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ABSTRACT

The study was conducted to determine the impact of growth enhancement scheme on
rural women livelihood in Kaduna State, Nigeria and to compare their performances in
terms of output, income and level of living with those of non-participants. A multistage
sampling method was used. Data were collected from a total of 272 respondents made
up participants and non-participants in the scheme using structured questionnaire and
interview schedule. Data analysis was achieved using descriptive statistics multiple
regression, t-test of statistic and z-test of statistic. This result should that the age of the
majority of respondent fell between 31 and 50 year majority of the respondents were
married, 75% and 83% for participants and non-participants respectively.
Approximately 71% and 56% of respondents form among the growth enhancement
scheme participants and non-participants had one form of education of another. The
main source of agricultural information as predominantly radio regression analysis
showed that age, marital status and level of education were significantly related to level
of participation at 5% level of significance, while extension contact and access to
market were also significantly related to level of participation at 10% level of
significance. There was a significant difference between output and income of GES
participants and non-participants. GES participants declared higher income than the
non-participants. There was also significant difference in the income of participants.
Among the challenges facing respondents in the study area was that of high rate of
illiteracy. It therefore recommended among others that functional literacy campaign for
women farmers be taken to the rural areas where these women reside.

Xi



CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background to the Study

The Nigerian economy has been strongly dependent on Agriculture for many years.
Before the discovery of oil in 1956, agriculture was the mainstay of the economy.
Agricultural enterprise such as cocoa, groundnut, oil palm and cotton production
accounted for a large chunk of foreign exchange earnings for the Nigerian economy
stressing the importance agriculture has played and continues to play. The South
western zone of Nigeria was known mainly for its cocoa production, the south east and
South South zones of the country were known for their oil palm production, while the

northern part of Nigeria were known for its groundnut and cotton production.

It is a known fact that majority of the world’s population live in rural areas where they
are engaged in agriculture (Taimi, 2003). However, developing countries and their rural
areas in particular, are characterized by poverty, unemployment, unequal distribution of
physical and institutional infrastructure, increasing rural- urban drift and the general
marginalization of the rural resources (Williams, 1978). According to Ekong (2003)
rural transformation denotes a rapid improvement in the life of rural man and his
physical environment. In the same vein, Smith (1977) is of the view that ,rural
development is almost synonymous with agricultural development and this conception
has been broadened recently to encompass the equitable and balanced transformation of
complex social- economic ,institutional, political and other relationships and process of
rural development including but not limited to agriculture, education, employment,
health care, nutrition, voice in decision making and actions that affect the live of rural

dwellers. ljere (1988) contended that, for rural development programme to succeed, one
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of its major concerns should be to reflect the realities, needs and aspirations of the rural

people and women in particular.

Women are central to the development of rural areas and to national economies, they
account for a significant proportion of the agricultural labour force, play a key role in
food production and perform most of the unpaid care work in rural areas (World Bank,
2000). Yet rural women and girls have restricted access to productive resources, such as
land, agricultural inputs, finance and credit, extension services and technology, which in
turn limits the efficiency of the agricultural sector. They face more difficulty than men
in gaining access to public services, social protection, decent employment opportunities
and local and national markets and institutions, due to cultural norms and security
issues. They are the most affected by malnutrition and hunger. Unpaid care work further
hampers rural women’s ability to take advantage of on and off-farm employment and

market opportunities in the agricultural sector (UNICEF, 2003).

Despite great progress in improving rural women’s status, the majority still live in
difficult conditions worldwide. Indeed rural women score lowest on all the millennium
development goals (MDGs) compared to women in urban areas and to rural and urban
men (UN Women, 2012).Women rights, contributions and priorities have been largely
overlooked by mainstream policies and institutions, as their participation in decision
making remains very low. The challenges facing rural women have been further
amplified by the combined impact of the economic and financial crises, volatile energy
and food prices, climate change, lack of investment in rural development and agriculture
and demographic changes. For instance, today around 900 million people are

chronically hungry, and according to WFP estimates 60 percent of them are women and



girls.Research has shown that food and cash crop production in Nigeria has for a long
time depended largely on the output of small-scale farmers who are mostly rural
women. Rural women are known to produce up to 60% of food consumed and have
been described as the backbone of subsistence agriculture in Nigeria (Osuala, 1991).
Again, according to (Adawo and Umobang, 2003) almost all active women in rural
areas engage in agriculture. Most rural women in Kaduna State particularly the southern
part engage in agricultural production. They do tedious farm work like marketing and
processing of the product. Their land ownership pattern is governed by a communal
land tenure system of small fragmented holding. The position and capability of rural
women meeting te challenges of agricultural development cannot be overemphasized.
Rural women made significant contribution to food production and processing, but men

seem to take more of the farm decisions and control the productive resources.

Generally, the work of rural women includes childbearing, household management, in
addition to some aspects of agriculture (production, processing, marketing, etc.). Their
specific task varies depending on the culture. Many literatures have testified that women
play important roles in the food production. According to Howard (1988), rural women
working on small farms are believed to produce about 90% of the food consumed
locally. In Nigeria most researchers maintained that 50-60% of agricultural labour force

came from women.

These studies carried out in different parts of Nigeria revealed that almost all
agricultural production and marketing activities, including animal husbandry are
performed by rural women (Gidarakau, 1999). In Bauchi, Plateau, Benue and some

parts of Kaduna State, women that are farmers are responsible for cultivation of food



crops or even cash crops for their families. It is therefore, indisputable that women
participate in almost all facets of farm activities alongside with men (Howard, 1988),

only their efforts have not been recognized and it has been on unequal basis.

Yahaya (2002) opined that rural development strategy brings about total transformation
in the quality of life of the people who are supplied with development projects. This
improvement in the human life takes the form of enhanced environment, healthy living,
asset possession, and access to knowledge and availability of sufficient resources for
decent standards of living, conclusive democratic atmosphere necessary for peaceful co-
existence and national stability. However, past poverty reduction programmes had a
marginal impact on poverty and rural livelihood despite large budgetary allocations and
these programmes failed to achieve their objectives because of poor design (Tomoriet
al. 2005). In view of this past failures of all these development programmes geared
toward improving rural livelihoods, the government came up with growth enhancement
support scheme. The growth enhancement support scheme is a federal government
initiative to actualize the Agricultural Transformation Agenda (ATA). It is also aimed at
subsidizing the cost of major agricultural inputs, such as fertilizer and seedlings for
farmers (This day live 2015). Growth enhancement support scheme is designed to
deliver government subsidized farm inputs directly to farmers via GSM phones. The
scheme will be powered by e-wallet, an electronic distribution channel which provides
an efficient and transparent system for the purchase and distribution of agricultural
inputs based on a voucher system. The scheme guarantees registered farmers e-wallet,
vouchers with which they can redeem fertilizers, seeds and other agricultural inputs
from agro-deals at half the cost, the other half being bought by the federal government

and state government in equal proportions (NAN, 2012).



Growth enhancement support scheme (GESS) represents a policy within the existing
fertilizer market stabilization programme and it puts the resource constrained farmer at
its center through the provision of series of incentives to encourage the critical actors in
the fertilizer value chain to work together to enable and improve productivity,

household food security and income of farmers.

1.2 Problem Statement

Nigeria was the leading exporter of groundnut with a world’s share of 42%. The country
also had 27% of the world’s palm oil export, 18% of cocoa and 1.4% of cotton as the
major West African cotton exporter. This glory however declined over years hence
Nigeria dominance in the export of groundnut was eclipsed by China, United States of
America (USA) and Argentina as at 2008. Indonesia and Malaysia took over in palm
oil, Cote d’ivoire and Ghana also became he leading exported of cocoa while Mali and

Burkina Faso led cotton exports (FMARD, Sep. 2011).

These competitors maintained their dominance due to strong marketing organizations
that linked the farmers to markets and provided support in the form of improved
planting material, fertilizer credit and rural infrastructure.Even with the decline in the
agricultural sector, agriculture continued to contribute about 40% to Nigeria’s GDP in
2010-2011 (United Nations, 2011). Agriculture is predominantly practiced in the rural
areas of the country, hence there is the need to ensure that farmers in the rural areas get
access to farm input such as fertilizers, seeds and information to enhance their

productivity and improve their livelihood.



However, the GESS (Growth Enhancement Support Scheme) which was created to

better the lives of farmers in rural areas has recorded poor database management, late

arrival of inputs to redemption centres, shortage of inputs, poor quality of seedlings and

not capturing the interest of medium scale commercial farmers in particular rural

women farmers. Within this context this study seeks to address the following questions.

What are the socioeconomic characteristics of the rural women in the study
area?

What is the level of participation of rural women in GESS?

What are the factors influencing the level of participation of rural women in
GESS?

What impact has GESS made on the rural women farmers since its inception?

What are the challenges facing rural women in participating in GESS?

1.3 Objectives of the Study

The main objective of this study was to examine the impact of GESS on rural women

livelihood in Kaduna State, Nigeria. The specific objectives were to:

describe the socio-economic characteristics of women in the study area;

assess the level of rural women farmer’s participation in the GESS;

determine the socioeconomic and institutional factors influencing the
level of rural women farmer’s participation in GESS;

determine the impact of GESS on rural women livelihood,;

identify the challenges facing the rural women in participating in GESS.

6



1.4 Justification of the Study

This study as anticipated to provide insight on how growth enhancement support
scheme wouldimprove upon and the livelihood of rural women better. This study aimed
or intended to contribute to literature by providing valuable, relevant information from
the rural women on Growth Enhancement Support Scheme.

