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90 staff members were involved in ATMA activities. Among them, 30 ATMA
staff members were randomly selected.

In Gujarat, Dahod district was purposively selected because rainfed
agriculture was predominantly practiced in the district which reflects the major
farming practice in the country. Moreover the resources were limited in terms of
land and water. In case of ATMA staff, 50 members were involved in ATMA
activities, Among them, 30 ATMA staff members were randomly selected. In
total, 60 ATMA staff constituted the sample size.

Data Collection and Instrumentation

Coordination conceptually has been defined as linkage and harmonious
interaction of two or more constituents of a system. Coordination in this study
refers to mechanisms, processes and effectiveness in terms of communication,
meetings, division of . work, working together, sharing resources,
complementarities, linkage, and networking. An index containing 76 items with
a 5 point continuum, namely, a great degree, a high degree, a fair degree, a few
degree and not at all with the weightage of 5,4,3,2 and 1, respectively was
designed. The score ranged from 76 to 380. The primary data was collected
from the respondents through personal interview by administering the
guestionnaire to them during August — October 2008.

Factor analysis was done to identify the factors of coordination. Cronbach’s
alpha was calculated to measure the internal consistency reliability of the
coordination index.

Results and Discussion

Factors of Coordination

Coordination among various agencies involved in delivery of extension
services under ATMA was assessed by administering a coordination index,
developed with 76 items and five point continuum response category viz., not at
all, a few degree, a fair degree, high degree and great degree with a score of 1
through 5, to the ATMA staff. These 76 items were quantified with factor
analysis. Five items were eliminated for not having variability in the data. The
remaining 71 items were run with factor analysis. The extraction method used
was principal component analysis. The Rotation method used was varimax with
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Variable Factor 1 Factor 2 | Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 | Factor 6 Factor 7
4 .609 472 .256 -.158 .077 265 047
65 .606 501 =163 105 .387 042 -.165
36 591 .607 .059 193 -.079 -044 364
57 .576 664 211 164 .240 -.064 .083
47 .555 531 543 -.025 -.061 -021 141
50 .540 552 .540 -.068 -056 011 .088
49 -.502 812 -.201 -.004 =117 -018 -.073
59 -.606 761 -.162 -010 -.078 -076 -.056
58 .059 948 .094 .037 .046 -125 .055
33 .074 942 -.053 -.043 .081 .061 101
61 -.070 937 .120 -.092 -.038 -.039 -.045
37 -.140 .905 .269 .076 -.060 -075 -.067
29 -.244 879 .042 -014 044 -.068 -.272
71 .003 865 215 .200 -031 -214 .037
69 .146 .863 265 -.012 -.206 .194 .095
68 .026 857 .047 406 -.049 .203 -072
3 256 843 .186 -.001 .046 273 .186
38 -039 .830° .008 299 .034 -251 -177
6 301 .829 .208 .036 .028 236 .185
35 .293 .828 -133 141 144 -317 .032
67 -.045 827 .149 .050 .183 .268 .306
49 -.502 812 -.201 -.004 -117 -018 -073
19 407 811 .039 .008 -.060 -.084 -.184
23 .361 .810 -025 107 -239 .006 .035
64 286 774 .109 .002 -.009 -106 -436
70 -.090 .763 .062 .187 .288 .356 =277
59 -.606 761 - 162 -010 -078 -076 -056
72 178 757 131 .046 153 451 71
52 032 744 .168 247 229 401 -232
60 .350 726 .012 164 .365 1 -290 .028
57 576 664 211 164 .240 -.064 .083
41 630 663 .097 .007 .044 .000 233
20 431 618 .573 .032 025 -061 -.083
36 591 .607 .059 .193 -079 -.044 .364
44 682 .586 147 .027 155 -.063 .208
55 470 559 585 156 -.020 -043 -.009
50 .540 .552 .540 -.068 -.056 .011 .088
47 .555 531 .543 -.025 -061 -021 141
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Variable Factor 1 Factor 2 | Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 | Factor 6 Factor 7
25 713 .510 -032 -.010 232 195 077
75 “1.397 505 .076 699 151 .020 8.171E-06
40 400 503 .008 .693 .204 .002 .011
65 606 501 163 | .105 387 042 165
26 224 243 .832 .061 .081 127 -.026
55 .470 559 .585 .156 -.020 -.043 -.009
20 431 618 573 .032 .025 -.061 -.083
47 .555 531 .543 -.025 -061 =021 141
50 .540 552 .540 -.068 -.056 011 .088
75 397 505 076 699 151 1.020 8.171E-06
40 400 503 .008 .693 204 .002 011
14 424 .023 .065 160 .859 .066 .018

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.
Rotation converged in 13 iterations.

