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ABSTRACT 

The extantstudy was carried out to assess the dynamics of self-efficacy, a social cognitive factor 

with respect to successful farmer training.The research was undertaken in the state of Himachal 

Pradesh with a total of 333 farmers who had been a part of training facilitated by Extension 

Education. The data was collected using a questionnaire and the survey was conducted using 

telephonic as well as face to face interviews.Statistical tools were used to draw conclusion from 

the data. The findings indicate that men's self-efficacy is higher than women's, which affects 

their training experience. It was found that self-efficacy is positively correlated to learning and 

transfer of training of farmers to their farms. The effects of self-efficacy on learning and the level 

of transfer were also supported by regression analysis. Finally, it was discovered that self-

efficacy acted as a mediator between learning and training transfer.The study findings presented 

in the paper holds relevance to a context wider than the research location of Himachal Pradesh, 

where it was undertaken, and provides a new insight to the field of extension training. 
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         Agriculture, the backbone of the Indian economy, is one of the fastest growing sectors. In 

India, over half of the population lives in villages and 47 percent of the workforce is in 

agriculture (Labour Bureau 2016). Primarily being an agrarian economy, agriculture and its 

allied sector has an improved contribution in total GVA (Gross Value Added) of 20.2 per cent 

for 2020-21 and 18.8 percent for 2021-22 (Economic Survey 2021-22). This makes agriculture 

an imperative sector and farmers a dominant cog of the system. Given that there are 138 million 

agricultural holdings in India, out of which 85 per cent accounts for small and marginal farmers 

(Census 2014). Such extent of economic inequality among farmers is an indication of disparity in 

income and opportunity status for marginal farmers. To bridge this economic difference, the 

agriculture extension system has been working towards facilitating farmers with state-of-the-art 

information, knowledge and technology pertaining to agriculture. This directly helps promote 

farm productivity and enhance the economic status of farmers.  

  Extension has been playing an important role in agricultural development ever since the 

first green revolution (Babu et al., 2013). One of the mediums used by extension for capacity 

building is through facilitating farmers with training. Training is a method of attainment of 

knowledge, skills and attitude either as an introduction or improvement in a vocation (Sajeev et 

al., 2021). Training helps reduce the knowledge gaps which results in improved yield. The three-

fold aim of training is to provide appropriate tools for improved work efficiency, to make 

individuals aware of recent developments and open up alternative ways to implement these 

social development programmes (Marsden and Peter 1998). There is a need to review technology 

transfer mechanism in Indian agriculture, as the system stands weak, due to the limitations in the 

process. One such limitation in agricultural training is not giving due importance to the role and 

impact of farmers' psychological facets in a successful transfer of training. Amidst all the 
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psychological variables, self-efficacy has its significance due to its relevance in the subject 

matter. Unfortunately, it still remains less dwelled upon in agricultural training. Self-efficacy is 

the assessment of a person's capacity to plan and carry out the actions necessary to obtain a 

certain outcome(Bandura 1997). People with higher self-efficacy establish challenging goals and 

are more motivated to use their newly acquired skills and knowledge in the workplace (Bandura 

1986).Self-efficacy is also responsible for small indirect effect on behavioral intention to use 

technology (Koyu et al., 2021). It plays a vital role in transfer of training, alsoself-efficacy has 

been claimed to significantly and positively contribute towards the effectiveness of a training 

(Kumar et al., 2021).Self-efficacy being a subjective variable is a result of surroundings that 

influences performance, satisfaction and behaviour (Carleton et al., 2018). Self-efficacy 

determines whether a person is willing to assume a new behaviour (Compeau and Higgins, 

1995), which under farmer’s context would help identify their willingness of adoption. The 

objectives of the research are as follows:  

1. To assess the relation of demographic and farm factors to farmers' self-efficacy. 

2. To evaluate how self-efficacy affects farmers' learning.  

3. To evaluate the impact of self-efficacy on transfer of training. 

4. To establish a mediating role of self-efficacy in the transfer of training. 

METHODOLOGY  

The study was carried out at the Dr. Yashwant Singh Parmar University of Horticulture 

and Forestry's Directorate of Extension Education in Nauni, Solan, Himachal Pradesh.The 

university's Extension Education department acts as a focal point for coordinating, planning, and 

overseeing all extension efforts with the main goal of bringing cutting-edge technology from 



 

 

university research labs to farmers' fields. A purposive simple random sampling technique was 

used for the study. A total of 28 trainings were selected purposively, the prerequisite for 

selection of these trainings was the details of trainee particulars which was their address and 

contact number. From the list of these trainings exactly fifty per cent respondents were selected 

randomly using a software ‘Random’ that generated a number, giving a total of 346 respondents. 

