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Appendix 5.1 Rank order position of different media by maize farmers
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Appendix 5.2 Rank order position of different media by dairy farmers
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Appendix 5.3 Rank order position of different information sources by maize farmers
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Appendix 5.4 Rank order position of different information sources by dairy farmers
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APPENDIX 5.5  The percentage distribution of maize farmers according to age,
education and adoption behavior
Total Age Education
Practice Category N  percent 1830 3140 41-52 55-85 I Parn B <
Fertilizer type None 47 2335 14.8 10.0 34.1 36.5 34.7 15.7 6.3
DAP 29 14.5 13.0 18.0 9.1 173 16.3 15.7 6.3
DAP+UREA 124 62.0 72.2 72.0 56.8 46.2 49.0 68.6 87.5
Total 200 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Cramer's V 0207.Q07.17) 6" 0.220 (19.40) 4
P 0.009 (0.009) 0.001 (0.000)
Fertilizer rate  Nil 47 23.5 14.8 10.0 34.1 36.5 347 15.7 6.3
<=100 kg DAP 29 14.5 13.0 18.0 9.1 17.3 16.3 15.7 6.3
50-100 kg each 32 16.0 24.1 14.0 18.2 7T 12:2 214 15.6
100 kg each 92 46.0 48.1 58.0 38.6 38.5 36.7 47.1 71.9
Total 200 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Gamma -0.218 (20.63) 9 0.395 (21.54) 6
P 0.008 (0.014) 0.000 (0.001)
Measurement  Nil +drill 87 43.5 33.3 26.0 54.5 61.5 52.0 40.0 250
Estimation 113 56.5 66.7 74.0 455 38.5 48.0 60.0 75.0
Total 200 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Cramer's V 0.291 (17.57) 3 0.196 (7.71) 2
P 0.001 (0.001) 0.021 (0.021)
Method Nil 57 28.5 14.8 16.0 43.2 423 37.8 243 9.4
With fertilizer 76 38.0 48.1 36.0 34.1 32.7 347 44.3 34.4
Besides 67 335 37.0 48.0 227 25.0 27.6 314 56.3
Total 200 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Cramer's V 0.230 (21.16) 6 0.192 (14.68) 4
P 0.002 (0.002) 0.005 (0.005)
Variety Local 101 505 38.9 40.0 614 635 612 50.0 18.8
Others 32 16.0 11.1 30.0 13.6 9.6 11.2 200 21.9
PHB-3253 67 33.5 50.0 30.0 25.0 26.9 27.6 30.0 59.4
Total 200 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Cramer's V 0.223 (19.89) 6 0.219 (19.09) 4
P 0.003 (0.003) 0.001 (0.001)
Area coverage Nil 102 510 38.9 40.0 63.6  63.5 61.2 500 219
50-75percent 20 10.0 9.3 16.0 45 9.6 9.2 11.4 9.4
>75percent 78 39.0 519 44.0 31.8 26.9 29.6  38.6 68.8
Total 200 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Gamma -0.294 (13.98) 6 0.389 (17.05) 4
P 0.001 (.030) 0.001 (0.002)
Seed source Local 118 59.0 44.4 52.0 68.2 73:1 68.4 57.1 34.4
Certified 82 41.0 55.6 48.0 31.8 26.9 316 429 656
Total 200 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Cramer's V 0.240(11.53) 3 0.242(11.67) 2
P 0.009 (0.009) 0.003 (0.003)

