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The praosent Hilitary Zovernoent ~nd indoecd
pas gevernitents in Nigoeria zre wery taceh intorcested
in thy development of agriculiture. To this ¢nd,
geveral goveramont initiated ngricultural davelopmunt
pregramacs and projuects have becon ombarked upon.
Thiﬂlatudy is an nttewpt to investigate a little
anc vital but uostly neglected aspect of the prucess
of agricultur=zl cevclopment. This aspecti relates to

the question of the scurces of farm informatiocon usad

by farmerg in the rural arcas of the country.

his study exenined the type of inforwuation sources

used by the farncrs in thrcee selected villages in

—

Gusau Local Govaernmnent .uarea of Sokoto Statc. <
includad the wmost impuortant scurce ¢f fara inforimation

to the farmers onc vhy the sovurce was the ncst irmoertant,

The study nlsc c¢rrnained whether cr not there were
sigrificart relationships between some socio-cceoncmic
characteristics of the farmers nnd their scurcoes cof
informations The stuly finnlly cdiscuscid the
impiicaticus of these findings for future action by

agricul tural poliey nnlcers.

Fhe results of the various findings showed thot

about 71% of the farmers interviswed used rocdio as

vi



their ascurcce of informntion. The sceond most usod
sourcc of fara informntion wos neighbours. Over
68% of the farieres used this scurce of information.
foc third most used source of farm infornation was
the agricultural cextensicn workers. ..out 60% of

the faricers usced this sourcce.

The analysis furtiaer shovied that tae most
important s.urce of farir infuraation according to
the farmors vas agriculturnl errtension workers.
Furty percent (40%) of the farcors consi.serad tiis
source tu be the most inportant. The second most
impurtant source of farnm information according t-
the faraers was radiv. .oout 22% consicerced this
source to be the mest important, The third most
imoortant source of farm information was neignbours.
about 21% considered thie as the most insportant

source of form infermation.

Tho analysis cqually revealed that laracrs

congicercc acricultural extension woerkoers as tae imost
important courcae =¥ infermation for various reasuns.
sbout 33% claicd that agriculturanl <xteansion workers
explained agricultural proctices in dotail and
demenustratad for thoem toe sce. Thirty perccent (30%)

claimac thaat the cexteonsion workurs waere their friconds

and that they woere alwnys togoethor, wihile 29% claimed



that the ¢extounsion workaers lived with them in the
village and so they trusted tien as givers of farm

infoermation.

Yarious osther reascns were alsc adduced for
chocsing r=cdio, neighbours, fricnds nne relatives
anc nevslotter/pamphlcets as thc most inmortant sources

¢f farm inforaation.

It wvas found that farmers uscd two sources of
farm informzation and four sources of farm information
about th¢ same number of timcs, This was becnuse
30% ci thoe faraers usced tvwo sources of infurmation

while anothor 30% uscd four sources of information.

T2n empiriecnl hypothescs woere testod in order
to dotersine vhether therce were significant rolationshnipe
at 0,08 level betwezn thoe sccic-economic characteristics
of the farmers and tocir sources of farm informnticon.
fhe sourc:es of farm inforontion usced in testing the
gmpirical hypothoses werce acighbours (informal scurce
ef information) radio (mass «medin source of infcermation),
agzricultural oxtension wourkers (government cr

arricultural agencics sosuarce of information).

The chi-square statistics showed that there vwas
a significant rclationship betwoeen fariers vwith high

level of ~dult cducation and the use - f oxtcension

viii



workurs. This implicd that those farnmers with high
lovol of adult c¢ducatiun tended to usce extension

wortcers than thoesza wish low level of scult weucaticn,.

The annlysis cqunlly rovealoed that there was a
significant rclaticnship betwoen larze farm size and
the uze of extension vorlicrs as scurce ol infurmnticn,.
this implicd that far.oars with large farma si2e tendec

toe ugae cxtension worlkers than those with g£mall farm

Tho findirzs alsou rovaaled that thore was a
significant rolaticnel:ip botwecn high lovel farn
practices adeption aad the useé of oxtennion workers
ag scureca of o Inf-ie=ntions This psant that
farmoers whe adepted mors of tiic now form practices

introducod in the arern t.='aed to use extenalcnr oz .

than th..ac with laow lovel of ferm pracilees nl.pitilc:.

significant reletionsnis T-4veox high lavsl cof living
and the usd of radio ap go2sreca of form isformn%? 'a.
Tals inplied that farnarsg with a high 1221 of 1f7in~z

tondad to ase radio than these vith low level cof

living.

-
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CALLTER 1

INTi JUCTIOH

The diprovaucnt nnco levelopuent of agricul turce
in many developing coeuntrics bos boen scen as an
intoagral poart of the everall eccunoudc dovelomaont of
these countries. In Migeria, for instancce, agriculture
plays an important part in the velfare of the people,
llorman (170) claimed th~t before the {irst cipert
of petrcleun in 1358, agriculture contributced betwoen
70 to €0 percent of the total value of Nigerian

exports.

griculture w=s the dackbone of Higeria's
cecunony from ceclonial and early years of independencce.
The azricultural producce included such comtocities
as palm cil, groundnuts, cocoa and rubber., ono city
was farous for its groundnut pyranids and Ondo for
its cocua., It was also the largest canloyer of

labour in thce country.

levever, the importance of agriculturce in the
Higerinan 2conony hias changoed rapidly over the years,
The onece fanous forecign exchanse carner ceannot even
feed U'igeria's rapid sSrowing population. ifigeria's
oil Doww in the late 19508 and early 1970s changed
thoe trend anc agriculturc was aliost totally neglected.
suring che o0il boom, thoere was plenty of money and
people siartoed groduaally to leasve the villnges for the

towns and citios foer vwhite-collar jobs and contracts.



Food itons and other cumacities vwihiich coula be
arocuces loeally woere imported with williosns of naira.
3ctween 1371 and the cnd of 1975, 2bout +700 wiillicon
had been spent on the iroortation of foodstuff intc
the country (Fedoeral Liaictry of Infuraaticn, 1977:27).
whilce launching the Croaas liver State . gricultural
Jdevelopiceut 2rojecet (..20) rocently, tiwe state military
gavernor, Jan archibong clained that Higeria's {ocea
bills increascd from 42,0 willion in 1957 te nenrly
;i2.C5 billionm in 19863 (Var-uard 13th Decemher, 1585
P.1). Tuz uwney spent on foou impoertation could “ave
been usce t. cevelop the country's agricul ture, but
gveryvons ving carried away by the il beoms It was as

if the il bHoon would last foroever.

A1 2f a sudden, therce was ne noroe oil boom and
the revenue from cil decreasced so fwuach thnt tae nation
ceuld not affoerd encugh money for foodstuff importation.
The government tien started policivcs to revamp
agriculture to play a siguificant rolo in the nation's

c¢conomy lilte it used to be hefore,.

In the third natiounnl development plan (1975-80),
it vas stated thnt agriculture anc itz related activitices
will cocatinue to bue the tininstoy of lligerda's cconony
in the forescable future. Tais mcant that agricul ture
would contiauce to furnish the bullt of tihe nation's

cmployment oppnertunitics, It added that agriculture



Qaad to aavt uost of the cuuntry's raw naterial
regquirewccnts for lecal industrics and for export
vhich woeuld continuc to be an inportont carner of

foreign sxchange.

In tace cuarrcnt i'atiovnal Jevelopument flan (1981-7535),

the chjectives cf tihe plnn in agricultural scctor arcod

(1) T2 acaicve incrersgsed production of fooc
ang otlhor ravwv marterinls to aecet tiia needs
cf a grovwing populntion and raisiag
incuastrial producticn, .. basic cbjective
in this ruspoect was the attaineent of self-
sufficicncy in food Droduction in the plan
period.

{2) T achieve increascé vroductium and processing
of exmort crups with a view to expancing
nnd diversifying earnpings in this respect. o
terget ol seven years wans set for the
revival of iTigeria's cash crops,

(3) Tuc cexpansion of employment cpvortunitics
in agricultural scctor to absorb the

increasging labour force of the nation.

In creer Lo achieve governmoent's objoctives vis-
a=vis agriculture as stated in the develonment nlans,
seoversl agricultural develomacnt poulicics were

conceived aad inplenentoed, he arosrammes coharked



upon includcd the (aticnal .ccelerated fFocd
Froduecticon s rosramme (ML2Fi?)e. This wias wcosigned
specifically to dipereasc the procuction of rice,
maize,; guincacorn, willet, wheat and cassava, which
constituted the main staple food crops in lligerin,
Three IL.FPP national centres were established at

ibudan, Samaru and Unudilc.

Luotier promsgramme eaharkod upon vng the Lpernticon
Fuecd the jiation programac (OFiY). It was lzaunched in
1975. 7This was esseantially a publieity Jdrive to make
Higerians awarce of the nztiunpal nevcd to increase
cdomestic food Druduction. Cne of its vost important
achicvementis was that it brought to tae minds of

figerians tae impcertance of agriculture,

aGro=gervice centres verce also establicshed in
varicus parts of the country, These vere directly
linkcd anc forncd part of the L. FPF. They were
intended to function as sclf-financing input distribution
anc crcd marketing centres for which farmers can obtain
improved inpute such a3 s.uds, fertilizers and
insceticides and to which they ean scll their crop

BroCUCC,

There was alsce the establishacent of [ oricul tural
Jevelopnoent 'rojucts (LIPs). Thesce arce gerics of

intesrated agzricultural nrojects which woere initiated



in 197%, at Gusau in 3cesto State, Funtua in .aduna
State wnd Goembe in Gauchi State. They were designed
to briang tie combined concepts of OFH, [LIJy and
WEgro=5Service Centre prorammcs to a defined rural
population. They concuntrated cn providing inputs
such as fertilizers, pesticides, farm machincery and
credit facilitics to enable faruners to purchase
inputs. Thoey alse give cextension and training in the

use of improved farring mothods,

S let of capital was put intc these programmces
yet agriculturc has roeaained andurdevelepeG and has
refused to pick up. Variosus stucices have been
concucted by rescearchcers intoe the variovus agriculturnl
programwacs of the Toederal Govermment. These studics
woere aimned at doetoermining the succoessces and failures
of thesoe programmics. . graat ceal of recommendations
have been offercd to the government on how to improve,
increasc and enhance agricultural and food production
in the country. For example, Clark and ..kinbode (1958),
stresscd the importance of sources of farn information
if rural farmers werce to adept new methods of farming.
Vch (1979) reported tanat a high proportion of
respondents in Givz area ci Induna State made use of
racic as their source of information on agricultural
methodses 2'Silva ct ﬂi' {1981) f.und that radio was

by far the mocst important scarce of Tara information



in Funtus sgriculinral _roject in ¥Yaduna State. Tae
importance 2f radio was further illustrated by the fact
that over 5C percent of farmers in Funtua Agricultural

Jevelonaenrt sroject ouned radios.

“he importance placed on sources of farm
information hy f[aruners {rom nast stucdies 1os necessitated
tiie uncertaizing of thic study. Thougi many past studies
fave concerned themselves with the sources of
information which farmers used, there have been some
limitations. A limitation of past studies is that few
have coancerncd themselves with the relationships
between socio-economic cuaaracteristics of farmers and

Loir sources of farm information especially in the
northern parts of the couintry. Thus, the main focus

of this stucy is to ascertain the exteni to which the
socio=-econoriic characteristice ci tne farmers influence
the choice of sources of farm information. This preblem
is going to be cxamined by testing some epsirical
haynotiieses. In adaition, the various souarces of
information used by farmers will "Ye exauwined, to
vetermine vhich is the niost important source of
informnation and why fariiers regarded the chosen sources

as tahre gost important.

