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ABSTRACT

The study was designed to analyse the socio-econfactors influencing the adoption of Striga-toletanaize
varieties among farmers. Data were analysed useggdptive statistics, multiple regression moded déime student
t-test. The results of the study indicated thatoation, household size, credit facilities, extenstontact and cost
of Striga- tolerant seed maize varieties had sigaift influence on adoption. The results furthedigated
significant differences between the yields, incofriie participants and that of the non-participgrthus resulting
in the likelihood differences in their standardslioing. The study concluded by suggesting a nurabeneasures
that would enhance farmers’ response to new teduyies.
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INTRODUCTION

Agriculture has occupied a central position in éeenomy of Nigeria, particularly during the pre<@peéndence and
the post independence era. Agricultural produciioNigeria entails both crops and livestock sextodnlike any
other investment, its activities is exposed to dewariety of risks and uncertainties ranging frimput supply,
price, agricultural yield, post-harvest losses anoduct prices and vagaries of nature such as ftppgsts and
disease outbreak and fire.

Onucheyo, (2005) reported that agriculture is Hrgdst employer of labour in Nigeria. And thatsitthe source of
income for majority of the population and also magource of raw materials to the nation’s induktsector.

Majority of the farmers in the rural areas are vese poor, illiterate and are faced with probleaan-availability

of farm inputs and infrastructure. In additionglplems associated with pests and disease outheaight and fire
are some of the constraints farmers are confromtbde their quota to agricultural development & o make any
significant impact to the national economy.

In Nigeria and most developing countries, about #d%he population live in rural areas and deperainhg on
agriculture for their livelihood. The income anrgdards of living are severally very low in thealusettings.
These incidences of low incomes and standards virigliare probably brought about by poor agricultura
productivity. Utilization of improved agriculturaéchnologies could provide avenue for improved ityalf life of
the farming communities. It should be understdwt & small scale farmer depends on his or heriesfity in the
utilization of basic production resources availabléim or her and yet makes significant and imgoaircontribution
to the national economy. Conscious of the aboveows government regimes in Nigeria have implenmeiseveral
strategies, approaches and programmes aimed atdisgting improved agricultural packages or tecbgiels to
farmers. Despite all efforts by the various goweent regimes in the country to revive the naticegsicultural
production, today, Nigeria is not only importingofb to feed the increasing Nigerians and raw madsef@ her
industries, but the situation has degeneratedfaud crisis, a condition in which only a few carfioafl quality food.
One of the reasons responsible for the ugly sitnat the menace of weed plant parasites suStragzm

Strigais a parasitic weed preying upon cereal cropsltieguin economic losses that causes food insecauitd
rural stagnation. For decades, Africa’s smallesdatmers were powerless to control this menaclagtparasite,
but recent technological breakthroughs are nowlaiai to reverse this situatiorstrigatolerant maize varieties are
examples of the breakthroughs, thus the need ty she effects of these technologies among farrnmeiRanda
Development Area of Karu Local Government Area,dfawa State, Nigeria.

Striga, which is endemic in the West and Central Afri@avannah, causes serious devastation to maizesiagpe
on the fields of resource-poor farmers. Lagekeal (2003) reported that up to 95% of the Savannadasurveyed
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in Nigeria in 1988 and 1989 were infested wiitiga Crop loss due t8&trigain Africa has been associated with
threeStriga species, namely, $siatic S.hermonthicaand S.aspera(lITA, 2001). Lagokeet al (2001) asserted
that even under good management conditions, atfi#atréductions in yield was observed in the susbkptiybrid
maize, 8338-1. Several hybrids and open-pollinaggdthetic and composite varieties of maize thatitek
horizontal resistance to 8siatic S.hermonthicaand Sasperaas well as maize streak virus with adaptatiorote |
land attitudes have been developed and evaluateatiaus locations in Nigeria (Kirat al, 1997). Many of such
varieties that exhibited low to no damage reactmparasitic weed infection due &irigawas further enhanced by
the application of adequate fertilizer, especisilgumes have also been reported to increase tleéeatfy of land
use through improved soil productivity and reductid Striga hermonthica.

Panda Development Area is in the Guinea Savann&tigh has been identified as a menace to maize productio
in the region. The Nasarawa Agricultural Developiéroject (NADP) in the year 2003 in collaboratigith the
Ministry of Agriculture and Water Resources (M.ARV) came to the aid of farmers in the zone by thicing
threeStrigatolerant varieties of maize to them namely: STRGED and ACR 94, TZE, COM. 5W under &triga
tolerant Maize Variety Project”. Under this projettte NADP provided three varieties of maize to plaeticipated
farmers free. The NADP also provided fertilizedathe extension staff, while the Local Governmerntvjged
logistics support such as mobility, monetary alloees, etc, to the extension staff that participatedhe
implementation of the project for a period of tweays. After the promotional activities of theseietées, farmers
are now observed to be adopting the technologiesice, the need to assess the effects of the sirgect in yield
(kg/ha) and income (N/ha) of farmers in the studbaa

OBJECTIVES

The main objective of the study was to assess fipgadt of Striga tolerant maize varieties project in Panda
Development Area, Nasarawa State.