The result of this study as anticipated would foster how the rural women farmers can be
helped by the organizers of the growth enhancement support scheme, policy makers and
individuals who are interested in improving the livelihood of women in Kaduna State,
Nigeria. It is also believe that this study would enable the re-design of Growth
Enhancement Support Scheme and a guide in the formulation of the cost effective

policies and ways in supporting the rural women.

1.5 Research Hypotheses
i.  There is no significant relationship between the socio-economic characteristics
and level of participation in Growth enhancement and support scheme.
ii.  There is no significant relationship between participant of GESS and non-
participant on their output
iii.  There is no significant relationship between participant of GESS and non-

participant on their income

iv.  There is no significant relationship between participant of GESS and non-
participant on their level of living.



CHAPTER TWO
LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 Rural Women Participation in Agriculture

A series of studies covering African villages showed that generally, more women than
men in cultivator families did agricultural work and that women were usually working
more hours than the men(Babalolaet al., 2010). Furthermore, it has been observed that
female labour in production tends to be less important in societies where intensive
agricultural systems are more dominant than the extensive systems. Although
agricultural systems in sub-Saharan Africa tend to be extensive cultivation systems, it
has also been observed that there is no significant difference between the labour usage
practices of societies having extensive cultivation systems. This difference, wherever it
exists, can be explained, at least in part, in factors such as social structures(Bamire, et

al. 2002; Ouma, et al 2006; Onu, 2006).

African family and inheritance systems combine to produce an agricultural system
which assigns the major role to women. Such a system is unique to this region and is
rarely seen in other parts of the world. It was concluded that failure to
recognize/enhance female labour activities is contributing to current problems with food
supply but these can be overcome most effectively by working with, rather than against
women (Kishoret al., 1999).  The merits of such collaboration cannot be
overemphasized or quantified. Beyond politics, the broad domains involving women of

various classes are agriculture, urban workplace, the law and education.

Women contribute tremendously to agricultural output but unfortunately they hardly,

until recently, benefited from agricultural incentives and innovation because of



economic suppression and social and traditional practices which undermine the
constitutional provisions on the equality of men and women. Gender discrimination,
rather than ignorance, is the reason for the lack of women participation in agricultural
programs and projects. In subsistence agriculture, particularly in Africa, food production

is mainly done by women, with little from men.

Women are important in agriculture, and agriculture is important to women. Women
around the world plant, weed, harvest, process, market crops and prepare food. FAO
(2007) estimates that Southeast Asian women provide up to 90 percent of the labor
involved in rice cultivation and that Sub-Saharan African women produce up to 80
percent of basic foodstuffs for household consumption and sale. In many instances,

however, the roles women play in farming and production are not formally recognized.

Women are key players in the agricultural sector of most developing countries of the
world. Despite this major role, however, the men have reportedly continued to dominate
farm decision making, even in areas where women are the largest providers of farm
labour. This could be counterproductive, because there is bound to be conflict when
women, as key players, carry out farm tasks without being part of the decision process,
especially when the decisions fail to recognize their other peculiar household
responsibilities. Previous efforts at estimating women’s role in agriculture have tended
to concentrate on evaluating their labour contributions. In Sub-Saharan Africa, where
women and men farm separate plots, women farmers have traditionally been responsible
for food production. Estimates from the Food and Agriculture Organization of the
United Nations (FAO, 2003) shows women account for more than half the labour
required to produce for consumption in the developing world, and three-fourths in Sub-

Saharan Africa.



2.2 Nigerian Women in Agriculture and National Development

The Nigerian woman has proved to be more than a mere bench-warming spectator, even
in the midst of the male-dominated professional congregation. If given the opportunity,
women can effectively participate in policy-making and governance. They can hold
their own in very difficult and stressful circumstances and can do as well, if not better,
than men (Akinbamiet al. 2012). The steady advancement of women in contributing to
the nation’s economic development and their progressive prominence in the national
scheme of affairs have, to a large extent, impacted on the Federal government and
government has responded positively in diverse ways(Ogbasuka and Salahu, 2005). On
the basis of available evidence and statistics, the role of women in agricultural
production in Nigeria cannot be trivialized. They perform crucial roles in the domestic
and economic life of the society. Rural and national development can hardly be
achieved with the neglect of this important and substantial segment of the society
(Kishoret al., 1999). In recognition of the importance of women in national building, the
Nigerian government, more than ever before, is keen on rural poverty alleviation as a
way of improving the economy. Focus is on planned and desirable change in the rural
societies in the form of agricultural development. The success of these planned change
programmes is hinged largely on the rational decision making process of the women. A
lot of literature has shown that the various contributions of women to agricultural
production in Nigeria(Autaet al., 2000). The role of women in decision-making process
in agriculture has however not been widely explored. Damisa and Yohanna (2007)
examined the level of participation of rural women in the decision-making in different
areas of agriculture and studied factors influencing their participation in the decision-
making process in farm management. They found that women’s participation in

decision making was quite minimal. In each of the farm operations, less than 20% of the
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women were consulted, except in the sourcing of farm credit, where about 28% were
consulted; about 13% or less of the women had their opinion considered in each of the

farm operations.

However, only between 1.0 and 2.5% took the final decision in all of the farm
operations. Women’s participation in farm management decision-making process is said
to increase with age, older women participating more in decision-making in the
different areas of agriculture than their younger age group counterparts. The high level
of knowledge and experience about improved farm practices acquired by the educated
women farmer had positive influence in that regard, (Damisa and Yohanna, 2007).
Wealth status of women is also another major determinant of the role of the women in
farm management decision-making; richer women being more involved than their

poorer counterparts.

The roles of women in agriculture vary from place to pace depending on the tribe,
culture, religion and geographical location. There is a strong argument with respect to
the degree of contributions of men and women to farm production practices and
ownership of farm enterprises. Most time, the roles of women are highlighted because it
used to be known that farming activities were done by men while women were known
with domestic chores and care of children. As a result of this position, most
development policies and innovation packages were directed at men. Gone were the
good old days when women were seen as full-time housewives. The current dwindling
national revenue and its economic consequences has put pressure on the male to the
extent that women are no longer permitted to sit at home and adopt the wait-to-be fed
attitude (Ogbasuka and Salahu, 2005). As a result, women have been prominent in small

farms and non-farm enterprises in rural communities as they provide the resource base
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for undertaking family responsibilities by means of small-scale production of food for

household consumption and home maintenance.

2.3 Growth Enhancement Support Scheme (GESS)

Agriculture has the potentials for employment generation, food security and poverty
reduction in Nigeria. This potential however, has remained untapped over the years.
Agricultural production in Nigeria is mainly carried out by farmers in rural areas. Most
of the farms are fragmented, have low input and low output. The usages of farm

machines, fertilizer and improved seeds have been very low.

According to World Bank (2013), only ten tractors are available per 100 hectares of
farmland in Nigeria as compared to 241 tractors per hectare in Indonesia. Several
attempts have been made over the years to boost farmers’ productivity. Among these
efforts are the supplies of farm inputs such as improved seeds, agrochemicals and
fertilizers at subsidized prices to the farmers. However, a large proportion of these
inputs could not be reached to farmers, as a result of the high level of corruption,

insincerity and political interruption in the distribution channels

Adesina (2013) pointed out that the old system used in supplying inputs to the farmers
are weak, inefficient and fraudulent, hence a large proportion of the farmers could not
benefit from it. He stressed that the inputs meant for the farmers were diverted by
political elites to other countries for personal gains. It was also noted that most of the
fertilizers supplied were adulterated, thus damaging the environment.All these
challenges were compounded by a drift of young agile men from the agricultural sector

to urban areas for white collar jobs, leading to agricultural production being dominated
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by the aged. An attempt to overcome these difficulties led to the introduction of the
growth enhancement scheme (GES) Adesina, 2013. The Growth Enhancement Scheme
was introduced in May 2012, as a pilot project in 36 states and the federal capital
territory. It is a federal government initiative to actualize the Agricultural
Transformation Agenda (ATA). According to the Federal Ministry of Agriculture and
Rural Development (2012) about 14 million farmers have registered for the scheme
throughout the federation. Inputs have been distributed in three seasonal production

cycles to farmers.

Growth Enhancement Support Scheme (GESS) represents a policy and pragmatic shift
within the existing fertilizer market stabilization programme and it puts the resource
constrained farmer at its center through the provision of series of incentives to
encourage the critical actors in the fertilizer value chain to work together to improve

productivity, household food security and income of the farmer (FMARD, 2012).

2.3.1 The Goals of GESS
Target 5 million farmers in each year for 4 years that will receive GESS in their mobile

phone directly totaling 20 million at the end of 4 years.

I. To provide support directly to farmers to enable they procure agricultural

inputs at affordable prices, at the right time and place.

ii. To increase productivity of farmers across the length and breadth of the
country of the country through increased use of fertilizer i.e. 50kg/ha from

23kg/ha.

13



iii. Change the role of government from direct procurement and distribution of
fertilizer quality and catalyst of active private sector participation in the

fertilizer value chain.

2.4 Socio-economic Characteristics of Women

With an estimate 140 million inhabitants and a population growth of 2.5% annually,
Nigeria is the most populated country in sub-saharan Africa and the 10™ most populated
country in the world (NPOC 2006). Approximately, 49 percent of the population
engages in agriculture as their major occupation. The agricultural sector is the mainstay
of the majority of Nigerian rural poor, with over 70 percent of the active labour force in
rural areas employed in agriculture and the sector contributing over 23 percent of the

GDP in 1996(World bank 2007).