1.1 llature cf the ¢Yroblem

Farmers in any given society are not auorihous,

they have sone relative degree of difverentiation,



either in terms of the scale of their farming enternrises
or in teras of their socio-economic characteristics,

For tuis reasou, a single source of information may

not he gufficient to cover all catesgories of farners.
This siudy, therefore, aiits at ascertaining tle
relationships hetueen the socio-economic characteristics
of the far-ers in Gusau Local Government frea cof So:oto
State and tneir sources of farm information. Jecondly,
the study seels to find out the various sources of
I~Tornation used oy the farmers and vhich of them 1is

the most imhortant source of information and why.

Lionberger (1270), claims tuat in traditional
azpricultural nractice, information about farming, let
alone scientific information, is not & nart of the
farmers life because far crs learn by doing. e further
clainrs that {amily-operated farm is an ongoing, self-
nerpetusting econownic unit which teacues succeeding
family members simply by doing. This means that
asricul tural info;wation is so much a part cf doing that
it is srobably never recognized as information. _owvever,
all of these gracually change as agriculture noves from
tracditional teoc nmodern. nis is because the farmers
become ore soplisticated, nriore cependent on others
for goods and services, his necds hecoiule more

cerples: and diversified.



The Taramer, it trying to nodernise his farning
enterprise will ceome to recognize faraw inforaation
as an 2scentisl elenent ¢f a ueveloping agriculture.
The {armer tust recognize that information about
agricu-*ure exists and that one source is better than

another.

iarin operators, cue to their different socio-
econonic caaracteristics voul! regard the sources of
information differently. Juiis is because different
socio-ecunomic positions expese individuals to
different ti.ings. A farmer's socio-econonic
chara:teristics would expose him only to certain
sources anc he will cone to appreciate taat source in
relstion to his socio-economic characteristics. Tnis
will maiie nim use certain sources of information wnich
are suitable for his caaracteristics. {or exanple,
one vould expect iLinet farmers who can read ana write
would malze use of panpliilets anu newsletters as their
source of farm information. Also, one would expect
that Tarmers who ca.anot read nor write would make use
of extencion woriier as their source of getting farm
information. It is therefore, tune problem of this
thesies to elarmine some socio-econouic characteristics
of the farmers in the area of study and the scurces
of farm information they used. This is going to be

achieved LDy testing a serices of empirical hypotheses.



1.2 Cbhjectives of the Study

The general obdjective of the

»

the relationships b&é% e n farmers socio-econonic

charzefteristics and their sources of farm information

in CGusau Local Gouvernisent area ol Sokoto State.

~

(3)

specific objectives of the study are:

To detersiine tire type of informa“ion
sources used by tne farmers in the study
arcva., This includes the most 1mportant
source of farm information used and vhy
the source i= the wmost important.

Te deteriire wir2ther or not there are
significant rcelationships between some
socio-vconoaiic characteristics of the
farncrs and thaeir sources of information.
Tie chosen socio-cconomic variablos are
are, nouseholce sizce, level of formal
caucation, level of adult cducation,
size of faria, organizational wenbership,
adoptiicn of farm practices, level of
livirg, length of farming expericnce and

farm incoie.

Te discuss the iumplications of the findings

for future action »y agricultural policy

rekers,

study 1is to exarnine
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1.3 Cupceortance and xelevance of iLhoe Study

The inportance of sources of farm inforwmation to
farmers cannot be over-emphasized. This ig because
Tor faruecrs to wmanage successfully with the rapic pace
of change in agricultural practices in modern timnes,
they must De aware of the sources of information
available to them to enabhle them use the information
to betteyr their farming activities, It woula be a
vaste of human and material resources to continue to
accupulate resgsearcin findings on agricultural practices
without knowing how the findings get to the ultimate

consurers who are the peasant faraoers.

The theoretical importance of the study is that
it will acdd to existing knowledge the fact that
dissemination of farm information is a very important
factor wvhich aide the adoption of new farm practices.
When the sources of information which Gusau farnmers
used has heen identified taking into account ths socio-
economic ciaracteristics of tho farmers, it is hoped
that such an anmalysis will help to re-exaniine the
relevance or otherwvise ol the sources of information
which are at pruesent being usod in the arca. If a
farmer's sociv-cconouidc characteristics forces him
te rely on ont source of infercation, the adoption
of the Tarm practices could not be as fast ag being
anticipated, This is because he is handicapped by

his socio-economic position.
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For prnctical purpoces, tho knowloedge of this
will be of great valuc to agricultural inforuation
communicators. This is because it will help tuem in
appropriate plaaning of the communication stirategy which
may resuit in the quick acceptance of new farming
methoda., 7To make efficient use of the information
souircus, the agricultural informasion comwiunicators

are expocted to know the profercnce of farmers fox

£}

uifferent information scurces. If farmers proference
for sourcoes of information is hnown, thoese sources
could he used more effoctively. If the socio-economic
characterisctics of those who prefer certalin =ources
are lnown it would even be more cffoctive. This is
becauge the agricultural information c¢ommunicatox will

be able teo aesign different infermation socurzass Seor

Ciffzrent catogories of farmars.

1.4 OQOrganization of Thesis

This thesis is divided into five chapters.
Chapter one cdeals with the introduction, the nature
of thxe problem, the objectivoes ol the study and the

importance anc relevance of itha stuuy.

Chapter twe focusaes on the literatare review, the
conceptual frameworlk for thae study, operational
indices or cefinitions of variahles and their

measuranent, and the working hypotheses, Chaptor



three is on methods and procedures. Thiz includes
the unit ol analysis, tiue arz2a of study, the method
of data collection, the sampling technique and the

statigtical analysis used in the study,

Chapter four deals with the findings, and
chapter five which is tlhic final chapter focuses on
tire discussions of findings, their inplicaticns,

conclusionz and rccomuendations.
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LITULATUNS REVIEW

2.1 Introcuction

The literature rovioew agpect of the study is
divided into two scctions., Gection one «eals with
a revicw of literature on szources of farm information,
whtile section two deals with a yeview of literature
on the socio-ecognonic chwaracteristics of farmaers as

they rolate to sources of farm information.

2.2 Litorature Haoview on Sources of fairm
Information

Fast studies on sources of farm: information are
many, ospoecially studies carried out in the United
Statep of America, These include the once conducted
by Copp ¢t al.(1950). This study classificd sources
of farm information of Yennsylyvanian dairy farmers
into:

(1) lless media (that is, farm magazines

and papers)

{2) adio

(3) Frinted extension, that is, circular

letters and hbulletins

(4) <Cral extcension, that iz, office calls,

meetings, fara visits, method desonstrations,
tours and ficld days.

(5) lecer influence, that is, neighbours, friends

an¢ ycletives.

13



(8)

(7)

14

Conmercial media, this includes both
printed and oral sources of information
anc

Tiue classroom wirich incluces vocational

agricul ture and voeteran's training.

Jogers and leyaen (1905), classified scurces of

farn information in terms of:

(1)

(3)

(%)

1.2a88 udia sources or impersonal-cosrnicpolite
sourccs, This source of information include
racio, newspaners, nagazines and telaevision.
Lersonal-cosmopolite sources of information.
Mis inciudes communication with extcension
agents, farm supply store personncl, and
farmers from other ncighbourhcods.
Person-lecalite sources. This includes
cormunication with nceighbour, fricnds and
fanily and

S5elf, which is mainly porsonal expericnce

with the innovation on one's own farm.

Rogers and Shoemaker [1971) classified sources

of farnm

(1)

nformnation as:

nterncersonal or mass media. This include
fac2 to face cichanse between ftwo or aorce
indivicduals whilc maass maedia includes radio,

television and newspapers and farm magazines.
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(2) The source of information as originating

from c¢ither localite or cosriopolite sources

Classification of sources of ifarm inflorcation has
also boen Dased on personal and inpersonal zources
(3eal and Rorers, 196C). Personal sources of
infornation are roiatives, (riends, neighbours,
landlords and direct contact with e¢xtcecasion agunts.
Impersonal sources include farm agazines, newspapors,

radio, television and vuniversity bulletins.

Sources of farm information nave aiso been
classified by Lionherger (1963), in terns of an
individual, institutions or arencies sought to be the
communicators of nuew ideas. Individual conmunicaliors
of new icdeas include local dealers and salisian.
Institutions concorned with coumunications of new
idezs include Goverrment or agricultural cxtension

departmcnts.

I“awby and .laver (1961), investigeied twenty
four souirces of information, out of these, six were
non-cecmmuaicative and eighteen werce comnunicative.
The non-corrounicative sources of information were those
vhich can bec uscd without contacting another Horson
verbally or in writing. sxpeéricnce and trial by
error on whole fari operations are good examples of

non=commuaicative sources oi information. Cormunicativoe
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sources of faram information reqguire thnt informntion
passes from one person to anotner. Agricultural
arzencics, salesmen, radio and teievision zare good

cxamples of comnunicative sources of information.

In Higeria, Gill (1950), reported four sources

of farm informeticn in Jlorthern jHigeria, namclys

(1) Agricultural '"mallam! or cixteansion
worikers

(2) Agricultural siows

{3) Agricultural Tilins

(&) asricultural cdumonstration farms.

also, (azidu (1973), found that cources of {~rm
information in llorthoern 3tates of Higeria can be

classificd under three main headlings naeucly:

(1) <Jroditional wcetings, such as we'ding,
naming and aarvest cerceuonies and also
Cciscussions with traditional leadcurs or
occupationnl leaders.

(2) Cfficizl sources, this includes government
ministries «ad local government authoritics
vaich use different oaedia to comunicate to
the peoplc.

(3) Commcrcial sources, whercby cormiercial firms

use Lorrices aana vans cquipped with public
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address syster to advertise their products,
sucii procducts include insccticides and
fungicidesg, e vans or lorrics go round
on aarket days ifrom one market to another

selling their procucts.

~¥inbode and clark (1965), reported that farmers
in western state of .igeria found helnful the extunsion
officers, the lzaders of farma cooperatives and
occasionally a "successful farmer ns their sources
of far. inforaation. Although thic radio and nevspapers
provicud some general information about farming, the
farmers reportiec that they did mot receive gpeciric
help vwith their individual problems from these sources
pertaining to the adoption of tihrse farm practices

introduced in the arca.

Volih (1979), rzpoirted that extension workers, radio,
villaze hoad, other faruers, company salesman and
friends were icentified as farncers sources of farm in
the listed order in Giwa district of Naduna State of

Birerina,

I'5ilva et al. (1981), reported radio was by far
the most important source of information in Funtun
agricultural cevelopment project in “aduna State.

Thiis was followved by vizits to far: scervice centros

and cxtension agentis. CQthoers include visit to
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cuuronstrotion plot, traders, village leaders, other
farmors and village agricultural commmittec wmembers.
2.3 Literature Review on Socio-dconomzic

Characteristics of Farners as they Helate
to Sourceg of Farw Inioruation

Studics carriod out in the United Siates of |
Artocrica have shown that sources of information déed
by rarmers depended on the typoe of apgricultural
practice and the socio-cconomic status of the farsers.
for example, Lionboerger (1955, 1968), roportcd a closc
associntion between contacits with sources of Tara

information and the leovel of cducation of faraers, farm

income and the size of farm they possessed.

