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Farming system is a way of life among the
farmers of India wherein several  enterpr ises are
integrated symbiotically and the synergistic interactions of
them have a greater effect than the individual effect. In
this endeavour, the role and nature of involvement of
component enterprises including dairy within the farming
systems, development of appropriate research protocols,
mechanisms to encourage greater use of profitable
technologies, method of diffrrsion, delivery and acceptance
by farmers wi l l  assume greater importance for
spearheading the agricul tural  growth. This needs
meticulous plahning on how to integrate crop, dairy and
other enterprises of integrated farming in different agro-
eco systems. It is necessary to understand the information
processing and sharing behaviour of fanners in order to
plan need based strategy for promotin-e profitable farming
systems in the country.
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ABSTRACT

A study rvas conducted to assess the infonnation processing and sharing behaviour of farmers in

different farming systems of coastal Tamil Nadu during 200-5. Almost three-fifth of the total respondents (60.670/0)

never presen'ed any literanre relating to farming rvhile farmers before to C+D+P+F (5.33%) and C+D+P (10.0070)

systems r*'ere comparatively better in preserving the literature. The diary writing habit was relatively better in

C+D+P+F systems (5.33%) and poor in other systems. Most of the respondents evaluated the information with

locally available sources like friends, relatives and progressive farmers. Similarly majority of the respondents

shared the information with friends, relatives, neighbours and advise seekers immediately after receiving it in

most of the systems. Information sharing behaviour was high among personal localite channels. The extension

agencies should inculcate the habit of various methods of information preservation, consultation of different

sources for evaluation the information and sharing the same in all farming systems.

METHODOLOGY

The studey was conducted in two randomly
selected coastal districts of Tamil Nadu. From these two
districts, four blocks ud eight villages were selected
applying proportionate random sampling technique. A
sample of 150 farmers was drawn using the proportional
allocation. A complete list of farmers having different
enterprise combinations including at least one milch animal
was prepared for each of the selected villages. Based
on the proportionate random sampling technique, the
sample IFS farmers were drawn randomly from the
selected villages. The sample IFS farmers were post
stratified based on the combination of enterprises.

Information processing behaviour

It was operationalised as activities performed by
an IFS farmer for synthesis, evaluation, storage and
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transmission of farm related infbrmation" A score of

three, two and one was assigned for mostly' sometimes

and never responses' For calculating the overail score

of information processing behaviour' scores on each item

was worked out and summed-uP'

Information sharing behaviour

It was operationalised as the tendency of the

respondents to share farm oriented information received

by IFS farmers *itrt fJm* farmers and transmission of

iurting problems to coircerned development departments

al?ffilck. The numerical scores of one for sharing

the information imrnediately after receiving the informatiort

and two for sharing the information after adopting the

technology or innovation were assigned and overall score

*", .ri"""f"ted by summing up the individual scores

obtained on each of the infJrmation shared with others

;; fi"J out the information sharing behaviour'

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Information processing behaviour of IFS farmers

The information processing behaviour of IFS

farmers with respeiit" tft"it methodof preservation and

evaluation of new information on different farming

syst"ms has been described as hereunder'

Preservation of information

,",""""11i fi 
'$!. i:L*lliili"ffi ffi'il ;l'lil o r "uur,,"*li:?#ffff, ;Yh'Jf#:il'illTfi:

;;;;;""t aepicteo in Table I' f"r*;;;;r;"*t It could be obsen'ed from the Ta

As could be seen from the table' more than half ir'^i 
"u"t' 

68'61 per cent of the total responde

of the total respondents (56'00%) only made cursory look Ji"u"ta the new information with friends/ relatives wl

without making much effort in understanding what the nro'" tr'u" half of them (52'00%) also evaluated

information/ message was about' Similar trend was i"to""'tio"uyhavingdiscussionwithprogressivefarm

observed in all the systems' Almost three-fifths of the it'"-'"'pona""t' *t'o mostly evaluated the informal

total respondents 1ooir6;;';;ru"d 
uny literature *itrr trr. proeressf-v3 farmers were proportionately hig

relatingtofarming*ti i"a*"rsterongingioc+D+p+F ;;; ;p ai;.00%), c_+r)+p+F (6.00%)' c+D+P

