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ABS1'RJ\:C'r 

.,, 

A survey of the 9r~du~te filirmer~· p&rticip&nts of 

the Graduate Agricultural Self-~mployment Schem~ 
. ! 

(G.A.~.2.S) of the National Dir~ctorate of Employment 

(NDE) in Imo state was done in 1991~ Eighty respondents 
1 ,'-~ 

,~rho VJere 9raduate loan beneficia~Jes of thé scheme were 

propod: i.onat:ely and n,ndornly s·ë1rnpled for ·the yep.rs 1987 11 

1988, iqs9 ~nd 1990 respectively when they were 

y.-ec.rui t.ed int.o the.. scheMe.. Data wece obtained by the use. 

of structured questionriaite administered bn 57 crop 

~nd 23 livestock gractuate·farmers~ as well as fiom oral 

Jnt:er-v iews wi th the sci~.eme 's off :li.c: la.ls and relevant 

pulJllcëitions .. Frequency·dlstr:lbùtions, percentages, 

!:abul ;:i.t ions, graphs O m•::an. values 1 t,.. and chi-square tests, 

· qross rnargin and cost:-retu1:-ns anal y sis v1ere used te> 

~valuate ~erformance~ 

Results show thi!it:. female participati6111 was .1. 25% 

and insignificant't'o i~tal participation; and participants 

W&:-ê not more than 40 years old on recrui tinent. Averi!1g;::'! 

. Land allocation per c1:·op pa,r.tlc.ipcint was ·s.,Oha but lan.d 

effectively brought under crop cultiv~tion was 4~1ha. 

Livestock participants source1 theii land on individual 

basis~ Average land under poultry· and piggery production 

••,•'or 
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vii 

wa.s Q.,0421ta and 0.,009hi.î .,respect:1.ve1y. Crop respondents 
• '!"', 

prôc.t i.::sed cas.sava-based crop mixt,ures ( CBCM). Crop ~oans. · .. · .. 

µer p~rson·:~mo~~ted tb-Nli,soo and NlS,000 for .1987-1988 . . . . 

and for 1989-1990 1 respectively~_ The crop lo~ns were 

36 .. 3% c:as11· and 63 .. 7% kind.- Livestock loans per person 

w~re all cash and amounted to N13.500 and N18,000 for 

19f37~1988 and 198Q, ... 1990 .respectiv,ely. .The loan ·amounts 

' ' 

were found -to ~e inadequate and gradµate farmers will 

requlr.e an avera·ge of· N,? sr 000 to N3 ~ 750 or more to be aclded 

to the loan .sums to meet production ~osts. Cash 

disbursement of loa~s was preferred (81~25%)~ 

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

of farm finance and was observed ndt to have char~ed 

interests on principal·~ums, whereas commercial/ 

~ooperatiie B~nks were the least patronised. Timing 

of loans by the scheme was poor as 83% of the respondents 

received loaris~after it:was needed~ 

Aver.,:,ge yield per :hectare in a cassava-based crop 

m.i.xture. fov:- rnaize 'i,\1as 649"'82kg, Mellon 92 .67,kg, Cassava 

_tuber 1G00~94kg, cassava stem 105~47 bundles~ and 

vegel ë1bles. 25 .. 56kg... F'cu.· Poul try t · ë1verage holdin.gs for 

Ekoiler was 288 1 Lay~rs· 1.84, repl:àcement stocks 
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(cocks and Hens) 250, Tur~ey 197; and average egg 

production, was ~29. crat,s annually. ·For piggery, average 

holdings for piglets was ·62,. Sows · 13 and boars 10. A 

~omparative·analys{s of cos~ ite~s for the three enterprises,· 

sho1,1ed that labour cost was highest and accounted for 68% 

of .total cost for cassava· - based crop enterprise. 6peratirig 

input cost was highest and acco~nted for 89% and.76% for 

poultry a~~ piggery ente~prises 1 respectively. A gross 

r·etui::-n/total cost analys:ts showed. that one naira invested 

on CBCM, yielded extra 6.kübo 9 whereas für poultry 

enterprise 1 one naira invested, yielded extra 20 kobo.and 
.. . 

J.n pl~ge~y, an e~tra 60 ~obo. Permanent employment w~s 

cJenerüted for ·113 rural hands. Hired °labour usage was 
,•,, ... 

96';(,°" and. rnodê~n. t:echnology ·ad._0.ption was "100%. 

Although there is a lot ~f bottlenecks and logistic 

problems for no .... ,, the sc:herne. is a laudable public policy 

which with time and conc~rted efforts from.both participants 

and officials will all~vlate the unemployme~t and .food 

supply problems in the-stat~ and the Nation as a whole. CODESRIA
 - L
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~. :,, 

CHAP'I'ER ONE 

IN!r_RODUCT_ION 

1 .1 Background Information·.· 

1 

The idèa of establishirig the· National Directorate 

of Employment (NDE) or{ginated ovef the last few yearswhen 

there Wli.S a remarkable inctease in unemploymentp 

particularly amongst· school leavers and uniiersity 

graduates. In view of the unemployment scourge, the 

Fecleral G~vernment set up a committee to_look into 

tbEise problem areas ~. On receivlng the report of the 

co~mittee, the government decided thit a maJor assault 

on the problem of uriemployment and food supply needed 
·1 

to be undertaken a.ncl consequently, the NDÈ. was 

e~~ablished (Adamson and Ola~unde, 1988). 

· The ·:Nati'ona.lTîü.:.ectorate of Employment was 

irtaugurat.ed on November 17_ 1966, and was launched into 

a6tiori on January 30~ 1987, by the Federal Military 

Government. This was in its poise to. launch an attack 

on the presen_t. unemployment plague, __ no'w seen by many 

as a first degree socib-economic problem threatening 

yirtually ev~ry household in the c6~ntry, and by 

extension, evefy firm and the very exi~tence of our 

nation (Olikof 1987). 

CODESRIA
 - L

IB
RARY



- ... 

, 
.i 

The unique assignment of this Directorate ta 

create ~mployment with emphasis on self-reliance and 

entre·preneurship has called ·for unusual bc,ldness and 

creativity. The woildwide economic depression· of the 

early Bo•s cAusèd a rapid deterioration in Nigeria•s 

economy. Industrial output shrank and commercial 

activities were consequently reduced, leading to the 

loss of employment opportunity for millions of 

Nlgerians •. ·By the end.of 1985, the unemployment in 

Nigeria had reached desperate ~nd alarmi~g proportions. 

In. the urban areas, where the educated tend to congregate, 

the unemployment: rate was high ... In the rural areas, 

ft was no less sever~. Th~ yauths and.graduates were 

t:he hardest hi t. Of_: all unemployed Nigerians (ranging 

upwards of three million) th~ee quarters were under 

25 years of age. Wit.h growing joblessness,there was 

_growing despondency among youths and their parents 

(NDE report, 1j8~)~ 

To enable the NDE create·~ore jobs for the 

unemployed,.-an initial Federal Government grant of over 

~300 million was approved. The fund is used to finance 

the following programmes of the directnrate: 
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3 

1) the National Youth Employment and Vocational 

Skills Developm~nt Progra~me, 

2) Small Saale Industries and. Graduate Employment 

Programme.; 

3) ihe Special. Public Works Programme, and 

4) the Agricultural Sector Employment Programme. 

These programrrH~s are backed by the nec·essary 

· adm:Lnistrati ve, monitoring· 1:md support personnel, thus 

enabling optimum use of resources and prompt 
. . . 

response to the requiremerrts of the public~ 

The National Youth Employment and Vocational 

Skills Development programme is made up of four scherrœs1 

namelyti 'l'he National Open /\ppr-enticeship Scherne (NOAS), 

The Waste to Weal th ~cheme (WWS) ·, The Schools on 'vvheels 

Scheme (SWS) and the Disabled Work Scheme (DWS). These 

emanated from the realization that majority of the ... :. 

unemploye<;i are youths.without·productive_and marketable 

skills.. Bence, •the· four main schemes · of this programme 

are cqncerned with skills acquisition. Over 70.000 - ' . 
previously une~ployed youths were benefitting from 

the NQAS by December 1987 (NDE report, 1988). 

The Small-Scale Industriés and Graduate Employment 

. Programme is made u.p of four schemes_. na:mely, the Job 

Creation Loan Guarantee Scheme (JCLGS), the Mature 

People•s Scherne (MPS), the'Entrepreneurship 
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nevelopment Programme (EDP) and the Enterprise 

Management Support S~rvice (EMSS)~ This programme is 

designed to encourage and aid unemplnycd Nigerians to 

set ·up and run their own businesses. As at the end 

of December 1988, over 69,000 participants had undergone 

the EDP programme i.n different states (NDE report, 1988). 

The sp~cial public works programme comprises 

constr\1ction and maintenance of roads, buildings and 

other infrastructure, tre0 pla~ting, environmental 

sanitation, land clearing and .other farm, _support services. 
-

Tois prot,;rl\l'IIIM.e is clesigneil to provide imrnediate 

temporary employmerri'.to a large number of 'the unemployed. 

