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ABSTRACT

. -:"
‘A survey of the graduate furmer, participants of

the Graduate Agricultural Self-Employment Scheme

{G.ALHE.S) of the Natiénal Directorate of Employment
(NDE) In Imo sEate was done in 1991, Eighty respondents
whe were'graduate loan beneficlaries of %ﬁé scheme were
proportioﬁétel;“and randomly sampied for -the years 1987”rj

1988, 1989 and 1990 regpectively when they were

© yecruited into the scheme. Data were obtained by the use

of structured questionﬁaire administered‘bn 57 crop
and 23 livestock graduape'farmergy as well as fbom_oral
interviews witﬁ the scheme's offiCials and relevént
publications. Frequency distribdtions, percentages,

tabultations, graphs, mean values, t- and chi-square tests,

‘qross margin and cest-returns analysis were used to

evaluate performance,
Results show that female participation was 1.25%
and insignificant'ﬁo total participation; and participants

were not more than 40 years old on récruitment. Average

‘Land allocation per crop participant was 5,0ha but land

effectively brought under crop cultivation was 4,1lha,
Livestock participants sourced their land on individual-

basis. Average land under pohltry'and piggery production
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was 0.042ha and 0.009he respectively. Crop reépondenﬁs

pef péfgdnTémodﬁted;tbvwli,SOO and NlS,OOO_for:1987-1988
| and for 1985»1990, Eespectivélyﬂu The. crop 1oans were.
364 3% ;ash'and 63.7% kind, Livéstock loans per person
were a&ll cash and amounted to N13.,500 and N18,000 for
1987-1988 and 1989~19§O respectively, ,Thé loan~amounts

were found - to be,inadequate'and graduate farmers will

require an average of N2,000 to N3,750 or more to be added

" to the loan sums to meel production costss Cash

disbursement of loans was preferred (81,25%).

Relatives/Friends (55%) was the most .important other source

of farm finance and was observed not to have charged
interests on principal‘#ums, whereas commercial/
'cooperaEiVe Banks were ﬁhe Least patronised, Timing

of loans @y phg gcheme QaS'poor as 83% of the respondents
recelived ioahsfafter it}was needed,

Average yleld perjhectafg in & éassav§7based crop
mixture»For majze was 649,82kg, Mellon 92.67kg, Cassava
;;&uber 1600494kqg, cassava stem 105,47 bundles,'and
vegetables 25.,56kge For Poultry,'avegage holdings for

Broiler was‘288, Layers7184,'replﬁ¢ement stocks

R4

practised cassavawbased crop mixtures (CBCM). Crop loans .=
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(cocks and Hens) 250, Turkey 1973 and average egg
'pxoduction, was 729 cratés énnUdlly. For piggery, avefage
holdings for piglets wa5'62, Sows 13 and boars 10, A.
comparative analysis of cost items for the three entégprises,'
showed that labour cost was highest and accounted for 68%
of .total cost for cassavé-~ based crop enterprise. .Operat;hg
input cost was Highest and accounted for 89% and.76% for
poultry énd piggery enterprises, respeétively. A gross
v:fetqth/ﬁofal cost analysls showed that one naira invested
- on CBCM; yYielded e#tra 6 kobo, wnéreab for pu iltry
enterprise, one naira invested, yielded extra 20 kobo and
in pigﬂery, an extra 60 xobo, Permanent employment was
qenerated for 113 rural hands, H;bed'labour usége was
96%“ana”68&efn_téchnolqu'adgption was 100%.

Althéugh there is a lot of b§t£lenecks 'and.logisﬁic
problems for now, the shheﬁe-is.a laudable public policy
which with time:and concéfted efforts from both participants

and officials willlailéviate the unemployment and food

supply'problemslin'the-staté and the Nation as a whole.
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCT ION

1.1 Background Information . -

The idea of establishirig the National Direcforete
of Employment'(NDE) originated over the last fewiyears~when
there was & Tremarkable increase in unemploymeﬁt9
particularly amongst  school leavers and uniVersity'
graduateq. In view of the'unemployment scourge, the
Federal Government set up a commiftee to look into
Athese problem areas. On receiving the report of the
.committee, the government decided that a major assault
on the ﬁroblem'of uhemployment and food supply needed
to be undertaken and cons equently, the NDE was
ectabllshed (Adamson and Olatunde, 1988),

o The Natlonal DLrectorate of Imployment was
inaugurated ‘on November 17, 1986, and was- launched into
action on January 30; 1987, by the Federal Military
Govefnment. This was In 1ts poise to launch an attack
on the present-gnemployment plague,“now seen.by maﬁy
as a first degree Socio—economic problem threatening
virtually eQery household in the country, and by
extension, every firm and the very existence of our

nation (0liko, 1987).



The unique aésiénment of this Dlrectorate to
creafe employment with emphasis on self-reliance endA
entrepreneurship has called for unusual boldness and
creativity. The wofldwide eoonomio depression of the
~early 80's caused a rapid deterioration in Nigeria's'
‘economy. Industfial output shrank and commercial |
activifiesvwere consequently reduced, leading to the
loss of employment opportunity for millions of
Nigerians. ' By the end ‘of 1985, the unemployment in
Nigeria had reaohed desperate'and alarming proportions.
In.the urban areae, where the educated tend to congregate,
the unemployment rate was high. .In the'rural areas,

J jt was no less oevere The youtho and graduates were
the hardest hit, Of" all unemployed ngerlans (ranging
upwards of three million) three quarters were under
25 years of age. With grow1ng joblessness,there was
".growing despondency among youths and their parente
.(NDE report, 1988). | |

To enable ﬁhe NDE create ‘nmore jobs for the
‘unemployed,;an initiel Federal Government grant of over
"~ N300 mlllion was approved. ‘The fund is used to finance

the following programmes of the directorate:
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1) the Natlonal Youth Employment and Vocétional
Skills Uevelépm@nt Programmeg

2)  Small Scale Tndustries and Graduate Employment
Programmej

3). the Special Public Works Programmes; and

L)  the Agricultural Sector Employment Programme.

These programmes are backed by the necessary
-admiﬁisfrative, monitoring and suéport bersonnel, thus
enabling dptimum use of'resourqes aﬁd prompt
response to the reqﬁirements 6f.thé public;

The National Youth Employment and Vocational
Skills Development programme is made up.of four schemes,
ﬁamélyg ‘The Nationél Open Apppenficeship Scheme (NOAS),
The Waste to Wealth-Scheme (WWS); The Schools on Wheels
Scheme (SWS) and the Disabled Work Scheme (DWS). These
' emanated from the realization that majority of the
unemployed are youfhs'without'productiQeland marketable
skills., Hence,-thé.four main schemes of this.programme
?re cqncerned with skills acquisition. Over 70,000
previously unemployed youths weré benefitting from
the NOAS by December 1987 (NDE report, 1988).4

The Small-Scale Industries and Graduate Employment
.Programme is méde up of four schemes,namely, the Job
Creation Loan Guarantee Séheme (JCLGS), the Mature

pPeople's Scheme (MPS), the Entrepreneurship -
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Development Prograﬁme (EDPS and the Enterprise
Management Support Service (EMSS), This programme is
designed to encourage and aid unemnloved Nigerians fo
set ‘up and run their_own businesses. As at the end
of December 1988, over 69,000 pafticipants had undergéne
the EDP programme in different ststes (NDE report, 1988),.

The spéc;al public works programme comprises |
constfuction and maintenance of roads, buildings and
other iﬁfraéiructure, tree planting, environmental
sanitation, land cléaring and other farm-ﬁupport services,
This programme is designed to provide immediate’
temporary employmenﬁ}tp a large number of the unemployed.

Of great importénce is th? Agricultural ‘Sector ”
Employment Programme thch is the last but hot'the_leaSt
of the diréctorate's programmes comprising the following
schemes: Graduates!’ Agriculturai Self-Employment Scheme
(G.A5.E.S), School Leaver'é Farming Scheme (S.L.F.S),
Reactivation of Employment-generating Farm settlements/
'Scheme,jand the éromotion of Rﬁral Non-farm Employment
Scheme, Tt is on this programme that this work borders
with SpeCial'fOCUS on the Graduéfes Agricultural

Self-Employment Scheme (G.A.S.E.S).



The aim of the Agricultural programme is to
penerate employment for unemployed graduates, non- -
grdduateh and echool leavers in the agricultural sector
_with emphasis on self-employment in agricnltural |
nproouctlon and marketing. ’

Unemployed vrdduates with Degree Highér National .
' Diploma (HND) National Certificate of Edcuation (NCE)
and Ordinary National Diploma (OND) qualifications in
agriculture, agricultural sciences and.other relevant
disciplines,.on selection, are provided with working

loans and technical assistance.

1,2 Problem Statement

Africa todaylis described as the "moet hunger-
ridden continenf". The result is unimeginable poverty
and fhe degradation of the very essence of human dignity.
Unless there are dramatic increases in food‘produotion,
especially'of produotivity'improvements of small-scale
farmihg, worse is 1ike1y to follew (Willilams, 1983
Dumont'ana:bohen, 1980; Eicher, 1982; F.A.0., 1978).

As for Nigeria, "Food balance calculations revealed_the
following problems all of which ﬁave.worsened in the
past two decadee:

a) # national food deflclt

“b) 1nadequate supplies of CdjOPJEo and proteins

especially animal proteinsg . and



c) @ food defiéit.for particular periods or particular

areas scattered over the country.(ILC, 1987).

The question of'how toﬁfeed the nation has therefore
become a matter of national:concern and top priority,
What is urgently needed.is that aéricultufal producticn
should increase. fast enough fo'cope with "increasing
demand (Idachaba.,et al, 1980), |

The contribution of the.égricultoral sector to the
country's GDP has declined significantly over tioe |
varying from 56% in the early sixties, 2% in the
seventies to about.é?% in the eariy eighties (CBN,

o1986 Ldordu, 1986), -and with reference to employment Agri
contrlbutes about 66% of lahour force, and an important .
though now sadly smallycontribution to foreign

exchange earnings (Edordu, 1986). Given the relatlvely

g hlph rafo of population growth, iocreased urbanizatlon'
“und some gaan in r@al 1noomeq it is the érduous_
responsibility of the sector to génera* increasing
nuantlty, quqlLty aﬁd variety of food for the country,

In the sixtles,lagrncultural output gustalned the

economy, yieldlng foreign exchange and supplying. sufficien
.food, flbre, raw materlals and employment to the nation.

The seventies wnth its oil boom w1tnes ed a dwindling
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performance of fhe sector. The depressed economy of
the eighties with stagflation, massive unemployment,
excess industrial capacity,.inéufficiency of domestic
foéd and raw materials supply coupled with massive
food importation cuiminatinghin adverse balance of
payments and huge debts, 6léar1y illuminates the
de@penlng agricultural crlsis.

Conseguently, to meet food demand food had to be
iﬁcreasingly'imported by governmént. This further
weakened fhe nati@n% food production capability that
Nigeria, which befofg and jusﬁ after independence was
a net exporter;oﬁ fbod,,became a net importer to the
‘extent that by 1983; food-impoy£ bills amounted to
about #1.9 billion (CBN, 1983),

The govefnmeﬁt at different time periods introduced
various policies~such‘aslférm settlement schemes,”
National Accelerated Food Production Programme (NAFPP),
Operation Feed 1he Nation (OFN), Rlver Basin Development
Authorities (RBDAs), Green Revolution Programme (GRP),
Agricultural Development Projects (ADPs), Agricultural
Credit Gusrantee Scheme Fund (ACGSF), Directorate of
Food, Roads and Rural Infrastructure (DFRRI) and lately
the;Natipnal Directorate of Employment (NDE) to expand

food production and stem the food crisis,



Furthermore, primary and secondary school leavers,
including graduates 0f higher institutions in Nigeria,
constitute by far the greatest proportion of potential

new entrants to the labour markét, What happens to
Lhese large numbefs.of.schooi leavers and graduates,
whether they go for further training, enter some form
of apprenticeship or simply remain unemployed is evidently
vital fo the socio-economic development of Nigeria
‘and Imo State in particulaf.
Despite. all these agricultural sector incentives
and strategies, andlconsidering tﬁat the NDE
- agricultural loan.beneficiaries are graduates of
agfieulture who should be experts in the field, the
national goallof foed and fibre'sélf—éufficiency, self-
reliance and full‘employment in é virile, viable,
 dynamic and sustainabie growth economy is yet to be
- fully attained (Baioguﬁ, 1986;'Nigeria'197u; 1976; 1981),
It becomes pertiﬁenﬁ thet this research be
carried out to examine the role of thé G.A.S.E.S in
fihancing graduate agricultural'self-employment,.food
productidh, generating employment for rural hands and

checking the cancerous rural-urban drift which has

eaten deep into_ﬁh§ fabrics of the imo citizenry and
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the ability of the loan beneficiaries to'pay back

and on time too.

1.3 ‘Objectives of the Study

The broad objective of the study is to evaluate
the performance of the Graduate Agricultural Self-
Employment Scheme (G.A.S.E.S) in Financing Food
Productioﬁrin the State.

Specifically, the study will:

1) examine the operational set up of thé NDE -
Agricultural pfbgramme; |

2)- ascertain tﬁe émoﬁnt of loan disbursed,;and
repaid since-inéebtion of’the-scheme in the statej

3) idehtify and compare the level of food produdtion
generated by the different'gntérprises which offer
self—employmenf'té the participantsg

1) compare costs and returns for farmiﬁg_enterprises

~ engaged in By the participants; and o

5) identify the pfoblems_aﬁd prospects faced by

both scheme operators and‘péfticipants and make

recommendations based on the research findings.
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1.4 Tllypotheses

The following null hypqtheses will be tested:

1) the scheme has not generated signifiéant rufai
f;iself—employment for graduates of agriculﬁure.
ii) tﬂe ioan giygh‘to participants is not adequate

for production; and |

iii) there are no probleﬁs limiting productivity

among participants.

1.5 Justification .for the Study

Rural gfaduété @hemplbyment coupled with rural-
urban drift and the food supply cfisis in Nigeria have
been identified., [Furthermore, the realiéation.of
self-reliance and sélf-employment has eluded most of
the citizenry with regards to the sgricultural sector '
'in the state. Graduates of agriculture opt for white
collar jobs in.the cities to thé negligence of the
vitalvagriqulfﬁnal sector thch is considered of utmost
importéncé in any economy for industrial and
technological progress.

Huge sums of money had been -doled éﬁt by government
to stimulate rural and graduate self-emplqyment and

by extension to boost food production in Nigeria and
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Imo State in particular. This is in line with the

* creation of NDE and'its cohort of progfamﬁes to tackle
primarily the graduate unemployment, problem and stem
the food suppiy criéis,so.as?to achieve the desired
self—reliahce in food production énd reduce the rural-
“urban drift.

It is the wish of the researéher_to find out the
strategies adopted by NDE thfoﬁgh this scheme and
extents gohe in reduéing or solving the aforemeh£ioned‘
problems in the state. '

_The findings of the study will also provide a
'wdrﬁing document for the schehe operators, Problems
of.bOth_ﬁhe graduate farmers ahd scheme operators will
be identified and solutions indicated for a better
working relatioﬁs.: i .

Finally, the study is lntended to insplre policy.
makers far and wide to 1look for alternative ways or
1mb1be the strategies adopted by the scheme in curblng
the'rﬁral graduate uﬁemployment problem in the
agricultural séctor, curtailing the drift to cities
in search of wnniL collar Jjobs, solviné the food crisis
problem and_achlev;ng the desired self-reliance in .

food production.
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- CHAPTER TWO

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

2,1 Agricultural Developmental Strategies

Agricultural strategies are generally expressed

: in sets of obje¢tives,'the‘priﬁcipal-ones being:

a) to increase food-supplies and the qualitativé
. improvement in nutrition;

b) to rajise farmdinéomes largely through the

devélopment of 'a full mafket economy ; and
c) - to increasevand to diversify employment

opportuﬁitiés (ﬁunter, 1§69). |

Thus in any country, the hmobilization of food
supplies depends on the country's agricultural strategies.
in particular and on the overall economic development
'strategy in géneral; ‘Thelatter point needs to be
émphaéized beéause a balance‘between food production
and industrial'dévelopﬁent is éssential in order to
strengthen the economy as a whole. Secondly, planners
should bear in mind that at any given timé, the rate of
pqpulatioh‘growth_is generally a decisive factér
affecting the retative success or failure of these

objebtives (Kiwanuka, 1986).
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The problem in mény LDCS including Nigeria is that
as food supplies décliné, there‘is the consequeﬁt
deterioration of the condition of nutrition both of
which can be attributed to the béckwérdness of or to
.the stagnant agricultural sector. Arthur (1972)
"observed that if one was asked for a single factor as
the ﬁosticommon cause of low rates of ecbnbmic.growth,
it would hévg to be the abscenée of a vigorous economic
policy. Agricultural stagnation is the main constraint.
Myrdal (1968) noted that the strﬁggle for long term
economic‘deveIOpment in Asia will be won or lost in
agriéﬁlture. Dumont, et al (1980), Eicher (1982) and
F.A.O (1978) have come up with‘similaf findings
“ though they have tended to blamé agricultural -
jstégnation on thg feudal system, | _
Mosher (1966) observed that factors that limi£d :
agricultural development are msny and. varied and

identified finance as major among many others, He

identified-ten factorslwhich he divided into two groups
categoriied as Essentiais and Acclerators. The five
essentials, withouf which agricultural development
cannot téke plééé ayeé (1) .markets; (2) technology,
(3) production incéﬁtives; ) availébiiity of local

inputs and (5) transportation. The reméining five
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which he called Adcelerators were in his view important
but not essential., These are: (1) education,
(2) production credit, (3) group action by farmers,
(L) land improvemenf and planning, (5) National
Planning of  Government Policy, 

Mosher's'categorization of essentials and non-
essentials and the emphasis placed on each, will by
no means command universal acceptance. One would, for
instance, have expected strong emphasis on land. tenure
syatems which are regarded by'many as a major hinderanée
especially to the comn@rcialization of agriculture,
Unlike the manufactufing Sector) agriculture is
profoundly . subject ﬁéﬁ only to environmental and
ecologicél influencies'but also-to social and cultural

factors. At the root of these is the land tenure

system. The under utilization of agricultural land is

a function of social and cultural institutional defects.

