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ABSTRACT

The present paper envisagesthe valuable adoption i ssues of appropriate scientific cultivation of winter vegetables
in asocio-cultural milieu. The present study was conducted at the Barasat block in North 24 paragana district of
West Bengal. Purposive as well as simple random sampling techniques wer e adopted for the study. Adoption index
being the dependent variable of the study explores the adoption behaviour of the winter vegetable growers and
other thirteen socio-economic, socio-personal and communication variables were considered as the independent
variables to establish the relational niche with the dependent one. The data were collected with the help of
structured interview schedul e and wer e processed i nto frequency, percentage, mean, standard deviation, coefficient
of variation, correlation analysis et c. to draw the conclusion of the study. The correlation analysis of study
revealed that the selected causal variables age, education, family size, family education status, land holding, land
under winter vegetables, land under other crops, economic status, social participation, herd size, vegetableyield,
income from other crops, income from winter vegetable wer e significantly associated with the adoption index for
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delineating the adoption behaviour of the winter vegetable growers.
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At the advent of rainbow revolution, the need of
the hour isto increase the productivity of the agricultura
system through adoption and sociaisation of newer
economic value added agricultural practicesto meet the
food and nutritional need of the ever increasing
population and to make the popul ation economically salf
sufficient too. The production of winter vegetables in
Indian context fulfils the nutritional requirement of the
rural poor and makes the livelihood economically
sustainable. Vegetables occupy an area of 6.3 million
hector with a production of 93.00 million tones. Our
share in world fruit and vegetable production is 10%
and 13.28 % respectively. In India, these vegetables
are grown in the open field during winter season and
thus the cost of production isless as compared to those
grown under protective cover. Thereislot of opportunity
for exporting these vegetabl esto the European and North
American countries from India. The leading winter
vegetable growing states are-West Bengal, Uttar
Pradesh, Orissa, Bihar, Tamil Nadu, Karnakata,

Maharastra, AndhraPradesh. In West Bengal, Hooghly,
24 Parganas (North & South), Midnapur, Nadia, Howrah
aretheleading winter vegetable producing districts. The
area under winter vegetables has been increasing day
by day with the improved package of practices. The
qudity and nature of adoption of scientific package of
practices for growing winter vegetables have bred on
transforming lifestyle taking agricultural enterprise
integrd toit. Since, adoption basicdly goes psychologicd
and motivational, objective indicators are types of
innovations in the form of input, techniques, tools etc
thus in turn characterize the resultant adoption. Thusin
studying the nature and degree of adoption process
measured through psychosocia and cultura ingredients,
some factors have been considered that serve as
measurement of the complexity of the human mind.
Under such a situation, the study was framed to
delineste the responsible socid, economic, psychologicd,
personnel and communication attributesin characterising
the adoption behaviour of the winter vegetable growers.
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METHODOLOGY

The study was conducted at the Barasat block in
North 24 paragana district of West Bengal. Purposive
aswell as simple random techniques were adopted for
the study. For sdlection of District and block purposive
sampling techniques was adopted. The smple random
sampling technique was employed for the selection of
villages and respondents. The dependent variablein the
context of the present study is adoption of winter
vegetable cultivation. The selected independent
variables were grouped on the basis of socio-
psychological and extension contacts characteristics.
The acceptability of an innovation to an individual
depends on its permissibility to his socio-economic and
psychologicd orientation. Thusin the present study, the
selection of independent variableswere madeto include
following attributes which were socio-economic, socio-
psychological and extension communication nature.
Adoption index of winter vegetable cultivation was the
dependent variable for the present study. The causal
variablesin this study were age, education, family size,
family education status, land holding, land under winter
vegetables, land under other crops, economic status,
socid participation, herd size, vegetable yield, income
from other crops, income from winter vegetable. The
datawere collected with the help of structured interview
schedule by persond interview method. The collected
datawere processed into frequency, percentage, mean,
standard deviation, coefficient of variation, correlation
anaysis to draw the conclusion of the study.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Table 1 presents the distribution of the 13
independent variables in terms of their mean, standard
deviation, coefficient of variation and the ranks of their
consgtency for small farmers (land holding<l acre).
The independent variables exhibited a more or less
consstent behaviour. The variables asranked according
to their consistency were income from other crops
(17.75%), family size (21.41%), land holding (23.17%),
family education status (23.86%) land under winter
vegetable (25.33%), Age (25.90%) , Land under other
crops (25.93%) economic status (27.94%), vegetable
yield (28.70%), income from winter vegetable (29.24%)
education (30.80%), Herd size (115.53), social

participation (223.53) respectively.
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Table 1. Descriptive distribution of the variableswith

