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1. LAND

No land

Belov 1 hsotare
¥pto 2 heotares
unpto 4 heetares
Upto 6 heoctares
6 heotares and above
2. HUSE

One house
Godown

Cattle shed
Others

Bullook eart

Cyole

Redio

PFumituree

Improved agricul tural implements
4._PARM POWER

Pulloock nil

One to 3 ullocks
S % 4 bullocke

Tractor
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3. MILCH ANIMALS
N4l

One

Two

Three

More than J

6. QQOUPATION
Labourer

Caste and cooupation
BPusiness
Independent profession
Oultivation

Servioe

T. ZAMILY
(A) Iyne
Joint
8ingle
(3) Sise
Upto § membere
Above 5 members
{C) Type(Distinguishing featuree)
Panily members in Servioce

Income from Other sources tham
agrioul ture

Any other matter
8. RIUQATION
Illiterate
Can read only
Can read and wride
Primary
Middle
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S0RE
High Sohool . s d
Above High School 6
9. 0CIAL PARTICIPATION
Non-nmmbership of any orgsmnisation 0
Meambership of one organisation 1
Membership of nore than 1 organisation 2
Office holder 3
Metinotive feature 6
10. CASIR
Chemar, Bhangi,om ete. 1
kouh.h:;- Tailor, Nai, Nhobdi, Jonar, Air
Braain, Thekur, Bania b}

ARPRNIIX C
Eaixred comparison teohnigue sgheduls
1. Bupnose you wvant soae information about improved farm
practicee please indicate from which one of these two
chammoterigtios you will prefer to adopt the improved
agricul tural practices? (Repeat the question before reading
out each of the pairs).

1.(a) Cost of the innovation 6.(a) Smpliolty-complexity

(v) Simplicity-complexity (%) Proritadility

2. (a)Physical compatibility 7. (a)Oom-unioability
(») Profitability () Mvisibility

S, { a)Communiocability 8. {a) Cultural compatibdility
{(») Cultural compatibility (v) durebilisy

4, (o) Divisibility 9. (a) Cost of the innovation
(V) Durability (d) Profisability

S. (a) Cost of the innovation 10. (a) Simplioity-complexity
(b) Physioal compatidility (V) Daradilivy



11. (a)
(»
12,
(v)
(a)
(v)
(a)
(v)
(a)
(v)
(a)
(v)
(a)
(v)

13.

14,

15.

16,

17.

18,

(v)

190( I)
(»)

1. Cost of the imnovetion:

Let us nov oconeaidsr the ocost of the innowation,

Communioability 20.(a)
Darabili ¢y (v)
Physioal compatidilisy 21 (a)
Oul tural compatibility (»)
Cost of the innovation 22 (=)
Divisibility ()
Prof!tability 23 (a)
Communicability (b)
Simplioity-complexity 24 (a)
Cul tural ocompatibility (»)
Durabill ty 2%, (a)
Physioal compatibility (»)
Cos$ of the innovation 26.(a)

Comnmund cabill ty (v)
Divieidbility 27 (a)
Cul turel Compatibility (V)
Profitabdlity 2 (a)
Darabili ty (®)
ARPRNDIL D
Oharegter:
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Simpl1 el ty-compl ext ty
Physionl compatidility
OCost of the innovation
Darability

Com~uni cability
Simpli ol ty-compl exi ty
Divisibility

FPhysical ocompatibility
Cul tural compatidility
Profitability

Oost of the innovatien
Cul tural ocompatidiliey
Daredility
Simpliolity~oomupl extty
Communi cability
Physical compatibdility
Profitability
DAvisibility

Ry ocost

we mean the initial purchase value plus the other necessary

expendi tures required to put the innovation ints operatiens.
¥Yhat 4~ you think about the following partioes in the respect

of,

aprropriate ocolumn,

Flease give your opnion egaingt each praotiee in the
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Practices Very lov Lov Neither low High Very high
cost ooet nor ht;h oo ob woet
008 _

1. Dwarf slieat
2. Fotato

3. Hitrogenous
fertiliser

4. Mammonium phosphate
S. Oompost or P, Y. M,

6. Beed treataent

7. Thresher

2. Simplicity-ocomel eXASY:

A s0od nuaber of pragtices have beenn recomnended % you
for use of inorease orop yield. Some 0f these may be easy to
use as thsy involve simple changes. There are ¢thers whah
nay be difficult to you aes Shey require changes in akill
operation eto. Taking these into coneideration pleasge é\n
your opinion about sach of the following praotioces regarding
the sxtent to which they cun be precticed vith ecasy mnd er
di £71 oul t?

Praotices Very easy Raay to Neither Diffioult Very diffiocult
to use use easy nor %o use to use
diffioul t

ouse.

