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Abstract: This paper explores the access to and use of
agricultural knowledge and information in a sample of paddy
farmers in the Hambantota district of Sri Lanka and assesses
the information receiving and sharing patterns among them,
using the data gathered from a sample of 100 randomly selected
farmers who participated in a questionnaire-based interview.
Accordingly, it was found that the formal information sharing
processes were dominant among paddy farmers and more
frequently, farmers received and shared information with the
Agricultural Instructors as they were the trusted and most
accessible information source for farmers. Moreover, the study
reveals that the farmer’s age and farming experience show a
positive relationship with the adoption of new technologies
while technology adoption behaviour is not significantly
affected by the social and demographic factors relating to
the farmers. Against this backdrop, it attempts to make a few
recommendations for the improvement of the information access
and technology adoption practices among the paddy farmers,
particularly, the mobilisation of the Agricultural Instructors as
disseminators of new knowledge and technologies. Moreover,
the study proposes a mechanism to mobilise the target groups or
organisations to access and disseminate new knowledge about
paddy production technologies among farming communities
by means of social networking.

Keywords: Agriculture information, diffusion, information
sourcing, paddy farmers, technology adoption

INTRODUCTION

The agricultural sector forms the backbone of the
economy in most developing countries. In Sri Lanka,
the economy is partly dependent on agriculture, which
accounts for nearly 7 per cent of the gross domestic

product. This accounts for approximately 24 per cent
of exports and 25 per cent employs of the workforce
(Central Bank of Sri Lanka, 2020). Various studies have
revealed that there is a positive relationship between
an increased flow of knowledge and information and
agricultural development (Fawole, 2009).

Farmers acquire information from multiple sources
such as neighbouring farmers, extension agents, and
social media. It is well-known that knowledge about
new technologies diffuses according to the local social
networks used. For example, farmers share information
with other farmers regarding new technology, cultivation,
market conditions and subsidy programmes (Foster and
Rosenzweig, 1995; Munshi, 2004; Bandiera & Rasul,
2002; Conley & Udry, 2010; Krishnan & Patnam, 2013;
Yaseen et al., 2016; Odini, 2014).

However, out of the multiple sources of information
available to a farmer, whom to approach for information
is determined by many factors. Proximity (social,
geographical, cultural), cost and reliability of information
affect the information sharing pattern of farmers
(Yamaguchi, 2005; Conley & Udry, 2003). Research has
shown that typically farmers in developing countries cite
certain farmers in the neighbourhood as their most trusted
and reliable source of information (Bandiera & Rasul,
2006). Therefore, it is important to understand how
social networks are constructed and used in information
sharing (Magnan et al., 2015).

The present paper adds to this debate, differentiating
the frequent sources of information and the most
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useful ones and analysing the farmers’ behaviour in
the adoption of new technologies, as prescribed by the
relevant sources. Moreover, we take into consideration
the farmers’ adoption behaviour relating to the new
technologies, using those information sources. Some
farmers choose to be innovators (first users) while
others prefer to be early adopters, late adopters, or non-
adopters based on the information received and there are
some other socio-demographic factors influencing their
adoption behaviour.

Therefore, the general objective of this study is to
investigate the information flow and knowledge sharing
and adoption pattern of paddy farmers in the Hambantota
district of Sri Lanka, where concerted efforts have been
made toward the diffusion of agricultural knowledge
and technologies. More specifically, we aim to study
the farmers’ interaction with other farmers in the
neighbourhood, extension workers and the innovative
farmers in their villages. Moreover, we intend to analyse
the factors affecting the technology adoption process in
relation to the socio-demographic characteristics of the
farmers and their information access and usage patterns.

To analyse the information receiving and sharing
pattern of the farmers, we make use of formal and
informal information sharing methods. Typically, sharing
information with other farmers in the neighbourhood
and innovative farmers in their village is considered an
informal information sharing method, and information
flow from the extension workers and Agriculture
Research Officers (AOs) is considered as formal
information sharing method. Farmers in the study
sample were asked to describe their information sharing
behaviour with respect to the information provider on
new technology and the frequency of visiting them. In
contrast to many existing studies that have analysed
the pattern of diffusion of one specific technology, we
consider a wide range of paddy farming technologies
introduced by the Department of Agriculture in Sri
Lanka. Then we analysed the behaviour of a farmer who
is confronted with all these different technologies and
must decide which one to choose and whether to adopt
any new technology at all in the first place.

This paper is structured as follows: Section 2
claborates on the theoretical argument and derives the
research hypotheses, Section 3 provides information on
the empirical data and the specifications of the empirical
approach, Section 4 presents the main findings, and
Section 5 discusses them and concludes the paper.

K.N.Nadeeshani Silva

THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

Information
behaviour

sharing and technology adoption

Farming is a knowledge intensive industry. Farmers need
to obtain and process technical, climatic, marketing and
financial information to manage a farm profitably. For
many agriculture related activities, knowledge is needed.
This has become even more important in recent years.

