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ABSTRACT 
 
 
 

This study analyzed farmers use of e-wallet growth enhancement support scheme in Imo State, 
Nigeria. Data for the study were obtained using structured questionnaire from 240 farmers 
selected through a multi-stage sampling technique. Descriptive and inferential statistical tools 
such as frequency score, percentages, mean and Ordinary Least Square (OLS) multiple 
regression model and analysis of variance were used to achieve the stated objectives and 
hypotheses of this work. Radio and mobile phones were the major sources of information on 
GESS for all the farmers (100%). Result also showed that fertilizer (  = 2.9) was the most input 
farmers procured using e-wallet. The socio–economic characteristics of the farmers had a 
significant and positive relationship (R2 = 0.670) with their level of use of e-wallet for input 
procurement. Farmers in the 3 agricultural zones of Imo State differed in their level of use of e-
wallet. Farmers were found to have partial level of knowledge on the use of e-wallet for inputs 
procurement (  = 3.9). The e-wallet GESS was found to be more effective in delivering 

subsidize agricultural inputs to farmers than previous programme of a similar nature (  = 4.6) 

and has improved farmers access to information on inputs (  = 4.6) while on the other hand has 

failed in the supply of the type and quantity of inputs needed by farmers (  = 3.4); and its inputs 

get to farmers late (  = 3.5). Far distance and long queues at the collection centers ( = 2.3) and 
poor ability of farmers to perform the various operations in the use of e-wallet for input 
procurement as well as untimely arrival of inputs (  = 2.2) among others were the most 
constraining factors to the use of e-wallet. The study concludes that e-wallet was useful and 
effective, however was associated with untimely delivery of inputs to farmers. Hence, the study 
recommends among other things that the government and GESS organizers should intensify 
efforts on the areas of timely supply of inputs to farmers by ensuring that the necessary facilities 
and funds needed to successfully implement GESS are timely put in place.  
 
 
Keywords: farmers, use of electronic – wallet, growth enhancement support scheme, Imo state. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

1.1        Background of the Study 

One of the basic essentials of life is food, as the world population increases so does the demand 

for food. A nation that cannot feed herself becomes a threat to her own sovereign existence. 

Agriculture is the principal source of food and livelihood of majority of the rural populace in 

Nigeria and employs nearly three-quarters of the Nation’s work force (Akinwumi, 2013). It is the 

largest contributor to the well-being of the rural poor in Nigeria, sustaining 90 percent and 70 

percent of the rural and total labour force respectively. It also contributes as much as 40 percent 

of export earnings, provides over 50 percent of household needs and income. It has also been 

noted that about 40 percent of the country’s GDP comes from the agricultural sector which also 

accounts for 70 percent of non-oil export (FAO, 2005).  

         The agricultural sector in Nigeria is known to be dominated by small holder farmers who 

produce about 80 percent of the total food in the country. These smallholder farmers have been 

characterized as poorly educated, low income earners with poor access to infrastructural 

facilities, low productivity and low use of agricultural technologies. The low productivity in 

small holder agriculture has been attributed to loss in soil fertility, rain-fed farming system, use 

of traditional implements, dearth of timely up to date agricultural information and low 

application of science based farm inputs such as inorganic fertilizer, feeds, fingerlings and seeds, 

among others. This over the years has resulted in decline in overall agricultural productivity in 

Nigeria (Akinwumi, 2013). Bezabeth (2006) explained that the immediate means to attain the 

national goal of food self –sufficiency is improving productivity through improved information 
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system and an efficient and well functioning input market, making use of the following 

productivity enhancing inputs: improved seeds, fertilizer, pesticides, among others.            

          The concept of information in general and of agriculture in particular, as a resource for 

development is very important in the contemporary world and cannot be over-emphasized. The 

ability to easily access and share information and stimulate the creation of new ideas is viewed as 

essential to maintaining a nation’s economy and enhancing the quality of life of every citizen in 

all nations of the world. The actual information need of small holder famers is usually in 

accordance with the challenge (s) confronting them at the time. Their needs could be how to 

control pests and diseases, environmental hazards, and where to purchase agricultural inputs. 

Information and communication technologies (ICTs) play important roles in addressing 

information challenges and enhancing the productivity of small holder farmers. Torero and Von 

Braun (2005) indicated that ICTs are variable tools with which a network of interactions can be 

stimulated among individuals such that they overcome the physical barrier of distance and social 

standards to become integrated in the global knowledge system. Communication devices enable 

people around the world to contact one another, to access information instantly, and to 

communicate from remote areas. 

        Explaining the roles of ICTs in actualizing increased food production, Okafor and Malizu 

(2013) opined that it is sad to know that most African countries, Nigeria inclusive have not 

devoted adequate attention to providing their citizens with access to information especially in 

rural areas. ICTs can enhance the integration and efficiency of agricultural systems by operating 

new communication pathways and reducing transaction cost by enhancing accessibility of 

information on price, transportation and production technologies (CTA, 2003). ICTs when 

available to farmers especially in rural areas will improve the availability and quality of 
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information either indirectly through producers, associations and extension workers or directly 

through broadcast radio information and mobile phone messaging. Furthermore, ICT 

applications enable agricultural input supply companies to provide the important products, 

services, and technical information to farmers. Using mobile phones and SMS, for instance, 

allows them to expand their distribution channels to more remote areas and offer products and 

services to farmers that were not available to them before. They also enable input supply 

companies to effectively manage and reduce the transaction costs.   Consequently, when the 

information required by the small holder farmers is packaged in the language they understand 

and made available at the appropriate time, it will enhance agricultural productivity and 

ultimately food security. 

       On the other hand, it can be argued that improved inputs are some of the major sources of 

incremental cash and food productivity in Nigeria. In a bid to provide farm inputs to farmers, 

successive governments in Nigeria have procured and distributed fertilizers and seeds  at a 

subsidized rate to bring about change in agricultural production system of small holder farmers. 

Rabiu (2012) explained that before the liberalization of the industry in 1997, input distribution 

was solely in the public domain. Various approaches were tried with limited success. Federal 

Government practices provided guidelines for implementing the input distribution programme, 

various models were applied at the state levels, and they include: distribution solely by ministry 

of agriculture, through the local governments, distribution through the Agricultural Development 

Programme (ADP) of the state and distribution through the agricultural input supply companies. 

According to Rabiu (2012) the experience of the input distribution scenario is that it has not 

adequately satisfied the objective it was meant to serve because: it has no universal application. 

Subsidy is only on the quantities procured by governments, procurement process is delayed 
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leading to late delivery, and amount of subsidy varies widely among the states thus encouraging 

recycling and diversion. It is generally reported that the subsidy does not reach the intended 

beneficiaries and the system encourages self-seeking and corrupt practices thus, not more than 

11percent of all the farmers in the country got the inputs distributed (Akinwumi, 2013). As a 

result of this, a new dimension of input distribution system (Growth Enhancement Support 

Scheme) was introduced in 2012.  

        The Federal Government initiated the Growth Enhancement Support Scheme (GESS) to 

actualize the Agricultural Transformation Agenda (ATA) of the immediate past Nigerian 

Administration. GESS is aimed at delivering government subsidized major agricultural inputs 

like fertilizer and seeds directly to farmers via e-Wallet (Business day News, 2013). The 

electronic Wallet (e-Wallet) is a distribution channel which provides an efficient and transparent 

system for the purchase and distribution of agricultural inputs based on a voucher system sent to 

farmer’s Mobile phones. The scheme guarantees registered farmers e-wallet vouchers with which 

they can redeem fertilizers, seeds and other agricultural inputs from agro-dealers at half the cost, 

the other being borne by the Federal Government and State in equal proportions. The scheme 

links famers directly to government and vice-versa so that government will be able to monitor 

the progress of farmers as well as disseminate valuable information to them (Akinwumi, 2013). 

The e-wallet project also serves as an avenue to educate, inform and communicate with farmers 

across the country on the latest and best agricultural practices, as well as the current prices of 

commodities in the market. It is expected that the implementation of the electronic wallet system 

should lead to improvement in agro inputs distribution and marketing by private sectors, as well 

as consequent improvement in agricultural production and profitability for both input 

suppliers/dealers and farmers. 
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1.2             Statement of the Problem  

Majority of Nigerian farmers practice subsistence agriculture. This is because they rarely have 

enough access to timely up-to-date agricultural information and productivity enhancing farm 

inputs such as improved seed varieties, fertilizers and pesticides, among others. This has 

contributed to low productivity of the agricultural sector in the country. 

        According to Akinwumi (2013), the backbone of any agricultural revolution is farmer’s 

access to agricultural information and productivity enhancing farm inputs. In recognizing the 

state of the agricultural sector of the country and in a bid to stimulate small holder farmer’s 

access to inputs, agricultural productivity, improve food security and reduce poverty, successive 

governments in Nigeria according to Dayo and Habeeb, (2013) have spent about N776b between 

1980 to 2010 and N27.5b in 2011for agricultural input subsidy. They also launched several 

agricultural programmes that are involved in input distribution at a subsidized rate. Such 

programmes include Agricultural Development programmes (ADP), Operation Feed the Nation 

(OFN), Green Revolution among others. Most of these programmes were public sector driven 

and were associated with problems such as delay in input supply, embezzlement and preference 

was given to government establishments and individuals in authority over the poor farmers in 

terms of input distribution and there was no monitoring and evaluation of programmes which 

huge sum of money was spent on. Experience with the operation of T&V system has shown that 

farmers scarcely have timely access to farm inputs such as fertilizer and seeds among others. 

According to Fertilizer Suppliers Association of Nigeria (FEPSAN), (2012), inputs supply and 

distribution in the country has been limited by ambiguity in government policy regarding 

production, liberalization, regulation and subsidy provision. Input procurement and distribution 

have been fraught with so many inefficiencies, discrepancies, self seeking, corrupt practices, and 
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diversion, with farmers claiming that the inputs do not get to them. It is obvious that despite the 

huge amount of money and programmes government has put in place to ensure sufficient and 

timely supply of inputs to farmers, farmers scarcely have access to input required to boost their 

production. It however becomes important to analyze farmers’ use of e- wallet growth 

Enhancement Support Scheme as an input distribution system in Imo state, Nigeria.    

The following research questions are raised to address this: 

1. What are the socio-economic characteristics of the farmers using e-wallet?  

2. What is the farmers’ level of knowledge of using e-wallet for input procurement? 

3. What are the various inputs available to farmers under GESS? 

4. What are the farmers’ sources of information about GESS? 

5. What is the farmers’ level of use of e-wallet for input procurement? 

6. What are the farmers perceived effects of using e-wallet? 

7. What are the perceived constraints confronting the use of e-wallet for input procurement 

by the farmers’? 

1.3      Objectives of the Study  

The broad objective of the study is to analyze farmers’ use of e-wallet growth 

enhancement support scheme in Imo State of Nigeria. The specific objectives include to: 

1. describe  socio-economic characteristics of farmers using e-wallet, 

2. ascertain farmers’ level of knowledge of the  use of e-wallet for input procurement, 

3. identify the various inputs available to farmers under GESS, 

4. identify farmers’ sources of information about GESS, 

5. determine farmers’ level of use of e-wallet for input procurement, 

6. determine farmers’ perceived effects of using e-wallet for input procurement.  

7. identify farmers perceived constraints to the use of e-wallet for input procurement.  
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1.4          Hypotheses of the Study 

 The following hypotheses were tested in this study: 

Ho:  There is no significant relationship between farmers’ socio-economic characteristics and 

their level of use of e-wallet for input procurement. 

Ho: There is no significant difference among farmers’ level of use of e-wallet for input 

procurement in the 3 agricultural zones of Imo state. 

1.5       Significance of the study 

A substantial knowledge gap exist in the area of factors that affect farmers access to subsidized 

agricultural inputs which is part of what this research intended to reveal. Information on how 

GESS is being implemented in Imo state, its outcomes from the perspective of the intended 

beneficiaries and their impressions about the Scheme which is vital for redesigning the policy 

was also revealed. The aforementioned will enhance the knowledge base and improve 

understanding of experiences and lessons learned from past and the present system of 

agricultural input subsidy program implementation in the state, analyze constraints and identify 

opportunities for overcoming them. These facts will be used as reference materials for other 

researchers and students, government and non government agencies. The findings from this 

survey will also be a guideline for policy makers and development planners who are concerned 

about formulation of agricultural subsidy programme and agricultural related information.  

Furthermore, it will add to the existing facts and literature as well as a base line data for 

researchers who are interested in similar studies. 

1.6        Scope of study 

 This study is on the analysis of farmers’ use of e-wallet growth enhancement support scheme in 

Imo state, Nigeria. The scope of this study is purely in Imo state and covers the three agricultural 



8 
 

zones in Imo state viz; Owerri, Okigwe and Orlu agricultural zones. It is discussed in five 

different chapters (introduction, literature review, methodology, results presentation and 

discussion and summary, conclusion and recommendation. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

This chapter reviews some relevant and related literature on the study under the following 

subthemes: 

I.  Information and Communication Technology: Concept of ICT 

II.  Description of Growth Enhancement Support Scheme (GESS) 

III. Agricultural Input Supply 

IV. Some Agricultural Programmes launched in Nigeria 

V. The Research-Extension-Farmer-Input-Linkage System (REFILS) 

VI. Theoretical Review and Conceptual Framework for explaining farmer’s use of e-wallet 

GESS in Imo State, Nigeria. 

2.1        INFORMATION AND COMMUNICATION TECHNOLOGY 

2.1.1    Concept of ICT 

Information and communication technologies (ICTs) generally refer to an expanding assembly of 

technologies that are used to handle information and aid communication. These include 

hardware, software, media for collection, storage, processing, transmission and presentation of 

information in any format (i.e., voice, data, text and image), computers, the Internet, CD-ROMs, 

email, telephone, radio, television, video, digital cameras etc. The advent of personal computers, 

the Internet and mobile telephone during the last two decades has provided a much wider choice 

in collection, storage, processing, transmission and presentation of information in multiple 

formats to meet the diverse requirement and skills of people (Ogbonna and Agwu, 2013). 
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         ICTs are believed to bring about social and economic development by creating an enabling 

environment. Almost every single activity in the modern world is becoming more dependent on 

the application of ICTs for one use or another. The benefits of ICTs reach even those who do not 

themselves have first-hand access to them. Through ICTs, for example, a doctor in a rural village 

can get up-to-date information regarding certain diseases and can use that information to advice 

and treat patients; an agricultural extension worker can learn new technologies, rainfall forecasts, 

commodity prices, etc and use that information to advice farmers in rural villages; etc.    

        The importance of ICTs in development process was long recognized and access to ICTs 

was even made one of the targets of the Millennium Development Goal No. 8 (MDG 8), which 

emphasizes the benefits of new technologies, especially ICTs in the fight against poverty. “With 

10 percent increase in high-speed internet connections, economic growth increases by 1.3 

percent” observed the recent World Bank report on Information and Communication for 

Development (World Bank, 2009). The same report also observed “connectivity – whether the 

Internet or mobile phones -- is increasingly bringing market information, financial services, and 

health services to remote areas, and is helping to change people's lives in unprecedented ways”.   

        Following the Millennium Declaration, key stakeholders from various sectors came together 

in Geneva in 2003 and again in Tunis in 2005 to discuss a broad range of subjects related to ICT 

for development. As a result, governments agreed on a set of commitments and actions to foster 

the establishment of an inclusive information society. Towards this end, ten targets were 

identified to be achieved by 2015 along with numerous recommendations based on different 

action lines (World Bank, 2009). These targets ranges from connecting villages, schools, health 

centers, libraries and government agencies to developing content, incorporating ICTs in school 

curricula and providing broadcasting services to all people in the world. The action lines address 
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issues related to, among others, ICT infrastructure, capacity building, cyber security, an enabling 

policy environment and ICT applications in agriculture, education, business or the environment.  

