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Original Research Article

FARMERS' PARTICIPATION IN COMMUNITY BASED ORGANIZAT IONS; IMPLICATIONS FOR INCREASED
PRODUCTIVITY IN EDO, DELTA AND BAYELSA STATES IN NI GER DELTA AREA, NIGERIA.

Abstract

The study examined participation of farmers in community based organizations and its implication

for increased productivity in Edo, Delta and Bayelsa States in Niger Delta, Nigeria. The objectives of

the study include to examine the socio-economic characteristics of fasm@nd non-farmers
community based organizations in the study areterdene the level of participation of the farmers
in CBOs activities, examine the effects of farnmadicipation in CBOs activities on their farm
income and to identify possible factors limitingnfi@rs participation in the group’s activities. The
study was carried out with the use of structuredsgiwnnaires administered on the respondents of
the studyPrimary data were sourced from 590 respondents, comprising of 295 CBO farmers and an
equivalent size of non — CBO farmers spread across three states of the Niger Delta region of Nigeria.

The study was carried out between 2013 and 2014. Data from respondents were analyzed using
percentages and means. Llikert scale was used to analyze the farmers constraints in their CBO
groups. Multiple regression was used to analyze the hypotheses of the study. Results showed that
CBO farmers participated very well in most of their activities (mean =>2.5), they also like to
participate in CBOs activities for reasons such as, it has helped to increase their knowledge of
farming practice, improved their income and standard of living. It was also revealed that the
difference (US51,039.55) in farm income between CBO farmers members (51,573.45) and non-
members (5533.90) was significant (P<0.05). Result as well showed that such socio-economic
characteristics of CBO farmer member as age (b 890), education level (b = 1.179), farming
experience (b = 0.230) as well as CBO group chaastics like membership supportiveness (b =
4.056), democratic nature of leadership selectiosr @.357), and CBO membership experience (b =
0.680) were significant variables (P < 0.05) affagt farmers level of participation in CBOs
activities. The study concluded that participatminthe farmers in CBOs has enhanced their farm
income. The study recommends that CBO leadersplglactively seek and incorporate members’
views in designing activities for the group, enstivat benefits accruing to the group are equitably
distributed and be seen to be transparent by bemancially accountable to its members.

KEYTERMS: rural sector, agricultural production, ragultural output, farm income, farm revenue,
characteristics farmers, group characteristics, #rsaale farmers

INTRODUCTION

The rural sector is very essential in the economic development of many countries (Nigeria
inclusive). This is due to the various contributions (like provision of food, raw material for
industries, employment, savings to the government and tax revenue to support the development of
other sectors of the economy and generation of foreign exchange to the government) of the sector
to the populace. The above mentioned importance of the rural is more pronounced in
underdeveloped countries [1]. [2] noted that the importance of the rural sector mentioned above is
majorly the preoccupation of farmers most of whom live in the rural areas. The concern for the
necessity to increase the quality and quantity of food production has led to efforts targeted at
either small scale or large scale farmers. [3] noted that the small scale farmers dominate the
agricultural production landscape and for this reason advocated that they should be targeted for
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the country’s (Nigeria) increased agricultural production. This assertion was supported by findings
of [2] which advanced that small scale famers can achieve higher farm yields and meet up with the
increased demand of food quality and quantity if they play down on traditional practices and adopt
recommended scientific farming techniques. These small-scale farmers are characterized by a
strong dependence on agricultural labour market, little or no forms of savings or storage facilities,
and the cultural practices they adopt are highly labour intensive [1]

Despite the level of commitment of small scale farmers to their farming activities, they still
find it difficult to individually break away from the vicious cycle of dependence and poverty [2].
Acknowledging this limitation, the authors [2] suggested that it is only through collective efforts of
the poor farmers and their community based organizations that they can help themselves
overcome the myriads of problems plaguing them as well initiate a course of participatory and self
reliant development. In line with this thought, farmers participation in community based
organizations has been reported by [4] as a key factor worthy of impacting on their level of
adoption of improve farm practices and consequently on their farm income thus engendering
development. Where sustainability of the development is concerned especially in a contemporary
society like Nigeria (a developing country), it is pertinent to initiate development from the rural
sector where a greater proportion of the population live and where also the productive base of the
economy which is agriculture and its associated activities is located.