Of great importance is the Agricultural :sector 

Employment Programme which is the last but not the lea·st 

rif the dirèct6rate's programmes comprising the following 

schemes: (}raduates I Agricul tural Self-Employment Scheme 

~~~.E.S), School Leaver's Farming Scheme_ (S.L.F.S), 

Reactivation of Employment-generating F'arm settlements/ 

Sche~et '.and the Promotion of Rurai Non-farm.Employment 

Scheme. It is on this programme that this work borders 

with special focus on the Graduates Agricultural 

Self-Employment_Sche:ne (G.A.S.E.S) .. 
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The aim -0f the Agricultural programme is ta 

generate -employment for unemployed graduates, non­

graclur.1tes :rnd school leBvers in the agricultural s1;ctor 

with emphasis o~ self-ernploy~ent !n agricultural 

pr;d~6ti9n a0d marketing. 

Unernployed ·graduates·with Degree, ~igh~r National 

Diploma (HND), Nation~1·certificate of Edcuation (NCE) 

and Ordinary National Diploma (OND) qualifications in 

agriculture, agricultural sciences and other relevant 
. . . 

disciplines,.on selectiqn, a~e provided with working 

loans and technical assistance. 

1 .,.2 Problem Stateme'nt 

Africa tod.ay :L_s described as tJ1e "most hunger-
. . 

ridden continent''· The result is unimcginable poverty 

and the degradation of the very·essence of human dignity. 

Unl~ss there are dramatic increases in food production, 

e.specir:llly ·o:r product.L vi ty improvements of small-scale . . 

farmihg, worse is Llkeiy to follow (Williams, 1983; 

Dumont ~nd ~6hen, 1·980; Eicher~ 1982; .F.A.O., 1978). 

As for Nigeria, 11 Food balance calculat:i,o.ns revealed the 

.fol.1.owj_ng problerns all of which nave worsened ïn the 

past two decades: 

a) ~ national food· deficit, 

b) inadequate iupplies of calories and proteins 

especially animal proteinsi .and 
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~, a food defi6it for particular periods or particular 

areas scattered over the country (ILO, 1987). 

The question of how to feed the nation has therefore 

become a matter of nation~~~concern end top priority. 

What is urgently needed is that agricultuial production 

should increase-fast enough to cape with ·increasing 

demand (Idachaba,,et al, 1980). 

The contribution of the agricultufal sector to the 

country's QDP has declined significantly over time 

varying from 56% in the early sixties, 24% in the 

seventies to about 22% in the early eighties (CBN, 

1986{ Edofdu, _1986); ·and with reference to employment, Agri 

contributes about 66% 9f labdur force, and an important 

though now sadly small,contribution to for~ign 

axchange earnirigs (Edordu, 1986). Gi~en ·the rel~tively 

high, rate of population growth, increased urbanization· 
. . 

and ~ome ~ains iti real i~com~s, it i~ the arduous 

responsibility bf the. ~ector to gen~rate ~ncreasin~ 

~uantity. quality ~nd variety of food for the country. 

In the ·sixties, _agricultural output sustained the 

economy, yieldfng foreign exchange and supplying sufficien­

food, fibre, raw ~aterials and empl6yment to the nation. 

The seventies wj_th j:ts oi.l boom w.i.tnessed a dwindling 

CODESRIA
 - L

IB
RARY



····· ... 

7 

performance of thè sector. The depressed economy of 

the eighties with stagflationt ma~sive unem~loyment, 

excess indus trial capaci ty ,· insuf ficiency of domestîc 

food and raw materiais supply coupled with massive 

food importation culminating in adverse b~lance of 

payments and huge debts, clearly illuminates the 

deepening egricultural cri~is. 

Consequently, to meet .food demand, food had to be 
·increasing1y imported by governmènt. This further 

weakened the n&tion~ food production capability that 

Nigeria1 which before and just after independence was 

a net exporter .of f'oocl, .became a net importer to the 
' . . . 

. . 
· extent thr-ît by 1983 • food· impo~t bil·ls amounted to 

about N1.9 billion (CBN, 1183). 

The gov~rnment at different time periods introduced 

various policj_es ·such · as· f'arm settlement schemes, · 
. . 

National Accelerated Food Production Programme (NAFPP)~ 

Operr~tion r•'eed tJ·!e Nation (OFN), Ri ver Basin Development 

/\utborities (RBDAs}, Green Re.volution Programme (GRP), 

Agricultur.al Devélopment Projects (ADPs), Agricultural 

Credit Guarantee Scheme Fund (ACGSF'), Directorate of 

Food, Roads and Rural Infrastructure (DfRRI) and lately 

the·. National Directorate of E;mpJ.oyment (NDE) to exp and 

food production and stem the food crisis. 
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Purthermore, pr:i.mary and seconàary school leavers, 

including graduates bf higher institutions in Nigeria, 

constitu~e by fur the greatest.proportion of potential 

new entrants to the labour market. What happens to 

U1e!3e lnrgc~ nurnbers of school leavers and graduates, 

whether they go for further training, enter some form 

· of apprènticeship or simply remain urn~mployed i.s eviden't::t.y 

vital ta the socio-economic development of Nigeria 

·and Imo State in particular •. 

Despite. all these agricu1·tural sectoT incentives 

~nd strategies, and considering that the NDE 

agricultural lo~n.beneficiaries are graduates of 
. . 

ap;r1culture who should be experts iri the field, the 

national goal of food and fibr~ self-~ufficiency, self­

reliance and full employment iq a virile, viable, 

djnamic and sust~inable growth economy is yet to be 

fully attained (Balogun, 191)6; Nigeria ·1974; 1976; ·198.1). 

It becomes ~ertineni thet this research be 

carried out to examine the role of the G.A.S.E.S in 

firiancing graduate agr~cultural self-employment, food 

production, generat5.ng employment for rural hands and 

checking the cancerous rural-u'rban drift which has 

eaten deep into the fabrics of the imo citizenry and 
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the ability of the loun beneficiaries to pay back 

anct·on time too .. 

1 .. 3 Objecti.ves of tl~e S_!:_~~Y. 

The broad objective of the study is to evaluate 

the performAnce of the Graduate Agricultural Self­

Employment :~cheme (G,A.S.E.S) in F'inancing Food 
' 

Product~on iP the State. 
. . 

Specifically, the study will: 

1) examine the opération.al set up of the NDE 

Agricultural programme; 

?) · ascertain the ~nount of loan disbursed, and 

repaid since- ince~tion of.the scheme in the state; 

3) identify and compare the level o:f food production 

generated by the different·enterprises which offer 

self-employment to the participants; 

4) compare costs and returns for farming enterprises 

errgaged in by the pa~ticipants; 1~nd 

5) identify the problems an·d prospects faced by 

qoth scheme operators and· pr:1:r,ticip~:mts and make 

recommendations based on tbe research findings. 
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1 .. 4 Tjypotheses 

The following null hypotheses will be tested: 

. . 

1) the scheme· has net generated significant rural 

.self-employment for graduates of agriculture. 

ii) the loar:i ~~i v~n to pâ,rtic.ipants is not adequate 

for ~roduction; and 

iii) there are no problems limiting productivity 

among participants. 

1 .. 5 Justific·ation .:fior the Stl.idy 

Rural gfaduat~ 4nempl6yment coupled with rural­

urban drift ~nd the food supply crisis in Nigeria have 

been ident if ied. Furthermore ,' the realiza·tion .of 

sel:(-relïance and self-employrnent has eluded most of 

thei ci tizenry wi th regards to the -agricul tural sector · 

in the state. Graduates of agriculture opt for white 

collar job~- in the cities to the negligence of the 

vital,agricultuPal sector which is considered of utmost 

importance i·n any economy for industrial and 

technological progrei ss .. 

l·Jug(?' sums of money hncl bPcn -doled out by government 

to 1, t:i.rnu1rite ruca1 and gracluate self-ernpl<?yrnent and 

by extension to boost food production in Nigeria and 
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Imo StatE~ in particular,, This is in line wi th the 

creation o.f NDE and its cohort of programmes to tackle 

primarily the graduate unemployment problem and stem 

the food supply crisis ~o. a,s .. to achieve the desired 

self-reliance in food production and redude the rural­

urban drift. 

It is the wish of the researcher to find out the 

strategies aclopted by NDE through this scheme and 

extents gohe in reducing or solving the aforemeritioned 

proble~s in the state. 

The findings of the study will also provide a 
''·· . 

· wor_king document for· the scheme opera tors. Problems 

of both the graduate farmers ahd scheme operators will 

be identified and solutions indièated for à better 

working relations~~ 

':. · .. -fi'inally, the study is ir,itended to inspire polie y 
•' 

makers f~r and -wide to ~ook !or .alt~rnative ways or 

imbibe th~ strat~gies adopted by the scheme in curbing . 
. " 

the rural grad.uate unemployment problem in the 

agriculturAl sectorj curtailing the drift to cities 

in search of white collar jobs, solving the food crisis 

probl~m and achie~ing the desired self-reliance in. 

food production ... 
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·cH APT ER 11WO 

REVTP.W OF LI'rERA1'UHE 

2.1 Agricultural Develo_P.mei:1tal Strategies 

Agricultural strategies are generally expressed 

in sets of obje~tives, the priricipal ones being: 

a) to increase food supplies and the qualitative 

improvement in nutrition; 

b) te ra;Lse farm-inc<?mes 1argely through the 

' 
development of a full market economy; and 

c) to increase and to diversify employmerit 

opportunitiès (Hunter, 1969). 

Thus in any country, . the 'mobiliz_ation of food 

supplies depends on the country's agricultural strategies. 

in particular and on the overall economic development 

· strategy in general·. ·Thel·att"er J?Oïnt needs to be 

emphRsized beciuse a balance between food production 

and industrial d~velopment is essential ~n order· to 

strengthen the economy as a whole- Secondly, planners 

should bear in mind that at any given time, the. rate of 

population growth is gene~ally a decisive factor 

affecting the retative success or failure of these 

objectives (K.iwam~ka, 1986). 
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The probJ.em in many LDCs including Nigeria is that 

as food supplies dÈ~cline, there 1s the consequent 

deteriorr:ition of the co"ndltion of nutrition both of 

which can · be attr:Lbuted to the bac.kwardness of or to 

.the stagnant agricultural sector. Arthur _(1972) 

observed that if one was asked for a single .factor as . 

the most common cause of low rates of ec6nomic growth, 

it would have to be the abscence of~ Vigorous economic 

policy. Agricultural stagnation is· the maih constraint. 

Myr~al (1968) noted that the $truggle for long term 

economic development in Asia will be won.or lost in 

agriculture. Durnont,et !~?: (1~00),' Eicher (1982) and 

F.A.O (1978) have corne up with similar findings 

though they have tended to blame agricultural 

stagnation on the feudal system~ 

Mosher (1966) observed thRt factors that limit 

a gri.r::uJ.t1..1r8 l clev,~loprnent arE~ mr:iny and. varied and 

ident.ified fi_nance as major among many oth.ers. He 

identified ten factors which he divided into two groups 

categorized as Essential~ and Acclerators. The five 

essentials 1 without which agricultural development 

cannot take plàcè are: ( 1) . markets, (2) technology, 

( 3) production incentive:s, _(4) availabili_ty of local 

lnputs and (5) transportation. The remaining fJ.ve 

CODESRIA
 - L

IB
RARY



,,. 
-.,,, -· 

~-:···--.. 

·1 l~. 

which he called AcceJ.erators were in his view important 

bu~ not e~sential. These are: (1) education, 

(2) production credit, (3) group action by farmers, 

().d land improvement an"d planning, (5) National 

Planning of·Government Policy~ 

Mosher's categorization of essentials and non­

essenti~ls ~rid the emphasis. pleced on each, will by 

no rnien.ns command universal acceptance. One woulcl; for 

lnstc~:nce, ha.ve expected strong ernphes.is on land. tenure 

::;y:3i..E·ms wh:Lch are re.garded by mgny as a tnc?-jor hinderance 

especially ta the commercialization of agriculture. 

Unlike the manufaçtufing ~ecto~, agriculture is 

profoundly.subject not only to environmental a.nd 

ecological influencies but also-to social and cultural 

factors. At the root of these is the land tenure 

system. The under utilizRtion of agricultural land is 

a funct.ion o.f socia:J. and cultural·institutional defects .. 

Among these :Ls land .tenure sy·stem · which is mainly 

responsible for th~ fragmentatiori pf land poldings, 

difficulties in mechanization and the overall 

modernization of agricultural production (Nwankwo, 

1 981 ; West, 1972) ~ 
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· Ano !7 her ser ious omJ.ssion f rom Mosher 9 s pre­

condi~ions is lhe role of extension services. Many 

specialists in farm m~n~ge~~nt consider.these essential 

particularly ~:here: peasant- farme.rs are concerned.,. But 

when all is sai.d cllld! dône we must admit that all 

these problems are but one link in the ch·ain.. The 

really important thing is that the critical limiting 

factors must be. identified and strategic ernphasis will 

usually vary from one country to anothei. 

In vie~ of the foregoing, it is· hardly.surprising 

that Nigeria toctay at~aches top priority to rapid. 

agric·ul tural cleveJ.opmen.t progré:1mrnes such 0s: 

i) 
t. 

Back to the land and farm settlements; 

National Accelerated Food Production Programme 
) 

( NAF'PP); a»r1d 

iii) Ope~ation Feed the Nation (OFN)~ 

-COl'lC.e.v-nt v;h:i.ch wei:-e clearly arH:l emphatically spelt out in 

t;t,ie.. fo,u.v.-t:h National Dt::Velopment: Plan (Obasanj-oi 1983)., 

The establishment of the.eleven River Basin Development 

l\utho..-l t-te..s UUmAs) by th_e rnilltë~ry government in 1977 

c.r.nd the launching of the Green Revolution Programme 

G1;~,:,) by t:he c:lv:i l ian ,=.,drnln:i.s b:~0. tion in 1980 are 
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further expressions of this concern. Among other 
1 

things the pJ.an err~hasized that A~riculture continues ta 

· be the mainstay of the Nigerian economy. It provides 

the bulk of employment, incarne and food for the 

population; it is the source-of the raw materials 

required for the country's agro-based industriesj it 

isalso a.n i.mportant foreign exchange earner, a 

potential which is increasingly being exploited. The 

cru6i~l role of agriculture in· the overall development 

of the Nigerian is therefdre not in doubt 

1. 981 ) .. 

The i"ourth National Development Plan. Ïisted. : 

obJectives to which prima.ry a,ttention should be paid. 

'1.'hese iiicJ.ùcied: 

i) increased food production; 

i.i) · increased li véstock and f ish production; 

i ii) the exp9.ns.ion, of employment opportuni t~es; and 

·iv) bhe development of infrastructures to facilitate 

the accelerâtèd growth of the·country•s 

agric~ltural potentlals etc. The objectives of 

the Green Revo].ution Programme were not 

different (Olayide, 1983; Aribisal~, 1983). 

T~ese are· net divorced from the objectives of 

the J\gricu1.tura1 sector e·mµ·loyment programme 

of the NDE. 
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As the agricultural strategies unfold, issues 

· relnting to the agra~'ian structure, the survi val of 

the small former and· the family farrn, the urgent 

desirability of recast~ng farm policies to better 

s~ü t the ne·eds of the country have engaged and will 

continue to engage incre~sing attentiori and possibly 

generate controve~sy. 

The productipn of. an agricultural marketed surplus 

is an issue th~t should be·properly ·addr~ssed coupled 

with increasing the l~nd unqer cultivation. These 

have been rec~rring themes leading to fierce debates 

thrpughout th~ history ·6f ~~ficultural dev~lopment 
1 

(Maddison, 1969). In Nigeria of the 1980s, these 

two issues raise other vital questions, that is, who 

is to be the vehicle or agent. 0f the agricultural 

revolution and what fb.rm should i t take? In oth,er 

words what type of tarmer is best equipped to exploit 

the riew technologies and become the agent of the 

revolution? Should it be bF.lsed on small or large 
. . ,: 

scale far~ing?· Oris there no room for both types of 
. 

farmers?· Peeding the nation and making Nigeria self-

sufficient in food production presupposes.the 

production of an agricultural surplus. 
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Doserup (1974) asked· whetber the surplus will 

be produced by'the ~mail farmer 1 the big farrner 1 the 

cooperative or private corporate farmer 1 .the landlord 

or tenant. Nwankwo ( 1981 ) , .!3-sked, s imilar question and 

identified four categories of farmers: 

i) the tr·adi t ional farmer; 

.ii) the midd.le class farrner; 

iii) the corporate farmer; and 

iv) the governrnent. 

The researcher feels that ihe graduate farmer 

wi th all the thE~oretical and practical knowledge 

is more exposE!d. and in· a bett.e.r. position to launch .. 

the natio.n. into set.r..:.reliance· in food production 

given the where-withal and other nece~sary incentives • 
. . 

A mprketed surplus is the djfference between 

total ag:ricultural prodycti.on and food consumption 

(Ghatakt 1977; Dµbey, 1~63). ·The importance of the 

surplus espe6ially iri a situetion of massive 

urbanization flnd fast populatio·n growth cannot be 

overemphasized o \!Jhat really interests us is in the 

strategy for achieving this surplus, fast enough and 

in sufficieitly large_qua~tities~ Most reseaichers 

are of the vièw that if Nigeria is to br~ak out of 
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tht" vie ious circle of food shortages, it must 

adopta rnnssive mechanization strategy and comrnercialize 
t 

its agriculture. Sorne hold the view that the 

traditional or small scale· qr peasant farmer is certainly 

not the agent to spenrhead the Green Revolutionp This 
' -

view is bnsed on a wide variety of theoretical 

rensoning, such as the psychoJ.ogy of the·peasant and 

on historicnl precedEmts and present realities :Ln· LDCs. 

Be cause a peasant is · dom:i.rw:ted by low nutrition 

sü1 ndards; he has the-re:fo re 8 hlgh margina 1 propensity 

ta consume and the increase in.bis consumption is 

directed towards :farm produce (Dubey, 1963). The 

peasant is assumed to have a very low marg.inal 

propensity to save as well as an.irrational attitude 

between high incarnes and more leisure (Dubey, 1963). 
\; 

Hence measures to increase produotivity· only make him 

diminish.his efforts to prod~ce and not to raise 

production. Consequently,the proportioh of the 

agricultural product marketr:1d would not increa.se and 

food shortages would be fa6ed by workers and non­

farming urban population. In other words, the problems 

of underdevelopment and of .raising agricultural 

CODESRIA
 - L

IB
RARY



/ 

1 

t 

20 

productivity are not caused by an imaginary psychology 

that nullifies efforts. The problems· are technical, 

infrastructural, lack of credit and. price incentiyes, 

innderiur-it.c., 1~ducnt.i0n «:!te .(r.nuJe:·t, '1971). 
. .. . 

\'v'hn t rnode.l should N1ger h ,~opt:.. · to v-a..ise. i l;.s 

food supplies? A discussion of 0hether a country 

should rely on large-scale or small-scale to raise 

its food supplies is generally _expressed in terms of. 

the so-called Mexican or Japanese models respectively. 

The Japanese model popularly known as th~ unimodal is 

described by Johnston and.Kilby (1986) as a strategy 

aimed at. the progressive modernization of the entire 

n~ri~ultur~l secto~. It relied on small scale farmers 
.. 

whereby increases in farm outpu\ rose from the 

incre8sed adoption of technologies by the·majority of 

the fnr-rners (Oki-ta, 1980). 

The Mexican modei is a crash modernizatipn strategy 

that concentrates resources in a highly commercialized 

subsector .. Underthe Mexican model, increases in 

farm output especially. since world war II were due to 

sma11 number of lHl\ge-scale commercial farmers, the 

type Nwanl<wo ( 1981 ) . advocated for .. 
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Nurkse (1962),'observed that·R country caught 

up in the quagmire of a viciou~ circle of poverty 

requires 1 not labour, land or managem~nt but an. 
. ' 

injection of capital to extricate it from that 

~ob~ib.: Cr~dit ~s the catalyst that activate~ the 

engine of growih, enable~ it·t~ mobilise the ·forc~s 

