometimes. In non-progressive 

villages 46 per cent farmers listen radio sometimes and get information 

whereas 40 per cent farmers never listen radio. As far as television viewing is 

concerned 28 per cent farmers of progressive villages watch T.V. always and 

get recent technical information on agriculture. 40 per cent watch sometimes. 

Hossain et al. (2011) determine the extent of use of each 

communication media for all the rice production technologies, combined 

media use index (CMUI) was calculated and based on those CMUI, 

communication media were ranked reported that the progressive farmers 

were used as the communication media to the highest extent (1220) and it 

was closely followed by neighbor (1218), friend (1064), Sub Assistant 

Agriculture Officer (924) and relatives (620). On the other hand, news paper 

(113), agricultural fair (82) and NGO workers (51) were used relatively to a 

lower extent. 

Kumar et al. (2013) revealed that there was found that friends and 

neighbors and progressive farmers were the major personal contact sources 



of agriculture information utilized. It was also found that training programmes 

were the major group contact sources of agriculture information utilized and 

radio, television and krishi mahotsav were the major mass media contact 

sources of agriculture information utilized by the NAIP beneficiary farmers for 

seeking information. 

Punitha et al. (2013) revealed that the most preferred source is the 

Assistant Agriculture Officer, Agriculture officer in personal cosmopolite, 

neighbors and friends in personal localite and television in impersonal localite 

channel. Discussion with fellow members revealed that memorizing was the 

most preferred channel for information processing and information storing 

respectively. The interpersonal contact and informal chat during social 

functions was exhibited with regard to the information dissemination behavior.  

Singh et al. (2014) revealed that most of the dairy farmers used friend, 

progressive milk producers, veterinary officers and neighbors as information 

sources. Group discussion, group meeting, news paper and dairy cooperative 

society (DES) were important channels for information seeking about proper 

cattle shed and milking procedure however milk DES. Educational tour and 

group discussion were important channels for information used by the dairy 

farmers for information seeking about cleaning of post milking practices. 

Sahu et al. (2014) revealed that most potential information source were 

personal localite channels as the extent use of these channels was 59.6 per 

cent. Whereas, farmers used mass media and personal cosmopolite channels 

up to 47.55 and 44.33 per cent. Respectively for obtaining the information on 

recommended dairy technology. Over all data show that among the various 

sources of information, neighbors (75%), progressive farmers (73.33%), 

television (71.66%), local leader (60%), SMS/ Scientist (58.33%) and radio 

(56.66%) were mostly used by the farmers to obtain information for 

betterment of dairy farming and found that the personal cosmopolite source 

utilized, SMS/ Scientist attended by dairy farmers and their percentage was 

maximum i.e., 60 per cent in the category often followed by Veterinary officer 

(47.50%), VLWs (34.16%), NGO (20.83%) and BDO/AEO (12.50%).In case 

of' some times out of different source of information attended BDO/AEO 

(56.66%), NGOs (55.%), VLW (49.16%), Veterinary officer (30.83%) and SMS 

/Scientists (29.16%). The different source of information BDO/AEO NGOs, 



Veterinary officer, VLWs and SMS/Scientists were never by 30.83 per cent, 

24.16 per cent, 21.66 per cent, 16.66 per cent and10.83 per cent of dairy 

farmers respectively. 

Singh et al. (2014) reported that the dairy farmer used friends, 

progressive milk producer, veterinary officer and neighbors as information 

source; group meetings, news paper and DCS were important channels for 

information seeking about proper cattle shed and milking procedure.  

However, milk route supervisor were found as major information source; 

whereas, DCS educational tour and group discussion were important 

channels for information used by the dairy farmers for information seeking 

about cleaning of uttering and post milking practices. 

Singh et al. (2014) reported that the most important communication 

channels used by small farmers were training, method demonstration, result 

demonstration and field days. The important and prominent personal localite 

channels being preferred were KVK/ATC, Agricultural Supervisor and 

progressive farmers whereas, important impersonal localite channels were 

radio, film show and printed materials.  

Prasad et al. (2017) concluded that 85.63 per cent of respondents were 

receiving the agricultural information related with groundnut production 

technology from Rural Agriculture Extension Officer (RAEO), followed by 

Farmers friend (80%), Progressive farmers (61.87%), T.V. (46.25%), Friends 

(43.13%), Radio (28.12%), A.D.O. (23.75), Neighbours (23.13%), Agriculture 

scientist (20%), Training /Visit (18.12%), Agriculture magazines (15.62%), 

Others i.e. internet, sales agent etc. (16.25%), Farmers fair (14.37%), 

Sarpanch (10%), Relatives (8.75%), and Newspaper (3.13%) respectively. 

2.4. Relationships between profile of the farmers and their 

communication behaviour: 

Kumar et al. (2009a) revealed that majority of the sampled R&E 

personnel had nil to moderate extent of C&C between them. The status was 

found better when research and extension operated from same organization. 

Further, research personnel from HAU outperformed NDRI regarding their 

extent of C&C with extension personnel both within the organization as well 

as with SDAH. The factors significantly predicting the extent of C&C between 



them were identified as the cadre of the personnel (9.78%), their educational 

qualification (18.22%) and job satisfaction (20%). 

Kumar et al. (2009b) found that better when research and extension 

operated from same organization. Further, research personnel from HAU 

outperformed NDRI regarding their extent of C&C with extension personnel 

both within the organization as well as with SDAH. The factors significantly 

predicting the extent of C&C between them were identified as the cadre of the 

personnel (9.78%), their educational qualification (18.22%) and job 

satisfaction (20%). 

Hossain et al. (2011) revealed that out of 11 selected characteristics of 

the respondents only 5 namely education, cosmopoliteness, innovativeness, 

attitude towards technology, agricultural knowledge had significant positive 

relationship, while age of the respondents had significant negative relationship 

at 0.01 levels with communication behavior in receiving information on 

improved rice production technologies. On the other hand, family size, farm 

size, annual income, organizational participation and problem confrontation 

had no relationship with communication behavior in receiving information on 

improved rice production technologies. 

Punitha et al. (2013) revealed that material status, social participation, 

contact with extension agency indicated a positive and significant influence on 

communication behavior. Constant follow up by the subject matter specialists 

of KVKs with the farmers, club will ensure more involvement and 

organizational commitment. 

Singh et al. (2013) found that the positive significant correlation exists 

between the knowledge and attitude of the farmers and that of communication 

behaviour, although it is non-significant in one aspect i.e., Impersonal 

cosmopolite channels and attitude. 

Phukan et al. (2013) revealed that relationship of annual income, mass 

media, market intelligence, marketable surplus, market intelligence with 

communication behaviour of respondents had positive significant relationship 

which indicate that if the annual income, mass media, market intelligence, 

marketable surplus, market intelligence is higher than communication 



behaviour will be higher and vice-versa. In case of gender of the respondents 

is not significantly associated with communication behaviour. 

Singh et al. (2014)   found that communication behaviour of the farmers 

was positively and significantly associated with caste, level of education, size 

of land holding, farm power, linkage with change agent, socio-economic 

status, social participation and agricultural infrastructure available with 

farmers. It was also revealed in the study that adoption of seed technology, 

use of nitrogenous fertilizers, soil and organic matters and use of weedicides 

in wheat production was positively and significantly related with the 

communication behaviour of small farmers. Further, the knowledge level of 

small farmers regarding wheat technology was positively and significantly 

related with use of personal cosmopolite, localite and impersonal cosmopolite 

channels, whereas, the level of attitude of small farmers was positively and 

significantly related with use of personal cosmopolite as well as localite 

communication channels. 

Barman and Sonowal (2015) reported that the level of education, family 

income, land holding size,  source of labor and training exposure were 

positive and significantly associated with utilization of information sources by 

bhut jolokia growers. But age is negative and significantly associated with 

utilization of information sources. 

2.5. Communication related constraints of the farmers: 

Baisane et al. (2009) reported that ‘lack of technical support from 

computer operators/programmers’ was major (20.45%) constraint expressed 

by farm scientists in transfer of technology through multimedia. More than 

one-sixth (15.91%) farm scientists expressed about ‘inadequate latest 

hardware and software packages’ facilities. It was seen that ‘lack of time for 

preparation’ (19.51%) and ‘less opportunity is given from radio officials as 

concerned field of specialization’ (17.07%) were that major constraints 

experience by the farm scientists in transfer of technology through radio. It 

was observed that ‘less opportunity is given from television officials as 

concerned field of specialization’ (19.05%) and ‘lack of technical support from 

the artists, photographer etc. in preparing visuals for television programmes 



(15.87%) were the major constraints faced by the farm scientists in transfer of   

technology through television. 

Singh and Singh (2012) showed that the major constraints were related 

to extension contact. It was further noticed that with the increase and 

improvement in personal and socio economic characteristics of farmers 

eliminate the constraints of communication at considerable extent. Therefore, 

the small category of respondents had more constraints followed by less and 

least constraints among medium and a large category of respondents, 

respectively. The communication being a social activity, communication 

behavior is affected by number of social, personal, economic, administrative 

and other variables. Therefore, the communication behavior defers from 

individual to individual. 

Rastogi and Hasan (2014) reported that the needs and priorities of the 

farmers have been changed. Many constraints like, lack of knowledge about 

various recommended cultivation practices, non-availability of basic 

agricultural inputs on time, high rates of wages, inadequacy of labourer etc., 

were faced by the respondents. There is an imperative need in the areas that 

the scattered information, which is in the form of special bulletins and articles 

in different journals, magazines, research, reports etc., should be made in the 

form of a book and circulated to the farmers and extension personnel on 

reasonable price. Considering the circumstances, it is necessary to make 

administrative and co-operative machinery more effective and encourage the 

research and extension system to work on the needs and the priorities of the 

farmers to bring the prosperity in rural society. 