The contribution of women in agriculture is poorly documented in Nigeria. This is
largely because women carry out activities that are unpaid such as domestic work care
giving day care, preparation of meals, working on husband’s farm and family farm apart
from own farm, disposing of garbage, market and shopping, etc.(FOS 1999; NLSS
2004). Women play a major role in the production of food crops and also undertake
activities such as trade to earn cash income. Female farmers are associated with
traditional subsistence and low yield food crops, due to their lack of influence and their
inability to access agricultural innovations (Ani, 2003).there may be differences in
agreement as to the extent of the involvement of women in agricultural production, but
there is a consensus that women are important participants in all sub-sectors of

agriculture, namely crops, livestock, fisheries and agro forestry.
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Bzugu and Kwagho (1997) reported that women form the highest proportion of the
economically active population in rural Nigeria and play an important role in
agricultural activities in small food production, where they contribute an estimate 60-80

percent of total labour used.

Women in agriculture level of participation in this scheme have been participating in
other programmes and activities and it is also assumed that some have benefited from
past programmes and see the need to make use of the innovations that is introduced by

the Growth Enhancement Scheme extension agents.

However, their participation and the extent to which they adopt this innovation may
vary as a result of differences in their socio-economic background. Also the way these
rural women perceive the scheme and the cultural factors operating in their various

localities could influence their level of participation.

It is envisaged that level of participation is related to factors such as age, education

background, extension contact, farm size. as discussed in this section.

I. Age: The respondents within the range of 29 to 30 years constituted 19%
while those within 41 to 50 years of age were 28%, the forgoing
therefore implies that most of the women farmers are young, most active,

agile and physically disposed to pursue economic activity.

ii. Marital Status:Ogunbameru (2006) reported that majority of the

respondents were married (90% and 81% respectively). Also cited that all
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women farmers are married, implying that their occupational role in the
in the family as mothers and home makers did not clash with

participation in the scheme.

iii. Family size: Majority of the respondents (50%) had between five and ten
children and these large family sizes probably necessitated them to

produce more food and increase income with the aid of the scheme.

iv. Level of education: Analysis of the educational status of the respondents
indicated that the male are educated than the female ones. For instance
only 50 percent and 40 percent of male and female farmers respectively
had more than primary education. The educational levels of respondents
indicate that most of the participants were fairly educated. The fact that
majority of the women farmers in these studies had some form of formal
education is an advantage since education is generally considered as an
important variable that enhances the farmers adoption of new

technologies.

V. Farming Experience: Most respondents have had many years of practical
experience on farming, for example, 34% had 16 to 20 years of farming
experience. This made them familiar with the improved practices, which
in turn exerted a positive impact on the production process and adoption

of new technologies.
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Vi, Farm Size of Women Farmers in Nigeria: This is to illustrate the nature
of agricultural production in Nigeria and gender aspect of this. The
survey consists of a study of selected farmers in Kogi State in North
Central Nigeria (Adekanye, Otitolaiye and Opaluwa, 2009). The data
shows that farm size is generally small for the farmers, over 60 percent of
the respondents have farm size less than 1.5 hectares. None of the 200
farmers cropped more than 2 hectares of land. Nigeria has a
disproportionately large fraction of agricultural production or output is in
the hands of these small holder women farmers whose average holding is

about 1.0.3.0 hectares.

Vii. Access to Extension Services: Rodriguez (2003) reported that two thirds of
the 1,000million illiterate in the world are women and girls. Available
figures shows that only 5 percent of extension services have been
addressed to rural women while no more than 15 percent of the world
extension agents are women. In addition extension services are focused
on cash crops rather than food and subsistence crops which are the
primary concern of women farmers and the key to food security. The
problem of extension services in the case of women farmers is because of
the unified agricultural extension system. In this system, men are almost
always the first and perhaps the only target and recipients of planned
changes in agriculture. Available evidence is that women still lag behind
in terms of extension contacts, attendance at training and other indices of

development/education for agriculture.
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Viil. Women farmers’ access to land: In Nigeria women farmers suffer from a
common disadvantage in that they rarely hold legal rights to farmland.
They depend on their husbands for the allocation of farm plots each
farming year. Onyeagba and Okafor (2000) cited in Ugboh (2006) both
agreed that customary land rights forbid female land ownership, and the
weakness of women’s land rights in their inability to use land as
collateral, to obtain access to credit. This limits the ability of the women
to venture into more profitable aspects of agriculture like cash crop
production. The ownership of land and easy access to farm inputs and
services by rural women are essential to increase their productivity and

hence income status.

iX. Women Farmers’ access to credit: Informal sources of funds are most
popular for production, especially personal savings of farmers themselves
(Adekanye, Otitolaiye and Opaluwa, 2009). Buba, (1999) reported that
only ten percent of the credit volume is extended to women mainly
because nation legislation and customary laws do not allow them to share

landed property right along with their husbands.

2.5 Women Participation of Growth Enhancement Scheme

The survival and sustenance of agriculture and rural development in Nigeria, as well as
in many sub-Saharan African countries, rest squarely on the rural women who operate
largely on subsistence and small holder levels of farmlands between 0.5-3 hectares.
Those women produce household food thereby contributing substantially to poverty

alleviation and food security. While agricultural research continues to develop new
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varieties with higher yields and increased tolerance to unfavorable environmental
conditions, an untapped source of agricultural growth and rural development could lie in
reducing the bias against women in agriculture. Findings from a study financed by the
United Nations Development Programme revealed that women contribute significantly
to agricultural labour force in Nigeria, depending on the region, they produce two-third

of the food crops.

Women’s access to technological inputs such as improved seeds, fertilizers and
pesticides as well as information, credit facilities and land ownership is limited. They
are frequently not reached by extension services and are rarely members of co-
operatives, which often distribute government subsidized inputs to small farmers. A
monitoring report by FEPSAN on Growth Enhancement Support Scheme, only 17% of
women actually had access to the fertilizers supplied under the scheme. The percentage
of women who are agro dealers participating under the scheme was not recorded, but
from field reports only few women are agro dealers and most of them did not participate

in the scheme.

Given the traditionally limited role of women in decision-making processes at the
household, village and national levels in most cultures their needs, interests and
constraints are often not reflected in policy making processes and laws which are
important for poverty reduction, food security and environmental sustainability (Role of

women in food security and national development) (Comfort Kinang, 2012).
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2.6 Level of Participation of Growth Enhancement Support Scheme

The results of the first two years of ATA have been outstanding within 90 days of the
appointment of the minister of agriculture Dr.AkinwumiAdesina, direct procurement
and distribution of fertilizer and seeds were eliminated, ending four decades of endemic

corruption in the fertilizer sector.

All fertilizer and seeds contracts were scrapped and production of foundation seeds
handed over to the private sector. In its place the launch of Growth Enhancement
Support Scheme Programme started to provide targeted support for seeds and fertilizer

to 20milion farmers within four years.

2.7 Impact of Growth Enhancement Support Scheme

Improved seeds have been described as the engine of any agricultural revolution and
fertilizer the fuel. Access by farmers to these modern agricultural inputs is therefore the
backbone of ATA. The Growth Enhancement Support Scheme was launched to provide
targeted support for seeds and fertilizer to 5 million farmers in the first year and 20
million farmers within four years. The scheme was based upon technological,

institutional and financial innovations, namely:

I. An electronic wallet system developed using mobile phones to deliver
seeds at no cost and 50% subsidy on fertilizers, for a maximum of two
bags to farmers. Electronic vouchers for seeds and subsidized
fertilizers were sent to farmers on their mobile phones. The vouchers
were then used to cash to redeem farm inputs from registered agro-

dealers across the country.
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2.8

ii. A database of 4.5 million farmers was developed in 2012 for GESS, the
number of farmers in the database has now been updated to 10 million

farmers in 2013.

iii. A total of N30 billion was leveraged from commercial banks using
government guarantees, to finance the seed and fertilizer supply in the
country, without spending one naira from the federal ministry of

agriculture and rural development.

iv. The policy has spurred private sector activity to build supply chains that

reach farmers — The GES Program stipulates demand for fertilizer by

putting cash directly into the hand of the farmers via e-wallets.

Challenges facing Growth Enhancement Support Scheme

Despite the generous ratings of the effectiveness and successfulness of the scheme in

subsidized inputs to the farmers most agro dealers still faced some challenges in

obtaining fertilizers, one major challenge is the late delivery of inputs, both fertilizer

and seeds. The inputs do not come in good time for the planting season.

Dealers had difficulties working with some of the fertilizer and seed companies.

Difficulties were mostly related to logistical arrangements and payment. There were

also difficulties working with the farmers. Many rural women farmers did not

understand how the scheme works, especially the e-wallet. This resulted in difficulties

processing their claims. Poor telephone network also contributed to the difficulties in

farmers processing their claims.The inability to access finance was a challenge for some
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of the agro dealers who needed support in to participate in the scheme. The cumbersome
processes, high interest arte and demand for collateral were prohibitive.

There were some complaints from farmers the types of fertilizers supplied were not
appropriate for the local soil types. Consideration of the local soil types and crops
grown should be made in determining the type of fertilizer supplied fro each location.
Another factor that was challenging is the locations of collection centers were too far for
many to easily access. At a minimum every local government area should have a
collection center. The e-wallet is found to be limited in effectiveness, due to largely
poor telecommunication services. Clear alternative procedures for redeeming inputs,
such as the use of scratch cards should be developed and effectively communicated to

all stakeholders.

