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Agricultural education is the education and 
training given in agriculture from primary 
to the university level. To Osinem (2008), 
it is a process of imparting knowledge, 
skills and attitudes in agriculture to the 
learner. It could be formal, informal and 
non-formal. It provides learners with the 
opportunity to apply knowledge through  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
classroom activities (including skills in 
reading, writing, thinking etc), laboratory  
experiments, project participation and 
supervised agricultural experience. It 
equips participants to be self-employed or 
to be employable in other related 
occupations. Indeed, the National Council 
for Agricultural Education (NCAE,  1999) 
has it that by the year 2020, agricultural 
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Abstract  
The daunting challenge of this millennium is mainly to match adequate food 

supply with the rapidly increasing human population. Farmers seldom accept new ways of 
doing things in this era of unprecedented advancement in innovations. Since farmers only 
adopt those innovations they accept, this study examined farmers’ acceptability of 
agricultural education innovations for improved productivity. Four research questions 
guided the study. Survey research design was adopted. Instruments for data collection 
were questionnaire and rating scale. The instruments were validated and reliability 
coefficients found to be 0.73 for Awareness and Information of Farmers on Agricultural 
Innovations Practiced Questionnaire (AIFAIPQ) and 0.64 for Acceptability and Adoption 
of Innovation Practices Rating Scale (AAIPRS) using Cronbach Alpha. These were 
administered on randomly selected 240 farmers in Imo State, Nigeria. Data generated 
were analyzed using mean, frequency and percentages. Findings include that farmers are 
aware of agricultural innovative practices, but the extent of acceptability and adoption of 
innovative practices by farmers is low. Recommendations include that extension agents 
should be increased and researchers should provide less complex and cheap innovations 
for farmers to adopt for improved food productivity. 
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education envisions a world where all 
people will value and understand the vital 
role of agriculture, food, fibre and natural 
resources industries in advancing personal 
and global well-being of the populace. 
However, the Council envisaged that 
future agriculture is dominated by looming 
dangers of food insecurity originating from 
an unholy alliance of existing and 
emerging issues such as stagnating and 
declining productivity and profitability, 
degradation and depletion of natural 
resources, increased risks in the face of 
changing climate, rising input costs, and 
high post-harvest losses (like in tomato 
production). There is, therefore, need to 
have something new to combat and curb 
the looming danger to enhance the quality 
of agricultural products and increase 
productivity to match the working 
population with the number of dependants. 
This is possible through agricultural 
innovations. Are Imo State farmers ready 
to accept the innovations? 

In agriculture, innovation involves 
the successful development of new or 
traditional practices, their tailoring to the 
local needs of farmers from cooperative 
and agri-business, as well as to all levels of 
decision making (Aerni, Nichterlein, 
Rudgard and Sonnino, 2015). The truth is 
that the low income countries often lack 
the resources (land) and capacities to fully 
develop their innovation systems. Also, 
farmers of these countries, Nigeria 
inclusive, find it difficult to accept and 
adopt many innovative practices 
introduced to them, probably because of 
poverty, conservatism and lack of 
conducive environment for innovations. 

Innovations in agriculture aim at 
improving yields, enhancing food security 
and combating hunger. In crop and 
livestock production, innovations produce 
crop and animal varieties which are better 
in yield, quality of produce, adaptability to 
climatic conditions, nutritional content, 
harvesting qualities and need to growers 
among others.  Agricultural education is 
driven by innovations at all levels (Ann, 
2006), but the type of innovation that 
ultimately makes the difference is what 
farmers adopt. According to World Bank 
report (2007), innovation at farmers level 
is farmers’ adoption of a new technology 
coming from outside. However, recently 
little attention was given to new 
technologies, and management practices 
which farmers and farming communities 
have developed themselves.  

The new technologies in 
agriculture are products of agricultural 
education. It is clear that education in 
agriculture plays an important role in 
preparing farmers, researchers, educators, 
extension staff, members of agri-
businesses and others to make productive 
contributions through innovations. The 
question remains: Do Imo State farmers 
accept and adopt these agricultural 
education innovations?  

