Comparative Effectiveness of Extension and Advisory
Service (EAS) Providers in a Pluralistic Extension
System of West Bengal

ABSTRACT

Agriculture employs a staggering population in India; most are small and marginal. Extension and
Advisory Services (EAS) are crucial for uplifting the rural poor. The extension approach has seen several
paradigms shift from relying solely on public extension to a more pluralistic approach with increased roles
of private, non-governmental, and community-based organizations. For measuring effectiveness from
existing literature seven dimensions namely, Accessibility, Accountability, Relevancy, Responsibility,
Timeliness, Cost Effectiveness, and Empathy and 25 statements were initially selected and sent to 60
judges for relevancy. From of the 52 responses received, the relevancy weightage of each statement was
calculated and based on that 19 statements were finalized. And these statements were used to measure
the effectiveness of farmer’s perception regarding the effectiveness of different EAS providers, namely,
ATMA and Dept of Agriculture, KVK, Input Dealers, and FPCs in three West Bengal districts, namely,
Birbhum, Jalpaiguri, and Nadia. 20 farmers for each extension advisory service provider were considered
totalling to 80 from for each study district, and 240 respondents from three study districts constitute
sample for the study. It was found that FPC was perceived as the most effective EAS provider, whereas
ATMA and DoA, Input Dealer, and KVK ranked second, third, and fourth, respectively.
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Introduction

Agriculture is the backbone of our country and employs a staggering 48% of its total population of 139.34
crore in farming activity (1). Extension and Advisory Services (EAS) are crucial to disseminating existing
research to these populations throughout the length and breadth of the country (2). EAS has seen a
major paradigm shift in its approach, mode of action, and delivery of services since its inception (3).
There has been a shift in increased criticism of the transfer-of-technologies approach to promoting
methods based on facilitation, learning processes, and increased capacity to innovate. Today's EAS
providers are varied and work toward different goals. An additional shift is focusing on a wider range of
services emphasizing income, market connections, food and nutrition security, and enhanced well-being
rather than just agricultural productivity (4,5). A third change has been the transition from exclusively
public advisory services to pluralistic EAS, where private, non-governmental, and community-based
organizations now play a bigger role (6,7). Pluralism in agricultural extension in India refers to various
institutions, models, and organizations (public, commercial, community-based, NGOs, etc.) that satisfy
farmers' needs for guidance, information, and support services (8). Despite Extension's highly pluralistic
nature, there is a different perception about the effectiveness of the actors involved in it (9). In India,
farmers' perceptions about successful extension strongly emphasize the adequacy, quality, and utility of



advisory services and the staff's responsiveness (10). Farmers perceive effective extension services in
India as crucial for enhancing productivity and sustainability. However, perceptions vary due to financial
constraints, cultural barriers, and inconsistent policy support, impacting these services' overall
effectiveness and reach in different regions (11). Location-specific, customized solutions and better
extension agent training are crucial for an effective extension of technologies (12). Public extension
systems were more successful in a pluralistic environment. Still, private organizations control the
distribution of key agricultural inputs like pesticides and fertilizers, suggesting a move towards a private
supply of new technologies (13). Public, corporate, non-governmental, and community-based extension
services must be encouraged to share duties, integrate, and develop competencies to address concerns
about operational efficiency and declining financial support for public extension. Further, more information
on public, commercial, and non-governmental extension is required to draw a meaningful conclusion
about the best extension option and to develop the future extension strategy (14). In such context, the
study is conducted to compare the farmers’ perceived effectiveness among four Extension and Advisory
Service Providers i.e. Agricultural Technology Management Agency (ATMA) and Dept of Agriculture
(DoA), Krishi Vigyan Kendra (KVK), Farmer Producer Companies (FPCs) and Input Dealers in a
pluralistic system.

Materials and Method

After a rigorous literature review based on the framework by Birner et al. (2009) (15), the SERVQUAL
method by Parasuraman et al. (1988) (16), and expert consultation, seven effectiveness indicators were
selected, namely, Accessibility, Accountability, Relevancy, Responsibility, Timeliness, Cost Effective and
Empathetic. From existing literature 25 statements under 7 indicators were sent to 60 judges for
relevancy test with help of three-point scale Less Relevant=1, Relevant=2 and Most Relevant=3
(17,18,19). From the 52 judges’ response Relevancy Percentage (RP), Mean Relevancy Score (MRS)

and Relevancy Weightage (RW) were calculated using this formula (20).
RP = (Frequency score of most relevant and relevant / Number of Judges) x 100
RW = (Actual score obtained for the item / Maximum obtainable score)
MRS = Actual Scores obtained for the item / Number of Judges

