


Manage Extension Research Review

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 larger number of farmers, farm youth, farmwomen
and landless 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 like knowledge,
critical inputs, financial, marketing, administrative, and organisational. 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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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 11, 220 officers/ representatives collaborating
with 22 KVKsresponded. 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
(11), 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
insuch 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 (Ux;) = (‘Xx;" - minimum ‘x’) / (maximum ‘X’ - minimum ‘X’)
Where, x; = no. of organisations being collaborated with i® KVK

The unit score (Ux;) for dimension ‘x’ of i!" KVK was calculated by dividing
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Results and Discussion

Relative Status of the KVKs in the existing Collaboration

As Table | 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 due to its greater
number of programmes as well as better participation in each programme.

There are afew 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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Organisational Preference of KVKs for Collaboration

The organisations have been ranked by the KVKs for their preference to
collaborate (Table 2). The preferences of KVKs belonging to Government
and Non-government organisations have been given separately apart from
the combined ranking. Overall, developmental departments and agricultural
universities/research stations are the most preferred organisations followed
by voluntary organisations and input agencies. Crop specific commodity
boards (eg. Coffee Board), is the least preferred organisation followed by
welfare departments and publicity media. The top two rankings for most
preferred organisations did not change when the preferences were considered
separately for Government and Non-Government KVKs. However the third
preference of NGO KVKs was for local/district administration (village
panchayat, Zilla panchayat), followed by other voluntary organisations and
welfare departments. Contrarily input agencies and financial institutions
were more preferred by Government KVKs than NGO KVKs.

Table 2 . Organisations Preferred by the KVKs for Collaboration

Average Ranks Assigned by KVKe«
SAU / NGO KVKs  All KVKs

Groups of organisations ICAR ( n=11) Together
KVKs ( N= 24)
(n=13)
Development Departments 1 1 1
SAUs / ICAR Research Institutes 2 2 2
Non Government Organisations 5 4 3
Input Agencies 3 7 4
Financial Institutions 4 6 5
Local / District Administration 7 3 6
Publicity Media 6 8 7
Welfare Departments 9 5 8
Commodity Boards 8 9 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
Demonstrations. Development departments were the main collaborating
organisations for many KVKs in all kinds of activities. In conducting training
programmes, the agricultural universities / research stations and voluntary
organisations (NGOs) played key supporters. For conducting extension activities,
apart from development departments, village panchayat and zilla panchayat
(the major institutes of local/district administration) and other NGOs in the
area provided major support. Similarly, agricultural universities/research
stations and input agencies provided significant contribution towards
conducting Front Line Demonstrations by KVKs.

As aresult, the developmental departments occupied the top position 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 organisations.

Table 3. Existing Strength of Collaboration in KVK Activities

Groupsof No. of KVKs Reporting Collaboration Kkauxing based

organisations Training Extension Front Line  on existing
Demonstra collaboration

-tions

Development 18 14 19 I

Departments

SAUs / ICAR 10 5 14 II

Research Institutes

Input Agencies 7 8 12 111

Non Government 10 9 7 v

Organisations

Local / District 9 9 6 v

Administration

Commodity Boards 8 4 4 VI

Welfare Departments 7 3 3 Vil

Publicity Media 5 4 3 VIII

Financial Institutions 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 (Table 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

Sl Statement No. of Responses Total

No. Agree o Neutral Disagree  Score

1. KVK activities are no way different trom 69 56 95 2406
the activities of the developmental departments

2. KVK has technically qualified staff who are 184 30 6 398
capable of solving many a ficld problems

3. KVK is a source of latest developments in 174 39 7 387
the field of agriculture and allied ficlds

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 people for whom the KVK is meant

6. KVK need not have linkage with other 11 22 187 396

agencies/organisations/individuals for achieving

their mandate and to serve their clients effectively
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The respondents also strongly perceived that (Perception score of 396)
collaboration is must for KVKs to achieve their mandate and to serve their
chients effectively. KVKs were also perceived favourably as sources of latest
developments in the field of agriculture (score of 387).

The KVKs were perceived poorly on two aspects, namely unique nature of
KVK activities (statement no.1 with a total score of 246) and the popularity
of the KVK among the farming community (statement no.5 with a total score
of 293). The collaborating agencies perceived that KVK activities were not
different from that of their own activities. This shows that KVKs are expected
to be innovative, creative, trend setters and to be models for others. KVKs
were also perceived low for the awareness they have created among the client
system about their activities and existence. Half of the respondents could
not deny the fact that the existence of the KVKs is not known to many people
for whom the KVK is meant. KVKs definitely need wide publicity of their
own existence. The KVKs normally provide publicity of the programmes
being organised but not on the services / technologies and the products
avatlable with them. Apprehension on the inability to meet the extra demand
may be coming in the way large-scale publicity of the KVK services.

