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Preface 

Given the limited scope for increasing agricultural production through expansion in cultivated 

area, the only alternative to meet the requirements of the increasing population is through 

productivity.  Over the years Indian agriculture has made tremendous progress due to the 

contributions of agricultural science and technology through development of improved seeds and 

planting material, pre and post-harvesting technologies, disease control & plant protection, 

irrigation & soil conservation techniques and use of machinery in agriculture.  In spite of the 

various interventions by the Government, agriculture universities, research institutions and other 

stakeholders, the productivity of Indian agriculture still remains low compared to many 

developing and developed countries, which is a cause for concern. 

 

Agricultural innovations and diffusion of new technologies are key drivers to attain food security 

in the country besides providing farmers a competitive edge over traditional farming, thus 

facilitating better standards of living.  To realize their true potential, farmers must have access to 

the state-of-the-art technologies, necessary inputs and related information in all the segments, be 

it crop, livestock, forestry or fisheries. In this context, the Government of India through Indian 

Council for Agricultural Research (ICAR) has established a wide network of Krishi Vigyan 

Kendras (KVKs) in all the rural districts of the country.  These KVKs under the aegis of the 

National Agricultural Research and Education System, are the real carriers of frontline 

technologies and impart knowledge and critical input support for the famers.    

 

I am glad that the Agricultural Extension Division of ICAR has awarded the study to the Institute 

of Applied Manpower Research (IAMR) now known as the National Institute of Labour 

Economics Research and Development (NILERD) to conduct the Impact Assessment of KVKs 

on dissemination of improved practices and technologies to farmers.  The study intends to 

examine the efficacy of KVKsô services, assess them in terms of infrastructure and human 

resources, impact of new knowledge and practices on farmersô farming practices and the effect 

of new knowledge adoption by farmers on their incomes and quality of life. It is based on field 

surveys of 48 KVKs in five States viz. Rajasthan, Madhya Pradesh, Maharashtra, Tamil Nadu 

and Arunachal Pradesh.  To substantiate, focused group discussions (FGDs) have been 

conducted with various stakeholders. 

 

The study finds major differences in the performance of KVKs ï while some were performing 

quite well, others were below the benchmark.  Many KVKs seem to be facing problems of low 

visibility, inadequate infrastructure, insufficient field staff and locational constraints limiting 

their outreach to the farmers.  Gaps have also been observed in the capacities of many KVKs in 

terms of knowledge of emerging technologies, availability of scientific equipments for testing 

and other machinery, mismatch between human resource requirements and actual positions 

filled, inadequate mechanism for feedback from farmers, and so on. With a number of initiatives 

being taken by the Government for farmers, these KVKs can be effectively developed as one 

stop resource centres for all agri-related activities and technology transfer with forward and 

backward linkages.  Coordination and convergence with other Departments and schemes is also 

expected to be of significant help in providing a wholesome package to farmers.  KVKs also 

need to accord focused attention on different segments of rural population viz. old farmers, 



x 
 

women and youth keeping in view their specific expectations.  These recommendations are 

covered in detail in Chapter 8 of the Report.  

 

This report is an outcome of immense hard work and collective effort of a dedicated team of 

researchers, supported by technical as well as administrative staff of NILERD.  The process of 

preparation of report involved close and continuous consultations and dialogue with the 

Advisory Committee set up by ICAR, experts of the Agricultural Extension Division of ICAR, 

other distinguished experts and officials of the KVKs in different districts.  Feedback from 

farmers and their practical experiences at the grass root level have enriched the report.  

 

I wish to express my gratitude towards Dr. Ramesh Chand, Director, National Institute of 

Agricultural Economics and Policy Research (NIAP); Dr. A K Singh, DDG, Extension Division, 

ICAR; Dr. A K Vasisht, ADG (PIM), ICAR and Dr. Harjeet Kaur, Principal Scientist, ICAR for 

providing their expert views on various aspects of the project from time to time. I am thankful to 

the distinguished members of the Advisory Committee viz. Dr. Pratap Singh Birthal, Principal 

Scientist, NIAP; Dr. V P Chahal and Dr. P Adiguru, Principal Scientists, Extension Division.  I 

acknowledge the efforts made by the Zonal Heads of selected KVKs without whose cooperation 

it would have been extremely difficult to organize the field work. The project could be 

completed on time due to the contributions made by the Programme Coordinators, Subject 

Matter Specialists and other officials of KVKs. There had been wide consultations and dialogue 

with farmers, officials of the respective State Governments, representatives of NGOs and other 

experts.  Data have been collected from a large number of farmers of different states.  I am 

grateful to all of them.  

 

I wish to place on record my appreciation for Shri B V L N Rao for his continuous guidance in 

firming up the methodology and providing technical inputs for collating and analyzing the 

information collected from the field besides preparation of the report. The project has been 

conducted by a core team and a survey team comprising experienced research faculty of the 

Institute headed by Dr. Rashmi Agrawal, Director, NILERD.  Various units of the Institute such 

as finance, administration and computer section have helped in executing the project.  Editing 

has been done meticulously by the editorial section.  Secretarial assistance has been provided and 

data entry work has been done by dedicated staff of the Institute.  I place on record my sincere 

gratitude to all of them. 

 

I am pleased to present this report for consideration of ICAR.  I hope it would be useful for 

policy planners and other professionals associated with the impact assessment of farming 

technologies. 

 

 

Dr.Yogesh Suri 

Director General



1 
 

Executive Summary 

Enhancing the socio-economic standards of rural farmers by upgrading their knowledge 

and skills is the main objective of transfer of technology. Acquisition and application of 

technology does not stand alone, but is conditioned by political, social, economic, and cultural 

factors that can impede the diffusion or transfer of technology. One of the major concerns in the 

transfer process is how to disseminate effectively new technologies considering the viewpoint of 

farmers, particularly in addressing the questions of where, how, and what technologies are 

appropriate to a given socio-economic milieu. 

 

2. Agricultural innovations and diffusion of new technologies are important factors for all 

developing countries like India in their quest for food and nutritional security. Farming in 

different resource endowments must be sustainable, economical, and intensive in order to 

provide dependable, long-term support forrural households. To achieve these, farmers must have 

access to sustainable technology in crop, livestock, forestry, fisheries and other agri- related 

sectors. The Indian Council of Agriculture Research (ICAR) has established a network of 642 

Krishi Vigyan Kendras (KVKs) across the country with an aim to conduct technology 

assessment, refinement and demonstration through various activities. In view of the changing 

scenario of agriculture, the activities of KVKs need to keep pace to address newer challenges in 

the areas of climate change, market led extension, mechanization, agri-business and so on. It is to 

be ascertained if the new technologies are percolating to the ground level. Are farmers inclined 

to accept new inventions? Are these changes becoming accessible to farmers and helping them in 

any way and how effective is the role of KVKs in meeting these goals, are some of the questions 

to which ICAR is seeking answers through this study awarded to the Institute of Applied 

Manpower Research now known as NILERD functioning under the aegis of NITI Aayog, 

Government of India. 

 

3. The specific objectives of the study are: 

¶ Studying the efficacy of KVKsô services, both in public and private KVKs. 

¶ Assessing KVKs in terms of infrastructure and human resource. 

¶ Assessing the impact of new knowledge and practices on farmersô farming practices. 

¶ Assessing the impact of new knowledge adoption by farmers on their incomes and 

improved quality of life. 

 

4. The study has been conducted using a mixed methodology approach where quantitative data 

has been collected through structured questionnaires administered to KVKs, and an interview 

schedule for farmers of various sampled states and districts, supplemented by qualitative data 

collected through individual interactions and  focus group discussions (FGDs) with various 

stakeholders such as experts, scientists and other officials of Government and community 
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organizations, farmers and their family members. This impact evaluation design has been found 

beneficial in bringing out focused results for the study. 

 

5. Stratified random sampling has been used to select States and KVKs.  The country has been 

divided into five regions: North, South, Central, West, East/North East.  One state from each 

region has been selected on the basis of random sampling. Thus a total of five states were 

selected for primary survey and from each state, a sample of 10 KVKs has been selected (12 in 

Madhya Pradesh) on random basis after distributing the total sample among Government, SAUs 

and other KVKs approximately proportionately ensuring that all types of KVKs are covered. In 

Arunachal Pradesh the number of KVKs is small (only 13) and that too all are government 

KVKs.  Therefore, 50% sample (6 KVKs) was chosen for primary survey in the state. To assess 

the impact of KVKôs technology dissemination about fifty farmers from each selected KVKs 

district have been interviewed. In all, 48 KVKs ( 2 KVKs gave the information voluntarily) and 

1,870 farmers could be covered by the study. 

 

6. It is important to mention that although efforts have been made to select a comparison group 

of farmers who are totally unaware of the new technologies or developments in agriculture with 

whom farmers with access to KVK technologies (beneficiary group) could be compared, it was 

almost impossible to select such a farmersô group totally unaffected by KVKs because of the 

operation of both internal (learning from fellow farmers) and external (dissemination by agencies 

other than KVKs ) contamination factors. 

 

7. A conceptual framework has been developed in terms of Theory of Change to understand the 

process of change that was expected to lead to the observed impacts, validate results and provide 

a systematic framework for analysis of results. 

 

8. Report contains a total of 8 chapters. Chapter 1 relates to the Indian agriculture and KVKs. 

Chapter 2 details the present study its objectives, methodology adopted and coverage. Chapter 3 

describes various techniques of impact evaluation with suitability of chosen technique for this 

study. This chapter also mentions a conceptual framework of theory of change. Chapters 4 and 5 

provide detailed analysis of inputs received from KVKs and farmers respectively and Chapter 6 

indicates the outcomes of the detailed interactions with Government officials, representative of 

NGOs, farmersô organizations and farmers and other experts in various villages of the sampled 

districts.  This chapter contains KVK-wise interaction outcomes as most of the KVKs covered in 

this study requested that the report should reflect their respective achievements and problems. 

Chapter 7 presents highlights of results and these results are discussed in the light of theory of 

change and previous studies. Chapter 8 puts forth key recommendations. 
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9.  Some of the highlights of the results from the inputs given by KVKs and farmers are:  

¶ Objective 1 of the study had been to study the efficacy of services. KVK is doing only 

frontline extension activities and it may not reach out larger percentage of farming 

community. KVKs are responding well to requests from farmers for information. 

However, response in dealing with the requests relating to demonstrations is to the extent 

of only 40%. KVKs felt that rich farmers, those with secondary or higher education and 

those whose landholdings were comparatively large were more likely to implement new 

technologies. KVKs carry out activities as per the broad guidelines for adopting villages 

and keeping in mind the resources. It has come to light that generally they cover the 

villages for their mandated activities in their close vicinity and villages in remote and far- 

flung areas remain uncovered. The KVKs under NGOs have moved faster than others. 

Generally KVKs are involving other agencies in their activities.  

¶ About one-fourth of the farmers covered were not aware of the existence of KVKs or 

their activities, especially those with low farm holdings and low education. In the absence 

of any other criterion, this group of farmers which did not display any awareness of the 

activities of KVKs was taken as the comparison group for this study. Farmers generally 

were of the opinion that KVKs had very limited outreach. This finding may be seen in the 

context of KVKs mandate as they are only front line demonstration system. 

¶ The results on objective 2 show that KVKs are short of staff and required infrastructure. 

A high percentage of vacancies are there in SAUs and there are more vacant positions in 

Maharashtra and Rajasthan. There are also problems relating to insufficient and untimely 

budget.  

¶ Objective 3 of the study relate to transfer of technology and its adoption. The results 

show that average number of technology transfer is 7.5 per year by each KVK and about 

64% relate to crop science and 21% to horticulture. About 40% farmers implement the 

technology immediately while others in next season or after seeing the results. 42% of the 

technologies adopted resulted in higher productivity and about a third in enhancing 

incomes, one-fifth of the technologies reduced drudgery. Comparison group got 

information from fellow farmers indicating the spill over effect of  technology transfer by 

KVKs  

¶ More than 50% farmers have mechanized their farm operations; the ownership of farm 

machinery increased with size of holdings; families involved in both agriculture and non-

agriculture activities have better incomes as compared to those involved with agriculture 

only. The role of fellow farmers was found important in spreading new technology. 

¶ About 80% farmers reported modifications in their agricultural patterns after intervention 

of KVKs which were related to diversification of crops and changes in cropping pattern, 

and use of fertilizers and pesticides, and some farmers reported changes in machinery 

used and in water use pattern. 
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¶ The technologies relating to systematic cultivation process, seed planting technique, 

water management, integrating farming system, feed management, and proper use of 

chemical fertilizers were reported as having been beneficial to the farmers. 

¶ A much larger proportion of the farmers in the beneficiary group (93.7%) had changed 

their farming methods during the last five years than the comparison group (62.7%). 

Several farmers who responded to the query on increased production and incomes 

reported at least 10% increase both in production and income after KVKsô intervention.  

¶ The results on the objective 4 show that a larger percentage of farmers in beneficiary 

group reported an increase of 20% or more in incomes and production as compared to 

comparison group indicating the positive contribution to farm incomes through KVKsô 

technology transfer. Enhanced incomes are spent in construction of house, better 

education and health for family and better inputs for agriculture; some improper use of 

enhanced income has also been observed. A large proportion of farmers in beneficiary 

group changed their farming practices than the comparison group showing the influence 

of KVKs . 

¶ KVKs have an edge in technology transfer over other service providers by virtue of their 

having better technical expertise and demonstration units.  

¶ Most of the KVKs were of the opinion that a number of technologies were gender 

sensitive and had helped in reduction of drudgery, income enhancement and developing 

self-confidence among women thus making them empowered. 

¶ Some factors that hamper technology transfer and adoption include difficulty in getting 

suitable technologies, non-availability of any backup of technology if required by farmers 

and the inability of KVK scientists to provide them suitable alternatives, lack of input 

delivery system and availability of planting material and other farm inputs on the part of 

KVKs. Poor socio-economic status of farmers and small holdings, non-availability of low 

cost technologies, lack of forward and backward linkages especially post harvesting 

management, marketing and value addition etc. are the factors that hamper technology 

adoption on the part of the farmers. This is the view of the farmers. However as per 

mandate, KVKs activities are limited to assessment and demonstration of technologies. 

Any need for newer technologies are communicated to the research system as a feedback 

thereby acting as a link between research and extension. It is to be considered if KVKs 

activities could be expanded to take into account the needs of the farmers. 

¶ About 25% time of KVKs is devoted to each of the non-mandated agricultural activities 

and non-mandated non-agricultural activities. 

