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.~ ABSTRACT

This study evaluated the performance of the Supzrvised
Agricultufél Credit 5Scheme of Rﬁambré State of Nigeria with
emphasis on credit extension decisions. .

The cluster saﬁpiing methsd of data collection was usez and
it involved random sampling without replacement of z totsl posulsticr
of about 700 farmer-beneficiaries in the state. Three "hungrzd
farmers, 60 from each of the clusters, were selectecd and inszrvieued.
The supervisors who supervised the farmers were likeWise interviswed.

The instrument of dats ctollection was an interview schedule.

Descriptive statistics, multiple regression, correlstion, and

discriminant analyses technigues were employed to anzlyse the
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data anc e the objective.
The raseerch findings showed that maize Pnd pou 11Ty fzrmers

were not very consistent in the repaymant of their losns. In terms

of supervision, efficiency seemed to be sacrificed cdue to swmall

superviscr/farmer ratic and some other related prohliems, althoush

the fzrmers had positive at

rasults further revealed that in giving lozns to mzize farmers,

the scheme should focus attenticn on four major chasractericsiics,

nzmely size of lean, age of farmers, number of years of fezrming

experie nce, and distance between home and source of loan; ic
rice farmers, on income; and to poultry farmers, on ace of
farmers, distance between home and source of loan, and level of

formal education of farmerse.
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'CHAPTER 1

I | INTRODUCTION

Agriﬁulture 1n‘Nigeria is characférised by
rural farmers who ﬁrnduce over 90 ﬁéf cent of the
AcuUntry's food need (Falusi gﬁ.‘gl; 1980). Because
,ihey have a émall céﬁital.base,'their pfoductibn ia'
low. .The-Nigerian agriculturél dutput has been’
decreasing over the yearg. Tablé 1.1 shows that the
output declined from 1960 to 1975. Production increased
a‘littie Frdm‘1950 to 1982, decllined in‘1983, increased
again from 1984 to 4986; and declined again in 1987 (table
1.2). The cpntributiqn‘tonfhe‘Gross‘Dnmeétiﬁ Product
-(BDP)‘by.théfagricultﬁral éectur'has béen debliniﬁg.A'
In'thé 19603,‘agribﬁiture‘was the ma jor revenue earnerf'
for thé government.> But from the 1970s revenue from
,égriculture continued to decline (table 1.3). Nigerian
»aéricultufe is finding it 1nﬁreaaingly difficult to |

feed her population. This is shumn by 1aneasing‘1mpdrt



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

'Percentage of Total Output
1960 {1966 |[1969 |1973 | 1976 {1975 [1977 |1978 1979
1« | Agriculture
(L/5,* Agri-
] culture,
Forestry, - : ‘ : _
Fiahing) 62 , 94 5&.97 hB,S?,Z?.ﬁD 23.90123.50 19.20 19.80 17.98
'2. Mining and . : | _
yuarrying D.58| 4.83 | 6.99]24.500 32.90|26.30 27.6U 23,30} 25.94
3. Mahufac-
turing and . d . _
Crafts 4.79] 6.90 } 8,064} 5,00 3.90} 5,00] 5.40) 6.40] 6.65
4, | Electricity _ :
and Water 0.41) 0,58 | 0.71].0.40{ 0.30| 0,30} 0,40} 0.40 0.40
Se Building and - N\ R . i
Cangtruction 4,791 5.35 } 4,60 7.30 5.90‘ 6.8 9.30 10.9d 11.11
‘6. Distribution 12.40112.90 ﬂ2.93 18.70{ 19 .50 {20,000 20.00]20,00% 19,19
~ 7+ | Transport and » :
Communication' | 4.89)] 4.49 { .99 3.80] 2.90} 3.30 5.00] 5,20 5.22
8. |General . . _ , _ ' :
| Government 3.31]1 3.08 17,17} 5.50 4.,60] 9.20 7.80]. 8.2 774
9. |Services
(Education and : A )
Health) 577 | 6.90 {6.69{ 7.10] 6.10] 5.6 5e30] 5,80 6.69

*1 /S .= Livestock

Source:- Federal Office of Statistics, for 1960-79, Lagos,



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

| 1981) 1982] 1983 | 1984 | 1985| 1986 | 1987 Percentage difference between
Ttems ' @ |3 | |6 e
(1) (@) J€3) J) (5 | (6) |(7) |and | and |and Jand [and |and
. | i@ e fw s fe [
1.. | Crops -
(a) Sta- | - | - _ _ o
ples | 71.6d 73.8q 63.50| 81.50 88.90} 98.60} 93.30 3.07 |-13.96| 28.35 |9.08 | 10.91}-5.36'
(b) Other| - o
Crops {124, 10122 .20 108. 10| 115. 14126. 30h25.904128 . 701 45,87 F11.54] 6.48 [9.56 |-0.32 | 2.22 -
2. | L1vestock) su.z0os.ud 99.90ho2.4d106.60im0.70/m3. 00 10.83 |-4.31) 2.50]4.30 | 3.65] 2.08
3. | FIsHERY {104.30h07.3d409.90] 73.60 51.80| 60.70{ 84.30| z.88 | 0.56L33.03129.62]17.18 |38.88
4o | FORESTRY |114.50/113.40105.60007.40110.60[M0.70[14.20] -0.96 |-6.88] 1.70§ 2.98| 0.09] 3.16
‘5. | AGGREGATE | N : . . S

Source: Federal Office of Statistics, Lagas.
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Table 1.3. Contribution of Agriculture to.the Gross

Domestic Product (GDPY, 1960 - 1979.

Vear Total GDP Agriculture | Agriculture as
N'Million #'Million Percentage of GDP
1960 ,zzué.uu 1414 .60 62.90
1974 164L62.60 3565. 30 23.90
1975 19437.70 3439,60 - 23.50
1976 23826.60 3613.70 20,50
1977 26758.50 3777470 19.20
1978 27370.20 3039.30 19.80
1979 . 31424 .70 5656 .80 18.00
Centfal'Planning Office, 1981, Lagos.

Source:



bill -for food 1tems‘(table Tol4). Because.uf the:
-déclininé trend in the ﬁutput and riéing cost of food .
itemé, the states and Fedéral governments'embarkéd on a
-number of programmes d951gned to make the country
self-sufficient in food pruduction., _
Some of the programmes embarked updn by the various
| guvefqmehta.tu takle the Fuod'ﬁfududtion problems are the
'iUperation Feed the Nation (OFN), the National Accelerated
Food Production Programme (NAFPPj; éndlfhe Green
Revolution Ppogramme (GRP). Thé programmea, particularly
the Green Revnlutinn Programme, have 1nc1uded the
provision nf credit Facilities as one of the measure§ for
. solving the agricultural prublems. As a result, the
.agricultural sectur recorded a marked increase in rate of
growth in overal; pruductiun in 1986 brlnglng abnut-a o
remarkable decfease in food import bill (table 1.4).
However, there af24811§ht declines in sdme‘ggneral agricultural
‘activities in 1987 bringing about anather incregae in food

import bill (table 1.4)e.



' Table 1.4: The Nigerian Food Import Bill for 1981 - 87
% change between
|iss1 | 19s2 | 1983 | a6 | 1oms | 1sae | aga7 | (V2333 (6)
(1) 2) (3) OEEORBEEOR (7) anc i a . s
. . | ()] (3) ) | &) |

1« | Food and

Life A . - - : » |

Animals [1477.90]2048,20]2115.90] 1052.,10| 686.10] 534.40{1573.70 |38.59 3.31 50.28-3&.79*22.11 194.48
2. | Beverages -

and - . . ’ .

Tobaccao 9.70] 12.60] . 17.10 7.00 6.30{ 13.00| '38.60 }29.94 35.714-59.06)-10.000106.35) 196.92
3. | animal | |

and

Vegetable

Oils and . : | .

fats 106.90| 123.10[ 150.80f 84.90{ 79.80[ 119.10| 65.20 [15.15] 22.5Q 43,70} ~6.01] 49.25] 45.26
b4, Total for|. ! ~ L _ _ ‘ |

Food 1594,50]2183.90] 2283.80] 1144.00} 772.20] 666.50}1677.50 [36.96 h.S?L#9.91-§2.50i43.69 151.69
5. | Total for |

] all . B _ , - - A .

: Imports 9723.00n2565.50T2919.60I7178.30 7932.90!5469.7017861,70 p9,23] 2.82]-44.44] 10.51}-31.05] 226456
6. | % of the S ’ | N

Total . » o — , : 3 T '

Imports ' 16.40] 17.38] 17.68] 15.94 9.73] 12.19 9.39 |5.98 1.73“-9.aar58.95 25.28|-22.97

Source:

Federal Office af Statistics, Lagos.

Compiled frum the Exchange Contral Department of Central Bank of Nigeria and
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'fUne of the primary causeé of low food prnductiun in.
Nigeriatia-insufficient credit to deQélup agriculture.
Agriculturél credit is . one of the programme packages
designed to be péxt of the inétitutiunal infrast;uctupés .
' necessarQ fqr the dévelﬁpment of agriculture (Federal
Miniétfy af Aéricultufe:and-NatUral Reéoﬁrces} 1974). The
agricultural credit policies in‘the third and Fourth. '
national development plans are to make short and medium=-term
capital'available to farmers sd,aé'ta give them access to
| more productive inputs.

: The need fﬁ glve farmefs'access to credit, especially
on short- and,hedium-terﬁ bésis} led ta thewesfablisﬁment
of the Nigerian.ngricgltural and Cu—uperativefBank (NACB)
Limited 'in 1973. The NACB alone is not equipped to servibe
loans qirectly to thé millions of small-scale Paimera, who
account fuf over 90 per cehtAuF agricultural production in |
: tﬁé“coUntry.: Loans to fhis~categnry of'fa:mefs are, fherefore,
diéburaed through the un-lending_acﬁeﬁeé of various staﬁe'
miniatrieé of aér;pulture. Less than 20 per cént of the _
total loans disbursed by-ﬁhe NACB during the thifd national

developmént plan period (1975 - 1980) has gone to the
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nh-lendind scheme Fdr Sdall-scaie fermere, and over BD.'
per cent of the loans have-ddne td‘cdrpdrate,.large-acale
'ageicuitueei enterbrises and.drdducers uith.adeduete
collaterals (Uyaide,” 1979). The Federal Government of
-Nigerla, therefure, instltuted the Agricultural Credit
vGuarantee Scheme Fund- (ACGSF) in 1978 in order to induce |
cdmmercial banks uperating in_the cuuntry to offer credit
:tU Fafmera; AUnder the_scheme; deernment, thrduéh'the
Central Benk, gdaranpeeaﬁ?S per cent‘df'all ldane made ta
.adricuiture‘dy'the'cdmmereial bahks. ‘Despite thie~guafantee,
the cnmmercial banks have not succeeded in simplifying the'
amdunt af paper work and redtape that prdspective bnrrdwera
have  to gd thrqugh td secure loansa. - The result is that
hardly ady ehellhdldee farmef-is benefifinglfram'the echeme
and loans have gdne principally for agricultural marketing
and small scale prnceasing.
It is in line uith the above mentioned prnblems that

_ the Anambra State Ministry of Agriculture decided to
: establish the Supervised Agricultural Credit Scheme (SACS).
A breakddmn df the total amount of loan issued ta Anambra
State‘farmers and the'refund‘sifuaﬁidn from 1§BU_td 1987 |
indicated that the refund siiuetiu'n among the farmers 1is poor

(Table 1,5);:
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Total Amount of Loan Issued.ﬁu Anambra State

- Farmers and the Refund Situation from 1980 ‘to 1987.

