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Abstract

When one considers the fact that, the establishment of research stations and the take off of agricultural research activities in Nigeria (1889) was not that much behind France (1832), England (1845) and U.S.A (1870), it sounds disappointing that an average Nigerian farmer can hardly feed himself and his immediate family, much less producing for other non-farmer or exporting any surplus. A comparative review of other countries agricultural productivity reveals that in the United States of America, for examples, a single farmer produces enough food for over one thousand non-farmers with some surplus for exports (U.S.A 1984, F.A.O 1985).

The level of farmers adoption of new technologies with great potentials to better yields than existing ones have been quite low which have aggravated the food security problems in Sub-Saharan Africa. The study of the methodologies for the dissemination of these new technologies becomes crucial to the much-needed increase production rate to meet the needs of an ever-growing population.

This study was carried out in Ogbomosho Zone of Oyo state, Nigeria, to test the level of adoption of new technology by the small-holder farmer for the improvement of farming system and production in quantity and quality using Oyo State Agricultural Development Projects (OYSADEP) as the government institution for the dissemination of improved technology. 

Structured questionnaires were administered to one hundred farmers across ten farming villages covering five Local Government Areas that constitute the zone. t test and Kruskal Wallis test were used in addition to descriptive analysis to statistically test and analyze the hypothesis.

Introduction

Many years of research efforts have resulted in thousands of technologies, which are now available. But the assessment of average yields at farmers level indicates that only a few improve technologies have been adopted, (IITA Monograph No. 21 PP. 1).

Ipi (1998) opined that one out of the seven groups of problems of agricultural research in Nigeria is poor agricultural extension service to transmit research findings to farmers. He also stated that two of these (seven) problems, research findings and extension service-need special stressing. Further, that, created agricultural extension and research liaison services units attached to all established research institutes in the country have not satisfactorily performed their assigned duty of delivering research findings to farmers in good, timely, acceptable, easily-understood and useable / applicable form of package whose synergistic effects would be easily apparent even to the illiterate farmers with the passing of one or two production cycles.

In Nigeria, food self sufficiency has been dropping from 98% level in the early 1960s to less than 60% in the early 1980s and less than 54% by 1986. There has not been much improvement since then Ikpi(1995). Whereas the average population is at about 3% the total food production in the country has been rising by no more than 1.5% per annum on the average, ECA (1983 and 1987), World Bank (1985, 1988 and 1990). This situation as in Nigeria is applicable to most of Sub-Saharan Africa. African agriculture needs to grow at 4% a year if the regions enormous food gap is to be gradually closed. Pessimist says it can not be done, yet evidence suggest otherwise. According to the World Bank, four African countries met this target in the 1980’s while ten others grew at over 3%, several of these countries are among the World poorest, Brada (1993). 

The establishment of the Agricultural Development Projects (ADPs) by the Federal Government as adopted by the State governments was to bridge the gap between the research institutes and the farmers in technology adoption since the early 1970s, and to improve upon farmers yields, increase income and alleviate rural poverty. However, this does not seem to satisfy the purpose of its establishment.

Researchers have observed in various ways the present set up processes in ADPs. Eremie et al (1989) has observed that the choice of on-farm trails often does not reflect the clienteles’ real needs and objectives. Due to poor orientation, farmers regard on-farm trials as concern of government/ADPs. What is eventually taken to the field for testing represent primarily coordinating National Agricultural Research Institutes (NARIs) current interest and recommendation. Furthermore, focus has often been on maximizing yield with little or no consideration for yield stability, risk maximization and optimum utilization of available farm resources. They assert further that farmers’ reaction to the trial are often ignored by the scientist anxious to reinforce their assumptions.

The research purpose therefore was to make an assessment relationship between Oyo State Agricultural Development Project (OYSADEP) and the farmers in the dissemination of agricultural innovation using participatory approaches which has been proved an effective methodology for the adoption of innovation especially in the area of agriculture.

Approach

Olayemi 1995 started that the basic strategy adopted by the government for promoting the adoption of new technologies by the farmers is the institution of the Agricultural Development Projects (ADPs) to reach the farmers. The ADPs were extension oriented and integrated rural development projects that focused on small-scale farmer. They operate on the basis of “basic service package” (BSP), which involves three key element:

· Extension Services to project farmers

· Input delivery system through a network of farm service centers and 

· The construction and repair of rural roads and water supply systems.