Reliability Cronback Alpha = .9778

Factor 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 were described as resource, relations and
performance; necessity and adaptability; values; information; and infrastructure,
respectively (Table 3). Resource turned out as the predominant item in the
coordination of the agencies followed by relations, performance, necessity,
adaptability, values, information and infrastructure. Resource dependency had
forced the government departments to work in collaboration with one another.
in Ahmednagar district, fiscal sustainability was achieved by continuing the
ATMA system even after withdrawal of funds from the World Bank with the
funds of the Government of India. Due to collaboration, the government
departments like Department of Sericulture which did not have adequate staff
enhanced their services by utilizing the services of the Department of
Agriculture staff who were adequate in number. However, collaboration with
private agencies and NGOs had not been taken up. In Dahod district,
coordination had been established among government departments, private
agencies and NGOs. In ATMA, veterinary doctors were made conveners of BTT
which was very encouraging. Moreover the private input dealers assisted in
organizing training programmes and arranging the necessary inputs for the
crops. The Government of Gujarat had assigned the overall responsibility of
ATMA in some districts to NGOs.
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Factor | Description Va’:(a,ble Variables included and factor loadings

49 |A coordination wunit with a building, staff is
established.

59 |Common resource centres are established at grass-root
level for service delivery. '

2 Necessity and| 58 |Agencies jointly fund coordination costs.
adaptability

33 |Coordination increases public value.

61 Agencies coordinate because of the urgency in
delivering services.

37  |Agencies are flexible in functioning joint activities.

29 |Coordination helps in solving problems having
multiple causes.

71 Coordination reduces the financial burden of the
government,

69 Agencies’ resistance to change is hindering
coordination, ’

68  |Too many agencies make it difficult to coordinate.

3 Good relationship prevails between Farmer Interest
Groups at village level and agencies.

38 |The coordinating staff of the agencies is highly
committed to their work. -

6 Good relationship prevails between agencies and
farmers.

35 | Agencies work together as a good team.

67 |Political support is weak for coordinated programmes.

49 |A coordination unit with a building, staff is
established.

19 |Agencies exchange information about their activities
and clients.

23 |Farmers bring different expectations and procedures
on each agengy.

64 |Agencies feel a sense of ownership in implementing
coordinated programmes.

70  |Coordination overcomes the manpower shortage.
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4 Information 75 |Coordination facilitates delivery of production and
marketing information.

40 |[Training in coordination is imparted to the
coordinating staff.

5 Infrastructure 14 }Agencies share building space

Overall Coordination

The overall coordination among agencies delivering extension services was
assessed. The coordination score of each ATMA staff was worked out. The
possible range of scores was 76 to 380. The actual score range obtained by the
respondents was 173 to 290. This range was broken into 5 categories with a
class interval of 23.4. Majority of the ATMA staff of Ahmednagar and Dahod
districts expressed that coordination among agencies delivering extension
services was high (28 % of ATMA staff), followed by very high (17 % of ATMA
staff) (Table 4). This might be due to the financial constraints faced by the
government departments forced to coordinate among themselves as well as with
private agencies and NGOs. This had vyielded good results in service
enhancement. In T&V system, coordination with other agencies was poor
(Kulhari, 1980). Rajeev (1995) found that farmers of group farming had no
linkage with other agencies and groups.

Table 4: Overall Coordination among Agencies (N =60)

S.No. Category Number %
1 Very low 9 15
2 Low 9 15
3 Medium . 15 25

4 High 17 28.33

5 Very high 10 16.67
Total 60 100

Class interval: 23.4 Minimum: 173 Maximum: 290

Extent of Coordination among Agencies

The extent of coordination among various >agencies delivering extension
services under ATMA were assessed through the mean of each item as perceived
by the ATMA staff. The items were classified into five categories based on the
mean score of each item namely great degree, high, fair, few, and no
coordination with the scores of 4-5, 3-4, 2-3, 1-2 and 0-1, respectively, using the
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formula proposed by Gupta (1992). Thirteen items fell under great degree of
coordination. Among them, ‘agencies loose their independence due to
coordination’ was the most important item (mean=4.62); followed by
‘coordination overcomes the manpower shortage’ (4.58) (Table 5). The main
items like resource dependency; organizational adaptability; political support;
area enhancement; information delivery; extension efficiency; relationship; and
responsibility had great degree of coordination.

