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ABSTRACT 

The study critically examined safety measures that could be applied in preventing accident in school 

farm operations in Bayelsa State, Nigeria. The study adopted descriptive survey research design. The 

sample size for the study comprised 190 respondents, which include 95 teachers of agriculture and 95 

agricultural prefects. A 44-item questionnaire, structured on a 4- point response option was used in 

collecting data. The data collected were analyzed using weighted mean score while t-test statistics 

were used for testing the null hypothesis at 0.05 level of significance. The study found that safety 

equipment/tools were not available in secondary schools in the study area; hence safety measures 

were not applied by students in school farm operations. The study therefore, identified thirteen (13) 

measures for preventing accident in school farm operations. There was no significant difference in the 

mean ratings of staff and students on the measures for preventing accidents in school farm operations. 

Based on the findings, the study recommends, among others, that safety as a topic should be taught in 

schools and safety apparatus should be provided to schools learning vocational subjects. 

Keywords: Safety, Prevention, Accident, School Farm, Operation. 

 

INTRODUCTION 

In Nigeria, one of the vocational subjects taught in secondary schools is agricultural science. Practical 

agriculture is the hallmark of vocational agriculture. Hence it is included in the school curriculum for 

students to learn both theory and practice before graduation. It is on this premise that farms are 

established in schools to enable students translate knowledge gained in theory into practice. Farm is a 

piece of land or water body where crops are grown and/or livestock reared. It is an area where 

agricultural activities are being conducted. Schools establish farms as an educational facility to enable 

students receive practical experience and instruction in agriculture. Thus, the farm established within 

or outside the school setting specially designed for the purposes of imparting agricultural 

competencies to students of imparting agricultural competencies to students through practice is known 

as school farm. According to Olaitan and Mama (2001) school farm is an area specially earmarked for 

agricultural activities by the school. Osinem (2008) sees it as an outdoor laboratory established within 

or outside the school premise specially designed for the purpose of imparting agricultural knowledge 

and managerial skills to students in the school through practice. School farm, in the context of this 

paper, is a field laboratory established within or outside the school setting designed especially for the 

purpose of imparting agricultural and managerial competencies through practice. 

Osinem (2008) noted that farming per se, entails series of operations in the field and within the farm 

building. Also, these operations or activities require the use of tools and equipments for efficiency of 

operation. Those tools and equipment may be manual or power driven, simple or complex to operate. 

Like every other sector of the use of each of these technology inventions has a level of risk associated 
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with in carrying out school farm operations. It becomes necessary, therefore, that safety measures be 

applied to avoid unnecessary risk during farm activities. 

Safety means freedom accidents in order to avoid injury to people or damage to equipment, premises 

or school environment (Osinem & Nwoji, 2005). It is the efforts by principal, teacher of agriculture 

and students to prevent and eliminate the causes of accident. Safety means thinking and acting 

responsibly at all times and in every activity, requires the co-operation of all (Osinem, 2008). 

The school farm environment is a system that cannot function efficiently and effectively when staff or 

student is wounded or equipment seriously damaged. Therefore, it becomes imperative the farm 

environment must be protected from risks, hazards and accidents. Accident refers to an event 

occurring by chance or a sudden and unexpected happening occurring through carelessness or 

ignorance or from unavoidable causes resulting to a loss or an injury or damage to tool/equipment 

(Osinem & Nwoji, 2005). Most accidents result from human actions and inactions and can be 

prevented or avoided. 

As a prerequisite in the public school system, agricultural students under the auspices of the teacher of 

agriculture participate in farm practices. However, it is appalling to note that practical activities are 

being conducted both in the laboratory and farm without safety measures. This scenario could be 

attributed to the dearth of safety is neither taught as a subject nor practiced in the farm. Consequently, 

the students and teachers do not apply safety measures in farm practice, which culminates into 

students sustaining various degrees of injuries and damages to tools/equipment. The pains, agonies 

suffered by students coupled with drudgery had informed students’ apathy towards agricultural 

science and consequently low students’ enrollment in agricultural science in the study area. It 

becomes imperative, therefore to investigate and identify safety measures in school farm operations to 

prevent accidents, hence this study. Specifically, the study therefore, sought to: 

1. identify available safety tools and equipment in school farm operations. 

