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fT\hB; recent economic recession in Nigeria has been associated with numerous socio-

nomic challenges among the populace and in particular, the smallholder farmers.
ET?;S study therefore determined the-effect of the economic recession, as proxied by
a;merS' perception of recessfon, on the fo.od securify status of smallholder farmers
Niger State, Nigeria. A multi-stage sampling technique was employed to select 90
respondents from Bosso an.d _Char.zchaga .Local quernmem .Are.as of the State. Data
analysis was through descriptive, inferential statistics and attitudinal measuring scale.
Majority (74.4%) of the respondents were males, 61.1% were married, with mean
tousehold size of 6 and average annual income of ¥36,033.33. Also, considerable
proportion (93.3%8) of the respondents was aware-of economic recession, through the
extension agents (60.0%) and cooperatives (52.2%). The weighted means (X) of the
Likert scales revealed that respondents had strong negative perception of economic
recession on food security,_as it relates to changes in consumption pattern (X=4.33),
threat to household food security (X=4.07), adjustment in household expenditure
(X=3.98) and high cost of food production (X =3.72). Considerable population
(61.1%) were food insecure, while respondents’ perception of recession (proxy for
economic recession) had significant and inverse relationship with the food security
Slatus of respondent at 5% probability level. The study recommended that farmc.ers
should diversify their economic activities, adopt sustainable and smart coping
rategies and maintain manageable household sizes in order 10 ameliorate the effect
o economic recession.
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;QNTR-ODUCT'ON endowments. However, this potential
rlger_m has the potential to adequately has remained 'elus.ive over the Y;i:)frsl;
of 8 Browing population by virtue since the shift In .emPhaS'S e
& agriculture to crude oil and gas in thé
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60s. As @ result, the country’s
growth continued to be dnven.by
high oil prices

5 tion and
galg T of Budget and

(Federal Ministry
National Planning, 2017?. After more
than a decade of economIC growth, the

sharp and continuous decline in cru‘de
oil prices since mid-2014, along with
a failure to diversify the revenue
sources and foreign exchange in the
led to economic recession in

Jate 19

economy,
the second quarter of 2016 (Federal
Ministry of Budget and National

Planning, 2017). According to the
Central Bank of Nigeria (2012) and
Shido-Tkwu (2017), recession
represents a stage in the business cycle
contraction, and it refers to a general
slowdown in economic activity for
two consecutive quarters. This period
is associated with decline in certain
macroeconomic indicators such as

gross  domestic product  (GDP),
investment  spending, capacity
utilization, household income,

business income, and inflation, with
the attendant increase in the rate of
unemployment. CBN (2012) affirmed
that when an economy recorded two
consecutive quarters of negative
grO\.)vth in real GDP, it can be said to
be in recession. Nigeria entered into
recession, given negative GDP
growths of - 0.36% and - 1.5% within
the ﬁrs‘t and second quarters of 2016
respectively. According to Agri ef al.
(2017), the recession affected socio-
economic  lives, general living
standards, production, as well as
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consumption. i
affirmed that Nig::?:’:
gver 500,000
ownwa
unemplor)fiment, pos\t:;er
decline in retail sale:sg;:agt
trend én labour productiv? i
cent. Several other
al. 2010; and Oye::Zf:rz:‘e“ (Sell ¢
have also linked food ins:é iy
economic recession. Arising flrlmy 5
aforementioned, it is not unlike(;m e
the re'cession influenced sy ﬂ.m
economic activities of the <:c10.
populace,'mCluding, but not limite?dJral
co-nsu_mptlon-and farming activitjes 1t0
Nigeria. Salaudeen (2017) also argue,:i1
that food accounts for a large apg
increasing share of the family budget
for poor and that if prices of staple
food soar as a result of recession, poor
people mostly bear the brunt. The
source further averred that there wasa
general economic decline during
recession, as the purchasing power of
the citizen was eroded due to poor or
low income as the price of food and
other commodities soared high. These
are attendant effects of the economic
recession as posited by CBN, 2012).
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According the Food and
Agriculture Organization (2009), food

insecurity exists when people 40 o
have adequate physical, social &
economic  access [0 food.
according to the organisatioh, ¢0 .
result in undernourishment_ =
caloric intake is below the mi!
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Je weight for
g height FAO (2009) further
g g mcrease o food
M could be atiributed to high
gl food prices, fow ipezsofmﬁ
& s and MCTEASTLE
' Joyment. Against this backdrop,
gis stwdy determimed the effect of
— gjom of economuic
n Bosso and Chanchaga Local
Govemment Areas of Niger State,
Neeria  Specifically, the study
determined the extent and sowrces of
mareness of ecomomIC recessiom
among farmers, fanmers” perception of
ccomommc  recession, — determimed
wcartamed the effect of farmers”
perception of economic recession on
e food security status. The study