2.1.2   Definition of “e-Agriculture”   

The World Summit on the Information Society (WSIS) Plan of Action includes e-agriculture as 

an area of application of information and communication technologies (ICTs) under Action Line 

7: 

a) Ensure the systematic dissemination of information using ICTs on agriculture, animal 

husbandry, fisheries, forestry and food, in order to provide ready access to 

comprehensive, up-to-date and detailed knowledge and information, particularly in rural 

areas. 

b)  Public-private partnerships should seek to maximize the use of ICTs as an instrument to 

improve production, marketing and food safety standards.   

             FAO proposes the following definition: “e-Agriculture” is an emerging field in the 

intersection of agricultural informatics, agricultural development and entrepreneurship, referring 

to agricultural services, technology dissemination, and information delivered or enhanced 

through the Internet and related technologies. More specifically, it involves the 

conceptualization, design, development, evaluation and application of new (innovative) ways to 

use existing or emerging information and communication technologies (ICTs) (FAO, 2005).     

E-Agriculture goes beyond technology, to promote the integration of technology with 

multimedia, knowledge and culture, with the aim of improving communication and learning 

processes between various actors in agriculture locally, regionally and worldwide. Facilitation, 

support of standards and norms, technical support, capacity building, education, and extension 

are all key components to e-Agriculture. There are several types of activity related to e-
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agriculture applications that are widely recognized around the world today.  The delivery of 

agricultural information and knowledge services (i.e. market prices, extension services, etc) 

using the Internet and related technologies falls under the definition of e-Agriculture.  More 

advanced applications of e- agriculture in farming exist in the use of sophisticated ICTs such as 

satellite systems, Global Positioning Systems (GPS), advanced computers and electronic systems 

to improve the quantity and quality of production (FAO, 2005). 

2.1.3 Global Trends in e-Agriculture   

Technology-based Solutions   

Applications of e-Agriculture in intensive agricultural systems in developed countries are 

gearing towards using sophisticated technologies to improve the quantity and quality of 

production, in order to maximize profits. This is the case in precision agriculture in which 

farmers are harnessing computer and satellite technologies to cut costs, improve yields and 

protect the environment; and e-commerce (or e-marketing) in which the marketing and sale of 

agricultural products is conducted over electronic networks such as the Internet and extranets. On 

the other hand in many developing countries farmers’ access to information is improved through 

grass root level initiatives of using ICTs as well as distance education modalities to enhance the 

knowledge base among service providers (FAO, 2005).    

Precision Agriculture   

In precision agriculture or site-specific farming, farmers are using ICTs and other technologies to 

obtain more precise information about agricultural resources which allow them to identify, 

analyze, and manage the spatial and temporal variability of soil and plants for optimum 

profitability, sustainability, and protection of the environment. 
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 Precision agriculture is described as:  "a system to manage farm resources better. Precision 

farming is an information technology- based management system now possible because of 

several technologies currently available to agriculture. These include global positioning systems, 

geographic information systems, yield monitoring devices, soil, plant and pest sensors, remote 

sensing, and variable rate technologies for application of inputs."  Precision agriculture is an 

advanced e-agriculture application (Rains and Thomas, 2000). It makes use of five major 

components of technology:  

1) Geographical Information Systems (GIS) for analysis and management of spatial data and 

mapping;  

2) Remote Sensing (RS) to identify and  

3) Global Positioning Systems (GPS) to locate and define spatial features or activities that 

contributes to the quality of site-specific practices;  

4) Variable Rate Technology (VRT) allowing targeted, site-specific input applications; and 

 5) Yield monitoring for recording crop productivity as a historical database for crop 

management.    

e-Commerce in Agriculture   

Improved productions and high yields result in the need to look for profitable markets beyond 

local communities, and electronic markets are providing an opportunity to farmers to market and 

sell their produce to buyers at the global level. Electronic commerce (e- commerce), is simply 

defined as the general exchange of goods and services via the Internet, is already having a 

significant impact on agriculture. For example, by 2000, one in 25 U.S. farms had already bought 

or sold agricultural products on the Internet and  Goldman Sachs had estimated that 12% of all 
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agricultural sales in the U.S. would be conducted over the Internet in 2004, compared to only 4% 

in 1999 

      Further, a study conducted by Rockwood Research on Internet use by commercial farmers in 

the US found that farmers were primarily using the Internet to access information on commodity 

prices, weather, farm chemicals, and machinery. The study also showed that farmers were 

migrating quickly toward Web-based transactions such as purchasing seed, crop chemicals, and 

farm equipment on the Internet (Encyclopedia of the Nation Africa 2010).   

      The telephone is the only ICT used (if any) by the majority of farmers in Africa. Empirical 

research in rural Ghana shows that the proportion of households using public community call 

offices—where available—is around 60 percent, and average household telephone expenditure is 

over 5 percent of monthly household income. The same research indicates that, in terms of 

agricultural production, prices of inputs such as seeds, fertilizers, and pesticides are the most 

frequently telecommunicated information. Beyond that, more sophisticated ICTs could make the 

greatest contribution by shortening the distance and reducing the cost of interactions between 

stakeholders. National and international policymakers and organizations dealing with rural 

development and agriculture require, generate and provide information relevant to agricultural 

production. ICTs enable the exchange of information about innovations in crop varieties, pest 

control, manuring, weather forecasting, irrigation and efficient monitoring methods (Martin and 

Abbott, 2011).To take advantage of these opportunities, the African farmer relies not only on 

good government decisions but also on intermediate agencies such as nongovernmental 

organizations (NGOs), extension services, and producer associations, which are more likely to 

have the necessary capacity and access to nationally and globally available information. To be 

more effective, these agencies need to shift from purely disseminating information to assessing 
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and brokering relevant information. Capacity building is another area of opportunity. ICTs, for 

example, have enabled the World Bank to initiate its Global Distance Learning Network with 50 

learning centers around the globe and the Commonwealth of Learning (COL), the Consultative 

Group on International Agricultural Research and the Food and Agriculture Organization of the 

United Nations (FAO) have also promoted distance learning and ICT applications within their 

training programs. Other ICT applications relevant to resource-sensitive agriculture involve 

satellite-based systems. On the important issue of land property rights, for instance, 

administrative bodies increasingly use Geographic Information Systems (GIS) and database 

applications for efficient land surveys and registration. Having a registered asset both encourages 

farmers to undertake sustainable land management and enables them to borrow funds against the 

asset (to invest in production means, for example). Moreover, geospatial and information 

tracking technologies are becoming inexpensive tools for monitoring environmental 

management. Best-practice databases can indicate new ways for intermediate organizations to 

encourage rural smallholders to use environmentally sustainable farming methods.  

ICT Facilities and Other Sources of Agricultural Information  

According to Nwakwasi, Ani, Umunnakwe and Okoro  (2015), ICT facilities include: Radio set, 

video player, television, landline telephone, mobile phone, computers, E-mail, internet, compact 

disk, printer, CDROM, Scanner, video recorder, DVD, Diskette, Flash drive, digital camera, 

photocopy machine face book, twitter etc. other sources of information include newspapers, 

farmers to farmer, extension agents etc.  

2.1.4 Use of Mobile Phones and Its Role in Agriculture 

Mobile phone which is an integral part of ICT has become one of the most important media 

of information communication of our times. Recent development of the mobile phone market 
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in Nigeria has led to the introduction of Global system for mobile communication (GSM) 

NETWORK PROVIDERS, operating on the 900/1800 MHz spectrum including MTN, 

Nigeria, Globacom, Visafone, Etisalat, Multilinks, among others. The current Nigeria’s 

active mobile telephone lines hit 222.70m says NCC ( THISDAY Newspapers, 2016). The 

use of mobile phones by Nigeria farmers according to Andrew (2011) has emerged as 

important in enhancing agricultural productivity. It enables appropriate knowledge and 

information to reach knowledge intermediaries and smallholder farmers timely and as such 

undoubtedly minimizes the risk and uncertainty small farmers face from production to 

marketing of their produce. However, most developing agents use mobile phones as one of 

the ICT features that is easily accessible and affordable in Nigeria. This feature tends to cut 

across literacy and poverty barriers to disseminate needed agricultural information to rural 

farmers, extension officers and farm produce sellers. Specifically, mobile phones have the 

following advantages over other ICTs, as well as the traditional mass media. 

a) Accessibility and affordability of mobile phones by majority of farmers  

b) Produce exact duplicates of such information at significantly lower cost  

c) Instant delivery of information and knowledge rapidly over large distance through 

communication networks  

d) Develop standardized algorithms to large quantities of information relatively rapidly. 

e) Achieve personalized information to individual owners  

f) Provide other functions such as voice communication. 
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2.1.5 Factors that influence mobile phone technology application by smallholder      

        farmers 

        In the review of relevant literature, a number of factors were noted to affect the use of 

mobile phone by farmers. For both social and agriculture related purposes. Mobile phone 

ownership in developing countries is still low despite the increase in the past several years. 

However, age of the adopter plays an important role in influencing mobile phone usage. 

According to Osadebamwem and Ideba (2015), young persons are more servile with technology 

irrespective of their locality and; that young persons have a positive correlation with the use of 

mobile phone. Therefore it is expected that young farmers will be inclined to the use of this 

technology for most of the day-to-day transactions. 

       Also smallholder farmer’s educational level is low; the implication is that it creates 

challenges to adoption and use of modern technology such as mobile phone.  He suggested that 

farmers require the necessary knowledge and information to use technologies and that the level 

of knowledge correlates positively with the adoption of new technologies by farmers. This 

corroborated Okello and Salami (2012) which states that the literacy level of farmers is important 

to their use of mobile phone for information access and can also impact their level of difficulty in 

navigating through the phone menus, often written in international languages like English. 

Therefore the literacy level of farmers affects mobile phone use differently and can influence the 

adoption across the various Nigerian communities. 

      Halewood and Surya (2012) argued that one of the factors that influence mobile phone usage 

is to improve efficiencies in the agricultural value chain. It is important to increasing 

productivity and reducing poverty. Mobile phone use by smallholder farmers creates a more 

efficient value chain that maximizes time usage, reduce transportation time and cost and improve 

productive engagement among the functional units in the value chain. The high usage of mobile 



18 
 

phone by adopter farmers buttressed its capability to also act as a tool for education and gaining 

knowledge as well as spreading view points and communication with family members and the 

large social community. Baumuller (2012) in Osadebamwem & Ideba (2015), assessing the 

factors that influence technology adoption noted that the adopter must have:  

1) knowledge of the existence of the technology, the ability to assess its suitability for the 

farming system as well as potential risk, and the ability to obtain and finance the 

technologies; 

2)  be able to use technologies; farmers need to have the necessary knowledge of how to use 

them, the ability to use them and the ability to manage any associated risk and  

3)  Be able to improve productivity, efficiency and generate additional income.  

 
2.2   DESCRIPTION OF GROWTH ENHANCEMENT SUPPORT SCHEME (GESS) 

The growth enhancement support scheme was designed as the component of Agricultural 

Transformation Agenda (ATA). ATA is the immediate past government response to the crisis 

that has riddled the agricultural sector in the past and seeks to put agricultural growth at the 

center of the government’s development objective given its critical role for food security and 

economic diversification. According to FEPSAN (2012), at inception, the broad objective of the 

GESS was to achieve food security for the nation at the macro level, and increase household 

income for the farmers at the micro level. The scheme was designed to encourage the 

stakeholders in the fertilizer value chain to work together to improve productivity, household 

food security and raise the income of farmers by providing direct subsidy through the supply of 

discounted fertilizer, cuttings and seeds among others.  

GESS was designed to deliver government subsidized agricultural inputs like fertilizers 

seeds, cuttings, and fingerlings etc to farmers directly using an electronic distribution channel. It 
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provides a unique connecting link as it targets the farmers directly with critically needed modern 

farm input on real-time basis. The program started in May 2012. It registers farmers across the 

36 States of the federation for direct redemption of farm input through the electronic – wallet (e-

wallet) system (communication with rural farmers via mobile phones, precisely text messaging). 

This shows that ICTs has a significant role to play, in this evolving paradigm the electronic 

distribution channel provides an efficient and transparent system for the purchase and 

distribution of agricultural inputs based on a voucher system. The programme guarantees 

registered farmers e-wallet vouchers with which they can redeem their inputs from agro-dealers 

at half the cost, the other half being borne by the federal and state government in equal 

proportions. Also the e-wallet according to the former Minister of Agriculture and Rural 

Development will serve as an avenue to educate, inform and communicate with farmers in rural 

areas across the country on the latest and best agricultural practices as well as prices of 

commodities in the market (FEPSAN, 2012). 

Understandably, GESS seems to have unique features in its implementation. It is the first 

agriculture input subsidy programme to have a tripartite arrangement between the government, 

farmers and agro-dealers in its implementation. It is also the first to use electronic wallet system 

for distributing inputs to farmers thereby cutting out the activities of middle men in the 

distribution channel.  
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2.2.1 Goals of GESS 

           According to Akinwumi (2013), GESS target 5million farmers in each year for 4 years 

that will receive GESS in their mobile phone directly totaling 20 million at the end of 4years. 

The goals include to: 

-  provide support directly to farmers to enable them procure agricultural inputs at 

affordable prices, at the right time and place.  

-  increase productivity of farmers across the length and breadth of the country through 

increased use of fertilizer ie 50kg /ha from 13kg /ha 

- change the role of government from direct procurement and distribution of fertilizer to a 

facilitator of procurement, regulator of fertilizer quality and catalyst of active private 

sector participation in the fertilizer value chain.  

2.2.2 GESS targeting and participation criteria  

         The targeting of intended beneficiaries is based on the farmers’ registration exercise being 

conducted throughout the country. The beneficiaries are small scale farmers. The beneficiaries 

require prior registration (biometric capturing) where their names, phone numbers, passport and 

address are registered on government database. All the information needed for successful 

purchase of agro-inputs at subsidized rate i.e unique identification members, redemption centers 

and quantities available were broadcast to the phones of the registered farmers. The registered 

farmers should have the capacity to pay 50% of the cost of inputs to the agro dealer. 

      In Imo State, GESS started in 2012 and it employed the services of the ADP staff in 2012 

and 2013 while in 2014, they employed the services of GESS staff in the implementation of the 

programme. The beneficiaries are registered in their various Local Government Areas. The 

GESS does not pay attention to the difference in the areas as the subsidy is implemented in a 
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uniform manner throughout the country and different groups of people. It is also not gender 

sensitive and therefore, does not pay particular attention to the different needs of female and 

male farmers.  

 
2.2.3      Perceived challenges of farmers use of electronic-wallet  

             GESS in Imo State, Nigeria. 

According to the FEPSAN, (2012), the following are perceived challenges in accessing input 

under the GES schemes 

i. Inability of farmers to receive e-wallet alerts in their telephones and had to obtain scratch 

cards from the state GESS coordinators. Among those who did receive e-wallets alert 

some were unable to activate their numbers due to poor knowledge on how to perform 

thee-wallet operations. 

ii. Untimely arrival of inputs  

iii. Inadequate quantity of input to meet farmers needs  

iv. High cost of input 

v. Beauracratic bottle neck 

vi. Distribution of non viable seeds 

vii. Non availability of the type of input needed by the farmers at the redemption centers  

viii. Unpleasant attitude of agro-dealers/GESS Staff to farmers which makes things difficult 

for them 

ix. Distance to collection centers, and long queues at centers. 

x. Poorly developed transport infrastructure leading to high transportation cost  

xi. Dearth of information on GESS  

xii. Unsteady /lack of regular electricity leading to non-charging of farmers cell phones  
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xiii. Poor network coverage. 

2.3      AGRICULTURAL INPUT SUPPLY  

     According to Crawford, Kelly, Jayne and Howard, (2003) agricultural inputs has critical 

impact on the agricultural productivity of a nation as it influences farmers’ access to and use of 

productivity enhancing inputs. Low agricultural input use is often associated with declining soil 

fertility, declining yields, and low farmer income. Increased use of fertilizer and improved seeds 

are partially credited with the large increases in agricultural productivity.  