In spite of technological 
innovations in developing countries, there 
is a progressive reduction in agricultural 
products (Food and Agricultural 
Organization (FAO), 1998). Reasons 
might be sought in the economic, social 
and political situations in both urban and 
rural areas. According to Imo Agricultural 
Development Programme (ADP, 2015), 
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farmers’ responses to innovation practices 
in crop and livestock production are low 
compared to that produced under research 
conditions. To this, Riversa, in Damina, 
Wombo and Yasha, (2011) found out that 
the rate of food production increase in 
tropical developing countries, Nigeria 
inclusive, is less than 1% annually, while 
the population is growing at the rate of 2% 
or more. This has not changed till today, 
and it gives a serious gap between food 
supply and food demands; starvation is 
eminent. Farmers’ adoption of agricultural 
education innovations could help out. 
However, ADPs in many states in Nigeria 
are saddled with the responsibility of 
bringing better and productive methods 
and technicalities of farming to the door 
steps of farmers. They provide some farm 
inputs as well as proffering some solutions 
to farmers’ problems. Demonstration is 
mainly used which involves learning 
through action and team work in small 
groups, and according to Anyanwu, A. C.; 
Anyanwu, B. O. and Anyanwu, V. A. 
(2003), and Acholonu (2010), it involves 
setting a piece of plot in the farm to show 
the farmers the innovations needed in 
agricultural practices.  

Moreover, Roll in Damina et al 
(2011), reported that in the last two 
decades, national and international 
agricultural research centers have 
generated research results which still have 
not been widely used by farmers till today. 
Could it be that farmers are not aware of 
the innovations or that they are reluctant to 
accept changes? To Damina et al (2011), 
farmers, particularly subsistent farmers, 
are conservative and resist change, hence, 

production in both plant and animal 
products is slow and low.  
According to Damino et al (2011), we live 
in an era of unprecedented advancement in 
which innovation in agriculture cannot 
continue to be slow and patchy. An 
effective agricultural extension service is 
critically important in this situation in Imo 
State, in particular and Nigeria, in general. 
In addition, training and farm visit system 
approach which was promoted by the 
World Bank from 1970s to 1990s is 
important now. This is characterized by 
rigorously monitoring schedules with 
contact farmers to persuade them to accept 
and adopt innovations. However, it was 
observed that innovations are not adopted 
by every farmer at the same time. Some 
innovations are accepted and adopted 
quickly by some and only taken up later by 
others, while still others neither accept nor 
adopt them. 
 In the remote past, agricultural 
development had been remarkably 
successful at emphasizing external inputs 
as a means to increase food productivity. 
This led to the growth in global use of 
pesticides, inorganic fertilizers, animal 
feed stuff, tractors and other machineries 
(Rip, 1995). Should we continue to depend 
on external inputs? The time is now to 
accept and adopt innovations available to 
us for adequate food supply and national 
development. This study is therefore very 
necessary now.  
 
Statement of the Problem  
 In spite of the technological 
innovations in developing countries and 
the impressive performance of agricultural 
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researches in turning out a number of 
practices for improvement of high yielding 
crop and animal varieties, there is a 
progressive reduction in agricultural 
products and productivity (FAO, 2010 and 
Ogbeh, 2008). This is because the rate of 
increase in human population is more than 
double that of food production and it poses a 
great challenge for developing countries 
especially in Imo State. Moreover, farmers’ 
responses to innovation practices in crop and 
livestock production are low compared to that 
produced under research conditions. Could it 
be that farmers in Imo state are not very aware 
of these innovations? Is it that the sources of 
innovative information to farmers are not 
effective? Or are farmers reluctant to accept 
changes? Indeed, the rate of acceptance and 
adoption of agricultural innovations should be 
assessed for necessary improvement and to 
face the challenges of the time, hence the 
need for this study in Imo state, Nigeria. 
 Specifically the study; 
1. appraised the awareness of 
farmers on agricultural innovation 
practices in Owerri Agricultural Zone of 
Imo State (OAZIS); 
2. examined the sources of 
innovation of farmers in OAZIS; 
3. ascertained the effectiveness of the 
sources of innovative information of 
farmers in OAZIS; 
4. determined the extent of 
acceptability and adoption of innovative 
practices by the farmers in OAZIS. 
 
