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Abstract: The main purpose of this study was to know the preference of farmers for different services provided by
private and public extension agencies. In recent times involvement of private extension agencies has been
increased in agricultural sector and up to some extent it has sidelined the public extension agencies, but public
extension agencies have potential to do better and to reach farmers at their best. In view of this, present study was
undertaken to find out the farmers’ preference towards public and private extension services in Ambala,
Kurukshetra, Karnal, Hisar and Fatehabad districts of Haryana state. From each district two blocks were selected
randomly and from each block two villages were selected. A manageable size of 10 farmers was selected from each
village thus making total sample size of 200 farmers. Various aspects related to agricultural services provided by
both public and private agencies were identified and response were obtained by putting a tick mark as per farmers’
preference for private and public agencies. On the basis of statistical tools like rank and mean score, results showed
that farmers had great preference for ‘Input supply’ in private extension as compared to public
extension followed by ‘Infrastructure facilities’. While for ‘Consultancy and diagnosis services’,
‘Information’ and ‘Technical services’, public extension was preferred as over the private extension.
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INTRODUCTION first and foremost reason behind privatization tan

. . . attributed to declining trends in governments’
Agriculture is the backbone of Indl'an_ economy. .TO expenditures for extension in several countries the
transfe_r the technology at fafmers field, extensio |,5qt gecades. Financial burden of government has
education always played a pivotal role. But from ¢ cod (o make sharp reduction in budgets of public

_rec;ntt_tlmesdpubllc ethT‘S'?” tﬁyste_m has g‘:fcom%xtension programmes. Disappointing performance of
INElTective and correspondingly, theré 1S emergesice public extension services, low coverage of public
some new actors like private extension agents in

icultural or. Al th d Ul extension system, wide extension worker: farmeorat
agricultural sector. over the world agricultira - confined role of village extension worker,
extension assists the rural population of remotasr

litt their livi dard th hi . commercialization of agriculture and the existing
to uplift their living standard througn INCreasearp  4ret problems are some of the other reasons dehin
production (World Bank, 2003). Over the years

. s . ' privatization of extension services in agricultuse.
because of its valuable contribution to agricukura ¢jtica tyrning point occurred that affected theyw
development, extension services became a publiymation transfers (Olusola, 2011). Haryana e o
sector _respons!bmty. Past investments in extamsio ¢ yq agricultural advanced states of India. Beeaof
have yielded high ec?nomm (;ate;sboﬁ retufrn and Ar&ich profile in national agriculture, Haryana has
fsee(;l asdone_ reas?n or lgoo globa pir ormance 1jecome favourite destination for many private firms
food production (Aexet al., 20(.)2)' But there Is an - 54 these are getting involved in various farming
Increasing reallzatlon_t_hat public ext§n3|on b>elﬂs aspects. Keeping this in view, the present studg wa
cannot meet the specific needs of various regmmls & undertaken to know the necessity of preferences of
different classes of farmers and policy environmente, . ars pefore making any decision that whether

will ‘promote competitive private and community . ate extension or existing public extensionded,
extension to operate effectively, in roles that