Jilkening (1950, 1952), reported that access to
sources of {farm information depended upon a nuwuber of
factors. Thesc aay he situational, such as the physical
isolation of the farm or tiic abscnco of vocational
agricultural instruction in the local high scheool. iic
reported that socio-cvcononic characteristics of farmers
and nature cf practices (whather the practice is
associated with long cvstablished farm practices or
newly inpntrocducced once) determined the source of
information sought by farmers. 'Tae information about
long <«stablished farwm praciices wes reccived from
non=ingtitutionalizcd sources whilc information about

niwly introduced practices was acquirced from
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institutionalizcd contacts, such ns agricultural
extension service, government agencics and acdult farm

classos,

dilson and Gallus (1958) reportod that respoascs
regarding the use of souvrcaes of form information wecrc
rclatea to such factors as income, status of faraer

and tcnurc,

liawnhy ~nd aver (1961), resorted that variation
in scurces of infor-ztion uscd in scecuring a given type
of information was nssociated witl: educntional background,
experiences, personal situation, sizo of farm, type

of farn aanc farm group mecting attendanc:.

Stucioes conducted in Inaia by Jha and Singh
(1956), fcund significant r:olationship boetween levels
of c¢ducation, are of farmers and size of lioldings and
sources of information usced by far.ecrs. ilso, studics
by Suarma (1956), in India found that education,
cconomic status and caste system are irmportant factors
vhich affect the usc of wodern communication with

farmers.

Sawhney (1957) found in India that with increasine
cuucation, there vas an incrensing usce of mass media

sources of information.
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itawby and .iaver (1961), found that the use of
experimental station and axtension scrvice nuablications
as a source of information corrclated witn the level
of 2ducation in the United SZtate. 4s the lovel of
education incruased, tihoe porcentage of faraers using
governnent ccople 25 a source of information increascd.
The numdber of information sources used by farmwrs

zls0 inecreascd with the level of eaucation.

IZiviin ¢t nl. (1971), found th:at the botter
ecducoted high caste indu worce frequeatly use moss

medizr as a source oi informnation in India,

In liigoria, Patcel and Ekperce (1978), found tlat
there is an association betwecen farmers' socio-ocontoniic
characteristics and the usce of various sources of farm

. ) P

inforiation. Algso, in Giwa district of Iaduna State,
Higeria, Jogunjoko (1903) found significant corr=latic:
betwveen the use of radio ns a sourct of iuforantion

anc¢ much factors s age, lungth ol farwing cexpericnce

and net annual incoue.

It is cvident from the literature rovicw that
farmers use a varicty of sources of information in
their farming operation and taat rescarchers nave
classificd or categorized thoge sources of infernation
in various ways., It is also c¢vident that the socio-

economic characteristics of faracrs play important
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role in <etornining and sclecting thace typoe of
information sources farmers use in their far: ing

operations,

2.4 Conceptual Framcvork for the study

l.ccording to [{auta (1972), irformation is nuus,
vhat is nown already ic no inforumaticn. 5o, somoething
is informntion to the cextent that it is unlknoym,
uncxpectod or surnrising. [fauta clainoed that
infcrantion has a central plrce te play in the
concrote structurcs and processes of the humanitics
in various vays such ns: the conveyance of
intelligence in the nress anu televisien, as vell as
in ccucation, the development of socinl organizations,
the mecaanism of thinking and drecaming of moniory nnd

emotions andc huaan reality of being 2 person with

ultiniate concz2rn and helief,

¥
g

Jazidu (16E3), definud agricultural information
as ''proven iden, technoleogy or any information which
comes a8 a dircet result of rescarch ncectivity or
government policy designed to ceducate the farners on
nolicy Zssues which would cenhance thceir farming

activities." Yazidu alsoc cnumerated six icsportance

of agricultural inforumation. These wlore:

(1) Lagricultural iuforaation provices ideas for



tho immrovaaent of crops and livostock
of the rural farmors,

(2) Lsgricultural information provides best
quality sced or livestock which thoe farmor
can usc for maximum r.oturn,.

(3) It assicts farcers to cumbat nest and
ciscases of crops and livestocl:,

(4) It cdueates the farwer on agricultaral
peliciczs of the goveraaent which affect
nrouuction of 1is crops and livestock,

(S) It helps to cncoarage faracrs to stay in
the rural arceas by assisting them to have
mainful cnployment,

(6) 1t teaches farmers new skills which emanate

frou couvordinated rescarch efforts.

dovwever, the socio=-cvconoinic characteristics of
the farmers will be a grect acterminant as to whether
or not tne importance of agricultural information will
be taken awvantage of by the fariers. This can be
achicvaed through the use of wvaricus sources of {arn

inforiation available to the farmers,

Raza (19069) vas of the vievw Lhat szoecio-cconomic
status nas three major diuensions: ccononic, sccial
and cultural. These dimeasions were measured through

variables like income and land holdings, material

stylc of 1ifc and ccacation respectively. flowever,



23

there are many factors which can deteriiine a person's
access to incowme, land nolding, material style of

life and education. tne of thece factors is the mocde
of nroducticn in tae gsociety. Abaullahi (15863),
borrov Lag idea from j.arx claimed that it is uwithin
aistorical formations tret we find mo:.les of procuction
which deteriiine the nature of arncd form of social
organi=mation of production. she cencept of modes of
procduction, social formalion, the nature anc form of
ceneration of surplus and ww the surplus is
anpropriatec and cistributed witain a siven social and
ececnonic formation implied the existence of classes

anc social grouns in the society.

leber (1947), spoke of a class as a nuiber of

people who have in comnon a specific casual counponent
of their 1ife chancoes. Life chances is scometines
interpreted as reforring to vital statistics (that is,
tire chances for survival or of reaching certain age)},
Leber Lims:slf seemed primarily concerned with tuae
acquisition of goods and property, the acnicvement of
a level of livirg, and a kind of )Hersonal life

eriariance.

The villages in whicih: tnis study was conducted
vere [‘otorxkxoshi, Pada and jucheri all in Cusau Local

Governiesnt Area of Zoioto _tate. These societies



have passcd from pre=colonial mode of production and
social Tornation to the present peripacral capitalist
social formztion in viiich the cemergent capitalist mode

of production assumes doainancoe. fhis stucdy acknowvledges
tiie inmiact of these forces of moues of production and
social formation in shaping thoe soclio-cconomic

characteristics of the faraers ia the area of this

study.

Once of the basic features of capnitalist moage of
sroduction is that the c¢conouic system 18 organiscd
and contreolled by the owners of capital. The chicef
elemenis heing coopetition, profit sunoaly and demand.
This implices tirat those with capital would be able to
afford or acquire goods and propoerty and aciiicve a
aigh level of living. Capital as usced in this stady
could be scen in terms of farm income, level of living,
and farm: cize., Thesce variables have heen chosen becausc
some of thoem have been found to be significantly
relatca to sources of fara information from the litoerature

revigw,

The theorctical moucel that has been used in this
study states thiat tae various socio-cconomic variablos
listcd above are relatece to the sources of farm
infermation wrich tie ijarmers will use, sach of the
variables has been grouped into three categorics

nana2ly: low, moedium and high. fnis was donce to determince



which category ol farmers used a particular source of

inforaation the riore.

2.5 UGperaticnal Indices or wefinitions of
Yariavles anc their Measurcment

The operational incices or cdefinition cof variahloes
and thelir nicasurement ceflfines the variables that wvere

used ia the study and how thoey bhave buen measurced.,

2.%.1 inuepencent Yariabloes

Tnese are the socio-cconomic variaonles, ae2re are
aany socio-cconowic variables in sociological analysis.

loviever, the onvs used in this study were as follows:

(1) &gs

This refers to the anpro-rimate chronological
a2ge in ycars. This was measurced by the zgce
in years given by thoe responcoents at the time
of c¢ata collection. Jor the purposc of
tezting the statced evmpirical hypothesis, age
was groupud into threce categories namely:

(21 - 40) ycars young farmcers, (41 - 50)
micule aeged farners, and 51 years and above
old farmerse. The woce for the sanple sizc
was uscd as the hasis for the categori~ation.
The mode for the sample was 40, tais forms
13% of the sample and the hijghest percentage

comparced to the mecan of the sample. The
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lowust age of tie resproncents vas 21. The range
for txxa hiddlc aged farmors catogory was narrowed
so s to have more respondents falling within

the yvoung aid old 2se catoserices,

(2) oureiold S5ize

Zt ic felt that l.ouscnold size could Lave iopact
on souscues of farm inforuation because of the
folioving reasons. In a houseb:ole where tacre

arce a numbdber ol pneople esnccially farming adults,
informetion couiu¢ he excaanged, Also, thiere could
be for c¢xample, a nunber of radios in a househwold

to [Facilitate the diffusion of farm information.

.ous2zold size rofers to the nuuber of wives,
c..ileren, relatives and dependents actually living
witlhr the roszsondents in his houschold at thc tine
of collecting the cata. For tihwv surposc of testing
the empirical aypothosis, houschold sizc was
grouncd into tihwrce catcegorics namclys: (2 - 8)
2eoule, =mall houschold gize, (9 - 12) nmedium
houschold size, 13 pecople and above, large lLiouschold
sizc, The mode for tae sample was uscd as the
basis for tuc categorization. The node vas 3,

tais foruis 15% of tue sample and the highest

nercontage comparced with the wean,

(3) Level of Forual Lducation

This is cdcfinvd as the nunber of ycears of {forpal

or western cducation attained by the responcentis.
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P2king into account that thiz study was carricd
out in a rural scttiang ana that the stady is
abhout rural farners, orisary sceven cducaition was

regarded as the gighest lovael of fermal cducation.

Jne nean age for the rosrondents was 43 years,
this =ecant taat thos¢ of them who attonded school
must Lave dene so when the junior and senior

primary sc'.wol systen was ia opcration in (ligeria.

Thercfore, for the purnosce of testing the
¢gupirical typothesis, level of formaul caucation

was sroupued into three categerics naaely:

(1) lo formal acuacation
(2) Junior _rimary cducation

(3) oSoaior primary wducation.

The busis for this categorization waos that classes

1 - &k were regarded ~s juanior primary schocodi,

-

vinile classcs 5 - 7 woere scunior primary school,

Level of LdJult scducation

This refers to thic number of conths in which
responcents attonded adult literacy classes. Tho
mean number of months was used as the basis for
the categorization. The ncan number of sonths

of attendance was approximately six months,

Tius, this variable was categoriz:d into:
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(1) ilo acult ecuertion

(2) (1 - 5) .onths asccium level of ndult
education,

(3) 7 amontus and abova bigh level of scult
cuucation,

Tai

©

categorization was done in ordaer to test tho

aaaniricnl aypothesis,

3izm¢ of Farm

Tiis variable relurs to the size of landholding
measared in hectares, Very fow farms in Nigeria
nave npuysically Leen aweasured. Thercefore, it is
almost impossible to [find out from a farm:r the

axoct size of his holoing.

In taiis study, however, threce actihious of hnowing

farmers' sizc of aolding vore usced:

(1) Therc were farmers who nade usc of tractor
niring service of Gusau A.o.: and they werc
charged moncy per hectare,

(2) There were faracrs vho nade use »>f ox-plough
nnd thoey were chargoed oney paer hectarc.