More recently, the use of local or Community Bagerjanizations (CBOs) has been
advocated by several development agencies as @gstraneans of gaining local support and
promoting rural as well as agricultural output,dane and development [5]. [6] pointed out that
unless farmers play important role in enhancinglpotion and income, the potential and essence of
forming CBO can never be realized. Previous studiedarmers’ participation have focused on
agricultural programmes such as Fadama Il and iy &mpowerment, while others have focused on
factors influencing participation in groups [7]. Wever, none seem to have been directed on
possible impact of participation of farmers in CB@sfarmers’ output and income level. This study
hopes to bridge this research gap. Currently, tieen® much data on farmers’ participation on CBO
and its impact on farm revenue and income. Thislystexamined those factors that encourage
participation in CBOs and therefore recommendsam to build on them. Against this background,
the study is considered as an important and tiroedy

OVERVIEW OF COMMUNITY BASED ORGANIZATIONS IN NIGERIA

Community based organizations is a voluntary, naf{p non-governmental and highly
localized or neighbourhood institutions whose mensip is placed on equal level and whose main
goal is the improvement of the social and econowetlbeing of every member [8]. There are
several types of community based organizations #nat prevalent in rural areas. Some of the
common objectives that run through most of thenoeting to [9] are; to increase the productive
efficiency of members, to institute innovationstérms of making new and improved farm inputs
available to farmers, to develop leadership gesiamong members, to establish an organized and
significant local group through which governmentafidevelopment programmes can be transmitted
readily to reach a large numbers of people, to erage savings and the accumulation of capital
among rural people and to establish a wide rangwedfit facilities for members thereby enhancing
more investments on the farms.

[10] identified two types of local organizationshéy are; local development associations and
Cooperatives and interests associations. [9] catagblocal organizations into two different forms.
They are according to size, where he noted thagtbeps could be small or large, and, according to
their composition and function. Under this categdmgal groups can be categorized as: instrumental
social groups and expressive social groups.
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[11] spelt out some of the characteristics guidargners’ organizations to include; Openness
to interested persons that are willing to partitgga the group, its openness to using the fulyeaof
action strategies to work towards the long-terntasnability and well being of the people and the
community, the group’s promotion of active and esgntative participation towards enabling all
members to meaningfully influence the decisionst thfdect their lives, simple engagement of
members in learning about and understanding orghaai¥s issues, and the economic, social,
environmental, political, psychological, and othewpacts associated with alternative courses of
action and members working actively to enhanceleéadership capacity of organization members,
leaders, and groups within the environment. [12jumgéd that community based organizations are
formed based on the belief that there is no govemrhowever benevolent, paternalistic or well
meaning, which can boost of the capacity to prowlti¢he multifarious needs of all its citizens.eTh
community based organizations therefore help tdgarithis gap. It is on this axion, the authors [12]
noted that community based organization stands stimest and quickest way through which
sustainable rural development and agriculture eaadhieved.

ECONOMIC IMPORTANCE OF CBOs IN NIGERIA

The importance of Community based organizationsraneg to [13] are; The group offers
economic gains to the members, it helps to accam@ome tasks which the individual alone may
not be able to accomplish e.g. farmer’s cooperaoaeties, it enhances individual's prestige that
when the organization is a prestigious one in tllty provide community people’s access to
friends and other persons in the community theytwanidentify or associate with and it may
sometimes help link stakeholders of the group,emves as stepping stone to some higher status or
gains

[14] gave a list of the importance of local groupsinclude; the group assists members to
have access to productive source and secure salstainin already acquired resources, the group
helps to provide frame work for cooperative actipnorganizing people to generate and use their
own knowledge and resources to advocate for their vghts in their local community, it enables
the people to organize and mobilize for labour amaterials resources needed for more credit,
savings and marketing and the groups help to peoaldd improve access of the rural people to
information that would help to better their livgs4] also acknowledged that, the local groups help
provide and improve (where it existed before) docthesion among the people and this make it
possible for them to belief in themselves, coomeratd pull their resources together for their
common benefit.

CBOs POLICIES IN NIGERIA

CBOs in Nigeria are guided by some policies. Notably, [9] indicated that CBOs are social units
or human groups deliberately formed to achieve specific goals. That is to say it is goal driven. As a
matter of policy, the organizations are formed for the purpose of protecting and promoting
common interest of the members which they wouldn’t have been able to achieve individually. The

main thrust of CBOs is to address local needs, they are formed on voluntary basis and are self
funded [15].

OVERVIEW OF FARMERS’ PARTICIAPTION IN CBOs IN NIGERIA

[16] defined participation as a process of takiragtgn different spheres of social life:
political, economic, social, cultural and othes key element in participation according to [9}he
process in which the poor gain greater control dieir own lives in a collective effort, through
likeminded groups. Participation at the commurstgeen as the coming together of the people in the
community to take part in the community projectattare aimed at solving problems that bother
them and improving their wellbeing.
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[16] opined that participation of farmers in orgaations can take place in four different
forms. The forms are: direct form, representatidoah, political form and information based form.
[17] acknowledged three kinds of local participatiorhese are: community participation, local
organization development and indigenous local gigetion.

