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ABSTRACT

The present investigation was carried out in Nelldistrict of Andhra Pradesh state during 2014el6ampare
the knowledge and productivity levels of the pd@pemt and non participant farmers of rice FFS. Aaltaof 150
respondents were selected for the study out oftwhicfarmers were participant farmers of rice FR& the other 75 were
non participants. Independent sample‘t’ test and tjuare tests were carried out to compare the letge and
productivity levels of the participant and non papiant farmers of rice FFS. The Independent saithpést showed that
there is significant (p value < 0.01) differencetvieen participant and non participant farmers wegard to their
knowledge and productivity levels. The results ofii Gquare test revealed that there is significasgoeiation
(p value<0.05) between the ‘participation in FF8dahe ‘levels of knowledge’, ‘productivity levelen recommended
ICM practices.
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INTRODUCTION

Knowledge is one of the most important componeftsetavior and plays a major role in the covert amdrt
behavior of human beings. The knowledge acquirethduhe learning process can be used to buildxistieg knowledge
enabling farmers to adapt their existing techn@egso that they become more productive, more phldéitand more
responsive to changing conditions, or to adopt temlinologies. India is an agricultural country baotuckily the potential
per acre of various crops could not be exploitedf@ny reasons including nutrient losses occurringnaging soil
productivity and moisture conservation etc. Dealimigh these challenges there is every need to fuaran effective
programme that goes beyond dissemination of teclgied among farmers. Further, helping them in dmjag
themselves for sharing production and protectiahrielogies, marketing and advocacy in such a way ¢éimpowers

themselves in making their soils productive andhigier yields.

The Farmer Field School (FFS) is one of the mdsicéfie extension approaches ever develop@dpanah et al.
2010) to provide knowledge about Integrated Crop Manag@ (ICM) practices. It is described as a Platfamd “School

without walls” for improving decision making capfciof farming communities and stimulating local awvation for
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sustainable and productive agriculture. It is assadong, field oriented and discovery-based le@rmppportunity. It
comprises a group of farmers who are facilitateéktgnsion field staff in conducting various int#gd crop management
practices. It comprises a group of approximatelyd@30 farmers who attend the field school weekljootnightly to learn
through discoveries and simple experimentationsfada limited research was done on FFS programmdeadso the
Department of Agriculture organized more numbefaomer field schools on rice in Nellore districh attempt was made

to compare the knowledge level of the participamt aon participant farmers of rice FFS.
METERIAL AND METHODS

Nellore district of Andhra Pradesh was purposivsgiected as rice is extensively cultivated and Bloner Field
School on Integrated Crop Management (ICM) was dsirccessfully implemented in this district. Outdéf mandals of
Nellore district, 3 mandals were purposively setddbased on the highest number of FFS on rice s@nducted. Two
villagesi.e. one FFS village and another non FFS village welectsrandomly from each selected mandal thus making a
total of six villages of which three were FFS ahrke non FFS villages. From each FFS and non HESted villages, 25
respondents were selected by using simple randonplsay procedure, thus making a total of 150 resienits for the
study of which 75 farmers were FFS rice farmers thedother 75 were non FFS rice farmers. Indepdrsimple‘t’ test
and Chi square tests were carried out to comparekttowledge and productivity levels of the partiip and non

participant farmers of rice FFS with regard to I@kactices.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

Overall Levels of Knowledge on Recommended ICM Praices by the Participant and Non Participant Farmes of
Rice FFSs

In order to assess the overall knowledge levelshenrecommended ICM practices by the participaot @on
participant rice farmers, necessary data were delieand the respondents were categorized inte tmeups viz., low,

medium and high by using mean and standard dewmiatid the results were presented in Table 1.

A cursory look at the Table 1and Figure 1 revedlet 53.33 per cent of the participant farmers weaeing
medium level of knowledge, followed by high (34.6)7&%nd low (12.00%) knowledge levels. In case of participant
farmer’s majority (65.33%) of the respondents wea®ing medium level of knowledge, followed by lo®8(67%) and
high (16.00%) knowledge levels.