2.6. Communication related suggestion of the farmers: 

Dhanasree et al. (2014) it was revealed that 75.55 per cent of tribal 

women respondents suggested creation of transport facilities followed by 

Creation of market facilities (68.88%), regular visit of extension worker 

(65.55), creating awareness about income generating activities (60.55%), 

conducting training programmes(60.55%), establishment of training centers 

(57.22%), providing access to credit and other financial services(50.44%), 

access to better health facilities(55.00%), reducing the dependence on 

external source of finance(42.22%) and access to appropriate technologies 

and information(27.22%). 



Patel (2014) suggested that the institutional framework for the 

implementation of the tribal development programmes at the grassroots level 

needs to be strengthened suitably equipped in terms of wider responsibilities, 

accountability to people and transparency in functioning. This framework must 

consist of the Panchayati Raj institutions, institutional credit agencies and 

non-governmental development agencies. In addition to the present 

strategies, there is a need for adopting a holistic approach to tribal 

development aimed at comprehensive development of the area as a whole 

with a focus on the development of infrastructural facilities. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Chapter- III 

  RESEARCH METHADOLOGY 

This chapter deals with research methods and techniques employed in 

conducting the present investigation. The detailed descriptions used for 

carrying out the research have given under the following heads. 

3.1. Locale of the study   

3.2. Research Design  

3.3. Sampling Procedure  

3.4. Selection of variables and their measurement 

3.5. Operationalization of the variables 

3.6. Method of data collection 

3.7. Statistical analysis of data 

3.1. Locale of the study:   

The study was conducted in Gwalior district of Madhya Pradesh. This 

district comprises of four blocks. This district covers an area of 5214 sq.kms. 

This district is surrounded by Morena district in north, Shivpuri district in west, 

Bhind district in east and Datia district in the south. Gwalior district has four 

blocks namely, Ghatigoan, Dabara, Bhitarwar and Morar. 

3.2. Research Design: 

Considering the nature of the study, the exploratory research design 

was used. 

3.3. Sampling Procedure: 

3.3.1 Selection of blocks: 

The Gwalior district constituted of four blocks. Among four blocks, two 

blocks namely Morar and Dabra were selected randomly for study. 

3.3.2 Selection of villages:  

A comprehensive list of villages of two selected blocks was obtained from 

agricultural department. Out of total villages (Morar block-332 and Dabara -

156) ten villages (5 from Morar block and 5 from Dabara block ) spread over  

 



 

 

 

 



both the blocks were selected randomly. These villages were Sosa, 

Mohanpur, Badagaon, Rangoan, Chawani of Morar block and Jaurasi, Gatari, 

Pichoar, Sumudan, Atari of  Dabara block.  ` 

3.3.3 Selection of respondents: 

 Village wise list of the farmers was obtained from department of 

agriculture and 12 farmers from each selected village were selected 

randomly. Thus, the total numbers of 120 farmers were selected for the 

purpose of study.  

3.4. Selection of variables and their measurement: 

The dependent and independent variables for the study have selected 

based on the available literature and opinion of the experts in the field of the 

study. The variables selected for the study along with their empirical 

measurement are presented in following table.  

S. No. Variables Empirical  measurement 

A. Independent variables  

Socio-personal variables 

1 Age Chronological age 

2 Education SES Scale developed by Thakare and 

Ingle (2007) 

3 Organization Participation 

 

SES Scale developed by Chaudhari 

(2006) 

4 Farming experience Structured schedule 

5 Training Participation 

 

-do- 

Socio-economic variables 

1 Land holding -do- 

2 Occupation -do- 

3 Family  income -do- 

4 Material possession  -do- 

5 Farm mechanization  Scale developed by Samanta (1977) 

Psychological variables 

1 Economic  motivation Supe, S.V. (1969) 

2 Marketing  orientation Structured schedule 

3 Scientific orientation -do- 

4 Attitude of farmers Scale developed by Chandra and 



towards improved 

agricultural practices 

kimar(2007) 

Communication variables 

1 Cosmopoliteness  Structured schedule 

2 Extension participation  Scale developed by Siddaramaiah 
B.S. and Jalihal, K. (1983). 

B Dependent variables  

1 Communication  
behaviour 

Structured schedule 

3.5. Operationalization of the variables: 

3.5.1. Dependent variable: 

3.5.1.1. Communication behavior   

The communication behaviour referred to the tendency of farmer to 

seek and share technical information related to farming for enhancing their 

knowledge and skill. 

To determine the communication behaviour of the farmers with respect 

to agriculture and various sources of information how farmers require 

information regarding production technology, what sources they use, how do 

they evaluated and stored as a result of processing the gathered information, 

and to what extended farmers share the store information to others? 

To determine communication behaviour, three dimensions i.e. 

information input, information processing and information output were used in 

this study. Based on the total score obtained by respondents on 

communication behaviour, they were grouped in to three categories namely 

low, medium and high on the basis of mean ± SD. 

3.5.2. Independent variables:  

3.5.2.1. Socio-personal variables: 

3.5.2.1.1. Age 

It is referred to the chronological age of the respondents in completed 

years at the time of investigation. Age was operationalized as number of full 

years completed by the respondents at the time of interview. Based on the  

 



chronological age the respondents were classified into three groups as 

follows: 

S. No. Category Years 

1 Young age < 35 

2 Middle age 36-50 

3 Old age > 50 

3.5.2.1.2. Education 

It refers to obtain education through an accredited source such as 

primary school, high school or university/college. The education levels of the 

farmers were categorized into six levels. The scores of different educational 

levels were given as indicated below:  

S. No. Educational level  Score 

1 Illiterate  0 

2 Up to primary   1 

3 Up to middle  2 

4 Up to higher secondary  3 

5 Up to Graduate and above 4 

6 Technical education  5 

3.5.2.1.3. Organization Participation  

It refers to the degree of involvement of the respondent in formal 

organization either as a member or as an office bearer. The scoring was 

followed according to procedure developed by Choudhri (2006). The 

maximum and minimum ranged of organization participation 5 and 0 

respectively. The respondents were classified based on mean ± SD.  

3.5.2.1.4. Farming experience 

It refers to the number of years of experience in farming possessed by 

a farmer. The experience of farmers in completed years at the time of 

investigation was considered. Based on experience the respondents were 

grouped into following categories. 

S. No. Categories Year of experience 

1 Low Up to 10 years 

2 Medium 11 to 20 years 

3 High Above 20 years 

 



3.5.2.1.5. Training participation 

This variable was operationalized as a number of training courses 

attended by the respondents during the year. Score of one was assigned per 

training course attended in a place over a specified period by the 

respondents. For no participation zero score was assigned. The maximum 

and minimum ranged of training participation 13 and 5 respectively. 

Depending on total score the respondents were grouped into 3 categories by 

using mean and standard deviation as a measure of check.  

3.5.2.2. Socio-economic variables: 

3.5.2.2.1. Land holding 

It refers to the number of ha of land possessed by a farmer. The criteria 

prescribed by the Madhya Pradesh Land Reforms Act 38 to 1966 (Part-B) 99 

and 195-96 under sections 2(a) 32 was adopted, whereas one acre of 

irrigated or garden land was equated to 3 acres of dry land. 

S. No. Categories Land holding (Ha) 

1. Marginal Up to 1 Ha 

2. Small 1.01 to 2.00 

3. Semi medium 2.01 to 4.00 

4. Medium 4.01 to 10.00 

5. Large Above 10 

3.5.2.2.2. Occupation 

Occupation is an activity that serves as one's regular source of 

livelihood.  It is operationalized as the activities in which a farmer is regularly 

engaged and gets major income out of it. The scoring procedure is given 

below:  

S. No. Occupation Score 

 1. Agriculture alone 1 

2. Agriculture + with subsidy enterprise  2 

3. Agriculture + with subsidy enterprise and others 3 

The respondents were grouped into three groups as Agriculture alone, 

agriculture with subsidy enterprise and agriculture with subsidy enterprise and 

other enterprises. 

 



3.5.2.2.3. Family income 

 Family income was operationalized as the total earning of the family in terms 

of money including farm and off-farm income per annum. It was measured by asking 

an open end question. The minimum and maximum ranged of family income 

0.20 Lakh and 3 Lakh respectively. The respondents were categorized on their 

income into three groups on the basis of mean ± SD.  

3.5.2.2.4. Material possession 

Material possession consists of goods and services that society gives 

an individual or group of individuals the exclusive right to possess, use and 

dispose off. Material possession is, therefore, includes all the items 

possessed by a person. These materials can be domestic items like sofa, 

almirah, gas stove, telephone, etc. or agricultural items like desi plough, chaff 

cutter and livestock including cows, buffaloes etc.  

The respondents were asked if they possessed those items or not. In 

case they did, how many did they possess, and if the number of that item was 

more than one, the score for that item increased accordingly. The scores were 

added up to get the total score of material possession. The respondents were 

categorized into three groups on their material possession: low, medium and 

high material possession through Mean± S.D.  

3.5.2.2.5. Farm Mechanization 

Farm mechanization is defined as the use of labour saving (human as 

well as animals), time saving, and efficient working devices for farm 

operations. It was measured by “Farm Mechanization Index” developed by 

Samanta (1977).  It was calculated by the formula: 

FMI = 
∑ Wj. Tj 

N 

  Whereas,  

Wj =  Weight of jth item (machine/ implement)  

Tj = Total period in years the jth item has been used 

N  = Total number of items related to farm. 



The maximum and minimum ranged of farm mechanization 92.7 and 0 

respectively. The farm mechanization categories were formulated into low, 

medium and high on the basis of Mean  SD. 

3.5.2.3. Psychological variables: 

3.5.2.3.1. Economic motivation 

Economic motivation is the degree to which an individual intends to 

earn to the maximum extent. Economic motivation was conceptualized as 

one’s orientation towards profit maximization in farming. In the present study 

the economic motivation was measured with the help of economic motivation 

scale developed by Supe (1969). The scale contained six statements of which 

sixth statement is negatively keyed. Each statement was provided five 

response categories. The responses to positive statements were scored as 

strongly agree-5, agree-4, neutral-3, disagree-2 and strongly disagree-1. The 

order was reversed in case of negative statement. The maximum and 

minimum ranged of economic motivation 28 and 16 respectively. The 

economic motivation categories were formulated into low, medium and high 

on the basis of Mean ± SD. 