complement, supplement, work in partnership andMATERIALS AND METHODS

even substitute for public extension (DAC, 200deT The present study was conducted during 2012 irbthe
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districts namely: Ambala, Kurukshetra, Karnal, formalities’ (mean=0.92), ‘Information on
Fatehabad and Hisar of Haryana state. 2 blocks fronincentives’ (mean= 0.92) and ‘Prices of different
each district were selected randomly. These waleaS commodities in different markets’ (mean=0.83).
and Barara blocks from Ambala district, Shahbad andFarmers regularly visit agricultural officers ineth
Pehowa blocks from Kurukshetra district, Indri and banks where they get information on credit, fortregi
Nilokheri blocks from Karnal district, Hisar-l and and various incentives in agriculture. By different
Hisar-1l blocks from Hisar district and Tohana and communication sources like radio and televisionythe
Bhattu Kalan blocks from Fatehabad district. Hence,easily get information on prices of different
there was a total number of 10 blocks selectedhfer commodities in different markets which are telecast
present investigation. Further, from each selecteddaily on programs like Krishi Darshan and Kisan
block, a list of all the villages was prepared awd bhaiyo ke liye.
villages from each block were selected by usingp®m Farmers’ preference regarding consultancy and
random sampling technique. The villages so selectedliagnosis services of private and public extension
were Allahpur and Saha from Saha block, Mullana andservices: It is clear from Table 2 that for ‘Demand
Holi from Barara block, Mohindinpur and Bhukkar driven extension’ (mean=1.14) farmers preferred
Majra from Shahbad block, Khiderpura and Behimajraprivate extension services followed by ‘Advice on
from Pehowa block, Biana and Badarpur from Indri weed management’ (mean=0.78) and ‘Consultancy on
block, Padwala and Anjanthali from Nilokhedi block, prevention and cure of pest and disease problenesr(=
Dabra and Gangwa from Hisar-l block, Kirtan and 0.54) which might be due to the fact that private
Dhiranwas from Hisar-1l block, Akkanwali and extension agencies are having more face to face
Jamalpur Shekhion from Tohana block and Khabracontact with farmers and input dealers also wak a
Kalan and Dhabi Kalan from Bhattu Kalan block, consultant so when the farmers go for purchadieg t
respectively. inputs they could also get advice on prevention and
After that 10 farmers from each village has beencure of pest and disease problems at the same face
selected to make the sample size of 200 respondentpublic extension farmers ‘Advice on quality of sail
The dictionary meaning of preference is ‘favoring o water, fertilizers, seeds etc.” (mean =1.08), ‘H¥pe
one person etc., before othrs’.For the presentystuel  for the diagnosis of pest and diseases’ (mean %)1.0
term preference operationalised as the individual'sand ‘Advice on weed management’ (mean=0.88) were
inclination or choice among private and public preferred in ascending order might be due to its
extension for various kind of services. Five major credibility.
dimensions of preferences, namely, information, Farmers’ preference regarding input supply of
consultancy and diagnosis, input supply, infrastmeg private and public extension services:Table 3
and technical services were identified. Each majorrevealed that from private extension, farmers prete
aspect was sub divided and responses were obtayned different kind of inputs like ‘High yielding variits of
putting a tick mark as per their preference fovgie different crops’ (mean=1.33), ‘Seedling for plaidat
or public agencies. Based on the findings, infeeenc crops’ (mean=1.31) and ‘Insecticide/pesticide/
were drawn. Tabulation and Quantification of datsw weedicide’ (mean=1.10). These results were supgorte
done as per the standard procedure by using &tatist by studies of Singh and Narain (2008a) who reported
tools viz. percentage, rank and mean score. that 67.00 per cent of farmers purchased pestfoiae
different private agencies and in case of seeds of
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION vegetables, fodder and seedlings of fruits, foness,
Farmers’ preference regarding ‘information’ private was preferred over public extension agencie
provided by private and public extension services: In public extension farmers preferred ‘Differenndi
It could be depicted from Table 1 that farmers of spray pumps’(mean 0.72) and ‘Fertilizers’ (mean
preferred private extension services for ‘Up toedat 0.58) might be due to the fact that farmers cowdd g
information related to technology’ (mean = 1.32) subsidy on spray pumps by government which were
followed by ‘Access of electronic information’ (nmeel.21) ~ sold by agriculture department and they could get
and ‘Newly released and suitable varieties forsurety for the quality of fertilizer which they minase
area’ (mean=0.75). This might be due to fact thiaae ~ from co-operative society. While in case of ‘High
extension agents had more face to face contacts wityielding varieties of different crops’ they prefedr
farmers. Farmers were also frequently visits atetact ~ both agencies but more preference was given tageriv
with private dealers who acquainted them with lates extension agencies due to adequate availability.
information and technologies related to farming.i/h Farmers’ preference regarding infrastructure
in case of public extension, they preferred ses/lide facilities of private and public extension services
‘Different aspects of cultivation including soil Results from Table 4 showed that for ‘Cold storage
management, water management, weed managemerigcilites’ (mean=1.11), ‘Store house facilieshg¢an=0.91)
storage, pest and disease management’ (mean=0.96d ‘Packing and processing units’ (mean = 0.86)
followed by ‘Information on credit, sources and farmers preferred private extension. This mightibe
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Table 1. Farmers’ preference regarding information provitdggrivate and public extension services (n= 200).

S. Aspects Private extension _ Public extension
No. Mean Rank Mean Rank
1. Up to date information related to technology 321. I 0.56 \%
2. Access of electronic information 1.21 I 0.43 IV
3. Newly released and suitable varieties for area 0.75 [l 0.78 v
4, Different aspects of cultivation including soinagement, 0.72 \Y 0.96 I

water management, weed management, storage, kst an
disease management

5. Prices of different commodities in different rkeiis 0.34 V1 0.83 1"
6. Information on credit, sources and formalities 0.18 I 0.92 Il
7. Information on incentives 0.13 Il 0.92 1

Table 2. Farmers’ preference regarding consultancy andhdisig services of private and public extensionisesv(n= 200).

S. Private extension Public extension
No. Aspect
Mean Rank Mean Rank
1 Demand driven extension 1.14 I 0.37 Y,
2 Advice on weed management 0.78 Il 0.88 1]
3 Consultancy on prevention and cure of pest and 0.54 [l 0.65 v
disease problems

4 Solution to specific problems 0.52 v 0.37 \%
5 Expertise for the diagnosis of pest and diseases 0.42 \% 1.01 Il

6 Advice on quality of soil, water, fertilizergexs etc. 0.29 VI 1.08 I

Table 3. Farmers’ preference regarding input supply ofgtevand public extension services (h=200).

