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DYNAMICS OF COLLABORATION IN THE 
ACTIVITIES OF KRISHI VIGYAN KENDRAS 

M.J.Chandre Gowda* and R.K.Samanta ** 

Introduction 

Agricultura l extension 1s a professional communication intervention 

deployed by organisations / in stitutions. Regardless of how it i provided, 

Agricultural Extension has been an essential component of agriculture and 

rural development process. It is often seen as a linker between technology 

generation and technology utili sation and hence research-extension linkages 

are on ly emphasized for its success. While the importance of knowledge input 

in the success of extension cannot be discounted , the support of other 

organi sations engaged in providing supply and services to the farming 

community cannot be underestimated . 

Extension cannot happen in iso lation as it is a function of Agriculture 

Knowledge and Information System (AKIS). The AKIS has number of 

functions performed by several actors with multiple roles for each of them 

dependin g on the situation (Roling and Jiggins, 1997). Among the major 

exten ion systems in India, first line extension education system of Indian 

Council of Agricultural Research (ICAR), implemented mainly through 

Krishi Vigyan Kendras (KVKs), is very close to both technology generation 

and utili sat ion sys tems. KVKs have acquired greater importance in the 

backdrop of emergence of farming as an agribusiness and the changing 

socioeconomic trends within rural areas necessitating well trained , 

spec ialized and technically competent workers. A per the revised mandate 

(Chowdh ary, 1999), the KVKs have to 

1. Conduct on farm testing for identifying technologies in terms of 

location specific sustainable land use systems 
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2. Organise training to update the extension personnel with emerging 

advances in agricultural research on regular basis 

3. Organise short and long term vocational training courses in agriculture 

and allied vocations for the farmers and rural youths 

4. Organise frontline demonstration on various crops to generate 

.production data and feedback information. 

Each KVK has an operational area of a district and is expected to cover 

the area phase by phase. However, even this phased coverage would be a 

herculean task considering the largernumber of farmers, farm youth , farm women 

and landl~.ss labours practicing wide ranging enterprises in varied resource 

endowment and under diverse and risk prone situations. At the same time, 

the declining resource allocation , increasing complexity in the agribusiness 

in rural areas and the urgent need to equip the target clients to face the 

emerging situations under WTO is putting huge pressure on these KVKs 

in particular and rural development organisations in general. 

As learning and the process of capacity building are continuous processes , 

farmers training for their capacity building cannot be a one-time affair. 

Capacity building as a means to achieve the super ordinate goal of 

agriculture and rural development is a mammoth exercise because each 

family has to be reached through more than one kind of programmes and 

through several contacts with different kinds of supports li ke knowledge , 

critical inputs , financial , marketing, administrative , and organi sational. It 

would be impossible for any single organisation to provide all the support 

and services required by the heterogeneous farm families . 

In addition to KVKs, several organisations are currently working in every district , 

in varying strengths, serving the cause of agriculture and rural development. 

Rasheed and Sadamate (2000) have identified 13 major types of organisations 

and a host of other small organisations providing extension service in rural India. 

Many of these organisations co-exist in a single territory, engage themselves 

in the activities not so different from each other, and yet without systematic 

collaboration. While, working with a wide variety of organisations increases 
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the chances of reaching a wide spectrum of people (Crisovao et.al. , 1997), 

col laborati on cou ld avo id duplication of efforts, increase the extension efficiency 

and the scarce resources are put to efficient use. 

Thus ari ses the need for co ll aboration among the extensio n agenc ies, whi ch 

is referred he re as Extension-Extens ion co ll aboration . Collaboration is defined 

in terms of a person/s or organisation working with another person/s or 

organi ation/ fo r the atta inment of a common goa l. The common goals, 

whic h are important to a ll the organi sation s and which cannot be ac hieved 

by any in g le o rgani sation are super ordinate goals (Pareek , 1981 ). 

Acce lerating agriculture production and income generation throu gh fa rmers' 

empowerme nt a a mean s to achieve ag ri culture and ru ral development could 

be a supe r o rdin ate goal for a ll the organisation work in g for the purpose. 