The utilisation of innovations is governed by the
adoption and diffusion processes. Diffusion can be
interpreted as aggregate (widespread) adoption. As
mentioned by Atibioke (2012), technology is adopted
when the decision is made for the full use of a new idea as
the best course of action available. Further, the adoption
of technology involves a change in the attitude and
behaviour of the farmer from the time he becomes aware
of the technology to the time of its adoption. Therefore,
there is a significant time lag between the introduction of
new technology and its adoption by farmers. Adoption
behaviour with respect to new technology may be
affected by many factors. The vast literature on this
topic mentions several different factors that influence
technology adoption (Chi & Yamada, 2002; Adebiyi
& Okunlola, 2013; Adesina & Baidu-Forsen, 1995;
Akudugo, 2012).

According to Héagerstrand (1967) as cited by Cliff
et al, (1992), innovation diffusion has been related
to two processes; social interaction and geographic
proximity, which are interlinked. This is also true for
farmers’ knowledge distribution in developing countries.
Accordingly, farmers in these countries mostly cite other
farmers as their most trusted and reliable sources of
information; that is, they rely on their social networks for
information (Rogers, 2010). Young (2009) and Hogset &
Barrett (2008) show that these social networks not only
offer specific knowledge, but also impact the individual
farmer’s behaviour through social learning processes and
influence. Muange et al. (2015) highlight imitation and
mimicry as crucial learning mechanisms in this respect.

As in developed countries, farmers’ social networks
in developing countries are strongly shaped by the
neighbourhood effect, ie., geographic proximity
(Yamaguchi, 2005; Besley & Case, 1994; Foster &
Rosenzweig, 1995; Munshi, 2004; Conley & Udry,
2010). Despite the farmers perceived trustworthiness of
their social networks, these may not provide the best
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and most recent knowledge. This new knowledge is
much more likely to reside in public extension services,
formal commodity groups, and a wide array of private
providers. Also, public agencies such as the Department
of Agriculture’s Extension Service, private providers
including commercial vendors, Non-Governmental
Organisations (NGOs) and agricultural publications and
media offer this type of information. However, this is
more difficult to access and may not be easily available
to many farmers.

Yet, in most cases, agriculture organisations are not
located in close geographic proximity and few social
ties are established between these and the farmers.
Hence, their neighbourhood-based social network is
the frequent source of knowledge. Inability to access
reliable and adequate information, and consistently
receiving information in an accurate and timely manner,
are still the most challenging issues facing farmers (Just
& Zilberman, 2002). According to Just and Zilberman
(2002), farmers appreciated the accuracy and reliability
of formal information. However, they also recognise that
informal information is very timely in most cases, they
are aware that it may be inaccurate and biased in some
instances.

Besides farmers’ preference for timely and accurate
information, there are other factors that may influence
technology adoption (Chi & Yamada, 2002; Adebiyi &
Okunlola,2013; Adesina & Baidu-Forsen, 1995: Akudugo
etal.,2012). Some of the factors that determine the extent
of adoption of technology are; technology, the objective
of the farmer, characteristics of the change agent as
well as the socio-economic, biological, and physical
environment in which the technology is introduced.
Socio-demographic attributes of farmers such as their
age, educational attainment, income, family size, tenure
status, credit use, value system, and beliefs are positively
or negatively related to adoption (Stunding & Zilberman,
1999). For instance, Atibioke (2012) found that certain
socio-economic factors such as occupation, gender and
level of education are the ones that affected the adoption
of technologies significantly.

Additionally the personalities of the Extension
Offices in the area too could influence the farmers’
adoption behaviour. Their credibility, level of rapport
with farmers, and communication ability, acting in
combination with the effectiveness of the technology
transfer mechanism, can affect the adoption levels.
These adoption levels may be affected by the biophysical
environment of the farming region; its infrastructure
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facilities and availability of essential resources to the
farm can positively influence the farmers’ technology
adoption decision.

Research questions and hypothesis

The questions are used for collecting data under six
themes and the hypotheses developed from the data
formulated based on the answers received as outlined
below.

Preferences

Question 1: What type of preference do farmers have
when accessing and sharing agricultural information?

As pointed out above, farmers may prefer obtaining
information ina quick and easy way, which usually implies
getting in contact with other farmers, geographically and
socially nearby. Yet, considering the potential deficits in
terms of accuracy and reliability, we expect that farmers
will opt for high quality knowledge sources, and the
timelessness and accuracy of information. These factors
of quality are frequently fulfilled by formal information
sources rather than informal ones. Therefore, the
hypothesis H1 is developed as:

Hypothesis 1: Farmers would prefer to obtain information
through the formal farmer network rather than informal
methods.

Farm size

Question 2: What are the factors affecting the information
and technology adoption behaviour of the paddy farmers?

Farmers with larger farms are more likely to adopt
relatively new innovations due to the benefits conferred
by economies of scale; the rate of return on adoption is
higher for larger farms. Furthermore, larger farms have
a relatively greater capacity to bear risks since they have
professional management systems within their farms
(Diederen et al., 2003). Farm size is one of the first and
most widely used parameters on which the empirical
adoption literature has focused.