2., Potato

3. Xitrogenous fertiliser
4., Diemophoe
5. Compost or P.T.M,

6. Seed Sreatment
7. Thresher
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3. Ihysioal compatibility:

Keeping in view the farming resources available at
your disposal such as type of soil, humsn and bulleck labour,
sources of irrigation eto. T what extent do you eonddider
the following practices suitable in your farming eituation ?

e

Practices Nost Suitabls Somevhat Least Wod
sui table suitable suitable suitabl e

1. Dwarf wheat

2. Potato

3. BEisrogenous fertiliser
4, MMamophos

5. Compost or P, Y .M,

6. Seesd Sreataent

7. Threshsr

4. Brofitebi)ity:

By profitabllity we mean the addi tional gain
in teme of yield snd/or money whioh ene gets in using an
improved practice over looal one in a bigha of land
coneidering from this point of view, to what extent do
you conmider the following practices being profitable in
your farmming situation ? Flease give your opinion
against eaoh practioe in the col, you fesl appropriate.
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Praetices Most Profitadble Somewhat Least Not

profitabl e glro fite~ profi- prefitable
e table

1.
2.
3.
i,
5.
6.
7.

Dwarf wheat

Potato

Nitro genous fertiliser
Mamophos

Compost or P.I. M,

Seed treatment
Thresher

Semmuntoabidity:

There are some praotices which show speataocular

remulte 1.0. their benefiolal reeponaes are more apparently

variable and ¢valuable., For exp,BHC dusting against orop

pests. On the other hand there are other practioces whoee

resulte are not quite obaservable and evaluable. In the

14ght of this oonsideration. Flease zive your opinion againet

pracgtices in the Ool. you feslappropriase.

Pragctices Remilts Results Resulta Resulte Remilts

moet visible eonevhit least not dlearly
visible vieible vieible wigible.

bwarf wWheat

PFotato

Nitrogenous fertiliser
DMismopho s

Compost or P, Y. M,

Seed treataent
Thresher




6. Qulture] ocompatibility:

There are soae practices which you may not consider
compatabile since they are not found in line with the existing,
beliefs and habits an:i exp. poultry farming, contrary to
these there are others whioch fit in with our existing beliefs
and habite, In the light of the above consideration, please
rate the following prmotioces giving their respective positions
in the appropriate ool.

Practioces Most Quite Compe- Some Leanst
compa~ oompes~ tible wiat our.-
tible tible m tible

®

1. Dwarf wheat

2. Potato

3. Nitroganous fertiliser
4, DMamophos

5. Compost or P, Y M,

6. Seed treataent

7. Thresher

7. Divisibility:

There are =ome praotices which are divisible te
use B, e, vhich oan be divided into any mmall quantities and
%111l be used. Mor experiment Jowar seed or single superphosphd
on the contrary there are others which are not divisidle i,.e.
which oun not be used on a fraotional basis. Vor exsmple
thresher or any improved imrlements, In the light of above
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conasideration what 4o you oconsider the follov‘.lné practices ?

Oive your opinion sgainst each practices. .

Praotioces Divisible to use Not divigible
to use

1. Dwarf wheat

2. Potato

3. Nitrogenous fertiliser
4, Manophos

5. Compost or P, Y. N,

6. Je~d treatment

7. Threaher

8. Durability:

Let us nov consider the durubility ef the
innovation, By durability mean, whether or not the
praotices are moet duradble for future? For example wheat
can bs stored for more time as compared to potato, What
do you think the folloving practices in respect of dursbili ty.
Please give your opinion against eaoh praotices in the

appropriate column,

Practices Most Durable Sonwwhat Least Not
durable durable durseble dursble

1. Dvarf wheat

2. Potato

3, Nitrozenous fertiliser

4, Diamophos

2. Compoet or P Y. M,
« Seed treatment
Te Thr..h.ro
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Showing the progressiveness scores of sirteen villageg with
their Q-values for Kalyanpur blook (Kempur). =

Neme of the villages

To tal MNediam Q-values
r gor« p=scores
[ ]

Rxogreanive villages

*1. Chakarpur 467 16,64 2.02 (P)

2, Sachendi 462 16.00 2.%

*3. Bhalmman 453 16,00 2.17 (P)
4. Bhaunti 440 15.39 2.9%

5. Jugrajpur 433 15.3% 3.00

6. Dalip pur 425 19.00 2.18

T. Binasur 418 14,90 2.70

8. Bhamtikhers 357 12,75 3.09
Egn-progreenive villages

9. Tikra 350 12,00 2,%

10. Bars Sirohd 279 9.90 2.64

11. Kursauli 273 9.64 2.46

12. Bahera 269 9.64 2.64

13, Maksocodabad 258 9.21 2.1 (N.P,)
14. Raikepur 248 8.83 2.34 (N.P,)
15. Nagenia 248 8.70 2.46

16. Xapali 245 8.66 2,90

* Mnally selected villages.
(P) = Progressive villages
(N,P,)m Nom=progressive villages.
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APPERILX J.
Showing the progreesivenesa scores of 12 villages with )
their Q-wvalues for Mahewa Hlook (Etawah)

i g i S D AR .

