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/ ABSïRACT 

Thi~ studV evaluated the performance of the Su~2rvised ,· 
'. 

Agricultural Credit Scheme of Anèmbra State of Nigeria with 

emphasis on credit extension dec1sions. 

V 

The cluster sampling methGd af data collection ~as uses and 

it involved random sampling without replacement of a total ~opulatior 

of about 700 farmer-beneficiaries in the state. ïhiee'hundred 

farmers, 50 from each of the clusters, were selected and. in-:::::rvieued. 

The supervisors who supervised the farmers were likel,Mj..se in~erviewed. 

The instrument of data collection was an interview schedule. 

Dèscriptive statistics, multi~le regression, correl2tion, al!ld 

discriminant analyses techniques were employed to an5lyse t~e 

data anc a_chieve the objective. 

The researc~ findings showed that maize and poultry farmers 

were not very consistent in the repayment of their loans. In terrns 

(~ of supervision, efficiency seemed to be sacrificed due to ssall 

sup2rvisor/f2rmer ratio and some other related problems, although 

tr;e f2rrners had positive -attitude . toward_s_ s_u_p_erytsiori._ 1,.2 

results further revealed that in giving loans to maize far~Ers, 

the scheme should focus attention on four major characteristics, 

~amely size of loan, age of farmers, number of years of farming 

experience, and distance between home and source of loan; to 

rice farmers, on incarne; and to poultry farmers, on age of 

farmers, distance between home and source of loan, and level of 

formal education of farmers. 
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1 

CHAPTER I 

I INTRODUCTION 

Agriculture in Nigeria is characterised by 

rural farmers who produce over YO pe~ cent of the 

coùntry•s food need (Falusi ~- !!!.:. 1980). Beèause 

-they have a amall capitalbase, their production fa 

low. The Nigerian agriculture! output has been ~ 

decreasing over the vears. Table 1.1 shows that the 

output decl1ned from 1960 ta 1979. Production 1ncreased 

a little frarn. 1980 ta 1982, declined in' 198:;, increased 

again from 1984 ta 198&~ and decl1ned again in 1987 (table 

1.2). The contribution ta the Grasi Damestic Product 

· (GDP) by the agricultural sector has beèn declining. 

In the 1960s, agricuiture was the major revenue earner 

for the government. B.ut from the 1970a revenue from 

. agriculture continued ta decline (table 1.3). Nigerian 

agriculture is finding it 1ncreijsingly difficult to 

feed her 'population. This is shawn by increasing · 1mport 

.. 
~ 
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2 

Table 1.1:· Trends in the Structure of Output, 1960-1979 

·Percentage of Total Output 

1960 1966 1Yb9 19'/j 1974 ,~,s 19'77 1978 

1. Agriculture 
{ L/5, • Agr i- . 
culture, 
Forestry, 
Fiah1nà) 62.94 54.Y7 48.87. 27.60 23.90 i3.SO 19.20 19.80 

2. Mining and 
wuarrvinQ D.58 4.83 .6.99 24 .su 32.90 26.JO 2?.6U 23.30 

3. Manufac-
turing and 

s.od Crafte 4.79 6.90 B.04 s.oo 3.90 5.40 6.40 

4. Electricity 
and Water D.41 D.58 D.71 · D.40 D.30 D.30 D.40 D.40 

5. Building and 
Constructlori 4.79 5.35 4.60 7.30 5.90 6.80 9.30 10.90 

6. Distribution 12.40 12.90 12.93 18.70 19.50 20.00 20.00 20.00 

7. Transport and 
Communication· 4.89 4.49 J.99 3.80 2.90 . 3.3( s.oo 5.2( 

a. General 
Government 3.31 3.08 7.17 5.50 . 4.60 9.2( 7.BD . 8.2( 

' 
9. Services 

(Education and 
Health) 5.77 6.90 6.69 7.10 6.10 5.6( 5.30 5~8[ 

•L/S = Llvestack 

Source:- Feder.al Office of Statistics, for 1960-V-9, Lagos. 

1979 

17.98 

25.94 

6.65 

D.40 

\ 

11.11 

19~19 

s.22 

f •. ....... 
·, ~ 

7.74 . 

6.69 
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Table. 1.2. Index of Agricultural Production in Nigeria ( 1975 = 100) 

1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 Percentage difference bet~een 

Items (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) and and and and and and 

(2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 
-

1. Craps -
(a) Sta-

ples · . 71.6( 73.8( · 63.50 81.5( 88.90 98.60 93.30 3.07 -13.96 28.35 9·.08 10.91 ~5.jéi -
(b) Other · 

Crops 124.10 122 .2( 108.10 115.1( 126.30 125. 90 128. 70 -45.87 -11. 54 6.48 9.56 . -D.32 2.22 
-

2. LIVE STOCK 94.20 104 •. 4( 99.90 102.4( 106.80 110. 70 113. DO 10.83 -4.31 2.50 4.30 3.65 2.08 

3. FISHERV 104.30 ~07. 3( 109.90 73.60 51.80 60.70 84.30 2.88 · D.56 -.33.03 29 .62 17.18 38.88 

. 4. FORESTRY 114.50 113.4( 105.60 no1 .4o 110.60 110.71] 114.20 -0.96 -6.88 1.70 · 2~98 D.09 . 3.1b 
.> 

~ 

. 5. AGGREGATE 
INDEX 90.10 92.50 83.80 91.40 95.80 102 .10 100.30 2.66 -9.41 -9.07 4.81 6.58 i-1. 76 

Source: Federal Office of Statistics, Lagos. 

' 
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Table 1.3. Contribution of Agriculture ta.the Grass 

Otimestic Product (GDP), ~960 - 1979. 

Vear Total GOP Agriculture Agriculture .as 
N' Million # 1 Million ~ercentage of GOP 

1960 2247.40 1414.60 62.90 

197~ 164b2.60 3565.JO l3.90 

1975 19437.70 3439.60 . 23.50 

1976 23826.60. 3613.70 ê!0 .. 50 

1977 ~6758.50 3777.70 19.20 

1978 27370.20 3039.30 19.80 

1979 . 31424. 70 5656.80 18.00 

Source: Central Planning Office, 1981, Lagos. 

'i'· 
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bill-for food items (table 1.4). Because of the 

declin:l.ng tre·nd in the output and rising cost of food 

items, the states and federal government~ embarked on a 

.number of programmes designed to make the country 

self-sufficient in food production •. 

Sorne of the programmes embarked upon by the varioua 

governments ta takle the food production problems are the 

Operation Feed the Nation (DFN), the National Accelerated 

Food Production Programme (NAFPP)·, and the Green 

Revolution ~rogramme (GRP). The programmes, particularly 

the Green Revolution Programme, have included the · 

provision of cre_di t fac il~ ties as one of the measures far 

solving the agricultural problems. As a reeult, the 

.a~ricultural sectar recorded à m~rked increase in rate of 

'growth in overal_l production in 1986 bri nging a~aut -à 

remarkable decrease in food import bill (table 1.4)~ 

Hawev~r, there are slight declinès in sème general agricultural 

activities in 1987 bringing about anather increase 1~ food 

import bill (tacle 1.4). 
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1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

Table 1.4: The Nigerian Food Import Bill far ·1981 - 87 

% change between 

1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 (1) (2) (3) (4) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) . (6) . (7) arid and and and 
(2) (3) (4) (4} 

Food and 
Life 
Animals 1477.90 2048.20 2115.90 1052.10 686.10 534.40 1573.70 38.5S 3.31 50.28 -34. 79 

Bever ages . 
and 
Tobacco 9.70 12 .• 60 17.10 7.00 6.30 13.00 38.60 29.9( 35.71 -59. 06 -10.oc 

Animal 
and 
Vegetable 
Oils and 
fats 106.90 123.10 150.80· 84.90 79.80 119.10 65.20 15.15 ·22.5CJ 43.70 -6.01 

Total for 
Food 1594.,50 2183.90 2283.80 1144.00 772.20 666.50 1677.-50 ~6.96' 4.57 -49.91 -32.50 

Total far 
all 
Importa 9723.00 ,2565.50 12919.60 7178.30 7_932.90 5469. 70 :17861. 70 ~9.23 2.82 -44.44 10.51 

... 
% of the 
Total .. 

Importa 16.40 17.38 17.68 15.94 9.73 12.19 9.39 5.98 1.73 -9.84 f,-38.96 

Source: Campiled from the Exchange Control Department of Central Bank of Nigeria and 
Federal Office of Statistics, Lagos. 

(5). (6) 
and and 
(6) ' (7) 

.~2.11 194.48 

106.35 196.92 

49.25 45.26 

-13.69 151.,69 

-31.05 2·26.56 
-·· . 

25.28 -22.97 
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One of the primary causes of law food production in. 

Nigeria is insufficient credit ta develap agriculture. 

Agricultural credit is one of the pragr~mme packages 

designed ta be pai:t of the institutional infrastructures 

necessary far the develapment of agriculture (Federal 

Ministry of Agriculture 'and· Natural Resaurces·, 1974). The 

agricultural credit policies in the third and faurth 

national develapment plans are ta make short and medium~term 

capital -available ta farmers sa.as ta give them access ta 

more productive inputs. 

The need ta give farmers access ta credit, especially 

on ~hart- and,medium-term basis~ led ta the establishment 

of thè NigerianAgricultural and Co-aperative·Bank (NACB) 

Limited ·1n 1973. T~e NACB alane is net equipped ta servi~e 

laans directly ta the millions of small-scale Parmers, wha 

account for aver 90 percent of egricultùral production in 

ttié ·country. : Laans ta this · category of -fa.rrilers are, therefare ,. 

disbursed through ~he an-lending schemes of various state 

ministries of agr~culture. Less than 20 percent of the 

total laans disbursed by the NACB during the third n~tional 

development plan periad (1975 - 1980) has gane ta the 
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on-lending scheme for ~mall-sc~le farmers, and over 80 

percent of the loans have gone tri_corparate, large-scale 

agricu ltural enterprises and . producers with adequate 

callaterals (Dyaide, 1979)~ The Federal Government of 

Niger~a, therefore, instituted the Agricultural Credit 

Guarantee Sèheme Fund (ACGSF) in 1978 _in order to induce 

~ commercial banks operating in the country ta offer credit 

ta farmers. Linder the scheme, gouernment, thrau~h the 

Centr~l Bank, guarantees.75 percent of all laans ~ade ta 

agriculture by the.commercial banks. Despite thls·guarantee, 

the commercial banks _have not succeeded in simplifying the_ 

amaunt tif paper work and redtape that prospective borrowers 

have, ta go thrqugh .ta secure loans. The result is that 

hardly any im~llhqlder farmRr-is b~nefiiing from the scheme 

and loans have gone principally for agricultural marketing 

and small scale processing. 

It is in line with the above mentioned problems that 

the Anambra State Ministry of Agricultu~e decided ta 

eatablish t~~ Supervised Agricultural Credit S.cheme (SACS). 

A breakdown of the total amount of loan issued to Anambra 

State fermera and the refund situation from 1980 ta 19a? 

indicated that the refund situation !3mong the farm~rs is' poor 

( Table 1 • .5 ). 

,, ...... 
' 

CODESRIA
-LI

BRARY



9 

Table 1~5: Total Amount of Lean Issued. to Anambra State 

Farmers and the Refund Si tuatian from 1980 'to 1987 • 

.. 

Zone Vear Number Amount Arnount 
of Loaned Repaid Belance 

Farmers (N) 
- (iy) (IV) '. 

1 ., 

1980 26 86,509.25 66,850.on 19,659.25 

.. 1981 132 499,501.25 156,638.90 J42,862.35 

'1982 176 •475,078.86 59,115.52 405,963.34 

Abakaliki 1983 None None None None 

1984 269 212,50~.oo 194,408.73 77,091.27 
-.i._ 

1995 405 270,900.00 244,897.14 26,002.86 
;'· 

.19;86 153 1b2,6DD.DD 111,050.00 50,550.00 

198? · 220 288 .800 •. 00 252.800.00 36,000.00 

· 1980 18 46,537.69 27,045.63 18,892.06 

1981 65 ~J5 ,699.85 oS,496.39 167,203.46 

1982 73 · 3b6 , 034. 72 '20,969.25 345,065.47 
. 

Awka '1983 None None None None 

1984 139 13Y,DDO.DO 100,456.56 78,091.27 

1985 233 178,700.00 rt40,891.44 37,808.56 

'1986 122 120,600.00 99,800.00. 20,800.00 

1987 137 ~72,400.DO ~b9,2DD.OO 3,200.00 

., 
, . ..... . 
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Table 1.5 (contd.) 

Nümber. Amount Amount 
Zone Vear of Loaned Repaid Balance 

Farmers (#) (N) (JV) . 

: 1980 . 22 74,142. 7S 46,960.66 27,182.13 

1981 98 436,162.26 119,868.67 316,293.SY 

1982 66 2':14,112.84 15,705.74 ·218,407.10 
'. 

Enugu 1983 None None None None 

' . 1984 159 157,0DO.DC 11~,910.74 .42 ,089.26 . 

1985 314 256,300.00 1891870.87 66,429.13 

1986 190 211,700.00 111,150.00 100,sso.oo 

198? 208 240.800.00 207.000.00 33.800.00 

- 1980 36 100,823.70 42,265.48 58,558.22 

1981 l9 86,208.85 30,411.49 55,797.36 

-1982. 94 ~38,267~48 14,394.09 223,873.39 

Nsukka .1983 None None None None 

1984 45 43,800.00 32,521.91 11,278.09 . 

1985 207 144, 700.·oo 125,169.65 1Y,53U.35 

1986 140 13l ,4DD.OD, 108.700.00 23,700.00 

· 198? 146 168,200.00 133,000.00 35,200.00 
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Table 1.5 (Cantd.) 

. -

Number Amaunt Amaunt 
Zone Vear of Laaned Repaid Balance. 

Fermera (ff) (N) (N) 

1980 11 32 ,820 .. 30 20,393.?0 12,426.60 
. ' 

1981 42 202,498.70 73,071.49 .129,427~21 

198~ 48 144 ,43:5~74 · 8,755.64 135,678.10 

Onitsha. 1983. None None None None 

1984 21 19 ,soo .• uo 15,176.89 4_,323.11 

1985 146 1'7l,1DD.OO 88,283.91 . 83,816.09 

1986 99 94,éDO.OO 89,300.00 5,300.00 

198? 125 144,DDD.DO aa,000.00 56,200.00 

·Source: The Superviaed A~ric~ltural Credit Scheme, 

Enugu, 19B~. 

. ' 
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Also, a breakda~n of the physical achievements of the 

Supervised Agricultural Cre~lt Scheme Loan Operations upto. 

· 1987 indicated that the achiev~~nts are below the expected 

targets (Table 1.6). 

Table ·1 .. 6: · Physical Achievements of the Supervised 

Agricul tLJral Credi t Scheme Loan Operations 

upto 1987. 

Zoné Proj.ect Target· Achlevement Expected Vield 

Maize 111 ha 90 ha 63 ·tonnes 

Ric:e 541 ha '+78.5 ha 2153.35 tannes. 

Abakaliki Cassava 111 ha 90 h.a 1350 tonnes 

. P.oultry 8,800 7,800 layera 139,750 dozens 
layera · of eggs 

Maize 70 ha 611ha 42.7 tonnes 

Rice 17 ha 17 ha 76.5 tannes 

Awka Càssava 70 h~ 61 ha 915 tannes 
:; . 

Poultry 35600 
· layera· 

. 

'./ ,. ,,,,. 
'·. '· 
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Table 1.6 (Contd.) 

Zone Project Target 

.. Maize 83.60 ha 

Rice 12 ha 

Cassava 83.60 ha 

Enug~ Vegetables 1 ha 

Oil Palm 123.40 ha 

Poultry 40,000 
layera 

Maize 90 ha·· 

Rice 103 ha 

Cassava 90 ha 

Nsuklca Plantain 8 h~ 

Oil Palm 10 ha 
!~ 

Poultry 15,700 
layera 

Maize- 44 ha 

Rice· 2 ha 
.. 

Onitsha èaas·ava 44 ha 

Poultry 20,000 
lavera 

.. 

Achievement 

52.60 ha 

12 ha 

52.60 ha 

1 ha 

123.40 ha 

36,000 layera 

84.94 ha 

86.75 t1a 

84.84 ha 

1 ha. 

10 ha 

8,000 layera 

31 ha 

2 ha 

· 31 ha· 

12,850 
layera 

13 

Expected Vield 

36 ..82 tonnes . 

54 tonnes 

789 tonnes 

-
-

652,166 dozens 
of egga 

95.59 tonnes 

390.40 tonnes 

1274 tonnes 

-
-
89,583 dozens 

of eggs 

21.77 tonnes 

9·tonnea 

405.tonnea 

230,229 dozens 
of eggs 

' 

-

. ,,,.-· . 
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· Table 1.6 (Ccntd.) 

Zone. Prcject· Target Achievement Expected Vield 

Maize. 398.60 ha 319.54 ha 259.88 tonnes 

Rice 675 ha 596.25 ha 2683.15 tonnes 

Caasava 398~60 ha· 31.9.54 4793 tonnes 

Total Vegetables 1 ha 1 ha -
Plantain 8 ha 1 ha -
Oil Palm 133.40 hi:! 133.40 -
Paultry 111,100 95~250 layera 1,659,978 dozene 

lave.ra· of eggs for table 
•'· and 92,650 birds 

dispcsed:as 
expired.layers 

Source: Supervised Agricultural Credi t Scheme ,. Enugu, 

1988. 

:,,1 ,. 
' ,,.,r 
···. ·' 
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1.1 PROBLEM STATEM~NT 

Since credit is identified as an important ihput for 

develdping Nigerian agriculture, how then is this input 

made available ta the smallhalder farmers sa that it can 

be·utilized prafitably?_ The·credit institutions pravide 

an important source of credit ta fermera. The banks and 

the variaus credit agenc1es hav~ failed ta adminiater 

credit profitably ta a sizeable proportion of rural fermera. 

Even the Agricultural Credlt Guarantee Scheme Fund has al~o 

fa1led despite huge su~ of money màde available for the 

scheme. The informa! credit inst:!,.tutions, thaugh they are 

accessible_ ta the farm~rs~ aie kriown ta be usuriaus. 

It is not just enaugh ta provide-loahs ta farmer~. 

Sametimes the pur pose for which the cr.edi t is taken, the way 

i~ is ~pplied, and the condition under which it is given 

· determine whether it is beneficial ta. the farmer or not~ 

Bel~haw (1959) identified t~o typeè of credit situations 

namely: static·and dynamic credit situ~tions. In the 

static situation, a farmer uses credit ta produce but is 

, . .... 
' 
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nat left with a net increase or positive change in his 

production capacity. In the dynamic credi~ situation the 

farmer's capacity ta praduce and maintain his level af . 

cansumptian is positively changed. The problem here is 

an haw ta deal with the former (static cr~dit situation) 

in administering loans ta farmers. 

A lat of investigations done in farmers' ·use of 

credit in their farming activities have revealed that farmers 

divert loans ta non-agricultural areas. Ta avoid laan 

diversion, default, and ta be able ta identify who is a 

real farmer, supervised agricultural credit scheme has been 

widely advacate~. The Anambra State Supervised Agricultural 

Credit Scheme became functional in 1980. In terms of 

repayment, the farmer-barrowers were nat very consistent 

in the repayment of their loans. In terms of supervision, 

efficiency seemed ta be sacrificed due to small superviser/ 

fa:;rmer ratio and some ather related problems ~ Therefore, 

the two issues affecting·the scheme are law repayme~t rate 

and paor supervision. 

. 
. ,,,-
' 
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In the light of these probl~ms; this study attempts 

ta evaluate the scheme•s system of credit administration 

with,emphasis on repayment rate. Passible factors affectin~ 

poar repayment performance need ta.be identified and 

analysed. Likewise,.the rale of supervisera in the scheme 

needs ta be eveluated since rationalisation is required 

for the cantinuaus pragramme'af ùpgrading their supervisory 

campetence. 

1.2. OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDV 

The broad objective of this study is to evaluate 

the performance of Anambra State Supervised Agriculture! 

' Credit Sciheme, and derive implic~tlons far credit extension 

decisions. 

The specific objectives are:· 

1. To identify and to describe the problems faced by 

farmers in trying to borrow from the scheme. 

2. To identify and tà describe the prablems faced by the 

scheme in trying ta len~ ta the fermera. 

CODESRIA
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3. Ta identify factors that influence loan 

r_epayment among the farmers. 

18 

4. Ta determine the relationshi~ between selected 

supervisory characteristics and the farmers' incarne. 

5. Tadevelop a scoring index·for·dete.rmining credit 

worthiness of the farmers, and 

6. Ta make policy recommendatians based on the result 

of the study. · 

1.3. HYPOTHESES 

Based on the ~bave spec~fic objectives, the following 

null hypatheses are formulated: 

1~ · Lean. repayment does not deperid an size of loan 

2. Loan repayment. does not depend an farm size 

3. Loan repayment does not deperd on thé farmers' i11came 

4. Loan repayment does ~ot d~pend qn the farmers age 

5.. Laan repayment does not depend on number of YE!ars of 

farming experiance 

6. Loan repayment does not depend on the distance betwe~n 

~he·farme~s~ home and source af loan 

.. 
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7. Loan repayment does notdepend on level of formal 

educgtion of·the farmers~ 

8. Loan repayment does not depend on household size of 

the farmers 

9. Loan repayment does not depend on adoption of 

innovations by the farmers 

10. Loan repayment does not depend on credit needs of 

the farmers. 

1.4. JUSTI~ICATION FOR THE STUpY 

This study can be justified by a number of ~easons. 

It has been well established that credit availability is one 

of the factors that increase small farmer agricultural 

productivity. Bath priv~te and public agency éffort ta 

extend credit t6 small farmers hav~ not.been very 

successfu+. This study will examine the problems that 

are faced by both the lender (The Supervised Agricultural 

Credit Scheme) and their_ small farm~r client. The results 

would enable the lenders to better underst~nd their 
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problems and the problems of their clients so as to better 

modify their approach. 

The results would enable the lenders to ~valu~te 

applications for credit sa as to extend cr~dit ta those 

who could make judicious use of credit and so be in a 

position to repay the credit received. 
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CHAPTER II 

2. THE ANAM8RA STATE SUPERVISED AGRICUt.TURAL 

CREDIT SCHEME (S.A.c.s·.) 

2.1 Backgraund:-

Th~ Fund fa~ Supervised Agricultural Credit .. Scheme 

in Anambra State was established by the Edict Na. 13 of 

12th April, 1978. With the advent of the civilian 

admihistratian in bctober, 1979, the Ed~ct was.repealed 

by Law Na.? of 12th Dctober, 1981, which established the 

Supervised Ag.ri cultural Credi t Scheme .• 

2.2. Objectives of the Scheme: 

The Su~ervised Agricultu~al Credit Scheme has . 

imprirtant rale ta play in the mad~rnizatian of agriculture· 

in Anamnr~ State. It is expected ta assist im~~nsely in 

remaving the financial canstraint lnherent in agricultural 

production. The scheme will alsa facilitate the adoption 

by farmers of impr6ved technolagy bf crops and livestack 

''I ::·•.· 
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production through the intensive supervision of farmers' 

holdings. Thus, the sch~me will ultimately enhance the 

process of commercialization of agriculture in t~~ State. 

' 
2.3. Oper~tions of the Schems:~ 

2.3.1. Drdinary Meetings of Scheme Committee:_. During 

the period under review, the committee held fourteen -~ 
\ 

.ordinary meetings ta consider applications for loans, 

~pprove ·or disapptove them and took deciaion~ on ather 

issues.connected with the management of the fund. It~ 

standing sub-cammittee an callatePal requirements for loans 
) . 

also met sixteen times ta c6rsider the security provisions 

of ·applicarits for loan sa as ta make recommendatians to 

the 'cammittee. 

2.3.2. Lending Palicy :- . In 19f31, the cammi ttee took 

into bansideration,. eligibility for loan, security 

requirements, interest 'rate -and ·-c~èdit delivery. system to 

farmers in evolving its loan palicy. The scheme gave a 

maximum loan of N1D,DOO and a minimum loan of. N500 to fermera. 
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Far a fermer ta qualify far laan, the farmer must have 

a gamd knawledge of the type of farm enterprise ta 

undertake. In addition, he must either have a minimum 

of 100 birds or of 1 hectare of land, and must have 

paid his incarne tax regularly. 

, charged was. 6 per cent. 

The rate of interest 

~.3.3. Operatians Methad:-. Application far loan is made 

an prescribed forma abtainable at the zonal agricultural 

offices at Abakaliki, Awka, Enugu,· 1~sukka, and Onitsha 

at the cast of ·n10 each. Contact between the cammittee. 

and the farme.rs was through the supervisera bath at the 

headquarters and in the field. Field investigation 

reports were prepared an each application and an the 

basis of these, the applicants were screened. The 

Zaria! officera then sent the cnmp~eted f~rm~ ta the 

headquarters at Enugu afte~ the prelimin~ry screening 

· exercise. A committee set up at ~nugu does the final 

screening and determines successful applicants. This 

involves mare detailed investigation ta ascertain the 

loan needs of each fermer •. Successful applicants were 

,, ;1. 
' · .. 
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then required to provide at least two peràons acceptable 

to the commtttee ta stand as-guarantora ta the lcan. 

D1sbur~ement of· app.roved loans was bath in .cash and kind. 

Cash payments were instalmental and were always preceded 

by a satisfactory· report of the proper applicati.on .of the 

prèvious instalment. Credit in kind covered inputs like 

fertilizers arid improved planting materials. The minimum 

and maximum amounts loaned to each farmer during_ the 

periqd under revi~w is éhdwn in table 2.1. 

Table 2.1: Minimum and Maximum Amount Loaned ta 
each Farme:r, _ 1981 "! · 

' . 
Project 

Maize/Ca~sava; 

Rice 

Poultry 

Oil Plilm (Màlntemince, · 
harves·ti ng·, and 
Processing) 

Minimum (N) Haxiaum (N) 

1,300.00 s,200.00 

9'11p.ao ,,200.ao. 

J,000.00 10,000.00. 

10,000.00 

Source: Supervised Agrlcultural Credit Scheme, Enugu 
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2.3~4. ll.ogistic Support:-· The credit acharne placed ·a 

lot of emphasis on the supervision of farmers• holdings 

for effective transfer of f'arming technology to fermera 

and to·avoid diversion of loan ta oth~r uses. To 

accomplish the·:se aims, rnoblli ty of' the supervisory staff 

becomes of 111Bramaunt importance. In this conneCltian, .two 

touring vehicles wère added ta the-vehicle pool. Besides, 

two Leyland 5 tonne·-1orries were purchased for the haulage 

of fertili.zera and other inputs meant for the f'armers. 

Thus, the logiatic support avail~ble for the ~peration 

of the acheme was st~engthened~ 

2.3.5. Office Accommodation:- The suwervised Agricultural 

Credit' Sèheme was accommodated in the Ministry of Agriculture 

premiaes. The· office accommodation inclùdes the 

administrative, the finance, and the accounts sections. 

2.3.6. · Staffing:- Tarun the 5upervised_ Agricultu~al 

Credi t Scheme, .staff were secanded from the State Civil 

Service and Local Government Co111missia.ns. They included, 

.. ,. 
' 
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for the finance section, a senior 2ccountant and one 

clerical officer; for the administrative section one 

typist, and a messenger, (fig~ 1). This complement of 

staff was hardly enough to run the.scheme. 

2.3.7. Finance:- În 1981, N6BB,413.7D was drawn fram 

the loan of N2.6 million advanced ta_ the scheme by the 

Nigerian Agricultural and Ca-aperative Bank Limited and 

paid into the fund. Also paid into the fund was an 

N1B,ODD.OD subvention from the Anambra State Government. 

2.4 •. Activities:-

2.4.1. Lean Dlsbursement to Farmers:- .Table 2.2 gives, 

on zonal basis, the number of applications received within 

the yèar, the number approved, th.e number disqualified and 

the number receiving attention by the close of the year. 

Of the 601 applications received within the year, ~66 were 

appraved and 235 disqualified~ 
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1 

SUPERVISED AGRICULTURAL CREDIT SCHEME (SACS) 

CHAIRMAN Alll> J OTHER fo'EMBERS 

MANAJER 

1 

1 A!JMIN15TRATI0N 
Secretar11 
Assistant Executive Officer 
Clerical Officer 

LEGAL urdT 
Legal Aovié:er 

f"IrJA:.CE UNIT IrJERrliAL AL.DIT 
-Principal ll:xec1..tive 
Officer, Cleri~al 
Officer Typist 

Office Assistant 

ABAKALil'\I ZOl'f: 
(lt L.G.A.s) 
Credlt orncer 1 . . . 
LOCAL GOVER~fo'ENT 
LEVEL 

Su,r,hor11 

Farmer Bene1'1c1arles 

1 
AWKA ZOrE 
(3 L.ü.A.11) 
Credlt orncer 1 . 

LOCAL GOVERNl'€NT LEVEL 

Supervlsor• · 
. 1 . 

Farme~ 8ene1'1clar1ea 

INVESTt-'E:NT/ 
APPRAISALS 
Chier Loana 
orncer 

1 
ENUGU ·LONE 

ZOl'.ES 

(6 L.G.A.1) 
Crédlf orrtcer 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT LEVEL 

Supervlsora 
. 1 

Farmer Bener1c1ar1es 

OPERATIONS 
Aulstant Chier 
Loans Offlc~r 

. NSUKKA lzo~ 
(5 L.G.A.s) 
Credit orncer ., 

LOCAL GOVERNl'ENT LEVEL 

Supervlsar• 

,Farmel' aJef1c1ar1es 
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Table 2.2. Processing of Applications, 1981 

Zone Applicatiom TOTAL 
Approved Nat Approved Ta be Processed 

Abakaliki · 132 37 - 169 

Awka 65 41 - 1œ 

Enugu 98 9. - 107 

Naukka 29 121 - 150 

Onitsha 42 27 -. 69 

TOTAL. 366 235 · - 601 

Source: Sup~rvised Agricultural Credlt Scheme, Enugu. 

Also within th~ year under review, a aum of #1 1460,070.80 

was disbursed as loan ta 366 farmers in Anambra State. The 

detailed distribution of this amount is shown in table 2.3. 

, . ... 
'· 
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· Table 2.3: Lean Disburaement to Farmers, 1981 

• ,r• 

Zones 
Project 

Abakaliki · Awka Enugu Nsukka; 
(N) (N) (N) (N) 

Maize/Cassava 40,404.99 88,032.66 104,765.88 46,413.80 

Rice 270,499.11 JS,163.01 49,931.40 l+9,212.80 
-· 

Oil Palm. - 1,210.19 · 5 ,69.1. 73 2,666.67 

Poultry 117,001.55 132 ~953.63 2.32, 348 .60 51,162.55. 

TOTAL (H) 427,905.65 260,359.49 392,737.61 149,455.82 

Source: · SiJpervised AgrlcultLtral Credi t Scheme, Enugu. .,_ 

TOTAL 
Onitsha (N) 

(H) 

58,415.66 .338,032.99 

18,724.36: 426,530.58 

- 9,568.58 

152,472.J4 685,938.70. 

229,612.36 1460, 070.80 
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From the table, it is seen that N338,D32.99 went to 

maize/cas~ava farmers; N426,53D.58 ta rice farmers; 

N9,568.58 ta oil palm farmers, and N6S5,938.70 ta 

poultry farmers. 

30 

2.4.2. Loan Recovery from Farmers:- In 1981, a total 

of N44B,486.94 w~s recovered from the farmers. This 

represented mostly repayments made by those farmers who 

borrowed in 1980~ The details of the recoveries by zones 

and enterprises are shown in table 2.4. 
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Table 2.4. Lean Recovery from Farmers, 1981 

Zones TOTAL 
Project Abakaliki Awka Enugu NsÙkka Onitsha . (N) 

(N) (N) (N) (N) (N) 

Maize/Cassava 11,753.50 5,877.79 13,251.87 3,056.69 3,509.19 37,4~9.04 . 
Rice 98 ,681.90- 19,342.50 32,089.50 17,J47.30 11,129.60 178,590.80 

Oil Palm - - - - - -
Poultry 46,203.50 43 ~276.10 74,527.30 10,007.50 58,432.70 232,447.10 

TOTAL (N). 156~638.90 68,496.39 .119,868.67 .30,1.11.49' 73,071.49 448,486.94 

Source: Super~ised Agricultur~l Credit Scheme, Enugu 
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2.4.3. Production by Benefi~iaries:- During the· 

periad ~nder review, ben~ficiaries of the loan praduced 

187.7 tannes of maize grainsi 12j5 tannes bf ga~ri; . 

9j4 tannes of milled rice; 2.1 million ·dazens of eggs 

fram 116~982 laying hens and about 116,000 spent layera. 

2.4.4. Recovery of Lean from Farmers:- As seen from the 

record of loan recovery indicuted earlie~, it is 

apparent that the committee faced problems in getting the 

farmers ta repay the loans. Although most of the loans 

issued in 1981 were not .due for repayment that year, a 

recovery cif N124,5?9.?0 made in 1981 for the 1980 

lendings of MD.34 million is not impressive. The 

implication is ·that the committee is most likely ta 

face an up-hill task in recovering the laans fram 

farmers unless it deciàes ta adopt stern measures like 

taking the defaulters to the Law Court •. 

2.5. Conclusion:-· 

The Sup~rvised Agricultural Credit Scheme had, 
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CHAPTER III 

3. REVIEW OF. lITERATURE 

3.1. Evolution of Agricultural Credit Institutions 
in Nigeria:;.. 

34 

The agricultural credit institutions are the 

financial intermediaries wtiich. provide an imJIDr.tant · 

source of funds for·agricultural develapment. 