Brmers® perception of recession and
feir food security statms. Without
Fecoaception to the fact that Nigeria
tently moved out of econemic
cowon, this study will support the

-}f@m _ Management
‘I-'e.n’ Niger State Government and

"hls-e- S the toonomy and avoiding
Sresion, a0 O woese stil
' Option e providing policy

h%&m effect of
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. product,
fmvestment  spending,  capacity
Wﬂm@ﬂ, household and enterprise
incomes and inflation, with associated
high rate  of umemployment,
bankruptcies,  curremcy fluctuation,
mostly devaluations, financial crisis
(CBN, 2012; Fapohunda, 2012). A
country is classified as being in
recession, when its economy recorded
two comsecutive quarters of negative
growti: m real GDP (CBN, 2012).

From the conceptual perspective,
eConQmic recession is associated with
the busimess cycle, comnected with
periods of boom, recession, slump and
ecomomic recovery as reflected by
fluctuations im GDP  growth.
Contributing to the dialogue on
business cycle viz-a-viz the Austrian
theory of busimess cycle, Horwitz
(2011) noted that the fluctuations in
the busimess cycle was not
moomnected to the effect of excess
supplies of money on inmterest rate,
thereby causing inter temporal dis-
coordinziion that imitially manifested
as an unsustainable boom and then a

busi. However, arguments on the
theory of recession bave been varied.
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Hangover theories, the N1€0 classical
economists on the other hand, ar¢ (_)f
the view that state interferepcc in
market, labour union, monopolies and
technological shocks are external
causes of recession. However, th.le
Keynesians attributed ~ economic
recession O ineffective demand and
poor economic planning. This school
of thought opined that because Wages
and prices adjust slowly during
recession, distortion in production and
consumption may move the economy
away from its desired level of
production and employment for an
extended period of time. They rather
refocused attention on the relationship
between investment decline and the
entire economy, which the two
theories were deficient in explaining.
Gordon (1999), in the review of the
hangover theory, harped on the hasty
conclusion in Krugman’s hangover
theory and aligned with the Keynesian
position which relegated both the
Austrian and Hangover thieories. -

Economic recession is a product of
internal  and  external  factors.
According to CBN (2012), the former
is borne out of conflict of ideas,
misapplication of economic theory
?lnd rggulatory negligence or policy
inconsistency. Other factors were the
overheating of private  sector,
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Tkwu (2017) af;,";hfh‘:f"&n Shilfll?»
recession of 2016 was assoc; € Teceny
factors such as over dependep With
and_ gas revenue, low sf,e oo
savings, political risks, fisca] lv"e‘gﬂ
and official corruption. ks

Food and Nutrition Secyy

Accoyding to the definition of ?ty :
security concept of the 1996 W:gd
Food Summit, food security refers tod
condition in which all people, at a;
times, have physical, social and
econ_aomic access to sufficient safe and
nutritious food that meets their dietary
needs and food preference for an
active and healthy life. The United
States Department of Agriculture
(undated) refers to houschold food
security as access by all houschold
members at all times to enough food
for an active healthy life. Further on
food security, Salaudeen (2017) noted
that the measurement of food security
is based on the concepts of
availability, ~ access, utilisation,
stability. While the availability criter
relates to physical presence of food,
acoess has to do with the ability of the
households to acquire adequ?iﬂ

amount of food through varied
combinations, comprising home
purchﬂsesr

production . and stocks,
gifis, borrowing
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Pk
| - to consume the
ot UG and sabiliy
food " c;ndition where foOSj‘ i
'S and périodica"y E_Wal[able
rf!gulaflyd;b[e so that it contributes to
an _ﬂ_ﬂ‘iiir | security- FAO (2017) in its
numlw"? ood and Nutrition in the
*Stateﬂo 'Smb[is‘hed that the number of
Wl dernourished people in