Kame 0f villages To tal Nedian Q=values
-5?!‘.. P=000r'es

, Liesreasive villaxes

1. Raudhana A7 16.87 2.73 (P)

2, Nasirpur Vogha 40% 15.87 2.99

3. Mahewa 394 15.66 3.48

4, Bahera 381 15.57 5.83

5« Rahatpur 363 14.62 4,00

*6. sonversa 38 13.41 2.% (P)

Non-progresmive villages

7. Ujdyand 324 13.00 35.13

8. Barsukh 275 11.00 2.50

*9, Parssuli 261 10.43 1.47 (K,P,)
10, Ramaupura 245 9.85% 1.96
*11. Dalipmagar 238 9.3 1.92 (W,P,)
12. Sarsnya Naudhana 222 8.80 2.63

¢ PMnally selected villages
(P) = Progressive villages.

{N,.P,)ulion-progresasive villages.



) AEPENDIX § - .
Dietribution of adoption scores

Enu- “Dnrf Posato ntro-— i emo- Compost Seed Thresher

e e o ' MR St
liser

o 09 40 o3 52 00 14 33
0.1=10 40 18 19 42 o0 04 09
10.1-20 61 51 63 52 o8 48 n
20,1=-30 2% 44 51 29 19 %5 3%
30,140 20 24 36 13 34 35 31
40.1-5% 1 14 16 07 41 2 22
50.1-60 14 06 o8 03 29 1 23
60.1=70 07 o2 o1 02 27 oS 17
70.1-80 03 00 o1 00 23 00 01
80,190 00 00 00 00 12 00 o4
.1-100 00 01 00 00 11 00 00

Tntal 200 200 200 200 200 200 200




AREEDLL B .

Raw frequency distribution of charecteristiocs scores of improved farw
praoctioces
Characteristios 3oore Irequsncies

:::”2:. Dwarf Pote- Nitro- Diasmo- Compo- Bged Thre-

soal wheat <0 g~ phos 8t or 4reat sher

oun P Y .M, nent
forti-
liser
3 2 3 i3 i 1 [ 1 T
1.0os% 0f the  J 24 1 4 03 116 47 o8
innovation
4 n 30 33 10 62 108 38
3 83 62 1M1 80 21 43 117
2 63 T2 52 92 1 1 571
1 01 35 00 19 00 00 00
a.Bimpliecity- S 06 17 72 54 91 ™ 80
eompl exity
4 59 81 86 B84 94 91 99
3 33 53 b 56 19 % 20
2 02 44 12 2 00 02 1
1 00 S 00 06 00 00 00
3. Physical~ ] 141 47 ™ 84 79 23 110
compatibility
4 14 84 87 60 106 110 Té
3 07 30 30 26 14 (1] 12
2 33 571 06 26 1 o2 02
1 3 02 00 4 00 00 00
4, FProfitability S 141 49 95 76 1355 18 96
4 1 87 89 60 58 113 89
3 4] 2% 14 27 T 64 15
2 38 02 23 00 0% 02
1 1 0 02 o0 00 00

Contd,



1 2 2 3 4 5 & s - .1
S.Cemmunicability S 133 47 91 92 56 18 . 108
4 34 85 88 55 103 107 T
3 20 N 19 32 40 67 12
2 04 3 02 23 07 o2
1 09 1 0 0 0 1 0
s.g::azun” 5 16 38 53 70 87 17 116
4 21 712 69 68 84 93 74
3 o8 %2 70 7} 29 86 09
2 23 B 08 24 00 04 1
1 .02 o0 00 4 00 00 00
T.Mvisibility 2 200 200 200 200 200 220 -
1 - - - - - - 200
8. Durability s 108 00 2 4 41 01 54
4 I 00 a“ 60 ¥ 3 111
3 20 93 81 688 9% 3"
2 99 58 48 1] 70 04
1 07 81 03 07 00 00 00




AERDIX L

An example for the caloulation of Adoption Quotient (A.Q.)