Hypothesis 2: Farmers who have larger farms are more
likely to adopt new technologies.

Age of the farmers

Question 3. Does the age matters in the farmer adoption
of new technologies?

Sri Lanka Journal of Social Sciences 45 (1)
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On average, the older farmers have a lower level of
education, which may be correlated with the ability to
analyse the pros and cons and make an adoption decision.
Sunding et al. (1999) argued that there is a correlation
between age and farm experiences. Experienced farmers
rely less on the external information and not interested
in new technologies as compared to their younger
counterparts.

Hipothesis 3: The younger the farmer, more likely he is
to adopt new technologies.

Education level

Question 4. Does the educational level matter in the
farmer adoption of new technologies?

The education level of the Sri Lankan farming
community varies from primary school to graduate
level. Better educated farmers are more likely to adopt
new technologies and accordingly, education is expected
to have a positive effect on adoption of production
technologies (Strauss et al., 1992; Warriner & Moul,
1992). However, some researchers have found that
education is an insignificant factor (Saltiel ez al., 1994,
Clay et al., 1998), or correlate negatively with the
adoption (Gould et al., 1989; Okoye, 1998).

Hypothesis 4: Educated farmers are more likely to adopt
new technologies.

Farming experience

Question 5. Does their experience matter in the farmer
adoption of new technologies?

Farming experience, which is assumed to become
more extensive with age, has shown different
results with adoption behaviour. Assessments of the
experience in adoption reveal both positive correlations
(e.g. Clay et al., 1998) and no relation in some instances
(e.g. Traore” et al., 1998). According to Okoyo (1998),
some of the more experienced farmers are less likely
to use new technologies and behave as late adopters.
At the same time, other more experienced farmers have
recognised the importance of new technologies and
thus the probability of adopting new technologies is
comparatively high (Strauss et al., 1992).

Hypothesis 5: More experienced farmers are more likely
to adopt new technologies.

Access to extension services:

Question 6. Does access to extension offices affect the
farmer adoption of new technologies?

K.N.Nadeeshani Silva

We examined the effect of the distance between the
farmers and the extension office on adoption of new
technologies. Farmers are much more likely to visit the
Agriculture Extension Officers more frequently if the
extension office is close to their farms. Further, Sanginga
(1995) as cited in Atibioke (2012) found a significant
positive relationship between contact with extension
services and the adoption of technologies by farmers.
Therefore, we developed a new hypothesis to analyse
the impact of access to extension service on technology
adoption. It was assumed that farmers who lived or
worked within a short distance to the extension office are
more likely to adopt new technologies.

Hypothesis 6: Farmers who have easy access to extension
services are more likely to adopt new technologies.

Adoption categories of paddy farmers

To test these hypotheses, we used the adoption
categories framework of Rogers (2003) and a similar
study design by Diederen et al. (2003). Rogers
(2003) draws attention to an adoption practice of
farmers based on the innovation-decision period. The
innovation-decision period is the length of time required
for the innovation-decision process to be completed. The
time that elapses between awareness — that is, knowledge
of innovation and the decision made to adopt it by an
individual can be measured in days, months, or years.

Based on the availability of information and social
influences, farmers adopt new technologies at varying
paces, with some doing it promptly while others
take time. Rogers (2003) proposes five main adopter
categories on the basis of innovativeness, and the
degree to which an individual is quick in adopting new
ideas compared to others in his community. They are
Innovators, Early adopters, Early majority, Late majority
and Laggards. Therefore, this study aims to analyse and
compare the farmers by placing them in different adopter
categories, based on their adaptation of innovations
introduced by the Department of Agriculture in Sri
Lanka. To be more precise, paddy farmers in the selected
sample were given a short questionnaire and asked to
answer two key questions: (i) whether they have adopted
and implemented any important innovation that was
introduced by the Department of Agriculture during the
past two cultivating seasons, and (ii) whether they could
indicate their position regarding the innovation in terms
of its diffusion to the community. We then statistically
analysed the relationship between these categories and
the factors mentioned above.
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Access to and use of agricultural information for
technology adoption

The adoption of technology requires the availability
of all information associated with the technology.
Importantly, agricultural information makes farmers
aware of agricultural technologies for improved
production. Therefore, Agbamu (2002) suggested that
information is the first and indispensable factor in an
adoption process. Moreover, he argued that agricultural
information provides all the information related to
technical, commercial, socio-cultural, and legal, which
accelerates the technology adoption process.

However, the technology adaptation process is
highly dependent on effective communication with the
information source as farmers seek good information
sources which they can easily fulfil quality requirements
such as relevance, timelessness, accuracy, cost
effectiveness, reliability, wusability, exhaustiveness,
and aggregation level (Oladele, 2001). In addition,
information is considered as the cognitive factor, helping
to make a decision on choice of adoption (Shiferaw et al,
2015; Wang & Capareda, 2020). Therefore, access to and
use of agricultural information have an important impact
to adopt to the agricultural technologies.

