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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Statement of the Problem

For most developing nations the road to economic growth
and development begins in the asricultural economy.l This
is due to the fact that agriculture is tvpicallv their major
industry. Unfortunatelv, the agricultural systems of under-
developed nations are usually unproductive, tradition-bound,
and stagnant. Subsistence production, primitive technology
and capital, and slowness of charge are hallmarks of the
traditional agricultural economies which keep over one-half
of the world's population near subsistence standards of
living.

How to transform traditional agriculture has become a
leading issue for govermments and scientists alike. Agree-
ment on the goals of agricultural development policies is
not hard to reach: hicher producstivity, greater commercializa-
tion, and a prosressive farm population emerse as a few of
the leading objectives. There is less consensus, however, on
the nature and relative importance of the problems obstruct-

ing agricultural development and on the type of asricultural

1For' a discussion of the centribution of agriculture to
economic development see: Bruce F. Johnston, "The Role of
Agriculture in Economic Development,' American Economics
Review, Vol. 4, No, 4 (September, 1961), pp. 566-593. Also
Simon Kuznets, "Economic Growth and the Contribution of
Agriculture: Notes on Measurement," International Jourqgi.gg
Agrarian Affairs, Vol. III, No. 2 (April, 1961), pp. 56-75.




policies required to achieve the forecoing goals.

Agricultural productivity can be increased by either a
more efficient allocation of traditional resources or by the
introduction of more productive farm practices, e.g., ferti-
lizers or irrigation. Of these two the introduction of new
farm practices probably offers the most potential. Within
traditional agriculture production possibilities are quite
limited, and it is unlikely that more intensive use of cne
or more "traditional" factors of production will substantial-
ly raise agricultural productivity.2 However, the introduc-
tion of more modern factors and farm practices can often
bring about significant gains in productivity.3

Improved forms of capital and new agricultural tech-
nigues must, however, be accerted by the farmer hefore they
can be effective in raising acricultural productivity.
Oftentimes the prevailing culture of an underdeveloped
countyry has inherent rigidities which are inimical to change.
These rigidities, or barriers, can be social, physical,
economic, political, or educational. Their existence gives
new importance to "the process of 'producing' and distribut-

ing new production techniques"u and places a major share of

2Theodore W. Schultz, Transforming Traditional Agricul-
ture (New Haven and London: VYale University Press, 1964),
p. 176.

3Zvi Griliches, "Research Costs and Social Returns:
Hybrid Corn and Related Innovations," Journal of Political
Economy, Vol. 66 (October, 1958), pp. 419-431,

uTheodore W. Schultz, Economic Oreanization of Agricul-
ture (New York, 1953), auoted in Bruce F. Johnston and G, S.
Tolley, "Strateey for Asriculture in Development," Journal
of Farm Economics, Vol. 47, Ne. 2 (May, 1965), p. 365.




the task of transforming traditional agriculture upon the
shoulders of research, extension, and education.

Programs of research, extension, and education are often
severely handicapped in playinc a more effective role in the
process of agricultural development, This stems from the
fact that there is & lack of knowledge and understanding of
the problems which prevent th- successful communication and
acceptance of recommended farm praetices.s This is especial-
ly true in the developing world where adoption involves
cross-cultural change and traditional agricultural systems
unaccustomed to change.6 The problem is ageravated by a
lack of agricultural data and by research and extension
services which are short of staff and forced to employ in-
adequately trained manpower. Lacking sufficient knowledge
about the nature of the obstacles to the introduction of new
technology, the research, extension, and education services
are often forced to rely on experience gained in developed
countries, This mav be quite an unsatisfactory sclution
given the special conditions existing in most develoring

countries,

5Two studies similar in nature to this one and focusing
on the adoption of new technolccy in an underdeveloped
country are by Carl C. lMalone, "Some Responses of Rice
Farmers to the Package Program in Tanjore District, India,"
Journal of Farm Cconomics, Vol. 47, No. 2 (lay, 1965),
pp. 256-269; Daniel V. Sturt, "Froducer Response to Techno-
logical Change in West Pakistan," Journal of Farm Economics,
Vol. 47, No. 3 (August, 1965), pvp. 625-633.

6&rthur H. Niehoff and J. Charnel Anderson, "The Process
of Cross-Cultural Innovation," International Development
Review, Vol. 6, No. 2 (June, 1964), pp. 5-11; Ceorge !. Foster,
Traditional Cultures: and the Impact of Technology Change
(Wew York and Evanston, 11linois: Harper and Row, 1962).




This studv was undertaken to explore some of the ob-
stacles to the transfer of agriculturally productive know-

ledge in a traditional agricultural environment.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was to explore and analyze
some of the barriers to the communication and acceptance of
recommended farm practices in the Gusau Pilot Extersion
Project of Northern Nigeria. One of Northern Nigeria's two
pilot projects launched in 1963, the Gusau Pilot Extension
Project, carries out an intensive educational program in
several districts of the Eastern Division of Sokoto Province
(Fig. 1), in order to convince farmers of the benefits of a
wide range of recommended farm practices.7

In Northern Nigeria there is still only rudimentary
knowledge about the traditional agricultural system, farm
management practices, and the response of farmers to exten~
sion programs. Therefore, any efforts to transfer more pro-
ductive knowledge to the farmer may be unsuccessful for un-
known reasons and perhaps for reasons which could have been
avoided.

Little is known about farmers' perception of the exten-

sion worker, of the methods and materials used in extension

7Since the completion of the author's data gathering
work in Nigeria (December 2, 1965), there has been a military
coup d' etat. The new military recime dissolved the regions
which previously formed the basis of the Federation of
Nigeria. In this text the author will therefore refer to
Northern Nigeria and assume tha*t all previocus azricultural
procrams are still operating.
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programs, or of the new farm practices., There is little
understanding of the motivations and attitudes of farmers
toward agricultural investment and technological change.
There is also uncertainty about the extent of the communica-
tion problems caused by illiteracy and lack of education of
farmers and of extension workers.

Similarly, little is known abcut the type of practice
farmers will adopt and the type thev will reject, or why the
farmer adopts some practices, while rejecting others. There
is lack of knowledge about the congruity, or "agricultural
fit," of recommended practices with the traditional agri-
culture, as well as with social and cultural values. There
is even some question of the appliczability of some research
programs tc¢ the real needs of the farmer.

These are only a few of the questions which plague
knowledge transfer in Northern Migeria, as well as in most
underdeveloped countries., In light of this lack of know-
ledge and in light of the sreat pzucity of agricultural data
in Northern Nigeria, the studv which seemed to offer the
largest potential contribution to raising agricultural pro-
ductivity in Northern Niseria was one which would explore
some of these major obstacles to the communication and

acceptance of recommended farm practices.

The Study Area

Northern Nigeria is larcely a tribal society with

approximately 80 per cent of its thirty million people living



in villages. Islam is the predominant religion, and Hausa
is the predominant spoken lancuare.

Agriculture is the primarv occupation of 75 to 80 per
cent of the population of MNorthern Nigeriaa and contributes
approximately 60 per cent of the oross domestic product.g
Per capita income is less than one hundred dollars a year.lo
These facts underscore the relative underdevelopment of the
Northern Nigerian econcmy,

Low level technology and lack of change are major deter=-
minants of the unproductiveness of traditional agriculture
in Northern Nigeria. These factors result in low crop yields,
subsistence production, and low per capita incomes. Hand
hoes, axes, and knives are the most advanced man-made imple=-
ments used in crop production (Fig. 2). The wheel is foreign
to the traditional agriculture, and animal and human power
have been the traditional mode of transport. Farm operations
are carried out by hand labor, and there has been little

acceptance of the use of bullocks for draft power.

