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“And he gave it for his opinion . . . that whoever could make two ears
of corn, or two blades of grass, to grow upon a spot of ground where only one
grew before, would deserve better of mankind, and do more essential service
to his country, than the whole race of politiciahs put together.”

—Jonathan Swift
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PREFACE

This brochure is dedicated to the proposition that all Indian farmers
are striving for the good things of life; that scientists from various dis-

ciplines and from all nations can work harmomously together for the
: good of farmérs; and that there is a basic unity of all knowledge which
— can be harnessed for the benefit and use of all men. ' 2
' ‘This brochure is a condensition of two larger technical reports b

e

N oo ,\ .
o S Sl S NS B R 2,
VTN, IR ¢ T

published by the National- Institute of Community Development :
Agricultural Innovations in Indian Villages and Agricultural Innovation Among -
Indian. Farmers. These reports cast a wide net. In the first book, we

s

Oy - i A b
N T T S T A W S 2 A TRy
i A g St Ve sl o s sy e s IR

i reportéd the findings of a study of 108 Indian villages, In the seconid. -
iy book, we reported the findings of a study of 680 Indian farmers. A
CF " The authors have drawn freely from their earlier writings, How-
g it ever, ‘most of the technical jargon and the mathematical defence: of " !
oo theasurenients have been eliminated fiom the present brochure: Only Wi
- patsimoniously selected 4nd ‘important variables have been described’ L
T ‘hete; along with ‘some pracucal implications and conclusmns We,- 1
R X would urge the reader who wishes more proof, and who is- mterested o
= -other vanables, to-read the earher, ‘more-Complete reports, . - .' -
S : .“The brewty of ‘this Feport ‘will brmg the findings of the two iiére i
C - | -‘extensxve and jntensive studics to+a-wider-audience of admxmstrators,

politicians, agncultural scientists and-extension: workers. . :
Y This study is- part of a larger_thtee-natlon study on the “Dxﬂ‘\mon
R 3 ~ of Innovations in Rural Societies”, dirécted by E. M. Rogers of Michigat - .
S 2 " State University. - The Tndian part. of. the study. was directed by’ Pro«-
A 3 - dipto Roy, Frederick Fliegel, Joseph Kivlin; and: Laht Sen. . A.W.:van
: 3 den Ban was an. adv1ser =to the “prdject. 'I'he ﬁeld-teams were: supett-
‘Subharatnam and’ Ve ‘K. ‘Siir kar ' The manuscnpt was typed by D’ “S T 1
R. -Anjaneyulu; - “Data “for this ‘report were processed mainly -at the’ -

o)

: Computer Gcntre of the Programme Evaluatlon Orgamzatlon, Plamung
_'j-Gomrmsslon, New Delhl. ISR R DR i
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THE FRAMEWORK OF AGRICULTURAL
DEVELOPMENT

b2

HAS INDIAN AGRICULTURE FAILED ?

. ~ ‘The cry has been heard often in India that “agriculture has failed’,
e E There is general agreement that India’s rapidly growing population
s e ,needs more food. Drought in 1965-66 only dramatised the fact that,

F even in a normal year, demand for food is perilously close to exceedmg

: % “the: available supplres.. Foodgrain production improved from 61

million tons n 1949-50 to- a welcome high of nearly 89 million tons

£, \me 1964-65 1. In the next year of severe drought however, productlon

: el to; 72! niilion tons.. Production in 1968, in contrast, is expected

t ¥ '~ to.top. 100 million tons for the first time.in Indla 's history..

o . . These fitful vips‘and .downs, of production as a result of the whims
oy ' of nature have always plagued Indian. agriculture. Combined with the