Table 1: Distribution of Respondents According to heir Overall Level of Knowledge

Participant Farmers Non Participant Farmers

S. No. Category (n=75) (n,=75)

Frequency | Percentage| Frequency | Percentage
1. Low Knowledge level 9 12.00 14 18.67
2. Medium Knowledge level 40 53.33 49 65.33
3. High Knowledge level 26 34.67 12 16.00
Total 75 100.00 75 100.00
Mean 37.87 22.80
SD 1.20 4.16
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Figure 1: Distribution of Respondents According toTheir Overall Level of Knowledge

From the above results it could be revealed thabmityga of the participant farmers belonged to ‘medito high’
levels of knowledge. Whereas in case of non paditi farmers majority belonged to ‘medium to lowvéls of

knowledge.

The probable reason for this trend might be tha® F-being conducted for one complete season wétbkiy
intervals. Hence, the participant farmers were walhed on ICM practices during FFS sessions.heurthe personal and
psychological traits of the participant farmerseaed that their education level was fairly goaodFFS, farmers trained
on rice ICM practices i.e. soil sample collectiseed germination test, seed treatment, IntegratedeNt Management
(INM), Integrated Pest Management (IPM), preparatidd Neem Seed Kernal Extract (NSKE) and poisorisbavater
management, pests and diseases identificatiortifidation of beneficial insects, defoliation expaents, farm machinery
etc. through non formal education and also by cotidg short and long term experiments in their dieids. This might
have helped the respondents to gain high knowleelgerding ICM practices. Hence the above trend ediom to high
level of knowledge possessed by the majority ofghdicipant farmers of rice FFS than non partioipfarmers. This
finding was in line with Krishnamurthy (1999), Ohhi(2004) and Gopakt al. (2010).

Difference in the Knowledge Levels of Participant ad Non Participant Farmers

Independent sample ‘t' test was carried out to ssdbe significant difference between participamd aon

participant farmers with regard to their levelskaobwledge on recommended ICM practices of rice.

Table 2: Difference in the Knowledge Levels of Paitipant and Non Participant Farmers

Dependent Variable Type of Farmer N | Mean | Std. Deviation t value P value
Participant farmers 75  37.87 1.201 -
Knowledge Non participant farmers 75 22.80 4,162 30121 0.000

**: Significant at 0.01 level of probability
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Figure 2: Difference in the Knowledge Levels of Péicipant and Non Participant Farmers

It is clear from the Table 2 and Figure 2 that, derage knowledge level of participant farmers @a87 with
standard deviation 1.201 whereas the average kdgeldevel of non participant farmers was 22.80 vdthndard
deviation 4.162 and the't’ value was 30.121. Thevabresults indicated that (p value < 0.01) theas gignificant mean
difference between the participant and non pasitigarmers with regard to their levels of knowledd 1% level. This
might be due to the participation of farmers in ldgelasses and orientation trainings during sedsng FFS programme

organized by extension personnel of Departmentgsfciilture.

The overall picture related to knowledge of ricétigation practices showed that FFS has provegadtential in
enhancing the knowledge levels of participant fagnklence it is recommended that FFS approach @lmukncouraged
as an extension tool for effective disseminationtexthnologies. This finding was supported by Samtagl (1992),
Anusuya (1997), Kumar (1997) and Krishnamurthy (@09

Association between ‘Participation in FFS’ and thélLevels of Knowledge’

Chi square test was carried out to know the sigaifi association between the knowledge level oomerended

ICM practices and participation of farmers in FFS.

Table 3: Association between Participation in FFSrad the Levels of Knowledge

S Level of knowledge Chi — Square P
Participation in FFS Low Medium High Total value value
Participant farmer 912.00% 4053.3% 2634.7% 75100.0%
Non participant farmer 1418.7% 4965.3% 1216.000 0940 7.155* 0.028
Total 2315.3% | 8959.3% | 3825.3% | 150100.0%

*: Significant at 0.05 levels
The figures mentioned in parenthesis indicate peacge.

It was evident from Table 3 that there was sigaificassociation between the knowledge level onmetended
ICM practices and participation of farmers in FES &6 level since p value (0.028<0.05) for the esponding chi square

value 7.155, which means that there is significafiience of ‘participation in FFS’ on ‘levels ohkwledge’'.
Productivity Levels of the Participant and Non Paricipant Farmers of Rice FFSs

A perusal of Table 4 and Figure 3 revealed tha@®per cent of the participant farmers had mediewell of

productivity, followed by equal (24.00%) per ceffitloe farmers having low and high productivity l&stdn case of non
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participant farmers 44.00 per cent of the resporsdead medium level of productivity, followed bynd42.7%) and high
(13.30%) levels of productivity.

