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ABSTRALCT

This sty comancted from the need for improved agricetnoal extension svstew in Nigeria Thi study imesiizated the willingness
of veupr furmery in Kwara Stave. Nigezia @y pav for ageicudinrn! edension servives. Specifieally, the stedy examined te farmees’
fustory of pavment for extension, extimated their willingness to pax and identified the dererminanes of same. A sumple of 261
FAMVIErs WaS @ravis across the state wsine & deo 510 random sampling provedure. Duse for e study were collected with the use
of structured guestionnadee and were analvzed with descriptive statistics aed the peobit regressivn Anadvsis. Findings revealed
that abowt 75 of the respondenzs had never conseibused toviaeds any extension effisrt and ondy ehont 386 were willing to do se.
Lhe Juemers prefreeed that paymient be made per exteasion vizit amd theough futmer-growps. Fhe mean amount thai the formers
were willing w pay per anewn was w20, SSE LIt was further divcovered that the significent factors that influenced the farmers'
willingness tor pay weee age, itcome, education, faem sice, exenvion contact, membership of furmer proup and e césy w credit
and iraining. The siudy therefire rec dv @ multidi tonal approach ivolieg ile government ai wil ticrs, farmer proups,
and the public secior 1o enhinnce farmers' access to credit, Farmers' awareness and literaer tevel should also be improved
through adult education programs and continkous training.

Keywords: Intormation {low. willingness to pay, crop farmers. determinants

INTRODUCTION Arvawardana, (20053 recommized the Australian suse of
Arneuelnural exzension tn Nigeria is financed almost solely Tausouaiy as kaving the longest history of fee for service
m e Gosermaen: Following the wihdrawal of the extension (Other couniries where this system has been
World  Bankh  micrvenuon  through  the  Agmiculturad suceessiully  practiced  include, the United  Kingdom.
cioprxnt Projects ¢ADPs), the gonemiment  has Netherlands, New Zealand, Sweden. Germany, Chille, and
OGRS 10 SUDPOR AN TTOM 1S budgc:, while the Partugal (Rivewa and Cucy, 1997).
ADPs hne remaned tnder the management of the In preparing the stage for possible inwoduction of fee-
Mimgries of Agriculivre wmn the staes The agriculmrat paying for cxteasion service, a decumentation of fammors’
¢xtension system in che counuy has been severally history of previous payment for spricuflural cxicnsion
«ritictzed as being supply-driven, 1op-botom onented, and refated acrivites i posited. The pereeption of the farmers

incftective thereby tailing to address the felt needs of the as o their capzhility 4o pay for extension is also likely o
farmers, Poor funding as a cesoh of increasing dwindling affect their judgment, Jnlormation an farmers' preférerce
budgetary provisions and poor governance which arc such a5 mode and frequency of payment will be of
notble among the challenges associated with the sysent assistance in cke design of a fee paying exiension system.
resutted i poor yuality of extcnsion staff as well as Lastly, keowledge ot the determinants of their willingacss
sbysmally jow cxtension personnel w farmer ratio (Buduk o pay will be imporaet o the suceessful inoduction of
et al, 2019, Falola er af., 2042). Furhermore, paucity of fees for extension services. The objoctives of the study
osscntial needs of extension work such as moobility, were therelore 1a0:

accessibility o intormation and communication tecknology 1. deseribe farmers” history of payeweol fo: cxlension
is evidence of the funding ievel of cxtension i the country. services in Kwara $tate,

he eifect of 1his situation is manifested :n the huge gap 2 cxamine farmers’ peiceived capubility 0 pay tor
heiween anvaileble rescarch tindings and the farmers’ CXICDSION SCEVILes,

Anowledse and skill with noor vield for mast crops.  The 3 ipvesugate farmers preletences in payment  for
wmesiable need for additomal seuwsces of funds for exlensivn services and:

CRICTSION IS 2 Mejorjustiiaanon for the mmxluction of foe 4 invesiigate the deserminants of facress' willingness ©
savng exieasion Experts in the ficld opined that payment azy far extension in Kwara State

ior eiensin wail erbzance the particapauon and  the METHODOLOGY

sommiment of {ammers 0 1he oxicnsion process while

The swdy wes camicd owt in hwara St Niserin The
State 1% ocaicd with e Norh centi=l urey of Nigena and
I henween luttudes 7 YN and Jongmudces
2P30E and 6T2FEL shares  sntemiconal
boundaries with the Repedlic of Benen Projected Irom the
2006 venses fimoes, the slate Baz a population al about
2959 millior and ahout 329858 faton fumilic,