The research work focussed attention on the rural small-scale farmer within the Ogbomosho Zone comprising of five Local Government Areas in Oyo State. These formed the farming communities for the drawing of sample farmers for the survey. From each Local Government Area, two farming communities were randomly selected making a total of ten communities. In each of the communities, ten-structured questionnaires were administered to heads of farming household. A sum total of one hundred questionnaires were administered through personal interview method. Information from one structured and unstructured questionnaire was obtained from the ADP. This was to serve as a cross check and for comparative analysis on the methods of technology dissemination by OYSADEP.  

Result

Table 1 shows the processes in on-farm research as adopted by ADPs in Nigeria for the dissemination of new technologies to farmers and the institutions involved in the processes.

Table 1 Processes of on-farm research in Nigeria ADPs

	Process
	Institutions Responsible

	1.
Planning
	

	a.
Planning meeting
	NARI, FACU / ADPs

	b.
Team formation
	NARI, FACU, University, ADPs

	c.
Identification, definition and 
prioritization of problem and 
opportunities through diagnostic 
survey
	NARI, University

	d.
Monthly technology review meetings 
(MTRM) and field visit
	NARI, University

	e.
Identification and listing of probable and 
possible solutions to commonly 
defined problem
	NARI, University

	2.
Trial Design
	

	a.
Choice of trial and experimental design 
including data to be collected through 
review and planning workshop
	NARI, University, FACU, ADPs

	b.
Costing of trials and preparation of 
implementation schedules
	NARI, University, FACU, ADPs

	3.
Conduct of trails
	

	a.
Farmer and site selection
	NARI, FACU, ADPs, Farmer, University

	b.
Management of trials
	NARI, University, FACU, ADPs, Farmer

	c.
Data collection.
	NARI, University, ADPs

	d.
Monitoring through joint supervision       
visits
	NARI, University.

	e.
Data analysis
	NARI, University, ADPs

	f.
Review of trial result and formation of 
recommendation through annual 
review and planning workshop
	NARI, University, FACU, ADPs.


Source: Eremie, et al in Mutsaers and Walker (edit) 1989.

The survey (tables 2 and 3) made use of five (5) point level to determine the level of relationship between OYSADEP and the farmers and vice versa in the discharge of OYSADEP extension services to the farmers.

5 – very well

4 – well

3 – fair

2 – not at all (has knowledge of but not involved)

1 – do not know (has no knowledge)

Table 2 Response from OYSADEP’s  on-farm  research with farmers showing their level of involvement with farmers.

	Process
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1

	1.
Planning
	
	
	
	
	

	a.
Planning meeting
	· 
	
	
	
	

	b.
Team formation
	· 
	
	
	
	

	c.
Identification, definition and 
prioritization of problem and 
opportunities through diagnostic 
surveys
	· 
	
	
	
	

	d.
Monthly technology review meetings 
(MTRM) and field visit
	· 
	
	
	
	

	e.
Identification and listing of probable 
and possible solutions to 
commonly define problem
	· 
	
	
	
	

	2.
Trial design
	
	
	
	
	

	a.
Choice of trial and experimental design 
including data to be collected through 
review and planning workshop
	
	
	
	
	· 

	b.
Costing of trials and preparation of 
implementation schedules
	
	
	
	
	· 

	3.
Conduct of trails
	
	
	
	
	

	a.
Farmer and site selection
	· 
	
	
	
	

	b.
Management of trials
	· 
	
	
	
	

	c.
Data collection.
	
	
	
	· 
	

	d.
Monitoring through joint supervision 
visits
	
	· 
	
	
	

	e.
Data analysis
	
	
	
	
	· 

	f.
Review of trial result and formation of 
recommendation through annual 
review and planning workshop
	
	
	
	
	· 


SOURCE: Authors’ field work

Table 3 Percentage Response from farmers on on-farm research processes with OYSADEP showing their level of involvement.

	Process
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1

	1.    Planning
	
	
	
	
	

	a.
Planning meeting
	
	
	
	7
	93

	b.
Team formation
	
	
	
	5
	95

	c.
Identification, definition and 
prioritization of problem and 
opportunities through diagnostic 
surveys
	
	
	
	4
	96

	d.
Monthly technology review meetings 
(MTRM) and field visit
	
	
	
	4
	96

	e.
Identification and listing of probable 
and possible solutions to commonly 
defined problem
	
	
	
	3
	97

	2.
Trial Design
	
	
	
	
	

	A.
Choice of trial and experimental design 
including data to be collected through 
review and planning workshop
	
	
	
	3
	97

	b.
Costing of trials and preparation of 
implementation schedules
	
	
	
	3
	97

	3.
Conduct of Trails
	
	
	
	
	

	a.
Farmer and site selection
	
	
	
	69
	31

	b.
Management of trials
	
	
	
	3
	97

	c.
Data collection.
	