Tinnermeir (1977) broadened the concept of rural 

financial intermediaries as those institutions which . . . 

affect the accumulation of savin~and their use, the 

allocatipn of investment CApit~l, the flow and 

holdin~s of,funds in the rural sector and th~ 

integration of rural financial markets with national 

and international capital markets. The ·credlt 

institutions are classifed inta informel (indigencus) 

and fo~m~l (nan-indigenous) lenders. Indigenous 

credit institutions have existed with the férmera, their 

. practice is not foreign, thelj are largely unorganised 

wi th na -form of stand a.rd ized ru les and re~ulatlons and 
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are lleft on their own as a private business venture. 

Okorie and Miller (1977) pointed out that before the 

advent of formal credit in~titution~ the rural 
' . 

cammuriities in Nigeria h~ve evolved their own credit 

~ystem which is now very prevalent ih the villages. 

35 

These indigenous credit institutions include money 

lenders, landlords, ~susu clubs, and m~ddlemen. Uther 

indigenoua source~ of cre~it include relations~ village 

heads, and friends. 

The formel .lenders or non-1ndigenaus credit 

institutirins are foreign tq th~ f~rmers·and their 

. operations ,have, recognisE:!d standard practices; the y . 

are incorporàted as à business enti ty and have set of. 

rule~ and regulations guiding their aperatlons. The~ 

include bahks, non-bank financial intermediaries and 

de~elopment banks. Dth~r frirms of credit, such as 

supervised agricultural credit. of ministriee of· 

agriculture, credit programmes of agricultural 

development projects, river basin develapment authori ties,. 
. . . . . . ' 

and livestock prajects are included under the non-

.1nd1genous credit 1nst1 tut ions. 

')'·. 
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The informel c·redi t insti tutlan~ are follnd ta 

be inadequate in funding agriculture. Batrall, et al 

(1980)· showed that in developing countries informel 

maney markets are not well fund.ed and are unable ta 

ptbvide effective financial aerv~ces ta the smal~ 

fermera, and if commercial bànks are unwiii1ng to 

extend substa~tially their services in rural:areaa~ 

the major reaponsibility for credit ta farmers fal]a 

upon gavernment a9encies. Bourne et al (1983). upheld 

th- vi~w that there was need far ga~ernment institutional 

and financial reforma ta ensure efficient and equitable 

distribution of credit in agriculture as in other •,. . ,. . 

aectors~ 

With the increaaing awareness of importance a( 

credit iM Nigeria, various credit agencies w~re 
. . . . 

·. est ab li shed ta cater salely for th_e. credi t need of , 

farmers! From 1~50~ to ,196Da, various regional 

gavernme~ts establishea \heir.own credit agencies 

respdnsible for extendi ng c·redi t ta fàrmers. In 
·,,, 

Eastern Region, auch credit institutions· were: Fund 
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rcr Agricultural and Industrial Develcpment· (FAID),· 

the credi t: division of Ministry of Agricuiture ;· and 

the F'urid for 5,mall Sea le In_dustries (F'U$SI). In. the . 

Western Region, therè was the Western Regian Finance-·'" 

Corporation, which later oecarne the Agricultural l;:,:-ed;l.:t · ;r-~:} 

Corporatipn. In the Northern Re~ion, th~ee credit 

inst;i tutions were established ta cater for industriel· :,:-

and agricultural needs. These were the Northern 

Regian Develapment Corporation, the Northern Nigeria 

Min~stry of Agrli:=ulture, and the Small Industries Credit 

· .. Scheme Fund. 

Beceiuse of failure·s. of. these earlier formal 
. . 

credit institµtions ta meet ~~e objectives for which' 

they were established, the Nigerian Agriculture! and 

Co-op1erative Bank (NACB) Limited was established in 
19?3. In 19?~, a decr~e establishing the Agricultural 

Credit Guarantee Scheme Fund (ACGSF) was promulgated.· 

. Various. state çiovernments introduced Supervised Agricultùral 

Çredit Schemes (SACS) within their ministries cf 

agriculture and natural resources. The grawing need for 
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·c~edit· :i.n· the agricultural sector in the 1980s has 

encouraged the·Federal Governmen~ ta int~oduce new 

meaaures such as• crei:ttt ptro~~mmes ln Agricultural 

Develapment ~rojects, River. BasJn De~elopment 
. ,.,. ·. : ·:.,,r .; . ·.· ~ 

Authari ties, rural ban.king sc.heme, minimum bank loans · 

ta agricultural sector, and maximum interest rate for 

agricultural loans. 

3.2 Role of Credit iri D~veloping Agriculture:-

There was a conflict on the praper role of 

agricultural c~~dit in ~~veloplng agriculture. Ijer~ 
. . 

(1972), maintained that the role of credit ahould be 

·tri improve the economiri well being of the rural 

population, ta promo~e development generally and to 

increase agr1cultu,~al output. · Viewed along this 

line, a fermer th·a;t used cred1 t for health purposea 
' !Î' ' 

was definit.ely net' increasing the agricultural output, 

even tho~gh the well being of- the fermer was being 

raised. Similarly, credit used for educational 

purpose may directly c~ntribut'e ta economic development· 

but not directly ta agricultural output. 
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Hazari (1976) opined that the role of credit in . 

develcping agriculture shriuld be ta enable the fa~mer 

ta move an ta a leve1 of technoiogy that wa~ld crec;1te 

a sustained basis for increasing the fallow1ng: 

~gricultural output, number of man-days in employment, 

and indicators of developm_ent in terms of land and 

human beings •. He furthe~ maintair.èd that credit shauld 

not mean merely givin,g out marie y ta. tt,e farmers mr 

replacin~ the maney ·1enders. 

The above view was uphelq by King (1976)~ with 

a slight differ~nce. Aqcarding ta King, giving credit 

ta farmers· did not neceasarily pramote agricultural 

devalopment. In many cases, the farmers' enviranment 

of social obligations and nan-farni investment 

opportunities induced him ta use available maney for 

-purposea other than investment in agricultural capital. 

Agricultural develapment_ was best pramated rrot by 

giving ·1oans, but by CJ;'eating_ conditions which wàuld 

make agricultural învestment more profitable. These 
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candi tiens,, were better created thraugh suppart:i.ng new · 

village aavings institutiqns than by i11jecting finance 

from outside the cammunity .in credit schemes. By this 

view, the current emphasis an giving laans ta fermera 

in Niger!~ withaut the correspanding mql:Jilizatian of 

rurél savings waij deemed inadequat~. 

· Thus, the various views on the role of credit in 

agriculture· include making the rural farmers mare liquid, and 

promoting the .leve! af technolagy· whereby investmenta 

tn agric~lture by farmer~ would be mo~t profitable. 

· l~J. Credit Uje by Farmers:-

Related ta the rale of credit in agriculture is 

the use of credit by farmers. ·ru1nety percent of the 

food produced in the c~unt~y 1~ by the rural fermera. 

Wauld the ci~edit given ta them be used directly for 

production·or would it be diverted tp other purpases 
. . 

that are more important ta them than increasing farm 

output, 
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Manv people' s views 41ere that the far mers used 

. their credi; for purpases othe~ than farmirig. In his 

studv of agricultural credit in Northern Nigeria, 

Vigo (1958) observed that anly one fifth of the manev 

·. borrowed wa·s Ùsed for agricu~tu~al purpoàe ,··the. 

balance· was used for food, clothing, · ·rel~giaus, soèial' j ··· ,. , ,.,;,, 

,and other purposes. Galletti ( 1956) noted that 40% of 

loans abtained by Weste.rn Niçierian cacoa fermera waa 

used. for farmirig and· .the rest for nan-farming purposea. 

Osuntogun (1980) found that co-operative farmers of 

Dgun, O~o, and· Dndo States used credit f~r ~oth 

farming .and non-farming purpases but less than 40% of 

their laans were for farming and the rest for weifare 

services such· as educiation, children, ~ousing etc. 

Thus, it is generally accepted· that rural· fa'l'mers use 

their loans for bath farming and r,on-farming pu:rposes • 

. Miller ( 1977) observed that credi t can only be 

uêeful ta the rural farm,:rs un.der certain candi tioria, · 
~ ' 

otherwise, extendi ng cred~ t ta them may mea:n ,lncreasing 

·their debt obligations wi th li ttle · or na incarne to repay 
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the debt. Such conditons were: (1) That agricultural 

research has developed lmpro~ed t~chholagy which is. 

clear ly superior ta tradi tional mettiods; (2) That farlJlers 

have seen practical demonstration of the new technology, 

understand i.t and are anxious ta use .it~ (3) That farmers 
. . 

have confidence.that fertilizers, seeds, pesticides; and 
.•· 

equi'pment needed ta adopt the new practice ~ill, be 

available in the village at .ttie proper time and. in the 

émount retjuired; (4) That'ih~· neceésary ·credit ta 

·purchase these.inputs will be made·àt the right time;: and 

(5) That the farmers have been assured there will b~ a 
' ; \ . . . 

market far .the .extra pradwction at ptic~s wnich ~111 

make the financial rewards of ~dapting th~ improved 
. . . 

. . teèhnalogy·well wàrth the weather, biolagicai a11d 
·;~ . 

· market risks involved. · Efferspn .C 1953) stated that 

f~rmers ~hauld resort tci using cre~it financJng anly 

,,when it ~s truely needed ailc::j èan be repaid without 

unc1ue hardship •. 

In Nigeri~ t6d~y, mast pf the çonditlons stated 

abàve are absent and thus most cred-it 9re likèly ta t;Je 

diverted tb th~ non-farm areas. 
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0.4. Problems ~nd Sblu~ions of Agricultural Credit 
in Nigeria:-

A lat of writers have investigated the ~rablems 

of agricultural credit in Nigeria. Bauman (1966) traced. 

the,ev61ution ~nd performancè of ~ariaus agricµltural 
. . 

credit in~titutions (bath indigencius and non-indigena~s). 

·rn Nigeria. H~·noted. that agricultural credit in~titutions· 

in Nigeria in the 1960s were ~rials, errors and 
.'1l , 
. . 

failures as far as extendi~g credit ta the_agricultural 

sect~r was can.cerrièd •. Sorne authors viewed the problema 

fram thè institution~ side a~ly. Fdmoriyo (1980) 

. outlined the major problems confronting the forma! 

credit in~titutions as·inade~uacy 6f funds, Iack of 

·cc-ordination; lack of identification with fa~mers' 

problerris, .· inadequate executive power of the off ic:Ù1ls 

a·nd ·1àc~tîonai dis:tribution of ,.the institutions • 

. These especialiy àffec::-ted gnvernm·ent establishe~ credi t 

.ins_ti tutians suqh as th_e N:1,gerian Agricultural and 

Ca-operativè B~nk. ··Ijere-~~972) µpheld the qame ·vie~ 

but added that these government agricultural credit 
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institutions operated -under political considerations 

rather than economic considerations and this eve.ntually 

caused their failures. Drawing ftom the exµerience of 

the governmi:!nt agricultural credit institutions of the 

former East Central State, he noted ttiat the. institutions 

were faced with prdblems of corrupt 6fficials, cumbersome 

and time consumin~ procedures for granting loans to 

illiterate farmers, and delays in approving loans. He 

recommended credit supervision as one Gf the effective 

'ways of solving the probl~ms. 

Adeyemo (1982) held a different view about the 

problems of governm~nt a~ricultura~ credit institutidns 

in Nigeria. He not~d that in the 1960~ the problems were 

quite enormous but that the recent governmen.t insti tuti.onei 

suéh as NACB and ACGSF have performed far better. 

He was of the opiriion that the good performance of 

these recent institutions was due ta the fact that their 

board members mai ntained personal contacts wi th the 

officers, officiels ;of ministries of agriculture, E1nd 

with fa~mers, thereby appreciating thè problems 
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ericountered wi th 'credi t administration to farmers. 
. ·, . . 

After analysing the operations of>the NACB and ACGSF, 

.he f.~rmulated. possible stra.tegies far improving 

·agricultural cre~it in Nigeti~~ These were decentr~lising 

and channelling loans through co-operative soi::ieties, 
. . . 

. involving the farming commufii ti,es in operating the · n ·. 

institution, promot:ing savings. among the farmers ·and 

establishing research and ex~erimentél st~tion units 

fcir the banks. Nwagbo and Famq~iyo (1981j auggested ways 

,,of improving the agriqultur~l\~redit.system.as: 
•• 1 ' 

provision ~f adequate fundè, identification of the right 

farmers wha ·wauld benefi t from such funds, and the 

extension of credits.to these farmers.at conditions 

~~teeable·ta bath lenders and barrower~. Arene (1988) 

pcincluded that palicy decision an the provision of . 

credit ta Nigerian· farmers ~t present must be the sole 
. " ' . ' . 

responsibili'ty of the governme.nt.s.' 

Commer.ciel banks,, though fur mal lenrlers, are net 

· gavernment s·ponsor.ed credit 'institutions. A lat of 

observatian1;1 :bave been. made · c1bou"!; rtheir inadequacies in 
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funding agricUlture. Dllor and Dkaye (1983) used a · 

·· cos.t-bene.fi t analyt.ic:al framework to aseess the 

performance of Nigerian commerciél banks in providing 

credi t ta agriculture~ They. noted a negative· relation­

ship betweeh the net incarne of comiercial banks and,the 

amount of credi t lent ta the· agricµl tural sectar .during 

1970 - 1980 period. · This view was supported: ·by · 

Ihimodu (1983) who.on Kwara Staté, bbserved that 

commerci~l banks were reluctant ta provide loans ta 

agriculture bec:iause of the _more .attractiv,e returns 
. . 

from ather sectors of the ecanomy. 
. . -, 

Sorne writers viewed the :problems mf commercial 

. banks. funding of Nigerian agriculture (which is basically 

the rural fermera) fr~m two pers~ectives~ viz: tram the 

· fa~mera point of vi~w ~rid frbm the'banks point of v1ew. 

In separate tnvestigations, cGictebelu (1983) a~d 

Uzoaga {1977) noted that the fermer related · problems 
' ;,. . 

··: w:i,. t'h the comm~rcial bank~, were: non.;.repayment of loans,. 

illiteracy,. small scatterèd farm-.holdings of less than 

.. 4 hect~re~, diver~ion of funds for agriculture ta cither 

• 1 
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area8, inadequate appreciati6n of borrowers obligations, 

lack of adéquate security/collateràl, high risk 

· associated. wi th ':Nig-er,ian agriculture, and distance. of 

the ferme from the commercial banks. Ttie banks ·related .. -

problemà .ruere: Late.;.timi.ng of release of approved _ loans, 

· iack of· trairied· staff, bank officiais' inability ta 

'apprec·iate f~rming problems, concentration of the banks '_ 

in the urban areas ~wav from. the fermera, corrupt 

. officiels, lack of .loan ,supervisi.on,. qumbersome pr·ocedure · 

in· securing the loans and poli tical influence which· 

oft1:m superaede economic can~ide1•ations in approving 

loanè. Thea~ two investigations cancluded that 

commercial banks were ill-equipped ta :give small-holdèr 

lo~ns and_that the ~mall-~older food farmers must. 

prove their ability ta use agripultural credit through 

pràmpt 1/epàyment, ·adoption of imprcved management and 

cultural te,chniques, and less, wàstèful social ceremonies • 

. . Also··, on the fermer reJ.ated problems, Nweke and Obi . . . . ' 

(1982) stated that the smallhclder credit problem is· 

_more complex than simply tliat of lending costs. Lending 
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· ta smallholders thraugh ca-operatives is ~ffectiv~ in 

salving high lending cast probiems. However small-
. ' 

· holder credit ~rablems resulting tram the law cash 
' ' ' 

Value Df their farming elCtivities cannot be resalved by 

lenping througb co-aperativ~a. 

· lt was net omly the farmal credi t institutions 

that had prablems with supplving agricultural crédit ta 

fermera in Nigeria. The informa! or indigenoua credit 

· insti tutians were knawn ta be uauriaus •.. Botrall et al 

(1980) pointe~ out that the aperatians of informa! 
',• ~ 

money markets in the Less D~veloped Countr!es' (LDCs). 

were limited py inadequate funds. Hawever, the 

informal credlt institutions we~e:very· accessible ta 
,', 

farinera, and remained the major source of credi t ta 

rural fermera. 

The prablem of credi t institutions in not making. 

signiflcant i~pact in agriculture! sector was net only 

peçuliar ta ·Nigeria alane. Stickely et al (1980) observed 

similar problems wi th the National Agricultural i::redit 

Bank àf Upper Volta. They noted that the bank was 
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bedeviled with the probl~ms of mismanagement~ financi~l 
' ' ' 

inadequacy, lack of trained staff and inappropriate 

banking palicies. Baurrie et al (1983)'.abserved that 

the poor performanêe of agricultural credit institutions 

in lless developed cour1triBs (LDCs) was as a result_of 

widespread economic disequilibr_ia. Using a simple : .. 

model, it was .. ahown how disequilibria in the prodUct~ 

fator and ·financiai markets of. the economy were 

transmitted ta rural financial markets .through their 

·,arm outputs' debt' savings capaci·ty. ~nd debt. services.' 
' . ' . 

Urile~s these disequilibrii were·rem~v~d the· formal 

crèd i t 'insti tutiohs wau_id continu~ te perform badiy. 

· But Adal'!ls ( 1982) .was of the opinion that the causes of 

bad performan~e of credit. insti tutiana in. develaping 
' . - . ' 

cauntries were savings ~nd loans policy, product ~tice 

. pali~y. ~nd poltcies affect ing productiçm .costs and. 

crap y ields •. Howev~:r, in anath.er. atudy, the s ame 
\ • • • •: • ' I 

. . . . 

Adams (1980) noted that the causes of poor performance.and 
. ' . . .~ . . } . ;'' . 

inadequacy of c~edit insiitutians i~ the d~veloping 

countries were due to inç:orrect 13!:!Bumptions_about money 

1· 
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mar!<ets and the behav;l.aurs of .lenders .and barrawers. · 

· 3.5. Supervised .Agricu ltural Credi t Delivery System: 

In general, aupervioed agricultur~i cr~dit delivery 

pr,ogrammeei ~re 'usually 'social' action pragramm'es with 

ed_ucational and fin~ncial content. ·· Alvarez':'"quinter_o 

( 1975) ~ There is· 1ack of well establi~hed set orf 

cri teria. concernirm thEl consti tuents of a· successful · 

.sUpervised credit programm~. · 

Supervised qredit is a ptoduction credit which 

is offered in conjunction with ~echn!cal advice and 

assistance'" The credit agent, who must· be a trained 

· agricUltural extension worker, first helps the fermer 

ta make a productibn plan far his farm for the coming 

yaar. It includes an estima te of the amaunt o.f credi t 
. ' ' 

ne~ded tb finance the plan·~nd the p~ribable value of 

the in6teased product. Credit is then provi~ed either 

in cash or in the form of specific supplies and 
. . 

equi~ment heeded. The credit agent visit~'the far~er 

from time ta time, giving technical ~dvice and ·checking 

' .1 
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that the farmer is fallaweing the plan drawn up. In 

sème cases; new inputs sUch a~ new seeds,, feirtilizers., 

or ·machiner y servi.ç:es are off ered. Thus, the cred i t and 

technica·l assistance are complementary ta each other •. 
t ' 

Thê credit ~~sures that. the farmRr can finance the new 

techniques· and these in turn ensure sufficient increase 

ln incarne ta repay the laan~ with intergst. Th~ cldse 

supervision. ensures that credi_t 1s· us_eq praductively. 

Belshaw (1959) outlined. the objeciives of supervised 

c~edit as.follows:- (1) ta teach improved farm and 

··home practicgs to the sm.311 farmers, their wives and 

cihildren, through supervisors who are trained a~d' w~o 

. work directly with these ·rarm familles; (2) ta place 

adequate cr~dit f~cili~ies.with{n the ;each df theae 

.f~rmers. This credit is ta be executed ~pan a production 

capac'ity basis.as determîned.by a·previously prèpared 

far~ m~nagement plan, and not_upcin a .collateral ba~is. · 

.The intere:s·t rate !s ta· be madest· and the periad of 
. . . ' . 

rèpayment extendect· aveir suffie lent time. ta facili tate 
' ' 

" ,, 

:~ 
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. . . 

amarti~ation; (3) ta assist tarmers.to se;ect and 

obtain those. impleme.nt·,;3 ~ -s''eeé!s, and hepessary supplies 

that.~cist ~de~uately serve their nee~~ at the most 
'.) ' . 

reasonable prices passible; (4) ta promo te and assist, .· 
' . ., 

first, ;in the develapn:ient of agricultural ca-'ap.eratives, 
. ' . ~ . . . 

ind later, agricultur~! ~urchasiryg and marketin~ 

ca~aper~ti~es; (5) ta assi~t in·the redisiribution of 

· lar:id and adjustmeht of. Fa111ilies ta the land· thraugh 

lease's and loans for .the- p4rchase of addi tianal lahd, 

and pos.sibly throÙgh cqlonization of. new, areas by farm 
' . 

·famille~ nô~livin~ in cange~ted· areasi and above all 

(6) ta :teach' f_arm familles how. to improve their farming 

programmes_ in QJ:'der ta_ prod_uce. sufficient. famrl ta 

satisfy their· 041n and th!:!ï°r country I s need~.-

- _ Brocisar~ (1952),·regards.credit ~sa rural 
' ,' . ·fi 

. welfare serv·~ce, for èr.ecli t is only; a; part, indeed a very 

essèntial one· of th'e system. T,he basis of any superviseci 
. . 

credi:f programme. wa's educàtidn, not drily ·. ta teàch the 
. . ,•, "· 

fprmer farm practices. but alsci ta educate his_ entire 

fam:ily (regarded as a basic unit in rural progre1?s). 
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He :emphasized that the welfare of the farmer's family 

was a furdamentaJ concern of a ru~al credit programme. 

Maris (1~53) elaborated .that supetvised ctedit did 

not end with the individual who obtained tha loan but was 

also concerned with.those group and co-operative· 

relationships of t~e borrower which tended ta improve his 

financial status. For example, a loan could be more 

safely made ta a farmer who was in a position ta buy· 

and sell advantageously than a farmer who was not. 

In conclusion, the supervised agricultural_credit 

delivery system shouJd not be regarded as a banking 

system, but as a public service for rural welfare. 

The obstacles which supP.rvised credit is designed to 

6vercome exist whether a particular app~oach of 

extension system is attempted or not, and in any case, 

the whole arguement of this study is that special 

measures in the establishment of supervised agrictiltural 

credit scheme are required to minimise the obstacles 

'whate0er their form. 
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3.6. -Analytical Procedure:-

Severa! models·and. a~ijlytic~l _procedures have 

been used ta study the problems of small-scale farms 

\n devèloping c.ountries. These models vary according 

. to the nature of ~ork. In this section, modela 

specifiéd by other researchers for ~nalysis of returns 

to scale·ànd classification of abjects by a set of 

independent variables into two or more ~utually 

exclusive_categories are reviewed. 

3.6.1~ Regression Analysis Mcidel: 

For analysi ng dependen~ce, regression analysis 

is the most commonly used technique. Its u~erlying 

theory is also the most developed. In regression. 

analysis, a single interval-scaled deperident variable 

is ta be predicted or explai n~d 'by a set of independènt 

variables which are assumed to be· inierval scal~d • . '" . ' . 
. . 

Massy ( 1966) provided· a l3Dlid theor'etical foundatian 

fo~ the analVsis of dependencè in general and regression 

: 
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analysis in particular. He presented a lucid discussion 

of such issues as bias, efficiency, and multicollinearity, 

all of which 111ervade the analysis of dependence. Bias 

in a parameter estimate can be caused by several 

· problems, but· one of the most serious is th.at of model 

misspecification. For example, the omission of an­

independeni vari~bl~. that sh6uld be included. -If the 

omitted variable. is related ta or correlated with an 

included variable, the co-effcient of the included one 

will, in part, rep~eseHt the·indirect impact of th~ 

· omi.tted one and thus be biased .. , The abject of 

· statistic.al .parameter estimation is üsually ta abtain 

estimates ·that are unbiased an~ have ~mall variances. 

Multicollineari ty arises when inctéipendent variablës ;are 
' 

riorfelated and it becomes difficult to.separate .the 

individuel effects of the variables in~olved. lt is 

net enough to learn hotli ta interpret a niadel. The 

underlying a~s~m~tions must be evaluated. Palda.(1963) 

discussed the evaluition of regressioh·results. He 
. i:'. 

pres~nted the R statistiq~ which r~presents the 
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~ercentage of the original dependent variable 

variation that ~as 6een explairied.by ~he model •. This 
., 

statistic is a descriptive and wide;J.y used measure of 
':';, 

a regress·ian modèl. A prop:erty of the assumptions of 

· the re.gression modei is that if one fails, there is 

.a good· chance that othe~s will, · tao. ·Further, it is. 

·. often possithe ta corre,ct matters by making a 

tfansformatian, such as l9garitHmic, on all or some 

' ·or the variables invalved, (Frank, 1966)~ Although the 
' ' ' 

inde.perident v~riables · are a.ssumed· ti:J bè interval 

si::aùed in regression analysis, norminal variables are 

sametimes alsd inserted. · F01:· manv applications, the 

analyst can proceed wi th t.hê normal· interpretation 

or the results. · Elaycamp (1968) presented a modal that 

uses 0-1 biriary variabll:!s termed dl:Jmrny variables. His 

mode!" is a t1me.~ser~es' mode.1, which meEJns that the data 

represent ·successive time periods •.. In such a modal, 

· the analyst must be cancerned wi th serial correlation. · 

The errer ter ms are not independent. A large po~i tiv,e 

• è~ror' in one period is likely ta be fallowed by another· 
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pasi tive errer in. the next periad. Seria·l c_arrela-

tian was net.a prablem ~n.his stud~, tiut when it· 

existe, 1 t can cause ineff ièj,ent parsmeter (cc- . 

èff,icient)' estim?tes :and biasèd (understated) estimates 

of parameter (Ça-efficient) .variances.. The Q4rbi~ 

Watson test for serial correlation ii often uj~d in·· 

time-series studies when this problem is suèp~cted. '-" .. · ·· 

· The' author also presen.ted a d'istributed-lag ·madel, a model 

that handles carry-o~er effects, the effects that 

carry-over frein one time periad ta the next. ·Hughes 

( 1966) presented a crass~sec_tian model_ for which data 

were gathered acrass people instead_af thraugh time. 

Hence serial correlation and carry"".over effects are not 

a prablem • 

. A central tobl of regressia~ analy~i~ is the 

hypothesis tes~ that a r~gre~sian bo-efflcient 1~ 
. ,•, ' 

act~ally zer~, and th~ta=nan-zera cc-efficient a~peared 
} 

orily by chance. The· test uses the t..;value, whict;( is 

the estimated regr·essiorr cc-efficient divided by _its 

standard errer. For exemple, if the normal distribution 
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. . 

was used to approximate the t-distribution a.nd the 

real cc-efficient was actually zero, there- would be . . 

· only one chance in twenty that a t-value would 

exceed 1.96. If a t-v.alue .of such magnitude occurred, 

the analyst would be reas~nably confident that the 

cc-efficient was not zero~ 

3.6.2. Discriminant Analysis Madel: 

In. .discrimina~,:t analysis, the dependent variable 

is nominal~ For exemple, an. agricultural credit 

manager might want ta class11"y a rarmer .es ei ther a gaod 

or pooll' credit risk. In this case, the farmer8 wouJ.1:f 

fall into twa groupa or classifications. Thé 

predictivè &!Jl'Oblem indiscriminant analysis 1s ta 

predict te which graup a sµbject will.belong on the 

basis of·a- set of independent vatiables. In a 

structural sense, the analyst may want ta identify 

those var1ables that are effective in pred_icting · 

group membership or what variables discriminate well 

betweeh groupa. Massy ( 1965) provided a gamci introduction 
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. . 
to discriminant analysis. He descriqed the confusion 

matrix~ one.that sunimarises the humber ·Of carrect·and 

incérrect··classifications that were abtained'Jtly the 

~iscriminant analysis. The canfusia:i matri-x, as:tt,e-­

author illustratea~ can be Jsed .ta test the tiisc~iminant 
. . . !, ' 

madel· and ta interpret the rÉ!latianship betweenthe 

groupa. In the cantext af an exemple, the discriminant 

.cc-efficients are used ~a c~~racterise the.different 

g~oups in terms of the variables. Morrisbn (1969) 

presented èome camments on the interp!I'etation of 

discriminant analysis. His suggestion on narmalising' 

the ·indepenè:lent variables by dividing the variable 

·standard deviation is·applicablë ta ather multi-variate 

technique aè-well. If the dep~6dent vatiable ia also 

··normaliséd, .. the resulting c0-efficients are called 
"a • •' • 

.. lleta co.,;.effli:::ients and are afteh used ta report 
' . . . 

. . 
· . results. In ei th~,:- cc1se, the resulting cc-efficients 

indicate the· relative contribution mad~ by the 

corres.panding variab_les in predit::'ting. the dependent 

·variable, whether the independent variables are measured 

•, .. 
' 
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in any unit. When the an~lysis uses data on 

. n-observatlans to c~lculate t~e discriminant function. 

(th~ set of di~criminant co~effii:ien~s), ~n~ then 

classifies these sàme n-ab·servations with this . 
.. ' 
functian, the confusion matrix will be biased. · îhere 

wil:1 :tend' ,ta be more èarrect classifications than· the:. 

discriminant function is capable of. delivering under· 

more realistic candi tiens. The·re are two soUrces of 

bias. The first is a bias that might be created· by 

the_ model-buildi hg P.Jl'OCess. The. sei:ond bias is caused 

by sampl_i~g errar. Robertson and Kennedy ( 1968) · 

applied discr-irriinant_analysl.s ta the_problem of 

predicttng whether consumera are inncvative in their 

buy ing habita. They presènted :a mantJal technique to 

calcula,e discriminant weights or cc-efficient~, which 

pravides additional insight · int_o their meaning. They 

alsa presènted ,àn example of the ':'se of aplit-example 

appr~~ch ta eliminate the blases discussed abave. 
i' • • 

A major advantage of the discriminant model is 
. . 

that the particular simple farm of z1 = b0 + b1X11+b2x21+ •• ~ 
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+b X .
1

. ·allows a clear .interpretation 9f the effect of .. ·n n-
. ' .. 

each.of the independent Variables~ Suppose the 

indepenàent ·variable x3 is incanie, and the classifica.:.,<ê 
. . 

tian procedure is if· z.1 . · ~ _Zcr-i t, .classify the::-.··::,< c,·'·. 

individuat. as being cr·edi_t-worthy, that is, the higher 

the '.:value of ·zi, the. more· 11:kely the individual is 

· · credi t-worthy'. :J;f the· sign · of _the b
3 

· 1s ·positive, then 

higher incarne .implies' a better c~edit worthiness, and 

the •larger the size of th~.b3 i the more important 
. . . 

variable x3 is in discriminan~ing ·bat~~en ~roup 1 and 

graup 2 individuels~ Glearly if b3 = O, then x
3 

hàs. no . 
.. 

· - effect. Ir· there i~ a more complex di~criminant 

· · function, i_t become~ difficu;l.t ta isalate the effect· of . · 

each variable. Suppose there.is.a nonlinear discriminant 
-< • 

functian. of the fo~m: ~. Z'.i = a+bX1 ~~+dV i +eVÎ+fX1 V i.,. the 

1 . 
effects on z1 of incr~ès~ng x1 by dne unit depends on the 

:vala,Je of X:,b,c,f, and evey V. Hence, far interpretation, 

a. linear discriminant functian is highly desira~le. 
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CHAPTER IV 

,, 

4. RESEARCH METHODOLOGV 
-· .. .' -· ... ,., ··, ·.: , ··--: ,-_. 

This resear.ch was. conducted in all the_ t:orme_r 
. ê : . 
·twenty-three loc~l governmént areaa of Anambra,State. 

Al! the fivè agrlcultural zones of the state, __ 41~,r-~ 

repr~sn~ted (fig~ 2). 

,, 
4.1· Sampling Pl~n: 

Cluster sampiing technique was used and it 

involved ,random s~mpling without replijcement of a total 

• population of ~bout 700 farmers in the state. Th~- five 

agricultural zones of Abakaltki, Awk~, Enugu, Nsukka, 

ar,id. Dn_i tsha are the clusters.. Thre.e hundred farmers, 

60 · from each _clu_ster, · were sel!:!ct_ed. The supervisors . 
' ' ' 

_who supervised the farmer barrowers in the scheme were 

likewise interviewed. The random cluster sampliMg 
. ' !_ 

techniqe was·use~ sa as ta reduce travelling casts. 

This technique is particularly useful where there is a 
,· 
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large dispersed population or where means of 

communications are bad. 

4.2. Data Collection: 

64 

Data far this study were colle6ted from secondary 

and primary sources~ Secondary sources include Anambr~ 

State Ministry of Agriculture,, published and unpublished 

reports of the Anambra State Supervised Agricultural 

Credit Scheme. P~imary sources comprised structured 

~uestionnaires for the farmers and the supervisors of 

the Supervised Agricultural Credit Scheme. 

Three qu~stionnaires were developed. The first 

·and second questio~naires were for crop and livestock 

farmers respectively, while the third questionnaire was 

for the supervisors. 

4.3. Method of Data Analysis:~ 

Descriptive statistics was used ta analyse the 

data and draw conclusions. on objectives 1 and 2. For 

abje~tives 3 and: 4, multiple regr-essian and carrelation 

1 •. .. ~, 
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analyses were used respectivelV, ~hile discriminant 

an~lysis was employed to achievé objecti~e number 5. 
- .. .. . ~ . 