3.5.2.3.2. Market Orientation 

Market orientation was operationalized as the degree to which a farmer 

has been oriented towards marketing to sell his produce for remunerative 

price. A part of the scale developed by Samantha (1977) was used in the 

study. The scale consists of six statements, of which three are positive and 

three are negative statements. The responses to positive statements were 

scored as agree-3, undecided -2, disagree-1. The order was reversed in case 

of negative statement. The maximum and minimum ranged of market 

orientation 18 and 12 respectively. The market orientation categories were 

formulated into low, medium and high on the basis of Mean SD. 

3.5.2.3.3. Scientific orientation 

  Scientific orientation is operationally defined as the degree to which a 

dairy farmer is oriented towards the use of scientific method in dairy 

enterprise. This variable was quantified by using the scientific orientation  



scale developed by Supe and Singh (1969) with slight modification. Six 

statements were included for the present study with three response 

categories as ‘agree’, ‘undecided’, and ‘disagree’. For five statements (except 

statement no. 2) the score assigned was 2, 1 and 0 for ‘agree’, ‘undecided   

and ‘disagree’, respectively, whereas the scoring procedure was reversed in 

case of negative statement i.e., statement no. 2. The summation of the scores 

obtained by a dairy farmer for all the six statements indicated his scientific 

orientation score. The maximum and minimum ranged of scientific orientation 

17 and 7 respectively.  The respondents were grouped into three categories 

based on mean and standard deviation of the total score. 

3.5.2.3.4. Attitude of farmers towards improved agricultural technology 

Attitude is the degree of positive and negative effect associated with 

some psychological object. In the present study the attitude of farmers 

towards improved agricultural technology was measured with the help of scale 

developed by Chandra and Kimar (2007). This scale contains 20 items, 

comprising 10 positive and 10 negative statements. The positive statements 

are 1 to 10 and negative statements are 11 to 20. Each item in the attitude 

scale has been provided with five response categories namely strongly agree, 

agree, undecided, disagree and strongly disagree. For positive items the 

weights were 5, 4,3,2,1 respectively. These were reversed for negative items. 

The total score of the respondent farmer for the 20 items in the scale was his 

individual attitude score. The maximum and minimum ranged of attitude of 

farmers towards improved agricultural technology 78 and 53 respectively. The 

respondent farmers were categorized into three groups namely unfavorable, 

less favorable and favorable on the basis of mean± SD.  

3.5.2.4. Communication variables: 

3.5.2.4.1. Extension participation 

Extension participation is referred to extent of participation of farmers in 

different activities like meeting, training, demonstration, exhibition etc. the 

level  of extension participation was quantified on three point continuum 

namely regularly, occasionally, and never with the score of 3,2 and 1 

respectively. The high scores revealed greater participation of the  



respondents in extension activities. The maximum and minimum 

ranged of extension participation 100 and 0 respectively. The respondents 

were grouped in to three categories viz; low, medium and high level of 

extension participation by considering mean and standard deviation as a 

measure of check and expressed in frequency and percentage.      

3.5.2.4.2. Cosmopoliteness 

It is operationally defined as the degree to which a farmer oriented 

towards outside his community or his village that might make him more 

accessible to innovation. The scale developed by Desai (1977) was used with 

some modifications. The scale comprises of two parts: - 

1-The frequency of visits the respondents made to the nearest town/city.  

2-The main purpose of the visit 

The weight assigned to the frequency of visits and the purpose of the visits 

is shown below: 

Frequency of visit   
Score 

Two times per week 
5 

Once in a week  
4 

Once in a fortnight  
3 

Once in a month  
2 

Seldom 
1 

Never  
0 

Purpose of visit 
 

All relating to agriculture  
5 

Some relating to agriculture 
4 

Personal/Domestic 
3 

Entertainment 
2 

Other  
1 

No response 0 

The sum total of the score, thus, obtained was considered as an index 

of respondent’s cosmopoliteness. The maximum and minimum ranged of 

osmopoliteness 8 and 3 respectively.  The total scores were computed for  



each respondent by summing the scores recorded. The 

cosmopoliteness categories were formulated into low, medium and high on 

the basis of Mean ± SD. 

3.5.3. Credibility of communication source and channels: 

Credibility of a particular agricultural information source channel can be 

defined as the degree to which a source or channel is perceived as 

trustworthy and competent by the receiver. Credibility of information sources 

and channels affect the adoption of improved agricultural practices by 

farmers. Credibility refers to perceived trustworthiness and expertise accorded 

to a source or channel by its audience at any given time. The extent of 

credibility of different sources and channels of agriculture information was 

measured by getting responses on a three point continuum namely ‘highly 

credible’, ‘moderately credible’, and ‘least credible’ with weightage of 3, 2 and 

1, respectively. The scores of each item were added to obtain the overall 

credibility score. The lowest credibility score obtained by the respondents was 

266 and the highest was 326 out of the total maximum possible score of 360. 

3.6. Method of data collection:  

A comprehensive interview schedule was developed considering the 

specific objectives formulated in the study. The necessary information was 

also collected from the secondary information sources like- block of the area, 

village patwari.  

The data were collected personally by the researcher through interview 

schedule. The researcher was personally meet to the respondents and 

explains them about the purpose of the study. 

3.7. Statistical Analysis of Data:   

Statistical tools were used as per the nature the data. The entire data 

was transformed into score for tabulation keeping in view the objective of the 

study & to draw logical conclusion & statistical test i.e. frequency percentage, 

mean, standard deviation, & correlation coefficient.  

3.7.1. Percentage 

The term 'percentage' means a fraction whose denomination is 100  

 



and the numeration of the fraction is called percentage. For calculating 

percentage, frequency was multiplied by 100 and divided by total 

respondents. 

                                                        X 

                           Per cent (%) =           100 

                                                               N 

 

  Where, 

   X = Frequency of respondents 

   N = Total number of respondents 

 

3.7.2. Mean  

Mean was obtained by dividing the sum of the scores by the total 

number of respondents, according to the following formula: 

]n..............,3,2,1i[
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   Where, 

   X   = Mean 

            ∑Χi = Sum of all the scores in a distribution 

   n    = Total number of respondents 

3.7.3. Standard deviation  

The standard deviation is the square root of the arithmetic average of 

the squared deviation of various values from their arithmetic mean. 
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  Where, 

  x = deviation of the score from mean 

  n = number of observation 

3.7.4. Karl Pearson’s Correlation coefficient (r) 



It (r) was used to find out the relationship between independent and 

dependent variables and is defined as 
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 Where,  

      n = Number of respondents 

      x = Independent variable 

      y = Dependent variable 

      r = Correlation coefficient 

           ∑xy     = Sum of the product of x and y 

 ∑x = Sum of the independent variable   

 ∑y = Sum of the dependent variable 

 ∑x2  = Sum of the squared independent variable 

 ∑y2 = Sum of the squared dependent variable 

 (∑x)2 = Square of the summation of the independent variable 

 (∑y)2 = Square of summation of the dependent variable. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Chapter- IV 

RESULTS 

This chapter describes the results of the study according to the 

objectives. The chapter presents results of the study in tabular form to 

interpret the meaning. For clarity, it has been arranged as per due objectives 

of the study and has been presented in seven parts, these are: 

4.1 Socio-personal characteristics of farmers. 

4.2 Socio-economic characteristics of farmers. 

4.3 Communicational characteristics of farmers. 

4.4 Psychological characteristics of farmers. 

4.5 Communication behavior of farmers. 

4.6 Credibility of communication sources as perceived by the farmers. 

4.7 Relationship between profiles of the farmers with communication 

behavior of the farmers. 

4.8 Problems faced by the farmers in communication. 

4.9 Suggestions received for effective communication. 

 4.1. Socio-personal traits of communication behaviour: 

4.1.1. Age 

The data presented in Table 1 revealed that about one half of the 

respondents (50.83%) belonged to middle age group, followed by old age 

group (40%) and young age group (9.16%) respectively. 

Table: 1. Distribution of the respondents according to their age                                                                                        
                                                                                                     (n= 120) 

 

4.1.2. Education 

 It is seen from the Table 2 that  more than half of the respondents 

(55%) were illiterate while, one fourth of them educated up to primary 

(25.83%),  10.83 per cent up to higher secondary, 5 per cent of them were  

 

S. No.         Category Frequency Percentage 

1. Young (up to 35 yrs) 11 9.16 

2. Middle (36-50 yrs) 61 50.83 

3. Old (Above 50 yrs) 48 40 
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50.83 

40 
Young (up to 35 yrs) 

Middle (36-50 yrs) 

Old (Above 50 yrs) 



educated up to higher secondary and very few (3.33%) of them were 

educated up to graduation level. 

Table: 2. Distribution of the respondents according to their level of 

education                                                                        (n= 120) 

S. No. Category Frequency Percentage 

1. Illiterate 66 55 

2. Up to primary 31 25.83 

3. Up to middle 13 10.83 

4. Up to higher secondary 6 5.00 

5. Up to graduate 4 3.33 

 

4.1.3. Organization participation 

It could be seen from Table 3 that majority of the respondents (70%) 

had medium level of organization participation, while about one fifth (19.17%) 

of them had low and only 10.83 per cent had high level of organizational 

participation. 

Table: 3. Distribution of the respondents according to their organization 

participation                                                                        (n= 120) 

S. No. Category Frequency Percentage 

1.  Low(<1.12 score) 23 19.17 

2.  Medium(01.12-5.58 score)  84 70 

3.  High(>5.58 score)  13 10.83 

Mean =3.35                                                      S.D.=2.23 

4.1.4. Farming experience  

It is observed from Table 4 reported that the vast majority of the 

respondents (78.83%) had high farming experience, whereas about one 

fourth (25.82%) of them had medium and very few (3.33%) of them had low 

level of farming experience. 

