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KNOWLEDGE OF FARMERS ABOUT WATERSHED
TECHNOLOGY
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ABSTRACT

Watershed means apiece of land that drains at acommon point and where all soil-water conservation
and production activities are to be performed by providing soil and water conservation technology to the
farmersand educating them about improved crop production technol ogy. It was observed that according to
practicewise knowledge level of farmers, majority (morethan 50%) of BFs (beneficiary farmers) had poor
to less knowledge where as more than 75 per cent NBFs(Non-farmers) had poor to less knowledge about
watershed technology.According to watershed wise , the highest Knowledge level of BFs of manaksas
watershed was found among el ght watersheds, followed by Papurna, Agarpura, Tigaria, Nangal, Bhagatpura,
Balera and Ghanghu.Incase of NBFs, Knowledge level of Nangal watersheds' adjoining area was found
highest among eight watershed areas followed by Bhagatpura, Tigaria, Agarpura, Papurna, Ghanghu,

Baleraand Manaksas.

INTRODUCTION

Watershed is a geo-hydrological unit or an
area with a common drainage point, implying that
al the rainwater falingwithin watershed flows
through one or more natural courses and converges
at a common point. It essentialy relates with soil
and water conservation which means proper land
use, protecting land against all forms of
deterioration, building and maintaining soil fertility,
conserving water for farm use and proper water
management for increasing productivity fromall land
uses. Soil and water conservation practices have
been accepted as of the important inputs for
increasing agricultural production in the country.
National Watershed Development Project for
Rainfed Areas (NWDPRA, 1986-87) was
implemented in unirrigated arable lands mostly
faling in the rainfall range of 500 to 1125 mm and
also above. NWDPRA is a centrally sponsored
scheme implemented by ministry of agriculture for
development of watershed in rainfed area, in blocks
having less than 30 per cent arable area under
assured means of irrigation aiming to generate
sufficient employment to put a halt on migration
fromrural areasto crowded urban areasto conserve
precious rain water and top fertile soil, to increase

yield of food, fuel, fodder, fiber by promoting
vegetative conservation measures through people's
participation so as to have ecological balance and
socio-economic devel opment with sustainability in
the watershed. Watershed technology are those
identified or scientifically derived soil an after
conservation practices, crop production and
household production system, livestock
management etc. which are recommended by the
Department of watershed/Agriculture or RAU
scientiststo thefarmersfor adoptionin their farming
system. The present study was conducted to find
out knowledge of the beneficiary and non
beneficiaries farmers about watershed technol ogy.

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

The study was conducted in three watershed
divisonsviz.; Jaipur, Jhunjhunu and Sikar of Jaipur
region of Rgjasthan purposely based on highest
number of watersheds and also having having
similar conditions like soil, moisture conservation
and cultivation practices. These three watershed
divisions comprised seven watershed districtsviz.,
Alwar, Churu, Dausa, Jaipur, Jhunjhunu,
Hanumangarh and Sikar. Out of these,four districts
namely Churu, Jaipur, Jhunjhunu and Sikar were
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selected purposely because these districts had
comparatively higher number of watershed . Two
watershedsfrom each selected district i.e. watershed
Baleraand Ghanghu from district Churu,Manaksas
and Papurna from district Jhunjhunu,Bhagatpura
and Nangal from Sikar ,Agarpuraand Tigariafrom
district Jaipur were selected randomly .In this way
total number of 8 watersheds were selected from
four selected districts. Twenty beneficiary farmers
(BFs) from each selected watershed area, who
benefitted under this project and twenty non-
beneficiary farmers (NBFs) from nearby areas of
each selected watershed who resembled the similar
socio-economic conditions but did not receive any
direct benefits from the project were selected on
the basis of sequential method of random sampling.
Thus the study sample was consisted of 160
beneficiary and 160 non-beneficiary farmers as
respondents. Thus the study sample consisted of
320 respondents . To study in depth, the knowledge
Level of respondent farmers about watershed
technology of NWDPRA was categorized and
finalized on the basis of experts opinion. In this
regard, the twenty experts of Department of
Extension Education of MPUAT, SKRAU, and WD
& SC were requested to give their opinion for
categorizing the knowledge about watershed
technology of NWDPRA and were categorized as
under:

20 per cart - Les krnoMedoe
21-40 per cat — Poor kroMedoe
41-60 per catt - Far krnoM edoe
61-80 per catt — GCood kronMede
Morethan8 percat — BExddlet kronMede

The percentage of each category wasfinalised
and standardized on the basis of their opinion
whether these categories are suitable or not for
studying the knowledge of respondents.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Practicewise and Watershed wise knowledge
level of BFsand NBFsabout watershed technology
of NWDPRA was measured.