(3) Thecre were farmoers wihose iand had beon
Latasurced hHy Gusau Agricultural Joevelopment
Project, Thosc farmers that cde not fall
into any of thesc thrce categorics and who
<o not znow the size of their holding were

trzated as wissing cases in the a2nalysis,
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Thac mean far. sizce was approximately 10 Lbiectares.
Salf of the acan rarn size was usca as the basis
for categorizing thce farucrs. Therefore Q§5)
heetarcs was regarded as suall size farucrs,

(5 = 10) hectarcs mediua size farrors anc 11

'

hectarues nd above large size farners. This

wng done in order to test the statea enpirical

Jrzaniz-ational Iembership

Thzre are may fars rolat:d organizaticns to which
a farscr in the study orea couwld bhelong.
Verbershis of such organizations could affuct
the scurces of information tl.at farmors uscc iv
tocir farning activities. The apgricultural
related organizations in tie arca were five.
Tacy were (1) youny faruers ciab, (2) village
apgrical tural cooperative society, (3) pro'uction
wvork group or (aikin gavya), (4) village
azrienltural coraittece or council and (5) cld
farmoers club. 3ince there are five agricultural
ocrganizations, tle mean fur five was regarced

a5 two., This forms the basis fur categorization
of the farmers. The foarmers were categoerized
into three panely: low organizational meabersiip
for those who dio anct belong to any of the five

agricultural orgsnizations, medium orgoisational
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menhoership for throse who belong to one cr two
ocrrxanizations and Liigh organinational wemborship
foer thwse who Helong to 3 or wore crganizations.
Thuis ecategorizaticon was done in order to test the

statzd capirical hypothoesis.

feontion of Farm (s ractices

— i —

This was defined asg the use of recomncnded farm
nronctices as related to thie growing of groundnuts.
Iaproved groununut varicty was one of thic crups
introducced te the farmers in tine study arca, [lfine
recomnendod farm practices with regard to the
arowing of imoproved greoundnut varicty were orescertoed
to thu rarmoers. Jdoespondents were askoed wiict

or nct thiwey uscd the recumienicd [ara cracticus.
shoge vihio used werc assignec one point and those

vace dia not use were assigned zerc. Those whoe did
not sdopt any of the farm practices were categorizoed
as low acdopters. Thosce who adopted (1 - 4) of the
raccrmmiended nractices were categorized as mediun
ndeptoers waile taese who awopted five or nore of

the farm practices wure categorized as nigh
adoptars. The basis for this categorization wos
that the mean for the nince recommendad {arm
practices was regarded as four. This categorizntio-
was «one in order to test the erairical hypothesis
relating te Level of adopticn to sources of farm

information uscd by the respoacents.
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(8) Level of Living

Thic vas wefinecd as respundents possession of
curable cumsumer itoss which woere regaraed zs a
necessity er lurury. Sowe of the items listed were

arpy, wWuodaen baea, iron bed, cotton

I

wurricane
nattress, foam matiress, scwiag macaine, rodio,
wrist vatch, hicycle, horsce, and s0 on. Tuienty-
five itcems vere listed on the qu:sticnnaire.
nesoendents were asied weeothoer tley possussed
any oi the listed itaenms. The leoewest nunhor were
these wio pussessea five itoss while thie highest
wvore taose who pussessced tventy-one iteas. This
was used as the basis for the categorization of
the responctents, The mean four twoenty-one vas
reganreed =ns 10 boecahuse thiere cannot be half
curable consuner items. Therefore, the
catuegorization was pat at (5 - 10) lewv level of
living, that is, those wihio sossess2d between 5 -
10 of thoe listed consuner itoas. (11 - 15)
riaGium level of living and 15 and abeve high
level cf living. This was donc te toest the
stated cumnirienl aypothesis to cotoermine the
rcel-tionshipy hetween level of living and scurces

of far.u infornction,

(9) Length of Foraing Sxpericncc

This was Jdefincd as the numder of years the

reshoncents have been farnming. This was measurea



in toeras of aumboer of yoars. Thae raspoensces were
categorized inte thicel using the aode as the
basis for this. The owowde wag 20 yoears viich vwos
12.7% nd the nighest cuupnired te the mean. Tie
lovicst age of farmiag experience was 10 ycars.
Thercfore, the catugaries were (10 - 20) yecars
low faruineg expericnce, (21 - 31) nmedium years
of faruing expericnce, 32 yocars anG ajoeve high
far.ing expcericace, This was dens te fzest the
statec cunirical Ywpothesis and sourcoes of farm

infueramtion.

(10) For: Incoue

Thisc was doefincd as the amount of rmoeney in Haira
derived from the snic of agriculiural ocutput of
tho respuncents. This was categorized into throo
naely: low incorwe, medium income and high incoinc,
The lowest income of the resnenuents 3 s .i30.

The .0ode vas used as the basis for the categorizstion.
e aode was L#1000 and 18% of the respondents

fall withian tioe awde,. Jhaercefore, tuae
categurizaticn was (.30 - j1000) luw incume,
(;:10C1 - [;1971) aediun incone, 11972 and above
higa income. This was cone to test the stated
ampirical hynctiuesis aud the scurces of farm

infermation.
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2.9.2 Jeasndent Variabloes

T depenuunt variables for this study were thao
scurces vi faro information. e sources »f farnm
informeotion taat were consicered in thiis stucy wore
ning. They are raeio, television, oxtonsion workers,
paapilots/newsletters, noighhours, fricnas and
relatives, other farmers, company salasann and other
SOUNCIS, Thesae waioe uced each of the saurcaes wore
cssigned one peint while thcse who did not were

assignaed caro.

Jdoviever, for toc purposc of testinz ti: stated
hypothesis in the study, all those sources of
inforiiction werce catogorized into four sources of farm

infernation narcly;

(1) Inforonal sources of information: In tais
casc, thcre is ne institutiocnal menns of
géisscninnting farm inforemation excent by
vord of mouth ane nersannl centacts. Thasce
Vae nave no means oy desire for contact
with institution2l soarces of fare infurmation
could usae this source. sxamples of these
source include neighbours, friends a=nd
relatives and ctilicr farmcers. L1118 source
is orientedé to locnl and persuvnal expuricacces

«f the saurces,
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It wo
never usced
therefore,

comuercial

34

I'ass mwvouia: Mese scurces are well organiseda
moane of retting far: information o reach a
larsc nudicnce. Jroampices of those include
radio, tclevision aad ncusletter/pamphlots.
sovermanent or agriculrturzl ageacics; Thaoese
arce repesitorics or sturce house of agricaltoral
sractices., The iafsoantion from itnese

seurces ar: usuzlliy acceptable as legitimnte
and soecially aceczntahle ssurces of farm
information. sxamploes of these scurces
include agricultural extengion worker aad
thoir related activities 1iks agricultural
weacnstration plots,

caariercial sourcis of fare inforaation: The
content of tais source is oricatated to
eccnonic naau sovciarl intercsots of the
comnercial sources.  Lxzamples of these suurcoec
include dealers, business firts and company

salesmen, wae try to nush ideas tc the farners

for the puarzosce of selling their products.

o obazrved tiiat faraers in tae study aren
any of the comimercial scarces of informntion,
a0 aynothesis was stated pertaining to

sources of informntion.

Iae hypotheses stated were in relation to iaformnl,

mass media

suurcoes of

ance geverueat or agricultural agencies

inforaation,



Ffopr eonvenicnce salic, the rsost important scarce
of Tarm inToruation to the respondents in the above
menticned szsources f infuornation contogorics were
clinsvn £ thuat cupirical hypothesis coulu he testec
en thoese sources, For this surpesce, thcrefore,
neigibours wvere chosen in the informzl sweuarces of
inforration catazory. ndio was chosen in the mass
acdin sourcaz of inforraticn catepory becauso it wias
the rost important sovurce of information to the farmers
in thet catecgory. Sxtonsici worters were cuwsua in
the zgovernoont or agricultural agencius catozory of
sources of inforuation bucausce it was thc mwust

iporiant source in taat catejory.

Jascd en vwhat hod bean saia ~hove, and basec on
the findings of previcus rescarch thnt hod been cone
in the arcea of sources of faria infornation and socio-
ccenemiice characteristics of Tarmers as containcsd in

the literature revicw, the following gzenceral and

eapiricnl Lypoutnesces will be stated.

2.6 _ypothuscs

aencral iynothecoes

the use of o pacrticular scurce of farm infoerunation
will we 1gsccintod with the socios-ccunou..ic characteristics

of the Tarvars,
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Suapirical dSypethesis 1

Toung {armers are meore likely to use radio whilc

old far..crs arc woere lilkely to use extension wurkers.

smairical iyputhoesis 2

Farmicrs "rit: large bdousebuld gize are more likely to
use rraic vrile thiose with siall houschold size are

moye likoely to usc neigbours.

A

Yrmpirical fypothesis 3

Faruers vitauvut forsal cducation are oeore likely te
usc noizinbours winile tnese with senior primary

ciucsaticn arce twre likely to use r:dio,

Lrpirical ‘lypothesis 4

Farmers without adult cducation arc more likcly to
use neigboureg wihile those with high level of adult

cducxtion nre wre likely tu use eéextension workers,

smnirical L.yvothesis 5

fFaraers with sninll size farm are ooare likely to use
nzighbours vhile taose with lorec farn size are nore

likely to use cextension woerkers.
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sepirical dynothesis 5

farpers vith lew organizational nembership are morc
likely to ucse ncighbours woilce those with high
organizational :reabership are ore iillely to use

extension wurcers,

srpirical ypothecsis 7

Farwars with bigh level of adipticn are more lilkcly
te uase extension workars while thosce with lowv lewel

uf adeption arc =mere likely to use neighbours.

Empirical ityputhcesis 8

Tarers with lovw level c¢f living are oorce lilkely o
use acighbours while ticse witihh high level of liviag

are wore likely to use racic.

supirical .iyputaesis 9

Farmers with low lovel of faraing cexperience arc
more lilkely to use neighbeurs wnile these with high
level of living arce more likely to use oxtensisn

werkers,

dapirical . yarothesis 10

Farmers with low income {rom agriculturce arc iaore
likely t: usc neighbours while those with bhigh income

from agriculturce cre more likely to usce radio.
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J.1 Intrccuctica

This chapicr locuses uwn the unit of nalysis,
arca of stuly, metaod of data ecolloectiovn, sanpgle nnd
sawpling techinique and statisticel aaalysis used in

the study.

3.2 Unit of .nalysis

The unit of znalysis used in the study vias the
male Nhzuselold heads interviewed in the arca 2f stuly,
Tiiis is bDecause they play dominant roles in the
azricvltural decisions in tieir houschelds and so
cdetoriiae what sources 2f fare information thoy waat

teo use in tiheir farasing activitices.

3.3 g}uuz Lrea

Tarce villa;es viere sclocted for thc study.
Thege villages waere [lutorkoshi, NMade and uclheri
respectively. They are all loeated in Gusau Local

Foveraacnt area af LSolzoto Stoate.

Gusau Loeni Joveranent Area of Scketo State was
cliecsen fur tho study becnuse it is ane of the selected
areas vaere the Institute for .gricul tural Tesearcl:

of Ahcars 2¢1llo University was carrying out its

researcs activitics,
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The criteria uscd for selecting ti:c villages
was tiiat thoey are all accessible hy ro:d. However,
wiile both llucacri and otorikosni lic zlong Funtua-
Soikoto major uaighway, lada lies further ianto tuae
interior from Funtua-5Sckoto major uighway ~na it is

alse nccessible by an untarrec roaa.

All the tuorce villages lie within tane Jjuriscictien
of tue Gusau Azricultural Jevelopment i’roject area.
This iwplied that the faramers arc alrecady cxposed to

the icea of sources of farm information availability.

ilajority of the people in the tarec villages are
faraesrs. Sone of them 2lso ensgaged in seccadary
occupntion such as tailcering, petty trading, butclhers

ana many uvtiers.

The nature of farm cperation taking place in the
area of study is mainly crop rotation with intensive

use c¢f natural manure anc fertilizer.

The crcps grown in tie area are mainly sorghum

or guinea corn, illet, cotton, groundnuts and maize.

Tae mode age of the far:ers that is, the mest
reported age of the far.ers is 40 years. adout
13.3% of the farmers arc 40 years of age. (n the
otaer hanc the :wcan age of tie farmers i3 43 years

and about 2.7% of the farmers are of tais age.
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Ti:e woae housenold size of the respondents is
8 people ner houschold while the mean houscholo size

is 11 peoplc per houseaold.

The ean farm size in the three villages is 9.779

hectares which is azloost 10 aectares per faraer.