Meaningful , purposefu l and function al coll aboration could be a panacea for most 

of these problems. However, it is easy said than done. People are found 

comfo rtab le wo rking indi vidu all y than in associa ti on because of several 

difficu ltie . It has also been found that co l! aboration exists for some kind of 

act ivi ties with some kind of organisations , thereby di sallowing any kind of 

generali zati ons. Hence thi s study has been undertaken with the followi ng objectives. 

Objectives of the Study 

1. To under tand the status of col laboration in the KVK ac ti vi ti es 

2. To ana lyse the preference of KYKs for collaboration 

3 . To analyse the collaborators ' pe rception of KVKs 

4. To understand the dynamics of co ll aboration through matrix anal ys is 

of KYKs' preferences-existingco ll aboration and coll aborators' perception 

Methodology 

Th e study was co ndu cte d o n th e KVKs of Z o ne VIII and th e ir 

co ll abo rato rs ~n the four states namel y Karn ataka, Kerala, Goa and Tam iln ad u 

and U.T. of Pond iche rry. A prete ted questionna ire, hav in g tw o parts (Pa rt 

1 was to be filled up by the Tra inin g Organisers of each KVK and Par t II 
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was meant for collecting responses from agencies/organisations that are 

collaborating with KVKs) was used to collect the responses. The responses 

for Part I were received from 24 KVKs . Eight KVKs from Karnataka , five 

from Kerala, ten from Tamilnadu and one from Pondicherry constituted the 

24 KVKs that responded for the study. Out of these 24 KVKs, 11 belonged 

to Non-Government Organisations and the remaining 13 belonged to 

Government Organisations like SAU, ICAR and State Department of 

Agriculture (SDA) . For Part II, 220 officers/ representatives collaborating 

with 22 KVKs responded. The 220 officials represented 17 types of organisations . 

Forty-four of them belonged to department of agriculture, 26 represented 

local administration, 22 from NGOs and another 20 from department of 

animal husbandry. These four organisations constituted 50 percent of the 

respondents. The other major organisations were SAUs/ICAR Research 

Institutes ( 18), Input agencies (15), Cooperatives (14 ), Financial organisations 

(1 l ), and publicity media (9). 

The information was collected during February - September 2001 and the 
information was pertaining to the activities conducted in collaboration during 

1998-2000. 

Operationalising & Measuring the Collaboration Effectiveness 
Index 

Collaboration effectiveness has been measured by using the data on number 

of organisations with whom the KVKs are collaborating (x), number of 

programmes the KVKs conducted during 1998-2000 (y) and the participation 

in such programmes (z). Collaboration Effectiveness Index has been operationalised 

as the function of the three dimensions (x, y and z) of collaboration for each 

KVK. To combine these three dimensions, the actual scores for each KVK 
were converted into unit scores by using the range and variation within each 

dimension . 

Unit score (UxJ = ('x/ - minimum 'x ' ) / (maximum 'x' - minimum ' x' ) 

Where, xi = no. of organisations being collaborated with ith KVK 

The unit score (Uxi) for dimension ' x' of ith KVK was calculated by dividing 
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the vari ation ('x/ - mm1mum 'x') by the range (maximum 'x' - mm1mum 

'x') within the dimension . Simil arl y, the unit scores for 'y' and 'z' dimension s 
were calculated . In the present tudy, minimum values were 7 , 13 and 12 
fo r the three dimensions 'x', 'y' and 'z' respecti vely. The range values for 

the three dimensions were 32 (39-7) for 'x', 122 (1 35- 13) fo r 'y' and 88 

(100-1 2) fo r 'z'. Averages of the three unit scores was multiplied by 100 

to get coll aborati on effectiveness index for each KVK. 

Collaboration Effecti veness Index (CEI) = { (Uxi + Uyi + Uzi) / 3} X I 00 
The co ll aboration effecti veness in dex value were calcul ated for 22 KVKs 

as two KVKs did not furni sh full detail s and the values ranged from 17 .3 
to 82.3. 