within i t and to adva·nce in the direction expected 

of or planned for it (Ijere, 1987). It follows tao 

that the greater thts injection of capital the more 

the propensity of the economy to mo~e in its given 

path. Ijere (1987) note~ tha~ if the ·economy receives 

le ss thé-111 i ts due sliare of crecU.t .input, the very 

f6rces which could have been activated ~ould 

automatically dry up and become inactive. 

Fabiyi (1983 L :poj_nted out that the most important 

management problém was how to make limited financial 
t 

re~ources of the group meet the needs of capital. 

Thus dearth of farm credit is an important constraint 

' as this is needed by farmers who must pay for farm 

inputs. cost o:f storage, transportntion and market.i.ng 

of produce. Ihimodu (1983) and Darnicle (1968) 
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emphasized that if cf~dit were made available for all 

small fFJ.rmers; the slowly developing agriculture 

would develop more r~~idly.· 

Morrow (1958), Bessel· (1 975), Famoriyo ( 1980 ). 
. . . . .: : . 

and Famoriyo and Barau (1982) suggested that financial 

institutions should hel~ the farmer in projecting 

his financial plan over the necessary period·. They 

deemed mere character, and competence (ability to do 

the job) irisufficient security for the acquisition of 
. . 

farm credit. Oluwasanmi and Alao (1965) and Pedhom 

(1982) in contrast cautioned that the mere provision 

. of ~fedit·would not necessariiy result automatically 
• 

in the desired changes in agricultural practices unless 

the effective use of credit in the farm was guaranteed, 

tbereby emphas~zin~: the aspE~ct of supervi:sion of· farm · 

cr~dit use as a pre···condition.. Osuntogun and Oludimu. 

( 1982) : ànd · Adekanye · ( 1983) e!T!pha sizE:d that .for credi t 

to be effective, it.should be timep space and farmer 

specific. MDler (1977) and Heidhues (1985) observed 

that credit and agricultural development were positively 

correlated but ·argued that in view of the importance 

. of agriculture in·developing countries 1 the need to 

mob1Lize rural savit)gs i.s· n sine-qua-non for agricul tural 

CODESRIA
 - L

IB
RARY



. -... ,. -··-. 

..... 

23 

' 
devèlopment~ Agrlcultural credit must attract 

: 
savings and make them avaj_lable .for further financing 

of farm investments .. There are researchers who f eel 

that credit plays little or no.role in the 

development of agriculture. Allen (1987), for 

instRnce 1 was of the view·that the most likely 

_constraint to farm expansion by small farmers was not 

~inance bLlt labour or land shortage. He felt that 

the problem was not really the shortage of official 

credit but that the terms were stringent~ He 

recognised the :f.act that many credi t institutions 

created to serve agriculture had liqüidi ty problems 

and could no longer deliver soft loans to farmers. 

He claimed this was. true because the voiced demand for 

official credit by far superseded the effective 

demand for off iciaJ., credi t. · He concluded that credi t 

to small farmers made iittle sense except .where there 

was shortage of,labour or land such that technical 

improyements which. were expensive became necessàry to 

.increase production·.. Hows·e ( 1974) rejected the 
I; 

general idea that farmers must have access to credit, 
1 

t_o· '.- increase production.. He stressed that the provision 

of credit to people with low re~oGrce and 
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educatiom:ü background wa~; neither warranted nor 

generally possible noting that credit was a privilege 

whi.ch must be earned and nota right. What was more 

importnnt 7 he observed, was __ for a system that tnught 

the. farmer how to dr:·velop using the resources he had. 

IIe did not believe that the peasant. farrning 

communi ty did not hi=:.ve money. What was .la;cl<:_ing, wa.s 

the intelligence to spend it wisely. 

Sorne researchers also are of the view that only 

productive lo::i.ns should be gi ven :to · f'armèr.s but F .A .0 • 
.. 

(1965) opined that well managed credit institutions 

should devise policlès in which Allowan6e is ~ade for 
' . 

legitimate credit needs of fat~ers nnd priority given 

to credit for maint~ining and increasing repayment 

capacity.· This is heciuse the rejection of loan 

applications for cons~mptive aims such as household 

e.:x:p~nse..s J marri:1ges 1, r,~l:Lg.ious céremonies etc, may 

force the f.:1rr1ter (_evèn t_he gradw3te farmer) to di vert 

the use of loans or lead thern to borrow frorn informa! 
' 

~rnurces 0 Oluwasanmi and A1.ao (1965), Farnoriyo (1980) 

·and /\dekonyo ( 1983} prefe:rred coopérative credi t as 

the appropriate rneans of biinging about the desired 

changes in farrn output and incarne~. They went 
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further to emphasize.supervisory aspect of the loans 
. ' 

to guSirantee effective use in the farm .. 

Oyatàye, · ( 198.3) d.id not sc:..>e commP.rc ial banks in 

the best position to provide 1inance for rural 

rtevclopment 8nd suggested.as a soluti6n to this.problem,~ 

tkie cstRblishmerrt by government of rural ~evelopment 

banks where emphasis'should be·on the prospects of 

success of the busine·ss ràther ·than or:i- securi ty. She 

concluded-that repayments Rhould be geared to the 

speciol conditions of agri6ulture rather than monthly 

repayments .. 

2.3 The Support for the Small Helder 
Grr.1.dwyte~·mer ·--- . 

Nwankwo ( ·1981) noted that the traditional 

farmer is one for whom farming :Ls a way of ·-life. He 

farms because he has·no alterpative. He is a tattered, 

hungry, ageing ..an.d dying man wi th a !lE:gati ve 

psychology aga:Lnst farming •. Hi.$ o"ver--riding arnbi tion 

is to find all possible ways of getting out of the 

l;;rnd and at any rate to ensure that his childr.en and 

· future generat:i.ons are not subjected. to the same fate. 

The farrners consider it odcl to. see those who h~ve thus 

succecded, to plead'with thern to work hard on the far~, 

the farm which has so woefully :failed them and from· 
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where the civil servant, the politician., the professional 

ran away·to make his- own success. He further noted 

that unless he i·s .carefulJ.,y supervised, if the farmer 

received credit, he is likely to make for the town 

and to look for life chance;. Rural pove~ty he note~ 

is at thE;! root of rural-urban m:i.gr·ation and behind the 

so-called negativ1:: psycholoi;r,y of the traclitional 

firmer and strongly asserts that he is not the persan 

to be en th rusted w.i th the rC:~spornü bili ty of fe(:ding 

the nation. · 

The .g~0eralized and stereotyped image of a peasant 

arul his miid as depicted in traditional structuralist 

litcrature should be reje6ted because -~~ch views 
1 

connot stand the test of critical analysis and are 

certainly not true~,..of- contemporary LDC society. 

Ugor j i ( 198~'.) showe.d. ·that villagers '. aspirati?ns 

were not different from those who are better placed, 

ronging from a desire for higher s~andard of living, 

technological progress, good health, modern 

-educatton to an improved sense of social and political 

responsibility. Government is evalu8ted in terms of· 
1 

what it does to brj_ng about the realization of the 

objectives ... 
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'The small ;.. se ale· farmer should · be made the center 

piPce of· increased p~oduction rather than the 

governrnent agenc:le s .( CBN, · 'l 9U1 ) .. · As t_o what con~t-i tu tes 

small-scaJ.e farm(er), Oluwasanmi and Alao (1965) 

. coftsid~red .anything less than three hectares ~sa small 

farm. Kirsch and Gorickè ( 19.77) stated that no holdings 

of more than 10 ha ar~ ~romcited. Foko (1986) put it 

at 2ha while IJere (1986) estimated it at between 0.1ha 

to 5~99ha~ A more· comprehensive definition was 

furnished by Carp~nter {1960) and accordirig to him, 

the small faim refers to a business as dissimilar in 

character and s.lze as a five acre··market garden, a ten 
1 • 

acre crop farnL, .a d;i: try farrn w.i.th up to t)erhaps thirty 

cows or a hill sheep enterpri.se wi.th 100 ewes on 300 

a6fes •. He however emphasized that a true measure of 

farm shou_ld aggregate land, labour, capital and 

manr3gement inputs.. From the f oregoing the researcher 

thf:'~re.fore considers the graduate farmers of NDE a 

small-scile farrner bearing in mind its iand holding of 

.5 hectares ·(NDE, 19Gç3) and.who cons.idering his level 

of educational attainment and given pro~er and adequate 

flnmncing by government, its parastatals or lending 

in~titutions, shall edopt the_necessary technological 
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innovations from rese~rch i~stitut~s without bias 

for supersti t:i.on and· appr.opriately rai se i ts food 

supplies and g~nerally launch the nation into food 

self-sufficiency~ 

great 

Fin8ncing Agricultural Developmen!: 
1rhe nole c5Tlfovernmc~nt 

Small .farmers gener8l~y are poor Rnd spend a 

part of their farm incomes· on consumption. 

They have been trapped in the vicious circle of 

poverty. This impli~s they cannot.rely on persbnal 

sc.i..v.fn.gs . as a source of funds for farm investments. 

'ro l mprove on the:Lr living· candi tians, there:fore, t_hey 
1 

~ust be provided credit to enable them benefit from 

th~.:latest rarm technologies: According to Ijere . .. . . . 

( 1986) ,'thère. a·re differè~t ty,pes of cre·di t ·available 

to the farmer~ These.c~n be classified a6cording 

to use, in which we have consumption or prod~ction 

credit. F'urtlu~rmore, credlt can be classified 

according to t1?rm in which we have short-term credi t 

which usu~lly last~ for less than on~ year, intermediate 

credit which lasts for less than .fi.ve Y.ears and 

long-term credit which usually lasts for. more than 

five years. Credit can also be clRssified acc6rding 

to ·the security obtlined and in this c2se we have 
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secured loans ih which tangible personal property is 

used as security_ We-also have unsecured loans in 

which security are based on the good reputation and 

f Jnancial position of -the borrower .,· 
.. 

More.over, the source of credit is another way 

of ~lassification gnd in this case we have formal 

or insti tutional and . non·-f orma-1 or non-insti tutional 

credit~ Lastly credit could be.in kind or in cash. 

The sources of agric~itural credlt available 

to the farmer include the State Financing Agency, 

on-lencting .funds OÏ .the stà:te cooperati ve banks, 

on-lending funds of· the N .A .c .B, · subsidi sed loans from 

the Commercial Banks 1 Subventions from the Local 
. 1 

Governmeut Council Budget, 8xternal ioans for 

agricultural cooperatives (i~è. from foundations, 

ph.ilantropic orgardsation~;, endownments etc), Direct 

loans from Federal 1::.ncl State Governments, loans from 

corporations an~i companie-s, tbe agricul tural credi t 

guârantee scheme fuJ1,d (ACG.SF) (Ijere, 1986); and 

làtely the GASES oî the NDE, the peoples' Bank and 

Communi.ty nnn~,s .. 

Small farmers have been known to de.cry the. · 

dtscrlminRtory at\itudes of for~~l sources of funds 

ioward~ thrim. Ije~e C,982) oh~erved thnt ·banks had 
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never been known to be large suppliers of funds for 

agricuJ.ture. Their effici~ncy in·this was marred by 

many defects including concentration in urban areas, 

stringent collateral requirements .and ·limitation to 

short-term and medium term credit. Parmers also 

complain of their.inability to use the expertise 

a round on thi:~ ground~.:i that the extension staff live 

far apart., 

Chidebelu (1983) in his study on small farmer 

problems in acquirir1g credi t, f.ound that the farmers 1 

complaints include: k~eping accounts in the bank, 
. . 

providing acceptable security (in this case not land), 

having viable projects~ having ~ood credit ratings 

ând abili~y to repay, travelling long distances to 

banks, time wasting in the bank transactions, 

cumbersome fo.rm filling which .needed the intervention 

of a th.ird party. a.s most farmers are illi terate and 

hence divulging personal secrets, ind·difficulty in 

f .i.nding a guarantor who wotûd part wi th his property 

in case of d~fault. The researcher, however, feels 
.. 

these are no proble~ for ih~ ·graduate farmers as these 

shortcomings are taken care of in the scheme. 
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Jchn~on (1985): noted that credit ensure that the ., 

(Dkm:er ca.:n f-fno...nc.e ;ew techn:iques anci. these in .turn 

pvovide.. a. !';uff.ic.ient rise in jncorne to re_Pay the 

1o8ns with interest .- He fc~lt ·that credi t is unlikely 

to be used ·productiv~ly 0nless it is combined ~ith 

other services and pre-requisLtes that work 

efficiently at the srnall farme~ level~ Strong needs 

of consumption credit ~re syrnptomatic of the early 

stages of socio-economic development. The farmer 

often ~ttaches more importance to the immediate 

fulfilment of the social obligations. The obvious 

consequence · is tbat the averagEi fàrmer is yrone to 

borrow the money which is indispensable for meeting 

what he sees as hii most pre~sing needo This results 

in"misuse of institutional credit 11 .. Despite all 

the precaution takep by cr~dit. institutions such as 

providing credit in -kind, the small farmer always 

:r j.nd.s ways and. means of dlverting loans .to consumption; 

.for exarnple farmers have been known to sell 

fertilizers and plough cattle meant for land 

prep8ration (F/\0, ·1965'). 

Miller {1977) and. Okorie (1986) discovered that 

non-Iarm use of credit ·by small farmers accounted for 

more than half of the amount borrowed and that farm 
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credit was directed to uses such as. marrying more 

w:ives, .training chJldren in school, buying new 

clothes and food, religious and naming ceremonies and 

general household maintenance. 
.. 

FRrmers attitude to~ards ~arm credit use will 

have serious implications on the rate of repayment. 

It has been established that there is a positive 

cor~elatiori between rate of repayment and use of farm 

cfedit,·di~bursement in kindt timeliness of loan 

delivery, number of supervisory visits @nd profitability 

of the enterprise {Okorie, 1986~. ~he rate of 

r·i::•pnyment is clefined as thE:) ratio of the amount repaid 

to the amount d~e (J6hnson, 1985; Okoriet 1986)G ' ' 

The problem to the.·1endèr is·not so much what uses 

the fund~ are putto as their repayment (Osuntogun 

and OlÛdJmu, 1982).', ~nd :if a :f.arrner delays or fails 

. 1n bonourj_ng his repayrnt~nt obligation to the lender 

·when due, he is ::.atd to bedeli.nquent. In their.work, 

Osuntogun end Oludimu (1982) provided two indices of 

loan delin,:i_uency namely: · nurnber of borrowers delinqüen't 

ar~ number-of loahs delinquent~ ·They obsèrved a loan 
. ' . 

delinquency rate of 100% and 98~6% in Onde and Ogun 

states respectively. 
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Ollor and Qkoye· (1983) and Wilson·(1983) have-

0i..l:l. J.d_rmti.Jied the ability or ,capr1city to repély and 

the wiliing~~ss t6·rep~y~ smallness of holdings, no 

.f::1.rm plnnn.i.ng and capacity to utillze loaf1:s as probable 

causes of high loan dèfault in addition to other 

reasons. 

Asto how,the repayment problem _pould b~ solved, 

Chidebelu (1~83) suggesied that farrner~ need for 

c onsumpt ion credit .:,hould ·not .be satisf ied because they 

are neithcr self-liquidating nor asset-generating 

feeling that to do t.his would propel the alreaq.y 

endemic non-repayment p:roblerns into epidemic proportions. 

Aku (1983) and Parks and Tinnerrneier (1983) suggestect· 

the establishment of credit cooperatives where credit 

could be dhannelled ta the small farmers as a way 

of mimtmising loan ~efault. By forming cooperatives 
.,.· 

-they o-bserv~d, mutlJB 1 security. is provided through 

m~mbership 8nd thus:no collateral is required because 

~roup responsibility for repqymept hcilps compensate 

for the- .hta-b:i..t-lty o:t' most ::.,wi11. scale farrners to 

provide security"for bank loans. This is in line with 

the guid ing principles in the establisnment of. 

community banks by the government. 
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Ollor and Okoye .(19~3) recom~ended closer 

supervision for effective use of farm credit in th~ farm, _ 

Osuntogun and OlucHmu (1982) went a step further to 

. include savings mobilization ~ecause very often, _they 

argue, most public credit institutions give a great 

deal of emphasis to the farmer wittiout paying attention 

to· i:;hE;l mobilization of rural savings.. An adv?-ntage 

to be. derived from this policy is tl;iat such saving 

will inc~ease the financial resources at the disposal 

of the credit institutions. 

Okorji (1988) observed that lateness in djsbursement 

of· lbans:is one of th~ ·causes of loan diversion and 

hence high rate of default. He also observed that· 

over-assessment due't~ improper feasibility study of 

credit requirements is also an important factor. 

Among the '.""ays'· by wlüch government, have t11anif ested 

their 8Ssistance to agriculture are the supply of . . 

grants, lor:ms and. credi ts .to agricul tural ministries, 

corporatJ.ons and cooperatj_ves in addition to tr;=iining 

staff and èxtension service workers. 

Many attempts ·11ave been made uy 1\ligerian 

governments in the last two decades ta provide credit 

to small-scale farm0rs with limited effect. The need 

for credit, howeveri tends to increase ~ver the years 
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agr icul tural sectors, for· scarcç funds. Another is 

the inability·of the. existing credit institutions to 

s~it the pArticular n~eds of the farmer in their 

socio-economic set-ùp (Ijer~, 1986). 

With this problem, the·question afises as to 

how next to fashion ·a more $Ui_table credit delivery 

and collection-system that can serve Nigerian farmers. 

Such an institution must not be allien to the peorle;_ 

at the same time~ it must not replicate the d~ficiencies 

of the existing schemes. 
1 

The various governments in Nigeria have employed 

dlfferent rneans to finance agricultural enterprises. 

These.include financing from the stat~ financing 

_agericf, on-lend.ing funds of the state Cooperati ve 

Barik,. on-lending funds of the NACBp subsidised loans 

from the CommercJal Banks, subvention from the local 

govern~ent council budget, External loans for . . . . 

agricuiturnl cooper~tives, direct ioans from federal 
•,, O L t,: 

·arid i~at~~g6~er~ments, loa0s from corporations and 
. . . 

compqnles,. the agricultural credit guarantee scheme 

:fund (ACGSF) and J.ntely through programmes and schemes 

o.r the NDE: t the Peopl<:~ 's Bank and the Communi ty Bank. 
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OnE:! reason why gove.rnments may need to take up 
'! 

large responsibility for agricu,ltural development 

has to clo with· the.·important· roles p1ayed by the ., 

sector in the econo.rny.. These include the provision 

of food, employment opportunities, generation of 

government revenues ·and foreig,n exch8.nge earnings 

among others. Another reason is·the fact that given 

the incomé of the average f~rmers iri Nigeria, ~ost 

of whom are small holder's u only very l.i ttle would be 

E:xpected of them in terms of savin~s and investments ,; 

.'rhe governmE.=mts theref.ore 1 have -remained the major 

suppliers of finances and credits to agriculture as 

in other sectors (Ihimodu, 1986). 

Government assistance to agriculture, notwith­

·Btanding,a lot of problem~ still persist. These 

·iriclude the preva~~nce of· political interference where 
• 

loan distribution is based on political considerations, 

loan processing ,anc1 · disbur~3ernent are time consuming 
. . 

and bµreaucratic a_nd in most cases are highly 

centralized, situated ~ta con~iderable distance· from 

the bprrowers; haphazard loan supervision due to 

inadequate and/or limited knowledge of extensio~ staff, 

lack of m6bility ind comm~tment. There are also 
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problems of innut s6pply services being inadequate 

or 18cking, infrastructural development being low in 

many parts of the country and the excessive cost of 