Some of the benefits of CBOs were pointed out Iy teports of [13]. It noted that
participation in groups would ensure that staketwddare involved in the formulation of
development policies and strategies and in theyarsal planning, implementation, inventory,
monitoring and evaluation of the group’s activiti¢$8] observed that genuine participation in a
group is an opportunity for members to better tlosun lives in particular and the community in
general, motivates people to work together bec#useulcates in them a sense of community and
recognize the benefits of their involvement. In iéidd, genuine participation may bring about
remuneration in cash or kind to members.

Indicators of participation according to [19] report are of two categories. They are
guantitative and qualitative indicators. Quantiatindicators include; levels of input committed at
different levels to community projects, increasediance on members finance, frequency of
attendance to meetings, levels of participationnismbers to community projects, existence and
abiding to the set of rules, extent of contributadmesources by members to community projects and
involvement of members in key decision making pssceOn the other hand, the qualitative
indicators are of three folds namely; organizatigmawth, group behavior and group self-reliance

[18] identified some of the problems faced by farsni@ participating in local organizations
to include; high illiteracy rates and poor livingnditions among the rural people, lack of leadgrshi
andinadequate access to credit, agricultural inguitisother services.

STUDY OBJECTIVES AND HYPOTHESES
The overall aim of this study is to assess farm@afticipation in community based

organizations: its implications for increased pratduaty in selected states in Niger Delta, Nigeria.
The specific objectives were to

I. examine the socio-economic characteristics of fasraad non-farmers community based

organizations in the study area.

il. determine the level of participation of the farmer£BOs activities..

iii. examine the effects of farmers participation in GBa@tivities on their farm income

Iv. identify possible factors limiting farmers partiaton in the group’s activities

The following null hypotheses were tested:

Ho. CBO farmers’ socio-economic and group charadtesishave no significant influence on
their level of participation in CBO activities.

Ho, There is no significant difference in farm incomfefarmer members and non-members of
CBOs

ACRONYM

CBOs: Community based organizations
LGAs: Local government areas

ADPs: Agricultural development programme

RESEARCH METHOD
The study was carried out in three contiguousestatamely, Edo, Delta and Bayelsa States
in the Niger Delta area of Nigeria. They are BaggelBelta and Edo States.

Bayelsa State
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Bayelsa State is oil rich state located in the NiDelta region of Southern Nigeria. It is
geographically, located within Latitude§1%’ and %23'N and Longitudes ®85’ and 645'E. The
State is bounded to the north by Delta State, @édhst by Rivers State, and to the south and west b
the Atlantic Ocean. The State has 8 local govertnraegas, a population size of about 1.7million
people (2006, census) and it occupies a land afe@baut 21,000Krh with its capital city at
Yenagoa. Her major language is ljo (Izon), othedely spoken languages are Nembe, Ogbia and
Epie-Atissa [20]. The local population engages yastfishing on both subsistence and commercial
levels. Other major occupations in the State ammifay (growing of crops and rearing of animals).
Commercial and industrial activities in the Statégalves around oil and gas sub-sector [20]. The
report also noted that Bayelsa State has a widetyaof customs, festivals, music, arts, crafts,
folklore, artifacts, museums and monuments.

Delta State

Delta State is one of the six states in the SouBlouth geopolitical zone of Nigeria and was
created from the defunct Bendel State ofi 2d@gust, 1991. It has 25 Local Government Area$ wit
the capital city at Asaba. The state has a total Erea of 17,698 square kilometers and a populatio
of 4,170,214 based on the 2006 census figure {2&pgraphically, the state lies between Longitude
5°.00” and 6.45” North and Latitudes £8nd 28south. The state is flanked by Edo state to the
North, Ondo State to the South West, Anambra $tetiee East and Bayelsa State to the South-East.
Its climate promotes the production of crops, fstd livestock for food and industry [22]. Major
ethnic groups are the Isoko, lka, Urhobo, Itshekuon, Ukwuani and Aniocha speaking people. The
people’s predominant occupation is farming (crogpiishing and animal rearing), oil prospecting,
civil service, trading and commerce [21]. The Statelivided into three senatorial zones, namely
Delta North, Delta Central and Delta South. Theesitcharacterized by mangrove forest. Its climate
is marked by two district seasons, the dry andyragasons.

Edo State

Edo state is one of the states of the nine stdtéiseoNiger delta area of Nigeria. It is the
remnant of the defunct Bendel State after the Defede was carved out in August 1991. The state
has a land area of over about 19,639.7 kand presently has 18 local government areas itgith
capital seat at Benin City. Its population sizecading to the 2006 population census is 3,218,332
people. Their main spoken language is Edo, withvéisous dialects and lingua franca which is
pigeon English, the official language is Englismgaage. Edo State is rich in culture and can boast
of the world best wood carvers, and bronze scudpadirof these have contributed to the tourism and
creation industry in the State. Major crops growrthe State include, rubber, timber, oil palm and
cocoa. The state is endowed with several mineiedsduartzite, marble, limestone, lignite, gold.
Petroleum is found in Ovia and Orhionmwon areahefState [20].