 

11. Results according to Theory of Change framework indicate that from inputs to activities and 

activities to outputs there is a direct causal link in the activities of KVKs which indicates the 

óattributionô connect.  From outputs to outcome the study indicates that KVKs are playing an 

important role in achieving the outcomes as a main contributing factor.  When the impact of the 

interventions of KVKs has been determined, a number of influencing factors have been found to 
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play their role.  There had been intervening factors like floods, droughts, etc. that influenced 

intended impacts.  Results have also been discussed in the light of results of the other studies in 

the related areas. 

12.  The study has brought out certain areas which require further researches to make the 

technologies more effective and efficient as per local needs; for instance, research is needed for 

short duration varieties of crops that can withstand the vagaries of nature or seeds that require 

less irrigation due to scarcity of water, research on cutting the cost of production, suitable 

equipments for small farms and hilly regions and so on. 

13.  Recommendations and action points have been outlined in two broad sections detailing 

major themes in each section.  The first section relates to improving performance of KVKs 

within their existing mandate and the second section contains suggestions for a vision for future.   

14. Recommendations for improved performance by KVKs within the current mandate relate to 

infrastructure and resources, flow of technologies from lab to KVKs, outreach of KVKs, non-

mandated activities and issues relating to certain policies.  Some of the major recommendations 

are that there is a need to strengthen KVKs in terms of all types of resources; a uniform 

procedure for transfer to technology from research labs to KVKs at fast pace; measures to be 

adopted to increase the outreach of KVKs by adopting innovative techniques (forming farmers 

groups, train farmers-trainer, redefining cluster approach, continuous interaction at village level, 

need based training, use of ICT, etc.), exempt KVKs from unproductive duties and re-look into 

the existing policies regarding providing subsidies, capacity building of KVK staff, regulatory 

authority for distribution of inputs, etc. 

15. Recommendations regarding future vision relate to KVKs as resource centers, operation, 

implementation and coordination, farmersô needs and KVKs role in transforming rural India.  

These include development of KVKs as resource centers on farm technologies; technology 

transfer should come as a complete package covering backward-forward linkages; modernization 

of soil testing labs; defining responsibilities of each organization involved with transfer of 

technology; keeping the farmersô needs in focus while providing training; focus upon new 

emerging areas like climate change, pro-harvest management and non-farm activities.   

16.  KVKs can play an important role in transforming rural India. Interventions of KVK should 

target the family and not the individual farmer which is a guiding principle of KVKs.  KVKs 

should come out of óinside the wheelô approach and should also cater to the needs of small and 

marginal farmers with innovative mind sets. A number of farmers are doing various innovations 

that should be taken a note of. There is a need for following bottom-up approach also and 

researches done at field level should also reach to laboratories for validation. As such KVKs 

approach is to encourage farm innovators and documenting success stories and to follow 

inclusive approach. Some KVKs are doing very well in this direction while others may give 

more emphasis may be given to these aspects while working at field level. 
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To sum up, the study leads to the observation that KVKs are playing a pro-active role in 

transferring new technology at field level and with beneficial impacts, but a lot is yet to be done. 

It is high time that KVKs are strengthened and their mandated activities are reviewed from time 

to time and expanded in the light of the present day needs of rural India. Here it is also necessary 

to mention that some of the recommendations are out of the purview of KVKs and objectives of 

the study team but these have been mentioned as they came to light during the study and are 

important to make KVKs work effective.  
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Chapter 1 

Indian Agriculture and Krishi Vigyan Kendras  

1. Introduction  
 

A large number of institutions in the field of agriculture and allied sectors are contributing to 

research in development of high yielding varieties of crops, technological innovations and other 

initiatives to boost production and human resource development. The technology available has to 

be permeated depending upon the necessities of the region ï its soil, climate, culture and needs 

and means of the farmers, available human resources, feasibility and viability of different parts 

of the country. It has been observed that there are variations in knowledge and technological 

percolation. The National Commission of Farmers (founded in 2004) raised the issue of 

knowledge deficit, which directly impinges on agriculture productivity. There are significant 

gaps in backward and forward linkages between the agricultural laboratories and the farmers, 

insofar as transfer of technology is concerned. The 10th and 11th plans have emphasized the 

need for effective extension services. The 11th Plan Approach Paper also states that ñin the 

longer run, growth in agriculture productivity can be sustained only through a continuous 

technological progressò. This continuous technological progress would require high priorities not 

only for basic research but also, equally importantly, to ensuring that the results of such research 

go to the lowest echelons of the agriculture and allied sectors. 

 

 The 11th Plan shows a concern towards the problem of transfer of technology and 

knowledge at grass-root level and puts forth challenges before the extension agencies. The basic 

issue in the transfer of knowledge is how to deliver the knowledge to the farmers and how to 

implement the results of the research in the farms where landholdings are very small. The 11th 

Plan points out that extension services are to be treated as a service delivery mechanism. Thus, 

there is a need to study the status of the extension services, the problems and the remedies. The 

12th Plan also emphasizes the need for mechanisation of agriculture with robust extension 

services. The two major factors critical to agricultural production that needs to be addressed are 

soil and water which are equally in focus (Budget, 2015). 

 

1.1 Status of Indian Agriculture  
 

Over the years Indian agriculture has made tremendous progress due to the contributions 

of agricultural science and technology through development of improved seeds and planting 

material, pre- and post-harvesting technologies, disease control and plant protection, irrigation 

and soil conservation techniques, use of machinery in agriculture resulting in reduction in 
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drudgery etc.  In spite of the various interventions in agriculture by the Government, agriculture 

universities, research institutions and various other stakeholders, the Indian agriculture 

productivity remains low as compared to that at international levels.  For example, the yield 

(kilograms per hectare) was 3,208 for paddy and 2,671 for wheat in India against the world 

averages of 4,152 and 2,792 respectively.  The corresponding figures in China are 6,341 and 

4,781.  Similar differences in productivity can be witnessed in other crops as well.  In the dairy 

sector India has tremendous potential for increasing the productivity. Several reasons have been 

attributed to this low productivity which includes inter alia technological factors as well as 

institutional factors.  Under the technological factors irrigation facilities, use of fertilizers and 

high yield varieties, farm mechanisation, soil erosion, etc. are included.  The institutional factors 

include small size holdings, lack of backward and forward linkages and transfer of knowledge 

from research to grass root levels.  Indian agriculture in most of the regions depends upon the 

monsoon rains.  Fertility levels of agricultural land have been falling with degradation of soil due 

to indiscriminate use of fertilizers and pesticides.  Soil health has depleted and lost its nutrients.  

The National Bureau of Soil Survey and Land Use Planning (founded in 2005) has estimated that 

about 146 million hectares of area is suffering from various types of land degradation which 

include water erosion, flooding, salinity, soil acidity, etc.  

 

 About 62 per cent of the GDP in agricultural sector comes from crops (including 

horticultural crops).  Livestock sub-sector contributes about 22 per cent, forestry about 10 per 

cent and fisheries about 5 per cent.  Available data indicate a slight shift in the distribution away 

from the crop sector towards livestock and fisheries sub-sectors (Rao, 2014). 

 

India is moving from primitive agriculture to modern mechanized farming but the change 

is very slow and only in some pockets of the country.   Farm machinery industries have grown 

rapidly in order to meet the bulk of the requirement of mechanization inputs and also for export.  

An array of technologies is available such as plough, harrow, seed driller, horse hoe, threshing 

machines, tractor, power tillers, implements for clearing, breaking ground, implements for 

depositing seed, seed-sowing machines-drills, cane crusher, combine harvesters, post-harvest and 

processing machinery and dairy equipment, implements for the cultivation of the plant ï 

cultivators, implements for gathering crops, implements for clearing, breaking ground, irrigation 

technology etc.  Table 1.1 provides the status and growth of farm machinery industries.  

 

Table 1.1: Year-wise Sale of Agricultural Machineries 

Year Energization 

of pump sets 

Tractors Power 

tillers  

Four 

wheel 

tractors 

Threshers Diesel 

pumps 

Electric 

pumps 

2001 12823480 173181 16891 2833755 4202000 6347800 17538300 

2002 13043926 254825 16018 3025838 4542000 6816600 20312600 

2003 13792427 256688 18544 3217922 4882000 7285400 23086900 

2004 14057268 266466 19983 3410005 5222000 7754200 25861200 
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2005 14462768 276205 21422 3602089 5562000 8223000 28625500 

2006 14868267 285963 22861 3794172 5902000 8691800 31409800 

2007 15273767 295722 24300 3986255 6242000 9160600 34184100 

ACGR 2.38 4.56 4.78 4.22 3.77 4.48 7.18 
Source: Agricultural Research Data Book, 2008, ICAR up to 2007, Projections for subsequent years on the 

 basis of relevant Annual Compound Growth Rate 

 

About 250 improved agricultural equipments and technologies have been designed and 

developed in India for various pre- and post-harvest operations operated by human, animal, 

mechanical and electrical power, for timely field operations (Pandey, 2006).  Italia (2010) 

reported that farm mechanization (traditional to modern) takes place through activities at three 

levels, namely, village craftsmen, small industries and organized big industries.  

 

Despite all these efforts, change has not yet percolated to various sections of the society 

uniformly.  While the country has over three million tractors in use and produces over five 

million annually and stands second only to USA in terms of tractors, the density of tractors per 

thousand hectares is only 16 in the country as compared to the world average of 19, and 27 in the 

USA.  On the one hand, while good quality of inputs like seeds and planting materials are 

necessary, extensive use of foreign technologies that are suitable to indigenous conditions are 

extremely essential, on the other.   

 

Climate change is another area of concern for the agriculture sector.   Vagaries of nature 

like floods, draughts, unusual and untimely rainfall in the country lead to low agriculture 

production and productivity.  Indian Network of Climate Change Assessment (INCCA) study 

(Naresh Kumar et al., 2010) indicates that there could be a rise in the sea level, increase in 

cyclonic intensity, reduction in crop yield in case of the crops which are depending on rains, and 

reduction in milk. Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) (2010) has predicted that 

productivity of most of the crops may decrease by 2 to 10% by 2020 and up to 30% by 2050 due 

to climate change.   

 

According to successive agriculture censuses, average operational landholding size (all 

categories) has declined from 2.82 hectare in 1970-71 to 1.16 hectare in 2010-11. Small and 

marginal holdings of less than 2 hectare account for 85% of the total operational landholding 

(Agriculture Census, 2010-11). Increasing urbanization and industrialisation have further 

aggravated the pressure on farm landholdings owing to ever-increasing housing and 

infrastructure demands. Declining farm holdings necessitates mechanisation and use of farm 

friendly technologies for better yields.  

 

The above discussions clearly indicate that there is a need for adequate transfer of 

technology and knowledge at grass root levels and also a continuous research in areas that are 

creating problems for the agriculture sector.  The basic challenge in transfer of knowledge is how 
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it can be delivered to the farmers and how to implement the results at farm level where 

landholdings are small. 

 

1.2 Krishi Vigyan Kendras (KVKs)  
 

To cater to the needs of farmers and for transfer of technology from lab to land, Krishi 

Vigyan Kendras (KVKs) have been established by various State Agriculture Universities SAUs 

as well as Government under Indian Council of Agricultural Research ICAR system in all the 

states. Attempts have also been made by the private organizations (NGOs) to this effect. There 

were 569 KVKs in 2010 and by July 2011 the number increased to 598. At present, there are 634 

KVKs ï about one KVK in each district ï which interact with farmers and impart training and 

knowledge about the new technologies and practices. The KVKs have twin roles ï one is training 

of farmers in new technologies and another is demonstration. 

 

The zone-wise distribution of KVKs may be seen in Table 1.2.  There are 8 agricultural 

zones which are headed by zonal coordinating units.   The zonal head is responsible for 

coordination and guidance to the KVKs under administrative control at district level.   

 

Table 1.2: Zone-wise Distribution of KVKs  

Zone States Number of KVKs 

Zone I  -  Ludhiana 70 

 1. Delhi 01 

 2. Haryana 18 

 3. Himachal Pradesh 12 

 4. Jammu & Kashmir 19 

 5. Punjab 20 

Zone II - Kolkata 83 

 1. Andaman N. Islands  03 

 2. Bihar  38 

 3. Jharkhand  24 

 4. West Bengal  18 

Zone III  - Barapani (Meghalaya)  78 

 1. Assam 25 

 2. Arunachal Pradesh  14 
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Source: KVK Telephone Directory, 2013, ICAR, New Delhi 

 

The growth of KVKs over the various plan periods and state-wise distribution is shown in the 

Figures 1.1 & 1.2 below. 

 3. Manipur  09 

 4. Meghalaya 05 

 5. Mizoram 08 

 6.  Nagaland  09 

 7. Sikkim 04 

 8. Tripura 04 

Zonal IV ï Kanpur  81 

 1. Uttar Pradesh 68 

 2. Uttarakhand  13 

Zone V  - Hyderabad 78 

 1. Andhra Pradesh 21 

 2. Telangana 13 

 3. Maharashtra 44 

Zone VI  Jodhpur  71 

 1. Rajasthan 42 

 2. Gujarat 29 

Zone VII ï Jabalpur  100 

 1. Chhattisgarh  20 

 2. Madhya Pradesh 47 

 3. Odisha 33 

Zone VIII ï Bangalore 81 

 1. Goa 02 

 2. Lakshadweep 01 

 3. Karnataka 31 

 4. Kerala 14 

 5. Puducherry 03 

 6. Tamil Nadu 30 

National Level 642 
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The above information shows that KVKs have their existence in all the states and UTs across the 

country.   

1.2.1 Mandated Activities  

The mandated activities of KVKs are as follows:- 

¶ Conducting ñOn-Farm Testingò for identifying technologies in terms of location-specific 

sustainable land use systems. 

¶ Organising training to update the extension personnel with emerging advances in 

agricultural research on regular basis. 

¶ Organising short- and long-term training courses in agriculture and allied vocations for 

the farmers and rural youths with emphasis on ñLearning by doingò for higher production 

on farms and generating self-employment. 

¶ Organising Front Line Demonstrations (FLDs) on various crops to generate production 

data and feedback information. 

To operationalise the mandated activities, following broad objectives of KVKs are: 

¶ To promptly demonstrate the latest agricultural technologies to the farmers as well as 

extension workers of State Departments of Agriculture/Horticulture/Fishery/Animal 

Science/NGOs with a view to reducing the time lag between the technology generation 

and its adoption. 

¶ To test and verify the technologies in the socio-economic conditions of the farmers 

keeping in view the production constraints and to modify the technologies to make them 

appropriate. 