19 Statements with relevancy percentage (RP) above 85, relevancy weightage (RW) above 0.85, and
mean relevancy score (MRS) above 2.30 were included in this study. Farmers' perceptions regarding
these indicators were captured through 19 statements. Each statement was measured through a Five-
point scale where 5 = Strongly Agree, 4= Agree, 3 = Neutral, 2 = Disagree, and 1 = Strongly Disagree.
Three West Bengal districts were specifically chosen based on cropping intensity. Low Cropping Intensity
Jalpaiguri (<Mean-SD) and Medium Level Birbhum (Mean+SD to Mean-SD) and the district of Nadia
(>Mean+SD), which has a higher cropping intensity were chosen. Four EAS Providers selected from each

district: ATMA and DoA, KVK, FPC, and Input Dealer. Twenty beneficiary farmers were chosen from each



EAS Provider, constituting a total of 240 farmers—80 from each district. Finally, the Effectiveness of each

EAS provider was calculated using the mean of all seven indicators.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Table 1 shows the final statements retained based on the above criteria19 statements are retained under
7 indicators. In further analysis, for measuring the perception of beneficiaries, these statements were

considered.

Table 1: Selected items under the seven dimensions of effectiveness

RP RW MRS
A. Accessibility
i. Easily Approachable 93.22 0.92 2.62
ii. Provides solution to your doorstep/close proximity 86.76 0.89 2.38
iii. Good connectivity from your home 85.32 0.88 2.39
B. Accountability
iv. Knowledgeable 95.29 0.91 2.61
v. Experienced 89.54 0.94 2.36
vi. Up to date knowledge 86.74 0.89 2.35
vii. Diverse Field of Knowledge 86.33 0.87 2.34
C. Relevancy
viii. Services are suitable to local condition. 92.55 0.95 2.33
ix. Services are high quality 87.31 0.86 2.32
X. Services are highly useful 89.34 0.93 2.40
D. Responsibility
xi. Personnel/officers are highly service oriented and always willing
to support the farmers. 86.65 0.89 2.42
xii. The agency informs farmers when service will be provided.
87.75 0.95 2.39
xiii. The agency helps farmers to get benefit of welfare scheme.
85.4 0.91 2.34
E. Timeliness
xiv. Consistent response within promised time frame is provided.
92.21 0.87 2.42
xv. Provides information timely when needed. 91.32 0.94 247
F. Cost Effective
xvi. Information is made available on free of cost or minimal cost
88.25 0.86 2.37




xvii. Even if the information is chargeable, | would like to pay
90.37 0.91 2.34
G. Empathetic
xviii. Involves in regular interaction with farmers and give
personalized attention 92.54 0.92 252
xix. Having interest for upliftment of farmers 90.77 0.88 2.38

Table 2 shows the beneficiary distribution across the four EAS providers taken for this study. It is evident
that all the 240 Farmers, i.e., 100%, are beneficiaries of Input Dealer. However, 60 beneficiaries were
taken under KVK; later, 103 farmers (42.91%) were found to be associated with KVK. Similar findings are
evident for FPC of which total 102 (42.5%) and for ATMA and DoA,117 farmers (48.75%) found received
benefit from the above organization. So, to capture the perception of effectiveness, only the beneficiaries

associated with each EAS provider are allowed to respond.

Table 2: Beneficiary Distribution

District Input Dealer KVK FPC ATMA & DOA
Birbhum 80 33 32 31
Jalpaiguri 80 35 34 45
Nadia 80 35 36 41
Total 240(100%) 103(42.91%) 102(42.5%) 117(48.75%)

*Note — the total is not 100%, as some respondents received benefit from multiple EAS providers.

Table 3 shows the statement-wise perception of the beneficiaries of respective EAS providers. Input
Dealer was the most easily accessible; it usually provides service in proximity and was located at a place
with good connectivity from the beneficiary house. It was also found to be the most accessible EAS
provider as perceived by the farmer. Whereas for Accountability indicators, KVK professionals emerged
as the most accountable with the highest perception about Knowledgeable and Diverse fields of
knowledge. ATMA and DoA personnel were perceived as Experienced and having Up-to-date knowledge.
For Relevancy indicators, Input Dealers were found to be the most relevant ones, and the services they
offer are perceived as most useful, of high quality, and suitable for local conditions. FPC was found to be
the most responsible EAS provider, whereas the personnel of FPC were highly service-oriented and
informed beneficiaries about the services offered. ATMA and DoA personnel were mostly perceived as
responsible for welfare schemes. For the Timeliness indicators, Input Dealers came up as overall highest
in perception and timely information delivery, whereas ATMA and DoA were found to provide consistent
responses. Again, ATMA and DoA were found to be more cost-effective with all the statements for the
Cost-Effective indicators. Finally, FPC was found to be the most empathetic EAS provider as it had

regular interaction with the beneficiary and had an interest in the upliftment of the farming community.