SAMPLING TECHNIQUE AND SAMPLE SIZE
The population of the study was made of farmerd aon-farmers of community based
organizations. A multi-stage random sampling tegheiwas adopted for selecting the respondents.
The method involved, first, a random selectionloté (Edo, Delta and Bayelsa states) out of the
nine states (Abia, Akwa-lbom, Bayelsa, Cross Riv&do, Imo, Delta, Ondo and Rivers states)
constituting the Niger Delta States. Secondly, t(2p out of the three senatorial zones were
randomly selected per state, thus bringing thd tatenber of senatorial zones used for the study to
six. Thirdly, two (2) local government areas (LGAsgre randomly selected from each sampled
senatorial zones and this brought them to twel2¢ (GAs (see Table 1). Important to mention here
that, the list of registered CBOs were obtainednfthe LGAs secretariat and the States Ministry of
Agriculture. Fourthly, three (3) of the CBOs outtbbse available that were registered and active
and have existed for at least two years were rahdeampled for the study. This together brought
the total number of CBOs used for the study taytsix (36). Lastly, a proportional random sample
5
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of 50% of farmers of the sampled CBOs were takehaministered with the question instrument.
Proportional sampling was adopted since the groaplsunequal membership size. Membership size
in the sampled groups was five hundred and nirg9). This comprised of two hundred and ninety
five (295) CBO farmers (appropriately 50%) and domparative purpose as the study demands, an
equivalent number of non-farmers CBOs were alsdoary sampled per community.

Data used for the study were sourced directly ftbenfarmers through the use of validated
guestionnaire and interview schedule administeoethe literate and illiterate farmers respectively.
The validity of the instrument was guaranteed Iyyeets in the field of Agricultural Extension, while
the reliability was ascertained using the Cronb&lgina method. The reliability coefficient obtained
for the test instrument was 0.82. The researchumsint (questionnaire and interview schedule) was
administered by the researcher. Trained enumeratiaf§ of sampled LGAs and staff of Agricultural
Development Programme (ADP) were equally used &ba dollection purposes.

Data were analyzed using descriptive and infeakstiatistics. The former involved use of
percentages and means, while the later involvedsbeof multiple regression which was specifically
used to determine socio-economic factors and grobpgacteristics that affect the level of farmers
participation in community based organizations. Vagables in the model are explicitly stated as;

Y =a+bX; + bpXo + X3, -, + X, + e

Where:

dependent variable (level of participation)

the coefficient of the constant term

the coefficient of the independent variables

the independent variables

error term

he variables in the equation are defined below as:

Level of participation (participation score me&slias a
percentage index)

X1 = Gender (dummy: male = 1; female = 0)

X5 = Age (years)

X3 = Educational status (years)

Xa = Household size (number of people living and fegdogether)

Xs = Farming status (dummy: full time = 1; part tim@);

Xe = Farm size (ha.)

X7 = Farming experience (years).

Xs = Income &N ($1 =N180)

Xo = Years of residence in community

X0 = CBOs membership experience (years)

X121 = Members cooperativeness (ordinal: Strongly Agrde
Agree = 3, Disagree = 2 and Strongly Disagree = 1)

X2 = Demographic nature of leadership selection (@idin
SA=4,A=3,D=2and SD=1)

X1z = Sincerity of leadership (Strongly Agree, Agreésdgree
and Strongly Disagree)

X = Members supportiveness (ordinal: SA =4, AB3; 2 and
SD=1)

X5 = Equitable/fairness in the distribution of workddmenefits in

the group ((Strongly Agree, Agree, Disagree andrigfly Disagree)

Four functional models were tested to determieebist fit model that explains the relationship
between the dependent and independent variablesfunktional forms are;

6
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1. Linear:Y =1 (X)

2. Exponential: | (Y) =1 (Xy1)

3. Semi-log : Y (LX), and,;

4. Cobb-Douglas LY =f (LX)

The linear function was adopted as the lead funcfidhe criteria for adoption of the function
were based on the probability level that shows ll@fesignificance of the variables been tested,
number of significant variables, signs of the eatid coefficients of the independent variables and
the magnitude of the adjusted R3]. T-test statistics was used to analyze ttiferince in farm
income of farmer members and non-members of CHBQ@sst is a statistical technique used to
determine if a significant difference exist between two variables or groups [24].