¶ To impart training to the practicing farmers/farm women, rural youth and field level 

extension functionaries by following the methods of ñTeaching by doingò and ñLearning 

by doingò. 

¶ To back-up with training and communication supports to the district level development 

departments viz. Agriculture/Horticulture/Fisheries/Animal science and NGOs in their 

extension programmes. 

 1.3 Extension Services in India ɀ A Review of Literature  

 

Agricultural extension services in the country have reported to be demand driven, participatory 

and decentralized in which accountability is geared toward the users (Birner et al., 2006; Biurner 

and Anderson, 2007; Davis 2008; Hall et al., 2000; Kokate et al., 2009; Sulaiman and Hall, 2008; 

Swanson, 2009).   Countryôs five year planning emphasized the role of agricultural extension 

services in increasing agricultural growth.  The five year plans emphasized the need for 

strengthening the agricultural extension in the country.   
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 Despite the acceptance of and investment in agricultural extension in the country, the 

coverage of these services is still not appropriate.  A number of studies are being conducted on 

extension services which indicate that the extension services require a complete overhaul.  The 

NSSO survey (2003) indicated that 60% farmers had no access to any source of information on 

new farming technology.  Among the farmers who had accessibility, 16% got it from progressive 

farmers and input dealers (NSSO, 2005).  The relevance of the information provided to the 

extension services was also in question.  There are multiple sources of information flow to the 

farmers including progressive farmers, input dealers, print and electronic media and extension 

workers.  The study by Adhiguru, Birthal, and Ganesh Kumar (2009) indicates that small farmers 

had to depend upon progressive farmers, input dealers and radio for information.  Contact with 

extension workers for medium size and large scale farmers was almost double that of small 

holding farmers.  Sulaimanôs et al work on agricultural extension suggests that extension services 

should be strengthened.  The work examines the processes and structures inherent in the 

organizations that provide extension (Sulaiman and Holt, 2002; Sulaiman and Hall, 2002; 

Sulaiman, 2003a; Sulaiman and van den Ban, 2003; Sulaiman, 2003b; Sulaiman and Hall, 2008).  

A review of agricultural extension in India by Claire et al. (2010) brings out that extension 

services in India need to evolve to provide a diverse set of services and outreach to marginal and 

small farmers.   

 

Extension services should respond to emerging issues in agriculture.  The research by 

Venkatesh and Nithyashree (2014) examines the inputs used in agriculture and its accessibility.    

The results indicate that while input use had expanded in the second half of the 2000s, the role of 

private sector was more visible in supplying inputs like seeds, fertilizers and pesticides etc.  The 

findings also suggest that inclusion of small and marginal farmers under institutional credit 

coverage and special attention of extension system to reach the unreached farmers are necessary.  

Impact study of KVKs on beneficiaries of Tamil Nadu and Puducherry by Subburaj (2013) 

covers six KVKs and 3,000 beneficiaries.  The study reveals that while services provided by 

KVKs were useful to the beneficiaries, there was a need for frequent visits by the KVK staff to 

the field level. About 16.8% beneficiaries stated that KVK staff needs up-gradation of their 

technical knowledge for providing guidance on various problems faced by the farmers.   

 

Various studies have brought out the efficacy of extension services in the country. The 

situations in agriculture sector are fast changing. The technology in agriculture is evolving. Is 

this new knowledge being implemented at grass root level and are farmers accepting the same?  

If yes, then what is the impact in terms of increased productivity in agriculture, increased 

incomes of farmers resulting in better quality of life? Is the development sustainable? How much 

time it takes to transfer the technology? What else is needed to make KVKs more effective? 

These are some of the questions that need to be addressed. It is also to be seen that, if new 
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practices are not being adopted by the farmers then what are the reasons for that? Once the 

reasons are identified, remedial measures could be taken up. 

 

Keeping the above issues in focus, the Indian Council for Agricultural Research (ICAR) 

has awarded this study namely ñKVKsô impact on Dissemination of Improved Practices and 

Technologiesò to the National Institute of Labour Economics Research and Development 

(NILERD, formerly IAMR).  
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Chapter 2 

The Present Study 

 
A number of new technologies are coming up in the field of agriculture and allied sectors. 

Farming has been mechanized, new varieties of seeds are being invented, and new varieties of 

crops are coming up suitable to various regions of the country. Are these changes known at 

farmersô levels? Are farmers inclined to accept new inventions? Are these changes becoming 

accessible to farmers and helping them in any way? These are some of the questions that the 

present study explores. 

 

2.1 Objectives of the Study  
 

The present study aims at:  

¶ Studying the  efficacy of KVKsô services, both in public and private KVKs 

¶ Assessing KVKs in terms of infrastructure and human resource 

¶ Assessing the impact of new knowledge and practices on farmersô farming practices 

¶ Assessing the impact of new knowledge adoption by farmers on their incomes and 

improved quality of life 

 

2.2 Methodology , Tools and Approach  

 

The study has been conducted on the basis of secondary as well as primary sources of 

data. The secondary sources include information from various published reports and data, earlier 

studies conducted and other material. Primary sources data includes primary survey of the 

sampled KVKs and farmers. Primary survey has been organized on the basis of structured 

questionnaires covering all the above objectives. To substantiate the survey data, focus group 

discussions (FGDs) with various stakeholders such as experts, scientists and other officials of 

Government and community organizations, farmers and their family members have been 

conducted. 

 

2.2.1 Sampling 

  

Stratified random sampling has been used to collect primary data.  The country has been 

divided into five regions: North, South, Central, West, East/North East.  One state from each 

region has been selected on the basis of random sampling.  The coverage is as follows: 
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As seen in the above map, Tamil Nadu from Southern region, Rajasthan from Northern 

region, Madhya Pradesh from Central region, Maharashtra from Western region and Arunachal 

Pradesh from East and North Eastern region have been selected. The selected five states fall 

under III, V, VI, VII, and VIII agricultural zones. 

 

 From each state, a sample of 10 KVKs has been selected on random basis after 

distributing the total sample of 10 among Government, SAUs and other KVKs approximately 

proportionately ensuring that all types of KVKs are covered. In Arunachal Pradesh the number 

of KVKs is small (only 13) and that too all Government KVKs.  Therefore, it is felt that about 

50% sample (6 KVKs) would be sufficient.   

 

 On the above criteria, the following KVK districts have been chosen on simple random 

basis (Some of the KVKs selected had to be replaced on suggestions of Zonal officers due to 

some unavoidable reasons. However, replacement does not change the characteristics of KVK on 

which the earlier one was selected). The sampled KVKs can be seen in Table 2.1. 

                                

South 

North 

Central West 

East/North 

East 
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Table 2.1:  State-wise Sampled KVKs 

 

State Total KVKs  No. of 

Selected 

KVKs  

Name of Selected Districts 

1. Rajasthan (North Region) 

Government 2 1 Jodhpur 

SAUs and Other 

Universities 

14 6 Sri Ganganagar, Bharatpur, Jaisalmer, 

Kota, Banswara, Chittorgarh 

 

Other  - NGOs 

 

6 3 Udaipur, Jaipur, Barmer 

2. Madhya Pradesh (Central Region) 

Government 1 1 Bhopal 

SAUs and Other 

Universities 

39 7 Gwalior, Hoshangabad, Umaria, 

Shivpuri, Chhindwara, Jabalpur, 

Katni 

Other  - NGOs 7 2 Satna, Ratlam 

3. Maharashtra (West Region) 

 

Government 1 1 Nagpur 

SAUs and Other 

Universities 

17 4 Aurangabad, Ratnagiri, Wardha, 

Amravati replaced by Dhule 

Other  - NGOs 26 5 Nasik replaced by Ahmednagar , 

Akola, Parbhani, Kolhapur, Pune 

(Baramati) 

4. Tamil Nadu (South Region) 

 

Government - - - 

SAUs and Other 

Universities 

19 6 Dindigul, Madurai, Kanyakumari, 

Salem, Kanchipuram, Ariyalur 

replaced by Perambalur 

Other  - NGOs 

 

11 4 Thanjavur replaced by Tuticorin, 

Nilgiris, Coimbatore, Thiruneiveli 

replaced by Erode 

5. Arunachal Pradesh (East/ North-East Region) 

 

Government 13 6 Lohit, Pasighat, Upper Subansiri, 

Papumpare, West Kameng, Tewang 

SAUs and Other 

Universities 

- -  

Other  - NGOs 

 

- -  

Total Selected 

Districts 

 46  

 

 Thus, a total of 46 KVK districts have been sampled for primary investigation. 
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ü Fifty farmers from each selected KVKs district have been interviewed.  To see 

specifically the impact of KVKs, two groups of farmers ï one the controlled group and 

other the intervention group ï has been formed. The controlled groups comprised of those 

farmers who have not received KVKs services.  Intervention groups are those farmers 

who have been provided services by KVKs.  The groups have been matched on the basis 

of size of landholdings, education and age.  Thus, about 2,000 farmers have been covered 

under investigation. To see the impact of various KVKs under Government, private and 

universities, farmers have been selected separately receiving services from these three 

organizations in order to provide a comparison of effectiveness of services of KVKs 

under varying administration. 

 

Here, it is important to mention that although efforts have been made to select a 

controlled group but practically it was almost impossible to select the farmersô group who 

are totally unaware of the new technologies or development in agriculture. A number of 

NGOs are functioning at field level besides state Government officials who interact with 

farmers from time to time even if KVK is not providing services in a particular area. It 

has also been seen that there is a spillover effect and farmers learn from fellow farmers 

and also through media. Industry personnel also contact farmers for selling their products 

like fertilisers, new variety of seeds etc. In this scenario it is difficult to assess the 

attribution of KVKs. The impacts can be assessed in terms of ócontributionô only. 

 

ü To get an in-depth qualitative information to fill in the gaps in data collection through 

questionnaires, Focus Group Discussions (FGDs) in each sampled KVK district have 

been organized involving various stakeholders such as KVK officials, farmers, farmersô 

associations, other experts, NGOs etc.  The group discussions have been organized in 

KVKs inviting local stakeholders and also stakeholders of various other villages. More 

than 100 such discussions have been organized at various levels. This has helped in 

culling out specific contribution of KVKs or lack of it. 

 

2.2.2Tools for Data Collection:  

To collect primary data from KVKs and farmers, the following tools were developed. 

i. Questionnaire for KVKs 

ii.  Interview Schedule for farmers 

iii.  Focus Group Discussion points 

 

           These tools were finalized following two steps. Tools were pre-tested in Bharatpur 

districts of Rajasthan and revised as per the feedback as a first step. The revised tools were 

sent to the Advisory Committee constituted by the Extension division of ICAR for their 

observation and advice. The comments were received from two experts, which were 
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incorporated in the data collection tools. On advice of KVK Shivpuri, farmerôs interview 

schedule was translated in Hindi language. After vetting, the same was canvassed across the 

districts in Hindi belt. 

 

ü           Indicators of study/assessment ( List is indicative) 

 

(a) Assessment of KVKs 

o Availability of infrastructure with KVKs 

o Human resource available and quality of human resource 

o Budget available with KVKs 

o Functional areas of KVKs (both in agriculture and 

veterinary) and their efficacy 

o Type of programmes, their duration and outreach 

o Mechanism of technology transfer from Lab to KVK and 

field 

o Follow-up activities 

o Impact Assessment, if any 

o Time taken for transfer of technology from lab to land. 

o Training/demonstration in KVK premises/door-steps of 

farmers. 

o Number of farmers implementing technology after KVK 

training/demonstration 

o Challenges in transfer of technology. 

 

(b) Assessment of Impact of KVKs on farmers through farmer interview 

schedule 

o Farming practices of farmers and change 

o New technologies and their dissemination to farmers 

o Change in practices ï when, how, and the result 

o Success/failure stories and their spillover effect 

o Increase in productivity 

o Increase in quality of produce 

o Reduction in cost of production, time, drudgery etc. 

o Increase in incomes due to new practices 

o Change in Quality of life in terms of expenditure on health- 

care, schooling, eating habits etc. 

o Change in practices due to training 

o Change in practices due to frontline demonstrations 

o Change in practices due to any other intervention (please 

indicate). 
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  Regular interaction has had with extension division of ICAR for day-to-day activities, 

consultation, cooperation and outreach. 

2.2.3 Approach 

 

A comprehensive and multi-faceted approach has been designed for the project which 

conforms to the purpose and objective of the project and which is informed by inputs provided 

by key stakeholders and preliminary field work organized during the field investigation. The 

approach involved a mix of quantitative methods such as surveys and qualitative techniques such 

as FGDs, the Most Significant Change technique as mentioned above.  Final conclusions have 

been drawn through triangulation of results from multiple lines and levels of evidence. 

The overall approach to the project had been multi-pronged as detailed below: 

2.2.3.1Approach Focused upon Utilit y 

 

The project has been designed to correspond to the needs of the end users. The project 

teamôs understanding about the intended use of the evaluation was based on the Terms of 

Reference TORs, the proposal submitted and discussed at various levels and consultations with 

experts and identified users of the project.  

2.2.3.2 Approach Focused Upon Theory and Conceptual Framework  

 

The project team, through a participatory process, attempted to work in the theoretical 

and conceptual framework of mandated activities of KVKs in transfer of technology and impact 

evaluation. The study has taken into account theory of change (TOC) for impact assessment. 

2.2.3.3 Approach Focused upon Gender Equality  

 

In order to meet the global and national principles, concerns and guidelines for 

Integrating Gender Equality, a gender-responsive approach has been followed throughout the 

study. The approach has been integrated into the design and implementation of the project. 

Gender sensitive indicators have been identified and included in design, approach and find a 

place in the final product of the project. Teams of survey included female officers and 

investigators and data have been collected both from male and female farmers.  
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Chapter 3 

Assessing Impacts- Methodologies, Problems and Issues 

3.1 Impact Evaluation  
 

In the traditional approach, evaluation of development interventions used to be done 

primarily in terms of inputs outputs.  If we follow the logic frame work, these are relatively easy 

to measure for a developmental intervention, and generally, the results are measured in terms of 

expenditure incurred or numbers (of e.g. beneficiaries) covered vis-a-vis targets. In recent 

decades, this approach has yielded place to the more comprehensive assessment of outcomes and 

impacts in relation to much broader objectives. The term óimpact evaluationô is also referred to 

by various nomenclatures such as outcome mapping, economic and social accountability, result 

based evaluations, etc. Though not always synonymous, all these have the common thread of 

measuring the óimpactô of the policy, programme or project in relation to the rationale of these 

interventions. Impact evaluation is complex in its definition as well as process.  