Table: 4. Distribution of the respondents according to their farming 

experience                                                             (n= 120) 

S. No. Category Frequency Percentage 

1.  Low(up to 10 yrs) 

 

4 3.33 

2.  Medium(up to 20 yrs)  31 25.83 

3.  High(above 20 yrs)  85 78.83 
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4.1.5. Training participation 

It is clear from Table 5 that maximum number of the respondents 

(40%) had medium level of training participation, followed by low (32.5%) and 

high (27.5%) respectively. 

Table: 5. Distribution of the respondents according to their training 

participation                                                            (n=120) 

  S. No. Category Frequency Percentage 

1.  Low(<5.06 score) 39 32.50 

2.  Medium (5.06-10.66 score) 48 40.00 

3.  High (>10.66 score) 33 27.50 

Mean =7.86                                                             S.D. =2.80 

4.2. Socio-economic variables  

4.2.1. Size of land holding 

          It is quite clear from Table 6 maximum number of respondents (42.5%) 

had marginal size of land holding followed by small size of land holding 

(37.5%), semi marginal land holding (17.5%), medium size of land holding 

(1.67%) and only 0.83 per cent of the them had large size of land holding. 

Table 6:   Distribution of the respondents according to their land holding                                                                                                 

                                                                                                      (n=120) 

S.  No. Category Frequency Percentage 

1. Marginal up to 1 ha) 51 42.50 

2. Small (1.01 to 2.0 ha) 45 37.50 

3.  Semi medium (2.01 to 4.0 ha) 21 17.50 

4. Medium(4.0 to 10 ha)   2 1.67 

5. Large ( above 10 ha) 1 0.83 

 

4.2.2. Occupation 

The data presented in Table 7 indicated that more than half of the 

respondents (53.33%) had agriculture with subsidy enterprise followed by 

agriculture alone (35%) and 11.67 per cent had high agriculture with subsidy 

and others enterprise. 
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Table 7: Distribution of the respondents according to their occupation                                                                                                                                                                                                          

                                                                                                (n=120) 

S. No. Category Frequency Percentage 

1. Agriculture alone 42 35.00 

2. Agriculture with subsidy enterprise  64 53.33 

3. Agriculture with subsidy and others enterprise 14 11.67 

Mean =1.78                                   S.D.= 0.65 

4.2.3. Family income 

The results from Table 8 revealed that out of the total 120 respondents 

vast majority of them (86.67%) had medium level of annual income while, 

11.67 per cent had high annual income and only 1.66 per cent had low annual 

income.    

Table 8: Distribution of the respondents according to their family 

income                                                                          (n=120)                                                                                                                                  

S. No. Category Frequency   Percentage 

1.  Low(<0.30 Lakh) 2 1.66 

2.  Medium(0.30-1.54 Lakh)  104 86.67 

3.  High(>1.54 Lakh)  14 11.67 

Mean = 0.92                                S.D. = 0.62 

4.2.4. Material possession 

It is apparent from the Table 9 that the majority of the respondents 

(74.17%) had medium level of material possession, followed by low (16.67%) 

and high  (9.16%) had high material possession respectively. 

Table: 9. Distribution of the respondents according to their material 

possession                                                                     (n=120)                                                                                                                                                              

S. No. Category Frequency Percentage 

1.  Low (<2.39 score) 20 16.67 

2.  Medium (2.39-7.19 score)  89 74.17 

3.  High (>7.19 score)  11 9.16 

Mean = 4.79                                S.D. = 2.40 

4.2.5. Farm mechanization 

 The data from Table 10 show that out of total respondents, majority 

(70.16%) of them possessed medium level or farm mechanization while,  
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16.67 per cent possessed low and 9.16 per cent possessed high level 

of farm mechanization. 

Table: 10.  Distribution of the respondents according to their farm 

mechanization                                                          (n=120) 

S. No. Category Frequency Percentage 

1.  Low(<0.65 score) 20 16.67 

2.  Medium(0.65-60.21 score)  89 74.16 

3.  High (>60.21 score) 11 9.16 

                 Mean = 30.43                                                           S.D. =29.75 

4.3 Psychological variables 

4.3.1 Economic motivation 

It is evident from Table 11 that out of 120 respondents, (65.83%) were 

medium economic motivation whereas, 19.17 per cent were high economic 

motivation and 15 per cent were in low economic motivation. 

Table: 11.   Distribution of the respondents according to their economic 

motivation                                                                           (n=120) 

S. No. Category Frequency  Percentage 

1. Low (<21.28 score) 18 15.00 

2. Medium (21.28-25.62 score) 79 65.83 

3. High (>25.62 score)  23 19.17 

                    Mean = 23.45                                          S.D.= 2.17 

4.3.2. Market orientation 

        It could be inferred from Table 12 that majority of the respondents 

(64.17%) had medium market orientation followed by high market orientation 

(20.83%) and 15 per cent had low market orientation. 

Table: 12. Distribution of the respondents according to their market 

orientation                                                            (n=120)                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  

S. No. Category Frequency Percentage 

1.  Low(<15.09 score ) 18 15.00 

2.  Medium(15.09-17.71 score)  77 64.17 

3.  High(> 17.71 score)  25 20.83 

                Mean = 16.40                                                  S.D. = 1.31 

4.3.3. Scientific orientation   

The data presented in Table 13 found that majority of the respondents 

(85%) had medium scientific orientation followed by low scientific orientation  
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11.67 per cent and few percentages of the respondents (3.3%) had 

high scientific orientation. 

Table: 13.   Distribution of the respondents according to their scientific 

orientation                                                             (n=120) 

S. No. Category Frequency  Percentage 

1. Low(<9.9 score) 

 

14 11.67 

2. Medium(9.9-12.54 score)  102 85.00 

3. High(>12.54 score)  04 3.33 

                 Mean = 11.22                                              S.D.= 1.32 

4.3.4. Attitude toward improved production technology 

It is evident from Table 14 reported that majority of the respondents 

(68.33%) had medium attitude toward improved production technology, 

followed by high attitude toward improved production technology 16.67 per 

cent and the respondents (15%) had low attitude toward improved production 

technology. 

Table 14: Distribution of the respondents according to their attitude 

towards improved agriculture technology                        

  (n=120) 

S. No. Category Frequency Percentage 

1. Un favorable (<62.01 score) 18 15.00 

2. Less favorable (62.01-69.97 score) 82 68.33 

3.  favorable (>69.97 score)  20 16.67 

Mean = 65.99                                                   S.D.= 3.98     

4.4 Communication variables: 

4.4.1. Cosmopoliteness 

It could be seen from the Table 15 that majority of the respondents 

(73.33%) had medium cosmopoliteness followed by 14.17 per cent had low 

and 12.50 per cent had high cosmopoliteness. 

Table 15: Distribution of the respondents according to their 

cosmopoliteness                                                 (n=120)                                                                                                                                                

S. No. Category Frequency Percentage 

1.  Low (<3.41score) 17 14.17 

2.  Medium (3.41-6.09score)  88 73.33 

3.  High (>6.09 score)  15 12.50 

Mean = 4.75                                               S.D. = 1.34 
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4.4.2. Extension participation   

It could be inferred from Table 16 that out of the total 120 respondent, 

more than one half of the respondents (51.67%) were found in the medium 

extension participation followed by low extension participation (38.83%) and 

17.50 per cent in high category. The overall mean score of the category was 

31.39 and standard deviation was 27.88. 

Table 16: Distribution of the respondents according to their extension 

participation                                                        (n=120)                                                               

S. No. Category Frequency Percentage 

1. Low (<3.51 score) 37 30.83 

2. Medium (3.51-59.27 score) 62 51.67 

3. High (>59.27 score) 21 17.50 

Mean = 31.39                                                 S.D. =27.88 

4.5. Communication behavior of farmers: 

The communication behavior of farmers was analyzed with respects to 

their information seeking behavior, processing behavior and output behavior. 

The results are presented as below: 

4.5.1. Information seeking behavior  

It is evident from Table17 reported that  majority of the respondents 

(65.83%) had medium Information seeking behavior followed by high 

Information seeking behavior 19.17 per cent and 15 per cent had low 

Information seeking behavior. 

Table 17: Distribution of the farmers according to information seeking 

behavior                                                                    (n=120)                                        

S. No. Category Frequency Percentage 

1 Low(<6.63 score) 18 15.00 

2 Medium(6.63-16.69 score) 79 65.83 

3 High(>16.69 score) 23 19.17 

Mean = 11.66                                                 S.D. = 5.03 

4.5.2. Information processing behavior 

Careful examination of results presented in Table 18 reported that  

majority of the respondents (66.66%) had medium Information processing  
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behavior of followed by low Information processing  behavior 19.17 per 

cent and  14.16 per cent had high Information processing  behavior. 

Table 18:  Distribution of the farmers according the information 

processing behavior                                                                 (n=120) 

S. No. Category Frequency Percentage 

1 Low(<5.46 score) 23 19.17 

2 Medium(5.46-9.00 score) 80 66.66 

3 High (>9.00 Score) 17 14.16 

Mean = 7.23                                               S.D. = 1.77 

4.5.3. Information output behavior  

Results presented in Table 19 revealed that majority of the respondent 

(77.5%) had medium information output behavior of followed by high 

Information output behavior 11.67 per cent and only 10.83 per cent had low 

Information output behavior. 

Table 19: Distribution of the farmers according to Information output 

behavior                                                                     (n=120) 

S. No. Category Frequency Percentage 

1 Low(<0.65 score) 13 10.83 

2 Medium(0.65-4.11 score) 93 77.50 

3 High(>4.11 score) 14 11.67 

Mean = 2.38                                                S.D. = 1.73 

4.5. Communication behavior 

The data presented in Table 20 revealed that majority of the 

respondents (70%) had medium communication behavior of followed by high 

(15%) and low (15%) respectively. 