E :steadyincrease in population-—now. over 520 million—these fluctuations

T . make_ the need for agnculture to perform better and more steadily, all
E : v;'the more: nnperatwe. RS
. I “:l Thetaskofi increasing. agncultural output in India will not be easy. '
_ k ~‘Nowhere ‘have we seenthis problem described more forcefully than by
A, € - .- Milhkan andaHapgood m thelr book, No Easy Hamst. : -
e f;r;;,..l 15 “Agucultme. Lols a systems problem. 1t will perform
3 L @4 eﬂ‘ectlvely not-if‘one.or-two or -even several: requirements are met,
T - but‘only Aif: a ‘whole:range-of interacting conditions is satisfied. .....
. - ,51’ «Xtds urgeaily: important: to. - - idenify in .each situation whick of the
’ "F e pam of -the. system .ave-most. lmutmg in order to. put lumted efforts
3 ; where rthey will.do the- most good. :
4 6% P “We did: not»ﬁnd a: magic key to unlock the problems of agri-
2 | L culture “nor+do: :We' presént a program likely; in ten years or
g - a century, 10-assiire the world’s supply of food.
4 DN <470 “get: the:: people ‘of the world a-decent supply of food—
4 that ‘Thost: basrc of aman’s requirements—will require a gigantic
] | l Gommt*gfwlﬂu,g;wthl'"%rm?m A Draft -Outline, New Delki: . Planning
~e

X .
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2 TWO BLADES OF GRASS
effort . . . It will cost a lot of money, but money is probably the
casiest need to fill. The goal will not be met unless many millions
of people—technicims, officials and, above all, farmers—are

willing to initiate a radicel and oftsn pazrgﬁd process qf social change.””
(Emphasls ours)

~

4o

Returmng now to our owi study, we feel that it is one of those which
Millikan and Hapgood have recommended. Our study attempts to iden-
. tify which parts of the: agricultiiral system are most limiting and which
parts -are most likely to bring about innovation on which increased pro-

upt n;'to 4 large exteat, depends. Agricultural innovation involves
th' ?‘.scnenust ‘whosé technology ‘yields the innovation, extension agents
~Who promote thie: mnovatmn, and the ‘farmer who uses the ‘innova-
“tion ““and tually produoes the'food. 'We have not concerzied: ouirselves
‘mth‘*the jcics tlst and ‘theworth of his innovation. ‘We have assumed
“that* hi’§ mnovatlons, '1f ’properly used ‘will lead to hngher producuon.

S We o‘cussed‘ o ‘whether agncultural innovations have indeed been
S ~*ad ted"\v 'the’ fa"mer, and on the conchtmns that facilitated or mhlblted
CUEL '»adb’p‘tio"iz‘w g

mAlreAdy been ‘accomphshed Agncultural services and sup-

pli “fﬂ‘? «Feen extended into the bulk of India’s vnllages. The idea of

ndl s "’i’.’he Abasxc : institutions of : educatlon, health and: welfare. have
rea"éh ~"ou“t‘* 10 ievery cotiier. of Indna. For example, every vxllage in
1ad % nary school

,i)artlclpatton"m: the body polmc of the modern nation state.
ew agncultural»eehte has made its power felt not only in the state
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THE FRAMEWORK OF AGRICULTURAL DEVELOPMENT 3

they now demand and invigilate the execution of agricultural develop-
ment. We regard what we found in our study as manifestation of a
vigorous break-through or take-off into a modern agricultural era, not in
the next century but in the next decade or two.

WHAT SHOULD WE STUDY ?

With a problem so vast as agricultural change, which implies cer-
tain radical alterations of the grass roots of India’s agrarian culture,
our first step was to circumscribe what we could accomplish, given the
time, money and scientific manpower we had. Our study was part of
a three-nation project comparing the diffusion of innovations in Brazil, -
Nigeria and India3 We followed certain broad objectives which had
been laid down for the international study and adapted them to Indian
conditions. More specifically, we studied the problem of innovation
in two ways which conformed to the first two phases of our study.® -

Phase I was a survey of 108 villages. We selected our villages
from thres states: Andhra Pradesh, Maharashtra and West Bengal.
We wanted to sciect a range of Indian villages, from some of the most
~rimitive and poor, to some of the most complex and affluent, avoiding
peculiar extremes. We also tried to get villages with different strategies
and inputs of development. Thus with a single snap-shot survey,
taken at one time period, we could get a fairly wide range of success/
failure of Indian agricultural villages and also a wide range of factors
which may logically affect agricultural change. We could then deter-
mine relationships among these variables and, using careful statistical
analyses and controls, determine some of the major factors which affect

agricultural innovation in Indian villages. .