8I.Torthern Nireria, ''inistry of Lconomic Planning, Sta-
tistical Yearbook 1964 (Kadupa, Northern ligeria Ministry of

——

Economic Planninc, 1965), p. 21.

%Ibid., p. 37.

10E‘ood and Agricultural Orgenization and International
Cooperation Administration, Report on the Agricultural Survey
of the Northern Region of ligeria, & Report of a mission or-
ganized by the Food and Agricultural Organization of the
United Nations at the request of the Government of the
Northern Region of MNigeria (Rome: Food and Agricultural Or-
ganization, 1960), p. 22.




Fig. 2. Primitive hand tools used in agricultural production

in Northern Nigeria.



Agricultural production is divided between food crops
and cash crops. The two major food crops in the region where
this study was undertaken are millet and guinea corn, Pro-
duction of food crops is almost entirely devoted to family
subsistence, The two major cash crops are sroundnuts and
cotton. Together they account for about 90 per cent of
Northern Nigeria's expcrts.ll Crop yields for these crops
are quite low in comparison to yields obtained on experi=-
mental farms using recommended practices.

Under traditional farm practices one acre can provide
enough food on the average for 1l.4 peraons.12 The average
farm size in Northern Nigeria is four acres,13 and the aver-
are family has six to eicht members. Of the total acreage
cultivated in 1957, over 50 per cent was devoted to the pro-
duction of food crops.lu

The predominant system of cultivation in Morthern
Nigeria is shifting cultivation, or sometimes called bush
fallowino, Permanent cultivation exists where man/land ratios
are guite high and also in a narrow perimeter around most
villages. The general features of this system are field

rotation vis 3 vis crop rotation, use of the hoe as the most

Mipid., p. 2.

121134, , p. 21.

lsﬁorthern Nigeria, inistry of Economic Plannins, Sta-
tistical Yearbook 1964, p. u8.

1

*Ibid., p. 49.



advanced tool of cultivation, short periods of land occupancy,
and long fallow periods. In a region where soil fertility is
low and readily exhausted and where technology is primitive,
this system possesses many advantapges. The land is culti-
vated as long as an adequate level of fertility persists.
The fallow period allows the natural vegetation to reclaim
the land and restore soil fertility. This system also re-
duces soil erosion. The main disadvantage of shifting culti-
vation lies in the increasing man/land ratio which reduces
fallow periods, thus tending to diminish the long~run soil
fertility level.l5

Farming in Northern Nigeria dances to the rhythm of the
seasons. Crops are planted with the onset of the rainy
season {in May or early June). Traditional practice dictates
that the farmer plant his food crops, usually millet and
guinea corn, fir-st.16 Cash crops, usually groundnuts and
cotton, follow in that order. Yields on cotton are often
depressed because of the late plenting date due to the neces-
sity of planting the food crops first. June and July are
the peak-labor period. The land must be prepared; and crops
must be planted, replanted, and weeded. Farmers will put

farmyard manure on land planted with food crops if they can

15Keith M. Buchanan and J. C. Pugh, Land and People in
Nigeria (London: University of London Press Ltd., 1955),
ppo 101"1250

lﬁFor a good account of traditional farm practices see
H. A. Luning, An Agro-Economic Survey in Katsina Province
(Kaduna: Ministry of Agriculture, 1961.)



afford the cost or if they heve their own supplies. !Millet
is harvested in September; cuinea corn, in October and
lovember; groundnuts, in November; and cotton, in December
and January. Many farmers have "compound farms" where they
grow vegetables; onions, potatoes, carrots, pepper, and okra
are among a few of the vegetables grown. There is very
little crop production during the five-to seven-month dry
season. .

The major source of cash income for most farmers is
from the sale of groundnuts and cotton. These crops are pur=~
chased by the Northern Nigeria Marketing Board at prices
fixed at the start of the growing season., Cotton is usually
purchased at five pence a pound; groundnuts, at 2 34 per ton.

Marketineg and credit facilities impose severe restric-
‘tions on most farmers. There is a dire lack of roads,
storage facilities, and transportation; and interest rates
are very exorbitant.17

Land tenure is less of a problem. !Most tribes recog-
nize the right of every farmer to have sufficient land to
support his family. A communal system of land ownership
exists, and farmers are given usufructory rigzhts to the land.
The land has traditionally been inalienable, although this

practice is gradually breaking down.18

17Food and Agricultural Organization and International

Cooperation Administration, Repert on the Agricultural Survey

of the Northern Region of Niseria, EE: 102-113.
18

Charles Kingsley Meek, Lend, Law, and Custom in the

Colonies (London and New York: Oxford University Press, 1949),

b. 169,

11
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The Gusau Pilot Extension Prcject will eventually oper-
ate in the entire Eastern Division of Sokoto Province. The
characteristics of acriculture in this region are typical of
those for MNorthern Niceria as a whole. The total area of
this division is 12,095 square wmiles; and 55 per cent of the
land area is arable. The total population is approximately
850,000, There are 297 miles of all season roads and 362
miles of dry season roads.

Prior to the establishment of the CGusau Pilot Extension
Project there were no government extension staff members in-
volved in, extension work in the Easternm Division., Extension
work was carried out by Native Authority (local government)
agricultural mallams who were untrained and had very little
formal education. There were approximately twenty of these
mallams in the Eastern Division prior to 1963, The main
emphasis of extension had been on the introduction of im-
proved seeds, fertilizers, and sceed dressing. Alsc the en-
forcement of certain conservation measures, such as the
"cotton~closed" season (this refers to the burning of cotton
stalks to kill infestation), was a part of the responsibility
of extension mallams. Contact with farmers had actually been
guite infinitesimzl, as is true for all Northern !ligeria.

Morthern Nigeria has had the benefit of an outstanding
research program which dates from the 1920's. %Yhile most
attention has been devoted to irmproving yields on groundnuts
and cotton, the research nrogram has develcped a package of

recommended practices on all four major crops -- millet,



guinea corn, groundnuts, and cotten., The nature of these

practices will be elaborated on in Chapter III.

13
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CHAPTER 1I

RESEARCH PLAN AND METHODOLOGY

Methods of Study

The research plan for this study was divided into two
phases. First, backaround information was collected from
secondary sources on the agricultural environment of Northern
Nigeria, including cultural, economic, and pclitical factors
influencing the agricultural economy. Special emphasis was
given to traditional farming patterns and production tech-
niques. The organization of programs for research, exten-
sion, and education were also studied.

Secondly, the empirical phase of the research was
carried out. Interviews and a case study approach were used
to collect data on the problems of knowledge transfer in the
Gusau Pilot Extension Project. This phase included an in-
vestigation of the orsanization and oroecrams of the pilot
project. Information was collected on this aspect of the
pilot project throusgh examination of the records kept at the
pilot project's headcuarters in the town of Gusau ard by
interviews with extension supervisors in charge of the pilot
project.

The actual empirical work was done in a case study of
two villages. !aru village is a participant in the Gusau
Pilot Extension Project; while Kagara, the second village
selected, has not participated in the pilot project. It is,

however, in the same goneral vicinity as Maru villare (Fig. 3).
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Fig. 3. Road map showing location of Gusau and

two survey villages.
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Data were collected by interviewing farmers selected at ran-
dom from the male-adult population of each village. This

part of the research enabled a microanalytical investiration
of the oroblems of communication znd acceptance of recom-
mended farm practices in the traditional agricultural environ-

ment.

Statement of Objectives

The stated objectives of this study were the following:

1. To determine the type of knowledge transfer
problems which arise from the lack of education
of farmers and of extension workers.