2. identify safety measures applied by students/staff in school farm operations; and 

3. determine measures for preventing and minimizing accidents in school farm operations. 

Research Questions 

The following research questions were developed to guide the study. 

1. What are the available safety equipment in school farm operations? 

2. What are the safety measures applied by the students and staff in school farm operations? 

3. What are the measures for preventing and minimizing accidents in school farm operations? 

Hypotheses 

The following null hypotheses were formulated and tested at 0.05 level of significance. 

HO1: There is no significant difference in the mean ratings of students and staff on the available 

safety equipment in school farm operations. 

HO2: There is no significant difference in the mean ratings of students and staff on safety measures 

applied in school farm operations. 

HO3: There is no significant difference in the mean ratings of students and staff on the measures for 

preventing and minimizing accidents in school farm operations. 

 

METHODOLOGY 

The study was conducted in Bayelsa State, Nigeria. The study adopted a descriptive survey research 

design. The target population for the study comprised all the teachers of agriculture teaching SSS III 

(three) classes and all the agricultural prefects. There are 190 teachers of agriculture teaching SSS III 

(three) classes and 190 agricultural prefects, which are spread across the 190 public secondary schools 

in the study area; totaling 380 respondents. These 380 respondents constituted the target population 

for the study. A proportionate simple random sampling technique was used to select a sample size of 

190 respondents, which comprised 95 teachers of agriculture and 95 agricultural prefects. 

The instrument for data collection was a 64-item questionnaire, structured on a 4-point response 

option of Highly Available (HA), Moderately Available (MA), Occasionally Available (OA) and Not 

Available (NA) for research question two while Strongly Agreed (SA), Agreed (A), Disagreed (DA), 

and Strongly Disagreed (SD) for research question 3 with corresponding numerical values of 4,3,2 

and 1 respectively. The instrument was face-validated by three experts. For purpose of determining 

the internal consistency of the instrument, Cronbach Alpha procedure was used, which yielded a 

reliability coefficient of 0.64. To ensure quality data collection, seven (7) trained research assistants 
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joined the researcher, totaling eight (8) enumerators to obtain data from the respondents in each of the 

eight L.G.As viz: Brass, Ogbia, Nembe, Ekeremor, Sagbama, Kolokuma/Opokuma, Southern Ijaw 

and Yenagoa. One hundred and ninety (190) copies of the questionnaire were administered to the 

respondents, however 150 copies were completely filled and returned, which were used for the 

analysis, representing 78% rate of return. The collected data were analyzed, using weighted mean 

while the t-test statistic was used for testing the null hypotheses at 0.05 level of significance. A cut-off 

value of 2.50 on the 4-point rating scale was used to interpret the result Available/Applied/Agreed or 

Not/Disagreed. This implied that any criterion item with a mean value of 2.50 to 2.49 was regarded as 

Available/Applied/Agreed while any item with a mean value of 0.5 to 2.49 was regarded as Available/ 

Applied/Agreed while any item with a mean value of 0.5 to 2.49 was considered as Not Available/ 

Not Applied/Disagreed. Also, any item with a standard deviation between 0.00 and 1.96 revealed that 

the respondents were close to the mean and the opinion of one another, in which case, the item was 

adjudged valid. In testing the hypotheses, any safety item whose calculated t-value is greater than the 

tabulated t-value was less than the table t-value, the HO was accepted at 0.05 level of significant and 

1.88 degree of freedom. 

 

RESULTS 

The results of the study were obtained based on the research questions answered and hypotheses 

tested. 

Research Question 1 

What are the available safety tools/equipment in school farm operations? 

HO1: There is no significant difference in the mean ratings of students and staff on the available 

safety equipment in school farm operations. 

Table 1: Mean ratings and t-test analysis of the responses of teachers of agriculture and 

agricultural prefects on available safety tools/equipment in school farm operation. 

