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ABSTRACT

The study assessed economic of cassava production in Lagelu Local Government Area of Oyo
State. To this end, effort was made to examine the socio-economic characteristics of the cassava
farmers, determine the resource-use efficiency as well as the profitability of cassava production
in the area. To achieve the Objective of this study, 90 cassava farmers were randomly selected
from 9 villages. Data were subsequently analyzed using descriptive statistics, Net Farm Income
(NFI) and multiple regression models. The results showed that most farmers used family labour
(62%) crude implements (89%) and personal savings (72%) for their farming operation. Farm
size, fertilizer, capital and stem cuttings were the significant factors influencing output level.
Estimated efficiency ratio (r) shows that resources were not efficiently utilized and the net farm

income per hectare of land was N 30,703 which revealed that cassava production is profitable in
the area.
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INTRODUCTION

Nigeria is traditionally an agricultural country, providing the bulk of its own food needs and
exporting a variety of agricultural goods. By the 1970s however, oil has substituted cash crops as
the major source of foreign exchange (Nweke, 1997). The Nigerian agriculture contributes more
than 30% of total annual Gross Domestic Product (GDP), employs about 68% of labour force.
accounts for over 70'% of the non-oil exports and provides over 80% of the food needs of the
country (RMU, 2003). Therefore, Nigerian agriculture is one of the most important sectors of
notable relevance in economic development and growth. This is because food retains its position
as the basis for human existence (Adegboye, 2004). Nigeria as a nation has agricultural
potentials which contribute substantially to her economic growth, despite the importance of
agriculture in terms of employment creation, its potential for contribution to economic growth is
far from being fully exploited. The sector’s low contribution to the nation’s economy can be
traced to neglect from the government as a result of oil discovery in the 1970s.

Inappropriate macroeconomic and sector policies perpetuated by the fifteen years of military rule
and mismanagement have also had a negative impact not only on agriculture, but also on the
entire economy. Consequently, per capita income have declined from approximately US $ 1, 200
in the 1980s to about $300 in 1999 (World Bank, 2000). The petroleum industry which is sz;id to
be the cash industry has little impact in the country in terms of employment creation compare 0
the agricultural sector which has a tremendous impact (Onochie, 2005).
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The data used for this study were obtained from primary source. The primary data Were 0oL
through the use of structured questionnaire, administered on 90 respondents.

Simple random sampling technique was employed for this study. This involved getting inhe
all the villages engaged in cassava production in the LGA. To this end. 9 villages were randor
selected and 10 farmers were also randomly sampled from each of the selected villages-

......

Descriptive and inferential statistics were used to analyze the data. The descriptive statisiic

involves the use of frequency distribution, percentages and mean. while the inferential statisii
includes multiple regression (Cobb- Douglas) and net farm income (NFD.

The models are specified as:-
Y=F(X;,X2XsX5U)
Where Y = Cassava output (tonnes) :
X; = farm size (ha)
X, = Labour (man days)
X3 = Quantity of fertilizer (kg)
X, = capital investment (N) -
Xs = stem cuttings  (N)
U = error term
2 NFI =TR - (TVC + FC)
Where NFI = Net Farm Income
TR = Total Revenue .
FC = Fixed Cost.
TVC=Total Variable Cost
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Table 1 reveals that there were no farmers younger than 20 ¢

study area. Most of the farmers were between thegages of 31 Z::':lo;;lger ﬂl:an 50 JaS m_the
percent of the farmers. This indicates that able-bodied adults who . W lch-consn.tute 589
involved in cassava production. Many of the youths between 20 -30 ymrs:ere still actwt? were
to the urban areas in search of white collar jobs. This is in line with thead Pr(_)bably migrated
(1997), who reported that most rural youth migrate to urban area in finding of Balarabe
which greatly affect agricultural productivity. search of white collar jobs.

Similarly, the educational attainment of the farmers show that 47 percen e
formal edu:ation while just about 10 percent had secondary .:ducatio:LOfmef s
This implies that a
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f‘?nSlderabl'T] proportion of the farmers were not-literate. According to Malami (2002) non —
iteracy will have a negative implication on record keeping and adoption of improved

tech i i [ iti
chnologies. Thl.S could be the reason why most of the respondents still employ traditional
means of production. :

fThe dlstSr;bution of the respondents according to gender in Table 1 shows that, majority of the
afr$ers -3 percent were male while 16.7 percent were female. This is in contrast to the finding
of Yusuf (2006) who reported men to be more in cassava production than women.

The dlstnbuFion according to farm size in Table 1 shows that majority 86. 6 Percent of the
fa@ers cultivate less than 2 hectares. This implies that cassava production in the area was
mainly for household consumption. Only few of the respondents grow cassava for commercial
purpose. This substantiate the finding of Oyelakin (1992) that most rural farmers produce mainly

for housebold consumption due to inadequacies of land and other necessary inputs required for
commercial production

Table 1: Distribution of Cassava Farmers According to ‘their Socio—economic
Characteristics .