4.3.1. Madel Specification:. The regression analysis 

model measured loan repayment (VL)_as a function of 

- the various variable factors Cx
1
x

2
x

3
• ~ ~Xn) which _ -

affect its value. The function is represented -

explicitly in three functional forms namelv Linear, 

Semi-Logarithmic, and Double-Logarithmic forms as 

follows: 

(I) Linear Form: 

(II) Semi~Lagarithmic Form: 

V L = a+b
1

logX
1

+b~logX2+bJlogX 3+b 4 logX4 +b 5 logX 5+b6 lagX6+b7 lag~7 . 

+ b8 lagX
8

+b9logi9+b 10logX 10+ e. 

,· . . . 

(III) Do~ble-L6garithmic Form~ 

Lagvl = a+b
1

lagX 1+b~logX2+bJlogX3+b 4logX4+b5lagX5+b61ogX6+ 

b7 logX7+b8 logX8 +b 9logX9+b 101ogX 10+e. 
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where VL = . Loan repayment rate in % 

X 
1 - Size of Loan in Naira 

x2 = Farm size in Hectares/Number of birds 

x3 = Incarne in !\Jaira 

X4 = Age of farmt::rs · il"' _years 

X5 = Number of years of farming_ experience ,. /.:· 

X 
6 = Distance between home and source of lo·an 

in kilometres 

X 7 = Level of formal education of farmers in 

years 

Xa = Household size 

Xg. :,;: Adoption of innqvations (Dummy variable) 
.. 

= 1.0 for adopting three farming innovations 

and above 

= o.o for adopting l_ess than three farming 

innovations 

x.10 = Credit needs (Dummy variable) 

= 1.0 for giving two needs and. above 

= . o.o for giving less than two needs 

a = Intercept 
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:::: Marginal responses of the Xth variable 

factor. 

e = Stochastic error term. 

6? 

These are for both the crop and· livestock farmers, 
. ~ . 

and any form that best explains the dependent variable 
! ,, 

cVL) ~ill be chosen. 

The multiple corr~lation analysis model measüred 

the degree of relationship between the sel~cted supervisory 

characteristic cx1x2 ••• Xn) and the farmers' incarne (V). 

The model is presented explicitly as: 

Where·r 

y = 

x1 = 

\~ = 

XJ = 

.x4 = 
Cov = 

Correlation co-efficient 

Incarne in IIJaira 

Number of farmers supervised 

Length of service as supervisors in years 

Forma! training in agricu 1 ture in iyears·'· 

Number of farm visits/time period 

Co-variance. 

' . ,1:, 
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The di~criminant analysis model classified the 

farmers, bV the same set of independent variables. used. 
i 

in regressing against loan ~epayment rate (VL)' into~ 

twa mutually exclusive'~nd exhaustive categaties. The 

madel is presented explicitly as: z1 -.bq+b 1X'11+b;l21+ ••• 

· +b X • n ni 

Where z .. 
l. 

the iih individual's discriminant scare 

z . 
crit 

:: the critical value for the discriminant score. 

:: the ith i~dividual's value of the· jth 

. independent variable. 

b. 
1 

. th 
= the discriminant cc-efficient for j .~ariable. 

for the classification procedure, l~t each 

indivipual' s discriminant score- z1 be a functian of the 

independent variables. That is z1 = b0+b 1x11+b2X21+ ••• + 

b X~ • . n n1 The ciassific~ti~n procedure is as follo~s: 

~ zcrit, classify individual i às belanging 
~-

ta group I (credit worthy·- cw_), and if' z1 < Zcrit, · 

-classify individual i as belbngingg ta II (Nan credit 

.. ·'. ~. 
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worthy - NCW). The classification boundary is ·then 

Cut-off Point: 

The exact vilue of the limit of each group for 

purpose of classification depends on how much premium 

is put on the relative cost of misclassification to the 

investigator. More frequently, the eut-off point is 

~~ually tak·en as the· mid""'.point of Zcw and ZNCW == 

~(Zcw + ZNCW) because discriminant_ function analysis 

itself issumes equal cost of misclassification (Gree~ 

and Tull 1975; Bauer ~nd Jordan 1971; Peters and Summers 

1968). 

~Assumptinns of the Models: 

( 1) ei is a random real variable. · The value which u1 

may assume in any one period depends on chance. 

(2) The mean value of e in any par~icular period is zero. 

With this assumption it can be said that Yi== a+b 1X1 
gives the relationship between X and Y on the average. 

69 
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(3) The variance of e1 is constant in.each period 

· (homoscedasticity). In figure 3, this assumptian 

is. denoted · by the fact that values that e ·may 

assume lie within the same limits, irrespective 

of the value of X: fa~ x1 , e can assume any ~alue 

'· within the range AB: fof x2 , e can assume any 

value wi thin the range CD which equal -ta ·As_ and 

sa on. 

V 

V" 1 

A 1 --------
V** 1 

v1 

V• --------1 

y1 
1 ---------J 8 

x,, 

Fig. J. Homosaedasticity. 

E 

X . 
3 
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(4) The variable e1 has a normal distribution. This 

may be summarised by the e~pression _ervN(O, (i;,2 ) 
·e 

and is shown in figure 4~-

V 

x:1 ·x· ... . 2 

Fig. -4.. Normal Dist_ribution .. 

X .. 
' 3. 

(5) The random terms of different -observations 

x: 

(e 1 , ej) are independent~ Mathematically Cov (e1 ,ej) 

= E f f.ë 1-.E(e 1)] /Je j-f.(e j )JJ = O. 

(fr) e is inde pendent of t,he explanatary variat:Jl.e (s) 

Mathematiçally Cov (X
8

) = E fO 1-E(x1l7[e1..-E(e11Jj = O. 
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?2 

. 's The x1. . are a set of,, fixed values in :the 

hypothetical probess rif repeating sampling which 

underlies the linear regression model. Because 

·. Cev (X
8

) = E f fx1-E(X1l7 ,(e1-E(e127J = E·{t:x1.-E(X1Jle1l .· 
given E(e1 ) = 0 

= E(X1e1)·~·E(X1 )~(e
1

) = E(X
1

e
1

) = x
1

E(e
1

)·(give~ 

's that the Xi ·are fixed) = O. 

(8) The explanatery variable(s) are measure'd witheut 

errer. e absorbs the influence of emitted variables 

and pessibly errors ~f .measuremer~t in Vis. 

(9). The explanatory variables are net perfectly 

lineç1rly corr_elated. lf.there 1s more than one 

explanato.ry var~able ~n the relatianship i t is 

assumed that they are not perfectly correlated with 

. · each other. 

(10) The macro variab~~~ should be ·correctly eggregat~d.i 

Lisually the variables X and V are aggr.egative 

variables, representing the sum of individuel. 

items. It is assumed that appropriate a~gre~ation 

prticedure has been adopted in compiling the 

aggregate variable~. 
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!',; 

(11) The relati6nship being estimated is identified. 

(12) The relationship is correctly specified. It fs 

assumed that no specification error ~as been 

· committed in de~ermining the explanêtary 

variables. 
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CHAPTER·V 

5. CHARACTERISTICS, filP AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTION 

IN.THE SCHEME AREA OF OPERATION. 

An ~ppreciatian af th~ char~cteristics af 

agricultural production· '1n the scheme area af. .. . . . 

operation is essential. ta the evaluation of p~o~ita­

bility of credit ·ta small-scal~ farmers and the problems 

af the·scheme • 

. 5·~ 1. S1ze af Lean·, Farm S,iza, anp Farm Incom!:! :- During 

the' p!;!riad studied a 111.aize far111er., on the average, 

received iv1'.,17B.'.:J5-; rice farmer:, tt1,JB5.45; and 
. . .. ' .. . . ..'·. . 

poultry rarmer N6,1.17.89. The: scheme considered 

poultry business mare capital inteQsive and so gives 

it higher credit. 

Farm size ranged from. on.e hec.tare ta four hectares, 

. About 22% of maizi farmers had one hectare farms, 

'. ;.li 
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Forty';'."seven percent of farmers had two hectare farrits 

while _twen:i.y:..seven and tllree per cent of the farmers 

: h~d three and· four hectares respectively. 
•· 

Wi th respect 

ta poultr~, of the 150 sel~6ted farmers, about 35% 

of them kept less than 200 birds; 25% kept between 

200-300 birds; 6% kept betwe~n 401~soO_birds; 16% kept 

between 501~600 birds and the ~ame percentage kept 

-between 601-700 birds. Dnly 2% kept between 701-800 
. . 

birds, while none was in the range of.301-400 birds. 

· An analysis of incarne distribution of the farmers 

revealed that the average maize f,armer had an incarne of 

aboüt NJ,164.20; ~he average rice farmer had about 

N78,61D.90; ~hile that 6r the -v~rage p~ultry farmer · 

wa~ àbout N15,685.60. 

5.2. Ages, Household Sizes, and Farm Enterprise:- The. 

age distribu'tion of the. farmers stùdied derived its 

importance from the_ fact that agriculture! productic:in · 

requires the use of large amount of labour· input, which. 

is best provided by able-bodied ~nd energetic individuals. 
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From table 5.1~ it is.obs~rved that 1.33% of the crop 

far~ers aie less.than 30 years, while none of the 

livestack farmers is within the same age range. Alsa, 
' . 

nonè of the crop and liveatock farmers are aged from 

60 y __ ears 'and_· above. An interesting factor from 

Table 5~1: Age Distribution of Selected Farmers in 

the Study Area. 

CROP FARMERS ·Livestock 
Age Range · 

Maize % Rice % 
· Farmers 

.. 

Less than 
30 2 2 - - -
JO - 40 52 54.74 2 3.64 52 

41 ', - .50 . 40 42.11 · 23 41.82 84 

51 - 60 5 · 5.26 30 54.55 14 

61 - 70 - - - - -
Moré than 
70 ' - - - - - ~ 

TOTAL 95 100.00 55 100.00 150 , . 
. . 

s6u~ce:- Field·Survey,. 1989. 

p. 

% 

-
· 34.67 

56.00 

9.33 

-
-

100.00 

CODESRIA
-LI

BRARY



. 77 · 

the datais that about 98% of the farmers in the area 

are between 30 and 60 yeare. ·The zero percentage of 

the ·farme~s ~bave 60 ye~rs was explained ta be as a· 

result of farmers retiring about that ade and the~e-
' 

af~er .depending an their grown up children far 

maintenance • 

. There ~as an average of about 10 d~pendants per 

maize fermer; 17 per rice farmers; and 9 per poultry 

fermer. This is an imporfant consideratian when it is 

noticed that agriculture! production in the study 

area is mainly ·1abour intensive. This labour cameà 

.mainly fram the farmers •.. 

Th
1

e averag~ number of· y_ears of farming experience · 

far th~ c~op far~ers i~ 22 while that of the live~tock 

farmers is about B. 

, . 
5.3. Level· of Forma! Ed.ucation of the Fermera: The 

a0 alysi9 of level · of forma! education of the f.armers 

in t~e stµdy area is of prime importance b~c~use it 

partly determi11es their _ability ta effectively ·-.manag~ 

! 
. 't 

' ,• 
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the la~ns g~anted ta them. ·the results are presented 

in table 5.2 •. 

Table 5.2: Farmers' Level of Forma! Education in the 

Study Area. 

l 
r 

ll.evel of Farmal Education Cree Farmers Livestack 

l~a. % No. 

No Farnial Education 31 20.67 .- -
' 

Primary School Incomplete 25 16.67. - -
Primary School Complete 52 34.67 34 

·'· 
Secondary School Ihcomplete 42 28.00 43 

Secondary Scl;iool Complets - o.oo 34 

Dthers - o.oo 39 
., .. 

,Total. 150 100.00 150 

Source:· Field S~rvey, 1989. 

Fermera 

% 

o.oo 

o.oo 

22.6? 

28.6? 

. 22.6? 

26.00. 

100.00 

For exampl~ while about 21% of the crop farmers had 

no form ~f ~o~mal education, all the·livestock farme~s, 

_ that is, _ 101:)% _-llàd some form of fotmal education. Careful 

' ' -~: 

·­" 
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observation,of the table shows that there are more 

edGcated farmers in'the livestock ~nterprise than in the 

crop enterprise. 

Also related ta the l~vel of forma! education of 

the farmers is their level of adoption of innovations. 

The analysis reveale~ that while about 81% of the crop 

farmers are adopte~s of innovations, the rest are non­

adripters. Ninety~eig~t per c~nt of the livestock 

farmers are adopters of innovations ,while only 2% are 
~ . . ' 

non-adopters painting t.o the importance of formal 
,· 

education ta farmers-, 

5.4. Sorne Issues in the Dperation/Performance of the 
Sup~rvised Agricultural Credit Scheme. 

5.4.1 Distance from Ho~e to the Lending Instit~tion:~ Thi 

average distance qetween farmers' home and source of 

loan is about 78 kilometres. It is important ta note that 

in a s~pervised credit programmE for small farmers, 

decentralization of credit offices is necessary far 

closer supervision and ease of the loans given ta the 
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f-armer beneficiaries. :This discourages or minimises 

loan diversion arid defaults. 

5.4~2. Farmers• Objectives in Borrciwing:- The farmers 

interviewed gave several reasons for borrowirg as can 

be seen in taule- 5.3. 

Table 5.3: Farmers' Dbjectivea in Borrowing in the 

Study Ares. 

Objective 
' 

No. of farmers 

To increase Hectares under Cultivation 150 

Ta buy Planting Materials 8 

Ta buy Fertilizers and Chemicals 98 

Ta increase stçick of Livestock- 150 
. 

Ta buy. more fe~ds 150 

Ta buy more drugs 14? 

Total 703 

% 

~ate:- The total is more thari 300 because ~bme f~rmers 
had more than one objective in borro~ing. 

Source:- Field Survey, 1989! 

Total 

so.oo 

2.6?. 

32.6? 

~o.oo. 

50.~00 
., 

49.00 CODESRIA
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From the table, a major objective yar borrowing was ta 

increase hectarage under cultivatian far· the crap 

farmers, and far: the livestock farm~rs ~11 the 

objectives were major. Furthermore, all·the farmers. 

indicated that the·size of loan_given ta them by th~ 

scheme was not su_fficient for achieving their variaus 

objectives. This again hig~lights the need far 

· 1ncreases in the size of loanable funds ta farmers~ 

5.4.3. Lo_an Default Measurernent :- For the effici'ent 

working of credit systems, it is important· thqt defa~lt 

in repayment should be as low as possible because 

viability of the lending agencies is highly dep~nderit 
''· 

on the amaunt of loans-recovered. Table 5.4. presents 

results ~f laan default measures far the selected 
~ . . 

farmers. From th~ table, it can be seen that none of 

the·maizè farmers was able ta repay laan campletely 

·while 94~~5% of the rice farmers wer~ able ta rep~y 

thetr~ campletely. In the case .of livestock (poultry) 

farmera, ·16% of them were able ta repay completely. 

.. '\ 

i 

... 
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'Fable 5.4. - 'Laan Default Measures for th_e Farmers in the Study Area· • 

Crop Farmers · • . 
.. 

.. -· Maize ... Rice 
.. ;,.Loan · ,/1!;!,:.:··. - ,.. . ~---,~ ... 

, .. Repayment •,.-"-' ~ .. ... 

'N~ __ '! %~-. Amount Amaunt ... Na. 
~ 

% 
Amount Amount , No. Repaid Outstan-:- Repaid Dutstan-

(#) ding (H) (N) ding (N) 
. - . 

Able ta· 
repay loan .. 

completely - o.oo ..;. - 52 94.55 63464~48 - L4 

.Nat able 
~ 

tp· repay 
laan 

.. 

·completely 95 100 36224.00 83896.DO · ·3 5 .• 45 3715.00 443.00 126 ·. 

Total 95 100 36224.DD 83896.00 55 · .100 67179.48. · 443.00 150 
. 

. , 

Source: Field Survey, 1989. 

.j 

Live stock Farmers 
.· ·(Paultry) 

' 
% 

Amount IAmoùnt 
Repaid Outstan-

(.N) ding (N) 

16.00 16006. DO -

.. .. 
,. .. 

84.00 642842.00 257041.50 

100 802902.00 257°041.50 
.. 
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5.4.4. Farmers' Evaluation of Interest Rates: All 

th~ farmeri indicated that the interest rate charged 

·, 
'· 

was tao hi.gh. They preferred lower interest rates instead of 

the present rat~ of 15.5%. 

5.4.5. Farmers' tvaluation of the Lending Exercise: 

The farmers àll agreed that the lending process was 

time-consuming and cumbersome. They received their 

1Dans during planting/stocking. Prompt release of 

funds is vital to the efficient use of loans. 

5.4.6. Form of Loan Disbursement ta Farmers: While 

96% of the farmers preferred their loans in cash, only 

4% of them preferred theirs in bath.cash and kihd. 

·All the loans were made in cash. 

5.4.7. · Problems of the S-cheme Dperators and the Recipients: 

The scheme opefa~ors listed the following as their 

problems in the operation of the scneme: 
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1. ·scar6ity. af supervisary field staff; 

2. Diversiori of laan ta ather usea by the f~rmers; 

3. Sa many d~faults o~ the part af the faimers; 

4., Lack of adeq~ate and ·necessary facilities far the 

smaath running af the scheme· aperations; and 

5. Jab stagnation. 

Common problems reparted by the recipients 

(farmers) are (1) Bad weather; (2) ~esta and diseases; 
', . . 

(3) Law yield; (4) Law prices af their farm prciducts, 

especially during the .h~rvest. period; (~) High cost of 

· farm inputs; and (6) Hlgh inter est charges. 

5.4.8~ Causes af Poor Loan Repayment: The two g~aups 

of respandents (the scheme dperators and the fermer 
,. 
•,, . 

beneficiaries) indicated basic causes of paar laan 

~epayment. Cause~ of poor repaymènt differed amcng th~ 

operata_rs and the farmerso 

The causes reported by the. aperators include 

d~versian af funds, low price~ of farm praducts~ po~r 

marketing,· lbw yield and negàtive attitude of farmers 
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. towards gmÎernm~nt awned credit agencies. These are 

ranked as shawn in table 5.5. 

Table 5.5: Causes of Poar Lean Repayment in the· 

'!. Study Area as indicated by the· Scheme 

Opera tors. 

The Su ei'vised A ricùltural Credit Sc.heme (SACS). 

Rank. 

1 

2 

3 

5 

Causes. 

Diversion of funds 

Poar marketing apportunity 

Law price of far~ products 

Law yielct . 

Negative attitude of farmers towards 
ga~ernm~nt awned. credit agencies 

. Sa~rce: Fiei~ Survey, 1989. 

The causes reparted by the.farmers.i11clude 
'· . 

bad weather, Jll.B~·ts and diseases, and law price of . 

·ra~m product,s . ÇespeciE1lly dur~ng harvest time) 

(table 5.6). 

·, f~ 
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Table 5.6. Common Causes of LDltJ rr::pavment as seen 

by Farmr:rs. 

à Causes 

1. B~d weijther condition 

2. Pests and Diseases 

3. LDLu price< nf farm · prmlucts 

Percentage 

87 

76 

69 

86 

8
Respcrhdents indicat~d more than one cause. 

,Source: Field survey, 1909. 

Uar::H:!d Dfl totci 1 r~uµtJl 1.:.t~::i, thr! mu:,t CDllllllO!"l CULJSl~S 

of poor loan repavm~nt o~u diversion of funds, bad 

weather coilCJition, plêsts ancl.\1isr,;1ses, pour rnarkr:!ting 

:, opporturütv, anrJ lo1t1 price nf fc"1l':n _µrmlucts. 

Interpretation of th~se cuuses must be with 

c;:iution D1t1in(1 to tl1r~ sut1jè'cti\11~ né1ture of the responses. 

tiepayment Grnups, 3lJD S/~S!3 farmer-Borrou.1ers: 

Farmer~borrowèrs were dichotomized into low and high 

repavrn12nt oroups. LDuJ Ti=!pavmc:nt farm,.:rs Wt'!Te those with D to 50 
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per cent repâyment rate uJhile those cc1te1Jorized as high 

repayment were those uJi th 51 to 1 O:J per cent repayment rate. 

Size of Loan (X
1
); Thé aver,1qe size of loan for all the maize 

farmers was N1511.37. The low repayment farmers borrowed an 

averaqe of fJ1022.73 whilr:; the high· repayment ones borrowed an 

average of N2000. In the case of rice farmers, all of them 

were in the high·repayment cat~gory, with the average size of 

loan of N1380. For the pou J try farm1,rs, the average size of 

loan w,as fü7027 .40. Lnw rc paymP1it fcJrrn•irs borrowed loans 

averaging N7l500 white hiqh renaymC;nt farmers borrowed loans 

~rnounting to N655l+.79 on the uv~~rage, talJles 5.7, 5.B, ·and 5.9. 

Farm ~jize (X
2

) :. Tt1e average félrm size operat~d by maize farmer­

bo:rrowers was 2.59 hectar,ês. Lmu repayment farmers had an 

aver~ge farm size of 2.03 hect~res whil2 high repayment farmers 

:had an average of 3~14 hectar~s (tabl~ 5~7). The.average farm 

size operated by rice farm1:•r-hori'D1i1t,rs 1,ms 3.35 hf~ctares. All 

the farm(;rs were in the high r~payment category (table 5.B). 

In the case of poultry farm,--~rs, the average stock size operàted 

by the farmer-borrowers w~s about 425 birds. Low repayment 

farmcrs had an average stocksize of about 502 birds while high 

repr1ym2rit farmers h.-ir.1 nn ~JVE!r,1rJr: fnrrn ~;ize of about 347 birds 

(table 5.9). 
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Table 5~7: Farrner and Farrn Characteristics between Repayment 

Groups. 95 SACS Maize Farmer-Borrowers. 

Characteristics 

Size of. Loan (N) 

Farm Size (ha) 

Incarne (N) 

Age of Farrners (Vears) 

Number of Yaars· of Farming Experi~nce 

Distance between Home and Source of 
Loan· (kms) 

Level of Forma! Education of Fqrmers 
(Years) 

Household Size (Persans) 

Adoption of Innovations (Dummy) 

Adopters 

' Non"'.'"Adopters. 

Credit Needs (Dummy) 
•. 

High,.Cred i t I\Jeeds. 

Low Credit Needs 

a 

Repayment Groupa 
Law High Average 

1022.73 2000.00 1511.37 

2.03 ,. 3 •. 14 2~59 

2912.51 6327~29 4619.90 

35.55 

1s.2·4 

79.81 

6.42 

8.55 

85 
(96.59) 

3 
(3.41) 

78 
(88.64) 

10 
(11.36} 

46.29 40.92 

23.43 20.84 

67.86 ·73.84 

6.00 6.21 

10.71 9.63 

7 
( 100.D.D) 

0 
(D.DO) 

6 
(85.71) 

1 
(14.29) 

Farmers were grouped into two according ta their repayment 

rates, low - 0 to 50 percent repayment and high - 51 ·ta 100 

percent repayment. 
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îijble 5.8: Farmer and Far~ Ch~racteristics between,Re~aymeht 

Groups. 55 ~ACS Rice F~rmer~Bci~rowe~s. 

Charaoteristips 

S.ize· of Loan 'CM) . 
·' . . . 

Farm ·Size. Châ) 

'Inéome (N) · 

Age of Farmers C Y~·ars) 

Number of Vears of Farmihg Experignce 

Dista.nce between Home and· Source of 
Lcian ( k1iïs ) 

Lev~~ of ~orm~l Edutation of Farrners 
C.Years). 

Hdusehold Size (Persans) 

Adoption of Innovations (Dummy) 

Adopt'ers 

· Non-Adopters 

Credit Needs Côummy) 

High Ct~~it Need~ 

ta·w Credi~ Needs 

Repayment Groupa 

Law High Average, 

o.oo 1380.00 1:380.00 

o.oo 3.35 3.35 . 
o.oo 78676.36 78676.)6 

o.oo 50.5·1 50,.51 

o.oo 28.45 . 28.,_45 

o.oo 87.78. 8?.78 

o.oo 2.64 · 2.64 

o.oo 15.60 15.60 · 

0 30 
CD.DO) (54.55) 

O. 25 
CD.DO) C45.45) · 

D 23 
CD.DO)· (4''1.82) 

0 32 
CD.DO). (58.18) 

8 Farmers were grouped into two acriording to-their ripayment 
. ' ' 

, , rates, lo'w - D ta 50 per cent. repayrnrmt and high - 51 ta ,, 

100 Her cent repayment. 
1' .; 

',_ ... ·~·i,---·-·-· . 

,:,! 
~:.--~,; 
'ti '(. '< 

._, ,·. ,:' 

',l 

t..·· 
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Table 5.9: Farmer and Far~ Characteristics between 

Repayment Groups. 150 SACS Poultry Farmer~ 

Borrowers 

91 

·, 

Gharacteristics · Repayment Grou9'. • · 
Law High ~'Average 

Size of Loan (N) 

Farm Site (No. of birds) 

Inc orne (.1\1) 

Age of Farmers (Vears) 

Number of Vear~ of Far~ing Experience· 

Distance between Horne and Source of. 
Loan (kms) 

Level of Formal Education of Farm~rs 
( Years) 

Household Size (Persans) 

Adoption of Innovations· (Dummy) 

Adoptera 

Non-Adopters 

Cre~it Needs (Dummy) 

High Credi t rJeeds 

Low Credit Needs 

7500. DO 6554 .• 79 

502.50 346.70 

22059.50 15640.32 

35.DD 

6.50 

61.75 

13.00 

4.50 

3 
(25.00) 

1 
(75.00) 

2 

(50.00) 
2 

(50.00) 

43.99 

7.75 

79.32 

9.93 

?.93 

146 · 
<1od.oo)· 

D 
(0.00) 

146 
(100.00) 

.0 
(0.00) 

7027.40 

424.70 
... 

18849.91 

39.50 

7.13 

70.54 

11.47 

6.22 

a . 
Farmers we,re. grouped into two accordin~J to their repayment 

rates, lbw -. 0 to 50 per cent repayment and high - . 51. ta 100 
·' 

per cent repayment. 

:, 
,,,. .. ·,: 
, .. \: 
,.·' 

. l 
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Number of Vears of Faiming Experience (~5 ): Tables 
·' 

S" .. 7 and 5.9 show that maize and poultry. f,1rmers had an 

.average of about 20.84 and 7 .13 years in farming respectively. Law 

repayment maize farmer-clients had an average of about 

18.24 years in farming while those at th~ high 

repayment category had about 23.43 ysars in farming on the 

average. Low repayment poultry farmer-clients had an average of 

about ~.50 years in farming while thpse at the high repayment 

category had about·7.75 years in farming on the average. 

None of the rice farmer-c lients uias in. the low repayment 

category and they had an average of about 28.45 years in 

farming (tabJe 5.8). 

Distance between Home and Source of L.oan Cx 6 ): · Maize 

farmer-borrowets surveyed had an average dista~ce of about 

73.84 kilometres from the source of loan. Homes of. 

more delinquent farmers were about 79.81 kilometres away 

while those of les~ delinquent borrowers were about 67.8~ 

kilometres away from the source of loan on the average 

.~' 
1 
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(table 5.7). ~ice farmer-borrow~rs surveyed had an 

average distance of about B7.7B kilometres away from the 

source of loan. ~\11 till~ f;:1rmers tuere less delinquerit 

in t2rms of repayment (table 5.8). ~oultry farmer­

borrowers surveyed had an averaoe distance bf about 70.54 

kilometres away frcim the source of loan. Hom~s of more 

delinquent farmers were about 61.75 kilometres away while 

• 

those of . less de linquent borru:iJr~rs 1.uere ntrnut 79. 32 kilornetres 

away frorn. tl1e '"·source of loari on tlll! avl!rage ( table 5 .9). 

Level of Formal Education o~.Farmors .(x
7

): Maize farmer­

borrowers had an ~verage. of about G.21 years of schooling. 

More delinquent farml!rs haci about 6.42 years uJhile less · 

delinquent farmers had about 6 years Bn the average. Rice 
\ 

· farmer-borr.rn.uers had an avr,!rrn1e nf cJLiout 2.64 yerJrs of schooling. 

1\11 Hie rice fiJI'llll!I'S Lut:ire h!~-;~, cl1!.li11que11t in terms of 

repayment. Poul try farmer-borrrn,1ers hcJd an cJverage of about 

11.47 years in schooling. More delinquent farmers had about 

13 years 1uliile les~; Lielinqut~rit fDrrners had about 9.~3 years 

on the average (tables 5.7, 5.Ll, ond 5.9). 

Household Size (X8 ): There is an average ~f about 10 ~embers 

per household among maize farmPr~respondents. Between repayment 

, . .... ,. 
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categories, however, there were about 9 and 11 members in 

low and high repayment grou~s r~spectively. There is an 

av·erage of about 16' members Pf'r household among the rice 

farmer-responclents. flr!blit:nn rr~wiyment categorir~s, however, all · 

l.t1L~ mc~mlwrs· 'were in tt1l2 hiqh .r1~p,:1yrn1•nt c,Jtc![Jory as there were · 

no low repaymcrnt farrnl:i's in th.e c-mterprise. There is also an 

average of about 6 111embers p1:or l1ouseho ld among poul try farmr~r~ 

respnncientB. Between repayment categorie~, howevei, there 

were about 5 and 10 members in low 8nd high repayment grou~s 

respect:ively. These ar2 sf10tt1n in tables 5 •. 7, 5.1.::l, and 5.9. 

Adoption of Innovations (X 9 ): Li CJhty-Five. low repay .. u,mt maize 

. ,farmers out of 88 were adopters of innovations while all the 7 

h ir:ih repaymcmt ones 111ere non-ad nptr~rs. f-'ercentage wise ·, 

only about 97 per cent o F lotu re paymE~nt maize 

farmers were adopters of ini10v23tio.ns · while about 100 per cent 

of high repayment farrners 1:1E?re ,1dopb!rs.. Thirty of the high 

repayment r1ce. farm1=rs out of 55 tiJere adopters of innovations. 

Percentage wise~ about 55 p~r cent ciF the high repayment rice 

farmcrs were adopters of inr1ovr3tici11,, ti1hile al.mut. 45 per cent 

of tl1em were non-adupt,èrs of ifli 1ovations •. All the rice far mers 

were in the hi~h repayment c3teg~ry. Three low repa~ment poultry 

f~irmr:rs out oF 4 wE!re ai:lopb~rs nf in11ovations 111hile .all the 146 
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hi~h repayment poultry farm~rs were adopters~ 

IJercent:i(Je uJise, only 25 · pP.r cP.nt of low repayment poultry 

farmr?rs were adopters of in11ov,,tions while 100 per cent of 

the high repayment ones were adnpt~rs. These are indicated 

in tables 5.7, 5.8, and 5.9. 

Crt:!di t f·Jeeds (x
10

); :...ieventy-ei~Jllt low repayrne!nt maize 

farmr]rs out of 88 had higi1 crr,dit needs uihile 6 out of .7 

hioh repayment ones had high cre~it ~eeds. ~ercentage wise, 

about 89 per cent of loiu ri?[lc.1yrn1~n t mni ze far mers had high 

credit need~ whi~e about 86 p~r cent ~f high repayment ones 

had high credi t ne1:?ds. Tu1enty-three of the high repayi~nt 

rice farm;:rs out of 55 hacJ hiql1 crr.cli't mieds. Percentage 

wise, about 42,per cent of the high repayrnent rice farm2rs 

had high credit needs, while about. 58 percent bf them had 

low credit needs. All thr. rice farmers were in the high 

repayment category. Two low repQym~nt.[loultry farmers out of 

4 had high crgdit needs while all the 146 high repayment 

ones had high credit 'needs. ~ercentage wise, only 50 percent 
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of low repayrnent poul try fiJrr:ir!rs 110d riioh credi t needs 

. whilè ,100 p.er cent of the hig:1 r2payrilèmt ones had high 

credit needs. These are illustratPd in tables 5.7, 5.8, 

and 5.9. 
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CHAl?'TER VI 

6. FACTORS,INFLUENCING 'RATE OF REPAYMENT 

Independ~nt variables (X'a)· were regressed 

wi th repayment rate as the de pendent variable _(V L.). 

These independent v9riables were size of loan, 

farm size, incarne, · a_ge of farmers, number of years · of 

farming experiençe, distance between farm and· source 

of loan, level of forma! educatiun of farmers, hauseholà 

aize, adoption of innovations, and credit need•. 

Friach's Confluence (Bunch-Map) Analysis Metnad waa 

used ta test for existence of multicollinearity. 
' ' . 

Reaults of the regresaion analysis are giv~n in tables 

6 ... 1: Factors that Infleunce Repayment Rates Among 

Maize Farmera. 

Size of Lean cx
1

): As shown in t9ble ·6.1, siz~ 6f 

i _,_ 
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loan has· a marginal contribution of 17.6467. The t-value 

is 6.597 which is highly significant at 1% level of 

probability. Thus, there is a high degree or contribution 

of aize af laan on repayment performance of the farmera. 

The resült also shows that size of loan has a positive 

. relationship wi th repavment, · that is, aa size of loan 

increases, repayment rate likewise inèreases. Thus, 

size'of loan is a relatively significant determinant af 

rep~yment. 

Farm Size (X2 ): The marginal contribution of far• size 

is 8.0207. The t-value is 1.881 which is significant at 

10 percent level of prabability. Thus, farm size is 

directly related ta repaym~nt (table 6.1). 