" Illiterate
** Primary
" Secondary

ERER

Numbers in brackets are Chi-square and p values

® Numbers next to Chi-square value stands for degree of freedom

263



P
UNIVERSITEIT VAN PRETORIA
UNIVERSITY OF PRETORIA

Quoef’ YUNIBESITHI YA PRETORIA

Appendix 5.5 continued...
Total Age Education
Practice Category N  percent 18-30 31-40 41-52 55-85 I P S
Plant spacing  Broadcast 106  53.0 48.1 34.0 61.4 69.2 60.2 48.6 406
25-1seed/hill 94  47.0 51.9 66.0 38.6 308 398 514 594
Total 200 100 100 100 100 100 100.0 100.c 100.0
Gamma -0.291 (14.49) 3 0.257 (4.56) 2
P 0.004 (0.002) 0.031 (0.102)
Raw spacing <50cm-1seed/hill 161  80.5 88.9 60.0 84.1 88.5 847 843 594
50-80 cm-2seed/hill 39 19.5 11.1 40.0 15.9 11.5 153 157 406
Total 200 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Gamma -0.096 (18.27) 3 0.333 (10.83) 2
P 0.398 (0.000) 0.038 (0.004)
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Appendix 5.6 The percentage distribution of maize farmers according to
farm size, media and agro ecology, and adoption behavior
Total Farm size Media Agro ecology
Practice Category N percent Small Medium Better-off Low High Low Middle
Fertilizer type None 47 235 26.0 17.0 32:1 32.0 9.3 330 14.0
DAP 29 = a5 160 10170 17.9 200 53 190 - 100
DAP+UREA 124 620 680 66.0 50.0 430 853 480 76.0
Total 200 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Cramer's V 0.148 (8.76)" 4P 0.372(27.7)2 0.290 (16.8) 2
P 0.067 (0.067) 0.000(0.000)  0.000 (0.000)
Fertilizer rate Nil 47 235 260 17.0 321 32.0 93 330 14.0
<=100kg DAP 29 145 6.0 17.0 17.9 20.0 5.3 19.0 10.0
50-100kgeach 32 160 4.0 213 17.9 192" 10,7 < 7.0 ' 250
100 kg each 92 46.0 64.0 44.7 32.1 288 747 41.0 51.0
Total 200 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Gamma -0.252 (19.08) 6 .669(40.77)4 0.310 (21.69) 4
P 0.010 (0.004) 0.000 (0.000)  0.004 (0.000)
Measurement Nil +drill 87 435 320 37.2 64.3 544 253 69.0 18.0
Estimation 113 565 680 628 35.7 456 747 310 820
Total 200 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Gamma, -0.396(14.04) 2 557(16.11)1  .820(52.91) 1
P 0.000 (0.001) 0.000 (0.000)  0.000 (0.000)
Method Nil 57 285 280 223 39.3 400 93 430 140
With fertilizer 76 38.0 100  52.1 39.3 456 253 28.0 480
Besides 67 335 620 255 214 144 653 290 380
Total 200 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Cramer's V 0.296 (35.16) 4 533 (56.8)2 0.326(22.23) 2
P 0.000 (0.000) 0.000 (0.000)  0.000 (0.000)
Variety Local 101 505 300 532 64.3 656 253 69.0 32.0
Others 32 16.0 34.0 8.5 12.5 8.0 29.3 13.0 19.0
PHB-3253 67 335 360 383 23.2 264 453 18.0 49.0
Total 200 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Cramer's V 0.239 (22.76) 4 409 (33.4)2 0.381(29.02) 2
P 0.000 (0.000) 0.000 (0.000)  0.000 (0.000)
Area coverage Nil 102 51.0 30.0 53.2 66.1 65.6 267 700 320
50-75percent 20 100 120 117 5.4 88 120 9.0 11.0
>75percent 78 39.0 58.0 351 28.6 256 613 210 570
Total 200 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Gamma -0.373 (15.14) 2 629(29.76) 2 0.631 (30.97) 2
P 0.000 (0.004) 0.000 (0.000)  0.000 (0.000)
Seed source Local 118 59.0 40.0 63.8 67.9 744 333 750 43.0
Certified 82 41.0 600 362 32.1 256 66.7 250 57.0
Total 200 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Cramer's V, Phi" 0.226 (10.18) 2 .404(32.68) 1 0.325 (21.66) 1
P 0.006 (0.006) 0.000 (0.000)  0.000 (0.000)