Respondents’ participation in their activities dadtors limiting farmers’ participation was
measured on a 4-point Likert scale. While the formanged from, “Very frequently” (coded 4),
“frequently” (coded 3), “sometimes” (coded 2) andot at all” (coded 1), the later ranged from,
Strongly Agree (coded 4), Agree (coded 3), Disagomeled 2) and Strongly Disagree (coded 1).
Respondents’ level of participation in each acgiveind factors limiting participation in group’s
activities were analyzed using mean. The weightedmscore of 2.50 was used to determine if their
participation in the activity was high (i.e. if mea 2.50) or low (if mean < 2.50). The weighted
mean was determined as follows: [4 + 3 + 2 + 1}/2150.

Table 1. Communities with CBOs with sample size

S/n  State Senatorial L.G.A CBO SamBeze
Zone Communities
1. Bayelsa Bayelsa West Ekeremor Fiekoro 5
Isampou 5
Ekeremor 5
Sagbama Osekwenike 9
Sagbama | 7
Sagbama ll 5
Bayelsa Central Kolokuma /
Opokuma Odi 6
Kiama 5
Okologba 6
Yenagoa Akenfa 5
Songhai 7
Amasoma 6
2. Delta Delta North lka North East Ute-Ogbege 12
Ute-Okpu 15
Boji-Boji Owa 13
Ndokwa East Afor Town 13
Okpai-Obeze 10
Iselegu 14
Delta South Isoko South Oleh 13
Olomoro 12
Emede 13
Bomadi Bomadi | 13
Bomadi Il 11
Bomadi lll 12
3. Edo Edo North Etsako East Aganebode 6
Okpella | 7
Weppa 6
Etsako West Jagbe 6

7
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Communities with CBOs, 2014

RESULTS
Socio-economic characteristics of respondents’

The socioeconomic characteristicof the respondents’ are shown in Table 2. The nig,j
(68.1%) of the farmers CBOs were males while 31\®9&6e females. Males equally domina
(68.8%) the norfarmers CBOs, while females formed the minority.234). The result infers th
males were majoparticipants in CBOs and this probably suggest®a@ pesponse of females
farm-based community development groups. The low ppeimn of females could be adducec
the fact that in most communities of Nigeria, womeme rarely allowed to take p in social
organizations, hence their low participation. Sanifesult regarding low female participation
social organization was reported [26].

Most farm based CBO members and -members were within the age bracket of
— 49 years. The mean age of CBO members anc- members was about 43 and 49 ye
respectively indicating that majority of the resdents were within the economically activee
categories. Similar result regarding the younger @gmembers of CBOs was reported[27]. The
authors noted that age of participants negativetyetates with level of participation in grou

Table 2 Demographic characteristics of responden’

CBO Members Non-Members
Characteristics ~ Categories (n =295) (n =295
Freq % T Frec % T

<5 43 14.6 37 125

5-9 49 16.6 47  15.9
Jears of 10-14 49 16.6 68 23.1

15-19 65 22.0 91 30.8

20 & abowt 89 30.2 14 52 176 13
Sex Female 94 31.9 92 31.2

Male 201 68.1 20 68.8

Single 60 20.3 45 15.3
Marital Marriec 208 70.5 211 715
status Divorcec 19 6.4 3¢ 10.2

Widow (er) 8 2.7 9 3.1

<30 11 3.7 11 3.7

30-39 99 33.6 28 9.5
Age (years) 40-49 111 37.6 14¢€ 9.5

50-59 73 24.7 58 19.7

60 & abovt 1 0.3 43 52 17.6 49
Education No formal educatic 2 0.7 58 19.7

Primary educatic 19 6.4 13¢ 46.8



Secondary educati 103 34.9 82 27.8

Postsecondary edu 171 58.0 17 5.8
Christiar 259 87.8 252 85.4
Religious Muslim 19 6.4 3C 10.2
affiliation Traditiona - - 1 0.3
Others 17 5.8 12 4.1
1-3 67 22.7 92 312
4-6 133 45.1 167  56.6
Household size 7-9 85 28.8 35 11.9
range 10-12 4 1.4 1 0.3
13 & abow 6 20 5 - - 4
372
373 A larger proportion of the farmers CBO members §%0). and no-farmers CBO membe!

374  (71.5%) were married. Participation in CBOs maypleeceived bythem as a means of support
375 their families. This finding is supported by thesutts of [28]. They noted that participants
376 community organizations amostly married people and they participate imthe improve on thei
377 economic livelihood. The educational distributiohtlee respondents indicated that almost all
378 respondents had formal education (99.3% for CB@éas and 80.4% for n-CBO farmes). Being
379 literate endows them witlmental capacity to participate effectively in theogps they belong
380 Studies of [4]stressed that most participants in community baseghnizations have form
381 education and that this characteristics enhancebvidluel capacity to handle agricultur
382 innovations.