Among these is land-tengre system which is mainly
responsible for the fragmentation of,1and holdings,
difficulties iﬁ mechanization and the overéll
modernization éf agyiculturai production (Nwankwo,

1981 West, 1972).
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"Anctbher serious omission from quherks bre_
cgﬁditions is the role of extension services. .Mény
ﬁpeciallstg in %armlﬁﬁnﬁgemént consider these essential
particularly where peasantffarmers are concerhed° But
when all is said and done we must admit that all
these probiems are but one link in the chgin. The
really important thing ls that the critical limiting
factors must be;identified and strategic emphasis wilif
uéually vary from one countrf to another,

In view of the foregoing, it is~hard1y.éurprising
Ehat Nigeria.today éttaches top priority to fapid'
agriculturai develdpment programmes such os:

1) Back to the land and farm sefﬁléments;
ii) ©Natlonal Accelerated Food Production Programme
(NAFPP);' 'am}d ’

$ii) Opefation Feed the Nation (OFNJ.

These prﬁgrmmm&y'Qere reflecfiona of guvernment thinking :
concern, wWhich were élearly and emphatically spelt out in
the Fouwrth Mational Development Plan (Obasanjo, 1583),
The establishﬁent of the eleven River Basin bevelopment
Rubthovities {RBDAS ) by the miiitéry goﬁernment in-1977
apd the launching of the Green Revolution Programme

{arp) LY the aivilian mdﬁinistration in 1980 are
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further expressions of this concern, Among other
things the plan.emphésiéed.fﬂét Agriculture continﬁes to
- be the mainétay of fhe Nigerian economy, It provides
the bulk of employment,'income and food for the -
population; it is the source of the raw materials
required for the couritry's agro-based ihdustriesé it
iS'also-an important foreigh exchange earner, a
potential which is increasingly being exploited, The
 cfu6ia1 role of agricﬁlture in the overall development
bf the Nigeriaﬁ is therefore not in doubt (Nigeria,
1981). | .

The Fourth National Deveiopﬁent Plan listed - |
“obJectives to which primary aﬁtention shouid be paid.
”'Thééé‘ihcluded:_.v‘ | |
S i) increaéed food production;

ii) ‘increased livéétock and fish production;
iii) - the eXpanéion,of employment opportunities; and
‘iv) the developﬁent of infrastructurés to facilitate
the aécelerétéd gfowth of the country's

_agriculfurai‘ﬁotentials etc. The objectives éf

the Green Revolution Progrémme wépe not

different (Olayide, 1983; Aribisala, 1983).

These are not divorced from the objectives of

the Agricultural sector employment programme

of the NDE, -
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As the agricultural strategiés unfold, issues
‘relating to the agra};an sfrﬁcture, fhe survival of
the small farmer and the family farm, the urgent
desirability of recasting farm policies to better
suit the needs of the country have engaged and will
continue to engage inéreasing attention and possibly
generate controversy. |

The productibniof.an agricu}tural marketed surplus
is an issue that should be'prqperly'addréssed coupled
with increasing the land under cultivation. These
have been recurring themes leading fo fierce debates
throughout the history'éf'ééfiéulfural development'
~ (Maddison, 1969). Ih Nigeria of the 1980s, these
two issues raisé.othgr vital questions, that is,'Qho

is to be the vehicle or agent of the agricultural

~ revolution and what form should it take? In other

words what type of farmer_is best equipped to exploit
the new technologies and become the agent of the
reyql?tion? Should it be based on small or large
‘scale‘farming?' Or is.theré no room for both types of
férme}s?- Peeding the nation and making Nigeria self-~
sufficient in food production présupposes'the |

production of an agricultural surplus.

’
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Boserup (1974) asked whether the surplus will
be produced by' the &mall farmer,'the big farmer, the
cooperative or privéte corporafe farmer,'the_landlord

or tenant, Nwankwot(1981),_asked similar question and

- identified four categories of farmers:

i) the traditional farmerj;
ii) the middle clﬁss farmer;
iii) the corporate farmer; and

iv) the government.

The researcher feels fhat‘the graduste farmer
with all the theoretical and practical knowlédge
is more exposed.and in a better position to launch..
the nation.into self-reliance' in food production
given the where-withal and other necessary ihcentives.

A marketed su%plus is the difference between
total agricultural,production and food consumption
(chatak, 1977; Dubey, 1963). -The importance of the

surplus especially in a situstion of massive

‘urbanization and fast population growth cannot be

overemphasized. What really interests us is in the
strategy for achievihg this surplus, fast enough and
in sufficiently large guantities. Most researchers

are of the view that if Nigeria is to bréak out of
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the vicious circle of food shortages, it must

adopt a maSs;Ve mechanization strategy and commercialize
its égriculture¢ Some hold the view that the
tradifibnai'or small scale‘qr'peasant farmer is certainly
not the agent to sbearhead the Green,Revolution, This
view 1is based on a wide Variety of theoretical
reasoning, Such_as the psychology of the'peasant and

on historical prece&ents and present realities_in'LDCSe
Because a ﬁeasant ié‘dominated~by low nutrition
stnndards; he has therefore 5 high marginal propensity
to congume and the indrease in'hisAconsumption is
directed towards farm ﬁroduce (Dubey, 1963). The
peasant is assumed to have a very low marginal
propensity to save és well as an irrational attitude
between high incomes and more leisure (Dubey, 1963).
Hence measufes to increase prodﬁotivity'only make him
diminish his efforts to prodpcé and not to raise
production, 30néeduent1yythe proportion .of the
agricultural product marketed'would not increase apd
food shortages would be faced by workers and non-
farming urban populafion. In'other words, the problems

of underdevelopmenﬁ'and of raising agricultural
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productivity are not'caused by an imaginary psychology
that nullifies efforts. The problems’ are technical,
infrastructural, lack of credit and price incentives,
Insdequate Qducatjon ete (Goulet, 1971).

wWhat model shoﬂld Nipgerin tmiOPt"tn vaise_its
food subplies? A discussion of Qhether'a couatry
should rely on large-scale or small-scale to‘raise
'ifs food supplies is genérally.expressed in terms of.
the so-called Mexican or Japanese models respectively.
The Japanese model popularly known as the unimodal is
described by Johnston énd'Kilby (1986) as a strategy

) ‘
_almed at the progre sive modern17atlon of the ‘entire
nmrlcultural secto;. It relied on small scale farmers
whereby increases 1n farm'output_rose from the
increased adoption of fechnologies by the majority of
the farmers (Okita, 1@80) | A

The Mexican model ls a crash modernlzatlon strategy
that concenLrates resources in a highly commercialized
subsectora Under the ﬂexican.model increases in
farm output especially. since world war II were due to
small number of large-scale commerc1al farmers, the

type Nwankwo (1981). advocated for.
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2.2 The Role of Credit In Agricultural
- .Development = i

Nurkse (1962),;bbserved that a country caught
up in the quagmire of a vicious_circle'of poverty
‘reQuires, not 1ébour, land or ménagement'but an :'
injection of capital to extricate it from that
deWéb,;_Crgdit is the cgtal&st that activates the
engine.of groﬁfh,'enabiesAit'fo mobiliée tﬁe'forces
within it and to advance in the directioﬂ.expected
of or planned for it (Ijere, 1987). It follows too
that the greater this inJection of capital the more
the propensity ofAthe economy to mbféiin its given _
path, vaerg (1987) notedtthaf if the -economy receives
less than its due share of credit input, the very
forces which could have been activated would
automatically dry dp and become insctive,

Fabiyi (1983),;poinfed out'that the'most important
management problem was how to make limited financial
resources of the grﬁup meet the needs of Cépifal.

Thus deartﬁ of farm'credit 1s an important constraint
as th&s is needéd by farmers who must pay for farm
inputé;.coéfiof storage, tfansbortation and ﬁarketihg

of produce. Thimodu (1983) and Barnicle (1968)
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emphasized that‘if credit were made available for all
small farmers, the slowly aeveloping égriéulture
would develop more répidly.‘

Morrow (1958), 4'Bes,sel_;.('1 975), Famoriyo (1980)
and Famoriyo and Barau (1982) suggested thatlfinancial
institutions should help the farmer in projecting
his financial blan over‘the necessary'period; They
deemed mere character, and cdﬁpetence (ability to do
the job) insufficient security for the agquisitiﬁn of
farm credit. Oluwasanmi aﬁd Alao (1965) and Pedhom

(1982) in contrast cautioned that the mere provision

_of ciedit would not necessariiy result automatically

in the desired changes in agribultﬁral practices unlesé
the efféctive ﬁse of credit in the farm was guaranteed,
fbereby emphasizing the aspect of subérvision of'farm'

‘ crﬁdit use as a pfe;COndition, Oéuntogun énd'OIQdimu..
,.(ﬁééé)55ndvﬁdékényef(ﬁ983) emphasized that:for credit
to be effective;'it;sbould be time, space and farﬁer
specific. Miller (1977) and Heidhues (1985) observed
that credit andtagricultural development were positively
correlated but'argued that in view of £he importance

. of agriéult@ré in‘deveioping countries, the need to-

mobilize rural savings is a sine-qua-non for agricultural
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development. Agricultural Frtdlt must attract
savings and make them available for further financing
of farm inves tmentu.. There are researchers who feel
T that credit plays little orhno.rdle‘in the
development of agriculture. Allen (1987), for
1nstance,vwas'of the_view-that the most 1iké1y
constraint to farm expansion by small farmers was not
ifinance but iabourlor land shortége. He felt that
the problem was notifeélly the shortage of official
credit but that the terms wefe stringent, He
recognised theﬁfdct that many credit institutions
.dreated to sérve agriculture had iiquidity problems
and could no ]onger'delivef soft loans to farmers.
He claimed this was true becauqe Lhe voiced demand for
official credit by far superseded the effective
demand for official credit. - He concluded that credit
to small farmers made little sense except,wheré fhere
was shortage of .labour or iand such that technical
improvements which were exﬁensive became necessary to
increase p}oductiod; ‘Howse (1974) rejected the
genéral idea thé1 farmers mugi have access to credit
' tpﬁincfease production, He stressed that the provision

of credit to people with. low resource and poor
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educational background was nelther warranted ﬁor
generaliy possible noting'that-credit was a privilege
which must be earned and not a right. What was more
important, he observed, was for a system'that taught_
the farmer how to develop using the resources he had,
"fle did not believe that the peasant farming
community did not have honéyy Whét<was.lqcking, was
the intelligence to spend it wisely. |

Some reseérchefs also are of the view that oniy
productive loans should be giﬁen to'farmérs but F.A.O;
(1965) opined thathell managed credit institutions'
should devise poiiéies in which mllowance is made for
1egitimate credit needs of farmers and priority gZiven
to credit for maintaiﬁing.aﬁd increasing repayment
capacity.’ This is becéuée thé rejection of loan
applications for consumptive aims such as household
QXpanses, marriages; religious ééremonies etc, may
force thé farmer (eyén the graduate farmer) to divert
the use of 1qans‘oy lead them:to borrow frém'informal
SOUrces, Oluwasénmi and Alao (1965), Famoriyo (1980)
‘and Adekanye (1983) preferred céopérative credit as
the appropriate means of bfinging about the desired

éhanges in farm outpﬁt and incomes. They went
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further to emphasize.supervisory aspect of the loans
to guarantee éffecti?e ﬁse.in the farm.
Qfatdyef(1983)'did not see comﬁercial banks iﬁ

the best pogition to.provide.finance for rural
development and suggested.as a solutidn'to this.problem, .

. the establishment by goyernment of rural dévelopment |
banks where emphasis:should be on the prospects of
success of the businésé-rather-than on securify; She
concluded: that repayments should be geared to the
special conditions of agriculture rather éhan'monthly
repayments,

2.3 The Support for the Small Holder
Graduate Farmer .

‘Nwanka (1981) noted that the traditional
farmer is oné for who@ farming is a way of ‘life., He
farms because he has no alternative. He is a tattereqd,
hungry, ageing«an@.dying man with a negativg
psycﬁology against farming. His over-riding ambifion
is to find all possib}e wayé of getting out of the

land and at any rate to ensure that his children and

' 'future generatiéns are not 'subjected to the same fate.
The farmers consider it odd to. see those who have thus
succeeded, to plead 'with them to work hard on the farm,

the farm which has so woefully failed them and from-
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where the civil gervant, the politiciaﬁ, thne professional
ran away  to make his- own success., He further noted

that unless he is.carefully superyised, if the farher
received credit, he‘is likely to maké for the town

and to look for life chances. Rural poverty he noted

is at the root of rural-urban migration and behind the
sd~§a11ed negative psychology of ﬁhe traditional

farmer and strongly asserts that he is not the person

to be enthrusted with the responsibility of feeding

the n@tion.

Tpefggperalized and stereotyped image of a peasant
and his miﬂd as depicted in traditional structuralist
literature should be rejedteq because .such views
cannot stand the tesgt of critical analysis and.are
certainly not true of contemporary LDC sééiety;

Ugorji (1982) showed that Viilagersﬂ aspirafipns

were not_differeﬁt.from those who are bétter placed,
ranging ffom a.desiré for higher standard of living,
technological progress, good health, mod@rn_

-education to an improved sense of social and political
respohsibility. Government is evaluated in terms of”
what it does to bfing about the fealizétion of the

objectives.
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The small‘scaleffarmer should be made the center
pilece of increased pfoduction rather than the
éovernment agencies.(CBN,'ﬁ981).i As to what consfitutes
‘ small-scale farm(er), Oluwasanmi and Alao (1965)
”:QoﬁéidgredAanything less than’three hectares-as a smali
farm. Kirsch and c5rické'(1977) stated that no holdingé |
of more tﬁan 10 ha are promoted. Foko (1986) put it |
at 2ha while Ijere (1986) estimated it at between 0.1ha
ito 5.9%ha. A more comprehensive deflnitlon was
.furnished by Carpentev (1960) and accordlng to him,
the small farmlrefe;s to a business as dissimilar in
character and size gs a five acre“ma;ket garden, a ten
acre crdp farm, a dalry farm Qith up to perhaps thirty
cows or a hill sheep enterprise with 100 ewes én 300
acres, . He however emphaéized that a true measure of
~ farm should aggregaﬁe land, labour, capital and
management 1nputsa_lFrom the foregoing the researcher
therefore cons1ders the graduate farmers of NDE a
smallLscalg4farmer bearing in mind its land holding of
5 qécféres;(NDE, 1988) and'wha considering his level
of educational attainment and given pfoper and adequate
Financing by government, its parastatals or lending

institutions, shall adopt the necessary technological
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innovations from reéearch institutes without bias
for superstitibn andiappropr;ately raise its food .
supplies and generally launch the'nation into food
" self-sufficiency. |