Table 5: Extent of coordination among agencies delivering extension services

Variable
Mean S.D Minimum | Maximum

No. Name

20 Agenqes ‘Ioose their independence due to 46167 155515 |3.00 5.00
coordination.

70 jCoordination overcomes the manpower shortage. |4.5833 |.49717 14.00 5.00

21 Diisdifficult to synchronize the organizational
routines and procedures with coordination among 4.4333 [.62073 {3.00 5.00
agencies

67 |Political support is weak for coordinated 4.4000 |.49403 [4.00 5.00
programmes.

76 | Coordination widens the area of coverage. 4.4000 (.58802 {3.00 5.00

75 Coordlpanpn faahtgtes delivery of production and 43833 |.49030 |4a.00 5.00
marketing information.

72 CO(.)rdmanon lmp_r_oves the efficiency of 43667 158125 13.00 5.00
agricultural extension system.

22 The d:ffel‘lng gogls of coll_abqratmg agencies are 43333 165527 13.00 5.00
hindering effective coordination.

03 |Good ‘reldtlon5h|p prevalls between Farm?r 42167 | 69115 [3.00 .00
Interest Groups at village level and agencies.

06 ?()Od relarlonshlp prevails between agencies and 41667 171702 13.00 5.00
armers

65 Agenqes show low respgnsubmty in executing 41333 150310 [3.00 5.00
coordinated programmes.

69 Agenc_lgs ‘re:;lstance to change is hindering 41000 |.70591 |3.00 5.00
coordination.

30 [Coordination among agencies makes it possible to
provide services which were difficult to be 4.0167 |.50394 |3.00 5.00
provided by a single agency.

23 Farn-1ers bring d|ffer§nt expectations and 3.9833 |.56723 |3.00 5.00
procedures on each agency.

25 {Agencies gain prestige due to collaboration. 3.9833 [.56723 [3.00 5.00
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Variable
Mean $.D Minimum | Maximum
No. Name
02 Good relat'lonshlp prevails between ATMA staff 3.9167 |.94406 |2.00 5.00
and agencies
31 (.Z(.)o'rdmatu')n has prevented dulecatnonQof same |3 9167 167124 13.00 5.00
service delivery by more than one agency.
36 |Agencies trust each other. 3.8833 |.66617 |3.00 5.00
04 [Due to coordination among agencies, farmers 3.8500 |.44436 |3.00 5.00
have good access to inputs.
68 |Tou many agencies make it difficult to coordinate. [3.8167 |.74769 |3.00 5.00
73 | Coordination ensures more profit to the farmers.  (3.8167 {.70089 |3.00 5.00
15 |Agencies share staff 3.7667 |1.09493 |2.00 5.00
01 Gopd gnderstanc{mg .ems.ts among the agencies 3.7333 |.88042 |1.00 5.00
delivering extension services,
43 [Agencies communicate frequently through letters. |3.7167 |.64022 {3.00 5.00
62 Coordlnan.on improves farmers participation in 3.7000 |.69624 |2.00 5.00
the extension programmes.
27 {Coordination enhances agencies’ performance. 3.6833 |.67627 |2.00 5.00
26 Frofe?'spnal values favour coordination among 3.6000 | 55845 |2.00 4.00
agencies.
16 | Agencies are aware of the goals and services of each 35500 |.76856 |2.00 5.00
other
32 |Coordination has improved the service delivery.  [3.5500 [.56524 |[3.00 5.00
24 | Agencies share resources 3.5000 |.50422 |3.00 4.00
13 [Funds are shared among agencies 3.4833 |.79173 (2.00 5.00
07 |Good relationship prevails among agencies. 3,4667 1.67565 {2.00 5.00
33 |Coordination increases public value. 3.4500 |.74618 [2.00 5.00
08 |Agencies are satisfied about their relationship. 3.4333 [.78905 [2.00 5.00
39 Coordllnat'ing Slé'lff of the agencies is having good 3.4000 | 66892 |2.00 4.00
coordination skills.
34 [Returns are'more than coordination costs. 3.2833 [.64022 |2.00 4.00
51 /‘Rgencnes ad;.ust 4lhe1r structure to suit the purpose 32667 | 66042 12.00 4.00
set by coordination.
18 [Agencies hélp each other in attaining one’s own 32500 |.77295 |1.00 4.00
agency goals
53 [Agencies treat each other equaily. 3.1833 |.72467 |2.00 4.00
29 [Coordination helps in solving problems having 3.1500 [1.02221 (1.00 5.00