383 The modal household size of farmers CBO memberd¥dband no-members (56.6%) we
384 4 —6 persons. The mean household size was 5 and #hddiarmers CBO and n-farmers CBO
385  groups respectively. The resuliggested that the farmers had people dependingesn &md whict
386 they need to cater forhis accounts for why they would want to particgpat CBOs in order to hay
387 their productivity and income improved upon. Theule is in consonance with that [7] who
388 reported similar household range for members ofrnamty based group:

389 Majority of farmers CBO members (30.2%) and - farmers CBO members (30.8%) F
390 more than 19 years and between— 19 years of residence respectively. Respondentstage
391 lengh of residence was 14 and 13 years for farmers @RMhbers and n-members. The result
392  shows that most of the respondents have been mgsidithe community for a long period of tir
393 and this perhaps account for why they participat€BOs. Results ([29] stressed that the long
394 farmers/local people reside in a particular logalihe more willing they would want to belong
332 local organizations in the commun

397 Respondents’ participation level in CBOs activities

398 Table 3 shows respondents’ partation level in farmers CBOs activities. The papation
399 level of respondents was presented in the ordethefr mean size. Respondents’ level
400 participation was highest for payment of monthlyniribution 1z = 3.61). Studies 0[30] found
401 payment of monthly contribution/dues as a reguletivdly of farmers in their farmers’ loci
402  organizations. Abiding by the rules of the gro T = 3.56) was also a regular activity carried ou
403 farmers CBO members in the study area. The resf [31] support this finding as he noted the
404  major activity of famers when in groups is abidmgthe rules stipulated by the gro

405 In addition, attending association’s meetinz = 3.39), participation in group’s training a
406 members’ ceremoniesr(= 3.17) and contribution to group’s discussiox = 3.03) were other
407  regular activities carried out by members. Simiksults regarding regular activities carried out
408 members of groups were noted [32]. He actually acknowledged regular attendaio meetings,
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contribution of levies to members in special neeul going out to actually work (throu
meaningful discussion) for the gro

Table 3: Respondents’ participation level in CBOs activities
Areas of participation Bayelsa Delta Edo Pooled

Mear SD Mean SD Mean SD Mear SD

Payment of monthly 3.68* 0.47 3.60* 050 3.55* 050 3.61* 0.50
contribution/dues

Abide by the rules of the group 3.66* 0.56 3.58* 0.55 3.40* 0.62 3.56* 0.57
Regular attendance at meetings 3.42* 0.65 3.42* 0.57 3.29* 0.63 3.39* 0.61
Participate in group’s training 3.08* 0.69 3.14* 0.67 3.30* 0.59 3.17* 0.66
Contribution to group discussions 3.10* 0.64 3.05* 0.63 2.90* 0.82 3.03* 0.68

Commit personal resources to
group’s activities

Invite/introduce new members to
Association.

2.99* 0.73 289 0.73 296* 068 293* 0.71

261* 084 242 089 242 090 246 0.88

*Regular (mean > 2.50)

The commitment of personal resources to group’'svies (r = 2.93) was also a regul
activity of CBO members. This report is in line kwithat of[18] who noted that participation
group involves contributing ideas and resourceswalt as taking responsibility for actions tt
concern and affect the well-bejiof the group

Effects of participation in CBOs

Table 6 shows the annual farm income of the respatsd It revealed that most (50.5'
farmers CBO members earned an income of bet?t200,001 ($1,111.12)N300,000 ($1,666.67),
while most (63.7%) noffarmers CBO members earnN100,000 ($555.56) and below. The aver
annual earnings of both groups widN283,220.34 ($1,573.45) and-98,101.69 ($533.9(
respectively. The differenceN(87,118.65 = $1,039.55) (in favour of farmers CB@nmbers
suggest that participation in fa-based CBO projects had indeed enhanced farmermacdimilar
results have been reported BY.[They noted that participation in groups has atp@simpact ol
farmers’ productivity and consequently their incc

Table 6. Farm characteristics of respondent’

CBO Members Non-Member:
Characteristics Categories (n =295) (n=295
Freq % xr Freq % T

100,000 & beloy 1 0.3 188 63.7
100,001200,00( 44 14.9 83 28.1
200,001300,00( 149 50.5 21 7.1

Income range<EN 300,001400,00( 66 22.4 1 03
400,001500,00( 27 9.2 2 07
>500,000 8 2.7 - -
Total 295 100.0 295 100.0

Mean farm income for CBOs&283,220.34 =$1,573.45, non-CBOs=187,118.65 = $1,039.!
($1 =N180)
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Constraints to respondents’ participation in CBOs activities.