Specifically the study seek to:

i. describe the socio-economic characteristics oféepondents (participants and non-participants

ii. examine the level of awareness of the ttf8&@amaize tolerant varieties in the project area.

iii. examine the level of adoption of the thf&teiga maize tolerant varieties by participants in thejgct area

iv. identify factors influencing the level of adoptiohStrigatolerant maize varieties, by the participants i th
project.

V. determine the effects of adoption Sftfigatolerant maize variety on maize yield and farmecsme.

Vi. identify the constraints to the adoptionSifigatolerant maize varieties in the study area.

METHODOLOGY

The study was conducted in Panda Development Ategarawa State. Panda Development Area is madd up o
seven administrative districts namely, Panda, &it&iare, Kondoro, Tattara, Kube and Akwap. Majonfythe
inhabitants are peasant farmers. The climate ailccenditions of the area are favourably suitafue growing
cereal crops such as maize, guinea corn, rice,An tuber crops such as yams, cassava, swesbpstetc are no
exception. Panda Development Area is located withénSouthern Guinea Savannah with annual raiofadlbout
1,560mm (Karu Local Government Information Handb&6KO0).

Data were collected with the aid of a structuredgfionnaire that was administered to the resposdanttrained
enumerators to 50 participants and 50 non-partitgpin theStrigaproject. Therefore, a total of 100 farmers were
interviewed for the study. The maize yield (kg/bayl income (N/ha) data were based on the 2008 icrpggason.
Therefore the study consists of maize farmersérstidy area. Five out of the seven districts imRa&Development
Area that participated in the striga project wheweposively selected for the study. From eachidistien (10) out

of the fifteen (15) maize farmers that participaitedhe project where randomly selected to givetaltof fifty (50)
participating farmers for the study. Furthermoreiza farmers not participating in the project whpteposively
selected from each five (5) districts to give akaf fifty (50) non-participating farmers for tis¢udy.

Descriptive statistics such as percentages, fregudistribution and ranking were used to satisfijeotives 1, 2 3
and 6 respectively. The student t-test was useshtigfy object 5. Multiple regression analysissvedso used to
satisfy objective 4.

The multiple regression model was presented sl
Y =a+ hX+by, Xot beXs + by X4 + by X5 +6, Xg+ U
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Y= Total farm size put into the cultivation 8friga tolerant maize varieties by participants (hextar
X,= Level of the education of the respondents (Years
X,= Age of the respondents (Years).

X3= Household size of the respondents (actual number
X4= Amount of Credit received<{N
Xs= Extension contact (total number of visits in 2P0

Xe= Cost ofStrigatolerant maize seee-jN

a= Consant term

b;-bs= Regression coefficients

U= Stochastic Error term

The student t-test was represented as follows:

t = Xl — XZ

S S

M+
X, = Mean yield/income of maize for participants
X, = Mean yield/income of maize for (Non- participsint
S = Standard deviation of yield/income of maize farticipants
S, = Standard deviation of yield/income of maiae Non-participants)
ny = No. of participants
n, = No. of non-participants

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The socio-economic characteristics of the respotsdare presented on Table 1. Majority of the redpats were
males. This can be attributed to the fact that ederays have right to land as a productive resotlte@ women.
Quisumbing (1994) reported that there has beeneatgdisparity between women and men in the size of
landholdings. That the mode of women participatioagricultural production varies with the land+ung status of
households. The study further revealed that 80%hefrespondents that participated in 8teigatolerant maize
varieties project were married, while about 86%tha& non-participants were married. The study furtlesealed
that majority of the participants and non-particifsawere between the ages of 35 — 45 years regplctindicating
that youths and matured adults are actively inwblve agricultural activities. However, majoritf the
participants (90%) and non-participants (84%) hach@ry education and above. This implies thatgheicipants
would be able to comprehend extension guides addratand written messages on innovation. Similahlg non-
participants would have had the same experieraioifved to participate in a related project.

The results of the study also showed that land @soductive resource was not a constraint. Thibdsause
majority of the respondents could cultivate as mashl-9 hectares, both participants received betWE®00—
N20000 to support their farming activities. Bothtegories of respondent had contact with extensigents
however; the frequency of extension contacts wgkdrifor the non-participant compared to the pidicts. All
the two categories of participants are members @dp@rative Societies. Cooperative participation \wager
among the participants (70%), compared to the rastigipants (62%).
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Table 1:Socio economic characteristics of responais