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

The empirical research was conducted among paddy
farmers from ten Divisional Secretariat (DS) areas in
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the Hambantota district in Sri Lanka. These DS areas
were purposively selected to represent the dry zone
paddy farming community, based on an exploratory
discussion held with the respective Agriculture

Instructors in the Hambantota district. We chose
Netolpitiya, Vitharandeniya, Udayala, Bandagiriya,
Angunukolapelessa, Weeraketiya, Walasmulla,

Modarawana, Beliatta and Katuwana Grama Niladari
(GN) Divisions of the Hambantota district considering
the similar paddy cultivation practices and land extent
(Figure 1). A GN division is a sub-unit of a divisional
secretariat (DS). The paddy farmers’ registration lists
were accessed through the Agriculture Instructors
(AI) and used as the sampling frame of the study. One
hundred (100) paddy farmers were randomly selected for
the study with 10 farmers representing each GN division.

Two sets of data were collected to capture the sources
of agricultural information. Firstly, we gathered detailed
information on hypothetical information sources, based
on the question, “Who would you consult for advice if
there were any problems with your farming activities?”
Secondly, information flows were explored by asking
farmers about important paddy cultivation issues. The
five issues were the result of a discussion, with the
leaders of the farmers’ organisation in each GN division.
A farmer organisation is a group of farmers with special
interests and concerns with a developed structure, formal
membership, status and functions for its members and
with a set of by-laws and rules. Those issues were
termed cultivation problems, new technology, market
information, subsidy information, and others.
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Figure 1: Map of GS divisions of the Hambantota district in Sri Lanka
Source: Department of Census and Statistics (2004)

Sri Lanka Journal of Social Sciences 45 (1)

June 2022



38

Firstly, we explored the way in which they primarily
received information; through formal or informal
communication channels. To be more precise,
respondents were asked about their knowledge sharing
activities with extension workers, training programmes,
etc.(formal channel), and informal interactions such as
group discussions and chats with neighbours and friends.
We collected the answers with respect to five distinct
issues (cultivation problems, new technology, market
information, subsidy information and others).

Secondly, we analysed information channels farmers
have used to access agricultural information. In this
study, four types of information sources were considered:
Agricultural Offices (AOs), Agriculture Instructors
(Als), neighbouring farmers and innovative farmers who
always pioneer to access new knowledge.

Thirdly, farmers were asked about the factors that
influence information access. Farmers were asked about
five main factors that affect choosing information sources:
social relationship with other information sources (social
relations), physical distance to information sources
(distance to information source), cultural barriers to
access and share information (cultural factors), easiness
to access information (easy to access) and availability
of information. Farmers were asked to rank each factor
according to their assessment of its importance in the
information access.

Regression analysis for the analysis of farmers’
adoption behaviour

Another important objective of this study was to
assess the relationship between farmers’ adoption
behaviour and their socio-economic characteristics
(age, farming experience, education level, farm size,
formal communication channels and access to extension
service). We obtained about 100 valid observations
(farmers). In the first step, we categorised farmers
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according to the adoption categories of Rogers (2003).
This study examined the farmers’ adoption of novel
paddy cultivation techniques introduced by the extension
officers. The adoption categories were defined on the
basis of the time when farmers needed to apply a new
technology after being introduced to it and being made
aware of its benefits. Here, we used the self-evaluation
method to analyse the farmers’ adoption behaviour.
Farmers were asked about their adaption behaviour after
being introduced to a particular technology. We have
used five main statements to analyse the general adoption
level of farmers using their perceptions: farmers who
adapt technologies soon after introducing them were
considered as “Innovators”, farmers who wait some time
and discuss with peers and finally adopt technologies
were considered as “early majority”, those farmers
who adopt the technologies after careful investigations
were considered as “late majority”, farmers who take
comparatively longer time to evaluate the technology and
adapt were considered as “early adopters”, farmers those
who wait till all other farmers adopt to the technologies
and adopt hardly to any technology were considered as
laggards. All above adopter categories were assessed
using multiple questions.

Based on their responses, we categorised farmers
across different categories. Majority of farmers were
included under the “innovators” and “early adopters”
categories. Therefore, we assumed that farmers who act
as innovators as the farmers who primarily adopt new
technologies. The rest of the categories were considered
as the non-adopters of the new technologies. The latter
category encompasses all early adopters, early majority,
later majority and laggards. Therefore, using those two
farmer categories, we have use of binary regression
analysis to establish socio-economic characteristics
related to the technology adoption behaviour of
the farmers. The adoption category of farmers was
considered as a dependent variable and the socio-
demographic characteristics of farmers were considered
as an independent variable.