2. To determine the type of knowledge transfer
problems which arise in connection with the
organization, extension methods, and extension
materials of the pilot project.

3. To determine the tvpe of knowledge transfer
problems which arise from a conflict between
the recommended farm practices and agricul-
tural or economic factors of the traditional
agricultural economy,

4. To determine the type of geographical and loca-
tional barriers to communication and acceptance
of recommended farm practices.

5. To determine the type of cultural and motiva-

tional barriers to knowledge transfer,
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6. To determine the extent and type of changes
being accepted by farmers.

7. To evaluate the success of the Gusau Pilot
Extension Project in surmounting knowledge

transfer problems.

Statement of Hypotheses

The purpose of this research was less concerned with
hypothesis-testing than with gaining familiarity with the
nature and type of problems which impede the transfer of
agriculturally productive knowled”e in a traditional arri=-
cultural settins. Only when there is a greater understand-
ing of these problems and a larger reservoir of agricultural
data will statistically-refined studies of hypotheses become
more feasible in Northern Nigeria. In the meantime, descrip-
tive and exploratory studies are necessary to delineate
research prcblems and to develop concrete hypotheses.

Mevertheless, it is possible to cite one general hypothe-
sis which did influence the nature of this studv.

A primary barrier te raising agricultural productivity
in Northern Higeria is, in the opinion of the author, lack
of knowledge and/or lack of education on the part of farmers,
extension workers, research workers, economists, and most
other individuals intsrested in the prohlem of acricultural
development. Thus, the general hypothesis follows that the
success of programs to raise arricultural productivity will

increase in direct proportion to the increase in educational



levels and the increase in knowledge and understanding of
the traditional acricultural environment. This hypothesis
is based on a general observation stated most succinctly by
Bradfield:

The nations that are most advanced arriculturally

are, in ceneral, those that have made a substantial

investne&g in science and education during the past

century.

A well-developed extension program serves a vital need
in a developing country by helping to bridge the gap between
highly educated agricultural leaders and research scientists
and uneducated, illiterate farmers. As such, an extension
program represents an investment in education, the results
of which can serve to refute or verify the hypothesis stated

above.

Procedure and Methodolooy

A comparative study of extension results and farming
practices in two villanes was usec to investicate knewledre
transfer problems in the SGusau Pilot Extension Project. The
followine criteria were set as ecuidelines to the selection
of the two villages:

1. One village must be a participant in the Gusau

Pilot Extension Project; while the second village

lgRichard Bradfield, "The Role of Educated People in
Agricultural Development," Aoricultural Sciences for the
Developing Nations, ed. Albert H, Hoseman (‘ashington, D. C.:
American Association for the Advancement of Science, 1964),
p. 112,

18
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Agricultural Development," Asricultural Sciences for the
Developine Nations, ed. Albert H, Hoseman (%ashington, D. C.:
American Association for the Advancement of Science, 1964),
p. 112,

18
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must not be a participant in the Pilqé‘project,
althourh some extension work in the “ﬁllaqe
through previous extension programsfﬁas desirable.
Extension work in the pilot projectfvillage must
have commenced before 19€5. /
The non-participant villace must ¥y partici-
pated in an acricultural sample‘;urvey conducted
annually by the Federal Office,éf Statistics.
(This condition was made with 4he intention of

/

using the collected data in 5$is study; however,

this possibility never mater;ajized, )

I

Both villages must be accesgiphle by car, in close

proximity to each other, aﬁd in close proximity
to the town of Gusau,

Both villages must be wilyino +o participate in
the study.

The participant villae Shoy1d have an aericul-
tural assistant in chargy of itg extension pro-
gram.

The participant villare ghould be amons those

villanes showine above average response to the

pilot project's extencion prospam.

The two villages selectey yepe Maru and Kagara. Maru
village is a participant in t,, pilot project; Kacara village
has had only minimal contact ,it¢h an agricultural mallam,

(A more detailed description of these two villages is found

in Chapter IV.)

~
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The two villages selectejd were Maru and Kagara. Maru

(A more detailed descriptio

village is a participant in tjhe pilot project; Kagara villare

of these two villages is found

has had only minimal contac;{with an agricultural mallam.

in Chapter IV.) }
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Random samples of farmers were selected from each
village, There was no stratified sampling since it was
desired to have a2 cross-section of each village. However,
since Maru villace was more populous than Kasgara, random
samples were selected from two of llaru's five village quar~-
ters. These quarters are fairly self-contained and homo-
geneous, This fact made it admissible and even preferable
to sample on a quarter rather than a village basis,

Saulawa quarter was chosen on the basis of its probably
being the most advanced quarter in the application of recom-
mended practices. It is the center of village activity and
the headecuarters of the extension worker and of the village
head. The second guarter selected was Kaura Duma. The
reason for its selection lay in the fact that it had recently
been populated and built up. Therefore, because cf pre=-
occupation with domestic tasks, its farmers had probably not
participated as actively in the pilot project's extension
program as farmers from other quarters,

Twenty farmers were randomly selected from tax lists
from each quarter and from Kagara village. Table 1 shows
the nopulation, sample size, and actual number of interviews
for each village and quarter. Lack of time prevented taking
larger samples. It was felt, however, that the sample sizes
used were adequate to make valid inferences to the total

population of each wvillage.
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Table 1. Populatien, sample{i size, and number of interviews,

-1

- Number of )
Tax-paying Sample Actual Number
Village Male Adults, Size of Interviews
1964
Maru 1028 | 40 39
Quarters: !
\
Saulawa 205 A 20 19
Kaura Duma 297 | 20 20
Kacara 165 I 20 20

Interviews were conduct=d with the sample farmers with
the aid of a questionnaire, Information was collected under
the followineo headin~s: (1) General Information; (2) Inven-
tory of Land, Livestock, and Capital; (3) Production Data;
(4) Awareness and Adoption of Practices; (5) Contact with
Extension Proarams; (6) Comprehension of Extension !Methods
and Recommendations; (7) Identification of Uxtension Materials;
and (8) Allocation of Txtra Income. (A full account of the
objectives of this interviewine is ~iven in Chapter V,)

Interviews wera carried out with the assistance of an
interpreter and lasted from forty-five minutes to one hour.

The data were summarized and totaled for each sample.
This allowed for comparisons of results among samples, Per=-
centage magnitudes were th: basis for deductive and inductive
conclusions about the nature and type of problems to the
transfer of recommended farm practices. The findings of

this part of the study were also combined with the information



obtained from pilot project supervisors and records,

Definitions

Extension work in lorthern liigeria is carried out joint-
ly by the !Ministry of Agriculture (Field Services Division)
of Northern lligeria and by the local government, known as the
Native Authority. The followine definitions apply to the
different orades of extension ztaff in Northern ligeria:

Assistant asricultural superintendent (A.A.S.):--An

extension worker employed by the Ministry; an A.A.S.
has five or six vears of secondarv education and
three vears of asricultur2l trainins at the “inistryv's
School of Agriculture; an A.A.S. mav be raised to the
rank of asricultural superintendent on the basis of
performance.

Agricultural assistant (A.A.):--An extension worker em-
ploved by the "inistry; an A.A. has completed five or
six years of secondary school and has received a two-
vear trainin- course at the School of Agriculture;
qualified A.A.'s mav be returned for another vear of
trainine to become A.A.S.'s; both the A.A.S.'s and
A,A's are literate in Enclish, as well as their
native tonrue.

Aericultural irstructor (2,I,):--Yinistrv or lative
Authority extension worker; 2n A.I. generallv has
comnleted seven vears of primary schoel, and some

have a few vears of secondarv educatiocn; A.I.'s are

22
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given an eleven-month trainine course at the Sehool
of Arriculture; very few 2,I,'s are literate in
Enelish,

Apricultural mallam (A.M,):--An extension worker employed
by thec Mative Authoritv; an A.M, has little, if any,
secondary education and no formal agricultural train-
ing.