      However, it is generally believed that investment in agricultural inputs must be prioritized in 

order to achieve the core MDG of halving the proportion of people living in extreme poverty and 

hunger by 2015. While there is little consensus on the best methods for doing so, most people 

consider the wide-spread use of high quality inputs as a key prerequisite. In Africa, intensive 

agriculture depends heavily on the judicious use of agricultural inputs. This is because 

agricultural inputs have contributed significantly to world food production. Some of the 

agricultural inputs include fertilizer, improved seeds and agrochemicals etc. Fertilizer is a key 

agricultural input that shows immediate response and direct impact on crop yields. One kilogram 

of nitrogen delivered through fertilizer increases crop yields by 7-10kg on average. Improved 

seed on the other hand is, an important yield-enhancing input, because it is the delivery vehicle 

for modern plant varieties. The development and spread of modern plant varieties was the 

technological force behind the green revolutions that occurred in China, India, Southwest Asia, 

and many parts of Latin America (FAO, 2009). In African countries Nigeria inclusive the 

demand for improved seed rose steadily during the 1970s and 1980s. Despite the growth on 

demand, only about 5 to 10 percent of the potential demand for improved seed is currently being 

met. Most farmers continue to plant unimproved seed obtained from local sources, including 
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seed saved from the farmers’ own crops, from neighbors or relatives or purchased in local 

markets (Crawford et al, 2003). 

2.3.1 Defining Stages of the Agricultural Input Supply System in Africa  

       According to International Fertilizer Development Cooperation (IFDC) (2008), there are 

four different stages of the agricultural input supply system. These stages are defined by changes 

of inputs used, the manner in which they are acquired, and the relative roles of the public and 

private sectors in supplying both inputs and credit. A thorough understanding of the different 

stages of the agricultural input supply system provides guidance on how to time and sequence 

agricultural input supply intervention. The stages of the agricultural input supply are as follows. 

Stage I: Subsistence: Improved varieties, chemical fertilizer and pesticides are generally not 

available. Farmers retain their own seed or exchange seed of poor quality and low yield. They 

rely on manure, crop residences and burning to maintain soil fertility.  

Stage II: Emergence: improved varieties, chemical fertilizer and pesticides emerge, especially 

for export crops. Both public and private sectors start input distribution, but farmers- retained 

seeds represent the bulk of seed used especially for food crops. Formalized, costly and inefficient 

government – controlled credit systems are often introduced. 

Stage III: Growth: Food crops are increasingly commercialized. Modern seed, chemical 

fertilizer and pesticide use spread with both the private and public sectors involved in 

procurement/ production and distribution. Resources are increasingly available, but informed 

financial arrangements remain dominant.  

Stage IV: Maturity: The food and cash crop markets are globally integrated. Vibrant seed, 

fertilizer and pesticide industries develop as the private sector takes the leading role with 
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ancillary support from the public sector on specific tasks. Farmers use higher levels of fertilizer 

and pesticides and are very knowledge about fertilizer attributes and requirements, timing and 

methods of application. Requirements are refined and dealers provide informal extension 

services. The financial sector depends and broadens its asset base and lending capacity. Financial 

links with foreign countries are strengthened, and the importance of informal financial 

arrangements decreases (IFDC, 2008). 

2.3.2 Past policies and support actions in agricultural input development in Nigeria  

 Over the years, donors and Nigerian governments relied heavily on input subsidies and 

provision of complementary services such as marketing, infrastructure, extension, research and 

the establishment of input parastatal. Many of the policies during this period were implemented 

in order to support the activities of the federal and state enterprises in input provision. The 

justification for these actions is evident when viewed in the context of the period. The oil shock 

of the 1970s had just driven up the price of fertilizer to levels unaffordable by most farmers. The 

policies of this period according to Kherallah, Delgado, Gabre-Madhin, Minot, and Johnson 

(2002) can be summarized into four main points. First, agricultural input production and 

distribution were directly or indirectly controlled by the government and heavily regulated. The 

allocation of agricultural inputs particularly fertilizer, was determined administratively, often on 

arbitrary reasons such as usage in previous years. Seeds were and continue to be produced, 

multiplied and distributed by parastatals at extremely high costs, though governments continue to 

distribute seed at extremely low prices or for free as part of emergency relief programmes that in 

some cases are not halted after the emergency has passed (Tripp and Rohrbach, 2001). 
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          Secondly, agricultural inputs were heavily subsidized by the government. In many cases, 

seeds were distributed for free, implying a 100 percent subsidy. Fertilizer subsidies ranged from 

10 to 80 percent of the full cost of the fertilizer (World Bank, 1994). 

          Thirdly, government often provided agricultural inputs to farmers on credit. Although 

there had been much effort at targeting those loans to smallholders, in most cases they ended up 

in the hands of larger farmers and commercial cash crop growers Kherallah et al (2002). 

Fourth, in-kind aid from donors represented a high proportion of fertilizer imports during this 

period. This caused inconsistencies in the level and frequency of fertilizer availability, disrupted 

private sectors interest in providing and limited the varieties that were available for farmers to 

choose from. 

2.3.3 Constraints to effective input supply system  

          Broadly speaking, according to Kelly, Adesina and Gordon, (2003), the constraints may be 

two-fold: those affecting a farmer’s demand or desire to purchase the inputs and those affecting 

the trader supply or incentive to provide agricultural inputs. The constraints can be grouped into 

two categories: demand side and supply side constraints. 

Demand side constraints 

Farmers generally ask two questions about inputs before purchasing them: will they be 

profitable? Can they acquire them and use them effectively? The constraints that may inhibit 

farmer demand for inputs generally involve knowledge, finances and risks.  

Farmers need to be aware of the inputs, their benefits and how to appropriately use the 

technology. They may require extension services, marketing campaigns or farmer trials. 
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       In addition farmers must be able to access the inputs and afford them. Finally farmers will 

weigh whether purchasing and using the inputs requires taking any unnecessary risk and if it is 

the best use of their available resources. 

Supply side constraints 

 The supply side constraints that prevent private sectors from entering or developing 

inputs markets fall into the same categories as on the demand side. First, they must be able to 

perceive the effective demand and it must be high enough to prompt them to provide the input. 

Traders have long perceived low effective demand due to the isolation of famers in rural areas 

and lack of a clear communication pathway between farmers, traders and extension workers. In 

addition, the trader must have adequate access to credit or financial resources in order to 

maintain and provide a reliable supply of inputs. In order to meet a price at which farmers can 

afford suppliers will weigh transportation and other transaction costs to determine if providing 

the input is even profitable. Suppliers will evaluate the level of risk involved in entering the 

market. For instance, does the government intervene periodically with free inputs that would 

disrupt their income? Frequent, yet inconsistent public interventions in the sector do provide 

poor farmers with adequate inputs temporarily, albeit at a substantial cost both fiscally and in 

terms of the overall market. These disruptions according to Morris, Kelly, Kopicki and Byerlec, 

(2007) greatly reduce the reliability of input distribution by undermining incentives for private 

fertilizer dealers. Moreover, Nigeria has long had an unfavorable business climate, which makes 

private firms reluctant to invest in fertilizer marketing (Morris et al, 2007). Inhibiting factors 

includes weak regulatory enforcement, high taxes and fees and widespread corruption. 

Other constraints regarding the supply of different inputs, faced by the private sector include:  
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- High cost: The input industry requires high capital investment, especially in infrastructure 

and machinery for production and processing. Raising such capital is difficult, especially 

when credit facilities are inadequate and interest rates are high. 

- Lack of information about effectiveness and use of inputs makes it difficult for the 

suppliers to forecast and plan their supplies accordingly; 

- Unstable policy environment, which has discouraged private investment in establishing 

distribution channels, capacity-building, and promotional activities,  

- A weak legal and regulatory framework underpinning the liberalization of the agricultural 

input market which has led to the supply of sub-substandard inputs  

- Lack of market information about fertilizer prices, supply source, availability, and overall 

market conditions; 

- Poorly developed rural infrastructure, which has contributed to high transportation and 

delivery costs of inputs 

- Irregular and inadequate supply and distribution inefficiency. 

- The unorganized input distribution system combined with a weak regulatory system; and  

- Weak institutional framework for policy coordination and other technical constraints. 

Such as inadequate infrastructural facilities, dependence on unimproved inputs, inadequate 

extension services, inefficient inputs supply and distribution system and high environmental 

hazards.  

2.3.4 Determinants of Improved Inputs use in Agriculture 

Improved inputs are factors of production which have undergone some form of amendment from 

their original state with the intent of enhancing their performance. According to Geofrey, (2011), 

improved agricultural inputs may be divided into four principal types including biological, 
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chemical, mechanical and management. Biologically improved inputs include new crop varieties 

such as high yielding varieties, disease resistant varieties and drought resistant varieties. 

Chemically improved inputs include chemical fertilizer, pesticides, fungicides, insecticides and 

herbicides while mechanical inputs include farm machinery and equipment used in tilling 

weeding irrigation, spraying and transportation. 

       Geofrey, (2011), define management as knowledge acquired concerning decision making 

and management of farming activities without directly involving the use of new materials, and, 

argue that it should be classified as an improved production input, yet they caution that it may be 

difficult to measure and attribute as it is accumulated over time. Although use of improved inputs 

in production is desirable, not all farmers use these inputs due to various reasons. Langyintuo 

and Mekuria (2005) broadly categories the factors that influence farmer use of imported  input 

as: farmer characteristics, institutional factors and characteristics among others include gender, 

age, education and household size etc. while institutional factors influence farm size, 

membership to association, access to information, access to credit and access to infrastructure 

such as roads, storage or network coverage. Characteristics of the production input relate to the 

subjective attributes of the input as perceived by the farmer. 

Farmer characteristics: Gender plays an important role in farmer use of agricultural 

technologies such as improved seeds or animal traction in production. Geofery (2011) observed 

that the socio-economic conditions such as land access restrictions and poverty, in which women 

live affect their pattern of production and their use of technology in agriculture. Furthermore, 

women’s perception and use of agricultural technology is shaped by their evaluation of the level 

of risk, such that if the risk is perceived to be higher than the anticipated benefits, the use of 

agricultural technology will be low. Studies that have examined the relationship between age and 
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use of improved inputs in production have reported mixed results. In Nigeria, Akramov (2009) 

reported a negative relationship between age and improved inputs use. Explanations offered for 

the mixed results regarding age and improved inputs use are that on the one hand, young farmers 

may have lower income and wealth, limited access to credit and extension services, and face 

labour constraints all of which may make them less prepared to adopt and use improved 

agricultural technologies than older farmers, hence age having a positive relationship with 

adoption. On the other hand, young farmers are sometimes thought to be more open to change 

and hence eager to try out new ways of doing things, thus a negative relationship between age 

and improved inputs use. 

         The role of education in farmer use of improved inputs is widely discussed in literature. 

Educated farmers are believed to have higher ability to perceive, interpret and respond to new 

information about improved technologies than their peers with little or no education. More 

educated farmers are thus likely to access information and advice from extension workers, which 

influence their adoption and use of improved inputs. Moreover, education and the economic 

status of the farmer, which affected ability to buy and use of production inputs, are to a great 

extent positively correlated especially in developing countries including Nigeria. 

Institutional Factors: The effect of institutional factors such as farm size, access to credit, 

access to information, infrastructure and membership to association on farmers use of improved 

inputs has received great attention in the literature. Extension agents are some of the most 

important sources of agricultural information in any country. Farmers’ access to information on 

agricultural technologies through increased government investment in extension services is 

crucial in revealing the opportunities of using such technologies, thereby reducing the subjective 

uncertainty on one hand and fostering increased adoption on the other. Langyintuo and Mekuria, 
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(2005) reported a positive relationship between extension services access and use improved 

technologies. 

          Infrastructure such as roads, storage, irrigation, electricity and mobile network are critical 

in agricultural production process. Roads are important in access to input and output markets 

while storage is important for storage to maintain the quality of crops to postpone immediate sale 

to a future date. Ramsom and Adhikari (2003) show that availability and access to these 

infrastructure increases the likelihood of use of improved technologies. Also improved rural 

infrastructure tremendously increases the intensity of use of modern agricultural technologies 

such as high yielding varieties, fertilizer and irrigation in villages with developed infrastructure 

than in underdeveloped villages.  

 

2.3.5 Historical Perspective of Fertilizer Procurement, Distribution and Subsidy Policy in 

Nigeria  

           The Federal Government of Nigeria, states, and local government have all been involved 

in fertilizer procurement, distribution and the subsidizing of fertilizer at various times. The 

fertilizer distribution system prior to 1996 operates virtually as a government monopoly. The 

significant industry and policy changes are summarized below (Kwa 2002):   

  Prior to 1976- state governments procured fertilizer independently and distributed fertilizer 

through sales agents and the extension system fertilizer was subsidized at about 95%.but sold at 

different prices in different states. This was the era when extension agents were informing 

farmers of the benefits of fertilizer use. Primary problems included interstate arbitrate, congested 

ports and demurrage charges, no control over fertilizer type of quality or package quality and 

poor subsidy administration and control. 
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 1976 to 1986- procurement and distribution of fertilizer was centralized by FGN through 

the Fertilizer Procurement Distribution Division (FPDD). The federal superphosphate fertilizer 

company ltd. (FSFC) in Kaduna came on-stream in 1976 with a capacity of 100,000 tonnes of 

ssp. FPDD procured imported fertilizer from ports and from FSFC and paid for transport and 

distribution costs to depots in the states. The states distributed fertilizer through agro-service 

centers and farm services centers. Significant problems included excessive storage and transit 

losses and late and at times non-delivery due to transport problems. 1987 to 1991 the physical 

transport from port and FSFC become the responsibility of the states but FGN reimbursed 

transport costs. States that could not afford transport costs left their allocations at the port 

causing FGN to assume the demurrage and warehousing costs. Storage and transit losses 

continued. The FGN owned NAFCON when it came on-stream in 1978 with a capacity to 

produce ammonia, 1,500 urea and 1,000NPK with 586,000 tonnes blending capacity. In 1991, 

six fertilizer depots ware created by FPDD at Minna, Gombe, Lagos, Port Harcourt., Funtua and 

Makurdi to enhance the efficiencies of the distribution system. This proved costly and inefficient 

with large handling, storage and transit losses. 

 1992 to 1994 – the deport system was abandoned. FPDD was given responsibility to 

distribute imported fertilizer only, while NAFCON distributed locally produced fertilizer. State 

ministries and /or agricultural development projects/ADPs distributed the fertilizer. This policy 

reduced the cost of the system but non-delivery of fertilizer, handling, storage and transit losses 

still persisted. This was in spite of engineering external consultants to monitor the fertilizer 

system for these problems. Perpetrators were identified but not charged. In 1994, the FGN 

experimented with distributing 80% of the fertilizer through local governments and 20% by the 
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state governments. This program was implemented for one year and was then abandoned.  The 

subsidy continued to be shared by FGN, the state and by local governments. 

1995 to 1996 – FGN stopped importing fertilizer in 1995, and fertilizer was imported by the 

private sector. NAFCON and blending plants became agencies for distributing locally produced 

fertilizer. States collected their fertilizer allocation from the fertilizer plants to be reimbursed for 

transport by FGN later (similar to the 1989-1991 policy). Task forces were set up to monitor 

distribution, but they had little impact.  Similar problems persisted as in the past; some states did 

not have transport funds. 

 1997-2002 –FGN discontinued the fertilizer subsidy and distribution in 1997 and adopted 

a complete privatization/liberalization of the fertilizer sector. Subsidies were abolished and the 

import tariff reduced from 10% to 5%. However this policy was largely ineffective because the 

ground work had not been properly laid for the private sector to take over. Fertilizer use declined 

sharply and the FGN reintroduced a fertilizer subsidy of 25% in May 1999 and procured 101,000 

tones to be distributed by the states. The fertilizer was to be targeted to poor farmers by the local 

government. The FGN then discontinued the subsidy in August 2000 and abolished the import 

fertilizer tariff. FGN again procured and subsidized a portion of Nigeria’s fertilizer in 2001 

(164,000 tones). In 2002, 163,700 tones were approved to be procured and subsidized at 25%. In 

2002, the import tariff was reinstituted at 5%, (Kwa 2002). 