2,4 Financing Agricultural Development:
The Role of Government

Small.farmers generslly are poor =nd spend. a
great part of their farm incomes on consumption.
‘They -have been trapbed in the yicious circle of |
'pdvé;ty. 'This.impliés they cannot_fely oﬁ personal
savihgs _as a'sourcé of funds for farm investments,
To improve on theirjliving-conditiona theréfpre, they
muét be providéd credit to enaﬁle_theﬁ benefit ffdm
; the latest farmAtechnplogies{ According to‘Ijere
.(1986);thére‘are aifferéht types of credit available
to fhe farmer., Theﬁe.cén be classified aécording
to use, in which we hﬁve consumption or production
Credit; Furthermore, credit can be ciqssified
according to term in which we have short—termAcrédit
which QSLallyllaéfs for less than oﬁe year, intermediate
credit which‘lasté for 1eés than five years and
loné-term credit which usually lasts for. more than
five years. Credit;can also be clascified according

to the security obtAined and in this cose we have

{
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secured loans in which tangible personal property is
used as security. We.also have unsecured loans in.'
which secﬁritj are based on the pgood repﬁtation and
financial position of the borrower,
) Moreover, the source of credit is another way
of clas ;ification and in this case we have formal
or instltutionalAand.nonuformal or non-institutional
'Qredit, Lastlyfcreait could be. in kind or in cash,
The sources of agricultural cfedit-available
to the farmer incluﬁe the Stafe Financing Agency,
on-lending funds of the state cooperative banks,
on-lendlng funds of: the N. A C B sub51dlsed loans from
the Commercial EJnk Qubvengions from the Locai
Government Council Budget, External loans for |
agricultural cooperatives (i.e, from foundations,‘
phllantroplc organJ ations, endownments etc), Direct
loans from Federal and State Governments, loans from
corborations and companies, the aéricultural credit
| guéfantee scheme fund (ACGSF) (IJere 1986); and
lately the G SEo of the NDE, the peoples' Bank and
ICommunihy Hnnks.
Small farmeré'have be&n‘known to decry the. -
discriminatory attitudes of formél sources of funds

fowards theém., Ijere (1982) observed that banks had
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neve} béen known to be large suppliers of.funds for
agriculture, Their efficiency in this was marred by
'many defects including concentration in urban areas,
stringent collateral,requirementé_éﬁd'limitation to
short-term and mediﬁm term credif, Farmers also
complain of their'inabiiity fo use the expertise
around on the grounéﬁ that the exteﬁsion stéff live
far apart,

Chidebelu (19835 in his study on small farmer
. problems in acquiriﬁg credit, found that the farmers?
' complaints incldde: keeping accounts in the bank,
providing'acééptable security (in this case not land),
having viable projects, having good credit ratings |
and ability fo repay, tfavelling.long distances to
bénks, time wasting in the bank transactions,
cumberscme form filling which heeded the intervention
of a third party;asxmost farmers are illiterate and
.ﬁence divulgihg pﬁrsonél secrets, énd'difficulty in
finding a guarantor who woqid part with His property
in case of default.  The fesearchef, however, feels
these are no problem.fdr.tﬁé'graduate farmers as these

shortcomings are taken care of in the scheme,
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Johnsan (1985): noted that credit.ensure that the
former can finance new techniques and tﬂese in.turn
provide a sufficient rise in income to repay the
loans with interest. He felt that credit is unlikely
to be used'produqtivély unless it is combined‘With
other services and pre-recuisites that work
efficiently at the small farmer level. Strong needs
of consumption credit are symptoﬁatic of the early
stages of socio~economic development, The farmer
often attaches more importancé to the imﬁediate
" fulfilment of the soclal obligations. The obvious
consequerice "i1s that the.avérage férmer is.prone to
borrow the money which is indlspeﬁsable fof meeting
what he sees as his most pressing need. This results
in"misuse of ingtitutional creditﬁ,' Despite all
the precéution takéh by credit institutions such as’
providing'credit in-kind, the sﬁall farmer always
finds ways‘and,means of diverting loans.ﬁo consumption;
for example farmers havé Beén known to sell
fertilizers and plough'céttle.meant for land
preparation (FAO,‘%96S). | '

. Miller (1977) and Okorie (1986) discovered that
non~£arm.use of credit'by small farmers accounted for

more than half of the amount borrowed and that farm
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credit wasjdirécteq to uses such as:marrying more
}wives,_training cﬁildren in schéol, bﬁying new

clothes and food, religious ang naming.Ceremonies and
general householdlmaintenance.

| Farmers attitgde towards farm credit use will
have serious implications on the rate of repayment,

It has been estabiished'that there is a positive
corqelation'befween fatelof repayment and Qse of farm
credit,:éiSbursememt_in kind, timeliness of loan |
delivery,.number of supervisory visits and profitabiiity
of the enterprise (Okorié, 1986, Thé rate of
‘renpayment is defined a8 the ratio of the amoun£ repéid
to the amount duef(JOhnson, 1985; Okorie, 1986).

The problem to the ieﬁdér is-not so much what uses

the funds are put to as their repayment (Osuntogﬁn

and Oludimu, 1982); and if a farmer delays or fails
.in honouring his fépayment.obliéation to the lender
'whén dué, he is said to be delinquent, In their work,
Osuntégun and Oludimu (1982) provided two'indices of
1oanCEﬂinquency némely:'ﬁumber of borrowefs:delianen%
and number -of loans @eiiﬁqﬁént,"They observed a loan
delinquency rate of 100% and 98.6% in Ondd and Cgun

states respecfively.
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0llor and Okoye (1983) and Wilson (1983) have..
'@letintified the ability or capacity to répay and
“thé“Qiliinghéss_td'repéy,-smallness of holdingé, no
'.farm plannihg.and caﬁacit& té utilize loans as probable
causes of high loan default in addition to other
reasons,

As to how,the'repayment problem_boﬁld bé.solved,
Chidebelu (1983) suggested that farmers' need for
consumption Crédit.ﬁhould not be satiSfie@ because they
are neither self-liquidating nor ésset—generating
feeling that to do this would propel the'already
endemic non—repaymeﬁt problems into epidemic proportions.
Aku (1983) and Parks and Tinnermeier (1983) suggested’
the establishment of credit cooperatives where credit
cpuld be channelled tc the small farmers as a way
- of mim;mising Joan default; By forming cooperatives
they'observgé, mutual security.is provided through
membership and thusfno collateral is required because
Zroup resﬁonsibility for répayment hélﬁs compensate
for the inebllity of most smsll scale farmérs to
provide securityifor bank loans. This 1is in line with
the guiding p:.«;an_iplesf"j.n the establishment of.

community banks by the government,
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Ollor and Okoye:(1983) recommended closer
supervision for'éffective use of farm credit in the farm,
Osuntogun and Oludimu (1982) went a step further to
“include savings mobilization because very often,.they
Cargue, most'public credit institutions give a great
deal of emphasis to the farmer without paying attention
tQ ﬁhé mobilization of rural savings. An advaﬁtége
to be defived'from this poliéy is that sﬁch saving
will increase the fihancial resources at the disposal
of the credit instiﬁﬁtiohs.4

Okorji (1988) observed that lateness in disbufsement
"of‘&ééhs5i§~one'oﬁhtbchagses‘of loan diversion and
. hence high rate'of.defauit. He also observéd that
oVer-assessment due’td'improper feasibilify study of
credit requirements ;S also an important factqr. |

Among the ways by which governmenflhave manifested
their assistanée.tp agriculiure are éhe supply of
grants, loén$-and,credits.to agricultural ministriés;
corporations and cooberatives in addition to training
-sfaff and extension sefvicé workers.,

Many éttempts'pavé been made by Nigerian
governments in the last two decadés to provide credit
- to small-scale farmers with>1imited effect. The need

for credit,. however, tends to increase over the years
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due to population increase, the cpmbetition for
funds by the expanding égricultural and non-
agricultural sector#zfor'scarce funds, Another is
the inability'of theiexisting credit institutions to
sult the partiqﬁlar‘needs of the-férmer.in their
socio-economic set-up (Ijefq, 1986).'

Wwith this problem, the'question arises as to
how next to fashion a more suitable credit delivery
and collection -system that céﬁ serve Nigerian farmers,
- Such an inétitution must not be allien té the peoplé;
at the same time, 1% muét not replicate the deficiencies
of the éxisting schemes,

The various governments in Nigeria have empioyed
different méans to financé'égricultural enterprises,
Thegé:include financing from the state financing
_égeﬁéy? on-lending funds of the state Cooperative
Bank,. on-lending funds of the NACB. subéidised loans
from the Commprcnal Banks, subvention from the local
government coun011 budget External loans’ for

-'dFT]LHlLUFdl cooperatlves, direct loano from federal
"and state government ' y Loans from Qorporations and
o compqnies;.the agrlcultgrél credit guarantee scheﬁe
fﬁnd (ACGSF) and lmteiy throﬁgh programmes ana schemes

of the NDE, the People's Bank and the Community Bank.
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One reaqdn why Fovornments may need to take up
large resnonglblllfy for dpricultural development
has to do with'tbei;mportant'roles played by the
sector in the economy. These include the provision
of food, employment opportgnitieg, generation of
government revenueé-and foreign'exchange earnings
among others, lAnothér reason is the fact that given
fhe income of the averége férmérs in Niéeria, most - -
of whom are sméll hoideré” only very little would be
expected of them in terms of éavings énd‘investments;
jPhe governments therefpre, have remained the major
%upplieré of finances and credits to agricuifure as

in other sectors (Ihlmodu, 1986)

Government as 51sLancp to agriculture, notwith-

tandlnq,a Lot of problems still per51st, These
-include the preva%ence of political interference where
loan distribution is'based‘on political considerations,
loan proce sihg.ané'disbuﬁSementlare time consuming
and bureaucrafic and in most cases are highly
centralized, situaied ét a éoﬂsiderable distance from
the borrowers; hapha;ard loan supervision due to
| inadequate and/or limited kﬁowledge of exfensiop staff,

lack of mobility and commitment. There are also
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oroblems of inpuﬁ s@pply services being inadéquate,
or lacking, infrastfuctural dévelopment being 1ow in
many parts of the coﬁhtry aﬁd.the excessiﬁe cost Qf
administéfing public qredit“programmes, robs tﬂe
qv"tém of enough fﬁnds to enpage,in'actual financing
of farmers?® projectq (IJere 19863 Okorji, 1988).
The compelllnp prlnciple of flndnc1ng agrlcu]tural
. and‘mural-development by government relstes directly
to four mutually reinforcing considerations. First,
in Nigefia és in dther LDCs of thé world today, more
than 70% of the pdpulation'live'in the rural areas
(Ajékaiye, 1986); lﬁecénd” the'majority'of the low
inébme population resiaing in'this sector derives its
income from agricultural production, Third, apart.
from the entire rural population there is also a
large p"cportlon of the low income populatlon of the
urban sector that depends prlmdrlly on the employment
gener ated by the secondary and tertiary activities
that arise from the processing_and"marketing of
.agricultufal productidn. Fourth, the entire population
in the,urban and fgralﬂsecﬁors depend for their
susfenance on the food and fibre. supplies which come
mainly from tﬁé-fural sector. . All these make

agricultural and rural development a central issue to
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the over-all growth and development of the economy
and for increasing the living standards of the large
mass of population that derives its livelihood from

agritultural production,

2,5 Supervised Credit

Oller and Okoye (1985) prescribed Eioser,
supervisidn to fhe problem of small farmgfé.diversidn
éf their loans to usés other than farm operations
which results in highzrate of default in rebéYing
loans, .When credit is providéd in kind or paid
'dLrectly to the dealér of the material purchased by
the borrower, it has become a habit to speak of
supervised credit - the kind of credit which is

integrated with agricultural extension (FAO, 1965);
Here the'aim of cfedit ié not merely to iﬂcréase
production -but to‘Be ancilliary‘tp.a programme of
education whic@ does not 1imit-ifse1f to feaéhing
better methods of farming but also tries to change
the habits of farmers and their families in order to-
improve their economic position., While Piyatissa
(1982) sees supervision as the'release of loanable
funds in stages and in, kind instead of disbursement

in one lump sum, Miller (1977) feels supervised
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credit is a basic operating precept ih,agricultural
organisation, . Supervised credit according fo‘him
combines the usevéf credit with inténsive guldance
to improve productivity aﬁd income,

Owing to the fact that agriCultural'activities
attracts low interest rate compared to industrial
sector and the high‘risk’involved, Commercial Banks
are not interested in advancjng ioans into the sector
(1jere, 1986). Thus to sustain the sector, the
&%wrthNivﬁgricultural Credit Guarantee Scheme Fund
(ACGéF) was established in March 1977 under decree
20 (1§77) Eér the purpose of broviding guarahfee for
loans granted by the Commercial Bahks-to the sector.
The aim is to increase the 1evei of banks,cred;t to
the sector by reducing commercial banks"feérs of
indebtedness of faf@ers, 'Thé scheme which is_operated
by the CBN is fundéd.60% by tﬁe Federal Goverhment
of Nngfiﬁ and J,O% by the CBN. ‘The scheme provides
@ muarantee of 75% of_the valﬁe.of.principal and

“interest outstandiﬁg to the maximum of W50,000 for
individual and #1 million for loans to cooperative
societies and corporate bodies (ijere,'f986)0 In
September 1981, the extent of the liability of the
fund was iﬁcrgased from 75% to 100%‘in'ordér to ensure
the total invelvement of Commefcial Banks in

agricultural lending,
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Impact of the Scheme on' Agricultural Finance:
Loans CGuaranteed Under the Scheme 1978-82

Years 1978 1979 - 1980 - 1981 _'1982 © 1978-82

No. of ' ' . ) : .

loans 347 1105 s, 1295 1076 1762
Amount

(,000) 11,28} 33,596.7 30,95,0 35,642.L 31,763,9 143,232,

Source: (a) Ijere, M.0. (1986) New Perspective in"
Financing Nigerian Agriculture,

(b) Annual Réports of the A.C.G.S.F 1978 ~ 1982.

Relationship of ACGSF to Total Agric. Bank Credit

Cummulative Total Cummulative: ACGSF Loan/Total
Date Bank Agric Loans ACCSE Loans (Wm) Agric Loan (%)
(¥m) -

1978 . . 230,50 11,28 | .9
1979  337.2L s Wh.o1r 13.3
1980 . 162,18 75.55 16.14
- 1981 590,61, . 11107 18.8
1982 1786 , 60 - 143,82 18,2

Source: Ijere;, M.0. (1986) New perspectives in'financing
Nigerian Agriculture.
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The scheme whicﬁ Was'éétéblished in 1977 came
into operation in 1978 and by 1982, loan guarantee by
the fund is as éhown above., The figures show an
aﬁpreciable increases in the 1st, 2nd and Lth yéars of
operation while the 3rd and tﬁe 5th years recorded a
fall. fn fespect of ACG3F-loans to total egricultural
bank credit the figures also indicate constant
' 1ncrease from 1978-82 This increases in the figures
show that the'scheme is méking significant impact to
total agricpltural'loans which in a‘way‘is achieving
the aim of its establishmeént, . | .

' Ijere (1986), however, noted that the ACGSF is,
n65d6UDt a, commendqble efforf on the part. of The
federal qovernmont to remedy the unoultablllty of
Commercial. Banks @or_flnan01ng agrlculture in general
and small scale‘fgfmérSvin particular. The effort, he
observed, is a weak effort and merelyvtouChES the
-brink of the:pfoblem it is intended"to solve,
concentratlng on. the recovery aSpPCt of agrlcultural
advances and does - llttle to enable 1end1ng banks to
over come the form;dable difficulties they encounter
in the field of agficultural finnce, Thus there is
'féasqn to fear that the scheme will ﬁot solve the

recovery problem with the burden of bad debts being
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merely tfansferred”frdm the Commercial Banks‘tq the
scheme fund, The scheme,he obserVed,has loopholes
and does nof in any way compenséte the banks in respect
of losses caused by; (i)" high administration charges
| (ii) uncompetitiVé.rate of intérest (iii) nor is the
CBN willing to meet its obligationlof guarantee in
.specific casés,'i.e, to reimburse Cbmmérbial binks
in cases where borrowers héd failed to refund,
Fﬁrthermor@; the séhgme places updue significanée
on the secufity which“aAﬁéffower can offer and thereby -
supports the t?ad;tional form-of security orien#ed
bénking; it also permits the lending banks to éontinue
the application of their coéplex lending procedures;
it does npt'provide for recbvering any guarantée
fee from fhe borrbwer which suggests that the scheme
-is'hgavily:depehdéht,on"the bounties of the government,
The§scheme'is not,cqmplemented with efforts to promote
banks? operafionsEin'rural aress and with efforts to
improve the profitability of agriculture. .
| The GASES. in compérigon‘asks its participant to
iopen individuél bank accounts in spproved Banks in
,tgéif{regpecﬁivethcél_Governm@nt Areasvwheré they
dperéteq  Fu11 1§ans aré diébﬁrséd to parficipanﬁs

.through their.accounfs. ‘These loans will be guaranteed
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with NDE fund released t§ participating banks i.e.
State banks or agricultural credit carporations,etc‘
"This simply meaﬁs that the state banks or agricultural
credif corporations will authorise.tﬁe rural Banks -to
open individual accounts for.pafticipants on.thé
guarantee of the NDE;funds deposited with them:at
;ﬂ11,500 (uptil 1988) or N15,000 (as from 1989 for crop)
‘and 13,500 (uptil 1988) or N18,000 (as from 1989 for :
animal) per pérticiﬁént (NDE, 5988). The performance,
problems and prospects are paft of what the research
s intended to unco&err

2.6 Lqﬁ@ing Institutions' Problems in the
Pisbursement ol Credit to Iarmers

Widely disﬁersédtsmall holdings would give rise
ﬁo high adminiétrat;ve and'supervisbfy 6bsts., Among
the problems encountered byglending instifutions are
lack of collateral, no accognting fecords, perjorative
view of debt and farm 6bérétians in the eyes of tﬁe
. farmer, wréngly filled forms -either because of
ignorance or insincerity, and farmers? idea about
credit -~ unwillingness to repay and regarding the loan
as a windfall or théir.share of the National Cake which

must not be repaid,i This situation as mentioned
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earller may not be applicable. to the graduate farmer
who in addition to level of education and -
appreciation of need for cash élso surrenders his
certificate as co¢¢dLera1

Ollor and Okoye (1983) f@cbgnised the problems

raised above but rcgarded default as the most 1mportant

To solve this problem, they advocated closer

' super‘v151ona But because the cost of supervision raised

administrative cost of the lending institutions they
advocated thét thi$ cost should.bé shared between the
institutions and the government,

bkorji (1988) observed that high loan -default
is often'associated with inabﬁlity to deﬁermine the-
credit requirement.of the farmefs and thus suggestedA
use of proper feasibility study ds a guide to determine
the amount of credit réquiréd 5y farmers according -
to enterprises produéed.' This strategy is to reduce

the rate of loan diversion and thus ensure proper use

and repayment of ldan;

As prudent bu 1ness men commercial banks would
have been only too,w1111ng to tinance agrlculture

and allied bus 1neum ir only they had found such

‘advances profitab]e As a matter of fact,tommercial Panks

find it unprofitable to ‘operate, in general, in rural

[y

areas and to finance agriculture in particular. .