Income cx3): Incarne has a marginal contribution of 

13.7265 and a t-value of 3.978, which is highly 

signif icant at 1 p.er cent level of probabili ty. This 

also indicates that incarne is an important ~eterminant 

of repayment of these farmers (table 6.1). 
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Age of Farmers cx 4 )·: Table 6.1 indicates that age of 

farmers has a marginal contribution ~f 16.8668 and a 

t-value of 1.760 which is significant at 10 percent· 

level o:f probabili tv. The result also shows that age 

has a positive relation ta rep~yment, that is, as age 

of farmers increases, repayment p~rformance also increases. 

Thus, age is a relatively significant determinant of 

repayment. 

Nu!Jlber of Vears of Farming Experience (X5 ): This var~able 

as indicated in table 6.1, has a marginal contribution of 

7.2508. It has a t-value of 2.155, which is significant 

at 1% level of proba'bility. It has a direct relationship 

with repayment performance. 

Distance between Home and Source of Loan (X6 ): T~e 

marginal contribution of this variable is -D.359J (table 

6.1). !he t-value, however·, of -D.J88 is not 

significant .at any _of the set levels of significance. 
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Nevertheless, .the result shows that there is an 

inverse relation bet~een this variable and repayment. 

It is ta be expected that farmers staying far from the 

source of loan are less able and willing ta repay. 

Level of Forma! Education of Farmers (X7 ): This 

variable has a marginal contribution of 2.2421 and a 

. t-value of 1.615 which is significant statistic~lly at 

10 p.er cent level ( table 6.1). The resul t shows that 

level at forma! education is directly related. to 

repayment performance. 

Household Size (X8 ): Household size takes an estimated 

marginal contribution of -D.6127 and at t-value of 

-D.271 which is not.significant. Although nota 

strong determinant of repayment rate, it is inversely 

related tait, which is expected because of the h1gh 

cost of running large homes in the study area. 

Adoption of Innovations Cx 9 ): Adoption of innovations 

has a marg.,inal contribution of 2.4403 and a t-value of 

,. 
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2.607 which. is ~ighly significant at 1 ~er cent leyel 

of probability. Thus, there.is a hiqh degree of,contribution 

of this variable to repayment perform~nce of the farmers 

(table 6.1). 

Creuit Needs (x 10 ): In table 6.1, credit needs has 

a marginal contribution of -D.0847 with a t-value of 

-D.143, which is not significant at any of the set 

levels of probabilitV. 
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Tabl~ 6.1: Regressi6n Co-efficients, t-Values and 

Levels of Signi fican·ce of Ten Independent 

vari~bles Related to Rspayment Rate of SAcs; 

Maize Farmers. 

Varia- Regression Standard t-Values Levels of 
bles co~efficients. Errors ·Significance 

x1 · 17 .6467 2.67501 6.597 0.01 

x2 8.0207 4.428J1 1.811 . 0.10 

x3 13.7265 3.45101 3.978 0.01 

X 4 
·16.8668 9.58098 1. 76_0 0.10 

; 

x5 7.2508 3 • .36473 2.155 0.01 

x6 
.. -0.35~3 D.92495 -0.388 N.S • 

X7 2.2421 1.]8805 1.615 0.10 
' ; 

X8 -0.6127 2 •. 257']7. -0.27·1 N.s: 
. 

X9 2.4403 D.93620- 2.607 0.01. 

X10 -0.084? 0.59188 -D.143 N.S. 
.. , 

d.f. = 94 

R2. = 0.91G 

a = 253.34 

N.S. = I\Jot significant beyond 100,.{, level of 

confidence .. 

' ~ 
,l·.i<, ..... ·' 
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1 

The co~efficient of multiple determination 

(R
2

) for loa~.repayment rate of these farmers is 91.6 

p~r ·cent. This was tested for significance with the 

F-statistic. The result shows ihat the combined effects 

of siz2·of loan, farm size, income,.age·or farmers, 

number of ysars of farming exprience, distance from 

home to source of loan, level of formal education, 

household size, adoption of innovations, and credit 

needs explained 91.6 percent of the variability of 

repayment and F-test was 91.0D~ indicating a very high 

significant impact of these v~riables on repayment rate 

(table 6.2) .•. 

Table 6.2: Analysis of Covariahce for Testing the 

Combined Signif icance of the Ten I ndependent 

.Variables RelatPd to Repayment Rate of SACS 

Maize Farrhers. 

,. 

Multiple R ' 0.95682 Anova D.F s.s M.S. 

R Square D.91550 Regres- 10 '14296 .61647 1429.66165 
C. sion : 

Adjusted R 
Square 0.90544 . Residual 84 1319.5J090 · 15.70870 

Standard Error 3.9634~ 

F 

91.01081 

F tab(D.D1 
= 2.63 

Anova = Analysis of Covariance D.F. = üegree of Freedom 

S.S. = Sum of Squares. M.S. = Mean Square F = F-Statistic. 
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The fore9oing di~eussion shows that among the 

independent variables ~ypothesized as having significant 

effects on repayment rate among the maize farmers, 

the following are ta be ~ccepted and considered aé 

strong determinants of repayment: Size of loan, Farm size, 

Inco~e Age of farmers, Number of years of farming 

experience, Level of formal education, and Adoption of 

innovations. 

6.1.1 Relationship between seleçted Supervisory 
Characterist.ics ·and Incarne among Maize Farmers. 

Number of Farmers Supervised (X 1): There is an 

inverse relationship between incarne of the farmers (V) 

and the number of farmers superviseci. The correlation 

co-efficient is -D.79507 (table 6.3). This means that 

incarne increases as the number of farmers supervised 

decreases. Furthermore, it implies that the less the 

number of farmers being supervise_d, the better is the 

quality of_:supervision. 

. ..... 
. ' 
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Length of Service as Supervisors (X2 ): Length of 

service as sup~tvisors is pasi tiv·ely related ta incarne. 

The correlation co-efficient of this variabl~ with incarne 

is o.~4896. This means that the more experience the 

supervisors have on the job, the more they can 

effectively handle farrners problems and consequently 

enhance increased incarne of the farmers. 

Level of Formal Training in Agriculture (Xj): This 

supervisory characteristics has a direct relationship 

with ihe farmers incomè. The correlation co-efficient is 

o·.s.3956 (table 6..3). In other words, the ,oore 

supervisors are trained in agriculture, the farmers 

they supervise wi.11 likely havE higher incarne, because 

they ca~ impact more knowl~dge. 

Nurnber of Farm Visits (X4 ): The number of farm visits 

is directly related to the farmers' incarne, with a carre­

lation co-efficient of D.96652 (table 6.3). This means 

that as supervisors visit more their supervised farmers, 
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incarne increases. The f~equent farm visits cauld. 

bal~ter the farmers' canfidenc~ in the acceptance of 

new technolagy since the supervisars cauld help them 

salve their technical problems. 

·' 
Table 6.3. Carrelatian ta-efficients between Sel~cted 

y 

·x1 

x·· 
2 

X3 

X4 

Supervisory Characteristics and Incarne 

among Maize Farmers. 

V x1 . x2 x3 X4 

1.00000 -0.79507 0.84896 0.8J956 0.96652 

-o. 7950.7 1.00000 -0.66158 -0.9252S. -0.80218 

. 0.84896 -0.66158 1.00000 0.87287 D.91018 

à.83956 -0.92528 0.8728? 1.00000 o.-a.?DB6 
,• 

0.96652 -0.80218 D.91018 0.87086 1.00000 . 
.. 
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Table o.4: Surnrnary Table of Hypotheses 

· Hypotheses 

1. Loan repayment does not depend on 

size of loan 

~. Loan repayrn~nt does not depend on 

farm size 

3. Laan repayment does not depend on 

the farmers' incarne 

4. Loan repayment does not d8pend on 

the farmers' age 

5. Loan r~payment does not depend on 

number or· years of,' farming 

experience 

6. Loan repayment do~s not depend on 

the distance between the farmers' 

home and source of loan 

?. Loan reravment does not depend on 

level of forma! education of the 

farmers 

10? 

Accepted Rejected 

rejected 

rejected 

rejected 

rejected 

rejected 

accepted 

rejected 
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Table.6.4 (Contd.) 

Hypotheses Accepted Rejectèd 

a. Loan repa\jment does not dpend 

on household size of the farmers accepted 

9. Loan repayment does not depend 

on adoption of innovations by 

farmers rejected 

10. Loan repayment does not dc!pend 

on credit needs of. the farmers a·ccepted 
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.6.2.: Factots that Infl4~nce Repayment Rates among 

Rice Farmers • 

. Size of Lean Cx1); The margihal contribution oF size of. 

loan is 0.0004 which is very negligible ta affect 

repayment. Th_e t-value, which i_s less than une (t < 1) 

· shows that the ·effect of size of loan oh tepayment is 

.nat significant (table 6.5). The estimated cc-efficient, 
'. 

'however, shows that as .the size or .loan increases, 

repayment rate also .increases. It must be noted• t6o, 

tha~ som~ farmers who could partly self-fina~c~ did net 

borrow the cor.responding amount ·of loan per hectare. 

Farm Size (X2 ): Farm size is directly related- ta 

repayment rate. Ii has a marginal contrib~tion of 29.358 

with a t-value of 5.089 which is highly significant 

~tatistically at the 1 percent level of confidence. 

Incarne (X
3

): Incarne is a significant determinarit of 

·. repayment. It has a marginal contribution of 0.0014 with 

a t-value of s.744 (table 6.5). 
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Age of Farmers (x4 ): Result shows that age is a significant 

determinant of repayment. As i;,hown in the table, age of 

farmers has a marginal contribution of -0.1394 and a 

com·puteq t-value of -1. 506 which is statisticall~ 

. significant at 10 percent level. The r~~ult also shows 

that ~ge is inversely related ta repayment. 

Numbe~ .of V~ars of Farming Experiente cx5 ): The marginal 

contribution of this variable js 0.0208 with a t-value of 

· less that one (t < 1), which is not significant at any 

of the set levels of confidence. 

Distance between Home and Source of Loan cx6 ): The 

marginal contribution of this variable is -0~1063 (table 

6~5). The t-value, however, of -2.173 is significant at 

1 percent level of confidence. · It is expect~d fr~m the 

result, .therefore, that farm~rs staying far from the 

source of loan are less able and willing ta ray back their 

loans. 
' . 
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Level of Formal Education of Far~ers (X7 ): This 

variable'has a marginal contribution of D.2192 ~nd a. 

t-v~lue of 1.595 which m~ans that loan repayment is 

significan~ly affected by leJel of educ~tion of 

farmers at 10 percent level of probability. 

111 

Household Size (X8 ): Household size takes an estimated 

marginal contribution of D.0530 and a t-valus that is 

less thàn one (t <, 1) which is not significant. However, 

the sign of the marginal ~ontribution shows that as 

household size increases, repàyment alsa increases. 

This phenamen~n may have been accounted for by the fact 

that ric.e production in the state is labour-intensive and 

labour incurs · highest cost of all the variable farm 

inputs, and sa larger household tends to offset part 

of the high cost of hired-labour by way of providing 

family. labour which has zero cost. 

Adoption of Innovations (X9 ): Table 6.5 shows that this 

variable has na sigriificant. influence on repayment tate of 

··,. -~· 
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t~e farmers. The marginal cQntribution.of this 

~ariabl~ is D.5390 and its t-value is D.074. Hawever, 

the sign of the marginal contribution shows that there is 

direct relationship between repayment rate and adoption 

or innovations. It must be noted that rice production in 

t~e stat~ is mono6ultural'and mast of these farmers tend 

ta be familiar with thé traditional techniques af pro"duction of 

tl1e crop. 

Credit Needs Cx 10 ): In table 6.5, credit needs h-s a 

ma~ginal contribution of D.3522 and a t-value of 3.915 which is 

highly significant at 1 percent )evel of ~anfidence. Th~ 

positive sign of the marginal contribution of this variable 

shows that·as credit needs of the farmers incraas~, their 

làan repayment rates also inc~ease. This phenomenon may be 

accounted for by the fact ·that' rice production-. in the state 

at the time of this research ishighly profitable and 

the.more re~sons they give for seeking credit the larger the . . 

size of loan·since this factor (credit needs). ia strongly 
,, 

. 1 
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considered by the lending agency iri determining the 

size of laan given to the farmers as can be seen in 

the Loan Application.Form Format (Appendix XX). It 

must be note6 again that size of loan is directly related 

ta repayment performance (table 6.5). 

Table 6 .5: ~egression Co-effkients, t-Values and Levels 

Varia-
bles 

x1 

X . 
2 

X3 

X4 

X5 

f5 
X7 

xB 
X -

9 

X10 

d.f. 

of Significance of-Ten Independent Variables 

Related to Repayment Rate of SACS Rice Farmers----

Regression Standard t-Values · Levels of 
Co-efficients [rrors Significance 

0.0004 0.00042 0.875 N.S; 

29.358 5.76938 5.089 0.01 

0.0014 D.00025 5.744 0.01 

-0.1394 D.0925~ -1.506" 0.10 

0.0208 0~06482 o. 321" N.s: 

- -D.1063 0.00489 -2.173 0.01 

D.2192 D.13743 1.595 0.10. 
,/· 

0.0530 D.06402 Dii828 N.S. 

0.5390 D.07316 D.074 N.S. 

0.3522 D.08998 3.915 0.01 

54 0.85~ a = 88.36179 

N.s. _ = No Significant beyond 10%. level cf confidence. 
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The co-efficient of multiple determinatlon (R2 ) 

for loan repayment rate of these farmers is 85~6 per 

cent. -This was tested for significance with the 

F-statistic. The result shows that the combined 

eff~cts of size of loan, farm, incarne, age of farmers, 

number of years of farming experien~e, distance 

between home and source of loan, level of forma! 

education of farmers, household.size, adoption of 

inncivations, and credit needs explained 86 percent 

of the variability 6F repèyment and F-test was 

26.13420 indicating a ~ignificant impact- of thesP 

variables on repayment rate (table 6.6). 

Table 6.6: Analysis of Covariance for Testing the 
. . 

Combined Significance of the Ten Independent 

Multiple R 

R Square 

Adjusted R 
Square 

Standard 
Error 

Variables Related to Repayment Rate of 

SACS Rica Farmers~ 

·0.92515 Anova D.F. s.s. M.S. 

0.85590 Regres- 10 287.05306 28.70531 
sion 

D.82315 Residual 44 48.32876 1. 09838 

1.04804 

Anova - Analysis of Covariunce D.F. = Degree of Freedom 

F 

26.13420 

F tab(0.01) 

2.80 

S.S. = Sum of Squares M.S. = Mean Square F = F-statistic. 

= 
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The fciregoing discussion shows that among the 

independent variables hypothesized as having significant 

effects on repayment, the following are to be acc~pted 

and considered as strong determinants of repayment; F~rm 

size, incarne, age of farmers, distance between home and 

source of loan, level of formal education of farmers~ 

and credit needs. 

6.2.1: Relationship bet0een Selected Supervisory 

Characteristics and Incarne among Rice Farmers. 

Number of Farmers Supervised (x
1

): There is an inverse 

relationship between incarne of the farmers (Y) and the 

n~mbe~ of farmers supervised. The correlation cc-efficient 

is -D.44081 (table 6.7). This meahs that incarne 

increases as the number of farmers supervised decreases. 

Furthermore, it implies that the less the number of 

farmers being_ supervised, the better is the quality of 

supervision. 

Le~gth of Service· as t~pervisors _cx2 ): Length of service 

as sup~rvisors is positively related ta incarne. The 

correlation co-efficient of this variable with incarne is 
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D.26442. This means that the more experience the supervisera 

have on the job, the more they can effectively handle 
. . 

farmers problems and consequently enhance increased 

incarne of the farmers. 

Level of F~rmal Training in Agriculture (Xj): This 

supervisory characterist1ss has i direct relationship 

with the farmers' income. The correlation co-efficient 

is D.95669 (table 6.7). In other words, the more 

supervisors are trained in agriculture, the farmers they 

supervise will likely have higher incarne, because they 

can impact more knowledge. 

Number of Farm Visits cx4 ): The number of farm visits 

is d irectly 1·elated ta the farmers: incarne, wi th a 

correlation co-efficient of D.89077 (table 6.7). This 

m8ans that as supervisors visit more their supervised 

far mers, incarne increases. The frequent farm visi ts 

could bolster the farmers' confidence in the acceptance 

of new technology since the supervisors could help them 

salve their technical problems. 
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Table 6.7: Correlation Co-efficients between Selected 
• 

Supervisory Characteristics and Income 

among Rice Farmers. 

y x1 X::::'. x3 X4 
y 1.00000 -D.44UB1 D.25442 D.95559 D.89077 

x1 -D.44081 1.ouooo -0.76~71 -0.54058 -D.43665 

x2 u.~5442 -0.76~71 1.uoooo D.32733 D.21004 

X3 o .• 95b69 -0.64058 0.32733 1.00000 D.87085 

X4 0.89077 -0.43685 0.21004 D.87085 1.00000 
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Table 6.8: Summary Table of Hypatheses 

Hypotheses 

1. Laan repayment does not dpend on 

size of loan 

2. Loan repayment does not depend 

on farm size 

3 •. Loan repayment does not depend 

· on farmers incarne 

4. Laan repayment does not depend 

an the farmers age 

5. Loàn repayment does nat depend 

on number of years of farming 

experience 

o. Loan repayment daes nat depend 

an the distance between the 

farmers• home and source of 

laan 

7. Loan repayment does not depend 

an level of forma! education 

of the farmers 

• 
Accepted 

accepted 

accepted 

118 

Rejected 

rejected 

rejected 

rejected 

• 

rejected 

rejected 
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Table 6..8 (Contd.) 

Hypotheses 

B. Loan repayment does not depend on 

household size of the farmers 

9. Loan repayment does not depend 

on adoption of innovations by 

fàrmers 

10. Loan rep·ayment does not depend on 

credit needs of the farmers 

119 

Acceptee Rejected 

accepted 

accepted 

rejected 
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6.3: Factors that Influence Repayment Rates among 

Poultry Farmers 

• 

Size of Loan (X 1): The marginal contribution of 

size of laan is 23.3272 which is significant ta affect 

repayment. The t-value which is 1.947 shows that the 

effect-of loan size on repayment is significant 

(table 5.9). The estimated cc-efficient indicates 

that as the size of laan increases, repayment alsa 

increases. 

Farm Bize (X2 ): Farm size is directly related ta 

repayment rate. It has a marginal contribution cf 

46.7649 ~ith.a t-value of 2.0298 which is significant 

at 1 percent level cf prabability •. 

Incarne. (X
3
): This variable has a marginal contribution 

of 70~8840 and a t-value of 2.544 which is significant 

at 1 per èent level. Îhis means that a unit increase 

in incarne of the farmers will corresponding~ res~lt ta 

70.8840 units increase in repayment. 
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Age of Farmers cx4): As indicated in table 6.9, 

age of farmers has a m~rginal contribution of 84.1092 

and a computed .t-value of 5 •. 954 which is staj;isticelly 

significant at 1 percent level. The result also 

shows that age has a positive relationship with 

~epayment, that is, as age increases, repayment 

performance likewise increases. · Thus, age is a 

relativ~ly signifitant determinant of repaymènt. 

Number of Yeers af Farming Experience cx5 ): The 

marginal contribution of this vari~ble is ~4.3919-with 

·a t-value of 2.36i whic~ is significant at 1 percent 

level af confidence (table S.9). This means that the 

mare experienced they farmers are, the better their 

repayment performance. 

Distance between ttorne and Source of ~oan (X6 ): The 

marginal contribution of this variable is -1.4589 

(table 6.9). The t-value, however~ of -D.972 is not 

significant at any of the set levels af significance. 
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Nevertheless, the result shows that there is an 

inverse relationship between distance between home and 

source of loan and repayment. It is expecte~ that 

farmers staying far from the credit agency (SACS) are 

less able and willing to repay. 

Level of Formal Education of Farrners (X7 ): This 

variable has a marginal. contribution of 5.9244 and a 

t-value of 1.622 which ii significant at 10 percent 

level of confidence. The result also revealed that 

level of formal education is directly related ta 

repayrnent performance (table 6.9). 

Household Size (X8 ): The marginal contribution of 

household size is 4.1497 and its t-value is 1.041 which 

is not significant at any of the set levels of 

Bignificance, although it.has a direct relationship with 

repayment performance. 

Adoption of Innovations cx9 ): Adoption of innovations 

has a marginal contribution of 9.5179 with a t-value 
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of 3.662 which is significant at 1 percent level of 

probability (table 6.9). This means than an increase 

in the.level of adoption of innovations by iJtlese 

farmers significantly increases their repayment 

performance. 

Credit Needs Cx 10 ): This variable, as shown in table 

6.9, has a marginal contribution of 7.5436 and a t-value 

of 2.994 which is.significant at 1 percent level of 

probability. This means that credit needs is directly 

related ta repayrnent performance. The scheme gave 

more loan ta poultry farmers who indicated_ more 

r~asons for seeking credit. This i~ further explained 

by the impact of size of loan on repayment performance 

(table 6.9). 
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Table 6.9: Regression Co-efficients, t-Values and 

Levels of Significance of Ten In1ependent 

Variables Related to Repayment Rate of 

SA~S Poultry Farmers. 

Varia- Regression Standard . t-Values Levels of 
bles Co-efficients Err ors Significance 

x1 23.3272 11.98317 1.947 0.10 

x2 46.7649 23.03879 . 2.030 0.01 

X3 70.8840 27.86268 2.544 0.01 

X4 84.1092 14.12659 5.954 0.01 

X5 24.3919 10.31235 2.365 0.01 

x6 -1.4589 1.50025 -D.972 N .• S. 

X7 5.9244 3.65189 1.622 0.10 

XB 4.1497 3.98717 1.041 N.S. 

X9 9.5179 2.59927 3.662 0.01 

x10 7.5436 2.51927 2.994 0.01 

d.f. = 149 

R2 
= 0.638 

a = 31.49274 

N.S. = Not significant beyond 10% level of confidence. 
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The cc-efficient of multiple determinatian 

(R 2 ) for loan repayment rate of these farmers is 63.812 
• 

percent. This was tested for significance with the 

F-statistic. The result shows that the combined effects 

of size of loan, farm size, incarne, age qf farrners, 

number of years of farming experience, distance between 

home and source of loan, level of forma! education of 

farmers, household sizé, adoption of innovations 1 -and 

credit needs ek~lained 64 percent of the variability of 

repayment and F~test was 24.51058 which also shows a 

significant impact of these variables an repayment rate 

(table 6.10). 
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Table 6.10: Analysis of Covarianc~ for Testing the 

Combined Significance of the Ten 

lndependent Variabl~s Related to • 

Repayment Rate of SACS Poultry Fermera. 

Multiple 0.79882 Anova D.f. s.s. M.S. 

R Square D.63812 Regres- 10 21329.79959 2132.97996 
sion 

Adjusted R ·• 

·square D.61209 Residual 139 12096.17375 87.02283 

Standard 
Errer 9.32860 

Anova· = Analysis of covariance 

•· D.F., -· Degree of Freedam 

s.s. = Sum of Squares 

M.S. = Mean Squàre 

F = F-statistic ~. 

F -
24.51058 

F . 
tab(D.01 ) 

= 2.32 
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The foregoing that among the 

independent variabl~s hypothesized as having significant 
• 

effects on repayment, the following are ta be accepted and 

considered as strong determinants of repayment: Farm size, 

incarne, age of farmers, number of years of farming 

experience, adoption of innovations, credit needs, level of 

formal education, and size of loan. 

6.3.1: Relationship between Selected Supervisary 

Characteristics and Incarne amang Poultry Farmers. 

Number of Farmers Supervised (X 1 ): Thère is an inverse 

relatianship between incarne of the farmers (V) and the 

numb~r of farmers supervised. The carrelatian cc-efficient 

is -D.89410 (table 6.11). This means th~t incarne increases as 

the number of farmers supervisèd decreases. Furthermare, it 

implies that the less the number of farmers being supervised, 

· the b~tter is the quality of supervision. 

Length of Service as Supervisors Cx2 ): Length of service 

as supervisors is posi tively reh:ited to incarne. The 
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carrelation ca-efficient of this variable with incarne is 

b.71168. This means that the more experierice the super0isors 

have on the job, the more the_y. can effectivefy handle 

farmers prablems and.consequently enhance increased incarne 

of the farmers. 

Level of Formal Training in Agriculture cx3):. This 

supervisory charactetistics has a direct relaiianship with 

the farmers' ·incarne. The carrelatian ca-efficient- is 

0.97813.(table 6.11). In ather words, the -more supervisors 

are trained in agriculture, the farmers they Bupervise will 

likely have higher incarne; because they can impact more 

knowledge. 

Number of Farm Visits (X4 ): The number of farm visits is 

directly related ta the farmers' incarne, with a correlation 

criiefficient of D.097095 (table 6.11). This means that as . . 

the supervisors. visi t more ttieir su.pervised farmers, income 

·1ncreases. _The frequent far~ visits cauld balster the f 8 rmers' 

confidence in the accèptance of.new technology since the 

supervisors· could help them salve their ·technical problems. 
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Table 6.11: Corre lat ion Co-efficients between·selected 

Supcrvisory Characteristics and Incarne among 

Poultry Farmers. • 

V x1 x2 X 
3 

X 4. 

y 1.00000 -D.89410 D.71168 D.97813 D.097095 

x1 -D.89410 1.00000 -0.92112 -0.81877 -0.85655 

xë. D.71168 -0.92112 1.00000 D.66657 D.61237 

x3 0.97813 -Oe81877 D.66657 1.00000 0091856 

X4 IJ.97095 -0.85655 D.61237 D.91856 1.00000 

. "-...... 
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Table 6.12: Summary Tablé af Hypotheses 

Hypotheses 

1. Loan repayment does not depend 

on size of loan 

2. Loan repayment does not depend 

on farm size 

3. Loan repayment does not depend 

on incarne 

4. Loan repayment does not depend 

on age of farmers 

5. Loa~ repayment does not depend 

an number of years of farming 

experience 

6. Laan repayment does not depend 

en the distance between home and 

source of loan 

?. Loan repayment does not depend 

on level of forma! education of 

farmers 

Accepted 

accepted 

130 

Rejected 

rejected 

rejected 

rejected 

rejected 

rejected 

rejected 
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Table 6.12 (Contd.) 

Hypotheses 

8. Loan repayment does not depend 

on household size 

9. · Loan repayrn~nt does not d~pend 

on adoption of innovations by 

farrners 

10. Loan repayment does not depend 

on credit needs of the farmers 

131 

• 
Accepted Rejected 

accepted 

rejected 

rejected 
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CHAPTER VII 

7 •. FACTORS INFLUENCING.CREDIT POTENTIAL 

The objective here is to classify the farme{S 

(Maize, Rice, and Poultry) as either credit-worthy or non­

credit worthy and to evaluate the discriminating powers 

of the independent variables involved. In this case, the 

sEt of independent variables involved are size of loan 

(X 1), farm size (X2 ), incarne cx 3 ), age of farmers cx 4), 

number of years of farming experience Cx5 ), distance between 

home and source of lo~n cx6 ), level of formal education 

on farmers (X7 ), household size cx8 ), adoption of innovations 

cx9 ), and credit needs (x
10

). 

7.1. Factors that Influence Credit Potentials 
among Maize Farmers 

Grouping of maize farmers into two was based on loan 

repayment levEl(Y values). Those whose loàn repayment levels 

are greater tran or equal ta 40 percent (Y::::::> 40) were 

assigned to GrDup I while those below 40 were assigned to 

Sroup II. Those under group I were assumed to be relatively 

credit worthy while those in group II were assumed ta be 

relatively non-credit worthy. Seventeen farmers were on this 

CODESRIA
-LI

BRARY



133 

.basis found ta be relatively credit-worthy while the remaining 

78 were relatively non-credit worthy. 

for the far~~rs is stated in table 7.1. 

The ~sti~ated function 
Il 

Table 7.1. Standardized Canonical Discriminant Function 

Co-efficients (Theoretical). 

X 7 

Variables 

= 

:::: 

= 

:::: 

= 

= 

Size of loan (N) 

Farm size (Ha) 

Inc orne (fi) 

Age of farmers (Vrs) 

Number of years of farming experience 

Distance between home and source of 
loan (kms) 

=·Level of formal education of farmers 
(Vrs) 

= Household size 

= Adoption·of innovaticns (Dummy variable) 

x10 = Credit needs (Dummy v~riable) 

Discrimi:-iant 
Co-efficients 

D.86836 

D.84598 

-D.19814 

o. 76028 

-1.05153 

D.30586 

-D.31952 

D.14760 

D.10605 

D.09172 
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The estimated· c~ntroid for relatively credit worthy 

farmers was found to be 2.93651 while that of the relatively 
• 

non-credit worthy farmers was found to be -0.64001. This 

means that the higher the composite score of any farmer, the 

higher the probability that the farmers will be classified 

2~ being relatively credit-worthy and vice-versa (Appendix IX). 

The contribution of variables to the total discriminant 

score was estimated and e~pressed in percentage form. The 

result is presented in table 7.2. 

Table 7.2. Percentage Contribution of Individual Variables 

to the Total Discriminant Score. 

Variables Co-efficients ·Mean Difference Product % Contri-
bution 

x1 D .. 86835 529.41176 ·459. 71999 45.378 

X2 0.84598 1.29185 1.0928792 0.110 

X 3 -D.19814 2580.0346 511.20805 51.572 

X4 D.76028 5.89744 
1

5.2439856 0.529 
i 

X5 -1.05153 7.05279 7.4162202 0.748 

:x6 0.30586 17.17647 5.2535951 . 0.530 

X 7 -0.31952 1.97888 D.6322917 0.064 

XB D.14750 3.51132 D.5182708 0.052 

Xg 0 .10605 0.47436 0.0503058 D.005 

x10 D.09172 1.18175 0.1083901 0.011 
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It will be noted from table 7.2 that some variables 

mad~ posit~ve contributions ta the total discriminant score 

while others made negative contributions. Incarne contributed 
• 

about 52% of the total value of the discriminant score for 

the function. The negative sjgn obtained for incarne suggests 

that a _far mer' s chance of belongi ng ta the gro_up of 

relativel-y credit-worthy farmers r::duces as his incarne 

increases. "Also a farmer's credit-worthiness will improve 

when size of loan increases. All the ather variables in the 

functian had little or no contributions to the farmers' 

credit-worthiness. 

The_ group means· and difference~ in mean between the 

credit-worthy and non-credit-worthy farmers are set out in 

table 7.3. 

Table 7.3. Group Meane and Mean Differences for the 

Discriminating Variables. 

Credit-worthy Non-Credit- Mean 
Variables Farmers worthy farmers Di fferencE!S 

x1 1529.412 1000.000 529.412 

- X2. 3.176 1.885 1.292 
. . 

X3 5282.471 2702.436 2580.035 

X -
4 47.000 40.103 6.897 

X5 24.412 17.359 7.053 

X5 64.824 · 82.000 17 .176 

X7 6.744 4. 755 1.979 

-Xa 8.077 11.588 3.511 
X9 10.000 9.525 D.474 
X1D 9.054 7.882 1.182 
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The table shows that credit-worthy farmers have relatively 

positive. attitude towards credit than non-credit-worthy farmers • 
• 

The estimated function was subjected to a chi-square· 

test of significance. The result of the test is presented in 

table 7 .4 •. 

Table 7.4. Chi-squared Test of Significance for the 

Discriminant Function. 

Chi-squared 

1 

94.293 

10 D.F. 

The calculated chi-squared at 5% level of significance 

was found ta be 94.293. The tabulated value at the same level is 

18.310. 

Since 
2 2 ?l cal = 94 .293 > "X.: tab = 18. 310, then the 

hypothesis that all the discriminant co-efficients were equal to 

zero is rejected. This means that the estimated function can 

be used to discriminate between relatively credi tworthy and 

relatively non-creditworthy farmers as initially defined. 

Iri order to know how well the function developed in 

the course of this study will perform in classifying the farmErs, 
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the.function was evaluated for each of the 95 farmers involved • 
• 

The result obtained is given in table ?.5. 

Table ?.5. Classification Performance of the Estimated 

Discriminant Function (Theoretical) 

No. of Predicted Group Membership 

Actual Group Cases 1 2 

Group 1 17 13 4 

Subfile Group 1 76.5% 23.5% 

Group 2 78 1 77 

Subfile Group 2 1 • .3% 98.?% 

Percent age of "Grouped" cases Correctly C las si fied: 94.74% 

The proportion of relatively credit worthy farmers 

erroneously classified as being relatively non-credit worthy 

forms about 1% of the 78 known relatively nan-credit worthy 

farmers subjected to the classification. This kind of error 

constitutes a risk in agricultural credit administration. 

Whereas the 1% misclassification of relatively creditworthy 

farmers for rilatively non-credit worthy farmers will mainly 

affect interest earnings foregone, the 24% re lati vely non-credi t 
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worthy farmers may default in the repayment of accruable 

interest as well as the principal loan. 
. . 

The totality of bath 

may be high eriough ta reduce amount of loan available for 

subsequent operations. Because of the dual nature of lasses 

to credit agencies, misclassification errors may lead 

eventually to loan shrinkage, ineffectiveness, and liquidation. 

However, the overall classification performance of the function, 

which is a~out 95% is sufficiently high to alleviate the fear 

assotiated with misclassification error. 

It is important to note here that the above analysis is the 

direct method which is mainly for theoretical purposes. 

For practical purposes and policy implementations, the 

stepwise discriminant selection method is used. The estimated 

function for the farmers is stated in table 7.6. 
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Table 7.6. Standardized Canonical Diicriminant Fünction 

Co-efficients (Practical) 

Variables 

x
1

.= Size of loan (N) 

x
2 

= Farm size (Ha) 

x
4 

= Age of farmers (Yrs) 

x
5 

= Number of years of fa~ming experience 

x
6 

= Distance between home and source 6f 
loan (kms) 

x7 = L--evel of formal education of farmers 
(Yrs) 

• 

Discriminant 
Co-efficients 

D.80779 

D.63828 

D.71118 

0.87357 

-D.26512 

D.35557 

The estimated centroid for relatively creditworthy 

farmers was found ta be 2.89383, while that of relatively 

non-crediworthy farmers was found ta be -D.63071. This 

~eans that the highei the composite score of any farmer, the 

higher the probability that the farmer will be classified 

as betng relatively creditworthy and vice-versa (Appendix X). 

