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Abstract

Thiy Study assessed the cflect of communal conflict on yam production in Agane Local Government Area of
B:‘-'f’““ State, Nigeria, Two-stuge random sumpling technigue was used to select 73 respondents for the study.
/ rimary data were collected with the aid of structured questionnaire complemented with an interview schedules.
Both descriptive und inferential statistics was used to unulvze the duta collected. The results shows that majoriny:

(69.34%) of the furmers were within the age range of 21-30 yvears with mean aee of 43.7 years, Majority X
7 - . - . s . T
(86.67%) of the furmers were males and Y0674 were marricd in the study ared. Mare so, the mean cducation B

und howsehold size of the farmers way 100 vears and 12 people, respectively. The major causes of communal
conflicty ux ientificd by the respandents include straying of cattle into neiehbowring farm (100,00,
destruction of crops (93.33%), over-grazing of land (92.00%) and indiscriminate hush burning (87.84%) ranked
A -7'.1. 3 and 4" respectivelv. However, the rexult of the regression analvsis shenes that frequency of
communal conflicty was found to he statistically sienificant at 1% level of probahilit, thus, had negative efject
un yam production, Major constrainis faced by furmer were Lack of well-trained extension staff (X 2.92) and
Problem of furmerstherdsmen (X 2.800 ranked 1" amd 2™, respectively, among the constraints, In canclusion,
communul conflicts had negative and  significant effect on vam production in the studv arca. 1t way
recommended that, there ix need for cducational iniervention in farmer-herdsmen conflict. This could he
uchieved by creating betier avwarenesy of land use regulations among farmers and heedsmen,
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I Introduction

Nigeria depends larpely onits agricultural capacity for the production ol lood (crops and live stocks)
for its teaming population, Flores (2004) reported that agriculture dominates the cconomies of most West
African countries, being the key employer and major source of income and exports. Agriculture is an important
scctor of the Nigeria's cconomy with high potentials for employment peneration, [ood seeurity and poverty
reduction. Agriculture is the single largest contributor to the well-being of the rural poor in Nigeria. sustaining
90% and 70% of the rural and total workforee respectively and contributes over 0% of the Gross Domestic
product (GDP) (Federal Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development (FMARD), 2010),

Farmer-herdsmen conlliet has remained the most preponderant resource-use conllict in Nigeria (Fasona R
and Omojola, 2005). The neeessity o provide food of crop and animal origin, as well as raw materials tor =2
industry and cxport in order to meet ever-growing demands, has [ed (o the intensilication of Tand use (Nyong
and Fiki, 2005). The competition between these two agricultural land user-groups, however, has oflen times
tumed into serious overt and covert manifestation of hostilities and social Iriction in many pans of Nigeria
(Rashid. 2012). ‘The conficts have demonstrated high potential to exacerbate the insecurity and food crisis
particularly in rural communities where most ol the conflicts are localized. with reverberating consequences
nationwide. .

According to Tanah (2006), conllict is as an activity which takes place when conscious beings
(individuals or groups) wish to carry out mutually inconsistent acts concerning their wants, needs or Uh‘igilliul\:\.
('o‘r’ﬁ]icl is an escalation of a disagreement which is characterized by the existence of conflict behaviour, in
which people are actively trying to damage one another. There is an ongoing grassroals war in the central ;mq
southern states of Nigeria between Fulani herdsmen and farming communities. It is an old age problem, but it
has escalated in the last decade and has assumed a very deadly dimension (Okeke, 2004). The conllicts oeeur
when Fulani herders move into non-Fulani homelands with their cattle usually leading to destruction of farmers’
crops. Thus, the herders provoke their victims to acts of resistance (preventing entry into I'urm.\': -killi.n._u or
stealing cattle, or poisoning ficlds). In response. the herders wage deadly attacks on farming communities. These
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Ihe model in its explicit formis presented as:
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—_Effect of Communal Conflict on Yam Produc