" Numbers in brackets represent Chi-square and p values

P Numbers next to Chi-square values represent degree of freedom

* Phi coefficient is the equivalent of Cramer’s V used for all computations wit 1 degree of freedom
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Appendix 5.6 Continued...
Total Farm size Media Agro ecology
Practice Category N percent Small Medium Better-off Low High Low Middle
Plant spacing Broadcast 106 53.0 44.0 426 78.6 60.8 40.0 83.0 23.0
25-1seed/hill 94 470 560 574 214 392 600 170 770
Total 200 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Gamma -0.420 (20.44) 2 399 (8.14)2 0.885(72.26) 2
P 0.000 (0.000) 0.004 (0.004)  0.000 (0.000)
Raw spacing  <50cm-1seed/hill 161 80.5 54.0 89.4 89.3 944 573 87.0 740
50-80 cm-2seed/hill 39 19.5 46.0 10.6 10.7 56 427 13.0 26.0
Total 200 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Gamma -0.586 (29.8) 2 852(41.03) 1 0.403 (5.30) 1
P 0.000 (0.000) 0.000 (0.000)  0.019 (0.020)
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Appendix 5.7 The percentage distribution of maize farmers according to
their extension contact, attitudinal modernity, farming
experience, and adoption behavior
Total Extension Modernity Farming experience
Practice Category N percent Low High Low Medium High Short Medium Long
Fertilizer type None 47 235 647 TThEE HpheaRg TR 2722 1387449070 T 338
DAP 29 145 178 18.9 153 74 123155 154
DAP+UREA 12476200 558 ' 892" 608"~ 569 704 73.8 63.8 506
Total 200 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Cramer's V 275(15.11)°2° 109 (4.75) 4 0.155 (9.65) 4
P 0.001 (0.001) 0.314 (0.314) 0.047 (0.047)
Fertilizer rate  Nil A7 235 264 108 203 MNoyk 223 138" 207 "' 338
<=100 kg DAP 29 145 178 18.9 15.3 74 123 155 156
50-100kgeach 32 160 19.0 2.7 243 16.7 37 231 155 104
100 kg each 92 46.0 36.8 86.5 36.5 40.3 66.7 50.8 48.3 40.3
Total 200 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Gamma 724 (30.89)3  .173(19.17)6 -0.213 (11.04) 6
P 0.000 (0.000) 0.058 (0.004) 0.017 (0.087)
Measurement  Nil +drill 87 435 49.7 162 459 47.2 352 292 46.6 532
Estimation 113 565 503 838 541 52.8 64.8 70.8 534  46.8
Total 200 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Gamma 692 (13.75) 1 127 (2.1) 2 -0.324 (8.58) 2
P 0.000 (0.000)  0.270 (0.349) 0.003 (0.014)
Method Nil 57 285 325 108 284 319 241 138 310  39.0
With fertilizer 76 380  46.0 27 527 389 16.7 41.5 379 351
Besides 67 335 215 865 189 292 593 446 310  26.0
Total 200 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Cramer's V 538(57.92)2  .261(27.16)4 0.174 (12.18) 4
P 0.000 (0.000) 0.000 (0.000) 0.016 (0.016)
Variety Local 101 50.5 583 162 554 583 333 385 517 597
Others 32 16.0 9.8 432 95 18.1 222 154 24.1 10.4
PHB-3253 67 335 319 405 351 23.6 444 462 241 299
Total 200 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Cramer's V 402 (32.3)2 173 (11.94) 4 0.174 (12.04) 4
P 0.000 (0.000) 0.000 (0.018) 0.017 (0.017)
Area coverage Nil 102 51.0 589 162 554 58.3 352 385 534 59.7
50-75percent 20 10.0 8.6 162 122 6.9 1.1 9.2 13.8 7.8
>75percent 78 39.0 325 67.6 324 347 53.7 523 328 325
Total 200 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Gamma 644 (22.02) 2 .228(89)4 -0.262 (8.85) 4
P 0.000 (0.000) 0.024 (0.063) 0.011 (0.065)
Seed source Local 118 59.0 669 243 689 61.1 426 446 638 675
Certified 82 410 331 757 31.1 38.9 574 554 362 325
Total 200 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Cramer's V, Phi™ 336(22.57) 1 214 (9.15) 2 0.205 (8.42) 2
P 0.000 (0.000) 0.000 (0.010) 0.015 (0.015)

