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A Study on Perception of Beneficiaries and Non-Beneficiaries towards
WYTEP Programme in Dharwad District

The main aim of the Government of India
is to achieve social justice and economical
growth. In this context, GOI has been planning
and implementing number of rural development
programmes. WYTEP (Women and Youth
Training Extension Project) was implemented in
Karnataka with the assistance from DANIDA
since 1982. The objective of the programme is
to secure the utilization of women's potential in
agricultural production and thereby improve the
productivity of farm holding for the betterment and
quality life of rural family. The study was
conducted in the year 2002-03 in Dharwad
district. Four taluks viz., Hubli, Dharwad,
Kalaghatgi and Navalgund were selected based
on the training offered for three consecutive years.
Villages having more than five beneficiaries were
considered as sample for the study. Then finally,
75 beneficiaries and 75 non-beneficiaries were
selected. Dharwad district of Karnataka was
purposively selected keeping in view the
availability of time, resources and convenience
of researcher and also the number of beneficiaries
and number of trainings conducted.

The data presented in table 1 brought
into sharp focus that the level of perception of
beneficiaries is better than that of non-beneficiaries
in all the three categories of perception. It is

noticed that 53.33 per cent of beneficiaries had
obtained 60.825 mean perception scores
Correspondingly, 60.00 per cent of non-
beneficiaries had obtained 31.80 below mean
perception score. However, it is interesting to
note that majority of beneficiaries were found in
high perception category and majority of non-
beneficiaries were found in low perception
category. On the other hand, 46.67 per cent of
beneficiaries and 40.00 per cent of non-
beneficiaries belonged to medium perception level
category. The above results indicated that the
level of perception of beneficiaries about WYTEP
was better than that of non-beneficiaries in all
the three perception categories. The findings are
in accordance with the findings of Nayak and Shah
(1993) and Nimbalkar and Pawar (1990). The
possible reasons that could be attributed fro
better perception among beneficiaries may be that
they were aware of those activities of the WYTEP
programme which were conducted regularly by
the AAO (farm women) at the grass root level.
Another reason that could be given is that, all the
beneficiaries have undergone training on various
aspects of agriculture and allied subjects that
could have enhanced their knowledge level and
awareness about WYTEP programme. This
would have helped them to develop better

Table 1. Distribution of beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries on their perception about WYTEP programme

Beneficiaries (n=75) Non-beneficiaries (n=75)

Range Mean
Categories score F p F P perception
score
Low (< mean—1 SD) <33 - - 45 60 31.8
Medium (mean+1SD) 34-58.52 35 46.67 30 40 46.15
High (> mean + 1 SD) 58.53 40 53.33 60.825

F - Frequency
P - Percentage
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Table 2. Difference between perception of beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries about WYTEP programme

Mean
Categories perception Difference ‘' value
score
Beneficiaries (n=75) 58.22
25.94 56.77**
Non-beneficiaries (n=75) 32.58

Significant at 0.05 level

perception and hence, the perception of
beneficiaries is better than that of non-
beneficiaries. A considerable number of
beneficiaries had medium perception because
they might have participated in most of the
programmes or trainings conducted by the AAO
(farmwomen). The training areas included organic
farming, bio-pesticides, bio-fertilizers and income
generating activities. So, the training provided
would have offered greater opportunity to the
beneficiaries to learn about the essential skills
and inturn they might have communicated non-
beneficiaries and because of this reason a
considerable number of to non-beneficiaries also
had medium perception. The findings are in
agreement with the findings of Digarskar et al.
(1993).

The reason that could be attributed for
low perception may be that the attitude of the
rural families may not be favourable towards the
government programmes because of poor
education and poverty. In general, it is quite
natural that a section of the society would be
conservative and reluctant to change their attitude
towards a programme. The other reason may be
that, they might not have attended the training
programme because of the limited number of
selection made by the AAO (farm women).
Hence, the perception level of majority of non-
beneficiaries may be low. The data in table 2
indicated a significant difference between overall
perception level of beneficiaries and non-

beneficiaries. The overall mean perception score
of beneficiaries was 58.22, while it was 32.58 for
non-beneficiaries. The possible reasons might
be that, their hight mass media participation,
social participation, achievement motivation,
innovativeness, risk orientation and economic
motivation might have influenced the perception
of beneficiaries. Further, the frequent visits made
by AAO (farm women) and the training given on
agriculture and related aspects might have had
positive impact on the perception level of
beneficiaries.

The data in the table 3 shows that, most
of the beneficiaries had answered “yes' response
to the perception statements compared to “yes'
response given by non-beneficiaries. If we
compare the answers in frequency and
percentage, most of the responses given by
beneficiaries for each statement was higher. The
response given by the non-beneficiaries were "No'
for each statement. The reasons that could be
attributed for high percentage and high frequency
for each perception statement given by
beneficiaries may be that, regular trainings might
have increased their awareness towards WYTEP
programme and resulting in high perception
among the beneficiaries. The possible reason
for low perception level of non-beneficiaries may
be due to low education, less number of trainings,
less exposure to mass media, low extension
contact etc.
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