High rate of loan default is widely reported
in literature ecpééjally among small holder'farmers
in dovolopin? economleu.' Godwin and Salley (1973)
reported“a default rate of 37 percent of the amount
due,.éﬁonérGhanaian fice farﬁers. In Nigeria,Okorie-
(1986) and Miller (1‘77) IPported default rate ranging

Lfrom 9.7% to 67, 1% among small holder farmers.

2.7 Determinants of Demand for Farm Credit or
Loans

The amount.of farm credif demanded by farmer
may be influenced y:several factors. Bessel (1975),
Reid (1981) and Adekanye.(1983)"found that the
volumeé of credit or the degrée of indebtedness depended
upon the age, sex, crop acreage, farm sizé, farmer's
incomé' production pattefn and form of land tenure,
The more 1mportant determinants. they observed were the
farmer's age and tlme or datc whpn the farmer bought
or 1nher1ted the,ﬁaxm. The mzajor reasons for
1ncre ased borrowing they noted, included: -the adoption
of new technology, purchase of lénd, inflation and its
effect on working capital,'taxétion and increasing

‘family expenses,
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Long (1968).§onsidered the demand for cfedit as
a question‘of'aIIOCating capital in .an action space .
which hasg odly Yield and risk of diversion., He noted
that preyious use of highly prmdubtive capital assets
depended ubon cost of debt,w starting the.farming
season with enough working capipal, tfansdctions-
Acdsf,'tenanoy'and poverty which .have different
implications for the amount of credit borrowed.

In a qonfrary view, Sithole and Apgdiale.(1987)
maint§ined'that insecure land tenure systems, shortage
of farm léBQur, low érop price and the abscence of a
potential cammerciaﬁ markef are potential factors which

. N [} oo
camse a farmer to reduce his acreage. The reduction
in acreagd would imﬁly a reduction in farm‘input
requirements'and'fheréfore a fall in the voclume of

credit demanded and émployed_by the farmer,

2,8 Strategies for Promoting Rursal
Fmployment " In Agricullire

Lyson (1982) observed that.the formation of a
farming plan and/or_&he attainment of a farm job among
sdhopl ieavers is related to previous exposﬁre to
'agricu1£Qré at home and in.school. Bernard (f981)

noted that there 1s increasing trend towards employmernt
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creétion in urbanlareas, with growing rural
‘unemployment, énd‘addﬁced'reasoﬁs for thi$ situation
‘ag price trends unfavourable to agriéulfure and. |
1nadequute orpanJ?atlon of production,

Schumachnr (1981) tudylng agrlculﬁural
development and rural'employment in Mexiéo,
hypofhesized that while public attentioﬁ focused on
efforts to raise;small farm productiﬁity to .achieve
national fodd.selﬁisufficiency goals, analysis of the
publié inVestmeanbudget indicated.phat substantial
funding haé been airectéd towards c%eating a large
and gedgraphically disperseé labour-intensive rural
public works programme, a replica of that pursued
by the'Nigeriah Nétional Directorate of Employment.

- He postulated that this rural works policy or

temporary Job creétion is a sensible macro-strategy,
both pﬁiitically and economically. He observed that
effértsfto reach food self-sufficiency and to create
subéﬁéntigi numbers of permahent jobs in rural Mexico
bosed. on” small hqider farming systems will take more
thanc;dEcade to achievé, emphasizing that an alternative
J@b creation ﬂtraiegy vlia a widespread rural industries

praogramne would dlSO tdke oongidnrdble time to plan

and implement, s#nce there is little QXperience with
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starting or opérating labour - intensive business.
With these small‘holdef'bfdduetion and employment

_ constraints, the government's rural works strategy he
opired, is a reesonable-public policy to gain time
until the organizational and technical research
bottlenecks to a mofe vibrant small holder based food |
system are dealt with - a process that empirical
evidence indicates is Clearly possible, -but which needs
_'a longer time frame to be implemented,

Barberis (1982) studvlng full-time and part-time
agricultural employment in Ttaly, observed that the
decrease in the agricultufal ponulation proceeded.
much more slowiy dufing 1971 '~ 1981 period than during
"'.the preceednng'perjod ~He nnted that this- did nof
correct the ' "]tallan model of rural exodus' that led
to the concentratlon_of the weakest elements of the
labour force in the agricultural sector between 1951
and 1971, He nenorted that proportien of women worke*c
contlnued to increase and that the trend toward agelng
contlnued resulting in many older workers leaving
the Job but that the many younger ones changed to other
occupatlons. He also observed that more than three
million families Qho OWN Or Mailwge Iarms receive 60%

to 70% of their income from dutéide agriculture.
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Szabo (1983a) bbser&ed that agricultural graduates
usually look for jobs in farms near téwns and this
'iﬁcreases the existing.differehces between farms as
regards management staff; and suggested ways of steering
young graduates to'jobs near their home viilages without
the use of compulsory regulations. Szabo (1983b)
Ucalled for a policy which-incréaseS‘the numBer of rural
young people going tQ agriéultural universities with
special assistance to those from less favoured areas,

He called for a chaﬁgé df;ﬁoiicy.so that support and
subsidies are avallable to encourage graduates to
return to theif nati?e villages and farms,

Other factors like technology, growth of production
or marketAfactors have been identified as crucial in
rural empioyment generation. Rapid growth of production
is the most critiqal factor for solving rural
'pmgioyment problems (ILO, 1987) and this could stimuléte
the jgrowth of agro-based industries. Many of the |
employmentvgeneration schemes as observed by ILO (1987)
| are typically fiﬁanced through:foreign aia and reflect
- the failure of the national governments to allocéte

- -radeguate resources to rural areas.
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TLO (1987) noted that because of differences in

the politico-economic environment of different countries,

the experiences of one country may not be exactly
replicable in another. Nevertheless, it is felt that
an understanding of the natufé of constraints and

potentials within a unified framecwork woﬁld
significantly increase the.usefqlness of such
information. At the same time, lessons from another
éountry could be used to advantage to modify existing
organisational/instiﬁutioﬁai-structureé and most

importantly, to avoid seriocus errors of judgement.

The employment problems, comprises seasonal

-unemployment, low proeductivity and possibly labour

scarcity during peak'periods of agricultural
productivity (IL0,:1987). In addition to seasonal

under-employment:and_low productivity, there may be

"some year-round opén unemployment, -

The researcher feels ﬁhat with the provision of
necessary infrastructure in ruralzareas, young graduates
of agriculture would haﬁe”é‘fural attraction. With
the governﬁent providing the initial capital required
to start a farm business, the graduates could be

permanently employed in agricultural production and



could generate jobs for rural hands thereby solving

fhe unemployment pr@blem, ensuring food sélf—sufficiéﬂcy
as well as steming the rural-urban drift, The idea

of Xilling two or three birds with one stone would

have been fully achieved; and comparable to providing
graduates of agriculture and rural hands with
employment and at tlie same time étimulating food

production nationwide, using government financing.
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CHAPTER THREE

METHODOLOQY

3.1 The Study Area

The study area, Imo Stétey'is located in the
eastern part of Nigeria and lies between 60u0' and
8015' North Laﬁitud&s (Nigeria Year Fook, 1987), 1t
ocecupies the basin bf Imo River from where it takes
its name, stretching from its éoqrce - Okigwe/Awka
. upland = to its lowef course .at Azumini‘in Ukwa
Local_Government Area.‘ It isibounded on the eaét BQ.:
Cross River State, on the West by'the-River Nigef
‘over which lies Bendel State, on the North by Anambra
State and on the South'by Ri;ers Stafe. It covers
an area of 129689.5qué£évkilometers and, according to
the 1963 census, the population is estimated at
3,672,65L (Nigeria Year Book, 1987). The projected
pOpulatioh figure”for 19§O'based onifhe assumed compbund
growth of 2,5% is 7,153,593 (Imo State, 1990). The
area lies within ﬁhe tropical rain forest zone. The
twovmajor_seasons.FXperienééd in the aréa are the
dry season which lasts from October to March and the

rainy season which lasts from Apfil to September.
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Farming is the main OCPupatlon of. the 1nhab1tants,
and major crops gronn 1nc1ude 0il palm, yam, cassava,'
maize, mellon, rice, groundnut, cocoa, okro, vegetables,

etc, Sheen, goats, pigs and pooltry constitute the
important livestock enterprises

" The choice of Tmo:-State as the study area wae
purposive. There abound a lot of'agricultnral
-graduates'that are unempldjed in the stete,' Though
there is no agrlcultural gr1duate unemp]oyment data
in the federatlon as at date, it is bein} epecu]ated
~ that the state 1is the worst hit by the unemployment
plapue irrespective of the Fact that it is an
agrlcultural state Contrlbutlng 1mmense1y to }he food.
production base of the counfry, ‘In addition, the

researcher wants to. contrlbute to- the body of

. knowledge about the state.

3.2 Seleotion of Respondents

> .

The study was targeted at the gradua e loan
beneficiaries of the Graduate Agricultural Self-
Employment Scheme (G,A.S;E.S)., Graduate farmer

reapondents in the scheme were drawn from the thirty

Local Government Areas in the state.
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Since inception, about 0O persons have been
récruited to participate in the scheme comprising
100 participants in 1987, 100 in 1988, 120 in 1989 and
80 participants in.1990 (NDE Owerri, 1990),

The:pgrticipants were proportionately sampled.
Twently peréent of the selected participgnts in each
~of the years under study. were randomly selected,
giving a.total sample size of B8O respondeﬁts. That is,
out of the 100 participants selected in 1987, 20
persons were sampledf(10'crop'and 10 1ivéstockvfarmers),
In 1988, out of the 1@0 participants recruited, 20
persons'also were sampled‘(19 crop and 1 livestock
farmers), In 1989, out of the 120 participants, 2l
personé were sampled (12 crop and 12 livéstock farmers)
and . in 1990, out of thé 8Q crop farmers, 16_persons
" were sémpled. ‘

With the contact addresses kept with the scheme
officials at Owérri_and the assistance of the extension
workers of the‘stmte ADP, thése participants were

reached and interviewed.



3.3 Data Collection

Data for'£hé study were collected from both
primafy ahd-secondary sources, The.primary data were
collected uéing tWo'setslof structufedbquestionnaires.
The first set was used to collect information on socio-

economic characteristics including age, level of

"~ education, sex, marital status, household size, farming

experience, farm lecation (urbén.or rural) and farm
size, number of rural hands employed, remuneration for
employed handq, whether they derive job\satisfaction
from present Job and length of time they hope to be

in preqent Job, etc. .

The second set of questionnaires-was used to
collect information on sources and uses of loan,
productivity and pirioblems peculiar to graduéte farmers,
Oral 1'm:er‘vt@w was also used'fo source information
from the schene oif1c1a1> at Owerri. Such informatidn -

Jncluded method of loan admlnlstratlon number of

participants recruited and method of selection, amounts

disbursed per participant ., enterprises involved and

problems encountered in supervision and management etc.

Secondary data was sourced from the annual reports
of the state Miniﬁtry of Agricultp%e, Owerril; texts,
NDE publications/ygports, joufnéls and goVernment

publications, .



3.4 Data Analysis

Data on socio-economic characteristics of
graduate‘farmers were analyéed'using such‘descripfive-
.'statistics‘as frequency distribution, means and
“pefééﬁfages;“ Furthermbre, the sources and uses of
farm 1qan were also analyéed ﬁsingfpercéntaées,
ffequencies, mears and'fankihg, .

Levels of food‘pfoduction (Yiéld) and revenues 6r
incomes accruing‘thérein, émounts of loan disbursed
and repaid since inception ﬁf the scﬁeme in the state,
were analysed by means and tabulations,

Price trends fof livestock and crop itemé for the
period undér study.were analyseéed by graphs.

Cdsf—returné analyses and Gross margin wefe used
to éompare profitability'(Net retﬁrns) of enterprises.

Problems and prospects of graduate farmers were

i

also analysed using frequency distributions and

|

percentages.,’
Chi*Square test was used to test for statistical
dilfferences between means and to test the various

hypotheses.
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3.5 Limitations of .the Study

As- in most researches, this_ﬁork Qas'fraught,with.-

many limitations. The'main eoﬁstraint was in the
form of logistics resultingnfrom shortage of funds,
To get to the gradqate farmefe (cf0p and livestock
participanﬁs) for. this progect, as well as the echeme'
officials at the state headquarters, involved money
.whlch was not readlly within the reach of the researcher.
Time factor constituted another llmltationa

' ' The secretive nature in divulging useful information
by some people interviewed - especially the scheme
officials and some graduate farmers censtitﬁted o
another 11m1tatlon. In some-‘cases, key peopie to
be intervmewed were’ hardly seen deeplfe repeated
: VlSltu. Lack Of’dppIOpPiate accountlng and record
keeping constltuted a very major set back in this
research. ;

Deuplte these ahoffcomingq, the findﬁngs of this
study are rellable and highly repreqentatlve of the

situation under study in Imo State,



CHAPTER FOUR
RuuULTS AND DISCUSSION

., Operational Set UE_of the Graduates
i Agricultural Self-Employment Scheme (G.A.S.E.S)

Ls1.1 Recruitment Modality

About 100 to 200 participants who are holders of
Degrees, HND, NCE'and CND qertificateslin agriculture
“and related disciplines are recruited annually from
the state. Prospective candﬁbﬁes: who have equiVaient
qualificationé in othér-disciplines and who show
sufficient intefest‘in farming as a busineés could
‘alsc be considered for sélectioﬁ. Applicants are -
unemployed youths but persons ﬁot more than 4O years
of age and who have:aptitude for farming as a business.
| Young pensi&ners and rétrenqﬁed persons are allerd
to participate proviaed they are unemployed and are
not on any kind'of regular remuneratioﬁ.' Scheme
offiggals énd(members'of the NDE Agricultural Programme
Advisory Committee interview and short-list candidates
for selection as prospective partlcipants, 'The NDE
L:xg,o~ approves/rejects selection of candidatpv as NDE
”avrlcultural 1oan benef301ar1éq and places the
pqr11c1pan+s.1n the Agricultural programme.' Preference
is glven to appllcan*s from communities donating land

free of charpe to thn scheme of the directorate.
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I.,1.,2  Land Acquisition .

On request of the NDE, theAGévernor of the State
and/or the Local Governments of'fhe‘stété would provide
about 500 hectares'of farm”land each year in local
government areas of the state for the NDE.graduate
fafming schemes. The dovernor dr the local governménts
- of the State issue certificatgé of land allocations
-to NDE, The NDE through the G.A;S.B.S.‘re-ailocateg 5
hectares of férm 1and'aCQUir§d at a parﬁicular site .
to each graduate farmer participant if sufficient
farm land is available for use in crop production,
Livestock participants, sourcedAtﬁeir own land for
production., The staté NDE Aéricultural'Programme
Adyisory Committees’aséiét the NDE to aéquire farm
lands from the Local Government Areas long before

~ .the end of January each year, °

lie1o3 Orientation and Training

Selectedlpérticipants are given orientation and
training organized bj-NDE;éfficéré (Agriculture)-iﬁ
cooperation with the Agricultural Programme Advisory
Committee, The orientafidn and training are jbéth
theoretical and practical in-nature and cover all

aspects of farming as a business,
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L.1l.4 Provision of - Extension

State Agricdltﬁrél Development Pfojects;(ADPs)
give their Trainingléhd Visit'system of extension
services to NDE crop farmers. The State Ministry-of
Agriculfure and Natural Resources (MANR) and Livestock
Development Project$ (LDPs) provide extension services,
to thelécheme?s liv;stock'farmers. Educétive

publicatiohs (advisory leaflets, guides and recommended

practices), Dbased on improved agricultural research

findings are also provided as extension support services,

a2 Analysis of Socio-economic Characteristics
of Participants

)

h.2.1 Sex

Majority (71,25%) of the total respondents

involved in crbp production and 27.50% who are

. livestock fafmeré are all males. An insignificant.

proportion (1.25%) of the total respondents in
livestock productioﬁ are females, Female participation

therefore, is negligible among graduate farmers.