In phase II of our study we examined differences in adoption
behaviour among 680 farmers from eight villages in the same- three

8. “Diffusion of Innovations in Rural Societics,”” under contract between the United States
Agency for International Development and Mi-higan State University, E. M. Rogers,
Project director.  The Indian part of the study was done in collaboration with the Natio-
nal Institute of Community Development, Hyderabad.

4. We have drawn freely in the present report upon the two major publications reporting
ﬂ:&e I and phase II of our study, These are : F.C. Flicgel, P. Roy, L. K. Sen and J. E.
livlin, Agricultural Innovations in Indian Villsges, and P. Roy, F.C. Flicgel, J.E. Kivlin and
L. K. Sen, Agricultural Innovation among Indian Farmers, Hyderabad : National Institute of
Community Development, 1968.
There was also a third phase of our study. In this phase, using a scparate sample, we
evaluated experiments with two differert kinds of communication treatments, a radio
farm forum and a limm}ass with reading forum, to determine how effectively these
channels brought about mx’n knowledge and adoption of agricultural, health and
family p ractices. is third phase of our study is reported in J. E. Kivlin,
P. Roy, F. C. and L. K. Sen, Communication in India : Experiments in Introducing
Change, Hyderabad : National Institute of Community Development, 1968.
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states;. Wlthm cvery village; ther’e are progressrve farmers who -adopt most
.of:the. dmproved: agricaltural:-practices -and laggards ‘who' adopt none.
A grcat“dcal of:research; both in. India ‘and: in the West, -has -been done
on factor's which affect the.adoption behaviour of -an- individual ‘farmer.5
"We used the broad hypotheses of that research to guide our study.
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ASE '*"-*INDIA’S CHANGING VILLAGES
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THE FRAMEWORK OF AGRICULTURAL DEVELOPMENT 5

(2) Differences among villages in the way the change programmes
are organised, administered and executed. We gathered information
from both village leaders and change agents about how change pro-
grammes were carried out in the village.

(3) Differences in social structure of villages. Information must
not only reach a village but it must also penetrate to all levels and sub-
groups within the village if it is to be effective. Village structure will
probably affect the degree of such penetration within the village.

.(4) Differences.in the nature of communication and of leadership
may:‘well affect. programme success. Intra-village diffusion of relevant
information will, to some extent, depend on the change-proneness of
leaders and .on ‘the location of these leaders at strategic points in the
local social structure.

As indicatéd previously, we selected our sample of 108 villages from
three: states in' India.® . These were Andhra Pradesh which has mainly
a ‘block-level (panchayat samiti) control of development, Maharashtra
which Has:a districtstype (zila parishad) control of development, and
West Bengal which has only recently instituted the panchayati raj system
to control development programmes.’® In each state, we purposively
selected three districts to represent the diversity of the state, from the
most progressive. ‘package’ districts to the backward tribal areas.
B@slda the purposive selection of the state and . ict, we used a three-
stage random ‘design to select three development plocks, six village level
worker (V'LW) circles and 12 villages from each district. This concen-
trapon ‘of sample villages in three districts minimised logistic problems
of field-work and provided a normal range of v111ages from the more
succwsﬁxl to the less successful.