Research Questions  
1. To what extent are farmers in 
OAZIS aware of agricultural innovative 
practices? 

2. What are the sources of innovative 
information of farmers in OAZIS? 
3. How effective are the sources of 
innovative information of farmers in 
OAZIS? 
4. To what extent do farmers in 
OAZIS accept and adopt innovative 
practices? 
 
Method  
 The study adopted a survey 
research design. This is true since 
according to Kpolovie (2011), survey aims 
at describing the state of affairs about 
certain phenomena and variables and their 
interactions in a natural setting overtime 
and different age-related groups. It is a 
useful tool which permits the description 
of a situation as it exists. 
 The population of the study 
consisted of all the crop and livestock 
farmers in the study area totaling five 
thousand, eight hundred and fifty four 
(5854) farmers (source: Imo ADP, Owerri 
Zonal Extension Services Unit, 2015). 
Simple random sampling technique 
(balloting) was used to select two hundred 
and forty (240) farmers (120 from crop 
farmers and 120 from livestock farmers). 
 The instruments for data collection 
employed were: Awareness and 
Information of Farmers on Agricultural 
Innovations Practiced Questionnaire 
(AIFAIPQ) and an Acceptability and 
Adoption of Innovation Practices Rating 
Scale (AAIPRS). The AIFAIPQ and 
AAIPRS were separated into seven 
sections A B C D E F and G. Section A is 
the bio-data, section B has 10 items on the 
extent of awareness of crop farmers on 

Appraisal of Farmers’ Acceptability of Agricultural Education Innovations for Improved 
Productivity and National Development -  Vivian Nwachinyere Acholonu, Ph.D 

 



 

 

28 

 

 
Journal of Teacher Perspective, Volume 11 No. 1, December, 2016, ISSN: 2006 - 0173 

agricultural innovations practices, sections 
C, D & E have 8 items each on; the extent 
of awareness of livestock farmers on 
agricultural innovation practices, sources 
of innovation information of both crop and 
livestock farmers and effectiveness of the 
sources of innovation information of 
farmers respectively. Section F has 10 
items on the acceptability and adoption of 
innovative practices by crop farmers while 
section G has 8 items as in F but on 
livestock farmers. Sections F and G were 
developed in the pattern of a rating scale 
of Very High Extent (VHE) 4 – points, 
High Extent (HE) 3 – points, Low Extent 
(LE) 2 – points and Very Low Extent 
(VLE) 1 – point, while sections A B C D 
and E were constructed as questionnaire 
with alternative response pattern – Yes and 
No. The instruments were adapted from 
Damina et al (2011), but those for 
livestock were constructed by the researcher. 
Two senior officers from Imo ADP and three 
experts in Educational Measurement and 
Evaluation from Imo state University, Owerri 
validated the instruments. The instruments 
were trial tested and reliability coefficients of 
0.73 for AIFAIPQ, and 0.64 for AAIPRS were 
obtained using Cronbach Alpha. These were 
administered on the farmers and collected on 
the spot by the researcher at one of the 
farmers meetings in the State during the 
study. Data generated were subjected to 
analysis using mean scores, percentages 
and frequency distribution. The acceptable 
level of mean score per item was 2.5 and 
above, while the awareness percentage 
level was 50% and above.  
 
 

Results  
Table 1: Extent of awareness of crop 
farmers on agricultural innovations 
practices           

 Item statements  Yes 
Freq. / 
% 

No 
Freq. / 
% 

Remark
s  

 Are you aware of 
the; 

   

1. improved hybrid 
seeds available for 
planting? 

113 
(94.17
) 

7 (5.83) Aware  

2. current close 
planting of maize 
seeds on ridges? 

21 
(17.50
) 

99 
(82.50) 

Not 
aware  

3. herbicides used to 
control weeds on 
the farm? 