Operationalising & Measuring the Perception Index 

Collaborators' perception of KVKs was measured with the help of six 
state ments, out of which , three were positi ve statements and the other three 

were negati ve statements. The respon ses were coll ected on a three-point 

con tinuum namely, ' agree ', ' neutral ' and ' di sagree ' and were given a score 
of 2, 1, and 0 respective ly for positive statements and 0 , I , and 2 fo r negati ve 
statements. Thus, the maximum poss ibl e score fo r each statement was 440 

(2 x 220). When considered fo r the two category of KVKs, as there were 

115 respo nden ts fo r Govt. KV Ks and 105 respondents fo r GO KV Ks, the 

respect ive max imum poss ible score was 23 0 and 21 0 respective ly. 

The perception index fo r each group of organi sation were worked out by 

dividing the total score of the six statement fo r all the respo ndents from 

each organisati on by the max imum possible score (n x 2 x 6), whe re n = 
no. of respondents fro m each organi sat ion. 

Total Score for each Statement 
Pe rcept ion Index = ------------ ----- x 100 

Maximum Poss ib le Score 

Other statistical too ls li ke freque ncy, percentage and rankin g were used as 

found approp riate to interpret and draw infe rences fro m the data. 
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Results and Discussion 

Relative Status of the KVKs in the existing Collaboration 

As Table I suggests, the existing collaboration was not all that satisfactory, 

as the average collaboration index was only 43.4 . Out of 22 KVKs , 12 KVKs 

were below average and the least collaboration index was as low as 17 .3. 
KVK Erode stood first with a collaboration index of 82.3 que to its greater 

number of programmes as well as better participation in each programme. 

There are a few KVKs with extensive contact with collaborating organisations 

like KVK Trivandrum, Hassan and Calicut with 39, 37 and 34 organisations 

as collaborators respectively in their districts. But it is not adequate if they 

do not conduct more number of programmes by using this collaboration. 

On the other hand, KVK Gadag conducted good number of programmes (126) 

but with lesser number of collaborators (29). Some of the KVKs like KVK 
Chickmagalur and KVK Bidar do not have wide contact (only 19 & 20 

collaborating organisations respectively) and also did not conduct many 

programmes (only 25 & 40 programmes respectively), but attracted better 

participation in each programme (83 and 82 participants per programme 
respectively ). 

It can be seen from the table that there is wide scope to improve collaboration 

in all the three dimensions. Half of the KVKs have used less than 20 

organisations for collaboration purposes, 8 KVKs have collaboration with 
20-30 organisations and only 3 KVKs have collaboration with more than 

30 organisations. The scenario is slightly better with regard to number of 

programmes as majority KVKs (13) have conducted more than 70 programmes 

in collaboration during 1998-2000. But, as many as 5 KVKs conducted less 

than 30 programmes (below average), in collaborative mode during the same 
period. 

The situation is also not encouraging in terms of participation in those 

programmes. The average participation in each programme was 45 and only 

nine KVKs had better participation whereas the remaining 13 KVKs had 

poor participation (less than 45 participants per programme). Though it is 
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essential that skill building activities like training and method demonstrations 

have to be conducted with smaller groups, the extension ac tivities have to 

be conducted with widest poss ible coverage and reach , by involving not only 

number of farmers but also rep resentatives of all the organisations of that 

area. 

Table 1. Relative Status of Collaboration in the Activities of the KVKs 
of the Zone 

SI. Col laborated Programmes Parti c ipants Coll aborati on 
No Organisations Conduc ted in per Effect iveness 