. Within each vdlage, we obtained information from selected leaders
and from the extension workers who were responsible for agricultural
and health programmes in the village. ~We also used availablc village
records, We interviewed five formal leaders, mcludmg rcpresentatlves
of the village panchayat, the school, a co-operative, a religious institution,
and a youth or other organisation, We asked these formal leaders
whom they consulted for advice on agriculture and, based on these res-
ponses, ‘selected and interviewed three more opinion leaders. We also
interviewed all the village level workers, the agricultural extension
oﬂicers, and the block development officers responsible for these 108

8. For'a detailed desmptxon of the sampling design, see F. C. Fliegel o al., Agricultural Inno-
m..o,@ m&,pp 4'10
9 For ‘a more detailed discussion of citizen control cver development, see George ﬂev

Ed.), Readings on’' Panchayati ch, Hyderabad : National Institute of Community
- lopment, 1967. ‘
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villages. Thus a total of 856 leaders and 127 extension workers were
interviewed to obtain information for this phase of our analysis.

The three field-teams, each consisting of four interviewers and one
supervisor, gathered data from 36 villages in each state. The research
workers conducted the interview in their mother-tongue. Field-work
was done from September to December in 1966. District collectors
and block development officers were first informed about the study.
Then team leaders set up headquarters in the block, randomly selected
the sample villages, and the supervisors and interviewers proceeded to
interview both the extension workers and the leaders connected with the
selected villages. Establishment of rapport was not difficult as we were
interviewing only leaders who already had contact with the larger society
beyond the village. Data processing, tabulation and analysis were done
by the field-workers on their return to Hyderabad, using McBee sort
cards, Guttman scaling blocks and IBM computer analysis methods.
The IBM data analysis was done mamly at the Programme Evaluation
Organisation’s Computing Centre in the Planning Commission at
New Delhi.

PHASE il : FARMERS IN TRANSITION

~ Within the typical village community in India, there is a great
deal of heterogeneity. There are usually several castes with hereditary
occupations which can be ranked according to a traditional ritual
hierarchy. There are rich cultivators who own large tracts of good land;
thére are medium-sized farmers ; there are small farmers with scattered
Holdings; there are landiess artisans and labourers. There are village
leaders who control traditional organisations like the temples, Bhajan

- Mandalis (religious associations), and the caste panchayats (councils);

and there are leadérs who control new social structures like the co-opera-
tives, statutory panchayats, and the schools. Thus a village is not a
monolithic, static community but a dynamic, organic whole with many
functional parts.

“Farmers in these changing villages have been confronted with a
battery of agricultural innovations. Not all farmers have accepted or
indeed can accept these innovations. For example, the landless people,
who' constituted 30 to 50 per cent of the families in our study villages,
are not directly concerned with accepting new farm practices. The
small marginal cultivator with less than one hectare (2.5 acres) of land,
barely eking out a living, cannot afford to take many risks.. Many of
the innovations being propagated are just not economically feasible for
his size of farming operations. Hence we turned our attention to the
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THE FRAMEWORK OF AGRICULTURAL DEVELOPMENT 7

medium-size farmer and the large farmer who together, control over
90 per cent of Indian village farm lands, but who may constitute only
25 to 40 per cent of the families in a village.’® These farmers, we feel,
are the chief adopters of agricultural innovations. We also restricted
ourselves to heads of families who were not more than 50 years of age.
In the Indian farm family, when sons get to be 30 years of age or over,
decisions on farm operations are often made by more than one person,
and we wanted to avoid this ambivalence.

Within this group of farmers, what distinguishes adopters from
non-adopters? Our first problem in trying to answer this question was
to construct a sensitive measure of the relative degree of adoption. As
in phase I, we had to select practices which were applicable to all our
study villages in threce widely different farm settings. Having con-
structed this measure, we then wanted to study what factors were related
to a high level of adoption or to a low level of adoption. We have listed
below three major types of factors which we thought would be associated
with adoption. .