108 
(90) 

12 (10) Aware  

4. different types of 
chemical fertilizer 
meant for different 
crops? 

120 
(100) 

00 (00) Aware  

5. insecticides meant 
for the control of 
insects in the 
farm? 

107 
(89.17
) 

13 
(10.83) 

Aware  

6. chemical for 
dressing seeds and 
cuttings before 
planting? 

100 
(83.33
) 

20 
(16.67) 

Aware  

7. tractor mounted 
equipment for 
ploughing and 
harrowing? 

120 
(100) 

00 (00) Aware  

8. combine 
harvesters that 
harvest crop seeds 
on the farm? 

45 
(37.5) 

75 
(62.5) 

Not 
aware 

9. machine called 
planter that plants 
seeds on the farm? 

109 
(90.83
) 

11 
(9.17) 

Aware  

1
0. 

boom sprayer that 
sprays insecticides 
and liquid 
fertilizers  

80 
(66.67
) 

40 
(33.33) 

Aware  

 group percentage 
mean (x) 

76.90
% 

23.10%  
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Figures in parenthesis are percentages.  
 
Table 1 reveals that surveyed crop farmers 
are not aware of two of the ten agricultural 
innovative practices included in the study, 
while they are aware of others. The group 
percentage mean (76.90%) is above the 
acceptable value of 50% (awareness limit). 
Crop farmers in the Owerri agricultural 
zone of Imo State are therefore aware of 
agricultural innovative practices.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Table 2: Extent of awareness of 
livestock farmers on agricultural 
innovation practices  
 Item 

statements  
Yes 
Freq. 
/% 

No 
Freq. / 
% 

Remarks  

 Are you 
aware of the; 

   

1. basic 
management 
practices in 
poultry such 
as using clean 
dust, 
sanitization 
process, 
scrapping of 
litter etc? 

110 
(91.67) 

10 
(8.33) 

Aware  

2. use of 
artificial 
brooding of 
local chicks? 

97 
(80.83) 

23 
(19.17) 

Aware  

3. use of raised 
platform for 
sheep/goat 
forages? 

98 
(81.17) 

22 
(18.33) 

Aware  

4. provision of 
heat source 
for livestock? 

111 
(92.5) 

9 (7.5) Aware  

5. home stade 
fishpond 
management 
such as 
surface, 
concrete or 
plastic ponds? 

120 
(100) 

00 (00) Aware  

6. pond 
treatment like 
use of poultry 
droppings? 

79 
(65.83) 

41 
(34.17) 

Aware  

7. smoking of 
fresh fish? 

109 
(90.83) 

11 
(9.17) 

Aware  

8. snailery 
management? 

91 
(75.83) 

29 
(24.17) 

Aware  

 group 
percentage 
mean (x) 

84.83% 15.17%  

     *Figures in parenthesis are percentages. 
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Table 2 shows that surveyed livestock 
farmers were aware of all the eight 
agricultural innovation practices included 
in the study. The group percentage mean 
of 84.83% confirmed this, since it is above 
50% awareness level.  
 
Table 3: Percentage sources of 
innovation information of both crop and 
livestock farmers    
 Item statements  Yes 

Freq. 
/% 

No 
Freq. / 
% 

 I get innovative 
information from 

  

1. Ministry of 
agriculture – Imo 
ADP/Extension 
agents 

182 
(75.83) 

58 
(24.71) 

2. Radio farmers  140 
(58.33) 

100 
(42.67) 

3. Television (Tv) 54 
(22.50) 

186 
(77.50) 

4. Fellow farmers  130 
(54.70) 

110 
(45.30) 

5. Friends  54 
(22.50) 

186 
(77.50) 

6. Internet  20 
(8.33) 

220 
(91.67) 

7. Journals/textbooks 25 
(10.42) 

215 
(89.58) 

8. Cooperatives  30 
(12.50) 

210 
(87.50) 

     *Figures in parenthesis are percentages. 
 