fenne acceentzuly of exension o farmers Shekaa
(20050 qepaavhead ot pavment for oxienstor services hy
faomers will increase the clliaenoy and effeciiveness of
aatersion This is hecause the ughe e re s Colivered
the nghe individual or goup who  will cse such
anformation. hence e sysicm o ¢ dJ diiver (Uimali
amd Sehwiee. 19930 7o bunress this assertion, Yapa and
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{he popubation tor e sads commised ol all cegisiensd
viop Lamers i the sluoy omed A D8O TRee 1ana
amphng spsodare aas ised o seleer 2ol sespoadents
WI055 The 16§ ocat Gimesmment Aress an Lhe Stwe Daz
wor the siasiy woas colterted roesh the use el o shiucieied
questioonaire Deseriptive sty wsolang frequeney
COURLS. I Cnages and sl the e
anals s were usedd o sasive the dac
1l syrohil so sion motel sas tined 10 assess the tors
thut intluenced facrers wiliingaess 10 pav (WP
extensvon seevices. The holce ol the prgisg opreasion
Uysin was borne out ol s ability 1o made? dickalomans
o hinary  ovtcome  vaaesic:  The  modet  crfectivedv
meusures lhe wektionshiz belween categarical dependent
variables anel wswlty cortmuous independent v gl
severul ] by converting the dependenc variable ta provabiliiy
scores (Hosmer and Leneshow. 20000 The proou couation
for the purpose of the study is pseseowed a5,

Z=Pp BbX +BXo + Wxpre... .ob

Where 7 = willingoess 10 pav tor agnealtural exienyion

HBOINVICUS

X = Age of the respangdents in - caes

X =Gender of the fasmer ¢3 :f make 1od O3t otherwse:

X3 = Marital staus (L it memicd. Ol aiherwise)

Xy = Total income (Naitug. 5 s is an addition of Farm
income, noa-Jarmm oo and avazladie :neemc rom
aer houschold members

= aghest Tevel ol fomal cduvation agtwined.

and lwnure | foe oweed, O otheraised

= Faum sizc thestares:

Ny = Famminy expericnce ipumbe ol youis spent in
Larming)

Xy = Accoss W eslension serviers (number ob extension
contact in the past 1. monthsy

Xpp = Moembership of farmers’ groups 43 it ves. )
otherwise)

) cess tolarm eredic gl i

Xpo= Aceess Lo training by

orpimizatiens O ses, 0 otherwi

Beme e coeflicionns e he eadmated

j—the cueor term

Twu methuds kave been nsea s e sboermunauon ol WP

L the Cootnyene waluation Moo (WM and the
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AN} DISCUSSTON

Kocin-ceonamic Charaeteristies ol the Respoadents

Tabis § shows the summany ol the relevans so LCADILIY
chaggeacnstivs ol she espotdents  Majosity or U
rdems wele male. oaneee aad xid tooral cdeeaton
kbl sre provp al 3 S0y rd e anean ape o1
S1ovcars ahtaingd in the stus TesL tRuL e furmers
were sulion ther acinedpraducts e age The madal faem
sioe o the repoodeats woes betsecn UL 220 ovtaes
whiie the mean wus 205 heclares [hoese sugpest than the
sexpordents are cmall scuic rarmiers The magontly JE70
ot e Fmets il rot owa theis farmlands Mare dan halt
al the renpondenss are members of laemer sroeps. and hase
dovessest credit aml s < imemetioe past 02
montly period Alteugh oumbe: ol CXlension conbkt e
e wevided snwlude 36 umies. e mean number ot
exumsion Conet per armwen wan 8 This findings surpons
thove of Fukavode et al 2007, in which # waseported G
Lazmers i Kowara Stte were procdominant]y mmale 18 6w
waccied 18370 and possessed onual oducdron 174 145
The study also pave the modal aec ot hwara Sacc tarmers
S6-3%ves and modal soars ol fUDuag OXICOCICS 48
Mivear;

Respondents” History of Payvment for Agricultursi
Tixtension Serviees

This oo presents the tesult 1on made into
the wndents” histoey of pasment tor ageiculiuca
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ol the Momery bt ever
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o eygoity  contribations  wwards  5p projects  or
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WOIT provision of wimer moachingy, mput
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Determinants of Farmers’ Willingness to Pay (WTP)
for Agricuitural Extension Services

agnceltural  extension  services  were  sigmbeant i
predicting the farmers’ witlingness Three of the cight