          Between 2002 and 2008 the FGN under Federal Market Stabilization Programme (FMSP) 

procured fertilizer for sale to states at a subsidized rate of 25percent. Several state governments 

also provided additional subsidy as well as procured fertilizer outside the FMSP for sale to their 

farmers. Fertilizer subsidy rates in 2008 varied across states. According to the Nigeria Strategy 
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Support Program (NSSP), (2010), it was estimated that only 30 percent of subsidized fertilizer 

reached smallholder farmers at the subsidized price in 2008. 

     Between 2008 and 2010 the Federal and state government used vouchers to provide 

subsidized fertilizer to farmers. The promotion of voucher use in Nigeria stems from the years of 

wastage and diversion challenges inherent in government’s agricultural inputs procurement and 

distribution. Also to enable farmers to procure fertilizers with a 25% subsidy from private 

dealers, complementing the government distribution channel and increasing the density of the 

outlet network. 

          2011 to 2014 FGN under GESS of the Agricultural Transformation Agenda (ATA) 

procured and distributed subsidized inputs at 50% to smallholder farmers across the 36 states of 

the federation through an electronic wallet system (Akinwumi, 2013).  

           Inconsistent FGN fertilizer policy and the dual fertilizer market precluded the required 

response from the private sector in the post-1997 period. Problems with fertilizer quality, 

arbitrage, and timeliness of fertilizer distribution persisted. Government tenders for the targeted 

subsidized fertilizer were invariably late as was the FGN payments to fertilizer distributors and 

the remittances from the states to the FGN. Another problem of concern was over-invoicing by 

fertilizer importers and profiting from the arbitrage situation that exists between the official and 

parallel exchange rate markets. 

2.3.6 Improved Seeds Inputs Distribution  

 The National Seed Service (NSS) was launched in 1976 to coordinate seed service efforts 

throughout the country and to produce foundation seed distribution, to certified seed production 

agencies (Kwa, 2002). Also International Fertilizer Development Center (IFDC), International 

Institute for Tropical Agriculture (IITA), West Asia Rice Development Association WARDA 
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2000) reported that the national seed policy was formulated in 1992, to ensure technology 

training, quality control and coordination of breeder seed production. NSS provide guidelines for 

the development of the seed sector. To give a legal backing to the seed policy a national 

agricultural seed decree No. 72 (1992) was enacted for regulating the various aspects of seed 

production, marketing and quality control activities in Nigeria. However, in practice, public and 

private sector roles were not clearly identified. Today, the NSS roles are limited to seed 

certification and interstate marketing. Research organizations promotes the development of 

manpower resources as such, the production of breeder seed is the responsibility of agricultural 

research institutes, while that of foundation seeds is handled by both the NSS and the private 

sector. Certified seed production is now in the domain of the private sector, using contract 

farmers. Thus, improved seed distribution in Nigeria is handled by both the public and private 

sectors.  

2.3.7   Input Distribution Scenario in Nigeria  

Input distribution is the critical link between the suppliers and the end users. The distribution 

system is an uninterrupted supply chain that ensures that farmers have access to input at the right 

time the objective of an effective input distribution system include to: 

-  ensure that the right quality inputs are delivered to farmers in the right quantity at the 

time  

- ensure that farmers have access to inputs within the closet proximate of their farm gates.  

Rabiu, (2012) explained that before the liberation of the industry in 1997, input 

distribution was solely in the public domain various approaches were tried with limited success. 

It is not intended to go over them because they are known and documented. In the two years 

following the liberation up to year 2000, the private sector made frantic efforts to fill the gap 
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created by the withdrawal of government. A number of companies joined the input business and 

many of them opened distribution outlets /warehouses in key agricultural zones. Important 

figures began to rise and the market started to take shape. However with the advent of 

democracy in 1999 sustained political pressure to redeem campaign promises forced the federal 

government to restore input subsidy at 25% level in 2001. 

Following this decision by the Federal Government, the State Government also followed 

suit, some giving additional subsidies while some did not provide any additional subsidy. In fact, 

some states charge handling costs there by reducing the 25%. FGN subsidy- thus in those state 

the subsidy is less than 25% since the reintroduction of the stabilization programme by the 

Federal Government  in 2001, the private sector input distribution has suffered setbacks, because 

private entrepreneurs could not compete under a dual market system. Many of the inputs were 

mainly targeting government orders. The free market therefore could not develop as expected 

(Rabiu, 2012). Furthermore models were applied, and different prices were charged due to the 

variation in subsidy levels. This promotes diversion and recycling of input as well as promotes 

self seeking and corrupt practices. Even though Federal Government practices provided 

guidelines for implementing the stabilization programme, various models were applied at the 

state levels, they include: 

a) Distribution solely by ministry of agriculture, through the local governments. 

b) Distribution by a task force or special committee appointed by the ministry of agriculture. 

c) Distribution through the agricultural development project (ADP) of the state  

d) Distribution through the agric input supply company of the state 

e) Distribution through hybrid arrangements of 2 or more of the above systems. 
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The experience of the input distribution scenario is that it has not adequately satisfied the 

objective it was meant to serve because: 

a) It has no universal application. Subsidy is only on the quantities procured by 

governments.  

b) Procurement process is delayed leading to late deliveries  

c) Amount of subsidy varies widely among the states thus encouraging recycling and 

diversion. 

d) It is generally reported that the subsidy does not reach the intended beneficiaries, and  

e) The system encourages self – seeking and corrupt practices  

As a result, no more than 11 percent of all the farmers in the country got the input 

distributed by the government (Akinwumi, 2013). It is glaring that the system has been fraught 

with so many inefficiencies with farmers claiming that the inputs do not get to them at required 

times and at recommended rates. Governments were spending a lot of money on farm inputs 

which were not reaching the intended beneficiaries (small holder farmers) and thus had no 

significant impact on the national food output. Farmer’s powerlessness worsened as high quality 

seeds and fertilizers needed to raise their farm productivity were taken over by the elite, the rich 

and politically powerful. 

2.4        SOME AGRICULTURAL PROGRAMMES LAUNCHED IN NIGERIAN 

  Agricultural Development Projects (ADP):  Agricultural Development Projects was earlier 

established in 1974 in the North East (Kastina), North West (Zamfara) and North Central 

(Plateau) states as pilot schemes. The earlier impressive result of the programme led to its 

replication in 1989 to the entire then nineteen states of the Federation. This approach to 

agricultural and rural development was based on collaborative efforts and tripartite arrangement 
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of the federal government, state government and World Bank (Iwuchukwu and Igbokwe, 2012).  

Today this has grown to become the major agricultural and rural development programme 

existing in the states in Nigeria. The important features of the programme are reliance on the 

small scale farmers as the main people that will bring about increase in food production and the 

feedback information mechanism which is a decentralized decision making process that allows  

farm families/households to give their responses to an innovation/technology, incentive, 

subsidies etc according to their judgment. The objectives of the programme are to bring about 

solution to the decrease found in agricultural productivity by sustaining domestic food supply, 

through massive infusion of World Bank funds, the ADPs were established to provide extension 

services, technical input support and rural infrastructure (Ayoola, 2001) to the farmers/rural 

dwellers. Some problems that occurred in the course of executing the projects were; shortage of 

fund due to decline in oil prices that started in 1982 which led to delays in recruiting competent 

staff and provision or purchasing of materials and facilities needed for the projects take off. This 

made implementation much slower than scheduled. Secondly, ADP emphasizes more on 

modern/ high input technology like sole cropping while majority of the farmers practiced 

mixed/relay cropping. There was also untimeliness of subsidized input supply for the 

programme. Present problems of ADP include: high frequency of labour mobility, limited 

involvement of input agencies, dwindling funding policies and counterpart funding, intricacies of 

technology transfer etc (Iwuchukwu and Igbokwe, 2012).   

 Operation Feed the Nation (OFN):  This programme evolved on 21st May 1976 under the 

military regime of General Olusegun Obasanjo. The programme was launched in order to bring 

about increased food production in the entire nation through the active involvement and 

participation of everybody in every discipline thereby making every person to be capable of 
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partly or wholly feeding him or herself. Under this programme every available piece of land in 

urban, sub-urban and rural areas was meant to be planted while government provided inputs and 

subsidies (like agrochemicals, fertilizers, improved variety of seed/seedlings, day olds chicks, 

matchets, sickle, hoes etc) freely to government establishments. Individuals received these inputs 

at a subsidized rate.   

         The failure of the programme can be attributed to the fact that farming was done on any 

available piece of land irrespective of its suitability for agriculture, majority of the participants in 

the programme had little or no farming background and there was no formal or informal 

preparatory teaching or advice given to them on how to manage their farms and preference was 

given to government establishments and individuals in authority/administration over the poor 

farmers (real producer of food) in terms of input supply         

 Green Revolution (GR): GR was a programme inaugurated by Shehu Shagari in April 1980. 

The programme aimed at increasing production of food and raw materials in order to ensure food 

security and self sufficiency in basic staples. Secondly, it aspired to boost production of livestock 

and fish in order to meet home and export needs and to expand and diversify the nation’s foreign 

exchange earnings through production and processing of export crops. The federal government 

ensured the success of the programme by providing agrochemicals, improved seeds/seedlings, 

irrigation system, machine (mechanization), credit facilities, improved marketing and favourable 

pricing policy for the agricultural products. The programme did not achieve its objective of 

increasing food supply because there was delay in execution of most of the projects involved in 

the programme. There was also no monitoring and evaluation of the projects for which huge 

sums of money were spent (Iwuchukwu and Igbokwe, 2012).               
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 Gaps identified   

 1) Non interaction between and among stakeholders:  Nigerians have the skills to make 

policies or initiate programmes and technological choices to achieve the sustainable 

development in agriculture. The continued absence of progress in these policies and 

programmes in agriculture in Nigeria is the consequence of non-interaction between the 

government and the various stakeholders within a particular programme as well as lack of 

opportunities for decision making and policy dialogue with other stakeholders. 

Agriculturists, scientists, researchers and more importantly the farmers/rural dwellers are 

normally ignored during planning and implementation of agricultural/rural development 

policies and programmes. These stakeholders are in a better position to identify the 

policies and programmes that will be tailored to the need of the farmers/masses: Their 

non-participation has led to failure of intervention programmes, increased poverty and 

inaccessibility of basic social amenities with dwindling economic fortune (Iwuchukwu 

and Igbokwe, 2012).    

2) Weak agricultural policy:  Agricultural policies are not specific and are handled as cross        

sectoral policy related to forestry in which environmental factors also come into play e.g. 

forest policy (1945). Developed economies have their agricultural policies spelt out for 

the masses and the world to know. Also a policy should have strategy, targets, goals, 

specific objectives and most importantly programme or projects geared towards 

accomplishment of the goals. This is not the case in Nigeria as can be seen that from 1st 

October 1960 to 15th January 1966, there were several agricultural policies but no 

agricultural programme/project to carry out the directives of the policies. Sometimes, 

agricultural programmes/projects are not consequences of agricultural policies. For 
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example in the military era where very few agricultural policies, decree and act existed 

with invention of numerous agricultural programmes like NAFPP, OFN, ADP, RBDA, 

GR, DFRRI, BLP, FSP, FEAP and NALDA which was initiated in 1992 much more later 

than the decree (1978) and an act (1979) backing it. There is urgent need to reverse this 

situation so as to ameliorate the persistent failure of agricultural policies and programmes 

in Nigeria.   

3) Short duration of agricultural policies and programmes:  There has not been continuity of 

existing programme by incumbent and new administration so that impact of the 

policy/programme will be realized. Examples FSP (1994) and FEAP (1996), OFN and 

RBDAS were initiated almost the same time (1976) and initiation of NAFPP in 1972, 

OFN in 1976 and GR in 1980. All these changes retard development progress and do not 

allow the development policies and programmes to fulfill their mission and mandate to 

overcome the Nigeria food crisis.       

4) Delay, embezzlement, misappropriation and lack of fund to pursue specific 

policy/programme to an expected end:  Government may need to channel funds from the 

informal sector to the formal sector of the economy to make developed policies and 

programmes both workable and more effective. As can be seen that abrupt withdrawal of 

fund by the government in NAFPP contributed to its failure and lack of fund delayed 

implementation of ADP schedule. This problem of lack of fund persists in ADP till today. 

Misplacement of priority or misdirection of fund to unnecessary components of 

agricultural programmes should also be avoided to avoid wastage of resource that will 

hamper programme success. For example in FSS where expenses incurred mainly on 
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infrastructure which did not directly increase agricultural output was one of the problems 

that led to the failure of the scheme.   

5) Lack/inadequate monitoring and evaluation of programme/project:  Evaluation is 

purposely done to determine achievements of rural development programme vis a vis the 

set aims/objectives. Evaluation techniques can serve to improve implementation and 

efficiency of programmes after interventions have begun, provide evidence as to the cost 

efficiency and impact of a specific intervention within and between policy sectors 

(Iwuchukwu and Igbokwe, 2012). Evaluations especially continuous/on-going and stage 

by stage evaluation are important because they expose lapses associated with 

achievement of programme objectives thereby affording opportunities for adjustment. 

Unfortunately importance of monitoring and evaluation has not gained full recognition in 

Nigeria. This is evident in GR where there was no monitoring and evaluation of 

programme which huge sums of money was spent on executing.    

 2.5     The Research-Extension-Farmer-Input-Linkage System (REFILS) 

        According to Jibowo and Ajayi, (2011) REFILS was established to ensure effective 

agricultural research, extension and input delivery services for farmers to increase and sustain 

agricultural production in various states in Nigeria. REFILS is an organization of research, 

extension and input agencies to improve production of farmers. It is an umbrella organ that 

coordinates the research and extension activities of ADPs in Nigeria. It is a representation of 

institutional dynamics of linkage between National Agricultural Research Institutes (NARIS), 

ADPs, farmers and input agencies. The ADP has made some significant impacts in the 

agricultural and rural landscape of Nigeria among which are sustained revitalized services, 
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transfer and adoption of technology input distribution, rural infrastructure and poverty reduction 

in Nigeria. 

      Over the years the operation of T&V system has shown inefficiencies in distributing inputs 

such as fertilizers and seeds to farmers. Hence, Farming System Research (FSR) and 

Agricultural Extension and Research Liaison Services (AERLS) of the National Agricultural 

Research Institutes (NARI) were merged in 1994 to form the Farming System Research and 

Extension Units (FSR&E). 

      In operating the REFILS, the village extension worker passes information on input and 

marketing situation to farmers. The technical committee, the zonal steering committee, the zonal 

On Farm Adaptive Research (OFAR/ REFILS workshop and Technical Review Meetings (TRM) 

are the operating structures of REFILS. 

The research component generates the technology; the extension workers of government and 

non-government organizations disseminate the technology, the farmers become aware, adopt the 

technologies to realize increased income; the input agencies provide the supplies needed for 

successful adoption of the technologies (Jibowo and Ajayi, 2011). 

2.6 THEORETICAL REVIEW  

Concept and measurement of farmer’s adoption or use of E-wallet 

When a research question concerns individual reactions to innovation, the researcher is often 

interested in innovation adoption, rejection or discontinuance. The adoption of such innovation 

(e-wallet) involves a transformation in orientation and behavior of the farmer from the time the 

innovation was introduced to the time the farmer adopts. Adoption may be explained as a 

decision to make full use of a new idea or practice as the best course of action among 

alternatives. 
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Innovation-diffusion model and adoption/ discontinuance  

        The diffusion model is based on the notion that any innovation introduced into a population 

spread gradually through the whole population. According to Rogers, (1995) diffusion is the 

process by which an innovation is communicated to members of a certain community through a 

well defined channel over a period of time. The diffusion of innovation results in change. Lewis 

(1999) noted that an idea moves through a population, not restricted by route ways and not every 

individual contacted adopts the innovation in the long run. Rather the way in which ideas and 

techniques are adopted is a mental process, which an individual goes through from the first time 

of hearing about it until it is finally adopted or rejected and this is influenced by the individuals 

economic, social and behavior characteristics. A number of events precede the act of adoption 

and they include hearing about the innovation (awareness), learning its characteristics (interest), 

evaluation of factors for and against, trial and finally adoption. From the initial knowledge of 

innovation to its adoption or rejection can be a few days for some individuals and many years for 

others (Beal and Rogers, 1996).  

