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ABSTRACT

D £ Agricultural Economics and Extension Technology. Federal /UI;’;‘EI’\‘;’;“ o Techiclogy Minng,
cpartment of Agric al G : ) ; on: 080657258
wé(,,_ State. Nigeria. Corvesponding Author: gcm.s'uluu/mmu(u,.\u/mu.cum. ‘

The study examined the appropriateness and reliability of 'ugrif'tflliff'u( II.r;‘()I'IH.(IfI[())H{.\‘{)(]I.C'c}.‘(.’.’S' u‘,\')c;;/’ /7’\) ;H'c{.b[e crop
1 okown and Karn Local Government area of Nasarawa pidieie iilelEgedis Srom 129
farmers in kok erview schedule and analyzed with descriptive statistics and likert scale, The
findings revealed that farmers received their agricultural information H'I().\'fil" 1/1;'(;:;?/1 n:f’c/.rj;rc;f) lf;if/.{”'(f/(_ﬁ\"V:()lffl/
inter-personal channels/methods. The findings further showed llu.rr mc/u') (,? - -‘-.‘e_().s’“[ NH( l/ ‘cuc L?.b (x 5 L_‘73)'
fellow farmers (x = 3.48), drama (x = 3.47) and wonien cooperdtive .\'uc'!u{l (X = 3.0 ) were the HI().\{ uppmprm.{e
sources for disseminating agriculnoal information. However., the result U_/‘fl'lt' sty showed f/”lf radio (x = 3.83),
fellow /hnrwrt\‘ (x = .?.()‘7}‘ wonien cooperative society (X = 3.63), extension t{.‘:t’”f (o = 5-3-7),. "L'.\'L'(ll'cllcf:h' (.\‘I =
3.47). opinion leaders (x = 3.46) and drama (x = 3.45) were the most /‘c'/mh/c. c‘lmnuc/.v._f()i' conmunicating
agricultural information to farmers. Major problem face by the respondents were 1/1(/]1/71‘()!)J'm{e schedules of the
agricultural programme (x =2.76) and innovation complexity (x=2.67) The study therefore reconunended that
farmer’s interest should be the centre of any innovation and more so the information should be clear, simple,

'prcci.\-c, timely and free of ambiguity.

respondents through the use of int

INTRODUCTION

Information and communication are essential ingredients needed for effective transfer of technologies that
aredesigned to boost agricultural production. They are useful as sources of agricultural information to farmers and
as well constitute methods ofnotifying farmers of new developments and emergencies. They could equally be
important in stimulating farmers’interest in new ideas and practices (Anier /.. 1997). Human race is totally
dependent on agriculture and as the world population continues to grow. there must be continuous reassessment of
agricultural practices to optimize their efficiency (Mugabe. 2003). According to Yahaya and Olajide (2000) the
diffusion and adoption of innovations remains the back bone of the expected development in agriculture. Olowt
(1998) noted that development and production of relevant and appropriate technologies is one of the pre-requisites

for sustainable agricultural production. Others include dissemination of these technologies as well as their

eventual utilization.

The extfnsnon should torge‘cpmmuni'cati_(m link to create network for sharing knowledge and experience (World

F:m\. 1 )‘)()l).T’l:;eO];L)npAOse ot;ommumcatmn is to bring about chanee in attitude, knowledge, skills of the receivers
owuet al., 2 . According to Ekumanka b R , X ’ . ; 0
= g ankama (2000). sustainable agricultural development will continue !

elude Nigeria unless appropriate innovations are effect; . i

: 1ons are effectively communi Pt i formation
L i ) unicated ¢ ‘ ming ation. Infor

and communication are essential ingredient o the farming popul

boost agricultural production, For f: i nced_ed‘t‘or effective transfer of technologies that are designed to
flsHibe appro )ri:ite and ; nl: b?l fartners to benefit from such technologies, they must first have access 10 U
s proj and reliable and also learn how to effectively utilize them in their farming systems &

practices. It is therefore against the forewoi ! The

o - S going problems the tollowine res iecti e form lated. Th
¢ ective o ¢ 4 : res e formu