~dministefing public credit_programmes, robs the 

system of enough funds ta engage_ in Actual financing 

of farmers 0 projects (Ijere, 1986; Okorji, 1988). 

'rhe compelling: principle of f inancing. agr.icultur.al 

and ~u~al -development by governrn~nt reletes directly 

to four mutually reinforcing considerations. First, 

in Nigeria a~ in other LDCs of the worl~ ~odayv more 

than 70% of th~ pcipulation ·11ve in the rural areas 

(Ajakaiye, 1986). Second, the majority· of the low 

incarne population residing in• this sector derives its 

incarne from agricu~tural pfoduction. Third, apart 

from the entire ru_1?1 population, there is also a 

large proportion of the low: incarne population of the 
1 • • • • • ' 

urban sector that <iepends primurily on the employrnent 

geneni.ted by the secondary and tertiary activities 

that arise .from the processing and marketing of 

agricultural producti6n. Fourth, the entite population 

in tl:Je .urban and rl,1ral sectors depend for the:Lr 

sustenance on the food and fibre. supplies which corne 

m~inly irom th~·rural sector~ .All these make 

agricultural and rural d~velopment a central issue to 
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the over-all growth and developmènt of the economy 

anrl for increasing·the living standards of the large 

mass of population·that derives its livelihood from 

agrièul tµ:ral production .. . . 

?. ..,5 Supervise~d Cred:i t 

Ollor ~nd Okoye (1983) prescribed closer 

t;upr::rv:Ls.ion to the problem of small farmers diversion 

of their loans to uses othe~r .thon farm operations 

which resülts in hi.gh rate of. defaul t in repaying 

lo:1ns.. . When crediJ is providi::d in kind or paid 

cl Lrect1y to the dealer of thr~ tnnterial purcha sed by 

the borrower, it has become A habit to speak of 
' 

superv.lsed credi t - the kind of credi t whi.ch is 

integrated with agricultural extension (FAO* 1965). 

Here the aim of credi t is no.t merely to increase 

production-but to·be ancilli8ry to a programme of 

eclucation which d.oes not 1imi t. i tself to teachi.ng 

better rnethods of farming b0t also tries to change 

the habits of. farmers and thei.r fariülies in order to 

improve their economic po~ition., While Piyatissa 

(1982) sees supervision as the release of loanable 

funds in stages and i~kind instead of disbursement 

in one lump sum, Miller (1~77) feeis supervised 
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credit is a basic operating precept in.agricultural 

organisation •. Supervised 6redit ac66rding to him 

combines the use of credit with intensive guidance 

to irnp1:-ove productivi.ty and incarne,. 

Owing to the f$ct that agrieultural activities 

attracts low interest rate comp~red to industrial 

s~6tor and the high risk involved, Com~ercial Banks 

are not interested in advancjng loans into the sectnr 

(T jo~, 1qa6).. 1~hus to sus ta in the sector, the 

Su1..)ervJ:::;<icl. 1\gri.cultural. Cred.1 t Guarantee Scheme Fund - . 

' (ACGSf) ~as established in March 1977 under decree 

20 (1977) for the purpose nf providing guarantee for 

too..n.s gri,rntE?d by th.1: Commercia,1 Banks ·to the .sector. 

ThQ... a.im is to :increase the level of banks. credit to 

the s~ctor by r~ducing commercial banks•· fears of 

J.ndebtedne.ss o.f îar,~ers ~. ThE: scherne which is operated 

by the CBN is f~nded 60% by the Federal Government 

of Niger~1 And 40% by the CBN. The scheme provides 

a ~u8r~ntee of 75% of the value.of principal and 

tntere.st out.standing to the mùx1mum of N50, 000 for 

individual ~nd N1 .million for lo~ns to cooperative 

societies and corporate bodies (Ijere,· 1986)0 In 

Septembe~ 1981, the extent of the liability of the 

fund was increaseci îrom 75% to 100% · .in ·or·cter to ensure 

the total involvernent of Commercial Banks in 

agricultural lending. 
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Impact of the Schefue on·AgriculturRl Finance: 
Loans Guaranteed Under the SchemP. 1978-82 

Yer.1rs 1. 978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1978-82 

~.10 d () f 
1 n;\ ns J/.1.·1 11 os 945, 1295 1076 4762. 

fL!llOUnt 

(l'; r 000) 11 ,281.~.'!.t. 33fS96., 7 J°o,945 .. o 35,6L~2.4 31 0 763,.9 143,2-32.4 
----------·------------------·----
Source: (a). Ijere, M.o: (1986) New Perspective in· 

Financing Nigerian Agriculture0 

(b) 
,· 

Annual R~ports of the AoC.G.S.F 1978 - 1982. 

ReJ.r=ittonship of ACGSF' to Total i\gric. Bank Credit 

Cummulative Total Curnmulnt:i ve · ACGSF Loan/Total · 
Date Bank J\gric Loans ACG~JF' Lonns (Nm) Agric Loan (%) 

{Wm2 
1978 230,50 · 11 .. 28 4.9 

1979 337. 2l~-
,. ; 

J~.4 .. 91 13.3 

1980 ,~.62., 18 75 .. 55 16.4 

1981 590 .. 61i 111 .. 1~7 1s .. e 

1982 '786~60 14.3.82 18 .. 2 

~.;ource: Ijere~· M.O. (1986) New perspectives in financing 
N :i ... ;erian Agriculture w 
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The scheme which was ·establi.shed in 1977 came 

into operation in 1978 ~nd by 1982, loan guarantee by 

the fund is as shown above. The figures show ah 

nppreciable increases in the. 1st 1 2nd and 4th years of 

operation while the 3rd and the 5th years recorded a 

fall .. In respect of ACG:3F'· loans to total agriculturai 

bank credit, the figures also indicat~ constant 

int~ease from 197B-B2. This increases in the figures 

show that the scheme is making significant imp8ct to 

tot~J. agricultural loans which in a way is achieving 

the aim of its establishmenta 

Ijere (19e6)p howeve~ noted.that the ACGSF is, 
. . . . ·'1 

ncr· d'ou.b.t , . .a. comrn~nclable eff art on. the part. of· the 

iecteral goverri~ent. to reinedy' the Ùnsui tabili ty of 

Commerc i.al Banks for_·. financîng agriculture in general 

and small scale· farrners ·in particular. The effort, he 
1, 

observed, is a weah effort and merely .touche·s the 
. 

brink of the ·problem it is intended to salve, 

concentratïng on the rec9very aspect .of agricultural 

advances and does :little to enable lending banks to 

over corne the formidable d.ifficulties they encounter 

in the field of agricultur:.ü fii1:wce.. Thus there is 

reaaQn to fear that the scheme will net selve the 

recov~ry problem with the· burden of bad debts being 
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merely transferred frorn the Commercial Banks ta the 

scheme fund. The scheme,he obser~ed 9 has loopholes 

• nnd doEis not in ariy wày compensate the . banks in respect 

of losses caused by: (i)- high administration charges 

( .ii) uncompeti t.i.ve. rate of i.nterest (iii) nor is the 

CRN willing to meet its obligation of guarantee in 

specific cases, i.e. to ieimburs~ co~mer~ial b1nks 

in cases where borrowers had failed to refunda 

Furthennor1~,· _the sche!'Ile places undue signif icance 

on the security which a borrowe~ can offer and thereby · 

Sl~ports the traditional form of security oriented 

bank.ing; 1.t àlso permîts the lending banks to continue 

the application of their complex lending procedures; 

i t does n_ot provide for recovering any guarante'e 

fee from the borrower whiéh suggests that the scheme 

· is.~eavily.·depend~nt on the bounties· of the government. 

The.,: scheme is not .complemented with efforts to protnote. 
. ' 

banks' operat.ions. ;in. rural are as and wi th efforts to 
• . ., 1 

improvi the profitability of agriculture. 

The CASES in comparison asks its pariibipani to· 

open individuel bank accounts in· approved Banks in 

ti1éir _.r-e 9p~ctive,).,ocnl Covernrnent Areas where they 
•' 

opera te~ F'üll ·1oans are dtsbursed to participants 

through their accounts. These loans will be gua~anteed 
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with NDE fund released to particip~~ing banks i.e. 

state banks or ~gricultural credit cJrporations1 etc~ 

·This simply means that the state b8nks o~ agricultural 

credit corporations will authorise t~e rural Banks ,to 

open individual accounts for participants on .the 

guarantee of the NDE:funds cleposited with them at 

.N11 1 500 (uptil 198e) or N15,000 (as from 1989 for cruµ) 

·and N13,500 (uptil 198e) or N18,ooo (as from 1989 fb~ 

animal) per participant (NDE, 1988). The performance, 

problems and prospects are part of what the research 

rs intended to uncover •. 

Lending Institutions• Problems in the . 
ITTsoursr:~méïn oT -C-rea:TI to fc'arrners 

Widely di~~~rs~d ·small hol~ings wouid give rise 

to high administratiV•:! and· supervisory costs. Among 

the problems encountered by, lending institutions are 

lack of collateral, ~o accounting recordsf perjorative 

view of debt aoœ farm operations in the eyes of the 

farmert wrongly filled forms either because of 

ignorance or insincerit~j and ·farm~rsv idea about 

cred:L t - unwillingness to r,~pay and regarding the loan 

as a windfall or thE?ir share ·of the National Cak'e which 

must not be repaid_ This situation as mentioned 
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earlier may nat be applicable.ta the graduate farmer 

who in addi tian to lE;vel· of ed.ucation and 

appreciation of rn?ed. for cash also surrenders h1s 

certifitate as collateral~ -

Ollar and Okoye (1983) l:·~~·COisnised the problems 

raised above but regarded default as the most important. 

To salve this prablern~ they advo~ated closer 

supervision~ But because th~ cost of supervision raised 

admiriistrativ~ cost of the iending institution~ they 

advocated that this cost should. be shared between the 

institutions a6d the governm~nt. 

Okorji (19dH) observed that hi~h loan·default 
l 

is often associated with i~ability to determine the 

credit requirem~nt of the farmp.rs and thus suggested 

use of proper ~easibility study ~sa guide to determine 

the amount of credit requir~d by fa~mers accor~ing·' 

to enterprises produced. This strategy is ta reduce 
. 

the rate of loan dfversion and thus ensure proper use 

.n.nd repayment of loan .. ·. 

As prudent bu0iriess men commercial banks would 

have been only too willing to.rinance agriculture 

and allied busirie~s-if only ~ney had founct such 

·~dvances·profitable~ As a matter of fact,commercial banks 

:f :l nd :ii.t unprofitable te ·operate~ in g~neral, in r~ral 

a reas and to finan.ce agriculture in particular. 
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High rate of loan default is widely reported 

in J.iterature esp~lially among small holder farmers 

in developing economies. · Godwin and Salley (1973) 
1 

reported· a default rate of __ 37 percent of the arnount 

due, among· C:hanaJan rice farrne::rs. ln Niger ia:1 Okorie · 

(1986) and Miller (1977) reported d~faûlt rates ranging 

.froM 9~ 7°/" to 67 .1 % among sma11 hoJ.der farmers. 

2 .• 7 Determinants of Denmnd :for F'arrn Credi t or 
Lüé1DS 

The amount o.f farm credit demanded by farmer 

mny be·influenced by several 1actors. Bessel (1975), 

Re.id (1981) and Adekany1:: (1983)' found that the 

' velum~ of credit or the degree of indebtedness depended 

upon the age, sex, crop acreage,. farm size, farmer's 

incarne~ productio~ pattern ~nd form of land tenure~ 
. ,· 

The more important> deterrriinants- th1::y observed were the 

fArmer 9s age and time or date when the farmer bought 

or inherited t&e farm. The·major reasons for 

increased borrowing they noted, intluded: ·the adoption 

of new technology, purchase of land, inflation and·its 

effect on working capital. ·taxation and increasing 

·fami~y expensese 

CODESRIA
 - L

IB
RARY



J 
I 
I , : 
1 , 

I .. ;~ 

,, 
t 
l 
\ 

j 

1,. 

46 

Long (1968) rionsidered the demand for credit as 

a question df.alloc8tin~ capital in .an action space. 

which. h~,s only y:Lel.d. and r.i::;lç of di.v~r~s.i.on. He noted 

that previous use of highlj productive c~pital assets 

d epend ed upon cos t ôf de b L, .'.it~irt.i. ng the fr:i rmi ng 

season with enough workj_rirs cripitnl., transactions· 

-COSti, tenancy and poverty which.h8.Ve different 

implications for the amount of credit borrowed. 

In a contrary view, Sithole and Ap~diale (1987) 

maintained that inse:cure land tenure systems, 
' 

short.age 
;1' 

of far.rn. lab.01,.1r,. low crop price. and the abscence of a 

potentfal commerciai market are potential factors which 

C:GU+Se. ;:i. f,=irmer to redu ce rü:::; acre.age; The reduction 

f n a.creo...ge. 1,vouJd imply a red.uct:Lon in farm input 

requirements and ~herefore a fall in the volume o{ 

crHHt demancfod. and e-mployed. by the farmer. 

2.,3 Strategfes for Promoting Rurr:il 
Smp1oym('~ n f.CJ. n 7iir1cü T,T u:::.~ 

Lyson (198'2) observed that the formation of a 

· farming·plan and/or. the attainment of a farm job among 

school leavers is related to prev1ous exposure to 

agriculture at home and in school. Bernard (1981) 

noted that there is increasing trend towards employment 
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creRtion in urban areas, with growing rural 

unemployment, and aclducect·reasons for this situr:i.'tion 

·as prict:'"! trends unfavourab1e to agriculture a.nd 

iriàdequate. organization oi" proàuction. 
. . - . . . 

Schumache~ (1981).studying agricUltu~al 

development and rural employment in Mexico, 

hypothesized that while public attention focused on 

efforts to r;:,,ise·.smalJ. farm productiv~ty to -achieve 

national focid sel!-su~ficiency geai~, analysis of the 

public investment ~udget indic8ted ~~at substantial 

fundin~ h8S been directed towards c~c~ting R large 

and geographicr:d.J.y cl:Lspersed labour-intensive rural 

public works programme, a rep1.ica nF "that pursued 

.by the Nigerian National Directorate of Employment. 

He postulated that this rural works policy or 

temporary job creation is a sensible macro-strategy, 

bath pollt\cally and economically~ He observed that 

' efforts·to reach food self-sufficiency and to create 

subst.ant{al numbers of permanent jobs in rural Mexico 

ho..sed. on srnall holder farming .systems -will take more 

tha..n o.. d0.C4.de to acr,j_eve., emphasi-zing that an alternative 

j,pb crEiation s·~rat.egy v:La a w.idespread rural industries 

prot;rr:imme would al,so. take considerable time to plan 

and implement, ·since there is little experience with 
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starting br operating labour - intensive business. 

Wi th these small ho1der· 'p·ro.clùc.tion and employrnent . 

constraints, the government~s. rural works strategy he 

opined, is a reasonable· public policy to gain tim'e 

unti.l the organiz,:1tional and . technical research 

bottlenecks to a more vibrRnt small holder based food 

system are dealt with - a process thr:t empirical 

evidence indicat~s is clearly pos~ible, ·but which needs 

· ~.longer time frame to be implemented. 

Barberis (1982) studying full-time and part-time 

agi~icul tural e·mployment in Italy, observed that the 

decrease in the agricultural population proceeded. . . 
1 

rnuch more slowly during 1971 - 1981 period· than during 

the· pr_eCE:edJng · pe_1~1od.. He noted that this- did not 
.. 

correct the·tJtalian model of rural exodus, that ·led 

to the concentration.· of the· weakest elernents of the 

lnbour force in the agricultural sector betweèn 1951 
. 

and 1971. He _repqrted that proportion. of women wo rke~s 

continued to · inc3:ease .and that the trend toward ageing 

continued, resul ting in _many olcler workers leaving 

the . job but that tr1e many younger ones. changed to other 
J 

occupations. H~ also observed that more than three 

million familles 0ho own or man~~e farms receive 60% 

to 70% of their incarne from outside agriculture~ 

CODESRIA
 - L

IB
RARY



.. ·- '•· ·~-. . 

1 . 

i 
1 

1 

1 
l 

l 
.. ~: 

f 

,. 
1. 

•' 
/' ... , 

~:: 

........ 

Szabo (1983a) ~bserved th8t 8gricultural graduates 

usually look for jobs in farms near towns and this 

·increases the existing differen~es between farms as 

regards management staf~; i~d suggested ways of steering 

yourig gradua~es to· jobs near their home villages without 

the use of comp~lsory regulations. Szabo (1983b) 

· called for a policy which- increases ·the number of rural 
. . 

young people going to agricultural universities with 

special assistance to those from iess favoured areas. 

He called for a change· of ·'pO'licy. so that support ·and 

subsidies are availabl~ to encourage graduates to 

return to their native villages and farms 0 

• 

Other factors like technology, growth of production 

or market factors have been identified as crucial in 

rural empioyment generation. Rapid growth of produ~tion 

is the most critical factor for ~olving rural 

_ci1m).oyment problev1s (ILO, 1987) and this could stimulate 

the growth·of agro-based industries. 1:1any of the 

employrruint gEmeration schemes as observed by ILO ( 1987) 

are typicnlly f innnced tiœough · forei_gn aid and r_eflect 

the failure of thei national governrnents to allocate 
.•,, .· , 

·àdequ,ate .r..esOUI'feS to rural area.s., 
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ILO (1987) noted that because of differences in 

the polit!co-economic environment of different countries, 

the expEiriences of one country· mr:iy. not be _exactly 

replicable in another. Nev~rtheless, i~ is felt that 

an understanding of the nature of constraints and 

potential.s with.i.n a un.ified framcwork would 

significantly increase the .usefulness of such 

.i.nformation.. At the· same time~ lessons from .another 

country could be used to advantage to modify existing 

organtsational/institutional structures and most 

importantly, to avoid ~erious errors of judgement. 

'I'he employment problems, comprises seasonal 

~nemployment~ low productivitt ahd possibly labour 

scarcity during peak pe~iods of agricultural 

produètivity (IL0,<1987). In addition to seasonal 
. . . ' . 

under-ernployme~~·a~d .low productivity, there may be 

some year-rourid opén unemployment~· · 

The researoher feels that with the provision of 

necespary infrastructure in rural areas; young graduates 

of agriculture would h~v~'a'rural attraction. With 

tbe government providing the initial capital required 

to start a farm business, the graduates could be 

permRnently employed in agrtcultural production and 
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c0uld gener8te jobs for rural haRds thereby solving 

1 Lé:'! unemployment prc~blern,. ensurlng food s_elf-sufficiency 

as well. as steming i?·he rural-urban drift. The idea 

of killing two or thfee birds with one stone would 

have been fully achieved; and comparable to providing 

gr:-idu:-:1.tes of :J.gricul ture ;,ml ru:rF.11 bands wi th 

employment and at the éame time stimulating food 

production nationwlde, using government financing. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

M.ETHODOLOGY 

The study .area, Imo St~~ep is located in the 

eastern part of Nigeria end lies betweeri 6°40' and 

. ' 8°15 North Latitudès (Nigeria ~ear Book, 1987). It 
. . 

occupies the basin of Imo River from where it takes 

i ts name, stretching from its source - OkigWE!/ Awka 

upla.nd ~toits lower course.at Azumini in Ukwa 

Local_Government Area~ It is_bounded on the east by 

Cross River State, on the West by the.River Niger 

·over whicb lies Bendel Statet on the North by Anambra 

State and on the South by Rivers State. It covers 

an ~rea of 12,6B9.squiré kilo~eters and, according to 

the 1963 cen~us, .. ·the population is estimated at 

.-J,672,654 (Ntgèria Yèar Book, 1987) .. The projected 

population figure __ for 1990_based on the ~ssumed compound . 
growth of 2.5% is 7j·153~593 (Imo State, 1990) .. The 

area lies within the tropical rain forest zone. The . . ., . 

two ~ajor seasons fXperienced in the area are the 

dry seAson which lasts from·october to Marchand the 

rainy season whi.ch lasts from April to September .. 
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Farming is the'rnain occupation of the inhabitants; 
;,1 

1 

and rn.::i.jor crops grown_include _oil,; palmv yam, qassava, 

maize, mellon, rice, groundnut, cocoa, okro. vegetables~ 

etc~ Sheep, goats; pigs and poultry constitute the 

important livestock enterprises. · 

· The choice of Imo State as thé study area was 

purposive. rrhere abound a lot of agricultural 

· graduat~s that are unemployed. in the state. Though 

there is no agricultural g~aduate unemployment data 

in the federation as at date, i~ is being ~peculated 

that the state ·is. trie worst hit by the unemployment 
J 

plague irrespect~ve.of the fact that it is an 

agricultGral state contributi~g immensely to the food 
1' 