The following definitions apply to certain crops and

agricultural practices of !lorthern Nigeria:

Groundnuts:--FPeanuts.

Guinea corn:-~A type of grain sorghum.

Millet:--A type of grain crop.

Mixed farmming:--A system of farming which uses bullocks

for draft pover ard farmvard manure,

Interplanting:-~-The practice of plantins two or more

crops on the same plot of land, so that thev are
mixed torether.

PidoinT:--The practice of buildinr ridees on which to

rlant crops.

Crose-tying:--The rractice of building smzll bunds at

certain intervals in the ridre furrows,
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CHAPTER III

A DESCRIPTION AND ANALYSIS OF THE GUSAU
PILOT EXTENSION PROJECT

PuEEoses

The major purposes of the Gusau Pilot Extension Project
are: (1) to introduce farmers to recommended farm practices
which will raise agricultural productivitvj (2) to raise the
competence of extension field workers throuch in-service
trainine; (3) to develop more effective extension materials
and methods; (4) to develon local leadership in villages to
provide a cadre of progressive farmers; and (5) to develop a

system of '"benchmarks" for evaluating extension results.20

Organization and Staffing

The pilot project was established in the Eastern Division

of Scokoto Province in 1953.21

Although "pilot" in name, this
project represents the Ministry of Agriculture's long-range
plan to provide a ratio of one extension worker to every two

thousand farm families for all of Northern Niqeria.22 The

201 nterview with Tom Reynolds, U.S.A.I.D. Extension
Adviser to the Gusau Pilot Extension Project.

21A].l of the followinr information pertaininc to the
pilot project was collected thrcush interviews and question-
naires and by inspection of records of pilet projeet activi-
ties kept at Gusau headouarters.

2?Ministry of Agriculture of Northern Nigeria, Countr
Report: Training of Technical Staff in the Ministry of Agri-
culture, Northern Niseria, A Report to the Seminar on Agri-
culture Education and Training in Africa Organized by the
Food and Agricultural Organization of the United lations
(Zaria, Northern Nigeria: The Seminar, 1965), p.2.
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Ministrv's Trainins and Fducation Division hopes to have
trained encurh agricultural extension workers bv 1973 to
reach this goal.23 In the meantime, the “inistrv has made
plans to launch several pilot projects like the one in Gusau.

Havine an inadequate number of extension workers to
apply the 1:2,000 ratio over the entire Eastern Division,
the Gusau Pilot Extension Project only operates in the number
of districts in which it is possible to realize this ratio.
In 1963 and 1964, there were three districts and fourteen
and twenty-two villages, respectively, included in the pilot
project. With the availability of more manpower extension
work was expanded to six districts and thirty-two villages
in 1965. (Extension work was carried out on a modest scale
in an additional sixteen villaves in 1965.)

While under the auspices of the Ministry of Agriculture,
the pilot project seeks close cooperation with the Native
Authority Agricultural Department in planning and executing
the extension program. The Ministry of Information and the
Extension Information Branch of th: Research Liaison Section
of the Institute for Azricultural Research also cooperate by

preparing educational programs and materials.

23R. Rowat, The Development of Education and Training
in the Field of Agriculture and Related Subjects, A Report
to the Federal and Regional Gcovernments of the Federal
Republic of Nigeria (Rome: Food and Agriculture Organization,
1964), pp. 35-37.




An extension advisor from the United States Agency for
International Development has supervised the organization of
the pilot project. He is assisted by the agricultural
officer of the Fastern Division of Sokoto Province and by a
NMative Authority arricultural officer. Assistant agricultural
superintendents also occupy supervisory roles. These officers
reside in the town of Gusau but make frequent inspection
tours of the districts.

Extension work is carried out on a district and village
basis. An agricultural assistant supervises the extension
program in each district and carries out his own extension
work usually in the major village of the district. Agricul-
tural instructors work in one or two villages. The pilot
project has been forced to rely on several untrained agricul-
tural mallams to fill the existing manpower ¢ans. They will
eventually be replaced by agricultural instructors. Their
present role is quite limited.

It is intended that one assistant agricultural superin-
tendent fill supervise four asricultural assistants and that
one agricultural assistant will supervise three to five agri-
cultural instructors.

Table 2 shows the staffing position of the pilot project

from 1963 to 1965.
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Table 2, Extension staff for the Gusau Pilot Ixtension
Project, 1963-1965.

Staff Category 1963 1964 1965
U.S.A.I.D. Extension Advisor 0 : 1
Assistant Agricultural Superintendent 1 : 5 2
Agricultural Assistant 2 3 6
Government Agricultural Instructor 0 3 9
Native Authority Aesricultural Instructor 0 0 6
Native Authority Acricultural 'allam 18 18 21

Extension Methods and Materials

The pilot project aims at providing intensive contact
with farmers through individual, group, and mass contact
approaches. Extension workers live in the villages and en-
courage village leaders to partigipate actively in the
village's extension program,

The introduction of farm practices is built around a
"package approach" and result demonstrations. The package
approach emphasizes the adopotion of a set of farm practices
applicable to a cron. This is often a necessity to obtain
maximum yield increases caused bv beneficial interactions
amons new practices.

The result demonstration is thelpillar of the extension
program. Recommended farm practices are carried out by
volunteer farmers on "result" plots, while the farmer applies
his traditional farm practices on a '"check" plot. The

.



extension worker is responsible for the following duties in
conjunction with the result demonstration:
1, Furnishing demonstration materials,
2, Helpinr to keep records of the demonstration.
3. Giving close supervision of each phase of the
demonstration.
4, Making tours of the result demonstration with
local farm groups to explain the demonstration
and recommended practices.
5. Providing a sign board to identify the demonstra-
tion.
6., Publicizine results.
The participating farmer is responsible for the following:
1. Furnishing land, labor, and tools.
2. Cooperating in furnishing data for records.
3. Carryinz out the demonstration as the extension
worker directs.
4, Assisting in explaining to others the recommended
practices applied on the demonstration.
Mass contacts have been experimented with in the form
of a news letter and mobile units using microphones, leaflets,
cinemas, and tape recorders. A newsletter in Hausa is issued
once monthly. In cooperation with the Ministry of Information,
the Pilot Project has made extensive contact with mobile
cinema units which feature movies of improved farming prac-
tices and method demonstrations by extension workers using

microphones and flip charts, posters, and leaflets.



Gfoup contacts have included villace educational meetings
conducted by each villase's extension worker. These meetings
are usually method demonstrations or conducted tours of re-
sult demonstration plots. Alsc included are the establish-
ment of village agricultural councils and Young Farmers'

Clubs and tours of lative Authority or government farm centers.
Leaflets, posters, village notice boards, photos, flip books,
and charts are common extension materials used in group con-
tact sessions.

Individual contact is possible since extension workers
have established living quarters and offices in each village.
Farmers are encouraged to make office calls; and extension

agents, to visit the farms of village farmers requesting help.

The Extension Program

The supervisors of the Gusau Pilot Extension Project
have incorporated the importance of planning into an annual
work plan. All levels of extension staff are responsible
for planning their monthly and weekly activities. These
plans must coincide with the activities of the farmer. A

summary of the annual work plan by month follows:

January and February:

The first assignment is the posting of all extension
staff to their respective villages, followed by the selection
of a new village agricultural council. The previous year's
extension program is discussed and criticized by village

farm leaders, result demonstration participants, agricultural



council members, the extension worker, and other interested
parties; and plans are formulated for the current year's pro-
gram. Special attention is given to publicizing the results of
successful result demenstrations. Finally, the extension
worker continues supervision of dry season farming demonstra-

tions and of the harvesting of cotton demonstrations.

