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Sampling Technique And Data Analysis

l{_;fnfh_imn :::;ul']IpITng It:t.'lmlqug was used tor this study.60 sugarcane farmers were randomly selected in Badevo)

Lilhllll_-'l Ol _|\tllL|1il Local Government Area of Niger state. Data was colleeted by the use ol well structured

questionnaire. data _L'i?”t‘ClL‘Li was analyzed using deseriptive statistic such as (Irequency tables. pereentages,

average). Net Farmommcome (NFI) and multiple reeression analysis, | ‘

Net Farm Income (NET) which is expressed as -

138 g O VT G R R R S ———————————— ey S cqn(1)

where:

NFI= net farm imcome (N/ha)

TR= total revenue (N ha)

Kt I s . o I < DI _eqn(2)

Where :

1'C= Total cost (N/ha)

1TVC = Total variable cost (N/ha)

TFC= Total fixed cost (N/ha)

The depreciation on fixed assets was determined using a straieht line depreciation method.

Multiple regression analysis was used to analyze the factors atfecting profitabilits of susarcane in the study area

(objective 3). The variables hypothesized to influence the profit in sucar production in this study include: land.

fertilizer. Agro-chemical. labour.

The mimplicit form ol the multiple regression analyvsis ol factors inlluencing the profit of sucar can theretore be

expressed as:

Y= (XXt X+ X Xt X X4 X+ XX it jt)

Where:

Y= profit (NI'1)

X = tarm size (ha)

X,»= price sugarcanc (N'kg)

X;= cost of labour (N/manday

X ;= cost of houschold labour (MN/manday’)

Xs= cost of agro-chemical (N/L)

X= Transportation cost (™)

X,= farming experience (ycars)

Xy~ cost of fertilizer (N/kg)

Xo= number of extension contacl

X 0= cost of stem (N)

io=error term ‘ ; :
Four functional forms (lincar. semi-log. exponential and double-log) were tried. However, the lead equation (1.€

equation of best fit) was selected. The selection of the lead equation was based on: The explanatory power of the
model (R') _sionificance of estimated coefficient. magnitude of estimated coetticient. contormity of signs ot

estimated coetticient with a priori expectation. and significance of the f-ratio.

/
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( haracteristics __ rrgquenty o e o

Gender 85
Mualc 5 15
IFemale Y

Age eroup 5.0
2(-33 3 75.0
36-15 15 15.0
16-53 ) 5 ()
56 & above 3

Marital status | ¥
Single I 78 3
Married 47 B -
Divorced 7 g 3
Widow(er) 5

ILducation level ¢4 3
Primanry 32 ’HH
Secondary 15 ?‘1_(}
Post secondary Y (;-?
Others A '
lHousehold size _
-3 33 ."1.":.{}
6-10 27 15.0
tflll m size (ha) . 17
|- 28 40.7
5.8 7 | Ll
Total 60 100

Source: Field Survey 2013

Table | revealed that majority of the respondent are male (80%). between the age range of 36-45 (75% ) and 78.3%
are married with household size of between 1-5 (55%) and 6-10 (43). majority of the respondent (53.3%) have only

primary education. The table further revealed that majority of the respondents are small scale farmers with farm size

of <1 (41.7%) and between |- 4(46.7).

Table 2: Budgetary Analysis

~Cost items S ~cosl (N/ha) % ol total cost
Variable cost S S —
Stem 12467.92 20 98
Hired labour 11189 87 2 38
Household labour 8750 62 0.1
Cost of fertihzer 10511 0 | ? .
Cost of Agrochemical 3180 17 : c-;(_
Transportation cosl 2720 90 ‘ :'
Total vartable cost (T'VC) 51950.52 1.58
Depreciated cost on fixed items 7486 79 37.'—_111
Total ‘.:“H (IYC+ERD) 5043681 1 2.59
Gross income (G1) 33[)8[}.7 10 110,00
Gross margin (Gl - TVC(C) 3(133“*?6?
Net farm income (GM-TFC) 6 ﬁ‘*%ﬁ‘??
Returns on naira Invested 539 o
Operating Ratio 5
LJIU"-.H Ratio 0.18
_///

“Source: F |r.:‘|d "vunm 2013

499

Scanned by TapScanner



I’rqceedings ol the 48th Annual Conlerence ol ‘I'he Apricultural Society ol Nigeria “Abuja 2014”

[ he cost and returns table shows that the total sariable cost constitute the hiehest cost percentage ol the 1ol cost (X7 10" ),
while the cost ol hired Fabour (2:0.38%0) stem (20,989 4) are the highest variable cost items. The GN s N-268 851 67 per hectare
ol land cultivated. while the NEFFIS N 26136537 and the returns on crery i invested is N 3360 this implies il suparcane
production is profitable i the arca. this is in line with the studies Girei and Griroh (2012) and Daniel (201.1). separately liml ialso
shows sugarcane production is profitable in their respectiy e study areas, '

Table 3: result ol regression analysis

Variables _ Regression cocllicient -y il
Constant (O 3% - - 3001 B i
IFarm size (X (.37 RN
Price (N2) . 182 | 380

| abour (X3) (0,827 ;59

[ Houschold Labour (X-1) ().711 376
Acrochemical (X3) (.. 181 TG
Transportation (X6) 0.319 957
Lixperience (X7) 00035 T B
Fertilizer (X8) 0.070% -1 905
lxtension (X9) 0.03.1% Y 25,
Stem (X 10) (519 608
R 0.50]

I--ratio =311

Souree: Field Surves 2013
== sienilicant at 3% level of probability
== significant at 10% evel of probability

he result of the regression analysis in table 1.3 which is showig the refationship between profitand factors affecting it show
the lead equations is the double log out of the three Tunctional forms ran (Lancar. semi-log and double log). The result further

shows that ycars oF experience (t=value 3.3 10) is sienificant a1 3% level off prabability . which implies that an increase in vears ol
expericnce will lead o an nprove and increise in production, cost of fertilizer (=value -1.903) is sienilicant at 10% level ol
probability and extension contacts (=value 2.25.0) is sienilicant at 10% level of probability. which implies  that an increase in
extension contacts or activities will Iead to availabilitv of more reliable information which in return cnhance production. The

value of coelicient oF determination (R ) indicated that 30% of the variation of prolit ol sugarcane production was explained by

the regression model.

CONCILUSION

Lhe study revealed that the respondents i the arca are simall scaled middle age farmers with mainly primary
revcaled that sugarcance production is profitable in the arca with positive GM-N-268.851.67 per hectare ol land cultivated ol and
return on mvestment ol NO336. d0 Turther revealed that scars ol experience. cost ol fertilizer and extension contacts have

cducation. It also

signilicant contribution to the profit made m suearcane production. The study recommends inerease in the acrcage ol land use for

sugircane production,
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