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ABSTRACT

Socio-economic factors influencing farmers’ papation in agricultural development programme in fama
state. Purposive and multistage random samplindirtiegies were used in the selection of Local Govemreas,
participating farmer associations, participating damon-participating farmers. A sample of 600 farmmdérom 2034
registered farmers was used for the study Dataectdld was analyzed using a logistic regression indde result of the
indicated that the effect of socio-economic factoffuencing the farmers’ participation in agriculal development
programme was influenced by 70.5% likelihood wdkiémced by membership, farmer household size aasdfto be
significant at 1% and labour source 5% major prahke affecting farmers’ participation in the prograra identified
were; age, education, experience found to decréfasevay of participation. The major constraints éfigh cost and
late supply of inputs, lack of access of loan bynew and few female extension agents The studyfdhereecommended
emphasis in the involvement of female to acceskarf and extension education to increase partiégatin the

programmeor skills essential for agricultural activities.
KEYWORDS:Agricultural Development, Constraints, Factors, Faars, Influencing, Socio-EconomRiarticipation
INTRODUCTION

Several agricultural programmes have been intradiuoereduce abject poverty among rural dwellersstiyo
farmers, Some of these programmes include: UnitatioNs Development Programme (UNDP), Internatidhahd for
Agricultural Development (IFAD), Agricultural Devagdment Programmes (ADP), Food and Agricultural @igmtion
(FAO), and National Economic Empowerment and Dewelent (NEED), The Directorate of Food, Roads andaRu
Infrastructure (DIFRRI), National Orientation Aggn¢NOA), National Accelerated Food Production Peygme
(NAFPP), Green Revolution (GR), Operation FeedNla¢ion (OFN), etc. (Hashmi and Sial, 2007) the pryngoal in
each case was the attainment of self-sufficiencfood production, supply of raw materials to indigst as well as to
increase the level of farmers’ income and stanadriving. Tsado (2004) also reported that mosttafse programmes
failed to achieve the desired objectives becausy there top-down in design and implementation. {AR011).
According to Igbal (2007), most agricultural pragedail because when projects are designed, farmetscal ethics,
culture and socio-economic characteristics arecnaosidered which lead to outside agents not belhg @@ develop and

recommend appropriate technologies that are cobipatiith the target group.

Impact Factor(JCC): 3.8624 - This article can be dowalbed fromwww.impactjournals.us




[12 Hamza Sai

According to EMRC, (2004) the masterpiece of Zamfatate government socio-economic development
programme is ZACAREP. The Zamfara comprehensiviealtural revolution programme (ZACAREP) aimed mxiease
the state production through adoption of new sinfatening techniques, the utilization of improveads and improved
marketing the agricultural sector. ZASIDEP (200d)nped out that for any sound agricultural develepiprogramme to
succeed; it requires a careful planning base omrate information of what is on the ground. Benchosurvey was
established so as to allow for the identificatidrth® gap that exists between what obtains andeaable potentials that

can be attained.

Participation is a concept from the field of psyldyy, which has been widely used in the study ohagement
science (Genget al., 2008). Participation is referring to the readinassl degrees of subjectivity actors were playing
(Li and Li, 2005). Orji (2005) said that there atifferent types of participation in practice. Thges and levels of
people§ participation in development depend on the objestiof a programme. Based on a study of both ssitdeznd
unsuccessful development projects, Nxumalo @tatlele (2013) stated thampowerment and participation are two most
important issues in agricultural development praggaParticipation is critical, in order to come wjth successful and
accepted programs since they facilitate the dewvedop plans. Empowerment refers to a process inhwbammunity
gives or gets power from another. Participatioempowerment is an approach in which people holdpbetea power over
and are in full control of a program. Participatigiers to the involvement of marginalized groupshe development
process, which intend to build peoples abilitiesatwess and control of resources, benefits andrappies towards

self-reliance and to a better standard of living.

Farmersare willing to participate in future agriculturalgjects when they aware of benefits that they catrbyg
participating in the projects such as capacityding, exposure to new techniques and empowermeichwhay help them
increase their production and eliminate hungermmeerty Nxumalo and Olade|e2013). Males have a high probability of
participating as compared to females because ttake rthe final decisions in the households. On therchand, women
are sometimes discriminated to access to land aedofien occupied with other household’s activitiesnce the

probability of them to participate is very low (Siteet al.,2014).