	
	
	3
	97

	d.
Monitoring through joint supervision 
visits
	
	
	
	3
	97

	e.
Data analysis
	
	
	
	3
	97

	f.
Review of trial result and formation of 
recommendation through annual 
review and planning workshop
	
	
	
	3
	97

	                                                                _

                                                                X
	
	
	
	869
	9123

	                                                                S2
	
	
	
	30437
	30356


Source: Authors’ field work

Where Variance S2 = ( (X – X) 2

Hypothesis

Ho  – (there is no significant difference)

H1  – (there is significant difference)

               _   _             


 X1   X2 – K                                                                    1

      
(1/N + 1/N2

(n-1) S 2 1 + (n-1) S22                                                                                                       2

    n1 + n2 – 2

Where (n1 – 1) (n2 – 1) = degree of freedom

Where SP = pooled Variance.

t calculated = 12.06 t tabulated = 2.064, the null hypothesis Ho is rejected and H1 is accepted, meaning that there  is no significance difference: that is the activities of OYSADEP has no relevance or influence or impact what so ever on the activities of farmers in Ogbomosho Zone.

Discussion

 Table 1 shows a faulty start in the implementation strategies for technology transfer to the almost exclusion of farmers who are the final beneficiaries in the processes. Farmers are only involved in farmer and site selection and management of trials under Conduct of trials to their total exclusion in other processes under Planning, and Trial design. Responses from OYSADEP represent a good involvement of farmers in planning and Conduct of trials except the neglect in Trial design. 

In a discussion with both the Director and Deputy Director Crop independently, they both attested to the fact that their dealing with the farmers are direct and on individual farmer basis except on their weekly meeting when they meet as a group to discuss farmers problems. This therefore informs the reason why the responses from the farmers have displayed the non-relevance of the activities of the OYSADEP to the farmers’ activities. Further more, this goes to confirm why most of the new technologies from the national and international research institutes are yet to be adopted by the farmers.

Technology adoption as a “process” not an “event” requires the full involvement of the farmers in all the processes as enumerated in table 1. This can best be done under participatory approaches in a participatory development field. It uses range from field-based visualization, to interviewing and group work based on interactive learning, shared knowledge and flexible yet structured analysis, (Pla note 1998), with a common framework on which members are organized into base or primary groups, Ghai (1988). These methods have proven valuable for understanding local perception of the functions, value of resources, processes of agricultural intervention, social and institutional relationship. It is a creative approach to information sharing and a challenge to prevailing biases and preconception about rural people’s knowledge, which has led to their being excluded in many processes. It advocates that the production of knowledge and the generation of potential solutions should be developed with those whose livelihood strategies form the subject for research (Pla Note 1998) which is absent in ADPs processes, hence non-adoption of new technologies. Participatory approaches is people oriented rather than the conventional technically oriented institution that ADPs apply which has become an hindrance to technology adoption bringing about low production and food insecurity.

Conclusion and recommendation

The result brought contrast responses from both OYSADEP and the farmers. While OYSADEP management claimed to have touched every farmer in their activities, 98% farmers accepted that they are aware of the activities of OYSADEP but 89% have never taken part in any of their training programmes. Only 3% have access to ½ yearly training on technology transfer, 82% have never had access to discuss their problems with OYSADEP. 2%, 1% and 15% have had access to quarterly, half-yearly and yearly briefings on their problems respectively.

It has been proven that the farmers are not reached because of the individualistic approach to farmers by OYSADEP. The application of a more result oriented participatory approaches which are being used now in the agricultural extension services to enhance the adoption of new technologies by farmers should be imbibed by OYSADEP / ADPs in their extension services to farmers.

The application of participatory approaches will bring forth a framework on which farmers are organized into base or primary group with a homogenous socio-economic background. These base or primary group will serve a lot of useful purposes among others.

· Will offer a creative approach to information sharing and a challenge to prevailing biases and perception about rural people’s knowledge on agriculture

· Will offer opportunity where the production of knowledge and the generation of potential solution are developed with those whose livelihood strategies form the subject for the extension services.

· Will facilitate the means of achieving an accelerated diffusion of agricultural innovation and their effective adoption for maximum agricultural productivity and output.

· Will broaden the scope of coverage of the activity of OYSADEP as the process of sensitization and conscientization are only feasible in a group work.

· Will serve as powerful test for grassroots mobilizations for change. Hence participatory approaches is a powerful methodology in innovation dissemination for change.

· More research priorities are recommended to investigate processes of technology adoption application by extension officers and how they affect adoption by farmers with a view to eliminating technology gaps between research stations and small holder farmers.
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