[y un
c!?m:f;?lldy increased in 2016 to 815
the

lion, up from 777 million in 2015.
?fl,e[repoft further affirmed that the

food securty situation worsened in

oub-Saharan Africa, situated mainly in
conflict Zones combined with drought
and  floods. At the home .fron't,
Nwajiuba (2012) noted that Nigeria
faces huge food security challenges, as
ahout 70 per cent of the population
lives on less than US$1.25 per day,
hus suffering from hunger and
poverty. The challenges of sustainable
food security in the country, as
highlighted by Salaudeen (2017) were

conflicting  government . policy,
rudimentary  agricultural practices,
population increase, environmental

issues and corruption.

lferception and Behaviour Analysis:
Lllf:rz.lture is replete with numerous
a“;‘lme_s on perception and behaviour
shmiz:iS.thDuyel' (1987) for instance,
o at the causes of behaviour
< fargely human needs, perception
knowledge. These variables
mnmsl:l.?c)plim or a given cause of
RVi’our tle the consequences of this
are manifested in household

im'] ue
actj
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physical and econom
and hur_nan social activitjes. Parminter
and Wilson (2003) in (he theory of
reasoqed action; posited that people§
bel?av:ours are strongly related o thejr
attitudes towards the behaviour.

Ic efficiencies

METHODOLOGY

Study Area: Niger State lies in the
North Central of Nigeria and s
located between Latitudes 8° 20" and
11° 30" North and Longitudes 3° 30°
and 7° 20" East (Bako, 2018) in the
sub-humid climate zone of the tropics.
The State comprises mainly of two
dominant seasons, namely the wet and
dry seasons. Mean rainfall ranges
between 750mm and 3,000mm, while
average annual minimum temperature
is put at 22°C (African Development
Bank, 2013). The soil consists of two
zones; the interior zone of laterite and
the zone of alluvial soils. The main
types of soil are regosols, .gleysols,
acrisols, ferrasols and alisols. Others
are luxisols, cambisols, luvisols,
nitosols, arenosols and vertisols
((African Development Bank, 2013).
Climatic conditions in the state
support numerous crops such as yam,
rice, maize, cassava, millet. ground
nut and cowpea (Bako, 2018).The
study was conducted in Chanchaga
and Bosso Local Government Areas

of Niger State.

Sampling Techniques and Sample
Size: A multi-stage random sampling
technique was adopted. Stage one
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involved
Local Government Areas (BossO and

the twenty five
haga) out of
Chanchag Niger State. Stage two

3 covers the selection of
from the sample frar.ne

i the Sample s1z¢€
:thg?mination model at 5 per cent
recision Jevel. In all, 52 and 38
respondents Were selected fro-m Bosso
and Chanchaga LGAs respectively.

Method of Data Collection: The

study utilised cross-sectional data
obtained ~ from primary ~ SOurce,
collected with  the aid of
questionnaires. Primary dz}ta collcctezd
COVETS the socio-economic
characteristics of farmers, input and
output data and perception related data
on food security and effect of
recession of food security. Relevant
data were sourced from Niger State
Agricultural Mechanization ~ and
Development Agency. Data collected
were analysed  using descriptive
statistics, Likert Scale, Foster Greer
and Thorbecke (FGT) model and

Probit model.

Model Specification: A 5-point Likert
scale ‘was utilised to determine
farmers’ perception of economic
recession on their food security status.
Tthe pel:rception weights were rated as
strongly agreed (5), agreed (4),
undecided (3), disagrf:edg (2) gn)d
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Coker et ql. 20
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strongly disagreed (|
score of 3.0 was
threshold. The results obta?s decision
as proxy for economic re Ned ge

cut off mean was calculatirde:_s:.on' The

_ S5+4+3+2+1
— 2_'— = 3
(1

Foster, Greer and Thorbe
model: This model was ¢
determine the food secyr;
respondents

i
FGT :_ZH: z-vi
Index N I=1(T) X @

)- A cut.on- m

cke (FG
Mployed ¢,
ty status of

‘Where:

N = Total number of respondents.

y; - Income of each individual |-

Z = Food security line using me,an
income of farmers in the study areas
H;= The number of individuals who
are not food secured (those with
incomes at or below z)

a = Food security aversion parameter
index which takes on the values of 0
and 1 representing incidence of food
unsecured and food secured (Foster ef
al., 1984)

FGTO, FGTl and FGTZ

Where a = 0, the formula reduces to
the headcount ratio: the fraction of the
populaticn that lives below the food
security line, represented as equation 3

H
FGTo=~ 0)

With a = 1, the formula reduces (0 the
food secured gap index, equation 4.