(1) Differences in farm setting. In order.to describe the farm
setting in which farmers’ decisions are made, we set out to obtain infor-
mation on farm size in acres, farm size in terms of labour used, labour
efficiency, magnitude of production of major crops, degree of specialisa-
tion in particular farm products, fragmentation, and degree of commer-
cialisation of the farm enterprise. Our intent here was to specify the
nature of the farm firm, the business context in which production deci-
sions are made.

(2) Differences in farmers. Our second major concern was to
characterise the farmer himself and his social setting, recognising -that no
two individuals react to the same context in precisely the same manner.
Here we set out to describe the individual in a gross sense: his age,
formal education, literacy, and the extent of his involvement in non-
farm employment. And we were also interested in the context of social
relationships in which decisions were made. Thus we obtained infor-
mation on size of family and family structure, religious affiliation, degree
of involvement in formal and informal groups, and position in the village
social structure, both in terms of caste and in terms of level of living.

(3) Differences in communication. Given a certain type of
individual in a known social and economic context, we were interested
in individual differences in access and exposure to communication about
modern agricultural technology. If the farmer is to utilise a given item

10. Government of India, Agriculture in Brief, New Delhi : Directorate of Economics and
Statistics, 1965, p. 66,

- .
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of modern technology, he must first come to know that it exists, and then
come to know something in detail about it. Here we wanted informa-
tion on access and exposure to radio, film and printed matter, as well as

. knowledge -about and exposure to various types of formal change agents.

And: further, we wanted' information on scveral more subtle aspects of
lmkagc with the larger soclety We wished to know the extent to which

the farmer was involved in and dependent on the local community only,

versus a broader geographic and social set of relationships. We also

.wanted ‘to know:the: extent to which farmers tended to be more secular

and-rational in regard to the world around them.

As in phase I, a schedhile was constructed to elicit data relating to
‘the above hypotheses It was pre-tested in all three languages—Telugu,

‘Marathi, -and Bengah-—before finalisation. Field-work was conducted

during March -and Apnl in 1967, by the same team of four interviewers

-and' oné supérvisor as-in phase I Typically, the team set up residence

i a private house in thé village. They first listed all cultivators and
then excluded those who did not meet the size of farm and age criteria.

-Interviews - weré. conducted in private as far as possible. Rapport

was easy. to establish-as the team had visited the village before and the

:people were just:not-that curious. anymore. In one village, the team

-was . s0-inconspicucus- that the project leaders, on tour, were told that

-no:research team was there. Only on a second search was it found that
‘the team;was indeed in the village. esponsw were coded and tabu-

lated-for-hand-counts-and for IBM data: processing by the interviewers
themselves. The IBM data processing was again conducted largely by

the Programime Evaluation Organisation’s ‘Computing "Centre in the
‘Planmng Commission at New Delhi.
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THE AGRARIAN VILLAGE IN TRANSITION

In this chapter, we will discuss in detail the findings of phase I of our
study, which investigated the agricultural development of 108 villages.

AGRICULTURAL SUCCESS OR FAILURE

In spite of the diversity of crops being grown in different states of
India, the national community development schematic budget has
introduced some uniformity into the agricultural development
programmes. However, quite a large number of programmes are
being conducted. From among these, we had to determine which were

_the most pertinent programmes from which to select practices common
to all our 108 villages. We started out by gathering a very large pool
of items from several sources to cross-check our data. From these, we
selected 30 to 40 practices which seemed to be the most applicable.

The wide range of agricultural programmes includes the develop-
ment of land and irrigation, the introg{mtion of specific innovations
such as fertiliser, pesticides, and improved seeds, new implements, animal
enterprises, allied services and credit. Since land and water are to a
great extent natural endowments, and since the changes which have
taken place under the new development administration are rather
difficult to measure, we concentrated our measure of success around
items related to new agricultural technology.