Table 1: Formal and informal information receiving and sharing patterns of farmers

Cultivati % of F
wivation New technology 00 a@ers . Subsidy information  Other information
problems Market information
Receive Share Receive Share Receive Share Receive  Share Receive  Share
Formal methods 78 84 75 85 84 55 74 76 65 85
Informal 22 16 25 15 16 23 26 24 35 15
methods

Source: Survey data
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Research findings

In this study, we explored in what ways they primarily
received information through the formal or informal
communication channels. Table 01 shows how paddy
farmers in the Hambantota district receive or access the
necessary information and how they pass on agricultural
information to others.

Research findings reveal that the majority of paddy
farmers in the Hambantota district access and share all
types of agricultural information mainly through formal
channels. Anyhow, a considerable percentage of farmers
use informal methods to access and share agricultural
information. A similar research finding was reported by
Just and Zilberman, (2002) on wheat farmers; a majority
of them access the information through formal channels.
According to Conley and Udry (2003) information about
the use of new technology passes informally between
farmers.

Table 02: Information source for paddy farmers
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Secondly, this study focuses on the frequent and
influential actors in the information sharing process,
among the major providers of information. Though there
are many disseminators of information, farmers tend
to trust and rely mainly on the most influential source.
Agricultural Instructors (Als) are the most influential
actors (scoring 81%) as far as farmers in the Hambantota
district are concerned. Secondly, the neighbours ( 18%)
have also assisted each other in the information and
knowledge sharing process. Table 02 shows the above
research findings.

Thirdly, farmers were asked about the factors that
influence information access. Five main factors were
considered. According to the study findings, Information
availability is the most important factor for information
access, and is followed by social relationship, easy
access, distance to Agriculture officers and cultural
proximity.

Information source

1% of farmers

Influential Actors

Agriculture Officers (AOs)

Agriculture Instructors (Als)

Neighbouring farmers

Innovative farmers

0 0
63 81
36 18

Source: Survey data

Table 03: Factors affecting the selection of information/ source

Factor

Mean Rank

Social relationship

Distance to information source
Cultural issues

Easy access

Information availability

3.94
2.14
2.18
3.22
4.16

Source: Survey data
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Binary regression analysis results for the farmer
adoption behaviour

Another important objective of this study was to
assess the relationship between adoption behaviour and
socio-economic characteristics (age, farming experience,
education level, farm size, formal communication
channels and access to extension service). Using the
above two distinct farmer categories (adopters and non-
adopters), binary regression analysis was employed.
Table 4 shows the farmers’ adoption categories under
adopters and non-adopters while the results of the
regression model fitted with the data summarised in
Table 05.

Table 04: Percentage of adopter categories in the study

K.N.Nadeeshani Silva

As indicated in Table 05, the did not support any of
our study hypotheses. Only the farming experience and
education level show a positive regression coefficient
values. All other independent variables show negative
coefficient value. Based on the research findings, all the
hypotheses of the study are rejected. Thus, we conclude
that the socio demographic characteristics of the farmers
do not show any significant relationship with the
technology adoption behaviours of paddy farmers in the
Hambantota district. This result is supported by Huffman
& Mercier, (1991); Mishra & Park, (2005); Fernandez-
Cornejo et al. (2005). Meanwhile, literature also points
to the insignificant effect of education level on adopting

Class Adopter category Farmer percentage (%)
Adopters Innovators 38%
Non-Adopters Early adopters 46%
Early majority 9%

Later majority 7%

Laggards 0%

Source: Survey data

Table 5: Demographic and behavioral characteristics as determinants of adoption behaviour: the economic results

B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B)
Age of the farmer -.026 .036 518 1 472 974
Farming experience .027 .033 .641 1 424 1.027
Education level .142 332 183 1 .669 1.153
Farm size =222 178 1.555 1 212 .801
Access to extension -.104 .064 2.640 1 .104 901
Formal communication methods -.057 452 .016 1 .900 945
Constant 1.36 1.800 571 1 450 3.900

Source: Author’s own data
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agriculture technology (Khanna, 2001; Nyaupane &
Gillespie, 2009).

Similarly, Samiee et al. (2009) and Bonabana-Wabbi
(2002) did not find any impact on adoption by the farm
size while Ghadim et al. (2005) show that farmers who
own larger farms tend to adopt innovation. In regard to
the access to extension services, Llewellyn (2006) shows
the positive impact on adoption with the higher use of
extension services.

DISCUSSION AND CONLCUSION

How do farmers acquire the necessary knowledge
and information from different sources? Once they
get information on technologies, how does it change
their adoption behaviour? This research suggests that
a farmer’s access to external knowledge and his socio-
demographic characteristics are critical to answering this
question. We have established that the effect of formal and
informal knowledge and information on the information
sharing pattern varies depending on the access to the
same and the trust is placed in the external information
source. This study found that nearly all information
types are accessed and shared by farmers through formal
channels. Among those formal ways, most paddy farmers
trusted the Al officers in their area mainly, and thus,
visited them more often to the Agriculture Instructor for
the knowledge and information they needed. Moreover,
the Agricultural officer in the area is the influential
actor who can persuade farmers regarding the adoption
of new technology. Therefore, technology promotion
programmes initiated by the government effectively
transfer information and knowledge to the farmers
through extension services. Furthermore, neighbours are
the second most important information source for the
paddy farmers in the Hambantota district.