* Numbers in brackets designate Chi-square and p values
® Numbers nest to Chi-square values designate degree of freedom
* Phi coefficient is the equivalent of Cramer’s V used for all computations with 1 degree of freedom
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Appendix 5.7 Continued...
Total Extension Modernity Farming experience
Practice Category N Percent Low High Low Medium High Short Medium Long
Plant spacing  Broadcast 106 53.0 57.1 35,1 473 58.3 537 44.6 51.7 61.0
25-1seed/hill 94  47.0 42.9 649 52.7 41.7 463 554 483 39.0
Total 200 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Gamma 0.421(5.82)1  -0.100 (1.80) 2 -0.226 (3.87) 2
P 0.016 (0.016)  0.387 (0.407) 0.047 (0.144)
Raw spacing <50cm-1seed/hill 161 80.5 89.6 405 919 86.1 574 785 77.6 84.4
50-80 cm-2seed/hill 39 19.5 10.4 59.5 8.1 13.9 426 21.5 22.4 15.6
Total 200 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Gamma 0.853 (43.18) 1 0.617 (25.91) 2 -0.136 (1.24) 2
P 0.000 (0.000)

0.000 (0.000)

0.339 (0.539)
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Appendix 5.8 The percentage distribution of dairy farmers according to age, education, gender, and farm size and
adoption behavior
Total Age Education” Gender Farm size

Practice Category N Percent 12-38 39-45 46-57 58-80 I P S Ak M F  Small Medium Better-off

No. of cross breeds <75percent 37 185 245 234 167 9.6 333 207 168 54 17.5° “23)5" 254 18.2 11.9
>75percent 163 81.5 755 766 833 904 667 793 832 946 825 765 746 81.8 88.1
Total 200 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
G/Phi 0.286 (4.86)" 3 0.438 (10.17) 3 -059 (0.69) 1 295 (4.02) 2
P 0.027 (0.183) 0.002 (0.017) 0.407 (0.407) .043 ((0.134)

Cross breeds>=50percent <75percent 40 20 283 255 104 154 256 207 200 135 193 235 284 227 9.0
>75percent 160 80 71.7 745 896 846 T44 793 "800 865 807650 V7.6 HT:3 91.0
Total 200 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
G/Phi"™" 0.287 (6.63) 3 0.175 (1.76) 3 -.040 (0.31) 1 .397 (8.34) 2
P 0.036 (0.085) 0.207 (0.624) 0.572 (.572)  .003 (0.015)

Cross breeds>=62.5percent !/4 of herd 45 22.5 264213 208 21:20 ‘333 207 253 54 ' 22311235 2840 21.2 17.9
Half 39 . 198" 170 T30 229 P12 179 172 242 108 211 T1iR - 224° V52 20.9
3/4 of herd 19 9.5 577 128 83 115 103 2000 74 5.4 10.8 29 104 7.6 10.4
About all 97 485 509 489 479 462 385 414 432 784 458 61.8 388 56.1 50.7
Total 200 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
G/C'V -0.007 (2.90) 9 -0.007 (23.28) 9 152 (4.62)3 146 (5.20) 6
P 0.938 (0.966) 0.286 (0.006) 0.202 (0.202) .107 (0.516)

Feed trough No 28 140 94 ~128 U125 212 205 L 103° 1050 " 18.9° N 15 1NN B.E #2308 10,6 7.5
Poor 82 41.0 528 340 417 346 410 517 400 351 404 441 478 485 26.9
Moderate 57 285 264 319 271 288 282 240 326 216 2900 T32400940 273 38.8
Good 33 165 113 213 188 154 103 '138 168 243 169 147 ' 90 13.6 26.9
Total 200 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
G/IC'V -0.011(7.10)9 0.110(7.78) 9 077 (1.17)3  0.406 (23.65) 6
P 0.887 (0.563) 0.230 (0.548) 759 (0.759)  0.000 (0.001)

* I= Illiterate, P= Primary, S= Secondary, T= Tertiary

** Numbers in brackets designate Chi-square and p vales and numbers next to brackets denote degree of freedom
Phi coefficient is the equivalent of Cramer’s V used for all computations with | degree of freedom

sk
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Appendix 5.8 Continued...
Total Age Education Gender Farm size

Practice Category N Percent 12-38 39-45 46-57 58-80 1 P S T M F_ Small Medium Bigger

Gutter No 31 155 132 149 229 115 179 345 116 &1 163 118 254 105 10.4
Poor 99 495 547 404 438 577 615 345 505 459 488 529 537 530 41.8
Moderate 70 35 321 447 333 308 205 31.0 379 459 349 353 209 364 47.8
Total 200 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
G/C'V -0.035 (6.20) 6 0.269 (15.68) 6 048 (0.46)2 353 (14.51)4
P 0.681 (0.400) 0.003 (0.016) 791 (0.791)  .000 (0.006)