After narrowing the focus of our study of innovations to new agri-
" cultural technology, we devised questions which pertained to eight
agricultural programmes : fertilisers, green manure, compost pits, new
implements, improved seeds, pesticides, improved cattle and improved
poultry. In retrospect, designing comparable measures proved to be
a Himalayan statistical and logical task. Many hurdles have been
¢rossed and many statistical camels have been swallowed to strain an
empmcal gnat. Anyone, involved in the exploratory venture of com-
paring 108 villages across the breadth of India, must wade through a
great deal of chaff to sort out a valid, reliable and acceptable index
with a somewhat ‘normal’ distribution.

We gathered some items of individual cultivator adoption, some
items of village adoption, and some items of leader adoption, and used

e
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10 TWO BLADES OF GRASS

various tests to determine whether these different types of data belonged
to the same dimension.! We finally selected 17 practices which, we
felt, had a reasonable amount of applicability to all the villages. Four
of the practices pertained to improved seed; four dealt with fertilisers
or manures; three dealt with farm implements; three dealt with use
of pesticides; and three dealt with breeding of farm animals. The
average amount of adoption of these 17 items in all 108 villages com-
bined, is given in Table 1

TABLE 1: DEGREE OF ADOPTION OF PRACTICES SELECTED TO MEASURE
SUCCESS OF AGRICULTURAL PROGRAMMES IN 108 INDIAN VILLAGES

. ' Degree of
Practices ) . Adoption
1. Average per cent of cultivators buying 1mproved seed, first food crop men- :
tioned (of all cultivators in the village) . 21.
2. Average per cent of cultivators buymg mpmved sced sccond food crop
mentioned . . 15
3. Average per cent of cultwators buymg lmproved seed main cash cop .. 18
4. Average per cent of ladexs usmg unproved seed (of cxght laders mtervmw T e
ed in each village) - - 60
5. Averagepercentofl&dersusmgfemhser .. o e o ee 78
6. Average per cent of leaders using green manure .. . . . 47
7. Average number of compost pits dug in village .. 42

8. Average per cent of cultivators using green manure S

9. Average per cent of cultivators using first implement mentioned .. R |
10. Average per cent of cultivators using second implément mentxoned . 23
11. Average per cent of leaders using new implements- .. . . . 35
12. Average per cent of leaders using pesticides |, .. - ., oot i --83
13. Average number of acres of first food crop seéd treated . . . -.162:

14. Average number of acres of second food cropseed treated .. O Y &
15. Average per cent of leaders using improved cattle .. .. ... .. 12
16. Average number of improved cattle in village e e e - 3
17. Average number of artificial inseminations .. . . . . 3

or improved bull services in village e e e e 12

Based on our analysis of each practice, we felt that the amount of
adoption for each item could be differentially scored on -a four-point
range from O to 3, thereby giving a theoretical maximum score of 51,
for the 17 practices for any one village. The actual range of scores is
categorised in Table 2. This adoption index was used in all our charts
in this chapter as the measure of success of agrlcultural mnovatlon
programmes in the village.

1. For a detailed discussion of scale and index construction used in thu chapter, sec i". C.
Fliegel, P. Roy, L. K. Sen and J. E. Kivlin, Agricultiiral Inriovdtions in Indum Villages, Hydc-
rabad : National Institute of Commumty Development, 1968. .

-ty
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THE AGRARIAN VILLAGE IN TRANSITION ll
TABLE 2: NUMBER OF VILLAGES IN EACH CATEGORY OF AGRICULTURAL
: SUCCESS
0—10 .. .. .. e e e e 13
D 32
21— 30 .. e e e e e 40
81— 40 .. e e e e e 19
=50 .. e e e e e 4

PEOPLE OR LAND?

Many things may be regarded as resources when it comes to agri-
cultural development — people, land, animals, machinery, or even
education. One can have too much or too little of a given resource for
the best result in development: too many people or too few people, too
many cattle or too few cattle, too much land or too little land, or even
too much education or too little education. In our more complete
report, we examined many human and non-human resources to deter-
mine their effect on agricultural innovation. We will discuss here only
those which we found to be most important.