: ) jves and pro ;
action and counter-sction had led 10 2 b l:'nitics (Adelakunet al.. 2015). malg) e
reducing the production level of the affected comm ioncd by percnnial and ey, try, |

, . ers occasi _
Increasing frustration and impoverishment of f;.rm the gains of agricultural ang ENsive p, 1
destruction, and the ensuing bitter conflicts ar¢ eroding fural 4 h"nlql

: . ceived 1o evaluate th
interventions, It is against this backdrop that this study was con e effeey

¢ of the affected LGAS of Benuc State. The following objectiye, werem'nun
Sgy

perties (farm land, houses anq 2 e 1

|

conflict on yam production in on
o " farmers in the study arca; ug
i. describe the socio-economic characteristics of the yam |
ii. ascertain the causes of communal conflict; : d :
X on. an
iii. determine the effect of communal conflict on gk prOd:‘:harea '
iv. examine the constraints faced by yam farmers in the st Y . i |
I Methodology i
i1
Study area 4 igeri I
This study was conducted in Agatu local GovemTTlen;l‘?lr llg'c:utfcts\fet; rI\cl:r%;;irlmc‘j kgi’“’" 3 the f, |
basket of ¢ . thin the lower Benue River. The State liCs ude 6" 35 3
he Nation found withi and Rural Development Authority (B;nAR g

and between latitude 6° 30'N and 8° 10N (Benue Agricultural ‘ .
2005). Agatu LGA is one of the 23 Local Government Areas of the state with a population 0f 4,219,244 A),

(National Population Census (NPC), 2006). The climate is tropical ma:"rwr'\;g "‘1”0 distinct s.casonspinp]e |
raining season from April to October, and the dry season from l'\_Jovembx.r to March. A.nnual avera
varies from 1750mm in the Southern part of the State {0 1250mm in lht:~N0rthcm part with a mean temperaty, |
of 35°C. The State has a total land mass of 34,095Km” composed of about 413,159 farm families y,, are
basically rural with dispersed settlement engaged in rain-fed subs:!stenl agriculture as the ‘major occupaﬁu;
(BNARDA, 2005). The major languages spoken by the people are Tiv. Idoma and lgde. Tropical climate of the

State favours a wide range of crops such as cereal grains (rice sorghum and millet), oil seeds (soy bean, pigey,
ear, oil palm Avengia spp. cocoa) and roots ang tubers

pea and groundnuts), tree crops (mango, cashew, guava, p
(cassava, yams, sweet potato and cocoyam). . |

ge fainfa" {

Sampling procedure and sample size ' .
Two-stage random sampling technique was used to select respondents for the study. Stage one involved randqn
Egba-agatu. Akwu-Agatu and Olochologba-Agatu) from |

selection of 5 villages (Ogbagaji-Agatu, Aila-Agatu, ! ‘
Agatu Local Government Area. The second stage involved random selection of fificen yam farmers from each |

of the village to give a total of 75 yam farmers.

Data collection :
Primary data for the study was generated from the respondents through structured questionnaire complemented

with an interview schedule.

Data analysis

The data collected were analyze
and inferential statistics (such as Ordinary Least Square
measuring scale such as 3-point Likert rating scale was also used to categorize the seve
identified by the respondents. Mean score value of 2.0 was derived from the 3-point Likert rating scale

| = 6 divided by 3) for decision making.

d using descriptive statistic (such as frequency counts, percentages and mean)
(OLS) regression) to achieve the objectives. Attitudinal - !
rity of the constrainls |
(3+2+

“

Model specification

Ordinary Least Square (OLS) model
Ordinary least square (OLS) multiple regression model the relationship between the dependent variable and3
collection of independent variables. ‘

The implicit form of the OLS regression model was expressed as:

Y =f(xl- XZ! XJ. XA, xSn x(u X'l' X!c XQ. X|Q)

Y=B+ ﬁlxl"'ﬁ?xz"' ﬁlxl+ﬁ4x4+ﬁ3X5+ﬁ‘,X6+[},x.’+ lea"'BX BXo +
Where; . LEadl) 10810 'e
Yy = Yam output measured in kg per hectare