         According to Rogers, (1995) some individuals adopt new practices earlier than others. Thus 

different degrees of innovativeness have been used to classify adopters, namely early majority, 

late majority and the laggards. Rogers also stated that individuals will adopt an innovation if they 

perceive that it has the following attributes. First, the innovation must have some relative 

advantage over an existing technology or provide multiplier benefit to an existing one over a 

period of time. Second, it must be compatible with the existing values and practice of the 

potential adopters. Third, the innovation should not be too complex or perceived as difficult to 

understand. Fourth, innovation must have triability; that is, it can be tested for a limited time 

without adoption. Fifth, it must offer observable result. 
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      Understanding and knowing the farmer within his social environment and determining the 

appropriateness of farm innovations to these situations remain essential prerequisites to the 

adoption behavior of farmers. The process of communication of innovations, diffusion and 

adoption behaviors’ of farmers have also been a major area of interest, concern and focus of 

considerable research efforts to researchers and experts in Agricultural Extension.   

The main assumption of this study is that e-wallet is an information delivery channel used by 

GESS farmers in the state. Hence, the underlining theories for the study draws focus on channel 

and use factors. The review thus divert on the outcome of message due to channel employed, as 

well as encumbrance surrounding the use of the message delivered through a given channel. 

       To explain the channel factor, the one step flow theory of communication is pertinent while, 

the above model buttress the use factors. 

 

One step flow communication theory   

        This study makes use of one step flow communication theory in studying farmer’s use of e-

wallet GESS. The one step flow communication theory is based on the assumption that 

information should be disseminated in a way that excludes middlemen or intermediaries ( 

Adekoya and Tologbonse, 2011). Input distribution/supply system to farmers in Nigeria before 

the advent of the e-wallet system was marred by the excesses of middlemen who end up 

diverting the inputs for their own profit making. These middlemen were found across the 

agricultural agencies like the ADPs, Ministry of Agriculture, Local Governments, etc which 

statutorily undertake input distribution. 
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The rationale behind the e-wallet system of input distribution for GESS farmers is akin to the 

principle promoted by the one step flow theory in which the Federal Government communicates 

directly to farmers regarding input distribution without passing through the middlemen. 

      The theory further recommends the use of interaction as a means of reinforcing or clarifying 

the message communicated. In the case of GESS farmers, the role of clarification or 

reinforcement is largely undertaken by the help line staff of the Ministry of Agriculture and 

Rural Development. The type of clarification given by the help line staff ranges from 

confirmation of e-wallet SMS, activation of farmers e-wallet numbers to dialing of input codes. 

More technical information, especially with regards to input application/ use is provided by the 

extension workers, who ensure farmers appropriate compliance.  

The essence of adopting /using e-wallet for input distribution /supply hinges on its ability to 

transform an existing /previous system of distribution into a better and more efficient one. The 

ultimate result is to provide increase and quality output to the market, guaranteed increase 

income for farmers and food self sufficiency for the country.    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig 2.1:  The illustration of one step flow communication model 

Source:    Field survey 2016 

Federal Ministry of Agriculture 
and 

Agro dealers Farmers Help line 
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2.7       Conceptual framework 

          The conceptual framework highlights the interactive process with respect to relationship 

between the independent, dependent and intervening variables and their components. It outlined 

an exploratory process of analyzing the use of e-wallet as well as the influence on the farmers 

output (anticipated benefits). 

It is also on the premise that the use of e-wallet system (Dependent Variable) is strongly 

influenced by farmers’ socio-economic characteristics, farmers’ knowledge on the use of e-

wallet for input procurement, types of input available with GESS, sources of information and 

cost of input (Independent Variable). This means that there is a strong relationship between the 

independent and dependent variables. Also political factors such as government policies and 

change of government, funding agencies, network provider, infrastructure, agro dealers, etc 

(Intervening variables) weakly influence the dependent and independent variables. The 

appropriate use of e-wallet is expected to bring an output that will bring about increase in yield, 

guaranteed increase income for farmers, better information accessibility, better nutrition, food 

self sufficiency and poverty reduction. 

        The diagrammatic representation of this system can be interpreted as a process in which the 

predictive contributions of the independent variables such as socio-economic characteristics of 

farmers (age, educational level, farm size, monthly income, contact with extension workers, etc), 

farmers level of knowledge, types of input available with GESS and sources of information 

about GESS have strong influence on the dependent variable (use of e-wallet system). The use of 

e-wallet will be affected by the dynamism of these variables. The independent variables have a 

weak relationship with the constraints. In a situation where the independent variables are put in 
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place, the constraints may not exist and it will lead to appropriate use of e-wallet which will 

bring about the anticipated benefits. 

The intervening variables (government policies and change in government, funding agencies, 

network providers, agro dealers, infrastructure, etc) have weak relationship with the use of e-

wallet. A situation where there are changes in government policies and/or a change in headship 

of certain organization the use of e-wallet may be affected. 

 The constraints have strong influence on the output, in a situation where these constraints are 

not taken care of the use of e-wallet will be reduced and the expected outcome or anticipated 

benefits may not be achieved. 

 
     The conceptual framework was adapted from the work of Ogunsumi (2010) on synthesis of 

extension models and analysis for sustainable agricultural technologies.  
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Constraints E 

 

 

 

     

 

 

 

 

Benefits D                                                                                                  Anticipated Benefits D 

 

 

 

 

 

Conceptual frame work of farmer’s use of e-wallet GESS in Imo State. 

Adapted from Ogunsumi 2010. 

 

 

 

 

Independent Variables Intervening Variables Dependent Variables 

-Poor ability of farmers to perform the various 
operations in the use of e-wallet  

-Non availability of type of input needed by 
farmers, untimely arrival of inputs,- Untimely 
arrival of input etc. 

Political factors 

 Government policies and 
change of government  

 Funding agencies 
 Network providers 
 Agro dealers 
 Infrastructure   

Increased production 

 Increased income 
 Better information accessibility  
 Better nutrition and health  
 Reduction in poverty 
 Food self sufficiency    

-Socio-economic 
characteristics: age, farm 
size, educational level, 
Monthly income, Farming 
experience, contact with 
extension worker etc 

Farmers level of 
knowledge on the use of 
e-wallet for input 
procurement 

- Type of inputs available 
with GESS 

-Sources of information  

Use of e-wallet 

A 

B 

C 
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CHAPTER THREE 

                                               RESEARCH METHODLOGY 

3.1 Description of the Study Area 

The study was carried out in Imo State, Nigeria. Imo State is one of the 36 states of Nigeria and 

lays in the South Eastern part of Nigeria with Owerri as its capital. Imo State came into existence 

in 1976 under the leadership of General Murtala Mohammed. Its main cities are Owerri, Orlu 

and Okigwe. The major language is Igbo and Christianity is the predominant religion. Imo State 

lies within latitude 4045’N and 70 15’N, and longitudes 6050’E and 7’25’E with an area of about 

5100 sq km. It is bordered by Abia State on the East, by the River Niger and Delta State on the 

west by Anambra state on the north and Rivers State to the south. 

    The state is rich in natural resources such as crude oil, land, zinc and natural gas (Federal 

Republic of Nigeria Official Gazette, 2007). The rainy season begins in April and lasts until 

October with annual rainfall varying from 1500mm to 2200mm. An average annual temperature 

is 20’c (68.00F) which creates an annual relative humidity of 75%, with humidity reaching 90% 

in the rainy season. The dry season experiences two months of harmattan from late December to 

Late February. The hottest months are between January and March. The major economic 

activities of the people include farming, trading, agro-processing, etc. Some of the major crops 

grown by them are cassava, yam, cocoyam, maize, rice, leafy vegetable, cashew, melon, mango, 

palm oil, etc (Wikipedia, the free encyclopedia on Imo state.). Some of the major livestock kept 

by the people include poultry, sheep, goats, pigs, etc. The state has about six different 

telecommunication network coverage with different GSM coverage such as : MTN, Globacom, 

Startimes, Etisalat, Visafone and Airtel. 
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 Imo state is divided into three political and agricultural zones of Owerri, Orlu and 

Okigwe and has 27 Local Government Areas. The agricultural technology dissemination 

activities in the state are undertaken by the state Agricultural Development Programme (ADP). 

In the case of GESS, the Federal Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development oversee its 

implementation (Imo ADP Annual Report, 2010).  

3.2 Sample and Sampling Techniques  

 The population of the study consisted of all GESS farmers in Imo State, Nigeria. 

Multistage sampling technique was used in selecting the sample for the study. The first stage 

involved a purposive selection of all the GESS farmers in the three agricultural zones viz; 

Owerri, Orlu and Okigwe of Imo State, Nigeria. The purposive selection of all the GESS farmers 

in the three agricultural zones was to ensure that the GESS farmers in the three agricultural zones 

viz; Owerri, Orlu and Okigwe of Imo State were involved and also to ensure adequate coverage 

and representation of all the zones. In this regards, based on the records provided by the Imo 

State Federal Ministry of Agriculture, sample selection was therefore drawn from the 123,690 

GESS Farmers in the following order; Owerri zone = 44,848, Orlu zone = 54,597, Okigwe = 

24,245. This constituted the sampling frame. Furthermore, using 0.194%, the sample size of 240 

farmers used for the study were proportionately selected from the three agricultural zones in this 

order; Owerri = 87, Orlu = 106 and Okigwe = 47 due to unequal number of GESS farmers in the 

three agricultural zones.  

3.3 Method of Data Collection  

 Data were collected from primary and secondary sources. The primary data were 

obtained from field survey using structured questionnaire. The questionnaire contained questions 

addressing the objectives and hypotheses of the study.  
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 On the other hand, the secondary data were collected from existing literatures reviewed 

such as text books, newsletters, internet materials, book of proceedings, journals, annual reports 

of relevant government agencies, ministries and departments, and previous research reports etc.  

3.4 Standardization of the Data Collection Instrument     

 The research instrument structured questionnaire was standardized to ensure that the items 

are valid and reliable. This was achieved through estimating validity and reliability. 

3.4.1 Estimating Validity of instrument         

 In validating the measuring tools, the structured questionnaire was subjected to thorough 

review by the Project Supervisors and experts in Department of agricultural extension Federal 

University of Technology, Owerri (FUTO) to critically and independently review the items and 

questions for relevance, clarity and adequacy in eliciting the needed information. Complex and 

ambiguous questions were determined from their responses. Based on their observations 

amendments were made in line with the objectives of the study. 

3.4.2 Estimating Reliability          

 The test-re-test method was employed to estimate the reliability of the research 

instrument to give consistent results when applied to the same sample over time. Here, the 

questionnaire was administered to a group of 30 farmers who did not constitute part of the study 

sample. After one month the same questionnaire was re-administered to the same 30 farmers. 

The two scores of the two responses were later correlated using Spearman Product Moment 

Correlation (PPMC) and the coefficient of correlation obtained from the two responses for the 

various scales was r =  0.89, 0.86, 0.94,  0.96 and 0.92  indicating that the research instrument 

has high reliability for data collection. 
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3.5 Measurement of Variables 

The variables that were investigated in this study included the following: 

Objective one: to describe the socio economic characteristics of the farmers. The variables that 

were measured under this objective include: sex, age, educational level, occupation, farm size, 

monthly income, farming experience, extension visit and social organization membership. These 

variables were measured as follows: 

i. Age: The farmers were asked to indicate their actual ages in years.  

ii. Sex:  farmers were asked to indicate whether they were male or female, and their 

responses were recorded in a dummy, male = 1 and female = 0  

iii. Education: farmers were asked to state the number of years they spent in school. They 

were also asked to indicate their level of educational attainment from a list of options 

thus: No Formal Education = 1, Primary School Uncompleted = 2, Primary School 

Completed = 3, Secondary School Uncompleted = 4, Secondary Completed = 5, Higher 

Institution Uncompleted = 6, Higher Institution completed = 7. The number of years 

spent in school was further used in the analysis while the level of educational attainment 

was used for table discussion. 

iv. Occupation: farmers were asked to indicate their major occupation from a list of 

occupational activities. Thus: farming = 1, trading = 2, civil service = 3, artisan = 4 

v.  Farm size: farmers were asked to indicate the number of hectares that make up their farm 

size.  

vi. Monthly income: The farmers were asked to indicate their average monthly income in 

naira  
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vii. Farming experience: farmers were asked to indicate the number of years they have spent 

in farming.  

viii. Extension visit: farmers were asked to indicate the number of visits of the extension 

worker in a month  

ix. Social organization membership: farmers were asked to indicate whether they belonged 

to any social organization and their responses were recorded in a dummy; Yes = 1, No =0                               

Objective two: to ascertain the farmer’s level of knowledge on the use of e-wallet for input 

procurement. The farmers were asked to indicate from the list of various e-wallet operations 

provided, their knowledge level to perform each of the e-wallet operations. Their responses were 

measured on a 3-point scale of capable = 3, partially capable = 2, not capable = 1. For the 

purpose of obtaining the knowledge mean, the knowledge scores for all the operations were 

calculated. On the bases of the scores, the farmers were grouped into three categories of full, 

partial and low knowledge. Knowledge mean < 2.3 indicated low knowledge, while knowledge 

mean equal to 2.3 - 4.6 indicated partial knowledge and knowledge mean equal to 4.6 – 7.0 

indicated full      knowledge. 

Objective three: to determine the various inputs available to farmers’ under GESS. In order to 

determine the various input available to farmers’ under GESS, a five point Likert scale of 

Strongly Available (SA)  = 5, Available(A) = 4, Undecided(U) = 3, Not Available (NA) = 2 and 

Strongly Not Available(SNA) = 1 was used. This was over a set of input indicators. The five 

Likert scale was further subjected to mean analysis using  

formular:                                                                                                        

   =   ∑ fx 

           N 
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The discriminating index was derived by dividing the sum of the rating scales by the number of 

scales:           SA+A+U+NA+SNA        5+4+3+2+1        

           5     =       5            =    3.0                                  

Mean scores above 3 indicated available while mean scores below 3 indicate not available. 

Objective four: to identify the farmers’ sources of information about GESS. In order to 

determine farmers’ sources of information on GESS, a list of information sources which include 

Radio set, television, mobile phones, extension workers, internet, fellow farmers, etc. was 

provided to the farmers to indicate their sources of information about GESS.    

Objective five: to determine farmers’ level of use of e-wallet for input procurement. A list of 

inputs were provided to the farmers on a three point Likert- type scale of Highly Used (HU) = 3, 

Moderately Used (MU) = 2, and Not Used (NU) = 1 to indicate the inputs they use e-wallet to 

procure. The three point Likert type scale was further subjected to mean analysis using the 

formular:  

  =   ∑ fx 

  N 

The discriminating index was derived by dividing the sum of the rating scales by the number of 

scales:           HU+MU+NU        3+2+1         

      3         =         3           =   2.0     

Mean scores above 2 indicated used while mean scores below 2 indicated not used.  

 Objective six: to determine farmers perceived effects of using e-wallet for input procurement. 

To achieve this, a five point Likert scale of Strongly Agree (SA) = 5, Agree (A) = 4, Undecided 

(U) = 3, Disagree (D) = 2 and Strongly Disagree (SD) = 1 was used. This was over a set of item 
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statements that indicate effect. The five Likert scale was further subjected to mean analysis using 

the 

formular:                                                                                                        

   =   ∑ fx 

  N 

The discriminating index was derived by dividing the sum of the rating scales by the number of 

scales:           SA+A+U+D+SD        5+4+3+2+1        

       5  = 5       =    3.0                                               

 Decision was based on the average of the points. Mean scores above 3 indicated either positive 

or negative effects while mean scores below 3 indicated no effect 

Objective seven: to identify perceived constraints to the use of e-wallet for input procurement 

by the farmers. A list of possible constraints to the use of e-wallet for input procurement was 

provided for the farmers to rate the level of seriousness of the constraints, a three point Likert-

type scale of Very Serious (VS) = 3, Serious (S) = 2 and Not Serious (NS) = 1 was subjected to 

mean analysis using the formular:  

  =   ∑ fx 

  N 

The discriminating index was derived by dividing the sum of the rating scales by the number of 

scales:           VS+S+NS        3+2+1          

           3      =    3            =   2.0                                                

 Mean scores above 2 indicated seriousness while mean scores below 2 indicated not serious.  
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3.6 Method of Data Analysis  

 Data obtained were analyzed using descriptive statistical tools such as means, frequency 

description table and percentages. Similarly, inferential statistical tools such as ordinary least 

square (OLS) multiple regression analysis and one way ANOVA model were used to analyze 

data. Tables were used in presentation of data.  