reference to respondent profile

(total land holding lessthan 1 acre) N=30

Coefficient of
S. Variables Mean | SD variation
No. % | Ranks
1. |[Age(X1) 3667 | 924 | 2590 VI
2. | Education (X2) 337 | 104 (3086 XI
3. | Family size (X3) 397 | 085 | 2141 I
3. |Familyedustatus(X4) | 285 | 068 | 2386 | IV
5. | Land holding (X5) 082 | 019 (2317 | 1l
6. | Land under winter 075 | 019 | 2533 \%
vegetable (X6)
7. | Land under 162 | 042 | 2593 | Vi
other crops (X7)
8. | Economic status(X8) | 433 | 1.21 | 2794 | VI
9. [Socia 017 | 038 [22353| Xl
participation (X9)
10. |Herd size (X10) 103 | 119 (11553 XII
11. |Vegetableyidd (X11) | 7400 | 2124 | 2870 | IX
12. | Income from 1532 | 272 | 17.75 |
other crops (X12)
13. | Income from winter 660 | 193 | 2024 X
vegetable(X13)

Table 2. Descriptive distribution of the variables with

reference to respondent profile

(land holding between 1 to 2 acre) N = 15

Coefficient of
S. Variables Mean | SD variation
No. % | Ranks
1. |[Age(X1) 4029 | 498 | 12.36 I
2. | Education (X2) 379 | 072 [ 1899 | IX
3. | Family size (X3) 514 | 068 [ 1322 | Il
4. | Familyedugatus(X4) | 352 | 0.38 | 10.79 |
5. [ Land holding (X5) 165 | 029 | 1758 | VI
6. | Land under winter 160 | 029 (1812 ( VI
vegetable (X6)
7. | Land under 313 | 064 | 2044 X
other crops (X7)
8. [Economicstatus(X8) | 757 | 1.05 | 1387 | IV
9. |Socid 114 | 068 | 59.65 | XiIl
participation (X9)
10. |Herd size (X10) 479 | 322 | 67.22 | Xl
11. |Vegetableyidd (X11) | 18536 | 44.04 | 2376 | Xl
12. | Income from other 2821 | 485 | 17.19 \Y
crops (X12)
13. | Income from winter 16.18 | 229 | 14.15 X
vegetable (X13)
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Table 3. Descriptive distribution of the variables with
reference to respondent profile
(total land holding above 2 acre) (N = 50)

Coefficient of
S. Variables Mean | SD variation
No. % |Ranks
1 |Age(X1 4600 | 6.69 |[1454 1
2 Education (X2) 417 | 069 [1655 | IV
3. |Family sze(X3) 55 | 050 | 9.09 |
4. |Familyedu.gtatus(X4) | 418 | 043 |10.29 I
5. |Land holding (X5) 367 | 100 (2725 | IX
6 Land under winter 317 | 080 | 26523 | VI
vegetable (X6)
7. |Land under other 694 | 183 | 2637 | VI
crops (X7)
8. |Economic status (X8) | 10.83 | 248 | 22.89 \%
9. |Socid 183 | 069 |37.70 | Xl
participation (X9)
10. [Herd size (X10) 1083 | 442 |4081 | Xl
11. |Vegetableyield (X11) |503.33 |133.73 | 2657 | VI
12. [Income from other 8583 (24.14 | 28.13 X
crops (X12)
13. [Income from winter 5292 11649 | 3116 | Xl
vegetable (X13)

Table 2 presents the distribution of the 13
independent variables in terms of their mean, standard
deviation, the coefficient of variation and the ranks of
their consistency for medium farmers (land holding
between 1 to 2 acres). The independent variables
exhibited a more or less consistent behaviour. The
variables asranked according to their consistency were
family education status (10.79%), age (12.36%) , family
Sze (13.22%), economic status (13.87%), income from
winter vegetable (14.15%), income from other crops
(17.19%), land holding (17.58%), land under winter
vegetable (18.12%), education (18.99%), land under
other crops (20.44%), vegetable yield (23.76%), socia
participation (59.65%), herd size (67.22%).

Table 3 presents the distribution of the 13
independent variables in terms of their mean, standard
deviation, the coefficient of variation and the ranks of
their consistency for large farmers (land holding above
2 acre). The independent variables exhibited a more or
less consistent behaviour. The variables as ranked
according to their consistency werefamily size (9.09%),
family education status (10.29%), Age (14.54%),

29

Table 4. Descriptive distribution of the variables with
reference to respondent profile
(For al the farmers) (N=50)

Coefficient of
S. Variables Mean | SD variation
No. % | Ranks
1 |Age(X1) 3820 | 864 | 2262 I
2 Education (X2) 358 | 095 (2654 IV
3. | Family size (X3) 448 | 099 | 22.09 |
4. |Familyedustatus(X4) | 319 | 0.74 [ 2329 | Il
5 Land holding (X5) 139 | 1.01 | 7266 | VI
6 Land under winter 128 | 089 [ 6953 | VI
vegetable (X6)
7. | Land under other 268 [ 189 | 7052 | VI
crops (X7)
8. | Economic status (X8) | 6.02 | 267 | 44.35 \Y
9. [Socid 064 | 079 (12344| Xl
participation (X9)
10. | Herd size (X10) 326 | 407 |124.85| Xl
11. | Vegetableyield (X11) | 156.70 (14852 | H4.78 [ X
12. | Income from other 2739 |12426 | 8857 | IX
crops (X12)
13. | Income from winter 1484 |16.00 |107.82| XI
vegetable (X13)

education (16.55%), economic status (22.89%), land
under winter vegetable (25.23%), land under other crops
(26.37), vegetableyidd (26.57%), land holding (27.25%),
income from other crops (28.13%), income from winter
vegetable (31.16%), social participation (37.70%), herd
size (40.81%).