Floor Poor 104 520 528 51.1 500 538 641 552 463 514 494 647 657 545 35.8
Moderate 66 330 340 340 ,313 327 -256 276 379 .324 343 265 284 288 41.8
Good 30 150 132 149 188 135 103 172 158 ;162 163 88 .60 16.7 22.4
Total 200 100.0 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
G/IC'V 0.001 (0.81) 6 0.129 (4.10) 6 119(2.84)2  .362(14.43)4
P 0.990 (0.992) 0.186 (0.664) 241 (0.241)  .000 (0.006)

Roof and side wall ~ Poor 102 51 547 447 521 519 641 483 474 486 482 647 612  53.0 38.8
Moderate 70 35 340 340 375 346 256 414 379 324 380 206 299 318 43.3
Good 28 14 113 213 104 135 103 103 147 189 139 147 50 15.2 17.9
Total 200 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
G/C'V 0.001 (3.15)6 0.146 (4.60) 6 141 (3.95)2  .260 (7.40) 4
P 0.994 (0.790) 0.140 (0.600) .138(0.138)  .007 (0.116)

Stall No 132 660 623 574 729 712 615 828 632 649 693 500 TFL6 652 61.2
Poor 43 215 189 255 208 212 256 69 253 189 &1 4382 5194 22,/ 22.4
Moderate 25 125 189 .170 63 77 128 103 116 162 (127 1l 90 12.1 16.4
Total 200 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
G/IC'V -0.179 (6.68) 6 0.054 (5.99) 6 186 (6.94)2  .155(2.28) 4
P 0.091 (0.352) 0.626 (0.425) 031 (0.031)  .159(0.685)

Ecto parasite No 102 51.0 415 489 583 558 538 517 568 324 536 382 463 606 463
100percent 98 49.0 585 511 417 442 462 483 432 676 464 618 537 394 53.7
Total 200 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
G/Phi -0.175 (3.50) 3 0.166 (6.53) 3 116(2.67) 1 .000 (3.64) 2
P 0.092 (0.321) 0.133 (0.088) .102 (0.012)  1.000 (0.162)
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Appendix 5.8 Continued...
Total Age Education Gender Farm size
Practice Category N Percent 12-38 39-45 46-57 58-80 1 P S T M F  Small Medium Bigger
Indo Parasite  Not at all 54 270 264 255 333 231 410 345 242 135 271 265 328 273 20.9
<100percent 25 125 113 128 104 154 154 69 179 120 147 104 16.7 10.4
100percent 121 60.5 623 61.7 563 615 436 586 579 865 608 588 56.7 56.1 68.7
Total 200 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
G/IC'V -0.012 (1.82) 6 0.363 (20.0) 6 .030 (.18) 2 0.165 (4.25) 4
P 0.898 (0.936) 0.000 (0.003) 913 (.913) 0.119 (0.373)
Byproduct Sometimes 29° 145 15.1 - 128 167 135 205 138 '13.7 “10:8° 139 176 179 12.1 13.4
Regularly (Some) 140 700 66.0 787 625 73.1 769 69.0 695 649 693 735 672 69.7 73.1
Regularly (All) 31 155 189 85 208 135 26 172 168 243 169 88 149 18.2 13.4
Total 200 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
G/C'V -0.013 (4.28) 6 0.261 (8.02) 6 .087(1.53) 2 0.035 (1.52) 4
P 0.903 (0.639) 0.015 (0.236) 465 (0.465) 0.759 (0.822)
Processed feed Sometimes 36 180 208 W9 'Uisy 192 256 207 179 &l 157 294 209 22.7 10.4
Regularly (Some) 101 50.5 472 574 41.7 558 59.0 414 505 48.6 506 500 552 43.9 522
Regularly (Most) 63 315 321 277 417 250 154 379 31.6 432 337 206 239 333 37.3
Total 200 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
G/C'V -0.014 (4.66) 6 0.244 (9.67) 6 .150 (4.51)2 0.194 (6.18) 4
E 0.880 (0.588) 0.007 (0.139) .105 (0.105) 0.035 (0.186)
Legumes Not at all 122 610 509 638 688 61.5 590 655 632 541 651 412 687 59.1 552
Sometimes 54 27.0 302 234 27.1 269 308 31.0 253 243 223 500 224 28.8 29.9
Regularly (Some) 24 120 189 128 42 115 103 34 116 216 127 8.8 9.0 12.1 14.9
Total 200 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
G/C'V -0.138 (6.40) 6 0.088 (5.80) 6 235 (11.09) 2 0.174 (2.85) 4
P 0.171 (0.379) 0.410 (0.445) .004 (0.004) 0.098 (0.583)
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Appendix 5.9 The percentage distribution of dairy farmers according to farming experience, media exposure, attitudinal
modernity, organizational participation and adoption behavior
Total Farming experience Media Modernity Organization