Zbﬁe ' Yéar Number Amount Amount '. '
. ; _ af . Loaned Repaid - Balance
l Farmers (8) - (w) (#)

1980 | 26 86,509.25| 66,850,0n| 19,659.25
-1981 132 . {499,501.25{156,638.90 5&2;862.35 ,

- | ‘198z | 176 |u75,078.86 69,115.52 | 405,963.34
Abakaliki 1983 None | None | | None None o

986 | 269 |272,500.00|194,408.73 77,091.27

1985 | 405  |270,900.00 244,897 1h lzs;uuz.as

1986 | 153 |1s2,600.00 }111,050.00 | 50,550.00

1987 | 220 _ |288,800.00 |252,800.00 36,000, 00

1080 | 18 | u6,537.69 | 27,645.63 18,892.06

1981 | '65 2 35,699.85 | 68,496.39 | 167,203.L6

1982 | 73 D66,034.72 | 20,969.25 | 345,065.47

'Awké_.’ 1983, Nnhe None None  None |
| 1984, | 139 |13v,000.00 100,456.56 | 78,091.27

1985 | 233 | ﬁ75,760.00-140,591.uh- 37,808.56

1986 | 122" 120,600.00 | 99,800.00.| 20,800.00

1987 | 137 h72,400.00 he9,200.00 | 3,200.00
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. Nther, Amount Amount
. Zone Year of ‘Loaned Repaid Balance
- . {Farmers (#) (#) (%)
1980 | 22 | 74,12.79 46,960.66 | 27,182.13
1981 :98 436,162.26] 119,868.67 316,293.59».
1982 66 129,112,804 15,705.74 278 ,407.10
Ehugq}. | 1983 'Noné Nane None N Nane
| “qo8t | 159 | 157,000.00 114,910.7% | 42,089.26
1985 | 31 | 256,300.00| 189,870.87 55,429.13
1986 190 211,700,00 511,150.00 100,550.00
. 1987 208 24,0,800.00 207,000,00} 33,800.00
1980 36 | 100,823.70] 42,265.48) 58,558.22
1981 »9 | 86,208.85| 30,411.49| 55,797.36
| 1oaz | ou | 23s,267:48] 14,394.09 223,873.39
Nsukka 1983 | ané Nane" ‘ None None
qo8t | 45 | 43,800,000 32,521.91) 11,278.09
1985 | 207 144,700,00] 125,169.65]  19,530.35
1986 | 10 | 4132,400.00108.700.00] 23,700.00
q87 | e 153;2bu,nuh133,uan;oq ~ 35,200.00
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Table 1.5 (Contd.)
‘ : Nuﬁhef Amount Amount .
Zone Year af Loaned Repaid Balance .
. : Farmers (#) (W) (%)
- 1980 1 32,820,30 | 20,393.70 | 12,426.60 -
1981 ‘u2>,:. 202,&98.70 73,071.459 A529.a27;21
1982 - 48 144 ,433.7, . 8,755.64 | 135,678.10
Onitsha. 1983 . None None " None Nane
S 198 21 .| 19,500.00 ‘| 15,176.89 | . 4,323.11
1985 W6 172,100.00 | 88,283.91| 83,816.09°
- 1986 y9 | 94,600.00 89,300.00 5,300.00
1987 125 | 144,000,00 56,200.00

88,000.00 |

-Source: The Supervised Agricultural Credit Scheme;

. Enugu, 1988.
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" Algo, a breakdown of the physical achievements of the

Supervised Agricultural Credit Scheme Loan Dperatinns,ubto ;'

1987 indicated that the achievements are below the expected

targeta’(Table 1.6). -

Table 1.,6: Physical Achievements of the Supérvised

Agricultural Credit Scheme Luén Operations

~_uptd 1967.
Zone Pfoject Target - ' Achievement Expected Yield
Maize | 111 ha . | 90 ha 63 tonnes
‘Rice | 541 ha | 478.5 ha 2153.35 tonnes
‘Abakaliki | Cassava| 111 ha 90 ha 1350 tonnes
Poultry | 8,800 7,800 layers} 139,750 dozens
layers _ . : - of eggs
Maize 70 ha - ' 61+ha 42.7 tonnes
Rice 17 ha . 17’ha.‘ 76.5 tonnes
Awka Cassava| 70 ha - |61 ha 915 tonnes
Poultry | 35600 ,
" layers’




" Table 1.6 (Contd.)
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Expected Yield

Zaone Project - | Target Achievement
Maize B3.60 ha | 52.60 ha 36.82 tonnes
Rice  12 ha | 12 ha 54 tonnes
Cassava | 83.60 ha | 52.60 ha 789 tonnes
Enugu Vegetables| 1 ha o | 1 ha -
lot1 palm | 123.40 ha | 123.40 ha -
Poultry kd,DbU‘ ~} 36,000 layers 652,166 dozena
' layers _ of eggs
| Matze '9Q'ha;/;‘ B4, 9 ha. 95;59 tonnes
Rice ‘103'ha | 86.75 ha .390;h0 tonnes
| Cassava Qb hé 8484 ha 1274 tonnes
Nsukka Plantgin 8 ha - ‘-1 ha . - -
" | ot Palm | 10 ha 10 ha -
Poultry 15,700 8,000 layeré' 89,583 dozens
;ayers . : : of eggs
| Maize. 4t ha 31 ha 21.77 tonnes
| Rice 2 ha 2 ha 9 tannes
Onitsha |Cassava | 44 ha 31 ha 405 tonnes
| boultry | 20,000 | 12,850 230,229 dozens
I layera_

layers

of eggs




m -

layers’

‘Table 1.6 (Contd.)
Zone, Projeof' Target Achievement - Expected Yield
Maize. 398.60 ha | 319.54 ha | 259.88 tonnes
Rice 675 ha | 596.25 ha © 2683.15 tonnes
Cassava. 398;60 hé- 319.5#1 | 14793 tnnneél
Total Uegetébles_ﬁ ha - '1”h§ -
| Plahtaiﬁ‘ B haA 1 haj' -
011 Palm | 133.40 ha | 133.40 -
Poultry | 111,100 | 95,250 layera | 1,659,978 dozens
_ - \ - of eggs for table

and 92,650 birds

disposed. as
explred .layers

_ Source:‘.Superviséd Agricultural Eredif Scheme, Enugu,‘_'

1988, -
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141 PROBLEM STATEMENT '

Sihce_credit-is idenfified as_anvimpurtant.ihpuf for
AEveldping Nigerian aQriculture,‘hom then is this input
made available to the smallhalder Farmers so that it can
be" utilized prafltably? The credit institutions prnvide
an impartant source of credit to farmers. The banks and
the various credit agencies have Faiied to administer
' cfedit profitably‘tu a_sizeab;e'prnaartian of rural farhers;
Even the Agricultural Cred;thuarantee Scheme Fund has also
falled despite huge sum of money made available for the
scheme. The informai credit institutiuas, though they are
accessibla,tu the farmers, are krown -to be usurinus.

lAilt is not just enough to provide  loans fn farmerse.
Sometimes the purpose furlmaich.the credit is taken, the way
it 1is applieﬁ} and the condition under which it is given
'determine uhefher 1t.is beneficial to the farmer or not.
Belshaw (1959) identifled two typea of credit aituatiuna
namely: static and dynamic credit situations. In the

static situatlun, a farmer uses credit to produce but is
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nuf left with a net increase or positive change in his
production capécity. In the dynamic credit situation the
farmer's capacity to produce and maintain his level of |
consumptinn ié positively changed. The problem here is
on how to deal with the former (static credit situation)
in admihistering loans to farmers. |

A lot of 1nvestigatiuns done in farmers;'use uf

credit in thelr farming écfivitieslhave re&ealed that farmers
divert loans fo noh—agfibulfural areas. Jo avoid loan
diversion, default, and to ﬁé able to identify who is a
real farmer, supervised agricultural credit schéme has bean
widely advocated. The Anambra State Supervised Agricultural
Credit Schehe'becamevfunctional in 1580. In terms of
repayment,. the farmer-borrowers were not very consistent
in the repéyment of their loans. In terms of supervision,
efficiency seemed to be sacrificed due to small supervisor/
farmer ratio and somé other related problems, Therefore,
the two issues afFecting'the scheme are low repaymert rate

and poaor supervisiaon.
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In the';ight of these prnﬁlems; this study attempts
to evaihate the:scheme's system oflcredif adminiétration»
uithuemﬁﬁasis on repayment rate. Possible factors affecting
puur repayment'perFormance need to be identified and4
| analysed. Likewise,jthe rnie of supervisors in the schémé'
‘needs fu“be‘évaluated‘since rationalisation is reguired
for the cuntinuéus brﬁgramme'of upgrading tﬁeir supervisnfy

competence.

102. UBJECTIUES OF THE STUDY

The broad objective of this study is to evaluate
the perfurmancé UF'Anambra State Superviseq Agriculturél
vEreait SCheﬁe, and derive implicatlons For-credit extension
decisions. | |

The specific objectives are: -

e To identify and to describe the problems faced by
farmers in trying to borrow from the scheme.
2 To ‘identify and to describe the problems faced by the

scheme in trying to lend to the Parmers.
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3. fn'identify factors that influence loan
| repayment amdng the Farmers. |
by, To determine the relatidnship betueen selected
| 'superv1sory characteristics and the farmere' income. |
5 Td develcp a sccring index Fcr ‘determining credit
worthinesa of the Farmers, and
Be V'Tc make pdlicy reccmmendatlons based on the result

of the atudy.'

1.3. HYPOTHESES
Based on the ebcve spec1F1c deectivee, the following
null hypdtheses are fdrmulated. | |
_ 1. ‘Lnan,repayment does not depend cn size cflluan
2. Loan repaymentfddes not depend'cn Farm size
3. Loan repayment does not depend on theifarmera' income
Vh. .Loan repayment ddes.nct depend on the farmers_age
5e Lcan“repayment does not depend on ndmber of years of
farming experiance |
6o Lcan repayment does not depend an the distance hetween

the” farmers' home and source of loan
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7. Loan pepayment dqes notdepend on levei of formal
-education of -the Farmeré;

8. Loan repayment does not depend on household size aof
the farmers

9. Loan repayment daes ndt depend on adoption of
innovations hy the farmers

1D; Luaﬁ repayment dpes not depend on credit needs of

-

the farmers.

Tebe  JUSTIFICATION FOR THE 5TUDY

This study can be justified by a number of reasons. .
It.has been well establiéhed that credit availability.is one
of the factors that increaée small farmer agricultﬁral
productivity. Both private and publﬁc agency effort to
extend crediﬁ.td.sméll farmers héve not. been very
successful. This sfudy will examine the problems that
are faced by both the lender (The Superyised Agricultural
Credit Scheme) and their small Farﬁer client. The results

would enable the lenders to better understand their
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problems and the problems-nf their clients éu as to better
modify their abprnach;

The results would enable the lenders to evaluate
applications for credit so as to extend credit to those
who could make judiciods use of Eredit and éo be in a

positidn to repay the credit received.
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CHAPTER II

2. THE ANAMBRA STATE SUPERVISED AGRICULTURAL
CREDIT SCHEME (S.A.C.S.)

2.1 qukgrnund:-

VThéiFunq‘Fof Superviséd Agrichitural Eredit_Schgmé
in Anambra Stéte was estahlished bythe Edict No. 13 of
izth April, 1978. Wwith the advent of'thé civilian
: aqmihiétration in DOctober, 1979, the Edict'was.repealéd
»'by Law Nu. 7’DF 12th October, 1981, which establiShed the

SuperVised Agricultural Credit Scheme.

2;2. Dpjectives oflthe Scheme:

'The Superviéed'ﬁgricuifﬁrai Credit Schemé has
'impaffant role to play in the modgrﬁization of agriculture
in Anamnra State. It is expected to assist immensely in
remuVingifhg financial constraiht inﬁereﬁf in agricultural
prbductinn. The achéme'mill'also facilitate the adoption

by farmers of improved technology of crops and livestock
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production through the intensive supervision of farmers'
hqldings.1 Thus, the scheme will ultimately enhance thé

" process of commercialization of égriculture in the State.

. 2434 . Operations of fﬁe Scheme : -

203014 Urdil.'aar.y Meetings uf‘ Scheme Committee:= During

o the period under pe?iem,:tﬁe‘committée held‘Foupfeen )
-ordinary meetihgs to consider applipétinnslfof loans,
appruve'br disahprove them and touk decisions on othepr
iasués,cﬁnnectedvuith the ménagemenf of the Fuhd.‘AIté
étanding sub-#nmmittEE on ﬁolléteral feqﬁiréments for loans
also met sixtéen timég to cﬁnsidgr,ﬁhe.éecufity prnvisiuns'
Bf'appliﬁéﬁﬁé qu 1oan s0 as:tp’méke recommendations to

the committee. -

2;3;2.’_Lend1ng Pulicgi-_ In.ﬂ9§1, the cumhittée‘touk

intﬁ CUnsideration;feligibility.faf‘luen, aecurity

| requirements, lnterest ;éte end*cfédit deliverQ-aystem to
farmgrs in évo;ving 1£s'loén policy; fhe scheme gave a

maximum luah;nf 410,000 énd a minimum loan of %500 to farmers. -
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For a farmer to qualify for loan, the farmer must have
a gbmd kﬁo@ledge of the type of farm enterprise to
undértake.. In addition, he must either have a minimum
of 100 birds or of 1 hectare of land, and must have
_paid his inpmme,tax:regularly. The rate of interest

.charged was 6 per cent.