Le2,2 Age

' O0f all the Soifespondent§, 52,50% are 30 years
¢1d or less, wbiie{h?,EO% are between 30 and 4O years

'tTable 1). This is because most reécruits into the
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scheme are people graduating fresh from institutions

of higher learning., Their average age is 29 years.

Table 1: Age distribution of graduate farmers

!

:n.Aéé.(fears) Frequency %
Less £nanlzo : . 0.00
20 - 25 . 7 8T
26 - 30 35 43,75
31 - 35 . .37 . Lhb6.25
36 - o S .25
More than LO - 0,00
Total | . 80 100,00

{
Sourcet Field survey, 1991,

4,2.3 Marital Status

i,

Majority (83.75%) of the total respondents are
single whereas 16,25% are married, No case of divorce
and widow(er) statds were .recorded° This is

atiributable to the fact that these are young peoples
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4.2,4 TFamily (Household) Size

According to Federal office of Statistics (1985),

"a household comprises all persons who generally live

under the same roof.and eat from the- same pot, Lipsey
(1986), further stated that a household includes all

people who live under one roof and make or are subject

"to others making for them, joint financial decisions,

This study toes the same line, 'with a household

inciuding hushand snd wife, children and other dependants

(grandfather, grandmother, nephews, neiées, brothers

and 'Sisters) or other extended relafions or hougse helps,
‘The number of children for those '.married range

from one to two with an averége of one per household,

Dependants range from one to six with an average of

two for both married and single participﬁhts.' Genefélly,

C
household size raﬁged.from two to ten with an average

of five,

li+2.5 Levels of Tertiary Education Attained

A relatively high level of literacy is obégrved
amongst respondents; having passed the primary,
secondary and tertiary levels of education. MajJority

(65,00%) attained the HND Level but not lower than the
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OND level in education, The remaining 35,00% hold
degrees not; higher than M.A or M,Sc as shown in table 2,
High level of literacy could be positively related.to

“access to inputs and adoption of technologies..

’ L]

Table 2; 'Levels_éf Tertiary Attainment in Education

Lével of Tertiary Education

Attained Frequency %
OND L 12 . 15,00
Nee - - ' " 10 12,50
HND/HNC - . .. 30 37.50
B.A/D.Sc/MB.BcH/B.PHARM .26 32,50
M.A./M.Sc - 2 2.50
Ph,D 0 0,00
Total - 80 100,00

Source; - Field Survey, 1991

h.2,6 Farming Gxperience of Respondents
' .
Farmers with substantlal practical experience

are expected to make betier use of farm inputs and are
therefore considered of a lower credit risk by providers

of farm finance. The study showed that of all the
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responding graduate farmers, 95% had 6 years.farming
experience or less while 5% of the respondents had .
more than 6 years of farmlng experience as shown in
table 3. This was agquired“through industrial
attachments while in school and involvement in tﬁe

scheme,

Table 3: .Farming experience of respondents

‘Years of Farming

Experience ' . Frequency _ %
Less than. 2 R 5 - 7 6.25
2.l | S 51,25
B L | 37.50
More than 6  . .“ . 'h - 5,00
Total ' ' 80 - 100.06

Source: Field‘survey, 1991,

.2,7 Distribution.of Re%pondents by Year,
Agricultural Produrtlon Type and‘?nterprise
Combinations'

Crop respondents sampled -accounted for 71.25%

whereas livestock respondents accounted for 28,75% of

the total respondents, It is note worthy from table L

that all the crop nespondents practised casssva based

il crop mixture i.e, production is cassava based, For
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obvious reasons, cassavd is popular in the study area
-dnd if well mdlntalnod the capital invested could
be well recovered unllke yam that has been known to
be very cosT'jntenéive (Okorji and Obiechina, 1985).
Resourcw allocatlon for yam based crop mixtura;f&r
outweighs thdi of cassava baged crop mlxtures {Okor jL
and Okereke, 1988), this fact gives credence to the
point that all of the crop.respondents chose to practiﬁe
cassava-based crop mixtur; kCECM), considering the
financialAand materia1 res0ufces in their dispoéition.
None of the fishery, rébbitory an& sheep/goét |
partlclpants could be interviewed because of financial
limitations, Further, it was observed that parficipaﬁts
swapped enterprises. For.instanqe, in 1987, piggery
recruitment was 1V(Appendix 1) but during survey,
ﬁ.bthér persons were sampled. 1In 1989, livestock
récruitmént:(Appendix 1) was 19 for pouifry and 1 for
_rabbitofy but during field survey, 6 piggery
A,particjpants were ;ampled suggesting thqf some'ﬁeople

huve sthched from: other enferprlseo to plpgery. ~This -

h 'brinpq total entorpr1>e uWLtCh to 12 SA
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Table 4: Distribution of respondents by year of recruitment, agricultural
production type, and enterprise combinations.

* Agricultural Production Type .
Year of Crop Production _ Livestock Production
Recruit— Enterprises, Freguencies and Percentages Enterprises, Freguencies, Percentages
ment ; - \ Fish~ Rab~ Sheep/ Totals
CMaMe CMaV CMeV CYMa CMa CMe cY C Poultry Piggery ery bitory Goat
1987 (3375) - - = s (2%5) = (1.35) (6.28) (63250 ~ - - 28)
: 3 . - S 2 - 6 2 . 1 .5 . 1 - - - - 20
1988 (3.75) (2.5) . . (7.5) (2,5) (1.25) (6,25) (25)
3 2 - - 4 . 1. - . 2. -6 6 - - - 24
1989 (3.75) (2,5) (5) (1.25 (2.5) (7.5) (7.5) (30)
7 - - 1 3. 2 .1 2. - - - - 16
1990 (8,75) (1.25) (3.75) (2.,5) (1.25) (2.5) (20)
Totals 16 2 2 1 17 7 2 10 12 11 - - - 80
(20) (2.5) (245) (1.5) (21,25)(8,75)(2,5) " (12,5) (15) (13,75) ' (100)

NB: Figures in Parentheses are percentage values,
Figures not in parentheses are frequencies

C = Cassava, Ma = Maize, Me ='Mellon, V = Vegetable, Y = Yam,

Source: Field survey, 1991.
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1,2.8 Parm Location ‘and Farm Size

Majority (71.25%) who are all c¢rop responding

" farmers and 17.50% who are livestock farmers have their

' farms lbéated in rural areas; with 11.25% who are
1ivestock farmers having their farms situated in
urban areas, . |
| Most of the crop farms are.lacated.af éhaji -

. Egbema-0Oguta Loc¢al Government- Area (22.50%), Bende
(20.00%), Ukwa (11.25%), Ikeduru (4%) and Chaozara (L%)
with a few of the farms located at Okigwe (3.75%),
Obioma~Ngwa (1.25%)¢.Isiukw§atq (1.25%) and Isiala-
Ngwa (1.25%). The recording of high frequencies in

» Ohaji-Egbemé-Otha and Bende Local Government Areas
can be attributed tq fheir having been used before as
farm.settlements infthe‘early republics andAtheir being
reactivated presentiy,.having been'dnce owned by
government.,

. Land area under podltry production rangec from
0,012ha to O;OEha'with;an average of O@Qu2ha; whereas

-for pilggery, tﬁenrangé of:land holdings is from 0.006ha

to 0,012ha with anfaverage.df 0.00%ha.
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_Hecfares of land under crop production range from
1ha to 5ha. Mean hectares of land actually provided
by thé'séhéme per respondent for crop production is Sha
whereas mean hectaﬁes of land actually brought under

cultivation is li.1tha.

h..2.9 Record Keeping

Record keeping”émongst graduate farmers is high .
with 96.,25% of thefrespondents keeping recofds whereas
an insignificant proportion'(3;75%) of the respondenté
did not keep.récords.' |

: The most impoxtant financial record kept by
graduate farmers ié'the income and expenditure accoﬁnt
whereaé the least important is the,receipts.énd payments
account, as 1is shoﬁn in tabie'S;_iThis development is
a deviation from the generai notion that émall farmers
Ido not keep rebords as noted by Akeh (1991) in Cameroon
where out Q;V120 respondents of which majority have
primary school eddcationv none kept any meaningful
farm records. ThiS'may be attributed to the fact that
having been exposed to high educational levels, the
graduate farmers réalise-the=need aﬁd'importahée in" ¢

keeping farm records.,
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Table 5: Percentage distribution of respondents
according to financial records kept

Financial Records Kept

Frequency %

No Records. 3 . 3.75
Profit and Loss Account - 0,00
Cash Flow Statement 12 15.00
Income and Expenditure Account 40 50.00
Statement of Sources and

Uses of Funds 19 23.75
ﬁéceiﬁ%s and Payments: Account 6 - 7.50
Balance Sheet. - O.CO
Total 80 100,00

Source: Field survey, 1991,

.3 Sources and Uses of Farm Loan

},3.1 Loan Acquisi%ion

The scheme provided each crop participant

recruited in 1987 and 1988 a total loan package

amounting to ﬁ1ﬂ,500.00, ~0f this package, 36.3% was

cash whereas 63,7% was kind.  However, the livestock

participants'recruited within'the.same period, each

received N13,500,00 cash., In 1989 and 1990, tota

1 loan

package per beneficiary was reviewed upwards, and this
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legt crop benefibiaries'reoruited'in those years with
o total package'amouhting to N1S,QO0,00 (éf.which'é6.3%
 wu§L¢ﬁsh:andL63.7%'kind). Livestock beneficiéries within.
the same 5eriod'rééeived'é-tota1 sum amounting to
‘ N18,00Q.OO 1n cash. The ﬁpward review of'fhe packages by
the scheme operqtorérQas probably done to cushion the
effects‘of the Structural Adjustment Programme (SAP) that
reigned within the period, on beneficiaries,. What was
offered as'segurify or collateral by beneficiéries‘for
the loans obfained Was twé guarantoré,.Degree/Diploma
Certificate and the National Youth oerv1oe Corps (NYSC)
dlocharge certlflcufe where applicable.

Items receivediby crop beneficiaries in kind include
the following: 5 hectares of Jand, uO bags of fertiliéer,
12,5 litfes of inseéticide (Nuvacran or Actellic),
litres of.hérbicide (primextra), 3 matchets, 3 hoes, 1
knqpsack -sprayer, a pailr of rainboot and 200 pileces of
storage bags. Livestock beneficinries received cash
only to purchase wﬁat was needed for production.

The Loan perlof was 5 years inéluding one'yearv
moyraterium and 35 nxpocted to be recovered within this
period. Infe?e‘t xate charged by the scheme for both

crop and livestock beneflclarleo was 9%. As much as -



71

56,25% of the responding graduate farmers considered

the interest charged‘as being high, whereas u1.25%

saw it as ideal whiie 2.5% regarded it as being too high.
‘Disbursement of loan in cash is preferred (81.25%)

'overéboth_cash and kind (18,75%) as there was no

‘preference.for'ioan in Kind only (table 6). For thase

preferring loan disbursement in cash and kind (18.75%),

all preferred more cash than kind wﬁen‘thgre QereioptiOns

~of more kind than cash and equal cash and kind.

Tdble'S: PerrenLage preferonce over method of loan
‘disbursement

Method of Loan Disbursement - Frequency %

Cash o 65 81,25
Kind - . 0 0.00
Both Cash and Kind | .15 18.75
Total . ' 80 100,00

Source: Field survey, 1991,

.Loan in cash or kind was disbursed instalmentally
as opposed to lump sum. Though fafmers have beern known
to sell credit lnputs meant for farm production

(fert1117erg and others) it has also been proven that

H
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the risk of loan diversion is minimised'@ﬁen the loan

is made in kind or instalmental cash disburséments,

L.3.2 Other Sources of Finsnce

Apart from the;loans sécured_from thé scheme;
respondents sourced-farm finéﬁce from other areas; An
analysis of other sourcés}of'finénce'showed that.;
relatives and'friends Qasjthe most important soﬁfce
of farm finance (55%), followed by age grades (8.75%),
cooperative societies (3.75%) and 1astly~Comméréial/
Cooperative Banks (1.25%).. Ministry of Agriculture,,
Agricultural Credit, Guarantee Scheme Fund (ACGSF),
',Lbédi Government Councils, Moneylenders and Isusu
Clubs are ndt important sources of finance for

graduate farmers (table 7).

‘Table 7: Graduate Farmer Sources of Finance-

’

~£556Qrces;,.. L ’ Frequency . %
Commércial/Coopefative'Banks 1 1.25
‘Cooperative Societies. 3 3.75
Minisfry of Agriculture - -
AuC.GoS.TF o | - - -
Local Government .Counclls 'T, - -
Moneylenders;.' ' ‘ - -
Relatives/Friends . S 55,00
Isusu Clubs =~ . . | - -
Age Grades ' : ' 7 8.75
None ‘ : 25 31,25 .
Total - 80 -  100.00

Source:; Field survey, 19971,



Table 8. shows the total and mean amounts borrowed

from the various other sources by the respondents. An

.analysis of the results show that the loan amounts

‘given to beneficiariés by the scheme operators is

inadequate for agricultural production. The singular

. fact that they borrowed at all from. other sources, when

it is obvious that they. received loans in cash and
kxind from the scheme 6perators, lends credenée to
£his‘aséertion.

Nevertheless; a chi-square test at the 5% level
af significance shows that the ioan‘amounts given‘to
participants is inadequate. Furthepmore,"from'the
mean naira values in Table 8,‘gradUate fafmers will
be requiring ﬁ2,000900“t6"ﬁ3;750;00'or more to be’
added to the loan sﬁms‘provided by the scheme operators
to meet pronéﬁionhcosfs, This is on the assumption |

that all the money was used for production.purpose,



Table 8: Total and mean amounts

h

(&) borrowed from the

various other sources for the period under

study by regpondents

No. of ‘ Interest
_ Total Amoynt Benefi- Mean  Charged
Sources Borrowed (¥) ciaries () (%)
Commercial/
Cooperative Banks 2,000,000 1 2,000.00 15
Cooperative ° ' . -\ .
3 2,98.33 2

Societies 8,800.00
Min, of Agric. -
A.C.G.SgF . hd

Local Govt,
Councils ' S -

Moneylenders _ -

Relatives/Friends 165,000,00

Isusu Clubs -
Age Grades 22,500,00

~ - -

P - -

Lh - 3,750,00

¢

7 3,214.,00 2

Source: Field survey, 1991,

The most important aim of borrowing from other

sources apart from the scheme.as

indicated by the

regpondents was to use the borrowed sums in the farm to

supplement loan amounts from  the

scheme, Most of the

respondents reported that they did not use the loans to

cover household expenses, social

debts, and pay school fees,

.expenses, settle old



li.3.3 Reasons for Borrowing’ from the Vurious other
Cources Apart from the oScheme (G.A.S r,u.)

Results in Table 9 show that the most important
reansons for borrowing from rel?tives/friends are because
no guarantors'and colléférais were needed (SS.OO%)9
followed by the fact that little bureaucracy (53,75%) is
involved in obtaining funds from ﬁhat Source and the,facf
that no intefest was charéed (45.00%) on the sums borrowed
frdm fhat.source. The implication of these reasons is

_that relatives/friends will continue to be a reliable or
readily available source of finance for graduate farmers.

The second importént souroé bf.finahce (Age Grades)
had little bureadcracylinvolved (10%) no guarantor (10%)
and no collateral needed (10%) as the mos t‘important
reasons, with no interest charged (2.5%) as the 1east
important reason for b%rrowing ffom that source.

. Coopefative societies had: lbw'interest charged
(3.75%), little hireaucracy involved (3g75%); no
gﬁarantor (3.75%) and no collate%al needed (3.75%) as
the most intfihsic reasoné with membership stafus
(2.50%) as the lsastreadon for its patronagp

i Commercial/booaera1ive Banks in as much as they give-
relatively long grace period (1.25%) was the least patronised
of all the other sources of finance, probably because they
recorded the hlghest interest charged (Table 8) and poss1bly
-, bec ausc of - the protocola ‘involved in obtainlng funds from.

thdt source., -
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Table 9: Distribution of resﬁondents according to reasons for borrowing from the
various other sources apart from GASES
Sourcéﬁ; Frequencles (Percentages)
Reasons Commercial/ Cooperative Min. of Local Money Relatives/ Isusu Age
Coop. Banks Societies Agric. ACGSF Council Lenders Friends '~ Clubs Grades
1) Low Interest - 3(3,75) - - - - - -  6(7.50)
4 Charged

2) Near Home - - - - - - 2(2,50) - -
3) Long Grace ’ ) .