March and April:

Extension work begins in earnest in March. Extension
plans are finalized; and general educational meetings are
begun in each village to attract farmers' attention to the
recommended practices. Work is begun reorganizing or organ-
izing new Young Farmers' Clubs and assisting them in planning
for their current annual activities. In-service training
programs for agricultural assistants, agricultural instructors,
and agricultural mallams are held. Finallv, participants in
result demonstrations are selected, and arrangements are made

for the delivery of demonstration packets.

Mav and June:

The educational aspect of the extension program is in
full gear during May. Special emphasis is civen to seed
dressing, fertilizers, and seed varieties. !ethod demonstra-
tions are performed to educate farmers in the use of new im-
proved practices. The result demonstrations for millet,
guinea corn, 2roundnuts, and spraved cotton are established.
Eeadership traininz in Youne Farmers' Clubs is also under-

taken.

30
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July and August:

The follow-up phase of extension work begins in these
two months., Supervision is given to the care of the result
demonstrations and farmers are taken on tours of these plots
to observe the results. Extension workers continue to super-
vise the activities of the Young Farmers' Clubs. All un-
sprayed cotton demonstrations are established in July, and
cotton spraying demonstrations are carried out in August.
Another in-service training program for all extension workers
is held; and plans are laid for the farm center tours by
farmers. Finally, harvesting of millet demonstrations is
begun in late August.

September and October:

The harvestin” of millet demonstration plots and the
spraying of cotton plots are continued. !illet storage
demonstrations are berun. Farmer tours to farm centers and
Native Authority demonstration unit farms are conducted. A
third round of in-service training programs is held in
September. Harvesting of groundnut demonstration plots is
begun in October; and educational meetings on the control of
aflatoxin in groundnuts and on groundnut decortication are
held.
lNlovember and December:

The harvesting of groundnuts is completed, and the har-
vesting of guirea corn and cotton demonstration plots is

berun. Preparation of dry season farming demonstrations is
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begun. A Young Farmers' Club camp session is held in late

November, and agricultural fairs are held in December.

Recommended Farm Practices

The Cusau Pilot Extension Project has centered its
efforts around four crops -- millet, guinea corn, groundnuts,
and cotton, These crops have received the major attention of
the Institute for Agricultural Research as they are of sub-
stantial economic importance to Northern Nigeria.

The major recommended practices for each of these crops
follow:

Millet and Guinea corn

1. PRideing and cross-tying.

2. Planting at two- to three-foot intervals when
sole planting and planting at six-foot intervals
when interplanting,

3. Applying fifty-six pounds of superphosphate and
fifty-six pounds of ammonium sulphate fertilizer
per acre.

4, Applying Aldrex T seed drecssing.

5. Thinning to two stalks per stand.

6. Ueeding early and frequently.

7. Pulling and burning diseased plants.

8. Applying Gammalin A pesticide when storing.

Groundnuts

1. Using K-50 seed varietv.

2. Applying sixty pounds of superphosphate fertilizer

per acre.



3. Applying Aldrex T seed dressing.

4, Spacing two seeds at nine-inch intervals,

5. Planting in early June.

6. Cross-tying-

7. Weeding early and frequently.

8. Removing diseased plants.

9. Harvesting when mature.
10. Rotating.
11. Shelling with a properly adjusted decorticator.
Cotton

1. Applying 112 pounds of superphosphate and 112

pounds of ammonium sulphate fertilizer per acre.

2. Plantin~ in June or before July 15 at the latest.
3. Snacing six seeds at eishteen-inch intervals.

4, Cross-tying

5. Weeding early and frequently.

6. Thinning to two.

7. Sprayine with insecticide cotton planted before

June 15.

8. Rotating.

9., Observing close-season (burning old cotton stalks).
The pilot project is also trving to introduce farmers

to mixed farming and dry season farming plus a few other
minor activities, e.g., bee keeping. However, these efforts

are of secondarvy importance.
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A Survey of Extension Efforts

The following data summarize the major extension efforts
made by the Gusau Pilot Extension Project in 1963, 1964, and
1965,

The number of agricultural groups organized by the pilot
project and their membership are given in Table 3.

Table 3. Orcanized groups in the Gusau Pilot Extension
Project and their membership, 1963-1965.

Group 1963 1964 1965
Asricultural Councils 9 14 29
Membership u5 118 174
Young Farmers' Clubs 1 6 25
HMembership 40 240 512
01d Farmers' Clubs 0 1 3
iiembership 0 32 32

Source: Data compiled at the pilot project headquarters in
Gusau,
Table 4 summarizes the various types of extension pro-
grams conducted in the pilot proj-ct area in 1963-1965.
These data do not, however, include the establishment of

result demonstrations.



Table 4, Extension programs conducted in the pilet project
area, 1963-1965,

1963 1964 1965

Tours with Farmers
Native Authority Farms 0 8 0

Attendance 0 791 0
Gusau Farm Center 5 5 13

Attendance 300 482 634
Bee Keeping Demonstrations 0 3 3

Attendance 0 157 120
Méetings in Villages
General Educational 0 120 50

Attendance 0 151,000 50,000

Program Planning 9 11 29

Attendance 225 360 570
Meetings Held at Result

Demonstration Plots 25 600 850

Attendance 150 6,220 9,300
Other 0 16 32

Attendance 0 172 720

Farm Visits
Farm Visits 'lade by Exten-

sion Vorkers 650 7,560 11,000
Number of Farms Visited 193 660 1,230
Mass Media Programs
Publications Distributed

Bulletins 0 1,250 250

Posters 500 5,000 74,500

Leaflets 0 7,000 2,000
News Stories Published 0 21 52
Radio Programs 0 8 0

Source: Data compiled at pilot project headquarters in Gusau.
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Educational meetings and farm tours are intended to ex-

plain or demonstrate the use of recommended farm practices,

Table 5 shows the kinds of practices being demonstrated and

the number of demonstrations of each practice over the entire

pilot project area.

Table 5. Kind and number of demonstrations of recommended
farm practices, 1963-1965.

Kind of Practice

1963 1964 1965

Fertilization

Seed Variety

Soil Preparation

Seed Dressing

Tie Ridging

Seeding Rate

Spacing

Cultivation

Date of Plantines

Insect and Disease Control

Decorticator Adjustment

(Mo, of times demonstrated)

u2 189 260
68 49 200
48 183 260
42 178 240
42 199 150
42 199 260
114 199 260
u2 199 260
42 178 260
15 39 57
365 - 140

Source: Data compiled at pilot project headquarters in Gusau,
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Result demonstrations constitute an important part of
the extension program. There are usually two or three result
demonstrations on groundnuts, cotton, millet, guinea corn,
and cotton interplanted with millet established in each
village. Table 6 shows the number of result demonstratiens
carried out in 1963, 1964, and 1965.

Table 6. MNumber and type of result demonstrations conducted,
1963-1965.

Type 1963 1964 1965

(Yo, of Result Demonstrations)

Cotton Production 29 ug 57
Guinea Corn Production ug 50 70
Groundnut Production 38 4y 70
Millet Production 0 35 15
Yam Production 2 12 10
Sugarcane Production 0 4 8
Beekeeping 0 2 3
Rice Production 0 2 8
Dry Season Gardening 1 2 6

Source: Data compiled at the pilot project headquarters in
Gusau.