Impact evaluation attempts to assess the changes that can be attributed to a particular 

intervention, such as a project, program or policy. These changes can be those intended or 

expected and also the unintended ones.  In contrast to outcome monitoring, which examines 

whether targets have been achieved, impact evaluation is structured to answer the bigger 

question: has there been any change in the situation which the intervention was planned to 

correct and how has the intervention impacted the lives of the intended beneficiaries? This 

involves counterfactual analysis, that is, a comparison between what actually happened and what 

would have happened in the absence of the intervention. The key challenge in impact evaluation 

is that the counterfactual cannot be directly observed and must be approximated with reference to 

a comparison group. Impact evaluations seek to answer cause-and-effect questions. In other 

words, they look for the changes in outcome (s) that are directly attributable to a program. Such 

analysis helps in evidence-based policy decisions and understanding what works, what doesnôt, 

where, why and at how much cost? The impact evaluations go for in-depth analyses of the 

process of impacting as well. This has received increasing attention as aids to policy making in 

recent years in both developed and developing country contexts. It is an important component of 

the armory of evaluation tools and approaches and integral to global efforts to improve the 

effectiveness of aid delivery and public spending more generally in improving living standards. 

Impact evaluations are now being increasingly applied in social sector investments in education, 

health and employment as well as in industrial sectors like agriculture, energy, transport etc. 

As in all research, there are two categories of methodologies available to measure 

impacts ï quantitative and qualitative. Both these broad categories have a wide variety of 

mhtml:file://C:\Users\rashmi\Desktop\Impact%20evaluation%20-%20Wikipedia,%20the%20free%20encyclopedia.mht!https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Evaluation
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specific evaluation designs. The following diagram provides a birdôs eye view of various 

methodologies available for impact evaluations. 

Fig 3.1 Methodologies of Impact Evaluation 
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Each of the above mentioned designs have their own strengths and weaknesses and raise 

applicability issues in varying contexts. A brief discussion of the available methodological 

options will set the methodology adopted for the present study and its rationale in the right 

perspective. It would explain why any other evaluation design was not found feasible in the 

context of the present study. 

In theory it is perfectly logical and rational to link resource allocation and utilization to 

results and judge performance solely in terms of the latter.  In practical application of this 

unexceptionable principle, however, certain issues ï theoretical and practical ï do arise that need 

to be addressed.  With the emergence of evaluation as a full-fledged discipline, its concepts, 

approaches and methodologies have undergone constant refinements and innovations in response 

to theoretical debates and practical problems, resulting in a large choice of methods of 

evaluation, both quantitative and qualitative, each with their strengths and weaknesses. Patton 

distinguishes between simple, complicated and complex interventions and their evaluations and 

argues that measurement of results or impact will vary on the position of the intervention in this 

scale of complexity (Patton, 2006). While simple interventions with clearly specified goals may 
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lead to same specific results if such interventions are repeated, the complicated and complex 

interventions may lack certainty of impacts especially when results are expected in terms of 

attitudinal change or behavioral modifications. The figure will explain this phenomenon: 

Fig. 3.2 Simple to Complex Evaluations 

 
 

 

There are primarily three basic types of quantitative designs available ï the experimental 

designs or the randomized control trials (RCTs), the quasi-experimental designs and the non-

experimental designs. The following sections outline the broad features of each of these designs 

with primary focus on their relative applicability in varying situations, with particular reference 

to the present study. 

3.2 Experimental d esigns 
 

There is intense debate in academic circles around the appropriate methodologies for 

impact evaluation between proponents of experimental methods on the one hand and proponents 

of more general methodologies on the other. The school of thought which believes in pure 

scientific method of impact evaluations calls for experimental methods. Proponents of 

experimental designs, sometimes referred to as órandomistsô, argue that randomization is the only 
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means to avoid bias in selection of intervention group and the control group, makes the two 

groups equally exposed (on an average) to factors other than treatment itself and makes the 

comparison between the two groups valid and amenable to generalizations. Others argue that 

randomized assignment is seldom appropriate to development interventions and even when it is, 

experiments provide us with information on the results of a specific intervention applied to a 

specific context, and little of external relevance. There is criticism that some donors and 

academicians over-emphasize experimental methods for impact evaluation, and that this may in 

fact hinder learning and accountability. 

While experimental designs (or Randomised Control Trails (RCTs)) are considered most 

rigorous designs avoiding all selection biases, they are difficult to apply in practice, particularly 

where the beneficiaries are human beings. One of the major pre-requisites for adopting this 

design is that the need for evaluation should be visualized and provided for at the planning stage 

itself and before the beginning of the intervention, because treatment and control groups have to 

be selected randomly before the intervention is made. Any selection of a comparison group at a 

subsequent stage, however statistically sophisticated be the methods of selection, will not make 

it eligible to be called an RCT.  Moreover, selection of a control group, whose members would 

be denied the benefits of the programme, raises issues of ethics when dealing with human beings. 

RCTs also cannot be used to evaluate programmes of universal applicability as the intervention 

benefits all and a control group cannot be formed. Only in cases of formative evaluations when 

the programme details are being developed, there are possibilities to use experimental designs. 

The circumstances in which the present evaluation has been conceived preclude the 

application of a randomized control design. The KVK programme has already been in operation 

for several years and now in practically every district. As such, it is not possible to apply this 

type of design in the present study. Firstly, this evaluation was not conceived before the KVK 

programme started and was not a part of the planning stage.  KVKs are already there and are 

making interventions without having first created any control and treatment groups. Secondly, 

the interventions by KVKs have practically universal application in as much as almost every 

district is covered by KVK activity. Even for farmers in villages in any district it is difficult to 

identify those totally precluded from the influence of the knowledge transmitted by KVKs as that 

knowledge flows through several channels. Even if a farmer has not attended any KVK 

programme, he learns about the technology from mass communication media, operations of 

NGOs, district agriculture department officials, and most importantly from fellow farmers. This 

is another reason why RCT is not suitable for this study. Since the KVKs are virtually in all 

districts, ñpipe-lineò technique for randomization was also not possible. 
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3.3 Quasi-experimental design s 
 

The second best design after RCT is one that employs a quasi-experimental technique, 

which uses a comparison group instead of control group for a counterfactual. This is a commonly 

used technique for measuring impacts where RCTs are not possible. In this technique, a 

comparison group is constituted to match the treatment group and the differential performances 

of the two groups are measured and compared.  The matching of the two groups is done on the 

basis of various variables which are considered to affect the impact so that the two groups are as 

comparable as possible in respect of the factors selected and the differences in performance can 

be reasonably attributed to the treatment alone.  One of the advantages of this approach is that 

the groups can be formed after the intervention and impacts measured although in less precise 

manner. This technique was considered for application in the present study to measure impact. 

Selection of two groups of districts with comparable attributes with and without KVK activities 

was not possible as all the districts have KVKs.  

An alternative is to identify villages in each district a) to which the influence of KVKs 

has not percolated as non-intervention villages and b) villages which are influenced by KVKs as 

intervention villages, and selecting samples of farmers from intervention villages and from non-

intervention villages in each district matching them on various factors. Farmers from non-

intervention villages would be the comparison group. Matching was proposed on the basis of the 

variables like education, size of land holding and distance from KVK. However, while selecting 

the samples at field level, problems were faced in selection of comparison group as discussed in 

the previous chapter. The objectives of the present study relate to assessing the impact of transfer 

of technology to the farmers by KVKs. Technology transfer activity is being performed by a 

number of other organizations as well. Adhiguru et al (2009) in their study provided the 

information on sources of transfer of technology. NSSO data also indicates about various sources 

of information to the farmers as given in Fig 3.3. 

Fig. 3.3: Information source on modern technology to farmers 

 
 

* includes, Agriculture Universities/Colleges, Para-technicians, Veterinary Departments, Credit agency 

Source: NSSO Report No. 499 (59/33/2) -2005 and NSS KI 70/33, 2014 
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 Other researchers have also indicated about the knowledge flow from research to field and 

stated that there are a more than one actors in this process. Clark, Smith and Hirvonen (2007) 

were of the view that the interactions of a network of agents, including those associated with 

scientific research, determine the innovative impact of knowledge interventions. This was found 

true in case of the present study as well. The technical knowledge is being disseminated to 

farmers, besides by KVKs, by a number of other knowledge agents that include Government 

departments, non- Governmental organizations, industries, input dealers, progressive farmers, 

other fellow farmers, self-innovations, print and electronic media and discussions at various 

community and other platforms. These channels are not mutually exclusive and many a time 

more than one operates. Further, the technology knowledge from KVKs flows to the farmer not 

only directly through training, demonstrations and other KVK activities, but often indirectly 

through other channels like district officials and NGOs. As such, no non-intervention villages 

which were totally insulated from KVK influence could be located where farmers were not 

aware of the new technologies. In fact, some villages with limited KVK intervention which could 

have possibly been considered as non-intervention villages were much more modernised as 

compared to intervention villages. Hence, having a comparison group in its true sense was not 

possible and it was very hard to isolate the impacts on transfer of technology that could be 

attributed specifically to KVKs. However efforts have been made. 

3.4 Non-experimental designs  
 

The weakest of quantitative methodologies is the non-experimental design because there 

is neither any control group as is in RCT nor any comparison group as is in quasi experimental 

technique.  The impact is measured only by the change after intervention in the programme 

beneficiaries.  This technique has been used in India for a number of impact evaluations in the 

past and can be useful for the programmes that have universal applicability. These evaluations 

did not have any counterfactual to tell what would have happened if such initiatives were not 

been taken.  Further, results based on this technique cannot be generalized. This method has been 

adapted and adopted in the present evaluation of KVKs since the activities of KVKs have 

universal applicability. Trends in technology over the years have been observed and farmers 

have asked the change that has taken place over the years. 

3.5 Qualitative designs  
 

             Quantitative techniques discussed above have their weaknesses. They have limited 

flexibility and are unable to peer into the óblack boxô though they give an overall dimension of 

the impact. Questions like why the intervention works or does not work, how it works, etc., are 

not easily answered by quantitative methods.  It is said that not everything that counts can be 

counted. Impacts that relate to change in behaviors, attitudes and thinking cannot be counted in 

numbers. A lot of information is lost in numbers. (Agrawal, 2015). Qualitative techniques tackle 
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these issues, and their use in impact evaluations is finding increasingly large advocates. A 

number of qualitative techniques are being used suiting to various types of situations, evaluation 

questions and types of evaluations.  Some of these techniques include Focus Group Discussions, 

Participatory Rural Appraisal, Strength Based Approach, Collaborative Outcome Report 

Technique (CORT), Positive Deviance Method, Most Significant Change Stories, Case Studies 

and so on.  More and more qualitative techniques are evolving as in most of the cases impact is 

being measured in terms of change in behaviors. These techniques at field level start evaluation 

with a positive approach and concentrate on strengths of the people to adapt to situations and the 

positive changes that are taking place due to certain intervention thus reducing the fear factor 

which is associated with evaluation.  A fault finding approach is avoided in applying these 

techniques. Most of the qualitative techniques provide collective opinion resulting in original and 

natural solutions.  These techniques also accelerate womenôs participation and take into account 

óinside the wheel approachô (Agrawal, 2015). In the present study of impact of KVKs, a 

combination of the qualitative techniques has been used. These include focus group discussions, 

most significant change stories, observations and case studies. 

It can be observed from the above discussion that for impact evaluation of KVKs a mixed 

methodology approach has been adopted. óA thorough impact evaluation begins with choosing 

the right evaluation methodology and this usually involves some tradeoffsô (Asian Development 

Bank,2006).The Independent Evaluation Group (IEG) of the World Bank opines that a mixed 

approach of both the categories produces the strongest evaluation findings. Bamberger (2013) 

cites a number of potential benefits of quant-qual mixed methods approach which inter alia 

include: 

¶ Availability of a broad range of techniques and conceptual frameworks at all 

stages of evaluations. 

¶ Inclusion of professionals from different disciplines in the evaluation process 

¶ Understanding of how contextual factors influence implementation and outcomes 

at local level. 

The combination of Quant-Qual method has been found beneficial in bringing out focused 

results for the present study. This has combined the strengths of both types of approaches and 

taken care of weaknesses of each type of approach. Besides, a conceptual framework has also 

been developed in terms of theory of change. 

3.6 Theory of Change (TOC) 
 

To assess the impact of KVKs on farmers a theory of change has been devised (Figure 3.4). 

It will help to understand the process of change that is expected to lead to the observed impacts, 

validate the results and provide a conceptual framework for analysis.  The objectives and 

expected uses of this conceptual framework within the evaluation are the following:  

 To provide a basis to assess the efficacy of  approach of transfer of technology to farmers  
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 To help 'bring-together' and summarize results of transfer of technology by KVKs  

 To help understand the inherent assumptions made by KVKs (so that they can be tested 

through case studies).   

This TOC is summative in nature, as it provides a backward looking summary of the 

overarching intervention logic of KVKs assignments. It is also meant to capture all the 

complexity of KVKs and farmersô understanding and thinking about transfer of technology.  

One of the KVKôs priorities has been that the poorest and most vulnerable are economically 

empowered and benefit from technology transfer, and that gap in access to innovative technology 

in agriculture between women and men, the rich and the poor will narrow down. The underlying 

TOC is depicted in Fig. 3.4. 

Fig. 3.4: Theory of Change 
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The above formulation of theory of change provides a conceptual framework establishing 

a logical sequential chain of change which has been postulated to occur as a result of the 

intervention.  This chain of events follows a sequence of óifô and óthenô.  This indicates that the 

next set of activities will depend on the occurrence of a previous set of events.  If the inputs are 
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available on time then only the activities indicated will be performed.  Resources can be in terms 

of knowledge, availability of trainers, money, time and human resource, adequate infrastructure 

and so on.  On the basis of timely availability of these resources various activities can be 

performed.  Outputs would depend upon the specific activities leading to outcome and long term 

impacts.   Here it is important to mention that this theory of change is depicted in its simplest 

form. It can be complex when more extraneous (intervening) variables affect the chain of events.  