243.3. Operations Method:- Application for loan is‘made
on prescrihed-forms uﬁtainablg at the zonal agricultural
offices at Abakaliki, Awka, Enugu, MNeukka, and Onitsha
~at the cost of‘N1D-each.“antact betmeénAthe cummitteél
and the farmers was fhroﬁgﬁ the supervisors hoth at thév
headquarters and in the field. Field investigation
reports were prepargd on each appllication and on the
basié of theée,Athe applicants were screened, The

Zonal officers then sent the coﬁp;etéd forms to the
headquarters at Enugu aéterAthé preliminary screening
"exercise. 'A committee set dp at Eﬁuéﬁ does the final
screeningvand-determines sﬁctessful applicants. This
1nvulves_ﬁ6re detailed investigation to ascertain the

loan needs of each farmer. . Successful applicants were



2,

then required fc provide‘at leaat two pereona.accediabiel
" to the ccmmﬁttae to etand as- guarantors to the‘luan. |
Disbursement cf'apprcved loans maa both in cash and kind, |
Caah payments were instalmental and were always preceded
by a satisfactury report of the pruper appliration of the |
_previdus insta'ment. Credit in kind covered inputs like
fertilizers and imprnved planting materials. The minimum
. and maximum amounts lcaned to each farmer during the
'period under review is ahuwn in table 2.1,

Table 2.1: Minimum and Maximum Amnunt Loaned to
‘ each Farmer, 1981.

ﬁreject Y Minimum (%)| Maximum (%)
Maize/Cassave: ; 1,300,800 5,200,00
Rice = - - | sso.m | 7,200.00
Poultry : -} s,008.00 10,000.00

011 Palm (Malntenance,
harvesting, and I S
Processing). : _ - 10,000,00

Source: Supervised dgricultural Credit Scheme, Enugu
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| 26 3.#. chistic Suppurt'- The credit scheme placed:a‘
lat cf emphasis on the supervision 0? fermers' huldings
for effective transfer of farming technolegy to farmers
.and to avold diversiun of lnan to other uses. -To
‘acccmpliah these aims, mability of the superviscry staff
becomes cf meramcunt impurtance. ‘In {his ccnnectiun,;two
touring vehiclee were added tn the. vehicle pcul. Begldes,
two Leyland 5 tunneflcrriee mere'purchased for the haulage
of fertiiizere ‘and other inputs meant for the Parmere.~
Thus, the 1agiat1c support available for the aperation

“af the scheme was strengthened.'

'2.3.5.d Office Accummodatinn:- The Supervised Agricultural
Cfedit’Scheme was accommodated in the Ministry of Agriculture_
premises. The office accommaodation includes the

'~ administrative, the finance, and the accounts sectiona.

2;3;6;1 Staffing:- To run the Supervieedlﬂgricultugal
Credit Scheme, .staff were seconded from the State Civil

Service ahd Local Government Commissions. They included,
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far the finance section, a senior accountant and one
clerical officer; Fui'the administrative section one -
typist, and a messenger, (fig. 1). This complement of

staff was hardly enough to run the.scheme.

243.7. Finance:- In 1981, #688,413,70 was drawn from
the loan of #2.6 million advanced to the scheme by the

Nigerian Agricultural and Co-operative Bank Limited and
paid into the fund. Alao paid intc the fund was an

#%18,000.00 subvention from the Anambra State Government.

2.&.,Activitie§:;

2;#.1. Loan Disbufsement‘to ﬁarmers:- .Table 2.2 gives, -
nn‘zqnal bagis, the 6umber of applicafiuns received within
the yéar, the number approved, the number disquélified and
the number receiVing attention by the claose of the year;
Of the 6d1 applicatiﬁns received within the year, 366 were

approved and 235 disqualified,
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SUPERVISED AGRICULTURAL CREDIT SCHEME (SACS)
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INVESTMENT/ DPERATICNS
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Fig. 1:- ORGANISATIONAL STRUCTURE CF ANAMBRA STATE SUPERVISED AGRICULTURAL CREDIT SCHEME
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Source:

Zone Application | ToTAL
Approved | Not Approved| To be Processed
Abakaliki 132 37 - 169
Awka 65 41 - 106
" Enugu- 98 9. - 107
Neukka 29 121 - 150
Onitsha 42 27 - 69
TOTAL 366 235 . | 3 - 601
4
Supervised Agriculturél Credit Scheme, Enugu.

Alsa within the year under review, a sum uf-%1,hGU,U7D.BD

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

detailed distribution of this amount is shown in table 2,3.
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- Table 2,3: Loan Disbursement to Farmers, 1981

S Zones :
Project TOTAL
Abakaliki - Awka Enugu Nsukka Onitsha (%)
(¥) (%) (&) (&) (%)

- 'Maize/Cassava 4L0,406.99 | 88,032.66 |104,765.88 | 46,413.80 | 58,415.66( .338,032.99
' Rice 270,499.11 | 38,163.01 | 49,931.40 | 49,212.80 | 18,724.36) 426,530.58
 0il Palm . - | 4,210.19 | 5,691.73 | 2,666.67 - 9,568.58
Poultry 117,001.55 }132,953.63 232,348.,60 | 51,162.55 |152,472.34 685,938.70.
. TOTAL (#) 427,905.65 |260,359.49 |392,737.61 |149,455.82 |229,612.36 | 1460,070.80

Source: Supervised Agricultural'Crédit Scheme, Enugu.
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From the table, it is seen that #338,032.99 went to
maize/cassava farmers; %426,530.58 to rice farmers;
49,568.58 to oil palm farmers, and #635,938.70 to

poultry farmers.

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

of Nth,hBG.QQ was recovered from the farmers. This
represented mostly repayments made by those farmers who
borrowed in 1980. The details of the recoveries by zanes

and enterprises are shown in table 2.k.
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Table 2.4. Loan Recovery from Farmers, 1981

Zones

Supervised Agricultural Credit Scheme, Enugu

| TOTAL
‘Project Abakaliki Awka Enugu Nsukka Onitsha | %)
() T (N) €:)) &) - (®)
Maize/Cassava 11,753.50 | '5,877.79 | 13,251.87 | 3,056.69 | 3,509.19 | 37,449.04
Rice - 98,681.90 | 19,342.50 | 32,089.50 |17,347.30 | 11,129.60 {178,590.80
0il Palm - - ' - - - -
Poultry 46,203.50 | 43,276.10 | 74,527.30 [ 10,007.50 | 58,432.70 [232,447.10
TOTAL (&) 1156,638.90 | 68,496.39 | 119,868.67 |30,411.49° 73,071.49:L&h8,h86.94
Source:
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2e.le3. Production by Beneficiaries:-~ During the
period under review, beneficiaries of the loan pfuduced
187.7 tonnes of maize grains; 1235 tonnes of garrif
934 tonnes of milled rice; 2.1 million dozens of eggs

from 116,982 laying hens and about 116,000 spent layers.

2ohelis Recovery of Loan from Farmers:- As seen from the
record of loan recerry indicated earlier, itlis ,
apparenf that the committee faced prablems in getting the
farmers to repay the loans. Althgugh most of fhe loans
issped in 1981 were not due an repaymenf tﬁat year, a
recovery of #8124 ,579,70 madé.in 198ﬂ faor thé 1980

. lendings of #0.34 miilion'is not impressive. The
implication is 'that the committee is most likely to

face an up-hill task in recovering the loans frbm
farmers uniesé it decides to adopt stern measures like

taking the defaulters to the Law Court..

2.5. Conclusion:-

The Supervised Agricultural Eredit’Scﬁeme had,
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CHAPTER IIT
" 3.. . REVIEW OF. LITERATURE

3.1. Evolution of Agricultural Credit Institutions
in Nigeria:=-

The agricultural credit institutions ére the
financial 1ntermediariés which pfnvide an important -
 source of_Funds.Fuf‘agricultufal development.
.Tinnermgi¥ (1977) broadened the conéept of fural
financial intermediaries as those institutions which
affect the accuhulatinn of savingsand their use, the
.allucatipn of investment cépifal, the flow and |
"holdings DF;Funds in the rurai sector and the
infegration of rﬁral financiél markets with national
and international capital markets. The credit
institptinné are classifed ihto informal (indigenﬁus)
and fnrmél (nnn-indigénuué) lenders. Indigeﬁnus
‘credit institutions have existed with the Parmers, their
-practice is not foreign, they are largely unorganised

,  with no-form of standardized>ru1es and regulations and
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ére 1eft on their own as a private business venture.
Okorie énd Miller (1977) pointed ouf that befdrevtﬁe“
fadvent nfﬁfﬁfmalhcredit institutinns’tﬁe rural
cummp@ities in Nigeria have évolQed their own cfedit
éjsfem which is now very‘ﬁrevalént‘in the ﬁillages.
' These indigenous creﬁif 1nétitutiqhs inclu&é mdney

-lendefs; 1andlnrds; Esusu clubs,-and:middlémen. iU%hef N
;-lindigénous sources of Creﬁit include relations, vi;lagé
_fheads, and friends. | )

 The furmal.léndeps nr.ﬁun-iﬁdigeﬁuué credit

institutibnsAare~éDfeign'tﬁ the féfmers-aﬁd their
. bperations have recognised standard practices; they
are 1ﬁcurh0ratéd>as a busihgsslentity and have aet'uf
--fules’and réguiations gulding their qperatiuhs. Tﬁey
1nciude bahkg, non=bank Financial'iptermediaries and |
deVelopmeﬁt banks. DtHEr Fb:ma-nf-creqit, such as
aﬁpéfbised:agricultufal creqitvn? ministries of
agriculture, credit programhea of aéricultural ‘
‘devélopment‘prnjédta, river baain development authorities,
~ and livesfdpk pfbjécts a:elinﬁludgd7uﬁder the non-

';ndigenuda credit institutions.’
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“The informgl dredit'institdfiuns are Found to
be 1ﬁadequate,1n Fﬁnding agricultu:é; botrall, ef al
: (198d)'shdued that in developing countries informal
monév markets are not mgli funded and are -unable to
prﬁvide effective Finéncial servibes to the small
farmere,'and if commercial banks are uqmilling to
éXtend-auhstantially fheir services 1in rural‘areaa}
jthe ma jor fespunéibility for credit to farmers falls
upon government agencies. Bourne et al (1983) upheld
the view that there was néed for government 1nstitutiﬁnal
and ‘financial reforms to ensure efficient and'eqﬁitéble ..
~ distribution of credit in agriculture as in ather
sectors. | | |

with #ﬁe inbreaaing auaréness of_impﬁrtance uf

-crgdit in Nigeria, yariéus credit agenpies were
established to cater solely for the. credit need of .
,farmers, From 1950s tuﬁ1§603, va£1uua reglonal
guyernmenfs established their own credit agencies
reapdneibie for extending credit to férmera.- In

" Eastern Region, such credit institutions were: Fund
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for Agrieultural and Industrial Develupment—(FAID)i“.'

‘the credit diV1sion of Miniatry of Agriculture, and

~ the Furid for Small Scale Industries (FUSSI). In the-
Western Regiqn; there uas thevwe5tern Reglon Finance-.
Curpnratioh; which later beeame the-Agricuituralesredit:;rgﬁ
Cnrpuration."In the Narthern Renian,.three credit |
institutions were established tu cater far Andustrial -

and agricultural needs. These were the Northern

Region Develnpment Cnrpdratinn, the Northern Nigeria

A - Miniltry of Agriculture,'and the Small Industries Credit

-fScheme Fund.‘ . \ -
o Because uf-Faiiures~uf;theee'eerlier formal

fcredit institutions to meet the objectives For which -

they were establiehed the Nigerian Agricultural and
Cu-aperative Bank (NACB) Limited was established in

1973. In 1977, a decree establiehing the Agricultural
Credif Guarantee‘gcheme Fund (ADGSF).uas prnnulgated.
'>Vér10ue.atate‘guvernmente intrdduced Supervised Agricultural
'>Cred1t Schemes (SACS) mithin‘their ministries of

agriculture and‘natural reéources. The grquing need for
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'credit:in'the agricultural‘aector in the 1980s has

' encouraged the Federal Government to introduce neuw
meaaures such as’ credit pmogrammes 1n Agriculturalz
Development Prcjecta, River Eaain Development o
Authorities, rural banking scheme, minimum bankiloanaﬁ
to agricultural sector, and maximum interest rate for

_agricultural loans.