Relative contribution of variables ta the total 

discriminant score was estimated and· expressed in percentage 

form. The result is presented in table 7.7. 
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Table 7.7. Percentage Contribution of Individual 

Variables to the Total Discriminant Score • 

Variables Co-efficients Mean Difference Product 

x· 
1 

0.80779 529.41176 427.65352 

x2 0.63828 _ 1.29185 0.824562 

X 4 0.71118 5.89744 4.9053213 

x5 0.87357 7.05279 5.1611057 

x6 -0.26512 17.17647 4.5538257 

X7 o. 35.557 1 .. 97888 0.7035303 

% Contri 
bution 

96.145 

0.185 

1.103 

1.385 

1.024 

0~158 

It will be noted from table 7.7 that all the variables in the 

function made some contributi~ns to the farmers' credit-worthiness. 

Size of l~an, farrn size, age of farrners, nurnber of years of 

farrning experience, and level of forrnal education of farrners 

made positive contributions while distance between home and 

source of- loan made negative contribution. The positive signs 

obtained for size of loan, farm size, age of farmers, number 

of years of farming experience, and level of formal education 

of farmers suggest that a farmer's chance of belonging to the 

group of relatively creditworthy farmers improvei as his ~ize 

of loan, farm size, age, number of years of farming experience, 
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and level of formal education increase, while the negative 

sign obtained for distance between his home and ~ource of loan 

suggests that a farmer'~ chance ·of beldnging to the group of 

relatively non-creditworthy farmers increases as the distance 

between his home and source of loan increases. Size of loan 

alons account5 for about 96% of the to~al contribution to the 

total discriminant score. 

The group means and differences in mean between the credit­

worthy an'.:! non-credit worthy farmers are set out in table 7.8. 

Table 7.8: Group Means and Mean Differences for Discriminanting 

-Variables. 

Variables Credit-worthy Non-Credit-worthy Mean 
Farmers Farmers Difference 

:<1 1529.412 1000.000 529.412 

<2 3.176 1.885 1 .. 292 

,, 47.000 40.103 6.897 ''4 

x5 24.412 17.359 7.053 

X5 54.824 82.000 17.176 

X7 6.744 4.765 1.979 

The tabl~ shows that creditworthy farmers have relatively 

positive attitude towards credit than non-credit worthy farmers. 
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The estimated function was subjected to a chi-squared 
• 

test of significance. The result of the test is presented in 

table 7.9. 

Table 7.9. Chi-squared Test of Significance for the 

· Discriminant Function. 

Chi-squared 

D.F. 

94.713 

6 

Th~ calculated chi-squared at 5% level of significance 

was found to be 94.713. The tabulated value at the same level 

is 12~590. 

· 2 '!"'/.2 Since ?<.:cal= 94 •. 71::3>,\..tab = 12.590, then the hypothesis 

that all the discr~minant co-efficients were zero is rejected. 

This means that thE~ estimated function can be used to discriminat~ 

between relatively creditworthy and rela~ively non-creditworthy 

farmers as initially defined. 

In order to know how well the function developed in the 

course of this study will perform in classifying the farmers, 

the function was evaluated for each of the 95 farmers involved. 

The result is given in table 7.10. The proportion 
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Table 7.10. Classification Performance of the Estimated 

Discriminant Function (Practical) • 

No. of Predicted Group Membership 
Actual Group Cases 1 2 

Group 1 17 12 5 

Subfi le Group 1 70.5% 29.4% 

Group 2 78 1 77 

Subfile Group 2 1.3% 98.7% 

Percentage of 11 Grouped 11 Cases Correct ly C las si fied: 93.58% 

of relatively creditworthy farmers erroneously classified as 

being relatively non-creditworthy forms about 1% of the 78-

known relatively non-credit worthy farmers subjected ta the 

classification. This kind of error constitutes a risk in 

agricultural credit .administration. Whereas the 1% misclassi­

cation of relatively creditworthy farmers for relatively 

non_.credi tworthy farmers will mai.nly affect interest earnings 

foregone, · the 29% relatively non-c:reditworthy farmers may 

default in the repayment of accruable interèst as well as the 

principal loan. The.totality of both may be high enough to 

reduce amount of loan available for subsequent operations. 
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Because of the dual nature of lasses ta credit agencies, 

misclassification errors may lead eventually to 4loan shrinkage, 

ineffectiveness, and liquidation. However, the overall 

classification performance of the function, which is about 

94%, is sufficiently high ta alleviate the fear associated with 

misclassification error. 

7.2. Factors that Influence Credit Potentials among Rice 

Far mers. 

Grouping of rice farmers into two was based on loan repay­

ment level(Y values). Those whose loan repayment levels 

are equal ta 100 (Y= 100) wer~-assigned ta Group I while 

those below 100 were assigned to Group II. Thase urder group I 

were assumed ta be creditwqrthy while those in graup II were 

assumed ta be non-cred i tworthy. Fi fty-two farn1ers _ were on this 

basis found to be creditworthy while the remaining 3 were 

non-creditworthy. The estimated function for the farmers is 

stated in table 7.11. 

The estimat~d centroid for creditworthy farmers was found 

to be 0~47956 while that of non-creditwarthy farmers was faund 

to be -8.31234. This means that the higher the composite 

score of any farrner, the higher the probability that the farmer 
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Table 7.11. Standardized Canonical Discriminant Furction 

Co-efficients (Theoretical) 

Variables 

x1 = Size of loan (N) 

x2 = Far-m size (Ha) 

x3 = Incarne (W) 

X4 = Age of farmers (Yrs) 

X5 = Number -of years of farming experience 

x6 = Distance between home and source of 
loan (kms) 

x7 = Level of formal education of farmers (Vrs) 

x8 = Household size 

x9 = Adoption of innovations (Dummy variable) 

x1 ~ ~ Credit needs (D~mmy variable) 

• 

Discriminant 
Co-efficients 

D.13567 

-12.00468 

13.85281 

-D.90351 

-D.04345 

-D.30679 

D.41046 

D.61351 

D.30494 

1.19702 

wiil be 6lassified as being creditworthy and vice-versa 

(Appendix XI II). 

The contribution of variables to the total discriminant 

score was estimated and expressed in percent~ge form. The result 

is presented in table 7.12. 
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Table 7.12. Percentage Contribution of lm ividual Variables 

. ta the Total Discrimin~nt Score. 
• 

Variables Co-efficients Mean·Difference Product % Contri 
bution 

x1 0 .. 13567 190.38462 25.829481 0.005 

X .. 2 
-12.00468 1.77564 21.315989 0.004 

x3 13.85281 4Q596.154 563756.D? 99.990 .. 

X4 -0.90361 5 .80769 . 5.2478867 0.001 

X5 -0.04345 6.92308 0.3008078 0.0001 

X 6 -0.30679 -22.08975- 6.7769144 0.001 

X7 0.4.1046 1.73077 0.7104_118 · 0.0001 

X8 D.61351 . 3.24359 1.9899749 0.0004 

X9 D.30494 5.19231 ·1.583343 0.0003· 
•. 

x10 1.19702 4.15385 4.9722415 0.001 

.. 
It will be noted from table 7.12 that some variables made 

positive contributions ta the total discriminant score while some 

others made negative contributirins. Incom~ contributed about 

100% of the total value of the discriminant score for the 

function. The positive sign obtained for incarne suggests that a 

farmers chance of belonging ·to the group of creditworthy farmers. · 
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increases as hiB incarne increases. All the other variables 

in the function had little or no contribution t~ the farmers' 

credit worthiness. 

The grau~ means and differences in mean between·the 

credit worthy and non-credit~orthy farrners are set out in 

table.7.13. Th~ table shows th~t creditworthy farm~rs have 

relètively positiv~ attitude·towards credit than non-credit 

worthy far mers. 

Table 7~13 •. · Group Means and Mean Differences for the 

Discrimina~ing Vari~bles 

Variables Cred i tworthy Non-Creditworthy Mean 
Farmers Farmers Differences 

x1 1390.385 1200.000 190.385 

X2 3.442 1-.667 1 •. 776 

X3 80896.154 40200.000 40696.154 

X . 
'4 50.192 56. 000 5.808 

x· 
5 35.000 28.07? 6.923 

' 
X 6 86.577 108.66? 22.090 

X7 2.731 1.000 1.731 

X-a 15.423 18.667 3.244 

Xg 6.192 1.000 5.192 

x,o. 5.154 1.000 4.154 
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The estimated function was subjected ta a chi-squared 

test of significance. The result- of the test is ~resented in 

table 7.1L. 

Table 7.14. Chi-squared Test of Significance for the 

Discriminant Function 

Chi-squared 

D .. F. 

78.547 

10 

The calculated chi:..squared at 5% level of significance was 

found to be 78.547. The table value at the same level is 18.310. 

Since ry 2 78..547>')( 2 
= 18 .. 310, then the 

r\., cal = .ltab 

hypothesis that all the discriminant cc-efficients were equal to 

zero is rejected. This means that the estimated function can 

be used to discriminate between creditworthy and non-creditworthy 

farmers as initially defined. 

In order to know how well the function developed in the 

course of this study will perform in classifying the farmers, the 

function was evaluated for each of the 55 farmers involved. 
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The result obtained is given in table 7.15. 

Table 7.15. Classification Performance of Estimated 

• 
Discriminant Function (Theoretical) 

!\la. of 
Cases 

Predicted Group Membership 
Actual Group 

Group 1 

Subfile Group 1 

Group 2 

Subfile Group 2 

52 

3 

1 ·2 

52 

100.0% 

0 

0.0% 

D 

o. CJl;G 

3 

100.0% 

Percentage of "Grouped 11 Cases Correctly Classified: 100.00",.(, 

There was no error of misclassification and the overall 

classification performance of the function, which is 100%, 

is sufficiently high ta alleviate the fear associated with 

misclassification èrrors. 

It is important to note here that.the above analysis 

is the direct method which is mainly for theoretical purposes. 

For practical purposes and policy implementations, the 

stepwise discriminant selection method is used. The estimated 

function for the farmers is stated in table 7.16. 
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Table ?.16. Standardized Cananical Discriminant Functian 

Ca-efficients (Practical) 

. Variables 

Xz = Farm size (Ha) 

x3 = Inc orne (fi) 

x5 = f\lumber of years of farming experience 

x6 = Distance between home and source of 
loan (kms) 

X? = Levél of fo1·mal education af farmers 
(Yrs) 

x10 = Credit needs (Dummy variable) 

• 

Discriminant 
Ca-efficients 

12 .. 95211 

14.7?359 

D.40415 

-D.33505 

D.40610 

1.42151 

The estimated centroid for creditworthy farmers 

was found ta be D.45428, while that of non-crditworthy farmers 

was found to be -?.87424~ This means that the higher the 

composite score of any farmer, the higher the probability that 

the f~rmer will be classified as being credit~orthy and 

vice-versa (Appendix XIV). 
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The cortribtition of v~riables ta the total discriminant 
• 

score was estimated and expressed in percentage form. The 

result is presented in table 7.17. · 

Table 7.11;· Percentage Contribution of lndividual Variables 

to the Total Discriminant Score. 

0/ Contri-Variables Co-efficients Mean Difference Product /0 

bution. 

x2 12.96211 . 1 .• 776 23.020707 0.004 

X3 14.77369 40696.154 601232.34 99.99 

X5 0.40415 6.923 2 •. 7979304 0.0005 

X 6 -D.33505 22.090 7.4012545 0.001 

X7 0.40610 · 1. 731 0.7029591 . 0.0001 

x10 1..42151 4.154 5.9049525. 0.001 

It will be noted from table 7.17 that ali the variables 

in the function made some contributions to the total discriminant 

score. Incarne alone contributed about 100% of the total 

value of the discriminant score for the function. The positive 
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sign obtained for incarne suggests that a farmer's chance 
• 

of belonging ta the group of creditworthy farmers increases 

as his incarne increases. All the other variables in the 

function had very little contribution to the farmers' 

credit-worthiness. 

The group means and differences in mean between the 

creditworthy and non-creditworthy farmers are set out in 

table 7~18. The table shows that-creditworthy farmers have 

relatively positive attitude towards credit than non-credit 

worthy farrners. 

Table 7.18. Group Means and Mean Differences for the 

Discriminating Variables. 

Variables CI;'editworthy Non-Creditworthy Mean 
Farmers Farrners Difference 

x2 3.442 1.fi67 1.776 

x3 80896.154 40200.000 40696 .154 

X . 
5 

35.000 28.077 5.923 

X5 85.577 108.657 22.090 

X7 2.731 1.000 1.731 

X10 5.154 1.000 4.154 

CODESRIA
-LI

BRARY



153 

The ~~timated functioM was subjected to a chi-squared 

test of· significance. The result of the test is presented 
• 

in table 7.19. The calculated chi-squared at 5% level of 

signi_ficance was found. ta be 77.507. The table value at the 

saine· level is 12.590. 

Table 7.19. Chi-squared Test of Significance for the 

· Discriminant Function. 

Chi-squared 

D .F •. 

2 · 2 
Since 'x_: cal= 77.5D7>'1(tab = 

77.507 

6 

12.590, then the 

hypathesis that all the discriminant cc-efficients were equal 

ta zero is rejected. This means. that the estimated function 

can be used to discriminate between creditworthy and nali­

creditworthy farmers as initially defihed. 

In order-to know how well the function developed in 

the cour~e of this study will perform in classifying the far~ers, 

the function was evaluated for each of the 55 farmers 

involved. 

The result obtained is given in table 7.20. 
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• Table 7 .20. Classification Performance of Estimated 

Discriminant Function (Practical) 

Actual Group 

Group 1 

Subfile Group 1 

Group 2 

Subfile Group 2 

No. of 
Cases 

52 

3 

Pred icted Group Mernbership 
1 2 

52 

100.0% 

D 

D.0% 

D 

D.0% 

3 

100.0% 

· Percentage of "Grouped II Cases Currectly Classi fied: 100. 00% 

There was no error of mlsclassification and the overall 

classification performance o' the function, which is 100%, 

is sufficiently high to alle\liate the fear associated with 

rnisclassification error. 
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among Poultry Farmers. 
• 
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Grouping of poultry farmers into two was ba~ed on loan 

repayment leve·1 (Y values). Tho se whose loan repayment levels 

are e~ual ta ·100 percent (Y= 100) were assigned to Group I 

while those below 100 were assigned to Group II. Those under 

group I were assumed to be Freditworthy while thosè in group 

II were assumed to be non creditworthy. Twenty-four farmets 

were on this basis found to be creditworthy while the 

remaining 126 were non-creditworthy. The estimated function 

for the farmers is stated in table 7.21. 
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Table 7.21. Standardized Canonical Discriminant Function 

Co-efficients (Theoretical) 

Variables 

X~ 
1 

= 

::: 

Size of loan (N) 

Farm size (No. of birdB) 

Inc orne (N) 

x
4 

= Age of farmers (Yrs) 

x
5

. - Number of years of farming.experience 

- . Distance between home and ·source of 
loan (kms) 

= · L~vel of formal education of farmers 
(Vrs) 

x8· = Household size 

Adoption of innovations (Durnmy variable) 

Credit heeds (Dummy ~ariable) 

4 

Discriminant 
Ca-efficients 

-D.55340 

D.24912 

0.00000 

1.07550 

-D.46257 

D.31091 

..;.o.47so1 

D.23944 

-0.12101 

D.10280 

The estirnated centroid for creditworthy farrners was 

found to be 1.09845 while that of non-creditworthy farmers 

'was found to be -D.20923. This means that· the·higher the 
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composite score of any farmer, the higher the probability 

• 
that the farmer will be classified as being creditworthy 

and vice-versa (Appendix XVII). 

Îhe contribution of variables ta the totàl discriminant 

score was estimated and expressed in percentage form. The 

result is presented i~ table 7.22. 

Table 7.22. Percent~ge Coniributicin of Inciividual Variables 

ta the Total Discriminant Score. 

Variables Co-efficients Mean D ifference Product % Contri-
bution 

X 1. -D.55340 95.2381 52. 704754 71.039 

x2. 0.24912 41.40675 10.315249 - 13. 904 

x3 0.00000 1372.62 0.00000 0.000 

X4 1.07550 6.35317 6.8328343 9.210 

x5 -D.46257 D.92857 D.4295286 0.579 

X5 0.3109'.1 5.82738 1.8117907 2.442 

X7 -D.47801 2.68651 1.2841786 1.731 

XB D.23944 3.11706 0.7463488 1.006 

X9 -D.12101 D.29365 D.0355:545 0.048 

x10 D.10280 D.30159 0.0310034 D.042 
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It wi 11 be notèd from table 7-.22 that some variables made 
• 

positive contributions to the total discriminant score while 

some others made negative contributions. Incarne made nG 

coMtribution at all because the variable did not pass the 

toler2:1ce test. Size of loan contributed about 71% of the total 

discriminant score ·for th~ function. The negative sign obtained 

for this_ variable suggests thet a farmer's chance of belonging 

to the group of creditworthy farmers reduces as his size nf 

loan increases. The other variables that made some contribution 

are farm size,.age of farmers, distance between home and source of 

loan, level cif formal education of farmers, and household size. 

The group means and differences in mean between the 

creditworthy and nan-creditworthy farmers are set out in table 

7.23~ The table shows that creditworthy farmers have relatively 

positive attitude towards credit than non-creditworthy farmers~ CODESRIA
-LI

BRARY
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Table 7.23. · Group Means and Mean Dif'ferences· for the 

• Discriminating Variables. 

Variables Creditworth Non-creditworthy Mean 
Farmers · Far mers Differences 

x.1 6595.238 6500~000 95.238 

X . 
2 385.042 343.635 41.407 

X. 3 
16964.500 15591.881 1372.620 

X . 
4 

. 49.083 42.730 6.353 

X-5 8.500 7.571 0.929 

x6 73.958 ·79. 786 5.827 

X7 10.437 7.750 2.687 

X 8 10.458 7.341 3 •. 117 

X'. 
·9 

10.000 9.706 0.294 

x10 10.000 9.747 0.302 CODESRIA
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The estimated funètion was subjected to a chi-squared 

• test of significance. The result of the test is presented 

in table 7.24. 

Table 7.24. Chi-Squared Test of Significance for the 

Discriminant Function. 

Chi-Squared 

D.F. 

30.049 

9 

The calculated chi-squared at 5% level of significance 

was found to be 30~049. The tabulated value at the same level 

is 16.920. 

2 2 
Since ?( Cal = 3D.D49>~tab = 16.920, then the 

hypothesis that all the discriminant coefficients were equal 

td iero:is rejected. This means that the estimated function 

can be used to discriminate between creditworthy and non­

creditworthy farmers as initially defined. 

In order to know how well the function developed in 

the course of this study will perform in classifying the farmers, 
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the function was evaluated for each of the 150 f.armers 

invo lved. 

The result obtained is given in table 7.25. 

Table 7~25. Classification Performance of Estimated 

6isctiminant Function (Theoietical) 

No. of 
Cases 

Predicted Group Membership 
Actual Group 

Group 1 

Subfile Group 1 

Group 2 

Subfile Group 2 

24 

126 

1 2 

20 

83.3% 

41 

32.5%-

4 

16.7% 

Percentage of "Grouped" Cases Correctly Classified: 

85 

67.5% 

70.00% 

The proportion of non-credi twarthy far mers errar:ieously 

classified as being creditworthy farmers forms about 17% 

of the 24 known creditworthy farmers subjected to the 

classification. This _k ind of errar consti tut es the greatest 
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risk in agricultural crsdit administration. Whereas the 

17% misclassificatian of nan-creditworthy farmer~ far 

creditworthy farmers may lead ta default in the repayment 

of accruable interest as well as the principal loan, the 

~3% misclassification of creditworthy farmers far nan-credit 

worthy farmers will mainly affect interest earnings foregone. 

The totality of.bath may be high enough to reduce amount of 

loan available for subsequent operations. Because of the 

dual nature of lasses to credit agencies, misclassification 

errors may lead eventually ta loan shrinkage, ineffectiveness, 

and liquidation. The classificatioh performance of the function~ 

which is 70%, is not sufficiently high enaugh ta alleviate 

the fear associated with misclassification errars. Th~ result 

will no doub~ be improved upon by séarching for more discriminating 

characteristics. 
,. 

Again, it is important ta note here that the above analysis 

is the direct ~ethod approach, which is mainly for theoretic~l 

purposes. 
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For practical purpos~s and policy implementations, 

the stepwise discriminant selection method is ue1Bd. The 

estimated function for the farmers is stated in table 

7.26. 

Table· 7 .26. Standard ized Canonical Discriminant Function 

Co-efficients (Practical) 

Variables 

X4 = .Age of Farmers (Yrs) 

x6 = Distance oetween home and source of 
loan (kms) 

X = L-evèl of formal education of farmers 7 (Yrs) 

Discriminant 
Co-efficients 

D.79863 

-D.25264 

D.31171 

The estimated centroid for creditworthy farmers was found • 

ta be 1.03765, while that of non-creditworthy farmers was 

found to be -D.19765. This means that the.higher the composite 

score of any farmer, the higher the probability that the 

farmer will be·classified· as being creditworthy and vice-versa 

(Appendix XVIII). 

CODESRIA
-LI

BRARY



164 

The contribution of variables to the total discriminant 
• 

scores was estimated. and expressed in percentage form. The 

result is·. present~d in table 7.27. 

Table 7.27. Percentage Contribution of Individual 

Variables to the Total Discriminant Score. 

Variables . Co-efficients Mean Difference Product 

X4 D.79863 6.35317 5 •. 0738321 

x6 -0.25264 5.82738 1.4722292 

X7 D.311?1 2.68651 D.837412 

% Contri--
bution 

68.719 

19.940 

11.342 

It will be noted from table ?.27 th~i all the variébl~s;made 

some contrlbutions to the farmers' credit-warthiness. Age of 

far~ers and level of formal education of farmers made positive 

contributions while distance between home and source of laan 

made negative contribution. The positive signs obtained for 

age of farmers and level of .formal education of farmers suggest 
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that a farmer's chance of belanging ta the graup-af 

creditworthy farmers increases as his age and level of 
• 

formal edücation increase, while the negative sign 

obtained for distance between home and source of loan 

suggests that a farmer's chance of 13elonging ta the group 

of non-creditworthy farrners incieases as the distance between 

his home and source of loan increases. Age of farmers alon~ 

accounts for about 59% of the total cont~ibution ta the 

total discriminant scare • 

. The group means and differences in mean between 

the credi twarthy and nan-creditwarthy farmers are set out in 

table 7 .28. 

Table 7.28. Group Me ans and· Mean Di fferences for Discriminating 

Variables. 

Variab.les Creditworthy Farmers Nan-Creditworthy Mean 
. Farmers Differences 

X4 49.083 42.730 6.353 

X5 73.958 79.786 5.827 

X7 10.437 7 .. 750 2.587 
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The table shows that creditworthy farmers have relatively 

positive attitude towards credit than non-creditujprthy farmers. 

The estimated function was subjected ta a chi-squared 

test of significance. The result of the test is presented in 

tabie 7.29. 

Table 7.29. Chi-Squared Test of Significance for the 

Discriminant Functian. 

Chi-Squared 

· D.F. 

27.667 

3 

The calculated chi-squared at 5% level of significance 

was found to be 27.667. The tabulated value at the same level 

is 7.810. 

Sirice ~
2 
cal = 27.667>ttab = 7 .. 810, then the hypothesis 

that all the discriminant co-efficients were equal ta zero is 

rejected. This means that the estimated function can be used 

to discriminate between creditworthy and non-creditworthy 

farmers as initially defined. 
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In order to know how well the function developed in the 

course of this st~dy will perform in classifying the farmers, 

the function was evaluated for each of the 150 f~rmers 

involved. 

The result ontained is given in table 7.30. 

Table 7.30. Classification Performance of Estimated 

Discriminant Function (Practical) 

l\lo. of Predicted Gro_up Member·ship 
Actual Group Cases 1 .. 2 

Group 1 2~- 18 6 

. Si.Jbfi le Group 1 75.0% 25. [yife 

Group 2 126 41 85 

Subfile Group 2 32.5% 6.?.5% 

Percentage of "GroUpedl' Cases Correctly Classified: 68.67% 

The ~roportion of non-creditworthy farmers erroneously 

classified as being creditworthy farmers forms about 25% _of 

.. 

the 24 known creditworthy farmers subjected to the classification. 

This kind of error constitutes the greatest risk in agritultural 

credit administration. Whereas the 25% misclassification of 
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non-credi tworthy farmers for cred i"tworthy far mers may lead 

to default in the repayment of accurable interest as well as 
• 

the principal loan, the 33% misclassification of creditworthy 

farmers for non-creditworthy farmers will ~ainly affect 

interest èarnings foregone. The totality of bath may be 

high enough to reduce amount of loan available for subsequent 

operations. Because of the dual nature of lasses to credit 

agencies, misclassificaticrn errors may lead.eventually to loan 

shrinkage, ineffectiveness, · and liquidation. The classification 

performanc~ of the functibn, which is about 69%, is not 

sufficiently high to alleviate the fear associated with 

misclassification errors. The result will no doubt be improved 

by ~earching for more discriminating characteristics. 

Table 7.31. Summary Table of Indices 

Type of Enterprise Index (Theoretical) Index 
C Pra et ical) 

Maize 1.14825 1.13156 

Rice -3.91639 -3.70998 

Poultry D.444615 D.4200 
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CHAPTER VIII 

B. SUMHARY, COP.JCLUSI0fJ5, AND RECOMMErJDATI~NS 

8.1 Summary _and Conclusions:-

With emphasis on credit extension decisions, the 

perfcrmance ~f Ana~bra 5tate 5upervised Agricultural 

Credi t Scheme (SACS) was e.valuated. 
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The study found that, on the average,_ the size of 

loan giv~n to maize farmers was #1178.95; rice farmers, 

81385.45; and poultry farmsrs, N5117.89, indicating that 

poultry farmers received higher unit loans. 

One of the greatest problems to increased farm 

output and enhanced· incarne for crop farmers in Anambra 

State was the scarcity of land. On the average, maize 

farmers h1d 2.11 hectares of farm; and rice farmers, 

3.55 hect;1res. Al though 3% of the maize farmers had 

4 hectareE, 27% of the farms were 3 hectares; 47%, 

2 hectarès; while 22% were 1 hectare. In the 

case of rice farmers, 44% of them had farm size of 4 

hectarès; 49.% were 3 hectares; 5% were 2 hectares; while 

about 2 were 1 hectare. This shows that rice · 
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farmers had laig2r farms r~lative to thE rnaize farmers. 

Poultry was the only enterprise •. Among them, 3!i% kept less than 

200 birds; 25% kept between 200 and 300 birds; 0% kept 

between 301 and 400; 5% kept between 401 and 500; 1 é/.;. kept 

bet1een 50-, ::nr: s [1[1; 16jf kEpt bet,..:Jeen 60'1 and 70[. :.J' ile 2'' k2pt 

jetwe~n 70~ :rd CCC jir~s. The ov2ra;2 unit was a=~~t 352 

birds. 

Th2 gross inconE of maize farmers, ~n the average, ~as. 

N3164.20 while that of rice farrners was N7B,51D.9D 

indicating that rice farrners made more revenues frorn their 

farm business than the rnaize farmers. The gross income 

of the poultry farmers was about N15,685.60, on the 

average. 

In terms of age, 2% of the maize farmers were less 

than 30 years old; 55% were between 30 and 40 years; 

42% were between 41 and 50 years; while 5% were between 

51 and 60 years old. For the rice farmers, 4% of them 

were betwe·en 30 and 40 years Dld; 42% were between 41 

and 50 y2ars; while 54% were between 51 and 50 years old. 
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For the poultry farmers, 35% of them were between 30 

" and 40 years old; 56% were between 41 and 50 years; while 

55% were between 51 and 60 years of age. These indicate 

that therè are older farmers in rice than in maize 

and poultry showing that rice farming is more of a 

tradition in the parts of the state where they are 

cultivated. 

Each maize farm family was made up of about 10 

individuals; rice farm family about 17 individuals; .and 

poultry farm family about 9 individuals, revealing that 

rice farmers had the highest number of dependants. 

The number of years of farming experience of the 

maize farmers, on the average was about 19 years; that 

of rice farmers, about 28 years; whiJ.e that of the 

poul try. farmers was about 8 years, ir•dicating that 

rice farming has been the traditional-mainstay of the 

people of the areas studied. 
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• 
The average distance between home and source of loan 

for the farmers is about 78.45 kilometres. 

On the level of forma! education of the farmers, 

about 97% of the maize farmers had forma! education; . . 

about 49% for rice farmers; whil~ all the poultry 

farmers received formal education, indicating that 

there were less educated farmers in rice production in the 

state. 

_Ninety-seven percent of the rnaize farrners adopted 

innovations; 55% ~dopted in rice production; while about 

98% adopted in poultry production. 

On why they sought credit, 88% of the maize 

farrners gave more t!1an one reason for seeking credit; 40% 

gave more than one ~eason in the case of rice farrners; 

while about 99% gav~ more than one in the case of poultry 

farmers. 

On loan repayment rate, all the rnaize farmers 

could not repay their loans. Dnly 5% of the rice farmers 
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could not repay theirs; wnile 84% of the poultry farmers 

could nat repay theirs completely. This indicâ'tes that 

rice · farmers were doing very well in laan repayment 

performance. 

On interest rate~ all the farmers agreed that 

interest charges are too high and preferred interest 

charge of about 2% insteap.of the present rate of 15.5%. 

Also all the farmers agreed that the lending exercise is 

time consuming and concluded. that the lending shouli::I be. 

done before the month of March to enable them prepare for 

planting. 

On form of laan disbursement ta farmers, 96% of 

the farmers preferred their loans in cash, while 4% of 

them preferred it in bath cash and kind. 

The scheme operators, that is, the scheme supervisars 

had same problems such as inadequate fund for maintaining 

the vehicles used for field work, lack of Local Transport 

and Travelling Allawance (L. T. and T.), and job 

stagnation. 

The camman problems indicated by the farmers 

. include bad weather, pests and dise~ses, and low price 
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of their farm products, especially during harvest time. 

About 87% of the farmers indicated bad weather condition; • 
76% indic~ted _pests and diseases; while 69% indicated low 

price of farm products. 

On farmer and farm characteristics betweeh repayment 

groups, low repayment maize farmers had an average lo~n 

size of N1022.73 ~hile high repayment ones had N2DDO on ~he 

average. Low repayrnent rnaize farmers had an average 

farrn size of 2.03 hectares while high repayrnent ones had 

an average of 3.14 hectares. Low repayment maize farmers 

had an average incarne of ~2912.51 while high repayment 

ones had #6327.29, on the average. Law repayrnent. 

maize.farmers had an average of 35.55 years while high 

repayment 6nes were 46.29 years old, on the average. The 

average number of years of farming experience rif low 

repayment maize farmers was 18.24 years while that of the 

high repayment ones was, on the average 23.43 .vears. 

The average distance between home and source of loan 

for the low repayment maize farmers was 79.81 kilometres 

while that of the high repayment ones was 67.86 kilometres, 
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on the average. The average level of formal education of 

low repay~ent maize farmers was 6.42 years while that of 

• high repayment on~s was 6.00 years. The average number 

of dependants for low repayment maize farmers was 9 

.persans; while that of high repayment ones was 11 persans. 

' Ninety-seven percent of the low repayment maize farmers 

adopted innovations, while 3% of them did not adopt any 

innovation. All the high repayment maize farmers 

adopted innovations. Eighty-nine per ~ent of the low 

repayment maize farmeré had high credit needsl while 11% 

of them had low credit needs. Eighty-six percent of the 

high repayment maize farmers had high credit needs, while 

14% of them had low credit needs. 

In the case of rice farmers, the average size of·loan for 

all the rice farmers was about H138D. All of them were in the 

high repayment category. The average farm size operated by 

rice farrner-borrowers was about 3.35 hectares. All.the farmers 

were in the high.repayment category. The average incarne among 

the ~ice fa~mer-loan beneficiaries surveyed was about W78676. 

All ·the farmers were in the high repayment category. The 

average age of rice farmer-borrowers was about 50.51 years old. 
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All the farmer-borrowers belong to the high repàyment 

catego~y. None of the rice farmer-clients was in the low 

repayment category and. they had an average of abml't 28.45 

years in farming. Rice farmer-borrowers surveyed had an_average 

distance of about 87.78 kilometres away from the source of loan. 

All the farmers were less delinquent in terms of repayment. 

Rice farmer-borrowers had an average of about 2.54 years of 

schooling. All the farmers ~ere less delinquent in terms of 

repayment. There is an average of about 16 members per househcild 

among the rice farmer-respondents. · Between repayment categories, 

however, all the members were in the high repayment category 

as there were no low repayment farmers in the enterprise. 

Thirty of the high repa_yment rice farmers were adopters of 

innovations~ indicating that 55 percent of the high repayment 

rice farmers were adopters of innovations while about 45 percent 

of them were non-adopters. All the rice farmers werè in the 

high repayment category. Twenty-three of the high repayment rice 

farmers had high credit needs, indicating that about 42 percent 

of the high repayment rice farmers had high cred~t needs while 

about 58 percent of them had low credit needs. All the rice 

farmers were in the high repayment category. 
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In th~ ~ase of poultry farrners, low repayrnerii poultry 

farmers had an average size of loan of J\17500. DQ while the 

high repayment ones had N6554.79. Law repayment 

poultry farmers hàd an àverage farm size of 503 birds 

while that of high repayment ones was 347 birds. Low 

repay~ent poultry farmers had, on the average, incarne of 

N22,D59.50 while that of high repayrnent ones was fü15,64D.32. 