Characteristics Frequency , Percentage(%)
Age (yrs) '

20 - 30 15 | 16.7
31-40 38 42.2
41 - 50 37 41.1
Total 90 100
Type of education |

No formal education 43 47.8
Primary 38 42.2
Secondary 9 : ‘ 10
Total 90 100
Gender |
Male 15 83.3
Female 15 16.7
Total 90 100

Published by Dept. of Agric. Econs and Extension, Kogi State, University, Anyigha 39



www.daeeksu.com
Farm size (ha)
0-0.99

1-1.99

2 and above
Total
Household size
1-5

6-10

11-15

16-20

Total
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40
38
12
90

18
38
24
10
90

44.4
42.2
13.4
100

20
42.2
26.7
11.1
100

Source: - field survey, 2008

The distribution according to household size (Table 1) shows that 20.0 percent of the farmers
had family size ranging from 1-5 persons(s) , 42.2 percent had family size of 6 — 10 person(s) ,
26.7 percent had family size of 11-15 persons while 11.1 percent had family size of 16-20
persons. The reason for the large family size could be probably due to the fact that many small
scale famers utilize family labour for farming activities.

Table 2:Estimates of Cobb-Douglas Production Function for Cassava Production

Independent Coefficients T-ratio
Variables

Land (x;) 0.883 34.18%**
Labor (x7) 0.005 1.22 ns
Fertilizer (x3) 0.255 5.122 ***
Capital (x4) 0.663 6.018%***
Stem cuttings (xs) 0.272 2.892%%%
Constant -7.408 -7. 999%%k
R? 0.797

F-ratio 8.37%%

Source: field survey, 2008
*¥* = significant at 1% level

** — gignificant at 5% level

n.s = not significant
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The produclion function that was us

cassava production is Showdrl\ ::]“;*F'Uged to determine the nature of inputs —outputs relationship in

0.797. This implies that about 79 ;Wle 2 (Cobb-Douglas production function). It has R? value of

inputs indicated in the regressio. % of the variation in total value of output (Y) is explained by

fertilizer (X3), capital (X,) and st: model (Table 2). The regression coefficients of land (X1),

implies that, these inputs positi m cuttings (Xs) were significant at 1% level of probality. This
positively influence cassava production in the study area.

Table 3: Estimated efficiency ratio (r)

Variables MPP

MVP MFC Efficiency
Land (x1) 9.83 491.4 8000 Ba&o
Fertilizer (x3) - 0,064 32 52 0.06
Capital (xa) 4.26 213 =8 24458 0.08
Stem cuttings 16.9 8473 24’91 0'34
(xs) .

Source field surrey; 2008 '
Efficiency ratio was computed for each input, by comparing the marginal value product (MVP)

to its marginal factor cost (MFC) as shown in Table 3.

The result revealed land, fertilizer, capital and stem cuttings were over-utilized. Efficiency and

productivity could be improved if the farmers use less of the inputs.

Table 4: Cost and Returns of Cassava Production
Cost N/ha

Cost
Fixed cost SFC[
Lease of farm land 4,000

Depreciation of farm assets 1,290
Sub-total 5,290
Variable Cost (VO)
Labour 14,400
Transportation 4,500
Fertilizer 20,800
Stem cutting 5,600
Sub-total 45,300
Total cost of production 50,590
Total revenue 81,293
Net farm income 30,703
Source: field survey, 2008.
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NFI —TR-(TVC+FC)=N 81,293-N50,590

NFI=N30,703

Table 4 shows that the fixed cost per hectare was N 5,290 and variable cost per hectare was N
45,300 while the total cost of production per hectare was N 50,599. The study shox_\'s hi ghe
proportion of the variable costs incurred on fertilizer and labour while higher proportion of
fixed cost was expended on land. The total revenue realized through the sale of cassava outpy
per hectare was N81, 293. Meanwhile, the Net Farm Income per hectare was N.30,. 703. This
shows that cassava production is profitable in the study area. This .calls for the rejection of ny|
hypothesis which states that cassava production is not profitable in the -study area. T_hls resul
agrees with the finding of Yusuf (2006) which identified cassava production to be profitable ang
could serve as a good source of income for farmers and the nation at large.

CONCLUSION

This study revealed that the farmers in the study area were generally small- scale operators. In
this regard, land, fertilizer, capital and stem cuttings were the main factors influencing output of
cassava in the study area. :

However, the primary objective of any enterprise is profit maximization and this study has
revealed that cassava production in the study area is economically profitable, and the study also
revealed that the resources (land(x;), fertilizer(xs), capital(x4) and stem cuttings (xs) were over

utilized hence there was need for resource adjustment in order to ensure efficient use of the
resources.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Extension services should be adequately strengthened for delivery of improved farming

techniques to the farmers. To realize this goal, extension agents should be provided with
necessary motivations such as allowances and transport facilities.
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