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Abstract
The major objective of the study was to assess the impact of educated farmer on the
productivity in the District Mailsi. The primary data of 330 household were collected from
the rural areas of Tehsil Mailsi. To find out the results we used OLS model used to find out
the results.it is analysed that education is positively related with the product that boost up the
farmer’s income.
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1. Introduction
The agriculture sector continues to play a dominant role in Pakistan economy. It is the second
largest sector, accounting for over 21% of GDP, and remains by the largest employer,
absorbing 45 % of the country’s total labor force. Near the 62 %of the country’s total
population resides in the rural areas, directly or indirectly linked with the agriculture for their
live hood. The agriculture sectors linkages with the rest of the economy are not fully captured
in the static’s. On one sides, the sector is a primary supplier of raw material to downstream
industry, contributing substantially to Pakistan’s export, it is a large market for industrial
products such as fertilizer, pesticides, tractors and agriculture implements. Economic
outcome of schooling
contain the potential to generate income through
self-employment using skills during getting education. Educated farmer has impact on
product and because of awareness he can get good rate of his product from urban markets as
Hussain and Byerlee (1995) note that evidence is mounting (for Asia at least) that returns to
schooling in agriculture may be as high as for urban wage earners. The purpose of this paper
is to find out the impact of educated farmer on productivity. when education have a
significant impact upon agricultural productivity, this
will
provide
an
economic
rationale
for
policy
interventions
to
improve admission
to
schooling in rural areas. Education may boost farm productivity through refining the quality
of labor, by increasing the aptitude to regulate to disequilibria, and through its upshot upon
the propensity to well espouse innovations. Education is thought to be most central to
agricultural production in a swiftly changing economic environment or technological.
Unfortunately the literacy rate in urban areas is clearly high than rural areas because of lack
of awareness (Shultz 1964; 1975). Elaborate that in Ethiopia there are largely traditional
there farming methods seems to be petite economic justification for Ethiopian
farm household unit to finance in education.
2. Literature Review
There is positive relationship and zero impact relationship in view of previous studies as
Croppenstedt and Muller (1998) resulted by using data from Ethiopia Rural Household
Survey (ERHS)to check effects of numerous forms of human capital upon agricultural
productivity, but find that there is no relationship between their measure of education and
agricultural output. Admassie and Asfaw (1997) estimate a stochastic frontier profit function
to study allocate efficiency of Education and technical. They find out average inefficiency
over their sample of 46 percent. Literate farmers were found to be relatively and undeniably
more efficient than those without literacy. It is also proved by some previous studies that
education have impact on the technology as well. Appleton and Balihuta (1996; Cotlear 1990).
Education may boost the aptitude to acquire the information about new technology. It can be
a substitute for or a complement to farm experience in farm output. Schooling enables
farmers to do the job more efficiently. Jamison and Lau (1982) explored that external effects
of education upon farmer productivity may not be ostensible especially when the home is the
unit of analysis, since less literate farmers may follow the agricultural practices of their more
literate farmer neighbors., this fact is extremely applicable from a policy perspective when
we presenting an empirical consideration, since the presence of externalities may decrease the
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private demand for schooling, while at the same time defiance of gravity its social value. Ali
and Byerlee( 1991) conclude that farmer is technically efficient when it is impossible to boost
the farm product without improving use of at least one input. Technical inefficiency may
increase because of dearth of konowledge but may also reflect complications of input supply.
Chaudhri (1979) said that, level of aggregation is boosting up to the level of state , more of
the innovative ,allocate ,and external impacts will be picked up, so level of aggregation will
be reached at which all external impacts are internalized. Strauss and Thomas (1995) said that
adult literacy achievement is a pre- determined variable. They call the problem one of
‘unobserved, time-persistent heterogeneity so this issue is also related to the relationship
between education and productivity at the rural area, since historically satisfactory, and
unobservable, agro-economic conditions in the site may have led to improve the education
and productivity-enhancing agricultural inputs used for cultivation of the product.
3. Methodology and Data
The major objective of the study was to assess the impact of educated farmer on the
productivity in the District Mailsi.. To find out the results we used OLS model assumes the
following form agricultural productivity depends upon education and other number of
inputs ____ water availability, educated farmer ,high quality seed, sunshine, fertilizer,
weather conditions, input-output price differential, land tenure system, use of agricultural
implements, labour content.
4. Results and Discussion
We find out the results by the method of ordinary least squares (OLS) and the regression
results have been given below:
Y = β0 + β1X1 + β2X2 + β3X3 + β4 X4 +β5 X5 +β6 X6 +μ

(1)