Practice Category N Percent Short Medium Long Low High Low Medium High Low  High

No. of cross breeds <75percent 37 185 27.9 164 108 273 142 246 26.8 5.6 19.1 14.8
>75percent 163 81.5 721 83.6 892 727 858 754 732 944 809 852
Total 200 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Gamma 0.375 (6.79) 2 388 (5.02) 1 0.426 (12.60) 2 NC”
P 0.010 (0.034) .037(0.025)  0.001 (0.002)

Cross breeds>=50percent <75percent 40 20.0 30.9 134 154 258 172 246 239 12.5 20.8 14.8
>75percent 160 80.0 69.1 866 8.6 742 828 754  76.1 87.57579:2 1852
Total 200 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Gamma 0.321(7.71) 2 252(2.04)2  0.256 (3.96) 2 0.203 (0.52) 1
L 0.030 (0.021) 173 (0.153)  0.062 (0.138) 0.428 (0.469)

Cross breeds>=62.5percent !/4 of herd 45 225 338 194 138 288 194 193 26.8 20.8 23.7 14.8
Half 39 195 118 269 200 288 149 158 268 15.3 20.2 14.8
3/4ofherd 19 95 88 9.0 108 121 82 14.0 7.0 83 938 7.4
Aboutall 97 485 456 448 554 303 575 509 394 55.6 46.2 63.0
Total 200 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Gamma 0.175(11.39) 6 369 (13.52)3  0.034(7.70) 6 0.276 (2.66) 3
P 0.061 (0.077) .001 (0.004)  0.709 (0.261) 0.104 (0.447)

Feed trough No 28 140 162 119 138 21.2 104 53 18.3 16.7 12.7 222
Poor 82 410 426 388 415 394 418 544 296 417 416 370
Moderate 57 285 250 358 246 273 291 228 394 222 301 18.5
Good 33 - 165 162 1834 200" 1L U8 ST 17 194 156 222
Total 200 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Gamma 0.052(3.33)6 0.206 (4.91)3 -0.040 (14.84) 3 NC
P 0.573 (0.767) 0.076 (0.178)  0.646 (0.022)

* Numbers in brackets designate Chi-square and p values, Numbers next to the Chi-square value represent degree of freedom

" Not computed
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Appendix 5.9 Continued...

(]