(i) Practicewiseknowledgelevel :

The knowledge level of respondent farmers
was elaborated according to knowledge category
about conservation and production technology of
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NWDPRA whichispresentedin Table 1. Thevalue
indicatesthat 9.36 per cent BFshad less knowledge
about conservation practices of NWDPRA while
7.18,4.23, 3.81 and 1.61 per cent BFshad fair, poor,
good and excellent knowledge about conservation
practices of NWPDRA, respectively. Figures in
Table 1 alsoreveal that 20.836, 18.60, 15.48, 14.05
and 4.85 per cent BFshad poor, less, fair, good and
excellent knowledge about production technology
of NWDPRA, respectively. Further the table
indicatesthat 25.06, 27.96, 22.66, 17.86 and 6.46 per
cent BFs had poor, less, fair, good and excellent
knowledge about over all watershed technol ogy of
NWDPRA, respectively.

Table 1. Practicewiseknowledgeleve of BFsand
NBFsof NWDPRA about water shed tech-
nology (in percent)

Named Knowl edgelevd categories
tehndogy Poa Les Fair Good Excdlat

Bendfidary farme's

Corsrvdion 423 936 718 38L 161
Poduction 2083 1860 1548 1406 4.8
O dl 2506 2796 2.6 1786 646
Non-benefidary farmers

Corsarvaion 1418 568 341 22 0.71
Roduction 318 2288 1255 704 116
Overdl 4436 2856 1597 9.4 187

Asfar asNBFsareconcerned, Table 1 reveals
that 14.18, 5.68, 3.41, 2.2 and 0.71 per cent NBFs had
poor, less, fair, good and excellent knowl edge about
conservation practices ,respectively .While 3.18,
22.88,12.56, 7.04 and 1.16 per cent respondentshad
poor, less, fair, good and excellent knowl edge about
watershed technology, respectively. Further it
indicatesthat 44.36, 28.56, 15-97, 9.24 and 1.87 per
cent NBFs had poor, less fair, good and excellent
knowledge about overall watershed technology,
respectively. Thedatain Table 1 reveal that mgjority
of the BFs had less to fair knowledge about
conservation technology while NBFs had poor to
lessknowledge. Asfar as production technology is
concerned most of the BFs had poor to good
knowledge while NBFs had poor to less knowledge.
Thedatain Table 1 depict that morethan half of the
BFshad poor to less knowledge while more than 75
per cent of NBFshad poor to less knowledge about
watershed technology. It could be concluded that
BFs had higher knowledge than NBFs. This might



180 Raj. J. Extn. Edu. : 19, 2011

be due to the fact that most of BFs were covered
under the watershed activities of NWDPRA and
they were convinced about watershed technol ogy.
Respondents were also found to express higher
knowledge about production technology than
conservation technology. This might be due to the
fact that farmers were more interested to take
production from their land for their livelihood than
to conserve it for future. The findings are in
accordance with the findings of Karkar (1998), Lal
(2000) and Padmavathi et al (1998).

(i) Watershedwiseknowledgeleve :

The watershedwise knowledge level of BFs
and NBFs about watershed technology was aso
reported on five point continuum knowledge
category. The data in Table 2 reveal that among
eight watersheds, BFs of manaksas watershed had
the highest overall knowledge about watershed
technology, henceit wasranked first, inwhich 28.57
per cent respondents had |ess knowledge, 26.55 per
cent had fair knowledge, 20.863 per cent had good

knowledge and 17.98 per cent had poor knowledge
about watershed technology. The second rank was
assigned to Papurana (2.54) watershed and third,
fourth, fifth, sixth, and seventh rankswere awarded
totheAgarpura(2.52), Tigaria (2.44), Nangal (2.28),
Bhagatpura (2.17) and Balera (2.16), respectively.
Thelowest rank wasaccorded to the Ghanghu (2.15)
watershed in which 30.36 BFs had less knowl4dge
whereas 28.33 per cent, 21.31 per cent, 15.24 per
cent and 4.76 per cent had poor, far, good and
excellent knowledge about watershed technology,
respectively.