For instance, the KVK intervention may not lead to the perceived impact if there is a drought or 

floods or any other calamity.  Similarly, if the advice given is not as per appropriate time, it may 

not lead to the desired results.  There are also possibilities that resources are not easily 

accessible. Another issue is that while input to output process is amenable to monitoring activity 

and can be directly measured, outcome and impact relate to evaluation and may not be directly 

measured.  Impacts here can be only contributory. Thus there are certain assumptions in the TOC 

that would lead to the final impact. These are as under: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

It may be seen here that theory based impact evaluation relates to mapping out the causal 

chain from inputs to impact and validates the assumptions and risks at field level that will lead to 

impact.  A theory based approach helps in understanding the reasons for differing levels of 

programme participation and the processes that determine the behavior change.  White (2009) 

points out the importance of application of a theory based approach to impact evaluation as a 

means to understand the policy relevance of impact evaluations.  He has given six key principles 

of the theory based approach of impact evaluation, these are:  

¶ Map out the causal chain (program theory) which explains how the intervention is 

expected to lead to the intended outcomes, and collect data to test the underlying 

assumptions of the causal links.  

¶ Understand context, including the social, political and economic setting of the 

intervention.  

Assumptions:  

¶ Timely availability of resources with KVKs 

¶ Active participation of target groups in various activities 

¶ Willingness to use new knowledge and skills 

¶ Resources with farmers to use new technology 

¶ Support services accessible 

¶ Supportive Social norms and Traditions 
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¶ Anticipate heterogeneity to help in identifying sub-groups and adjusting the sample size 

to account for the levels of disaggregation to be used in the analysis.  

¶ Rigorous evaluation of impact using a credible counterfactual (as discussed above).  

¶ Rigorous factual analysis of links in the causal chain.  

¶ Use mixed methods (a combination of quantitative and qualitative methods). 

 

In the present study, various approaches and programme theory discussed above have been 

combined to get the optimum results of impact evaluation.  
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Chapter 4 

Inputs from KVKs  

4.1 Intr oduction 
 

The first stop for an evaluation of the impact of KVK activities would naturally be the 

institutions themselves. As a part of the evaluation study informational inputs were sought from 

the 48individual KVKs covered regarding the resources available to them, their activities in 

relation to farmer education and technology transfer, constraints under which they functioned, 

their own assessment of the impact their activities had on the farmers and their suggestions for 

improved performance. This chapter is devoted to distilling this information. More detailed data 

tables can be seen in Annex 1. 

4.2 KVKs covered ï Some Basic Details 

 

4.2.1 KVKs by controlling organization 

 

In the five States covered there were a total of 176 KVKs (out of 642 in the entire 

country), of which a sample of 48 were taken up for study, comprising 12 in Rajasthan, 10 each 

in Madhya Pradesh, Maharashtra and Tamil Nadu, and 6 in Arunachal Pradesh. ICAR controlled 

four of them, five were under the State Governments, 24 were attached to the SAUs and the 

remaining 15 were run by NGOs. The choice of KVKs was made in consultation with Extension 

division of ICAR and the criteria mentioned in the Chapter of methodology. Table 4.1 gives the 

State-wise coverage by controlling organization. 

Table 4.1: KVKs Covered by State and Controlling Organization 

State 

Controlling Organization  

ICAR / 

Governments 
SAUs NGOs 

All  

Total 

covered 

Total in 

the State 

Arunachal Pradesh 5  1 0 6 13 

Madhya Pradesh 1 7 2 10 47 

Rajasthan 0 10 2 12 42 

Maharashtra 1  3 6 10 44 

Tamil Nadu 2  3 5 10 30 

ALL  9  24 15 48 176 
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4.2.2 Focus areas of KVKs 

 

Almost all the selected KVKs reported that agricultural crops, horticulture and veterinary 

and animal sciences were the focus areas of their activities. Half of the KVKs also referred to 

fisheries sciences and forestry also as their focus. A few more (31) mentioned agricultural 

engineering also. (Table 4.2). 

Table 4.2: Focus Areas of the Selected KVKs 

Focus area 

No. of selected KVKs of type which reported the focus area 

ICAR / 

Government 
SAU NGO All  

Agriculture 9 24 15 48 

Horticulture 8 24 15 47 

Veterinary & Animal Sciences 8 24 14 46 

Fisheries 4 16 5 25 

Forestry 4 16 6 26 

Agricultural Engineering 5 17 9 31 

Home Science 1 3 2 6 

Post-Harvest Management - - 1 1 

Plant Protection - 3 4 7 

Soil Science - 1 1 2 

Womenôs Empowerment - 1 - 1 

Agricultural Extension 3 - - 3 

 

4.3 Resources 

4.3.1 Staff resources 

 

Each KVK has certain sanctioned staff comprising scientists, technical support staff and 

other staff. Some of the other staff may be contractual. The scientists include a Programme 

Coordinator (PC) and 6 (4 in some KVKs) Subject Matter Specialists (SMS). In general the 

KVKs are short of staff at all levels ï to the tune of over a quarter among Scientists (23%) and 

Technical Support staff (22%) and about 86 per cent among other staff (Table 4.3 (a)). 
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Table 4.3 (a): Staff Sanctioned, Staff in Position and Percentage of Vacancies in KVKs 

by Type of KVK  

KVK 

Type 

Scientists Technical Support Staff Others & Contractual Staff 

Sanctioned 
In 

Position 

% 

vacant 
Sanctioned 

In 

Position 

% 

vacant 
Sanctioned 

In 

Position 

% 

vacant 

ICAR/  

Govt. 
57 46 19.29 34 34 0.00 40 5 87.50 

SAU 163 119 26.99 91 57 37.36 79 10 87.34 

NGO 111 89 19.82 65 58 10.77 61 10 83.61 

All  331 254 23.26 190 149 21.58 180 25 86.11 

 

The shortages are irrespective of the organizations controlling the KVK; only the extent 

of shortage is higher among KVKs under state Governments and SAUs among scientists. 

Shortage of Technical Support Staff is particularly severe in KVKs under SAUs. Table 4.3 (b) 

indicates the State-wise position. In the case of Scientists, Tamil Nadu stands out with almost 

negligible percentage of vacancies. Arunachal Pradesh and Madhya Pradesh have almost full 

Technical Supporting Staff. 

Table 4.3 (b): Percentage of Vacancies in KVKs by State 

State Scientists 
Technical Support 

Staff 

Others & Contractual 

Staff 

Arunachal Pradesh 15.00 0.00 78.26 

Madhya Pradesh 20.63 5.00 100.00 

Rajasthan 34.48 46.67 97.14 

Maharashtra 27.40 18.42 60.00 

Tamil Nadu 1.64 12.90 100.00 

All  States 23.26 21.58 86.11 

 

Overall, 19 of the 48 KVKs surveyed had the full complement of scientists. In a few KVKs like 

Jodhpur and Jaisalmer there were none or just one scientist. 

The scourge of vacant posts appears to be common to the entire ICAR system, State 

Governments and SAUs due to the economy policies of the respective Governments. But it does 

tell upon the efficiency and impact of the activities of KVKs.  

4.3.2 Financial Resources and Utilization 

 

During 2013-14, the 48 KVKs had an average annual budget of Rs.83.4 lakhs and spent 

90.0 lakhs achieving utilization percentage of 108.Figure 4.1 shows the changes from 2011-12 to 

2013-14. The extent of utilization of budgetary resources was slightly below cent per cent in 

2011-12 (96.5%) but improved to 101.9 per cent in 2012-13 and further to 108.0 per cent in 

2013-14. 
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Figure 4.1 Average per KVK budget and expenditure 2011-12, 2012-13 1nd 2013-14 

 

There were considerable variations in budget resources from KVK to KVK even in the 

same State. The budget varied from Rs.89.2 lakhs to Rs.109 Lakh in Arunachal Pradesh from Rs. 

13.9 lakhs to Rs.102.2 lakhs in Madhya Pradesh, from Rs. 34 lakhs (excluding Jodhpur which 

showed a budget of Rs. nil) to Rs. 164.8 lakhs in Rajasthan, from Rs. 20 lakhs to130.3lakhs in 

Maharashtra and from Rs. 49.8 lakhs to Rs.97.9 lakhs in Tamil Nadu. Figure 4.2 shows the 

average per KVK budget and expenditure in 2013-14 for different States. KVKs in Madhya 

Pradesh had the lowest average budget and expenditure for 2013-14 and Arunachal Pradesh the 

highest. 

Figure 4.2 Average per KVK budget and expenditure in different states 

in 2013-14 (Rs. Lakhs) 

 

 

At the KVK level, the institutions in Arunachal Pradesh and Tamil Nadu fared the best. 

In Arunachal Pradesh, in 4 of the 6 selected KVKs the utilization of budgets exceeded 100 per 

cent over the three years 2011-14 and the remaining 2 achieved over 95 per cent utilization. In 

Tamil Nadu, 5 of the 10 KVKs exceeded 100 per cent in utilization (3 year average) while the 

remaining 5 achieved over 95 per cent. Out of the 10 KVKs in Madhya Pradesh, 3 KVKs 

exceeded the budgets, 5 used up 95 to 100 per cent of the resources, 1 achieved 90 to 95 per cent 
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while KVK Hoshangabad fared the worst with a utilization less than 75 per cent. In Rajasthan 

the utilization was relatively poor, with only one KVK exceeding 100 per cent, 6 using up 95 to 

100 per cent, one (KVK Barmer) scoring 90 to 95 per cent but 3 (KVKs Pokharan, Jaisalmer and 

Shri Ganganagar)  achieving only less than 75 per cent over the three-year period 2011-14 (KVK 

Jodhpur did not show any budget). Finally, in Maharashtra, 5 of the 10 selected KVKs could use 

only below 90 per cent of their budgets, two of them (Kolhapur and Aurangabad) scoring less 

than 75 per cent. 

Organizationally, it would appear (Table 4.4) that the KVKs run by NGOs utilize their 

financial resources to the maximum extent with an average of 109.2 per cent. KVKs attached to 

SAUs too almost achieve full utilization (98.4%). SAUs under ICAR have a relatively lower 

percentage of resource use, though in absolute terms the achievement is quite good at 91.7 per 

cent. It may be remembered in this connection that the data for KVKs under ICAR and 

Government are based on a very small sample. 

Table 4.4: Average Utilization of Budgets by KVKs (2011-14) by Type 

KVK Type  
Average percent of budget utilization by KVKs of the type during 

2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 All years 

ICAR/ 

Government 

101.5 108.6 88.5 98.9 

SAU 89.6 103.1 103.0 98.4 

NGO 101.9 95.7 126.6 109.2 

All  96.9 101.9 108.0 102.4 

 

4.3.3 Infrastructure  

The opinions of KVKs were ascertained regarding the adequacy or otherwise of various 

items of infrastructure that facilitate functioning of the administrative and technical activities of 

the institution. Table 4.5 (a) summarizes the opinions. 

Table 4.5 (a): Adequacy or Otherwise of Infrastructure at the KVKs 

Infrastructure type  

No. of KVKs reporting 

All  Fully 

adequate 

Partly 

adequate 

Not adequate Not 

reported 

Administrative 

building 

34 8 4 2 48 

Staff quarters 22 6 15 5 48 
Hostels 26 4 15 3 48 
Demonstration unit 23 13 7 5 48 
Furniture 23 11 9 5 48 
Office equipment 31 11 5 1 48 
Electricity 33 11 - 4 48 
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Table 4.5 (b) Status of Infrastructure at KVKs by type of management  

Infrastructure 

type 

No. of KVKs reporting 

Fully adequate Partly adequate Not adequate 

ICAR/Govt. SAU NGO ICAR/Govt. SAU NGO ICAR/Govt. SAU NGO 

Administrative 

building 
6 16 12 2 4 2 0 3 1 

Staff quarters 1 10 11 1 4 1 3 9 3 

Hostels 2 12 12 1 1 2 4 10 1 

Demonstration 

unit 
3 12 8 3 5 5 1 5 1 

Furniture 3 11 9 2 5 4 2 6 1 

Office 

equipment 
5 15 11 3 5 3 1 3 1 

Electricity 6 16 11 1 7 3 0 0 0 

 

The table 4.5 (b) indicates that in SAUs there is shortage of hostel and staff quarters facilities. 

Table 4.5 (c) Availability of infrastructure at KVKs b y states covered 

Infrastructure 

type 

No. of KVKs reporting by state 

Fully adequate Partly adequate Not adequate 

Ar. 

P 
MH MP RN TN 

Ar. 

P 
MH MP 

RN TN Ar. 

P 

MH MP RN TN 

Administrative 

building 

3 8 7 8 8 3 1 2 1 1 - 1 1 2 - 

Staff quarters - 5 7 5 5 1 - 1 3 1 3 4 2 4 2 

Hostels 1 6 7 7 5 - 1 1 - 2 4 3 2 5 1 

Demonstration 

unit 

2 5 5 7 4 3 3 2 - 5 1 - 3 3 - 

Furniture  1 6 3 5 7 2 2 3 2 3 2 1 3 2 - 

Office 

equipment 

3 8 5 8 6 3 2 3 3 1 - - 2 1 2 

Electricity  4 9 5 8 7 1 - 5 4 1 - - - - - 

 

Generally the KVKs are fully or partly satisfied regarding the various infrastructure facilities. 

Exceptions are in respect of staff quarters and hostels. There are no great variations in this area 

between KVKs under different organizational control or by states. 

4.4 Activities 

4.4.1 Villages and farmers covered 

 

One of the main mandated activities of KVKs is organizing front-line demonstrations of 

new agricultural technologies for the benefit of farmers. During the 5 years (2009-2014) 



38 
 

preceding this evaluation teams from the 48 KVKs selected had visited a total of 10,254 villages 

and covered 10.32 lakh villagers. On an average, therefore, each KVK covered 43 villages and 

4,300 farmers annually. Both the number of villages covered and the number of farmers covered 

increased steadily over the five years 2009-10 to 2013-14, the former at a CAGR of 16.2 per cent 

and the latter at 10.3 per cent. As the number of KVKs selected remained constant at 48 through 

this 5-year period these trends are true of the per KVK performance also.  

Table 4.6: No. of Villages and Farmers Covered by all the Selected KVKs  

(2009-10 to 2013-14) 

Year Villages 

visited 

Farmers 

covered 

Villages by each 

KVK  

Farmers by each 

KVK  

2009-10 1512 149787 31 3121 

2010-11 1783 208037 37 4334 

2011-12 1929 212067 40 4418 

2012-13 2187 229716 46 4786 

2013-14 2892 232396 60 4842 

5-year average 2051 206399 43 4300 

Annual growth 

rate (%) 

16.2 10.3 16.2 10.3 

 

The performance in regard to the level of annual coverage of villages and farmers and the 

growth in these numbers over the five years 2009-10 to 2013-14 was not uniform across KVKs 

under various managements. KVKs under NGO management had moved ahead much faster than 

the other types of institutions. Figures 4.3 and 4.4 throw up these variations. 