Table 20: Distribution of the respondent according to their 

communication behavior                                                             (n=120)                                           

S. No. Category Frequency Percentage 

1 Low(<14.21 score) 18 15.00 

2 Medium(14.21-28.33 score) 84 70.00 

3 High(>28.33 score) 18 15.00 

Mean = 21.27                                                S.D. = 7.06 
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4.6 Credibility of communication source and channels as perceived by 

the farmers:  

The extent of credibility of different sources and channels of agriculture 

information was measured by getting responses on a three point continuum 

namely ‘highly credible’, ‘moderately credible’, and ‘least credible’ with 

weightage of 3, 2 and 1, respectively. The scores of each item were added to 

obtain the overall credibility score. The lowest credibility score obtained by the 

respondents was 276 and the highest was 326 out of the total maximum 

possible score of 360. 

Table: 21 Farmers response regarding credibility of communication 

source                                                                        (n=120) 

S.N. Component 
Credibility  

TS MS Rank 
Highly Moderately Least 

1. Progressive farmers 98 10 12 326 2.72 I 

2. Rural Agricultural 

Extension Officers 
96 13 11 325 2.71 II 

3. K.V.K Scientist  90 20 10 320 2.67 III 

4. Salesman & Dealers 86 14 20 306 2.55 IV 

5. Neighbor 84 16 20 304 2.53 V 

6. Relative 80 22 18 302 2.52 VI 

7. Friends 75 18 27 288 2.40 VII 

8. Local leader 73 21 26 287 2.39 VIII 

9. T.V. 67 32 21 286 2.38 IX 

10. Radio 54 52 14 280 2.33 X 

11. News paper 48 60 12 276 2.30 XI 
MS= Mean Score   TS= Total Score 

The extent of credibility of different sources and channels of agriculture 

information by respondents has been presented in Table 21. The data in 

Table 21 indicates that ‘progressive farmers’ (2.72 MS) was identified as the 

most credible sources of agriculture information. This was followed by Rural 

Agricultural Extension officers (2.71 MS), KVK Scientists (2.67 MS) and 

salesmen & dealers (2.55 MS). The other sources of information, which were 

apparent trustworthy by the farmers were neighbor (2.53 MS), relatives (2.52 

MS), friends (2.40 MS) and local leaders (2.39 MS). It is interesting to note 

that television (2.38 MS), radio (2.33 MS) and news paper (2.30 MS) were  
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perceived as the least credible sources of agriculture information by the 

farmers.  

In other words, it is concluded that progressive farmers ‘Rural 

Agricultural Extension Officers’, ‘KVK scientists, and ‘salesmen & dealers’ 

were the most credible source of agriculture information as perceived by the 

farmers.  

4.7. Relationship between profile characteristics of the farmers with 

communication behavior  

 An attempt was made to find out the relationship between the selected 

characteristics of the respondents with their communication behavior in 

receiving information on improved agricultural production technologies. Co-

efficient of correlation with independent and dependent variables were worked 

out and results are presented in Table 22, 23, 24 and 25. 

4.7.1. Relationship between socio-personal characteristics with 

communication behavior of the farmers 

             The coefficient of correlation of each of the socio-personal 

characteristics of farmers with their communication behavior has been 

furnished in Table 22.         

Table 22: Relationship between socio-personal characteristics of the 

farmers with their communication behaviour  

S. No. Characteristics “r” value 

1. Age  0.15NS 

2. Education  0.43** 

3. Organization participation  0.26* 

4. Farming experience 0.19* 

5. Training  participation  0.18* 
NS 

Non significant        **Significant at 0.01 level of probability      *Significant at 0.05 level of probability 

 

It could be revealed from Table 22 that, among five independent 

variables three variables viz; organization participation, farming experience 

and training participation were showed positive and significant relationship 

with communication behaviour at 0.05 level of probability whereas, education  



showed positive and highly significant relationship with communication 

behaviour at 0.01 level of probability. Age did not establish any association 

with communication behaviour.  

4.7.2. Relationship between socio-economic characteristics of the 

farmers with their communication behavior  

           The correlation coefficient of each of the socio-economic 

communication behavior of the farmers has been furnished in Table 23. 

Table 23: Relationship between socio-economic characteristics of the 

farmers with their communication behavior  

S. No. Characteristics “r” value 

1. Occupation  0.21* 

2. Family  income  0.18* 

3. Material possession 0.27** 

4. Size of land holding  0.16NS 

5. Farm mechanization 0.22* 
    NS 

Non significant        **Significant at 0.01 level of probability      *Significant at 0.05 level of probability 

 

It could be revealed from Table 23 that among five independent 

variables three variables namely occupation, family income, farm 

mechanization were showed positive and significant relationship with 

communication behavior at 0.05 level of probability, while material possession 

showed positive and significant relationship at 0.01 level of probability.  Size 

of land holding did not establish any association with communication 

behavior.  

4.7.3. Relationship between selected psychological characteristics of 

the farmers with their communication behavior: 

           The correlation coefficient of each of the psychological characteristics 

of the farmers with their communication behavior has been furnished in Table 

24. 

It could be seen from Table 24 that, among four independent variables 

two variables viz; scientific orientation and attitude toward improved 

production technology were showed positive and significant relationship with  



communication behavior at 0.01 level of probability, whereas economic 

motivation showed positive and significant relationship at 0.05 level of 

probability. Market orientation did not found any association with 

communication behavior.  

Table 24: Relationship between psychological characteristics of the 

farmers with their communication behavior  

S. No. Characteristics “r” value 

11. Economic motivation      0.23* 

12. Market orientation  0.09NS 

13. Scientific orientation   0.32** 

14 Attitude toward improved production technology  0.24** 
  NS 

Non significant     **Significant at 0.01 level of probability        *Significant at 0.05 level of probability 

4.7.4. Relationship between selected communication characteristics of 

the farmers with their communication behavior: 

           The correlation coefficient of each of the communication characteristics 

of the farmers with their communication behavior has been furnished in Table 

25. 

           It could be observed from Table 25 that, among two independent 

variables of all variables namely cosmopoliteness and extension participation 

showed positive and highly significant relationship with communication 

behavior at 0.01 level of probability. 

Table 25: Relationship between selected communication characteristics 

of the farmers with their communication behavior 

S. No. Characteristics “r” value 

15. Cosmopoliteness  0.31** 

16. Extension participation  0.29** 
   ** Significant at 0.01 level of probability  

4.8. Problem faced by the farmers in communication:  

The perusal of the data presented in Table 26 revealed that maximum 

number of respondents (85.83%) perceived poor coordination with various 

development agency, was the main communication constraint, followed by 

lack of technical support from agriculture staff, poor financial condition of the  



farmers, illiteracy among the farming community, un organized farming 

community, lack of local leadership, and lack of compatibility with each others. 

Table 26: Problem faced by the farmers in communication 

S. No. Constraints Frequency Percentage Rank 

 1. Poor coordination with various 

development agency 

103 85.83 I 

2 Lack of technical support from 

agriculture staff 

96 80.00 II 

3 Poor financial condition of the 

farmers 

91 75.83 III 

4 Illiteracy among the farming 

community 

83 69.17 IV 

5. Un organized farming 

community 

63 52.50 V 

6. Lack of local leadership 59 49.17 VI 

7. Lack of compatibility with each 

others 

47 39.17 VII 

4.9. Suggestions received for effective communication: 

The perusal of the data presented in Table 27 revel that with Increase 

agriculture based information from mass media , was the main Suggestions  

communication behavior , followed by Government agriculture programs and 

scheme related information should be provide timely, Information should be 

provide equally to all, and extension activates related training should be 

proper time. 

Table 27: Suggestions received for effective communication 

S. No. Suggestions Frequency Percentage Rank 

 1. Increase agriculture based 

information from mass media 

118 98.33 I 

2. Government agriculture programs 

and scheme related information 

should be provide timely 

101 84.17 II 

3. Information should be provide 

equally to all 

96 80.00 III 

4. Extension activates related training 

should be proper time  

81 67.50 IV 
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Chapter- V 

DISCUSSION 

The results presented in the previous chapter in relation to the present 

study communication behavior of the farmers. In this chapter with possible 

reasons and explanation have been given to interpret the observed 

phenomena with the help of findings of the research studies conducted earlier 

in this field. 

For the sake of convenience and easy interpretation of the results of 

the study, the discussion is made under the following suitable sub-headings: 

5.1 Socio-personal characteristics of farmers. 

5.2 Socio-economic characteristics of farmers. 

5.3 Communicational characteristics of farmers. 

5.4 Psychological characteristics of farmers. 

5.5 Communication behavior of farmers. 

5.6 Credibility of communication sources as perceived by the farmers. 

5.7 Relationship between profiles of the farmers with communication 

behavior of the farmers. 

5.8 Problems faced by the farmers in communication. 

5.9 Suggestions received for effective communication. 

5.1. Socio-personal traits of communication behaviour: 

5.1.1. Age 

The data presented in Table 1 revealed that about vast majority of the 

respondents belonged to middle to old age group while very few of them 

belonged to  young age group. This might be due to that rural youths have a 

lesser amount of interest towards the agriculture.  The trend was line with the 

findings of Kumar et al. (2008), Hossain et al. (2011), Mishra et al. (2012), 

Mohapatra and Sahu (2012), Rokonuzzaman (2013), Rastogi and Hasan 

(2014)  and Patel (2014). 

 

 

 



5.1.2. Education 

 It is seen from the Table 2 that majority of the respondents were 

illiterate, while one fourth of them were educated up to primary (25.83%), and 

about one fifth of them were educated up to middle and above.  

 A recent government study estimated that 32 per cent of India’s rural 

population is illiterate, compared to 15 per cent in urban areas. This might be 

the region of the finding of present study. The results are conformity with the 

finding of Rokonuzzaman (2013). 

5.1.3. Organization participation 

It could be seen from Table 3 that majority of the respondents had 

medium level of organization participation, and very few of them possessed 

high level of organizational participation. 

