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Abstract

The stu j
B o, N?é;mrt\?se gﬁ;ce(l)\r/:;dhrelzvaeréce of FFST on cowpea production among small scale farmers in Kebbi
AT ) undred and forty-fqur (144). srpall scale cowpea farmers were randomly
udy. _ata collected were analyzed using descriptive statistics such asfrequency distribution,
percentage counts, ranking and mean. The results revealed that majority (77.8%) of the farmers were married,
E?rr:e:.hggﬁ of the farn:mers aged between 3.1 -40 years with a mean age of 41 years. About 34.9% of the
ouse hold size of 6-10 people with mean of 12, while 47.2% had farming experience of 11-15
years. Also about 47.2% of the farmers had no formal education. All (100%) of the farmers had access to
extension service. The farmers perceived relevance of FFST on their cowpea production practicesinclude land
preparation (X, =3.59), recommended spacing (X, = 3.50), time of planting and method of pests and diseases
control (X, =3.39), method of planting (X, = 3.28), chemical weeds control (X,= 3.25), identification of
improved varieties (X, =3.23), grain treatment (X, = 3.08), harvesting and processing techniques (X, 02.94),
modern storage method K, = 2.08), selection of viable seeds, choice and method of fertilizer application (X, =
2.78).However, age (r =-0.218), household size (r=0.185), educational level (r = 0.216), farming experience (r
= 0.040) and marital status (r = 0.209) had significant relationship with FFST received. Farmers perceived
constraintsincludeimproper trainingtimeschedule(ﬂ,,=2.92),farmersoonservativeattitude(ﬂ,,=2.81),high
level of illiteracy among the farmers (X, = 2.90), inadequate training infrastructure (X, = 2.81) and bad rural
access roads (X,= 324). The study recommended that, rural access roads should receive necessary
government attention. Trai ning for the farmers should be planned with them and they should be sensitized and
encouraged to acquire adult education.
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u;g;iiu?\;grnthe years, in its quest to provide enough food for the ever-increasing human population has

i i i i llevhvaoje (2004) and Ogunwale
i ricultural extension approaches. These according tp . /
e;ggz‘lmegteg grnl\c/’:rfti?)?\al ministry-based extension system, sector/ commodity focused extension systen"\, project
E)ased )elgte:sign system university organized extension, integrated rural devgtopment approach, farmers' focused
- e ; ining and visit (T & V) extension system.

R onunifed exten;o;(}éﬁ;ﬂﬁé&ag:sg;@ but(were criticized on the gro_un_d thgt, the approaches2 w1e1re
How_ever, these ezpprr::uction led, highly centralized, top down,expensi\‘/‘eand mo'nolltsr;i:(?lmgl% a:gs %::;?, eg FF)S.
e eoent oono'ept of farmer trainingapproach called Farr_nerfleldf. stoo ( te)d ¢ thefgod‘and
ansmueljtly,arporer iraditiona agricultural extension approach which was first promo - y’dl iy
JE wouiom =it from T 8 ndonesiain asmall rice-based system between 1989-1990 and rapidly sp

- izati inl i i ked the pilot phase of the
agriculture organization (FAO) i mencement of the approach in Indonesiamarked the

other Asian countries (Ajz:i %Fg&;';zz:}::me, thiswas aresponseto devastation by insecticide-induced outbreak
integrated pest managem

own plan er ce evastati im t 20,000 hectares of rice field in java alone

i ation was esti ated at abpu 20, o
(()f B S ABU hopp) ‘? r? ngrc;v;]hmeec:]t of Indonesiainorder to contain this menacelaunched an emergency training
NAERLS ABU, 2008). The



Results and Discussion
Socio-economic Char acteristi
. ’ eristicsof R
were married while 22 2% espondents: L5
e o of the far s: Entriesin Tab
::géngd‘zg;‘ﬁ;% produdion it married.ThIiZ?nir;)h&s th
of age and mean age: %) of therespondents € study areawere predomin a cowpea farmers that receivedFFS
ageof 41.04 werelessthan antly married indivi

of 41-50 ,about 417 21 years of viduals. Table 1

years, 12.5% of them Werebé age, 19.4% of them wer e between 2(13 3gmhe

-30years

% of ther
. espondentsw
impliesthat greater : ween 51-6 werebetween 31-40 year :
Proportion of therespond 0 years while 42% of thefarmer);wesr'e1 ggﬁtvz}g;:? ag?brad<ets
sof age. This

training activities. Thisisi ent >

) - Thisisin linewi ondentswerein their acti :

productive and - ewith thefindin Iveprodudtive age.