Crop yields are measured on both result and check plots
of result demonstrations, and these results are used to sup-
port extension recommendations. Table 7 cives the average
yields obtained on result and check plots for the three dis-

tricts in which result demonstraticns were conducted in 1964.
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Table 8 shows the percentage increase in yields on re-

sult plots vis a vis check plots for these three districts.

Table 8. The percentage increase in yields on result versus
check plots by district, 1964.

Crops
District Guinea  Ground- Cotton
Millet Corn nuts Cotton HMillet
Maru 97% 113% 102% 169% 148%
Kotorkoshi 74% 99% 48% 83% 72%
Anka 42% 30% 70% 123% 97%

While yield comparisons are subject to a few distor-
tions, e.g., farmers occasionally apply fertilizer to the
check plot contrary to instructions, any such distortions
will probablv average out over several demonstrations.
Therefore, it would seem that these findings verify the vield-

increasing notential of new, recommended farm practices.

Profitability of Recommended

Farm Practices

On the basis of the percentage yield increases of Table
8, it is possible to calculate the net returns to recommended
farm practices.

First, it is necessary to consider the cost per acre of
applying the new inputs. The subsidized prices of super-
phosphate and ammonium sulphate are five and seven shillines
respectively, per fifty-six pound bag. The price of a bag

of K-50 groundnut seed is twenty-five shillings. (One bag
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is sufficient for planting one acre.) Gammalin A pesticide
costs two shillings and six pence per box. (The author is

uncertain of the number of boxes required for grain storage.)

The cost of Aldrex T seed dressing is six pence per packet:
the per acre cost of applyirg seed dressing does not in all
likelihood exceed five shillings. The per acre cost of pesti-
cide for spraying cotton is JE 4. (The author is unaware of
the cost of a sprayer.)

Secondly, it is necessarv to know the prices of each
crop in order to calculate net returns. The price of ground-
nuts is usually 34 per ton; the price of cotton, five
pence per pound; and an average price per ton for millet and
guinea corn is ;,E 20 and fla. respectively.

On the basis of an average vield increase for ground-
nuts of 73 per cent and an average yield under traditional
practices of 670 pounds per acre, the net profit from apply-
ing the recommended farm practices would be approximately
;{ 8 per acre.2u

If traditional yields on cotton are three hundred
pounds per acre and if an average vield increase of 125 per
cent is possible, the net profit from usinz the recommended

practices is approximatelyp{ 2 per ale.r'e.25

40

2l“Tl‘u-:.?.e calculations did not allow for the extra labor
coct inveolved, e.o., vidgino or more freguent weedina, as
these costs would be very difficult to estimate.

25These calculations did not include the cost of a
sprayer or extra labor costs.



For millet and ruinea corn an average net return of
approximately;f 4-0-0 per acre is possible, assuming tradi-
tional vields of approximately seven hundred pounds ner acre
and yield increases of 71 and 81 per cent, respectively.26

In conclusion, it is apparent that the application of
recommended farm practices on all crops, with cotton a mar-
ginal case, yields a positive return to farmers. It would
also seem likely that the magnitude of these net returns,
with the possible exception of cotton, is sufficient to moti=-
vate farmers to adopt the recommended practices, assuming
there are no non-economic reasons (or even economic ones,
e.2., credit) for not adopting them.

An Analziﬁs qf_ﬁxtension lork
in the Pilot Project

A thorourh discussion of problems of knowledre transfer
in the pilot project must be postponed until after the pre-
sentation of data pertaining to the villare case study.
However, a partial description and analvsis of some of the
problems will be presented here,

As part of the follow-up phase on all result demonstra-
tions, a careful inquiry intc the adoption of practices by
the previous year's participants is undertaken. The follow-
ing table summarizes the results by district and by crop of

the survey taken in 1965 of 108 participants.

gsﬁqain extra labor costs were ignored.
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It was also possible to break down the adoption of farm

practices by type of practice. Table 10 gives the results

of such a breakdown.

These findings support the followinc observations:

1,

If 50 per cent is accepted as a satisfactory level
of adoption of new practices, the pilot project

has been fairly successful. (It should be borne

in mind that only result demonstration partici-
pants have been surveyed; as a oroup they would
naturally tend to be more cognizant of the advan-
tares of adopting certain farm practices than non-
participant farmers,)

Farmers have shown a preference for adopting prac-
tices pertaining to groundnuts. Iineteen out of
thirty farmers used superphosphate on their ground-
nuts the year following the result demonstration
and twentv-four out of thirty used the recommended
seed variety. Adoption of new husbandry practices
on groundnuts showed the same high adoption levels.
Farmers showed little inclination to adopt prac-
tices related to cotton, except for the recommended
spacing. The percentarce of farmers arplyinc super-
phosphate on cotton (41.7 per cent) was less than
the percentare of farmers applyinr it on rround-
nuts (63.3 per cent); and only twe out of twelve
farmers applied ammonium sulphate. A very low

percentage of farmers were able to plant cotton

43



4y

‘nesng ut sasyaenbpeay joaload 3oTrd sy3} ik peTTduos eieg

*10TJIISTE BUY WOd] BIEp mpmHmEOOﬁHm

1 90aN0g

%6°69  %9°'1¢ %0  %6°3L %8°h9 FI'HT %605  $LhL %08 %S°Lih uoT)dopy JUedA 8
62/6T TOT/CS LT/0 BL/09 B0T/0L 9L/TT 80T/SS 16/89 0£/hZ T9/62 STRROJ
€/2 6/2 /0 §/2 5/ S/ §/9 IATTIN/ M
u0llod
9/1 2r/e z1/0 ¢1/9 21/0T 2TT1/¢ Z1/s Uo3300
02/9T  0t/6T 0E/S2 0e/6T  0e/T1C 0E/HT s3nt, 9
Ze/9T TE/LT ZE/ET 2E/9 CE/IT  EE/NhT CE/TT U000 SI0TIIBI(
cZ/ET 62/GC 6Z/LT 62/C 82/0T ©C/EC 6¢/81 I9TTTH TV
ISTTTH/ M
uol3e)
z/0 Z/1 /o e/e T/t Z/t Z/T u03103
8/9 8/9 8/8 8/8 8/8 8/8 83N,
LIz L/9 L/€ Lih L/S L/ L/e uI0o,9
L/t L/9 L/0 L/0 L/L Lih IBTITH TUSOHIOION
B c/0 c/o &/ /e Z/0 ¢/C FRTTTH/ M
uo3le)
e " /T 9/0  g/h 8/5 9/0 a9/ 103300
p" ot/e 01/9 0T/¢ 0T/¢ 0T/S s34, 9
TT/2 11/8 TI/¢  Tt/0 TT/¢ 1T/9 T1/8 uIo9, O
0T/e 0t/6  OT/L 0tT/T 01/¢ 0T/S 0T/9 I9TTIH eyly
€/2 €/2 £/0  €/0 £/¢ €/T £/e ISTTIR/A
uo330)
h/1 0/0 w/0 h/0 h/h h/T h/T uel3iod .
¢T/0T  ZT/0T TT/TT z1/8 gT/0T ZT/T1 §and, 0
w1/21 AT/E€T WT/S hI/T /8 HT/TT Hl/h Uaos , 9
ZT/1T gE/6 CTT/h 2U/T cT/L ZT/TT ¢1/8 9T naey
{saswarj juedrorigeg Jo Jsquny Teiol/Buridopy saswari)
a1eqd SUTAY BUT Buzld suT a3jeud  sieyd Bur  A3aTt BUT
But «ggoay =-Aeadg -utyl =-oedg -Tn5 -soyd -ssadag -aep -3pTy sdoap 10TAAS T
~JUBTJ -Jadng poag
*aoryoead yo adA1 o3 Jurpacooe seorioead jo uotidope syl *oT 9T4RL



when recommended; this is a key factor to gainine
hicher yields.