This might be due to poor level of education and low level of socio 

economic condition of the farmers. These findings are in conformity with the 

finding of Hossain et al. (2011). 

5.1.4. Farming experience  

It is observed from Table 4 reported that the vast majority of the 

respondents had high farming experience, whereas about one fourth of them 

had medium and very few of them had low level of farming experience. This 

might be due to that the majority of the farmers belonged to middle and old 

age group.  

5.1.5. Training participation 

The data showed in Table 5 that majority of the respondents 

possessed low to medium level of training participation, while about one third 

of them possessed high level of training participation.  This might be due to 

that the majority of the farmers possessed low level of extension participation.  

5.2. Socio-economic variables:  

5.2.1. Size of land holding 

           The findings revealed that majority of respondents had marginal to 

small size of land holding. According to the Agriculture Census, the total 

number of operational holdings in India numbered 138.35 million with an 

http://mhrd.gov.in/adult-education


average size of 1.15 hectares. Of the total holdings, 85 per cent are in 

marginal and small farm categories of less than 2 hectares. This might be the 

probable reason of above findings. 

 The above finding is in conformity with the results by Rastogi and 

Hasan (2014). 

5.2.2. Occupation 

The results indicated that majority of the respondents had agriculture 

and agriculture with subsidy enterprise.  This might be due to that different 

types of occupations are found in the modern Indian villages apart from 

agriculture or farming or the traditional occupations. Animal Husbandry is the 

secondary occupation for the rural population. Animal Husbandry, Dairy 

Development and Fisheries have generated gainful employment in the rural 

sector, particularly among the landless labourers, small and marginal farmers 

and women.  

5.2.3. Family income 

The results revealed that vast majority of the farmers had low to 

medium level of annual income while, only some of them had high annual 

income. There are several reasons behind their low income status the one 

among is the extravagance nature of farmers. The condition of the farmers in 

India has not so well. They are still dependent on the rain god for water and 

politicians for fixing remunerative prices.  

The above findings are in agreement with the findings of the studies 

conducted by Rastogi and Hasan (2014), Bhanotra et al. (2016) and Inavati et 

al. (2014). 

5.2.4. Material possession 

It is apparent from the Table 9 that the majority of the respondents 

possessed low to medium level of material possession, and very few of them 

possessed high material possession. 

This might be due to the medium annual income and small & marginal 

land holding of the farmers of the study area.  

 

http://www.indianetzone.com/24/fishery_india.htm


5.2.5. Farm mechanization 

It can be observed from Table 10 that, immense majority of 

respondents possessed low to medium level or farm mechanization while, 

only some of the possessed high level of farm mechanization. 

The obvious reason for medium level of farm mechanization of 

respondents is the medium annual income, poor level of education and small 

& marginal land holding of the farmers.  

5.3 Psychological variables: 

5.3.1 Economic motivation 

 It is evident from Table 11 that, massive majority of the respondents 

were of medium economic motivation.   

 The possible reasons for medium economic motivation of respondents 

are poor education level and exposure. The above findings are in conformity 

with the findings reported by Sanjay Kanti Das (2012) and Phukan et al. 

(2013). 

5.3.2. Market orientation 

It could be inferred from Table 12 that majority of the respondents had 

medium to high market orientation while a small number of respondents had 

low market orientation. 

In a country like India, where more than 60 per cent of the area under 

cultivation is not irrigated, farm production is highly vulnerable to fluctuations 

in rainfall.  Beside production risk Indian farmers also face high market risk. 

Farm harvest prices in the country show high inter and intra year volatility. 

Price variation is quite pronounced in the regions and commodities where 

price support mechanism is not operative. With increased commercialization 

of agriculture, price fluctuations have become highly significant in affecting 

farmers’ income. Accordingly, market risk is also now quite important in 

affecting farmers’ income. The above fact may be the reason of medium level 

of marketing orientation. The above findings are in conformity with the results 

by Darandale and Soni (2011) and Phukan et al. (2013). 

 



5.3.3. Scientific orientation   

 The data furnished in Table 13 found that vast majority of the 

respondents had medium to low scientific orientation, while very small number 

of the respondents had high scientific orientation. The probable reason for 

above situation might be due to the fact that majority of the farmers had poor 

exposure and education level of framers. The above findings are in conformity 

with the results by Kumar et al. (2008), Darandale and Soni (2011), Sanjay 

Kanti Das (2012) and Phukan et al. (2013). 

5.3.4. Attitude toward improved production technology 

 As it is evident from Table 14 that, majority of the respondents had 

less favorable attitude toward improved production technology. The probable 

reason for above situation might be due to the fact that majority of the farmers 

had poor exposure and education level of framers. The above findings are in 

agreement with the finding of the studies conducted by Rastogi and Hasan 

(2014). 

5.4 Communication variables:  

5.4.2. Cosmopoliteness 

It could be seen from the Table 15 that majority of the respondents had 

low to medium level of cosmopoliteness while about one tenth of them had 

high level of cosmopoliteness. The plausible reason for above situation might 

be due to the fact that majority of the farmers belonged to low to medium level 

of annual income and lack of transportation facilities.  

5.4.3. Extension participation   

It could be inferred from Table 16 that majority of the respondents were 

possessed low to medium level while about one fifth of them possessed high 

level of extension participation.  Extension participation helps farmers to 

interact with scientists, SMSs, extension officers, etc; enable them to use the 

practices in natural setting and helps learn new skills through demonstrations, 

trainings, exhibition, and other extension activities. The probable reason for 

above situation might be due to the fact that majority of the farmers are 

illiterate or educated up to primary level, and poor information seeking 

behaviour.   



5.5. Communication behavior of farmers: 

The communication behavior of farmers was analyzed with respects to 

their information seeking behavior, processing behavior and output behavior.  

5.5.1. Information seeking behavior  

A perusal of Table17 revealed that majority of the respondents had 

medium level of Information seeking behavior. The feasible reason for above 

situation might be due to the fact that majority of the farmers are illiterate or 

educated up to primary level, had low to medium level of extension 

participation and cosmopoliteness.  

5.5.2. Information processing behavior 

The data presented in Table 18 reported that majority of the 

respondents had medium to low level of information processing behavior 

though, only some of them had high Information processing behavior. The 

feasible reason for above situation might be due to the fact that majority of the 

farmers are illiterate or educated up to primary level, had low to medium level 

of extension participation, cosmopoliteness and poor exposure.  

5.5.3. Information output behavior  

 Regarding Information output behavior the data indicated in Table 19 

revealed that majority of the respondents had medium level of information 

output behavior.  The viable reason for above condition might be due to the 

fact that majority of the farmers are illiterate or educated up to primary level, 

had low to medium level of extension participation and cosmopoliteness.  

5.5.4. Communication behavior 

The data presented in Table 21 reported that majority of the 

respondents (70%) had medium communication behavior. The practicable 

reason for above situation might be due to the fact that majority of the farmers 

are illiterate or educated up to primary level, had low to medium level of 

extension participation and cosmopoliteness. The above findings are in 

agreement with the findings of the studies conducted by Kumar et al. (2012), 

Lal De (2012), Phukan et al. (2013) and Hakeem et al. (2014). 

5.6 Credibility of communication source and channels as perceived by 

the farmers:  



The extent of credibility of different sources and channels of agriculture 

information by respondents has been presented in Table 21. The data in 

Table 21 indicates that ‘progressive farmers’ was identified as the most 

credible sources of agriculture information. This was followed by Rural 

Agricultural Extension officers, KVK Scientists and sales men & dealers. The 

other sources of information, which were apparent trustworthy by the farmers, 

were neighbor, relatives, friends, and local leaders, It is interesting to note that 

television, radio and news paper were perceived as the least credible sources 

of agriculture information by the farmers.  

In other words, it is concluded that progressive farmers ‘Rural 

Agricultural Extension Officers’, ‘KVK scientists, and ‘salesmen & dealers’ 

were the most credible source of agriculture information as perceived by the 

farmers. Whereas radio, television and news paper were least credible 

sources of agriculture information as perceived by the farmers. 

This indicated that progressive farmers, ‘Rural Agricultural Extension 

Officers’, ‘KVK scientists, and ‘salesmen & dealers’ were playing an important 

role in dissemination of agricultural information. Similar findings were reported 

by Das (2008) and Hossain et al. (2011). 

5.7. Relationship between profile characteristics of the farmers with 

communication behavior          

     It could be revealed that among sixteen profile characteristics of the 

farmers thirteen characteristics namely  organization participation, farming 

experience, training participation, occupation, family income, farm 

mechanization and economic motivation, education, material possession, 

scientific orientation, attitude toward improved production, cosmopoliteness 

and extension participation showed positive and highly significant relationship 

with communication behaviour. Hence, the null hypothesis was rejected with 

respect of these characteristics and concluded that these characteristics were 

correlated with communication behaviour.  On the other hand age, size of 

land holding and market orientation had no relationship with communication 

behaviour. Hence, the null hypothesis was accepted with respect of these 

characteristics and concluded that these characteristics were not correlated 

with communication behaviour.  



 Thus, age of the farmers had not shown any relationship with their 

communication behaviour. It indicates that age had no influence of age of the 

farmers with their communication behaviour.   

With regards education of the farmers, there was positive and 

significant relationship with their communication behaviour. This may be due 

to that education plays an important role in information seeking. The above 

findings are in agreement with the findings of the studies conducted by Kumar 

et al. (2009a), Hossain et al. (2011), Singh et al. (2014) and Barmal and 

Sonowal (2015). 

 Regarding organizational participation of the farmers, there was positive 

and significant relationship with their communication behaviour. 

Organizational participation of the farmers persuades information seeking and 

transfer of information to other members of the society. 

With respect to farming experience of the respondents, there was 

positive and significant relationship with their communication behaviour. The 

increasing experience in farming would help in seeking information and 

discuss with fallow farmers.  