In a farming community, farmers manifest varying
socio-demographic characteristics that influence their
technology adoption and knowledge sharing process.
Paddy farmers in the Hambantota district are well
experienced; having a mean of 26 years of farming
experience and a mean age of 52 years. Further, the
farmers have a mean of 3.14 hectares of land each,
implying commercial scale paddy farming in the
Hambantota district. The farmers have to travel a mean
distance of nearly 7 km to meet Extension Officers to
access knowledge and information regarding new
technologies (Silva & Broekel, 2016). As for education
level, all farmers meet the adult literacy standard,
having acquired formal primary education. Therefore,
farmers in the Hambantota district are sufficiently
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literate to understand information about technologies
introduced by the extension services (Silva, 2020).

Further, a previous study on Sri Lankan paddy
farmers in the dry zone (Siriwardana & Jayawardana,
2014) shows that their mean age, experience, and
educational level are similar to those of the farmers in
this study. This shows that paddy farmers in Sri Lanka
are well experienced in farming due to it being the sole
occupation for most of them and because their mean age
is quite high. The age and experiences of paddy farmers
might have some impact on the information sharing and
technology adoption process.

This study determined the farmers’ adoption category
simply by analysing the self-perception of farmers
towards their adoption, i.e., how they react to new
technology once the technology is introduced to them.
The results show that majority of the farmers in the study
are early adopters who wait to see the outcome of the
technological programme that has been put into practice
by one or more of the innovative farmers. Importantly, the
majority of the farmers in the Hambantota district in Sri
Lanka are either innovators or early adopters who have
shown a significant adoption rate for new technologies.
Among the factors that affect the information and
knowledge sharing pattern of the farmers, information
availability and social relationships proved to be the most
important, while the distance to the information source
and cultural proximity were the least important factors.

These research findings have interesting research
implications for the extension service that is engaged in
popularising new paddy technologies and facilitating the
knowledge diffusion process among paddy farmers in the
Hambantota district in Sri Lanka. This study did not find
any significant relationship between the demographic
characteristics and the technology adoption of paddy
farmers. Further, farmers were highly dependent on
Agricultural Instructors for acquiring new knowledge
and information, which they also obtained to a lesser
extent from their neighbours. Therefore, the Agriculture
Instructors in the area were the most influential actor in
the technology adoption process and were regarded as
the most important source of information. Hence, the
Sri Lankan government can easily introduce agricultural
technologies to rural paddy farmers through the services
of Extension Officers. Moreover, paddy farmers in the
Hambantota district tend to share information with the
other farmers in the community when they have some
useful information to impart, especially if they are in
close proximity and linked to the same social network
as the other actors engaged in farming. However, none
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of the above factors was significantly associated with
technology adoption of paddy farmers in the Hambantota
district.

Finally, certain limitations of this study must be noted.
All the analyses were based on a farmer group practicing
the same paddy farming technologies introduced by
Extension Officers. Therefore, this study might have
a bias towards the extension agents and their adoption
decision and knowledge sharing exercise as against
the members of the community, who were also part of
the same knowledge sharing network. Moreover, the
farmers’ adoption behaviours were assessed based on
their perceptions; hence, this could conceivably limit the
validity and reliability of the results.

REFERENCES

Adebiyi, S. & Okunlola, J. O. (2013) Factors affecting adoption
of cocoa farm rehabilitation techniques in Oyo State of Nigeria.
World Journal of Agricultural Sciences, 9(3), p. 258-265.

Adesina, A. A. & Baidu-Forson, J. (1995) Farmers’ perceptions
and adoption of new agricultural technology: evidence from
analysis in Burkina Faso and Guinea, West Africa. Agricultural
Economics, 13(1), p. 1-9.

Agbamu, J.U. (2002) Agricultural Research-Extension Farmer
Linkages in Japan: Policy issues for Sustainable Agricultural
Development in Developing Countries”. International Journal
of Social and Policy Issues, 1(1), p. 252-263.

Akudugu, M. A. et al. (2012) Adoption of Modern Agricultural
Production Technologies by Farm Households in Ghana:
What Factors Influence their Decisions?. Journal of Biology,
Agriculture and Healthcare, 2 (3), p. 5-8.

Atibioke, O.A. (2012) Effects of farmers’ demographic factors
on the adoption of grain storage technologies developed by
Nigerian stored products research institute (NSPRI): A case
study of selected villages in IlorinWest LGA of Kwara State,
Research on Humanities and Social Sciences, 2(6), p.56-63.

Bonabana-Wabbi, J. (2002). Assessing factors affecting
adoption of agricultural technologies: The case of Integrated
Pest Management (IPM) in Kumi District, Eastern Uganda
Doctoral Dissertation, Verginia Tech University).