KYK Co ll abora ti on Programm e Index 

No. Unit No . Unit No . Unit 
Sco re Score Sco re 

I . Erode 22 0.47 135 1.00 100 1. 00 82 .3 

2. T ri va ndrum 39 1.00 125 0.92 54 0.47 79.6 

3. Hassa n 37 0.94 102 0.73 62 0.57 74 .7 

4. Gaclag 29 0.69 126 0.93 35 0.26 62.7 

5. Kasaragocl 25 0.56 87 0.6 1 59 0.51 56.0 

6. Ca li c ut 34 0.84 73 0.49 36 0.27 53.3 

7. My ore 26 0.5 9 89 0.62 40 0.32 5 1.0 

8. Raichur 24 0.53 80 0.55 5 1 0.44 50.3 

9. Bidar 20 0.41 40 0.22 82 0.80 47.6 

10 . N il giri s 17 0.3 I 8 1 0.56 57 0.51 46 .0 

II . Co imba to re 19 0.38 6 1 0.39 58 0.51 42.7 

12. Chickmagalur 19 0.38 25 0.09 83 0.8 l 42 .6 

I 3. Dindi gul 18 0.34 71 0.48 36 0.27 37.3 

14. Ko ll am 23 0.50 72 0.48 23 0.13 37.0 

15 . C udd a lore 16 0.28 73 0.49 33 0.24 33.7 

16. Salem 18 0.34 68 0.45 20 0.09 29.3 

17 . Be lga um 2 1 0.44 28 0. 12 35 0.26 27.3 

18. Pondi che rry 14 0.22 57 0.36 25 0. 15 24.3 

19 . S ivaga ngai 7 0.00 89 0.62 12 0.00 20.7 

20 . Coorg 16 0.28 29 0. 13 27 0.17 19.3 

2 1. Tiruvannamal ai 14 0.22 23 0.08 37 0.28 I 9.3 

22. Iclu kk i 14 0.22 13 0.00 36 0.27 17.3 

Average 21 70 45 43.4 
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Organisational Preference of KVKs for Collaboration 

T he organi sati o ns have been ranked b y the KVKs fo r the ir prefere nce to 

coll aborate (Tabl e 2). The preferences of KVKs be long ing to G o ve rnme nt 

and No n-gove rnment o rgani sati ons have been given separately apart from 

the combined ranking . O verall , developme ntal departments and agricultural 

uni vers iti es /research stati o ns are the most prefe rred organisati ons fo ll owed 

by vo lun tary o rgani sati ons and inp ut age nc ies. C rop specific co mmodi ty 

boards (eg. Coffee B oard), is the least preferred organi satio n fo ll owed by 

we lfa re departments and publi c ity medi a. The top two rankin gs for most 

prefe rred organi sati ons did no t change when the prefe re nces were con sidered 

sep arately fo r G overnme nt and No n-Governme nt KVKs. However the third 

preference of NGO KVKs was fo r local/di stric t admini strati o n (v ill age 

panchayat, Zill a panchayat), fo ll owed by o ther vo lun ta ry o rgani sati ons and 

we lfa re departme nts. Co ntrar il y in put agencies and fin anc ia l institu t ions 

were more preferred by Gove rn me nt KVKs than NGO KV Ks. 

Table 2 . Organisations Preferred by the KVKs for Collaboration 

Average Ranks Assigned by KVKs 

Gro ups of organi sations 

Deve lopment Departments 

SAUs I ICAR Research Inst itutes 

No n Government Organisati ons 

Input Agencies 

Financ ial Institutions 

Loca l / District Administration 

Publicity Media 

Welfare Departments 

Commodity Boards 

January - June , 2002 

SAU / NGO KVKs All KVKs 
ICAR ( n= 11 ) Together 
KV Ks 
(n=l3) 

2 

5 

3 

4 

7 

6 

9 

8 

2 

4 

7 

6 

3 

8 

5 

9 

( N= 24) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 
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Existing Strength of Collaboration 

Data available in Table 3 depicts the strength of existing collaboration in 

major KVK activities, like Training, Extension activities and Frontline 

Demonstration s. Development departments were the main co ll aboratin g 

organi sations for many KVKs in all kinds of activities. In conducting training 

programmes , the agricultural uni vers ities / research stat ion s and vo luntary 

organisations (NGOs) played key supporters. For conducting extension activities, 

apart from development departments, village panch ayat and zi ll a panch ayat 

(the major insti tutes of local/di strict administration) and other NGOs in the 

area provi ded major support. Similarly, agricultural universities/research 

s tations and input agencies provided significant contribution towards 

conductin g Front Line Demonstrations by KVKs. 