Period 1*(1.25)** - - - - - 25(31,25) - -
4) Repayment

at

Convenience - - o - - - 10(12,50) = ~
5) Little

Bureaucracy R

Involved - 3(3,75) - - - - 43(53.75) - 8(10,00)
6) No Guarantor

Needed - 3(3,75) - - - - 44(55.00) - 8(10,00)
7) No Collateral -

Needed - 3(3.75) - - I — 44(55,00) - 8(10,00)
8) No Interest

Charged - - - - - - 36(45.,00) =  2(2,50)
9) Membership )

Status - 2(2,50) - - - - - - -
* = Frequenciesj ** = Percentages; Multiple answers Were recorded,

Source: Field survey, 1991.



77

}.3,4 Timing of Loans

The period when the ‘loan sums were received from varlous

-sources, including the scheme (G.A.S.E.S) -was studied.

Results in Table 10 show'that of all the sources, respbndents

‘Table 10: Distribution of respondents according to source
: and time when loan was actually received

Time When o

Loan was A , .Coopera- Re-. B

Actually  Commercial/ tive latives/ 28 G4 s.p

Received Coop., Banks Societies Friends qrades fh-ztﬂét
n=1) . (=3 (=) (@=7 =0

Before loan :

was needed . 1(33.30) 8(18,20) 2(2.50)

t

At the S , ' .
right time.-1%(100,00)** '2(66,70) .36(81.80) 7(100,00) 12(15.00

After loan

was needed -~ f - - - 66(62,50
Totals 1(100,00) -+ 3(100,00) L4{100,00) 7(100.00) 80(100,0
NB: * = Frequencies; _** = Percentages

Source: Field survey;'1991.

received loans at the right time of‘eyeﬁ before it was

needed except in the schemé (GuA.5.E.S.) where majority (82,.50%)
ofithe respondénts received loans after it waghneeded. The
probable reason for this development being red~tape involved

in government ‘business as opposed'to‘private enterprise and

logistics. - ‘ : o . | e
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.3.5 Propoftion,of the Loan(s) Used
on the Farm

. An analysis of;resulté in fable 11 sths that
- majority (82.56%) of the respondents used all the
lbéh(§)5sgcurgd on the farm with 17.50% of ‘the |
réspondents usiﬁg half'of 1e§s.of the ioané secured
6n the farm, .

Distribution of.respondents according to
proportion of the ‘loan(s) used on the farm

Table 11:

Proportion | ' Frequenéy. %
A1l ' 66 . 82,50
| Half | T 1,25
More than half 12 15,00
‘Less than half ' 1 1,25
None : : | ; -
Total , - 8o 100,00

source: Field survey, 1991
, ,

lt.3,6 - Factors Infiuencing the Decision of
Graduate Iarmer To Borrow

The results of Table 12 show thaf of all the
factors influencing the decision to borrow by graduate

farmers, the cost of ‘inputs is the most important,
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fgilowed by farm size,‘intéféét réte charged, number
of modern methods (technology) "adopted, uncertainty,
income, repayment period, and household size, The
least considered of all the factors are proportion
of income consumed and age,

Table 12: Distribution 0 respondents according to

ranks of factors influencing .the decision
to borrow

Factors o o Frequency* % Rank
Cost of Inputs - . 76 95,00 1st
'Farm size ‘ - WV s 93,75 ;?nd
Interest Rate | : 75 93,75 3rd
NGZSE‘Médern MethpdS' K co .
Adopted = N s .73 . 91,25 Lth
Unéertainty {(Disaster). | . 55 - 68,75  5th
Farmers Income / | ' 52 - 65,00 6th
Repaymént Period . L5 56,25 7th
Household size”; : 6 7.50 8th
pProportion of Income |

Consumed ST . 1 1,25  9th
Age | 1 1.'25 10th

¥ = Multiple Responses were recorded

Source: Field survey, 1991,
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..3.7 Regularity of Savings

Majority (83.%5%)_of the respondents do not

save regularly as is reported in Table 13,

_Table 13: Response to regularity of savings

Response | - Frequency %
Yes .13 16,25
No S V4 | 83,75

Total o 80 - 100,00

Source: Field survey, 1991

Important reasons proferred by respondents. for 'not
saving regularly include:” Reinvestment nature of
business (35.83%), seasonal nature of farming

"(3Ka33%¢ all crop farmers) as shown in Table 1.

1
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Table 1l: Reasons for not saving regularly

I

Reasons : Frequency %.
Seasonal Nature of Parming . 23 . 3,33
Reinvestment Nature of o o . :
Business : o 2l 35,82 ¢
Crop Failure B - ' - -

'Incidence of Natural

Disaster : ' 6 8.96
"Low Prices : ' . . 6 8,96
Pest/Disease Attack - . - _ -

_Freéhness in- the: Scheme ; 5 7,46
No Reasons S . 3 b8
Total _ o 67 100,00

Source; Field survey, 1991,

bt Level of Food,Production and Revenues (Inco@gl
Generated by the Different Enterprises which
Offer Self-kEmployment to Participants

bolra? .Proportibn of Total Production Sold

An analysis ot the proportlons of total productlon
sold was done and it was obsorved that majority of
the_respondents sell thxeemquarters or less of total
production, The remaining fraction is either preserved
té‘be used as inpuls for the next planting season for

crop, or consumed,  Majority of the respondents sell
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all of the total caSSAVa tuber production, They
invite interested persons at a fixed date who harvest
and buy at a greatly reduced price, on maturity of
Cropob
Average price for the period undef study for
S0kg maize grain, mellon seeds and cassava tuber were
58,72, WO0,L9 and ®55.21, respeétivelya iAverage
_price for a buhdieiof cassava stem was H}.85 (Table 15).
Market prices of equivalent output may be greater
than thése prices. Why thgf sold at subh reduced
prices may be because they wepe.selling at the farm
. ' gate in which case mérketing costs may not héve been
h added, I B |
- Lo s2 Yield‘and Revenﬁes (Income) from Crop

and Lilvestock [tems over the Period
under Study

Mesdn revenues:peflunit of‘each crop and livestock
item, average hectére yield of each crop item and
average holdings of livestock items were computed

“to detérmine_févenueé (@) per hectare and .the expected
revenues from 5 hectares‘ﬂor crop, aﬁd for.the
average livestock holdings., The results are as shown

below in Pables 16; 17 and 18,
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Table 15: Revenue accruing from a hectare yield of crop
Items for the period 1987 -~ 1990 under study

Crop Item

Mean Average Expected Expected
Revenue Yield Revenue Revenue
_ () per per Ha (®B) per (M) for
Year Unit Unit (Kg) Hectare 5 Ha
1987 Kg 1.09 595,00 646.17. 3.230.00
1988 " 1,13 641.90 727.14 3.635.00
1989 " 117 677.25 789.67 3,948,00
1990 " 1e31 685,11 899,28 4,496,00
Mean '
of 4 . .
vears 1,17435 649,82 765,57 3.827,00
Crop Item: Mellon Seeds )
1987 Kg 1.6 77,33 123,73 618
1988 " 1.78 92.59 164.63 823
1989 " 1.89 97.50 183.76 . 918
1990 e 1.98 103.26 204,15 1020
Mean 1.81 92,67 169,06 845
Crop Item: Cassava Tuber
1987* Kg - - - -
1988 o 1.01 1518.70 1533.89 7669
1989 " 1.09 ..1577.33 1716.14 8580
1990... ® 1e22 1706.,78 2082.27 10411
Mean 1,11 1600.,94 1777,43 8887
Crop Item: Cassava Stem " '
1987 Bundles*®* - - - -
1988 Bundle 4.50 ) 90.45 407,03 2,035
1989 w 4.,84.. 125.43 607.08 3.035
1990 Bundle 520 100,52 522,70 .. 2.613
Mean ' 4,85 105.47 512.27 2,561

* = No values because no harvests were done considering

the fact that the scheme started in 1987 and gestation
period of cassava is more than 12 months

** = A bpundle of cassava stems contained 50 cassava sticks
each measuring 1m or more by arrangement.
1991,

Source: Field survey,
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The differencés in mean annual'yields per
hectare for maize, mellon and cassava (tuber and
stem) may be attributed to cultivars and 1oca£ional
'differences, as graduaté farmers:do not use one type
of variety per crop, Furthermore, as locations vary,
there is the possibility that soil type and fertility,

plax major roles in determining yield values,

Lsh.3 Price Trends

It is noticeéble from figure 1, that SOké of
mellon sells for a highér prioé-than 50kg of maize
and cassava tuber, for the various years under study.
Further it is obsefvabla théf there existed a steady
increase in pribe'fof mellon'all through, With
respecf to maize, the price stgadily increased from
1687 - 1989 and sharély between 1989 and 1990,
~ Moderate increase in cassava tuber and stem prices
was recorded for the pefiod under study. .

The general increasing tendency in price for
all the crop items may be aftribpted'to competing
industriai and consumption demémds,'and to the effect
of the Structurai Adjustment ?rogramme, Similar,
reasons can be ﬁdduced for livestock items as can
be observed from the hean annual revenues per unit

item (Tables16, 17 and figure 2),
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Table 16: Mean annual revenues per unit of each iteﬁ;

and aversge holdings cof graduate poultry
Tarmers -~ (1987 - 1990)

I'oultry Item: Broilers (Ready for sale at 9-12 weeks
old; welghlng kg -~ 1. 8k g)

- Mean . :
Revenue Average Holding Revenue
(W) per (Mean No of EIncome}
Year Unit Range Unit Range Birds Kept) M) per
' _ : Holding
1987 1-6kg-1.8kg
(9-12 weeks - : ' _
old) - : = ‘ -
1988 " u 19,20 250 I, 800,00
1989 " 25.46 . 292 7.434.32
1990 " 29,67 - 323 9,583.41
Mean - . 2L..78 \ 288 - 7,272.,58
'Poultry Item: Layers (at Salvage* Value; weighing
w 1.85kg - 2.25kg)
1987 1. 8)kg—2 25kg - ' - -
1988 " 15.00 - 170 - 2,550,00
1089 " 17,33 © 187 3,136.73
L1990 " c 121,92 200 . 4,38,.00
Mean | 18,08 . 18l 3,356,91

Poultry Item: Chicks: 1'e, Cockerels and Pullets at
6~8 weeks old; weighing 0.5kg ~ O. 8kg

1987 0,5kg-0.8kg

(l4=Bwks o0l1q). - _ - . -
1988 " 5.50 . 250 1,125,00
. 1989 oo 8.05 455 . 3,662,75
" 1990 n 8.69 527 4,579.63
Mean - 7.08 117 3,122.016

'*Salvage Value: At this stage the layer must have laid
an ‘average of 300 eggs.
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Table 16 (Contd)

Poultry Item: Turkey {Pouits), at 10 - 15 weeks old;
: weighing 1.6kg - 2.5kg

' 1987 1.6kg -~ 2,5kg -
(10-15 weeks - - -

0ld) ) .

_ f§88~f_‘..; S 19,00 - 207 . 3,933.00°
1989 w7 2120 210 2,452,00
1990 . " 25,00 175 lt, 375,00
Mean - I 21.73 197 - 1,253.33

Poultry Itemf PEes (A.Crate=contaihs_30 eggs)

1087 Crate of

30 esgs - - -
1988 neo 15,00 630 9,450.00
1989 : L . 20,67 - 72u 14, 965,08
1990 no 25.83 834 21,542,22
Mean 20,50 729 15,319.10

Source: Field survey, 1991.

'
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Table 17: Mean annual révenues per unit, and

average holdings of graduate pig farmers
(1987 - 1990)

pPiggery Item:  Piglets (Ready for sale at 2-l moriths -
: 0ld; weighinn not more than l5kg)

Mean Average ° Revenue.&i.e

Revenue Holding "Income) (1)

: (1) per (Méan No of per Holding
Year Unit Range Unit Range Item Kept)

1987  1.5kg or less

2= months - - : -
old) . '

1988 d 123,00 61 ©t 7,503.00

1989 n 135,83 €8 ' . 9,236.4
1990 " - 1ho.7 57 _ 8,020,47

Mean L 133,18 62 \ ' 8,253,30

Figgery Ytem: Sows (Adult fumales, welphlng E5kg to

. 100kg)

1987 SSkg = 100kg o - - B -

1988 e - - -

1989 . 476,00 1 5,236,00

1990 5N b3 15 7,371.00°

Mearn . . 1,83.72. 13 6,303.50

Piggery Ttem: Boars (Adult Maies; weighing 55kg - 100kg)

1987 55kg -~ 100kg - = . -

1988 " R - |
1989 " 541,00 - 9.7 °14,869,00
1990 n 6119, 00 11 7,139.00
‘Mean 595,00 10 - 6,00IL,00

- Source: Field survey, 1991,
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4.5 Améunt of Loan Disbursed and Repaid
since Inception ol Che Scheme in the State

boB5.1  Amount of Loan Disbursed

An enalysis of the results in Tabie.18 shows
that crop 1oaﬁs diébursed within the pefiqd 1987 -
1990, constitute 77,25% of the total loaﬁs'émountiﬁg
to mu;183,5000oo, whereas livestock loans consfitute
22,75% of the total loans and amounted to ¥1,318,500,00
investments resp@ctively.' This brings total naira
invéstménts for the period in both crbp_and

livestock ventures to K5, 502,000,00,

1



Table 18:; Impact of the

. No, of ; .
No., of Livestock Amount per Amount per . : - Total

: Crop Leoans Loans Crop Loan  Livestock . Total Crop Livestock
Year NDisbursed Disbursed (%) Loan (& Loan (¥) - Loan.-(¥)
1987 30 70 . 11,500,00  13,500,00 3115, 00 qL 5,000
1088 . 99 S 41,500,00 13,500,00 1,138,500 13,500
1989 100 20 15,000,00 = 18,000,00 1,500,000 360,000
1950 80 - 15,000.00 - 1,200,000 -
Totais 303 =3 1,183,500 1,318,500

Source: Field survey,

O
O
-y

P
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Ihe5a2 Amount of Loan Repaid

~ Four participahts recruited'in 1987 hévé fully
h r@ééid5iheif 1qaﬁed_3ums witn interest as ét fhe timé
of survey. 'Thié cohstitﬁtéé a repayment,réte of ﬁ%
of the total loans disbursed, up till 1990,

Though the“loan period is 5 years including one - -
year moratoriumg'énd has not éxpired.aé at the time
of survey, the default rate and number of defaulting
loans for tﬁoéelloaﬁs disbursed uptill 1990 is 99% .
and 396 respectively. In calculétion of loan
delinquency or default fates, Osuntogunjénd Oludimu
(1982§ provided two indices of losn default namely:
huhber of borrowers.delinquent-and number of loans
deliquent. High rate of loan default, widely reported
amnongst rural smallholder farmers.is hereby observed

amongst graduate farmers.

1.5.3 Method of Loan Settlement by Graduate Farmers

All the respcndents'intend_to settle loans sécured
using income from sale of farm produce, In addition{
L7.50% of the respondents eﬁgaged in c¢ther non-farm
business, ‘Neverthéle55y‘out of the proportibn'engaging

in other non-farm businesses, as much as 52,26% intend
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to supplement settlement with income from non~farml
business. .The scheme expects all settlements of loans
secured to be cash. :Ninety»five percent of the .
respondenté'indicated to pay back a little at a time
with 5% indicating -Eo pay back all at a time, Majority
of the farmers (6;%\ considered the grace period as
too ghort while 35% con51dered it ideal.