Item No. Safety Tools/Equipment Students Staff t-cal Remarks 

 
 

  
 

 

1. Helmet, hard hat, bump caps 2.1 1.0 2.0 1.1 .66 NS 

2. Safety goggles 2.1 1.1 2.0 1.2 1.69 NS 

3. Nose mask 2.3 1.1 2.1 1.0 1.31 NS 

4. Dust mask 1.7 1.0 1.9 1.0 -1.38 NS 

5. Coveralls 1.3 0.5 1.2 0.6 1.2 NS 

6. Hand gloves 1.9 1.0 1.8 1.0 .66 NS 

7. Boot 1.3 0.5 1.4 0.6 -1.3 NS 

8. Respirator 1.5 0.6 2.0 1.1 -3.89 NS 

9. Fire extinguisher 2.2 1.1 2.0 1.0 1.31 NS 

10. First aid kit 1.6 0.5 2.1 1.0 -4.4 NS 

11. Good tool/implement 1.8 0.9 2.1 1.1 -2.06 NS 

Key:  = Mean; SD = Standard Deviation; t-cal = Calculated t-value; t-tab = Tabulated t-value 

(1.96); DF = Degree of Freedom (188); NS = Not Significant; S= Significant 

Data presented in Table 1 shows that all the eleven (11) items had their mean values ranged from 1.3 

to 2.2 and were all below the bench mark of 2.50. They are thus, interpreted as disagreed. This 

implied that all the respondents agreed that the eleven (11) safety items were not available in schools 

for students’ use in the farm practice. The standard deviation values ranged from 0.5 to 1.1 which 

were below 1.96, indicating that the respondents were close to one another in their responses; 

meaning that the item were valid. Table 1 revealed further that all the eleven (11) safety items had 

their calculated t-values ranged between -4.4 and 1.31, which were less than the tabulated t-value of 

1.96 with 188 degrees of freedom at 0.05 level of probability. This implied that there was no 

significant difference in the mean ratings of teachers of agriculture and agricultural prefects on 

available safety tools/equipment in school farm operations. Thus, the postulated null hypothesis of no 

significant difference was upheld for all the 11 items. 

 

Suwari & Osemene ….. Int. J. Innovative Food, Nut. & Sust. Agric. 9(4):21-27, 2021 

 



24 
 

Research Question 2: What are the safety measures applied by students and staff in school farm 

operations? 

HO2: There is no significant difference in the mean ratings of students and staff on the study 

measures applied by students and staff in school farm operations. 

Table 2: Mean ratings and t-test analysis of the responses of teachers of agriculture and 

agricultural prefects on the safety measures applied in school farm operation. 

Item 

No. 

Safety Precaution applied Students Staff t-cal Remarks 

 

 

 
 

 
  

 
 

1. Provision of enough space between student 

groups for free movements. 

2.2 1.2 2.3 1.1 -0.6 NS 

2. Compliance with all safety rules and 

regulations. 

1.8 0.9 2.1 1.1 -2.1 NS 

3. Ensuring the correctness and genuineness 

of new implement/chemical before usage. 

2.1 1.0 2.0 1.1 0.7 NS 

4. Practical demonstration of the appropriate 

method of using tool or technology to 

students by the teachers. 

2.3 1.1 2.1 1.0 1.31 NS 

5. Acquitting students about the reactions of 

poisonous/hazardous chemicals. 

1.3 0.5 1.2 0.6 1.23 NS 

6. Teaching students properly with instruction 

for dealing with emergencies. 

1.6 0.5 2.1 1.0 -4.4 NS 

7. Use of fire-proof or overheating materials. 1.5 0.6 2.0 1.1 -3.9 NS 

8. Careful use of corrosive chemicals 2.2 1.1 2.0 1.0 1.31  

9. Keeping chemicals/materials far away from 

students when not in use. 

2.1 1.0 2.0 1.1 0.7 NS 

10. Proper monitoring of students deviant 

behaviour 

2.1 1.1 2.0 1.2 0.6 NS 

11. Administration of first aid to student 

patience before advancing to hospital. 

2.3 1.1 2.1 1.0 1.31 NS 

12. Assisting causality student to treatment 

centre and informing school authority. 

1.7 1.0 1.9 1.0 -1.4 NS 

13. Neat display of refuse 1.3 0.5 1.2 0.6 1.3 NS 

14. Use of good implement 1.9 1.0 1.8 1.0 0.7 NS 

15. Operating implements with strict adherence 

to operational guidelines. 

1.3 0.5 1.4 0.6 -1.3 NS 

16. Eschew expensive joke playing 1.5 0.6 2.0 1.1 -3.9 NS 

17. Eschew running in farm except 

emergencies. 