As a result , the de velopmental departments occupied the top posi ti on based 

on the strength of collaboration. The agricultural universities/ research 

stations occupied the second position, input agencies were_ in 3rd position 

and the fourth position was occupied by non-government organi sati ons. 

Table 3. Existing Strength of Collaboration in KVK Activities 

Groupsof No . of KVKs Reportin g Collaboration Rankin g based 

organi sation s Trainin g Extension Front Li ne o n exis tin g 

Demonstra co ll aborati on 
-tions 

Development 18 14 19 I 
Departments 

SAUs I ICAR 10 5 14 II 
Research Insti tutes 

Input Agenc ies 7 8 12 III 

Non Government 10 9 7 IV 
Organisations 

Loca l / Di stri ct 9 9 6 V 
Administration 

Commodity Boards 8 4 4 VI 

Welfare Departments 7 3 3 VII 

Publicity Media 5 4 3 VIII 

Financial In st ituti ons 5 2 2 IX 
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Responses from Collaborating Agencies 

Collaborators' Perception of KVKs 

These officials perceived KVKs on six aspects namely the uniqueness of 
KVK activities , technical qualification of KVK staff, KVK as a source of 
latest technologies, acceptance of KVK technologies by the clients, 
popularity of KVK among the public and need for collaboration (Tab le 4). 

Out of the maximum possible score of 440 (2 x 220 respondents) for each 
statement, statement no.2 got the highest score of 398, thereby indicating 
a very high perception of the KVKs for their technically qualified staff. 

The staff qualification at the time of analysis of the data (October 2001) 
perfectly support this perception as about 95.2 percent of the staff were 
technically qualified with 14.2% doctorates, 53.5 % postgraduates, 21.9 % 
graduates and 5.6% diploma holders . Cadre-wise analysis reveals that, all 
the Training Organisers and most of the Training Associates (83.2%) were 
Postgraduates . Even in Training Assistant cadre, 25 percent of them were 
postgraduates and about 50 percent of them were graduates . All these figures 
stand testimony to the perception of the collaborating agencies that KVKs 
have technically qualified staff. 

Table 4. Perception of the KVKs by the Collaborating Agencies 

SI. Statement No. of Responses Total 

No. Agree Neutral Disagree Score 

1. KVK activities are no way different from 69 56 95 246 
the activiti es of the developmental departments 

2. KVK has technically qualified staff who are 184 30 6 398 
capable of so lving many a field problems 

3. KVK is a so urce of latest developments in 174 39 7 387 
the field of agriculture and alli ed fi elds 

4. KVK services /products /technologies are 152 61 7 365 
very well received by the farmers. 

5. Existence of the KVK is not known to 37 73 110 293 
many peopl e for whom the KVK is meant 

6. KVK need not have linkage with other 11 22 187 396 
agencies/organi sations/individual s for achievi ng 

their mandate and to serve their clients effecti vely 

January - June, 2002 59 



The respondents a lso strongly perceived that (Perception score of 396) 

collaboration is mu st for KVKs to achi eve their mandate and to serve their 

clients effect ive ly. KVKs were a lso perceived favourably as sources of latest 

developments in the field of agriculture (score of 387) . 

The KVKs we re perceived poorl y on two aspects, namely unique nature of 

KVK ac tiviti es (s tatement no .1 with a total score of 246) and the popularity 

of th e KVK among the far ming community (statement no .5 with a total score 

of 293 ). The collaborating agencies perceived that KVK activities were not 

different fro m th at of their own activities. Thi s shows th at KVKs are expected 

to be innovative , creative, trend setters and to be model s fo r others . KVKs 

were a lso perceived low for the awareness they have created amo ng the c li ent 

sys tem about their act iviti es and ex istence . Half of the respondents could 

not deny the fact that the ex istence of the KVKs is not known to many people 

fo r whom the KVK is meant. KVKs defi nite ly need w ide publicity of their 

own ex istence. T he KVKs norm all y provide publicity of the programmes 

be ing organised but not on the services / technologies and the products 

avai lable w ith them. Apprehension on the in ab ility to meet th e extra demand 

may be com ing in the way large-sca le publicity of the KVK se rvices. 