Sithole et al. (2014) stated that previous empirical studies foandwo-way relationship between age and
participation in irrigation scheme as well as othgricultural technologies. Younger household hemésmore dynamic
with regards to the adoption of innovations thadeolhousehold head; however, they are usually moeapied with other
job opportunities as compared to farming. Alsogoldousehold members are assumed to have mordenqeeimn farming
and hence an increase in the probability of pgditton. Sitholeet al. (2014) in his studies stated that married hougi=hol
have a higher probability of participating as coneplato single-headed households, hence divorceavatwv was treated
as not married. From Mahabub and Manik (2004), neatund impact of women’s participation in econoitivities in
rural area insights from household surveys fourad #tomen working hours in economic activities wiene due to their
substantial involvement in non-economic househotuka. Most previous studies indicated that the ibddg to adopt
and apply new methods of farming increased alorily ducation level is posited to have a positifeatfon participation
since it enables an individual to make independénices and to act on the basis of the decisiomedisas increase the
tendency to co-operate with other people and ppatie in group activities (Etwiret al., 2013). Farm size significantly
influences the probability of participation housktsowho have access to more land are more likelyaticipate inthe

scheme as compared to households who have lesMaridy et al. (2013); Mohammed and Jema (2013) and Nxumalo
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and Oladele (2013), also observed that farm silaeinced the household heads decision to parteipatagricultural

projects.

METHODOLOGY

The study was conducted in four of the fourteenadld@overnment Areas (LGAs) with the highest levél o

soybean production in Zamfara State. The selectedd were: Tsafe, Gusau, Maru, and Bungudu. Zam$eade is
located between latitude UD'N — 1P40'N and longitude %B0'E — P06'E. The state has an estimated area of about
38,000km, about 50% of which is cultivated. It shares tloaimary with Sokoto state and the Republic of Nigethe
north, Kebbi and the Niger States to the west, iKatsState to the east, and Kaduna State to thehSout
(ZMSG, 2001; ZSMG 2016). Zamfara State comprise$4f ocal Government Areas located within Savaneediogy,

which can be divided into the Sahel, Sudan and héont Guinea Savannah. The Sahel vegetation is faond

northern-most fringes near the border with the Répwf Niger. The climate is generally charactedzvy alternating dry

and wet seasons. The rains usually commence inJMag/and end in September/October. The effecting sason in

the study area is restricted to July to mid-Sepemilyakubu, 2005). Zamfara State from the poputatiensus of 2006

has the population figure of 3, 278, 87 (NPC, 20@%)out 82% of the population lives in rural areasl depend on

agriculture for their livelihood. There are 450,020ming families in the state, most of whom arealitecale farmers

having less than 5 hectares of land. Majority effdwrming families practiced mixed farming. Therégd crops grown are

millet, sorghum, rice, maize, cowpea, cotton anougdnut. During the dry season farmers in the Siateluce mainly

vegetable crops such as tomato, lettuce, carr@nppepper and spinach (ZMSG, 2001; 2010; ZADR220
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Population and Sampling Design

600 soybean farmers out of 2034 were selectedhfistudy at this stage 29% was taken, as a largeleds
reasonable enough to give accurate data. Multistaggom sampling technique was employed for thdysfaur local
governments were purposively selected for this ystibdcause of the good physical conditions of thiés snd high
concentration soybean farmers in the area. Fotralssfrom each local government were selectedioarly and three
villages from each district. These districts in@dd Magmi, Mayana Mada and Wonaka in Gusau LGA, sBdau,
Y/Galadima, Bingi, and Maru in Maru LGA, Tsafe, @hg, Bilbis, and Keta in Tsafe LGA, Kwatarkwashivaje,
k/mota and Bingi in Bungudu LGA.