Out of which 13 were rejected given the biases in response. Thus, a total of 333 farmers were 

considered as the final sample to elicit the desired information. The data was collected using a 

mix of telephonic and face to face interviews. Questionnaires were used to help collect the data. 

A five-point Likert scale was used to collect responses for each item. Cronbach's Alpha test was 

used to evaluate the scale's dependability. Before the data analysis and interpretation, the 

information was organized and coded using a computer and then analyzed in SPSS.  

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

          The sample consisted of 333 respondents out of which (75.1%) respondents were male 

and (24.9%) were female. The age of the sample comprised of 20-30 (26.2%), 30-40 (36%), 40-

50 (25.5%) and above 50 years (12.3%) respectively. As far as the relationship status of the 

farmers was concerned (78.7%) of the sample size was married while (21.3%) of the sample size 

was single. Regarding the education level (30.4%) farmers were educated up to senior secondary 

(11-12), followed by secondary level (9-10) (26.1%), graduate (17.4%), middle school (6-8) 

(10.2%), primary school (1-5) (9.9%), post graduates (3%) and illiterate (3%). With regards to 

the size of family (55.3%) respondents had 1-5 members in their family, (41.1%) had 6-10 

family members, (2.7%) had 11-15 members and (0.9%) had more than 15 members in their 

family. It was reported that (60.7%) of respondents earned between 0-100000 followed by 

(14.7%) 100000-200000, (8.1%) 200000-300000, (3.6%) 300000-400000, (4.8%) 400000-

Comment [d3]: Questionnaires or interview 
schedule?  

Comment [d4]: Which scale was developed? 
Mention. 

Comment [d5]: Write in full 



 

 

500000, (1.8%) 500000-600000, (1.8%) 600000-700000, (0.3%) 700000-800000, (4.2%) above 

800000. Majority (95.2%) of respondents owned their land while (4.8%) did not own a piece of 

land.Following was the size of land holding, less than 1 bigha (6.9%), 1-5 bigha (46.5%), 5-10 

(23.4%), 10-15 (4.2%), 15-20 (4.5%), More than 20 bigha (10.8%). For majority farmers (79%) 

farming was their main occupation whereas (21%) respondents were invested in business, 

services and other vocations.  The number of respondents who pointed agriculture as their 

primary occupation were (79%) while (21%) respondents were engaged in occupation other than 

agriculture out of which their primary occupation were business (4.8 %), services (6.3 %) and 

other activities (9.9 %). Result on years of farming experience revealed that (39.6 %) 

respondents had a farming experience of (0 to 10 years), followed by (24.3%) with (11 to 15 

years) of experience, (17.1%) with (16-20 years), (8.4%) had farming experience between (16 to 

20 years). There were also (10.5%) of respondents who reported of having experience more than 

25 years. Only (6.3%) of respondents reported of having attended training in the past however 

the remaining (93.7%) respondents had no prior training experience. 

 Table 1. Relationship between farmers gender and self-efficacy 

Trainee 

characteristics 

Gender Mean SD Levene's Test for Equality of 

Variances 

t-test for Equality of 

Means 

F Sig. T Df 

Self-efficacy Female 3.53 1.12 16.60 .00 -5.25 331 

Male 4.15 .86 - - -4.61** 115.83 

H0:   There is no significant difference in self-efficacy of both male and female farmers. 

H1:   There is a significant difference in self-efficacy of both male and female farmers. 
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The findings in table Table 1 showed self-efficacy belief of male was higher (M= 4.15) than 

females (M= 3.53). The outcomes also showed that gender had a substantial impact on mean 

difference(t = -4.61, p < .01). Hence the null hypothesis that there is no significant difference in 

self-efficacy of both male and female farmers was rejected. Similar findings of (Sieverding and 

Koch 2009, West et al., 2002) have reported that self-efficacy is low among women.  

Although the other demographic and farm factors had no significant relationship with the 

farmers' self-efficacy still there are findings from the past that suggest the opposite. For example, 

the old trainees are often less confident with their learning abilities, are sluggish, less driven and 

productive than trainees who are younger as reported by (Bausch et al.,2014, Maurer 2001). 

Also, higher mean values in the middle-aged group as compared to the youngest group shows 

that in comparison with the youngest group shows that the middle aged and older farmers have 

low self-efficacy for learning (Touron and Hertzog 2004). Similarly future researchers can 

investigate the relation of demographic and farm variables on self-efficacy. It is suggested that 

factors such as age, marital status, education, size of the family, income, land owned, size of the 

land, main occupation, past training experience is associated to self-efficacy. 

Farmers’ self-efficacy: A 4-item scale was used to assess the self-efficacy of farmers. The 

Cronbach alpha score of the scale was 0.91. The results on self-efficacy revealed that farmers 

had obtained a mean value of more than 3 for all the statements indicating higher degree of 

agreement and higher self-efficacy belief. Higher self-efficacy people are more inclined to set 

challenging goals and perform better in training. According to reports, higher levels of self-

efficacy lead to a positive interpretation and attribution of behavioral outcomes(Gist and Mitchell 

1992) and more successful performance outcomes (Schunk 1991). 