X, = Farm size (hectare)

X, = Fertilizer (kg)

X, = Income (W)

X, = Age of farmer (years)

g
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Effect of Communat ( onflict on Yam Produétion in Aliatu-Local Government Areaof Benue Stale,

Y
X« Education (years) g o ' i i
X.. " Houschold size (number of members) L T S
Xy - Frequency of conflict (number of oceurrence) R . P RS B S
Xx = Cooperative membership (years) B . - LT e s
Xa * Credit (amount in ) - ‘_ L™ By Rt PUECE.
Xiu * Lixtension visit (number of visits). A S
Xi =X Independent variablos i, g
B constant , ; ' :
Bi= P coclicients of the independent variables .
Coerrorterm " 3

. Results And Discussion
Socio-economic characteristics of the responden'ts

The results in Table 1 revealed that majority (69.34%) of the farmers were within the age o' 21 - 30
years with mean age ol'43.7 years. This implics that the respondents wercestill in their active and productive age
with capacity (o carry out yam production process. This finding agrees with the result of Rashid (2012) 'whu
asserted that majority of yam producers in his study arca were young. More so. majority (86.67%) ol the
respondents were male farmers, while 13.33% were: female farmer. The dominance of male in yam pmduclmn.
could be as a result of the strenuous nature dcmax‘nd much physical cn;érgy. This agrees with the finding of
Olaleyeer al. (2010) who reported that males were more involved in farming activitics compared to r'cm;llus_.

Majority (90.67%) of the farmer were marrited. implying that supply of family labour in the near luture
is guaraniced since majority of them cngage in l’urmi‘ng as their primary occupation. ‘This agrees with the work
ot Adebo (2014) who reported thar high proportion of married people/enhance the supply of farm lahnur_:md
commitment in working o enhance their pmduclivily\-. In terms of cducational status, majority (81.33%) ol the
farmers had one form of formal education or the other| with mean of 10'ycars in formal schooling, This implics
that the respondents were cducated with high level of literacy in the study arca.

Furthermore, the result in Table | shows that majority (62.67%) ol the farmers had household size
between 6 = 1§ people with mean houschold size of 12\people. This implies that the respondents in the study
arca had relatively large Tamily member. This finding is in agreement with the work of Aliyu (2015) who
reported that yam Farmers in his study arca had large housczhold size.

\
|

—__Table I: Distributivn of respondents hased on lhli\gir sucio-economic characteristics (n = 75)

Vurinbles I'requency \ Percentupe Mceun
Age (vears) \ |
20-30 14 \ IX 07 o Ul 117
M40 27 o |
d1-50 I ’ 1467 |
S 2 W07 i
Gender \ |
lemale ] [RIRR] |
Mule Hh3 \ LIy, |
Mavitul Status
Single O N oo |
Murricd 6N Y067 ]‘
Separated | (K1) |
Educutionsl level !
Nan-formal 11 IN 07 . 1]
Primary R} [RVARR] |
Scvandary A AR “i
Tertiary D] )_i'\,H \\
Household vize {(number) \ . |
-6 " 4047 | 2
G- 10 27 )
I-s 20 26077 |
2N 17 i : ::m.\ i
Source: Field Survey, 2017 S s \ ]
Causes of communal conflicts = - - S PR o \ [

The result in Tabld 2 shows the distribution of the respondents hiased on causes of conflict in the study

area. Straying of cattle ‘into ncighh()uring farms as indicated ?'hy all (I‘Y()O"/o).(hc‘ respondents. followed by

destruction of crops (93,33%) and u’vpr~ggu/.in_u of land .‘(‘)2.00‘%)’ ranked 1Y, 2™ and 3" respectively, were the

major causes of the conlicl among:all the:identified causes. This finding iy in agrecment with Olaleyeer o,

(2010) who reponted that the pastoralists (o encounter hrn’h_lcﬁl?Wilh the. Iq{czll pc(-)plc because farmers” crops

were-heing destroyed by lhqir c.'lrlllvc.{(\')llhc;rx inclu‘dcfi‘ndi‘scrimix‘\dlu"hurrning 7-’.’)1‘5(1.\'!1 (87.4'4%). contamination of
5 ; T / v

DO 10.97%0/2380- 102010106 7T 7 Wwwhosoumalsans] = , 3 Page
-,"’
. /
//J‘ Y
/ .