S. Aspect Private extension Public extension
No Mean Rank Mean Rank
1 High yielding varieties of different crops 1.33 I 0.54 Il

2 Seedling for plantation crops 1.31 Il 0.31 VI
3 Insecticide/pesticide/weedicide 1.10 Il 0.52 \%
4 Fertilizers 0.95 v 0.58 Il

5 Latest agricultural tools and implements 0.64 \% .500 Y

6 Different kinds of spray pumps 0.51 \ 0.72 I
Table 4. Farmers’ preference regarding infrastructure itéesl of private and public extension services 200).

S. No. Aspects Private extension Public extension

Mean Rank Mean Rank

1 Cold storage facilities 1.11 I 0.54 \%
2 Store house facilities 0.91 Il 0.83 Il
3 Packing and processing units 0.86 Il 0.62 v
4 Transportation facilities 0.68 v 0.64 [l
5 Laboratory 0.52 V 0.93 I

to that private agencies provide more facilitigseli produce’ (mean = 0.96)Biofertilizers/ biopesticides,
cleanliness, fans, coolers and proper ventilation t livestock management practices’ (mean = 0.85) and
keep farmers’ produce safe. Many big private agenci ‘Machineries on rent and repair’ (mean = 0.70) farsn
are getting involved in post harvest technologiad a preferred private extension services because these
processing units. While for services like services are widely in the hands of private extamsi
‘Laboratory’ (mean=0.93) and ‘Store house facili- In case of other technical services like 'Soil arader

ties’ (mean=0.83) public extension was found moretesting facilities’ (mean = 1.02), ‘Forecast pesda
preferred because of its accessibility to farmers. disease problems’ (mean= 0.80) and ‘Soil health
Farmers’ preference regarding technical services of  (structure and fertility management, enhancemém#an=
private and public extension services:Table 5 0.69) farmers preferred public extension. This Itesu
revealed that for ‘Value addition to crop can be supported by that the public extension sesvi



Jasvinder Kauet al. / J. Appl. and Nat. Sci. 6 (2): 659 - 663 (2014) 662

Table 5. Farmers’ preference regarding technical serviégsivate and public extension services (n= 200).

S, Private extension Public extension
No. Aspects Mean Rank Mean Rank
1 Value addition to crop produce 0.96 I 0.36 VI
2 Biofertilizers/ biopesticide, livestock 0.85 Il 0.50 v
management practices
3 Machineries on rent and repair 0.70 i 0.45 \%
4 Forecast pest and disease problems 0.50 v 0.80 Il
5 Soil and water testing facilities 0.28 \% 1.02 I
6 Soil health (structure and fertility management, 0.25 VI 0.69 [l
enhancement)

M Private extension service

W Public extension service

Fig. 1. Comparison of overall preference (mean score) among farmers towards private and public extension services.

like soil and water testing and weather forecastiag  those of Singh and Narain (2008b) who in their gtud
high authenticity among farmers. These resultsirare conducted in Kanpur observed that 76.00 per cent
line with those of Mercy (2008) who conducted a farmers were ready to pay for ‘advice on plant
study on privatization in Mali and reported thail so protection measures’ followed by 63.00 per cent
fertility improvement was generally done by the jpub  farmers willing to pay for ‘advice on weed
(80%) extension officers. management’ and 60.00 per cent for ‘livestock
Overall preference among farmers towards private  management’. The willingness of farmers to pay for
and public extension servicesData presented in Fig. advisory services was found depending upon severity
1 give the results about preference of farmers for .
various aspects towards private and public extensio Conclusion

services. Results from Fig. 1 emphasize that fesmer |t was concluded that for various inputs like High
preferred private extension (mean=5.84) as compare¥ielding Varieties (HYV); seedlings; insecticide/
to public extension (mean=3.18) for ‘Input supply’, pesticide/ weedicide and infrastructure facilities
while in case of ‘Information’ they preferred publi cold storage, store house, value addition and
extension (mean = 5.63) over the private extensionransportation farmers preferred private extension
(mean= 4.65). services. Overall preference among farmers towards
Further, for ‘Infrastructure’ they preferred prigat private and public extension services showed tipaiti
extension (mean=4.08) as compared to publicsupply and infrastructure faciliies were prefertied
extension (mean =3.67). For ‘Consultancy andthe private extension (mean=5.84 and 4.08) over the
diagnosis’ farmers preferred public extension public extension (mean=3.18 and 3.676), while for
(mean=4.36) over the private extension (mean= 4.36)nformation, consultancy and diagnosis and tectnica
and the same results were obtained for ‘Technicakervices, public extension (mean=5.63, 4.36 an#l)3.8
services’ for which farmers also preferred public was more preferred over the private extension
extension (mean=3.82) as compared to private(mean=4.65, 3.69 and 3.54). Both private and public
extension (mean= 3.54). Results are in same litle wi extension agencies should come together for
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