production base of tne country... In addi tian, the 

research~r wants to.contribute te-the body of 

knowledge about ,the'si~te.· 

3-2 Sele6tion of Respondents 

The study was ·targeted at the graduate loan 
. . 
beneficiaries of the ~raduate Agricultural Self-

Employment Scheme (G.A.S~E.S)-. Graduate farmer 

respondents in the scheme w1:~re· drawn from the thirty 

Local Government-Areas in the state. 
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Since inception, about 400 persans have been 

recruited ta· participate in the scheme comprising 

100 participants in 19B7, 100 .in 1988, 120 in 1989 and 

80 pq1rticipé;nts in_ ·1990 (NDE Owerri, 1990);; 

The· participants were proportionately sampled@ 

Twenty percent of the selected particip~nts in each 

. of the years under study. were ra·ndomly selected, 

giving a total sarnple size of 1:30 respondents. That is, 

out of the 100 iarticipants selected in 1987, 20 

persans wei~E~ sample_d· ( 1 o· crop · ?-nd 10 li vestock .farmers). 

In 1988j. out of the 100 participants recruited, 20 

persons also were sampled (19 crop ~nd 1 livestock 
• 4 

farmers). In 1989» out of the 120 participantsp 24 

persans were sampled (12 crop and 12 livestock farmers) 

and.in.1990, out of the 80 crop farrners, 16 persans 

were sarnpl.ed .. 

With the contact addresses k~pt with.the scheme 

dfficials at Ow~rri and the assistance of the extension 

wqrkers o.f the state ADP~ these participants ·were 

reached and interviewed~ 
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3.,3 Data Collect.ion 

Data foi the study were collecfed from bath 

primary arid- secondary sources. The primary data were 

collected using two· sets o.f· struçtu.red_ questionnaires. 

The first ·set was used to collect information on socio~ 

economic character.istics inch.1~l i:r..g 8.i;~, level of 

education~ sex, marital ~tatus, household size, farming 

experience, farm location (urban or rüral) and farm 

.size, number o:f rural hands ernployed, remuneration for 

employed ha~ds, whether they derive job satisfaction 
1 

from present job and length of time they hope to be 

' The second set of questionnairE:s was used to 

colinct informatiori on sources and uses of loan, 

producti vi ty am~ p.roblems peculiar to gradua te .farmers. 

Oral interview was also used to source irifofmation 

from tbe scheme officia1s at Owerri .. Such information 
. 

i.ncluded inethod of loa.n administration~ number of 

participants recru:Lted. a.nd·method of selectionJ amounts 

disbur_sed per part.5.cipant ., enterprises involved and 

problems encountered in supervision and management etc. 
' . 

Secondary dai:;?- was s-ourced from the annual reports 

of the siate Mini~try of Agricult~~e, Owerri; texts, 

NDE publlcatîons/~f:,'POrts, ,journals and ·1tovernrnont 

publications., 
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3 .l~ Datn /\nalysis 

DRta on socio-econornic characteristics of 

fl~nrtuate·farmers wero analysed using such descrip~ive 

statistics as frequency distribution, means and 

pe·rceütage.s;. ·. Furt,he,rmore., the sources and uses of 
,• 

farm loan ~efe also analysed using percentages, 

frequencies, me·ans a'ncl ranking" 

L~vels of food production (Yield) and revenues or 

incarnes accruing therein, amounts of loan disbursed 

and re~aid sirice inception of the scheme in the state, 

were anAlysed ·b/ mearis and tabulations~ 

Pricc trends fbr livestock and crop items for the 

period under study.were analys~d by graphs. 

Cost-retur~s analyses and Gross margin were used 
. . 

to compare profitability (Net r~turns) of enterprises .• 

Problems and prosp~cts of graduate farmers were 

also analysed us~ng frequency distributions arid 

Percentages .. · 
1. • 

Çhi•Square test was used to test for statistical 

dirferences between means and to test the various 

.hy po th<0! ::;es. 

' ...... 
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3 .i5 Limitations of . the Stuçly. 

As· in mos-t:. researches, this work was · fraught with. · 

many limitations.. ~~he main constraint was in the 

form of logistics resulting from shortage of funds. 

To get to the graduate farmers (crop and livestock 

participants) for this project, as well as the scheme 

officials at the state headquarters, involved money 

which was net readily within the reach of the researcher. 
. . 

Time factor, constituted another limitation. 

· The secretive nature in divulging useful information 

by some people interviewed - especially the scheme 

officials and some graduate ~armers constituted 

another limitati6n. In some·cases, key people to 

be intérv .. iewed -wê:r~e hafd)..y: seen de spi te repeated 

v isi ts ~ Lnck of ap;pr.opriate accounting and :record 

lceepihg constitute1 a very major set back in this 

rcsearch .. 

Despite these shortcomings, the findings of this 

study are reliable and highly representative of the 

situation under study in imo State~ 
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C}!AP1~ER FOUR 

RESULT~ AND DISCUSSION 

Operat:i.onal Set U.2_of the Graduates 
AgricülturaT°-:'?eIT-=I~Ioyment Scheme (G .A .s .E..Ji)_ 

Hecruitment Modali~ 

About 100 to 200 participants who are holders of 

negrees, HND, NCE and OND certificates in agriculture 

· and related di.sciplines are recruited annually from 

the state. Prospe:ctive candidates: who have equivalent 

qualifications in oth~r-disciplines and who show 

sufficient interest .in farming as a business could 

also he considered for s_election.. Applicants are · 

' unemployed youths but persans not more than 40 years 

of age f,l.nd who have.aptitude for farming as a business~ 

Young p_ensioners and retrençl"i'ed persans ·are allowed 

to participate provided they are unemployed and are 

net.on· any kind o~ regular remuneration.· Scheme 

officials ~nd members ·of the·NDE Agricultural Programme 

Advisory Committee interview and short-list candidates 
,. 

for selection as· prospective participants .... 'rhe ND~, 

Lagos approves/rejects selection of candidates as NDE 

·agr~~ultural loah
0

beneficiari~s and places ~be. 

p~rticipants in tfi'~!- Agric0ltur-al prog.ramme. · Preference. 

is given t6 applicants,from communities dohating land 

free of charge to the scheme of the directorate. I 

CODESRIA
 - L

IB
RARY



I;;{; 

1 

\\· ·-··· --.. ---~ .. 
' .. 

' l, 
J 

! 
i 

:I,• 

r 
l· ,l l . ·' 
r··: . f·::.·: .. · 
ri 
~~ 

59 

4<1' 1 .,.2 ·. Land Acq~~~i tian . 

On request of the NDE, th~_Governor of the State 

and/or the Local Governments of ~he stét~ would provide 

about 500 hectares of farm-land each year in local 

government areas of the state for the NDE.graduate 

farming schemes .. The governor or the local government.s 

of the state issue pertificate~ of land ailocations 

-to NDE. The NDE- thro_ugh the G.A.s.E:.s. ·re-1:1llocëJtes 5 

hectares of farm land acquir_ed a·t a particule~ site. 
\ 

to each _graduate farmer· participant if sufficient 

farm land is available for use in cr6p production. 

Livestock par~tcipanis, sourced_ their own land for 

production~ The state NDE: Agricultural Programme 

Adv,isory Commi ttees· assist the NDE to acquire farm 

lands from the Local Governmént Areas long before 

. the end of J1:muary each year. · 

OriE!ntation and Tra.îning 
:----

Select~d participants are given orientation aqd 

training organized bi.N6i 6fficers (Agripulture) in 

cooperatfon with the A.gricultural Programme Advisory 

Commi ttee., The orientation and training are ·_-both 

theoretical ind p~~ctical in-nature and caver all 

aspects of farming as a business. 
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/ 1 1 l' . . f ,.., . . ~ ..... q. rov1:s.1on o_: r.,x"Lens:1on 

State Agricultural Develbpment Projects:_(ADPs) 

give the:Lr Traini_ng: and Vis:l.t ·system of extens·ion 

services to NDE crop farme·rf:i·. The State Ministry of 

/\grJculture and Natural Resources (MANR) and ]Livestock 

Development Projects (LDPs) provide extension services. 

to the schemeîs livestock ·farmers. Educative 

publica~ions (advisoiy leaflets, guides. and recommended 

pra.ctices ),, 
: 

based on improved agricultural research 

f indings are also provided as extepsion .support services .. 

l.1.-,2 Analysis of Socio-economic Characteristics 
of P[lrtic fEan!J~ 

Sex 

Majority (71~259:6) of the total respondents 

involved in crop pioduction and 27~50% who are 

li vestock farmers a1~e all males.. An insignif icant .. 

proportion (1~25~) or·t~e total respondents in 

livestock productiori are females. Fe~ale participation 

therefore, is :negligihle among graduate Ïarmers. 

Of all the 80 respondent~, 52.50% are 30 years 

old or less, wlü_le :1.i-7 .• 50% are between 30 and 40 years 

"(Table 1). Tbis is because most r~c~ui~s into the 
-·-... -.. 
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scheme are people graduating fresh from institutions 

of higher learning~ Their average age is 29 years. 

Table 1: Ag~ distribution of graduate farmers 

-----------------------------
AgEi .. _(Years) 

Less than 20 

20 - 25 

26 JO 

31 - 35 

36 !4-0 

More than 4.0 

I?requency 

-
7 

35 

37 

1 

o.oo 

8~75 

43.75 

46.25 

1 .. 25 

OoOO 
----·----·------------------
'rotal Bo· 1 O_OoOO 

4~2.J. Marital Status 
1. 

MaJority (83 .. 75%) of the total respondents are 

single wher1;:as 16 .• 2.5% are marrie.d.. No case of divorce . 
and widow(er) status were recorded~ Thi~ is 

atiributable to :t~~ fact that these are young people-. CODESRIA
 - L
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Family D:!.ousehold) Size 
· .. , 

. ' 
According to F~deral office of Statistics (1985), 

a hous~hold .comprises all persans who generally live 

under the ~ame roof. and ei:1t-· :from the· same pot... Lipsey 

(1986)j further stated that a household includ~ all 

people who live under one roof end. make or are subject 

to others makirig for them, joint financial decisions. 

This study toes the same line, ·with e household 

including husband and wife~ children and other dependants 

(grandfather, 9randmother, nephews, n~ices, brothers 

and 1Sist.E?rs) or other extended. relations or bouse helps. 

· The riùmber o.f chj_ldren f·or thosè · .. married range 
• 1 

from one to two with an average of one per household. 

D1:'pendants range from one to six wi th an average of 

two .for both rnarried and single participants.· Generally, 
.,j 

. ! 

household size ranged from two to ten with.an average 
, . . 

of :five., 

!i .. 2 .5 · Levels of Tertiary: Education Attained 

A relatively.:high level of literacy is ob~erved 

amon.gst re.spondentst havi.ng passed the .primary t 

secondary and tertiary leveJ.s of education .. Majority 

(65 .. 00%) attained the HND Level but not lower than the 
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OND level i.n education.. 'l'he remaining 35 .. 00% hold 

d~grees not bigher than M.A or MaSc as shown in table 2o 

Htgh level of literacy could be positively relate~:to 

· eiccess to inputs and adoption .. of technologies •. 

Table· 2: Leyels of Tert'i.ary At.tainment in Education 

Lèvel of Tertiary Education 
Attained 

OND 

NCE · 

HND/HNC. 

B. I\/D. Sc /MB. EcJ-Ï/B. PHARM 

M.A./M.Sc 

Ph .. p 

Total 

Source: · Field' Survey t> 1991 

Frequency % 

12 15 .. oo 

10 12.50 

30 37.50 

26 32 .. 50 

2 2 .. 50 

0 0.,00 

80 100.00 

Fariners wi th !5Ubstantial practical experience 

arE~ expect"ed to make better use of f arm inputs 8.nd are 

therefor'e considered of a· J.ov,er credj.t ·r·isk by providers 

of farm finr:mce. 'rl·ie study showed that o.f all the 
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ri::-spondj_ng graduat,~ farmers, 9.5% had 6 yea·rs farming 

experienee or less whilè .5% of the respondents hac,i. 

more than 6 years of farming experience as shown in 

table 3.. Th.ls was afquirecl .. t:trough industrial 

attachments·. while ÜJ school and 1nvolvement in the 

scheme. 

Table 3: .Farming experience of respondents 

·Years o.f F'armirtg 
Experience 
----·--
Less than 2 

2 - l.1. 

More. than 6 ' 

Total 

Frequency 

5 

J+ 1 

31 

4 

80 

Source: Field survey., 1991 ~ 

. 51 .. 25 

37.50 

5 .. oo 
100.00 

Distti~ution-of Respondents by Yearp 
AgriculfüraT~ Production TypE~ and Enterprise 
'Combinntion.s' 

Crop respondents sarnpled ·acGounted for 71 .. 25% 

whereas li vestoc\{ riispondents nccounted for 28. 75% of 

the totil respondents. It is note worthy from table 4 

that all the crop ~~spondents practised cassava based 

crop mixture i.e. production is cassava based~ For 
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obvious reasons, · ca!rnava J.E, popular in the study area 

~nd if weJ.l maintaih~d~ th~ capital invested could 

be well recoverE~d unlike yam that ha.s been. known to 

be very cost·int~nsive (Okorji and Obiechina, 1985). 
. . 

Fe source nllocation for yam based crop mixtures ·!fil!ir 

ou.tweighs that of da:ssava 1::ased crop ~ixtures. (ükor ji· 

and Okereke~ 1988) 1 this fact gives credence· to_the 

point that all of the crop_respondents chose to practLee 

cassava-based-crop mixture (CBCM)., considering the 

financial and material·resotirces in their disposition. 

None of the fishery, rabbitory and sheep/goat 

participants could be interviewed because of financial 
. . 

limi tation:s.. Further, lt was observed. that participants 

swapped enterprises. For instance, in 1987, piggery 

recruitment was 1 (Appendix 1) but during survey, 

4 6ther persons we~e sarnpled~ In 1989~ livestock 

.recrui tment ( Appenc~ix 1) . was 1 9 for poul try and 1 for 

. n1bb.ltor·y but d•ur.\ng field surv_ey, 6 piggery 
'• . 

_participants were sampled, suggesting that some·people 
. . 

have switched from· other enterprises to piggery •. This· 
·-· . ' . , . 
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Table 4: Distribution of respondents by year of recruitment·, agricul tural 
production type, and enterprise combinations. 

Agricultural Production Ty12e 

Cro12 Pt:odÛction Livestock 

66 

Production 
Recruit- Entei;:i;11;:ise1;1, Fi;:eguencies and Percentages Enteq~rises z Freguencies 2 Percent ages 
ment 

CMaMe CMaV CMeV CYMa CMa CMe CY 

1987 (3~75) <51 (2~5) ... 
3 2 6 2 1 

1988 (3.75) (2.5) (7.5) (2.5) (1.25) 

3 2 4 1 
1989 (3.75) ( 2. 5) (5) ( 1. 25) 

7 1 3. 2 1 
1990 (8.75) (1.25) (3.,75) (2.5) <1025) 

Totals -:16 2 2 1 -:17 7 2 
(20) ( 2. 5) (2.5) (1.5) c 21. 25> es. 15> r2·s> 

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

C 

(1.~5) 
.5 

(6.25) 

·2 
(2.5) 

2 
( 2. 5) 

10 
<12.s> 

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

Source: Field survey, 1991. 

Fish- Rab- Sheep/ Totals 
Poultry Piggery ery biter~ Goat 

(6.25) (6~25) dg) 
1 20 

( 25) 

6 6 24 
( 7. 5) (7.5) (30) 

16 
( 20) 

12 '1-:1.- - 80 
(15) (13.75) ( 100) 
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4. 2 .. 8 Farm Location :and F'arm Si.ze 

Majority (71.25%) who are all crop responding 

• farmers and 17 .50% who are l:Lvestock farmers have their 

farms located in rural areas~ with 11 .. 25% who are 

livestock farmers having t~eir farms situated in 

urban are as ... 

Most of the crop farms are located at Ohaji 

Sgbema-Oguta Lo6al Government· Area (22.50%), Bende 

(20 .. 00%), Ukwa (11.25%), Ikedùru C!i-%) and Ol-).aozara (4~~) 

with a few of the f~rms located- at Okigwe (3.75%), 

Obioma-Ngwa (1 .. 25%) ~: .Isiukwuato (1 .25%) and Isiala­

N~wa (1.25%). The recording qf high frequencies in 

Oh8ji-Egbema-Og4ta and Bendè Local Government Areas 

can be attributed to their having been used before as 

farm settlements in: the. early republics and their bei:r:ig 

fe'activ~ted presently, having been once owned by 

governmerit .. 

. Land area under poultry production range~ from 

0.,0124a to O .. O.Sha with. an average of OQ042ha, whereas 
. . 

-for ptggery, the range of land holding~ is from 0.006ha 

to o.012ha w.ith an ·average .of 0.009ha. 
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Hectires of land under crop production range from 

1h8 to 5ha~ Mean hectares of land actually provided 

by the· sch_eme per respondent :for crop production is 5ha 

whereas rnean hectares of l?.tnd actually_ brought under 

ct(ltivat1on j_~, L~ .. 1ha. 

l ''J 9 .j .• ,: ... 

1. 

Record kf~ep.ing ··amori.gst graduate farmers is high . 
. i 

with 96 .. 25% of the; respondents keeping records wherE~as 

an insignificant proportion ·(3 .. 75%) of the respondents 

did not keep r~cords. · 

The most impo~tant financial record kept by 

grAdua:te farin!~rs is the i/1come and E!>ept=ndi ture account 

whereas the least 1rnportant is the. receipts and payment::ï 

account, as· is shown ih table 5 ~ ·. This deyelopment is 

n deviation from the general notion that small farmers 

do not keep records as noted by Akeh (1.991) in Cameroon 

where out °'" ·1 ?O rt,:spondents o.f ',:1htch majori ty ha.ve 
,.... . 

primary school education, none kept any meaningful · 

fa.rm records- This·may be at:tributed to the.fact that 

having been expos~d. to high educational levels, the 

graduate farmers r~alise the'need and importance i.n· 

keeping farm·records. 
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Tnble 5: rercentage distribution of respondents 
accord.ing ·rto f i.rrnncial records kept 

Financial Reco~ds Kept 

No Record:s-

Profit and Lass Account 

Cash Flow Statement 

Inc orne· and Exp<?ndi ture Account 

1Statement of Sources and 
Uses of Funds 

Receipts and Payments·Account 

BnlnncEi riheet 

'To tn 1 
-----·-·--· 

Solœce: FTEild. survey, 1 ~91. 

4a3 Sources and Uses of Farru Loan 

' 4~3.1 Loan Acquisition 

Frequency 

3 

12 

40 

19 

6 

80 

The scheme provided each crop participant 

. 3. 75 

o.oo 
15,,00 

5.o.oo 

23.75 

7.50 

o.oo 

100.00 

recrui ted in 1987 and 1988 a total loa·n package 

amounting to W11,500 .. 00~ Of this package, 36.3% was 

ca:sh whereas 63.7% was k:lnd .. · However, the livestock 

part.icipant:s recru.i,ted within ·the. sarne period, each 

received N13,500~00 cash. In 1989 and 1990, total loan 
·-~~' 

package per beneficlary was reviewed upwards, anà this 
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.L0.:F,t c1·op beneficiar:l.es recrui ted · in those years wi th 

CL totl).1. package· amoùnting to N1 S 1 ooo .oo ( of which· 36 .3% 

. wo._s·.c-.ü,h. and 63 .. 7% kind). Livestock beneficiaries within. 
. . 

the. sc.ime perj_od ·rece.ived a ·total sum amounting to 

N18,000.0~_ln cash. Th~ upward review of·the packages 

the scheme operators was probably done to cushion the 
' •• 1 

e:ffects of the Structur;=i,l Adjustment p·rograrom~ (SAP) that 

r.eigned within' the r)(:?r:iod, on beneficiaries •. What was 

offered es·security or collaternl bf beneficiaries for 

tbe loans obta:Lned was two l!,U8.r8.ntors, Degree/Diploma 

Certifi.cate 8nd thr-;, National Yout.h Service Corps (NYSC) 

di scharge certif icE,.te where c::.ppli.c:J ble. 

Items received by crop beneficiAfl~s in kind include 

the f ollowing: .5 hectares of 11.nncl', lto br-igs of fert.ili.zer, 

12.5 litres of insecticide (Nuvacràn or Actellic), 25 

litres of he!'bic:j_de. ( primextra) • 3 matchets, 3 hoes, 1 
1 

knapsack.-sprayer, a pair of rainboot and 200 pieces of 

Gtoya.ge bfJ g·s. Livestoc\ç bene.fic .Lnr ies rece i vecl cash . 

only to ~urchas~ ~1at was.needed for production~ 

The loan per:Lo·d wa.s· 5 years- inc1uding one· year 

mora:torium and :i.s expected to be recovered within this 
. . 

period. Interest rate charged by the schem~. for both 

crop and livestock beneficiaries was 9%. As ~uch as· 

CODESRIA
 - L

IB
RARY



:1'\. 

71 

56.25% of the responding graduate farmers considered 

the interest ch!3-rgect·as being high, whereas 41 .. 25% 

saw it as i~eal while 2.5% regarded it as being too high. 

Disbursement of loan in cash is preferred (81.25%) 

·ov~r~poth cash and kind (18~75%) as there was no 

preference for loan in Kind only (table 6). For thase 

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

all prefer~ed more cash than ~in~ when there were opti6ns 

of more kind trlan cash and E~qual cash and k1nd. 

Table 6: Percentage preferen'cé over method of loan 
·d i:sbursernent 

Method of Lean Disbursement 

Cash 

Kind 

Both Cash ano !Und 

Total 

Source: Field survey, 1991 .. 

Frequency 

65 

0 

.15 

80 

o.oo 

18. 75 

100.00 

Loan in cash.or kind was diSbursed instalrnentally 

es opposed to lurrp :-;;um. 'rhough farmers have been known 

ta sell credit inputs meant for farm production 