broad oluu.tm. of the study IS to ascertain the £ lescig OhJCCthC phek

- S S . e R - 2 h e

farmers in the study area.The specifi | ¢ appropriateness and reliability of information used by the 4@ le

farmers, examine the 1))'1-0).. specific O‘lllccn\-'es wereto describe socio-economic characteristics of the arab

information sources nn‘d, lwc‘.’]rltlatene"‘“ of the various information sources, determined the reliability of variow®
$ ted problems associated these sources

ain farmers repor

METHODOLOGY
The study was conducted in K
between latitudes 7° and 9° N
Is their main occupation, To achieve the

respondents for this study. The firgt e
Areas(Karu and Kokona) b :

aruand Kokong Local Gove

i il ) - is locawd
and longitudes 7° rment Areas of Nasarawa State. The State

> . : 3 saulure
dmll 10 E located in the North Central of Nigeria and ﬂgricuilect
Y objectives multistage sampling techniques was used (0

stage involv : ernment
ased on hrcclomli-sqIm,u}\.ed a purposive selection of the two Local GO‘-en?or;\c
ance of arable crop farmersin the area. Second stage also 7Y
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selection of three villages from the (wo [ o¢

al (i(l\\‘lIHII\‘I‘II/\I'U;I\. m
mvolves random sampling of |

NS Interview
alyzed using deseriptive

| aking it a togyl of «ix villages, Third stage
seheduled was used (o elicit data, Daty on o
‘ : while appropriateness and rel;
point Likert-type scale, | he options in
appropriateandyery

20 |\'\|mmlc
economic characteristies were an

statistics., abili FOI0=
vartous disseminating channelsw ability of the
e l,ll-:ult-[ypc
2, 3 and 4

1s.seriousand

as evaluated using a four-
scale mclude not appropriate, fairly appropriate,

: Y appropriate rated as |
respectively. Theconstraints were measured on a three-point Likert-type scale ranging from not ;c.-i;,l
very sertous rated as 1, 2.and 3 respectively. The mean valye was used for decision. '
RESULT AND DISCUSSION

Socio economic characteristics of the respondents

The mean age of the respondents was 38 years which implies that majority
n their active age.Majority of the respondents were male with
implies that most of them were saddled with th
indirectly influence their participation in f
household, this therefore boasts their familie

of the respondent in the study area are
(74%) while only (44%) were married. This
¢ responsibilities of catering for their

family, which directly or
arming activities.

An average household size of 6 members per
s labour and increase the likelihood of aceessing information. It was
observed that most of the respondent had one form of formal education or the other with the majority having
primary education (58.3%), secondary education about (33.4%) and tertiary (NCE/HND) having (8.35%). About
(34%) of the respondent were involved in farming with (88%) involved at a full time basis, (12%) were part time,
mode of land acquisition is inheritance (90%) while gift and others comprised 10%. The mean farming experience
was 19.7%. Majority(90.8%) were members of co-operative societies.

Table 1: Age distribution of the respondents

Variables Kokona Karu Pooled

Age Frequency Percentage Frequency  Percentage Frequency l.’\crccnmgc
1-20 0.0 0.0 30 5.0 30 5.0

2140 28.0 46.7 38.0 63.3 06.0 |.|_<),n

41-60 32.0 155,30 19.0 317 S51.0 85.0
Mean 39 36

Gender - ; :

0’11 89 148.3

Male 50.0 83.3 :L) (;D 3 517

Female 10.0 16.7 21 £ : :

Marital Status 010 16.7 26.0 134
ingl 16.0 26.7 ' ' -

Sanpte A - 440 73.3 88.0 146.6

Married o s 0 10,0 0.0 10.0

Divoreed 0.0 0.0 0. g

Household Size \ 65.0 108.3

< 38.0 063.3

15 27.0 45.0 o = 53.0 88.3

6-10 32.0 Py 1.0 1.7 2.0 34

11-15 1.0 1.7 S

Mean 5.63 il

Edycation Status B 26.0 133 70.1; (|'(|1 07.“

Primary 44.0 ’6“7 34.0) 40.0) 4::.:' o

:‘ccondary I(:.() (-)(J 10.0 o 10, "
ce/Hnd 0.0 { »