Table 4: Distribution of Respondents According to heir Productivity Levels

S No. Category Participant Farmers(n,=75) | Non Participant farmers (n,=75)
Frequency Percentage | Frequency Percentage
1. Low productivity 18 24.00 32 42.70
2. Medium productivity 39 52.00 33 44.00
3. High productivity 18 24.00 10 13.30
Total 75 100.00 75 100.00
Mean 7680 (kg/ha) 6490 (kg/ha)
SD 382.5 860
4 FFS (n=75) M Non-FFS (n=75) )
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Figure 3: Distribution of Respondents According toTheir Overall Level of Productivity

From the above results it is clear that FFS farmproductivity levels of rice was higher than nartgipant
farmers. FFS is one of the participatory approacras besides a new science based technology thatesnfarming
community to learn new topics of interest whichtaely improves their knowledge and skills in teasulting in higher
yields. Improved yields might be due to the reaf@t most of the farmers successfully adopted #réowus cultivation
practices like seed treatment, optimum time of sgwielection of suitable and improved varietiggimoum seed rate
irrigation water management, summer ploughing,dratted Nutrient Management (INM), weed managemetegrated
Pest Management (IPM) etc. in their fields whickytlearnt during FFS programme. Adoption of theshdnologies might
have enhanced the productivity of rice in caseafigipant farmers when compared to non particiganners. Similar

findings were reported by Yaminiverma and Rajend2897) Yeshwanth (2008) and Shabnam (2011).

Difference in Productivity Levels of Participant ard Non Participant Farmers

Independent sample‘t’ test was carried out to asHes significant mean difference between the gipent and
non participant farmers with regard to their pradiity levels.

Table 5: Difference in Productivity Levels of Parttipant and Non Participant Farmers

Dependent Mean .
variable Type of farmer N (Kg/ha) Std. Deviation | tvalues | p values
. Participant Farmers 75 7680 382.5 -
Productivity Non participant farmerg 75 6490 860.0 10.944 0.000

**: Significant at 0.01 level of probability
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Figure 4: Difference in Productivity Levels of Paricipant and Non Participant Farmers

It is clear from the Table 5 and Figure 4 thatakerage productivity of participant farmers was @ &8/ha with
standard deviation 382.5 whereas the average ptisityicof non participant farmers was 6490 Kg/hattwstandard
deviation 860 and ‘t’ value was 10.944. The abossults indicated that (p value < 0.01) there wasiicant mean

difference between the participant and non paditifarmers with regard to their productivity levek 1% level.
Association between ‘Participation in FFS’ and théProductivity Levels’

Chi square test was carried out to know the sicmifi association between the productivity levelsl an

participation of farmers in FFS.

Table 6: Association between Participation in FFSrad the Productivity Levels

Productivity Chi — Square
Type of Farmer Low Medium High Total Valuqe p value
Participant farmers 18(24.0) 39(52.0 18(24)0) 1©5(0)
Non participant farmer 32(42.7) 33(44.0) 10(1343) 5(1p0.0) 6.706* 0.035
Total 50(33.3) 72(48.0) 28(18.7) | 150(2100.0)

*: Significant at 0.05 level of probability
The figures mentioned in parenthesis indicate peacg

It was evident from Table 6 that there was sigaiftcassociation between the productivity levels geudicipation
of farmers in FFS at 5 % level since p value (0<@B65) for the corresponding chi square value 6.vid6ch means that

there is significant influence of participationfafmers in FFS on productivity levels.
CONCLUSIONS

The department of agriculture has brought a pasititange in the behavior and position of the fasnadrthe
study area through FFS approach. It has incredmedrtowledge level of the rice farmers through FEEproach. The
investigation showed that there is significanteti&nce in knowledge levels of the participant and participant farmers
of rice FFS. It was concluded that FFS methodolisggn effective extension tool to enhance farmknswledge related

to Integrated Crop Management (ICM) practicesde @Grop.
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