S/N  Characteristics Frequency Percentage  Frequency Percentage
1. Gender Participants % Non-Participants %
Male 32 64 33 66
Female 18 36 17 34
Total 50 100 50 100
2. Marital Status
Married 40 80 43 86
Single 10 20 7 14
Total 50 100 50 100
3. Educational level
Non-formal education 5 10 8 16
Primary education 24 48 26 52
Secondary 21 42 16 32
Total 50 100 50 100
4. Age
15-25 9 18 11 22
6 —35 18 36 16 32
36 -45 12 24 14 28
46 — 55 8 16 7 14
Above 3 6 2 4
Total 50 100 50 100
5. Family Size
1-5 28 56 31 62
6 —10 17 34 15 30
11-15 5 10 4 8
Above 0 0 0 0
Total 50 100 50 100
6. Farm Size (hect.)
1-3 18 36 21 42
4-6 19 38 17 34
7-9 12 24 11 22
>9 1 2 1 2
Total 50 100 50 100
7. Credit Received N
5,000 — 10,000 15 30 20 40
11,000 - 20,000 25 50 23 46
21,000 - 30,000 8 16 6 12
31,000 - 40,000 2 4 1 2
Total 50 100 50 100
8. Extension Contact
1-2 13 26 15 30
3-4 29 48 30 60
5-6 8 16 5 10
Total 50 100 50 100
9. Membership Cooperative
1 10 20 18 36
2 35 70 31 62
3 5 10 1 2
Above 0 0 0 0
Total 50 100 50 100

Source: Field Survey 2009
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Table 2:Level of awareness and adoption @triga tolerant maize varieties (All Respondents)

S/IN  Response Frequency Percentage (%)
1 Awareness

Yes 97 97

No 3 3

Total 100 100
2. Varieties adopted (participants only)

IWD a7 94

STRCO 50 100

ARC, 94 TZE COM 5W 49 98

Source: Field Survey 2009 Multiplesponses.

Table 3:Distribution of respondents by reasons foadoption of STRCO (Participants only)

Reasons Frequency Percentages (%) Ranking
High tolerance 32 64 5

Early maturity 27 54 b4

High yield 40 80 &)

Very palatable 48 96 !

Long storage ability 43 86 %

Quick drying ability 29 58 B

High demand 33 66 R

Multiple respoas

Source: Field Survey 2009

The result in Table 2 revealed that majority ofpawents (97%) interviewed was aware of the diffe&triga
tolerant maize varieties. The level of adoptiondthithe three varieties was more than 90%. HoweS€RCO was
adopted by all the participants.

The data on Table 3 revealed that only the pagitip adopted th8triga tolerant maize varieties and had various
reasons for preference of one variety over theroffiege main reasons for adopting the varieties vpalatability,
long storage ability and high yield.

In Table 4, the result obtained from the regressioalysis indicated that five (5) of the independemiables were
significantly related to the adoption friga-tolerant maize varieties. The variables are Etioical level (P=0.10),
Household size (P=0.05), credit facilities (P=0,0&xtension contact (P=0.10), and cost $friga seed
(P=0.01).The implication is that an increase in ahthe variables is likely to increase the leviehdoption of striga
tolerant maize seed in the study area.

From Table 5, the results revealed that there \wesitive impacts of the project on the yield of ma{kg), and
income (N) and standard of living of the particifgaThe results of the t-test indicated that yieldd income of the
participants were significantly higher than thatnoin-participants implying that the promotion oé tadoption of
striga tolerant maize variety will not

Table 4:Regression result showing the factors infencing the adoption ofstriga resistance maize varieties.

Variable Regression Coefficient Standard Error T-\alue

1 Constant -0.187 0.901 -0.208
Education (%) 5.578 E-02 0.029 1.998*
Age (X2) 1451 E-02 0.027 0.614 NS
Household (%) 0.104 0.047 2.210*
Credit facilities () 4.827 — 05 0.001 2.845%*
Extension contact (s} 0.297 0.147 2.020*
Cost of Striga tolerant maize seeg)X -0.57 0.111 -5.140***

Source: Field Survey 2009
R? =0.80 F — Ratio = 35.675**  *** = Sjgnificanttdl %
** = Significantat 5% * = Significant at 10%NS = Not significant
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Table 5:t-test result showing impact of adoption o the yield and income.

Variables t-test

Yield (kg/ha) 7.598***

Income ha) 7.776%*
Source: Field Survey 2009 *** = Significant at 1%

only enhance maize production in the study areawlllialso increase in maize yield and subsequecdme of
farmers.

The impacts of adopting the striga tolerant maiadeties was determined by comparing the mean maéeld
(kg/ha) and income (N/ha) of participants and nartipipants. The result of the regression is pregkim Table 5.
The study concluded by advocating a number of patiplications as follows

® There is urgent need by NADP to scale out strigarobproject in other striga infested Local Govaent
Areas in the state

(ii) Policies that will ensure the availability of quglstriga tolerant maize varieties to farmers stidad put in
place by relevant authorities, such as Nationaidddural Seed Council and Private Seed Companies.

(iii) There is need to improve extension delivery andcaljural credit availability to farmers and thiarcgo

along way in promoting the adoption of striga tal@rmaize variety in the study area.
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