Farming E 10.0 9.0 15.0
arming kExp. 50 0.0 ' 46.0 96.7

il =20 3.0 i 2.0 33.3 2 I

120 26.0 i 30.0 St 1.7

21-30 28.0 40.7 I 0.7 71 ‘ s

31-40 3.0 5.0 19,92 Mean

Mean 19.5 T 2 20

Lz]nd Acguisition ¥ i 2 (08 180

Gift D) I-S 57 95

Inheritance 51 i i e IS1.0

Cooperatives - 50 ?( ) o LS

Membership 59 |7 e e

Not Members | :

Saurce; Field survey, 2016

o - ' “Omenesa
I ¢ with that of ;
3.82), This finding is 0 lin disnce

X . A H source . " 2
Appropriateness of the information \ble of extending messages (o U e

y 0 g -L ‘(-) ‘.-
[ by the farmers was radio (

. a (o] t ey and capd § er. Omenesa
The most appropriate channel used by nes are usually timely and ¢l ith adequate supply of powet
(1997) who observed that radio progran! s they have a receiver with @ .
' e as long as c
no matter where they may be as long 115
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| water are no hindrance to radio

lstacles .‘||),v\hl'|l|lw',|<|,||}'|\( an : .

" .I[m lllnw audience own language. Fellow farmers (‘ =3 .48), "I)il\i()l]a?c;vclfl»l by

4 ‘I‘ ty (v ~3.08) and drami (¥ 3.47) were also appropriate sources, The iﬂ(-(tui (x
mers ||1-i n]m!lull ]\'.|<|(‘i JIMong [|](' |Ilf)'~l ."||1[)I‘()il)|'|:l|-n,‘ L'|i;l|ll‘1L'I~; m;l\/ hl.‘ as a rcﬂllm[‘
[low farmers i disseminating agricultural infe Sult of

FMatiop ang

o multiplict effects of le fi o | |
» from opinion leader most ofte
ften enhane

the fact that messages
».Olh ippropriate Sources AUEHAIOH “.f—’"'_'l (x =2.94), posters and bills (y 501
2 72) and television (v =2.53).However, the respondents dig.
‘ 1.30). text message (\ 1.43). book leaflet / 11‘111gzlzinc (x =1.43), ncwgmpcr(A
campaign (v 7 43). film / slide presentation (v »3.32). extension hll]lclll’]-(_\' =1.25), Interrie (t,

| neighbour ( x=2.28) and researchers (v =1.70) as zlppr'npl'latg source. The m’”’a\’aﬂahi]i[y ,r
ave accounted for farmers’ perceived non-appropriateness Of‘lhe(:e

\“‘- RIS
facilities in this area may h
Wts to the need for these facilities in the rural areas.

farmers as well as
include ¢
(i)

) 93). exhibitions (A I I!of

onic matl (v

d internet

els which further pou

2: Appropriateness of Information Sources

3 Kokona Karu Weigh[ed
Appropriateness of information ~Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev.

Radio 3.73%* 0.62 3.90 0.30 3.82% 0.45
Electronic mail 1.38 0.49 1.22 0.42 1.30 0.45
lext message 1.57 0.49 1.28 0.45 1.43 0.48
Fellow farmers 3.40* (.49 355 0.50 3.48% 0.49
Book leaflet / magazine 1.30 0.46 1.57 0.49 1.43 0.48
Newspaper 1.15 0.36 I.15 0.36 1515 0.36
Public campaign 2.25 0.68 2.60 1.04 243 0.86
Posters billboard 2.85* 0.36 297 0.58 291* 0.47
Opinion leaders 3.70* 0.46 3.80 0.40 375 0.43
Film/slide presentation 2.32 0.47 2.32 0.47 2.32 0.47
['\Inh»il.ion 2.72% 0.74 272 0.74 LT 0.74
’I elevision 2,53 0.76 2:53 0.76 PIS8E 0.77
Telephone call 2.93* 0.25 2.2 0.45 2.83* 0.35
[?Tilll\?l' 3.47* 0.65 3.47 0.65 3.46* 0.65
Extension bulletin 1.25 0.44 1.25 0.44 123 0.44
Internet 1.12 0.32 112 0.32 1.12 0:32
\V.OII)C‘IVI cooperative society 2.88%* 0.72 3.26 0.79 3.07* 0.76
El\llegl:::c::;”:ﬁi;\gur ;2.(7)7* 0.47 3.22 0.61 2.94* 0.54
Rciear‘cher; ;T: Lol o2k 0.42 225 vz
: L 0.32 2.28 1.19 1.70 0.76