Objective one: was achieved using frequency distribution and percentages. 

Objective two: was achieved using frequency distribution, percentages and mean scores. 

Objective three: was achieved using mean score analytical tool 

Objective four: was achieved using frequency distribution and percentages. 

Objective five: was achieved using mean score analytical tool. 

Objective six: was achieved using mean score analytical tool. 

Objective seven: was achieved using mean score analytical tool. 

The hypotheses were tested as follows 

Hypothesis 1: there is no significant relationship between the socio-economic characteristics of 

the farmers and level of use of e-wallet for input procurement among GESS farmers of Imo State 

was tested using ordinary least square (OLS) multiple regression performed in four function 

forms of Linear, Double-log, Semi-log and exponential functions. This test is represented 

mathematically: 

Y = f (x1, x2, …… x 9 – e) 

Where Y = sum of the ratings for level of use of e-wallet for input procurement among  farmers 

on a three point Likert-type scale of Highly Used, Moderately Used and Not Used.  

X1 = Sex (Dummy; male = 1, female = 0) 

X2 = Age (Years) 
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Nj     k 

I=1    j=1 

 X3 =         Education (No of years spent in school) 

 X4  =         Occupation (Farming =1, Trading = 2, Civil service =3, Artisan = 4) 

X5 =        Farm size (Hectare) 

X6 =        Monthly income (Naira) 

X7 =       Farming experience (Years) 

X 8        =          Extension workers visit (Number of visit in a month) 

X 9      =             Social Organization Membership (Dummy; Social organization membership =1, Non                           

membership = 0) 

X e = error term  

The independent variables here are the socio-economic characteristics of the farmers while the 

dependent variable is the farmers’ level of use of e-wallet for input procurement. 

  Hypothesis 2: There is no significant difference in the farmers’ level of use of e-wallet for 

input procurement in the 3 agricultural zones in Imo state. This hypothesis was tested using the 

one way ANOVA model. The ANOVA is mathematically expressed thus: 

F =       MSSB        =       SSB (n - K)            

              MSSW                 SSW (K - !) 

SSB = ∑nj [(X-X)]2 

SS =   ∑    ∑    (Xij – Xj)
2    

Where:   

F   =   the value by which the statistical mean will be judged                         

SSB = Sum of squared deviations between the mean of use of e-wallet for input procurement 

among farmers in the 3 agricultural zones in Imo State.                                 
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SSW = Sum of squared deviations within the mean of use of e-wallet for input procurement 

  among the farmers in the 3 agricultural zones of Imo State.            

  = grand mean of the use of e-wallet for input procurement among the farmers in the 3   

zones.                                                               

 Xij   =  nth level of the of use of the e-wallet for input procurement from agricultural zone j                       

nj      =   sample size of farmers from the 3 agricultural zone j                                   

n     = number of observations from the 3 agricultural zones              

k     = number of agricultural zones of the state. 

After the hypothesis was tested and showed that there was a significant difference in the farmers’ 

level of use of e-wallet for input procurement in the 3 agricultural zones. Duncan test was used to 

know where the significant difference lies in the three agricultural zones.  
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CHAPTER FOUR 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

The results and discussion of the study were made in line with the objectives and hypotheses of 

the study. These were made under the following subheadings: 

I. Socio-economic characteristics of the farmers. 

II. Farmers level of knowledge to perform the various operations towards the use of e-wallet 

for input procurement 

III. Farmers level of knowledge on the use of e-wallet for input procurement 

IV. Various inputs available with GESS 

V. Farmers sources of information about GESS 

VI. Level of use of e-wallet for input procurement 

VII. Perceived effects of e-wallet use 

VIII. Perceived constraints to the use of e-wallet for input procurement 

IX. Hypotheses for the study.  

4.1 Socioeconomic characteristics 

The socio-economic variables investigated in this study include: sex, age level of education, 

occupation, farm size, monthly income, farming experience, extension workers visit and social 

organization membership. 
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4.1.1 Socio economic characteristics of farmers 

Table 4.1 Distribution of farmers by socio economic characteristics 

Socio economic characteristics Frequency Percentage Mean 

 
Sex 

   

Male 104 43.3  
Female 136 56.7  
Total 240 100  
 
Age (Years) 

   

20-30 19 7.9  
31-41 49 20.4  
42-52 86 35.8 48years 
53-63 
64-74 

77 
9 

32.1 
3.8 

 

Total 240 100  
 
Educational attainment 

  

No formal education 13 5.4  
Primary school uncompleted 19 7.9  
Primary school completed 63 26.3  
Secondary school  uncompleted 30 12.5  
Secondary school completed 52 21.7  
Higher institution uncompleted 17 7.0  
Higher institution completed 
Total 

46 
240 

19.2 
100 

 

 
Occupation 

   

Farming 100 47.9  
Trading 63 26.3  
Civil service 41 17.0  
Artisan 21 8.8  
Total 240 100  
 
Farm Size  in hectares 

   

0.5 - 1.0 66 27.5  
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1.1 - 1.6 39 16.3  
1.7 - 2.2 68 28.3  
2.3 - 2.8 36 15 1.7 hectare 
2.9 - 3.4 20 8.3  
3.5 - 4.0 9 3.8  
4.1 and above 
Total 

2 
240 

1.0 
100 

 

 
Monthly Income(N) 

   

5000 –  25000 134 55.8  
26000 – 46000 50 20.8  
47000  – 67000 25 10.4  
68000  – 88000 10 4.2  
89000  – 109,000 9 3.8  
110000  – 131000 3 1.3 N35,500 
132000  – 152000 2 1  
153000  – 173000 4 1.7  
174000  – 194000 1 0.4  
195000  – 215000 
Total 

2 
240 

0.8 
100 

 

 
Farming Experience  

   

1 – 10 68 28.3  
11 – 20 92 38.3  
21 – 30 62 25.8 18 years 
31 – 40 
Total 

18 
240 

7.5 
100 

 

 
Extension Visits 

   

No visit 176 73.3  
Once 47 19.6  
Twice 
Total 
 
Social organization 

17 
240 
 

7.1 
100 
 

 

Members of social organizations 67 27.9  
Non Members of social organizations 173 72.1  
Total 240 100  

 Source: Field survey data, 2016 
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  Table 4.1 shows the distribution of farmers by their socioeconomic characteristics. The socio-

economic characteristics investigated in this study include: sex, age, educational attainment, 

occupation, farm size, monthly income, farming experience, extension workers visit and social 

organization membership.  

Sex  

The result in Table 4.1 shows that 56.7 percent of the farmers were female. This suggests that 

female farmers were more involved in using e-wallet for input procurement in the study area and 

thus, have more interest as regards to ways to promote and sustain their agricultural production 

than the male farmers.  

Age 

Result in Table 4. 1 show that the mean age of the farmers involved in GESS is 48years showing 

that the farmers are young enough to appreciate a programme such as GESS meant to better their 

agricultural production. Loren, (1995) and Onwumere, (2008) had earlier pointed out that the 

productivity of a farmer increases with age, reaches some midage peak and decreases with 

further age.  

Educational Level 

Table 4.1 shows the educational attainment of farmers. The result revealed that 26.1 percent of 

the farmers completed their primary school education, 21.7 percent completed secondary 

education, and 19.2 percent completed tertiary education, while 12.5 percent did not complete 

secondary education. The results further revealed that 7.9 percent did not complete primary 

education, 7.1 percent did not complete tertiary education, and 5.4 percent had no formal 

education. These results imply that the farmers had basic education and are expected to read and 

understand instructional manuals of the technology packages that often accompany research 
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innovations. Education is a knowledge an individual have acquired through formal training in an 

organized institution of learning. It opens gate way to interact and share experiences with people 

outside ones immediate environment thereby motivating one to accept new ideas and practices 

brought to him or her by an outsider. Therefore farmers relative literacy, will most likely 

promote their technology adoption as literate farmers often adopt innovations faster than illiterate 

farmers. Ani, (2007) stated that there is a direct relationship between literacy and adoption of 

innovations. 

 Occupation 

Result on the major occupation of farmers in Table 4.1 revealed that all (100 percent) the farmers 

had farming as their major source of livelihood, 26.1 percent were traders, while 17.1 percent 

were civil servants and artisans constituted 8.8 percent. This implies that farmers who have 

farming as their major occupation will readily participate in any agricultural programme that 

they are favorably disposed to. The findings of Salau et al (2013) in Kareem and Akinbile 

(2015), stated that full time farmers will have interest in any effort made to transform the system 

of agricultural input distributing programme they perceived to be genuine. 

Farm size 

 Table 4.1 result shows that the average farm size of the farmers involved in GESS is 1.7 

hectares meaning that the farmers are smallholder farmers with less land resources and therefore 

need inputs to boost their production. This implies that farmers who had larger farm size had 

higher possibilities to increase production and diversify their agricultural enterprises using a 

combination of improved agricultural inputs. This is not far from what Onwumere (2008) stated, 

that adoption of innovation will tend to take place earlier on larger farms than on smaller farms.    
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Monthly Income 

The result in Table 4.1 reveals that 55.8 percent of the farmers earned monthly income of 

N5000-25000 while only 1 percent of them earned between N174000 - N194000. On the 

average, the farmers earned N 35,500monthly. The implication of this result is that the farmers 

may be constrained by finance to extensively adopt e-wallet system for input procurement. 

Mgbada, (2010) asserted that status of farmers in terms of their monthly income will matter in 

deciding to procure improved agricultural inputs. 

Farming Experience 

Result in Table 4.1 shows that 38.3 percent of the farmers had been farming for 11-20 years 

while 28.3 percent spent 1-10 years in farming. Also 25.8 percent had spent 21-30 years in 

farming whereas 7.5 percent had spent 31-40 years. The average farming experience was 18 

years implying several years of farming experience. The farmers may over the years have 

acquired reliable and relevant experience in the course of their production in the aspect of input 

procurement. Experience brings more knowledge and specialization that increase farmer’s 

rationality in the use an innovation. Nnadi and Amaechi (2007), had earlier pointedout that 

experience equips farmers with the right frame of mind to handle innovations.  

Extension Visit 

Result in Table 4.1 show that 73.3 percent of the farmers had no contact with the extension. On 

the other hand 19.6 percent of the farmers had contact with the extension worker(s) once in a 

month, while 7.1 percent of them had contact with the extension worker(s) twice in a month. 

This implies poor contact of farmers with the extension worker(s). Extension contacts bridge the 

gap between research institutions and the farmers’ fields. This is because it educates and inform 

the farmers about innovations which in turn leads to development of interest and effort to seek 
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further information which enhances the capacity to know about the existence of an innovation 

and compare the possible alternatives so as to take good decision. The implication is that farmers 

who have frequent contact with extension worker(s) are more likely to demand agricultural 

inputs due to their increased level of knowledge. Haji, (2003) in Kassu, (2009) stated that the 

more visits/contacts a farmer has with extension service, the more information/knowledge he/she 

has and the better will be the use of agricultural inputs. 

 Social Organization Membership 

Result in Table 4.1 shows that 72.1 percent of the farmers did not belong to any social 

organization, while 27.9 percent were members of social organizations. The result suggested low 

level of social interaction by the farmers, such as participation in co-operative societies, 

town/village unions, and religious organization among others. These social organizations 

according to Apu (2011) provide effective platform for championing the course of agricultural 

development through information sharing, resource mobilization, cross fertilization of ideas etc. 

This implies that farmers poor participation/involvement in social organization activities may 

affect the rate of e-wallet system of input distribution diffusion in the study area. This suggests 

that intervention programmes should target sensitizing farmers as the farmers are likely not to be 

aware of the inherent benefits of social organization to their agricultural production activities.  
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4.2 Farmers level of knowledge on the use of e-wallet for input procurement 

Table 4.2.1   Distribution of farmers by their level of capability to perform the various 

operations towards the use of e-wallet for inputs procurement 

      E-wallet     Operations Highly 

capable 

Partially 

capable 

Not 

capable 

1. Completion of GESS registration process   140 89 11 

2. Accessing GESS SMS alert/messages 117 115 8 

3. Activating GESS input procurement number 20 78 142 

4. Dialing of prescribed input codes 10 30 200 

5. Using GESS scratch card 11 114 115 

6. Payment for inputs 118 121 1 

7. Redeeming of inputs 110 130 0 

Source: Field survey data, 2016. 

Table 4.2.1 shows the scores of farmer’s level of capability to perform the various operations 

towards the use of e-wallet, namely; completion of process, accessing GESS SMS alert/ 

messages, activating GESS input procurement number, dialing of prescribed input codes, using 

GESS scratch cards, payment for inputs and redeeming of inputs. The score were used to 

determine the farmer’s level of knowledge towards the use of e-wallet for input procurement in 

Table 4.2.2.  
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Table 4.2.2     Distribution of farmers by level of knowledge on the use of e-wallet for inputs 

  procurement 

Knowledge level Knowledge 

class interval 

Frequency Percentage Knowledge 

mean 

SD 

Full knowledge 4.7 – 7.0 526 31.3   

      

Partial knowledge 2.3 – 4.6 677 40.3 3.9 0.2 

Low knowledge < 2.3 477 28.4 
  

 

      The result on farmer’s level of knowledge on the use of e-wallet for input procurement 

shows that 40.3 percent of farmers had partial knowledge towards the use of e-wallet for input 

procurement. While 31 percent and 28.4 percent of farmers had high and low level of knowledge 

towards the use of e-wallet for input procurement respectively. 

The result further revealed the mean knowledge value of 3.9 indicating that by and large, farmers 

in the study area had partial knowledge level on the use of e-wallet for input procurement.  The 

standard deviation (SD = 0.2) showed that the farmers were homogenous in their responses 

regarding their level of knowledge of the use of e-wallet. This result implies that the concept of 

e-wallet system of subsidized input distribution in Imo state and Nigeria at large despite gaining 

its popularity among the farmers, they were not properly sensitized on its systematic and 

scientific application. This calls for hand-on extensive sensitization of farmers by the experts in 

the field using local channels and languages to improve their knowledge and skills towards the 

use of e-wallet for input procurement as well as improve the effectiveness of the scheme. This 
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finding is not far from what the FEPSAN, (2012) reported that both farmers and agro dealers had 

poor knowledge of the processes and procedures of using e-wallet. They recommended that 

further education of farmers on the scheme is apparent to improve the effectiveness of the 

scheme.  

4.3     Various Inputs Available under GESS 

Table 4.3     Distribution of farmers by various inputs available under GESS 

          Inputs SA A U NA SNA   SD Remark 

1. Maize seeds 180 30 20 6 4 4.6 0.3 Available 

2. Cassava cuttings 60 105 21 52 2 3.7 0.2 Available 

3. Fertilizer  205 26 9 0 0 4.8 0.4 Available 

4. Agro-chemicals  72 164 4 0 0 4.2 0.2 Available 

5. Fingerlings  26 103 6 0 5 3.0 0.1 Available 

6. Rice seeds 162 38 10 0 30 4.3 0.2 Available 

7. Fish feeds 6 58 149 0 27 2.3 0.4 Not Available 

Source: Field survey data, 2016                   > 3.0 (available)   < 3.0 (Not available) 

Result in Table 3 shows the distribution of the mean scores and standard deviations of various 

inputs available to farmers under GESS. Using a discriminating index of <3.0 as not available 

and > 3.0 as available, the result revealed that six (6) out of the seven (7) inputs investigated in 

the study were available. The standard deviations of their responses ranged from 0.1-0.4 

indicating that the farmers had similar opinion in their responses. Looking at the mean scores 

specifically, six out of the seven listed inputs with respect to availability that elicited the most 

available include: fertilizer with mean score of 4.8, maize seeds 4.6, rice seeds 4.3, agro 

chemicals 4.2, cassava cuttings 3.7 and fingerlings 3.0.  
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        The result further showed that fish feeds (  = 2.3) was not available with GESS. This result 

implied that not all farm inputs were available with GESS. Availability of inputs to farmers will 

save the farmers the stress of traveling a distance in search of inputs with no guarantee of success 

or affordability. It will also enhance farmer’s early planting, harvesting and increased output. 