Bandiera, O. & Rasul, 1. (2002) Social Networks and
Technology Adoption in Northern Mozambique, STICERD.
London: School of Economics and Political Science.

Besley, T. & Case, A. (1994) Modelling Technology Adoption
in Developing Countries. American Economic Review, 83(2),
p.396-402.

K.N.Nadeeshani Silva

Central Bank (2020) Annual Report of Central Bank of
Sri Lanka.

Chi, T.T.N. & Yamada, R. (2002) Factors affecting farmers’
adoption of technologies in farming system: A case study in
Omon district, Can Tho province, Mekong Delta, Omonrice,
10, p. 94-100.

Clay, D., Reardon, T., Kangasniemi, J. (1998) Sustainable
intensification in the highland tropics: Rwandan farmers’
investments in land conservation and soil fertility. Economic
Development and Cultural Change, 45 (2), p.351-378.

Cliff, A., Pred, A. & Hégerstrand, T. (1992) Classics in human
geography revisited: Hdgerstrand, T. 1967: Innovation
diffusion as a spatial process. Chicago: University of Chicago
Press. Translation and postscript by Allan Pred. Progress in
human geography, 16(4), p.541-544.

Conley, T.G. & Udry, C. (2003) Social Learning Through
Networks: The Adoption of New Agricultural Technologies
in Ghana, Manuscript. Yale University, New Haven, Conn.,
U.S.A.

Conley, T.G. & Udry, C. (2010) Learning about a new
technology: Pineapple in Ghana. American Economic Review.
100, p. 35-69.

Diederen et al. (2003) Innovation adoption in agriculture:
Innovators, early adopters and laggards. [Online] Paul
Diederen. Available from: https://www.researchgate.net/
publication/228714403. [Accessed: 7" March 2016].

Fawole, O. P. (2009) Framing of environmental stories in
Nigerian Daily Newspapers [Online] Available from: https://
doi.org/10.4314/jext.v8i1.52418 [Accessed: August 23th
2020].

Fernandez-Cornejo, J., Hendricks, C. & Mishra, A. (2005)
Technology adoption and off-farm household income: the case
of herbicide-tolerant soybeans. Journal of Agricultural and
Applied Economics, 37(3), p.549-563

Foster, A.D. & Rosenzweig, M.R. (1995) Learning by doing
and learning from others: Human capital and technical change
in agriculture. Journal of Political Economy. 103, p. 1176-
1209.

Ghadim, A. K. A., Pannell, D. J., & Burton, M. P. (2005) Risk,
uncertainty, and learning in adoption of a crop innovation.
Agricultural economics, 33(1), p.1-9.

Gould, R. V. & Fernandez, R. M. (1989) Structures of
mediation: A formal approach to brokerage in transaction
networks. Sociological methodology, p.89-126.

Hogset, H. & Barrett, B.C. (2008) Social Learning, Social
Influence and Projection Bias: A caution on inferences based

June 2022

Sri Lanka Journal of Social Sciences 45 (1)



Access to and use of Agricultural technology

on proxy—reporting of peer behaviour, Economic Development
and Cultural Change, forthcoming.

Huffman, W. E. & Mercier, S. (1991) Joint Adoption of
Microcomputer Technologies: An Analysis of Farmers’
Decisions. The Review of Economics and Statistics, 73(3), p. 541.
https://doi.org/10.2307/2109583.

Just, D. & Zilberman, D. (2002) Information Systems in
Agriculture. ARE Update, 6(1), p.3-6.

Khanna, M. (2001) Sequential adoption of site-
specific ~ technologies  and  its  implications  for
nitrogen productivity: A double selectivity model. American
Journal of Agricultural Economics, 83(1), p. 35-51.

Krishnan, P. & Patnam, M. (2013) Neighbours and Extension
Agents in Ethiopia. Who matters more for technology adoption?
American Journal of Agricultural Economics [Online] 96(1),
p- 308-327. Available from: http:/ajae.oxfordjournals.org/.
[Accessed: 3™ February 2016]. DOI: 10.1093/ajae/aat017.

Llewellyn, R. (20006) Achieving rapid
adoption:  information value and the role of
grower groups. In: Australian Society of Agronomy,

Proceedings of the Australian Agronomy Conference, Australia,
14" September 2006. Australian Society of Agronomy.
Australia. P. Available from: http://www. regional. org. au/au/
asa.

Magnan, N. et al. (2015) Information Networks among Women
and Men and the Demand for an Agricultural Technology in
India. IFPRI Discussion Paper 01411, The International Food
Policy Research Institute (IFPRI), Washington, DC.

Mishra, A. K. & Park, T. A. (2005) An empirical analysis
of Internet use by US farmers. Agricultural and Resource
Economics Review, 34(2), p. 253-264.

Muange, E. N., Godecke, T. & Schwarze, S. (2015) Effects
of social networks on technical efficiency in smallholder
agriculture: The case of cereal producers Tanzania (No. 1008-
2016-80382).