Table 3 shows that farmers get information 
from all the sources identified. The highest 
percentage frequencies are as follows: Imo 
ADP/Extension Agents (75.83%), Radio 
farmers (58.33%) and Fellow farmers 

(54.70%). Others have their percentages 
below the acceptable value of 50%, and 
therefore do not contribute much in the 
dissemination of innovative information to 
farmers.  
Table 4: Percentage effectiveness of the 
sources of innovation information of 
farmers 
 Item statements  Yes 

Freq. 
/% 

No 
Freq. / 
% 

Remarks  

 I get effective 
innovative 
information from; 

   

1. Ministry of 
agriculture – Imo 
ADP/Extension 
agents 

178 
(74.17) 

62 
(25.83) 

Effective  

2. Radio farmers  160 
(66.67) 

80 
(33.33) 

Effective  

3. Television (Tv) 64 
(26.67) 

176 
(73.33) 

Not 
Effective 

4. Fellow farmers  90 
(37.5) 

50 
(62.5) 

Not 
effective  

5. Friends  65 
(27.08) 

175 
(72.92) 

Not 
effective  

6. Internet  24 
(11.67) 

212 
(88.34) 

Not 
effective  

7. Journals/textbooks 30 
(12.50) 

210 
(87.50) 

Not 
effective  

8. Cooperatives  25 
(10.42) 

220 
(91.67) 

Not 
effective  

     *Figures in parenthesis are percentages. 
 
 Table 4 reveals that extension 
agents through Imo ADP and Radio 
farmers are the most effective sources of 
translating innovative information to the 
farmers since their calculated percentages, 
74.17% and 66.67%, respectively, on the 
‘yes’ column are above 50%. Others had 
their percentages below 50% and, 
therefore, are not effective in 
disseminating or translating information to 
the farmers. 
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Table 5: Extent of acceptability and 
adoption of innovative practices by crop 
farmers 

 Item 
statements  

V
H
E 

H
E 

L
E 

V
L
E 

ΣΣΣΣf
x 

x Decisio
n  

 I;        
1. always used 

improved 
hybrid seeds 
for planting 
to a  

59 
23
6 

45 
13
5 

10 
20 

06 
06 

39
7 

3.3
1 

Agreed  

2. practiced the 
current close 
planting of 
maize seeds 
on ridges to a  

04 
16 

12 
36 

55 
11
2 

49 
49 

21
1 

1.7
6 

Disagree
d  

3. used 
herbicides to 
control 
weeds on 
farm to a 

05 
20 

15 
45 

40 
80 

60 
60 

20
5 

1.1
1 

Disagree
d  

4. used 
fertilizers as 
recommende
d for 
application of 
crops to a 

96 
38
4 

11 
33 

08 
16 

05 
05 

43
8 

3.6
5 

Agreed  

5. used 
insecticides 
to control 
insects on 
farm to a 

01 
04 

24 
71 

50 
10
0 

45 
45 

22
0 

1.8
3 

Disagree
d  

6. dressed seeds 
before 
planting to a 

60 
24
0 

10 
30 

13 
26 

37 
37 

33
3 

2.7
7 

Agreed 

7. used tractors 
to plough and 
harrow farm 
land before 
planting to a  

04 
16 

16 
48 

55 
11
0 

45 
45 

21
9 

1.8
3 

Disagree
d  

8. used combine 
harvester to 
harvest seed 
crops to a 

- 
- 

03 
09 

07 
14 

11
0 
11
0 

13
3 

1.2
1 

Disagree
d 

9. used planters 
to plant seeds 
on the farm 
to a  

- 
- 

- 
- 

01 
02 

11
9 
11
9 

12
1 

1.0
1 

Disagree
d  

10. used boom 
sprayers to 
spray 
insecticides, 
herbicides or 
liquid 
fertlizers on 
the farm to a  