Field Survey, 2016; *Appropriate source

_I{fetl)iabilily of information source
™ 'fajilhﬁ‘:f.f{:'-:zf;ffj in E';J%i*f,)r.“"*"e more reliable. This is in agreement with Okwausier, al. (2009) who posited
farmer (x =3,67), women cogg)lgrcz’lt'o:r agn?u“ural information. Agada (2003) also confirm same. Others are fello®
leaders (x =3.46), drama (x =13 45])\:13 §Oriciety -(x =3.03), extension agent (x =3.52), researchers (x =347), opinion
information by the farmers, Friends 4 (:ll%;l)ou.l (¥ =2.83) and television (x =2.63) were more reliable sources %
=1.41), public campaign (\: =2 O(b a:] cetronic mail (v =1.34), book leaflet / magazine (x =1.75); newspaper ¢
x=1.30), drama ( x =2.71), lele')h)(g. l ']?/jihde shows (v =1.65), extension bulletin (x =2.79), bill board/ pOSt.erS(
sources. Friends may -\‘Omt;timels- ml«l,e- u __1,'30) and internet (x =1.35) and exhibition (x =1.97) were not relia &
These findings show that re-*il)();ule::thnm[.)re.t the lﬂfol‘mationthereby misleading the ultimate users of informatlo"‘i
S perceived fellow farmers and radio as sources of information that ar¢ ng

relia le: his therefor S
; ) .This lefOie, calls for '€ C i |
disser inati i I more comn Itment on the ])alt Of the ladio pre senters l : l : | r :

Pr()hl(’m.s a
0

Table 4 reveqls .
s that in sufficj :
programme (x =2,76 cuttierent explanation from extensio i iate S
) 5 . lac . A ) ston V= S )
). lack of time to listen to agricultural infor agents (x 2.8_3), mapprop.nate ls /comple"'ty
al information (x =2.7), innovation difficu ty eiving
1
s

of understand;
- ng (x =2 67
Information thy, 07) and lack of interes .
rough the yari terest (v =2 67) o 5 th rec
arious ¢ 2 were serious ssociated WI
com us problems asso cop