3.2 Role of Credit in Developing Agriculture:-

:'There was a conflict'on'the proper.role ot
agricultural credit in developing agriculture. Ijere
"3(1972) maintained that the rple of credit ahould be B
%0 improve the economic mell being of the rural |
‘population, to prcmote development generally and to
increase agricultural output. Vieued,alung this
1169. a Farmerithai used credit for health purposes
was definitely nct increasing the agricultural output,
even though the well being of the farmer was being
._ raised. Similarly, credit used for educational
jpurpoae may directly contrihutetto eccnomic development.

but not directly to agricultural output.
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Hazari (1976) opined.that tne role of credit‘in
develuping agriCUlture shculd be to enable the farmer
to move on tc a level of technclugy that would create
a sustained basis for increasing the Fullnwing
agricultural cutput, number cF man-daya in employment,
'and indicators of develcpment in terms cf “land and
human beings. ‘He further maintained that credit shuuld '
not mean_merelv giving out money tc‘the Farmera or
replacing‘the money lenders. V -

The above view mas_upneld‘bv King (1976);'uith
a slight difference. .churding to King, giving credit
‘to farmers'did not necessarily prcmote agricultural
deve10pment.._ln many caees; the Farmers' envirenment
of ancial nbligaticns’and non-farm investment
cpportunitiea induaed.him'to uae’availahle maney tcr
qurpnaes other than 1nvestment in agricultural capital.
: Agricultural development uaa best promuted not by
giving loans, but by creating conditiuna uhich would

. make agricultural investment more prcfitable. These
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‘Canditidhe;were'better creatadvthruugh'supporting new
.yillage eavinga institutions than by lhjectlng Finanee
From uutside.the community .in credit schemes, By,thia
view, the current eaphasis_an:giving'ldane;to faraers.
in Nigerfa'mithout the cnrrespdndihg meillzatinn-uF
‘ rural savings was deemed inadequate.

Thus, the varlnus vlews on the role of credit in
agriculture 1nclude making the rural farmera more liquid,'and
prdmating the level uf technulagy uherehy 1nvestmente

in agriculture by . farmers would be mdst profitable.

’3;3. Credit Use hy Farmers:-

Related tu the rale nF credlt in agriculture is
the use nF credit by Farmers. ‘Ninety per cent uf»the
food pruduced in the‘aduntry»ia by‘the rural farmers.
Jmauld the credit glven‘turthem he uaedvdirectly for
hrdductiun'nr wnuld it be diverted to nther purpdaea'
'that are more 1mpdrtant to them than 1ncreasing farm

’butput?
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Many péeple's views were that the farmers used
,thelr credit for purposes other ' than farming. lnAhlsv
study of agricultural credit in Northern Nigefia,
" Vigs (1953)_nbserved that only one fifth of the money

lborrowed uas used for agricultufal purpuee;'the

balance mes used far Food clnthing, religious, seclefﬁ*-'.ﬁwaﬁM
and other purposes. Gallettl k1956) noted that 4O% of
"floans obtained by Mestern Niqerlan cocoa Farmere was
used. fnr Farming and the rest for nnn-Farming purpoeea.
_Deuntugun (1880) fuund that-cn-uperative farmere of
Ugun, Dye, and Ondo States used credlt for both
'Farmlng and nun-farmlng purposes but less than bﬂ% of
their luans were for Farmlng and the rest for welfare
services such as educatlon chlldren, housing etc..
Thus, it 1is generally aceepted'that rural-Farmere‘ use
their luans for bath Farmlng and ncn-Farming purpeses.‘
Mlller (1977) observed that credit can only be ]
‘ eseful to the rural Farmnrs under certain condltione;
» othermiee, ex@ending cred;t to them may_meam,increasing

“their debt ubligations.mith llttle'er no income to repay »?3
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" the debt. Such conditone‘mere: (1) That agm‘ulmax
research has developed improVed technologv mhich ie-

| cieariy superior,to traditionai methoda; (2) That farmers
: have seen practical demonstratidn-of-the.new technolngy,'b
understand it and are anx1ous to use it; (3) That farmers
have confidenoe that fertillzers, seeds, pest1c1dea,‘and
Equipment needed to adopt the'new practice will. be

) available in the village at the proper t1me and in the
amount required, (h) That the necessarv credit to
purchaae theee inputs mlll be made at the right t1me . and
(5) That the farmers have heen aasured there wlll be a
market for the extra productlon at prices wnich uill
make the Finan01al remards of adoptlng the 1mproved

technology mell morth the ueather, hiologlcal and

-,'market risks involved ' EFFerson (1953) stated that

Farmera'should resort'to using credit Financing only
‘when it ie‘truely needed"ahd,oan be répéid without

B undue hardship.

| In Nigeria today, most oF the condltiona stated
above are abaent and thus most credit are likely to be

' diverted to the non-Farm areas.ntwﬂr 'ﬂ : , \)
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-}.h; Prnblema and Salutiana of Agricultural Credit

' in Nigeria -

A lot oF mrlters have 1nvestigated the prubleme'f
of agrlcultural credlt in Nigerla. Bauman (1966) ‘traced.

the evalution and perFDrmance of varlaus agricultural

“*"credit inatitutlons (both indigenous and nU"-lndiQE"UUS)

”in Nigeria. vHe noted that agrlcultu al credit inatltutiona

'v”;in Nigerla in the 19605 mere trlala, errors and

? Fallurea as far as extendlng credit to the agricultural -
'waectqr_mas cohperﬁéd.» Some authors viewed the problems
- from the institutions side ofhly. Famoriya (1980)

‘outlined the majar grablema confronting the formal

o credit-inatitatians as'inadeguacyiaf funds, lack of

.-“ca-urdlnatian, lack of 1dentificatlnn with farmers'

?;‘prablems, 1nadequate executive power of the afFicials

'f'and lacatlonal diatrlbution of the'institutiuna."

. These eapecially aFFected gnvernment established credit
\1natitutinna auch as the Nigerian Agrlcultural and
-vCp—pperatlve Bank. Ijere.(1972) upheld the aame view .

. but added that these government agricultural credit
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institutions nﬁeréted~under.politicél considerations
rather thaé ebonnmic cnnsidefatiohs and this eventually
caused their failures. Draminglfrom the experience of
the government agricultural credit‘institutiﬁns of the
former East Central State, hé Hoteﬁ that the:institutibna
weré Faced.mith problems of gorrupt 6Ftiqials, cumbersome
and time cnnéuming pfocedUres far granting luans‘to
illiterate farmers, and delaQs in approving lnans.‘ He
recommended credittsupervfsioﬁ as one of the effective

jwavys of solving the probl.e‘ms. |
Adeyemo (1982) held a different viemlabout the

prohlems of government agricuiturél credit institutidns

in Nigeria; He noted that in the 1960s the prnblems were

quite enormous but that the recent government instltutluns

such as NACB and AEGSF have performed far better.

He was of_the opinion that the‘goud performance of

these re'c:ent ihstitutiqns was due to the fact that their

board members maintained personal contacts with the | |

qfticers, officialsént ministries of agriculture,.and

with fafmers, thereby appreciating the problems
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Aencnuntered uith credit adminlsfration to Farmers.;

{ After analysing the nperatiuns of * the NACB and ACGSF

ihe Fnrmulated p0551b1e strategies For impr0v1ng
'agricultural credit in ngerla. ThPse were decentralising

and channelllng annS thrnugh co—uperative sncietiea,

”u_,,invnlving the farming cgmmunitles 1n uperating the

institutlon prdmotlng sav1ngs amnng the farmers -am
_leatabliahing research and experimental station unite

Fdr the banka. Nwagbu and Famoriyo (1981) suggested waya
;uf improving the agrlcultural credit qyatem as:
.iprnv1siun af adequate Funds, 1dentificatinn of the rlght
Farmers who uould benefit Frdm such funds, and the

exten51on nf credits td these farmers at CUndlthHS

. agreeeble tn buth lenders and borrowers. Arene (1988)

cuncluded that pnlicy dec151nn nn the prnv1siun of
,icredlt ta Nigerian Fermers at present muat be the eole
respon51bility oF the guvernments.\ |

- . Commercial hanks, though Furmal lende:s, are not
'gavernnent:apnnegred credit_institdtinna. A lot of

E observatidne have beenzmade'ahout ¢heif inadequacies in
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;fahaihg agrieulture. :Dllorvand:Dkeve-(1983)’USEd a;i“
;cdet;benefit anatytical Framemork;ta.aseese the
nerformance'nf_Nigerian;cdmmercial banks in providing
credit to agriculture. They noted a negative relation-‘.
‘ship between the net income DF commerclal banks and the :
'amuunt uf credit lent'tu;the-agrlcgltural eectur,duringy
* 1970 - 1980 period »Thisbvieu Qae supnnrtedvby'

Ihimodu (1983) uhn Dn Hmara State, nbserved that

‘r_cummercial banks mere reluctant to prnvide loans to

) agriculture because af the_more,attractive returns
tran'utHEr sectere of tneiecanemy.; |

Some uritere vieued the prnblems ‘af commercial

fbanke Fundlng of Nigerlan agrlculture (uhlch is baslcally
, the rurallfarmere) from twn perspectives,'viz. from the
;farmera pulnt nF viem and Frum the 'banks point of view.4
“In separate investlgatlons Enidebelu (1983) and

‘ Uzoaga (1977) noted that the farmer related problems
E;ulth the cnmmerciallbanks-mere. nun—repayment af luans,f
'_tlliteraey;.small scattered‘Farm-hniqtnge-nf lese thane;

-;Jchectaree} diversion of funds for agriculture to other
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areaa, inadequate appreciatian cf barrcuera cbligaticns,
‘.vlack cf adequate security/ccllateral high risk
';hasanciated uith Nigerian agriculture, and dietance of

- the Farms frcm the ccmmercial banks. The banks Telated - -
prcblems mere- Late—timing uf release of apprcved lcans, e

-lack cf trained ataff bank aFFicials' 1nability tc

’,appreciate farming prcblems, cuncentraticn of the banks

in the urban areas away from the Farmera, corrupt
ncfficials, lack cf 1dan supervisian cumberecme procedure-
_in securing the loans and pclitical influence which’

- often suberaede ecancmic ccnsideraticns.in apprcving
_;Icana.‘ Theee twu investigatians ccncluded that
"‘cdmmercial banks were ill-equ1pped to give small—hclder

;lcana and that the small-hdlder food farmere must

‘:pruve their ability to uae agricultural credit thrbugh
‘»lprcmpt repayment, adcpticn of- imprcved management and
.cultural techniques, and less masteful sccial ceremcniea.
-,Alao, cn the farmer related prdblems, Nueke and Obi
"(1982) stated that the smallholder credit problem is

_mare cumplex than simply that aF 1end1ng ccsts. Lending
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- to: smallholdere through cc-nperativea ie efFective in‘
' sclving high lending ccet prubleme. Hnwever, emell-
"hclder credit prcbleme resulting from the lcw cash
value of their farming activities cannut be reeclved by
lending thrcugh cn-cperativea. | _ »
I was not only the formal credit institutiuns -

. that had prqblems with supplving agricultural credit to
farmers in Nigeria. _fhe infurmal ar indigenuue credit
:inetituticns were known to be ueuricus.r Botrall et al
| (1980) pcinteq out that the uperaticns of informal
?nuneyimarkets in the Less Developed Ccuntries*(LDbs),
-‘uere limited by inaﬁequate Funds.' Humever, the
inFurmal credlt inatitutiuns were very ecce531ble to
: farmers, and remained the major source nf credit to
rural farmere. | _

 The probien af credit inatitutiens in not making.
significant impact in agricultural sector was not nnly |
H-peculiar to Nigerla alcne.' Stickely et al (1980) cbserved
91milar prnblems mith the National Agricultural Credit

‘Bank of Upper Uclta. ' They noted that the bank was
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Abedeviled mith the prcblema of" mismanagement Financial
_’inadequacy, 1ack of tralned staFF and 1napprcpr1ate
bsnking pclicies. Baurne et al (1983) observed that:
s tne paor perfcrmance cF agricultural credlt 1nstituticnsv
in less developed countries (LDCs) was as a result of-
'.midespread eccncmic disequ1libria. Using a simple
fmcdel it was, shcwn how disequllibria in the prnduct,
_.fatur and financial markets cf the eccnnmy were
transmitted tc rural Financlal markets thrcugh.their' |
'- Farm cutputs debt, savings capacity and debt. services.
Unless these disequ1libria were’ remcved the’ Fnrmal
credit institutinns uculd ccntinue tc perform badly.
”lBut Adams (1982) was cf the oplnlon that the causes DF