(s.33%)and c+D+p (r0.'uo/o) were comparativery better 1o o"ozJ and c+D+p+s/G+H (5.34%) system' It m

inpreserv ingthet i te ;ure.About8T.33percentof to ta l i " j " " , . " fami l iar i ty rv i th theseSourcesandi tsre
respondentsnever 'u in ,u i ' , "aasubjectmat ter f , r le .uuui ru i i i i ,y in thev ic- in i tyof local i ty .Moreover , thec
Higher proportion oiiur*"r, in c+D+p+F (a.00%) had 

"rr..t* 
ild doubt-clearing were easy rvhile evalua

the habit of maintaining the subject matter-files and farmen 'r" ltr"i""tion with these sources' Kadian and Ku

of c+D+p+H and clo+p+stc+H did_nor follow the Itd;;;;aled that evaluation of perceived informz

same. with regard to noting in a diary about events and 'uu' iont by discussing with friends' relatives

accounrs, 6r.33 per cent of them never noted/ wrote in ;#;;i;" i1r*.: \r:..bw 
as well as considerinl

thediaryand22'6lpercent'wrotemostofthetime'Thei";; f i i lyandprofitabi l i tyofiheinnovation'Theyfu
diary writing habit was relatively better in c+o+-p+r' t"ggtttta the evaluation of cost of alternattve

(5.33%)and poor in-ott", systems. Majority.of the #;;11r:^;ppt:i:l1t,"s 
a basis for decision ma

respondents (5g.33%)preferred to memoriz:-lT.:: 
lb*i46'00 

per cent of respondents never consulte

information mostly anaio'ol per cent of them sometimes lo;;lly availatle institutions and28'67 per cent and '

memorized the same' Farmers of C+D+P+F+H (6'0096)

r"J cio*p+S/c+?I (8.00%) shorved greater -tt*:l^T

;.;;"t. the new information as a means of preserv'atton'

These f ind ings  ind ica te  tha t  the  hab i t  o f

pr.r . ruui ion had not"been inculcated al though the

educational status or the respondents greatly. imProved'

F;;.tt generally make a cursory look and nlemofls€

the same if they happenm to see/ hear the news on radio

i.i.ulriott, from feilow farmers or read the newspapers

The habit of literature preservation' diary writing and filt

,nuior"nun." could noi be found even among graduatr

fu.*"rr. Generaily farmers expressed that since they ar'
^fi'ffy 

inuofued in farming activities from morning t'

.*ning, they could not firid enough time for these rvork

and moreover, it was not a difficult task for them i

remembering the income and expencliture at least for th

current and previous years' However' they could n-t

recollect the data on'actiuity wise farming activities ft

the last 5 to l0 years' Hence' one of the majortasks t

field extension functionaries is to inculcate the habit r

various methods of preservation of information in ord

to enable the farmers to plan their calendar of activiti

which rvill help them in avoiding wasteful expenditures at

ir, *n rlng the farming on a profitable basis" Kadian ar

il;;, (l'aoz) founl that majoritv of dairv farme

preserved scientific information by memory'

Method for evaluation



INFORMATION PROCESSING AND SHARING BEHAVIOUR t )

Table 1. Distribution of respondents according to their method of information preservation (N=150)

System
OverallMethod of

Preservation C+D C+D+P C+D+P+F C+I}FP
+S/G

C+D+P
1{I

c+I)+P
+S/G+H

I.

D

ii) Sometimes

iii) Mostly

Only through cursory look

Never I
(0.67)

2l
(r4.00)

I J

(8.66)

0
(0.00)

25
(t6.67)

n
(13.33)

(16.67)
5

(3.33)
t5

(10.00)

4l
Q7.33)

J

(2.00)
I
I

(0.67)

30
(20.00)

8
(s.33)

(5.33)

2
(1.33)

6
(4.00)

4
Q.67)

4
Q.67)

0
(0.00)

8
(5.33)

4
Q.67)

2
(1.33)

6
(4.00)

2
( r .JJ'

z

(1.33)
8

(s.33)