Table 3: Perception of Effectiveness Indicators




ATMA &

KVK DOA FPC Input Dealer
(n=103) (n=117) (n=102) (n=240)
A. Accessibility
i. Easily Approachable 1.45 2.56 4.76 4.9
ii. Provides solution to your doorstep/close proximity 1.22 1.90 3.88 4
iii. Good connectivity from your home 1.94 1.90 2.73 4.5
Total 4.61 6.36 11.37 13.40
Mean 1.54 212 3.79 4.47
B. Accountability
iv. Knowledgeable 4.45 3.65 3.27 2.10
v. Experienced 2.95 3.23 2.75 3.10
vi. Up to date knowledge 3.12 3.21 2.61 2.50
vii. Diverse Field of Knowledge 412 2.90 221 1.90
Total 14.64 12.99 10.84 9.60
Mean 3.66 3.25 271 2.40
C. Relevancy
viii. Services are suitable to local condition. 2.40 2.10 3.07 3.50
ix. Services are high quality 2.10 2.60 2.08 2.90
X. Services are highly useful 3.20 3.20 2.67 3.90
Total 7.70 7.90 7.82 10.30
Mean 2.57 2.63 2.61 3.43
D. Responsibility
Xi. Personqel/officers are highly service oriented and 4.10 3.90 4.16 245
always willing to support the farmers.
;irib\':'izzigency informs farmers when service will be 3.70 3.20 3.82 270
\):\jg.lf;?eesacgheer:ﬁéhelps farmers to get benefit of 3.50 4.10 4.06 265
Total 11.30 11.20 12.04 7.80
Mean 3.77 3.73 4.01 2.60
E. Timeliness
?;ivbrg\(l)ir&séi;'fent response within promised time frame 3.80 4.10 357 3.20
xv. Provides information timely when needed. 2.70 2.60 3.47 4.10
Total 6.50 6.70 7.03 7.30
Mean 3.25 3.35 3.52 3.65

F. Cost Effective




XVi. _Informauon is made available on free of cost or 4.10 4.20 3.66 212

minimal cost

XVii. Even if the information is chargeable, | would 240 290 208 220

like to pay
Total 6.50 7.10 5.74 4.32
Mean 3.25 3.55 2.87 2.16

G. Empathetic

Xviil. Involves.m regular interaction with farmers and 254 294 3.63 210

give personalized attention

Xix. Having interest for upliftment of farmers 3.10 3.30 3.55 2.30
Total 5.64 6.24 7.18 4.40
Mean 2.82 3.12 3.59 2.20

In Table 4, the Effectiveness of EAS providers, after combining all the indicators, is shown by taking all
the indicators’ mean. FPC (3.30) was the most effective of all the EAS providers. In contrast, ATMA and
DoA (3.11) were found to rank second in effectiveness. and Input Dealer (2.99) and KVK (2.98) were

ranked third and fourth respectively. Comparative Effectiveness and all the indicators were visualized in

Figure 1.

Table 4: Comparative Effectiveness among EAS Providers

Accessib | Accounta | Releva | Responsi | Timelin E?foesctti Empath | Effective Ei
ility bility ncy bility ess ve etic ness
KVK 4
1.54 3.66 2.57 3.77 3.25 3.25 2.82 2.98
(n=103)
ATMA & 2
DOA 2.12 3.25 2.63 3.73 3.35 3.55 3.12 3.11
(n=117)
FPC 1
3.79 2.71 2.61 4.01 3.52 2.87 3.59 3.30
(n=102)
Input 3
Dealer(n= 4.47 2.40 3.43 2.60 3.65 2.16 2.20 2.99
240)




EFFECTIVENESS OF EAS PROVIDER
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Figure 1: Comparative effectiveness of EAS Providers
Conclusion-

Several actors work together to address the needs of farmers in a pluralistic extension system. Effective
service delivery by these actors is crucial. However, for every EAS there are certain strengths and
weaknesses. Beneficiaries’ perceptions must be documented for the policy-related framework and reform
options. 19 statements under 7 indicators were found to be relevant for measuring the perception. Farmer
Producer Company, a community-based business organization, is found to be most effective as it
operates from the community and with high empathy and responsibility. The input dealer is highly
accessible and relevant and provides timely service to their beneficiary. KVK personnel were found to be
the most accountable EAS provider. Finally, ATMA and DoA were found to be the most cost-effective
ones. This implies that a robust pluralistic system comprising public, private, and non-governmental

organizations is needed to bridge the knowledge gap to ensure the well-being of the farming community.
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