The factors limiting respondent’s participationfammers CBOs activities are shown in Ta
7. The factors with meansf 2.50 and above were “agreed” by the respondentse the factor
limiting their participation in CBOs activities. €ke included poor access to credit and ¢
agricultural inputs ¢ = 3.07) and poor participation of farmers in exe@ipositions x = 3.02).
Some of the farmers claimed that most of the affaind executive positions are being hijacke
few of the members of the group and this makesfficdlt for other members to step into any
such executive positions. Other limiting factinclude failure to address/pursue member’s nex
= 2.96), members refusal to repay loex = 2.96), lack of government/NGOs assistarx = 2.95)
and poor leadership style of the organization'scakee (r = 2.91). As revealed through perso
communi@tion, some of the members (farmers) stressedthleat consent is never sought bef
embarking on projects by the executive and thiy ondke their leadership style to be autocr
instead of been democratic.

In addition to the factors mentionedove, corrupt and dishonest leaderstz = 2.81) and
hijacking of benefits and affairs by few privilege®embers & = 2.78).These findings are support
by the results of [18] and [33The authors identified lack of knowledge of sgbjmatter amon
members, poor participation in the economic affafrtheir agricultural cooperatives and inadeqt
access to credit as some of the problems facetidoyarmers in participating in CB( Reports of
[18] further revealed unavailability or inadequate agtigal inputs and other agricultural servic
together with poor leadership style of the orgatmzes executive coupled with unfair/bias in 1
distribution of works and benefits amofarmers as important participation constra

Table 7: Constraints torespondents’ participation in CBOs activities

Bayelsa Delta Edo Pooled

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
Poor access to credit & other agricinp  3.08* 0.73 3.07* 0.65 3.05* 0.57 3.07* 0.65
Poor participation of farmers in executi

Constraints

3.03* 061 3.03* 0.59 297 0.60 3.02* 0.60

positions.
Failure to address/pursue members ni = 3.04* 0.76 2.93* 0.66 2.96* 0.61 2.96* 0.68
Members refusal to repay loans. 297 058 291* 0.58 3.03* 055 296* 0.57

Lack of government/NGOs assistar 294* 053 290* 0.51 3.07* 054 2.95* 0.53

Poor Leadership style of organizatio
Exco.

Corrupt and dishonest leadership. 275 0.79 2.84* 0.76 2.82* 0.73 2.81* 0.76

Hijacking of benefits & affair by fe\
privileged members.

3.06* 0.75 2.85 0.66 2.88* 0.71 291* 0.70

279 065 272* 060 289* 0.61 278 0.62

*Agreed (meary 2.50);

Influence of CBO farmers’ socio-economic and group characteristics on level of
participation in CBO activities

Multiple regression was used to analyze the relatip between soc-economic
characteristics of CBO members’ and CBO group dtartics on level of participation in CE
activities (see Tabl®). Linear regression model was adopted as the deadtion because it h
more number of significant variables, largest amidscoefficient of determination ?), and the
calculatedr-value for the regression model (12.75) which isigant at the % level (critical F-
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value = 2.62) indicates that he model is approprat the test. The adjust&d is about 0.711 and
this implies that the explanatory variables explabout 71.1% variation in participation in CBO
activities. Farming experience, education and ageewthe socio-economic characteristics that were
significant, while the group characteristics thagrev significant included democratic nature of
leadership selection, CBO membership experiencevardbers support for each other.

The coefficient for members support for each oikguositively correlated (b = 4.056) and
significantly related to farmers participation hretr group’s activities. It implies that the mor8Q
members assist/support each other, the higher line2t of participation in CBO activities. This
finding is corroborated by [13] which reported tma¢mbers’ assisting one another is an important
factor for increased participation of farmers (wdre members) in CBO activities. The democratic
nature of leadership selection (b = 4.357) showesditipe relationship. The result is positive,
suggesting that democratic style of leadership remiult in higher level of farmers’ participatiom i
group activities. This is in agreement with theeasisn of [34] who reported that farmers are bound
to participate more in group activities when mersleercise as much democratic power as possible
in the course of pursuing group’s objectives andlgolLength of membership or membership
experience was also positively signed (b = 0.68@) significantly related to farmers participation i
their group’s activities. The positive sign indiedtthat farmers with longer membership experience
tend to participate more in group activities. Tasult aligns with the report of [35] which statbaitt
farmers that have spent more years in their graupaye more interest in group’s activities and tend
to participate more in group affairs.