2.9 Theoretical and Conceptual Framework

Structural Functionalism Theory

The theoretical framework guiding this study is the theory of structural functionalism
and its perspective on rural women and development. Structural functionalism refers to
the analysis of the various parts of society, family, government, education, etc. in terms
of the way they function to promote social order and harmony. This originated in the
work of Spencer and Durkheim and it became the dominant perspective in sociology in
the twentieth century, they used this organic analogy in which they compared a society
to a living organism. A society as a structure has specialized parts that function and
inter-relate for the operation of the whole, just as specialized organs function to create

equilibrium in the physical organism.
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In this regard structural functionalism will mean the participation of rural women in
growth enhancement scheme which is organized by the federal government and partly
played by the researchers, extension agents involved in terms of communications and
training. All these players can be likened to specialized parts of structure that function
and inter-relate for operations of the whole, they all function to promote social order
and harmony and they aim to improve standard of living, not only for the rural women

farmers but also for the entire nation.

However, Ekong (2003) asserted that structural functionalism, a school of thought
adopted for this study sees the role of women in the family as expressive providing
warmth, security, emotional support and stabilization of male adult perspectives. The
need to take care of children and generally care for members of the family they hold,

locate the place of women in the home.

According to Otite (1994) in the structural functionalist perspective a casual analysis
revolves around how changes in parts or a combination of parts affect the state of the
whole system.However, to Talcott Parsons, gender differences rather help to rate the
society. This is accomplished through complementarity of roles in family units.
According to Helen Ciaos in Ekong (2003), differences such as consideration of the
male sex as normal and female as deviation from the normal is seen as a male
dominated language, she maintains that women must rise up to assert themselves in
learning and discoveries so as to unlock in society a sexuality that is just as much

feminine as masculine.

23



2.10 Conceptual Model

Ekong (2003), views conceptual model as a broad system of explanation which is
founded not so much on prior research findings but largely on untested and unproved
assumptions about social realities. The model shown in figure 1 shows the relationship
between the socio-economic and institutional characteristics of the rural women farmers
(independent variables) and rural women level of participation in Growth Enhancement
Scheme dependent variable which determines their role in agricultural production
activities. Socio economic variables comprise age, marital status, household size,
educational level, farming experience and farm size while institutional variables include
contact with extension agents, access to market participation in growth enhancement
scheme, which is a major agricultural programme.lt is expected that the relationship
between these two variables and level of participation in growth enhancement scheme
will lead to effects which are increased output and income i.e. improving the real

income as well as enhancing the standard of living of the rural women farmers.

In the model below, the arrows that started from the independent variable are the
determinant variables of the dependent variable at the terminal end of the arrows. The
arrow started from dependent variable and ending in the effect which is the likely

outcome of rural women’s level of participation in growth enhancement scheme.
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Figure I: Factors Influencing Level of Participation in Growth Enhancement Scheme
and its Impact on Livelihood
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CHAPTER THREE

METHODOLOGY
3.1 The Study Area
Kaduna State is located in the north central part of Nigeria and lies between latitudes 9°
10> and 11° 3° North and longitude 6° and 9° 10> East. It has an estimated total
population of 6,210, 208, comprising 3,139,041 males and 3,071,667 females (NPC,
2006). The total arable land of the state is estimated to about 2,148,700 hectares.
Kaduna State occupies part of the central position of northern Nigeria with Kaduna as
its capital. It shares common boundaries with Katsina, Niger, Kano, Bauchi and Plateau
States. To the southwest that state shares a border with Federal Capital Territory, Abuja.
The entire land structure consists of undulating plateau in major rivers in the state,
including river Kaduna, River Wonderful in Kafanchan, River Kagom, River Gurara
and River Galma. The primary occupation of most households in the state is crop
farming, other major occupation that sizeable proportion of households are involved in
include livestock farming and trading (KADP, 2007).The state falls mostly within the
Northern Guinea Savannah zone which comprises two savannah types, namely scrub

and bush savannah. The average annual rainfall in the state is about 1482.9 millimeters.

BIRNIN GWARI ZONE

BirninGwari zone is divided into five blocks, namely BirninGwari, Chikun, Kaduna
South, Kujama and Kaduna North. These blocks are divided into twelve cells. The zone
has a total estimated population as at the end of 2010 of 1,507,967 consisting of
764,900 males and 743,067 females (NPC, 2006). The main ethnic groups here are
Gwari, Kadara, Jaba, Hausa and Fulani who are mostly Christians. There are two

seasons — rainy season and dry season, characterized by the Harmattan wind starts
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November to early March. The rural women are predominantly farmers engaged in sole
and mixed cropping as well as livestock production. They are involved in farming from

land clearing to post harvest operations.

LERE ZONE

The zone is divided into five blocks, namely Saminaka, Damakasuwa, Kauru, Turunku
and Rigachikun. The blocks are further divided into 17 cells for ease of administration.
The zone has a total estimated population as at the end of 2010 of 991,762 consisting of
498, 929 males and 492, 833 females (NPC, 2006). Rainy and dry season are the major
seasons. Apart from crop production, the people are also engaged in other occupations
such as trading, poultry, and animal rearing. The main ethnic groups in Lere Zone

include Hausa, Fulani and Gwari, who are mostly Muslims.

3.2 Sampling Procedures and Sample Size

A multi stage sampling method was employed for the selection of respondents for the
study.Firstly, two zones out of the four agricultural zones in the state BirninGwari and
Lere were purposively selecteddue to the fact that the project was only carried out in the
two locations which represents 50% of the zones; secondly from each selected zone,
two agricultural extension blocks were randomly selectedthrough the use of ballot box
method. The selected blocks are Rigachikun and Saminaka, from Lere zone and
BirninGwari and Chikun from BirninGwari zone. The last stage involves using a
formula for calculating sample size based on the assumption of 5% expected margins of
error, 95% confidence interval and applying the finite population correction factor.
Therefore, 10% of the number of registered growth enhancement scheme participants

were randomly selected through the use of cart methodfrom each block to obtain a
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sample size of 136 respondents. In order to effectively study the impact of GESS
programme on participants, equal sample population of non-participant were also

purposively selected from the same block areas and were used as a control group.

Table 3.1:Growth Enhancement Support Scheme Participants Sample Size

Selected Blocks No. of GESS 10% of Selected no. of non-
Participants Participants participants
selected
Rigachikun 800 80 80
Saminaka 160 16 16
BirninGwari 240 24 24
Chikun 160 16 16
Total 1360 136 136

3.3 Method of Data Collection

Data was collected from primary sources. The primary data were collected in June,
2015 through the use of structured questionnaires and interview schedule was overseen
and confirmed by the research supervisors. Data were subsequently collected with the
help of trained enumerators on the women farmers’ socio-economic characteristics such
as age marital status, educational level as well as institutional variables such as access to
extension contact.

Validity and reliability of the instruments used for data collection were determined to
achieve a successful and appropriate result. Content validity was used to measure the
adequacy of the instrument items in study. Content validity in this context sought to
determine the relevance and adequacy of items included in the instrument. Jury method
was employed to subject the entire instrument to the scrutiny of relevant experts.

An instrument is considered reliable when it consistently produces the same result when

applied to the same sample many times over. The test and retest method of applying
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instrument reliability was adopted for this study. In order to achieve this, 5% of the total
number of questionnaires sampled was administered to the respondents at an interval of
one month to determine the consistency of the analytical instrument based on which the

analytical tools were chosen.

3.4 Analytical Tools and Techniques

Data collected were subjected to both descriptive and inferential statistics. Descriptive
statistics including measures of central tendencies such as mean, percentages and
frequency distribution was used to achieve objective (i), (ii), (iii) and (vi); The t-test of
statistics was used to achieve objective (v). The z-test is used to determine two means
are significantly different. It is usually adopted when the sample size is large is when it

is equal to or greater than 30.

Logit Régression Analysis:
Logit regression was used to achieve objective (iv) and test hypothesis (i) which is the
factors influencing level of participation in GESS programme in the study area. The

general logit regression model is mathematically expressed as:

Y=B0+B1X1+X2+B2X3 +B4X4+...+ Bng FU. (1)

Where

Y = level of participation of women farmers in GESS (1= high, 0= if otherwise)
Xi =age of farmer in years

X, =marital status (married -3, divorced/widow-2, single -1)

Xs=household size (numbers of members)
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Xs=education level of the farmer (in years)

Xs=sex (male=1, female=0)

Xeg=access to extension (number of visits)

X7= membership of cooperative (years of membership)
Xg=access to credit (naira)

Xo=access to market (1=access, 0=not access)

U=error term

i =constant term

Bi — Bo=regression coefficients

Level of Significance

Z- test Statistic

The z-statistic was used to achieve objective iv of the study. The specific expression

used to determine the t-statistic is as follows:

CXa-

712
1S, S,
nl n2

Where:

z= calculated z value
X 1= mean value of participants of GESS programme

X 2 = mean value of non-participant of GESS programme

S, = standard deviation of participants of GESS programme
S, = standard deviation of non-participant of GESS programme

n, = sample size of participants of GESS programme
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n, = sample size of non-participant of GESS programme

Chow-test statistics
The chow test was used to test hypothesis ii, iii and iv which stated, there is no
significant difference between the output, income and level of living of participant and

non-participant in GESS programme. This was expressed mathematically as:

(RSSR — SSR1 — SSR2)/ k
(SSR1+ SSR2)/ n— 2k

Where;

RSSR = the sum of squared residuals from a linear regression in which bjand bpare
assumed to be the same, b has dimension k, and there are n observations in total.

SSR;= the sum of squared residuals from a linear regression of sample 1.

SSR,= the sum of squared residuals from a linear regression of sample 2.

The total number of observation is n = n; + nand the number of parameters is k.

3.5 Operationalization and Measurement of VVariables

3.5.1 Independent Variables

Age of Respondents is operationally defined as the chronological age of the women
farmers. This was measure in terms of actual age of the respondents at the time of the
study.Hofferth (2003) argues that the higher the age of the household head, the more

stable the economy of the farm household, because older people have also relatively
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richer experiences of the social and physical environments as well as greater experience
of farming activities. More also, older household heads are expected to have better
access to land than younger heads, because younger men either wait for a land
distribution, or have to share land with their families. The estimated coefficient of age
was expected to have positive sign on participation in GESS because they would have

better access to land.