First,; we found that the size of the village, simply in terms of its
population, was related to the amount of agricultural innovation. That
is, the bigger villages scored higher on our adoption index. Figure 1
shows that villages with a population of less than 800 had .an average
agricultural adoption index of 19; villages with a population of 800 to
1299 had an average of 22; and villages with 1300 or more people had
an average of 27.
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In nearly all our subsequent tests, we attempfed to control the
effect of population size of the village. As far as Possxble, we st?.ndar}
dised our measures on a per capita or per acre basis so that the size o
the village itsclf did not account for differences in adoption. One
example is the relation of literacy, shown m‘Flgl‘n'e 2. In this figure we
used the per cent of male literacy, thus taking into account the eﬂ'e;:t
of population size. All of our figures present a simple relationship only
between agricultural success and one other factor. Theydo not, except
for population, control other factors.

35 - Figure-2

Average 30 -

N
-3

209

village 25 |~

RS
2%0%"%"

SILLERE
S

S

score, 20 |-

2
%2

agricultural 15 |-

R

adoption 10 }-

index 5

0

Percentage of literate males in the village

Figure 2 shows that male literacy is functionally related to agricul-
tural success. Villages in which there were less than 25 per cent male
Literates scored an average of 18 on the agricultural adoption index,
compared with 27 for villages with 35 per cent or more male literacy.
We also found that the higher the per cent of female literacy in a village,
the higher was the score of that village on the agricultural adoption
index. Surprisingly, however, educational levels in the village were
not related to adoption, perhaps because educational levels were gene-
rally quite low.

We also considered many non-human resources. With respect to
the man-land ratio, we considered the acreage of cultivated land per
capits and found no relationship with agricultural adoption. We then
considered the amount of irrigated land and again found no relationship
with agricultural adoption. Like !and, cattle are also considered as
another basic agricultural resource, but we did not find that the per
capita number of cattle in the village was related to agricultural success.
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14 TWO BLADES OF GRASS

The more caste differeniiation there was, after controlling for size of
village, the more agricuitural development there was. Or, to put it in

another way, if any single caste was clearly dominant numerically, it
impeded change.

Occupational diversity in u village was only slightly related to
agricultural development. We found that the higher the number of
farm labourers per employed cultivator, the greater was the adoption of
practices. As we will show later, this is a corollary to the fact that
adoption increases with farm size and reflects the fact that agricultural
innovation in India is at the present time labour-intensive.

The major social institutions and services which are associated with
modern life have been penetrating the remote villages of India. We
studied over 30 such institutions. S. K. Dey, the former Minister of
Community Development in the Government of India, considered the
school, the panchayat and the co-operative as the three pillars of demo-
cracy. All the villages we studied had a primary school, 90 per cent
had a panchayat, and over 75 per cent had a co-operative.

Some institutional services, like a primary school, were universally
possessed and thus were not useful in constructing a scale to measure the
relationship of institutional development with adoption. Out of the
30 institutions we considered, we used ten to construct an institutional
development scale. The percentage of villages located at various dis-
tances from these ten institutions is given in Table 3. Villages possessing
less than two institutions had an average agricultural index of 20, com-

pared with villages with eight or more institutions which had an average
score of 24 (Figure 4).

