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ABSTRACT 

T h is s tudy was conducted to examine the rl'latioraship bdWl'Cll charnctcl'istics of farmt'l"S with thrir 

klww ll·<lgc in Ambah Sub-Division of Madhya Pradesh. It was n•n-alt•d, that the age of respondents show~d 

sign ificant correla tion with knowledge, while, 1.•ducation landholding and cast1.• existed significance in some 

important practices. Type of family and annual income shmn·d thdr significa11n• ouly in f1.'W pnu:ticcs. The 

multiple determination indicates that cast1.· typl' of family, 111111 uni inrnml• and landliolding logcthl·r effected 

the knowledge of plant prokction mcasun.>s significantly lo the 1.·xt1.•11t of 78.88 pl'I' c1.•nt. 

INTRODUCTION 

Although India has 20.8 per cent of the 

world's area under oilseeds, it accounts for 

less than 10 per cent of the world's production 

to meet the needs of about 16 per cent of the 

world's population. Oilseeds form the. second 

largest agricultural community after cereals in 

India sharing 13 per cent of the country's 

gross cropped area and accounting for nearly 

five per cent of gross national product and 1 o 
per cent of the value all agricultural products. 

Knowledge is one of the important 

components of behaviour as it plays a major 

role fn overt behaviour of human beings. 

Therefore, the knowledge of the innovations is 

the basic requirement leading to adoption. 

Hence, the present study was carried 

out with the specific objective 'To explore the 

44 

(l<eceh ·ed on I 7th S('p /., 1998) 

relationship between selected characteristics 

of the mustard growers with their 

knowledge'. 

JVlATERIALS AND l\1ETHODS 

The present study was conducted in 

northern Madhya Pradesh. The study was 

confined to one sub-division (Ambah). Out of 

25 Rural Agricultural Extension Officers Circles 

in the sub-division , five were selected by 

random sampling. From each R.A.E.0., Circle, 

25 fa~mers were selected by using randoni 

sampling. Thus, in all 125 mustard growers, 

formed the sample of study. The date were 
collected with the help of pretested structured 

schedule by personally interviewing th0 

re~~ondents. The simple correlation co: 

eff~c~ent and standard partiRI regression c~ 
e!ficrent were worked out with the m0th0

7 
given by Johnson (1950). The important 
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-'6 
practices relating to mustard cultivation were 
included in this study. 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

The fourteen important improved 
practices were selected tor studying the 

knowledge of mustard growers. In order to 
· examine the rate of dependance of farmers 
knowledge level upon the selected seven 
independant variables, simple correlation co­
efficient were worked out. The data presented 
in table 1 reveal thee simple correlation co­
efficient of knowledge of various improved 
practices of mustard with independent 
variables. 

The co-efficient of correlation between 
the age and knowledge of all the practices 
except spacing was found to be positive and 
significant at 0.01 level of significance. This can 

be attributed to the reason that as the age 
increases, there might be more exposure and 
more experience. This finding is an agreement 
with that Reddy & Swaroop (1995). The 
relationship between the education and 
knowledge level of soil test, improved variety, 
soil treatment, chemical fertilizer, seed rate, 
seed treatment and irrigation was found to be 
significant at 0.01 level, whereas, time of 
sowing, method of sowing and weedicide use 
were found significant at 0.05 level of 

significance. It is known fact the formal 
education widens the horizone of knowledge of 

an individual. As educated farmers can gather 

information by ref ering to various information 
sources. This finding is in line with the finding of 
Rai et al. (1987) and Sakharkar et al. (1992). 

The caste of respondents showed significant 

correlation with the practices like soil test, 

improved variety, time of sowing, soil treatment, 

seed treatment irrigation and plant protection 

measures. It is due to the fact that the 

respondents belong to upper caste strata have 

better contacT with extension personnels. Thus 
. ' 

getting more opportunities in comparison with 

lower caste group of respondents. This finding 

are confirmed by Kumari & Sinha (1995), Reddy 

GAU RES. J. 1999 2 . 5 (I 

& Iqbal (1993). The correlation coeffl . l 
between type of fami~y and know1edg~'8rit 

ploughing, time of sowing and spacing Of 

negntively signific~nt. It can,. th~,~ be conci:~e 
that type of family had s1grnf1cant1y inve d 

imp.=ict over the knowledge ~f three impra::~ 
practices. These results are rn conformity Wit 
the result of Kumari & Sinha (1995) . h 

The correlation co-efficient betwee 

annual income and knowl~dge of improve~ 

variety, seed rate and spacing was negative! 
significant at 0.01 level of significanc: 

This might be due to the fact that the abov~ 

three practices require less amount to 

purchase .and the ~O0r farn_1ers are very 
anxious to increase hrs production by applying 

low imput technology in their fields. The seed 

treatment and plant protectron measures 

showed significant correlation. It is bare fact 

the use of these two improved practices is a 

matter of comparatively heavy investment and 

only good income receivers can use the 

same, they are motivated to secure the 

knowle(.fge necessary for its correct 

application. This finding is supported by Reddy 

& Swaroop (1995), Deshmukh et al. (1995). 