 

 

Farmers learning: Learning is the gain in knowledge of the farmers as a result of the training 

programme. Farmers' learning was measured using a 11-item scale. The Cronbach’s Alpha score 

of the scale was 0.88 which is good. The findings showed that farmers had reported a mean score 

of more than 3 on majority items which shows their agreement on the items and confirming that 

they have had gain in knowledge as a result of training.  

Training transfer: Extent of training transfer is when a trainee transfers/ applies his learning to 

his work place and that can be measured using concrete results. Transfer of training was 

measured on a 7-item scale with an alpha score of .96 which is excellent. The results show that 

the mean scores on each item was below 3, therefore it can be inferred that the average extent of 

transfer was on the lower end of the spectrum. Although there are a variety of additional personal 

aspects that can account for the inadequate training transfer. 

Correlation Analysis: Pearson correlation results are shown in the table. The findings show that 

there is a positive and a significant correlation (r = 0.57, p is less than 0.01) between farmers 

self-efficacy and learning. Similarly, a positive and a significant association between self-

efficacy and training transfer was discovered (r = 0.55, p is less than 0.01). Lastly, learning and 

transfer of training was also found to have a positive and significantcorrelation (r = 0.75, p is less 

than 0.01). 

 Table 2. Correlation analysis 

Correlations 

 Self-efficacy Learning Transfer of training 

Self-efficacy 1   

Learning .57** 1  

Transfer of training .55** .750** 1 
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**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

The justification for this is that more self-efficacy leads to greater learning among farmers and 

greater possibility for training transfer. Though higher learning does not always ensure 

successful transfer of training, which can be attributed to constraints that an individual farmer 

face. 

 Regression analysis: Regression analysis was conducted to see if self-efficacy had a significant 

impact on learning and training transfer. To measure the impact few hypothesis were formulated 

which were as follows: 

 H0: There is a significant influence of self-efficacy on learning. 

H1: There is a significant influence of self-efficacy on the training transfer. 

Table 3. Regression analysis  

Hypothesis Regression Weights 𝛽 R2 F p-value Hypothesis Supported 

H1 Self-efficacy – Learning .453 .332 164.69 .000 Yes 

H2 Self-efficacy –Training Transfer .602 .307 146.29 .000 Yes 

The hypothesis investigates if self-efficacy has a substantial influence on farmers' 

learning. To test the hypothesis, the dependent variable learning was regressed on the predictive 

variable self-efficacy. The results found that self-efficacy predicted learning among farmers, F= 

164.69, p is less than 0.001, which shows the influence of self-efficacy on farmers' learning (β = 

.453, p is less than 0.001). Moreover, the R2 = .332 depicts that the model explains 33.2% of the 

variance in learning. Similarly, to test the second hypothesis dependent variable training transfer 



 

 

was regressed on predicting variable self-efficacy to test the hypothesis. The results found that 

self-efficacy predicted extent of transfer among farmers, F= 146.29, p is less than 0.001, which 

shows the influence of self-efficacy on training transfer (β = .602, p is less than 0.001). 

Moreover, the R2 =.307 depicts that the model explains 30.7% of the variance in transfer of 

training among farmers.  

Mediation analysis: It is clear from the above tables and interpretation that self-efficacy 

significantly predicts both learning and transfer of training. Besides a plethora of variables that 

determine learning during training and eventually transferring that learning back to farm, we 

hypothesized that self-efficacy plays a mediating role between learning and training transfer. 

This mediation analysis was examined using the Sobel test. 

 Table 4. Mediation analysis 

Independent variables Dependent variable Β Std. Error 

Self-efficacy Learning .45 .03 

Self-efficacy, Learning  Transfer of training .89 .060 

Indirect effect                 0.40 

 Z Std. Error P value 

Sobel Test 9.76 0.04 0 

 The results show that the z value (9.76) which is significant at (p less than 0.05). The z value 

was more than 1.96 and the p value was less than the level. This indicates the facilitatingpart of 

self-efficacy exists among learning and training transfer. The test suggests that the point estimate 

of 0.40 is the indirect effect between learning and transfer of training through self-efficacy is 

statistically significant. Thus, the hypothesis was supported, as self-efficacy as a belief system 

helps an individual realize that they can use learned skills on the job and improve their 

performance (Bhatti et al. 2013). 