N1 aiso 1 ev:aln edeatst:gt %if 'fil‘?patein any integ'\?;g?;z];%a (t2015)that farme?gs;e atk::;ie;/ﬁraw?tlﬁag&somndetakm

12.5% of the respondents had ‘I/0 1 ?1f éhe respondents had househ((ja‘llZia;idzseInfcr easingtheir level of output. @ngﬁ

respondents in the study ar people, 16-20 people and ab of 6-10 people, about 27.8%, 16.7% and

cowpea cultivation Thi y area had large household size as this Qe 20ipeopl einespectival TS imp'li&s'th;??\

B oS ad This substantiates the view of can serve as reservoir for ch a
us advantage, asit enable the farm of Agwu (2004), that relatively large fami €2 |abour feaded ot

Farming experience (Table 1 ersto usefamily labour, thereby redud ge family size of a farmer is an

i 00 e e ane 1 At of propgition(8 220 bt el e

above?2 ad 16-20 years of experience wi efarmershad 11:13yeisolifma i

- tir: Oygarsof experiencerespectively. It impli&gt&th ";t%n of 185 years 15.3% and 16.7% had ?:’;‘:r'enﬁ’
ean v AU mo: : 7 san

B e e Rorthern o oot a7 sFsuidhe e ha S

Degree/ HND respectively. b and 4.2% of thefarmers had attained pri b of the farmets hadigoforiig

y. The implication is that education i B Jimany  SeooD O
can enhance farmers under standin ucation is generally considered RS /NCE and
: = gand acceptance of new i FEba asanimportant variablethat

agrees with the finding of Sabo (2006 ew ideaand practicesaimed at in i ivi :

; wh T aeasing product
variable that enhance farmers’ aﬁ,o tio) fo reports that formal education is generally oonsidergc‘j)asan 'Mty'Thls
Perceived Relevance ofFFST raif’)ﬁnsr;1 0b ne\a/ o b o

2 es . : . 3

B o OrganiZingtheinformati); pondents: Perception is about receiving, seledting, acquiri
ercention i : . tion supplied by our senses (Chaiporn, 2005). It iS ’ oy
perception IS @ ocontinuous variable and it affects the farmers choice of traini : s ImportanitofcSeds
depending on the relevance the farmer attach to a farmi cice of tralning on apeficl A4 ATIIRIRICEIES
e ; g o afarming practices as evident in Table 2 o
an _preparatlon technique (X, = 3.59))as the most relevant training received. It Lol Raie
spacing (X, =3.50) and this ranked 2, also time of planting and - It was followed by recommended

e v = . g and method of pests and diseases control (X,=3
perceived very relevant training to their cowpea farming, method of planting (X, =328) which )
rele\_/ant training received by thefarmers, chemical weeds control (X, =325) and this ranked et'gsl el il §‘h.as
reoetved by the farmers, identification of improved varieties was also perceived asrelevant (&:3236\?"? training
it raqked 7th. more so, grain treatment (X, 03.08), harvesting and processing techniques (X, E)] rzagxngand
perceived as relevant training and ranked 8t and 9" respectively. Training on modern storage mett{od)(&erae
2.80_(?wa§ also perceived as relevant by the farmers, selection of viable seeds, choice and method of fertilizer
apph_mtlon (X,=2.78)were perceived as relevant bythefarmers.Thisfindingimpliethat thefarmersperceived the
training on all the cowpea farming practioes as relevant to their farming systems. This could be attributed to

thefarmers realization of thecrudal roleimproved farming practicesplay in increasing produdtivity, yield aswell as

improve socio-economicwellbeing of farmers.
Views of Respondents on Effect of FFSTon their Cowpea Yield : Entries in Table3 revealed, about 24.3% of the

farmers admitted that they had very good increase in cowpea yield after receiving FFS training, more than half
(57.6%) of them daimed that they had good cowpea yield increase, while 17.4% and 0.7% of them expressed that
they had just slight and no yield increaseé respedively.ThisimpHesthat, majority of thefarmerswereof theview that
they obtained good yield increase in their cowpeéa and this can be _attrlbuted to the training they received. This
g:\Wrs with Davis et al.(2010) and Nigatet al. (201 3) whoreported impact of FFSon cropsyield in East Africaand
tral Java. : . :
Relationshi - _eoonomicamaracteristicsand FFST Received: Thevanab|_esmthehypothaiswere
tested usis:é%pb&tg gj&%ﬂhe analysisin Table5 showthat age (r=-0.040), house hold size (r=0.185), educationa
level (r=0216), farming experien r=0.04) and marital status(r=0209) aresignificantly related to the FFStraining
; |d size more educated farmers with