Munshi, K. (2004) Social learning inaheterogeneous population:
technology diffusion in the Indian Green Revolution. Journal
of Development Economics, 73(1), p. 185-213.

Nyaupane, N. P. & Gillespie, J. M. (2009) The Influence of land
tenancy and rotation selection on crawfish farmers’ adoption of
best management practices, (No. 1369-2016-108623).

QOdini, S. (2014) Access to and use of agricultural information
by small scale women farmers in support of efforts to attain
food security in Vihiga County, Kenya. Journal of Emerging
Trends in Economics and Management Sciences, 5(2), p.80-86.

43

Okoye, C. U. (1998) Comparative analysis of factors in the
adoption of traditional and recommended soil erosion control
practices in Nigeria. Soil and Tillage Research, 45(3-4), p.251-
263.

Oladele, B. A. (2001) The Imperatives of Challenges for Africa
in the Knowledge Age. Status and Role of National Information
Policy.

Rogers, E.M. (2010) Diffusion of innovations: Free press.

Rogers, E.M. (2003) Diffusion of Innovations, New York: Free
Press.

Saltiel, J., Bauder, J. W. & Palakovich, S. (1994) Adoption of
sustainable agricultural practices: Diffusion, farm structure,
and profitability 1. Rural Sociology, 59(2), p.333-349.

Samiee, A., Rezvanfar, A. & Faham, E. (2009) Factors
influencing the adoption of integrated pest management (IPM)
by wheat growers in Varamin County, Iran. African Journal of
Agricultural Research, 4(5), p. 491-49.7

Shiferaw, B., Kebede, T., Kassie, M. & Fisher, M., (2015)
Market imperfections, access to information and technology
adoption in Uganda: Challenges of overcoming multiple
constraints. Agricultural Economics, 46(4), p.475-488.

Silva, K. & Broekel, T. (2016) Factors constraining farmers’
adoption of new agricultural technology programme in
Hambantota District in Sri Lanka: Perceptions of agriculture
extension officers. In: University of Sri Jayawardenapura,
Proceedings of the 13th International Conference on Business
Management (ICBM). Sri Jayewardenepura, Sri Lanka, 1 - 8
December,2005. University of Sri Jayewardenepura, Sri Lanka.

Silva, K.N.N. (2020) The roles of absorptive capacity,
technology adoption, and extension services in a local
agricultural innovation system in Sri Lanka, Ph. D.
Institutionelles Repositorium der Leibniz Universitdt Hannover.

Siriwardana, A.N. & Jayawardena, L.N.A.C. (2014) Socio-
Demographic Factors Contributing to the Productivity in Paddy
Farming: A Case Study, Tropical Agricultural Research, 25 (3),
p. 437 — 444.

Strauss, J., Barbosa, M., Teixeira, S., Thomas, D. & Junior,
R.G. (1991) Role of education and extension in the adoption
of technology: a study of upland rice and soybean farmers in
Central-West Brazil. Agricultural Economics, 5(4), p. 341-359.

Sunding, D. & Zilberman, D. (1999). The agricultural
innovation process: research and technology adoption in
a changing agricultural sector. Handbook of Agricultural
Economics, 1, p. 207-261.

Traoré, N., Landry, R. & Amara, N. (1998) On-farm
adoption of conservation practices: the role of farm and

Sri Lanka Journal of Social Sciences 45 (1)

June 2022



14

farmer characteristics, perceptions, and health hazards. Land
Economics, p. 114- 127

Todo, Y. et al. (2015) Effects of social network structure
on the diffusion and adoption of agricultural technology:
Evidence from rural Ethiopia, WINPEC Working Paper Series
No.E1505, Tokyo, Japan.

Wang, G., Lu, Q. & Capareda, S.C. (2020) Social network and
extension service in farmers’ agricultural technology adoption
efficiency. PLOS ONE 15(7): €0235927. Available from:
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0235927. [Accessed: 24
June 2019]

Warriner, G.K. & Moul, T.M. (1992) Kinship and personal
communication network influences on the adoption of

K.N.Nadeeshani Silva

agriculture conservation technology. Journal of rural studies,
8(3), p.279-291.

Yamaguchi, F. (2005) Social Learning, Neighbourhood Effects,
and Investment in Human Capital: Evidence from Green-
Revolution India, FCND discussion paper 190, IFPRI.

Yaseen, M., Xu, S., Yu, W. & Hassan, S. (2016) Farmers’
access to agricultural information sources: evidences from rural
Pakistan. Journal of Agricultural Chemistry and Environment,
5(1), p.12-19.

Young, P.H. (2009) Innovation Diffusion in Heterogeneous
Populations: Contagion, Social Influence, and Social Learning.
American Economic Review, 99 (5), p:1899-1924.Avialable
from: http://www.aecaweb.org/articles.php?. Accessed: date
DOI=10.1257/aer.99.5.1899.

June 2022

Sri Lanka Journal of Social Sciences 45 (1)