0
(0.00)

6
(4.00)

6
(4.00)

J

(2.00)
t t

(l L33)
l0

(6.67)

2 l
(14.00)

4
(2.67)

f

(3.33)

n
(18.00)

2
(1.33)

I
(0.67)

2l
(14.00)

J

(2.00)
6

(4.00)

(10.00)
l5

(10.00)

(2.00)

(4.67)
5

(2.00)

8
Q.67)

4
(2.67)

I
(0.67)

l3
(8.67)

0
(0.00)

0
(0.00)

(4.67)
2

(r.33)
4

(4.00)

0
(0.00)

4
(2.67)

9
(6.00)

I
I

(0.67)
8

(5.33)
6

(4.00)

l l
(7.33)

J

(2.00)
I

(0.67)

l5
(10.00)

0
(0.00)

0
(0.00)

9
(6.00)

4
(2.67)

8
(1.33)

0
(0.00)

t
J

(2.00)
12

(e.00)

l0
(6.67)
u

(56.00)
56

(37.33)

9l
(ffi.67)

z)

(rs.33)
36

Q4.n)

13l
(8733)

9
(6.00)

l0
(6.67)

n
(6r.33)

24
(r6.00)

v
(n.67)

0
(0 00)

6l
(40.67)

89
(5e.33)

II. Preserve literature to use when needed

i) Never 2. 25
(r4.67)

D Sometimes 7
(4.66)

iii) Mostly 6
(4.00)

ilI.

D

ii)

m)

ii) Sometimes

iii) Mostly

Maintain a subiect matter file
Never 3l

(20.67)
Sometimes 2

(1.33)
Mostly 2

(L33)

IV. Note in a diary

I Never 23
(1s.33)

ii) Sometimes 5
(3.33)

iii) Mostly 7
(4.67)

V. Memorise it

D Never 0
(0.00)

l5
(10.00)

n
(13.33)

0
(0.00)

l5

0
(0.00)

18
(12.00)

n
(18.00)

c - crop; D - Dairy; P X Poultry; F - Fishery; S/G ii Sheep/Goar and H - Horticurrure
Figures in parentheses indicate percentage.

per cent of them consulted most ly and sometimes
respectively.

Only C+D+P+F (6.00%) and C+D+P (9.33%)
farmers had higher proportion in consulting the local
institution. Vast majority of the respondents (65.33%)
preferred to evaluate the new information based on the
availability of inputs and profitability of innovations and

only miniscule minority of respondents (I4.67%) did not
consider their criterion. The C+DfP+F famrers (5.33%)
were mostly immediate adopters of innovations. The
results disclosed that those with higher risk taking ability
were adopting multiple enterprises and were having
contact with various stakeholders of the system and to
try to take the advantages of prevai l ing factors of
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Table 2. Distribution
their method of information evaluation (N=150)

of resPondents according to

Svstem 0verall

Method of

Evaluation C+D c+Dr-P C+FP+F C+DFP
+S/G

C+DIP
+I{

c+D1-P
+S/G+H

I. Consultation with friends/ relatives 
, o g 0 5

r) Never 
-;.h, 

e4stt rolr t.rh, (tb t,T' (333)

ii) Sometirnes rrfla ,?r, o.la :f;, ;t';, o?' d,.i

iii) Mostry 
;j:, 

';;fA, 
p.'rr) o*ra ("00) (067) (2s00)

Ir. Consultation with progressive farmers 
r lg 0 2 19

| N e v e r 2 4 l(1.33) Q'61) (0'67) ri'*l (000) (l'33) 02'61)

D Sometimes *jlua ,,R1, ;i; ;,}, ;i ";i 
,,;;i,

iii) Mostty 
-j:, ,,1rr, (r.t*) tn.il (6'00) (s'33) (s2'00'

III. Consultation with local institutions

I Never ,,;:*, ,,jXr, .ir, ,,rTo t^\yt r17' 
:'#

i i )  Sometimes 

\rvrv/ '  
i '  2 |  )