Scanned with CamScanner



L

Government Area of Bep,, i
Effect or . in Agatu Local GOV eStare
m i n Aga 1

Y munal Conflict on Yam Production i (72.00%) ranked 4% 5o |

ity by the pastoralist and g

stream by capyje (86.67% . ihir
. *67%) and disregard for local au _ |
respectlvely. among the causes of conflict identified. . . Table 2 was destruc!lOl'; of stored Produce % |

However, the least causes of conflict as presented in of farmers houses (2.67%) ranked |3 and o

stealing of livestock belonging to farmers (4.00%), and bumlnil conflicts (between pastoralist ang fa"TICFS) o
respectively, Adisa (2011) highlighted the causes of: wm';l‘l‘:]"g Jand resources, antagonistic values among

include one or more of inequitable access to I_and, f(-’:-,rn::;sofindigenous people.

groups, policy contradictions and non-recognition of rig .
es of communal conflict

d on caus R !
Table 2: Distribution of the respondents base. Percentage 2-nk ‘
r
Causes of conflict Frequenc 93.33 |

Usep

5 |

Destruction of erop Z(SJ gggg 3 i

Contamination of streams by cattle 69 5784 4"

Over-grazing of land : 65 72.00 ¢

Indiscriminate bush buming ) 54 '33 10®

Disregard for local traditional suthority 13 17. g {

Cattle rustling 15 20.00 » /

Harassment of nomadic youth by youth of host 35 46.67 s ‘

Defecation of cattle on the road % 100.00 i

Straying of cattle into neighbouring farms 2 2,67 o

Buming of the farmer houses 3 4.00 '3m

Destruction of stored produce 3 4.00 ”m

Stealing of livestock belonging to farmer i 17.33 . '0».

Insufficient grazing land 8 10.67 "‘L

Revenge/Retaliation | 1 22.67 8

Raping of women ! - :
Source: Field Survey, 2017 *Multiple response H

Effects of communal conflict on yam production . . . :
Ordinary Least Square z/OLSx)J regression analysis was used to determine the factors lnﬂuencmg ;

communal conflict on yam production in the study area. From' the regression analysis tl'nhTabl:d:;i t_l;_; F-Szlahsuc i
value was found to be 10.75 at 1% level of significance indicating the SOOd_f‘ess of fit of the model, CR_ value ¢
was 0.627 which implies that 62.7% variation in the dependent variable which was yam output was e.xplam.ed by
the independent variables included in the model, while unaccounted }7.31% could be due to nqn-mclu_s.(,n of
some explanatory variables and errors due to estimation. The regression reveals that the co:y:f"ﬁcmnt Qflncome
was positive (0.005) and significant at 1% level of probability, this implies that as the famers Income increases,
the output of yam will also increases (that is the more the yield, the more they have to sales which in retum
more profit). The coefficient of household size was negative (-5.729) and was significant at 5% level of !
probably, this implies that as household size increases there is a corresponding decrease in output of yam. This
could be due to frequent conflict leading to loss of family members and farm land thereby reducing production, "
However, the coefficient of frequency of conflict was negative (-0.822) and significant at 5% of leve|
of probability, which implies that an increase in frequency of conflict will leads to a corresponding decrease in

agrochemicals, extension services and credit facilities to farmers fo i : |
. . B r production P y
coefficient was positive (31.665) and statistically significant at | 3 purposes. The extension