The average.age of low repayment pbultry farmers was 

35 yèars while that of high repayment ones was 43.99 

years old. Law r~payment poultry farmers had an average 

number of y1:?ars of farming experience of 5.50 years while. 

that of high repayment ones was 7.75 years. Law repayment 

poultry farmers, on the average, had 51.75 kilornetres as 

distance from their homes ta the source of loan while that 

of high repayment ones was 79.32. Law repayment poultry 

farmers had 13.00 years as level of education, on the 

average, while that of high repayment farmers was_ 9.93 

years. The average number of dependants for low repayment 

poultry farmers was 5 persan~ while that of high repayment 

far mers was 8 persans. Twenty-five per cent of the 

low repayment poultry farmers adopted innovations while 75% 

of them did not adopt. Also 50% of the low repayment 
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poultry farmers had high credit needs whil~ 50% of them had 

low credit needs. • 
In conclusion, it i~ clear that poultrv farmers were 

not consistent in their repayment characteristics compared 

to maize and iice farmers. This is evident from the high 

misclaseification error recorC2~ e~ong poLlltry farmers as 

compar~d to maize and rice far~2rs. Efforts should, 

therefors, be made by the scheme authorities to identify 

and give loans to credit-worthy poultry farmers. It 

should be note~, at this pciint, that the Anambra State 

Supervised Agricultural Credit Scheme (SACS) has stopped 

giving out loans to poultry farmers in the state. 

Although loan repayment performance was poorest 

amohg the maize farmers, there is much room for improve­

ment on their repayment perfcirmance, considering the fact 

that their characteristics were more consist~nt than those 

of the poultry farmers in terms of repayrnent rate. What 

is needed is intensive efforts by the supervisors 

to look into their production and marketing ·problems. 

Rice farm~rs had little problem·in their repayment 

performance. 
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The results of the multiple regression analysis 

shawed.that ·among the independent variables hyi:fothesized as 

having effects on the repayment rate of maize farmers, size 

of loan, farm size, incarne, age of farmers, number of 

years o~ farming experience, level of formal education, 

and adoption of innovations were strong determinants of 

repayment rate. In the c?se of rice farmers, farm-size, 

incarné, age of farmers, distance between home and source 

of loan, level.of formal. education, and credit needs 

were strong determinants of repayment rate; and in the 

case of poultry farmers, size of loan, farm-size, incarne, 

age_ of ·farmers, nulliber of years of farming experience_, 

level of _formal education, adoption of innovation, and 

credit needs were strong determinants of repayment rate. 

The results of the muitiple correlation analysis 

revealed that among the independent variables hypothesized 

as having reiationships wi th thè farmers-1 incarne, number 

of farmers aupervised had an inverse relationship with 

the farmers' incarne, while length of service as supervisors, 

level of. formal training in agriculture, and number of 

farm visits showed direct relationship. 
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The results of the discriminant analysis revealed 

that a~ong the independent variables hypothesiz~d ~s 

having effects on the credit-worthiness of the maize farm~rs, 

size of loan~ farm size, age of farmers, number of years 

of farming experience, distance between hom~ and sou~ce of 

loan, and level of forrnal education of farmers were strong 

determinants of credit-worthiness. In the case of rice 

farmers, farm size, incarne, ·number of years of farming 

experience, distance between home and source of loan, level 

of fo~mal education of farmers, and credit needs were 

strong determin~nts of credit-worthiness, and in the case of 

poultry farmers, age of farmers, distance between home and 

source of .loan, and level of formal education of farmers were 

strong determinants of credit-worthiness. 

The critical value of the discriminant score for the 

maize farmers w~s theoretically 1.14825, and pr~ctically 1.1315~. 

The critical value of the discriminant score for the rice 

farmers was theoretically -3.91639, and practically -3.70998. 

That of the poultry farmers was theoretically 0.444615, and 

~ 
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practically D.4200. Twenty-nine percent of the maize 

farmers who were given loan were not qualified w~ile 1% 

of those who were ~ot given were qualified, and therefore, 

the percent age of !'grouped" cases correctly classi fied 

was 94%. In the case of rice farmers, all the farmers who 

were qualified for loan were given loan indicating that the 

percentage of 11 group2d 11 cas~s correctly classified was 100%, 

and in the case of poultry farmers, 25% of poultry_farmers 

whc were given loan wer~ not qualified while 33% of poultry 

farmers who were not given loan were qualified and, therefore, 

the percentage of "grouped 11 cases correctly classified was 

69%. This indicates that there were more credit-worthy farmers 

who were not given loan among the poultry farmers compared to 

maize and rice farmers. 

The conclusions which are derived from this study are 

as follows: 

1. Loan repayment rate of maize farmers is directly 

related to size of loan, farm size, incarne, age of 

farmers, number of years of farming experience, 
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level of formal education of farmers, and 

adoption of innovations. Highly signiPicant 

determinants of loan repayment are size of loan, 

incarne, number of years of farming experience, 

and adoption of innovations. The farmers' 

credit-worthiness is directly related to size of 

loan, farm size, age of farmers, number of years 

of farming experience, and level of formel education 

of farmers, and inversely rel~ted to distance 

between home and source of loan. Highly significant 

discriminator of credit~worthiness for the farmers 

is size of loan. 

2. Loan repayment rate of rice farmers is directly 

related to farm size, incarne, level of formal 

education, and credit needs, and inversely 

related to age of farmers, and distance between 

home and source of loan. Highly significant 

deierminants of loan repayment are farm size, incarne, 

distance between home and source of loan, and 

credit needs. The farrners' credit-worthiness is 
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directly related to farm size, income, number of 

years of farming experience, level of formal education 
• 

of farmers I and credi t needs I and inversely related to 

distance between home and source of loan. Highly 

significant discriminator of credit-worthiness for 

the f,armers is incarne. 

3. Loan repayment rate of poultry farm~rs is directly_ 

related to size of loan, farm size, income, age of 

farmers, number of years of farming experience, level 

of formal education of farmers, adoption of innovations, 

and credit needs. Highly significant determinants of 

lo~n repayment are farm size, income, age of farmers 1 

number of years of farming experience, adoption of 

innovations, and credit needs. The farmerst credit­

worthiness is directly related to age of farmers and 

level of formal education of farmers, and inversely 

related to distance between home and source of loan. 

Highly significant discriminators of credit-worthiness 

for the farmers are age of farmers, distance between 

home and source of loan, and level of formal education 

·of farmers. 

CODESRIA
-LI

BRARY



184 

4. Incarne of maize farmers is positively correlated 

with length of se~vice of the supervisors as 
• 

supervisors, level of formal training in agriculture, 

and number of farm visits by the supervisors, and 

negatively correlated with number of farmers supervised 

by the supervisDrs. 

5. lncome of rice farmers is positively correlated with 

length of service of the supervisors as supervisors, 

level of formal training in agriculture, and number 

of farm visits by the supervisors, and negatively 

correlated with number of farmers supervised by the 

supervisors. 

6. Incarne of poultry farmers is positively correlated 

. with length of service of the ·supervisors as supervisors, 

level of formal training in agriculture, and number of 

farm visits by the supervisors, and negatively correlated 

with number of farmers supervised by the supervisors. 

8.2 Recommendations:-

Farmers encountered many problems in trying to secure 

loana while the Supervised Agricultural Credit Scheme also had 
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problems in the disbursement and collection of their 

loans. Considering the immense benefits that.can be 

derived from a well administered credit scheme, some 

recommendations are offered below: 

1. Effort should be made to improve on the level 

of incarne of these farmers, esp~cially maize 

and poul try farmers, · through incre2sing _the 

resources controlled in improvement of production 

technology. 

2. Credit agencies should be readily accessible 

at the village level if their impact is to be 

felt by small farmers. This should be done by 

decentralization of the operations of the scheme, 

although it will incure some high administrative 

costs -in tl1e short-run. 

3. Because of its usefulness, farmers should be 

given training on basic farm management and 

production techniques by the supervisors of the 

Supervised Agricultural Credit Scheme. 
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4~ It has been documented by some authors that group 

farmers generally perform better than ind!vidual 

farmers in the repayment of their loans. Here, it 

is suggested that a co-ordinàted credit delivery system 

be evolved by the Scheme. This can be done by the 

SupErvised Agricultural Credit Scheme giving loans 

to farmers through t.heir co-operative societies. 

This ~ill be doubly beneficial since it will make for 

easier access to loans on the part of the farmers and 

a high recovery rate for the scheme. This is a more· 

effective way of credit recovery. 

5. Since agricultural production has the characteristics 

of being seasonal, the Supervised Agricultural Credit 

3cheme should process farmers' applications with 
. . 

despatch. This will enable the farmers to buy production 

~nputs and carry out other requisite operations at 

appropriate periods. 
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5. The success of the scheme depends, ta a large extent, 
• 

on the staff of these institutions. Where they are 

well remunerated, they will be in a posit~on to give 

out their best. Thus, it is suggested that the 

supervisors of the scherne be given adequate 

encouragement and incentives in the job. There is also 

the possibility of improving the farrners' welfare by 

employing more number of qualified and experienced 

supervisory staff since it has been shown that the 

number of farmeis supervised by a supervisor has an 

inverse relationship with the farmers' incarne. 

7. Maize farmers who have relatively large farm size, 

are older in age, have high number of years of farming 

experience, short distance between home and source 

of loan, and high level of formal education should be 

given loan. 
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8. Rice farmers who have large farm size, hi~h incarne, 

high number of years of farming experience, short 

distance between home and source of loan, high 

level of formal education, and high credit needs 

should be given loan. 

9. PoultrV farmers who ~re older in age, have short 

distance between home and sburce of loan, and high level 

of formal education should be given loan. 

10. fi~~liy,. the administration of Anambra State 

Supervised Agricultural Credit Scheme should corisider 

thesè recommendations critically and possibly 

restructure the contents of the loan application forms 

issued ta farmers by emphasising more on these 

farmer characteristics as may affect the overall 

performance of the scheme. 
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8~3. Limitatiori3of the Study and Suggestions for 

Further Study: • 

In the course of this study, certain deficient 

areas of interest were identified on which further 

investigation need to be conducted. These include: 

1~ The identification problem. It is obvious from 

this study that factors influencing the repayment 

rate and credit-worthiness of maize and rice 

farmers, though similar, should be quite different 

from those affecting _those of poültry farmers 

generally~ · This is evident from the relatively 

189 

low co-efficient of determination, low canonical 

carrelatiàn cc-efficient, and· high Wilks' Lambda values 

for paultry farmers. Thus, the characteristics of 

rnaize and rice production are bath agranamicnlly and 

sacio-econamically sirnilar compared to those of 

paulti'y production. Further research shauld, 

therefore, be carried out ta identify thase other 

factors that are peculiar ta poul try production 

which can greatly influence the repayment performance 
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and credit-worthiness of poultry farmers. These 

other factors, when identified, could imminsely 

• help_ the ~nambra State Supervised Agricultural 

Credit Scheme in the finance of poultry production. 

The scheme has stopped financing poultry production 

in the State. 

2. The need to compare the a]ricultural zones. Further 

study needs to be carnied out to compare incarne, 

repayment performance, and credit-worthiness of the 

farmers in the five agricultural zones of the state. 

This is necessitated by the fact that agricultural 

production and marketing in these zones rnay not be 

similar and may, therefore~ give rise to 

differentials in the farmers' loan repayment 

aerformance, and credit-worthiness. If these 

Hfferentials- hë1ppen to exist and are detected, the 

scheme will be in~ good positiorr ta formulate a 

n~re effective agricultural credit policy for the 

farmers in the State. 
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APPEf~DIX I 

FOOD PRLJDUCTIDN IN MILLION TDNN~S, 1974 - 1978 
• 

S/ï~o. Items 1974 1976 1977 1978 

1. MillE:t 5.60 L .E:iD L.90 2.90 

~- Guinea Corn 5.EiD 2.60 3.30 3.30 

3. Maize D.55 1.33 D.77 1.14 

4. Cowpea - .. D.86 0.4·1 D.71 

s·. Vam - 8.62 6.69 7.70 

6. Cassava - 2.52 1.97 2.20 

7. Groundnut 1.95 D.45 D.59 D.52 

8. Melon D.05 0.21 D.14 D.18 

9. Rice D.53 D.52 D.41 D.42 

10. Cocoy am 0.48 0.50 0.40 Oo50 

11. Poultry (MilEon nos.) - 110.67 66.33 81.89 

12. Cattle -CMillie,n n.os.) - 5.89 3.44 4.74 

Source: Central Planning Office, Lagos. 
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APPENDIX 11 

GROSS DDMESTIC PRODUCT {GDP) AT 19??/?8 FACTOR CDST (tt' Million) 

Activity Sector ·i~~~"·,~~r 1985+ % Share in Total % chanqe 
(3) 1984 1985 19~6 1 and 2 _ __.., __ 

1. Agriculture, 
includ:ing 
livestock, 
forestry and 
Fishing 6691 · 6948 ?097 25.90 26.60 28.10 +3.80 

2. Crude Petroleum 4501 4886 4346 17.40 18.70 17.20 +8.60 
3. Other Mining and 

wuarrying 374 299 304 1.50 1.10 1.20 -20.10 
4. Manufacturing 2968 2434 2279 11.50 9.30 9.00 -18.DO 
5. Utilities 205 214 215 o.so 0.80 o.so +4.40 
6. Construction 1684 1347 1280 6.50 5.20 5.10 -20.00 
~ Transport 821 690 700 3.20 2.60 2.BO -16.00 /. 

r:. Comrnunicetion 56 56 60 0.20 0.20 0.20 -3.40 ..... 
9. Wholesale and 

Retail Tràde 4560 5012 4761 17.60 19.20 18.80 +9.90 
10 HotFÛS and 

Res·"t2ur2nts 13S 131 .133 o.so· 0.50 0.50 -3.70 
11 finance and 

Ir.surance 830 916 937 3.20 3.50 3.?0 +10.40 
12 Reel Estate and 

Business Services 50 54 56 0.20 0.20 0.20 +8.00 

13 Howsing 793 1032 929 3.10 3.90 3.70 +30.10 
14 Producers of 

Government 
services 2184 2140 i:'.193 8.40 8.20 8.70 -2.00 

15 Total 2585: :26159 25290 100.00 1oo~oof 100 +1.20 -
*Revised 
+Estimate by the_ F~deral Ministry of Natiorial Planning, Lagos. 

<tar 

Source: Federal Office of Statistics, Lagos. 

between 
2 and :; 

-

+2.10 

-11.10 

+1.70 

-6.40 

+D.50 

-5.00 

+1.40 

+7.10 

-5.00 

+1.50 

+2.30 

. _ _.. 
+3.70 

-10.00 

+2.50 

-3.'30 
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GROSS OOMESTlC PiiODUCî (GDP) AT 1984 FACTOR COST (~ 18illion) 

=,~-=---.,,.........,-..,,..,....,----~ ---,~--,~,=-=;-~~5 -~B~-1-9_8_7_+_}_'_J_1h_a_œ_i_n-~-o-t-·a·-l-_....,,,%"""w-~.,..~-~-n·g-e__,.b_e_t--

( 1) (2) (3) 1955 1986 19El7 1 & 2-2· & 3 Activity Sector 

1. Agricu ltu:re 

2. Livestock 

3. Forestrv 
4. Fishing 

5. Crude Fetroleum 

17.52 18.00 17.92 23.53 24.69 24.29 2.74 -0.44 

5 .. 86 

2.29 

1.34 

11.65 

5e92 

2 .. 29 

1.25 

10.91 

6.01 7.87 8.12 

2.29 3.08 3.14 

1.29 1.80 1.71 

9.94 15.64 14 .. 97 

8,.15 1.02 

3.10 o.oo 
1.75 -6.72 

13.4? -6.35 

1.52 

o.oo 
3.20 

-8.89 

E. Mining and Quarrying D.29 D.20 0.21 D.39 0.27 D.28-31.03 5.00 

7. Manufacturing 

8P Uti li ties 
9o Builjing and Const­

ructior, 

10. Transportation 

_ 11. Communication 

12. Wholesale and 
Retail Tr:sde 

13 Hotels and nestau-

4.23 4~23 4.65 5.68 5.80 6.30 o.oo 9.93 

D.39 0.39 0.41 D.52 D.53 0.56 D.00 5.13 

1.05 

3.10 

D.90 D.92 1.41 1.23 1.25 ~4.29 2.2? 

3.10 3.21 4.16 4.25 4.35 o.oo 3~~ 

D.!_D 0.10 D.10 0.13 D.14 0.14 D.OO 0, 

19.80 18.81 19.75 26.59 25.80 26.77 -5.00 5.0L 

rants 0.20 0.20 

1.40 

0.21 0.28 0.27 0.28 -4.76 5.00 

1.55 1.?5 1.92 2.10 ?.69 1(1..71. 14. fina~ce a~d Insurance 1.30 

15. Reel EstEtes and -
20~iness Services 

15.- HouEing 

0.20 

2.36 

0.21 

2.36 

0.22 D.27 0.29 D.30 5.00 4.76 

2.43 3.17 3.24 3.29 o.oo 2.97 

17. Producers of Govern-
m2nt Services 2.78 2.63 2.66 3.73 3.61 3.61 -5.40 1.14 __ , _______ --<t ________________________ ....;... ______ _ 

Total ?4.47 72.90 73.7? 100 100 100 -2.11 

*Revised 

+Estimates by the Federal Ministry of Finance and Economie Development, 
Lagos. 

source: Federal Office of Statistics, Lagos. 

1.20 
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APPENDIX IV 

ESTIMATED OUTPUT OF MAJOR AGRICULTURAL COMMODITIES ( 1 000 Tonnes, 

Except Otherwise Stated). 

• 
19841 19851 19862 ~ Change between 

Commodities (1) (2) (3) (1) and (2) (2) and (3) 

1 CROPS 

Maize 1058 1190 1336 12.50 12.30 

Millet 3349 3684 4111 10.00 11.60 

Sorghum 4608 4991 5455 8.30 9.30 

Rièe 157 196 283 24.80 13.80 

Beans 477 611 732 28.10 19~80 

Cassava 1209 1378 1564 14.00 13.50 

Vam 4601J 4738 5209 3.00 9.90 

Plantain 1086 1113 112? 2.50 1.30 

Soyabeans 43 60 73 39.50 21.70 

Melon 143 147 153 2 .. 80 4.10 

Groundnut 591 621 640 5.10 3.10 

Beniseed 31 35 35 12 .. 90 o.oo 
Coconut, 101 102 104 1.00 2.00. 

Sheanut 99 100 103 1.00 3.00 
il 

Cotton seed 108 114 100 5.60 -12.30 

Palm kernel 340 360 350 5.9o -2.80 

Palm Oil 550 615 650 11.80 5.70 

Cocoa 140 160 123 14.30 -23.10 

Rubber 199 226 190 13.60 -15.90 

Sugar Cane 821 862 897 5.00 4.10 

2 LIVESTOCK 

Poultry 62 64 67 3.20 4.70 

Goat Meat 177 186 192 5.10 3.20 
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APPENDIX IV (CDNTD .. ) 

• 
Lamb and Mutton 65 66 68 1.50 3.00 

Beef 199 212 223 6.50 5.20 

Park 28 31 33 10.70 6.50 

Milk 164 172 ~Sll. 4.90 4.70 

Eggs 380 390 399 2.60 2.30 

3 FISH 

Artisanal Coa~tal 
and Brackish Water 
Catches 228 142 128 -37.70 -9.90 

Inland Lakes and 
River Catches 92 61 104 -33.70 70.50 

Fish farm 22 15 n.a. -31.80 

ln:lastriai coastal 
Fish and Shrimp 25 25 14 o.oo -44.DO 

4 FORESTRV ( 1 000 Cubic 

metres) 

Roundwood 89843 925'38 92562 3.00 o.oo ... 

Sawn wood 900 910 926 1.10 1.80 

Wood based panels 110 113 118 2.70 4.40 

Paper and Paper 
Boards 12 13 14 8.30 7.70 

1Revised 

2P . . ·1 rov1s1ona 

Source:- Federal Office of Statistics, Lagos. 
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APPENDIX V 

ESTIMATED OUTPUT OF MAJOR AGRICULTURAL COMMODITIES ( 1 000 Tannes 

Except otherwise Stated) 

Cammoditiee 1985.1 1986 1 19872 • 
% Chan9e between 

(1) (2) (3) ( 1) and (2) (2) and (3) 

1 CROPS 

Maize 1190 1336 1202 12.30 -10.00 

Millet 3684 4111 3905 11.60 -5.00 

Sorghum 4991 5455 5182 9.30 -5.00 

Rice 196 .283 297 44.40 4.90 

Wheat 113 132 139 16.80 5.30 

Acha 25 27 26 8.00 -3.70 

Beans- 611 732 688 19.80 -6.00 

Cassava 1378 1564 1486 13.50 -5~00 

Patata 43 46 45 7.00 -2.20 

Vam 4738 5209 4886 9.90 -6,:60 

Cocoyam 232 373 354 60.BO -5.10 

Plantain· 1113 1127 1071 1.30 -5.DD 

Vegetables 1254 1293 1241 3.10 4.00 

;.... OTHER CRDPS 
;!, 

Melon 147 153 145 4.10 .-5 .. 20 

Groundnut 621 640 657 3.10 2.70 

Beniseed 35 35 34. o.oo. -2i90 ~ 
.. 

Coconut 102. 104 105 2.00 1.00 

Sheanut 100 103 104 3.00 1.00 

Soyabeans 114 100 107 -12.30 7.00 

Cotton seed 46 30 32 -34.80 6.70 

Palm kernel 360 350 353 -2.80 D.90 

Cocoa 110 100 105 -9.10 5.00 
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APPENDIX V (CONTD.) 

Coffee 6 6 6 o.oo o.oo • 
Rubber 58 60 51 3.40 -15.DD 

Sugar Cane 862 897 852 4.10 -5.00 

Palrn wine 4882 4940 4951 1.20 0.20 

Tobacco 22 25 26 13.60 4.00 

2 LIVE STOCK 

Pou.ltry 44 67 56 4.70 ~16.40 

Goat Meat 186 192 206 3.20 5.10 

Lamb/Mut ton 66 68 75 3.00 10.20 

Beef 212 223 232 5.20 4.00 

Park 31 33 34 6.50 3.00 

Milk 172 180 182 4.70 1.10 

Eggs 390 399 332 2.30 -16.80 

3 FISH 

Artisanal Coastal 
and Brackish 
Water Catches· 140.90 137.20 143.10 . -2.60 4.30 

Inland ·Lakes 
and Rivers 60.50 107 .DO 233.10 76.90 117.90 

;;,, 

Fish Farrning/ 
Inshore Fistüng . 38.80 37.20 15.70 -4.10 -57.80 

Shrirnps 1.50 1.60 1.30 6.70 -18.80 

Distant water 61. 70 65.20 85.80 5.70 31.60 

4 FORESTRY ('000 
Cubic metres) 
Round wood =92538 9~562 95524 o.oo 3.20 

Sawnwood · 910 926 939 1.80 1.40 

Wood Based Pané ls · 113 118 118 4.40 o.oo 
Paper and Paper 
Boards 13 14 14 7.70 o.oo 
1Revised Provisional 

Source: Federal Office of Statistics, Lagos. 

CODESRIA
-LI

BRARY



0 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

204 

APPENDIX VI 

IMPORTS BV S •. I .. T .C. SECTION (N 1 million) 

19841 19852 2· 
between Sections 1986 % Chan~e 

(1) (2) (3) (1)and(2) 

Food and Live An_imals 1052.10 686;~0~1 534.40 -34.80" 

Beverages and Tobacco 7.00 6.30 - 13. 00 -10.00 

Crude Materials 143.50 185.00 159.00 +28.90 

Minera! Fuels :111.30 160.10 - 35.60 +43.80 

Animal and Vegetable 
Oils and Fats 84.90 79.BD 199.10 -6,.00 

Chemic:als 852.30 1453.70 720.70 +70.60 

Manufàctured _goads 1241.70 1670.40 1053.60_ +34.'50 

Machinery and Trans-
.port Equ_ipment 3256.60 3444.50 2518.90 +5.80 

Miscellaneous Manufac-
tured articles 418.30 234.40 234.30 -44.00 

Miscellaneous Trans-
actions unclassified 10.60 12.60 1.20 +18.90 

Total 7178~30 7932~90 5469.70 +10.50 

1p . . . 1 -rovisiona 

.2 -C.B.N. Estimates 

Source: Compiled from Data supplied by Exchange Central 

'.Department and Federal Office of Statistics, Lagos. 

(2)and(3) 

-22.10 

+106.30 

-14.10 

-77.80 

+1413.50 

-50.40 

-36.90 

-26.90 

-0.04 

-90..,50 

-31.10 
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APPENDIX VII 

IMPORTS BV S.1.T.C. SECTION (H 1 Million) 

• 

Sections 
19851 

(1) 

1986 1 . 

(2) 

1987
2 

(3) 

% Change between 

(1)and(2) (2)and(3) 

0 Food and live Animals 1199.80 802.10 1573.70 -33.10 . +96 .20 

1 · Beverages ~nd Tobacco 

2 Crude Minerals 

9.40 14.50 38.60 +54.30 +166.20 

350.50 193.90 879.50 -44.70 +353.50 

3 Mirieral Fuels 61.20 42.20 86.80 -31.00 +105.70 

4 Animal and Vegetabl~ 
Oils. and Fats 11.10 124.80 65.20 +7s:so -4?.8o 

5, Chemicals 1108.30 1039·.00 2923.30 -6.30 

6 Manufactured Goods 1611.70 123?.10 4548.40 -23.20 

7 Machinery and Trans-

8 

9 

port Equipment 2414.40 227?.80 7034.60 -5.70 

Miscellaneaus Manu-
factured Articles 224.50 246.30 606.00 +9.70 

Miscellaneaus Transac-
tions Unclassified 11.?0 -·49.;60 

Total 7062.60 5983.60 · 17861. ?O. -15.30. 

1Revised 

2 C.B.N. Estimates 

Source: Compiled from Data Supplied by Federal Office of 

Statistics, Lagos. 

+181.40 

+275.70 

+208.80 

+146.00 

-5 .. ~D 

+198.50 
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APPENDIX VIII 

GROUPING OF MAIZE FARMERS 

S/N VM x1 x2 x3 X· 
4 X5 .x5 x7 •xs X9 x10 GROUPS 

1. 59 2000 4 5393 54 33 92 0 18 1 0 1 

·2. 58 2000 3 6483 49. . 23 60 6 11 1 1 1 

3. 57 2000 3 6483 . 41 18 61 8 8 1 1 1 

4. 55 2000 3 6483 45 24 58 8 9 1 1 1 

So 54 2000 3 6483 47 25 91 6 10 1 1 1 

6. ·53 2000 3 6483 48 24 54 6 11 1 1 1 

7. 51 2000 3 6483 40 17 59 8 8 1 1 1 

8. 50 2000 3 6483 46 21 57 6 9 1 1 1 

9. 50 2000 4 5376 47_ 35 29 0 20 1 0 1 

10. 47 1000. 4 5376 58 34 . 27 0 22 1 0 1 

11 •. 46 1000 3 4045 46 22 93 6 12 1 1 1 

12. 44 1000 3· 4045 48 2;, 97 6 10 1 1 1 

13. 43 1000 3 4032 40 1'i 87 3 8 1 1 ... 1 

14. 42 1000 3 4032 50 30 29 3 16 1 1 1 

15. 41 1000 3 4045 _ 44 21 86 6 9 1 1 1 

16. 40 . 1000 ·3 4032 47 24 22 3 6 1 1 1 

.17. 40 1000 3 4045 49 24 100 .3 10 1 0 1 

18. 39 1000 3 4032 46 25 20 6 11 1 0 2 

19. 38 1000 3' 4032 49 30 25 3 11 1 1 2 

20. 37 1000 3 4045' 48 24 120 3 9 1 0 2 
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APPENDIX VIII (CONTD.) 

21. 37 1000 3 4032 48 27 20 6 10 1 1 2 

22. 37 1000 3 4032 50 31 • 30 6 17 1 1 2 

23. 36 1000 2 4032 38 17 119 8 7 1 1 2 

24. 35 1000 3 4032 52 29 30 3 14 1 1 2 

25 •. 34 1000 2 4932 40 1.7 121 8 8 1 1 2 

26. 33 1000 2 4032 41 17 137 6 .7 1 1 2 

27. 33 1000 3 4032 49 27 19 6 8 1 1 2 

28. 33 1000 3 4032 51 29 30 6 12 1 1 2 

29. 33 1000 3 4032 51 29 39 6 18 1 1 2 

30. 33 1000 3 4032 45 20 38 6 9 1 1 2 

31. 32 1000 2 4322 37 16 99 8 6 1 1 2 

32. 32 1000 2 4322 3? 15 160 8 8 1 1 2 

33. 31 1000 2 2688 38 10 19 8 6 1 1 2 

34. 31 1000 2 4322 39 12 1·40 8 B 1 1 2 

35. 30 1000 3 4032 47 25 39 3 9 1 1 ~ 

36. 30 1000 2 4322 40 15 62 8 11 1 1 2 

3?. 29 1000 2 4322 39 19 145 8 6 1 1 2 

38. 28 1000 2 2697 37 14 111 6 7 1 1 2 

39. 28 1000 ·2 2697 42 19 120 6 7 1 1 2 

40. 28 1000 2 26.97 40 · 19 121 6 5 1 1 2 
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41. 28 1000 2 2697 39 12 119 6 9 1 1 2 
. . 

42. 28 1000 2 2697 40 20 118 6 8 1 1 2 

43. 28 1000 2 2697 41 18 112 8 6 1 0 2 

44. 28 1000 3 4032 47 26 35 3 10 1 1 2 

45. 28 -1000 2 2688 37 14 38 8 6 1. 1 2 

46. 28 1000 2 2688 40 -18 36 8 7 1 0 2 

47. 28 1000 ·2 2688 39 10 33 8 6 1 1 2 

48. 28 1000 2 2688 44 21 60 6 9 1 1 2 

49. 28 1000 2 2688 42 21 62 6 10 1 1 2 

50. 28 1000 2 2688 26 5 90 6 4 1 1 2 

51. 28 1000 2 2697 41 16 110 6 7 1 1 2 

52. 27 1000 2 2688 46 25 62 8 8 1 1 2 

53. 27 1000 2 2688 48 26 61 6 12 1 1 2 

54. - 26 1000 2 2688 40 15 62 8 9 1 1 2 

55. 26 1000 2 2688 39 16 34 8 7 1 1 ... 2 

56. 26 1000 2 2688 29 8 93 6 4 1 1 2 

5?. 25 1000 2 2688 33 12 91 6 5 1 .1 2 

58. 24 1000 2 2688 38 15 31 6 6 1 1 2 

59. 24 1000 2 2688 48 26 63 6 10 1 1 2 

60. 23 1000 2 2688 36 12 38 8 6 1 0 2 
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61. 23 1000 2 2688 43 16 64 6 • 11. 1 1 2 

. 62. 23 1000 2 2688 41 16 64 8 9 1 1 2 

63. 22 1000. 2 2688 35 15 94 3 5 1 1 2 

64 •. 22 1000 2 2697 38 15 126 6 8 1 1 2 

65. 21 1000 2 2688 47 22 66 6 10 .1 1 2 

66. 21 1000 2 2688 40 17 33 8 8 1 D 2 

67. 21 1000 2 2697 40 16 124 8 5 1 0 2 

68. 21 1000 2 2688 40 16 65 .6 8 j 1 2 

69. 20 .1000 2 2688 49 28 76 8 12 1 1 2 

70. 19 1000 2 2688 48 27 68 6 12 1 1 2 

71. · 19 1000 2 2688 40 16 114 8 8 1 1 2 

72. 19 1000 1 1344 37 14 78 8 7 1 1 2 

?3. 18 1000 2 2688 47 24 80 6 11 1 1 2 

74. 17 1000 2 2688 41 20 40 6 7 1 1 2 ,,. 
75. 16 1000 1 1344 38 15 ?2 6 7 1 1 2 

76. 16 1000 2 2700 39 16 117 6 10 0 1 2 

77. 14 1000 1 1348 35 13 121 8 6 1 1 2 

78. 14 1000 1 1348 30 7 120 8 5 1 1 2 

79. 14 1000 1 1344 36 12 70 B 7 1 1 2 

80. 14 1000 1 1348 31 9 122 8 6 1 1 2 
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81. 13 1000 1 1344 36 13 75 8 6 1 1 2 
• 

82. 13 1000 1 1344 38 13 76 8 6 1 1 2 

83. 12 1000 1 1348 33 12 129 8 5 1 1 2 

84. 12 1000 1 1348 36 13 128 8 5 1 1 2 

85. 12 1000 1· 1344 37 12 77 8 11 1 1 2 

86. 11 1000 1 · 1344 39 14 78 6 8 1 1 2 

87. 11 1000 1 1348 35 12 130 8 6 1 1 2. 