T :e mean years of fariing experience of the
farmers is 24 years while the moce years of faraing

expoerionce is 20 ycars.

The mean income from agriculture is .i1339.573
winile the moede inconme from agriculture is ;+100C in

tae thiree villages.

3.4 lcthod of Jata Collceticn

Tac cata for tie study verc collected tlhrcugh
tiie help of interview schedule. The interview
schedule was admiristered on the farmcrs with the
help of (rained Institute for agricultural Resceorch
enenerators. These enumerators wrote down the responses

to each cuestion on the interview schedule,

3.5 BSources of Jata

The cvata for t.is stuwy is a sccondary data talzen
from a study entitled "A Survey of Leacersiip and Rural
Jevelopnent in Gusau Local Govermient area of Souoto

State.'" Tuis was a stuuy concucted by the Institute for
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Agricultural Xesearch, abhmadu 3ello University, saria.
The interview schodule was aduainistered on tie
farmers from July 1381 to ifovember 1981, It was
decided that the unanalysed part of the ata be uged

in procducing this study. This is hecause the data

waere of good guality.

3.5 Jampling Technigue

The dats on population size of each of the tiree
villages were obtaines from tiie Secretariat of thae
Gusau Local Jovernuent area, while cata on hocuseholc
neacs vere compiled from the tax register obtained

from the District leads.

The sampling tecinigue that was used in selecting
the respondents for tihe study was a amodified version
of a sirple random sample known as systematic seloction,
Ti.is version is a method of sclecting units fron a
list or a proxy list. In thils case, a proxy list of
rows of nouses found side »y gide along a street was
usedG. wach fifth house was gelected in eacnu village
and t.e male jiouschola head interviewed. In all one
hundred and fifty (120) male household heads were
intervieved for the purpose of tuis study in the threce
villagea, Fifty respondents were interviewed in each

of the three villages,
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3.7 GStatistical Analysis

To revport tne first objective of the stuady,
wiich is, to cdetermine the type of inforaation
sources used by the faruaers, waica included the most
important source of information and why the source
is the most imnportant, cescriptive statistics in

terias of percentages was used in the analysis.

To report tue second objective of thie stu 'y,
which is to determine whether or not there aore
significant relationships or association bhetwzoen romo
socio-cconomnic characteristics of the farmers anc taci:s
sourcas of farm information, the chi-square statisticn

was uscd.

Tine chi-square statistics was used to deternine
whether the variables stated in tne hypcthecic ~re
independent or related. All the tables in the ar~-':@--9%-
contained 2 cegrees of frecdom. To make statisticol
decisions about the relationsaips, C. 5 levil
significance was used, this was cone for the zoke of

convenienca.

This implied that, if the cai-square is
5.991, tuen the relationsnip or association statced in
tae hypothesis is significant. This means thar*t I°

-

the chi-square is greater than or equal to 5.' "7, =/

is the chi-scuare for 2 uegreecs of freedoa, ithen tio
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stated relationships or asscociation in the hHo--~%l.ugia

- o

ig significant at 0.05 level.

Some basic sample socico-economic charactoerisiices
of the farmers are given on Table 3.1. Tho tallz
shows the mean, mode, standard deviation and veoriancs

of somzc of the socio-~economic charactcecristics of tae

farrers.

Table 3.1. BSome basic sample socio-ucencnic
characteristics of the farms.

U R - ——

Sample Socio- Fode Mean Standard Voricmar

Toconomic DOYiatiOn
Characterisgtics
1. Age 40.00 43,350 10,080 120, 5ulk
2. Jousehold size 8.00 11,307 3.55% V2.5
3. Level of adult

education - 5.507 L ol e T
4., Level of formal

gducation - o= _ - ..
8. Size of farm - 9.779 2hat 23 cet e
6. Crganizational = . _

membership - 1.487 1, L5 2.C3C
7. Adoption of .
- farm practices 9 5.827 2.587 Yefll
8., Level of living 15 13. 4560 3.615 12,072

Ga Length of
farming
expericnce 20 24,193 9,155 0.9




CHAPTER 4

FINDINGS

4.1 Introduction

This chapter focuses on the findings to the
stated objectives in chapter one, The two main
objectives of the study were: (1) To determine the
type of farm information scurces used by the farmers
in the study area. This included the sources the
farmers considered most important and why the source
was considered most important. (2} To determine
whether there were any significant relationships
between some szocio-economic characteristics of the

farmars and their sourcea of farm information.

4.2 Findings as Related to Objective Cne

In order to achieve the first objective, various
Questions were asked from the respondents. Nine
sources of farm information were identified and posed
in the forun of questions teo the respondents. The
respondents were provided with the option to select
a8 nany sources of information as they had used out
of the nine adequately provided in the questionnaire.
degpondents werce further provided to indicate which
of the nine sources of information was most important

and why. s e

- a4
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The following are the results of the response

patterns of the responcents shown on Table 4.1.

Table 4.1. Sources of farm information uscd by
recsponaents.

Sources of farm No Yes Total
information No. % s % No. %
Radio Ll 29.3 106 70.7 150 100.0
EZxtension worker 59 39.3 91 60.7 150 100.0
Pamphlet/

newsletters 149 99.3 1 0.7 150 100.0
Friends and

relatives 79 52.7 71 47.3 150 100.0
Neighbours 47 31.3 103 68.7 1£9 3150.°
Othe> farnmers 99 56.0 51 34.1 150 100.0
Othors 143 95.3 7 4.7 150 100.0
None 149 99,3 1 0.7 150 100.0

Table 4.1 shows the number of respondents that

nave usced each source of farm information.

It was

found that 70.7% of the respondents useod radio as their

source of farm infermation.

ne” ;hbours, 58.7% used this

information. It is obvious

was thie most used source of

This is followed by

as their source of farm

from the table that racio

farm

information.

This

is followed by neighbours 58.7%, extension workers

50.7%, friends and relatives 47.3% and other farners

34.1% respectively.
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However, none of the respondents reported that
they made use of company salesman and television as
their socurce of farm information. The none use of
televisgion might bo explained by the fact that there
vwas no cleetricity supnply to the three villages as
at the time of the study. For this reason, the
respondents could not be expectad to make use of
televigion as a source of farm information without

electricity supply to oporate the television sets.

& negligible 0.7% reported not using any source
of farm information listed on the interview schedule.
2bout 5% reported using other sources of farm
information not included on the I """ .w schedule.
Thess sources included mobile ministry of information
and what the farrnoers regarded or called their own

local mathods. - S I S A

Table 4.2 shows thelﬁoét“;ﬁéortahf ;ource of
féfm information according to the respondents. It
wes found that the respondenta considered extension
workers to be the most iﬁportant source of }arm
infrrmation as 40% of them chos¢ this source of farm
informétion. The smccond most important source of
inforuanation according to the respoﬁdénts fas rédio
as 22,0% considered this sourc¢e to be the most
important. The third most important source of

information was neighbhours as 21.3% considered this
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gource to be the wost tmportant. The fourth most
important gource of information was friends and
relatives as 5.7% oonsidergd this source to be the
wmost important. Four percent (4.0%) of the
responyents roported that none of the given squrces
of farn information werec important to them. While
2.7% reported that other sources of farm information
not included on the interview schedule were the most
important sources of information to them. These
sources included mobile ministry of information and
what the respondents regarded as their own local
acthod of information. Less then 1% in fact, 0.7% of
the responuents considered pampalets/llewsletters as
the most important source of farm information.

Table 4.2. The most important source of farm
information.

Source of farm information Number %
Radio 33 22.0
ixtension workers 50 40.0
Panphletas/Newsletters 1 0.7
Neighbours 32 21.3
Friends and relatives 10 b7
Cther farmers 4 277
Others - 2.7
Hone ) 4.0

Total 150 100.0
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Table 4,3 shows that a negligible 0.7% of the
responaents used no source of farm information listed
on the guestionnaire while 10.0% used only onc¢ source
of information. Thirty percent (30%) of the respondents
used about the same number of two and four sources
of farm information. About 21% reported using three
sources of farm information, while 7.3% used five
sources of information and a negligible 0.7% uscd six

sources of farm information.

Table 4.3. Number of sources of farm information
used by respondents.

Number of sources used Number %
Those wao used zero (o) source 1 0.7
These wao uscd 1 sourge 15 10.0
Those who used 2 sources bs 30.0
Those who used 3 sqQurces 32 2%:.3
Those who used 4 sources hs5 30.0
Those who used 5 sources 11 73
Those who used 6 sources 1 0.7
Total ) 150 100.0

4.3 Reasons for Choosing Various Sources of
Farm Information as the [~ost Important

The following part of the analysis focusced on

the reasons given by reéspondents for choosing various



49

sourcea {seo table A4.,2) of farm information as the
most important source. The reasons given for choosing
a particular source are given in thoe following part

of the analysis.

Table 4.4 showed that 30.3% mentioned that they
had radio and that radio was very common and they
listened to radio always. This was followed by 27.3%
wno méntioned that they believed what the radio said
and that instructions and advice given over the radio
were very Getailed and simple to follow, so they
gained from it. This was further followed by 13.2%
wio liked listening to Radio Nigeria Kaduna because
of the educative agricultural programme which they
broadcast. Uther respondents, 15,2% listened to
radio osore than any other sources and they had never
tried any other sources while 9.0% mentioned that
radio was faster to communicate with farmers because
they would merely sit in their houees and listen to

the radio.

As shown on Table 4,2, 40.0% of the total
respondents reported extension workers as the most
important source of farm information. When they were
asltad why they had chosen extension workers as the
wost important source of information, the highest
percentage among the respondents 33.3% mentionedF

tiiat the extension workers explained in detail and
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Table 4.4. Reagsons for choosing radio as the most
important source of farm information.

Reasons Given = W et o Number

1a I have a radio and it is very =
- common and I listened to it
‘always R

2. Radio Wigeria Kaduna usually
broadcagt an educative _
agricultural programme by AZRLS
Samaru which I like listening to

3. 1 believe what the radio says
and the advice and instructions
they give are very detailed and
gimple to follow and I gained
from it. 9 27.3

4, I listened to radio more than
any other sources and I have
neot tried any other sources 5 15,2

5. Radio is faster to communicate
with the farmer(s), you will
just sit in your house and
hear everything. 3 9.0

Total . 33 100.0

I%ohéfrétéd fﬁrbfhem fd.see sincé they had the
technical know-how as shown on Table 4,5. This was
followed by 30.0% who mentioncd that the extension
worker was their friend and that they were always
tozether, This was followed by 20.0% who mentioned
that the extension worker lived with them in the
village and so they truated them as givers of farm

information. Gther respondents 11.7% mentioned that

the extension workers used to follow them to their
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farm to teach them modern farming methods, while
5.0% mentioned that they felt free to go te the

extansion worlker to sesk advice on farming matters.

Table 4.5. Reasons for choosing extension workars
as the most important source of farm

information.

Reasons Given Number i3

1. The cxtension worker is my
friend and we are always
together 18 30.0

2. The sxtension worker explain
in detail and dewonstratcd
for uas te scae, since they have
tixe technical know-how. 20 33.3

3. I always fcel frcece to go to
him when I need advice on
farming matters 3 5.0

4., He lives with us in the
village and so we trustaed him

.. 88 a giver of farn information 12, . 20.0
3+.. le used to follow us to our . .. .., . e:..
farms to toach us how to '
practise modern farming. 7 11.7
Tetal N Y0 100.0

”“W”Eqr;ier, it was sahown from Table 4.2, that 21.93%%
of the-fotal respondaents chose neighbours oas the
mogt important source of farm information. When
aaked the reasons for choice as shown on Table 4.5;
the mejority 53.1% of thoe respondents mentioned that

they acquired knowledge about farming frowm neighbours

X
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whom they observed perforaing farming operations on
their fields. About 21.9% of the respondents

mentioned that they were very close to their neighbours,
therefore, they could learn from them. Other
respondents 15,6% found neighbours more reliable

becauase they had no dealings with extension workers,
vhile 9.4% mentioned that they learnt fertilizer
application and how to get improved crop variety from

neighbours.