Logit regression was used to determine the inflaeofc socio-economic factors in the participationfarfimers
Idrisaet al.(2012) used inferential statistics to analyze than the relationship between the likelihood atipipation

agricultural development. In
(Tpe(x)

y=1 2)
Theoretically, the Logit model is expressed as: 1
Where:e= a+b+ u
a = intercept;
b = slope of the logit regression
x= independent variable included in the model
u= error term
p= parameter in experiential form.
Maximum likelihood estimation model
Y =Ln [(p/1-p)] = bo + b Xy + BpXo + By Xpte o (3)
LNY = by + + by Xy + bpX? + by Xg + heXy + by XstboXpte v, (4)
Where: e = Error term

Logit Regression Analysis

Logit regression was used in this study to exantimedeterminant of socio-economic factors in pgrditton in
the programme. Logit regression model operatekarfdrm of least square regression. It is a li@rabability model for
binary response where the response probabilitwauated as a function of the explanatory varigiMaddala 1983:
Wooldridge 2001). Adoption studies uses types gisiic model to analyze survey data. The recogaideption as a

dependent variable.
X; = Age of the respondents in years

X, = Sex: Sexes of Soybean Farmers was either mégarale.
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X3 = Level of Education.

X4 = marital status: marital status of the resporglesmts assessed as married and single.
Xs = Household size (number of persons in the house)

Xe = years in ZACAREP programme measured in years

X7 = Sources of labour: this was measured in relimmckired labour or family labour.

Xg = Farming experience of the respondents in yelaseybean production.

Xq = farmers’ farm size measured in hectares

X10 = Membership in soybean cooperative farmers gemguciation
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Figure 1: Map of Zamfara State, Showing the Study fea
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Table 1: Distribution of Respondents by LGA and Vilages
LGA Sample size Number of Districts Villages Total
Gidan Dan Gwari 11
Damba 11
Kuga 11
Tazame 11
Bungudu Gidan Jaki 12
Kwatarkoshi Sabon Gida 11
Bungudu 135 Kuran Mota Kango 11
Kekun Waje Rowan Mesa 11
Kungurmi 11
Gidan Saro 11
Bingi 11
Yar Katsina 11
Mada 12
Fegin Baza 12
Rowan Bore 12
Kunkelai 13
Mada Zonai 12
Magami Tofa 12
Gusau 145 Mayana Kolo 12
Wonaka Yan Yashe 12
Karal 12
Lilo 12
Ajja 12
Wonaka Yamma 12
Kadauri 13
Jabaka 13
Lugga 13
Maru Markau 13
Binai Dan Marke 13
Maru 150 9 Bindin 13
Dan Sadau )
Yar Galadima Mai Tukunya 12
Yar Kura 12
Dan sadau 12
Kwakwaci 12
Hannu tara 12
12
Yar Tasha
Wanzamai
Kucheri 14
14
Unguwar Rogo
- Dan Jibga 14
Bilbis 14
Keta N_asarawa 14
Tsafe 170 Kizara
Magazu 14
; Magazawa
Chediya : ; 14
Gidan Giye
. 14
Unguwar Chida 14
Dan mane
. 14
Kware Kwabri
Saukiya Dutse 14
16
TOTAL 600 600

SourceField Survey, 2016
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

Socio-Economic Factors Influencing Patrticipation inan Agricultural Programme

The Study examined the socio —economic factorstfiig participation in the agricultural programniNxumalo
and Oladele (2013) used a Regression model to ndigtersocio-economic factors affecting farmer pgstition in
agricultural projects. In(Table 2). Logit regressimnodel was estimated and 70.5% variation in gpeton was
influenced by effects of socio — economic charasties of the farmers’ individual household size 9%, labour sources
at 1%, membership at 1%. Adoption index at 1% wdsund to significantly increase participation pigty.
This in agreement with the report that Family sias been recognized to play a vital role in theptido of any particular

technology or farm practice (Bamie¢ al.,2002; Idriseet al.,2012).

Age, education, primary occupation, experience Weund to decrease the way of participation. Thgatige
influence of age could be expected as a resuliefdct that as farmers grow old, there is a teogéo reduce the level of
adoption as their ability to cope with various faoperation diminishes (Mustapled al., 2012). Education decrease of
participation correlate with the report by Asre9X3) said there could be cases that educated haldsefhave the high
chance of engaging themselves in other non-farrateél activities such as sideline business, invoérgmin the
administration that leave them with little timegpend on their farming activities. Other factomsttincreases participation
but not significant were sex, marital status andnfesize. This finding agrees with Beyene (2008) wbond that
agricultural projects were mostly dominated by mdg. stated that the sex of the household headeinfless household

participation since the male-headed households imere access to opportunities than female-headeskeiholds.