Differences in Perception of Government and NGO KVKs 

The re ponses were categorized fo r two types of KVKs, namely, Govern ment 

hosted KVKs and NGO KVKs (Table 5). There were 115 respondents for 

Government KVKs and 105 respondents for NGO KVKs . It is very c lear 

that the Government K VKs were perceived better for their tech nically qualifi ed 

taff (Perception Inde x of 92.5 as against 88 .0 for NGO KVKs), as so urces 

of latest technologies (8 9.0 for Gov t. KVKs and 86.5 for NGO KVKs), and 

also for the ir diffe rent nature of ac tivities (58.0 for Govt. KVKs and 53.5 

for NGO KVKs). 

On the other hand , NGO KVKs were perceived better for the ir serv ices 

(perception index of 87 .0 a against 79.0 for Govt. KVKs). These KV'<.s 

were a lso perceived as havin g created better awareness in the c lie nt system. 

The Government KVKs have to improve their se rvices so that their products 

and techno logies are better accepted/recei ved by the client sys tem. The 
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collaborating agencies also perceived that NGO KVKs need to have more 
collaboration than the Government KVKs (index value of 91.5 as against 

88.0 for Govt KVKs) The results also strongly point to the need for Govt 
KVKs to strive hard for creating awareness among the client system (index 

value of 60.5 as against 73.5 of NGO KVKs) . 

Table 5. Differences in the Collaborators' Perception of Govt and NGO 
KVKs 

SI. Statement Average Perception Index 

No. Govt NGO All 
KVKs KVKs KVKs 

I. KVK activ iti es are no way different from the 58.0 53.5 56 .0 
activities of the developmental departments 

2. KVK has technically qualified staff who are 92.5 88.0 90.5 
capab le of solving many a fie ld problems 

3. KVK is a source of latest developments in the 89.0 86.5 88.0 
field of agricul ture and allied fields 

4. KVK services /products /techno logies are 79.0 87.0 83.0 
very well received by the farmers. 

5. Existence of the KVK is not known to many 60.5 73.5 66.6 
people for whom the KVK is meant 

6. KVK need not have linkage with other agencies 88.0 91.5 90.0 
/o rganisations/indi vid uals for achi eving their 

mandate and to serve their clients effectively 

Differences in the Perception of KVKs among different 
Collaborators 

As the data in Table 6 suggests, there was wide difference in the co ll aborators' 
perception of KVKs. Commodity Boards perceived KVKs very favourably 

as indicated by the perception index of 95.2 . The local administration (village 

and zi lla panchayat) also exhibited favourable perception of KVKs with a 
perception index of 85.2. Among the collaborators who perceived KVKs 

poorly, input agencies and voluntary organisations occupied the last positions 

with perception index of 72.4 and 74.7 respectively. 
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Table 6. Ranking of Collaborators based on their Perception of KVKs 

Group of organi atio ns Perception Ranking based on 
Index Perception Index 

Commodity Boards 95.2 

Local / Di st rict Admi ni stration 85.2 2 

SAUs I ICAR Research Institutes 83.8 3 

Developme nt Departments 79.0 4 

Financial Institutions 78.5 5 

Publicity Media 75.0 6 

Non Government Organisations 74.7 7 

Input Agencies 72.4 8 

Welfare Departments N.A N.A 

Matrix Analysis of KVKs' Preferences, Existing Status of 
Collaboration and the Collaborators' Perception of KVKs 

Comparison of KVKs' preferences , the ex isting co ll aboratio n and the 

coHaborators' percept ion of KVKs (Table 7 ) provide a clear view of the 

s imilaritie and contra ts. 