1.6 0.5 2.1 1.0 -4.4 NS 

18. Wear protective coverings and use 

chemicals with care. 

1.8 0.9 2.1 1.1 -2.1 NS 

19. Carefully clean and return implements to 

their cabinet. 

2.2 1.2 2.3 1.1 -0.6 NS 

20. Safe storage of completed implements in 

their appropriate cabinet. 

2.2 1.1 2.0 1.0 1.31 NS 

Key:  = Mean; SD = Standard Deviation; t-cal = Calculated t-value; t-tab = Tabulated t-value 

(1.96); DF = Degree of Freedom (188); NS = Not Significant; S= Significant 

Data presented in Table 2 shows that all the twenty (20) statements had their mean ( ) values ranged 

from 1.3 to 2.3 and were all below the cut-off point of 2.50. They are therefore, interpreted as 

disagreed. This implied that all the respondents agreed that the 20 safety measures in school farm 

operations. The standard deviation values ranged from 0.5 to 1.1 which were below 1.96, indicating 
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that the respondents were close to one another in their responses; meaning that the statements were 

valid. 

 Table 2 shows further that all the 20 statements had their calculated t-values ranged between -4.4 and 

1.31, which were less than the tabulated t-value of 1.96 with 188 degrees of freedom at 0.05 level of 

significance. This implied that there was no significant difference in the mean ratings of teachers of 

agriculture and agricultural prefects on the safety measures applied in school farm operations. Thus, 

the postulated null hypothesis of no significant difference was upheld for all the 20 items. 

Research Question 3: What are the measures for preventing and minimizing accidents in school farm 

operations? 

HO3: There is no significant difference in the mean ratings of students and staff on the measures for 

preventing and minimizing accidents in school farm operations. 

Table 3: Mean ratings and t-test analysis of the responses of teachers of agriculture and 

agricultural prefects on the measures for preventing and minimizing accidents in school farm 

operations. 

Item 

No. 

Accident Prevention Measures Student Staff t-cal Remarks 

 

 

 
 

 
  

 
 

1. Teach students properly to handle 

materials safely. 

3.38 .49 3.29 .71 .90 NS 

2. Pray to God Almighty before, during 

and after any given task 

3.32 .73 3.20 .95 .81 NS 

3. Familiarity with emergency outlets and 

fire extinguishers. 

3.08 .87 3.11 .93 .18 NS 

4. Proper checking of new equipment 

especially chemicals for its corrections. 

3.75 .44 3.78 .76 1.38 NS 

5. Informing students about the reaction of 

every poisonous of hazardous chemical 

in the laboratory. 

2.78 1.12 2.92 1.11 .75 NS 

6. Distinguish between poisonous and non-

poisonous chemicals as well as harmful 

ones to the skin. 

3.79 .42 3.78 .59 .32 NS 

7. Take precautions against fire outbreaks 

by use of non-flammable materials, fire 

proof materials, limited oxygen supply 

and prevention of overheating. 

3.20 .76 3.19 .62 .09 NS 

8. Monitor students against underground 

or deviant behaviour 

3.60 .81 3.53 .89 .47 NS 

9. Provide adequate space in between 

student groups for free movements 

3.93 .25 3.81 .39 .06 NS 

10. Keep far away or in shelves dangerous 

chemicals/other materials from the 

reach of students. 

3.68 4.47 3.68 .47 .07 NS 

11. In case of accidents, assist any causality 

to hospital and inform authorities and 

parents on time. 

3.23 .98 3.12 .95 .95 NS 

12. Keep a first aid box in the laboratory 

and administer first aid where you can. 

3.87 .84 3.72 .54 1.72 NS 

13. Eschew running in the farm or 

laboratory except serious emergencies. 

3.60 .81 3.53 .89 .47 NS 

Key:  = Mean; SD = Standard Deviation; t-cal = Calculated t-value; t-tab = Tabulated t-value 

(1.96); DF = Degree of Freedom (188); NS = Not Significant; S= Significant 
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Data presented in Table 3 reveals that all the thirteen (13) statements had their mean values ranged 

from 2.78 to 3.93 and were all below the cut-off point of 2.50. Thus, they are therefore, interpreted as 

agreed. This implied that all the respondents agreed that the thirteen (13) statements were measures 

for preventing and minimizing accidents in school farm operations. The standard deviation values 

ranged from 0.25 to 1.12 which were below 1.96, indicating that the respondents were close to one 

another in their responses; meaning that the items were valid. 