01 
04 

03 
09 
 

04 
08 

11
2 
12
2 

13
3 

1.1
0 

Disagree
d  

Grand mean (x) = 2.02 

Table 5 shows that majority of Imo state 
crop farmers adopted only three out of the 
ten identified agricultural innovative 
practices (numbers 1, 4 and 6), while 
others were not adopted. The group mean 
(2.02) is also below the critical mean value 
of 2.5, (agreement limit). The extent of 
acceptability of innovative practices by 
farmers in the study area is, therefore, low.  
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Table 6: Extent of acceptability and 
adoption of innovative practices by 
livestock farmers 

 Item statements  VH
E 

HE L
E 

V
L
E 

ΣΣΣΣf
x 

x Decision  

 I;        
1. always adopt 

management 
practices such as 
using clean dust, 
sanitization 
process, scrapping 
of letter etc. to a 

81 
324 

12 
36 

10 
20 

17 
17 

39
7 

3.3
1 

Agreed  

2. use artificial 
brooding of local 
chick to a 

80 
320 

13 
39 

14 
28 

13 
13 

40
0 

3.3
3 

Agreed  

3. use raised 
platform for 
sleep/goat forages 
to a  

55 
220 

15 
45 

10 
20 

40 
40 

32
5 

2.7
1 

Agreed 

4. always provide 
heat source for 
livestock to a 

12 
48 

17 
51 

21 
42 

70 
70 

21
1 

1.7
6 

Disagreed  

5. adopt home stade 
fish pond 
management such 
as surface 
concrete or plastic 
pond to a  

60 
240 

10 
30 

13 
26 

37 
37 

33
3 

2.7
1 

Agreed  

6. always apply 
pond treatment 
like use of poultry 
droppings to a   

09 
36 

12 
36 

13 
26 

86 
86 

18
4 

1.5
3 

Disagreed  

7. smoke harvested 
fish for 
preservation and 
sell to a 

36 
144 

20 
60 

26 
52 

38 
38 

29
0 

2.4
0 

Disagreed  

8. follow strictly the 
snailery 
management for 
good yields to a 

14 
56 

16 
48 

19 
38 

71 
71 

21
3 

1.7
8 

Disagreed  

Grand mean (x) = 2.44 
 
Table 6 shows that livestock farmers 
adopted four out of the eight innovative 
practices identified (numbers 1, 2, 3 and 5) 
with mean scores of 3.31, 3.33, 2.71 and 
2.77, respectively. Group mean of 2.44 is 
below the critical mean of 2.5, which 
indicates that the extent of adoption of 
innovative practices by livestock farmers 
is low.  
 

Discussion  
 The study reveals that majority of 
the farmers within the study area are aware 
of most of the agricultural innovative 
practices. This could be because, the 
extension agents do their duties of 
disseminating information from research 
institutions to both crop and livestock 
farmers properly and promptly too.  
 Findings also show that extension 
agents under Imo ADP (Ministry of 
Agriculture) and radio farmers play 
significant roles in educating farmers on 
agricultural innovative practices than 
others indicated in the study (Table 3). 
This could be because extension agents 
and the radio farmers aim at training the 
farmers by bringing down the language of 
scientific innovations to the level of their 
understanding. Moreover, ADP is 
designed to bring to the door steps of 
farmers, through extension agents, better 
and productive inputs new research 
innovations and making solutions 
available to farmers’ problems.  
 Furthermore, result reveals that 
extension agents under Imo ADP, radio 
farmers and fellow farmers are the most 
effective sources of translating innovative 
information to farmers in the study area. 
This is indicative of their high percentage 
level of agreement on the effectiveness of 
the sources of agricultural innovative 
information (Table 4). These sources are 
effective probably because the extension 
agents and fellow farmers particularly 
operate using methodologies involving 
direct contact with the farmers such as use 
of skill plot demonstration. Here, the novel 
methods are demonstrated to farmers in 
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their farms, giving room for questions for 
clarity. This is in agreement with 
Anyanwu, et al (2003), that demonstration 
involves setting a piece of plot mainly in 
the farmers’ farm to show them the new 
things needed in agriculture. Moreover, it 
enables the farmers to observe, get first 
hand information and compare results. 
Others – Tv, friends, internet, 
journals/textbooks are not very effective in 
innovative information dissemination, 
probably because of absence of the on-the-
spot demonstration in the farmers’ farm. 
Also, most farmers are poor and illiterate 
that they may not be able to afford Tv sets, 
internet connection, textbooks/journals or 
join cooperatives as well as read and/or 
understand the language of communication 
in these media. This is true when Osinem 
(2008) talked about applying basic 
learning skills in reading and studying, 
invariably for illiterate farmers.  
 Findings also reveal that the extent 
of adoption of innovative practices by 
farmers is low. This could be because of 
the technical packages, technical know-
how and cost of the innovation adoption 
which farmers in the study area cannot 
afford. Majority of these farmers are small 
scale farmers and small land holders and 
cannot afford most of the inputs or be able 
to apply the technical knowledge of skills 
needed for both crop and livestock 
farming. They may have formal education 
but not specialized knowledge or skill. 
Again, the use of these innovations such as 
tractors, combine harvesters, boom 
sprayers, some poultry management 
practices, pond treatment, and some fish 
preservation methods are most suitable for 