“bad perfcrmance af. credit institutinns in develcping

'}’countries mere savings and loans pclicy, prcduct prlce

‘pulicy, and pcllcies affecting production ccsts and-

‘3 .crcp yields., chever, in-anuther study, the s ame

j'Adams (1980) noted that the causes cF pccr perfcrmance and

¢

Afinadequacy of credit instituticns inm the develcping -

‘ ccuntries mere due to inccrrect assumpticns abcut money
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'markets and the behavicurs uf,lendeie“and borrouers.*

" ', f5.5. qSupervised.Agricvltufal Credit'Delivery Syatem:

In general, superv1aed agricultural credit delivery

“:prngrammee are usually sncial action prugrammee uith

| 7‘educational and Financial cantent. Alvarez-quinteno~

 (1975). There is lack of uell established set of
Vcriterla cuncernlng the ccnstituents cf a successful
Asuperv1sed credit prugramme.4 | .
| o Superv1sed credit is a prcductlnn credit which
'is of fered 1n cnnguncticn mith technical advice and
assistance, -The creditlagent, who must be a trained
‘agclcultural extenéicn‘ucrkec;-first“nelps the farmer
tc make a prcductinn plan for his farm for the cuming
year. It 1nc1udes an estimate of the amcunt of credit
: needee to finance the ‘plan and the probable“value of
.'itne.increased prcavcc.“'tredit.is then crcvided,eitner ’
:in'cash or in the fcrm nF spEClFic»supplies and
lequipment needed. The credit agent visita the farmer

c, Frum time tc time, glving techn1cal advice and checking
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-that the farmer is Fullowelng the plan drawn Uupe In“A
| scme cases, new inputs such as new seeds, Fertilizers
mfor machlnery serv1ces are cffered. Thus, the credit and
technical assistance are ccmplementsry to each cther.
»:The credit ensures that the farmPr can finance the new
‘techn1ques and these in turn ensure sufficient increase
S in inccme tn repay the lcans.with interest. . The clcse
’superv1sicn ensures that credit is used prcductively.
Belshau (1959) uutlined the cbjeatlves of supervised
'credlt as follous:- (1) ta ‘teach improved farm and
”hcme practlces ts the small farmers, their wives and
.children, thrdugh superv1snrs mhc are trained and! whc
;mnrk directly mlth these Farm Families, (2) tc place
aquuate credit Fscilities mlthin the reach of these
. :farmers. This credit is tc be executed upon a production
'cap801ty basis as determlned by a previously prepared
‘farm management plan, and not upcn a collateral basis.»
The interest rate is to be mcdest and the period of |

3

repayment‘extended over sufflcient-time.tn facilitate

.
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zemartizatlcn;‘(B)'tc assist'Farmersctd select'and
:cbtaln those implements, seeds, and necessary supplles
'that most adequately serue their needs at the most -
ireascnable prices p0551ble, (h) tc prcmcte and assist,
Jflrst in the development cF agrlcultursl cu-cperatives;
"'an later, agrlcultural purchaslng and‘marketing
:cc;uperatiVeS§‘(5) to asslst-invthe redistribution-cF
”land and adjustmentrcF'Fanilies to the landzthrcugh
1eases and lcans Fdr the- purchase of" additicnal land,
:and pcssibly thrcugh cclcnlzaticn of new areas by Farm
'l’familles now’ living in ccngested areas and'abnve ‘all
L (6) tc teach farm Famllles hcm to imprdve their farming

%:prcgrammes in crder td produce suFFic1ent Fumd to

‘F'satisfy the1r own and thelr ccuntry S neede.f

Brassard (1952), regards credlt as a rural
{welfare service, Fcr credlt is cnly a; part indeed a very
}essentlsl cnevcﬁ the system. The basis df any superv1sed
"credlt-prcgramme was - educatlcn, ndt cnly td teach the
. farmer Farm practlces but also to educate hlS entire

Famlly (regarded ag a ba81c unlt in rurel prcgress).
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He .emphasized that the welfare of the farmer's family
masva fundamental concern ﬁf é rural credit programme,.

Maris (1953) elaboratéd.thét supervised credit did
not end with the individual who obtained the loan but was
alsa cﬁncerned with. those group and co;operétive“
relationships of the borrower which tended to improve his
Finanéial.stétus. For example, a lnan'could be more
saFély made to a farmer who was in a position to buy’
and - sell advantageously thah a farmer qhu was note

In conclusion, the superyised agricultura&,credit
delivery system should nét be regarded as a banking
'syétem, but as a public service for rural welfare.
The obétacies which supervised crédit is designed to
bVercume ekiatvwhether a barticuiar approach of
e*tensian system is attempted or not, and iﬁ_any cése,
the whole arguement of thisrsfudQ is that épecial
measures in tﬁe establishment 0f>supervised agricﬁltural
credit scheme are required'to minimise the obstacles

‘whatever their form.
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3.5; .Ana}ytical‘Prpcedurei- ‘

VSeVeral.mddels“end'anelytical:prodedures naee‘
peen used to study the problems df‘sneli;scale farms
;nldevelpping>npuntries.:”These.models vary appording
nto‘the neture_af'muek;v In this sectiun,lmddele
'specifiéd'by pfhef-researcners Fnr-analysie nf returns
to scale and cla551F1cat10n pf nbgects by a set “of.
rindependent varlables 1ntp tmo or mpre mutually

excluslve_categprles are rev1eued.

3641, Regressiaon Analyeis Model:

For analy51np dependence, regre551on analysis
ie:the most cdmmpn;y.used technlque. Its underlying
thepry is also the maet developed. In regre551un
analy51s, a 51ngle 1nterval-scaled‘dependent variable
is tp be predlcted or expla1ned by a set af independent
varlahles which are aesumed tp be interval scaled.
-'Massv (1966) prnv1ded a SDlld theoretlcal foundation

for the analysis UF'dependence 1n‘general and regressian

EEW
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» analyais in-dartidular. He preaented_a lucid‘diacueaioh
of such issues as bias, efficiency, and multicullinearitv,
Call of'uhich“mervade the_analvais'df dependence, "Bias
in a parameter estimate canrhe caused by aeveral'
rlhrdblems, hut‘dne of the most serious is that of model
misspedificatidn."Fdr example, the omission of an-
‘independent variableethat'ahduld be included. -1f the
Efnmltted variable ie.related:td dr correlated.uith-an
included variable, the co-effc1ent of the included one
.will in part represent the 1ndirert impact dF the
Af'DmittEd ane and thus be biaaed The ob ject of
'statistical.parameter eetimatldn is USually td obtain
estlmatea ‘that are unhiased and have small variances.
Multicollinearity arises uhen 1ndependent variables are
correlated and it becomes d1FF1cu1t to aeparate the‘r
{‘ind1v1dua1 effects of the varlahles involved, - 1t is
ndt endugh to learn th td 1nterpret a mddel. The
underlying aaeumptidna must be evaluated. Palda (1963) :
-:'discussed the evaluatidn dF regreaalon results. He

_presented the R statlatiq, whiuh repreaente the
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:-'percentage of the nrlglnal dependent variable '

'ﬂf variatiun that has been explalned by the mudel. ~This .-

‘-:Astatistic is a descriptlve and midely used measure uf

»a regresslon mudel._~A pruperty of the assumptlnns of.

wathe regressiun mudel ‘ig that if nne fails, there is

S goud chance that uthers ulll “too. Further, it is,

3,nftenvpeeeible to cnrrect matters by making a

N transfnrmatiun, such as lugarlthmic, on all or some
'“qF the variables involved,.(Frank, 1966). Although the |
. independent variableeuare.aseqaed'te Ee:interval

,SEaied_ln fegfessiae enalyels,‘ﬁofminal variables are
semetlmes alsdrieeertea. 'Fep maey applicetinns, the .
analyet can proeeed-mith ﬁhe'nupmal*lnterﬁfetatieel
{uf‘tﬁe resalte.':Clagcampl(ﬁgsé) preeented a'andel‘thaf
 uses 0-1 blnary variables termed dummy variables. ‘Hle_l.'

;'mudel is a timeneeries mndel uhich means thet the deta

"'.i represent eucceseive time periods;, In such a mndel,

,1the analyet must be cuncerned with serial cnrrelatiun.v.
' The errnr terms are not independent.v A large pusitive

:errnr 1n une period ie likely to be fnllomed by ennther<
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ApeeitiVe erroryihethe next period. Seriai cnrrela-.
rtinn was not. a problem in h15 study, but when it
'\exiete, it can cause inefflcient parameter (co- -
' eFflcient) estimates and blaSEd (understated) estimetes
-nf parameter'(eu-eff101ent).variancee. The Durbin— |
~wafeon teef fnr_eerial correlation is often ueed‘inf"
.time—eeries etediee.mhen this problem is eueﬁected.%“'*f
fThe‘author also preeehted‘a-dﬁstributed-lag“hndel, e model
that handles carry-over eFFects, the effects that
carry-over From one time period tu the next. Hughee :
(1966) presented a crose-sectinn model for uhich data
- were gathered acrnse penple insteed of through time.
Hence - serial currelation and carry-over effecte are not
a prnblem. _l
A'central tool of regreeaiuh analyeie'ie the o
hypotheeie +eet that a regressien co-eFflcient is
: actuellv zero, ‘and that a ‘non-zera cn—efflcient eppeared
:en;y bv chance. The test uses the t-value, uhich 1e-
’thebestimefed regressinn‘co-efficient divided by,ite

. standard error. For example, if the normal distribution
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- was usged tolappruximate the t-diatributiun and the
real cn-eFFicient was actually zero, there uduld be
“only one chance in tmenty that a t-value uould
exceed 1 96. If a t—value UF such magnitude Dccurred,
7 the analyst would" he reasnnably confident that the

co-efficient was nnt zern.

3.6.2. Discriminant Analysis Model:

| In discriminant analysis, the dependent variable
1s ndminal.' For example, an. egricultural credit
manager might want to classify a farmer as. either a gded '
or pour credit risk. In this case, the farmera would
fall intu tud groups ‘or c1a991F1cat10ns. The

' predictive problem in dlacriminent analysis ia'to
- predict to which group a sub*ect will belung on the -
basis of a set of 1ndependent varlablea. In a |
| atruptu:al sense, the,analyet may want to identify
 those variables that are eFFective in predicting'
grdup memberahlp or what variablee discrlminate well

betmeen groups. Massy (1965) prdvided a gomd 1ntrnduction



59
'r'tu diecriminant analyeis.‘ He deecribed the ccnfueion
_matrix, one that summarises the number uf correct and
-inccrrect clessificatinns that were cbtained by the

discriminant analysis. The cnnfueicn matrix, ae~the-~

author illustrated, can be uaed ta test the discriminant'

mcdel and tn interpret the relatiunship between the

- groups. In the context of an example, the discriminant o

'i o-efficients are ueed tn characterlse the different:
grnups in terms of the variables. Morrisun.(1969)
presented ecme ccmments an the“interpretetinn.ofvv
- discriminant analysis. His:Suggestionvun normalising’

“the independent variables by dividing the variabie

- standard deviation is-applicablé tn ather mnlti-variate

‘technigue as. uell.' If thevdependent variable ie also

tnnrmalieed the resulting cc-efficiente are called

;v,mbeta cu-efficiente and: are uften used to report

'1rreeu1ts. In either case, the resulting cu-efficients

indicate the relative contribution made by tne

| o ccrrespunding variabiee in predicting. the dependent

'variable; mhéther~the(independent varigbles are measured
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in any.dnit. when;the.ahalysis.dsee data on
_un-chserﬁatidna to calculate the discriminant functicn: -
(the set of discriminant co-efficiente), and then

clasaifies these same n-cbservaticns with this.

:; functicn the ccnfusicn matrix will be biaaed. There‘

i“?’mill tend ta be mcre correct clasaificaticna than ghe " AR

.cdiscriminant function is capable of. delivering under’
' more realistic cunditicns. There are two sources of
' bias. The first is a bias that might be created by |
_the_mcdel-buildihg process. nlhe eecpnd bias ia'causad
i by sampling errcr.‘ Ruhertscn and Hennedy (1968) -
'! applied discriminant analysis to the prcblem uf
~}pred1cting mhether cansumers are 1nncvative in their
-buying habits. They presented a manual technique to |
‘calculate discriminant ueights or cu-efficiente, mhich;.'
prcvides additinnal in51ght intc their meaning. They n
alao presented an example cF the use of - aplit-example:‘ . R . %
\appruach td eliminate the biasea discussed above. | .