Nonrfarm bullnevves engaged in by participants

include runﬁing.of restaurants, éeneral suppliest 

laundry/dry cleaning services, agro-produce marketing,
;4barbiﬂg_and.pair saloon, civil service, and-manageﬁenf
of xerokiﬁg céhtréé; Saﬁe‘afé'still fufthefing their
education.while some. run agr07consultahcy'ventures.
Others are involved in agrochemical/inputs marketing;
cassava pFOCPSolUU,'pOllthS, pest~control services
and landscaping. 'A Jew in llvestock productlon are
into voterlndry gOTVlCCS, pharmncouilcal and medical
services. Thoy intend to upolement settlement

of loans secured with funds from these sdurces.
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.6 Costs and Returns Analysis for Farming
Enterprises kngaged in by Participants

1.6, Labour. Use

Majority (96995%) of 1he respondents used mostly
hired labour whereas 3. 75% of the respondents used
mostly Famlly labour for farm operatlonn. Nevertheless,
some of those who uged hired labour (36.25%)  also
used family labour. Probably because the farm sizes
are slightly large and possibly because the farms are
relntively‘away from homes, family 1abou£ may pot
be adequafe hence the need for hired labour,

Within the'periéd, average costs per hectare
: for'iand clearing, trqctorizafion, planting, weeding,
fertlllzer appllcatlon, pe;tlclde application, harvesting
was N12»OO, N2 30, N1O 70, N1)QOO N10, OO w16 00
and N15.00 res pec13ve1y (Table 19)

' Avcrage labour requirements. per hectare for land
clearlng (mandaya) , tractorlzatlon (tractor day),
planfinﬁ (ma ndavu), weedlny ‘(mandays), fertlllzer
'appl1CAtion (mdnddyo), pes ticide application (mandays)
and harvestlng,(mandays)' was 25, 1, 9, 58, 8, 5

and 28 respectively. Total labour requirements for
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Table 19: Cost-returns analysis/ha for cassava=based
crop mixture (CBCM)

Unit
2 Price
Item Unit (¥) Quantity Value ()
Receipts ;
Cassava Tuber Kg 1,10 1600,94 1,761.,03
Maize " 117 649,82 760429
Mellon " 1.81 92,67 167.73
Cassava Stem Bundle 4,85 105.47 511,53
" Vegetable Kg 1.76 25.56 44,99
Total Receipts 3,245,57
Operating Inputs
Cassava Stem Bundles 3.12 100 312,00
Maize Seeds Kg 2,40 22 52.80
Mellon Seeds " 10.00 15 150,00
Vegetable Seeds " 4.00 5 20,00
Transport/Storage/ Mean of
Market Costs 4 years - - 53.10
Cost
Mean Miscellaneous .. . .
Mgt., Costs - o 209,94
Total Cost of
"Operating Inputs - - - 777.84
Labour
Land Clearing Mandays 12.00 25 300,00
Tractorization Tractor
) Day 222,30 1 222.30
Planting Mandays 10.78 9 97.02
Weeding " 15.00 58 870,00
Fertilizer
Application w 10,00 8 80.00
Pesticide .
application " 16.00 .5 80,00
Harvesting " 15.00 28 420,00
Total Labour ‘ 134 2,069,32
Total Variable Costs 2,847,116
Gross Margin 398.41
Fixed Costs: . )
Depreciation (Hoes, Matchets, Sprayer,
- Bags, etc). 200,00
Land Rents -
Total Fixed Costs 200,00
Total Costs . 3,047.16
Net Return 198.41

Source:

Field survey, 1991.
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a hectare in a CBCM was 13l coﬁtinglm2,069032 within
the period under study. In the poultry enterprise,
one person was employed on the average to oversee

' the management of the birds with a mean monthly
remuneration of N156.79 (Table 26); Considering the
piggery entérprise one person wés also employed on
the average for manxg@menf of the livestocks with a

A

mean monthly remuneration of M156,79 (Tnble 21 ).

L .6.2 Analgpes of the Various’ Fntprpr es:
: Cassava Ddb@d Crop Lnterprise

Within the pefiéd, unit price received for
Eassava'tuber (kg), maize"(kg); mellon (kg),
cassava stem (bundlej,'ahd vegetable (kg) were
N1,10, ¥1.,17, ¥1.81, HL.B85 and ¥1.76 respectively.
.Average yield per hecﬁare was 1600,94kg (cassava),
61,9.82kg (maize), 92.67kg (mellon), 105,47 bundles
(cas»ava stem), 1nd 25,)6kg (VPgetable) respectively
(Table 19).,

Input requirements per heétare-for cassava
stem was 100 bundles with & bundle costing M3.12,
maize seeds - 22kg with.1kg costing N2,40, mellon
seeds = 15kg with 1kg“cOsting 110,00, vegetable seeds -

Skg with 1kg costing N4.00 respectively,
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Table 20: Cost-returns analysis for poultry enterprise

Unit  Quantity

o e Price (Average Value
Item Unit (N) Holding) (})
Receipts =
Broiler 1.6kg~1.8kg .

(9-12 wks old) 24.78 288 7,136.64
Layers (At - : : : ,
Salvage Value) 1.85kg=-2.25kg 18.08 184 3,326.,72
Cocks and Hens : ‘
(Sl1aughter Value) 1.8kg-2.25kg 27.48 250 6,870.00
Turkey (Adult : -
Male & Female) 1.,8kg-2.5kg  28.00 197 5,516,00
Eggs Crate . ... 20.50. 729 14,944,50
Total Receipts » 37,793.86
Operating Inputs .
Broiler Chicks Day old 4.74 288 14365012
Layer Chicks 2 weeks old 4.95 184 910,80
Chicks (Cockerels
and Pullets) w 6.48 250 1,620,00
Turkey (Poults) " 19.10 197 3,762.70
Vaccines/Drug Mean Annual
Administration Costs 24262450
Transport/Storage/
Market Costs " 2,216,04
Feed/Feed Stuffs " 14,500.00
Mean Miscellaneous_. .
Management Costs " 1,414.79
Total Cost of e s
Operating Inputs 28,051,985
Labour
Employee Remune=- -
ration Monthly 156,79 12 1,881,48
Total Variable Cost 29,933,43
Gross Margin 7,860.43
Fixed Costs
Depreciation
(Building, Feeding
and Drinking
troughs etc? 544,00
Rents (Annual) 1,141.33
Total Fixed-Costs 1,685.33
Total Costs 31,618.76
Net Return 6,175.10

Source: Field survey, 1991,
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Table 21: Cost-returns analysis for piggery enterprise

Unit Quantity
Price. (Average

Item Unit (N) Holding) Value (#)
Receipts

Piglets (young 45kg or less
pigs) (2-4 months 133.18 62 8,257,116

old)

Sows (Adult - 55kg-100kg ‘

Females) (Slaughter 483,72 13 6,288,.36

: weight)

Boars (Adult
Males) "o 595,00 10 5.950,00
Total Receipts (%) 20,495,52
Operating Inputs

Breeder Sows 9 months old

or more 440.42 5 2,202,110
(Service age) :

Breeder Boars " 365,00 3 1,095.,00
Vaccines/Drug Mean Annual i
Administration Cost 509,55
Transport/Storage/
Market Costs W 524.33
Feed/Feed Stuffs 4,921,03
Miscellaneous
Management Costs " 448,87
Total Cost of

Operating Inputs 9,701,08
Labour
-Employee Re-

muneration Monthly 156.79 277 1,881.48
Total Variable Costs 11,582,56
Gross Margin 8,912,96
Fixed Costs

Depreciation

(Building, Feeding

and Drinking Troughs etc) 544,00
Rents (Annual) 720,00
Total Fixed Costs 1,264,00
Total Costs 12,846.56
Net Return 7,648496

Source:

Field survey, 1991.
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Méan,ﬁransportation/stdrage/marketihg costs amounted_toi_
-ﬂ?Bij;  Mean miscellaneous management . costs émoﬁnted_to
#209.9 in a CBCM énterpri#é. |

Annual depreciatioﬁ of hdgs, matchets, knapsack
sprayers, storage bags etc using the straight line
method of depreciation amounted to ¥200,00, B
Total receipts'for one hectare of CBCM amounted to
N3,245.57 whgréas.tOtal costs was N3,047.16 with a

net return of N198,41. ' :

| About 70% (N2;272;56) of the total revenue came from
the sale of 1600,94kg of cassava tuber at #1.10 per kg
'and 105,17 bundles of cassava stem at M..85 per bundle
regspectively., The remaining W973,01 or about 320% came
from the sale of maize, mellon and vegetables,

The total cost of producing one hectare of caésava
based cfops was on the average about ¥3,047,16, . This
'was made up éf the total oberating input costs of
.ﬁ777*8u, total lﬂbour'costs.of %2069,32 éﬁd total fixed
cosSts of N200,00, Although the details of'fhe cost |
components may be useful for ~farm planning and -
budgeting, the cru¢iai issue that this analysié.has
highlighted is the high labour costs involved. On the
average, labour costs éccounted for about 68% of the

total costs, Okorji and Aghimien'(1986), reported 57%
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labour cost of the sum spent per hectare, 2% planting
material cost and 1% QGpreciationo

Given the increasing wage rate and input césts,
the loan amounts giveﬁ to gféduate farmers ought to be
reviewed upwards to meet production and other costs.
'Neﬁe;{heleés, the gross return/total cost ratio (Okofji
and Aghimien, 1986) shows that one naira invested in

production yieldeéd extra 6 kobo in the CBCM.énterprise.

Annlysis of Poultry Enterprise

1.NAn*énalySis.of;Thble-ZO shqws that abouf ﬁO% of
the total revénue'came‘from the sale of eggs alone,
whereas the remaining B60% camé from the sale of various
guantities of other poultry items, ‘

The table,also.ﬁhows that the totéi cost of
production OfAQHFiOUS poultry items amounted to N31,618.76.
"This was made'dp of operating inputs,:lébour and such
fixed costs as rents and deprecintion oniqapital items,

It is noteworthy that 6% of the total costs is. accounted
for by feed/feedstuffs alone, This is because of the

" rising cost of animal feed formulation, The gross return/
total cost ratio sths that one naira investment in
production yields extra 20 kobo in pohltry enterprise,

1
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Analysis of Piggery TEnterprise

Table 21 shows that the total receipts from the
'  sale of itenms in.the piggery enterprise amounted to
420,1495,52, |

The total cost of rearing the pigs as is shown,
amounfed to W12, 846.56. This was made up of the total
operating input costs of N9,701,08; total labour
costs of N1,881,41 and total fixed costs of N1,264,00.
The gross returﬁ/totél cést ratio, shows that one
naira invested in piggery proddction yields extra

. 60 kobo.
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A comparative analysis of cogst items for the
three enterpriséS'in Table 22 shows that the operating
input costs constitute the major Qost item for poultry
(88,72%) and piggery. (75.52%) enterprises, whereas
labour cost' (67.91%) constitute the major cost item
fbr cassava~based. crop enterprise'mixture.

The implicatioﬁ of thié finding is that both
cperating input cost and.laboﬁr cost are significant
cost areas for the enterprises, Theréfore, in farm
bﬁdgeting and planning, they should be given adequate
consideration, _

'Net return (Table 23) waé highest for'piggery
enterprise when compared to poultry and CBCM enterprises
.énd suggests a probable high reéource.uSe efficiency

and profitability,

h.6.3 ‘Benefits Derived from bPlnF Involved
in the Scheme :

Analysis gf results in Table 2 sth that the
greatest venefit derived by respondents was additional
revenue (53.75%) follcwed by their being able to
provide more foodlfor the family (40%), As much as
33,75% of “the respondents-are yet to benefit from the

scheme, This proportion may be those who were newly



22: Comparative analysis of cost items for the 3 enterprises

CBCH1 % of Poultry % of Piggery . - % of
-Enterprise Total Cost Enterprise Total Cost Enterprise Total Cost

latour ' ’ , .

2069,32 . 67,91 1881.48 5.95 1881,48 - 14,65

Cperatinrg C , ' . :

Costs 777 .8k 25,53 28051,95 88,72 - 9701.,08 - 75,52
Fixed - ’

= 200.00 6.56 1685.33 5.33 126,00 2.83

Costs 30L7,16 100,00 31618,76 100,00 12816,56 100,00

Field survey, 1591,

[
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recruited who are engaged with initia} cost of
production. The benefits derived so far, are not
sufficient to‘finance-construction éf residential
houses nor the acquisition of suéh properties like
motor car or bike, in addikion to thelr paying back
the loaned sums with interest.

Table 2&: Disfribution of respondents zmccording

to benefits derived . from being involved
in the scheme

Benefits ' Frequency %
Additional Revenue | L3 53,75
More:fodd«for the family . 32 L0.00
Wos able fo Build a house - -
Wes able to buy Motor Car/Bike . ‘ ;. L -
Nothing vet 5 6.25
Toteih : : , 80 100,00

Source: . Field survey, 1991,

I..7 Modern Technology Adoption

A1l the respondents used ohne technology or the
other, Technologiés adopted by crop respondents include:
fractorization (96.4.9%), fertilization (91.23%),
pesticide application (63.15%), Herbicide application
(7.02%),'use of improved planting hnterials (5.26%)

and seed treatment (12.28%).
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. fFor livestock, all poultry and piggeryvparticipants
practised intensive deep litter poultry and piggery
management respectively., This involved feeding

livestock on feed formulae and vaccinations (medications).

u,B Level of Employment Generated

Néaffzfrom the femporary‘(seasonal) employment
generated during}thetfarming seascn, some Crop aﬁd all
1ivesfock enterprises employ on a more permanent basis
an average of éne person per enterprise. From the
survey, the schemé has been able tongéﬁerate
permanent»émployment fér as much as 113 rural hands.
This implies that some réspondents émployed more than
one rural hand on a permaneﬁt bﬁsisa | |

The mean mbnthly remunerastion for rural hands
employed in crop enterprise was N140.00 whereas it

was N157.00 for those in livestock enterprises.

4.9 Transportation, Processing, Storage,
Marketing and Tixtension Services

, The most important means used to evacuate produce
.from thé“£arm was by means of trucks/lorries (82,50%)
whereas tﬁe least means ﬁsed was by'trekking on head
potterage (5%). Cther mémns was motor bike (2.5%) .
This is a far cry from what used to obtain, where

rural smallholder farmers evacuste produce from farm
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mainly by trekking on head potterage as observed by
Eze (1991). Transporters (Pick-up Van owners)
charge an éverage of N2.00 to convey 50kg worth of
produce for an average of 5 kilometers,

Crops like maizé andAmellon are stored as:
grains by shelling and 5eeds by breaking, washing
and drying in the sun xespmtlw ly, prior to baggin’].
Often they prepare ami&pply local preservatives like gro
pepper to prevent post harvest pest attack on grains
}n-storage hafs.

‘ Most of the respondents do not 2o into pro.cessjnge
Those who do, do that et & home consuniption level, This
may be because of the extra costs involved therein.

All crop farmers and 35% of llventook farmeru
marketed produce at their discretion; not by contract
_rrow1n3,4nor by wholeswle to. agonis on recommendation
by the scheme officials, nor by retaill sales in the
oped market under the supervision of scheme officials,
nor by selling'cooperatively in the open market, but
by retall sales either in thé oper market or at farm.
The remaiﬁing 65% of.livestock farmers sell produce
on request by hoteliers; super‘markets and individuals

or to .cold storage proprietors.
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As much as 56% of the graauate farmers were not
visited by extension staff,. whereas LL% experienced
extension visitations with an average annual viéitation
of once. Majority (94%) of the visitations was to
ensure use of credit for the purpose for which it was
.meant for. Though'intfoduction of new farming methods

and to help in making farm records were part of the-

obJjectives of theé visitations, they were not primary.

'L.1O Problems and Prospects

1.,10.1 Problems

The problemsjrhﬂiting,increased productivity of
graduate farmer beneficiafies of.GASES as summarised
in Table 25, show that:the ma jor one is the lack of
money to invegt on production (100%), the least being
inadequmte/non—availability'of agrochemicéls end the
étealing of farm produce by unknown persons (3;75%)
respectively., It is intefesting to note also that
labour is notnall that scarce (10%) but that it is
ééét intensive (90%), Lateness in delivery of credit

in kind or cash (98.75%) also ranked high.
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. Table 25: Problems inhibiting increased productivity
of graduate farmer - beneficiaries of GASES.

Problems ' ' Frequeney ’ %

Lack of money to invest on

production o 80 100.0C
Lateness in delivery of credit 4
in kind or cash . - 79 98,7¢
i Government support being . '
: inadequate : 77 96,2t
Disease/Pest attack A ' 73 91, 2¢
High cost of Llabour 72 90.0C

Migh cost/lack of mechanized . .
systems ) 72 90,0C

Ineflfective/inadequate .
extension services 35 43,75

‘Lack of high yielding varieties 20 25.0C

Lack of ready market for
produce ; , 12 .. 15.0C

Inadequate/nonfaVailability,o
agrochemicals : 3 3.75

Stealing (Poaching) of farm o
produce by unknown persons ' 3 3.75

NB: Multiple responses were recorded

Source: Field survey, 1991,
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Y
From the foregoing, 91.,25% of the respondents

have problems in repafing the secured loans with
interest with 8,75% having no problems in-repaying
the lbans with intere Jt | -

The factmrs‘causing inzbility to repay loans
{(Table 26) ns shown ihdicate thét the greatest is
pest/disense attack (BO%) folio&ed by low prices of
produce (76,25%), the use of unimproved inputs (1.25%)
being the least. . |
- Table 263 Distribution of respondents according to

factors causing inability to repay loans
secured.,

Factors : - . " Freguency ‘%
Pest/Disease attack el * 80,00
l.ow prices o) : 61 76425
Poor harvest t 35 | L3,75
Disaster ' o 27 33,75
No potential market . | ok 5,00
Rad weather 3 3,75
. Péaching of Farm Produée - " 3 3,75
Snle Production 3 3.75
Jse of Unimproved iﬁputs 1 '1,25

M3 Multiple responses recorded

Source: Field survey, 1991.
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Lze (199j), fe¢orded as high as 85% response’
to disense and pestgattaék as factorﬁlhﬂubiﬁng increased
cocoyam production. Akeh (1991), recofded low
producer prices (86.8%), poor harvest (68.7%)-and
pest/disease attack (65,7%) as important problems or
factors militating the repayment of loans.