: i seho
recsived This finding implies that youroe” farmers, farmers with [r9e 0 : in
more farming experigenos and married farmersweré morelikely to have morezeal to receive FFStraining
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T\?:rli:b}é Distribution of Respondents according to socio-economic char acteristics
Marital Status RISALeNcy Percentage Mean
Married
Not Married 13122 Zg
Age (yrs)
o 10 69
21-30 28 19.4
31-40 60 417 41.04
41 -50 22 15.3
51-60 18 125
>60 6 42
Household size (No)
<6 12 8.3
6—-10 50 349
11-15 40 27.8 12.49
16 -20 24 16.7
> 20 18 125
Faming experience (yrs)
e 22 15.3
g 10 68 472 185
11-15 = 0
e-20 24 16.7
>20
Educational level 5 472
No formal education 0 132
Primary school 43 299
Secondary school 8 56
Diploma/ NCE 6 42
Degree/ HND

Source: Field Survey, 2016

R afarmers
Table 2: Perceived RelevanceofFFSTralnln by small scale cowpe

Perception Rating

Variable = Sightly Relevant Very (Sw) (B) Rank Dedsion
2 Relevant
t

Relevant. . Relcvdl 517 350 19 Relevant

. 1007) 5(35) 46(319) 9.';:(?2.3; ERE

Land preparation techniqué 0'7 9(62) g3(576)  51(35 i 350 2w Relevant
Method of planting 120-7; ey 41289 88O 3 e
Recommended spadng ; 12(8.3) 12(8.3) 39&27"1 ) 401 278 1 Relevant

Time of planting 4(28)

45(312)
Viable seeds selection 10(6.9) 50(34.7) (
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| e
|dentification of improved 10 (g9
varieties i 20(139) 60 (417) 54(375) 156
Chemical weeds control 6(42) 128 323 7th Relevant
Slection & method of  19(1 2)  66(458) 60
89 (417) 46
fertilizer application (132) 30(20.8) 59(410)  36(25.0) 403 gig 161":h dotith
Pests and disease control 2(1 : Relevant
. .4) 8 56
Harvesting and processing  14(9 ) 66(458)  68(472
T ) 488 339 "
techniques 3 23(160)  64(444)  43(299) 424 294 53;1: QZXZ:E
@ain treatment 10 ;
Modern storage technique 24 ((16697)) 1497)  78(542)  42(292) 443 308 8" Relevant
F > 16(11.1) 64 (44.4) 40(27.8
Source: Field Survey, 2016 Fi (278) 403 280 10t  Relevant

Table3: Distribution of Respondents based on their vi

ures i
g In parentheses are percentages, while Sw=Weighted Sum andXw SN

Response ews of Role FFStraining played on their Cowpea Yield
Very good increase fifieqtiency Per centage
Good increase 22 243

Sight increase 2 57.6

No increase : 1(;’;4

Total 144 160

Source: Field Survey, 2016

Tabl§4: Correlation test of relationship between selected socio-economic characteristics & training Received
Variable Correlation coefficient (r) p-value
Age -0.218** 0.031
Household size 0.185** 0.040
Educational level 0.216*** 0.001
Farming experience 0.040*** 0.003
Marital status 0209** 0014

Source: Field Survey, 2016

Table 5: Respondents’ Perceived Constraints to participation in FFStraining
Constraints Mean score (3 Decision
Improper training time schedule 292 Severe
Conservative attitudes of the farmers 281 Severe
High level of illiteracy among the farmers ;2(1) :\gz

yadequate training infrastructure 3'2 4 o
Bad rural access roads 237 Not Severe

Training too technical 176 Not Severe

Unethical job attitude of fadlitators
Source: Field Survey, 2016
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