Marital status: This refers to the character if being single or married, divorced or
widowed, categorized as married =3, divorced/widowed=2, single=1. The a priori
expectation of marital status was expected to be positive on GESS programme

participation.

Household size:This means the total number of people in the house which includes the
wives, children and dependents that reside within the same house. Since food
requirements increases with the number of person in the household and also because
land and finance to purchase agricultural inputs are limited. Increasing family size,
according to Brown (2004), tends to exert more pressure on consumption than the
labour it contributes to production. The larger the family size the more favorably

disposed will be the members to participate in any agricultural programme.

Level of education: This is the length of time the respondent has spent in formal
schooling.Educational level of an individual is usually indicated by number of years in
formal schooling or by educational certificates obtained or qualifications. Education is

an important variable in the study, it is expected to enable farmers comprehend more to
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sources of information or new technologies. The level of education attained enhances an
individual’s management ability and understanding of government’s policies. Education
is also an important attribute in decision making as regards perception, adoption of
innovation which may bring about increase in output, yield and income. This was

measured by the total number of years spent in various levels of formal schooling.

Farming Experience:farming experience is an experience gain with age while carrying
out farming operations. Since the major occupation of the respondents is farming, the
length of time in farming can be linked with the age of the farmers. As the age increases
among the farmers, their years of experience also increase. This variable was measured
in number of years the respondent has being into production. The estimated coefficient
of farming experience was expected to have positive relationship with GESS
participation. This length of time of the respondent was measures in the number of

years.

Farm Size: This is the size of farm operated by the woman farmer measured in
hectares.It is a measure of the availability of land for agricultural production. Land
ownership, is a good measure of land availability (Minot et.al, 2006). It is expected that

the farmers with more lands will tends to participate in GESS programme

Extension Contact: This is the number of visits by extension agents to the farmers.The
relationship between agricultural extension agent and the farmer is an important
determinant in improving yield, income of the farmers as well as in ensuring food
security (Chikezieet al., 2012). The more number of visits of an extension agent to the

farmers, the greater the chance for them to adopt innovation. It was measured in terms
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of number of visits made by an extension agent. The estimated coefficient of extension

contact was expected to have positive sign on the participation in GESS programme.

Access to credit facilities: This refers to accessibility to external sources of fund to the
women farmers for the purpose of farming. This was measured as Yes=1 and
No=0.Credit is a very strong important factor that is needed to acquire or develop farm
enterprise (Ekong, 2003). Its availability could determine the extent of production
capacity. This was measure as amount received in naira. The estimated coefficient of
credit obtained is expected to have positive sign on participating in GESS programme.
The a priori expectation for access to credit is expected to be positive; this implies that

access to credit by the farmer is increasing on GEES participation

Access to market: This is the distance the farmer is expected to travel in order to get to
the nearest market where she can sell her farm produce. In this study, market distance
measures how long it takes to move farm produce from the farm gate to the nearest
market. It was measured as Km. It is expected to be positive or negative sign, negative
sign meaning a decrease in distance from the farmers’ village to the nearest market
would increase chances of market participation hence increase in income. Conversely,
positive sign meaning a unit decrease in distance, households closer to market outlets
would be likely to participate in marketing activities than households living further

away.
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3.5.2 Dependent Variable

Level of participation of women farmers in GESS

This is the involvement of participants in various agricultural activities such as crop
production, animal production, marketing, food processing, poultry and fish
farming.This was measured by the total number of agricultural activities or programmes

the participants were engaged in during the farming season under study.
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CHAPTER FOUR
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

4.1 Socio-Economic Characteristics of Participants and Non-Participants in
Growth Enhancement Scheme

411 Age

Analysis of women farmer’s socio-economic variables is represented in Table4.1. A
comparison of the result indicate that about 90% of participants and about 80% of non-
participants were between the ages of twenty and fifty years old, while only 10% and
15% were above 50 years old from among participants and non-participants
respectively. The mean age of participants was 39, while the mean age of non-
participants was 45.85. This agrees with the assertion that young people tend to
withstand stress, put more time in various agricultural operations and participate in
programmes which can result to increased output (Adeola, 2010). Young people are
dynamic and willing to take risk connected with adoption of new agricultural
technology which may explain the higher propensity for participation in developmental
project such as GESS. Ekong (2000), who reported that most of the respondents
involved in active farming activities were below 50 years. Adamuet al. (2013) noted
that young farmers are capable of managing risks associated with new idea or practice
than older people who are less active. Ekwenta (2004) asserted that young farmers are

more enthusiastic and more inclined to adopting innovation than elderly farmers.
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Table 4.1: Age Distribution of Respondents

Variables Participants Non participants
Age(years)

20-30 20(14.7) 2(1.47)
31-40 56(41.18) 43(31.62)
41-50 46(33.82) 70(51.47)
51-60 14(10.3) 17(12.5)
61-70 0(0) 4(2.92)
Mean 39 46

4.1.2 Marital Status

Similar, most of the respondents were married (77.95% and 88, 97) from among
participants and non-participants respectively. This implies thatfarmers interviewed in
the study area have family responsibilities, which shows that majority were married and
have children which would help in appreciable number of family labour supply to
accomplish various farm operations. The significance of marital status on agricultural
production and livelihood activities can be explained in terms of the supply of
agricultural family labour. It is expected that family labour would be more available
where the household heads are married (Amazaet al., 2009). This finding is in line with
Solomon (2008), who opined that large household size assists more on farm and other
household activities. Finding was corroborated by Sabo (2006) and Ogunbameruet al
(2006) who found that majority of respondents (90% and 81%) respectively were
married. It was observed that about 18% and 11% were either widowed or divorce from

among participants and non-participants respectively.
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Table 4.2: Marital status of Respondents

Variables Participants

Non participants

Marital Status

Single 5(3.67)
Married 106(77.9)
Widowed 17(12.5)
Divorce 8(5.88)

0(0.0)
121(88.9)
15(11.03)

0(0)

4.1.3 Household size

The result in Table 4.3 show that about 53.7% of participants and 52.2% of non-
participants had between 5-10 people as house hold size. The mean household size was
9 for participants and 8 for non-participants.This implies that the farmers in the study
area might have advantage of family labour availability if many household members
participate in farms.However, the implication oflargehouseholdsizeisthatitwillincrease
household consumption expenditure which would compete with production for limited
financial resources within the household. This finding is in consonance with (Oyewole,

2012.) who noted that size of the household was associated with labour availability that

can be used for different agricultural activities.

Table 4.3: Distribution of Respondents’ Households

Variables Participants

Non participants

Household size

1-5 4(2.9)
6-10 73(53.7)
11-15 50 (36.7)
16-20 9(6.6)
>20 8(5.8)

0(0.0)
71(52.2)
65(47.8)

0(0.0)

0(0.0)
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4.1.4 Level of education

The result in Table 4.4 shows that over 70% of respondents from among participants
had one form of education or another. However, only about 56% of non-participants
were educated and 43.4% had no any form of education. This means that most
respondents had attained certain level of education. The high level of education from
among participants predisposes them to high level of awareness and adoption of modern
farming techniques. In contrast, the size of women farmers from among non-
participants without any form of education rather large, this could be a contributing
factor to their lack of participation in the scheme. Ojuekaiye (2001) posited that
education is an important socio-economic factor that influences farmer’s decision
because of its influence on farmer’s awareness, perception, reception and the adoption
of innovation that can bring about increase in production or reduced production.
Education is important for easy understanding of improved methods of agricultural
production and makes farmers more receptive to advice from extension agencies or be
able to deal with technical recommendations that require a certain level of numeracy
and literacy (Abdullahi, 2010). This finding corroborates with UNDP (1997) that any
level of education may be able to positively modify people’s behaviours. This finding is
also agrees with Amaza (2000), who found that education has a positive and significant
impact on farmers’ efficiency in production. Thus, literacy level will greatly influence
the decision making and adoption of innovation by farmers, which may bring about

increase in productivity.
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Table 4.4: Distribution of Respondents’ by Level of Education

Variables Participants Non participants

Level of education

No Formal education 40(29.42) 59(43.38)
Primary education 50(36.76) 73(53.67)
Secondary education 14(10.29) 4(2.95)
Tertiary education 18(13.23) 0(0)
Adult literacy 5(3.63) 0(0)
Quranic education 9(6.67) 0(0)

4.1.5 Farming experience

Farming experience is very vital in the profile of farmers as cognate experience in any
field of endeavour can lead to expertise. It is also the process of gaining knowledge and
skills is termed experience. It is a measure of the period an individual farmer was
involved in agriculturalproduction. The more the number of years of production, the
more knowledge and skills gained. Experience influences individual’s perception and
understanding of the management requirements and it is also an importantfactor

determining both the productivity and the production level in farming and marketing.