(6.6't) (s.67) (l'33) (o!1 (3'33) rl' Qt;'

i i i )  Most lY  
' - ; '  

w '  9  9  I

10.00) (e'33) (6'00) (6'-00) (0'67) (0 67) Q8'6

;, i;::."r 

the avairabi,r, or"*,'"]]oo*nobititvor0inn 
vations 

o oo, 
_.h, 

1

(2ro) off, (ooo) ',f' 
:f' 

(ooo) $'E

ii) Sometimes 12 I

(8.00) (e.33) (l'.3^3) ti o'l (0:97) (4 00,r (30'c

iii) Mostly ,,fr, ,,fl* .13r, ;fl,1, ;'il, (6:00) ('fl

V. Wait for demonstrations in other's farm 
3 2 3t

f N e v e r l B S 3(4.67) tr'tl (s'33) (2'00) (2'-00) (l'13) Q4'

D Sometimes ,r?r, if; ;r ;'h *h olr sl

iii) Mostry 
rr,,a ,'jj] & ,,:,, ,'1, ,':', ';

C - Crop; D - Dairy; P X P"tlry; - ri'n"'l$a'6"tp/Goat and H - Horticulrure

ilgur", in parentheses indicate percentage'

productionandtheirmethodofevaluation.Thosefarmerslnformationsharingbehaviour
who take into consrdir"ti"" "r 

backward and forward The information sharingbehaviourwas de

linkages i' u ,yr,.,ri;;;;.;i"; it" i].I,"Yt.ahead 
of in relation to immeidate sharing of informatio

others as they euutuut"'uny information *!i:l th,:y t:::. d,if.*;,- tources after knowing it or 
11ssi

to know with various ;t:i#:;;ffi;; *rtittt ultimatelv tt"*"iio" after adopting the innovations in tht

;;b;;"* to take right decision' farm bv the fanners'
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The study shosed respondents passed on the
information to friend and relatives (53.33%) follorved bv
neighbours (49.33%), advisor seekers (4g.A0%), tenants
(4.67%) and agricultural meeting s 10.&Vrl respectively.
On the other hand, other farmers preferred to pass on the
information after adopting the same in their farm setting
to friends and relatives (46.67%), neighbours (43.gg%),
advice seekers (43.33%), tenants (ll.bI%), agricultural
meetings (10.6%) and by writing articles (^33%). The
frrmers belonging to C+D+P+F, C+D+P+H systems and
C+D+P+S/G+H mostly shared the information after
verifying the same in their farms while those belonging
to C+D, C+D+P and C+D+P+S/G systems mostly purr.J
on the information immediately aftercoming to knw it. It
could be inferred that the systems containing risk factors
require the technologies or innovations first to be verified
before passing the same whereas those systems practised
by resource poor farmers with low value crops/
enterprises may not require such verifications as risk
factors contained in the innovations may be of relatively
lower. Farmers of C+D+P+F also shared their results in
agricultural meetings as well as writing articles/ preparing
pamphlets in the slang language to popularise certain
innovations/ enterprises. It was also found that the
technologies that were shared with others after adoption
on their farms by the farmers included pest and disease
control measures, new high value crops iike flowers, etc.
and technologies that were passed immediately rvere
insect control measures, seed availability and market
related information. Garg and Saini (20Aq suggested that
extension agencies need to educate the farmers about
quality, value addition, diversifi cation and better marketins

so that it can be shared among the farmers. It could be
concluded that the information sharing behaviour *u, t igi
among personal local i te channels anci low ,*oig
impersonal cosmopolite channels. These findings i.pfi"E
that commodity specific group formation is ,.g"ntty
rvarranted in each and every village of the country.

CONCLUSION

The findings revealed that almost tlree_fifth of the
total respondents never preserved any literature relating
to farming while farmers belong to C+D+P+F (5.To/;
and C+D+P systems were comparat ively better i r i
preserving the literature. The diary rvriting habit was
relatively better in C+D+P+F and poor in other systems.
Most of the respondents evaluated the information with
local ly avai lable sources l ike fr iends, relat ives and
progressive farmers. Similarly, majority of the respondents
shared the information with friends, relatives, neighbours
and advise seekers immediately after receiving it in most
of the systems. lnformation sharing behaviour was hish
among personal localite channels"
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