ﬁ A maJcr advantage af the discriminant model is

that the particular simple form cF Zi-- bD +- b1x1l+b2x21+...
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+bnxhi allous a clear 1nterpretatibn'pf_the_effect,cf 4

each of the independent variables. Suppose the

5

independent variable X is income, and'the'claeeificaéﬁe'
tion procedure is if- Zi .: Zcrit, classiFV“thE“?“*"’““'
" individual . as being credit—mbrthy, that is, the higher

the value uf Z the more- likely the indlvidual is

i’

. --.c'redit-wbrthy._ If thP sign pf‘ the by 1s- pbaitive, then -
'higher income implies a better credlt wprthiness, and
'Athe11arger the size nf the b3, the more 1mpcrtant |

E variable X3 is in diacriminanting between graup 1 and f"

- group 2. individuals. Clearly if b, = G then X haa no :

3 3
»,effect. IF there ia a more complex discrlminant

o Functicn, it becomes difflcult to iaclate the effect'bf .

each variable. Suppnse there is a nonlinear dlscriminant .

functipn bf the fnrm._izg ='a+bx +CX?+dV +eV§+Fx1Yi,
effects on Z; of increas:ng Xi by one unit dependa on the
v alue of X b,c,f, and avey Y. Hence, far 1nterpretat10n,

'i}a linear diacrimlnant Functibn is highly deairable.

the H
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be V"REéEARCH METHODOLOGY

CHAPTER IV

JR R LT,

This research was. conducted in all the Fcrmer

;‘twentv-three local gpvernment areas, of Anambra State.v-

A11 the flve agricultural'zcnes of the stateuugre

» represneted»(fig} 2).'

bl Sampling Plan:
: Cluster sampling technlque was used and it

involved randcm sampling mithout replacement pf a tctal

pcpulatian of about 7DD farmers in the state. The‘five

agricultural zones of Abakaliki, Auka, Enugu, Nsukka,
‘;‘and‘Unitsha'are the clusters.. Three hundred farmers,

-GD'Frcm each cluster,'uere selected. The supervisdrs

- who supervised the Farmer bcrrcuers in the scheme were

-h likewlse interv1ewed. The randcm cluster sampling

s

_.techniqe was "used sc as to reduce travelling costs._

'1f;, This technique is part1cular1y useFul mhere there is- a
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large dispersed population or where means of

communications are bad.

4.2, Data Collection:

Data for this study were collgéted from secondary
and primary sources. Secondary sources inciude Anambra
State Ministry of Agriéulturé, published and unpublished
. reports of the Anaﬁbra State Supervised Agricultural .
-Credit Scheme. Primary sources cDmprised structured-
questionnaires for the farmers- and the sdpervisérs of
the Supervised Agricultural.Credit_Scﬁeme.

_.Three ﬁuastionﬁaires’mere‘developed. The Firsti
"and secﬁnd questinnnaires were for crop and livestock
Fa£mérs fespgctiyely; mﬁile the third questionnaire was

for the supervisors.

4.3. Method of Data Analysis:-
Descriptive statistics was used to.analyse the
data and draw conclusions on Ubjectives 1 and 2. For

ubjeptives 3 andjh, multiple regression and correlation
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analyses wére used respectively, while discriminant

analysis mas‘employed to achieve objective number 5.

be3.1. Model Specification:. The regression analysis
model measured lnén repayment (YL) as a function of

“the various variable factors (X1X2X3.;;Xh) which - . .7 . .-

a?Fépf its value. The function is represented -
. explicitly in three functional forms namely Linear,
Semi-Logarithmic, and-Douhle-Lugarithmic forms as

follows:

(I) Linear Furm;

Y, = ab 1x1+b2x2+b3x3+bhxu+b5x5+b6X6+D7X7+ngvg+b9x9+b1 0*q0*e

(I1I) Semi-Logarithmic Form: .

Y, = a+b, logX be logxh+bslogxs+b6logx6+b7lng¥

logX

1 1+b2}ogxz+bjlngx

+. balngX8+b9

7 -

ngX9+b1D 2g* 2.

(I11) Dndble-Ldgarithmic‘Form:

Logy logX +bzlagX2+blegX3+bulng-+b logX.+b_logX

1 1 L5 576
b7lng7+b810gX8+bglng9+b10109X1U+e.

L= a+b 6+
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- . Loan repayment rate in %
" 5ize of Loan in Naira

Farm size in Hectares/Number of birds

Income in Naira

Age of farmers in years

Number of years of farming experience

Distance between home and source of loan

. In kilometres
Level of formal education of farmers in

 years

Household size-
Adnptiun of innovations (Dummy variable)
1.0 for adoptiﬁglthree‘farming innovations
and above |

0.0 for adoﬁting less than three farming
innovations | |
Credit needs (Dummy variable)

1.0 for giving two needs and ahove

0.0 for giving less than.two needs

Intercept
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bys = Marginal responses of the x¥0 Variable
factor.
g = Stdhhéstic error term.

These are for hmth_fhefcrnp and 1ivestDck'?armErs,
anﬂ any form that best e*plpins the dependent variable
(Y) will be chosen. |

The multiple corféléticn analysis model measured
ﬁhe degree of-reiatiunshipvbetueen the seluctéd supervisory
characteristic (quz...xn) and the farmers' incdme (Y),

The model is presented explicitly as:

VX XXXy = ;up'(vx1x2x3xh)
.Mhere'r + Correlation cd-effidient
Y = Income in Naira
X1,= .Numbgy‘bf farmers supervised-
X2 = Lgﬂgth of sérvi;e'aé supervisaors in yeafs
Xy = Formal tréining in agriculture inﬁyearsf>
X, = Number of farm visits/time period

Cov = Co-variance.
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- The discriminant analysis model classified the .
Farmers, by the same set uf 1ndependent varlables used
"1n regr2551ng agalnst 1uan repayment rate (Y ), 1nto

two mutually exclu51VE'and exhaustlve categnries. The

model is presented_egpllcltly as: Z..1 =. b.+b X1 +bdle+...

0 "1
b Xos . -
. Where ii = the, ith ind1v1dual's discriminant score
Zopit <. the crltlcal value For the discriminant score.{
in - = the 10 ihdividual's value of the'jth
. _independent variable.
bi- = the discriminant co-efficient For'jth_Variable.

Fur the classification brocedufe, let each

ind1v1dual's dlscrlmlnant scnre Zi be a Functlun of the

g = b0+b1x1i+b2x21+..;+‘

_bnxni. The ciassificétién_piocedure is as follows:

independent variables. That is Z

dlassify individual i as belonging.

£

fif 2y = %y if

to group I (credit wurthy - cu), and if Z < Zcrlt,'

~classify individual i as belongingg to II (Nan credit



worthy - NCW)e The classification boundary is'thén

the locus of points where h.+b, X, .+b X

oD Xq3+0pXp gt e et DXy = Zansg

Euf-nff Point:

| The exact value of the limit'of each group For
ﬁurpose;uf classification depends on how much premiuﬁ

is put on the relative cost of misclassification o the
_ingéstigétor. More frequently, the cut-off point is

A

usually taken as the mid-point of ch and ZNCM =

%(Zcu + ZNEw) because'dlscrlmlnant,Functlun analysls
itself gssumes equal cost of misclassification (Green

and'Tull 1975; Bauer and Jortdan 1971; Peters and Summers

1968).

nAsédmptinns of the Mudélé:
'(1)(,81 is a random real variable. Thé value which Ui
"may assume in any one period depends Dn_chance:
(2) Thé.mean value of e in any ﬁarticular period is zero.
With this gséumptibn it caﬁ be said thaﬁ Yi'; a+51X£

gives the relationghip betueen X and Y on the average.

69
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The variance of ey is constant in. each period

'(humoscedasticity).. In figure 3, this assumption
is denoted by the fact that values that e'may‘

assuhe lie within the same limits, irrespective

of the value of X: for X1, e can assume any'Value
within the range AB: for Xz, e can assume ahy
value within the range CD which equal -to AB and

80 DnN.

Y .
. YE o
.C . e . |
’(// E(Y) = a+b1x
Y3 L i |
Y1** o o o s e } .
1t o
Y1 R (S ———
. E* -F
v; Cm e’ D
;
: 8
v, 3
X, X ' Xo X

g o 2 ' 3

' Fig. 3. Homoscedasticity.
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(4) The variable e, has a normal distribution. This

may be summarised by the expression e~\~N(O, 62 )
®

and is shown in figure b4, -

ECY)=a+b X

1

Fige. b, Normal Dist_ribution.

(5) The rahd(jm terms of different observations

. (ei, ej) are independent,' Mathematically Cov '(ei,ej).
.= E {[Ei—E(eiyﬂej-E(ej)J}
(6) e is independ‘ent of the explanatory variable(s)

Mathemati.cally Cov (Xe). = E'{E( 1-E(x-1_)-7@1"E(-ei->]c? = 0.
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(7) The xis ‘are a set nﬁnfiXed‘values in the
. hypufhetical process of repeating'sampling mhich
underlies the linear regression model. Because
‘Cov (X)) = E {[)'( -E(xiy[i-E(aiy} = E{[)-( -E(Xijei}
'given E(e ) =
E(x h Y - E(X )E(e ) = E(x e, ) = X E(e ) (glven

that the Xi

‘are Fixed)

(B)_ The explanatory variable(s) are measured mithaut.
error. e absorbs the influence of omitted variables
and possibly errors'qF,mEasuremenf in Vis.

‘(9)- The explanatory variahles are not perfectly
‘linearly correlated. " If there is more than one
explanatory variable in the relationsﬁip it 1s,

assumed that they are not perfectly correlated with

}“each other.

1(10) The macro variables ehueld be'correctly-egeregafedu
Usually the variables X and Y are aggregative
'variablea, rebpeeenting'the sum of 1ndiviqaa1.
‘items.; It,is assumed thap.apppopriafeAaggregatiun
!prdcedare has been adopted in compiling the

aggregate variagbles.
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(12)
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The relatiﬁnship.being estimated is identified.

The relationship is correctly specified. It is

assumed that'nn specification error has been

- cnmmittéd in determining the explanatory

_variables.

\
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CHAPTER U .

56 * CHARACTERISTICS OF -AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTION

IN THE SCHEME AREA OF OPERATION.

An appreclaticn of the characteristics uF
agricultural prcduction in the scheme area aof -
.uperaticn is essentlal.‘tc the evaluaticn cf prufita-
-bility cf credit'tn smalléscale Farmefs anq‘the‘problems

oﬁ-the'scheme.l

A'5,1.»Size of Lcan;.%arm Size,'and Farm Inccme:sv During'
the period studied-a naize Farmer, on the.aVerage, .

4_rece1ved #1,178. 954 rice farmer, N1 385, 453 and

pcultrv farmer wG 117 89._ The scheme ccnsidered

poultry business more capital intensive and so gives

fit'higher credit.

Farm size.ranged from one hectere to four hectaees,'

. Rbout 22% of msize’farmers‘had one hectare farms, .
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Forty-seven per cent of Parmers had twn hectare farms

while twenty-seven and three per cent of the farmers

‘had three andifuur hectares'respectively.‘ mith‘rESpectn

to nouitry, of the 150 selected farmers, ahout 35%

' ef them kept'less than 200 birds; 25% kept'betmeen.

ZDD-BDD birds; 6% kept betueen 401-500 birds; 16% kept

between -501-600 blrds and the same percentage kept

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

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

" An analysis of income distribution of the farmers

revealed that the average maglze farmer had an income of

about N3,164.20; the average rice farmer had about
ﬁ?B 61D 90; mhile that uF the average poultry farmer

wag about H15 685, GD._

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

“agevdistribution of the farmers studied derived its

importance from the fact that agricultural production:

requires'the'ase of large smount of labour input, which .

vis best provided by able-bodied and energetic individuals.
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Frnm table 561, 1t 1s\nbﬁerved that 1. 35% of the crop
farmers are 1ess “than 30 yeare, while none uf the
livestock farmers 1s within the same age range. Also,
nane of the crap and livestock Farmers are aged Frem :

60 yeérs'anq=abuve.v An interesting factor from

Table 5.1: Age Distribution of Selected Farmers in

the Study Area.

- | " CROP FARMERS N Livestock .
Age Range "y = T % I % Farmers '
Lessithan_ : : \ ‘ "
300 | 2 {2 - - | - | -
30 - oo | sz | swem | oz | s.eh 52 | 34.67
wi<so | 40| sze11 |23 | wrez sy | s6.00
51 - 60 51 5.36 | 30 | 54.55 [T N 33
61 ;470 R B - o _ - i_‘ -
Mnreathen - L o : -
7 -] - - - - | -
TOTAL 95 | 100.00 :‘55 qo0.00 | 1s0 | 1o0.000

source: - Field'SurQey5-1989{



_ the data is that about 98% of the Farmers in the area
are between 30 and 60 years. The ZEero percentage nf
the farmens above 60 years was explained to be as aﬂ
E rgéultsﬁf farmers rétiring aBout that age and’theje-
L gftér:depending én their‘gruﬁﬁ‘up‘childrén:fur
' maintenance. | |

There was an average of about 1DVdEpéndants per -
maize Fafmer; 17 per rice farmers; and 9 per poultry
farmer. This is an impurtant-cnﬁéideration when it is
jnoficed that agricultgrél p;oductioh in the study',"
areanis mainly'labour'intensive. -Tﬁis'labour cames
‘mainly Frnm the Farmprs. .