(fertilize~s ·and others), .it hns also been proven that 
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. 
the risk of lcian Q:iversion is minirnised~when the loan 

ts made in kind.dr instalmental cash disbursément~. 

4~3.2 Other Sources of Finince 

./\part frorn the ,loans s~cured from the scheme, 

respondents sourcedfarm finance from other areas. An 

analysis of other sources of .finance ·showed that 1 

relatives and frienèls was·the most important source 

of f8rm finance (55%), follo~~d by age grades· (8~75%), 

cooperativè. soc:i.eties ( 3. 75%)° and lr:i.stly- Comm~rcial/ 

Cooperative Banks (1 .. 25%). Ministry of Agriculture,, 

Agri.cul tural Cred:l t, Guara.nte·e Scheme FÙnd (ACGSF), 

Loca'Î Government Councils~ Mor1eylenders and Isusu 

Clubs are not important sources of finance for 

.grarluate f~rmers (table 7). 

··rable 7: Gi"aduate Ei'armer Sources of Finance· 

-,-,--------------------------. , 
. ,, ·sources: Frequency . % 

~-~~-~~--·~·--~-----------------~ 
Commerc Ü) 1/Cooperati ve. Banl{s 

Cooperntive Societies. 
Ministry of Agriculture 

Local Governmeri.t .Councils 
Moneylenders 

11.elati ve s/Fri.ericls 

Isusu Clubs 

Age Grades 

None 

Total 
Bource: Field, survey, "1<J91 .. 

-
Lµ+ 

7 
25 
80 

! .. 25 ,' 
3.7.5 

55"00 

8.75 
y; .. 2.~ 

100.00 
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Table 8.shows the total and mean amounts borrowéd 

frorn the various oth~r sources by the respondents ... · An 

.analysis of the .results show that the loan amounts 

given to beneficiariès by the scheme operators is 

inarlequRte· for agr:Lc1.ütural production. The singular 

fact that thE~Y borrowed at all from. other sources, whe·n 

ît is obvious that they. receivecl loans in cash and 
-

kind from the scheme operators~ lends creden6e to 

th:i.s assertion .. 

Neverth1?le.s~, a chi-square test at the 5% level 

of signi:ficance shows that the loan- amounts given to 

participants is inaclequate ., Further:more, from the 

mean naira ve,lues in Table 8, graduate farmers will 

be requiring W21 000~00 .. to'~3,~50o.OO or more to be. 

adcl(~d to the loan sums .provided by the scheme operators 

to meet produètion,costs9 This is on the assumption 
JI; 

that all the money.was used.for production_purpose • .. _, 

., .. ' .. · 

,.-:·., 
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Table 8: Total and meE1n a.mounts (N) borrowed from the 
various other sources for the period under 
study by reBpondents 

Sources 

Commercial/ 
Cooperative Banks 

Cooperative 
Societies 

Min .. of Agric. 

/\..C.G.S.F 

Local Govt • 
Councils 

Total Amount 
Borrowed (M) 

2,000.00 

8,800 .. 00 

r-10:neylenders 

Relatlves/Friends 165,ooo.oo 
; ', 

Isusu Clubs 

Age Grades 2,2,.500 .. 00 

Soµrce: Field survey, 1991; 

_ __.._ 
No .. of Interest 
Benefi- Mean Charged 
ciaries (N) (%) 

----
1 29000.00 15 

3 2,933 .. 33 2 

3,750 .. 00 

7 2 

'I'he most ir~p-ort~nt airn of borrowing from other 

sources apart from the scheme.as indicated by the 

ref.;pondents was to use ·the bo'rrowed sums in the. farm to 

supplement loari amounts from.the schemeo Most of the . . .· .. : . 

respondents reported that they did not use the loans to 

cover household E:xpen::;es, · social expenses, settle -old 

debts, and pay school fees. 
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Results in Table 9 show that the most important 

reAsons for borrowing from rel~tives/friends are because 
. . 

no guarantors and. collaterals were needed (55.00%)~ 

followed by th~ fact that little bureaucracy (53~75%) is 

involved in obtaining funds from ihat source and the.fact 

that no interest was charged (45~00%) on the sums borrowed 

from that. source. The implication of these reasons is 

.that rèlatives/friencts· will continue to be~ reliable or 

re:::-\dily available source of finance for graduate farmerE;. 

The second important source of finance (Age Grades) 

had little bureauçracy ·involved_ (10%), no guarantor (10%) 

nnd no collateral need.ed (10%) a.s the ~ost·important 

reasoni, ~ith no inter~st charged:(2~5%) as the least 

important reason for b~rrowini from that source~ 

Coo~erative societies had: low interest cha~ged 

(3.75%), little bctneaucracy inyolved (3.75~), no 

guarantor ( 3. 75%) and no. co:p.atefal needed (3. 75%) as 

the most intrihsic reasons with membership status 

( 2 .. 5~%) r~s the lEast reason for ib, pr.1tronage 9 

· Commercjal/Cooperatiie Banks in as muchas they give 

relatively long grace pericid (1.25%) was the least patronised 
of all the other sourc\~s of f inanê::e, probably because the y 

recorded the highest·.ïnterest cha;.ged ( Table 8)" and po_ssibly 
: :becn.use · of ·.the protoc ol:s ïnvol ved in ob:taining funds fror~-~-···· 

. . 
· ihat source .. :·· . 
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Table 9: Distribution of respondents according to reasons for borrowing f.rom the 
various other sources apart from GASES 

Sources 1 Freguencies (Percentages) 

Reasons Commercial/ Cooperative Min. of Local Money Relatives/ 
Coop. Banks Societies Agric. ACGSF Council. Lenders Friends 

1) Low Interest 3(3e75) 
Charged 

2) Near Home 2(2.50) 

3) Lo.ng Grace 
Period 1•<1.25)•• 25(31.25) 

4) Repayment 
at 
Convenience 10<12.50) 

5) Little 
Bureaucracy 

43(53.75) Involved 3(3.75) .. 
6) No Guarantor 

Needed 3(3.75) ... 44(55 .. 00) 

7) No Collateral 
Needed 3(3.75) ... 44(55.00) 

8) No Interest 
Charged 36(45.00) 

9) Membership 
Status 2(2.50) 

• = Frequencies; •• = Percentages; Multiple answers were recordedo 

Source: Field survey, 1991. 

76 

Isusu Age 
Clubs Grades 

6(7 .. 50) 

8(10,,00) 

8( 10.00) 

8(10900) 

2(2.50) 
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11 • .3 .. ~ 'l'imi.ng of Loans 

'l'he period when the loan sums were received from various 

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

Re.sul ts i.n T:~ ble 10 show· that of all the sources, respondents 

· · 'J'.able 10: Distribution of respondents according to source 
and time when.loan was actually received 

'rime When 
Loan was· 
Actually 
Received 

Before Loan 
W8:3 needed 

At the 

Comrrierc ial/ 
Coop. Banks 

(n = ·1) 

· Co opera- Re-. 
tive lat ives/ 
Societies Friends 

( n = 3 ) ( n =< !µ1. ) 

1(33~30) 8(18.20) 

' right t1me. ·.1*(100.00)lH<· '2(66/70) .36(B1.,80) 

!\fter loan 
'l;(P-lil.'S Dl~ Hl e<:1 

Age 
Grades 
(n "" 7) 

G .A. S • .S .: 
(n = rio· ' . 

2(2.50) 

7(100.00) 12(15.00 

66(82.50 

."."11".o·'--, ... .. ·.tl~ 1 (10().,00) ··I 3(100 .. 00) l+lt(100._QO) 7(100 .. 00) 80(100.0 

·----·-----··--
NB: * = Frequencies; ** = Percentages 

Source: Field survey, · 1991 .. 

received lonns at the right time or·even before it was 

needed except in the scheme (G.A.S~E.s.) where m~jority (82.50%) 

of. the respondents re~cei ved loans a.fter it was needed. The 

.:·.· probable rea.son for this develppment being rEid-tape involved 

in government business as opposect· to pr.lvate enterprise .and 

logistics. 
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on tl~~· 

,.· 

78 

lm ana1y sis of results in 1'EJ.ble 11 shows that 

m::1.jority (82 .. 50%) of the ·re;3ponde'rrts used all the 

lbct":n ( s )· · s_ecùr~d 9:1'1: the _farm w i th 17 .. .50% of the 

respondents 0sirig half or less of the loans secured 

on the farm. 

Table 11 : Distribution of respondents according 
proportion of the ·loan ( s) use.d 

~ 

_Proportion_ Frequency 

All 66 . 

Half 'Î 

More than half 1.2. 

·Less than half 1 

None 

'1'ota .l 80 
. 

~.3ource :. Fi~ld survey, 1 991 

4~3.&·- F~ctors Influencing the Decision of 
Cradua-E:el~ar::-mer to I1orÏ·-o1t,i-

on the 

96 

82.,50 

1 ..,25 

15.00 

1.2s 

100.00 

to 
fa:rm 

The resul ts of .Table 12 show that of all the 

f r1ctors infhwncing the declsion to borrow by gradua te 
farmerst the cost ot ·inputs i$ the most important, 
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followed by :fa~~m si:~e; interest rate chaq~ed' number 

of modern methods (technology )': · adopted, unc_ertainty, 

incarne, repayment period, and household size. The 

least considered .of all the factors are proportion 

of incarne consumed and age~ 

Table 12: Distribution or respondents accorcting to 
ranks of factors influencing .the decision 
to borrow 

Factors F'requency* % Rank 
----· --

Cost of Inputs 76 · 95 .. oo 1 st 

Farm size 75 93 .. 75 2nd 

Interest Rate ·75 93.75 3rd 

N·o ·of Modern Methpds 
J\dopted 73 91 .. 25 4th 

Uncertainty (Disaster). 55 es ,-,,= 
· U o 1 _,) 5th 

F'armers Incomei 52 65,.00 6th 

Repayment Per1.od 45 56.25 7th 

Household s:iz·e 5 .. ' 7a50 8th 

Proportion of Incarne 
Consumed 1 1 .. 25 9th 

Age 1 1.25 10th 
------

* :li Multiple Responses were recorded 

Sourçe: Field survey, 1991., 
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~.J.7 Regularity of Savings 

. i 
Majority (83.75%).of the responderits do not 

save regularly as is reported· in Table 13.· 

.Table 1·3: Re~~6nse to regularity of savings 

Response · F'requency % 
-----
Yes 1°3 16"25 

No .67 83.,75 

·.rotal 80 1 oo·"oo 

Source: Field survey, 1991 

Important reasons proferred ~y respondents.fo~·not 

saving regularly include_:· Reinvestment nature of 

business (35.83%), seasonal nature of farming 

·(34,.33%!1. all crop ~·armers) as shown in Table 14 • 
. ' 
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Table 14: Reasons for not saving ~egularly 
ï 

Heasons 

Seasonal Nature of Farming -

H.einvestment Naturé of 
Business 

Cr·op Failure 

Incidence of Natural 
Dü;aster 

Low Prie.es 

Pest/D.isease Attact 

.Freshness in the- Scheme 

No Reasons 

Total 

Source: Field survey, 19.9'1.,, 

Frequency 

23 

... 

6 

6 

5 

3 

67 

ProEortiOn ~-.f T·otal Production Sold 

81 

J!-t-.,33 

35~82 

8 .. 96 

8.,96 

100,.00 

An analysis ci.f the proportions of total production 

sold was done and ·J.t was observed that majoriti of 

the respondents sell three--quarters or less of total 

production. The rf:!malnj_ng fraction is either preserved 

to· be used as inputs for .the next plnnting season for 

crop, or consumed. · Majority of the respondents s~ll 
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all. of the total ce.ssava tuber production., They 

invite interested persons a.ta Îixed date who harvest 

and bu~ at a greatly reduced price, on maturity of 

cropo 

Average pr:Lce for thE~ p~riod under study for 

50kg maize grain, mellon seeds and cassava tuber ~ere 

N58 .. 72 1 W90.,!.~9 and X55.21 1 rE!spectively" Average 

pr-ice for a bundle :of cassav'a stem was W4o 85 (Table 15). 

Mar:ket. prices of equivalent output ·ma.y be greater 

the.n these pr:Lces ... · Why they ~;old at sueh reduced 

prices may be because they we~e selling at the farm 

gate in which case marketing costs may not have been 

added .. 

Yield and Revenues (Income) f~om Crop 
and tivestockTiems over the Periotl 
under StLiaf 

Me~n revenue$ per unit of each crop and livestock 

item, averRge ~ectare field of each crop item and 

average holdingi of'livestock items were computed 

.. to detc~rmine re·veri.ues (W) .per hectare and .the expected 

revenues from 5 hectares for crop, and for the 

average livestock holdings .. The results are as shown 

below in Tables 16; 17 and 1.Bo 

.... ____ _ 
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Table 15: Revenue accruing frorn a hectare yield of crop 
Items for the period 1987 - 1990 under study 

Crop Item 

Year 
1987 
1988 
1989 
1990 

Mean 
of 4 
years 

Unit 
Kg 

Il 

" 
" 

Mean 
Revenue 
(N) per 
Unit 
1.09 
1.13 
1.17 
1.31 

1 .. 17435 

Crop Item: Mellon Seeds 

1987 
1988 
1989 
1990 
Mean 

Kg 

" 

1.6 
1.78 
1 .. 89 
1.98 
1.81 

Average 
Yield 
per Ha 

(Kg) 
595.00 
641.90 
677 .. 25 
685.,11 

649.82 

77.33 
92.59 
97.50 

103.26 
92 .. 67 

Crop Item: Cassava Tuber 
1987* Kg 
1988 n 

1989 " 
1990 .. .-. 
Mean 

1.01 
-1 .. 09 
1.22 
1.11 

1518.,70 
... 1.577 •. 33 

1706 .. 78 
1600.94 

Crop Item: Cassava Stem 

1987 
1988 
1989 
1990 
Mean 

Bundles*.., 
Bundle 

tt 

Bundle 

4.,50 
4 .. 84--
5 .. 20 
4.85 

90.45 
125 •. 43 
100.52 
105 .. 47 

Expected 
Revenue 
(N) per 
Hectare 
646.17 
727.14 
789.67 
899.28 

765.57 

123.73 
164.63 
183. 76 .. 
204.15 
16,9. 06 

1533.89 
1716.14 
2082.27 
1777.43 

407 .. 03 
607.08 
522 .. 70 .. 
512.27 

Expected 
Revenue 
(N) for 
5 Ha 
3.230.00 
3.635.00 
3.948.00 
4.496 .. 00 

3.827000 

618 
823 
918 

1020 
845 

7669 
8580 

10411 
8887 

2 .. 035 
3._035 
2.613 
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 rnonths 

•• = A bundle of cassava stems contained 50 cassava sticks 
each measuring 1m or more by arrangement. 

Source: Field survey, 1991a 
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~['he di.fferencqs 1n me::in annual yields per 

hectare for maize,, mellon and cassa va (tuber and 

stem) may· be attributed ta cul~ivars and locational 

differences f as graduate fa.rmers do not. use one type 

of variety per crop. Furthermore 9 as locations vary, 

there is tbe possibi.lity that soil type and îertility, 

play major roles in detefmining yield values_ 
t 

It is noticeable from figure 1_, thàt 50kg of 

mellon seJls for a higher price than 50kg of maize 

and cassava tu~er, for the various yearè under study. 

Further it is observable thnt there existed a steady 
. . 

increase in prite ·for mellon all through. With 

respect ta maize, the price steadily increased from 

·1987 - 1989 and s~arply between 1989 and 1990. 

Moderate increase· in ca.ssava tuber and stem prices 

was recorded far the period under study •. 

Ïhe general increa&ing tendency in price for 

all the crop itèms may be attributed·to competing 

i.ndustrial and consumption demands, ·and to the effect 

of the Struct.ural Adjustment Programmeo Similarfl 

reasons can be adduced for livestock items as can 

be observed from the me.an rinnual revenues per unit 

i tern ( Tables16, 17 and figure -2)" 
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Table 16: 
1 ' 

Mean annual rev€inues per unit of each i terri~ 
and. average holdings of grnduate. ·poul try 
farmers - (1.987 - 1990) 

Pou1try Item: Broilers (Ready for sale at 9-12 weeks 
old; weighing ~ .. 6kg 1.8kg) 

.Year 

1987 

1988. 
· 1989 

1990 

Menn 

Unit Range 

1 -6kg-1 ., 8kg 
(9-12 weeks 
old) 

Il 

11 

Il 

· Mean 
Revenue 
(t-1). per 
Un:i.t Range 

·19.,20 
25.46 
29 .. 67 

· 21~ .• 70 ______ .. ___ .. _·---~-

Average Holding 
(Mean No of 
Birds K~pt) · 

2r.:-o . .::i 

292 

323 

288 

Revenue ' 
(Inc.ome)­
(N) per 
Holding 

4,800.00 
7,434.32 
9,583 .. Li.1 

7,272 .. 58 

PoultrY, Item: · Laye:rs (at Sa.lvage1f- Value; weighing 
1 .. 85kg - 2.25kg) 

-------,,.-----·----------------
1987 1 ~ 85kg:..:2" 25kg 

19fü3 " 15 .. oo 170 2,,550 .. 00 

·1 qng Il 11 .. :n· - 181 3.,136 .. 73 
1 CJ()() " : 21., 9~~ :200 4jl 381+ .. 00 
---.. -- ______ ,., ... ____ .. _, 

Mer:m · ·1 a .. oe 184 3, 356 .. 91 ---- ------···---
Poultry Item·: Chtclùi ··i.e .. · Cockerels and Pullets· at 

6-8 weeks old; weighing 0.5kg - 0.8kg 
--- ---·--··----·-
19<37 o .. Skg..:..o. 8kg 

(}4--8wks old). -
1988 11 t, c;o 250 1,125~00 '1-"·-' 

1989 Il 8~05 ~-55 3., 662 .. 75 
1990 Il 8 .. 69 527 l.1 579 .. 6]_ 
Mean · 7 .. 08 .!t-11 3.J.3_~.l+6 . 

i<·SaJ.vage Value: At this stage the l_ayer must have laid 
an average of 300 .eggs,. 
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Table 16 (Contd) 

PouJ.try Item: Turkey (Poults)~ at 10 - 15 weeks old; 
weighing 1~6kg - 2 .. 5kg 

.f1'88 · 

1989 

1990 

Mean 

1 • 6kg ~- 2 .. 5kg 
( 10-15 weEiks 

ol.d) 

.Il 

li 

Il 

19.00 

21 .. 20 

;~5· .. 00 

21.73 

-
207 3, 933 .. 00 · 

.210 . 2,452.00 

175- 4,375.oo 

1·97 · 4,253.33 

Poultry Jtern: (A Crate ,contAins 30 eggs) 

------- ·------·----·-..... 

19137 Crnte of 
30 €-1ggs 

1988 Il 15,.00 f;JQ 9,4.50.00 

1989 Il 20;67 72:~. 11.\., 965 .08 

1990 Il 25 .. 83 834 21 • .542 .. 22 

--
Mean 20 .. 50 729 15,319 .. 10 

Source: Field survey, 1991. 
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Tab1e·17: Mean annual rèvenues·per unit, and 
average holding~ of graduate pig farmers 
(1987 - 1990) · 

Piggery Item:· Piglets (Ready for sale at 2~4 moriths. 
old; weighing net more tt1an l.~5kg) 

Year 

1·987 

1988 
1989 

· ---, .. _.1-9_9.o 

Mean 

Unit Range 

1t5kg. or less 
2-4.months 

old) 
Il 

Il 

Il 

Mean 
Revenue 
(N) per 
Unit Range 

123.,00 

135.~83 
1 l~o .. 71 

133 .. 18 

J\.vE~rage · 
Holding 
(Mèan No of 
Item Kept) 

61 

68 
57 

62 

. Revenue .(i.e 
In corne) {N) 
per Holding 

7,503.00 
9p 236.41.~ 

8,020.47 

· 8)1253 .. 30 
1 

Piggery Item: Sows ·(Adult femalei; weighing 55kg to 
100kg) 

-·------------· 
19f37 55.kÉ; ... 100kg . .. 
198G Il 

•i ... 
.. 

1989 Il /+76 .. 00 1-1 5 0 236.00 

1990 Il i-1-91 .. )-1-J 15 7 p371 .. oo · 

Me.,m 1+8~.7;?. 1 3 6!303.50 
' 

p iggery .Itern: Boars (Adùlt Males; weighing 55kg· 100kg) 

1987 55kg - 100kg 

198B Il 
~~ . 

1 9,89 . Il .541 c,00 . ' 9 .. : · l-1-, 869.00 

1990 Il 61+9'c,OO 11 7 139 .. 00 

·M(-:an 595 .. 00 .1 O 6 2 001+.oo 
~?>oui:-ce: Field survey, 1991 .. 

{S 

1 -

.1ting 

itute 

8,500.00 

ira 
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l.J ... 5· · 1\méiu:nt of Lo,:in Dis bursed nnd Repaid 
s.1.nce încen-f1on oT the sCîwrn(:> in tîie State ..,___, __ _ 

Amount of Lean Dishursed -------·---·-·---·--··-·--.. -
An e.nalysi.s of the :cesults in 'rable 18 shows 

that crop loans disbursed ~ithin the period 1987 -
.. 

19901 constitute 77,,.2S% of .the total loans·amounting 

to N4t163,500aOO, whereas livestock loans constitute 

22Q75% of the total loans ahd amounted to N1,318,5oo.oo 

investments respectively .. This brings total na:Lra 

investments for the per.iod in both crop_and 

1.i.vestock ventures to 1~5,502,000 .. 00". 

. 1 
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Table 18: Imoact of the sche~e on agriculttlrql finance ~n the state 
(1987 - 1990) 

No. OÎ 
No .. of Live stock Amount per Amount P"'~ ~.1. Total 
CrQp I.,02.ns Loan's Cron· Loan Livestock Total Crop Livestock 

·Year l'isbursed Disbursed·. (~) Loan (N) Loar_i (~) Loan - (N) 

~ 987 30 70 11,500~00 13,500000 345,ooo 945,ooo 
1988 99 1 ' 11,Soo~oo 1J,5QO~OO 1,138,500 ,. " rob 1 J., :J \ 

1989 100 20 15,000.,00 18,000 .. 00 1 500 000 ' ' . 
360,000 

1990 Bo .,,.., n'"''"' no - , ~:; JUV ~ L . '1,200,000 

Tc.taJ_s _iU'J S1 4,.183,500 1, 318,, soo 

Source: Field survey, 199î~ 

·- .. ~-........:.~· 
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Amount of Loan Repa.id 

Four participants recrutted in 1987 hav~ fu~ly 

r·cp;ij_d: t;he '.i~ l~a,rit!<l sums wtth interest. as ~t the time 

of survey. This constitutes a repayment .rate of 1% 

of the total loans disbursed, up till 1990~ 

Though the loan period is 5 years including one .... 

year moratorium~· and has not exp.ired as at the time 
. . 

of survey, the defa~lt rate and number of defaulting 

loans for th ose lo::-'lns dü;bursed upti.11 1990 is 99% 

and 396. re.f>pect.i.vr::1.iY ~ In calcu1nt i.on of lo,:m 

delinquency or default rates, O~:;untogun. and Oludimu 

(19~2) provided two indices qf lo8n default namely: 

number of borrowers.delinqu.ent ·and number of' loans 

deliquent~ High rate of loan default, widely reported 

amongst rurr.31 .srna1J.holder farmers is hereby observed 

amongst graduate farmers. 

/.l .. .5 .. 3 Method of:_J,c?_an Settlement È_Z Graduate Far.rnE?rs 

All the respondents intend to settle loans secured 

usinG incarne from iale of farm produce~ In addition, 

l '7 C'(' 1 j' t} i t d • th f -~, .., :::> J~û o . · ·1e :respopc en .. s eng;:tge in c; · er non-: arm 
.. 

business*. Neverthele~s,· out pf the proportion engaging 

in other non-farm businessesp 8.S muchas .52~26% intEmci 
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to supplement settlement with incarne from non-firm 

businessu The scheme expects all settlernents of loans 

secured ta be cash. Ninety-five percent of the. 

respondents·indicated to pay back a little at a time 

with·5% indicating to pay back a11· at a timeM Majority 

.of .the farmers ( 65%);: considered the grace. period as 
. . 

too short while 35% ~onsidered it ideal. 

Non~f~rm businesses engaged in by participants 

include running of restaur~nts, general supplies~ -

l~undry/dry cle~ning services~ agro-produce rn~rketing, 
, 

barb.it1.g ___ and __ hair ~aloon, civil servj_ce' and- management 

of xeroxing centres. s;me ar~ ·still fu~thering their 

education while some iuh agro~consultaricy ventures. 