Table 8: Relationship between respondents’ socio-@womic and group
characteristics on participation in CBO activities

Prob.
Independent variables b

level
(Constant) 40.689 7.890 0.000
Sex 1.530 1.616 0.107
Age (years) -0.090* -1.681 0.094
Education 1.179* 1.754 0.081
Household size 0.114 0.645 0.519
Farming status -0.476 -0.473 0.637
Farm size (ha) -0.285 -1.153 0.250
Farming experience years 0.230* 3.006 0.003
Income range-EN($1 =N180) -0.397 -0.795 0.427
Years of residence in community 0.071 1.100 0.272
CBO membership experience (range) 0.680* 4711 00®.
Members are cooperative 0.955 1.082 0.280
Leadership is by election 4.357* 5.438 0.000
Leadership is sincere 0.163 0.376 0.707
Members assist each other 4.056* 6.233 0.000
The group is fair in her distribution of works alnenefits 0.126 0.230 0.818

F =12.75 (p<0.050), Adjusted R square = 0.711
*Significant at 5% (critical t value = 1.645)
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Farming experience (b = 0.230) was positively sglavith farmers participation in group’s
activities. It implies that farmers’, who have puat more years in farming, participate more in
group’s activities. [8] findings support this resulie noted that farming experience of the farmers
participating in CBO was directly related with théevel of participation in group’s activities.
Education (b = 1.179) of the farmers was positive@fjned and significantly correlated with the level
of participation in groups activities. Reports @8] agreed with this finding. He asserts that the
higher the level of education of group participartiise more likely would be their level of
participation in the group they belong. Age of tlespondents (b = -0.090) was negatively and
significantly related to the level of farmers peigiation in their groups activities. The negativgns
means that younger members tend to participate mageoup’s activities than older members. The
reason for this could be adduced to the physicakwesses associated with advanced age which
limits activity level of those concerned. Findingd [33] support this result. The author
acknowledged that farmers’ level of participationgroups is low for farmers who are beyond the
active age group (i.e. 40 — 50 years).

Test of difference in income of farmers and non-faners of CBOs
The test of difference in farm income of farmer nbems and non-members of CBOs is

shown in Table 9The results showed that the average income of farmers CBO members was higher
(N283.220.34 = S$1,573.45) than that of non-farmers CBO members (N96,101.69 = $533.90)
suggesting that farmers CBO members earned higher income compared to non-members. The
difference (¥187,118.84 = $1,039.55) in the revenue of farmers CBO members and non-members
was significant since the calculated t-value (27.324) was greater than the tabulated t-value at the

5% level (1.645). Based on this, the null hypothesis was rejected in favour of the alternative
hypothesis which states that, there is a significant difference in farm income of farmers and non-
farmers of CBO.

Table 9: Effects of participation in CBOs on incomdevel of respondents’ (t-test)

CBO Membership Status n Mean Income t

Nor3$) Difference
Farmers CBO Members 205 283,220.34
($1,573.45) 187,118.644 . o,
Non-farmers CBO members 205 96,101.69 ($1,039.55) '
($533.90)

* Significant at the 5% level (critical t- value =6H5) ($1 =N180)

The result suggests that participation in CBOs roba farmers economically. This finding is
supported by [4]. Their studies confirmed the pwsitole of farmers CBOs in enhancing farmers’
productivity and income. According to the authdngh participation in CBO activities enhances the
individual capacity to handle agricultural innowais/technologies and that these abilities andsskill
acquired translate to or result in a positive imarcfarmers’ productivity and income.

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on the findings of this study, the following conclusions were made:
Firstly, the level of participation of farmers in CBOs was high. This participation had a positive effect
on their productivity and income level. Farmers’ participation in CBOs was influenced by several
factors which included both the personal characteristics of the farmers as well as the characteristics
of the CBOs themselves. However, farmers’ participation in CBOs could still be enhanced as the
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study found some important constraints limiting their level of participation. Based on the findings of
the study, the following recommendations were made:

The tendency of CBOs to pursue goals that are h@adicular or immediate interest to
members was noted. There is a need for the groagefship to seek and incorporate
members’ views in designing activities for the grourhis will ensure that as much as
possible the needs/interests of group membersieoegorated in the group plan.

The leadership of CBO should ensure that benefitsuing to the group are equitably
distributed. This will curb the tendency to favaame or a situation where the benefits are
hijacked by a few.

CBOs should encourage leadership accountabilitys Will help to portray the group as
transparent and the leadership as being honeshigend, members should be encouraged to
vote for those who they consider to be trustwortkigo, there should be in place a good and
standard auditing practice that will help check asdlice to the barest minimum the level of
corruption and dishonesty among the leadership.

Strategies should be put in place by the CBO lednilerto ensure that loans collected by
members are paid back and efforts should be madé¢hit payment is done at the appropriate
time.

There is a need for leadership training on the bage of leadership. The leaders of the
groups should be encouraged to be democratic, andutocratic, in the exercise of their
leadership.

Non-assistance by the government/NGOs was idemtiie a major problem faced by
farmers’ CBOs and this problem was also found tewehadversely affected level of
participation in groups. In order to correct théuaiion efforts should be made by the
government to help increase or improve on the tasgis (both in cash and kind) given to
farmers in their groups.
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