KVKs' Preferences vs. Existing collaboration'. The comparison of 

preferences and the ex ist in g co ll aborat io n reveals that the developmental 

departments and agric ultural universi tie s/research stations have matched the 

KVKs ' preferences by collaborating to a great extent . However, the big 

cont rast is ev ident in case of financial in stitution s, which have been placed 

at 5th position for preferences but stood at 9th positi on when it came to 

actual co ll aboration . Similarly, the publicity media a lso have been 

co llaborated with KVKs less than the preferred extent. Crop/commodity 

boards have actua ll y performed better in reality even through they are placed 

las t in the prefe rence . Considering the fact that these boards are area and 

crop spec ific , it is o bviou that some KVKs may not prefe r th em , but wherever 

they are existing, KVKs are very well se rved by these boards as indicated 

by their sixth ranking in the existing collaboration. 
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KV Ks' Preferences vs. Collaborators' perception. Compari son of the KVKs 

preferences and the Collaborators' perception of KVKs show lot of mismatch . 

De ve lopment departments , which are the most preferred organisations for 

coll aborat ion by the KVKs, perce ived KVKs rather low as indicated by their 

4 th position with a perception index of 79.0. Similarly, the non-government 

organi sations and input agencies , which have hi gher preference by KVKs, do 

not rec iprocate the same as they have very low perception of the KVKs. 

Existing collaboration vs. Collaborators' perception of KVKs. Input 

agenc ies and non governme nt organisations (vo luntary age nci es) have be tter 

collaboration , but have very poor perception of the KVKs. It indicates as 

if the existin g collaboration may be out of the compulsions of the re spective 

organi satio ns and not due to the st rength s and potential of the collaborating 

o rgani sat io ns. It is important that the KVKs work tow ard s enhancin g the ir 

im age and the way they are being perceived by these o rgani sations by 

projecting their strengths and potentials in an ap propriate manne r. On the 

othe r hand , local admini strat ion (v i II age and Zilla panchayat) and commodity 

boards had lesser co ll aboration but have better perception of KVKs. It is 

necessary that the co ll abo rati on with these organisations may be e nh anced 

further to harness the ir very good perception of KVKs 

Table 7. Preference Status - Perception Matrix in the 
Extension Extension Collaboration of KVK Activities 

O rgani sat ions Ranking based on 

Prefe rences of Exis tin g Co ll aborat ion 
KVK s Co I laborators' Perception 

of KVKs 
Deve lopme nt D epartments 4 
SAUs I ICAR Research In stitutes 2 2 3 
Input Age nc ies 4 3 8 
Non G overnme nt Organi satio ns 3 4 7 
Loca l / Di stri c t Adm ini stration 6 5 2 
Co mmodity B oard s 9 6 1 
Welfa re Depa rtme nts 8 7 N .A 
Pub lic ity Med ia 7 8 6 

Fin anc ia l Instituti ons 5 9 5 
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The results point out the underlyi ng dynamics that ex ists in the process of 

co l laboration. While KVKs have preference for some organi sation s, the same 

has not been reflec ted in the actual co ll aborati on (as in case of financial 

in titution s). In some cases ( input agencies), the preferences of the KVKs 

and the perception held by the co llaborators run in opposite direction. Open 

communicatio n between KVKs and the collaborating agencies wi ll reduce 

uch a difference and help in enhancing the co ll abo ra ti on effectiveness. 

Summary 

Kri shi Vi gyan K endras operate w ith the motto not on ly to make the good 

peopl e better but also the poor ones good, by empowering the i lliterates and 

choo l drop-outs to be gainfull y employed or to increase income from their 

present occupati on throu gh technical l iteracy. T he KVK al so have the 

mandate to co nstantly refresh the extens ion function aries on th e technolo 

gica l advance ments in agri cu lture and alli ed activ i t ies. Thu s KVKs have th e 

difficu l t respons ibility of reachin g diverse category of clients ( illiterates to 

technocrats , already employed to those w ho are go ing-to-be employed) , under 

the entire gamu t of agriculture and rural development through wide rang ing 

act i viti e like tra inin g, extension , demonstration , on farm testi ng, farm 

deve lop ment etc. 

H arne ing the underl y ing huge potential of KVKs as an effec ti ve step 

towards accelerat ion of agri culture and rural development in each district 

co uld be has tened through systemati c and meaningful integration of the 

strengths of each of the organi sa ti on serving the cause of rural communiti es. 