4. With resard to millet and guinea corn, farmers
showed a preference for superphosphate (42.6 per
cent adoption) versus ammonium sulphate (13.2 per
cent adoption). Likewise, a higher percentage of
farmers adopted spacing, thinning, and planting
date recommendations than adopted ridging and
cross-tying recommendations. The latter two are
more labor-costly practices.

5. There is substantial variation among the districts
in number of practices adopted. The exact cause
of this was not determined, althouch it could be
due to the guality of extension staff, interest
and attitudes of the farmers, or supply lines for
new inputs.

The followins data were also compiled to shed further

light on the performance of the pilot project.

The sale of K-50 croundnut seed, Aldrex T seed dressing,
ploughs, and fertilizer.for the entire pilot project area is
presented in Table 11,

,These data give further evidence of the progress being
make by the pilot project in introducing new farm practices.
Progress has been especially steady with respect to the sale

of fertilizers and plouchs for mixed farming,
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Table 1ll. Purchase of recommended inputs in the pilot pro-

jeet area, 1963-1965,

Input 1963 1964 1965
a b
K-50 Groundnut Seed 45,919 39,289 -
(lbs . )
Aldrex T Seed Dressing 738 1,272 P
(doz. packets)
Superphosphate 50 150 242
(lone tons)
Ammonium Sulphate 5 15 23
(lone tons)
Ploughs 0 50 150

Source: Data comniled at pilet project headquarters in Cusau.

aSupplies of K=50 seed ran out in 1964, Demand was much
greater than could be satisfied.

bInccmplete data.

Responses by pilot project supervisors to questions posed

during interviews and in questionnaires provided more de-

tailed infeormation about knowledge transfer problems and the

results of varicus extension programs:

1. Extension supervisors thought that interest among

farmers was running very high

pressed enthusiasm on visits to farm centers.

and that they ex-

Likewise, there has been a good response to many

extension activities takin< place in the villares,

especially villare agricultural councils, Young

Farmers' Clubs, and cinema presentations.
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Overall, the extension programs in the pilot pro-
ject area have been carried out successfully,
especially result demonstrations, educational
meetings, and farm tours. This is due in large
part to close supervision of field workers and
programs of in-service training,
Lack of education and of training limit the capa-
bilities of most arricultural instructors and
agriculturzl mallams. !'r. Tom Reynolds, U.S.A.I.D.
extension supervisor to the pilot project stated
in an interview:

It is evident that a short in-service train-

ing course is not adequate training to

enable workers with no other formal agri-

cultural training to establish and carry

out extension demonstrations properly.
The pilot project has had to condemn twenty result
demonstrations in two years (1963-1964) as a result
of the ineptitude of some agricultural instructors
and agricultural mallams. Furthermore, agricul-
tural instructors and agricultural mallams have
sometimes failed to prepare ridres for guinea corn
and millet demonstrations and failed to space
millet and guinea corn at the recommended two-foot
intervals since they, themselves, are not convinced
of the value of these practices. They are also
slow in grasping the ideas taught in in-service

training courses.



4.

7.

Lack of farm experience, of initiative, and of the

ability to plan ahead have been present at all

levels of the extension service but are most serious

among the lower grade extension workers,

Result demonstrations on millet and guinea corn
have sometimes failed because they were carried
out near the farmers' compound so that thev were
able to apply larce amounts of farmyard manure to
the check plot. Farmers have also tended to
associate a higher vield on result plots with cne
or two practices, especiallv superphosphate and
seed variety in the case of =roundnuts, iznoring
the other recommended practices. Furthermore,
many farmers have not been convinced that result
plots give higher yields on guinea corn for the
reason that the check-plot guinea corn has larger
heads.

Many farmers do not helieve that plantine cotton
the first week of July will raise yields. This is
due to the fact that most farmers do not observe
cotton clese-geason, and this permits early planted
cotton to be attacked by bollworms which cannot be
controlled by insecticides.

There is some difficulty in getting farmers to
understand the concept of '"yield per acre" since

most farmers do not know how much an acre is.
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9.

10.

lll

Illiterate farmers cannot usually interpret exten-
sion posters without prior explanation by extension
workers.,

Villare agricultural council members must often

be prodded to get them to air their opinions or

to examine their problems.

There has been a serious problem in supplying
farmers with the inputs they have demanded. The
pilot project had to order superphosphate five
times in 1964 because it kept running short;
supplies of ecroundnut seed ran out before all

the demand was met., There has also been short-
ages of plourhs, seed dressinr, and replacement
parts for groundnut decorticators. Another part

of this problem has been the difficulty in getting
supplies to the farmer in his village. Farmers
cannot afford long trips to pick up supplies, and
so they are dependent on village middlemen.
'"iddlemen will not purchase these supplies to sell
in the villages unless they can buy on a credit
basis; this is often not permitted.

Agricultural assistants are supposed to pay resular
visits to inspect the work of agricultural instruc-
tors in their district. However, because of lack
of transportation, an arricultural assistant may
be forced to walk or bicycle thirty or forty miles

to do this.
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Finally, there has beern a shortage of government

loans for the purchase of ploughs and bullocks.
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CHAPTER 1V

A GENERAL DESCRIPTIOHN OF THE TWO SURVEY VILLAGES

Ceneral Information

Maru village, located twenty-six miles north-west of
Gusau on the road to Sokoto (Fig. 3, page 15), is the capital
of Maru District. With a population of 8,256 in 1964, it is
one of the largest "villages" in the Eastern Division of
Sokoto Province. Maru is an important market for the pur-
chasing of groundnuts and cotton and has its own primary
school, dispensary, and post office. A secondary school and
teacher trainine college are situated nearby.

Kagara village, lying fifteen miles north of Gusau and
five miles off the road to Kaura Namoda (Fiz. 3, pare 15),
has a population of approximately eight hundred. In contrast
to Yaru, Kacara is relatively isolated and quiet., The nearest
market is six miles away, and there are no schools nearby.

The population of both villages is Muslim, Maru village
is predominately Fulani, while Kagara is predominately Hausa.

Crop production in both villages is typical of that

described in Chapter I,

Ace, Dependents, Education,
and Literacy

All information contained in this and the followine
sections is based upon the interviews conducted in both
villares; therefore all data pertain to the sample farmers

from Saulawa and Kaura Duma quarters of Maru villarce and



52

from Kagara village., It should be borne in mind that only
male-adult farmers of at least sixteen yvears of are were
selected for interviewings,

It was desirable to collect basic information on age,
dependents, education, and literacy for each sample, as these
factors influence the ccmmunication and acceptance of recom-
mended farm practices.

Table 12 presents basic information on age and number

of dependents,

Table 12, Acge and dependents of sample farmers.

Saulawa Kaura Duma Kagara

Average Are 32.3 34.4 33.2
Range of Ages 18-67 20-60 17-55
Averagze MNumber of Dependents 4.4 4.5 3.5
Ranse of Dependents 1-12 0-9 0-9

Notes: A plausible explanation of the lower figure for
average number of dependents in Kasara is the possible
incidence of a higher infant mortality rate and the
fact that Kacara sample farmers had fewer wives,

The low average age in all samples and the appearance
of several farmers in their early twenties account
for the lower figures for average number of dependents

compared to the average family size of six to eight
for all Northern Nigeria.

The only traditional education available in each village
is instruction in Arabic, This is available to children of

families who can afford it. Adult education classes to



53

teach literacy in Hausa have been organized by the liinistry
of Information in both villages. Modern formal education is
of fairly recent origin and available only tc a select few.
Table 13 summarizes the data on the educational background

of the sample farmers.