Table 4£.6. Reasons for choosing neighbours as the
most important source of farm information.

Reasons Given Humber %

e e ———— et

1. We are always together since we
are closed to cach other, so I
can lcecarn from them. _ _ 7 21.9

2., I rely on neighbours because I
don't deal with agricultaral
extension workers and they )
have never vigited me ST R 15.6

3. I learn by watching them
openly and practically when
they are working on their farms 17 53.1

4, I learnt fertilizer application
and Mow to plant and get
improved variety from neighbours 3 9.4

Total 32 100.0

From the earlier report on (Table 4.2) 2.7% of
the total rcespondents mentioned other farmers as the

most important source of farm information. Fifty
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percent (50.0%) of thesc chose this source of
information because they were always associated
with each othor and they could guestion other farmers
without fear or shame. The other 50.0% mentioned
that they cid not deal witn extensicn worlters that

was way they preforred to gsuek inlc.ineii-m Jrocm other

farmaers.

It wéshfeﬁorted carlier on (Tablo 4.2 trat
5.7% of the total resvondents cho=se friends and
relatives as the niest irportant source of farm
information. Lighty percont (L0%) of thaera
respondéent chose this source of farm ial.ro.tlion
bacauge they used what 2oy learnt frevwr Mol 2orandco
when they were young anc that they were most used
to that, The remaining 20% mentioned that thoy were
always together with their friends and relatives and

so they could acquire farm information from them.

v
R

.As ﬁég.diﬁcévéred ffﬁm (Table.é.z), 4,0% of the
tdtal respondents did not consider aany of the given
sources of information contained on the questionnaire
as the most important. Fifty percent {50.0%) of these
mentioned that they were using their own local sourcaes
of information. This is followed by 15.7% wao
nmentioned that all the given scurces made ro differen-e
to thom. Another 15.7% gave no reasons, yeét ancther

15.7% mentioned that they were not interestacd.
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From the 2,.7% respondents that mentioncd other
sources of farm information not contained in the
cucstionnaire (Table 4.2), 50.0% of thesec mentioned
that they dealt dircectly with farm service centres,
while the rest 50.0% menticned that they used the

~angae tx27 corld

- o

nobile ministry cf infrrm-tion

asic them questions,

S

The only respondent who chose pamr™’
as the most irnortant scurce of informaticn did so
because he could read and understand fully the

information ccentained in th=zm.

4.4 Findings as lelated to the Second
Cbjective ui viv Study

The second objective of the study is to dotermine
wnetner or not there are significant associations
or relationships between pome socio-econcmic
characteristics of the respondents and thoir scurces
of farm information. In orcder to achieve this
objective, ten socio-~economic variables were used,
these variables are namely: age, household size,
level of formal education, level of adult education,
si:c of farm, organizaticnal membership, adoption
of farm practices, level of iiving, length of farming
experience and farm income. /lso, ten empirical
hypothescs were statad to bo » afirned or rnjr:t;d

o 1BRAHL S
I LN
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using the 0,05 level of significance for statistical

decision about confirming or rejeciing the stated

empirical hypotheses.

Impirical Hypothesis 1

Young farmers are wmore likely to use radio waile

old farmers are more likoly to use extension workers.

Table 4.7, SJelationship between age and use of
radio (mass media) as source of farm
information.

Age of farmers o Yes

{21-40) years young

farmers 22(14.7)  49(32.7)

(41-50) years middle _

aged farmers- v, o 13( 8.7) 33(22.0) °

{51 and above)} old T T e

farmers 9( 5.0) 24(16,0)

Total Ly 1086 150
2

X° = 0.18656.

There is cevidence from Table 4.7 to show that
there is a relationship between young age and use of
radio (mass media). This is because over 32% who are
the young farmers used radio while only 16% who are
the old farmerslusedlrédio.IIHowever, the chi-square

shows that the rolationship is not significant at

0.05 level, -;“m”.mwﬁwNh”w   ”m~JmWpw:fiwmmw“m“uWM
R B ORI

B L I SR . . .
Lol R s . R Ve
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Table 4.8. aclationship between azo and use of
extension worker (agricultural or
government agency) as source of farm

information.

Age of farmers Ho Yes
(21~40) years y==n8

fariners 25(17.3) k5(30.9)
(41-50) ycars midadle

agae farmers 15(10.7) 30(20.1)

(51 and above) old

farmers 174011. 1) 15(10.13)

91 150

Total 59

% = 3.45804.

Table %.0 shows no significant rclationship

at 0.05 level Hotween old age and usc of extension

workers as source of farm information. It can be

owserved frowm the table that over 30% who are the
young farmers usad extension workers while only 10%

........

who aruc tne old farmers used extension wvorkeérs.

Egpirical Hypothesis 2

Farmers with larg? nwousenold size Aare more likely

1 PRI S

tq uge radic while those with small household size

are more likely to use neignhours. o

i

- pyom Table 4.9, there ig no significant
relationship at 0.05 level betwoen large household

size and uaa of racio (mass media). Toe table
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showed that 22.8% who are the farmers with large
household used radio as source of information while
26.6% who are with small houschold size also used
padio.

Table 4.9. iielationship between houschold size and
use uvf radiec (mass media) as source of

farm information.

ousehold sigze Ho Yes

(2~8) people small

houschold size 25(16.8) 40(26.6)

(9~-12) people moedium

household size 8( 5.4) 32(21.5)

(13 and abhove) large

household size 11( 7.4) 34(22.8)

Total 4k 105 150

xz = 5.09952.

Table 4.10, flelationship between houschold size
and use of neighbours {(informal
source} as source of farm information.

mnouschold size No Yes

(2-8) people small

househbold size 19(12.8) 46(30.6)

(9-12) people mediunm a

nousehold size 14( 9. 4) 25(17.4)

(13 and ahove) people

large itousehold size 14( 9.4) 31(20.5)

Total 47 103 150
2

X = 0.32731.
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Table %4.10 revealed that there is evidence to
show that thaere is a rolationship between small
household size and use of necighhours (informal
spurcc) but the cai-«square showed that the relationship
i3 not significant at C.05 level., As could be segn
from the table, 30.6% who are the young farmers used
neighbours whilec 20.8% who arc the old farwmcers used

the same source that is, neighbours.

Empirical ‘ypothesis 3

Farmers without formal education are more likely to

use neighbours while those with scenior primary

oducetion arc more likely %o use radio.

Table 4.11. Helationship between level of formal
education and use of neigabours

(informal source) as source of farm
information.

Level of formal

aducation No Yes
Jo formal oducation 44(29.3}) 101(69,.7)
(1-4) years junior
primary 1{ 0.7) 2( 1.13)
(5-7) years senior
primary 2( 1.3) - -
Total 57 103 150

X* = 4.55441,
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Table 4.12. Xelationship between level of formal
cducation and use of radio (nass
media) as source of farwm information.

Level of formal cducation Mo Yes

Mo formal education 43(28.7) 102(70.3)
(1-%) years junior

primery 1( ©.7) 2( 1.3)
(S5-7) vears seuanior

primary - - 2( 1.3)
Total 4y 106 150

Xa = Q.886059,

from Table 4.11, there is evidonce to show that
there is a relationship between farmera without
formal education and use of noighbours (informal
source)., This is because over 59% who are farmers
without formal education uscd neighbours (informal
source) wiaile none of those with senior primary
ceducation used neighbours as source of information.
dowever, the chi-square showed that the relationship

is not significant at 0.05 level.

Table %4.12 shows that there is no significant
relationship between farmers with senior primary
education and use of radio at 0.05 level. It can
be scen that over 70% who are tie farmers without
formal cducation used radio waile 1,3% who arc those

with senior primary education used racdic (mass media).
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Empirical Iypothesis &

Farners witiout adult education are more likely te
use neighbours while those with high level of adult

education are more likely to usc extension workers.

Table 4.13. Relstionship between level of adult
education and use of neighbours (informal
source) as source of farm information.

Level of adult ¢ducaticon Ho Yes

No adualt education 29(18.0) 49(32.7)

(1-5) months medium lavel 9( 6.0} 18(12.0)

(7 wmonths or moere)} high

level 11( 7.3) 35(24.0)

Total 59 91 150
xa = 2,0k450,

Table 4.1L. Helationship between level of adult
ecducation and use of extonsion workers
as source of information.

Level of adult cuaucaticn No Tes

Ho adult cducation 45(30.2) 31(20.3)
(1-5) months medium level 7(k .7) 20(13.4)

(7 montihs oy more) high

levael 7(h .7) 40(25.8)
Total 59 91 130

%2 = 27.31894.



From Table 4.13, there is evidence tco show that
there is a relationship betwaen farmers without adult
education and use of neighbours. Tais is because
ovey 32% vno are the farmers without adult education
ugsed neignbours as gource of farm information while
24% who are the farmers with high level of acdult
education used the same source, However, the chi-sguare
showed that the rolationship is not significant at

0.085 level.

Table 4.14 showed that there iz a significant
roelaticonship at G.05 level botweern farmers with high
level of adult ¢cucation and use of extension werlkers
as source of farn information. It can bz cobkserved
from the table that 25.8% who arce the farwmers with
Migh level of adult education used extension workers
wiaile 20,.3% who are the farmers without adult education

alsy used extension vorkers,

smpirical Mypothesis 5

Faprmers with suall size farm are more likely to use
neighbours while those with large farn sise are more

likely to use extension workers.

From Table 4.15 there is no significant relationship
at 0,05 level baetween siall size farm and use of

neighvours (inforwal source) as socurce of farm
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information. It can be observed from tiie table tanat

14.4% who are the small size faraers uscd neighbours
vhile 35.5% who are the large size farners used the

gamc source of information.
Table £,.,15. Relationsihip between farw size and use

of neighbours (informal sourcc) as
source of farm informastion.

Size of farm Ho Tes

€ 5 hectares small size 12(11.5)  22(21.2)

(6 - 10) bhectarcs mediam

size 8¢ 7.7) 19(18.3)

(11 or more) hectares large

sizo 13{12.5%) 20129,9)

Total®* 33 o | : ¥
X% = 0.292°7.

*Number sf missing observations = &5,

Table %4.15. Relationship between farm size and use
of extension workers 28 source of farm
information.

Sizce of farnm No Yos

4!?5 hcectares small size 19(18.3) 15(14.4)
(6-10) hectarcs moedium size 65( 5.8 21(20.2)

(11 ur more) hectarcs large

sizo 5( 4.8) 38(35.5)

Total 30 7h 104

x> = 18.895543,

*Number of missing observation = 46,
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Table %.16 showed that there is a significant
relationsuip at 0.05 level between farmors with large
farm size and us¢ of extension workers zs asource of
farm information. The table shows that 28.8% who are
the large farm size farmers uscd extension workors
while 21.2% who are the small size farmars usced the

same scurce of information.

Bmpirical .ypothesis 6

Farmers with low organizaticnal membership arc more
likely to use neighbours while those with high
organizational mwbership are morce likely to use

extonsion workers.

Table 4,.17. Lelatioanship betwaen organizational
mentbership and use of neighbours as
source of farm information.

Drzanizational membership o Yes

Delongs te no organisation

low | _ | 17(11.3)  31(20.7)

(1—2) dréanizati@ns medium 26(17.3) 40(26.7)

(3 or wore) organizations

high 4( 2.7) 32(21.3)

Total 47 103 150
2



65

Table 4%4.18., xelutionsiaip betwacn orgnnizational
memocrship and use of cxtensicn
workers =8 gourca of form inlcrmetion.