‘ z-7
FGT, :;%,Eﬁﬂ.%) )
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| =1 fhe formula reduc?s to the
ithe™ ™ d gap index, equation 5.

cure 1

i 5
Nyt z 2

it Regression Model: The_ Probit
pro  was employed to determine the
f(f):; of recession (proxied b}f
‘ ers’ perception of recession) on
ﬂfiz?: food security st‘atus. ThF model
is explicitly defined in equatlon 6.
y= o +pi& + PaXs + B3 X5 ...
fuXn (6
Where; .
y = Food security status; Y; = 1, if
respondents are food secured and Y, =
0, if respondents are not food secured
X =Vector of independent variables
p- pn = Coefficients of the
independent variables
a=error or disturbance term
X, = Age (years)
X, =Household size (numbers)
X;=Education (years)
X4=Experience (years)
Xs=Farm size (hectare)
Xs= Farmers’ perception of recession
(Likert Score)

X1= Cooperative (years)

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
emﬂgri}phics and Awareness of
Tabl?]mm Recession: The results in
. show that majority (74.4%) of
maleespgndcfnts.were males, implying
Brodi _OMination  of agricultural
Ction in the study area. This

89

proportions

‘ dents were
married. Egwu ¢ g/ (2008) reported

that_ married people play active role ip
agricultural production, bageq on
poverty levels. Almost half of the
respondents  maintained household
sizes of between 6 and 10 persons,
with mean household size of 6. This
implies that respondents maintained
fairly large households, which has
implications for household
expenditure  pattern  and farm
enterprise operation, all things being
equal.  Majority (77.8%) of the
respondents earned between N20,001
and M50,000 per annum, with mean
income. of M36,033.33. Placed against
the 18,000 monthly minimum wage,
it thus implies that most of the farmers
in the study area are low income
earners. In addition, 93.3% of
respondents were aware of economic
recession, with extension agents and
cooperative societies, being the main
sources of awareness.

Food security status of respondents:
The results in Table 3 show that
majority (61.1%) of the resPondenls
were food insecure, translating to a
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incidence of 0.61.

food security ol
Moreover, the food security linc Was
N 17 126.72 per month,  thus
indicating  the minimum  income

needed for the household to be food

d. The food security gap which
e extent by which the

respondents  Were below the foi:)d
security line was 0.50 (50.0%), while
the severity of food insecurity Wwas
0.02 (2.0%). These outcomes differ
from the findings of the study of
Omolori (2017), which reported food
security gap and severity of 14.0%
and 8.0% respectively.

measures the

Effect of Respondents’ Perception
of Economic Recession on their
Food Security Status: The results of
the Probit regression (Table 4) show
that the pseudo R square (coefficient
of determination)  was 0.7446,
indicating that 74.5% of the variation
in food security status was explained
by the specified explanatory variables
in the model. From the z-values of the
regression coefficients, four out of the
seven variables included in the model

were found to be statistically
significant.  Household ~ size and
experience were statistically

significant at 1% probability level

while education and perception on
recession were significant at 5%
probability level. However, while
farmers’ experience and education
were positive, household size and
farmer.s’ perception of economic
recession  were  negative.  The

.90

Coker
€tal, 9

’ 018

implica‘tion of  the
coefficients is that 5, . S2live
;ecessnon continued NOmig
armers in the study Peneq

area

food secure. Set ef g/ (2010“’% less
same conclusion. Simj ) reacheg

I .
household size decrea::_ly’ Ncreaseq

food security. Amaza e‘: :louzgl&g]d
. 9)

established that

: . ous .
influenced farmers’ foggmd Yo
status. i)

The results of the marei
estimates, as presented r?r]lna':‘al:ffm
revealed that the probability L
becoming food secured by u?f
re_spondents increases or decreases be
the coefficients of the signiﬁca}{
variables.  The  coefficients gf
experience and education were 0.0216
and. 0.0480 respectively, implying that
an increase in these variables wil| lead
to 2.2 % and 4.8% increase in the
probability of being food secure
through enhanced farming experience
and improvement in farmer education.
On the contrary, the probability of
being food secure decreases with 8.5%
increase in household size and an
increased negative perception of
recession of about 30.3%.