Therefore, it could be concluded that the BFs
of Manaksas watershed were having the highest
overall knowledge about watershed technology.
This might be due to the fact that Manaksas
watershed was complete watershed, where all the
watershed activities (technology) wereimplemented
by the field functionaries sincerely, efficiently and
accurately. It could also be concluded that lowest
knowledge about watershed technology was
reported among BFs of Ghanghu watershed.

Table2. Water shedwiseknowledgelevel of BFsand NBFsof NWDPRA about water shed technology

(per cent)
S Knonedgelevd categories
No. Name of watershed - o= = G w—Tp— MeanSore  Rank
Bendidary farmers
1. Bdera 3238 236 2178 1679 536 216 Vil
2. Gadgu 2833 03B 2131 1524 476 215 Vil
3. Maskss 1798 2857 2655 2083 607 256 |
4.  Pguma 1858 2845 2738 1833 726 254 1
5. Bhagpura 2774 3B10 1893 1571 452 217 Vi
6. Nencd 2750 2845 2083 1631 691 228 \Y
7.  Agapura 2334 2476 2238 2059 893 252 1
8. Tigaia 2464 2631 2214 1905 7.86 244 v
Nonbendidary farme s
1. Bdea 4905 2667 1583 583 262 186 VI
2. Gaduwu 4595 3BM 6473 1286 167 191 \Y
3. Maskss 4512 355 1964 357 131 186 Vi
4.  Pguma 25 3131 1690 822 1.07 199 \V/
5. Bhagpura 4024 2869 1607 125 25 208 1
6. Nencdl 4107 2643 1774 1143 333 210 |
7.  Agapura 4643 2483 1798 964 107 1A \V4
8. Tigaia 452 Zr@ 1714 989 143 197 1

It might be due to the fact that Ghanghu
watershed was an integrated watershed where
limited and selected watershed activities were

implemented. As far as NBFs are concerned, it is
evident from table-2 that the NBFs of Nangal
watershed area had the highest knowledge mean
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score(2.10), henceit wasranked firgt, inwhich 41.07
per cent respondents had poor knowledge about
watershed technology while 26.43 per cent, 17.74
per cent, 11.43 per cent and 3.33 per cent
respondents had less, fair, good and excellent
knowledge about watershed technology
respectively. The second, third, fourth and fifth
ranks were awarded to the respondents of
Bhagatpura (2.8), Tigaria (1.97), Agarpura and
Papurana (1.94) and Ghanghu (1.91) watershed,
respectively. The last rank was assigned to Balera
and Manaksas watershed (1.86) with respect to
knowledge level of NBFs about watershed
technology. It could be concluded that the NBFs of
Nangal watershed were having the highest
knowledge of watershed technology among eight
watershed area. This might be due to the fact that
Nangal watershed is near to headquarter and
watershed technology might be disseminated
quickly among NBFs. It could also be concluded
that NBFs of Balera and Manaksas watershed area
were having the lowest knowledge. This might be
dueto thefact that watershed werelocated far away
from headquarter and the field functionaries could
spare comparatively less time to disseminate the
watershed technology to the adjacent area.These
findings are supported by the findings of Karkar
(1998) ,Lal (2000) and Padmavathi et a (1998).

CONCLUSION

According to conservation practicewise
knowledgelevel, It was concluded that 9.36 per cent
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BFshad less knowledge and 1.61 per cent BFs had
excellent knowledge whereas 14.18 per cent NBFs
had poor knowledge and 0.71 per cent had excellent
knowledge where asin production practices, 27.96
per cent BFs had |ess knowledge and 6.46 per cent
had excellent knowledge whereas 30.18 per cent
NBFshad poor knowledge and 1.16 per cent NBFs
had excellent knowledge. According to practicewise,
the BFs of manaksas watershed had the highest
overall knowledge about watershed technology.
BFs of Bhanghu watershed had lowest overlal
knowledge about watershed technology.In case of
NBFsrespondents of Nangal watersheds adjoining
areas had the highest level of knowledge whereas
NBFSof Baleraand Manaksas(1.86 M S) watersheds
adjoining areas had the lowest overall knowledge
about watershed technology.
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