As much as 7L% of the.respondents had disaster
of one kind or the 6ther with 26% having no disaster.
Disaster. experienced include pesf/disease attack on
both'éfoﬁiéhd livestock, fléoding and fire outbreak
on crop farms, poa@hing of farm produce by unknown
persons as well as . death of livéstoék,

Estimrted average amount of money lost as a
result of disaster';ﬁ'1988 for crop is ¥14,833.33
and a whoéping NB,SG0.00 in livestock., In 1989, mean
CTrop 1oSS'amountedito 39, 806,38 whereas livestock
loss amounted to Nﬁ,523.00 and in 1990, mean crop
loss to disaster was ﬁ13;085,96 and for livestock,

it was N,866,67 (Table 27),
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Table 27: Me=an annual loss to disaster by . *“preduction type

Production Total Mean Total Mean Total Mean Total
Tyre Loss Loss Loss (¥) Loss (¥) Loss (¥) Loss (%) Loss ()
(#)  (#)
Crop = - = 4h 500,00 14,833,33.205,934,00 9,5805.38 240,235.00
Livestock - _ ~ 10,500,00 3,500.0C 58,800.00 1,523,00 73,000.00
Total 55,000.00 18,333.33 26,734,000 14,329,38 L13,235,00 17,952,563

No}
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Total loss to disaster for the period under study
stood at N732,969.00 whprﬂaJ mean loss émounted to
N50,615,34, A Chi-square test at the 5% level of
‘significance showed that there are lots of problem

limiting productivity among participants,

4,10.,2 Prospects

"'a) Derivation of Job Satisfaction

Majority (58.75%) of the respondents do not
derive Job satisfactien by bplnp Jnvolved in productlon
in the scheme, whereas 1j1.25% of the respondents

do (Table 28).

i

Table 28: Response to job satisfaction .

’

-Responsé" Y -"Frequency o %

Yes ' .33 1,25
NO . 7 }-l—7 581175
Total . 80 , 100,00

Source: Field survey, 199M
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b) Intended Duration of Stay in Business

An analysis of bésults in Table 29 shows that
76,25% of the respondents in agricultural
production shall remaiﬁ'forn20 years or less in
productioh; 0Of this proportion, the crop respondents
are more in number than ﬁhe_liVestogk respondents,
However,_Q},?S%Aof the respondénts are likely to be
in production féf moré than 20 yearst' : Out
of this proportion; the livestock respondents are
more than the crop réspondehts. The siénificance of
this analysiﬁ is that livestock respondents are more
likely to bhe pérmanently employed.than crdp
respondents in agficultﬁral ﬂrdduction,

Table 29: Intended duration-of stay in agricultural
production

Duration ~ Crop JLivestock Total

(Years) Frequency Frequency Frequency %
=% © 29 2 31 38,75
6-10 20 1 22 27,50
11 - 15 oo b 0 It 5.00
16 - 20 0 b N .  5,00
More than 20 3‘ 16 ‘V '19' ' 23,75
Total 57 23 80 100,00 - -

Source: 'Field-survéy,‘1991¢-
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H

Majority (58.75%) of the respondents are likely
to change.bﬁéimessﬁ With crop fespondents being much
greater than livestock respondents, whereas §1.25%
s ok éﬁange ol which livgstock-propbrtion is
greater  cuan Cre proportion,

Out of the proportion of total respondents
intending to change business; 85,12% of them héve
preference'for urban or metropolitan area whereas
1., 89% have preferenoe'for rurai.area,

The most Llmportant reason adduced for urban

preference by respondents is where there are more

.promising 1life chances. Other reasons include that

business Yiqlds returns fastef ip_ufban than rural
areas, the dearth of amenities in the rural areas,
the population-concentration.in urban areas patironising
the products aﬁd the laborious involveméntg of farming
in fural’areas.

The most.imporfant reéson proferred for rural
preference 1s the @assive 1andlarea available for
farm expansion. Inclusive are the low overhead costs

N

and cheap facilities obtained. thereln,
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l} ,10,3 Farm Insurance

As much as 65% of the. respondents did not have
their farms insured while only 35% of them insured
their farms. Generally, the scheﬁe insures farms
for‘the first year of operation of each year's
recruits, Thereafter insurance becomes the

prérogative of each graduate farmer,
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CHAPTER FIVE
SUMMARY , HECUMMENDAT LONS  AND .CONCLUSLONS

5.1  Summary

'Graduate'Unemplqyment_and the food supply crisis
in Nigeria were ‘ : idehtified as prime pfoblems.
The government had to reﬁily look inwards to devise
means of tackling th@5e~prob1ems, The aim actually
was to inculcate_the'spirit of self«emploYment so as
to achieve national self-reliance in the agricultural
sector and this led to the establishment, in 1986
of the Nationnl Directorate of Employment and ih
1987, the Graduate Agricultural Self—ﬁmployment
Scheme (GASESY, an arm of the Agricultural Sector
Emplbyment programme of the Directorate was launched
into action. The primary objective is to provide
enployment for agricultural graduates in addition to
'boosting food production by providing participants
in the 3Cheﬁéuwith working loans and technical
assistance. Credit, be it in cash or kind, has been
knecwn to play a determining role in the deﬁelopmgnt
of agriculture, and investments have also been known

to have multiplier -effect.



118

Because.the study. area -'Imo Statenuis hard hit
by the unemployment and food supply problems, it
became pertinent-to evaluate the péfformance of the
scheme in the state, :

Both primary and secéndary data obtained by fhe'
use of structured questionnaires on 80 respondents,
recruited into the scheme between 1987 and 1990,
and oral interviews on the séheme oft icials respectively,
were used for analysis. Crop respondents numbering
57 WEb“practised cassava basea crop mixture, and
23 livestock (poultry and piggery) fespondents were
sampled. .Statisﬁical tools such as percentages,
Fréquencies, means, ranking, graphs, and the cost—
vetuyﬁs analyses, and tabulations were used fo‘analyse -
fhe:aéfaﬂ-fChi-Squervﬁest was'a}so used to ﬁest for
_statistical-diffefences béfween means and to test
some of the hypotheses. |

The findings showed that a total of 1,282
hectares of crop 1ahd were under cultivafion within
the period undér 3tﬁdy (Appendix 1) by the crop
“participants in the scheme. The averégé crop land
holding was lL.1ha whereas average iand under poultry
and piggery producticn was 0.0L7ha and O.bo9ha

respectively, Land is acquired on request by NDE
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to the State Governor and/or the Local Governmehts
of the state annually. Partiéipénﬁs were not more than
O years old on recruitment, Female participation
s 1,25% and is insignificant to total"participatidn..
High level of 1itera¢y Was observed and the most
important financial record kept is the income and
expenditure account,

Loan amouht.'per.brop participant for 1987 and
. 1988 amounted to'ﬁ11;SO0,00; and ‘for 1989 and 1990, was
'H15,000,00, Livestock participants receivéd
N13,500 for 1987 and T988, and in 1989 they received
18,000 cashwz Crop loans -were in cash and kind
whereas livestock lo$ns were‘entirely cash, ‘The loan
'amounts were found to bé iﬁadéquate apd graduate
. farmers will require N2,000.,00 to 13,750.00 or more
to be added to the loan sums brovided by the scheme
to meet prdduction costs,

-There was a general increasing tendency in price
Tor crop and livegtock items with respect to costs

“and returns for the period.



120

Yield figureé showed fhmt average yield per
hectare for the period Qnder study for maize was
6119.82kg: for mellon, 92.67kg; for cassava tuber it
WAS 1600.,94kg, and for césgava stem, it was 105,47
bundles; than vegetable_yield'per hectare was
25.56kg, A pbundle of cassava stem;was observed to

contain SO'cassava sticks each méasuring 1m or more
by arrangement. Average income or revenue levels
per hectare for the period, for maize was N765,S7§
for mellon - #169,06; for cassava tuber, it was
M1777.43; for cassava stem, it was N512,27 and for
vegetable, it was Nuh.99. “On hectare basis, this

| leaves a graduaté farmer in céssava based crop
mixture with a total reienue of M3,2L5.L7 and when
coets are deducted, with a net return of # 198,11,

With. respect to the-poultry enterprise, average

-

holdings for broiler waé'288v layers - 184,
replécement stocks (cocks and hens) - 250, turkey -
1597, and egg - 729 crates, Mean unit revenue for

5roi1er (weighing between 1.6kg - 1;8kgj was M2, 78,

layers at salvage value (i.e. when they may have laid

300 eggs or more and weigh between 1.8kg - 2.25kg)
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. sell, for N18“08 adult replacement stocks sell for

827,048, turkey (we1ph1ng between 1.8kg &nd 2,5kg)
sells for N?B 00 and a orate of eggs sell for
N20,50 on the am,rel"agc:e‘r

A graduate poultry farmer reéliséd a total -
révenue of N3i7, ?93 865qnd when costs are considered
or deducted, a net revenue of M6,175,10 from sale of
288 broilers, 184 ]1Vers, 950 replacement stocks,
197 turkeys; and 729‘crates of egg.

In con51derat10n of the pigzery enterprise,

average holdings for plglets was 62, sows - 13 and

- boars - 10, Mean unit revenue for piglets (weighing

LBkg or less) was NT33,18;.for‘sows (adult female
pigs weighing between 55kg ~ 100kg) was Hi83,72; and
for boars (adult male pigs weighihé between 55kg and
100kg) - ¥595.00., A pig graduate farmer had a

‘total revenue of 120,1195.52 and when costs are

con51derea, a net return of N7, 645 96
A comparative analysis of cost items showed

that labour costs was-highest and accounted- for

S 67.,91% of total Poqt for cassava-based crop mixture

enterprlse, whereas operating input cost was highest N




and accounted fbr 88,72% and 75,52% for poultry
.and plpyery enterpr1qus res pPCtlvely-

A gross @Lurn/total cost (bEnoflt ~cost) ratio’
analysis showed that one naira invested on cassava-
based crop enterbrise, yielﬁh extra 6 kcbho, whereas
for poulfry entérprise the same anzlysis showed thﬁt
~ one naira investéd yieided extfé 20 kobo and in
'piggery,Aan extra 60 kobo.

A coﬁbarative analysis of the three enterprises
based on -total revenue, total cest and net return,
Showed”thaértotal cost was..highest for CBCM enterprise
and accounted for ?5“89% of total receints. This
LS followed by thefpoultfy ontefpriﬁe with total cost.
accounting for .70% of total receipts,.and lastly
by the piggery enterprlse with total cost accounting
for 62.70% of tota;)...r‘ecéipts... .

Net returns was highest for the piggery
enterprise andnacqounﬁéd for 37,3%'of total receipts,
followed by the poultfy enterprise with net returns
accounting for 16,30 of total receipts énd-lastly
by the CBCM enterprlue with net return accounting

for 6,11% of total receipt.
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Thé‘implicatiqn of the analyses on the basis of

resource use efficiency and profitability is that’.

resource use efficiency and profitability is‘highest_-
fﬁfnbiggery] followed by poultry and CBCM éntérpfises."

The most important.5éhefit'derived‘by the
respondents was addifionalArevenue, The respondents
have been able'td generate permanent employment for .
as much 113 ruralihands with 140,00 Mean'mohthly
remuneration'for those employed in crop and N157,00
mean monthly‘rémunération for those employed in
livestock enterpriges respectiveiy, Hired labour
usage was 96.25% and modern technology édoption
amongst-graduaté fmrmers_waﬁ 100%.
| Total crop and livestock loans for the period
(1987 - 1§9'90)4 an{ounted to N5,502,000,00., Four
participants recr@ited in 1987 have fully rebaid the
loangd sums with interest; Repaymert rate was 1%
wheréas‘iéan ?efauitAor delinquency rate was 99%
as at timé.of survey.,

The most impdrtant,mémns of evacﬁéting produce
from the farm was by truck/lorries (82.5Q%). Local
preservatives like ground pepper were put into grains
and seeds‘in.stqrage~bags Lo prevent pbst-hérvest

pest attapk. A1l crop farmers =znd 35% of livestock
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farmers marketed their produce at.their discretion
by retall sales oniher 1n the open market or at
the farm, The remaining 65% of livestock farmers
sell produce on request to hdtéliers, supermarkets
“and, individﬁals or to cold.stofage prOprietors,'.

- Lack of money to invest on produotion,'lateness
-in.delivery of credit in kind or éash, government
' sﬁpp;rt Béing.inadéquate,dis@éae/pest attack, high
cqst'of 1ébour and ijh cost or lack of mmechaniged
:'yu tems are the mqgor problems ihhibiting increased
productivity amongst graduate farmers.

4‘*‘Pest/diéease a%tack low prices, poor harvest

and dlqaoter were’ the 1mpoxtant factors causing
inability of respondents to repay the loa ns ‘secufed?
Total loss to disa§fef for both crop and livestock
amounted to N732, 969 00 i.,e. N9, 162 11 per .
'part1c1panp for tpo'pexlod under study or K2,290,53
annually,’ t | |

With féqﬁeé1 to intended duratlon of stay 1n.
‘agricultural produc1lon, the llyestock_farmers are
more likely to be:permanently employed.than crop
wparticipants becégse the livestock (piggery and

poultry) enterprises are more profitable than the
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CBCM enterprises In ggneﬁal, about .59% of the
respondents are likely to change business with crop
respondents bheing muchﬁgre&ﬂer than livestock
respondents, AbouL 86“ of this pfoportion wanting to
f'ghungo bu¢1ne¢;,.have urban préferéncé,. It was
observed that some par{1C1pdnt@ Qwapped or switched

enterprises. Total nLerprlse switch recorded was

542 Re uommondutlons

There 1s the need Ebr qradumte farmers to have

LnBurance schemes lhcir agricultural businesues

SO as to have.a check’ agalnst,total loss, This can

now be made possible with the govarnment'$ establishment

~of the ngerlan Agrlcuitural Insurance Company "(NAIC).
Furthermore¢ the loan amounts given to

_parficipants are Lnad@quale for agricultural production

in ouwr preseht StruCLural Adijus Ement Programme and

Lh?iationnxy dispensation& Theretorev there is the

need F@r an upWard revxew of the loan Qums. It is

Vaﬁommendud albo thaL the loan sums for both crop and

“Iives Lo;k puxLLcipdnt should be in cash and kind

but with more cash than kind,
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Visitations ofighe extension éﬁaff aﬁdithe staff’
of the NDE should be intens 1ric in addition, to
gnsure that the loan sums are appropriately-used'foﬁ
the production purposes and to preQent diversion
hy participantss |

The disbursement of loans in cash and kind for
new rec rultq should hu appropriatply timed by the
scheme officials tofaoincid@ with production seasons,

Since the participants deposit.ceftificates
as‘collaterals and @Eovide 2 guarantors, éhey could
ag well bé attracted tc'agricultural prdduction by
making the loans repayable, 1hterest free,

| The scheme. ojfzcidl, suould devise a means by
which participantﬁfrproducevare disposed of at
affordable and rewﬁfdinq pricegz. It is dbsepved that
due to glut during Lhe harvést segsons, farmers sell
their produce at 10Q priceﬁﬂahd this is not encouraging
to enable the pa}ticipants repay the loaﬁ sums with
Lnteveste | |

Thg governmont should provide 1nfrastructural
fac111L1ca in the rural areas to minimize the urge for

ruralaurban drift nf potential labour force in the
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vural eveas, By so doing, post harvest losses could
be curtailed if such things like grain silos and

-goad voads are provided,

S

Graduate farmers should be encouraged to form
viable cooperatives Lo enable them benefit from the
serveral government agencies in termsp of‘input
purchases at reduced coéts?‘ |

Fdrther; study éhould be_doﬁe on otﬁer areas
fiananced by the. scheme not ;oVéred by this study to
actually highlight their pérformances; problems and
prob&ble'solutidgsm Cther schemes of the Directofate
3hou13 be stgdiéd, to elicit their impact on the
general National deveIOpmehgv' Benks participatory

role in this regard should also be studied;

53 Conclusions

Judging frém the costs and returns aﬁalysis
and the ratios 6f gross return onn tekal cost done,
plggery producﬁion is the most profitable of the
graduates or adriculéurea . Furthermore, . the enterprise

has a high resource use efficiency when compared with

prs

-he olher ahterﬁrisea consldering the magnitude of-
material and other inpuls and the returns thereafter

obtained, -
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The schema'haﬁ géh@rated signiflcant rural
selfuamployment'fdr:graduate$ of agriculture in the
.statew hiowever, the 1§ﬁn Suin giveh to pérticipants
is considered inadequate for production coﬁsiderihg
the slightly hithland;holdindﬁ of crop pacticipants
'dndAthe rising labour and other operating input costs,.
There are lots of problems which 1limit increasesed
product “ion and eff@at the repaymént of the loaﬁé
'”ecurgd wlth interest on schéduleo
Jevcrthnles' effor%n fo reach food celf~suif1cicnfcy
and Yo craﬁte.sub”tahllal numbers of pcrmanent jobs in. the-
Stake amd Migeria as a.whoie based.on smullholder farming
systems whll E@%e.mare.tham a decade to schieve, With
Hhese smallholder pLoductlon and employment consfra:nts,
the governmentis selﬁwemploymwnt strategy to achieve self«
yelience is a reasonﬁble public policy to gain time until
the organizationel and technical bottlenecks to a more
vibvmnt ﬂmallholder deLd foodd vupply system sre dealt
| with, What is neel(d 1 & longer time frame and
.Lonbiftbd effort for 1he ObjbmtiVCu of the séheme to
be 1mplemented to the fullest and the:eafter; lies‘the

benefitse
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