Therefore from the result, it is seen that soaoremic factors are very important parameters iae th
participation of projects or otherwise. This islime with Martey,et al. (2013). Participation in irrigation schemes is an
important platform for joint learning and technojamansfer. Shittiet al. (2005) in his study off-farm labour participation
and farm household livelihood strategy in Yewa sih, Ogun State, used logistic regression methodmalyze and
compare the socio-economic data. For the purpostetrmining the influence of socio-economic faabor decisions

whether or not to work off-farm.

Table 2: Socio-Economic Factors Affecting Participion in An Agricultural Development Programme

Variables Coef. Std. errr | z-vae p>|z|
Intercept -10.95 2.82 -3.87 0.000**
Age -0.02 0.03 -0.72 0.47
Sex 0.45 0.61 0.74 0.462
Education -0.08 0.27 -0.28 0.776
Marital status 1.35 0.83 1.63 0.103
House hold size 0.09 0.05 1.77 0.077**
Pri. Occupation -0.11 0.12 -0.92 0.359
Farm size 0.15 0.18 0.82 0.411
Labour source 1.59 0.47 3.38 0.001***
Experience -0.04 0.08 -0.48 0.631
Membership 5.41 0.44 12,25 0.000***
Number of obs 500
LR Chi square (11) 488.9
Prob>Chi square 0.000
Pseudo R-Square 0.705
Loglikelihood -102.12

Sourcé&ield survey data, 2016= P<10, **=P<0.05 **=P<0.01
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The result of the major constraints faced in thegpmmes’ activities by the farmers was presentetainle 3
which shows that 38.7% of the participating farmagseed that late disbursement of inputs was therntanstraints.
While the high cost of chemicals, supply fertilizate were agreed by farmers which constitute ds6a@%, 21.2%, lack
of access to loan by women accounted for 3.2%féataers registration accounted for 1%, low campag@reness was
1%, Lack of female extension agents accounted.#3Other notable constraints also listed by fasmeere low tractor
hiring, the high cost of chemicals, funding stopplete disbursement of cash, a problem of payméisarance claims
and poor market pricing. This implies that the ad@oplevel of the respondents could be affectedatiegly. This agreed
with Mustaphaet al. (2012) constraints of credit facilities, unavaildp of a market for produce, poor extension seeg,
the high cost of fertilizer among others, a mayoaf them are seriously handicapped in adopting aed profitable farm
technologies.

Table 3: Constraint Faced by Respondents in the Pggamme

Participating Farmers

Variables Frequency Percentage
Late disbursement of inputs 77 38.7
Late disbursement of cash 3 1.2
High cost of chemicals 12 6
Poor access to good inputs 23 9.2
Late supply of fertilizer 36 21.2
High percentage of loan deposit 11 4.2
Lack of access to loan by women 16 6.4
Late farmers Registration 2 1
Poor market pricing 3 1.4
Low Campaign Awareness 2 1
Funding stopped 12 4.8
Low Tractor Hiring 6 3
Lack of good Seed supply 5 2
Lack of Female extension agents 8 3.2
Payment of insurance Claims 12 8
Work bull not given in time 10 4
Poor extension supervision 1 0.4

Source: Field survey data 2016
CONCLUSIONS

Socio-economic characteristics of respondents agghge, sex, education and marital status, weeendi@ant of
participation in the agricultural development pagme. The study revealed that, there was a grdlakeite on

participation to increase in production level andame from extension production technologies.
RECOMMENDATIONS

A farmer should be encouraged form viable corporative societies to enable them toigipgte in the
development programme. Participation in agricultal@velopment programme is a mechanism to attractices that
encourage farmers to benefit with the skills esakt their agricultural activities in order todrease high production.

Therefore strengthen youth and women to particippaseich viable programmes,
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