Training participation of farmers indicated positive and significant 

relationship with their communication behaviour. During training programmes 

the farmers get information regarding agricultural technology. The increasing 

training participation would help in rising seeking information. 

 Concerning occupation of farmers indicated positive and significant 

relationship with their communication behaviour. Farmers having two or more 

than two enterprise have better communication behaviour.  

5.8 problems faced by the farmers in communication 

The perusal of the data presented in Table 27 revealed that poor 

coordination with various development agency was the main constraint of 

communication behavior, followed by lack of technical support from 

agriculture staff, poor financial condition of the farmers, illiteracy among the 

farming community, un organized farming community, lack of local leadership, 

and lack of compatibility with each others. 

 



5.9. Suggestions received for effective communication: 

The perusal of the data presented in Table 28 revel that with Increase 

agriculture based information from mass media, was the main Suggestions  

communication behavior, followed by Government agriculture programs and 

scheme related information should be provide timely, Information should be 

provide equally to all, and extension activates related training should be 

proper time. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Chapter-VI 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSION AND SUGGESTIONS FOR 

FURTHER WORK 

6.1 Summary: 

Communication is an integral part of development and this is more so 

in the context of India, where large population still lives in villages and may 

not be able to take active part in the development process due to illiteracy, 

shortage of resources, poor infrastructure facilities and low bargaining power 

etc. Development refers to, social and economic development, which is 

possible only through |information, education and communication. The 

development of farmers depends largely on agricultural development and 

communication facilitates the benefits of agricultural developments to the 

farmers. There are many sources through which farmers or agricultural input 

users seek or get information about the technological changes in farming. 

New communication technologies, like e-chaupal, information communication 

technology (ICT) and teleconferencing are engaged in providing information to 

the farmers. A new approach, popularly known as the agri-clinic and agri-

business were adopted by the Government to transfer the new information to 

modifying the farmers’ information seeking behaviour or communication 

behaviour. It has been also reported that even after the sixty six years of 

independence, farmers are still traditionalists, hardliners, shy and ignorant 

about the agricultural and overall development of the country. The 

communication behaviour refers to the extent to which the farmers are 

exposed to the different messages from the various communication sources 

for the sake of adopting messages for proper utilization in their practices. The 

behaviour of an individual in broad sense refers to, anything the individual 

does, while in restricted sense, it refers to the activity that can be observed 

and rewarded. It is an established fact that communication is the backbone of 

the development of the society. Effective communication from different 

sources and channels are the essence of extension, which provides 

knowledge and information for rural people to modify their behaviour in the 

ways that provide sustainable benefits to them and to the society. The lack of 



interest in extension machinery and some social and personal constraints of 

the farmers make them unable to plasticizing new and improved agricultural 

practices at their farm. Thus, keeping in view this study is carried out to find 

the social, personal and existing constraints which intervene in production 

potential of the farmers. 

Objectives of the study 

6. To study the communication behaviour of farmers. 

7. To study the socio-personal, socio-economic, psychological and 

communication characteristics of farmers. 

8. To examine the communication source credibility as perceived by the 

farmers. 

9. To assess the influence of socio-personal, socio-economic, 

psychological and communication characteristics of farmers on their 

communication behaviour. 

10. To assess the communication related constraints of the farmers. 

The study was conducted in Gwalior district of Madhya Pradesh. 

Gwalior district consists of four blocks. Out these two blocks were selected for 

the study. Five villages for selected each block were selected randomly. A 

comprehensive list of farmers from each village was prepared and 12 farmers 

from each village were selected randomly. A total of 120 farmers were 

selected for the study. A comprehensive interview schedule was developed 

considering the specific objectives formulated in the study. Individual interview 

technique was employed for the collection of data from the respondents. The 

statistical measures like, frequency, percentage, mean, standard deviation 

and correlation were used for analysis of data.      

6.2 Conclusion:  

(i) Majority of the respondents belonged to middle to old age group. 

(ii) Majority of the respondents were illiterate. 

(iii) Majority of the respondents had medium level of organization 

participation. 

(iv) Majority of the respondents had high farming experience. 

(v) Majority of the respondents possessed low to medium level of training 

participation. 



(vi) Majority of respondents had marginal to small size of land holding. 

(vii) Majority of the respondents had agriculture and agriculture with subsidy 

enterprise.   

(viii) Majority of the farmers had low to medium level of annual income. 

(ix) Majority of the respondents possessed low to medium level of material 

possession. 

(x) Majority of respondents possessed low to medium level or farm 

mechanization. 

(xi)   Majority of the respondents were of medium economic motivation.   

(xii) Majority of the respondents had medium to high market orientation. 

(xiii) Majority of the respondents had medium to low scientific orientation. 

(xiv) Majority of the respondents had less favorable attitude toward 

improved production technology. 

(xv) Majority of the respondents had low to medium level of 

cosmopoliteness. 

(xvi) Majority of the respondents were possessed low to medium level. 

(xvii) Majority of the respondents had medium level of Information seeking 

behavior. 

(xviii) Majority of the respondents had medium to low level of information 

processing behavior. 

(xix) Majority of the respondents had medium level of information output 

behavior. 

(xx) Majority of the respondents (70%) had medium communication 

behavior. 

(xxi) Found that the progressive farmers ‘Rural Agricultural Extension 

Officers’, ‘KVK scientists, and ‘salesmen & dealers’ were the most 

credible source of agriculture information as perceived by the farmers. 

(xxii) Reported that the organization participation, farming experience, 

training participation, occupation, family income, farm mechanization 

and economic motivation, education, material possession, scientific 

orientation, attitude toward improved production, cosmopoliteness and 

extension participation showed positive and highly significant 

relationship with communication behaviour. 



(xxiii) Revealed that the poor coordination with various development agency 

was the main constraint of communication behavior, followed by lack of 

technical support from agriculture staff, poor financial condition of the 

farmers, illiteracy among the farming community, un organized farming 

community, lack of local leadership, and lack of compatibility with each 

others. 

(xxiv) Reported that the Increase agriculture based information from mass 

media, was the main Suggestions communication behaviour. 

6.3 Suggestions for further work: 

(i) Similar studies can be conducted in other geographical area of Madhya 

Pradesh state. 

(ii) Similar studies can be conducted on other behaviour like as adoption, 

knowledge, information seeking, entrepreneur, marketing etc. 

(iii) Some other socio-personal, economic, communication and 

psychological characteristics other than those included in this study 

might be affecting the communication behaviour of the farmers. Such 

characteristics may be identified and included in the future study. 

(iv) The constraints in communication may be studied in detail and in 

depth, to understand the problems of the farmers in broader 

perspective. 
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6- lkekftd jktuhfrd laLFkkvksa esa Hkkxhnkjh %& 

 

Ø- Lkekftd jktuSfrd laLFkkvksa esa Hkkxhnkjh gk¡ ugha 

1- 
fdlh ,d lkekftd ;k jktuSfrd laxBu ds lnL; gSaA   

2- 
,d lkekftd vkSj jktuSfrd laxBu ds lnL; gSaA   

3- 
fdlh Hkh lkekftd ;k jktuSfrd laxBu ds lnL; u gksus ds ckctwn Hkh 

lkeqnkf;d dk;ksZa esa lgHkkxh gSA 

  

4-  
vkidk vkfFkZd ;ksxnku@lkoZtfud dks’k ¼fund½ dks c<+kus esa lg;ksxA   

5- 
Lkkekftd ;k jktuSfdr laxBu esa fdlh in ij gSaA   

6- 
xkWo dk eqf[k;k ;k izeq[k    

7- 
cM+s Lrj dk usrk    

 

7- vki fdrus o"kksZa ls [ksrh dj jgs gaS \------------------------------------------- o"kZ 

 

8- izf'k{k.k lgHkkfxrk  

dza dFku lIrkfgd if'Nd ekfld 

1 D;k vki [ksr izn'kZu fof/k esa Hkkx ysrs gSa    

2 D;k vkius df̀"k lacaf/kr ubZ rduhfd ds ckjs esa izf'k{k.k izkIr 

fd;k gSA 

   

3 D;k vki df̀"k izn'kZuh ns[kus tkrs gSaA    

4 df̀"k foKku dsUnz ds ek/;e ls pyk;h tk jgh df̀"k xfrfof/k;ks a 

esa Hkkx ysrs gSaA 

   

5 D;k vkidks fdlku dY;k.k foHkkx ds ek/;e ls pyk;s tk jgs 

izf'k{k.k dk;Zdze ds ckjs esa tkudkjh gSA 

   

 

9- jdck -----------------------------------------------------------,dM- 

10- O;olk; 

1- dsoy —f"k       

2- —f"k] lgk;d m?ke      

3- —f"k] lgk;d m?ke vkSj vU;    

   11   okf’kZd vk; ¼:i;s½ ------------------------------------------------- 

 

 

 

 

 



11. ¼lkezxh dh miyC/krk vkids QkeZ ij fdruh lkexzh miyC/k gSA½ 

1- ?kjsyw oLrq;sA 

Ø- oLrq;s@lkexzh la[;k 

1- lksQk  

2- vyekjh  

3- xSl LVkso  

4- VsyhQksu  

5- eksVj lkbfdy  

6- Vsyhfotu  

7- jsfM+;ksa  

 

12- iz{ks=@[ksr ;a=hdj.k@e’khuhdj.k   

vkids QkeZ ij dkSu&dkSu lh e’khuh O;oLFkk gSaA 

Ø- e'khu midj.k fdrus lkyksa ls iz;ksx dj jgs gSA 

1- VSªSDVj & 

2- ikoj Vhyj  & 

3- fMl gSjks & 

4- dYVh osVj & 

5- eksYM oksMZ gy & 

6- lhM fMªy  & 

7- iEi lsV & 

8- Oghy gks & 

9- iSMh ohMj & 

10- Lis;j & 

11 MLVj & 

12 Fkzslj & 

 

 

  

 