 Table 3 further revealed that all the thirteen (13) statements had their calculated t-values ranged 

between 0.06 to 1.72, which were less than the tabulated t-value of 1.96 with 188 degrees of freedom 

at 0.05 level of significance. This implied therefore, that there was no significant difference in the 

mean ratings of teachers of agriculture and agricultural prefects on the measures for preventing and 

minimizing accidents in school farm operations. Thus, the postulated null hypothesis of no significant 

difference was upheld for all the 13 items. 

 

DISCUSSION OF RESULTS 

The discussion of the results followed the research questions and hypotheses tested. 

The findings of the study in table 1 revealed that safety apparatus were not available in schools for 

students use. The findings of the study affirmed the report given by Egbule (2004), who decried the 

absence of safety apparatus in schools especially for vocational subjects. Little wonder students’ 

apathy towards agricultural science and consequent low students’ enrollment in agricultural science 

subject in schools (Osinem & Nwoji, 2005). The findings of the study in table 1 further revealed that 

there was no significant difference in the mean ratings of teachers of agriculture and agricultural 

prefects on the available safety equipment in school farm operations. The findings of this study is in 

consonance with the report of Olaitan & Mama (2001) who lamented over the paucity of safety 

apparatus in schools offering vocational subjects; which accounts for students apathy towards 

agricultural science in schools. 

The findings of the study in table 2 revealed that the respondents have not applied safety measures in 

their school farm practice. It is axiomatic therefore, that the non-use of safety apparatus by students in 

the study area, had caused the students pains, agonies hence apathy towards agricultural science. The 

findings of this study are in line with the submission of Ojoko (2002) who advocated for the supply of 

safety apparatus to vocational schools by ministry of education. 

Findings of the study in table 2 further revealed that there was no significant difference in the mean 

responses of agriculture teachers and agricultural prefects on safety measures applied in school farm 

operations. The findings of this study is in tandem with the view of Olaitan (2003) who blamed school 

authorities for their inability to provide safety gadgets for vocational subjects in school, hence staff 

and students suffer from one form of pain or the other. 

It was on this premises that the study found thirteen (13) measures for preventing and minimizing 

accidents in school farm operations as contained in table 3. The findings of this study is in agreement 

with the evident given by Osinem (2008) who outlined that: teach students to handle materials safely, 

familiarity with emergency outlets and fire extinguishers, teach students to differentiate between 

poisonous and non-poisonous chemicals through monitoring students against deviant behaviour and 

administrating first aid to any causality, would help prevent and control accident in school farm 

operations. 

Findings of the study in table 3 further revealed that there was no significant difference in the mean 

ratings of staff and students on the measures for preventing and minimizing accidents in school farm 

operations. The findings of this study is in line with the report of Johnson (2002) who affirmed that 

the preventive measures for accident occurrence during farm practice for students were the same 

preventive measures for teachers. The findings of the researchers cited in this study corroborated the 

findings of this study and further improved the validity and reliability of the results. 

 

CONCLUSION  

Students during farm practice, sustains various degrees of injuries due mainly to non-adoption of 

safety measures by the students. The study therefore, identified eleven (11) safety tools/equipment, 20 

precautionary measures during application and 13 measures for preventing accidents in school farm 

operations. There was no significant difference between staff and students in the mean ratings on the 

measures for preventing accident in school farm operations. Therefore, if the findings of this study are 
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developed into training manual and packaged for students, teachers, parents, curriculum planners and 

policy makers in the educational sector, it will stimulate students’ interest in agricultural science and 

increase students enrollment in agricultural science and apparent food security in the nation. 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

Based on its findings and conclusion, the study recommends that: 

1. Safety as a subject should be taught in schools. 

2. Safety apparatus especially first aid should be provided to schools learning vocational 

subjects. 

3. Vocational agricultural education should be adequately funded by state government. 

4. Teachers of agriculture should be motivated through regular payment of salaries and 

promotion arrears. 
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