The land holding of respondents were found to 
be positive and significantly correlated with 

their knowiedge of improved practices viz., soil 

test, improved variety, organic manure, 

chemical fertilizers, seed rat~. method of 

sowing, spacing, weedicide, irrigation and 

plant protection measures at 0.01 level of 

probability. It could be interpreted as the 

farm size i~ important asset of big tarme~­
These farmers may inclined to get more pr~!,t 
from agriculture by carrying out scientific 

farming. They may consider farming as 8 

business and take benefits of new 
agricultural technology. They may hav: 
more entrepreneurial skill to manage th 

farm more efficiently. This f indinQ ge~s I 

support from the study conducted ~ 
Reddy & Swaroop (1995) Reddy & lqba 
(1993). 
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The correlation coefficient between 
extension contact and knowlege of soil test, 
improved variety, chemical fertilizer, seed 
treatment, method of sowing and plant 
protection measures showed positive and 
significant relationship. The most obvious 
reason for such a finding is the contact with 
the extension personnel helps an individual to 
seek correct, scientific information and advice. 
It assists to clear the doubts about an 
innovation. It is felt that those who have more 
extension contacts, they might seek more 
agricultural information for use in farming. The 
study conducted by Reddy & Swaroop (1995) 
confirm this finding. 
Relative contribution of independent 
variabies to knowledge of improved 
practices : 

It is evident from the table 2 that the 
significant partial regression coefficient of age, 
education, type of family and extension 
contact had influence on the knowledge of 
recommended ploughing. It indicate that these 
four variable exerted their influence on 
knowledge of farmers regarding recommended 
ploughing. The value of coefficient of multiple 
determination (R'), indicates that all these four 
variables could explain only 19.36 variation in 
the kncwledge of ploughing. The order of 
contribution of these variables from highest to 
lowest was type of family, age, education ánd 
extension contact. Out of seven independent 
variables five variables namely age, education, 
type of family, land holding and extension 
contact were found to have considerable 
significance at 't' level. The (R?) value 
(0.63072) indicates that 63.07 per cent 
variability in farmers knowledge of soil test 
could be explained by these four variables. As 
per their relative importance in predicting the 
knowledge education was the first extension 
contact was second, land holding was third 
age was fourth and type of family was fifth. 
Only two independent variables i.e. age and 
annual income had their influence on 
knowledge of improved variety of mustard. These two independent variables together 

(iAU RES. J. 1999, 25 (I) 
effecled the knowledge in dependent variahl (P3) significantly to the extent of 77.86 per 
tenl. From the standard partial regression co. 
efficients, it was clear that the rariks were first 

to age and second to annual incone 

It was observed that out of seven 
independent variables, four variables namely 
age, education, type of family and land holding 
together affected the knowledge of time of 
sowing to the extent of 24.43 per cent. The 
age, education, annual, income and 
landholding had significant influence on 
knowledge of soil treatment. The R? value 
showed that 37 per cent of variation was 
explained by these four variables. The value of 
regression co-efficient of age, education and 
extension contact had significant influence on 
knowledge of organic manures. The R² value 
indicated 32 per cent of the variation by these 
three variables. It is clear from the table that 
age, type of family and landholding together 
affected the knowledge of chemical fertilizers 
to the extent of 75 per cent. As per their 
relative importance in predicting the 
knowledge, age was the first followed by land 
holding and type of fanily respectively. The 
age, education, caste, annual income and 
landhodling had significant effect on 
knowledge of seedrate. The value of multiple 
determination explained 54.88 per cent 
variation by these four variables. The co 
efficient of multiple determination (R²) showed 
58.83 per cent variation in knowledge of seed 
treatment and 64.28 per cent of irigation was 
explained by all these seven independent 
variables. The knowledge of weedicide 
affected only by landhodling significantly to the 
extent of 31.46 per cent Four variables 
namely caste, type of family, annual income and landholding were accounted for 
influencing the knowledge of plant proteclu 
measures. These variables together effected 

the knowledge of plant protection measures 
significantly to the extent of 78.8 per ceil 
From the standard partial regression efficients, it was clear that the ranks were first 
to landhodling, second to type of family, third 
to caste and fourth to annual income. 
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