Figure 4.3: Average No. of villages visited by each type of KVK 
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Figure 4.4 Average No. of farmers covered by a KVK of each type 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 4.7: No. of Villages and Farmers Covered by Selected KVKs in Different States 

(2009-10 to 2013-14) 

State 

Total 

No. of 

Villages 

visited 

Total No. of 

Farmers 

covered 

Average No. of 

villages covered 

by each KVK 

annually 

Average No. of 

Farmers covered by 

each KVK 

annually 

Arunachal Pradesh 2,271 76,688 76 2,556 
Madhya Pradesh 3,418 1,97,518 68 3,950 
Rajasthan 1,405 2,92,652 23 4,878 
Maharashtra 1,251 3,02,417 25 6,048 
Tamil Nadu 1,909 1,62,722 38 3,254 
All States 10,254 10,31,997 43 4,300 

 

Table 4.7 indicates the performance of different States. On an average, each KVK in 

Arunachal Pradesh and Madhya Pradesh covered a substantially larger number of villages 

annually than the other three States. This higher coverage, however, did not translate itself into 

larger coverage of farmers. 

About 80 percent of the villages covered were over 10 km away from the office of the 

KVK. Another 10 percent were within 5 to 10 km away (Figure 4.5). This is so irrespective of 

the type of KVKs.  It is pertinent to mention here that KVKs are so located that it takes about 5 

km. to reach to a nearby village. During the FGD it was brought out that due to resource crunch 
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most of the KVKs are catering to the needs of villages located in the vicinity. Some of them are 

covering area of about 30-40 k.ms. Beyond that most of the KVKs are delivering the services. 

Figure 4.5 Distribution of villages covered by KVKs by distance from KVK 

 

 

4.4.2 Specific activities of KVKs 

 

Some of the main activities conducted by the KVKs include organizing front line 

demonstrations of new technologies, training programmes for farmers in the new technologies, 

programmes to generate awareness of the technologies, testing the technologies on the farm, etc. 

The frequency with which these activities are conducted and how they are conducted by the 

KVKs is summarized in Table 4.8 (a). 

Table 4.8 (a) : Details of Specific Activities Conducted by each KVK 

(On an Average) Annually  

Activity  

No. of times the activity is conducted 

Where Conducted How Conducted 

In KVK  In village/block Individual Groups 
Front line 

Demonstration 2 109 46 1 
Farmers Training 34 134 213 15 
Technology 

Dissemination 12 5 365 3 
On Farm trial 1 5 12 1 
Awareness 

Programmes 7 27 284 20 
Any other* 401 220 327 69 

* Includes organisation of Melas, exhibitions, exposure visits etc. 

 

Villages

1 to 3 km 3 to 5 km 5 to 10 km over 10 km
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Table 4.8 (b) : Details of Specific Activities Conducted by Type of KVK  (On an Average) Annually 

 

Activity  

No. of times the activity is conducted 

Where conducted 

In KVK  In village/block 

ICAR/Govt. SAU NGO ICAR/Govt SAU NGO 

Front line demonstration 17 38 25 51 4779 418 

Farmers training 228 572 814 4615 979 841 

Technology dissemination 493 28 66 53 79 104 

On farm trial 13 48 4 46 117 69 

Awareness programmes 21 123 185 46 309 946 

Any other* 72 4490 14643 63 186 810 

Activity  

How conducted 

Individual Groups 

ICAR/Govt. SAU NGO ICAR/Govt SAU NGO 

Front line demonstration 253 1115 836 24 25 2 

Farmers training 40 2899 7277 143 310 257 

Technology dissemination 4850 2344 10308 53 9 100 

On farm trial 90 118 350 3 24 4 

Awareness programmes 1781 3323 8507 22 227 721 

Any other* 726 2232 12699 52 3228 27 

*includes organisation of melas, exhibitions, exposure visits etc. 

he data collected indicate that off campus activities are more than on campus activities 

which is a positive indication of the outreach of KVKs. The data also show that KVKs are 

concentrating more on individuals than the groups. If they perform their activities with groups of 

farmers the impact could be more effective. 

In addition to the above activities some KVKs produce quality seeds and planting 

materials and supply them to the farmers. Other activities include organization of melas, 

exhibitions, camps, and farmersô visits outside etc. Involvement of KVKs in such activities 

appears to be more than their mandated activities. 

4.4.3 Requests received from farmers and their disposal 

 

KVKs receive requests from farmers from time to time for information on various 

aspects, regarding seeds and planting material, quality animals, and for demonstrations and 

assistance in implementing technologies. The tables below (Table 4.9 a & b) describe the 

performance of KVKs in handling such requests. 
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Table 4.9 (a): Average Number of Requests Received and Attended to by Each KVK 

Annually by Type of KVK and Nature of Request 

 

Nature of 

Request 

ICAR/Govts.  SAU NGO ALL  

No. Recd. % 

 attended  

to  

No. 

Recd. 

% 

attende

d to 

 No. 

Recd

. 

% 

attende

d to 

No. 

Recd. 

% 

attend

ed to 

Information 901 95.3 2036 95.6 1712 98.0 1632 96.4 

Seeds/plant

ing material 

5422 84.1 1998 91.4 498 91.5 1711 84.4 

Quality 

animals 

245 55.2 62 80.4 36 85.5 68 80.0 

Demonstrat

ion 

105 47.7 280 32.4 217 52.4 217 40.0 

Assistance in 

implementin

g technology 

67 87.5 326 51.3 559 98.0 345 76.0 

 

Generally speaking, a KVK is able to respond very well to requests for information, 

attending to 96 per cent of the requests received in a year. The KVK also responds to requests for 

seeds and planting material, quality animals and assistance in implementing technologies 

reasonably well covering more than three-fourths of the requests. However, in the matter of 

requests for demonstrations, the response percentage is only 40. This may be because, whereas in 

the matter of supplying information, seeds and planting material and quality animal, and 

assistance in implementing technologies, not much organization, planning and resource needs are 

involved while these factors come into play for organizing demonstration.  

 

Table 4.9(b): Average Percentage of Requests Attended to by Each KVK Annually  

by State and Nature of Request 

Nature of 

Request 

Arunachal 

Pradesh 

Madhya 

Pradesh 
Rajasthan Maharashtra Tamil Nadu 

All   

States 

 

Information 90.2 98.9 89.1 99.0 96.9 96.4 

Seeds/planting 

material 

68.2 98.4 20.4 99.6 94.8 84.4 

Quality 

animals 

76.8 87.2 44.5 89.4 90.6 80.0 

Demonstration 96.2 31.7 19.7 70.8 96.5 40.0 

Assistance in 

implementing 

technology 

99.4 95.2 28.7 99.4 91.3 76.0 

 

The data clearly indicate that the performance of the selected KVKs in Rajasthan is 

definitely poor in attending to requests from farmers in all areas except perhaps in giving 
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information. KVKs of Tamil Nadu are easily the best performing ones in all areas. Maharashtra 

lagged behind Tamil Nadu only in the area of responding to requests for demonstrations. 

Madhya Pradesh fared rather poorly in this area responding only to less than a third of the 

requests received. Arunachal Pradesh performed well generally in all areas including 

demonstrations. 

4.5 Coordination and Synergy  

4.5.1   Involving other agencies in technology demonstrat ions 
 

For greater effectiveness, KVKs often involve other organizations like NGOs, Self-Help 

Groups, the local youth, educational institutions and others like seed societies, entrepreneur 

groups, farmersô clubs, Government departments etc., while undertaking technology 

demonstrations or other interactions with the farmers. This also helps in subsequent push for 

implementation of the demonstrated technologies through such organizations. Table 4.10 shows 

the numbers of KVKs out of the selected ones that involve different organizations. 

 

Table 4.10: Numbers of KVKs Involving Other Agencies in Technology Demonstrations 

and Other Interactions with Farmers 

Type of KVK  

Total No. of 

KVKs of 

the type 

Number of KVKs involving  

NGOs SHG Youth 
Educational 

Institutions 
Others

* 

ICAR/ GOVT. 9 4 5 4 4 5 

SAU 24 21 18 21 14 12 

NGO 15 13 12 12 13 6 

ALL  48 38 35 37 31 23 
*include seed societies, entrepreneur groups, farmersô clubs, agriculture departments, financial institutions, political 

leaders, etc. 

It would appear that NGOs, SHG and youth generally are involved in demonstrations and other 

interactions of KVKs with the farmers. 

KVKs reported that they share their technical knowledge with other extension personnel 

including NGOs at district level by organizing meetings with them, involving them during 

farmer training programmes and frontline demonstrations.  The knowledge is shared with NGOs 

and agriculture officials in the Government departments on various aspects which range from 

crop production, crop diversification, plant protection, postharvest management to 

entrepreneurship development.  In the opinion of KVKs this interaction helps in spreading 

knowledge among farmers at a faster rate.  KVKs also organize capacity building programmes in 

collaboration with line departments, ATMA and other NGOs.  Collaboration with other 

organizations also helps in soil testing and improving health of the soil. 
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4.6 Technology Transfer and  Implement ation  
 

This section brings out the results of the study about the performance of KVKs in the area 

of technology transfer and the implementation of such transferred technologies. It also indicates 

the views of KVKs as to the types of farmers that are likely to implement a new technology 

4.6.1 Technologies transferred by typ e of Governance KVK of Field 
 

Table 4.11 (a) shows the number of technologies transferred in different field by various 

types of KVKs during the last five years. The last column of the table also shows the average 

annual number of technologies transferred by each KVK. On an average, each KVK transfers 

about 7 to 8 new technologies in a year. It may be noted that several KVKs might be 

disseminating the same technology. Clearly KVKs managed by NGOs are ahead of others in 

transferring of with NGO KVK about ten technologies per year against 5-6 by KVKs of other 

types. State-wise details of types of technologies adopted by farmers as reported by KVKs may 

be seen in Annex 3. 

Table 4.11 (a): No. of Technologies Transferred by KVKs during Last Five Years  

by Fields and Management Type 

Type 

of 

KVK  

Number of technologies transferred by field 

Total 

Average 

No. per 

KVK 

per year 

Horti-

culture 

Agro-

nomy 

Plant 

Technology 

Agriculture 

Extension 

Agricul-

ture 

Animal 

Science 

Home 

Science 

Fishery 

ICAR/ 

GOVT 

92 25 28 15 30 27 21 11 249 5.5 

SAU 141 56 34 331 152 31 37 25 807 6.7 

NGO 150 55 44 257 138 80 31 1 756 10.1 

All  383 136 106 603 320 138 89 37 1812 7.5 

 

Table 4.11 (b) :  Technology Transferred by KVKs by State  

State 

Number of technologies transferred by field 

Total 

Average 

no. per 

KVK per 

year 

H
o

rt
ic

u
lt
u

re
 

A
g

ro
n

o
m

y 

P
la

n
t 

T
e
c
h

n
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g

y 

A
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ri
c
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E
x
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n
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n 
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A
n

im
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l 
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c
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c
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e 
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c
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n
c
e 

F
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h
e

ry
 

Arunachal Pradesh  35 25 19 25 31 18 25 23 201 6.70 

Madhya Pradesh  88 - 8 6 149 8 4 - 263 5.26 

Rajasthan  56 32 11 567 5 31 19 5 726 12.10 

Maharashtra  114 64 52 3 110 37 24 3 407 8.14 

Tamil Nadu  90 15 16 2 25 44 17 6 215 4.30 
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Table 4.11 (b) indicates that KVKs in Rajasthan followed by Maharashtra are transferring 

technology more than the KVKs in other states surveyed 

Figure 4.6 Distribution of technologies transferred by major fields 

 

Out of the total number of 1812 technologies transferred, 1165 related to agriculture, 383 to 

horticulture, 138 to animal science, 89 to home science and 37 to fisheries. 

4.6.2 Characteristics of Farmers implementing technology  
 

The KVKs were asked about their opinion as to which categories of farmers ï rich or 

poor, those with more land or less, better educated or less, and those near the KVK or away ï are 

more prone to implement the transferred technologies. Their responses are summarized in Table 

4.12 below. 

Table 4.12: Number of KVKs Reporting Characteristics of Farmers  

Likely to Implement New Technologies 

Indicator wise Perceptions 

State wise number of KVK reporting on each indicators 

Arunachal 

Pradesh 

Madhya 

Pradesh 
Maharashtra Rajasthan Tamil Nadu Total 

1. Economic Category       

Rich Farmers 3 9 7 9 5 33 

Poor Farmers 3 1 2 1 1 08 

No Response 0 0 1 2 4 07 

Total  6 10 10 12 10 48 

2. Land Holdings       

0 ï 1 acres of land 2 0 1 0 0 03 

1-3 acres of land 3 1 3 2 2 11 

3-5 acres of land  1 3 2 2 1 09 

More than 5 acres 0 6 3 6 4 19 

No Response 0 0 1 2 3 06 

Total  6 10 10 12 10 48 

3. Educational Background       

Illiterate 1 1 1 2 0 05 

Animal Science
8%

Crop Science
64%

Fishery
2%

Home Science
5% Horticulture

21%
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Primary 2 1 1 2 1 07 

Secondary 2 4 2 2 3 13 

Senior Secondary 0 0 0 2 1 03 

Higher Education 1 4 5 4 2 16 

No Response 0 0 1 0 3 04 

Total  6 10 10 12 10 48 

4. Location        

Near to KVK/City  2 2 5 8 4 21 

Remote Areas 4 6 2 2 2 16 

Both  0 2 2 2 2 08 

No Response 0 0 1 0 2 03 

Total  6 10 10 12 10 48 

Overall, the responses are on the expected lines, though some of the KVKs held different 

views. For example, most of the KVKs felt that rich farmers, those located near the KVK, those 

with secondary or higher education and those whose land holdings were comparatively large 

were more likely to implement new technologies offered by the KVKs. However, it would 

appear that while the linkage between richness/poverty and proneness to adopt technologies and 

that between size of holding and proneness to adopt is strong, the effect of education on 

proneness is somewhat weak. It is perhaps the resources to adopt that matter more than education 

4.7 Impact of Technology Transfer  
 

One of the important objectives of this evaluation is to assess how implementation of the 

new technologies benefited the farmers implementing the transferred technologies. The enquiry 

therefore sought the opinions of the KVKs about the how the new technologies impacted 

farmersô productivity, incomes, drudgery, etc. The results indicated a number of positive 

impacts.  

4.7.1 Benefits  from  Technologies Transferred  
 

Table 4.13 presents the percentage distribution of technologies by types of outcomes of 

adoption of new technologies for each type of KVKs.  