Total Farming experience Media Modernity Organization
Practice Category N Percent Short Medium Long Low High Low Medium High Low High
Gutter No 31 155 162 149 154 197 134 14.0 16.9 153 162 L1
Poor 99 495 485 463 538 53.0 478 596 408 50.0 49.1 51.9
Moderate 70 350 353 388 30.8 273 388 263 423 34.7 34.7 37.0
Total 200 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100.0 100
Gamma -0.035 (1.04) 4 0.225(3.05)2 0.056 (4.73) 4 0.088 (0.46) 2
P 0.723 (0.902) 0.077 (0.218)  0.552 (0.316) 0.615 (0.790)
Floor Poor 104 52.0 529 582 446- 621 470 509 493 55.6 50.9 59.3
Moderate 66  33.0 309 299 385 258 36.6 35.1 36.6 27.8 34.1 25.9
Good 30 150 . 162 119 169 12:1 16.4 14.0 14.1 16.7 15.0 14.8
Total 200 100.0 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Gamma 0.080 (2.71) 4 0.251 (4.05)2 -0.033 (1.45)4 -0.123 (0.79) 2
P 0.429 (0.607) 0.054 (0.132)  0.745 (0.836) 0.507 (0.674)
Roof and side wall  Poor 102 51.0 515 552 462 621 455 5206; 451 55.6 509 51.9
Moderate 70 350 294 328 431 318 366 386 408 264 35.3 33.3
Good 28 140 191 119 108 6.1 17.9: 88 14.1 18.1 13.9 14.8
Total 200 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Gamma 0.005 (4.40) 4 0.340 (7.12)2  0.013 (5.20) 4 -0.006 (0.04) 2
P 0.962 (0.354) 0.007 (0.029)  0.899 (0.267) 0.972 (0.798)
Stall No 132 66.0 69.1 537 754 636 672 702 662 62.5 67.1 59.3
Poor 43 215 176 313 154 242 201 21.1 21.1 222 202 29.6
Moderate 25 12.5 13.2 14.9 9.2 121 12,7 B8 12.7 153 12:7 11.1
Total 200 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Gamma -0.085 (8.02) 4 -0.057 (0.44)2 0.116(1.39) 4 0.119(1.20) 2
P 0.426 (0.091) 0.691 (0.803)  0.294 (0.846) 0.534 (0.543)
Ecto parasite No 102 51.0 412 537 585 621 455 544 549 444 52.0 44.4
100percent 98  49.0 588 463 415 379 545 456 451 55.6 48.0 55.6
Total 200 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100.0 100
Gamma -0.229 (4.27) 2 0.325(4.87)1 0.138(1.94)2 0.151(0.53) 1
P 0.042 (0.118) 0.025 (0.118)  0.228 (0.379) 0.464 (0.464)
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Appendix 5.9 Continued...

Total Farming experience Media Modernity Organization
Practice Category N Percent Short Medium Long Low  High Low Medium High Low  High
Indo Parasite Not at all 54 270 265 328 215 409 20.1 246 324 23.6 289 14.8 *
<100percent 25 125 132 9.0 154 22.7 7.5 10.5 18.3 8.3 133 7.4
100percent 121 605 603 582 63.1 364 724 649 493 68.1 57.8 77.8
Total 200 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Gamma 0.047 (2.84) 4 0.541(24.79)2  0.055(6.63) 4 0.405 (3.90) 2
P 0.649 (0.589) 0.000 (0.000) 0.604 (0.157) 0.034 (0.142)
Byproduct Sometimes 29 145 162 164 108 258 90 140 169 125 145 14.8
Regularly (Some) 140 70.0 662 70.1 73.8 727 68.7 772 704 639 728 519
Regularly (All) 31 155 17.6 134 154 1.5 224 | 8.8 12.7 236 127 333
Total 200 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Gamma 0.037 (1.59) 4 0.676 (21.14)2  0.206 (6.38) 4 NC
P 0.752 (0.810) 0.000 (0.000) 0.070 (0.172)
Processed feed Sometimes 36 18.0 19.1 l6.4 185 394 f & 19.3 225 125 20.2 3.7
Regularly (Some) 101 50.5 529 62.7 354 485 51.5 439 521 542 532 333
Regularly (Most) 63 31.5 279 209 462 121 41.0 368 254 333 266 63.0
Total 200 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Gamma 0.162 (12.24) 4 0.679 (36.87)2  0.037 (4.25) 2 0.635 (15.17) 2
P 0.119 (0.016) 0.000 (0.000) 0.713 (0.374) 0.000 (0.001)
Legumes Not at all 122 61.0 574 567 692 62.1 604 684 507 653  59.0 74.1
Sometimes 54 270 279 284 246 288 26.1 263 338 20.8 283 18.5
Regularly (Some) 24 12.0 147 149 6.2 9.1 134 53 15.5 139 127 7.4
Total 200 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Gamma -0.167 (4.02) 4 0.059 (0.83) 0.052(7.30) 4 -0.307 (2.25)
P 0.105 (0.403) 0.669 (0.403) 0.617 (0.121) 0.111(0.324)
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Appendix 6.2a rank order position of perceived relative advantages of line planting
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Appendix 6.3a rank order position of perceived relative advantages of fertilization
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Appendix 6.4a A five-point scale rank position of perceived relative advantages of
spot application
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Appendix 6.5a Rank order position of perceived relative advantages of improved
dairy breeds
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Appendix 6.6a Rank of perceived relative advantages of improved housing
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recommended medical practices
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Appendix 6.8a Rank order position of perceived relative advantages of

recommended feed practices
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