TABLE 3: PERCENTAGES OF VILLAGES LOCATED AT VARIOUS
DISTANCES FROM INSTITUTIONS

Within
village
or 14-9 5-9-9 10 miles Noinfor- Total
within miles miles and over mation
1 mile
Pandlayat X} Py 89’8 6'5 2'8 '9 '0 100
Temples, mosques br
churches . .e 85-2 4-6 3.7 1-9 4-6 100
Village stores* .o 82:8 . . . . .o
Co-operative society .. 76-9 18-5 4-6 0 9 100
Youth club .. .o 65-7 12-0 3-7 0 18-5 100
Post-oflice . e 52-8 398 5-6 1-8 0 100
Retail market .. e 37-0 44-4 13:0 4.6 9 100
Godown (warehouse) .. 19-4 33-3 27-8 12-0 7-4 100
Bicycle repair shop ..  19-4 407 23.2 16-7 -0 10¢
High school .. .o 13-9 50-0 22.2 13-9 0 100

* Data on distance were not collected.
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’ 35— Figure-4
Average 30
1 village 25}
score, 20}
:% agricultural 15 |-
adoption 10 |-
. A
A £ ir_\dex 5
*, * 0
' 37 8-11
5»‘ Index score categories, institutional development index
. : Wefound that the number of religious structures in a village was also
, f?;i : positively related to agricultural adoption. Similarly, villages which had
k- no-voluntary organisations, or only one, had an average score of 20, com-
E ¢ pared with 26 for villages with two or more voluntary organisations (Figure
E 5). This relationship held true even when size of village was controlled..
o Average 30|~
\ § village 25 -
3 o
,5 score, 20~ :
§ . .
- agricultural 15
v’l ‘. :E
4 adoption 10 |-
 index 5} o .
,‘t ’ '::;
’;' 3 o P %
, ki ‘ ‘ . None or 1 2to6
Number of vpluntary organisations in the village
. Finaliy, we found that the number of political parties represented
* in a village was positively related to agricultural development, after con-
! trolling for other factors.. Villages with no political parties represented
X had an average scere of 17, villages' with only one party represented
i had a score of 24, and villages with two or more parties represented |
g had a score of over 28 (Figure 6). |
i |
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16 TWO BLADES OF GRASS

35 - Figure-6
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LET US ABOLISH EXTENSION

The scapegoat, which is commonly attacked whenever there is a
drought and agricultural production shows a decline, is the community
develcpment programme. The community development programme
during its first ten years of rapid expansion ‘covered’ the nation with
development blocks. Between 1952 and 1963, over 98 per cent of the
area of India was covered by the development programme and, at least
theoretically, the block development officers, co-operatives, veterinary
centres and various other services were established so that every village
had greater or lesser access to these services. We found that the proxi-
mity of these services to the village was positively related to agricul-
tural development.  This was especially true for the headquarters of
the VLW (Figure 7). The VLW is the front man for the community
development programme. He is supposed to be a friend, philosopher
and guide to the cultivators, as well as the jack of all trades for the pro-
gramme. Villages which were more than five miles from VLW head-
quarters had an average index of 17; villages within five miles of the
VLW headquarters had an average index of 21; and villages which were
used as the VLW headquarters averaged 28.

Even if the VLW headquarters is in the village, does he really go
there, and to the other villages in his. jurisdiction ? A common com-
plaint is that the VLW and the agricultural extension officer (AEO)
simply collect their travel allowance and seldom visit the cultivator.
We tected this assumption by asking the VLW and the AEO as to how
often they visited the village in the past six months, and then related the
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Distance of VLW HQ. frem vsllage R

number%ofzvmts to success of the programme. Table descnbes the
averageiﬁ’equency of vanous kinds of contacts.
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o 1ABLE 4: AGENTS CONTACT. WITH THE VILLAGE

,Amge number of AEO’s inntslmx months - “';*‘.' e e el 9.9
Avetage numbér of VLW's. vumlnx months e . .o . 77-09*
PercentofumeVLW:pentmsamplevnﬂlge . . . . 31-64

,,:Numberofdanemtratmmpetvdhgemtheputtwoym e ee s e 78:78

S A PR AT Y8

%e geerela‘s‘ villases which had VLW heudquarters Excludmg these, the i\v‘erage’.

L

- In tlhe vlhages" i whlch ,the VLW hved the number of visits to that
, vxllagee would, of courSe beé alingst every day The average number of
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