4.4   Sources of information on GESS 

Table 4.4     Distribution of farmers by sources of information on GESS 

Sources of Information  *Frequency  Percentage             Rank    

1. Radio set 240 100                           1st
 

2. Television 103 42.9                          7th 

3. Mobile phones 240 100                           1st 

4. Extension workers 119 49.6                          5th                                

5. Internet 56 23.3                          11th 

6. Fellow farmers 139 57.9                          4th 

7. Newspapers 160 66.7                          3rd 

8. Ministry of Agriculture 109 45.4                          6th 

9. ADP  102 42.5                          8th 

10. Cooperative group 79 31.7                          10th 

11. Agro Dealers 89 37.1                          9th 

Source: Field survey data, 2016      * multiple response 

Result in Table 4.4 shows the distribution of farmers by sources of information on GESS. 

According to the result in Table 4.4, all (100 percent) the farmers received agricultural 

information on GESS through radio set and mobile phones. The result also shows that 66.7% and 
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57.9% of farmers received information through newspapers and fellow farmers respectively. 

This implies that mobile phone is increasingly becoming a major source of information for 

farmers trying to replace television. For instance, Kassu, (2009) found television and radio set as 

major sources of agricultural information for farmers. Radio as reviewed in this work has 

however maintained its affordability as noted by Nwachukwu, (2003). The result further revealed 

that 49.6% and 37.1% of the farmers received information through extension workers and agro 

dealers respectively implying that agro dealers were useful in supplying information to farmers 

on GESS.  

4.5   Level of Use of e-wallet for input procurement  

Table 4.5      Distribution of farmers by level of use of e-wallet for input procurement 

Inputs HU MU NU       SD Remark 

1. Rice seeds 0 100 140 1.4 0.3 Not used 

2. Maize seeds 163 46 30 2.5 0.2 Used 

3. Cassava 

cuttings 

80 106 54 2.3 0.3 Used 

4. Fingerlings 105 42 93 2.1 0.3 Used 

5. Fish feeds 13 36 191 1.3 0.2 Not used 

6. Agro 

chemicals  

36 141 63 2.0 0.2 Used 

7. Fertilizer 213 27 0 2.9 0.1 Used 

Source: Field survey data, 2016     >2.0 = used,  < 2.0 = not used 
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Result in Table 4.5 shows the distribution of the mean scores and standard deviations of the 

farmer’s level of use of e-wallet for input procurement. Using a discriminating index of <2.0 as 

not used and > 2.0 as used, the result revealed that farmers use e-wallet to procure five (5) out of 

the seven (7) inputs listed on use investigated in the study. The standard deviations of their 

responses ranged from 0.1-0.3 indicating that the farmers were homogenous in their responses. 

Looking at the mean scores specifically, five out of the seven listed inputs with respect to 

farmers level of use of e-wallet for input procurement that elicited the most used by the farmers 

include: fertilizer (  = 2.9), maize seeds (  = 2.5), cassava cuttings (  = 2.3), fingerlings (  = 

2.1) and agro chemical (  = 2.0). This result suggests that farmers use e-wallet technology to 

procure inputs probably because it is compatible, enabling them to procure inputs directly from 

appointed dealers than was previously possible. This confirms the findings of Baker, (2005) with 

assertion that farmers adopt compatible technologies faster since they would create less 

information problem associated with them. 

The result further revealed that farmers did not use e-wallet to procure rice seeds (  = 1.4) and 

fish feeds (  = 1.3).  This result may be attributed to non availability of the inputs under the 

scheme and farmers not having interest in the inputs available through GESS. 
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4.6      Perceived    Effects of the use of e-wallet  

Table   4.6 Distribution of farmers by perceived effects of the use of e-wallet for input 

procurement 

    Effects item Statements SA A U D SD  SD 

1.  GESS has exposed me to many 

other agricultural enterprises 

39 165 12 13 11 3.8 0.1 

2. It has improved my agricultural 

output 

 

6 

108 96 10 20 3.2 0.3 

3.  It has had little or no 

improvement in my agricultural 

output since its introduction 

 

22 

10 121 40 47 2.7 0.2 

4. Provides better and improved 

seed varieties and other farm 

inputs. 

 

79 

145 10 4 2 4.2 0.3 

5. It has not led to improved food 

availability 

40 49 63 31 57 2.9 0.3 

6. Favoured educated farmers more 

than illiterate farmers 

92 81 41 14 13 3.9 0.2 

7. It has improved my access to 

information on inputs 

163 64 12 1 0 4.6 0.2 

8.  It is more effective in delivering 

subsidized inputs than previous 

programme of similar nature. 

159 73 8 0 0 4.6 0.2 

9.  It has not supplied the type and 

quantity of input I need. 

27 78 102 19 14 3.4 0.1 

10. Its inputs come to me late.  

47 

 

98 

 

50 

 

14 

 

31 

 

3.5 

 

0.2 

11.  It has reduced the cost of fish 

production. 

 

3 

 

43 

 

131 

 

27 

 

6 

 

2.7 

 

0.1 
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 > 3.0 (effect)   < 3.0 (no effect)                                                      

 Table 4.6 is the distribution of farmers by their perceived effects of the use of e-wallet for input 

procurement. Using a 3.0 discriminating index for judging effect, the result indicates that the 

farmers perceived nine (9) effect statements out of the eleven (11) areas of perceived effects 

statements investigated in the study. The standard deviation of their responses ranged from 0.1-

0.3 expressing them as having similar opinion regarding the perceived effects of their use of e-

wallet for input procurement. Looking at the mean scores, it shows that farmers mostly perceived 

e-wallet as being more effective in delivering subsidized inputs to them than previous 

programmes of a similar nature as well as improved their access to information on input having 

recorded the highest mean score 4.6 (  = 4.6). These results agrees with FEPSAN, (2012) that 

farmers generally support the GESS and were of the opinion that GESS is more effective in 

delivering inputs to them unlike the previous system of input delivery that was inefficient, 

fraudulent, lacked actuality and transparency. The result also revealed that GESS provides better 

and improved seed varieties with mean score of 4.2 (  = 4.2); it has favored educated farmers 

more than illiterate farmers (  = 3.9) implying that farmers relative literacy will most likely 

affect their adoption of e-wallet technology as literate farmers often adopt innovation faster than 

illiterate farmers. Ani, (2007) stated that there is a direct relationship between literacy and 

adoption of innovation. 

The result further revealed that GESS has exposed farmers to many other agricultural enterprises 

(  =3.8) implying that GESS offered varieties of inputs to farmers which motivated them to 

venture into other agricultural enterprises for instance, a crop farmer venturing into fish farming 

because he was provided with fingerlings under the scheme. Similarly the result revealed that 

Source: Field survey data, 2016 
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GESS has improved their agricultural output since its introduction (  =2.7) and that it has led to 

improved food availability (  =2.9).  

However, the result showed that GESS inputs get to farmers late (  =3.5) and has not supplied 

the type and quantity of inputs needed by farmers (  =3.4). This result means that GESS is yet to 

address the problem of untimely delivery of inputs to farmers that is associated with previous 

programme of its nature. The inability of GESS to supply the type and quantity of inputs needed 

by farmers timely may be attributed to inability of GESS stakeholders to meet their obligations 

in terms of providing counterpart funds for payment of the inputs, warehouses and storage 

facilities etc under the scheme timely. The implication of this is that late delivery of inputs to 

farmers may delay farmers farming activities which will most likely affect their production. 

Efforts to ensure timely delivery of inputs to farmers will enhance their use of e-wallet for input 

procurement. On the other hand, the result implies that not all agricultural inputs are available 

with GESS and that the inputs delivered to farmers under the scheme were limited. Umeh and 

Mba (2016) and FEPSAN, (2012) where they stated that the quantity of inputs especially 

fertilizer (two 50kg bags) available under the scheme were found to be inadequate to meet 

farmers needs. They further suggested that considerations should be made to increase the number 

of fertilizer bags available under the scheme. 

Farmers further affirmed that GESS has improved their agricultural output (  =3.2). This 

indicates that they have positive perception towards the effects of the use of e-wallet for input 

procurement.  
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4.7 Perceived constraints to the use of e-wallet for input procurement  

Table 4.7   Distribution of farmers by perceived constraints to the use of e-wallet for input 

procurement 

Constraints VS S NS  SD Remark 

1. Non receipt of e-wallet alert on the farmers 

telephone 

11 47 182 1.3 0.3 Not 

serious 

2. Poor ability of farmers to perform the various 

operations in the use of e-wallet for input 

procurement. 

96 103 41 2.2 0.4 Serious 

3. Poor electricity supply coupled with poor 

telecommunication network 

79 92 69 2.0 0.2 Serious 

4. Untimely arrival of inputs 132 37 71 2.2 0.2 Serious  

 

5. high cost of inputs 

 

22 

 

61 

 

157 

 

1.4 

 

0.3 

 

Not 

serious 

6. Non availability of the type and quantity of 

inputs needed by farmers at the redemption 

centers 

94 63 83 2.0 0.3 Serious 

7. Unpleasant attitude of agro-dealers/GESS staff 

which made redemption of inputs difficult for 

farmers 

11 42 187 1.2 0.2 Not 

serious 

8. Far distance of collection centers and long 

queues at the collection centers 

139 49 52 2.3 0.2 Serious 

9. Distribution of non-viable seeds 9 101 130 1.5 0.1 Not 

serious 

10. Poorly developed transport infrastructure 10 89 141 1.5 0.2 Not 
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leading to high transportation cost. serious 

Source: Field survey data, 2016              = > 2.0 = Serious and  = < 2.0 = not serious. 

  Table 4.7 is the distribution of farmers by perceived constraints to the use of e-wallet for input 

procurement. Based on a 2.0 discriminating index for acceptance of serious constraints, the 

result shows that the farmers perceived five (5) items out of the ten (10) listed item statements 

used in the study as factors militating against their use of e-wallet for input procurement. The 

standard deviation of their responses ranged from 0.1-0.4 expressing them as being homogenous 

in their views regarding factors constraining their use of e-wallet for input procurement. Based 

on the mean scores, the result  revealed that far distance and long queues at the collection 

centers recorded the highest mean score ( = 2.3); thereby expressing it as the major factor that 

constrains the farmers use of e-wallet for input procurement. The result also showed that 

untimely arrival of inputs as well as poor ability of farmers to perform the various operations in 

the use of e-wallet for input procurement (  = 2.2) where second most considered perceived 

constraints to farmers use of e-wallet for input procurement. This may be attributed to inability 

of GESS stakeholders to meet their obligations in terms of providing counterpart funds to agro 

dealers for payment of the inputs, warehouses and storage facilities etc under the scheme timely. 

The implication of this is that non provision of these facilities may hinder the operations of the 

agro dealers and the inputs suppliers and thus lead to untimely arrival of inputs. 

            Furthermore the result showed that non availability of the type and quantity of inputs needed 

by the farmers; as well as poor electricity supply coupled with poor telecommunication 

network (  = 2.0) were also perceived as serious constraints to farmers use of e-wallet for 

input procurement. This implies that these factors may deter the progress of the GESS. This 
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findings is in agreement Dayo and Habeeb, (2013); Umeh and Mba (2016) and FEPSAN, 

(2012) where they identified the aforementioned factors as the impediments to the success of 

GESS. FEPSAN, (2012) in their study suggested that early preparations are required to ensure 

timely supply of inputs. Also there is need for extensive sensitization of farmers on the 

procurement procedures for redeeming inputs in other to improve the effectiveness of the 

scheme. Dayo and Habeeb, (2013) stated that most farmers complained that the types of 

fertilizer supplied were not appropriate for the local soil types and that the quantity of fertilizer 

available to them under the scheme were found to be inadequate. They further opined that 

consideration of the local soil types and crops grown should be made in determining the type 

of fertilizer to be supplied for each location as well as increasing the quantity of fertilizer under 

the scheme.  
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Table: 4.8. Relationship between the socioeconomic characteristics of farmers and  

  the level of use of e-wallet by farmers in Imo state 

        Explanatory Variables LINEAR * 

Function 

Double-log  

Function 

Semi-log 

Function 

Exponential  

Function 

     Constants 39.333 12.777 16.111 21.312 
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Source: Field survey data, 2015 

* t – ratio significant at 5% probability level 

** t – ratio significant at 1% probability level   

Figures in parenthesis are t-values 

To determine the relationship between the socioeconomic characteristics of farmers and their 

level of use of e-wallet for input procurement, the ordinary least square multiple regression 

analysis was performed in four function forms of Linear, Semi-log, Double-log and Exponential 

functions to obtain t-value used to test the hypothesis. 

The results of the multiple regression analysis were presented in Table 4.8. Result revealed that 

the linear function produce the lead equation on the basis of having; the highest value of 

       R2 

     No of Observation 

     F-value 

     Sex (X1) 

     Age (X2) 

    Educational level (X3) 

    Occupation (X4) 

    Farm size (X5) 

    Monthly income(X7) 

   Farming experience (X8) 

   Extension visit (X9) 

   Membership of social org (X10) 

0.67 

240 

39.444 

0.801(1.383) 

0.004(3.170)** 

0.001(2.812)** 

0.610(1.289) 

0.003(3.020)** 

0.002(4.721)**  

0.001(4.115) ** 

0.004 (2.326)* 

0.003(1.991) * 

0.54 

 240 

33.22. 

 0.004(0.173) 

0.000(6.050)** 

0.242(0.442) 

0.001(4.095) ** 

0.030(0.137) 

0.000(0.468) 

0.000(3.444) ** 

0.001(-5.012)** 

0.401(-1.224) 

 0.50 

 240 

30.11 

0.000(1.971)* 

0.002(2.211)* 

0.003(2.229)* 

0.002(2.112) 

0.413(2.164) 

0.903(1.592)  

0.001(3.000)* 

0.624(1.412) 

0.700 (1.300) 

0.51 

240 

34.00 

0.470(1.210) 

0.065(7.134) ** 

0.005(4.130) ** 

0.001(-1.211) 

0.008(3.448) ** 

0.086(2.510)* 

0.001(2.118)* 

0.000(1.013) 

0.330 (1.85) 
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coefficient of multiple determination (R2), highest number of significant variables, and highest 

F-value. 

The Linear function gave R2  value of 0.67 which implies that about 67 percent of the variation 

in level of use of e-wallet by farmers was accounted for by the socio-economic characteristics of 

farmers investigated, while 33 percent must have been accounted for the factors not 

investigated. 

The Linear function produced F-value of 39.444 which was significant at 1% level, indicating 

that the linear function gave a nice fit to the data. The result showed that not all t-values are 

significant.  

The coefficient of age (t = 3.170), farm size (t = 3.020), educational level (t = 2.812), monthly 

income (t = 4.721 and farming experience (t = 4.115) were positive and significant at 1% 

expressing them as very important variables influencing farmers use of e-wallet in Imo state. 

While the coefficient of extension visit (t = 2.326) and social organization membership (t = 

1.991) were positive and significant at 5% expressing them also as important variables 

influencing the level of farmers use of e-wallet in Imo state. Furthermore, the coefficient of sex 

(t = 1.383) and major occupation (t = 1.289) were not significant at 5% level, which implies that 

these variables do not significantly influence the farmers level of use of e-wallet for input 

procurement in the study area. Therefore, the hypothesis 1 which stated that, there is no 

significant relationship between the socio-economic characteristics of farmers and their level of 

use of e-wallet is rejected with respect to the significant variables, and accepted with respect to 

non significant variables. Hence it is concluded that the socio-economic characteristics of 

farmers strongly influence their level of use of e-wallet for input procurement. 
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From the result, the positive relationship between age and level of e-wallet use is in line with the 

findings of Loren, (1995) and Onwumere, (2008) that productivity of a farmer increases with 

age, reaches some midage peak and decreases with further age.  