Where
Y = agricultural productivity/ income from the land
X1 = educated farmer,X2 = area under cultivation,X3 = agricultural credit,X4 = agricultural
capital (tractor, plough etc),X5 = labour cost and X6 = fertilizer used, pesticides, water charges
or energy cost, we have subsumed all these costs in a single variable because of small nature
of the cost as well as to avoid the model to become unwieldy. We used education and other
farming inputs as independent variables. Our way of selecting variable is minor similar with
the study of Ram and Singh (1988) they used the schooling in Burkina Faso as a case study ,
they use a straightforward application of this methodology, analyzing the allocative effect.
They evaluate alternative income functions to estimate the impact of education upon income.
With education plus other farming inputs as the independent variables plus one is only
education. The coefficient on education is the equations that add only the worker impact of
schooling, whereas in the second equation it add both the worker and allocative effects as
other inputs are no longer constant. .
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μ = disturbance term that satisfies the assumptions of the classical linear regression model.
The expected sign of the β- coefficients is positive because every input is supposed to
increase the productivity and thus income. Educated former plan and cultivate in more
efficiently than illiterate farmer so income level that ultimately determines the change in
production behaviour. As Mirotchie (1994) explores using Ethiopia as a case study technical
efficiency in cereal crop production applying aggregate data for the period 1980-86. The data
on education are weak. Although conclusions must be drawn with caution, he reports that
primary schooling tends to increase productivity.
Nevertheless, we may want to make inferences about two means because we have data that
occur in pairs. Suppose we have a sample of n-pairs of observations (X11 , X12), ( X21,
X22), …….. ( Xn1, Xn2). Let dj = Xj1 –Xj2 ,
j= 1, 2, ….n
and S2D = ∑ ( Dj –D*)2/ n-1 be the sample mean and
Furthermore, let D* = ∑ Dj/n
variance of the Dj respectively. It can be shown that t = D* - μD / SD is a good statistic to
test the hypothesis H0: μD = μ1 - μ2 or H0: μ1 = μ2
implying that there is no difference
between the pairs. Thus our test-statistic will be:
t = D* - 0/ SD/n1/2(2)
Which under H0 follows t-distribution with n-1 degrees of freedom? The advantage of this
method is that we are not required to make various assumptions about the population as well
as samples. We estimated the equation (1) by the method of ordinary least squares (OLS) and
the regression results have been given below:
Y = 0.11 + 0.65 X1+ 0.18 X2 + 0.12X3 +0.13X4 + 0.14 X5 +0.22X5
(2.01)*
R2 = 0.34

(2.95)*

(2.11)*

(1.90) ** (2.16)*

(1.60)

(2.90) *

DW = 1.98

Where * = 5% level of significance, ** = 10% level of significance
The estimation results show that all the coefficients have the expected signs that are they are
positive and have significant influence on agricultural productivity. educated farmers reveals
the highest coefficient and is significant at 5%. One-unit increase in credit increases
productivity by 0.65 units. This shows the crucial role of the educated farmers. Fertiliser and
labour cost coefficients do not have high coefficients suggesting that these inputs do play a
role in influencing; however, their role is as pervasive as is for other inputs. X5 shows The
labour cost coefficient is not significant because small farmers use family labour and this is
one of the factors that make small-farms more efficient than large-farms and provide
justification for land reforms. Furthermore, the constant term is also significant meaning that
in addition to the inputs included in the model can have important impact on the productivity
for the simple reason that agricultural productivity as mentioned is influenced by a host of
factors. To make the model parsimonious and to confine our analysis to more predominant
factors, we included only six inputs which are supposed to affect the productivity to a greater
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extent. R2 and
DW (Durbin-Watson) summary statistics are not against expectations. Since
we have used cross-section data, R2 is expected to be low and DW indicates the absence of
autocorrelation problem because it is primarily a time-series problem though it can occur also
in cross-section data.We also estimated equation (1) for economic level farm-holdings and the
results are as under:
Y = 0.10 + 0. 23 X1+ 0.27 X2 + 0.16X3 +0.19X4 + 0.15 X5 +0.20X6
(2.09)*
R2 = 0.36

(2.05)*

(2.16)*

(1.95) ** (2.16)*

(2.67)*

(2.98) *

DW = 2.02

The estimation results for economic level farm-holdings are similar to small-farmers
subsistence level holdings with slight differences in the coefficients magnitude and level of
significance. The magnitude of educated farmers is smaller than for small-farmers because
the latter category is less dependent on credit than does the small-farmers class. The labour
cost coefficient is not only higher in magnitude but also significant at 5% demonstrating that
large-farms sustain more labour cost than small-holdings because the former hires labour
instead of relying on family labour. The coefficients for other inputs are positive and have
significant impact on productivity and input like fertilizer, seeds, pesticide etc. previously
study favour our results as Croppenstedt, Demeke and Meschi (1998),in fertilizer marketing
survey by using data of USAID, resulted that literate farmers are more likely to adopt use
of fertilizer than those who are illiterate, however the quantity of fertilizers commanded does
not depend upon literacy.The estimation results for both categories of farmers are satisfactory
and have provided valuable insight about diverse inputs contribution particularly education
that lies at the heart of this study.
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