commercial farming. Farmers, however 
can afford to adopt chemical fertilizers, 
improved hybrid seeds, artificial breeding 
of local chicks and so forth (Table 5), 
because they are relatively cheaper and 
their innovation and application may not 
require special techniques. They also give 
almost immediate results. This is in line 
with Adam in Damina et al (2011) that the 
use of chemical fertilizers have been found 
to improve yields of tropical crops. He 
maintained that where extra yields have a 
cash value, a farmer can use more 
advanced technologies including the use of 
fertilizer in intensive cropping, 
mechanization of cultivation, harvesting 
and the use of hybrids which require close 
planting.  
 
Summary and Conclusion 
 Farmers in Imo state are aware of 
the existing agricultural innovations for 
improved productivity. They adopt the use 
of hybrids of plants and animals, the use of 
fertilizer recommended and artificial 
brooding of local chicks. The use of 
innovative practices has direct and obvious 
relationship with agricultural outputs. Also 
use of appropriate chemical fertilizer 
results in greater output. However, the 
complexity and cost of innovations make 
farmers not to accept some of the 
innovative practices that could increase 
productivity, reduce hunger and help in 
national development.  
 Moreover, the challenges of 
today’s world brings pressure on 
agriculture – population growth, impact of 
climate change, rapid development of the 
emerging economies and growing 

Appraisal of Farmers’ Acceptability of Agricultural Education Innovations for Improved 
Productivity and National Development -  Vivian Nwachinyere Acholonu, Ph.D 



 

 

34 

 

 
Journal of Teacher Perspective, Volume 11 No. 1, December, 2016, ISSN: 2006 - 0173 

instability associated with land, water and 
energy shortages. These can be effectively 
handled through innovations, since 
according to French, Montiel, and Palmieri 
(2014), innovation is a driver of economic 
growth, well-being and competitiveness in 
any country. Efforts to achieving these are 
directed towards promoting a welcoming 
environment through good policies that 
will support innovative practices which 
local farmers can accept and adopt for 
improved and sustainable productivity and 
nations development. 
 
Recommendations 
Based on the findings of the study, the 
researcher recommends that:  
1. Farmers should be encouraged to 
have basic education to enable them read, 
understand and interpret some innovative 
information from textbooks, journals and 
also connect to the internet.  
2. Imo ADP should increase the 
number of extension agents to cover more 
farmers in the dissemination of innovative 
information and practices.  
3. Research institutions should 
develop innovations with simple package 
and less cost to enable the farmers 
understand, afford and apply them. 
4. There should be link between 
research institutes, extension agents and 
farmers to get correct and prompt 
information about innovations for 
acceptability.  
5. Research institutions should 
intensify the use of radio, Tv, internet and 
other sources of information to educate 
and convince farmers to adopt important 
innovations. 

6. There should be good policies and 
conducive environments – programme 
market units, good farm product prices, 
that will support innovative practices 
which farmers can accept and apply. 
7. Training and farm visit system 
approach should be encouraged to 
persuade farmers to accept and adopt 
innovations.    
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