Table 4.13: Impact on Farmers adopting the technologies 

Type of Impact 

% of technologies reported by the KVK 

to have Resulted in  Impact 

ICAR / Govt. SAUs NGO All  

Improved productivity/reduction in 

cost/reduction in wastage 

 

40.0 

37.7 52.8  41.6 

Time saving/less drudgery 29.9 21.5 7.4 19.1 

Quality of product improved and 

enhanced incomes 

20.9 31.0 35.8 31.1 

Enhanced Confidence of farmers  9.15 9.8 4.0 8.2 

Total 100 100 100 100 
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According to the information provided by KVKs, 42 per cent of the technologies adopted 

resulted in higher productivity and reduction in cost and wastage. About a third of the 

technologies led to quality improvement and enhanced incomes. One fifth of the technologies 

proved to be time saving and less labour intensive and therefore led to drudgery reduction. The 

remaining 8% boosted confidence among the farmers. These percentages are broadly of the same 

order for various types of KVKs except that in case of NGO KVKs time-saving technologies 

formed a smaller percentage than in the case of other types of KVKs. 

Figure 4.7 Major impacts reported by KVK on their technologies 

Disseminated ï (for total)  

 

 

Figure 4.8 Major impacts reported by KVK on their technologies Disseminated 
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purchasing better inputs for agriculture. This view was supported by interaction with farmers 

also. Some farmers spend the additional income in marrying off their children. There were also 

instances, as it was reported, of improper use of the additional income such as for buying 

alcoholic beverages. Women folk of various villages requested the team that some steps should 

be taken to close liquor shops in the villages. 

4.8 KVKs and Entrepreneurship Development  
 

KVKs also engage themselves in promoting entrepreneurship among the farmers so as to 

enable them to undertake self-employment ventures in agri-related activities.  

4.8.1 Entrepreneurial Training  
 

KVKs provide entrepreneurial training as well as escort services to the farmers who opt 

for such activities to facilitate their pursuit of the chosen lines of self-employment. Table 4.14 (a)   

gives a summary of such training programmes organized by KVKs.  

Table 4.14 (a) : Average Number of Persons Covered by EDP Programmes of KVKs 

Annually  

Type of 

KVK  

Average Number of Persons 

Trained by each KVK in a year 

Percentage of those who started 

the business 

Males Females Persons Males   Females Persons 

ICAR/ 

Govt. 

119 40 159 40.2 7.6 30.1 

SAU 65 36 101 19.4 17.6 18.7 

NGO 101 37 138 26.7 35.2 29.0 

ALL  75 33 108 25.3 22.6 24.5 

 

Tables 4.14 (b)  Number of EDPs Oganised by KVKs by State wise 

State 

Average number of persons trained 

by each KVK in a year 

Percentage of those who started the 

business 

Males Females Persons Males Females Persons 

Arunachal Pradesh 14 20 34 28.6 10 17.6 

Madhya Pradesh 80 32 112 31.2 23.4 29 

Rajasthan 39 34 73 48.7 20.6 35.6 

Maharashtra  105 32 137 9.5 15.6 11 

Tamil Nadu  117 45 162 26.5 33.3 28.4 

 

The Table 4.14 (b)  indicates that Madhya Pradesh is conducting more EDPs as compared to 

other states surveyed. 
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On an average each KVK trained about 100 persons annually through their 

entrepreneurship development programmes. Three fourths of them were males. By type of KVKs 

it seems that KVKs under ICAR and NGOs are training more persons. But coverage of females 

is more in case of NGOs and SAUs. Overall, about a quarter of the persons trained start some or 

the other self employment venture. It has come to light during FGDs that females form SHG and 

start economic activities after training. This is corroborated by the fact that women trained by 

NGOs have the highest percentage of business starters after training. 

 

4.8.2 Forward Linkage Services 

 

As per the information provided by the KVKs, a number of them provided different types 

of support services to farmers taking up self-employment activities. Table 4.15 gives a summary 

of these services. 

Table 4.15: Support Services by KVKs in Promoting Self-employment by Farmers 

Type of service 
No. of KVKs providing the service 

ICAR/ GOVT SAU NGO All  

Project preparation 2 15 12 29 

Procurement of machinery and equipment 1 14 11 26 

Procurement of raw material 2 13 12 27 

Assistance in getting loans 3 14 11 28 

Technical training 3 19 12 34 

Post harvesting 2 19 10 31 

Processing of product 3 16 12 31 

Packaging 0 14 9 23 

Assistance in marketing 3 18 10 31 

Post business follow up and advice 2 11 7 20 

Other 1 5 2 8 

 

It may be seen that about 30 (approx. 60%) of the 48 KVKs covered by the study provided 

some form of escort services or other to those farmers who took up self-employment. While most 

of the services were more or less equally common, it may be observed that post-business follow-

up and advisory services were provided by a relatively small number of KVKs (only 20 of the 

48). 

4.9 KVKs and non-mandated Activities  
 

KVKs are involved in a number of non mandated activities. Some relate to non-mandated 

agri related activities while some other non- mandated non- agri activities. It has been reported 

that substantial time is being devoted by KVKs in such activities. While non mandated agri 
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related activities are understandable as these facilitate spreading technical knowledge; non 

mandated non agri activities hamper the main activities of KVKs. Time devoted in these 

activities state-wise can be seen in the Table 4.16. 

Table 4.16: Time devoted by KVKs  in Non Mandated Activities 

State 

Non mandated Agriculture  

related activity 

Non mandated non  Agriculture 

 related  activity 

% time devoted % time devoted 

Upto 25 26-50  Above 50  Upto 25 26-50  Above 50  

Arunachal Pradesh  ã - - ã - - 

Madhya Pradesh   ã - ã - - 

Rajasthan ã - - ã - - 

Maharashtra  ã - ã - - 

Tamil Nadu ã - - ã - - 

 

It may be seen from the table that on an average about 25% time each is devoted to non -

mandated agri activities and non- mandated non agri activities. This aspect needs attention.  

4.10 Qualitative Data  
 

Some opinion-oriented questions were also asked from KVKs in the structured 

questionnaire that was administered to them to understand the process of technology transfer and 

its adoption by farmers, with a view to find support to inferences from quantitative data.  For 

example, KVKs were asked whether the technology delivered was suitable to women farmers, 

and how the KVKs services were better than those of other organizations providing extension 

services and so on.  The information provided by KVKs is summarized below: 

  

4.10.1 Services of KVKs and Other Organizations  
 

As mentioned earlier, extension services are being provided by a number of other 

organizations apart from KVKs and, therefore, KVKs were asked to give their assessment of the 

relative importance of KVKsô services as compared to other organizations.  The information 

provided by KVKs indicates that the dissemination of technology through them and its impact on 

farmersô income, employment and drudgery reduction was better than through the services of the 

other organizations because: 
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The KVKs were enquired about their problems they faced in technology transfer.  Some of the 

problems indicated by them are:  

¶ Difficulty in getting suitable technology as per the field level situations.  

¶ Non-availability of any backup of technology if required by farmers and KVK scientists 

are not able to reply them. 

¶ Lack of infrastructural support and other resources. 

¶ Lack of soil and water testing facilities. 

¶ Lack of input delivery system and availability of planting material and other farm inputs. 

¶ Poor socio-economic status of farmers and small holdings. 

¶ Low education. 

¶ Load of non-mandated activities on KVK scientists. 

¶ Non-availability of low cost technologies. 

¶ Lack of forward and backward linkages especially post harvesting management, 

marketing and value addition. 

¶ Natural calamities. 

¶ Lack of technology as per the climate change and small holdings. 

¶ Religious myths, mind sets and traditions 

¶ Government policies 

¶ Lack of flexibility in KVK activities 

¶ Lack of desire to take risk 

¶ Lack of accessibility of inputs 

The above have also been reported through quantitative data. 

 

 Services of KVKs ï an edge over other organisations 

 

¶ KVKs have demonstration units and farmers visiting KVK can obtain thorough 

knowledge of technologies by getting first-hand experience. 

¶ KVKs have a team of technical experts in varying disciplines like agriculture, 

horticulture, animal science, home science, etc. and therefore, advice to the 

farmers is provided by specialists under one umbrella.   

¶ KVKs have flexibility in their activities and therefore, provide information as per 

demands of the farmers. 

¶ KVKs use ICT and provide mobile advisory services. 

The above facilities provide an edge to KVKs as compared to other organizations. 
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4.11 Technologies Suitable to Women  
 

One important aspect of technology transfer relates to the technologyôs suitability to 

women. KVKs were asked if the technologies were gender sensitive and were making an impact 

on womenôs lives. Most of the KVKs were of the opinion that a number of technologies were 

gender sensitive and had helped in reduction of drudgery, income enhancement and developing 

self-confidence among women. Some of the technologies that had helped women were 

technologies related to value addition and post-harvest management like fruit and vegetable 

preservation, rural crafts, tie and dye, tailoring and stitching etc. Light weight tools like serrated 

sickles, wheel hoe, foot sprayer, maize Sheller, groundnut pod stripper, coconut tree climber 

could be easily operated or handled by the farm women. Technologies relating to making of 

handicrafts from jute, bamboo, cotton, foam and rubber, nutritional management, kitchen 

gardening, Azolla cultivation, value addition in potato, soybean, wheat, gram rice, red gram, 

spices and other had helped women. Drip irrigation saved time. Mulching techniques reduced the 

weed infestation in cultivation of crops and saved labour, while revolving stool technology 

reduced pain & increase work efficiency in women while milking. The pest is effectively 

managed by installing water traps. Women farmers could easily install these traps through which 

they daily collected the moths and destroyed them.  Similarly change of water and pheromone 

lures was also very easy for women. Vermi-compost production technology was very easy and 

low cost.  The raw material required for the production of vermin-compost was available in the 

villages.  The technology could be easily manageable by women farmers. A number of 

technologies had helped women in carrying out their household activities. For instance, energy 

saving devices- like Charcoal sarai cooker, environment friendly stove, integrated nutrient 

management etc were very beneficial for women. 
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Chapter V 

What the Farmers Say 

5.1 Introduction  
 

As a part of study information has been collected from a number of farmers in the 

selected KVK areas about their awareness about and their experiences with the activities of 

KVKs. This chapter gives an appreciation of their views on various aspects relating to 

technology transfer through KVKs. An attempt has been made to identify a group of farmers that 

was relatively unexposed to KVKs and compare their experiences with those of farmers who had 

interactions with KVKs, the former serving as a counterfactual in impact assessment. Detailed 

information can be seen from data tables provided in Annex 2.  

5.2 General Characteristics  of Farmers  

5.2.1 State and Gender: 
 

In all 1870 farmers were contacted in 44 KVKs spread over 5 states covered in the study. 

The coverage in different states in indicated in table 5.1 with gender wiser distribution. 

Table 5. 1: Distribution of farmers by state and gender 

 

State Males Females 
Total 

Farmers 

1.  Arunachal Pradesh  011(44.00) 14 (56.00) 025 

2. Madhya Pradesh  487 (90.52) 51 (09.48) 538  

3. Maharashtra  364  (90.32) 39 (09.68) 403 

4.  Rajasthan 367 (89.08) 45 (10.92) 412 

5. Tamil Nadu 426 (86.59) 66 (13.41) 492 

Total 1655 (88.50) 215 (11.50) 1870 

 

The coverage is more or less balanced across the states with 400-500 farmers per state. 

The only exception is Arunachal Pradesh where, due to socio geographical conditions only 3 

districts could be visited in person and only 25 farmers could be covered.  

Gender wise 12 per cent of the farmers were females taking all the states together. Again 

this percentage is more or less same in all the states except in Arunachal Pradesh, where the 

number of female farmers covered is more than the males. It was observed that while males are 
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involved in other activities females are taking up agriculture. The coverage of female farmers is 

in consonance with the proportion of the female headed households in different states. 

5.2.2 Age and Gender: 
 

About a third (31.4%) of the farmers covered were in the age-group 35 -44. In the rest of 

the age-groups except in the age group 15 ï 24 the farmers were more or less evenly distributed. 

Table 5.2: Number of farmers covered by gender and age-group 

Age 

Group 

Number of Farmers % to total for all ages %age of 

females out of 

all farmers in 

the age group  
Males Females Total Males Females Total 

15 - 24 72 19 91 4.35 8.84 4.87 20.88 

25 - 34 281 42 323 16.98 19.53 17.27 13.00 

35- 44 511 77 588 30.88 35.81 31.44 13.10 

45 - 54 398 47 445 24.05 21.86 23.80 10.56 

55 + 380 29 409 22.96 13.49 21.87 
7.09 

NR 13 1 14 0.79 0.47 0.75 7.14 

All ages  1655 215 1870 100.00 100.00 100.00 11.50 

 

A plausible reason for the low proportion in the 15 -24 age group could be that most of 

the rural youth in this age group opt for either studying or working in non-agricultural pursuits. 

This phenomenon was also corroborated during the focus group discussions.  An interesting 

point observed here is that the share of females gradually declined as the age advanced. 

  Figure 5.1: Age Distribution of farmers covered 
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5.2.3 Education and Gender:  
 

About half of the farmers covered (46.5) were either illiterate or educated only up to primary 

level. A third (36.1%) had high school education and about 15% were graduates and above. Only 1% had 

technical education in agriculture. This group includes certificate or diploma level education (Table 5.3). 

Table 5.3: Distribution of farmers by gender and educational background  

Education Males Females Total 
Percentage of 

Males females 

Primary and below 

751 

(45.38) 

119 

(55.35) 

870 

(46.52) 
86.32 13.68 

High School 

605 

(36.56) 

70 

(32.56) 

675 

(36.10) 
89.63 10.37 

Graduate and above 

246 

(14.86) 

26 

(12.09) 

272 

(14.55) 
90.07 9.93 

Technical Education in Agriculture 

23 

(1.39) 

0 

(0.0) 

23 

(1.23) 
100.00 0.00 

Technical Education other field  

24 

(1.45) 

0 

(0.0) 

24 

(1.28) 
100.00 0.00 

No Response  

6 

(0.36) 

0 

(0.0) 

6 

(0.32) 
100.00 0.00 

Total  

1655 

(100.0) 

215 

(100.00) 

1870 

(100.0) 
88.5 11.5 

 

Figure 5.2 Distribution of farmers by gender and education 
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5.2.4 Size of Land Holding Pattern:  
 

Almost three-fourths of the farmers covered were small and marginal farmers, which 

more or less agrees with the pattern revealed in last Agricultural Census (2010-11) (Table 5.4). 