The average number oF years nf férmlng experience:

for thg‘crup farmers-is‘zz while that of the livestack'

- farmers is about 8.

5.3. Level of Formal Educatidn of fhe Farmers: The
analysis of 1eve1 of formal education of the farmera
in the study area is of prime importance because it

. partly determlnes their ability to effectlvelymmanage
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" the loans granted to them. “The results are présented
in table 5.2..

Table 5.2: Farmers' Level of Formal Education in the

. Study Area.

'uéVei of Fhrmal Education . - Crop Farmers Livestock Farmers
No.| % No. %

Na Formal Education | 31| 2067 | - 0.00

" Primary School Iﬁcomplete ‘ 25 | 16.67.| - - 0.00
Primary Schoul Complete 52 | 34.67 34 | 22,67

e Secondary Schiool Incomplete N 28,00 | . 43 28.67‘
Secondary School Complete -] 0.0 34 22.67
Others . -| o0.00 39 126,00,
Total - - | s0]4o0.00 |- 150 | 400.00

qurce::‘Field,SQrvey, 1989,

For example while ahnutA21% of the crop farmers had

no form Df ¥ufma1 education, all the-livestock farmers,

.fhat'ia,.10b%;had some form of formal education. Careful

x

. Ty,



79

observation of the table shous tﬁat'there are more
edicated Férmers in 'the livestock enterprise than in the
crop entérpriéé.

Also rela;ed to fhé level of formal edudation of
the Parmers is their level Uf-adqption of innovations.
The aﬁaiysis revealed that while about 81% of the crop
farmers are adetefs of innovations, the rest are non--
addpteré. Ninetyqeighttper cent of the livestock
farmers are adopters of innovatigns,uhile only 2% are

non-adopters pointing to the importance of formal

education to farmers.

Sebs Some'Issﬁes in ‘the Operation/Performance of the
Supervised Agricultural Credit Scheme.

S.4.1 Distance from Home to the Lending Institution:=- ’Thé
average distande betmeén Farmersf hame énd sourée of :
loan is about 78 kilometres. It'is important to note that
in a sqbervised credit ﬁrogramme for small Farmeré,
de;entralizatiun of credit offices is necessary for

closer superviéiun and ease of the loans given to the
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farmer beneficiaries. [This discourages or minimisesg

loan diversion and defaults.

&

interviewed gave several reasons for borrowirg as can

he geen inztaule~5.3.

Table 5.3: Farmers' Objectives in Barrawing in the

Study Area.

5elte26 'Fa:mers"Dhjectives_ih Borfdwing:- The farmers -

% fctal-

Objective ND; of farmers
' To increase Hectares under Cultivation 150 50.00
To buy Planting Materials 8 - 2.67
' Ta buy Fertilizers and Chemicals 98 32.67
To increase stock of Livestock. - 150 §D.Dﬂq
. To Buy,mcré feeds 150 50,00
To buy more drugs 147 49,00
Total 703

Ngte:= The total is more than 300 because some farmera

had more than one objective in borrowing.

Source:- Field Survey, 198S.



Frdm the table, a maJdr ObJECtIVE for borrdmlng waa tp
increase hectarage under cultlvatlon fnr the crdp :
Farmera, and for, the liveatdck farmers all the
ObJECthES were magor. Furthermore, all the farmera )
K indlcated that- the size dF ldan glven to them by the

‘ scheme was not suFFlclent for ach1ev1ng their varidus o

objectives. This again hlghllghts the need for

'1ncreases in the size’ uf loanable funds to Farmers.

5.4.3. Loan Default Measurement:~ For the efficient

. mdrking of credit aystems, it ia impdrtant'that defapit-

" in repeyment shDuld he as low as pdssible because |
viabillty pF the 1end1ng agenczes is highly dependent

| on the amdunt ‘of ldana~recouered Table 54 presents

reeulta pF 1dan deFault measures Fdr the selected |

farmere. Frnm the table, it can be seen that ndne dF

the ‘maize farmers ‘was able to repay loan completely

S 'while 9& 55% of the rice farmera were ahle tn repay

theirs'cumpletely.' In the case dF livestdck (pdultry)

_farmera. 16% of them were able to repay cpmpletely.

t
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- FéblefS.hb-‘Loan Default Measures for the Farmers in the Study Area.

Lo

'Crop Farmers - ‘
~ Livestock Farmers
Ceee Rice ‘(Poultry)
:_;_:_EF»’{,_LUBFI — . - e
: Repayment‘ Amgunt Nb -v\_% Amount Amount . - Nﬁ . % Amount mount
' Repaid |[Outstan-~ i Repaid Dutstan=- I Repaid |[Outstan-
@) ding (&) (&) ding (&) (&) ding (&)
Able to’
. repay loan B S _ ' S | '
campletely -| - [0.00}). = - 52 | 94.55|63u64.48 - 24 |16.00|16006.00] -
Not able ,
to repay _ . 4
- ceompletely | 95 100 | 36224.00 838%6.00 1 -3 5.45] 3715.00 443.00 | 126 |B8L.00|64L2842.00(257041.50
-, Total 95 |100 |36224.00]83896.00 | S5 | 100 [67179.48) - 443,00 | 150 | 100 |802902.08{257041.50 -
Source: Field Survey, 1989. )
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S5elielsie Farmers' Etvaluation of Interest Rates: All
the farmers indicated that the interest rate charged
was too high. They preferred lower interest rates ingtead of

the present rate of 15.5%.

5e4e5. Farmers' bvaluation of the Lending Exercise:
The farmers all agreéd that the lending process was
time-consqming andicumﬁersome. They received their
anns during planting/stncking.‘ Frompt release of-

funds is vital to the efficient use of loans.

5.4.6.  Form of Loan Disbursement to Farmers: While
96% aof the farmers preferred their loans in cash, only
4% of themléreferred theirs in both cash and kind.

‘All the loans were made in cash.

5.4,7.  Problems of the Scheme. Operators and the Recipients:
The scheme uperapors listed fhe following as their

problems in the operation of the scneme:
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ﬁ, Scarcity. of supervisory field étaff}. |
2. Divefsioh of loan to nthef uses by tﬁe Fa:mersﬁ
3. S50 many defaults on the‘paft of the farmers;
h.%lLack-uF adéqyate and'neceésary facilities for the

smquth running of the sbheme-operétions; and |
. 5;_ job:stagnatinn. | | | |
Common problems reburted by the.reaipienta-
.. (farmers) are (1) éad weatﬁer; (2) Pests'and diseases;
(3) Low yield; (h) Low prices of theif Farﬁ products,
especially during tﬁe,hérvest‘peridd; (5) High cost of

" farm inputs; and (6) Hfah interest charges.

5.4,8; Cauggs,nf Poor Loan Repaymenf: The fmn'gruubs
'nf’resphndénts (the scﬁeme operators and the farmer -
bénefibiariés) indibatgd basic causes nf_bour loan
repayment. Causes of poor repayment differed among thév
. upératqrs and'the farmers. | | |
| : Thelcauses repofted by the.uperéturs iﬁclud?
diversion of funds; low prices of farmvpruducfs, bnbr

marketing,~lbu yield and negative attitude Of farmers



 toward

ranked
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8 goﬁérnment_uuned credit agencies. These are
as-éhown in fable 55
5.5: Causes of Poor Loan Repayment in the"
Y Study Area as indicated by the Scheme

Dpératurs.;

The ‘Su

T

aefvisgd Agpicﬂitural Credit Scheme (SACS) .
: Rank. Causes_ l
1 ‘Diversian ﬁf funds
2 . Poor mé;keting uphortﬁﬁify
3 Lom'pricé of farm products
e Low yield |
5 Negative attitude of farmers towards
. guVernmen? owned. credit agenpieg
- Source: j'v"f-‘:l.Le._.]'.!cjr Survey;41989.
he.cquSeq rapuftéd_by.the'farmera-inciude',

 bad weather, pests and diseases, éhd‘lam-price of

* ‘farm products (especially during harvest time)

(table

5.6)
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Table 5.6, Comman Causes of Low repayment as seen

by Farmors,

Causes® ' R . Percentage
1. Bad wegther condition .87
2e PeétS‘andlDiseases ' , 76
N Low price<of Farm-pfoducts ' , 69

a, A N ‘ :
Respondents indicated more than gne cause.:

. Source: Field survey, 14989,

Uased on total responses, the maﬁf comnan causes
of poor 1Dan‘repaymumt are diversion of funds, Dad‘
uéather condition, pests and‘ﬂiseaseé, poor marketing
*opportunity, and low price of farm products.
| Interpretation of these cuuses must be with

caution owing to the subjective nature of the responses,

5e¢5%. - Farmer and Farm Lharacteristics between
Repayment Groups, 300 SACS farmer-Borrowers:

Farmer-borrowers were dichotomized into low and high

'repavﬁent groups. Low repaymont farmers were those with 0 to 50
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per cent repéyment rate while those cateqorized aé high

repayment were those with 51 to 103 per cent repayment'rate.‘

Size aof Loan (X1): The average size of loan Fﬁr all the maize,
farmers was N1511.37. The low repayment farmers borrowed an -
a;erage of H1022.73 while the high'fepayment ones bDrrGQed an
averange df #2000. In the case ﬁF rice farmers, all of them
‘were in the high”repéyment category, with the average size of
loan of NﬁjBD. For the poultry Farmmrs, the average size Df4
laan qas'N7027.hD. Lomlrupaymnht farmers borrowed loans
averaging 7,500 uhile hiqhirepayménf farmers borromedlloans

amounting to N6554.79 on the average, tables 5.7, 5.8, ‘and 5.9.

Farm-ﬁize (Xz); The average farm size Uperateﬂ by.maize farﬁer-
borrowers was 2.59 hectaras.._an-repaymént farmers had an
average farm size of 2.03 hectafes while high repayment Farmers'v
+ had anvaverage of 3.14 hectares (téble 5.7). The.average farm
sizé obbrated by riﬁe;Féfmmr-horromers was 335 hectares. All
the farmers wére in the high repayment category (tableiS.B),

In the case of poultry farmors, the\average'BtUCksiée ﬁperéted
by the Fafmer-ﬁorpmmeps was about 425 birds. Low repayment |
farmers had an avgrage sﬁggksize of:ahout 502 bifds while high
repaymant farmers had an averane Fﬁrm»sizé of about 347 birds

(table 5.9),.
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Table 5.7: Farmer and Farm Characteristics between Repayment

Groups. 95 SACS Maize Farmer-Borrowers.

¥

Characteristics

Repayment Group@

Low High Average

Size of Loan (&)
Farm Size (ha)
Income (&)

Age of Farmers (Years) .

Number of Years of Farming Experience -

Distance between Home anq Source of
Loan (kms)

Level of Formal Education of Farmers
(Years) '

Household Size (Persoms)
~ Adoption of Innovatians (Dummy )

Adnptérs

Noandmpteis.
Credit Needs (Dymmy)

High.Credit Needs

Low Credit Needs

2.03 3.1k

l1022-73 2000.00 1511.371

2459

35455 L6.29

B34 23,43
79.81 . 67.86

Gali2 6.00

855 10471

85 - 7

© (96.59) ' (100,00)

3 0
(3.41) - (D.O00)

- 78 6
(BB.6L) (B5471)
10 1

(11.36) (14.29)

40,92

20.84

621

9.63

a . N
Farmers were grouped into two according to their repayment.

rates, low - 0 to 50 per cent repayment and high - 51 to 100

per cent repayment,
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Table 5.85 Farmer and Farm Bharwcterlstics between Repayment

O Groups. 55 SAES Rice Farmer-Borromers.

Repayment Group?