Orzanizaticnal renhrrship Mo Yor

1ow ey JB 28T 8.1)
{(1-2) “rzanizations modium 32(i:,8) &4(29,5)

(3 or mcre) organiznations
high 2{ 1.3) 35(23.5)

Total 59 o1 bl %
172

e = !‘5.5292{:.

Fromw Tablc 4.17, therc is a significant

]

ralzationsnip ocstwoern 1w organizaticoal mowbershis

»

ané uge of noighbdosrs At 0.05 level, The table sheis
that 20.7% vhe are formers with lov orgraimatioral
acnbarship used aciglbtorrs as sourse i Tarm
information wialle 21.3% who are farmorrs wilii [izgh
organizational ni2mborchip uscd the snme source that

ic nsigilocurc,.

Pable 4.1 shows tiat +thoere is a significant
relationghip at C.05 level between high organizatior~l
necborship and usc oF extension workers as sourcce of
informatior., The table roevealg that 23.5% who are
the farmurs with high crgarizational mcecoberchip used
axtension workers wihile 8.1% who are thnosc with low

crganisationnl aarberchin wused the same scurce.
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gmpirical “ypothesis 7

Farnoerg vwith high lovel of acdoption aroe more likely

to uae extenszion voerikors whilae thoge with low luwval

of adiptison are more likely to usoe neighbours.

Tabdle L, 19.

Aelaticonsgaip botvwocen level of form

ageption and use of cxtension workers

a8 scurcae of

farm informstion,

Level of farm adoption No EL Y
Those that did not adopt

low 12( 8.1) -
{i-%4) adoptaed practiccs

medium S( 5.,0) 2{ 1.3)

(5 <r nmiore) adopted
proctices high

38(25.5) 69(59.7)

Co - P

Total

59 91 1.0

- - —

Table 4.20.

x% + 30.2555%.

Aelationship between level of adoption

and use of neighbours (informal soarco)
as source of fara inforaation.

Level of farm adopticn Mo Yoes

Thoge that did nut

acopt low T( 4,.7) 5( 3.3)

(1-4) adopted practices

mediun 5( 3.3) 5( 3.3)

(5 or worc) adoepied

practices high 35(23.3) 93:52,0)

Total 47 103 | 1.0

x2 = 6.63231.
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From Table %4.19, taer: is a significant
relationsiiip 2t 0.05 level Hetween Ligh lovel of
farm practices acoption and use of oxtension werlicrs.
It can »He observed from the tasle toat 59.7% who are
the farners with high lovel of fare vractices
acopticn used cxtension vorkers as scurce of
information while none of the low adopters used

extansion woriters.

Table 4.20 revealed that there is a significzat
relationahip hetween low level of farnm practices
aception and use of neighbours zs suvurcce of
information. Tie table revealed that 52% who are
the farners with high lovel of farm practices acdopticn
used acighdours vhile 3,.3% who are the farners with

lov level of odoption alsu used neignbours.

smpirical Iypothesis 8

Farwers tith low loevel of living are tore likely to
use neighvours vhaile thoge with anigh lovel cof livinz

are nore lilely to use radio.

From Tahle 4,21, there is no significaat
rcelaticngnip at 0.05 level between farners with low
level of living and use of neighbours. 1t can b2
chservaed froe: thie table thnt 15.3% wno are the farmers

with low lovel of living uscd neighbours wiile 19.3%
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who are tuhe farmoers with high level of living used
the same source of farm information.
Tablo 4.21. Relationship between level of living

and use of neighbours {informal sourca)
as sourece of farm information.

Level of living _ No Yes

(5~-10) of durable consumor

items (low) 11{ 7.3) 23(15.3)

(11=15) of durable consuner

items (medium) 20{13.3) 51(34.0}

(16 or ziore) of durable

consuncy itcems (high) 16(10.7) 29(19.3)

Total 47 103 150
x% - o0.71971.

Table 4,22. Relationship between level of living
and use of radic (mass media) as
source ol farm infermation.

Level of living Mo Yes

{(5-10) of durable consumcr

items (low) 20(13.3) 14( 9.3)

(11~15) of dGurablc consumer

itoms (moedium) _ _ 18(12.0 53(35.3)

(16 or morec) of durable

censumor items (high) 6( 4.0) 39(26.0)

Total - A 106 150
%> - 20.35491.

Table 4.22 showsz that therc is o significant

relationship at 0,05 lovel between farmers with high
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level éf living and usce of radio as swurco of
information., It can be scecon frow the table that

26% who arc the farmers with high luvel of living

uscd raGio while 93% who are thoso with low level

of living used the asame source that is radio as source

of farm information.

Zmpirical ypothesis 9

Farrers with low level of farming experience arc
more liliely to use neighbours while those with
high level of farming experience are more likely

to usze extension workers,

Table %£.23. Relationship betwecn longth of farming
cxperience and usc of ncighbours
{informal source}) as sourcs of farm
information.

Ve

6.

Length of farming expoericence

(10-20) ycars low
(21-31) vecars mediunm

{32 or morc) ycars high

11( 7.3) 62(41.3)
25(16.7) 23{(15.3)
11{ 7.3) 1B{(12.0}

Total

47 103 150

x2 = 19,168006,

i

From Table 4.23, therc is a significant

relationship at 0.05 level botweon farmers with low

level of farwming oxperience and use of noighbours
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(infcraal source) as source of farm information.

It can be scven from the table that 41.3% who arc

the faruncrs with low lcecvel of farming e¢xpericnce

uscd ncigbours while 12% who are the farmers with
high level of farmning expericnce uscd the saae source,

that is, ncighbours as source of farm information.

Table 4.24. QRclationship butween length of farming
expuricpnce and use of extension workers
as scurcce of farm information.

Langth of farming expericnco Ho Yes

(10-20) ycars low 26(17.4) 47(31.5)

(21=31) years mnmedium 18(12,1) 30(20.1)

(32 and above) ycars high 15(10.0) 14( 9.4)

Total 59 921 150
x? = 1.82173.

Tablc 4.24 shows that there is no significant
relationship betwoeen farmers with high loevel ef
farming experience and usce of extension workers as
source of farm information. It can be scen frow the
table that 321.5% who arc the farners with low farming
expericnce uscd extension workers while 9.4% who
arc¢ the farnmers with lhiigh level of farming expoericencoe

uscd the same source of infoermation.
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Empirical dypothesis 10

farvers with low ingoume from agriculture arc @ore
likely to use neighbours while those with high
income {from agricultuarce are mere likely te uge

radioc.

Table 4.25. Relationsiip betweoen farm income and
use of neighbeurs {(informal souvrce) as

source of farm inforvaation.

Farm incone Mo 4-¥T5 o

{3130 ~ #1000) low 30(20.0) 70{4%9.7)

(.#1001 = #1971} nmadium 5( 3.3) 5¢ 3.3)

(#1972 and above) high 121 &.0) nCreG.7

Total b7 1OBML-FDWMAWE;;3
x* - 1.73519.

Tabll} ii'u 26a

Koelationsaip boetween farm incore nnd

use of radico {mass nedia) =g rource of
farm informnation.

Farm incoma No Yes h

(:33C - H1000) low 38(25,1) 62(41.3)

;71001 - .31971) medium 1( 0.7) 9( 5.0

(H1972 and above) high 5¢ 3.3) 35(23.3)

Total Ly 105 o | 155
. — —

b = 10.,89452,



From Tahlc &.2%, tacre is evidence to ghow taat
there iz a relationghiip metween faroers with low incone
fror a~riculiure a:nd use of neighbours as source of
{fara inforaation. ovever, t.e cii-scuare zhows taat
tiie relationsuip is not sisnificant at 0.05 level.

It ca= e scen from ti.e tadle tiat 45,.7% s are

fariiers with low incorme from agriculiure vz:2 re

T

] it i+
vaile 10.7% v.0 arc faraers wita wizh: inceue fron

agricul ture used tae same gource tuaat is neig-brours,

Table 4.20 siows that there is a niz—~ilicant
relationsiiip between farrers witl. :ich $rnome Zro:
agriculture and uce of racio (mass m2dia) as source
of farn information. . oviever w..ile £1,3% of farrers
with low incoxe from agriculture used rndio only 23.3%
vio are Farmers witli hiigh incone froa agricultire ug2”

tuee sawe source of farn information thiat is, radio.
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Ti:e focus of t.:img clepter is on thie discussions
of fincinzs reported in chapter & and tieir
iplications. T2 claxter also focuses on tiae

conclugion derivalle from the findinzs in tie previous

cuzaster anl recommeuvatioas.

Eel Discuzczcions of {(Hjective Cne aa< the
- -—--'-'--_-F-_--—i-_--— o — —— - .
I;ﬁ‘lcatzons

Ia “Zipecuzging objective one of ti.e study, it was
found t.at r=cio wrs the ‘.08t :tilized sourco of farm
inforzetio=:s Adout /0.7% of t-o far.ceras usgsd thais

goarce a2 inforvetion. Tiis sourc? wvias followed by

far iers ugeos +.is source

k
©w

nei- Sours and 3..7% of
orcsations, T2 t ird ziogt ucal cource of
infor-ation vweg the otongion wvorlerg v..os2 gervices
vara uged 37 30.7% of t- e farers. Thie irslications
of thase findinja are t .=t thhe i:mortance ¢ radio

&8 3source of far:: information ~.ms Hean hrouszlzt to
2iziit. Tna i-sortance of razio zs a pource of Tar=a
inforiation :as Deen vastly sxiaustad by Zazicu (1573)
gince & lar>c :erceatage of Far:ers usged radio,
govaerr:iant s-ouli l.ara atte:nt at saing racio
availadle to rural farners. Tois will greatly sustain
tiie iznrovative Delaviours of rurel fzrors anc t .is
vouls D2 an indirsct way of ceveloping sa-riculture in

-~

genersal,

73
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lleigzbours, d2inz; it e saconc ':ost usac source
of Lar:. informantion in t.e stady arss glouls Je
encourepes. lleigzhours coulu e or-anised to core
tojaoti:ar to glare co.uon yperiencess on ajriculiural
2atterss T is couing ftorotiiar could bHe Cone once a
weak, onc2 in a fortniglhit or once &  onti:, This
finding contradicts ti:e olften :21<¢ ozinions of people
lie (:zaiiey, 1933) +t.at rural pco:le co not saare

ugefrl ileag witl. t.eir nesigibours.

T2 %t.3ird ‘cct uged gourca of far: information
wag t.c cze of ertension vor.iers. Cne should exmect
st t.is gource coulx U2 t.e _ost upac source cf
infor=ation, —oviever, attecnpt silozld Le —aroc to nake
t.iz particular solrce tie oot usc< goirce of
inforaations Tiis ig Decazuse t.is perticular soures
ezl L MHe a3ie to sustain or enhance the iarovative

Baliaviovr ia t:2 rural Tar erc.

wng t .=t televipion wup

ZAT2 Acr . =g B golrce of fuyr inforrrstion in the
sl ariae. Thigs coul. 22 U3 %o tiwe Szet that L.ara

weg no elaciricity iz t = arca of stucy ags at the
tise of tLds gtadys Jegritas this, the Izportancs
z . . S 3
B & ane atlescting
the Z-onovative du..avioup of feriaps 2.0 2iriculiaral

wewvalopuant ca-uviot be nezlgcected.