Table 5. 4: Distribution of Farmers by size of Holdings 

 

 

5.2.5 Coverage of Farmers by Irrigation Status:  

 

About three fourths of the land owned of the farmers covered was stated to be irrigated in 

some form or the other. The personal interactions indicate that due to shortage of water a number 

of farmers are using drip irrigation or wells. 

Table 5.5: No. of farmers by size of holding (hectares) and irrigation status  

Size of holding 

( in ha) 

No. of 

farmers 

covered 

Total land owned (ha) % of 

Irrigated  

Land  irrigated   unirrigated  Total 

1 to 3 1099 1989 701 2690 73.9 

4 to 5 337 1581 381 1962 80.6 

5 to 8 184 1287 436 1722 74.7 

9 to10 51 445 138 583 76.3 

more than 10 109 1787 655 2443 73.2 

NR 90 175 34 209 83.8 

All sizes 1870 7264 2345 9609 75.6 

Size of holding 

( in hectares) 

No. of farmers 

covered 

% to all 

farmers 

Agricultural 

Census 

2010-11 

1 to 3  1099 58.77 67.10 

4 to 5  337 
18.02 

 To all 

farmers 

5 to 8  184 09.84 10.04 

9 to10  51 02.73 4.25 

More than 10  109 05.83 0.70 

NR 90 04.81 - 

All sizes 1870 100.00 100.00 
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5.2.6 Ownership of Farm Machinery  

Overall, slightly more than half of the farmers had some sort of farm machinery. The 

survey included tractors, threshers, harvesters, milking machines, sprayers, ploughs and the 

likeas farm machinery. The ownership of farm machinery as expected increased with size of 

holdings with over 90% of farmers with land of 10 hectares and more having farm machinery. 

Surprisingly, even among the marginal farmers a substantial proportion (45.7%) had some 

machinery or other. It was gathered during discussions with farmers that small and marginal 

farmers had small implements while big farmers had all sorts of farm machinery (Table 5.6). 

Table 5.6: Number of farmers by size of holding and ownership of farm equipment 

Size of 

holding 

( in ha) 

No. of farmers Percentages of 

having at 

least one 

item of  

machinery 

No 

machinery 
All  

farmers 

with 

machinery 

No 

machinery 

1 to 3 502 597 1099 45.68 54.32 

4 to 5 252 85 337 74.78 25.22 

5 to 8 126 58 184 68.48 31.52 

9 to10 35 16 51 68.63 31.37 

more than 10 99 10 109 90.83 9.17 

NR 79 11 90 87.78 12.22 

All sizes 1093 777 1870 58.45 41.55 

 

The extent of ownership of machinery varied from state to state with 84% of the covered 

farmers having no machinery in Arunachal Pradesh against 58.5 per cent for all the five states 

put together. About half of the farmers in Tamil Nadu and Maharashtra also did not have 

machinery. However, discussions indicated that machinery and equipment are generally hired by 

the farmers.   

5.2.7 Average Incomes of farmers by size of holding  
Out of the 1870 farmers covered 1344 had reported annual incomes. The incomes 

included those derived from agricultural as well as non-agricultural pursuits. 

Table 5.7: Average Income of Farmers by Size of Holding 

Size of 

Holdings 

(in ha.) 

Average annual income (in Rs. thousands) 

Madhya  

Pradesh 

Rajasthan Tamil Nadu Arunachal 

Pradesh 

Maharashtra All States 

1-3 82.46 (234) 102.98 (158) 94.45 (242) 86.67 (3) 170.11 (158) 107.62 (795) 

4-5 127.94(50) 178.73 (55) 109.77 (82) 462.50 (4) 228.14 (51) 159.97 (242) 

5-8 180.63 (24) 309.89 (47) 137.60 (35) 720.00 (5) 328.12 (16) 256.43 (127) 
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9-10 278.00 (5) 175.25 (8) 147.30 (23) 1000.00 (1) 866.67 (3) 244.50 (40) 

10+ 620.80 (10) 460.54 (28) 320.75 (53) 1000.00 (1) 183.33 (3) 396.35 (95) 

NR 70.00  (2) 144.37 (8) 63.23 (26) - 272.78 (9) 119.87 (45) 

All  116.20 (325 184.60 (304) 127.35 (461) 550.71 (14) 205.69 (240) 156.00 (1344) 
Figures in bracket are the number of farmers in the respective group reporting income. 

The overall average income of farmers covered was Rs 156,000 per annum. The average 

varied from Rs.108, 000 for those with land holdings of 1-3 hectares to Rs.396, 000 whose land 

holdings exceeded 10 hectares. It was observed that where families are involved in both 

agricultural and non-agricultural activities the income was much higher. For those farmers 

without any other activity the average income was Rs. 125,000 while for those with other 

economic activities the average was Rs. 212,000. 

5.3 Farmers and KVKs 
 

A basic aspect of the impact of KVKs on the farmers is the latterôs awareness of the 

activities of the former. The farmers interviewed were asked whether they knew about the 

existence of the KVKs and if so whether they knew about the activities of the organization. 

5.3.1 Knowledge about KVKs  
 

The results show that over a quarter of the farmers (21%) were not aware of the existence 

and the activities of the KVKs. The proportion was somewhat higher in Madhya Pradesh and 

Tamil Nadu (Table5.8). 

Table 5.8: No. of farmers about knowledge of activities of KVKs 

State 

No. of Farmers with 

All  
% of those with 

no knowledge 
No  

Knowledge 
with knowledge 

Arunachal Pradesh 04 21 25 16.00 

Madhya Pradesh 153 385 538 28.43 

Maharashtra 62 341 403 15.38 

Rajasthan 77 335 412 18.69 

Tamil Nadu 90 402 492 22.38 

Total 386 1484 1870 20.64 

5.3.2 Awareness of KVKs by Size of Holdings 
 

Table (5.9) indicates that a somewhat higher proportion of small and marginal farmers had 

no awareness about KVKs activities than that among farmers with larger holdings. The 

differences, however, are not very significant with 22 per cent of even farmers with 10 ha or 

more land expressing their lack of knowledge about KVKs. 
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Table 5.9: Farmers with Knowledge of KVKS by Size of Holdings 

Size of Holdings 

(in Ha) 

%  of farmers 

with knowledge of 

KVKs  

No Knowledge All  
% with no 

knowledge 

1-3 57.61 61.70 58.77 29.75 

4-5 18.51 16.79 18.02 26.41 

5-8 10.82 7.36 9.84 21.20 

9-10 2.99 2.08 2.73 21.57 

10+ 6.34 4.53 5.83 22.02 

NR 3.73 7.55 4.81 44.44 

All  100.00 100.00 100.00 28.34 

 

However focus group discussions bring this phenomenon more clearly that the wealthier 

farmers take most of the benefits from KVKsô activities. 

5.3.3 Knowledge of KVKs by Level of Education of Farmers  
 

Similar results emerge when awareness of KVK activities is studied with reference to the 

educational level of the farmers, the proportion of those with no knowledge about KVKs and 

their activities being highest for farmers with primary or below education and gradually falling 

with higher educational levels. Again, as in the case of size of holdings, the differences are rather 

small. Also, not much difference is observed in the extent of awareness between men and women 

farmers. 

Table 5.10: Knowledge of KVKs by Education of Farmers 

Educational 

Level 

%  of farmers 

with knowledge 

of KVKs  

No Knowledge All  
% with no 

knowledge 

Primary and 

below 44.78 50.94 46.52 31.03 

High School 37.46 32.64 36.10 25.63 

Graduate and 

above  15.37 12.45 14.55 24.26 

Others  2.39 3.96 2.83 39.62 

All persons 100.00 100.00 100.00 28.34 

All Males 88.66 88.11 88.50 28.22 

All females 11.34 11.89 11.50 29.30 
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5.3.4 Knowledge about technology dissemination activity by KVKs  
 

One in six (16.3%) of the farmers surveyed had no knowledge whatsoever about 

dissemination of knowledge on technologies by KVKs (Table 5.11). While the proportion of 

those without such knowledge was fairly close to this overall level in Madhya Pradesh, 

Rajasthan and Tamil Nadu, a greater proportion of farmers in Maharashtra (91.3%) knew about 

the technology dissemination by KVKs. In Arunachal Pradesh every one of the 25 farmers 

surveyed knew about it. 

Table 5.11: Knowledge about Technology Dissemination by KVKs  

State 

% of 

farmers 

with no 

knowledge 

Percentage distribution of farmers with knowledge by source of 

knowledge 

Training at 

KVK  

Demonstration 

by KVK 

Fellow 

farmers 

trained by 

KVK  

Other 

sources 
Total 

Arunachal 

Pradesh 

 

0.0 46.7 40.0 10.0 3.3 100.0 

Madhya 

Pradesh 

 

19.3 48.0 36.1 12.2 3.7 100.0 

Rajasthan 18.0 47.2 35.2 15.3 2.2 100.0 

Maharashtra 9.7 39.4 33.8 21.8 5.0 100.0 

Tamil Nadu 17.7 42.0 33.7 21.5 2.9 100.0 

All States 16.3 44.0 34.7 17.7 3.5 100.0 

 

Training and demonstration by the KVKs was the main source of this knowledge. However, it is 

interesting that about 18 per cent of the farmers had acquired this knowledge from fellow 

farmers. This knowledge spin-off seems to be stronger in Maharashtra and Tamil Nadu in 

comparison to the other three States. Barring these rare and interesting deviations, the patterns of 

acquisition of knowledge about KVK technologies remained fairly uniform across the five States 

surveyed.  
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Figure 5.3 Distribution of farmers by source of knowledge on new technology 

 

5.3.5 Source of acquisition of knowledge about technologies  
 

As is well known, dissemination of agricultural technologies takes place through a 

variety of channels. Apart from KVKs, the district agricultural office (this includes officials 

concerned with promotion of animal husbandry, fisheries, horticulture and other allied activities), 

some major industries engaged in retail trade of agricultural commodities, and NGOs also 

engage themselves in transferring knowledge about new technologies to farmers in furtherance 

of their own organizational objectives. Table 5.12 indicates the relative prominence of different 

organizations in this area. 

Table 5.12: Distribution of Farmers who Acquired Knowledge about Technologies by 

Source 

Source of 

knowledge 

% of farmers acquiring knowledge about technology from the source 

Arunachal 

Pradesh 

Madhya 

Pradesh 

Rajasthan Maharashtra Tamil 

Nadu 

ALL  

Training at 

KVK  43.2 30.4 27.2 26.8 27.8 28.2 

KVK 

demonstration 36.4 25.6 21.7 21.8 21.6 22.9 

District 

Agricultural 

Office 2.3 12.2 10.7 10.1 13.4 11.6 

Kishan Call 

Centres 2.3 8.8 5.7 7.4 4.1 6.4 

% farmers with 
no knowlegdge

14%

Training at KVK
38%

Demonstration 
by KVK

30%

Fellow farmers 
trained by KVK

15%

Other sources
3%
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NGO 9.1 4.6 2.3 1.7 3.5 3.2 

Industry 

Sources  2.3 0.9 0.4 1.4 1.1 1.0 

Fellow farmers 

of KVK trained 2.3 8.5 13.1 16.8 14.0 12.9 

Other fellow 

farmers  0.0 4.5 7.2 9.2 8.2 7.2 

Own decision to 

change 2.3 4.1 8.3 4.4 3.8 5.0 

Others 0.0 0.4 3.3 0.4 2.4 1.6 

Total  100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

 

Clearly KVKs are the front runners with half of the farmers acknowledging that training 

and demonstrations organized by those institutions accounted for the technology transfer. About 

one in eight of the farmers acquired the knowledge about the technologies from fellow farmers. 

Such transfer from fellow farmers was relatively low in Arunachal Pradesh and Madhya Pradesh. 

The District agricultural offices came third accounting for another one-eighth of the farmers. The 

distributions are fairly firm across the five States. 

5.3.6 Adoption of Te chnologies by Farmers  
 

To what extent did the farmers adopt the new technological knowledge acquired by them 

and how long it had taken them to do so? Table 5.13 seeks to answer these questions. 

Table 5.13: Time Taken by Farmers with Different Sizes of Land Holding to Adopt the 

New Technologies  

Size of 

holding 

(ha) 

Percentage of farmers by time gap in adoption of technology 

Immediately 

 

Next  

season 

After 

seeing  

impact 

After one 

year 

After a 

long time 
Still  

Not 
Total 

1 to 3 40.8 22.7 14.4 5.3 2.3 14.6 100.0 

4 to 5 43.9 24.0 12.8 4.5 1.5 13.4 100.0 

5 to 8 45.1 22.3 8.7 4.3 1.1 18.5 100.0 

9 to10 33.3 25.5 15.7 3.9 2.0 19.6 100.0 

More than 

10 
34.9 22.9 10.1 3.7 0.9 27.5 100.0 

All  39.9 23.1 13.2 4.8 1.8 17.2 100.0 
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Figure 5.4 Distribution of farmers by source of knowledge on new technology 

 

 
 

About 40 per cent of the farmers reported that they had implemented the technology soon 

after they learned it and about one-fourth did so from the next agricultural season. About 17 per 

cent had not yet implemented. Surprisingly the proportion of those implementing immediately 

was higher among farmers with a holding of up to 8 hectares than among farmers with larger 

holdings. So was the proportion of those yet to implement. 

 

5.3.7 &ÒÅÑÕÅÎÃÙ ÏÆ &ÁÒÍÅÒÓȭ 6ÉÓÉÔÓ ÔÏ +6+ 
 

The frequency of visits by farmers to the KVK is a measure of the strength of relationship 

between them and the institutions. Data gathered from the farmers indicate that a little over a 

quarter (28%) of the farmers never visit the KVKs. One-fifth of the farmers visit once a month 

and one-fourth visit once in three months. Some (14%) visit at the start of every season and 

roughly the same proportion visit (12%) when they are called for training at the KVK (Table 

5.14) 

Table 5.14: Distribution of Farmers by Frequency of Visits to KVKs 

Size of 

holding 

(ha) 

Percentage of farmers by frequency of visits to KVK 

Once a 

month 

Once in 3 

months 

At start of 

season 

When 

called for 

training 

Total of 

those who 

visit 

% of those 

who never 

visit 

All 

farmers 

1 to 3 18.4 27.3 15.0 11.9 72.6 27.4 
100.0 

(1099) 

4 to 5 19.0 24.0 15.4 13.6 72.1 27.9 
100.0 

 (337) 

Immediately 
, 39.9

Next Season, 23.1

After Seeing the 
Impact, 13.2

After one year 
, 4.8

After long time 
, 1.8

Still Not 
adopted, 17.2