Table4 presentsthe distribution of the 13 dependent
variablesin terms of their mean, standard deviation, the
coefficient of variation and theranks of their consistency
for al thefarmers. Theindependent variables exhibited
amore or less consistent behaviour. The variables as
ranked according to their consistency were family size
(22.09%), age (22.62%), family education status
(23.09%), education (26.54%), economic status
(44.35%), land under winter vegetable (69.53%), land
under other crops (70.52%), land holding (72.66%),
income from other crops (88.57%), vegetable yield
(94.78%), income from winter vegetable (107.82%),
Socid participation (123.44%), herd size (124.85%).

Table 5 represents the correlation coefficient of
the dependent variable, adoption index with thirteen
independent variables. Theresult revealed that adoption
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Table 5. Coefficient of correlation with adoption index and
thirteen causal variables

S . Coefficient of
No. Variables correlation (r)
1 | Age(X1) 0.435**

2. | Education (X2) 0.280*

3. | Family size (X3) 0.650**

4. | Family education status (X4) 0.639**

5. | Land holding (X5) 0.856**

6. | Land under winter vegetable (X6) 0.875**

7. | Land under other crops (X7) 0.849**

8. | Economic status (X8) 0.866**

9. | Socid participation (X9) 0.795**
10. | Herd size (X10) 0.792**
11. | Vegetableyield (X11) 0.871**
12. | Income from other crops (X12) 0.820**
13. | Income from winter vegetable (X13) 0.844**

r > 0.279; * significant at 5% level of significance,

r > 0.360 ;**significant at 1% level of significance.

index had a positive and significant co-relation with all
the 13 causal variables. The positive incremental status
of adoption had shown with theincrease of agein years.
The old aged vegetable growers had adopted more
number of innovations than the younger vegetable
growers. The winter vegetable growers having high
school level education had shown higher adoption satus.
The revelation is similar with the findings of Nagar aj
et al (2000). Education exposes the vegetable growers
to the innovative world for augmenting their economic
status. Family size had aso shown a positive and
significant co-relation with adoption index. In case of
large families family members could help in different
operations during winter vegetabl e cultivation and share
the respongibility to take risk in production system. The
family having a higher education status had more
adoption of winter vegetable cultivation practices
because they could develop their knowledge and skill
along with positive attitude from different sources of
information. Larger theland holding, higher wasthe level
of adoption of winter vegetable cultivation. Larger
holding size indicates better and sound economic status
of the growers; it results to adequate and timely supply
of inputs and services. Winter vegetable growers who
have large size of vegetable land are characterized by
better economic status. So, their adoption statusis also
higher than the winter vegetable growers having small
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land of vegetable cultivation. The observation is some
what similar with the observation of Sarkar (1997).
Large land under other crops aso indicated a better
economic status and high adoption behaviour. Variable
economic status of the study comprised of house type,
materid possession and physica status. Better economic
status means growers having better type of houses,
more modern va uable domestic materialsand appliances
and improved condition of land. The winter vegetable
growers of higher economic status generally possess
higher socid prestige and recognitionin asocid system.
If socid participation was higher, the level of adoption
of scientific winter vegetable cultivation was aso higher.
It was aso reported by Sarkar and Bandyopadhyay
(1996), Juliana et al (1991) in their studies. There
was sgnificant impact of herd sze on adoption behaviour
of growers so far as economic viability was concerned.
Thus sound economic condition influenced adoption
behaviour of the vegetable growers in a positive
direction. The respondents having higher income from
other crops had also shown more adoption of scientific
winter vegetabl e cultivation because they invested more
money in modern vegetable cultivation. Higher income
from vegetable cultivation led to higher adoption of
scientific vegetable cultivation. The growerswho could
earn more from vegetable cultivation had the tendency
to invest more which increased their adoption behaviour
towards the scientific vegetable cultivation.

CONCLUSION

There is a high scope for vegetable growers to
makeit highly profitable business. Now-a-days through
improved production holding and transportation
techniques, a wide variety of vegetables from distant
market could be available dl the grest cities at dl time
of theyear. The causal variables exhibited more or less
consistent behaviour in their distribution as aso did the
consequent variables. The variables age, family size,
education, family education status, socia participation,
land holding, land under winter vegetable, land under
other crops, economic status, income from other
sources, income from winter vegetable, herd size, winter
vegetable yield was positively associated with the
adoption index of the winter vegetable growers.
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