The result in Table 4.5 reveals that 87.5% of respondents from among participants and
84.6% from non-participants had farming experience of between 6 and 20 years with a
mean value of 11lyears for participant while non-participant had 9 years. According to
Amazaet al. (2009), farming experience is an important factor determining both the
productivity and the production level in farming. Generally, it would appear that up to a
certain number of years, farming experience has a positive impact. Adebayo (2011)
agrees with this when he stated that years of experience in farming has great influence
on production, storage and marketing of farm output because it is an indication of the

farmer’s expertise in farming.
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Table 4.5: Distribution of Respondents by Farming Experience

Variables Participants Non participants

Farming experience(years)

1-5 17(12.5) 21(15.44)
6-10 27(19.85) 78(57.35)
11-15 38(27.94) 33(24.26)
16-20 54(39.71) 4(2.95)
Mean 11 9

416 Farmsize

One major characteristic of small scale farmers is small land holding. In order to be able
to ascertain the size of land, farm and resources under the control of farmers, farm sizes
were examined.It could be inferred from table 4.6 that about 94% of respondent’s
participation in the scheme and about 98% from non-participants cultivate land size of
between 0.5-3.0 hectares. This is in agreement with CTA (2000) and cited by Ogunlela
and Mukhtar (2009). It was reported that a disproportionately large fraction of
agricultural production or output is in the hands of small holder women farmers whose
average holding is about 1,030 hectares. Mean size of land cultivated by respondents
was 1.39 hectares for participants and 0.86 hectares for non-participants. Positive
relationship has been established between farm size and improvement in households’
income and its profit efficiency (Jayne et al., 2005;Deininger, 2003). The larger the

farm size of the household, the higher the expected level of food production.
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Table 4.6: Distribution of Respondents by Farm Size.

Variables Participants Non participants
Farm size

0.1-1.0 40(29.41) 98(72.05)
1.1-2.0 70(64.71) 26(24.26
2.1-3.0 18(13.2) 12(8.8)

>3 8(5.88) 0(0)

Mean 1.39 0.8

4.1.7 Sources of Information

Sources of Agricultural information of the rural women is Table 4.7. The result shows
that (98.5%) of the rural women participant and (94.1%) of the no participant source
their information through radio as their major source of agricultural information. Usman
et al., (2012) noted that the high percentage of radio users showed that radio was
relevant to any strategy that involves rural development in Nigeria. Radio remained one
of the most important medium for communicating with the rural populations of
developing countries. Particularly in Africa where, according to the BBC World
Service, there were estimated 43 million radio receivers in 2008.A comparison of the
result indicates that radio was the most popular source of agricultural information
among the respondents. This is in agreement with the finding of Farinde and Soetan
(1999) who reported that 100% of Oyo women possess radio and obtain their
information through radio. With the choice of radio by the women farmers as the most
popular source of agricultural information, agricultural information will be made
available to them even without electricity, making use of the cheap dry cell batteries as

a source of power.
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The result in Table 4.7 also revealed that contact farmerwas next highest, (86.8%) for
participant and (81.6%)for non-participant of GESS programme. Television was used
by 74.3% of the participants and 14.7% of the non-participant on growth enhancement
support scheme programme. According to Sanusiet al. (2009) radio is highly used as
source of information among farmers due to its ability get hold of the listener’s attention
even without picture.Arokoyo (2003) opined that radio and television remained the
major ICTs used for extension service delivery especially in the rural areas. Similarly,
Adejo and Haruna, (2009) stated that these classes of ICTs facilities are ideal for rural
areas, cheap to set up, easy to use and filling vital needs. It further revealed that
majority of the respondents did not use internet at all. This could be due to limited
awareness of internet facility and rural environment of the farmers.

Theleast source of information utilized among participant and non-participant on
growth enhancement support scheme programme were extension publications 36.8%
and 2.9%, extension agent 27.9% and 57.8%, workshop 19.1% and 0.7% and internet

12.5% and 1.5% for participant and non-participant respectively

Table 4.7: Distribution of respondents according to their source of agricultural
information

Source of Information Participants Non-participants
Radio 134(98.5) 128(94.1)
Contact farmers 118(86.8) 111 (81.6)
Television 101(74.3) 20 (14.7)
Extension Publications 50(36.8) 4(2.9)
Extension agents 38(27.9) 80(58.8)
Workshops 26(19.1) 1(0.7)
Internet 17(12.5) 2(1.5)

43



4.2 Level of participants of women in Growth enhancement scheme

Respondents were asked to indicate which of the listed agricultural/economic activities
they were engaged in during the farming season under study. The listed programmes are
crop production, animal production, produce marketing food processing, poultry
production and fishery. Analysis of the (Table 4.8) shows that 58 respondents
representing 42.65% participants in 4 programmes, while 39 respondents representing
28.67% participated in all 6 programmes. This implies that about 71% respondents
participated in at least 4 programmes. It was also observed that about 20% and 8% of
respondents respectively participatedin 2 and 3 programmes only. This is in agreement
with the report of Igbe (2007), who reported that most of the women farmers

participated in 4 agricultural programmes

All 136 participants (100%) cultivated food crops ranging from maize, soybean,
groundnut, sorghum, sweet potato, rice and tomato, while an equivalent number of
participants reared on type of animals of the other. These included goats, sheep, cattle
and pig. Only a few participants (28.67%) were engaged in poultry and fishery
production. Almost all respondents cultivated groundnut and soybean which according
to them served as special savings and a source of capital. They sold them off alongside
small ruminant animals to raise capital for the next farming season. Perhaps this is

because these crops are not reallyvulnerableto attack by storage pests.

Table 4.8: Distribution of participants by their level of participation in growth
enhancement scheme

Number of programmes Frequency of participants % percentage
6 39 28.67
4 50 42.65
3 11 8.09
2 28 20.50
Total 136 100
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4.4  Factors Influencing Level of Participation on GESS

The study identified certain socio-economic factors which have influence on women
level of participation in Growth enhancement scheme in KADP. The Logitregression
analysiswas used to factors that influence participation in GESS programme in Kaduna
state. The estimated coefficients of the Logit model, along with the standard error and t-
values are presented in Table 4.9. The likelihood ratio test was -79.145 with 8 degree of
freedom significant at (p<0.01). This implies that all the variables included inthe Logit
model are jointly significant in influencingfarmers’ decision to participate in GESS
programme. Therefore, the socioeconomic and institutional characteristics offarmers
have a significant effect on their decision to participate. Table 4.9 shows that age,
education, access to market, membership of association, extension contact and access to

credit, are statistically significant determinants of participation.

The result presented in Table 4.9 shows that age (0.0269) was positively and
significantly influential to participation in GESS programme. This variable was
significant at 1% level of probability. This implied that as farmer’s advances in age the
use of ICTs is increased. Age is an important determinant of use of ICTs. Older farmers
are assumed to have gained knowledge and experience over time and are better able to
evaluate technology information than younger farmers (Mignounaet al., 2011; Kariyasa

and Dewi 2011).

Access to market was statistically significant at 1% level of significance. This means
that the more access to market by the respondents the more their involvement in the
scheme. Informal discussion with participants has revealed that most of the participants

have become marketers themselves. They buy farm product from other farmers and
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carry them to any one of Kawo, GadanGayan, KasuwanMagani and SabonBirniDaji

markets, thus making markets accessible to the participants.

Membership of associations was positive and significantly influential to farmers’
participation in GESS. This was significant at 1% level of probability. This indicates
that membership of associations enhanced farmers participation in GESS. This finding
was consistent with the finding of Nwaobiala (2014) in her finding on socio economic
factors influencing farmers’ participation in community based programme in Abia and
cross river States. She found a positive influence of membership of association with

participation in GESS.

Extension contact was significant at 5% level of probability and positively influential to
farmers’ participation in GESS. This is because extension contact was a good predictor
of participation, given the important role being played by contact farmers in prompt
delivery of agricultural information under. The training and visit (T&V) system of
extension and the placement of most male extension agents with female by Kaduna
State Agricultural Development Project (KADP) Similarly, Kuye, (2004) identified
extension contact, access to market level of education, access to credit, access to land
and taking part in decision making as factors affecting women participation in Urban
agriculture. While the influence of credit accessibility was at 1% level of
probability. The positive coefficient of credit accessibility suggests that participating

farmers had sufficient capital which could encourage their participation in GESS.

Coefficients of household size (-0.0327), sex (0.0010) and marital status (0.1534) were

however not significant with level of participation. One possible explanation with
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regards to household size for this relationship with level of participation might be that
most of the participants now discourage the over reliance on family labour on the farm
to enable their children have access to formal education. The result on the marital status
was contrary to that reported by Sabo (2006) which showed significant relationship
between marital status and participation in Women in Agriculture (WIA) programme in
Borno State. The pseudo R-square was 0.58 which indicates that independent variables
jointly explained 51 percent of the variation that occurred in women’s level of
participation in the scheme was due to socio-economic variables considered in the

model.

Table 4.9:Socioeconomic and Institutional Factors Influencing Farmers’ Participation in
GESS in the study area

Variable Coefficient Standard error  t—value

Intercept 0.9316 0.4307 2.16**

Socio-economic variables

Age 0.0269 0.0085 3.17***
Education 0.1893 0.0764 2.48%**
Access to market 0.133 0.025 5.32%**
Household size -0.0327 0.0249 -1.32"°
Sex 0.0010 0.0006 1.15N°
Marital Status 0.1534 0.2026 0.76"°

Institutional variables

Membership of association ~ 0.1804 0.06772 2.66***
Extension contact 0.0794 0.0333 2.48**
Access to credit 3.5380 0.3608 9.81***

Pseudo R?=0.58
Log likelihood=-79.145

**% = n< 0.01, = p<0.05%, * = p<0.10 and NS = Not significant
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4.3 Impact of Growth Enhancement Support Scheme Programme on Rural
Women Livelihood

4.3.1 Impact of growth enhancement support scheme on household output

An independent samples t-test was conducted to analyse impact of growth enhancement
support scheme on household output. The t-test indicated that there was significant
difference between output of participant and output of non-participant. The result shows
that the output of participants positively related with the output of non-participant at p<
0.05. The calculated t-value was 3.62 and exceeds the critical value (t-critical two tail)
of 1.91, therefore these relationships suggest direct relationship between the output of
participant and non-participant. This result also implies that GESS programme has a

significant impact on the output of the farmer in the study area.