 Similarly, the positive relationship between farm size and level of e-wallet use revealed in the 

study confirms the findings of Onwumere (2008) that, adoption of innovation tends to take place 

on larger farms than on small farms. The result on the positive and significant relationship 

between educational level and level of farmers use of e-wallet is in line with the findings of 

Agwu (2004) which reported that increase in farmers education positively influence adoption of 

improved practices. Similarly, Madukwe (2011) confirmed that increased farming experience 

leads to increased agricultural productivity. On the role of social organization membership,  

while Apu (2011) agreed that social organization are agencies of agricultural development 

which assist through exposure, interaction , cooperation, exchange of ideas, capacity building 

which increase farmers knowledge and use of agricultural technologies. The non significant 

relationship between major occupation and level of use of e-wallet is contrary to the findings of 

Salau et al (2013) in Kareem and Akinbile (2015), which states that full time farmers will have 

interest in any effort made to transform the system of agricultural input distributing programme 

they perceived to be genuine. 

  Hypothesis 2 

Table 4.9:   Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) on the use of e-wallet among farmers  

 in the 3 agricultural zones in Imo State (Owerri, Orlu and Okigwe) 

 Sum of Squares DF Mean Square F-cal F-tab Sig (P-value) 

Between groups 5630.863 2 321.026 4.320 3.0 0.002* 
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Within Groups 6223.050 

 

237 

 

422.011 

 

   

Total 11853.913 239 743.037    

Source: Field Survey Data, 2015 

To test for significant difference in the level of use of e-wallet among farmers in the three 

agricultural zones in Imo state. A one way Analysis of variance (ANOVA) was carried out at 

0.05% level. The results of ANOVA are shown in Table 4.9. The analysis produced a significant 

value of 0.002 at P < 0.05 (F-cal -4.320; F-tab 3.0), and thus, shows that there is statistically 

significant differences in the use of e-wallet among farmers in the 3 agricultural zones of Owerri, 

Orlu and Okigwe of Imo State. Therefore the null hypothesis which states that there is no 

significant difference on the use of e-wallet among farmers in the 3 agricultural zones of Imo 

State (Owerri, Orlu and Okigwe) is therefore rejected. This result means that the level to which 

farmers use the e-wallet for input procurement differ across the three agricultural zones of 

Owerri, Orlu and Okigwe.  

The variation could be as a result of system of managements in the implementation of the 

scheme in the three zones. Supporting this, Nwachukwu (2013) noted that the activities and roles 

of components of an innovation system determine the result achieved at the end of the day. 

Proper coordination according to him ensures better management and performance of clear-cut 

duties and thus promotes efficiency.  

 

Table 4.18: Homogeneous Subsets 
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(Duncan Model) 

 

ZONE                                 N 

         Subset for alpha=0.05 

     1     2    3 

Orlu 

Owerri 

Okigwe 

Sig.(p-value) 

106 

87 

47 

124.000 

 

 

0.002 

 

116.2111 

 

0.002 

 

 

116.0387 

0.002 

 

The Duncan test in Table 4.18 shows that the significant differences among Orlu  = 124.000, 

Owerri = 116.2111 and Okigwe   = 116.0387 was 8.0012 and that the difference lies between 

Orlu zone and the two other zones. From the result it could be seen that farmers in Orlu zone 

recorded the highest mean score implying that they recorded greater use of the e-wallet for input 

procurement.    

 

 

 

 

CHAPTER FIVE 

         SUMMARY, CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

5.0          Summary  
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The study analyzed farmers’ use of e-wallet growth enhancement support scheme in Imo 

State, Nigeria. The specific objectives were to: describe farmers’ socio-economic characteristics; 

ascertain farmers’ level of knowledge on use of e-wallet for input procurement; identify the 

various inputs available to farmers’ through GESS; identify farmers’ sources of information on 

GESS; determine farmers’ level of use of e-wallet for input procurement; determine farmers’ 

perceived effects of using e-wallet and identify constraints to the use of e-wallet for input 

procurement by the farmers in Imo State, Nigeria. The study hypotheses investigated the 

relationship between farmers’ socio-economic characteristics and their level of use of e-wallet 

for input procurement and the difference between farmers’ level of use of e-wallet for input 

procurement in the three agricultural zones in Imo state. 

      Data for the study were obtained from 240 farmers using structured questionnaire, selected 

through a multi-stage sampling technique. Descriptive and inferential statistical tools such as 

frequency score, percentages, mean and Ordinary Least Square (OLS) multiple regression model, 

and analysis of variance were used. 

Results of the socio-economic characteristics of the farmers revealed that 56.7 percent of the 

farmers were female. The average age of the farmers was 48years. 26.1 percent of the farmers 

had primary educational qualification. All (100 percent) of the farmers had farming as their 

major occupation in addition to one or two other occupations. Result further showed that, the 

average farm size of the farmers was 1.7 hectare. The average monthly income of the farmers 

was N 35,500. The average farming experience of the farmers was 18 years. Also 73.3 percent 

of the farmers had no contact with the extension workers and 72.1 percent of the farmers did not 

belong to any social organization. 
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          Furthermore, the result revealed that farmers in the study area had partial knowledge on 

the use of e-wallet for inputs procurement with mean value of 3.9. Using a discriminating index 

of ≥3.0 as available and < 3.0 as not available fertilizer was found the most available input with 

mean value of (  = 4.8), rice seeds (  = 4.3), agro chemicals (  = 4.2), cassava cuttings (  = 

3.7), while maize seeds and fingerlings were available with mean scores of (  = 4.6) and (  = 

3.0) respectively. On the other hand fish feeds (  = 2.3) was found not available. Similarly, all 

(100 percent) of the farmers receive information about GESS through radio set and mobile 

phones while 66.7% and 57.9% of farmers receive information through newspapers and fellow 

farmer respectively. Result also showed that farmers use e-wallet in procuring the following 

input: fertilizer (  = 2.9), cassava cuttings (  = 2.3), maize seeds (  = 2.5), agro chemical (  = 

2.0) and fingerlings (  = 2.1).  In the same vein, the result showed that the e-wallet system has 

improved farmers access to information on agricultural inputs (  = 4.6; SD = 0.2); it is more 

effective in delivering subsidized inputs to farmers than previous programme of a similar nature 

(  = 4.6, SD = 0.2); provides better and improved seed varieties and other farm inputs (  = 4.2; 

SD = 0.3); exposed farmers to many other agricultural enterprises (  =3.8; SD = 0.1); and has 

improved farmers agricultural output (  =3.2, SD =0.3). While on the other hand revealed that e-

wallet system has failed in the supply of the type and quantity of inputs needed by farmers (  = 

3.4, SD = 0.1); and GESS inputs get to farmers late (  = 3.5, SD = 0.2). The result further 

revealed that far distance and long queues at the collection centers ( = 2.3, SD = 0.2); untimely 

arrival of inputs (  = 2.2, SD = 0.2); poor ability of farmers to perform the various operations in 

use of e-wallet  for input procurement (  = 2.2, SD = 0.4), non availability of the type and 

quantity of inputs needed by famers (  = 2.0, SD = 0.3) and poor electricity supply coupled with 
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poor telecommunication network (  = 2.0, SD = 0.2) were the major factors constraining the use 

of e-wallet for input procurement. 

 The socio–economic characteristics of the farmers had a significant and positive relationship (R2 

= 0.67) with their level of use of e-wallet for input procurement. Farmers in the 3 agricultural 

zones in Imo State differed in their level of use of e-wallet (Sig: 0.002 at P < 0.05: F-cal -4.320; 

F-tab 3.67). 

5.2  Conclusion 

The farmers in the study area had partial knowledge on the use of e-wallet for inputs 

procurement. Inputs such as fertilizer, maize seeds, rice seeds, cassava cuttings, fingerlings and 

agro chemicals were found available with GESS. Mobile phones and radio sets were the 

farmer’s major sources of information on GESS. Farmers use e-wallet to procure inputs such as 

fertilizer, maize seeds, cassava cuttings, fingerlings and agro chemicals. E-wallet was perceived 

to have improved farmers access to information on agricultural inputs; is more effective in 

delivering subsidized inputs to farmers than previous programme of a similar nature; provided 

better and improved seed varieties and other farm inputs; exposed farmers to many other 

agricultural enterprises; and has improved farmers agricultural output while on the other hand 

was perceived to have failed in the supply of the type and quantity of inputs needed by farmers 

and that GESS inputs get to farmers late. Far distance and long queues at the collection centers; 

untimely arrival of inputs; poor ability of farmers to perform the various operations in use of e-

wallet for input procurement; non availability of the type and quantity of inputs needed by 

famers; poor electricity supply coupled with poor telecommunication network were the major 

problems constraining the use of e-wallet for input procurement. Also socio-economic 

characteristics of the farmers influenced their level of use of e-wallet for input procurement in 
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Imo State, Nigeria and farmers in the 3 agricultural zones in Imo State differed in their level of 

use of e-wallet for input procurement. 

5.3  Recommendations 

Based on the findings of the study, the following recommendations were made to the 

Government and the GESS organizers: 

1.  There is need for establishment of more collection centers, especially in rural 

locations close to farmers. At a minimum every local government should have a 

collection center for easy redemption of inputs  

2. There is need for intensification of efforts by the government and GESS organizers 

on the areas of providing the necessary facilities needed for effective implementation 

of the scheme. Government should pay the counterpart funds timely, provide 

warehouses and storage facilities to the agro dealers to enable them supply inputs 

timely to the farmers.    

3. There should be an intensive sensitization and enlightenment of the farmers at grass 

root level on the operational procedures of the scheme. This can be achieved by 

organizing seminars, workshops and other public enlightenment programmes. This 

can also be done using local languages easily understood by farmers and channels 

that can reach out to farmers effectively such as radios, extension workers, 

community leaders, etc.  

4. There should be need assessment to determine the soil type and crops grown by 

farmers in the study area to enable them know the type of inputs to supply for the 

state. Also consideration should be made to increase the quantity of inputs available 
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under the scheme. For instance increasing the number of fertilizer bags available 

under the scheme to four in the second cycle and 7 in the third cycle. 

Contribution to Knowledge 

This study which already posses a baseline data for further research in this area in the study 

location has contributed to knowledge by revealing information on how GESS is being 

implemented in Imo state, its outcomes from the perspective of the beneficiaries and their 

impressions about the Scheme that;  

a) farmers have partial knowledge on the use of the e-wallet system,  

b) farmers procure input such as maize seeds, fertilizer, fingerlings, cassava cuttings, among 

others. 

c) GESS is more effective in delivering subsidized inputs to farmers than previous 

programme of a similar nature. 

d) GESS has failed in the supply of the type and quantity of inputs needed by farmers. 

e) Untimely arrival of inputs, poor ability of farmers to perform the various operations in 

the use of e-wallet for input procurement, poor electricity supply coupled with 

telecommunication network, among others were the major problems constraining the use 

of e-wallet for input procurement.                                                                        

        This information is vital for redesigning the policies of the scheme and will serve as a 

guideline for policy makers and development planners who are concerned about formulation of 

agricultural subsidy programme and agricultural related information.  

Furthermore, it will also add to the existing facts and literature as well as a base line data for 

researchers who are interested in similar studies. 
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APPENDICES 

Federal University of Technology Owerri, Department of Agricultural Extension 

Dear Respondent, 

The researcher Anyanwu, Joy Amarachi from the above named institution is carrying out a study 

on the Analysis of farmers’ use of E-wallet Growth Enhancement Support Scheme in Imo State, 

Nigeria. You are kindly requested to assist by completing this questionnaire. The information 

you will provide will be treated confidentially. Please answer the questions sincerely. 

 

Which of the agricultural zones are you from? Owerri                Orlu                Okigwe 

1.0 SOCIO-ECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS  

Sex: Male   Female 

What is your age in (year)...……………………………………………………………………… 

What is your level of Education: No Formal Education           Primary School uncompleted  

Completed Primary School                Secondary School Attempted  

Completed Secondary School                     Higher Education uncompleted 

Completed High Education 

 

What is the number of Years you Spent in School……………………………………………... 

What is your major occupation? Farming                Trading                     Civil Service 

Artisan                    Others (specify)……………………………………………………………… 

What is your farm size in hectares?...................................................................................... 

What is your average monthly income (in naira)?................................................................. 
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How many years have you been into farming?..................................................................... 

How many times does the extension worker(s) visit you in a month?................................... 

Are you a member of any social organization?    Yes                         No                          

2.0 What is your level of knowledge to perform the various operations towards the use 

of e-wallet for inputs procurement? Tick. 

   E-wallet     Operations Highly 

capable 

Partially 

capable 

Not 

capable 

1. Completion of GESS registration process      

2. Accessing GESS SMS alert/messages    

3. Activating GESS input procurement number    

4. Dialing of prescribed input codes    

5. Using GESS scratch card    

6. Payment for inputs    

7. Redeeming of inputs    
 

3.0 What are the various inputs available to you with GESS? 

Inputs Strongly 
available (SA) 

Available 
(A) 

Undecided (U) Not 
available 
(NA) 

Strongly 
Not 
Available 
(SNA)  

1. Maize seeds      

2. Cassava cuttings      

3. Fertilizer (NPK and 
urea) 

     

4. Agro-chemicals       

5. Fingerlings       

6. Rice seeds      

7. Fish feeds      
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4.0 What are your sources of information on GESS? 

Sources of Information  Tick  

1. Radio set  

2. Television  

3. Mobile phones  

4. Extension workers  

5. Internet  

6. Fellow farmers  

7. Newspapers  

8. Ministry of Agriculture  

9. ADP   

10. Cooperative group  

11. Agro Dealers  

 

5.0    What is your level of use of e-wallet for the procurement of the following inputs? 

Inputs Highly used (HU) Moderately used 
(MU) 

Not used (NU) 

1. Rice seeds    

2. Maize seeds    

3. Cassava cuttings    

4. Fingerlings    

5. Fish feeds    

6. Agro chemicals    

7. Fertilizer    
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6.0 What are your perceived effects of using e-wallet for input procurement? 

Effects  item statements Strongly 
Agree (SA) 

Agree 
(A) 

Undecided (U) Strongly 
Disagree 
(SD)  

Disagree 
(D) 

1. GESS has exposed me to many 
other agricultural enterprises 

     

2. It has improved my 
agricultural production/output. 

     

3. It has had little or no 
improvement in my 
agricultural production output 
since its  introduction 

     

4. It provides better and 
improved seed varieties and 
other farm inputs. 

     

5. It has not led to improved food 
availability 

     

6.  It has favoured the educated 
farmers more than the illiterate 
farmers  

     

7. It has improved my access to 
information on inputs  

     

8. It is more effective in 
delivering subsidized inputs to 
farmers than previous 
programme of its nature. 

     

9. It has not supplied the type and 
quantity of input I need.  

     

10. Its inputs come to me late.      

11. It has reduced the cost of fish 
production 
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7.0 What are your perceived constraints to the use of e-wallet for input procurement 
the state? 

Perceived Constraints  Very 
serious 
(VS) 

Serious (S) Not 
serious 
(NS) 

1. Non receipt of e-wallet alert on the farmers telephone    

2. Poor ability of farmers to perform the various operations towards 
the use of e-wallet for input procurement 

   

3. Poor electricity supply coupled with poor telecommunication 
network 

   

4. Untimely arrival of inputs    

5. High cost of inputs    

6. Non availability of the type and quantity of inputs needed by 
farmers at the redemption centers 

   

7. Unpleasant attitude of agro-dealers/GES staff to farmers which 
makes redemption of inputs difficult for farmers   

   

8. Far distance of collection centers and long queens at the 

collection centers 

   

9. Distribution of non-viable seeds    

10. Poorly developed transport infrastructure leading to high 

transportation cost. 
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