54







nf’\

WSS journal of Agricultural Extension Management

Variable
Mean S.D Minimum | Maximum
No. Name
61 Aggnmfs coord}na}te because of the urgency in 22833 | 73857 |1.00 4.00
delivering services.
60 |Selection of project beneficiaries is done jointly.  12:1167 |.58488 [1.00 3.00
49 1A c’oo.rdlnat[on unit with a building, staff is 20667 11.13297 [1.00 4.00
established.
47 |Coordination committee is formed. 1.7000 [.46212 [1.00 2.00
17 Rgles anbd .p‘rocedures are framed for performing 16833 156723 |1.00 3.00
joint activities
52 |Farmers exert pressure on agencies to work jointly. [ 1.5667 [.49972 |[1.00 2.00
66 | Frequent staff transfer is affecting coordination. 1.4667 |.50310 [1.00  |[2.00
40 Traumng in coqrdmatlon is imparted to the 1.3500 |.48099 |1.00 2.00
coordinating staff.
14 }Agencies share building space 1.1000 |.30253 |1.00 2.00
12 [Agencies sign formal written Memorandum of 1.0000 |.00000 |1.00 1.00
Understanding.
42 Websnﬁte is opened to share information among 1.0000 |.00000 |1.00 1.00
agencies.
45 | Agencies communicate frequently through emails. |1.0000 |.00000 |1.00 1.00
46 |Each agency has a liaison officer. 1.0000 |.00000 |1.00 1.00
63 !(;c\)/zlrdmatlon committees are formed at village 1.0000 |.00000 [1.00 1.00

Thirty two items fell under high degree of coordination. Among them,
‘farmers bring different expectations and procedures on each agency’; and
‘agencies gain prestige due to collaboration’ (mean = 3.98 each) were the most
important items. The main items of high degree of coordination were farmer
expectation, agency relationship, efficiency, trust, resource dependency,
communication, participation, performance, values, satisfaction and adaptability.

Twenty items fell under fair degree of coordination. Among them, ‘Due to
coordination among agencies, farmers have good access to markets’ (2.93); and
‘clear cut division of activities is done among agencies’ (2.92) were the most
important items. The main items of fair degree of coordination were farmers’
access to resources, division of labour among agencies, resource dependency,
commitment, communication, sense of ownership, planning, negotiation, risks,
implementation, urgency, and infrastructure.
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Six items fell under few degree of coordination. Among them, ‘coordination
committee is formed’ (1.70); and ‘rules and procedures are framed for
performing joint activities’ (1.68) were the most important items. The main items
of few degree of coordination were committee, rules, pressure from farmers, staff
transfer, training and infrastructure.

Five items fell under no coordination. The items of no coordination were
memorandum of understanding, website, email communication, liaison staff and
committee at grassroots.

Conclusion

Resource, relations and performance; necessity and adaptability; values;
information; and infrastructure were the factors of coordination. Majority of the
ATMA staff of Ahmednagar and Dahod districts expressed that coordination
among agencies delivering extension services was high (28 % of ATMA staff),
followed by very high (17 % of ATMA staff), The ‘items like resource
dependency; organizational adaptability; political support; area enhancement;
information delivery; extension efficiency; relationship; and responsibility had
‘great degree of coordination. Items of high degree of coordination were farmer
expectation, agency relationship, efficiency, trust, resource dependency,
communication, participation, performance, values, satisfaction, and
adaptability. Items of fair degree of coordination were farmers’ access to
resources, division of labour among agencies, resource dependency,
commitment, communication, sense of ownership, planning, negotiation, risks,
implementation, urgency, and infrastructure. Items of few degree of coordination
were committee, rules, pressure from farmers, staff transfer, training and
infrastructure. ltems of no coordination were memorandum of understanding,
website, email communication, liaison staff and committee at grassroots.

Implications and Recommendations

Coordination of agencies is of prime importance to make ATMA effective. It
is evident from the findings that the Coordination Committee, MoUs, rules and
procedures of coordination were the areas of coordination which were weak.
Frequent communication between the agencies on a regular basis has to be
encouraged. Interdependence is to be encouraged and the agencies and the staff
have to be assessed on performance as a team in achieving the objectives of
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ATMA. While evaluating achievement of ATMA, the State should focus attention
on instrumentalities like effective coordination.
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