Table 4.10: Impact of GESS on household output

Output of Participant Output of non-

participant
Mean 15213.9 6524.3
Standard deviation 14168.1 7146.71
Observations 136 136
Hypothesized Mean Difference 0
Df 135
t Stat 3.62
P(T<=t) one-tail 2.16E-06
t Critical one-tail 1.657
P(T<=t) two-tail 4.33E-06
t Critical two-tail 1.91**
**p < 0.05

4.3.2 Impact of growth enhancement support scheme on household income
An independent samples t-test was conducted to analyse impact of GESS programme on
household income. The t-test indicated that there was significant difference between

income of participant and the income of non-participant. The result also shows that the
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income of participant is negatively related with the income of non-participant at p<
0.05.

The calculated t-value was 6.89 and exceeds the critical value (t-critical two tail) of
1.91, therefore these relationships suggest inverse relationship between the income of
participant and the income of non-participant household. This result also implies that
GESS programme has a significant impact on the income of the farmer in the study

area.

Table 4.11: Impact of GESS programme on household income

income of non-

participant income of participant
Mean 816.9 2350.6
Standard deviation 116.785 591.797
Observations 136 136
Hypothesized Mean Difference 0
Df 135
t Stat -6.89
P(T<=t) one-tail 1.39E-23
t Critical one-tail 1.662
P(T<=t) two-tail 2.78E-23
t Critical two-tail 1.91**

**p < 0.05

4.3.3 Impact of growth enhancement support scheme on household level of living
An independent samples t-test was conducted to analyse impact of participating on
GESS on household level of living. The t-test indicated that there was significant
difference in level of living of participant and the level of living of non-participant. The
result shows that the level of living of participant is negatively related with the level of
living of non-participant at p< 0.05. The calculated t-value was 3.22 and exceeds the
critical value (t-critical two tail) of 1.91, therefore these relationships suggest inverse

relationship between the level of living of participant and the level of living of non-
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participant. This result also implies that participating in GESS programme has a

significant impact on the level of living of the farmer in the study area.

Table 4.12: Impact of GESS programme on household level of living

Level of living of non- Level of living of

participant participant
Mean 48375 289512.8
Standard deviation 1608.29 51021.4
Observations 136 136
Hypothesized Mean Difference 0
Df 135
t Stat -3.22
P(T<=t) one-tail 3.93E-05
t Critical one-tail 1.66
P(T<=t) two-tail 7.86E-05
t Critical two-tail 1.91**

**p < 0.05
4.4 Challenges facing Growth enhancement scheme participants non growth
enhancement scheme participants

There are appreciable numbers of women involved in agriculture in the study area.
However, there are a number of problem affecting their agricultural activities. These
problems may have effect on their output and incomes. The identified problems are
presented in Table 4.13. The result shows that 100% of respondents from among the
participants indicated that discrimination against women farmers in the distribution
farm inputs such as fertilizers as their major problems. In adequate extension agents
were reported by 95.6% of respondents from among the participants. Other problems
indicated include inadequate capital (89%), lack of adequate storage facilities (86%),
high rate of illiteracy (73.5%), lack of market (44.1%) and inadequate land (37.5%). On
the other hand, high rate of illiteracy posed the greatest challenge of respondents from
among non-participants with (75%) of then indicating that it was their major problems

inadequate capital was reported by (30.9%). Other problems indicated by respondents

50



from among non-participants included discrimination against women in the distribution
of farm inputs such as fertilizers (72.8%), lack of adequate storage facilities (95.6%),

lack of market (62.5%) and inadequate land(40.4%).

Table 4.13: Challenges facing rural women in participating in GESSProgramme

Problem areas Participants Non participants

Discrimination  against ~ women 136(100.0) 102(75.0)
farmers in the distribution of farm
inputs such as fertilizers

Inadequate extension agents 130(95.6) 42(30.9)
Inadequate capital 121(89.0) 114(83.8)
Lack of adequate storagefacilities 117(86.0) 99(72.8)
High rate of illiteracy 100(73.5) 130(95.6)
Lack of market 60(44.1) 85(62.5)
Inadequate land 51(37.5) 55(40.4)

*n> 136 due to multiple response figures in parentheses are in percentages

45 Test of Hypotheses

45.1 Hypothesis (1)

Stated in Null form states that there is no significant difference between socio-economic
and institutional characteristic of women farmers and theirparticipation in the scheme
was achieved (table 4.9) to test the hypothesis out of six socio-economic variables
studied, analysis showed that there, namely age of farmers, marital status, and level of
education. Hence the null hypothesis is rejected and the alternative hypothesis accepts.
This implied that there is a direct and positive relationship, between socio-economic

variables and level of participation in the scheme.
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4.5.2 Hypothesis (1)

The chow test statistics was applied to ascertain the programme impact on output,
income and level of living of participant and non-participant. The application of the
chow test statistics involved obtaining the residual sum of squares from regression
analysis which involved participant and non-participant separately and pooled as the
third regression. If F- chow calculated value was greater than table value then impact
was from GESSprogramme otherwise impact was outside the programme.

The null hypothesis (Ho) which stated that there is no significant difference between the
output of participant and non-participant was tested using the result of a chow-test
presented in Table 4.14. The result revealed that the Chow F calculated was 3.62, while
F table value at 8 degree of freedom with sample size of 136 was 1.91 at 5% level of
probability implying a significant impact of growth enhancement support scheme on the
output of the participant in the study area since the F calculated was greater than the F
table. Hence, we reject the null hypothesis that there is no significant impact of GESS
programme on the output of participant farmersin the study area and it can be concluded
that the growth enhancement support scheme (GESS) programme had positive impact
on the participant output. These result supports the findings of Musa (2004) and
Abdullahi(2010) who reported that the participation in irrigation project significantly
improved the living conditions of the participants through increased crop output and

income.

4.5.3 Hypothesis (111)
The null hypothesis (Ho) which stated that there is no significant difference between the
income of participant and non-participant farmers was tested using the result of a chow-

test presented in Table 4.14. The result revealed that the Chow F calculated was 6.89,
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while F table value at 8 degree of freedom with sample size of 136 was 1.91 at 5% level
of probability implying a significant impact of GESS programmeon the income of
participant farmers in the study area since the F calculated was greater than the F table.
Hence, we reject the null hypothesis that there is no significant impact of GESS
programmeof income on participant in the study area and it can be concluded that the
growth enhancement support scheme (GESS) programme had positive impact on the
participants’ income. These results again supports the findings of Musa (2004) and
Abdullahi(2010) who reported that the participation in irrigation project significantly
improved the living conditions of the participants through increased crop output and

income.

4.5.4 Hypothesis (1V)

The null hypothesis (Ho) which stated that there is no significant difference between the
level of living of participant and non-participant farmers was tested using the result of a
chow-test presented in Table 4.14. The result revealed that the Chow F calculated was
3.22, while F table value at 8 degree of freedom with sample size of 136 was 1.91 at 5%
level of probability implying a significant impact of diversification on the level of living
of diversified farmers in the study area since the F calculated was greater than the F
table. Hence, we reject the null hypothesis that there is no significant impact of GESS
programmeon level of living of participantin the study area and accept the alternative
hypothesis.The current findings also supports Bellonet al. (2003) and Musa (2011) who
compared level of living between treatment and control groups and found that
beneficiaries had better family nutrition, clothing, housing, consumer durables, good
drinking water and water pumps than the non-beneficiaries. Agricultural Development

Projects have been shown to improve crop productivity, enable households to grow
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higher incomes and wage rates for family labour, deficit the poor and landless through
increased foods availability and lower food prices. The implication is that better income
gives better purchasing power and hence the improvements in the level of living.
Consequently, it can be concluded that this project as a development and social impact

intervention project has achieved the goal for its establishments.

Table 4.14: The result of chow-test showing significant impact on output, income and
level of living on GESS programme

R’ RSS N K F-cal  F-tab
Output
Pooled samples 0.51 248E+07 136 8 3.62 1.91
Participant 0.46 426 E+06
Non-participant 0.35 294 E+06
Income
Pooled samples 0.49 685E+07 136 8 6.89 1.91
Participant 0.36 305 E+07
Non-participant 0.34 224 E+07
Level of Living
Pooled samples 0.59 9204.3 136 8 3.22 1.91
Participant 0.41 6195.42
Non-participant 0.24 2182.25

R” = regression coefficient, RSS = residual sum of square, N = numbers of observation and K = numbers
of parameters
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CHAPTER FIVE
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

5.1 Summary

The study was undertaken to investigate the level of participation and effect of Growth
enhancement scheme on rural women livelihood in Kaduna State.The study was
conducted in two selected zone (Lere and BirninGwari)out of the four zones in which
Kaduna State was divided for agriculturaladministration purpose. A multistage
sampling procedure was followed. The two zones out of four represented 50% from
which four blocks were selected. This represented 40% from which 136 respondents
10% of registered growth enhancement scheme participants in the blocks were selected.
These respondents were interviewed alongside one hundred and thirty-six (136)
respondents who are non-participants using structural questionnaire. In all, a total of
272 respondents were interviewed for the study.The primary data were collected
through the useof structured questionnaire. The statistical tools used to analyse the data

were descriptive statistics, logit regression,z-statisticsand chow statics.

The result of the analysis indicated that the average age were 39 and 46 years for
participant and non-participant farmers respectively. The majority (77.9%) and (88.9%)
for participant and non-participant farmers respectivelywere married. The average
household size for the two groups was 9 and 8 members per household for participant
and non-participant farmers respectively. Majority 70% and 56% of participant and non-
participant are literate.The average farming experience for the two groups was 11 and
9years for participant and non-participant farmers respectively.The average farm size
among participant and non-participant farmers was 1.39 hectares and 0.8 hectares

respectively.