" % level of robabil; e : I
extension services are provided to the farmer: P bab|hty‘ this implies that as more

s, their output of am incre is i
is acquired by the farmers on new techniques of cultivatign, and né:;S.lThls i £ ot o ks |

disseminated to the farmers, fifiovation or technology is also

Table 3: Regression estimates on the efTy
ect of com :
i Coethcient S'.u:'unal conflict on yam roduction
Constant 127.9399 ndard error t-valge

Y

Farm size 32855 9223317
Fertilize / -.320763; 3.387274 -33591 ‘
Income : 10005274 4988756 06
Age 8896163 0001914 276%%0
Education . _ -3.937805 1.46534) . ,
Houschold -5.729194 3.40760, 061
Conflict -.822307) : 2440927 ‘ -1.16
Cooperative 83.78394 -2938588 =2.35%¢
Credit access 130.2749 :;.00342 ; 80¢ee
e
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Source: Field Sui~vey, 2017
** implies Statistically Significany o 0.01%

206500
06269
0 56K6

(.'unslraints faced by the respondents

' Table § sheywy the constrajngs ¢
3+ point Liken rating scales with a meay
tonstrains i the study areq were all
of l'urmcrs/hcrds men (M-2.80), ;
eXtension i (M=276 i

(M 2.64) Inefteetive agricultura) research and extension linkages (M=2.56)
(M 252) Poor logistic Suppont for fiely stafs (M=2 48)
u‘cvulopmcnl Programm:s (M '2.40). Lack of

aced by the Yam farmers in the

10f2,0, indicaling the scverc of onsiraints, '
of well traineq slatT(M=2.92). problem

» Poor budge allocation
cient agricultura| technolog,
, Poor insli(ulional framewaork

flective Communicalipp channels (M=2,) 2).

— i Table 4; Constraints fac
Vuriubie S

Lack arwa rnned sy
I'rolSlem o lhnncr\/)u:rd\nwn

: [ Sever
2 I 2 70 2 R0 an Severy
Inad cyuare yng mstabiliy gy lunding 20 4 | o9 27 R Severe
Poor incenti ey (o AN IIN ageny 20 3 2 68 n g Severy
Insunicien wencaliue) technoliagy | | 4 66 264 s Severy
Incltecne Seicultural revearely g eNlension 1 ) 4 64 256 o' Severy
linkapes
PPoar iny Hutiang| Iramewark 17 q 4 6) 25 A
PPoar logistie SUPPOT T el g 1% | 6 A2 24K K:::
Poar Cnalviation nl’c\lun\u-n pohey 14 R B) ’ 01 REE] Y
lack ardes clopmeny Procrammes N s N ] 240
lack oleeernge Lommuanication chunne)s I 8
—h olelle

Source: Figlg Survey, 2017
Note: § Severe, 1)) Undecid

v, Conclusion Angd Rccommcndalions
Inconclusion, Several conflicts were identified as 5 major cause of decline in yam output of (e
respondents in (he study area, Many tarms were abandoned during conflic period.. there '
due 1o losy ol Lamily members and the farm is either destroyed by the catt/e Pastoralist. Income, Pllouschold size,
Co-operative sociely, crediy aceess and extension training  were factors thay Significantly influence yun

production outpur in the study arca, as there was significant effecy of frequency of conflicts on yam output. This
study therelore recommended that the bif)

Republic o Nigeria should be discouraged ag (hi.s coyld lead (o f.'u
production including yam production. The Campaign Io‘r reforeslaho
particularly in (he drought prone areas of North East Nigeria needs |
create a lasting solution 1o the problem of Southwards movcmenl‘ of .
should be properly manned 1o preven the inﬂux.of herdsmen from nei
herdsmen have Jigle or no-idea about the Jaws of lhc country a.nd ar
breeding in Nigeria mug hecome o wdcnlnry.occupmmn. The option o R 2t b ency
North-South movement. This can be done m‘uzflaboral!on With traditional rylers and the herder's ,
association Miycelti Allah Cattle Breeders Association of Nigeria (MACBAN),

was less man powcer

e only interested jn the pasture. Caqle
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