Differences in Perception of Government and NGO KVKs

The responses were categorized for two types of KVKs, namely. Government
hosted KVKs and NGO KVKs (Table 5). There were 115 respondents for
Government KVKs and 105 respondents for NGO KVKs. It is very clear
that the Government KVKs were perceived better for their technically qualified
staff (Perception Index of 92.5 as against 88.0 for NGO KVKs), as sources
of latest technologies (89.0 for Govt. KVKs and 86.5 for NGO KVKs), and
also for their different nature ol activities (58.0 for Govt. KVKs and 53.5
for NGO KVKs).

On the other hand, NGO KVKs were perceived better for their services
(perception index of 87.0 as against 79.0 for Govt. KVKs). These KV¥s
were also perceived as having created better awareness in the client system.
The Government KVKs have to improve their services so that their products
and technologies are better accepted/received by the client system. 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

l. KVK activities are no_way different from the 58.0 535 56.0
activities of the developmental departments

2. KVK has technically qualified staff who arc 92.5 88.0 90.5
capable of solving many a field problems

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

4. KVK services /products /technologies 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 1s meant

6. KVK need not have linkage with other agencies 88.0 9L.5 90.0

/organisations/individuals for achieving 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 collaborators’
perception of KVKs. Commodity Boards perceived KVKs very favourably
as indicated by the perception index of 95.2. The local administration (village
and zilla 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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KVKSs’ Preferences vs. Collaborators’ perception. Comparison of the KVKs
preferences and the Collaborators’ perception of KVKs show lot of mismatch.
Development departments, which are the most preferred organisations for
collaboration by the KVKs, perceived KVKs rather low as indicated by their
4™ position with a perception index of 79.0. Similarly, the non-government
organisations and input agencies, which have higher preference by KVKs, do
not reciprocate the same as they have very low perception of the KVKs.

Existing collaboration vs. Collaborators’ perception of KVKs. Input
agencies and non government organisations (voluntary agencies) have better
collaboration, but have very poor perception of the KVKs. It indicates as
if the existing collaboration may be out of the compulsions of the respective
organisations and not due to the strengths and potential of the collaborating
organisations. It is important that the KVKs work towards enhancing their
image and the way they are being perceived by these organisations by
projecting their strengths and potentials in an appropriate manner. On the
other hand, local administration (village and Zilla panchayat) and commodity
boards had lesser collaboration but have better perception of KVKs. It is
necessary that the collaboration with these organisations may be enhanced

i

further to harness their very good perception of KVKs

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

Organisations Ranking based on

Preferences of Existing Collaborauon

KVKs Collaborators’ Perception
of KVKs

Development Departments 1 I 4
SAUs / ICAR Research Institutes 2 2 3
Input Agencies 4 3 8
Non Government Organisations 3 4 7
Local / District Administration 6 5 2
Commodity Boards 9 6 1
Welfare Departiments 8 7 N.A
Publicity Mcedia 7 8 6
Financial Institutions 5 9 5
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collaboration purposes. The existing collaboration match with the
preferences, as the development departments and the agricultural universities
were the most collaborated organisations in the KVK activities. However,
the existing collaboration was less than the desired level in case of
financial 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 collaborating officials perceived KVKs as having
technically competent staff and as sources of latest technologies. There
was unanimity among the collaborators that collaboration is a must
for KVKs to achieve their mandate. Collaborators also perceived that
KVKs activities are no way different from that of theirs own, and the
KVKs are not well known among the people for whom the KVKs have
been established. Government hosted KVKs were perceived better for
their technically qualified staff and as the sources of latest technologics.
On the other hand, NGO KVKs were perceived better for their services.
and for the awarcness created among the clients.

4. There are differences in the way the KVKs have been perceived by
different organisations with whom the KVKs are collaborating.
Development departments are the most preferred organisations by
KVKs and also have better collaboration. But, they do not perceive
KVKs as favourably as commodity boards and that of local
administration. Input agencies and voluntary organisations also have
less favourable perception of KVKs but have better collaboration.
Mutual appreciation of strengths 1s a must for long-lasting and sus-
tainable collaboration. Each organisation involved in the agriculture
and rural development must aim towards achieving this mandate to
reach the rural communities with the unfailing commitment.

Implications

1. Thereis wide difference among the KVKs in the number of organisations
being collaborated, number of programmes being conducted and the
participation in such programmes. Some KVKs have collaboration with
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