Others are involved in agrochemical/inputs marketing 1 

cassava processing~ ·politics, pest-control seivices 

and landscaping. A few.in livestock production are 

into veterinary seriices, pharmaceutical and medical .,, 

servj.ces ... . Thej intend to supplement settlement 

of loans secured with funds from ihese sciurces. CODESRIA
 - L
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4.6' Costs and Returns Analysis for Farming 
mfërp]~â'"":~Enga]eêi:ui· by Participants 

.4.6o1 Labour.Use 

94 

Majori ty (96 .. ~~-~,%) of the respondents used mostly 

hired labour whE:!reas 3 .. 75% of the ·respondents used 

mostly family labour foi farm op~rations. Nevertheles~t 

some of those who used hired labour (36.25%)· also 

used family laboure Probably because the farm·sizes 

are slightly large and possib.ly because the farms are 

relntj_vely away from homes, .family labour may not 

be adequate hence the need for hired labour., 

· Within the period 7 average cbsts per hectare 
1 

for~_land clearing, tractorization, planting, weeding, 

fertilizer application, pesticide application, harvesting 

was w12~00, N222.30, N10.70, N15 .. 00, N10.,00, N16 .. 00 

and N15.00 respect1vely (Table 19) .. 

Average :Labour requirements. per hectare for land 

c Îè1:.tr~ne; (m.andtlY;'=') · , . tracto(ization ( tracter ·day), 

pl.~in+.ing (mandays)' weed·.ing '(mandays) ,· fertilizer 

applicRtion· (mandays)~ pesticide applica~ion (mandays) 

and harvesting.(rna~days) · was 25, 1, 9, 58j 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) ' 

Item 

Receipts 

Cassava Tuber 
Maize 
Mellon 
Cassava Stem 
Veqetable 
Total Receipts 

Operating Inputs 

Cassava Stem 
Maize Seeds 
Mellon Seeds 
Vegetable Seeds 
Transport/Storage/ 
Market Costs 

Mean Miscellaneous 
Mgt .. Costs 

Total Cost of 
·operating Inputs 

Labou!;" 

Land Clearing 
Tractorization 

Planting 
Weeding 
Fertilizer 
Application 
Pesticide 
application 
Harvesting 
Total Labour 

Unit 

Kg 
" n 

Bundle 
Kg 

Bundles 
Kg 

n 
n 

Meàn of 
4 years 
Cost 

Mandays 
Tracter 

Day 
Mandays 

. '° 

Total Variable Costs 
Gross Margin 
Fixed Costs: 

Unit 
Price 

(N) 

1.,10 
1.17 
1o81 
4.85 
1 .. 76 

3.12 
2 .. 40 

10.00 
4.00 

12 .. 00 

222030 
10.78 
15000 

10.,00 

16 .. 00 
15.00 

Quantity 

1600.94 
649.82 

92 .. 67 
105.47 

25.56 

100 
22 
15 

5 

25 

1 
9 

58 

8 

.. .5 
28 

134 

Depreciation (Hoes, Matchets, Sprayer, 
Bags, etc)., 

Land Rents 
Total Fixed Costs 
Tot.al C.osts . 
Net Return 

Source: Field survey, 1991. 

Value (N) 

1,761.,03 
760.29 
167. 73 
511.,53 
44.99 

3,245.,57 

312.00 
52 .. 80 

150.00 
20.,00 

53.10 

209.94 

777.84 

300.00 

222.30 
97.02 

870.00 

80.00 

80000 
420.00 

2,847.16 
398.,41 

200.00 

200000· 
3~047.16 

198.41 
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a hectare :i.n a CBCM was ·1 JlJ .. co:stJng N2 • 069 .. 32 wlthin 

the period under study~ In the poultry enterprise, 

one persan was ernpJ.oyc::!d on the average to oversEie 

the management of the bird.s with 8. meari monthly 

remuneration of ~1156 .. 79 (Table 20) .,· Considering the 

piggery enterprise, one persan was also employed on 

the averRge for management of the livestocks with a 
,( 1 

mean monthly remuneration of N156~79 (T~ble 21 )~ 

Within the peiiod 9 unit price received for 

cassava tuber (kg), maize (~g), mellon (kg)~ 

cassava stem (bundle)t ·arid v~~etabl~ (kg) were 

N1~10, M1u17~ N1.81~ N4u85 and N1o76 respectively • 

• /\Vernf!,e yie1d per hect.are was 1600., 9~.kg (cassava), 

649.82kg (maize), 92~67kg (mellon), i05a47 bundles 

(cassava stem), and 25 .. 56kg (vegetable) respectively 
)·,'· 

., 19 (Table ) ., 

Input rèquirements per hectare·for cassava 

stem was 100 bundles with à bundle costirig N3o12, 

maize seeds - 22kg with 1kg costihg M2.40, mellon 

seeds - 15kg with 1kg côstin~ N10.00, vegetable, seeds 

5kg with 1kg cost~ng N4~00 respectively. 
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Table 20: Cost-returns analysis for poultry enterprise 

Unit Quan-tity 
Price (Average Value 

Item Unit (N) Holding) (M) 
Recei12ts 
Broiler 1.,6kg-1o8kg 

(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 
(Slaughter Value) 1.,8kg-2.25kg 27 .. 48 250 6,870 .. 00 

Turkey (Adult 
Male & Female) 1., Bkg-2. 5kg 28.00 197 5,516.00 

Eggs Crate 20. 50. 729 14,944(950 
Total Receipts 37,.793 .. 86 
OQerating In2uts 

Broiler Chicks Day old 4.74 288 1,365.,12 
Layer Chicks 2 weeks old 4.95 184 910 .. 80 
Chicks (Cockerels 
and Pullets) te 6.48 250 1,620.00 
Turkey (Poults) n 19 .. 10 197 3~762.70 
Vaccines/Drûg Mean·· Annual 
Administration Côsts 2,262.50 

Transport/Storage/ 
Market Costs 10 2,216.04 
Feed/Feed Stuffs " 14,500.00 
Mean Miscellaneou~ 
Management Costs " 1,414.79 
Total .Cost of ........... ··-·. 

Operating Inputs 28,051.,95 

Labour 
Employee Remune-
ration Monthly 156 .. 79 12 1js81,48 
Total Variable Cost 29,933~43 

Gross Margin 7,,860.43 

Fixed Costs 
Depreciation 
(Building, Feeding 
and D~.inkinr 

544.00 troughs etc 
Rents (Annual) 1,141 .. 33 
Total Fixed-Costs 1,685.33 
Total Costs 31,,618.76 
Net Return 6,175.10 

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

Item 
Receipts 

Piglets (young 
pigs) 

Sows ( Adul t · 
fema"ies) 

Boars (Adult 
Males) 
Total Receipts 

Ooerating Inputs 

Breeder Sows 

Unit 

45kg or less 
(2-4 months 

old) 

55kg-100kg 
(Slaughter 
weight) 

n 

(N) 

9 months old 

Unit 
Price. 

(N) 

133.18 

483.72 

595.00 

or more 440.42 

Breeder Boars 
Vaccines/Drug 
Administration 
Transport/Storage/ 
M§l.rket Costs 
Feed/Feed Stuffs 
Miscellaneous 
Management Costs 
Total Cost of 
Operating Inputs 

Labour 
·Employee Re­
muneration 

(Service age) 
If 

Mean Annual 
Cost 

n 

n 

Monthly 

Total Variable Costs 
Gross Margin 

Fixed Costs 

Depreciation 
(Building, Feeding 
and Drinking Troughs etc) 
Rents (Annual) 
Total Fixed Costs 
Total Costs 
Net Return 

Sourcei Field survey, 1991. 

365.00 

156.79 

Quantity 
(Average 
Holding) Value (N) 

62 8,257.16 

13 6,288.36 

10 5,950.00 

5 

3 

20,495052 

2,202.10 

1,095.00 

509.55 

524.33 
4,921.03 

448 .. 87 

9,701.08 

· ·12·-· 1,881.48 

11,582.56 
8,912.96 

544000 
720.00 

1,264 .. 00 
12,846.56 

7,648.96 
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Méan _tr8l1Sportat ion/ storage /mar1,<.et ing co.sts àmounted to 

-fJt5°3 .. 10., . t'lean miscel1anE?OUS management· co.sts amounted to 

~2.09 .. 91.J,. in a CHCM E-mterprise .. 

Annual depreciation of h~~s, matchets, knapsack 

sprayers, storage ·bags etc using the str_aight line 

method of dc-)prec_iation amountE~d to N200~00 .. 

Total receipts for one he6tare of CBCM amounted to 

N3, 2~.5 .. 57 whereas tota_l costs was N3 ,047·., 16 wi th a 

net return of N19B.41~ 

About 70% (N2,272 .. 56) of the total revenue came from 

the .sale of 1600~ 9i+kg of cassava tuber at N1.10 per kg 

and 105Q47 bundles of cassava stem at Nl~ .. 85 per bundle 

respectively.. 'rhe remai.n.i.ng M9''13,i,01 or about 30~ came 

from the sale of maize, mellon and vegetables. 

'.rhe total cost of producing one hectare of cassava 

based crops was on the average about N-3 11 047,.16 •. '1:his 

·was mnde up of the total operating input costs of 

:tsi777,84, total l<1bour costs of N20 .. 69.,32 and tota.:J .. fixed 

cost.s of N200. 00... Although the details of the cost 

components may be ·usefUl for .farm planning and · 

budgeting, the crucial issue that this analysis.has 

highlighted. is the high labour costs involved., On thE! 

nvenige, labour costs accoünted 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, 42~ planting 

material cost and 1% 0epreciationo 

Given the increasing ~age rate and input costs 1 

.. 
the loan amounts given to graduate farmers ought to be 

rev:i ewed upwards to meet procluct ion and other costs. 

·Nevertheless~ the grois return/total cost ratio (Okorji 

nnd Aihimien, 1986) shows that one naira invested in 

production y.Lelded extra 6 lrnbo in the CBCM enterprise. 

An:\lyfü~·; of P~ultry Enterprisè 

An -a:naiysis of_. Table -20 shows that abou_t 40% of 

the totA 1 revenue came from the sale of ege;s alon~:'., 

' whereas.the remaining 60% came from the sale of various 

quantitiès of other poultry itemse 

The table .also shows that the total cost of 

prod.uct ion of variou::i poultry items amounted to N31, 61 B. 76. 

· This was mncte· up o:t· o_perntlng inputs, -labour and such 
. 

fixed cos:ts as rents and deprecint_ion on capital items. 

It is noteworthy that ~.6% of the total costs is-accounted 

for by feed/feedstuffs alone~ This is because of the 

risj_ng cost of on.imal feed formu1r-Jt.ion.. 1~he gross return/ 

total cost ratio shows that one naira investment in 

production yields extr.,1 20 kobo in poul try enterprise • 
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Table 21 showi thàt the total receipts from the 

Sé;1.le of :Ltern.s :Ln t°he piggery enterprise amounted to 

·N20, 1+9S .. 5:?. .. 

The total cost of· rearirig the pigs as is shown, 

amounted to N1j,B46~56. Th~s was made up of the total 

operating input·costs of N9,701~0B 9 total labour 

costs of N1 1 881 ,J~ 1 and total fixed costs_ of N1, 26J+_ .. oo .. 

The gross return/total cost ratio, shows that one 

nairA invested in piggery production yields extra 

60 kobo .. 
• 1 
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A compBrative an8lysis of cost items for the 

three enterprise s · in 'ra.ble 2;2. shows that. the opc:r8.ting 

input cost.s const:i tute the rn:-:1;jor cr.'st item for poul try 

( 88 "'72%) and piggery. ( 75 .S:?.%) t~nterprises., where.•as 

labour cost· (67.91%) constitute the major cost ite~ 

for cassava-based. crop enterprise mixture. 

The implication of this finding is that both · · 

operating·inptlt cost and labour cost are significant 

cost areas for the enterprises. Therefore, in farm 

budgeting and planning 1 they should be given adequate 

consideration. 

· Net return (Table 23) was highest for piggery 

enterprise whe~ ?ompered to poultry and CBCM enterprises 

And su~gests a probàble high resource. use efficiency 

and profitabllity. 

'-1 .• 6 .. 3 ·Benefits Derived from being Involved 
i. n O Ï(;-1fëfïi:mi c:> -. · -~;-= . 

Analjsis of results in Table 24 show that the 

greatest benefit derived by respondents was additional 

revenue (53. 75%) followed by .thej_r being able to 

provide more :food :for the family ()+096) ~ As muc):l as 

33.75% of ·the respondents-are yet to benefit from the 

sch.eme.. This proportion may be those who were newly 
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Table 2 ....,. 
c... Comparative analysis of cost items for the 3 enterprises 

Cost (:Pt) 
Item CBCM % of Pou1try % of Piggery : :% oÎ 

,Enterpris~ Total Cost Enterprise Total Cost Enterprise Total Cost 

Total labour 
C0sts 2069,.32 ' 

{:..7 01 18811'48 5 gr' 1881 .. 48 14,?65 '-' 1 0 .,. ' .. - ::, 

Total Oper'3.tir:g 
Inpu.t. Costs 777,.84 ?,... C::':l -28051 ~95 88.72 9701 .. 08 75,.52 -::J .. .,,.,, 

".?otal Fixed 
Costs 200.00 

,.. ....,,.. 
"rQr' 3J 5 '), -1,... r) ("\(\ ·9~83 ;,-.,. --.;-.. 
1 ou;,., V i, ,.,J'...I . ..., _.) i .::::o~ .. 0-....., 

Total Costs ':lQ' 7 .. r .,., L.j. ,.·10 100a00 31618076 100 .. 00 -1 "81 r .-'r . ,·.:::'. +t>.,~O 100,.00 

Source:· Field stirv-ey., ·1991 a 

CODESRIA
 - L

IB
RARY



..... 

1û4 

Table 23: Couparative analysis of the 3 enterprises based on total revenue, 
total costs 2nd net return 

Enter-prise Values 

Item rr~,~r o,~ of al of cL of v .LJ v1 · .1 1~ (O. /V 

· Enterpr·ise Total Poultry Tot~l Piggery Tot:3.l 
Receipt r., ' • Receiyt Enterprise Receipt r.nT.Pr':-11"1 c::e 

Total Recei:qts ')')I r r::.7 _;Li+;, s _.. 100.00 J7 70-J A6 f ) I _/ ~-...., 
·1 nn ,1.'\ 

1 ~·...; ~ -·..J ·20,4-95 .. 52 100aÜÜ 

Total rr ..,_ ~ 1..,0S,,;:, 301.:,.7. 16 O'î Ro 
J _J ~ •._: .,.J 

'î · c.1 A 7,.. /1-;·~,·~a,y 83:r·70 A•/ 8) /" ,..,,.. 
1 _, .+0 ,.;,o 62470 

Net Return ,: oH i,1 ....... '-' • '"+ ! 6_'711 6, 175 .. 1 O 15~30 ~-6L_8 qr (, : ~ ..,o 37 .. 30 

~-

.- . ----·-·--------~-.• ·.------
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recruited who are engaged with initial cost of 

productiond The benefits derived so far, ar~ net 

sufficiPnt to finance construction of residential 

bouses nor the /:'lCqLi.Lsition o.f such properties 1:U<::e 

motor car or bike, in addition to their paying back 

the loaned sums w.i th interest. 

Table 24: Distribution of respondent~ acc6rding 
to benefits derived.from being involved 
in the scheme 

Benefits 

Additional Revenue 

More .forid ·for the family 

W~s 0i,ble to Bu:i ld a hou se 

Wo.s oJ,,te to buy JVlotor Car/Bike 

F'requency 

43 

32 

c'~ - 75J -:::>..,,,. ' 

40.00 

5 6.25 Nl2_~ ü1B, y et 
Tod:<~ 

-----·-------------------
80 100"00 

Source: Field survey 1 1991.~ 

l~~7 Modein Technology Adoption 

All the respondents used ûne technology or the 

other~ Technologies adopted by crop respondents include: 

trnctorization (96~l~.9~1o)t fert:i.lizatj.on (91 .. 23%), 

Pesticide application (63.16%), Herbicide application 

(7 ,.02%); u~e of irr!proved planti:ng mnterials (5 .. 26%) 

and seed treatment (12.28%) .. 
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· ·For livestock, all poul try and piggery participants 

prActised intensive ~eep litter poul{ry and piggery 

mnnngement respectively. This involved feeding 

livestock on feed formulae and vaccinations (medicatioris). 

)-1 ... 8 Level o:f E:nmloyment Gener8tèd ·-,-·--

Apa:tt from the temporary .(seasonal) employment 

generated during the\farming senson, some crop and all 

livestock enterprises employ on a more permanent basis 

an avernge of one persan p~r enterprise., From the 

survey, the scheme has been able to. generate 

perm:.=ment · e_mployment for a:s much as ·113 rural handse 

This implies that ~orne r~spondents employed more than 

one rural hand on~ permane~t b~sisa 

The mean monthly remunerntion for rural hands 

employed in cr6p enterprise was N140.00 whereas it 

was N157.00 for those in livestock enterprises~ 

Trnnsportation..J',..-.Processi.T~_fu- ·:tarage, 
MrÏr°"Rël~:Tng _ aJ171 li,xf"ens:lon '.)erv ~ 

The mo·st J..mportant means used to evacuate produce 

from.tht farm was by means of trucks/lorries (B2~50%) 

whereas the least means used was by trekking on head 

rotte.r~_fJe {~:;%)" Other menn.c:; WFJ_S motor bike (2.5%). 

Th.-i.s 1.s a.. far. i:::ry frorn whDt used to o btaln, where 

nlnll r:;mallholder .farmers evacuate procluce from :farm 
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mainly by trekking on head potterage as observed by 

Eze ( î 991 ) ~ 'rransporter-~3 (Pick-up Van owners) 

charge an average of. N2.DO·to convey 50kg worth of 

produce for an average of 5 kilometers. 

Crops like maize and mellon are stored as· 

grains by shelling and seeds by breaking, washing 

and drying in the strn1 res'pecti.v.eJLy 11 prior to baggin,:i. 

Often th_ey prepare and &J?PlY loc~l pre.servat:ives like gr" 

pepper to prevent post harvest pest attac~ on grains 

.in·stornge bags. 

M6st of the respondents do not ~o into processjng~ 

Those who doj do that·•t a home consü~ptidn lever~ Thi& 

mny be bccause of the ext~a co~ts involved thefein. 

All crop farmers and 35~ of livestock farmers 

marketed produce at their cliscretion; net by contract 

. growini; nor.b1··whole~~le to. agents on recommendatiort 

by the stiheme officials, nor by retail ·sales in the 

opPn marl<et µnder the supervision of scheme officials, 

nor by selling cooperatively in the.open market, but 

by reta!J sHles either in the opert market or at farm. 

The rcmaining 65~ of live.stock farmers sell produce 

on request by hotelicrs 1 super mBrkets and individuals 

or to cold storage proprietors. 
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As rnuch as 56% of the graduate farrners were not 

visited by extens.ion staff,· whereas Lµ.~% experience.d 

extension vist tations w1th 8n average mmual vi:si tation 

of oncE! ~ Major:l.ty (9L1.%) of tl'H:' visitt1t1ons wa.s to 

ensure use of credit for the purpose for which it was 

meant for. Though iDtroduction of new f~rming methods 

and to help in making firm records were part of the· 

objectives of the vititations; they were not primary. 

The problerns hihil:ô.. ting. increased producti vity of 

grnduate fArme~ beneficiaries of CASES a~ summerised 

in TAble 25, show that·the ~ajor one is the lack. of 

money to invest on production (100%), the least being 

inadcgu~te/non-availability of agrochernicals and the 

stealing of farm produce by unknown persans (3~75%) 

respectively. It is interesting to note also that 

lAbour is not all that scarce (10%) but that it is 

co~t intensive (90%)., Lat~ness in delivery of credit 

in kind or cash (98.75%) also ranked high. 
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·rab le 25: Problerns .inhib i tütg increased productivi ty 
of gra~uate farmer - heneficiaries of GAS2S. 

·---·-----·--·--- -------
Problems 

Lack of m6ney to invest on 
production 

Lateness in delivery of credit 
in kind or cash 

Government support being 
inadequate 

Disease/Pest attack 

High cost of labour 

f-1.igh cost/lack of mechanized 
systems 

Inef.fective/inndequate 
extension services 

Lack of high yielding varieties 

Lack of ready market for 
p rod.uce 

Inadequate/non~availability_of 
agrochemicals · 

Stealing (P~~~hing) of f8rm 
produce by unknown persons 

Frequency 

80 

79 

77 

73 

72 

72 

35 

20 

12 

3 

3 

96. 2S 

91 • 25 

90.0C 

9ô.OC 

Lf3. 75 

25 .. 0C 

15.0C 

3.75 

3.75 
-------·---·-------------

NB: Multiple responses were recorded 

Source: ·Field:survey, 1991 • 
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From the fo:regoing li 91 ., 2So/', of the respondent.s 
1, 

hnve problems· in repajtng thi:: securecl 1oan.s with 

inbe.ire.st wil;h D .. 75% h?ving no problr:rns ln-repaying 

~ :Lo.o.ns with i.nterest. 

Tlï.l': fRctor.s c_;n1s.i.ng :Ln.:,b:ll.ity to repay loans 

( Tnhl €' ?6) r. s shown indic a te tl1r,t the greatest. is 

pest/disease attack (BO%) followed by low prices of 

producc~ (76 d 2~;;%), the use of unimproved inputs ( 1. 25%) 

be.ing the least .. 

Table 26: Distribution of respondents actording to 
factors causing inability to repay loans 
secured .. 

-----------~ 
Factors Frequency 

----·-----···---·---·--·-
Pest/Disease attack 

Low prices 

Poor harvest 

Disaster 

No potential rnarfret 

Bad weather 

Poaching of Farm Produce 

So lr:i Product:Lon 

lJ s(i of Unimproved inputs 

NB~ Mu1:t~iple responses recorded 

Source: F'.i.E-)1.d survey, 1.991 d 

6)-1-

61 

35 

27 

L~ 

3 

3 

3 

1 ' 

80 .. 00 

1 c· _q.3 • 7~> 

33.75 

5 .. oo 

3ci75 

3.,75 

3 .. 75 

1. 25 
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Eze (1991), recorded ns high as 85% response · 

to dj .sen[,e and pest- attnclc ns foctors i.nhibiting increased 

cocoyam production. Akeh (1991), recorded low 

producer prices (86.0%)J p9or harvest (68~7%) ·and 

~est/disease aitack; (65~7%) as import~nt problems or 

factors militating the repaymerit ·of loans. 

As muchas 74% of the respondents had_disaster 

of one kirid or the other with 26% having no disaster. 

Disa~ter experienced include pest/disease attack on 

both ·crop _and l.i ve:,3toclc ~ flood j_ng and .tire outbr-ei=ik 

on crop fnrms, poaching of farm produq~ by unknown 

pcr.',ons "is v.iell as .rieatr-i o.f l.ivëstock .. 

8stim~ted average Amount of money lost as a 

re::;ult of dü:;astE:~r ·in_ 1988 fc>r crop is N11+ 9 833 .. 33 

and a whooping N3/::oo .. OO in livestock.. In 19B9, mean 

crop lo~s amounted\to W9t806d3B whereas ltvestock 

loss amounted to N4~52J.OO and in ~990, mean c~op 

lcss ta disaster whs N1J,085.96 and for livestock, 

it WB5 N4,866~67 (Table 27). CODESRIA
 - L
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Table 27: Mean annual loss to diss.ster by. '·.production type 

Year 

Froduction 
T~y1·pe 

Crop 

Livestock 

1987 

Tot~l Mean 
Loss Lass 
(~) (N) 

, __ 

1988 

Total 
Loss (M) 

M_ean 
T (-...:C) . L0SS i'!-

1989 

Total 
Loss (tn 

l·~ean 
Loss (~) 

Tütal 
Loss ·(~) 

1990 

10,500.QQ ~ 1 500~00 58,800~00 4,S2J.QQ_ 7),000.0Q 4,866a67 

------------------'---------------------~--~------
Total 

---------~-------------------------c-.~ -~---' 

Sourc~: Field survey, 1991 
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Total loss to dis~ster for the.period und~r study 

stood at N732 ., 969. 00 ·whereas. mean loss amounted to 