1« Nome of village-Chakarpur
2. Name of respondent- Balreagingh

5. Improved farm prasticet Dwarf vheat

4, Total land : 29 Mghas

Years Extent in hMghas Fotentiality Extent/petentiaglity
(o) in uym(pf (OAr

1969-70 2 23 20/2%= 0,800
1968-69 13 25 15/2%= 0,600
1967-68 12 20 12/20=0.600
1966-67 12 25 12/2%0.480
196566 8 20 8/20w0.400

Total Be | ) R o/p = 2.880

A.Q. -,1:100
yYi=% -4

!’—_‘é!- » 2.880( where
Therefore, A.Q, = Z!m x 100

- 57.50

tp=-ti = 5 years)

1 mm w 0.55 acore



Table I- The F-matrix for 8 statements judged by 200 respondents

State- Divigi- Culturel Durabi- Zmpli- Physical Oost Oommw. Profi
ments Dbility ocompati- 1lity ocity gompati- of nies takl-
bility complen~ bility the NMlity 1isy
ity inng-
vation
1. 2 3 4 3 8.
Mvigi-
plity (V) - 62 165 18% 188 188 195 194
Cul tu-
ral {2) 1% - 1% 176 179 194 196 189
cOmPa-
tibility
Dara- (3) 3% 62 - 184 185 193 194 197
Hlicvy
Simpli-
oity- (4) 15 24 16 - 112 92 80 114
oompl e=
xity
d,-
:'3. (%) 12 21 15 88 - 101 9 89
cOnpa~
+ibility
Cost of
the (6) 12 06 07 108 99 - 87 136
inmova- .
tion
Conmmi-
nice- (7) 05 04 06 120 109 13 - 138
bility |
Profi- (B) 06 1" 03 a6 11 64 62 -

tadili sy

Contd.
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%
Table Il- The P-matrix corresponding to the 'P' matrix,
State- 1 2 3 4 5 6 T 8
amts
1 - . 310 .82% .92% +940 +940 975 «970
2 +690 - +690 .880 -89% 970 «980 943
3 AT8 . 310 - «92% .92% .965 970 -98%
4 +075% .120 .080 - « 560 460 400 . 570
S +060 . 105 .07% 440 - .%50% 435 445
6 .060 .030 +035 - 540 495 - -43% - $00
7 .025% .020 +030 600 - 543 -569% - +690
8 +030 «095 .015 +430 558 «320 .310 -
'2'mgdrix
Ta®le III- The 'Z' matrix corresponding to the 'P'matrix,
State- 1 2 3 s s 6 7 8
amts
1 - 0.496 0,496 1,179 1.2% 1,881 2,054 1.5
2 «0.496 - 0.935 1.440 1,555 1,535 1.960 1.881
3 «0.496 -0.935 - 1.405 1.440 1,812 1,881 2.170
4 «1.175 =1.440 =1,405% - 0.151 <0,100 «0.253 0.176
% -1.254 -1.9%% 1,440 ~0.1%1 - 0.01% =0.113 -0.1%8
6 «1.881 ~1,555 -1.812 0.100 -0,01% - -0.164 0.468
7 v2,054 -1,960 1,881 0.2%53 0.113 0.164 0.496
8 «1.598 <1.881 =2,170 «0.176 0.1% -~0,468 ~0.496 -




Iakle IV
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Theoretiocal normal deviates 2 1 j ' ocerreaponding to the ud.
distances between the statements of table III.

- —— -

Blate- 1 2 s 4 5 3 7 8
Sosle .000  .109 .194 1.608 1.682 1710 1711 1.9%

1 000 -

2 109 -.109 -

3 194 -.194 -,08%5 -

4 1.608 -1,608 -1,499 -1.,414 -

s 1.682 -1,.682 -1.573 -1.488 -.074 -

6 1,710 =1,710 =1.601 =1.516 -,102 -.028 =

7 1,711 =171 <1,602 =1.%517 -.103 -.009 -.001

8 1,934 =1.934 =1.825 1,740 -.326 =.252 <,224 =223 -

Iable V.

Theoretioal proportions pij' corresponding to the theoretical momsal

deviates Z21)' of table 1V.

State= 1 2 3 4 é 7

amte

1 -

2 «457 -

3 423 466 -

4 +054 067 079 -

5 046 .0%8 .068 470 -

é 043 «055 063 499 489 v

7+ 043 «055 .065 459 489 499 -

o 027 034 «041 «J72 « 400 +411 A12 -

Jakle VI _Centd.
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Jakls YL

M serepancies between the theoretical preportions piy' of table V
and she observed proportieons pig of tadhle I1I.

State- 1 ¢ 3 4 5 6 7 8

.-d“'

1 -

2 «233% -

3 - 248 -.156 -

4 .021 033 «001 -

5 014 047 007 -.030 -

6 107 =.025 =.0% .081 006 -

7 -.018 -.035 -.035 « 141 0% .066 -

8 «003 021 =.026 058 155 -.091 -.102 -
Total .148 -.09% -.083 «2%0 217 -,025 -.102

AvD, = 0032

*&