Table 13. Kind of education of sample farmers,

Saulawa Kaura Duma Kagara

To. of Yo. of No. of

Farmers %  Farmers % Farmers %
Arabic 10 52.7 18 90 10 50
Adult Cducation 7 36,8 i 20 11 55
Junior Primary 1 5.3 2z 10 0 0
Senior Primary 0 0 1 5 0 0
No education ¥ 36.8 1 5 L 20

These data confirm the fact that there has been a
notable lack of formal education beyond language or religious
training., OCut of the thirty-nine farmers interviewed in Maru
only four (or 10.3 per cent) had some elementarv education.
This fact is being mitirated somewhat by the rapid increase
in enrollment begun in the 1960's., A second, more encourac-
ing observation is the success of the adult education program
in drawine a relativelv hich enrollment, especially in Karara.
The fact that 55 per cent of the Kagara sample farmers had
particinated in the program is evidence of a desire for edu-

cation. The author is unaware of any explanation for the
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variation of educaticnal levels between the two Maru samnles.
Farmers were also asked in which languages they were

literate. Since no famers were literate in Pnglish, answers

pertained only to Arabic and Hausa. Table 14 summarizes

this information.

Table 14, Literacy in Hausa and Arabic among sample farmers.

Saulawa Kaurza Duma Kagara

Language No. of Nec. of fo. of
Literacy Farmers %  Farmers % Farmers S
Literate

in Arabic 9 47,4 9 us 10 50
Illiterate

in Arabic 10 52.6 11 55 10 50
Literate

in Hausa 7 36,8 6 30 5 25
Illiterate

in Hausa 12 63.2 14 70 15 75

Note: Data on literacy is partially diluted by the diffi-
culty in measuring "effective" literacy. Both Arabic
and Hausa literacy are subject to attrition through
disuse, Therefore, these rates may be higher than
they actually should be.

Of sipnificance is the fact that literacy in Arabic is

higher than in Hausa. This fact could be used to increase
the effectiveness of the pilot project's extension proframs
which uce posters and road signs printed in Hausa and Eneglish

only. Literacy levels are much the same in each sample.
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Inventory, Production, and
Income Data

This s=ction is a continuation of the general descrip-
tion of the two survev villages, The followine data pertain
to asset, rroduction, and income magnitudes of the sample
farmers.

An effort was made to assess various tvepes of productive
capital belonging to the farmers. Table 15 summarizes the
results for the three sampling units.

Summarizing briefly, the data show that most farmers
have two or more farms and two or more rumbus. Decortica-
tors and bullocks for plourhing are scarce among each sample
group, althouch the Saulawa sample did turn un twe farmers
for both., (It was discovered during villase introduction
ceremonies that there were no mixed farmers in Karara and
only two decorticators.) Livestccl production or cunership
is very insionificant. However, several farmers own donkeys
which they employ for transporting crops, manure, and other
arricultural and househcld items. The averasze acreage per
sample indicates that Saulawa sample farmers are relatively
better off in terms of farm size than are Kaura Duma and
Kagara sample farmers,

Output data were collected for millet, cuinea corn,
groundnuts, and cotton. Farmers were asked how many bundles
of guinea corn and millet and bars of groundnuts and cotton
they harvested in 1964. Conversion was made into pounds

after deductinc for shelling and threshing loss. Since it



Table 15. An inventory of land, livestock, and capital
belening to sample farmers.

Inventory Classification Saulawa Kaura Duma Kazara

('umber of FTarmers)

Farms (number)

1 2 1 6
2 8 9 6
3 6 5 6
it 2 5 2
5 1 0 0
Groundnut Decorticator (number)
0 17 20 19
1 2 0 1
Rumbus (number)
0 1l 0 0
1 y 3 8
2 11 13 8
3 3 3 2
4 0 1 2
Bullocks (number)
0 18 20 20
2 1 0 0
4 1 0 0
Cattle (number)
0 15 18 18
1-2 3 0 1
3-5 0 2 1
6=9 0 0 0
10 1 0 0
Donkeys (number)
0 13 T 13
p i 5 11 y
2 1 2 3
Total Acreare per Farmer
2 1 L 2
2 4 3] 3] u
4 6 2 3 2
6 8 1 3 1
8 10 2 1
10 i
Average acreage 4.8 3.6 3

Note: Most farmers were unacquainted with the term "acre;"
therefore, they were told how to estimate an acre in
rourh fashion. !evertheless several farmers were
still unable to estimate their acrease; in these cases
no answer was recorded.
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was not possible to obtain reliable acreage figures per crop,

the output data shown here pertain to output per farmer.

Table 16. The average output per farmer of millet, guinea
corn, groundnuts, and cotton.

Crop Saulawa Kaura Duma Kagara

(Pounds per Farmer)

Millet 1302 1008 1242
Guinea corn 1245 1009 774
Groundnuts 752 383 528
Cotton 500 230 380

Note: A bundle of millet or guinea corn weighs on the
average seventy pounds; baes of groundnuts and cotton
weigh on the average 110 and 100 pounds, respectively.
Variation in the weight of bundles is likely to have
averaged out over the sampling unit.

Farmers who did not crow one or more of these crops
were naturally not included in calculating the average
outnut.

The higher output of all crops in the Saulawa sample is
quite obvious and offers further evidence of the relatively
higher standinc of Saulawa farmers. Surprisinzly, average
output per farmer is hicher in Karzara than in Kaura Duma for
all crops except guinea corn. While this fact could be due
to agronomic reasons, assuming close similarity in the size
of farms, it is procbably in part caused by the preoccupation

of Kaura Duma farmers with other activities than farming.

Furthermore, the larger averace number of dependents in the
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Kaura Duma sample may force farmers to allocate more land to
food crops and less to cotton and groundnuts.

Seasonally hired labor plays an important role in crop
production; therefore farmers were asked the amount of extra
labor they hired in 1964, as well as the number of family
members engased on their farms. (Vage rates vary from thirty-
four cents to fifty-eirht cents per dav dependine on the kind
of work.) Some farmers are unable to afford extra labor;
however, the averace farmer emnlovs some hired labor during
the peak-labor seasons. Uealthy farmers may use hired labor

throucshout the growine season.

Table 17. Hired and family labor for sample farmers.

Saulawa Kaura Duma Kagara

(Number of Farmers)

Family labor (number)

1 13 10 16
2 1 6 0
3 3 2 4y
u 2 2 0
Hired Labor (number of man-days)
0 7 9 10
(1-5) 0 3 1
(6-10) 1 2 2
(11-15) 3 1 0
(16-20) 2 3 3
(21-30) b 0 4
( 30) 2 2 0
Averare Number of Man-days Hired 17.9 7.85 8.75

llote: Farmers by custom quote hired labor in terms of man-
days worked; for example, a farmer would state:
"two laborers twice," which meant four man-days.
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These data illustrate once move the wealthier status of
Saulawa farmers who could afford to employ more hired labor
than their counterparts in Kaura Duma and Kagara.

Income data were ccllected for each farmer bv asking
how much was earned on the sale of groundnuts, cotton,
millet, and guinea corn, and from other 'secondarv' sources.
None of the sample farmers sold any food crops; therefore,
only income from the sale of groundnuts and cotton is given
(Table 18).

Average income in the Saulawa and Kagara samples is
quite similar; both samples sho'r a significantly higher aver-
age income than is to be found in the Kaura Duma sample.

The principal difference arises in the case of cash croos,
which Kaura Duma farmers presumably slichted to ¢row more
food crops.

Table 19 presents the various secondary occupations

named by farmers.
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