13 vkfFkZd izsj.kk%&: vki uhps fy[ks dFkuksa ij viuk fopkj O;Dr djsaA 

Øa dFku iw.kZr% 

lger 

lger dksbZ 

fopkj 

ugh 

vlger iw.kZr% 

vlger 

1- fdlku dks vf/kd mit vkSj ykHk ds fy, 

dke djuk pkfg,A 

     

2- lQy fdlku ogh gS tks vf/kdre ykHk 

izkIr djrk  gSaA 

     

3- fdlku dsk vf/kd ykHk ds fy, u;s 

fopkjksa dks viukuk pkfg,A 

     

4- vf/kdre  ykHk ds fy, fdlku dks [kkn~; 

Qlyks ds ctk; uxnh Qlys ysuk 

pkfg,A 

     

5- fdlku ds cPpksa dks viuk O;olk; “kq: 

djus esa ijs’kkuh gksrh gSaA ;fn fdlku mUgsa 

vf/kd enr iznku djrk gSA 

     

 

 

14 fuEufyf[kr ds lanHkZ esa tkudkjh nsosA   
Ø- dFku Lkger dksbZ 

fopkj ugh 

vlger 

1- foi.ku lac/kh tkudkjh fdlku ds fy,   mruh vko';d ugh gSA    

2- ,d fdlku vius mit dh NVuh dj vPNh dher izkIr dj 

ldrk gSA 

   

3- xksnke fdlkuksa dh muds mit dh vPNh fder fnykus es enn 

djrk gSA 

   

4- fdlku dsk viuh mit dh fder dk /;ku u j[krs gq, fudVre 

cktkj esa cspuk pkfg, A  

   

5- fdlku dks [ksfr es Gxus okyh lkexzh mlh nqdku ls [kjhnuh 

pkfg, tgka ls mlds lxs laca/kh ysrs gSaA  

   

6- fdlku dks ogh Qlys mxkuk pkfg, ftldh ekax vf/kd gks A     

 

15-   oSKkfud vfHkfoU;kl%&  
Ø- dFku lger dksbZ fopkj 

ugh 

vlger 

1- ,d fdlku dks [ksrh dh u;h mUur rduhd iqjkuh 

rduhd ijEijkxr dh rqyuk esas vPNs ifj.kke nsrh gSaA 

   

2- fdlku dks [ksrh dk vf/kd vuqHko gksrs gq, Hkh df̀’k dh 

u;h rduhdks dk mi;ksx djuk pkfg,A  

   

3- ;|fi df̀’k dh u;h fof/k;ka fopkj ;k tkudkjh dks vius 

iz{ks= ij iz;ksx djds ns[krk gSA 

   

4- ;|fi df̀’k dh u;h fof/k;ka mfpr l;e ysrh gSa fdUrq 

blds fy, iz;kl djuk mfpr gSaa 

   

5- [ksrh dk ijEijkxr fof/k;ksa dksa fdlku dk thou Lrj 

mBkus ds fy, /khjs&/khjs cnyuk pkfg,A 

   

6- iwoZtksa }kjk viuk;k tkus okyk [ksrh ds u;s rjhds ls vkt 

Hkh Js’B gSaA 

   



16- fuEufyf[kr d`f"k ls lacaf/kr mUur’khy mRiknu rduhdh ds laca/k esa 

viuh vfHko`fRr crk;sa                                         
Ø- dFku iw.kZr% 

lger 

Lkger dksbZ 

fopkj 

ugh 

vlger iw.kZr% 

vlger 

1- iafDr es oqokbZ djus ls jksxksa dks jksdus es 

enn feyrh gSA 

     

2- iafDr esa oqokbZ djus ls mit vPNh gksrh 

gSa 

     

3- iafDr esa oqokbZ djus ls vUr% lL; 

fØ;kvks es vklkuh feyrh gSA    

     

4- var% Qly] larqfyr moZjdka s ds mi;ksx 

esa enn djrk gSA 

     

5- var% Qly] ?kjsyw mi;ksx ds fy, fofHkUu 

Qlyksa dks iznku djus esa enn djrk gSA 

     

6- vUr% QlYk ds }kjk dqy vk; esa of̀) 

djrk gSA 

     

7- ikS/ks laj{k.k] Qlyksa esa uqdlku dks 

fu;af=r djus esa enn djrk gSA 

     

8- jlk;fud cht mipkj jksxks ds izca/ku esa 

egRoiw.kZ gSA 

     

9- le; ij cksouh djus ls chtks ds vadqj.k 

{kerk esa of̀) gksrh gSA 

     

10- mUur chtksa ls vR;f/kd mRiknu izkIr 

gksrk gSA 

     

11- mUur chtksa ds fodkl esa vR;f/kd 

vuqla/kku fd;k tkrk gSA vr% fdlku dks 

fcuk fdlh leL;k esa mUur chtks dks 

viukukA 

     

12- vUr% 'kL; Qlyks dks [kjirokj dks 

lqjf{kr j[krh gSA 

     

13- vUr% 'kL; fØ;k,s eǹk ueh ds mfpr 

mi;ksx esa lgk;d gSaA 

     

14- jklk;fud [kknks esa nokjk Qly mRiknu 

ij dksbZ izHkko ugha iM+rk gSA 

     

15- jklk;fud [kkn eǹk moZjrk dks yEcs 

le; rd cuk;s j[krh gSA 

     



16- jklk;fud [kkn[kkn eǹk LokLF; ij 

foifjr izHkko iMrk gSaA 

     

17- eǹk ijh{k.k moZjdks esa mi;ksx ds fy, 

fo’oluh; gSA 

     

18- Vidok¡ fo/kh fdlkuksa ds fy, mi;ksxh 

ugha gSA 

     

 

17. D;k vki d`f"k ls lacaf/kr mUur’khy mRiknu rduhdh dh tkudkjh 

ds fy;s vU; LFkkuksa ij Hkh laidZ djrs gSa\ ;fn gk¡ rks gk¡@ugha   

 A. vki dc dc vius ikl ds dLck ;k 'kgj dk Hkze.k djrs gSa \  

1. lIrkg esa ,d ckj   

2. Ik[kokM+k esa ,d ckj   

3. eghus esa ,d ckj   

4. dHkh&dHkkj   

5 dHkh ugha  

 

B. vki fdl mn~ns’; ls dLcs ;k 'kgj dk Hkze.k djrs gSa \  

1 lEiw.kZ df̀"k ds laca/k esa   

2 dqN df̀"k ds laca/k esa   

3 ?kjsyw ;k vius dk;Z ds fy;s   

4 euksjatu ds fy;s  

5 vU;   

6 dksbZ tcko ugha  

 

18 izlkj dk;Z esa lgHkkfxrk  

Ø-            fooj.k gkW  Ukgh 

1-  D;k vkids [ksr ij foxr o’kZ izn'kZu Mkyk x;k gS   

2- D;k vkids xzke lsod ds lkFk fopkj foe'kZ djrs gSaA   

3- D;k vki izlkj lac/kh cSBdks esa Hkkx ysrs gSaA   

4- D;k vkids fdlkuksa ds fgr es vk;ksftr [ksr fnol esa Hkkx fy;k   

5- D;k vkids fdlku fnol@ fdlku esyk esa Hkkx fy;k gSA   

6- D;k vkius dHkh vius iM+kslh ds [kr ij izn'kZu ns[kk gSA   

7- D;k vkius df̀’k izn'kZuh ns[kh gSA   

8- D;k vki df̀’k lkfgR; iM+rs gSA   

 

 

 

 

 

 

   



19 vki viuh df̀"k lacaf/kr lwpukvks ds ckjs esa tkudkjh dgkW ls izkIr djrs gS ,ao fdl lwpuk 

L=ksr ij vki fo’okl djrs gSA ¼d`Ik;k crkuk½ 

dzekad lwpuk L=ksr vf/kd e/;e de 

1 df̀"k foKku dsUnz ds oSKkfud    

2 mUur d"̀kd    

3 xzke lsod    

4 jsfM;ks    

5 Vsfyfotu    

6 Lkekpkj i=    

7 fdlku esyk    

8 cqdysV    

9 iznZ’kuh    

10 LFkkuh; usrk    

11 Lkgdkjh lfefr    

12 izkbosV buiqV Mhyj    

13 Lakca/kh    

 

Hkkx & o 

1 lapkj O;ogkj  

v- lwpuk L=ksrksa ls lEidZ  

Øa lwpuk L=ksr lEidZ 

  ges'kk dHkh&dHkh dHkh ugha 

1- jsfM;ks    

2- Vsyhfotu    

3- Lkekpkj&i=    

4- izlkj dk;ZdrkZ    

5- fe=@laca/kh    

6- fodkl'khy fdlku    

7- LFkkuh; usrk    

8- iz/kku@ljiap    



9- df̀"k foKku dsUnz lans’k    

10 izn'kZuh    

11- lg;ksxh lekt     

12- d"̀kd esyk    

13- izf'k{k.k    

14- d"̀kd fe=    

15- vU;    

 

2- lwpkuvksa dks izlaLdj.k % 

Øa fooj.k lEidZ 

  ges'kk dHkh &dHkh dHkh ugha 

1- fe= o loa/kh ls ppkZ djdsA    

2- izlkj dk;ZdrkZ ls ppkZ djusA    

3- fodk'klhy fdlku ds lkFk ppkZ djdsA    

4- LFkkuh; usrk ls ppkZ djdsA    

5- vU; yksxaksa ls ppkZ djdsA    

 

3- lwpuk dks vU; yksxksa rd Hkstuk ;k izlkfjr djuk % 

Øa fooj.k lEidZ 

  ges'kk dHkh 

&dHkh 

dHkh 

ugha 

1- LFkkuh; ehfVax esa ckr djus@cksydj    

2- LFkkuh; usrk o fodkl’khy fdlku dks lkeus j[kdjA    

3- df̀"k iksLVj dks fn[kkdjA    

4- fdlku [ksr ;k ?kj ij lwpuk nsukA    

5- df̀"k laca/kh ys[k ;k if=dk fy[kukA    
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