 

 

CONCLUSION  

From the study it can be concluded that self-efficacy does have a bearing on transfer of 

training among farmers. It was found that self-efficacy differed amongst male and female which 

from trainers’ perspective is a very useful insight in designing a training programme. Though the 

other demographic and farm characteristics were found to have no relationship to self-efficacy, 

still future practitioners can hypotheses and probe into it. Self-efficacy was found to positively 

and significantly correlate to learning as well as transfer of training. The results of regression 

analysis show that self-efficacy accounts for change in both learning and transfer of training 

among farmers. Lastly, the self-efficacy was also found to act in the capacity of a mediator in the 

relation between the two study variables. Considering the results, it is clear about the 

significance self-efficacy holds in farmer training settings.  

 REFERENCES  

ArunKumar, G., Nain, M. S., Singh, R., Kumbhare, N. V., Parsad, R., & Kumar, S. (2021). 

Training Effectiveness of Skill Development Training Programmes among the Aspirational 

Districts of Karnataka. Indian Journal of Extension Education, 57(4), 67–70.  

Babu, S. C., Joshi, P., Glendenning, C. J., Kwadwo, A. O. and Rasheed, S. V. (2013). The state 

of agricultural extension reforms in India: Strategic priorities and policy options. Agricultural 

Economics Research Review, 26(2), 159-172.  

Bandura, A. (1997). Self-efficacy: The exercise of control. W H Freeman/Times Books/ Henry 

Holt & Co. 



 

 

Bandura, A. (1986). Social foundations of thought and action: A social cognitive theory, 

Prentice-Hall, Upper Saddle River, N J. Cheng, E W. and Ho, D.C. (2001), “A review of transfer 

of training studies in the past decade. Personnel Review 30, 102-18. 

Bhatti, M., Kaur, S. andBattour, M. (2013). Training transfer and transfer motivation in the 

Malaysian banking sector. Global Business and Organisational Excellence, 33(1), 40-57. 

Bausch, S., Michel, A. and Sonntag, K. (2014). How gender influences the effect of age on self-

efficacy and training success. International Journal of Training and Development 18, 171-87.  

Carleton, E. L., Barling, J., and Trivisonno, M. (2018). Leaders' trait mindfulness and 

transformational leadership: The mediating roles of leaders' positive affect and leadership self-

efficacy. Canadian Journal of Behavioural Science/Revue Canadienne Des Sciences du 

Comportement, 50(3), 185–194.  

Chandra, P., Bhattacharjee, T. and Bhowmick, B. (2018). Does technology transfer training 

concern for agriculture output in India? A critical study on a lateritic zone in West Bengal. 

Journal of Agribusiness in Developing and Emerging Economies,8,339-62. 

Chatterjee, T., Raghunathan, R., and Gulati, A. (2019). Linking farmers to futures market in 

India. Indian. Indian Council for Research on International Economic Relations. 

http://hdl.handle.net/11540/1090 

Chowdappa, P., Manojkumar, T. S., Leena, S., and George, J. (2018). ICAR-Krishi Vigyan 

Kendra Kasaragod: A Journey with the Farmers. ICAR- Central Plantation Crop Research 

Institute, Kadaragod, Kerela, India. P 164. 



 

 

 Compeau, D. R., and Higgins, C. A. (1995). Computer self-efficacy: Development of a measure 

and initial test. MIS Quarterly, 19(1), 189–211. 

Gist, M. E., and Mitchell, T. R. (1992). Self-efficacy: A theoretical analysis of its determinants 

and malleability. Academy of Management Review, 17, 183–211. 

Koyu, B., Singh, R. J. & Singh, R. (2021). Factors Influencing Behavioural Intention of Farmers 

to Use E-Learning Module on Climate-Smart Horticulture in Arunachal Pradesh. Indian Journal 

of Extension Education, 57(4) 40-43. 

 Marsden D. and Peter O. (1998). Evaluating Social Development Projects. Oxfam Banbury 

Road Oxford, UK. 174p. 

Maurer, T. J. (2001). Career-relevant learning and development, worker age, and beliefs about 

self-efficacy for development. Journal of Management, 27, 123-40. 

 Sajeev, M. V., Venkatasubramanian, V.&Singha,A. K. (2021). Identifying training needs of 

farmers and rural youth of Nagaland state. Indian Journal ofExtensionEducation,57(2), 115-122. 

Schunk, D. H. (1991). Learning theories: An educational perspective. New York: MacMillan. 

Sieverding, M. and Koch, S. C. (2009). Self- Evaluation of computer competence: How gender 

matters. Computers & Education,52, 696-01. 

Touron, D. R. and Hertzog, C. (2004). Distinguishing age differences in knowledge, strategy use, 

and confidence during strategic skill acquisition. Psychology and Ageing, 19, 452-66. 

West, R. L., Welch, D. C. and Knabb, P. D. (2002). Gender and aging: spatial self-efficacy and 

location recall. Basic and Applied Social Psychology,24, 71-80. 



 

 

 