Also, capany sala2snan was never us2d es a source

of fer. information. Tiis n2ant that ~rivate compa=zis
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hQad ot made t eir impact felt on rural agricultural
activitics. Conpanies or investors nacd not invested
in aress vhere they could be of tel» to tie govermnent
in the arza of digsenination of farm information to
tha rurail communities. It seeued that everytiiing
abhout agricultural information was left to government
and tie faraers, Companies and investors sihould be
encouraged or Torced to go into the areas of

¢issenination eof faram information to rural farners.

Tie impact of panphlets/newslettara as a source
of far:: inforaation was found to be negligible. Leoss
thaz one percent of tae faruers nade use of this source.
This could be attributec to the low literacy and
educational level of tle far.ers. e izportance of
ecucsation in shaping a favourable innovative Yeraviour
of faruers caaxnot be nozlected. Tois is the nore
resgon wiay ecucatcc people siaould be encouraged to
talze to farning so that a;riculture would not He left

only for the rural unceducated massoes,

.. . - |

t vas also founi Ul
nace uge of one type of source of information or the
ot .er, Lessc ti:an ono percent of the fariiers did not
wualze use of any aource of farm information indicated
on the guestionnaire, This is very iaportant bzcause

it s owad tiat farners were awvare tiat getting farn:

inforation was Jesirable,
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Forty perceat (40} of the farmers considered
extenolpn worizers o ha tihe rmost imnortant source
of far: information. Tuis sbwowed the importance waich
fart.ers in rural areas placod on extension vorkers.
This was followed by racdio ans 22% of thie Faroers
ragaried radio as the :rost important sourcs 27 farwm
information. Thnis was followed by neighhours.
Telcevision and company salesiman woere ot consicoeroed

inoat itrcortant by any fammoi.

‘mout 30,0% of the farmers used two sources of
farm information, so also, another 30.0% usaed four
sources of farm information. About 21.3% used turee
sources of farw information., Frem this one could
concluce that sajority of the far-ers {Z1.3%) usecd
botueon two to four gources of farut information in
their farming enterprise. 7This wmeant that the far.arsg
ugaed multi-sources of information in tlLeir farning

activitias,.

Thre flariicrs wi:o cnose radio as thie ~wat ioportant
source of farz information did so for several rcecnsonas.
About 30.3% chose radio hecsuse they had radio and
that it was almost everywhicre that iz, very cornon
anc that they liatenaed to it alwayg, Tiis implied
taat the avanilahility af pradio in rural arca coulc
incresase the nunher of psople listoning to yadio in

tiae rural arca. Anc tais 1s icportant for the
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innovstive bel.aviour of farmiers ancd for agricultural
wavoloprant in general. Abdout 27.3% cl.ose radio
because thiey “elioved whaat the rndio said and tlat
tliec advice and instructions racio gave were detailed
anc. simple to follow and t . ey gained Irowm it. Tais
inplizc tlat for Tarma information over t.c radio to
be hencficial to rural f2ruers, tae information aust
be simple 2nd crocdible to thie farticrs. The fars
informzmation nust also Yo from a crecdible orzanizatio~.
T:is is because 1l.2% crose racdio “ccause lacio
lligeriza Jacduna rouuccd an ccucative agricultural
programne DY ASRLS Samaru whicha tae farnors likoed
listoning to. Agricultural sSxténsion JXcsearch and
Lisison Scrvices :ad bDuecn linown all over the orthern
States of MNizeria to e a credivle source of fern

inforaation,.

T:e farcers vwio close extension worikers as the
w08t iurortant source of farm inloration Gicd so for
saveral reasons. about 23.3% chose this source as
the most important because the extension worlicrs
axplained in cetail =nd in a more nrnoctical vay for
ne fermers to see and the farsiera trusted thes: to
have t:c tecinical knov-how, The implication of thiis
is that extonsion worliers nust Hec well eguipped with
exte.gion teaching methods in order to He able to
convince aad win the confivcnce of the farners on r--

farm gcracticese swlso 3C.0% chose tihiis source becm =g
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the extonsion vorkers were their friends and that =

they were always togethera. ne implication of this

S X £Ha£méxtension vorkers must be friendly with the

.rural farmers in order to main their confidence.
They should never shiow any superiority cousplex
tentencies, The oxtension worker siould live with
¢ tha farmers in the village so that thqy"gou}qft;ust_
the oxtension worker as.a”giver of f&;a}iﬂf;;ﬁétién;-ﬁ{f

tihig should bhe so because'zﬂ.o% of the farmers gave

tirig reason for chogsing extension workers as the |

most importaent source of farm informatioga

It was found that 53.1% of thoze who cluose
neighbours as the most important source of farm
infornation did so because they learnt by watching
their meoighbours openly and practically when the
neighbours were working on their farms. The °

implication of this is that there should be no inhibition

on the part of farmers to learn from aach other.

S E

Farmefs should feel frec to lcarn from cach other.

Farusrs could form the 'habit of mesting together at
fixed intervals to éxchdnge ideéas and experionccs

‘relating to agricultural activities, since it has boen

found that farmers in this'stuayféo_nqt_hoard
information, that is, théy'ére'nﬁt seifish, = -

W e

it wvas also found thnt thoere werce sone conscervative
farmers wie ¢id not consider any of the sourcocs of

fariz inforantion on the guestionnaire important. Somo

[

v LW oind CuMElLIOoN, our uata again

BT P ._\.—.u}_Jn..«uu
showed ne significant relationsiip between level of
foraal education and usc of meighbours s3 source of

farsm information. o significant ralationship was



80

~1 55 found Hetweon luvel of fornal eduecaticr -~
us2 of racio as a scurce of farn information. Azain
our third eugirical iypothesis has not bten cupported

Dy our datro.

Il significant relationsi:ip wns found botween
level of ~dult wwucation and use of neighdours -o
source of farm informaotion. ovever, sigaificant
relationzhip wnas founc bDoetween level of ~dult
gcducation and thie usce of ertension vorkers ~s source
of f=ar:: information. Thus part of empirical Liypothcesis

four is suisportced by our data.

Cur data rovealec no significant roiacionsiip
betveen sizc of farm and the usc of neig bours s
source of farn infornmation. But there was a significant
reclationchip hetween farm size and tue use of extesnsion
voriiars =8 source of farm information. r5ain part of

our fifth Lynmothesis has been suppnorted by our data.

Significaat relationslip was found botwecen
organizational tembers .ip and use of neighbdours and
extension workers as sources of farm infornntion.
Tiose fariers with lovw orzanizational embership usc
neighbours 23 sources of farm information, wiile those
i+ high organizational memborsiip use extension
voriers as source of fnrm information. Thc s3ixth

aypotihesis is tiius suorported by our data,
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Cur c¢zta reoveanled a significant relrtionship
betwecen farm practices adoption and the use of
oxtongion worliers as source of far: information and
alse wse of neighhours as sgource of iarn information.
Thoge foruers with LUigh level of far:: nracticos
agontion tend to use cxtension viorkers as their source
of farm iaformation, wiile those with low level of
far2 sractices ndoption tend to use neighbours as

tacir source of farm information.

A zignificant relationsaip was found between
lovw level of farming experionce and use of neigibours
ag source of farm information, “lovever, no gignificant
relaticnsghip was founc botween haigh level of faruing
exnericnce and the use of extension worliers as source
of farm information. Agzain only nartial suaport was

founc¢ for iyrotlicsis nine.

Incone fron agriculture was found to be significantly
relatsd to the use of naigadbours and rauio =28 sourcos
of faru informnation. Taosc farucrs with low incone
from agriculture tend to use ncigabours as sourcce of
farn information, whilc those with high income from
agriculture tenc to use ti:o radio ns source of farm
information. (ur data hag thus given support to the

teat: epirical aypeoti:wesis,
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5«3 Conclusions

From the findinzs and discussions of findings
it wazs found tlint about soeven sources of farm
information verce uscsd by the farmers in tae stucdy
arca, among these gources of farw information, racio
w=zs te ost used source, this was followed by
ncizhbours and thae third most useda source of farm
inforimation vwas ¢xtension vorkers. Jnile tae least
used gource of farn information vas pampalets/

newsletters.

It was also found that extension worlicrs vere
consicercc the most important source of faram informatica
by tie farners. The reasons given for clainming thin
gourca to be the most inortant werce greatly variod,.
Radio was congsiderced the s2cond most important socurce

of farm information, wiilc neigibours wor:zs corsid.rnc

tiae thircd nmost impmortant source of farm information.

It was found that majority of the farucrs ({1.3%)
used hetiveen two to four scources of farm information

in thoir farming operations,

Thacre was a significant relationsiip betwucen
Tar-crs viti: 2izsh level of z2dult educatiorn and the

use of oxtonasion vorkers.,

e,
L.

)

ar: vwas a significaat relationchip batwcen

"]

large {arn scize aad tie use of exteunsion werlkers

L

ag source of far=z: inforozction.
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There was a significant relationship butween
low organizational wembersaip and the use of neighbours
as pource of farm information. It was also found th=zt
there was 2 significant relationstiip between high
orz-nizational uembdersihip anc use of extension viorkers

as source of farnm information.

Thers was a significant relationship batwoen
aigh level of fari: dractices acdoation and the use of
extencion vorizers and also a significant relatioasuip
betweon low level of adeption ancd the use of neighbours

as sourcae of farm information.

.4 Recoimcndations

3ascd on thie findings of tiis study the following

rzco. mencations have buon suggesteds

(1) #acdio was found to bhe tue -iost usad source
of farzn informnation, because of this, racio
stould be m=de easily available or accessidle
to rural far:zicrs.

(2) Heighdours were found to be the second o3zt
ucod source of farm information, Tis has
contracicted gome eariicer held notion taat
rural peoplc tended to aoard useful
information. That is, rural pcople do not
share useful information with tacir

neigadbours. It is therefore rccommended

tiaat necighbours in a fariiing



(3)

(5)
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environacent »e mobilized to share and

encouraze encna other adout new far: practicea.

ixtension worlkers wvas tie tzird wmost used
source of farm information. This sthiovg taat
sxtension activities of the <¢xicnsion wvorlicrs
hhave not reachad a l=rge nuaber of tae
farners. 1t is thcerefore recovimaended that
mrore cxtension workers be employed so that

thoy could raezch a larze nunbor of the farners.

It wags found tuat less than 1% of tiie farmers
uscd pampinlets/nevsictters. This shows that
the 2acucational level of the faraers is so
low tliat thiis source vwas not used. It is
theraefore recori:ended taant hHotlr =dult and
formal acuecation b2 zearcé up so as to get
rural farmars morce ecducated so that they
could ve ablc to nmake use of panphlets/
newglettors =s 2 gource of f=rm information.
Zlectricity sliould he suparlied to rural croas
50 taat those farwmors vio coulc afforc
television sets coulc have electricity susply
te eoerate thoz, This wvould enable then
listoen to agricultural »rogramacs that are
P2rocuced over the tclovision.

It w~2s algo found that sone socio-cconomic

variables vere related at a significant level
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to the ugse of certain sources of faru. infornection.
Agricultural information comusunicators should be
anle to design appropriate farm information
scurces for different categories of farmiers based

on the findings of tais stucdy.

5.5 R[ecommencation for Furtaer Research

T:io study coulcd furthor be expanced upon by other
res2arciacerse This study has ostablished the existoenre
of gignificant relationships between soiie socio-
secrmils choractorisotics of the farmers and the use of
certnin sources of farm information. Cther roesearchers
cculc want to cetersinge which sources of information
farii2rs norceived or considercd to be the moat readily
availabla, tiie most knovledgeable, the most trustvorthy

=2 .as most uscful, The rescarchers coulcd vant to
deter—ine tue relationship between farners sclected
goecio-wcconcentic chinracteristics and the sources of
infornzation faruers n2:received or consicered tune nost
.Cily eavailable. ti:z =058t Inowlaedgeable, the most

Lorustvortly anc . —oaot unsefuls

4
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