The results of the probit analysis to determine the factors
influencing  willingness 10 pay (WTP) lor agnicultural
extensions by the farmers in the study arca are presented in
Table & As shown in Table 5. the model fited for the
study was good, based on the high Chi-square value which
was significant at ene percent Eight ol the twelve variables
wsted for relationship with willingness to pay  for

significant variables namely, age. access 10 exiension
services and membership of farmer groups were nversely
related 1o the farmers’ willingness to pay. The remaining
live variables: total income, level of education, fum size,
access to credit and total income had direct relationships
with the willingness of the farmers to pay for agricultural
extension services

Table 1: Selected Socio-economic Characteristics of Respondents

Socio-economic Characteristics Modal Group (%) Mean
—_— Values Al C
Age (Years) 30 0 40-50 (33.00) 51.03 years
Gender Male (87.40)
Marital Status b Married (92.7)
tducational Level s Formal Education(73.2)
Farming Expericnce (Years)
3 55 11-20(39.5} 21.37 years
Farm Size(ha) 0.5 4 1.10-2.00(37.1) 2.05 hectares
Land lenure Rented(77.4)
No of Extension Contact 2 0 36 1-10 times (41.4) .
8
Membership of Farmer-groups - Non-member {65.5} -
Actess to Credit No access (52.1)
Access to Training Had access (56.0)
Total Annual Income(i) - 70,000.00 854,000.00 200,001-400,000 (53.6) 290,416.86

Note: Figures in parentheses are percentages

Source: Field Survey, 2013

Age of the farmers had a negative relationship with the
farmers” willingness o pay (WTP) at p<0.01. This
indicates that the older the fammer is, the less histher
willingness 10 pay for agriculural extension services.
Similar findings have been reported in other studies on
farmers’ WTP (Oladele, 2008: Mwaura er al.. 2010; Falola
et al., 2012, and Zakaria et al. 2013). Payment for
agricultural extension scrvices being a relatively new
development may not be rcadily adopted by the older
farmers giving  the  sewentifically reported  inverse
relationship between age and the adoption of mnovation
methods Younger farmers have been reported to adapt
more (o changes and to adopt innovations at a higher and
faster rate (Akudugu et al, 2012: Balloc-Asare of al.
2013). The inverse relationship hetween farmers” access (©
extension services (measured as number of extension
contacts) and WTP implies that the more access a farmer
Tad to agricultural extension services. the less willing such
4 farmer was, 1o pay for the services This may be due to
the fact that the farmers will less likely desire to pay for
services lie already receives for free [t may however
ueoest also that the farmer does not consider the benefit he
denves from extension contact worth paying for This may
therctore alto be an indication of the level of a farmers’
citisfuction with the agricultural exiension scivices be
prevently enjoys. This tinding 15 i agrecment with those of
Ulmwengn and Sanyal. (2011) who established 2 timidar
refationship between access o agreulutal extension and
tamers” WTP for agricultural extension  services i
Uganda  Membership of latmer groups sigmbcantly  but
inverseiv mftnenced farmers” WTP at one percent level of
aenfiwance  Therefore, WTP  raduced - with - fami i
mernbership of tammer groups This may atso be related to
yie fact that therr membershp of groups exposes them 10
more agnicaltural ntormation  xad Dence ther lwk ol
emhusiasm (0 pay for agnculiural eXIERSION  SCIVES
iSseguya-ef al, 20131 Incvontrast 1o 4L previous 1elated
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study (Foti er al, 2007). this study shows a dircet
relationship between farm size and farmers® WTP for
agriculural extension services at one percent level of
significance. This implies that the larger the farm size, the
more willing the farmer was lo pay for agricultural
extension. This may be attributed to the fact that farm
management becomes complex as farm size increases.
Thus, managing such large farms effectively may require
some crucial information which may not be available easily
10 small farms. This may prompt farmers with large farm
size Lo pay for agricultural extension services.

Gender was not significant in determining WTP. This
tinding contradicts that of Oladele, (2008) who reported
that male farmers were more willing to pay tor agricultural
extension services than female tarmers in Oyo State,
Nigena. Also, though being maried bas been linked to
some degree of social and cconomic stability (Sanderson,
2004). the rosults of this stady shows no significant
relattonship between marital stats and WTP. A significant
and positive telationship was also observed between total
income and WTP at one pervent level of significance This
means thiat the higher the total income, the higher the WTP
for agricultural cxtension seevices  Thes finding 15
accordance with the reports by Oladele (2008), Mwaura ef
al (20101 and Falola 4 af (2012) Higher income may
conniote availability of more (ands from which to pay tor
pericultural extension services: Educational level direetly
miluenced WIP at one percernt level of significance
Theretore; e more educated 1 farmet 15, the more histher
WTT This tend has been reported by <imular studies
(Oladele, 2008, Mwaura o al, 2010; Abu et wl, 2011
Falola or al, 2012% Cereris partbus. farmers with gh
tevel of vducation fiwve posiive attitude (o mnovation:
(Uemarsy and Mushra, 2010) Thes may be as 3 resuli of
improved abibty to undersia md communicate bettey
with extenson officers. Tr may ol result of the
general skepticam and trust Histes usuddy comamon among