" CONCLUSION AND

RECOMMENDATIONS

The study concluded that most of tl!e
respondents were aware of economic
recession, through the extensio?
agents and their cooperative socretl:ﬁ-
Respondents also had 2 strong

=~
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ception of economic recession as it

A ts household food security. Most
affec holds in the study area were
hou;e -nsecure, while perceptions of
i omic recession and household
ef:on as perceived by the respondents
S'Zeé a significant and inverse effect
2:\/ the food security and nutrition
tatus of respondents. On the contrary,
espondents’ education and farming
experience have positive relatlons_hlp
on their food security status. Against
this backdrop, the study recommended
that farmers in the study area should
diversify their economic activities,
adopt sustainable and smart coping
ctrategies and maintain manageable
household sizes in order to ameliorate
the effect of the economic recession,
while the State Agricultural and
Mechanization Agency should make
effort to extend viable, pragmatic
technologies and practices, which will
help reduce the effect of the recession

91

Table 1: Demographic characteristics
of and awareness of economic
recession by farmers

Variables Frequency %
Gender of respondents

Female 23 25.6
Male 67 74.4
Marital status of respondents

Single 31 34.5
Married 55 61.1
Widowed 4 44
Household size of respondents

<6 38 42.2
6-10 4] 45.6
>10 11 122
Income of respondents

< 20,000 10 11.1
20,001 -

30,000 23 25.6
30,001 - '
40,000 28 31.1
40,000 -

50,000 19 211
> 50,000 10 - 11.1
Awareness of Economic Recession
Not Aware 6 6.7
Aware 84 93.3
Total 90 100

Sources of Awareness of Economic
Recession

Extension

Agents 54 60
Cooperative 47 522
Friends 36 40
Relatives 20 - 222
Neighbours 11 12.2
Mass Media 6 6.7

Source: Field survey, 2017
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f economic recession on food security

Table 2: Farmers' perception 0
- Weighted .
Perception Statements Sum Mean Decision
Economic recession affects the cost of —
food production . 335 3.72 Agreed
Economic recession cause reduction In
household income 308 342 Agreed
Economic recession Causes limited |
food preference - 351 3.9 Agreed
Economic recession —causes food
scarcity 245 272 Disagreed
Economic recession threatens |
household food security 366  4.07 Agreed
Economic recession changes :
consumption pattern 390 4.33 Agreed
Economic recession causes adjustment
in expenditure 358 3.98 Agreed
Source: Authors' computation from field data, 2017
Table 3: Food security status of respondents
Category Frequency %
Food secure 35 38.89
Food insecure 55 61.11
Total 90 100
Food security line/month N 17,126.49/month
Food security incidence 0.61
Food security gap 0.5
0.02

Severity of food insecurity

Source: Field survey, 2017
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JAAT
Pﬂ?b -t estimates of effect of respondents’ perception of economic recession
4
Wﬂu Standard
Coefficients Error -
bles z- value
/WL"-—-—-—‘— -10.3251 5.9655 -1.73*
Cppstant . -0.0507 0.0755 0.67
Age -
-0.8669 02823 3.07%¢*
Howel}":’ o 02303 0.106 2.17++
Fducatio 0.5109 0.1865 2.74%%+
enct
Expﬂﬂsm 0.2935 0.4144 0.71
Fam S1Z |
perception of ecOROMIIE -3.2245 13826 -2.33%+
B -0.4161 0.2845 -1.46
CooperaiI
e R squarcd 0.7446
G squared 9]1.70%**
-15.7295

Source: Computed from field survey, 2017; *** Significant at 1%
pmbablllty level; *# Significant at 5% and * Significant at 10%.

Table 5: Marginal effects of the
estimated probit model

Coefficie q
Variables nts z-values
Household  -0.0847 -4.10%%%
Education  0.0216 2512
Experience  0.0480 3.47%%*
Pﬂ'cepﬁon
of
conomic 03031 -2.68%%*
Reession .
s“m Authors' computation from

Survey data, 2017, ***

sﬂm“ 1% probability level; **
i, r33%and * Significant at
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