attitude, interost . ' munication soure . :
mr()l'llllllit):lu::(':l:lt ‘m((l pelleri =2.61) illittllfﬂ "‘:“"'e-“"- Ao incompatibility of new knowledge WItII'1 bpilit)’ ?
‘ce (¥ =1.8), pr »Hadequate technologi f reid
ey o al e T S ical cont = em © f
b:ll{zl;l bias on the e of |I£e iln)xllrch.k 0', organization leader wgi’th‘holdin ve[-]tl 4 1:32)~ PTQbL (x=1); prOblem ot
) k 3), Iu'ck of access to diod. |'m mation source (v =| 32). [aia gre cvgnt mformat!o informaﬂon (/
>k question and quick feyy h"ltk lerature ( x =1 28), lack of ;1cc11wag(? used in presentation © inability tg
ac Yo .qt ess . & = Q x;‘- 3 5
(e =1:38), unavailability of the i|1f£)?|321€?:>21223:c;o(u;c:? gow
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of already disseminate Y y I —
’\[.{.‘.L\.-glil “ ?;»:\l-\d_1\1\\:11\1\1,],|‘l:|\\| ml«lmjmnml(\ 1.28) and lack oFf money to acquire inf: ke
were all perc ¢ ( problems JUre mlmm\\lmnxnm(;';[\_- 1.23)
rable 3: Reliability of information sources
Kokon: B T T
R\""“",'!“) of mformation sources \Ici” | Std. Dev, '\\]1':4” Std. De :Vmgmm Y
Radio 382% 039 3m o —— lean  Std. Dev,
. . 298 0.32 3.85% 00.3(
Electronic mail 1.43 0.49 1.25 0.44 Vi (J,_ )
Text ;,h-l\\.|gc 1.82 (.39 1.40 0.49 : -;)“ t;.-&h
Fellow farmers _ 3o 0.75 3.82 0.43 367 U'h—‘i
Book leatlet / magazine .85 0.30 1.67 0.47 '] .7(» “'j;
Newspaper 1.42 0.49 | 42 0.49 |'4, “‘4;
Public campaign 2.00 0.94 207 0.94 2,07 0.94
Posters billboard 1.30 0.46 130 046 1.30 0.46
Opinion leaders 3.32% 0.65 3.60 0.59 3 46+ 0.62
Filmslide presentation 1.20 0.40 2.10 1.31 4| :()5 ().N(-»
Exhibition 1.93 0.88 202 109 .98 0.08
Television 2.18 0.85 3.07 0.98 2.63* 0.92
Telephonecall 1.42 0.49 1.20 0.40 1.31 0.45
Drama 3.45% 0.50 345 0.50 3.45% 0.50
Extension bulletin 1.50 0.50 1.85 0.76 1.68 0.63
Internet . 1.35 0.48 .35 0.48 1.35 0.48
Women cooperative society 3.63* 0.48 3.63 0.48 3.63* 0.48
Extension agent 3.40* 0.64 3.63 0.48 3.50% 0.56
Friends neighbour 2.75* 0.57 2.92 0.74 2.83* 0.66
Researchers 3.47* 0.50 3.47 0.50 3.47% 0.50
Field Survey, 2016; *Reliable source
Table 4: Constraints associated with information sources
Kokona Karu
Perceived problems Mean  Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev
Lack of time to listen to agricultural information 2.70% 0406 2.70*  0.53
Inadequate technological content 132 046 .32 0
Hliteracy 2.7(_) 0.46 l,a_? ()‘(\‘:
Problem of reliability of information source 1.25 0.44 2'3?* 9.82
Innovation difficulty/complexity of understanding ' 2.70*  0.46 2.65 ()'?3
Problems of organization leader withholding relevant information I .()2 0.00 I ()9 8;2)
Problem of gender bias on the use of the information source 1.32 “-‘g((; :(’); I.()S’
Language used in presentation of information L“”* 8(41 2 75% - 0.44
Inappropriate scheduling of programme I Z;’ 0,45 128 0.45
Lack of access to current literature l‘;(l) 0.40 1.20 0.40
Lack of access to information sources 135 0.48 135 0.48
Inability to ask question and quick few back l';: 0'4‘7 I.” 0:42
Unavailability of the information source , 7;6 “' ()"‘ 2;(-) 0.64
Irrelevant content of technology 5 56% 049 2.76% 043
Lack of interest A : - '
Incompatibility of new knowledge with people’s atitude, interest ) 273 045
and belief ‘ , . -1'7; 0.45 1.28 0.45
Safekeeping and retrieval of already disseminated information | ;3 0'43 | 23 0.43
Lack of money to acquire information source > a3% 037 2.83* 037
Insufficient contact with extension agents -

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMEN-DtAT[((I),SShIC sources of agricultural information Were rgdift amli
The s S 5 lents’ appropriates an ) ‘ : listening to agricultura
€ study concludes that responc e ¢ respondents should devote time to lISte ogis Sortable sl

fellow farmers. The study recommended ‘thﬂ ; - their farming activities since radi
programmeso as to get latest technical information for thei

affordable.
F Kogi _ MSc. Thesis.
A 5. 05 lia to educate farmers in Eastern part of Kog! State
Agada, S. 2003. The role of mass medid, e
Department of Communication Kogl State University-pl "
117
3,2016
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