H ence. thi s study was undertaken to analyse the status of ex ist ing co l lab 

oration, and the underlyin g dynamics. 

I. Overall , there is huge potential fo r co ll aborat ion as reflected by moderate 

tatus of existing co ll aboration , a function of number of co ll aborated 

o rga ni sa ti ons, number of co ll abo r ated pro gra mm es and th e 

participation in such programmes. 

2. The D evelop ment Departments and th e Agri cu l tura l Uni versiti es / 

Resea rch In stitutes were the most preferred organi at i on for 
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collaboration purposes. The existing collaboration match with the 

preferences , as the development departments and the agricu ltural universities 

were the most collaborated organisations in the KVK activities . However, 

the existing collaboration was less than the desired level in case of 

fi nancial institutions and publicity media . Contrarily, the collaboration 

with input agencies, local administration and commodity boards was 

better than the expectations of the KVKs. 

3. Majority of the coll aborating officials perceived KVKs as havin g 

techni ca lly competent staff and as sources of latest technologies. There 

was unanimity amo ng the collaborators that co ll aboration is a mu st 

for KVKs to achieve their mandate . Co llaborators a lso perceived that 

KVKs activities are no way di ffere nt from that of theirs own, and the 

KVKs are not well known among the people for whom the KVKs have 

been estab lished. Government hosted KVKs were percei ved bette r for 

their tec hni cally qu alifi ed staff and as the sources of latest technolog ies. 

On the other hand , NGO KVKs were perceived bette r for their se rvices , 

and for the aware ness created among the c li ents. 

4. There are differences in the way the KVKs have been pe rce ived by 

different organisations with whom the KVKs a re co llaborati ng. 

Development departments are the most preferred o rganisat ions by 

KVKs and also have better collaboration . But, they do not perceive 

KVKs as favo ura bly as commod ity boards and that of local 

adm inistration. Input agencies and voluntary organi sation s also have 

les s fav ourabl e perception of KVKs but hav e better col laborat ion. 

Mutual apprec iat ion of strengths is a must for long- lasting and s us­

tainable coll aborat ion. Each organisat ion involved in the agric ul tu re 

and rural development mu st aim towards ach ieving this mandate to 

reac h the rural communities with the unfa ili ng commitme nt. 

Implications 

1. There is wide difference among the KVKs in the number of organisat ions 

being collaborated, number of programmes being conducted and the 

part icipation in such programmes. Some KVKs have collaborat ion with 
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large number of organi sations, but the same is not effectively used to 

organise more programmes and to reach large number of farmers. Some 

KVKs conduct man y programmes with repeated in volvement of same 

organisations. Few other KVKs used the limited collaboration for a 

few programmes to achi eve maxi mum participation. A ll these aspects 

reveal the wide scope for collaboration. Di versifyin g the nature of 

activities, extending the collaboration network and mean ingfu l utili sation 

of co llaboration to reach larger client groups are to be attemp ted 

earnestly by KVKs as well as the other organi sation s in vo lved in 

agriculture and rural development. 

2. KVKs preferences for organisations, th e actu al co ll aboration and the 

way the collaborating agencies have perceived KVKs match only 

partially. The differences and the causes for these gaps have to be sorted 

out to improve the coll aboration effectiveness . Communicating each 

other ' s stre ngths for the common cause of capacity building of ru ral 

communities should be the top most priority of every organisation . 

3. Currently, coll aboration is largely restr~eted to a few activities with 

limited purpose and through fewer organ isations. Major co ll aboratio n 

is in the form of receiving trainees or mobilizing partic ipation , 

exchanging resource persons and to share expenditure . Collaboration has 

not been effectively used to provide backward and forward linkages , to 

anal yse the needs and the impact of the programmes, to conduct 

systematic fol low-up acti vities and to get feedback on the KVK programme 

ac ti viti es . 

4 . There is an immediate need for the policy makers to e nsure proper 

directions to all the agencies and organi sati ons in vo lved in agr ic ulture 

and rural development to improve co ll aboration w ith KVKs as a means 

to ac hieve each other's goal s. 
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