55



The result shows that (98.5%) of the rural women participant and (94.1%) of the no
participant source their information through radio as their major source of agricultural
information. contact farmerwas next highest, (86.8%) for participant and (81.6%)for
non-participant of GESS programme. Television was used by 74.3% of the participants

and 14.7% of the non-participant on growth enhancement support scheme programme.

Results further showed that about 29% of GES participants participated in all six
schemes consisting of crop production, animals’ production, poultry, fishery, produce
marketing and food processing. About 42.65% of them participated in 4 scheme 20.5%
participated in two programme while only 8.09% of respondents participated in 3

programmesonly.

The regression analysis also showed that level of education, age, and marital status were
significantly related to level of participation. The results showed that age contributed
significantly toward level of participation in GES programme at 5% level of
significance. This implied that as age increases level of participants in GES scheme
increases. Similarly marital status was significant at 5% level of significance. This also
implied that women’s marital status as influenced their level of participation in GES
programme. The coefficient level of education was also statistically significant at 1%
level of significance. However, the coefficient (-0.064) was negative, implying that as
level of education increases level of participants in GES programme decreases,
implying increased tendency to go for white culler jobs.

Furthermore, the coefficients of extension contact and that of access to market were
significant and positive. Access to market was statistically significant and positive at

10% level of significance.Coefficient of determination was 0.611 indicating that the
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variation of 61.1% in level of participation in the scheme was due to the socio-economic

variables considered in the models.

An independent samples t-test was conducted to analyse impact of GESS on household
output, income and level of living. The t-test indicated that there was significant
difference between output, income and level of living of participant and non-participant.
The result shows that the output, income and level of living had a significant impact on
the participant at p< 0.05 level of probability. Analysis of the result showed that
discrimination against women farmers in the distribution of farm input such as
fertilizers was the most serious problem faced by the women farmers. This was
followed inadequate capital and high rate of illiteracy, other problems faced by the
women farmers were lack of adequate storage facilities, inadequate women extension

agents, lack of market and inadequate land.

The result shows that 100% of respondents from among the participants indicated that
discrimination against women farmers in the distribution farm inputs such as fertilizers
as their major problems. In adequate extension agents were reported by 95.6% of
respondents from among the participants. Other problems indicated include inadequate
capital (89%), lack of adequate storage facilities (86%), high rate of illiteracy (73.5%),
lack of market (44.1%) and inadequate land (37.5%). On the other hand, high rate of
illiteracy posed the greatest challenge of respondents from among non-participants with
(75%) of then indicating that it was their major problems inadequate capital was
reported by (30.9%). Other problems indicated by respondents from among non-

participants included discrimination against women in the distribution of farm inputs

57



such as fertilizers (72.8%), lack of adequate storage facilities (95.6%), lack of market

(62.5%) and inadequate land(40.4%).

5.2 Conclusion

The study was carried out to determine the impact of growth enhancement support
scheme on rural women livelihood.The age distribution, marital status, household size
farming experience of the two groups of farmers showed a lot of resemblance.
However, the farm size of participants was observed to be generally bigger than those of
no participants.The main source of information utilized was predominantly radio, while
there was so much more regard for contact farmers by the participants than was
accorded Village Extension Agents. Regression analysis showed that level of education
age and marital status were significantly related to level of participation at 5% level of
significance.Statistical analysis showed a lot of difference in the mean annual output
and income levels of the two groups of farmers GESS participants had a higher mean

output and income levels than the non GESS participants by a wide margin.

5.3 Recommendations
Based on the findings of the study, the following recommendations were made to

enhance farmers’ participation in growth enhancement support scheme programme.

i.  Discrimination against women in the distribution of farm inputs was one of the
major challenges facing the women farmers. There is therefore the need for
paradigm shift-a complete re-orientation in development thought on the

importance of gender as an effective instrument for policy formation. It is
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5.4

recommended that women should be given appropriate types of technology to
cater for the inputs such as fertilizer,labour intensive farm activities, good

financial support and access to more farm land through appropriate land reforms.

Farmers were constrained by inadequate capital. Since there is the growing need
for credit on the farm either to pay for additional farm inputs, pay for farm
labour, procure agro-processing equipment and storage facilities the promotion
of savings among farmers and farmer groups should be encouraged as well as
encouraging the social organisations to secure loans for their members from

agricultural banks.

Since cooperative membership was a significantly determinant of GESS
participation, the rural women farmers should join cooperative societies, so as to
be able to benefit from the government and non-governmental organization

through increased credit access, input supply and farm advisory services.

Inadequate storage facilities were reported as a constraint. Commodity market
produce user programme should be established by government and non-

governmental organization to handle excess farm produce.

Contribution to Knowledge
The study established that growth enhancement support scheme (GESS)
progamme significantly impacted on participant farmers livelihoods, with the
participants having 69.9% higher mean output, 74.2% higher mean income and

85.7% higher mean level of living than the non-participants in the study areas.
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The study revealed that discrimination against women farmers in the distribution
of farm inputs such as fertilizers (100%) and inadequate extension agents
(95.6%) of the participants identified these as the major constraints facing the

sustainability of GESS programme in the study areas.
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APPENDIX I: QUESTIONNAIRE
Department of Agricultural Economics and Rural

Sociology, Faculty of Agriculture
Ahmadu Bello University, Zaria

Farmer’s questionnaire
Level of Participation and Effects Growth
Enhancement Scheme on Rural women livelihood

IN
Kaduna State.

Interview Schedule

Demographic Information

A General Information

. Questionnaire identification code No

Name of Village

. Tribe

Language Spoken

Religion

. Social Economic Characteristics of Respondent
. Age in years
Marital Status? Please tick (a) Single () (b) Married () (c) Widow () (d) Divorced

0

Household size? ()
Please indicate the total number of people living with you (indicate your

husband)
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10. Level of Education

School type No of year spent Qualification

No. school

Primary School

Secondary School

N.C.E

Others(Specify)

11. Primary occupation
(@) Teaching () (b) farming () (c) civil servant ()  (d) produce marketing ()

(e) food processing/marketing ()  (f) others (specify) ()

12. How long have you been farming? (Years)

13. Farm size (hectare)

BLevel of women participation in GES prog.

14. Indicate which of the following agricultural/ Economic enterprise you are engaged

in. Tick
(@) Crop production () (d) Animal production () (c) Poultry production ()
(d) Food production () (e) marketing of farm produce ()  (g) provision of farm
labour( )

15. What types of crops did you cultivate last farming season Tick?
(@) Maize () (b) Rice () (c) Beans () (d) Tomato () (e)

Sweet potato () (f)yam () () paper () (h) cowpea () (i)
Soyabeans () (j) Casava () (k) Sugar cane () () Sorghum ()
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13. Please provide the following information regarding production input and fertilizers

used by you for the production of your crops.

Activities Amount paid

Leased land

Land preparation

Fertilizers

Weed/pest control

Harvesting /processing

C Participation in Farm Labour
Do you provide labour on other people’s farm during the farming season?

(a) Yes () (b) No ()
15. If yes for what purpose?
(@) Assist other farmers() (b) for cash only () (c) Both for cash and assist other
farmers ()

16. Are you engaged in food processing? Yes () No ()

D Access to Extension

17. Have extension officers ever visited you in your farm in the last farming season
@ Yes()  (b)No()

18. Have extension officers ever visit you in your house in the last farming season
@ Yes()  (b)No()

19. What is the sex of the EA/BEA in your area?
(@) Male () (b) Female ()

20. How often was the EA/BEA visit (Tick)

(@) Onceaweek ()  (b) 2-3 times a week () (c) Once a month () (d) 2-
3 time in a month () (e) Others specify ()

E Access to Land
21. Do you own any peace of land? Yes () No ()
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22. If yes by what means did you acquire the land?
(@) Purchase () (b) Inheritance () (c) Lease () (d) Gift () (e) Others specify ()

23. What is the size of the land you own?

F. Access to credit facilities
24. Did you ever benefit from bank credit facilities for your farming business?
(a) Yes () (b) No ()

25. If no why?
(@) 1 hate bank loans () (b) There is discrimination against women () (c) My husband
would not allow me ()

G. Accessibility to Farm Labour

26. What type of labour do you often use on your farm?

(@) Self labour () (b) Using the assistance of relatives () (c) Using my own children
§) (d) Using labour provided by my self& my husband () (e) Hired labour (f)
Communal labour from women Cooperative members ()

27. Do you have access to tractor hiring in your area? Yes () No ()

28. Do you have a market in your village or ward?
(a) Yes () (b) No ()

29. How far is the nearest market which you usually sell your farm product? Tick
(@) About 1-3 kilo away ()  (b) About 4-6 kilo away () (c) About 7-9 kilo away ()
(d) More than 10 kilometers away ()

30. How frequent does this market operate? Tick
(@) On a daily basis ()

(b) Weekly ()

(c) Twice weekly ()

(d) Once ina month ()
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Challenges Facing Women Farmers in the Study Area
31. Indicate the challenges/constraints you often encounter in carrying out agricultural
activities in your area? Tick

1 | Constraints

2 | Inadequate capital

3 | Lack of market

4 | Inadequate women extension against for all women

5 | Lack of adequate storage facilities

6 | High rate illiteracy storage facilities

Discrimination against women farmers in the
distribution of farm inputs such as fertilizer

Discrimination against women in access to
agricultural credit

9 | Late arrival of fertilizers.

68