88. 10 1000· 1 1348 32 11 126 8 5 1 1 2 

89. 10 1000 1 1348 30 9 132 8 5 . 1 1 2 

90. 10 1000 1 1344 39 12 73 6 9 0 1 2 

91. 9 1000 1 1344 40 14 75 6 10 0 1 2 

92. 9 1000 1 1348 34 10 132 8 6 1 1 2 

93. 8 1000 1 1348 34 15 134 8 7 1 1 2 

94. 8 1000 1 1344 36 14 70 8 7 1 1 2 

95. 6 1000 1 1348 37 15 135 8 9 1 1 "'2 CODESRIA
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APPE !\ID IX IX 

CANONICAL DISCRIMINANT FUNCTIONS EVALUATED AT 

GROUP MEANS (Group Centroids) (THEORETICAL) 

Group 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

Group FUflè:: 1 

1 2 ... 93651 

2 -0~64001 

Ciitical Region = 1.14825 

Actual Group 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1· 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

. 1** * 

1 

1 

1 * * ": 

1*** 

Discriminant Scores 

6.4803 

4.6637 

3.9146 

3.4401 

4.2439 

4.3004 

3 .. 9346 

4.4784 

4.?390 

2 .. 4483 

1.1355 

1.1751 

1.5160 

.0.5268 

D.8329 
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APPEf~D IX IX (COfiJTb.) 

· 5/No. Group Actual Group Discriminant Scores 

16 1 1*** D.6282 
.. 

17 1 1 1.4629 

1 2 2 -0.31DS-

2 2 2 D.1169 

3 2 2*"'* 1.4415 

4 2 2 -D.1582 

5 2 2 -D.1659 

6 2 2 -0.9459 

7 2 2 D.8921 

8 2 2 -0.6046 

9 2 2 0~0005 

10 2 2 -D.1232 

11 2 2 0.0848 

12 .2 2 0.4450 

13 2 2 o. 7536 .IJ, 

14 2 2 -1.1217 

15 2 2 -0.3483 

16 2 2 -0.2816 

17 2 2 0.2897 

18 2 2 o. 7351 

19 ·2 2 -D.5974 
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5/No. Group Actual Group Discriminant Scores 

20 2 2 -0.9912 

21 2 2 [}. 0653 

22 2 2 -Do0438 

23 2 2 -D.4081 

24 2 2 -0.7230 

25 2 2 -D.4651 

25 2 2 -O. 7766 

27 2 2 D.5755 

28 2 2 -D.9646 

29 2 2 -1.4923 

30 2 2 -D.0277 

31 2 2 -D.5147 

32 2 2 -0.7277 

33 2 2 -0.1962 

34 2 2 0.2609 
'1· 

35 2 2 -1.3520 

35 2 2 -0.3833 

37 2 2 -1. 0233 

38 2 2 -D.2814 

39 2 2 -D.3970 

40 2 2 -D.6767 

41 2 2 -D.7643 
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AP~ENDIX IX (CONTD.) 

. S/No. Group. Actual Group Discriminant Scores 

42 2 2 -Q.7643 

43 2 2 -1. 0263 

44 2 2 D.3513 

45 2 2 -0.4035 

45 2 2 -D.0475 

47 2 2 0.2000 

48 2 2 -D.1771 

49 2 2 -1.2941 

50 2 2 -D.5135 

51 2 2 -1.0702 

52 2 2 -1.1560 

53 2 2 -0.8030 

54 2 2 -0.1776 

55 2 2 -1.7230 
;J· 

56 2 2 -O. 3646 

57 2 2 -1. 0154 

58 2 2 -1.4269 

59 2 2 -0.3263 

60 2 2 -1.5189 

61 2 2 -1.2162 
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APPENDIX IX (CONTED.) 

S/No. Group Actual Group Discriminant Scores 

52 

53 

64 

65 

55 

57 

58 

69 

70 

71 

72 

73 

74 

. 75 

76 

77 

78 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

·2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

***=Not Correctly Classified. 

-1.5770 · • 
-1.3540 

-1.7588 

-1.4733 

-1.5025 

-1.3703 

-1.1901 

-1.2695 

-1.5906. 

-1.4678 

-1.1692 

-1.3170 

-1.0411 

.-1.8532 

-1.9276 

-1.3338 

The Percentage of "Grouped" Cases Correctly 

Class:fied = 94.74% 
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APPENDIX X 

CArJDr~ICAL DISCRIMINANT FUNCTIDNS EVALUATED AT GROUP 

MEANS (Group Centroids) (PRACTICAL) 

S/!1Jo. 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

Gr::up 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

Group 

1 

2 

• 
Func 1 

2 .89383 

-D.63071 

Critical Region = 1.13156 

Actual Group Discriminant Scores 

1 6.1909 

1 4.6577 

1 3.9304 

1 3.5539~ 

1 4~3287 

1 4.3396 

1 3.9320 

1 

1 

1 

1*** 

1*** 

1 

1*** 

1*** 

4.5385 

4.5422 

2.3141 

D.8648 

1.0071 

1.4102 

0.3904 

D.7012 
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APPEr~o IX X (CO/\JTD.) 

s/r~o. Group Ac tua 1 Group Discriminant Scores 

16 .1 1*** 0.8340 
• 

17 1 1 1.6506 

1 2 2 -0.0935 

2 2 2 0.2412 

3 2 2*** 1.5639 

4 2 2 -D.1254 

5 ·2 2 -0.-3771 

6 2 2 -0.7328 

7 2 2 D.8114 

8 2 2 -0.4593 

9 2 2 0.2100 

10 2 2 -D.0030 

11 2 2 D.0437 

12 2 2 D.1080 

13 2 2 D.6334 

14 2 2 -0.8598 

15 2 2 -0.2783 

16 2 2 -0.4282 

17 2 2 0.2748 

18 2 2 0.8099 

19 2 2 -0.5896 
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APPEf'JD IX X (CONTD.) 

S/r·Jo. Group Actual Group Discriminant Score 

20 2 2 -O. 7086 
• 

21 2 2· -D.0575 

22 2 2 -D.0730 

23 2 2 -D.3251 

24 2 2 -O. 7602 

25 2 ~ -0.4921 

26 2 2 . -0.5395 

27 2 2 D.5357 

28 2 2 -1.0044 

29 2 2 -1.2122 

30 2 2· -D.1985 

31 2 2 -D.5336 

32 2 2. -o. 7786 

33 2 2 -D.3231 

34 2 2 D.1627 
~-

35 2 2 -1.2678 

36 2 2 -O .. 7359 

37 2 2 -D.5896 

38 2 2 -1.0649 

39 2 2 -D.3495 

40 2 2 -D.4277 

41 2 2 -D.6450 
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S/No. Group Actual Group Discriminant Score 

42. 2 2 -0.7216 

43 2 2 •-0.8428 

44 2 2 0.0933 

45 2 2 -0.5913 

46 2 2 0.0543 

47 2 2 0.0337 

48 2 2 -0.2474 

49 2· 2 -1. 0880 

50 2 2 -0.2922. 

51 2 2- -Do288lf 

52 2 2 -1.2156 

53 2 2 -0.8315 

54 2 2 -0.3637 

55 2 2 -1.76.76 

56 2 2 -D.4386 
~ 

57 2 2 -0.9198 

58 2 2 -1.4011 

59 2 2 -0.0465 

60 . 2 2 -1.5740 

61 . 2 2 -1.3558 

62 2 2 -1.6632 
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APPENDIX X (CONTD.) 

S/No. Group Actual Group Discriminant Score 

63 

64 

65 

66 

57 

58 

59 

70 

71 

72 

73 

74 

75 

76 

77 

78 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

***=Not Correctly Classified 

-1.5030 • 
-1.7731 

-1.5057 

-1.5305 

-1.3944 

-1 .. 4835 

-1 ~ 3641 

-1.5360 

-1.5612 

-0.8275 

-0.9748 

· .:.1.1883 

-1. 9020 

-1.9544 

-1e5059 

The Percent age of "Grouped II Cases Correctly 

Classified = 93.68% 
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APPENDIX XI 

STATISTICAL TEST OF SIGNIFICANCE FOR MAIZE . 

D ISCR !MINANT FUNCTIDN 

THEDRETICAL 

Canonical Correlation 

wilks I Lambda 

Chi-Squared 

D.F. 

Canonical Correlation 

Wilks' Lambda 

Chi-Squared 

D.F. 

PRACTICAL 

D.8108708 

D.3424885 

94.293 

10 

0.8067765 

D.3491117 

94.713 

6 

• 
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APPENDIX XII 

GROUPING OF RICE FARMERS 

S/N. .yR . x1 x2 x3 . X4 x5 X· -X7 XB X9 
GRO-

6 X10 UPS 

1 100 1200 4 93600 56 34 76 0 22 0 0 1 

2 100 2400 4 93600 54 30 70 0 20 0 0 1 

3 100 1200 3 70200 49 29 71 D 12 1 1 1 

4 100 1200 4 93500 53 29 92 D 17 0 0 1 

5 100 1200 3 70200 47 27 84 3 17 1 1 1 

6 100 1200 3 70200 49 30 62 0 16 1 1 1 

7 ·100 1200· 3 70200 42 20 64 3. 12 1 1 1 

8 100 2400 4 93600 52 30 95 0 24 D 0 1 

9 100 1200 4 93600 57 31 93 O· 23 0 0 1 

10 100 1200 4 93600 58 36 90 0 19 0 0 1 

11" 100 2400 4 93600 51 32 89 0 14 0 0 1 

12 100 .:12-{10 4 93600 50 32 84 0 18 0 0 1 
~ 

13 100 1200 3 . 70200 41 18 80 6 11 1 1 1 

14 100 1200 3 70200 43 20 82 3 9 1 1 1 

15 100 1200 4 '93600 56 35 88 0 20 0 0 1 

16 100 1200 3 70200 46 24 72 3 ·10 1 1 1 

17 100 2400 4 93600 51 31 77 0 12 0 0 1 

18 100 1200 3 70200 39 17 . 63 6 5· 1 1 1 

19 100 1200 3 70200 42 19 . 60 3 8 1 1 1 

20 100 1200 3 70200 48 30 68 3 14 . 1 1 1 

... :e: .. · 
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APPE I\OIX XII (CONTD .) 

21 100 1200 4 93600 · 52 ' 30 63 D 16 0 0 1 
• 

22 100 1200 4 93600 49 30 66 3 13 1 0 1 

23 100 1200 3 70200 44 23 69 3 . 12 1 1 1 

24 100 2400 4 93600 55 35 99 ·o 19 0 0 1 

25 100 1200 3 70200 50 28 84 D 17 1 1 1 

26 100 1200 2 48600 45 22 81 6 10 1 1 1 

27 100 1200 3 72900 52 31 80 0 19 0 0 1 

28 100 1200 3 72900 56 35 83 3 21 1 0 1 

29 100· 1200 3 72900 58 3s:· _, 85 3 19 1 0 1 

30 100 1200 3 72900 56 3:3 82 D 24 0 0 1 

31 100 1200 3 72900 .· 57 36 86 3 18 1 0 1 

32 100 1200 3 72900 55 35 86 6 22 1 0 1 

33 100 1200 4 93600 54 30 16 0 19 0 0 1 

34 100 1200 4 93500 · 58 38 18 0 19 0 0 1 

35 100 . 1200 4 93600 56 35 18 0 20 0 o• 1 

.36 100 1200 4 93500 56 34 16 0 21 . .o 0 1 

:37 100 2400 4 93500 55 20 19 0 23 0 D .· 1 

38 100 · 1200 4 93500 52 30 17 3 14 1 0 1 

. 39 100 1200 3 70200 48 27 124 3 14 1 1 1 

40 100 2400 4 93600 57 35 128 D 19 0 0 1 
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APPEI\DIX XII (CONTD .. ) 

41 100 1200 3 70200 40 17 124 •5 6 1 1 1 

42 100 1500 3 70200 49 25 134 6 13 1 1 1 

43 100 2400 4 93600 54 31 128 0 18 0 0 1 

44 100 1200 3 70200 45 · 20 130 8 12 . 1 1 1 

45 100 1200 3 70200 44 20 157 6 10· 1 1 1 

46 100 1200 3 70200 43 20 131 6 7 1 1 1 

47 100· 1500 3 70200 43 18 135 6 8 1 1 1 

48 100 1200 4 93600 55 34 135 0 20 0 0 1 

49 100 1200 4 93600 . 52 30 147 2 17 1 1 1 

50 100 1200 3 70200 40. 19 126 6 8 1 1 1 

51 100 1200 4 93600 50 27 135 2 13 1 0 1 

52 100 1200 3. 70200 · 46 23 140 6 7 1 1 1 

53 92 1200 ·2 48600 56 37 100 0 15 0 0 .2 

54· 89 1200 2 48600 59 38 100 0 22 0 0 2 
•· 

55 87 1200 1 23400 53 30 126 0 19 0 0 2 CODESRIA
-LI
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APPENDIX XIII 

CANDNICAL DISCRIMINANT FUNCTIDNS EVALUATED AT 

GROUP MEANS (Group Centroids) (THEDRETICAL) 

Group 

1 

2 

Crtical Region = 

• FÛnc 1 

D.47956 

-8. 31234 

-3.91639 

S/f~o. Group Actual G:roup Discriminant Scores 

1 1 1 D.3158 

2 1 1 D.8625 

.3 1 1 -D.5960 

4 1 1 0.1005 

5 1 1 0.6420 

6 1 1 -D.0406 

7 1 1 1.0802 

8 1 1 1.4605 

9 1 1 0.-1475 

10 1 1 -D.5117 

11 1 1 0.4500 

12 1 1 0.7623 

13 1 1 1.6010 

14 · 1 1 0.-3970 

15 1 1 -D.0373 
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APi E[~DIX XIII (CONTD.) 

S/No Group Actual Group Discriminant Scores 

16 1 1 Q.0827 

17 1 1 D.3182 

18 1 1 1.4774 

19 1 1 o.6370 

20 1 1 D.2304 

21 1 1 0.3866 

22 1 1 1.5141 

23 1 1 D.6859 

24 1 1 0.2910 

25 1 1 -0.2591 

26 1 1 -1.1772 

27 1 1 -D.3590 

28 1 1 D.1955 

29 1 1 -D.3928 . 
Ji· 

30 1 1 -D.4418 

31 1 1 -D.3655 

32 1 1 1.0567 

33 1 1 D.8269 

34 1 1 0.0949 

35 1 1 . D.5663 
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S/No. 

36 

3? 

38 

39 

40 

41 

42 

43 

44 

45 

46 

47 

48 

49 

50 

51 

52 

1 
• 

2 

3 

Group 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

·1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

2 

2 • 
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Actual Group Discriminant Scores 

1 0.1120 

1 1.5733 

1 1.5649 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 . 

1 

1 

2 

2 

2 

-0.2310 

-0.2878 

o. 7870 

0.0129 · 

0.112? 

h0202 

D.3084 

D.3333 

D.5294 

-0.2711 

3.0311 

o.9978 

2 .. 9999 

-0.2589 

-6.6998 

-6.3514 

-11.8858 

The Percentage of 11 Grouped" Cases Correctly Claasified = 100X. 
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APPENDIX XIV 

CANDNICAL DISCRIMINANT FUI\CTIDNS EVALUATED AT 

GROUP _MEANS (Group Centroids) (PRACTICAL) 

Group 

1 

2 

Critical Region = 

• 
Func 1 

D.45428 

-?.87424 

-3. 70998 

S/f~o. Group Ac~ual Group Discriminant Scores 

1 1 1 D.2747 

2 1 1 D.5978 

3 1 1 -D.4119 

4 1 . 1 D.4572 

5 1 1 -0.0044 

6 1 1 -D.3937 

7 1 1 D.6504 

8 1 1 D.3623 

9· 1 1 . D.3145 

10 1 1 D.0096 

11 1 1 D.2856 

12 1 1 D.3327 

13 1 1 1.2280 

14 1 1 D.4809 

15 1 1 0.,0951 

,. . CODESRIA
-LI

BRARY



229 

APPEND IX XIV (CONTD .. ) 

S/No. ·Group Actual Group, Discriminant Score 

16 1 1 D.3085 
• 

17 1 1 D.4652 

18 1 1 1.4547 

. 19 1 1 0.7547 

20 1 1 -0.0536 

21 1 1 0.6637 

22 1 1 1.0321 

· . 23 1 1 0.4034 

24 1 1 -D.0085 

25. . 1 1 -0~4677 

26 1 1 -0.8460 

27" 1 1 -0.2872 

28 1. 1 -0.1853 

29 1 1 -D.2042 

30 1 1 -D.4393 

31 1 1 -0.2802 

3') ,_ 1 1 0.3814 

33 1 1· 1.1064 

34 ·1 1 D.5545 

35 1 . 1 D.7544 

36 1 1 0.8398 
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APPENDIX XIV (CDNTD.) 

S/f~o. Group Actual Group Discriminant Score 

37 1 1 1.7445 

38 1 1 "1.4936 

39 1 1 -o. 3811 

40 1 1 -0.2816 

41 1 1 0.8802 

42 1 1 0.2529 

43 1 1 -0.0151 

44 1 1 1.·_0204 

45 1 1 0.3695 

46 1 1 0.6144 

47 1 1 D.7100 

48 1 1 -D.2809 

49 1 1 2.9497 

50 1 1 D.7281 

51 1 1 3.2626 ~-

52 1 1 D.3297 

1 2 2 -5.8948 

2 2 2 -5.9614 

3 2 2 .-11. 7665 

The percentage of "Grouped" Cases Correctly C las si fied = 100% 
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APPENDIX XV 

STATISTICAL TEST OF SIGNIFICANCE FOR RICE DISCRIMINANT 

FUf\lCTION· 

THEDRETICAL 

Canonical Correlation 

Wilks 1 Lambda 

Chi-squared 

D.F. 

PRACTICAL 

Canonical correlation 

Wilks' Lambda 

Chi-Squared 

D.F. 

D.89?39?0 

D.1946786 

78.547 

10 

D.8875705 

D.2122185 

7?.507 

6 

• 

•· CODESRIA
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APPENDIX. XVI 

GROUPING OF POULTRV FAR MERS 

5/No. ·V p x1 x2 x3 X4 x5 X5 X7 • x8 X9 x10 GROUPS 

. 1 •. 100 5000 248 10887 43 8 74 13 9 1 1 . 1 

2. 100 5000 253 11107 52 9 ·74 6 18 . 1 1 1 

3. 100 5000 249 10931 52 9 72 6 15 1. 1 .1 

4.· 100 ·5000 247 10843 45 8 74 8 6 1 1 1 

5. 100 5000 247 10843 · 49 8 ·70 6 9 1 1 1 

6. 100 10000 701 30774 50 9 65 6 15 1 1 1 

7. 100 9000 698 30642 48 8 65 . 8 8 1 1 1 

a. 100 10000 702 30818 51 9 65 6 13 1 1 1 

9. 100 10000 732 · 32135 53 9 65 6 · 15 1 1 1 

10. ·100 9000 · 693 30423 49 8 65 6 12 1 1 1 

11. 100 .9000 602 26428 52 9 ? 6 13 1 1 1 

12. 100 9000 613 26911 50 9 4 8 9 1 1 1 

13. 100 9000 600 26340 4? 8 5 6 10 1 . 1 ' 
14. 100 9000 604 26986 53 9 6 6 6 1 1 1 

15. 100 4000 185 8122 51 9 92 6 10 .1 1 1 

16. 100 4000 177 8770 47 8 62 ·8 8 1 1 1 

17. 100 4000 193 8473 53 9 62 6 12 1 1 1 

18. 100 5000 207 9087 48 B 99 11 9 1 1 1 

19. 100 5000 215 9436 49. 9 140 11 8 1 1 1 

20. 100 5000 218 9570 49 9 99 11 10 1 1 1 
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APPENDIX XVI (CONTD .. ) 

21. 100 5000 208 9131 44 8. 150.· 11 7 1 1 1 
• 

22. 100 .5000 221 9702 52 9 120 6 13 1 1. 1 

23. 100 5000 211 9263 40 6 115 13 5 1 1 1 

24. 100 5000 217 9526 51 9 125 6 10 1 1 1 

25. 98 4000 180 7902 49 9 50 6 11 1 1 2 

26. 98 5000 200 8780 45 8 111 13 7· 1 1 2 

27. 98 4000 199 8736 45 8 112 13 7 1 1 2 

28. 97 4000 160 7024 39 7 72 11 6 1 1 2 

29. 97 5000 203 8911 48 8 102 11 9 1 1 2 

30. 97 4000 199 8736 47 8 123 11 8 1 1 2 

31. 96 5000 237 10404 41 8 .79 6 .· 5 1 1 2 

32. 96 9000 670 29413 50 9 73 8 13 1 1 2 

33. 96 9000 517 25067 50 9 24 6 12 . 1 1 2 

34. 96 4000 163 7156 43 8 65 a· 7 1 1 2 

.. 
35. 96 4000 169 7419 50 9 55 6 10 1 . 1. 2 

36. 96 4.000 196 8604 49 8 95 a. 10 1 1 2 

37. 96 4000 198 8692 47 8 95 8 9 1 1 2 

38. 96 5000 200 8780 49 ·8 90 11 .8 1 1 2 

39. ~5 8000 591 25945 50 9 23 8 12 1 1 2 

40. 95 4000 170 7463 49 9 66 6 7 1 1 2 
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APPHID IX XVI (CONTD .) 

41. 95 4000 175 7683 52 9 82 6 12 1 1 2 
.• 

42~ 95 4000 171 7507 33 5 52 13 4 1 1 2 

43. 95 4000 197 8648 46 8 107 11 8 1 1 2 

44. 95 5000 237 10404 49 9 78 8 11 1 1 2 

45. 95 4000 197 8648 46 8 91 13 8 1 1 2 

46. 95 4000 195 8561 38 7 120 13 .5 1 1 2 

47. · 94 5000 235 10317 . 50 9 76 6 18 1 1 2 

48. 94 9000 665 29194 52 9 74 6 14 1 1 2 

49. 94 9000 584 25638 41 8 24 1.1 8 1 1 2 

50. 94 4000 187 8209 38 7 100 13 5 1 1 2 

51. 93 9000 665 29194 48 8 70 8 8 1 1 2 

52. 93 ·9000 572 25111 49 9 24 11 11 1 1 2 

53. 93 4000 166 7287 . 47 8 51 8 9 1 1 2 

54. 93 4000 192 8429 50 9 112 8 ·10 1 1 2 

55. 93 4000 193 8473 49 - 8 92 11 10 1 1 't 

56. 92 5000 230 10097 46 8 79 8 7 1 1 2 

57. 92 5000 231 10141 51 9 78 6 14 1 1 2 

58. 92 9000. 661 29018 47 8 72 8 6 1 1 2 

59. 92 8000 574 25199 44 8 25 11 -8 .1 1 2 ... 

· · 60. 92 4000 161 7068 44 8 64 8 8 1 1 2 
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APPENDIX XVII (CONTD.) 

61. 92 4000 168 7375 41 7 57 8 5 1 1 2 • 
62. 92 4000 172 7551 45 8 52 11 8 1 1 2 

63. 92 4000 189 8297 43 . 8 119 11 7 1 1 2 

64. 92 4000 191 8385 35 .4 118 13 4 1 1 2 

65. 91 5000 228 10009 50 9 78 6 15 1 1 2 

66. 91 5000 228 10009 48 8 80 8 10 1 1 2 

67. 91 90PO 662 29062 49 8 71 8 .10 1 1 2 

68. 91 8000 570 25023 49 9 26 8 6 1 1 2 

69. 91 4000 160 7024 40 7 63 8 8 1 1 2 

70. 91 4000 192 8429 53 9 121 13 9 1 1 2 

71. 91 4000 190 8341 43 8 121 13 7 1 1 2 

72. 90 4000 168 7375 47 8 53 8. 8 1 1 2 

-73. 90 4000 188 8253 43 8 95 13 6 1 1 2 

74. 90 4000 193 8473 36 5 94 13 .4 1 1 2 
Jl· 

75. 89 5000 222 9746 47 8 81 8 6· 1 1 2 

76. 89 4000 149 6541 42 8 75 8· 6 1 1 2 

77. 88 5000 223 9790 40 8 89 13 9 1 1 2 

78. 88 5000 221 9702 39 8 51· 11 7 1 1 2 

79. 88 5000 220 9658 45 8 89 8 10 1 1 2 

BD. 88 9000 654 . 28711 46 8 85 8 8 1 1 2 
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APPENDIX XVII (CONTD .. ) 

81. 88 4000 180 ?902 40 ? 97 13 5 1 1 2 

82. 88 5000 219 9614 42 8 80 6 • 6 1 1 2 

83. 8? 4000 147 6453 38 ? 96 11 ? 1 1 2 

84. 8? 4000 144 ·. 6322 43 8 75 6 6 1 1 2 

85. 87 5000 21? 9526 38 7 82 13 5 1 1 2 

86. 86 5000 217 . 9526 44 _ 8 88 8 6 1 1 2· 

87. · 86 9000 EiEi 0 289?4 4? 8 78 .8 10 1 1 2 

88. 86 9000 566 2484? 40 ? 26 11 6 1 1 2 

89. 86 4000 159 6980 44 8 7? 8 7 1 1 2 

90. 86 4000 172 7551 38 7 99 13 5 1 1 2 

91. 85 9000 652 28623 44 8 ?9 13 8 1 1 2 

92. 85 8000 562 246?2 48 8 31 .8 8 1 1 . 2. 

93. 85 5000 223 9?90 40 8 80 11 6 1 1 2 

94. 85 5000 210 9219 3? 7 88 11 6 1 1 2 

95. · 85 4000 153 6717 36 6 99 11 7 1 -1 2 
;,. 

96. 85 4000 155 6805 39 8 . 72 8 5 1 1 2 

97. 85 4000 16? ?331 35 5 2? 13 4 1 1 2 

98. 84 5000 207 908? 3? ? 80 11 5 ·1 1 2 

99. 84 5000 213 9351 44 8 88. 13 --9 1 1 2 

100. 84 5000 209 91?5 39 8 89 13 B 1 1 2 
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APPENDIX XVII (CDNTD.) 

101. 84 sooo 644 28272 45 8 79 11 .. 9 1 1 2· 

102. 84 9000 641 281.40 45 8 80 11 10 1 1 2 

103. 84· 4000 142 6234 39 7 74 8 5 1 1 2 

104. 84 4000 156 5848 50 9 78 5 11 1 1 2 

105. 8·3 5000 215 9482 42 8 90 5· 8 1 1 2 

106. 83 8000 566 24847 47 8 28 8 10 1 1 2 

107. 83 8000 561 24628 46 8 29 8 7 1 1 2 

108. 83 4000 179 7858 39 7 98 13 5 1 1 2 

109. · 82 9000 650 28535 42 8 78 11 6 1 1 2 

110. 82 9000 647 28403 51 9 80 6 13 1 1 2 

111. 82 8000 569 24979 46 8 30 8 9 1 1 2 

112. 82 4000 141 6190 · 44 8 78 6 6 1 1 2 

113. 81 9000 640 28096 46 8 77 8 10 1 1 2 

114. 81 8000 560 24584 41 · 7 29 8 5 1 1 2 
Il· 

115. 81 4000 148 6497 41 8 117 6 5 1 1 2 

116. 80 5000 214 9395· 40 7 80 6 5 . 1 · 1 2 

117. 80 4000. 187 6014 30 6 117 13 4 1 -1 2 

118. 79 5000 201 8824 38 7 89 11 3 1 1 2 

119. 79 8000 537 23574 37 7 30 11 5 1 1 2 

120. 78 5000 200 8780 37 7 90 11 5 1 1 2 
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APPENDIX XVII (CONTD~) 

121. 78 4000 199 8736 37 7 89 8 • 6 1 1 2 

122. 78 9000 631 27701 47 8 80 8 10 1 1 2 

123. 78 4000 . 133 5839 37 7 120 8 4 1 1 2 

124. 76 9000 625 27438 50 9 84 8 12 1 1 2 

125. 76 · 9000 637 27964 49 8 84 8 11 1 1 2 

126. 76 4000 129 5663 30 5 120 13 4 1 1 2 

127. 74 8000 540 23706 41 7 30 11 7 1 1 2 

128 •. 74 8000 527 23135 . l+3 B 30 6 6 1 1 2 

129. 74 4000 129 5663 35 6 111 13 6 1 1 2 

130. 73 4000 189 8297 35 6 91 11 5 1 1 2 

· 131. 72 9000 626 27Y81 46 8 86 8 11 1 1 2 

132. 72 7000 527 23135 48 8 28 .5 10 1 1 2 

133. 71 9000 627 27525 33 7 83 13 4 1 1 2 
.. 

134. 65 9000 602 26428 38 7 88 13 5 1 1 2 .,. 
135. 65 9000 600 26340 36 7 89 13 · 5 1 1 2 

136. 65 8000 512 22477 40 7 31 . 11. 7 1 1 2 

137. 61 9000 600 26340 30 6 88 13 4 1. 1 2· 

138 •. 61 8000 589 26252 39· 8 89 13 7 1 1 2 

139. 58 7000 496 21774 38 7 35 13 5 1 1 2 

140. 58 7000 493 21643 38 7 33 11 6 1 1 2 
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APPENDIX XVII (CONTD.) 

141. 57 8.000 500 21950 39 8 36 11 •. 6 1 1 2 

142. 57 7000 499 21906 37 B 32 13 6 1 1 2 

143. 56 7000 487 21379 38 7 35 11 5 1 1 2 

144. 56 7000 490 21511 36 7 36 13 5 1 1 2 

145. 54 8000 573 25155 35 . 6 89 13 5 1 1 2 

146. 54 . 7000 486 21335 35 7 33 13 5 1 . 1 2 

147. 47 ·7000 478 20984 33 6 34 13 4 0 ..., 2 1 

148. 46 7000 477 20940 36 7 3·3 13 4 0 1 2 

149. 42 8000 548 24057 37 7 90 13 5 1 0 .2 

150. 23 BODO 507 22257 34 6 90 13 5 0 0 2 
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AF"PENDIX XVII 

CANDNICAL DISCRIMINANT FUNCTIONS EVALUATED AT GRDUP 

MEANS (Group Centroids) ( THE ORET ICA L) 

Group .. Func 1 

1 1.09846 

2 · -0.20923 

Critical Regioh = 0.444615 

S/No Group Actual Lroup Discriminant Scores 

1 1 1"' * * -0.4184 

2 1 1 2.1503 

3 1 - 1 1.8889 

4 1 1*** 0.0907 

5 1 1 1.2261 

6 1 1 1.654E, 

7 1 1 1.0313 

8 1 1 1.6798 

9 1 1 2.3416 

10 1.6953 
... 

1 1 

11 1 1 1.5509 

12 1 1 0.6915 

13 1 1 Oe7578 

14 1 1 1.1607 

15 1 1 1.3792 
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5/No. 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

Group 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

·1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

Actual Group 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1*** 

1 

1*** 

1 

2*** 

2 

2 

2 

2* **. 

2*** 

2 

2*** 

2*** 

2 

2*** 

2*** 

241 

Discriminant Scores 

•D.5671 

1.7913 

D.7430 

D.6411 

0.6182 

D.0525 

1.9133 

-.O. 3498 

1.4959 

D,8819 

-D.0927 

-0.012·3 

-D.9005 

D.7520 

D.6509 

-0.5836 

1.4137 

1.1319 

-D.2736 

D.9980 

1.2868 
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AFPE:JDIX XVII (CONTD.) 

SJNo. Group flctual Group Discriminant Scores 
-. - .. - . ·-

13 2 2*** 0.8295 

14 2 2*** •o.7986 

15 2 2*** 1.0770 

16 2 2*** 0.6147 

17 2 2*** 1.6736 

113 2 2 -1·.6103 

19 2 2 0.3851 

2·0 2 2*** 0.8543 

21 2 2 0.1584 

22 2 2 -1. 0562 

· 23 2 2*** 1.7599 

24 2 2*** 2.0240 

. 25 2 2 -0.8506 

26 2 ·2 -1.1595 

27 2 2*** 1. 0136 .O· 

28 2 2*** 0.4819 

29 2 2*** 0.5845 

30 2 2*** 1.1404 

31 2 2*** 1.0410 

32 2 2 D.3641 

33 2 2*** 1.6234 

34 2 2*** 0.6645 
····-· --·--· •··---
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APPEiiD IX XVII (CDNTD.) 

S/No. Group Actual Group Discriminant Scores 

35 2 2 -0.2152 
• 

36 2 2 -D.5128 

37 2 2 -0.4374 

38 2 2 -0.0913 

39 2 2 "'."D.2174 

40 2 2 -O. 4906 

41 2 2*** 1.5134 

42 2 2*** D.9908 

43 2 2*** 1.3681 

44 2 2 D.3819 

45 2 2 -O. 3609 

46 2 2*** 1.2861 

47 2 2 -O. 3589 

48 2 2*** D.5139 

49 2 2 -D.5550 

50 2 2 -D.8209 

51 2 2*** 0.4598 

52 2 2 -D.5154 

53 2 2 -0.9455 

54 2 2 -1.1859 

55 2 2*** D.4567 
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APPE r~D IX XVII (COPJTD.) 

S/No. Group Actual Group Dsicriminant Scores 

56 2 2*** 0.6925 
.. 

57 2 2 -0.804 7 

58 2 2 -0.3301 

59 2 2 -0.9109 

60 2 2 -D.1808 

61 2 2 -1.2832 

62 2 2 -O. 0699 

63 2 2*** 1. 0208 

64 2 2 -D.8076 

65 2 2 -D.0338 

66 2 2 -101827 

67 2 2 -D.0955 

68 2 2*** o. 7809 

69. 2 2 -1.0827 

70 2 2 -1.2182 M· 

71 2 2 -0.8575 

72 2 2 -1.1705 

73 2 2 -1.3544 

74 2 2 -1.3416 

75 2 2 -D.2078 

76 2 2 -1.2341 
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S/No. 