T
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illitcrate farmers. Table 5 shows that access to training
positively and significantly influenced farmers’ WTP for
agricultural extension services at five percent fevel of
significance. The direct nawre of the relationship between
the access to training and WTP indicates that the more

Table 3: Distrib of Respond by preference
on payment for Agricultural Extension

Freq Per
ArC you willing to -
pay for agric. Ext.

g

access a farmer has to training, the more the larmer’s services?
WTP Access to farm credit was also found 10 be a ;‘;s 19692 g;gf
dc(crminam. of f:m_ncts' WTP.The more aceess a farmer Are you capabice of ’
had 1o credit, the higher the farmer’s WIP. This may be a paying for agric. Ext. ¥
function of available fi ial ¢ which is cnhanced services?
by the access to farm credit. Yes g7 33.33
No 174 66.67
Table 2: pondents’ History of Pay for Preferred mode of
_ Agricultural Extension Services payment
Investigati Fr y Per 9 Individual 59 22.61
made and the Group 202 77.39
= nses Preferred frequency
Evu_' paid for of payment
Agric. Ext 66 25.29 Per visit 177 67.82
services 195 74.71 Monthly 60 22,99
Yes 261 100.00 24 919
::tal " Source: Field survey, 2013
servioeraid for Table 4. Distribution of Respondents by Total
Beneficiary 9 11.8 Amounts they are Willing to Pay for Agricultural
w:;ibuﬁqn for: 9 118 Extension Per Annum
project 24 31.6 Amount Frequency Percentage
Farm machinery 13 17.1 0 162 62,07
‘T'r':}:izmw 10 132 1 - 20,000 71 27.20
* 11 145 20, 001 - 40,000 17 6.51
e moements s 100.0 40,001 - 60,000 4 1.53
culverts 60,001 -80,000 2 0.77
Yoral 80, 001 - 100,000 2 0.77
Amount paid in >100, 000 3 1.9
the last 12 19 28.8 Total 261 1.16
months a6 69.7 Minimum 0 100
<10,000 1 1.5 Maximum 69, 000
10,000-20,000 500 Mean(willing 20, 551.11
>20,00 60,000 respondents)
Minimum 21',524 01 Source: Field survey, 2013,
Maximem 3
M 66 100.0
Total ki)
= Multiple Responses; Source: Fieid survey, 2013
Table 5: Parameter Estimates from Probit Reg Model to I sti Deter of Willi to Pay q
—Respondents
Variable Regression Coeff. Standard Error t-value
Constant -2.09889 51870 -4.04646
Age -,11508%++ .00803 “14.32722
Gender 40836 27925 1.4621
Marital Status .14795 .33070 44738
Total Income 07230%*~ .01945 3.71814
Educational Level 23555%** .030438 7.72724
Land Ownership -.07323 12386 -.59129
Farm Size 207967 ~* .04456 4.66670
Farming Experience -.01013 .00650 -1.55778
Access to extension services ~01797%»> .00370 -4.85084
Membership of other Farmers’ Groups 34027 %% 05577 3.41043
Access to Credit 43828%*% , -10465 4,18792
Access to Training .23557%* 11186 2.10581
Pearson Goodness of fit (chl square value) 5.968E+11
DF 247
P -000

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

One can infer from this study that just a Jimited number of
farmers had ever made equity contributions towards
extension related projects in the study area. Similarly, only
about 2 third of the respondents were willing to pay for

Note: v and ** denote significance at 1% and 5%, respectively
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agricultural extension services. The study further revealed
that farmers preferred to pay per extension visits and
theough their farmer-groups. The factors that significantly
influenced farmers” WTP were; age, income, ceducation,



farm size, extension contact. membership of farmer-groups,
access to eredit and uamming

Based on these findings therefore.
recommendations are put forward

I Farmers should be assisted and  encouraged (o
increase their farm size through measures such as:
subsidics, incentive payments. welfare  payments,
and provision of infractures

A: multidimensional approach involving all stake

the  following

t3

holders such  as the government, private  sector,
strengthened  farmer- groups  and  other  non-
governmental  organizations  should  be  adopted

1o enhance agric-financing in the study area.

Policies that will cnhance farmers’ income, such
as improved produce marketing, should also be put in
place or given more attention.

4. Adult literacy programmes and continuous training

should be made available to improve farmers' level of
cducation and  awarencss,
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