N50,615~34~ A Chi-square test at the 5% level of 

significance showed that ther~ are lots of problem 

limiting productivity among participantsa 

4~10.2 Prospects 

·a) Derivation of Job Sati~faction 

Majority (58075%) of the respondents do not 

detiv~ job satisfaction by being involved in production 

in the scheme, whereas 41~25% of the respondents 

do (TéJh1c ::.i8) .. 

. TRble ?B: Responsc \o job satisfaction _ . .,,...,,..., ~-
Freque:r:icy 

·---------------
Yes 33 41e25 

No 1.J.7 58,, 75 

'l'otal Bo . 100 .. 00 

Source~ Field' survey, 1991 
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b) Intended Dur,~tion of Stay :ln Bus:i.ness 

An analysis of results in.Table 29 shows that 

76o?5% of the respondents in agricultural 

nr6duction shall remai~ for .. 20 years or less in 

production. Of this proportion, the crop respondents 

are more in number than the _ltvestock respondents. 

Howeverj 23.75~ of the respondents are likely to be 

ïn production for more th.an 20 years.. Out 

of this proportion 9 the livestock respondents are 

more than th1~ crop respondents ~ The signif icance of 

this anelysis is that livestock respondents are more 
. . 

lH:ely. to be permanently employed than crop 

respondents in agricult:ural p'roduction .. 

Table 29: Intende~ duration of stay in agricultural 
producti.on 

-·-
Duration Crop .Live stock Total 
(Years) F'requency F'requency Jë'requency % 

1. -. ·5 '29 2 31 38.75 

6 - 10 21 1 22 27 .. 50 

1 1 - 15 J.1. 0 4 5 .. oo 

16 20 0 4 4 5.oo 

· More than 20 3 16 19 23~75 

Tota.1 57 23 80 100 .. 00 
·-·--

Source: Field.·survey, ·t.991 ~. 
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Majofity (58.75%) of the respondents are likely 

to cha.n.g;e.. büsiness,. \\1ith crop respondents being much 

g.re.u.tew- tl1Qft l 1 ve st~-c'v~ responclent s, who·eas 11.1 • 25% 

--.:·,f?j rv)t cha.nge. oJ' wrüch l Lvestock proportion is 

greatP:i. c.Llu.l, crc _, proportion.., 

out or the proportion of total respondents 

. t d . t 1, l j s·_c' ., 1 ? __ 0710 of them have 1n .en 1ng · o c11ange JUS .ness 7 ~-. 

preference for urban or metropolitan area whereas 

14.89% have preference _for rural .area_ 

The most :Lmportr:mt reason adduced fbr urban 

prefer~nce by respondents is where there are more 

.promising life chances~ Other reasons include that 

business yields retu.rns faster in urban than rural 

areas, the dearth of amenities in·the r0ral areasf 

the population-concentration.in urban areas pat~onising 

the products and the laborj_ous invo:J_.vements of farrning 

in rural areaso 

The most impoFtant reason proferred for rural 

preference is the massive land area available for 

farm expansion. Inclusive are the low overhead costs 

and cheap facilities·obtaincd. therein. 
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F'a.rm Irisurance ·--------
As mucha~ 65% of the-respondents did not have 

their farms insured while only 35% of t~em insured 

their farms. GeneraJly * the schP.me insur·es .farms 

for the f~rst year of operation of each yearus 

recruits. Thereafter insurance becomes the 

prerog~tive o:f ea.ch graduate farmer~ 
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CHAP'l'Ell FI\Œ 

· Grad\:lat.e · unempJ_.oyrne11t and thE! food supply cri sis 

i.n Nigeria were· , identified as prime problems. 

The government had to really look inwards to devise 

mean~ of tackling these problems. The a~m 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 est8b1ishrn<:~n:~; in 1986 

of the National Directorate of Emplôyment·and in 

1987, the Graduate Agricultural Self-Ernployment 

Scheme ( G-1\.&E,&-) , an arm of thE! /\gr :Leu ltural Seçtor 

Employment programnw o.f the Dlrectorate was launched 

into Action# The primary objective is to provide 

employment for agricultural graduates in addition to 

boostin~ food production by providing participants 

in the ~chem~.with working loans and technical 

A~,rd.stance. Credit, be it in cash or kind, hns been 

1<:ncwn to plny a dc~terrnining role in the development 
. - . 

to have multiplier·effect~ 
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Because the study, area -· Imo State - is hard hi t 

by the unemployinEmt and food supply problems, i t 

became pertinent·to evaluate the performance of the 

scheme in the state. 

Bath primary and secondary data obtained by the 

use of structured ques~ionnairei on Bo respondents, 

recrutted into the scheme between 19t37 and 1990 1 · 

and oral interviews on the scherne oft'icials respectively, 

were usPd for analysis. Crop respondents numbering 

57 who~practised cassAVa based cirop mixt~re, and 

23 livestock lpoultry and piggery) respondents were 

sampled. Statistical tools such as percentages. 

fr(!..q.uencie.s, rrwans t r8.nking, [~ra phs, and the cost-· 

lret~irns an,::ilyses, and tabul8ti911~; were used to analyse 

thE: data:. ~chi-sauJre. test was also used to test for .,. . 

statistical differences bètween means and to test 

somc of the hypotheses~ 

, The findings showed that a total of 1,282 

r 
1 i,,. 

: ; 

hectares of crop land were under cultivation within 

the period under stt~y (Appendix 1) by the crop 

participont,c; in thè D_cheme ~-· The <=i.ve:rage crop land 

hoJc1ing wG.s l+ .. 1 ha whereas average 1.and under poultry 

and piggery production was O.Oli.?h;1 and 0.,009ha . 

re~pectiveJ.y,. Land is 1.~cqulrecl. on rerp.1e.st by NDE 
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to the State Governor and/or the Local Governments 

of the st~.:1te annua11y" Participants were not morE? ttmn 

!_~O y,~ars old on rEicrui.tment.. Ferna le purtic ipation 

We-5 1 .é'.5;}~ and is .insigni. LLcant to total participation. 

H~gh level of literacy was observed and the most 

important tinancial record kept is the incarne and 

expenditure account~ 

Loan amount ·per crop participant for 1987 and 

1988 amounted to N11,5D0.00; and 'for. 1989 and 1990P was 

·w15~000~00. Livestock participants rec~ived 

N1J,500 for 1987 and 1988~, and in 1989 they received 

N18,000 cash~ Crop 16ans were·in cash and kind 

whe~eas livesto~k lo~ns were entirely cash~ The loan 
' 

arnounts were found to be :i.nadequa·te and graduate 

. farmers w:i.11 require N2,000 .. 00 to N3,750.00 or more 

to be Added to the loan sums provided by the scheme 

to meet production costs~ 

-There was a general increasing tendency in pririe 

for ciop and livestock items with respect to costs 

·and returns for the per:l.od .. 
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Yield figures showed that average yield per 

hectare for the period under study for maize was 

649~82kg; for mellon, 92,67kg; for cassava tuber it 

was 1600_9l.~kg 11 and for cassava stem, j_t ·was 105.lfl 

bundles; th~n vegetable yield per hectare was 

,. c ,-'6 d f 2;, ... :> 11:g .. · A bun le o cassa va stem. ·was observed to 

contain 50 cass~va sticks each meesuring 1m or more 

by arrangement. Average incarne or revenue levels 

per hectare for the periodt for rn~ize was N765~57; 

for mellon - N169~06; for cassava tube~, it was 

:W:1 777 .l+3; for cassava. stem, i.t was N512 .. 27 and for 

vegetablt?., it wa 13 1:ill~4- .. 99 ~ On hectA.re basis, this 

leaVE:s a graduat,= fariner in cassava based crop 

mtxture wj_th a total revenue of N3, 24.5 ... 4 7 and when 

coEts are deducted, with a net return of ~19~~41, 

With. respect to the poultry enterprise, average 

l10ldi.ngs for bro:ilEir wa.s · 288, !.ayers - 184,. 

replacement stocks (cocks and hens) - 250, turkey 

197 11 and egg - 729 crates. Mean unit revenue for 

broiler (wcighing between ~.6kg - 1~8ig) ~as N24.78, 

leyers at sulvage value (i.e. when they may have laid 

300 eggs or more and.weigh.between 1-Bkg - 2.25kg) 

'lil 
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sell~ for N18uOB, adVlt replacement stocks sell for 

M27~4B; turkey (weighing between 1.8kg •nd 2~5kg) 

selli:; for N2B .. OO and a crate. of eggs s.ell for 

N2D~50 on the average~ 

A sro..du~te. poùl ti:y fn'rmer reàl.ised a total · 

:r~v-e.nuie. of NJ?, 793. 86 8nd when costs are considered 

or deduc.t.e.d., a net re:venue of N6~175~10 from pale of 

288 brollers, 184 ~ayers, 250 replacement stocks, 

197 turkeys~ and 729·crates of egg. 

In consideratio:n of the pig:gery enter,prise, 

average _holdings for piglets was 62, sows - 13 and 

boars - 10 .. M.ean unit revenue for piglets (weighing 

45kg or ·1ess) was w1·33~1B; .for !:,OWS 
i 

(e.dult fema1e 

pigs we:Lghing betwEièn 5~)kg - 100kg) was NLi-83 .. 72; and 

.for boars (adul t male pigs weighing between. 55kg and 

100kg) - N595409~ A pig graduate farmer had a 

total revenue of N20~495.52 and when costs are 

considered, a ne~ return of N7,64B~96~ 

A compRrative analysis·of cost items showed 

that labour costs was-highest a~d accounted for 

67~91% of total· cost for ca~sava-based crop mixture 

' enterprise,. whereas ope·rB;t.ing _input cost was highest 
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arid accounted for 88~72% and 75.52% for poultry 

:and piggery ente.rprises respective·1y'. 

A gtoss return/total cost (benefit-cost) ratio 

analysis· showed that one nr:=üra invested on cassava­

based crop enterprise, yields 1::"!xtra 6 kcbü 1 whereas 

f.or poultry enterprise the s~1rne an&lysis showed that 
. . 

one naira invested. y ielded extra 2.0 kobo and in 

piggery, an extra 60 kobo. 

A compn~ative analysis of the three enterprises 

' . based. on -tot.qJ. revenue, total cost and :i:-iet ·.return, 
•' .. 

showed that totaJ. cost was .. hi~hest for CBCM enterprise 
.. 

a..nd r:1ccolmtE!d for ~1) .. 89% of totsl rece;i.pts. This 

(;5 f"o1lowed by the. poultr·y cnter~pr:i.::;e with tot·a1 cost 
1 

8.ccount ing :for é3J. ?0% of total receipts,. and lastly 
. . 

by the piggery enterprise with total cost açcounting 
. . 

for 62.70% of total receipts •. 

Net ~eturns was highest for the piggery 

enterprise and accoun:ted for 37.3% of total receipts, . . 

.f ollow_ed by the poul try enterprise wi th net returns 

accounting for 16~30 of total receipts and-lastly 

by the· CBCM enterprise wi th nE:t return accounting 

for 6.,11% of total rece:Lpt .. 

. . 
7 --r:::m:w-·1smrnemst~'m~j?sw~i}g»DM'lrnfIDPr:!PW!Jl:1C9~nrrt!fff!tt-J 
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'îhe ·:implication of the analyses on the basis of 

resource use efficiency and profitability is that-. 

resource use efflci_ency and profitability is ·highest 

for · pi{fgeri~ followeci by poultry and CBCM enterprises. 
. -

The .most important benef i t · derived by the 

respo11dents was additional revenue. The respondents 

l1e.ve been ablEi to generate permanent .employment for 

as much. 1:, 3 r\iral · hands with N140 .. 00 mean monthly 

remuneratiori for those·employed in crop and N157.00 

menn morithly remuneration for those :e~ployed in 

li vestock entE~rpris,?s respect i.ve l.y ~ HÎ.red labour 

usage was 96.25% and modern technology adoption 

amongst·graduate fArmers was 100%~ 

Total crop and livestock loans for the period 
. ' 

(1987 - 1990). amounted to N5~502,000.00~ Four 

participants recru:Lted in '1987 have fully repaid the 

loanpd sums with interest. Repayme~t rate was 1% 

whereas loan default or delinquency rate was 99% 

a.s ~ t.i.me.. of survey. 

The mo.s.t :i.rnpc:.'>rtnnt .me::ins of evacuating produce 

f,rom the f farm was by truclc/lorries ( 82. 50%). Local 

preservatives like .gtound pepper were put into grains 

nnrt seeds in storage bags to ~revent post-harvest 

pest attack. All·crop fermers and 35% of livestcick 
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farmcrs marketed thiir produce at their discretion 

by ret~il sales ·either in the open market or at 

the farrn~ The remaïn:lng 65% of livestock farmers 

sell produce on t·1:~quest to q.oteliers, supermarkets 

· and individuals or to cold storage proprietors.· 

La.ck of money to invest on production, lateness 

in.~ilivery of credit in kind or cash, government 
. . ,: 

support being.inadeqûate,disease/pest attack, high 

cost of.labour and high cost or lack ofooechanised 

~ystems are the major problems ihhibiti~g increased 

~roductivity amongst graduate ~armers. 

: Pest/di~ease attack, low prices, poor harvest 
. . . . ' . 

. ' • . 1 ' 

ind disaster were the important factors causing 

inubility of J'.espondents tq repay the loa·nG secured. 

Total loss to d1s0:~ter for both crop and livestock 

amounted to W732,_969.00 ice~ N9,162B11 per 

parti.cipant for the period. under study or N2,290.53 

annually .. · 

With respect to intended durat~on of stay in 

agricultural production, the livestock farmers are 

more likely ta.be permanently employed ihan crop 

.participants because the
1

J.ivestock (piggery and 

pou1 t'ry) enterprJses are more prof i tablE~ than the 
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cHcr:i .::nterprlse .. In general, about .59% of the 
i 

rcspondonts ~re likely to change business with crop 

re.sponclen.ts being much :,gre&t:cr trian livestock 

resperndents.. About 86% o:f t:llis proportion wanting to 

~hange businassi have urban prefer~nce •. It was 

obse1.-ved th.at some participant:s swapped or switched 

enter.prise.s.o Total enterpd.se switch· r.ecorded was 

Hecommendations 

'l'here ls the need f.or ÇJraduJ!lti~ f armers to have 

insurRnce schemes for their Dgricultural businesse~ 

so as to have. a check· i'1gainst. to,tal loss. 'rhis can 

now be made possible with t.he governrnent w s establishment 

of thij Nigerian Agricultural Insurance Company ·(NAIC)~ 

.Furthermore, the loa~ omounts given to 

.Participan~s are inad~quate far agricultural production 

i.r:i ou..r ~re.seni::. Structural Adjllstment Programme and 

lr"fta.:tionary dispensation1, Th,,~refor.er there is i,:he 

ne.ed '.8?,r· .an up"!.ard t:"e.v.ï.e.w of thé lo,rn !..Ums. I t is · 

YU.ommt.~nded also · t1"1at ·the loan surns foc both crop and 
. . . 
·11vestock participants should be in cash and kind 

but with more cash .than kin~~ 

CODESRIA
 - LIB

RARY



1.lb 

;., 

Visitotions of the extension staff and the staff· 

of the NDE should be intensifie<l in addition, to 

e.(tsui:e that the lo,:,n sums ~1re appropt.iately -used fox::-

the production purposes and to ~revent diversion 

by participants* 

The disbur~ernenG of loans in cash and kind for 

new recruits should-be appropriately timed by. the 

schem..e. off icials to :' coincide with production sea:sons ~ 

Since t:he. participants deposit certificates 

as col laterafs and 1?:Cov.ide ::( guarantors, they could 

as well be attracted io·agricultural production by 

makirig the loans ~epayable, lnterest free. 
. . 

The scheme. officials should devise a means by 

~hich participantsi:produce are disposed ?fat 

affordable and rew·a.i::-ding prlces.. It is observed that 

due t:o qlut ~iurin9 the hë1rvest seasons, farmers sell 

their produce at low pticè~,a~d ~his is not encouraging 

to ,e.rva.bl'2. ·the p;;~rticipanb, r.epay the loan sums with 

inf:.~esl:.4) 

The gove.r.·nment: should pr_ovide infrëtstructural 

facilities in the rural areas to minimize the u~ge for 

rural-urb~n drift bf poleRtial labour force in the 

. ; 
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vurav:L o..v-e.as.. Ey s.o doJ.ng 1 post harvest los ses could 

be curta:i.led if such t:hin9s 11ke grain silos t1nd 

· 43,·ood 't'Oetds are: provided., 

Ciraduate f ,fü.:-mers shculd be enc:ouraged to form 

viable cooperatlves to enable them benefit from the 

serveral government agencies in termsp of input 

purchases at reduced costsd 

F'urther-; study should be done on other areas 

fiananced by the. scheme not covered by this study to 

actually highlight their performances~ problems and 

probable sol ut :l.o·ns... Ol: her scheme:s of t h!ê! Direct:o.r.ate 

should be st1:1di(::d 9 l::ü <::.l :l.ci t: tl 1E:ir impact on the 

general National developme~t~ Banks participatory 

role in this regard shOuld also be studied. 

S..,3 Conclusions 

Jucl9ing fi:~om the costs and returns analysis 

and 1:he rélt.h>s of 1jros:s .r.eturn upon tot!il cost done, 

plggery product~o0 is the most profitable of the 

graduates or agricul~ure~ .Furthermore 0 .the enterprise 

has a high reio~r~e use efficiency when compared with 
. . . . 

the othe.r enterprise.s considering the magnitude of· 

material and -0ther inputs and the returns thereafter 

obtained,.,. 

,.·. 
·,,: 
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'J:'he schern~":! has .g~~ne1.-ël ted sig ni. f lc.cmt rural 

self-employment for,graduates of agric~lture in the 

state.., lïo·v:c.::ver:, Uw lo,::;n sum~., given t:o participants 

ls cons:Ldered ina.deqUi:.d:e for.· pr(xluct..5.on cons:lder~ng 

thEl sli.ghtly high -land l,oldinqi, c,f cr·op pën·ticipéints 
• 1 

dnd the rising lï:J.bOlff and other. oper.at.in9 :Lnput costs,. 

The.re are lots o:f problems whic.:h lirnit increasesed 

production ëlt~d eff~::ct · th~: 1:·ep,:1yment. of the loans 

secured, with i~terest on schedulea 

Nevertheless, ef;f~ort:s to r.e.ach food self-suff iclentcy 
{. 
1 

o.-nd to C.!e~B- 5ubstitnt.tal numbers of permanent jobs in ;the 

S~~ ~il !\J;ï9a.rf.a ~ :ta. wh.oiê b~ed. on smullholder. f (l.rmi ng 
' 

:S':/S~M:S w.i,,,.U. l.g.U,e.. rm:oie. t.h~ a ·cl,~e. l:..o achieve.,. Wi th 
1 • 

th.es.e. s~:U-:iold.e.r. pcc;duètion ,!md employment constrai.nts., 
,':t. ' ' 

the l'.!j•overnm.e.nt ~ s s~f~emplôyrnent:· st:categy to achieve self­

}(ïeLicw.ce. is a reason,'.:7.ble public pol:i.cy to gain time until 

~e. 0Y9a.niz.o..ti,ontl ë:1nci technical bot tlenecks to a more 

v{bv-1:lnt Sffllil-1-1holder based food ~rnpply system are d.ealt 

' conce~ted effort for the objectives. of the scheme to 

be implemented to the fullest a.nd thereaft:ier, lies the 

ber.ef .1.ts., 
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·. S/Na° · !-!2~:e of 
Scheœe 

1 Graduate 
Lean 
Scheme 

2 Gradu2te 
·Loan 
Scheme 

3 Gradua.te 
Loan 
Sche::r.e 

·4 Graà,.iate 
Lopn 

. Scheme 

5 Trê.1.nea 
School 
Leavers 

6 Il 

7. Tr-c.inee S:h. 
Lee.vers 

8 " 

Date of · Total ·N9- of 
Co::-.rc;epce-. No •. of . -P;:ml"j;ry 
De!it ·· :~. Parti- · ,Parti-

cip;:,:-:.ts cipants 

1987 · 100 47 

î988 100. ·1 

1989 î20 19 

199'.) ED 

1989 ïSO 

'i 9s>:i 1:so 
î 989 150 

~ 99() 63 

No. of 
Fishery 
Parti­
cipants 

7 

Î'~O. of 
Shee..i/ 
Goat-
Parti­
cipants 

15 

AP?E:IDIX 1 

No. of };o. cf 
Piggery Rab­
Pè.r.t;i-. bi t·vr:-y· 
cipints Parti.:. 

cipa1;tE 

1 

1 

.. --------·-

Total A.-nt, 
No. of Hect- Dis"!::ursed 

. 138 

Crop .. e:rage per ;,~rtî-- Partf-
Perti-. In- .cipa~t cipating 
cip::nts volved (~) BanKs 

30 145 11,500 ACB, 
(Crop) Ü',{erri 

13,500 ms.in 

(Ani!'.!lal) Branch-

11, 5c:io C.C.B 
99 437 (Crop) Dougles 

13,500 ?.oad 
Anirr.al Er2nch 

15,000 .c.c.B 
100 500 (Crop) Douglas 

18,000 Road 
Anime.l) !:ranch 

80 
15,000 Central 

20:) (Crep) Bank 
(CBN) 

{A:ni::i::12 Owerri 
CCi3 

1.50 300 ~6,0CJO Douglas 
Rd. Bra'"rll 

1.>Ù Juu :5,'lfo.tm ël3~; 

Fed Pay 
Office·~-

63 30 c. BQ N 

.! 

4 
Partie)• 
Repaid 

CODESRIA
 - L

IB
RARY



APPENDIX 2 

PR.CGRAMMES AND SCHEMES OF.NDE 

P rogranùne: 1 • National Youth · 2~ 
Emp lo~'ment and 
Vocation::i.l. 
Skills· Develo­
pr.ieüt ProgralJJTie 

a) Né:tti·cmal Open· 
Ancrenticeshin 
sëheme (NOAS( 

b) '.'f2:ste to 

c) 

d) 

'.'ieal th Scheme 
(Yt'fS) 

. Schools on. 
·dheels Schegie 

(SWS) · . 

Disa bled \·rork · 
Sc::heme (DWS) 

I · , .. 

a_) 

b) 

c) 

d) 

·small Scale J. Special 4,. 
Industries 
and Graduate 
Employment 
Progratnme . 

Job Creation 
Loan 
Guarantee 
Sèheme -

(JCLGS) 

Mature 
Peoole?s 
Sc1'i è·rni:, (MPS) J. )Jf,- ~ ...... , 

a) 

b)-

Public Works 
Programme 

Construction 
and 1\/1' • ...i.. L·1aint..en-
ance of Roqis, 
Buildings· 
and. Othe;- ·-

Infra structW: c 

Treç! Plant-. 
ing 

E:1~repi:-eneur- c). 
srup Deve lep- - Snvironment-

ment Pro-
gramme { ::'f'D) \WUl.. 

EYitèrprise 
Na:1.ag!ement 
support 
se1-:vices 

al Santta-
tion 

d) L~nd c le2:r­
.ing ar1è. 
èther Farm 

_Sµpport 
·:_ Servie-es · 

a) 

b) 

c) 

d) 

139 

Agricultural 
Sector 
Employment 
Programme 

Graduate 
·Agr icul tural 
Self-Employ­
ment Scheme 
(l"'f.Q4'QJ ,v~~,,L,..J~, 

School Le.a.vers' 
Farminfr 
s·cheme'"'(sLFS) 

Reactiva.tiôn 
of Employrnent 
Generating 

. ; 

Farm SettlemeYlt:/· . 
Scheme·, 

Promotion of 
Rural Non­
Farm _ 
Employment. 
Sch.eme 

/ --------------'-,----·-- -- -··--------------------------. j 
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