77 

78 

79 

80 

81 

82 

83 

84 

85 

86 

87 

88 

89 

90 

91 

92 

93 

94 

95 

96 

97 

Group 

2 

2 

. 2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

.2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

245 

Actual Group Dicscriminant Scores. 

2 0.3177 

2 • 0.4011 

2 -D.7678 

2*** .1.1715 

2 -D.1224 

2*** D.7479 

2 D.3105 

2 -0.9900 

2 -D.4928 

2*** 1.7586 

2*** 0.4898 

2 

2*** 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

D.0182 

0.8026 

-0.3896 · 

-D.4397 

-0.3867 

·-2.3248 

-102831 

-1. 3965 

-1.3037 

-D.9221 
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APPGJ)IX XVII (CONTD.) 

S/f~o. Gri:Jup Actual Group Discriminant Scores 

98 2 2 -0.8220 
• 

99 2 2 -1.024.1 

100 2 2*** 1.3268 

101 2 2*** 1.4801 

102 2 2 -1.9113 

103 2 ·2 -0.4731 

104 2 2 -0.2235 

105 2 '} 
. '- --1.2544 

106 2 '} ·- -1.2036 

107 2 '.2 *"'* 0.9096 

108 ·2 2*** 1.1172 

109 2 2 -2. ·1038 

110 2 2 -1.0855 

111 2 2 -1.4608 

112 2 -2 -0.6919 

113 2 2 -2 .2706 

114 2 2 -1. 0760 

115 2 2 -1.3103 

116 2 2 -1.0890 

117 2 2 -1.3640 

118 2 2 -1.8364 

119 2 2 -1.1594 
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APPEf~DIX XVII (corJTD .. ) 

S/No. . Group Actual Group Discriminant Scores 

120 2 2 -1.6905 

121 2 2. -1.1965 

122 2 2 -1.8982 

123 2 2 -102268 

124 2 2 -1. 076 0 

125 2 2 -1.8561 

126 2 2 -1.3366 

*** = Not Correctly Classified 

The Percentage of 11 Grouped II Cases Correctly C las si fied = 70%. 
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S/i':o. 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

APPENDIX XVIII 

CANONICAL DISCRIMINANT FUNCTIDN EVALUATED AT 

GRDUP MEANS (Group Centroids) (PRACTICAL) 

Group 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

Group 

1 

.2 

• 

Critical Region = 

P.ctual Group Discriminant 

1*** -O. 4091 

1 1.4730 

1 1.4838 

1*** 0~3258 

1 1.1354 

1 1.2867 

1 0.7673 

1 1.4065 

248. 

Func 1 

1.03765 

-D.19765 

D.4200 

Score 

1 1 1.6593 . 

1 1 1.1645 

1 1 2.4002 

1 1 2.1104 

1 1 1.9209 

1 1 2.5761 

1 1 1.2699 
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APPENDIX XVIII (CONTD.) 

S/No. Group Actual Group - Discriminant Score~ 

16 1 1 D.6585 
• 

17 1 1 1.6578 

18 1 1*** o. 3002 

19 1 1*** D.2887 

20 1 1 D.4249 

21 . 1 1 * >!-* -D.3896 

22 1 1 1.2830 

23 1 1*** -1.0200 

24 1 1 1.1494 

1 2 2*** 1~2677 

2 2 2 -D.2935 

3 2 2 -D.2970 

4 2 2 -D.8308 

5 2 2 D.2885 

6 2 2 o. 0875 .. 
7 2 2 · D.0094 

B 2 2*** D.9686 

9 2 2*** 1.5785 

10 2 2 D.1018 

11 2 2*** 1.3524 

12 2 2*** 0.7428 
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APPE ~JD IX XVI II (CONTD.) 

S/No Group Actual Group Discriminant Scores 

13 2 2*** D.4907 

14 2. 2*** D.46~4 

15 2 2*** 1.4227 

15 2 2*** 1.1585 

17 2 2,. ** 1.4327 

18 2 2 -1.8718 

19 ·2 2 0.0122 

20 2 2*** D.8203 

21 2 2 -0.0824 

22 2 2 -1.3471 

23 2 2*** 1.2253 

24 2 2 1.4730 

25 2 2 -O. 0963 

26 2 2 -1.2754 

27 2 2*** D.7381 
"· 

28 2 2*** D.9821 

29 2 2*** D.7353 

30 2 2*** D.8003 

31 2 2*** D.4538 

32 2 2**"' D.4331 

33 2 2*** 1 •. 3349 

34 2 2*** D.5997 
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APPENDIX XVIII (CONTD.) 

S/PJo. Group Actual Group Discriminant score 

35 2 2 o. 3'\J.f9 

36- 2 2 0.2459 

37 2 2 -0.1348 

38 2 2 0.1529 

39 2 2 -0.4377 

40 2 2 -1.8380 

41 2 2*** 1.2151 

42 2 2*** 0.6855 

43 2 2*** 0-.8573 

44 2· 2*** 1.2523 

45 2 2 - -O. 3235 

45 2 2*** D.5525 

47 2 2 -0.,6024 

48 2 2**"' D.7201 
... 

49 2 2 -0.5073 

50 2 2 -1.5782 

51 2 2*** D.5534 

52 2 2 -0.0969 

53 2 2 -D.9192 

54 2 2 -0.8771 

55 2 2 D.2532 
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. APPENDIX XVIII (CONTD.) 

5/No. Group Actual Group Discriminant Scores 

55 2 2 0.4043 
• 

~7 2 2 -0.9531 

58 2 2 0.1502 

59 2 2 -1.1011 

60 2 . ') 
L D.3180 

61 2 2 -1.1973 

52 2 2 D.1217 

53 2 2*** D.5582 

64 2 2 -D.2772 

65 2 2 0.1742 

66 2 2 -1.2714 

67 2 2 -0.2957 

68 2 2*** 1.0584 

69 2 2 -0.7191 

70 2 2 -1.2282 •· 

71 2 2 -1.4403 

72 2 2 -0.5292 

73 2 2 -1.2581 

74 2 2 -1.1908 

75 2. 2 -0.3382 
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APPENDIX XVIII (CDNTD.) 

5/No. Group Actual Group Discriminant Score 

76 2 2 -1.0724 

• 
77 2 2 -D.0015 

78 2 2 -O. 0055 

79 2 2 -O. 5400 

80 2 2* *" 1.2151 

81 2 .2 D.1039 

82 2 2*** D.9710 

83 2 2*** 0.8271 

84 2 2 -1.1103 

85 2 2 -0~413Sl 

85 2 2*** 1..3249 

87 2 2*** 0.8138 

88 2 2*** 0.4415 

89 2 2*** .. o. 4432 

90 2 2 0.1309 ... 

91 2 2 -D.1450 

92 2 2 -0.1449 

93 2 2 -2.7573 

9.4 2 2 -1.0713 

95 2 2 -0.8051 

96 2 2 -1.23?1 
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AFPE f~D IX XVIII (CO!'JTD.) 

s/r~o. Group Actual Group Discriminant Score 

97 2 2 -0.9310 

• 
98 2 2 -0.1181 

99 2 2 -1.0485 

100 2 2*** 0.9134 

101 2 2*** 0.7912 

102 2 2 -2.7772 

103 2 2 -0.1840 

104 2 2*** 0.5782 

105 2 2 -'1.8140 

105 2 2 -1.5775 

107 2 2 0.3997 

108 2 2*** 1.3709 

109 2 2 -2.0557 

110 2 2 -1c2251 . 

111 2 2 -1.5557 •· 

112 2 .2 -0.3453 

113 2 2 -2.5553 

114 2 2 -1.0724 

115 2 ·2 -0.8525 

115 2 2 -0.5812 

117 2 2 -0.5583 
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APF~ENDIX XVIII (COfHD.) 

s/r~o. Group Actual Group Discriminant Scores 

118 2 2 -O. 9887,. 

• 
119 2 2 -0.7044 

120 2 2 -1.2008 

121 2. 2 -1.7271 

122 2 2 -1.3370 

123 2 ? -1.7048 '-

124 2 2 -1.1565-

125 2 2 -1.3953 

126 2 2 -1. 9069 

*** Not Correctly Classifed 

The Percentage of "Grouped" Cases Correctly Classified = 68.67% 
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APPENDIX XIX 

STATISTICAL TEST OF SIGNIFICANCE FOR POULTRV. 

DISCRIMINANT FU~CTIDN 

THEORETICAL 

Canonical Correlation 

Wilks 1 Lambda 

Chi-Squared 

D.F. 

PRACTICAL 

Canonical Correlation 

Wilks' Lambda 

Chi-Squared 

D.F. 

D.4345594 

D.8110712 

30.049 

9 

D.4148386 

D.8279090 

27 .667 

3 

" 
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APPEI\Ol:X XX 
FUSACS 1A · 

FUND FOR SUPERVISED AGRICUL'l'URAL CREDI'l' SCHEME 

.,·:·,. ·,:_,.~·· •. ~-

1

-
11~~ÇATIONFORLOAN 

1 

1 •.•. 

PART l 

(Ta· 1H <Olllpkud by all applicants) 
·,.,: 

· · A.-Name and AddreBS of Appllcant 

' . · Surnamo. • · ·· . · . -----,,---..----- ... _.-... · .,..,,_ .......... _ .......... - ...... ______ ........ _, ..... : -· _ ........ - ... ·-·--··· · ·-·· 

FOl'CJl&IDCj.." . ---- ' .. -· •• ···._,..... ,. -···-·""""'"'""'"""'"'"''""'""""'"'"""'-'"'"'"-"""""' ..... - .................. _ ............ - ................ .. 
' 1 

(b) _Sex-......... -. ::···· .. ··· .. -. -·--····-... - .. -·-.. - .:;"!' . 

Resid~tial ~~--·-- . ----,-·,,., .......................................... - ............... - ........ _ ... :,'",.···-··-.......... -, .... ·-...... . 

Bwüneaa address (No Bo.i: Number) -·--· .. --.-.......................................... -··--·-·---........ -............. - ....... _ .. ,, ... _ .... __ .. - ... - .. 

Hometown 

~a) Vill~:.._ . ..:_.':_· .. ---·-.:... 
1 

• • .......... - ........................... ---.. ····--··--···· .. - .. -·-.. ·-·--·-·-·-·-·--· .. 

,(b) Kindred_ .. -· : -··---- . -----··-···-·····"-""""'-"""""'""'""'"'"'"--"""""""'; ··-·-··-··---·-----·-·· 

(c) Quarter · ------ ' ' · ·· · · - : ................. ·-·-·--·-·-.... - .......... : ·····-·--.. -----·-··· 

Local GovemmCllt Arca----------
J'.· . 

. • .-··i, . ,, '. - ·-- -·- .. -· - -...... ~~---··-.. -.. _ .. , _______ , .. _ 
B.-Occupationa ,/· 

___ . ----"'.·· 1 l ... . . .. , ., -----_____ .. __ 
. . ........ : . ,·,. ,-

YOjU' -·· 

Fronl''· 

-----,-·-,-------------:..--------------·-·- --------------·-·-·· 
-----,,-.,..,;-,-----------------

. ' . - . , -· , . . .......... r·-·-..................... -.... -....... _ ... _._ 
-----,--------------- -·· --............. __ .. _ ............... -:--·····-·--·-.. -.. _.. -·-·---··· 

' ' 

D.-Family P!U1iculan 

Married '. I, 
·--------

' ~umbor .of dcpcndcpt childr,.,.., _______ ... ·-·----, .. -........................... - ................... '. .· ........... , ........................... - ..... :.:... ...... · .... .. 

Ncxt of Kiii: N!llll"-~--:__ - _ . : ·-·-· · ................ -... -.. - ......... _ .............. 1.·.-......... -·,·-~··-,--.,.,-.,·.:. .. _ 
Relationship-_-, -. ·-· .. -... -.-.-,. ____ ....................... - ....... - .. . • ~ l __ ., __ 

(i 

Jl 'I. 
li 
'.'] 

·ii 
li 

. /' 

·!1i" 
·:) 

,1 

'.,.\ 
!1 
1, .,. 
f 

'1 
-< 

1 
'1 
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_,_, .. 

-~ 

r
.~~i 

' . 

. 
. 

t· 

:::,'{ 
1. 

·t·v .. ( 
,''-:..; 

Pi.&T li 

. '(To I» _,pu/411 if •ppliu,tim, il OIi b,Ju.J/ of• Lùniud Liabili~ Cornpon)', lùtûùml Ca-ap,ratiw Socu~ 
tw .., J- of Busûtm A.uacialion). · . · · · 

A. Namc of Buain-.-----------------------
B. A4drœa of Buainml 

• 

E.-Namo and Addrcuc& of Dirocton, Partnera, etc. 

Statu, A.ddrw 

• 

F.-Od>er Buaineu P&rtlèulan 

1. Statua of BuainC81l--------· -----·---------------
2. D.ùe lmt formcd -·--

3. DAto of rogistration ----------------·---·-------- ----------·-·····-··········-··---------------

+. Rcgiatration number 

PART III 

.(To b• =npktsd by oll oppücanu) 

A. Proaonl .\cûvitl ..... -------------------------------

B. Od>er_l~.if'you have ever applied elsewhere for l' loan 

NameofBank 
Aroount Date of Period 

Addn:u of loan Issue of rcfund 
Amount 

OU!Btanding 

--~~~ ·----------1--------------..-----1------
----~--1---~------1-----1-----1---c-----1--~-~ 
-----~~-,-----------=-l·-----1------1---,-----I·-----
------~ 1=·--=----=:=-------=-=---1~-· -=--1_·-. -= 

. PART IV 

(To Z.. œmpletd /,y ol/ oppli&1111t1) 

A.-Purpoae and amowu ot LoaD (State type of Carmine and a.moun~ of loan required) 

------------------

.r 

~ 
l · .. '· 
.J 

1 

,. 
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'1 . .-,1 
'(i· ·, 

t 
r-

-/1' .,, 

"! J 

t' 

é,!;.· 
1 

·, 
l 

\ 
7 

·. Jl.-!'rop<ltoed Securùy for Loan ·. : 

(a) FullName--------------

Ad.dnm: Street or l(l)JWl...-----------------l'lo, _____ _ 
(No wwol addre:s a/Jowoi) 

t°'"" Y&la&c md Qu&rUrr------------

1.o::al GovcramCllt .. An:L--------------....-------'---
. <>.:cup,u,·IOIL---------------A!:"---­

Amoulll o!Guanmt1111: N'-----------------------• 
(h) Full namo---------------------------

Addn:u: stnict"' ROll!l--------------NO.--------
Town. Village and quartm·----------------------­

Local Govemmcmt An:L----------------------­
Oo::u1pa,;·19_ ~------------------...ll!:"-------
A\nount of Guanmt.oc: Hr--'-----------

2. Propcrt)' or - offcrcd u occurity: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

1. 

Dc:acriplion Location 

Lo::il Govo."IW>ont 

Villagc.'to 

Local Name of 

Pr=cnt uae of lan 

Atta of !an 

Pr,:,,cnt nlu 

Frocheld 

PART V 

. (To be a,mpkte://,y ail app&,;,,ts) 

A.-Location Q! land to be w.ed for the Projecl · 
• - - • .. ; . • ' 1 ~. • 

1 

JI.-Description or Land 

C.-Tille or Land 

Othcr tcnancy 
(c.g., rcntcd) 

! . 

1: 

Leuchold 

V•luc 
N 

i 
1 
i 
1 ,, 
,. 
( 

1 

i 
'l 

-~, 
l 
l 

) 

-----n-
! \ 
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; If lo-hold or othar tonancy, &ivo !lalDO 1111d a,ldre~• uf original ownor. (Ahiu uttuch a copy of !Ulllla ccrtificato 
of occupancy), · 

,. ·,,1,.,, ,r ··' .:,,. · 
~~~\~·-~-:··'.----------··--................... _ ............... _ ....... _ ..................................................... _ ... , .......... ,_ .. _____ , ___ _ 

.:!r., ! li) _____ ....,.. __________ ......... , _________ ,, ___ ,, .. _ ....... _____________ _ 

J, Y!arly ROAt .H--------------..... ,_ .... ,--···""'"'-·"'"""""'""""""-""_.;.__,., .. .,.,_ ... , . . , .i-.. . . ···-· .. - . 

+, If tha ~d ot part of it (including building on jt) 1s at prescnt mortgagcd, plcdged or oubleased givc detai]a. 

·---.. -............ ,-............................ ,_,,,, __ .... _,~, ................. ; ................. _ .. _,,__ .· ' "-----
....... -...................................................................................... : .... -.... , ............ _ ........ ':--.. .:.--,.. . ................ - .• 

, ., - , r ... , : 

.... --........ , ... _ ........ ____ ............... _ ............. _, __ ,_, ___ ,. __ , ............. -,.--.... -
(' ; '! 

, ~I ' .• 

\.:· DECLARATION 

1.~Liù:ra~oppticdia, 1htnûd 11U thü de&laratian. 

info;::;f ~~en in thÏs Appli~tion Form was .. given after. du6 'con&deration' and, is corre!e:iue t"!~r i::,:i' ' 
kn?w19(1gundbclicf. ·, . ., · ·· ·. ' · ' · .: , . . · · 

DAœth ',! .. ; • ._· ---d~y of --· . - ........................... , 19 ......... .. 
·. I"" 

8~~<1>· 
• ·,•·•1,•-1···,-' 

ji> .~~·--.. ·-: ----
(2) ------, - --·-·, __ ,_ ........... _. ____ ....... __ ''-.. ---···"·_-............ ~- ."'"·-··-·;-"· -· . (3) ., ' •••• , ....... ,. 1 : • '·-·' ...... , ....... ,.,,_ 

:.1, Qtb.~f- app!icaillil 1111ablc to l'Cad and write should uac this dec!aration. 
·. \-\",,. ' - . ' . 

l{W~ .............. - .... , .. -, ... , .............. -.--..... __ .... , .... , .... , ........ , ..... ,, ...... , ... , ..... , .................................. : ......... ,, .. hereby declaro .that tlus Application 
Form waa rcad ovor and intcrpreted to my/our undorntanding and eatisfac-tion and that the infonnation waa givcn 
aitor duc c;onsidcr~tiém and Î8 correct to.tho bC!:'t of,my/our knowledgo and bclief., · 

DA~f,.buie._ ___ . ...ud<1yo,._ _________ _ 19 ......... .st. ____ ,_. ----

Si~rci mark or right th~-Prin.t of appfü:ant:- · 

• ' •••••• ' • • • • ',.,. 1 ,, 

(Thil lliganturo ~k or rig~t thumb-print 1hould, be made in the prosc'llcc of a pcfllon-;~;pjçÏfugth;·;p;Îi-;;ti;-f;;-~ 
whollhoulda~Olgnthoccrtifu:atobancath). . : : .. , .. , ·'·rt,, .. : .. 

., 
CERTIFICATE 

· 1 hcrehy declarc that the fore~oin~ has been co~pleted, read over and/or translated to the illitcnito <!e,cl,arant in~o 

-------· ___ ,._,, _____ ... _ .............. ..Ianguaga which · hc/•~. e/thcy appeare4. to )•~;vc. porfectly · 
un.4•rstood ·bcfore affixing hiB/hcr/their aignature(s) =ks(s). 

Nam•,,--.,,-:·-. ------· 
__ .....;. _____________ ,, ___ . ____ ~'!":'l".""'\"""--:--

·Addtosa.._ ____ _ 
·--·---....... -, .. ·-··-··--·-··--.. ""ï-"" 

'Qualifü:atio,n..--------- ··-··· .. ··-·-·-....... -..... -...... __ ,t-· .. --···-·-··-·-·---- . 

GPB 19tll86/20,000 
,,.:., 

·~•., 
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APPENDIX XXI 

QUESTICir~1~AIRE 01\!E • 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURAL ECDNOMICS 
UNIVERSITY OF NIGERIA, NSUKKA 

THESIS TDPIC: EVALUATION OF THE PERFORMANCE OF SLJPERVISED 

261 

AGRICLJLTLJRAL CR:DIT SCHEME OF A~AMBRA 5TATE, 

t-'lr C.J. Arene of the Department of Agricultural Economies, 

University of Nigeria, Nsukka is carrying out a research study 

on "EVALUATION OF THE PERFORMAf'~CE OF SUPERVISED AGRICULTURAL 

CREDIT SCHEME OF ANAMBRA STATE, NIGERIA". Based on the findings, 

he is expected to make useful policy recommendations to scheme 

management. Please could you answer the questions bel6we 

Vour co-operation and help are highly solicited and appreciated. 

All information supplied will be treated as confidential. Thanks. ~ 

Ir{fERVIEW SCHEDULE FOR THE CROP FARME:RS IN SLJPERVISED AGRICLILT ~·RAL 

CREDIT SCHEME IN THE STATE. 

Please tick ( ) for the correct answer or fill in details as 

a ppropriate. 

(1) Zone 
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(2) Age of Farmer 

(3) Level of Formal Education 
• 

(4) Number of Years of Farming Experience 

(5) l\lumber of De pendants 

(6) What is the size of your Farm? -----------
( 7) What is the distance from your home to the source of 

loan? 

(8) What type of crops do you grow? --------------
(9) Which of these methods do you emplay in crop production? 

Better farming implements (tractors) 

Improved seeds and seedlings 

Fertilizer application 

Pesticides application 

Minimum tillage 

Irrigation practice 

262 

(a) 

(b) 

(c) 

(d) 

(e) 

(f) 

(g) Dthers (specify) --------,.------

(10) What are your objectives in borrowing? 

(a) ta increase hectares under cultivation 

(b) ta buy seeds/seedlings/cuttings 

Cc) ta buy fertilizers/chemicals 

(d) Others (specify) 
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(11). Was the amount ~ent to you sufficient for your 

objectives? Yes; ----- No. 
• 

(12) What was the size of loan given to you in the last 

farming season? 

(13) What is ypur incarne level? 

(14) How much of the loàn did you repay? -------
(15) How do you find the lending exercise? 

(a) Time consCJming 

(b) Unnecessar'y 

Cc) Cumbersome 

(d) No problems at all 

( 16) When do the actual handing-over of the approved 

loan fund corne up? 

(a) Before planting 

(b )· During planting 

(c) After planting • 

(d) Before harvesting 

(e) During harvesting 

(f) After harvesting 

(17) How was the loan given ta you? 

(a) in cash 

(b) in kind 

Cc) in both cash and kind 
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(18) How would you have preferred the loan? 

( 19) 

(20) 

(a) 

( b.) 

Cc) 

If 

(a) 

(b) 

Cc) 

How 

Ca) 

(b) 

Cc) 

in bath 

do you 

in cash 

in kind 

or bath cash and kind? 

cash and· kind, in what 

more cash than 

more kind than 

equal cash and 

find the present 

tdo high 

tao low 

moderate 

kind 

cash 

kind 

rate 

proportions? 

of interest? 

(21) If your answer to the abov~ is (a), what wciuld 

"' 

you prefer? -------------------

·c22) What do you offer as security for the loan(s.)? 

(a) land 

(b) house(s)/property 

Cc) guarantors 

(d) good character 

. (e) Others (specify) 

264 

(23) How many times do the supervisors of the scherne visit 

you in a year? ---------------------
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(24) How do they supervise your farm? -----------
• (25) Are you satisfied with the method of supervision? 

(a) yes; (b) . No. 

(26) If no, what are your suggestions? 

(27) How do you repay your lbans? 

(a) in bulk; (b.) 

(28) If your. answer is (b), why? 

lack of profit. 

crop failure 

instalmentally 

(a) 

(b) 

(c) adverse natural con6ition (specify) ----

(29) What b~nefits do you thin~ you have derived fr~m thè 

loan? 

(a). 

(b) 

(c) 

(d) 

(30) What problems do you encounter in securing the loans? 

(a) 

(b) 

(c) 

(d) 

( 
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(31). What problems do you ~ncounter in repaying the loans? 

(a) 

(b) 

Cc) 

(d) 

• 

(32) How do you think the scheme could be improved to 

serve more farmers? 

(a) increase Bmount of money disbursed 

(b) reduce int~rest rates 

(c) 

(d) 

(e) 

(f) 

(g) 

give money ta practising farmers only 

scrape collaterals 

speedy processing of applications 

establish more offÎces 

Others (specify) 

256 
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APPEND IX XXII 

QUESTIONNAIRE TWD 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURAL ECONDMIC~ 

UNIVERSITY OF NIGERIA, NSUKKA 

THESIS TOPIC: EVALUATION OF THE PERFORMANCE OF SUPERVISED 

AGRICULTURAL CRCDIT SCHE~E IN ANAMBRA STATE, 

fHGERIA. 

257 

Mr. C.J. Arene of the Department of Agricultural Economies, 

University of Nigeria, Nsukka is carrying out a research study 

on 11 EVALLJATION OF THE PERFORMP.f1JCE OF SUPERVISED AGRICULTLJRAL 

CREDIT SCHEME IN ANAMBRA STATE, NIGERIA." Based on the findings, 

hi is expected to make useful policy recommendations to the scheme 

management. Please could you answer the questions below. Vaur 

co-operation and help are highly solicited and appreciated. All 

information supplied will be treated as confidential. Thanks. 

INTERVIEW SCHEDLJLE FOR THE LIVESTDCK FARMERS IN SUPERVISED 

AGRICULTLJRAL CREDIT SCHEME IN THE STATE. 

Please tick ( ) for the correct ahswer or fill in details as 

· appropriate. 

( 1) Zone 
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(2) Age of farmer 

(3) Level of formal education ------
(4) Number of years of farming experience 

• 
(5) Number of dependants 

(6) What was the size of your farm? ----------
(7) What was the distance from yoür home ta the source 

of loan? ----------
(8) What type of animals did you rare? -----------

(9) Which of these methods did you employ in livestock 

production? 

(a) Restricted movement of livestock 

(b) Veterinary care 

(c) Controlled breeding 

(d) Irnproved strains or bre.ed 

(e) Setter hygiene and management 

(f) Others (specify) 

(10) What were your objectives in_borrowing? 

(a) to increase your stock of livestock 

(b) to buy more feeds 

(c) to buy more drugs 

(d) Others (Specify) 
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(11) Was the amoùnt lent ta you sufficient for your 

objectives? ---- No. yes; 

(12) What was the size of làan given to you last? ----

( 13) What .is 1/ our incarne 11:::ve 1? ,--------------
(14) How much of the loans did you repalj? 

(15) How did you find the lending exercise? 

( 16) 

(17) 

(a) 

(b) 

Cc) 

(d) 

When 

fund 

(a) 

(b) 

(c) 

(d) 

(e} 

(f) 

How 

.(a) 

(b) 

(c) 

Time consuming 

Unnecessc:œy 

Cumbersome! 

N~ prdblems at all. 

did the actual handing-over of 

corne up? 

Before stocking 

During stocking 

After stocking 

Before cleàring of stock 

During clearing of stock 

After clearing of stock 

was the loan given to you? 

in cash 

in kind 

in bdth cash and kind 

the approved loan 

269 
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( 18) How would you have preferred the loan? 

(a) in cash 

(b) in kind • 
(c) or bath cash and kind? 

( 19) If in bath cash and kind, in what· proportion? 

(a) more cash than kind 

(b) more kind than cash 

Cc) equal cash and kind 

(20) How did you find the interest rate? 

(a) tao high 

(b) too low 

(c) moderate 

(21) If your answer ta the above question is (a), what 

would you prefer? 

(22) What did you offer as security for the loan(s)? 

(a) land 

(b) house(s)/prcperty 

(c) guarantors 

(d) good characti?r 

(e) others (specify) 
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(23) How many times did the supervisors of the scheme 

visit in a yèar? --------------------
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(24) How ~id they supervise your farm? ------------
• 

· (25) Were you sati~fied with the method of supervision? 

(a) ---- yes; (b) No. 

(25)· If no, what were your suggestions? -----------

(27) How did you repay your loans? 

(a) in b LI lk 1 ( b) · --- instalmentally 

(28) If your answer is (b), why? 

(a) 

(b) 

Cc) 

lack of profit 

livestock failure 

adverse natural candi tian (speci fy) 

(29) What benefits do you think you have derived from the 

loan? 

(a)-------------------------
(b) 

(c) 

(d) 

(30) What problems. did you encounter in securing the loans? 

(a) 

(b) 

Cc) 

(d) 
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(31) What problems did you encounter in repaying the loans? 

(a) 

(b) 

(c) 

(d) 

• 

(32) How do you think the scheme could b~ irnproved to 

serve more farmers? 

(a) 

(b) 

(c) 

(d) 

(e) 

(f) 

(g) 

-----

increase a~ount of rnoney disbürsed 

reduce interest rates 

give,money to practising farmers only 

scrape collaterals 

speedy processing of applicatiohs 

establish more office~ 

Others (specify) _________ _ 
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APPENDIX XXI II 

QUESTIONNAIRE THREE 

• 

273 

Department of Agricultural Economies 
University of Nigeria, 
Nsukka, 
Anambra State 

4th April, 1989. 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

I am a postgraduate student in the Department of Agricultural 
Economies, University of Nigeria, Nsukka. I am currently carrying 
out a research study on "EVALUATIOrJ OF THE P:::RrCRMAf\lCE OF SUPERVISED 
AGRICULTURAL CREDIT SCHEME OF ANAMBRA STATE, NIGERIA AND ITS 
IMPLICATIONS FOR CREDIT EXTENSION DECISIONS. 

I will be grateful if you will supply me with the 
information contained in the questionnaire attached. This 
will help me to complete the research study. All the information 
supplied by you will be strictly confidential. 

I need your co-operation. Thank you and best wishes. 

Vaurs sincerely, 

Mr c. J. Arene. 

QUESTIONNAIRE THREE 

EVALUATION OF THE PERFORMANCE OF SUPERVISED AGRICULTURAL CREDIT 
SCHEME IN THE STATE. 

Please. tick ( ) for the correct answer or fill in details as 
appropriate. 

(1) Have you ever lent money to farmers? 

Yes; [\.O • 
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(2) If yes, what type of farmers do you lend ta? 

(a) Group farmers. 

(b) Individual farmers 
• 

Cc) Agricultural Commercial Concerns (companies) 

(d) Otilers (Specify) 

(3) Please complete the table below: 

Type of farm No. of far mers given loan 

Enter prise 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1985 

Crop 

Livestock 

Type of farm Amount of loan given 

Enter prise 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1985 

Croo 

Livestock 

(4) What months do you receive the greatest request for loans? 

(a) February - April 

( b ) Ma y - Ju 1 y 

(c) August - Dctober 

(d) November - December 

( e) January 

1987 

1987 
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(5) What tvpes of farm enter prise are most of your loan 

applicants engaged in? 

(a) • FOOD CROPS 

(i) Ri:Ce (ii) Maize (iii) Cassava ( iv) Others (specify) 

(b) TREE (Permanent) CROPS 

(i) Oil Palm (ii) Citru~ (iii) Plantèin (iv) Others (specify) 

(c) VEGETABLE CROPS 

(i) Tomato (ii) Dnions (iii) Melon (iv) Others (specify) 

(d) LIVE STOCK 

(i) Poultry (ii) Dairy (iii) Piggery ( iv) Fishery 

(v) Oth!:?rs (speci fy) 

(6) How many farmers do \/ DU supervise? 

(a) Maize farmers (b) Rice farrners Cc) Poultry • 

farmers 

(7) What is your length of service as a supervisor in 

- (a) ~laize farming (b) Rice farming (c) Poultry 

farming 

(8) How long did it take you to train in agriculture?~~~~~~~ 
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(9) What is the duratian of time (i.e. grace periad) before 

repayments become due 

(a) 

(b ). 

(c) 

(d) 

After 3 months 

After 6 months 

After 1 year 

Greater than 2 years 

• 

(10) Are repayments made in one 1bulk? 

(11) 

( 12) 

(13) 

If no, 

Do you 

If yes, 

(a) 

(b) 

Cc) 

Yes, r~o .. 

then for how long do they continue? 

requre collateral security for your loans? 

Yes; Na. 

please list them 

(14) How long does it take to process and approve/riject a loan 

request from 'the d,ite of application? ---------
(15) Where lbans have been approved, are th~re provisions for 

appraisals, follow up evaluation and supervision 

of projects? Yes; No. 

(16) If answer to qwestion (15) is 11 No", what are the reas·ons? 

(a) 

(b) 

(c) 

(d) 

few staff available 

farmers are too many and scattered 

there is no need for it. 

Other~ (specify) 
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(17) If ~nswer ta question (10) is "Ves", haw aften is this 

carried out in, one year 

(18) What problems do yau encounter in dispensing laans~ 

--- Supervisary field staff not enough (a) 

(b) 

(c) 

(d) 

Money usually spent on unappraved projects 

Sa many defaults on the part of farmers 

Others (specify) 

(19) Please complete this table belaw: 

Loan default measure ·ccrops) n980 1981 1982 1983 1984 

Total laans issued ta farmers 

Total due· for reoavment 

Actual reoavment 

Loan default measure 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 (Livestack) 

Total laans issued ta 
farmers 

Total due for repay-
ment 

Actual. reoavment 

1985 1986 1987 

-· 

·-

1986 198? 
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(20) What ways do you think your services could improve 

to serve the farmers better? 

. (~ 1) 

(a) 

(b) 

.(c) 

Do you think your operations could be changed/impro~_g_!L~ 
/~,c 0 and /. · 

t · th f f t · f b d? / "-' 0 
f? 

1o o 1ncrease e e ec 1veness o · your oar . ,, ....._'7J· . . ,...-'L . 
1 <:- , ,' 

Yes; No. /t ~\ 
l ~ :J f 

If yes., please specify things to be done \ 0 rP.l 
\._...1,- ~~ ! 

(a) :;.,/, 0·, / --'-----------------------------~°-?~ 
(b) 

(c) 

(22) Please ma~e any other comments that you feel are 

important to this study. 
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