Low

Characferiatipa High = Average,
Size’ of ‘Loan (ﬁ) ' 0.00  1380.00 1380,00 °
Farm Slze (ha) 0,00 - 3.35 ' 3435

“Income (M) 0.00 78676.36 78676436
Age Df Farmers (Years) 0.00 - 5051 50451 -
Number Df‘ Vears of Farmlng Experienc'e;. 0.00 28.45 28,45

Distance hetween Hume and bDurce of . o - 'j -

Loan (kma) 0.00 87.78.° 87.78
Level of Formal Educatlen of Farmers : o Lo

(Years). 0.00 2.64 - 2.64
Househnld'Size (Persons) ' 0.00 15.60  15.60
Adbption of Innovations (Dume)'” . | ,

_ ‘o ..o 30 .-
Adopters (0.00) (54455)
Nun-Adeters (0.00) (L5445) - :
Credit Needs. (Bummy) - -
S . 0 23 -
High Credit Needs (0.00) - (41.82)
. K - o 32 .
Low Credit Needs (0.00). (58.18)

aFarmera were gruuped'intoztme aceerding to-their-repayment .

[
£

| 100 per cent repayment.

rjtee, low - D to 50 per cenf repqyment and high - 51 tn

m ek e i ey S

RO S
ot N )

e



Table 5,9: Farmer and Farm Characteristics between

Repayment Groups. 150 SACS Poultry Farmer-

91

Borrowers
s e Repayment Grou
Characteristics Cow High ;Bh‘Average
Size of Loan (¥) . 7500.00 6554.79  7027.40
Farm S5ize (No. of birds) . '502.50 346,70 - 424,70
Income (&) | 22059.50 15640.32  18849.91
Age of Farmers (Years) ‘ 35.00 43,99 39.50
Number of VYears of Farming Experience” 6.50 775 7.13
Distance between Home and Source of '
"~ Loan (kms) . - 61475 79.32 70,54
Level of Formal Education of Farmers . - '.
(Years) .13.060 9.93 11647
Household Size (Persons) C 44,50 7.93 6422
Adoption of Innovations (Dummy) .
: v \, 3 . 146 -
Adopters o (25.00) (100.00)° _
. 1 0
Non-Adopters , , (75.00)  (0.00)°
Credit Needs (Dummy) \ S P 146
High Credit Needs ' (50.00) (100.00)
. : 2 - D
Low Credit Needs , (50.00) (0.00)

8Farmers were.grouped into twa accmrding to their repayment
high -  51.to 100

rates, low - 0 to 50 per cent rehayment and

per cent repayment.




Numberqu Yeafs of Farming Experience (XS): Tébles

5.7 and 5.9 show that maize and poultry farmers Had-an

averége of apout ZD.éh'and'7.13 years in farming réspectively. Low
repéyment maizé farmer-clients had anvaverage of abuﬁt

18.24 yearé in.Farming while those at the high

repayment category had about 23.43 years in farming un‘tﬁe»
gverage. LOw repayment poultry Farmér-clignts had an average of
about 6.50 yeafs in farming while those at the high repayment |
category had about 7.75 years in farming on the average.

None of the rice Farmer-ciienté maé in-the low repayment
category and:they had an average of about 28.45 years in

farming (table 5.8).

Distance between Home and Source dFlLuan (Xé):' Maize
férmer-bor;nmers surveyed héd an average distarce of éhout
73.84 kilometrés from the source of loén.' Homes DF;
more delihquent farmers were about 79.81 kilometres aQay
while thaose of lesg delinguent borrowers were about 67.86

kilometres away from the source of loan on the average

[N
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(table 5,7). ‘Hicelfarmér—borrowurs.sufveyed had an

average distance of about 87.78 kilometres away from the
source of loan. All the farmers were less delinqueht

in terms af rqpa?ment (table 5.08). Pbultry farmer-
bDermETs‘squeyed ﬁéﬁ an average distance Df-about 7ﬁ.5h
kilometres aQay from the source of loan. Homés of more
delinguent farmers were aﬁout 61.75 kilometres away while
‘those DF,less delinquent borruouers meré about 79.3é kilometres

‘away from. the source of loan on the average (table 5.9).

Level of ‘Formal bducation of .Farmors (X,): Haize Farmér-
borrowers had an averaée_of‘abnut 6.21'yeérs of° schooling.
More delinquént Farm@rs hat about 6.42 years while less -
delinguent farmers had about 6 years an the average. Ricé
‘farmer-borrowers had an averange of about é.Bh years D% Schmmling._
All the rice farmers were less dellnguent in terms Df-
repagyment. 'Pnultfy farmer-borrowers had an average:DF ahout
11.47 years in schooling.: Hore.delinduent farmers had about
13 years while less delinguent fafmers hgd abuut‘9.93 years

on the average (tables 5.7, 5.9, and 5.9).

Household Size (XB); There is an average af about 10 members

per hDUSEhUld amang malze Farmgrffespundents. Between repayment
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categdries, hauéver, there mére about 9 and 11 members in

low and high repayment gfoups réspectively. Thefe is aﬁ
average df abdut 16 members p@r househnld among the rice.
Férmer—respmndents. Retweon repaymeﬁt categoriss, hﬁmever, all-
Lhe memberé’here in the h{gh_rupmym@nt cutenory as fhére were
HD ;Dm‘repayment‘Farmurs in thg enterprise. There is.alsm an
'average af about S_members‘pef household among poultry Fafmer§
reépcndenté. Between repayment Catedaries,‘humevef, there

ueré aﬁuut‘5 and'jD members in low and high repayment groups
réépeatively. These are shown in tablesl5m7, S.H,,and 5;9.
Adopt}cn of Innovatians (Xg):-'pighfy-five4lou.repaymént maizé
_5Farme£s out of 88 ueré adoptefs of inhqvations while all fhé 7
high repaghcnt Dneé were nUﬂ—adnpters. Percentdge wise,

only about 97 per cent of low repayment maize

vférmers Qére adopters of innovations while about ADD pef'cent
of high }épayﬁent farmors were ndnptwfs; Thirty of the high
repayment rice farmers out of 55 me:e'adopters of ihﬁbvatidné.
Fercentage wise, about 55 per cent af thé high repaymenﬁ rice
farmers WETE adopﬁers of iﬁﬁovatimns while about. 45 per cent
‘Df them mere'non;adoptafs o innbvations{} All the rice farmers
were in the high_repayment‘categary.> Three low repaﬁment pDultryv

farmers nut of & were adopters of ihnovatians'whilelall the 146
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: high repayﬁent poultry farmnrs were adopters.

Hercentane wise, only'25'per cent of louw repéyment pbgltfv
Farmefs.uere adopters of innovations uhile.ﬂDD per cent of
the high repanent anes uere‘édmptafs. These ére'indicated

in tables 5.7, 5.8, and 5.9.

~ Credit Needé (X,p):  deventy—eight low repayment maize
farmers out of B8 had high credit needs while 6 out of -7
high repayment ones had-high CreuitAneeds. Hercentage wise,
~about 89 per cent of low repayment maize farmars had high
credit needs whi;e about 86 per bent.bf high repayment ones
had high credit needs. ATmenty-three of the high repayégnt
rice farmers out of 55 had hiqh credit needs. Percedtége
wise, about 42 .per cent ot the h&gh répayment rice Farmérs
had high credit needs, while aQDuE_SB per cent of them had
low Crédit heeds. All the rice farmers were in the high
repayment pategory; Two low repayment poultry farmers out of
L had high credit needs mhileAali‘the 1h6_High repayment

ones had high credit needs.. Fercentage wise, DanISD per cent
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of low repayment poultry ?armprs had high credit needs
‘mhilé‘1DD per cent of the highy repaymant ones had high
credit needs. These are illustrated in tables 5.7, 5.8,

and 5.9
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CHAPTER VI

6o . FAGTORS, INFLUENCING RATE. OF REPAYMENT

Independent variahles (X's) were regressed
‘with rapayment_réte'as the dependent Qariable:(YL).
These 1hdépendent variables uefe gize of loan, |
farm size, income, age of farmers, number of years‘of.
farming experience, distance between farm anﬂ'aourcé
of loan, level of formal educétiun.of farmers, household
gize, adoption of 1nnnvations; and credit needs.
Frisch's Confluence (Buﬁch—Map) Analysis Method was
used to test for e;igteﬁce of multicnllihearity.
Results of the régression analysis are given in tables

Bels 642y 645, 6.6, 6.9 and 6,10,

6.1: Factors that Infleunce Repayment Rates Among

Maize Farmers.

S5ize of Loan‘(xd): ‘As shown in table '6.1.'sizé of .
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loan has;a-marginél contribution.nf 17.6467. The t-value
is 6-597 which is. highly éignificant at 1% level of
prubébility. Thus, there is a high degree of cuntfibutinn
of sizequ loan an fepaymént performance of the férmers.
The result alaoAﬁhoms.ﬁhat size of loan has a positive
. relationship with repayment,-that is, as slze of loan
increases, repayment rate likewise increases. Thﬁs,
size' of loan is a rélatively significaﬁt'detepminant of

repaymeﬁt.

Farm Size (Xz): The marginal contribution of farm size
is 5.0207.} The t=-value is 1.881 which is significant at
10 per cent level of probability. Thus, farm gize is

directly related to repayment (table 6.1).

Income (X3); Income has é marginal contribution of
13.7265 and a t-value of 3.978, which is highly
gignificant at 1 per penf level of probability. This
also indibates that income is an impprtant‘determinant

of repayment of these farmers (table 6e1)e
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:Age'pf Farmeré (Xu)f Table 6.1 indicates that agé of
‘Parmers has a marginal contribution of 16.8668 and a
t-value of 1.760 which. is significant at 10 pef cent -
1eve1 of prqbability. The result also shnms.thaﬁ age
has a pusitivéhrelétion to repayment, that is, és age
of farmers increases, repayment péfﬁurmance alsa increases.
Thus, age is a relatively cignificant determinant of

repayment,

Number of Years of Fafming Expgrieﬁce (XS): This variable
as indicated in table 6.1, has a marginal comtribution of
7.2508. ;t has a ﬁ-value of 2.155, which is significani

at 1% level of probsbility. it has a direct relationship

with repayment-perfufmance.

Distance between Home and Source of Lean (XG): The
‘marginal contribution of this variable is =0.,3593% (table
Bel)e ‘The t-value, however, of -0.,388 is not

significant at any of the set 1eVels»of significance.
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Nevérfheless,_tﬁe resulf'sHUms that there is an
invérse relation between this variable and repayment.
It isyto be expected that farmers staying far from the

source of loan are less ahle and willing ta répay.

Leyél of Formal Education of Farmers (X7): This
variable has a marginal Enntribution af 2.2421‘and a
“t-value of'1.615Auhich'is éignificant stafistically at
10 per cent level (table 6.1). The result shows that |
level of formal éducatiun is difectly related to

repayment performance.

Household Size (XB): Huuéehold size takes an estiMated
marginal contribution of ;0.6127 and at ffvalue of
-0.271 which is not.significant;* Although not &

strong determinan; of repayment rate, it is invefselv,
related to iﬁ; which is expected because of the high

cost of running large homes in the study area.

Adoption of Innovations (Xé): Adoption of innovations

has a:harg;hal contribution of 2.4403 and a t-value of
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2,607 which,is highly significént af 1 per cent level
of probability. ~Thus, there. is a{hiqh degree Df;cohiribution
of this variable to répayment performance of the farmers

(table 6.1).

Credit Needs (X1D): In table 6.1, credit needs has
a marginal contribution of -0.0847 with a t-value of
-0.143, which is not significant at any of the set

levels of probability.
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-Tab1é16.1: Regressinp‘Cn—efficieﬁts, t-Ualﬁea and
| 2 Levels of Significance qf Ten Indépendgnt
variables Related to Repayment Rate of SACS. -

Maize Farmers.

'--Véria- Regres§i9ﬁ. Standard t—Values ;Lévels.nf :
Ab;es ‘C0—efflglents, Errars M~5§gnif1cance
X, o 17.6467 2.67501 64597 . 0.01
'Xé, : 8.0207 | bos2839 1.811 | 0.0 .
“xy | 37285 | 35101 | 30978 0 | 0.01
X, 16.8668 | 9.58098 1.760 0.10
| Xg = 7.2508. : »' 3.36473 | 2,155 0.01
Xg | . -0.3593 | o.92u9s -0.358 N.Se
'x§" 20421 1.38805- 1.515_' 1 0.10
Xg ~0.6127 © | 2.25777. | -0.271 N.S
Xg 24403 0.93620 | 2.607 0;q1=
X410 -0.0847 0.59188 | -0.143 N.S.
dof. = 9
RS = 0.976
a = 253.3t |
NeSe = Notisignificaht‘béynnd'ﬁD% ievel of

- confidence.
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The co=efficient of multiple determination
(Hz) fur'loaﬁ.repayment rate Dflthese farmers is 91.6
per cent. This was tested for significance with the
F-statistic. The result shows that the combined effects
of sizz of loan, farm sizé, incumé,.age'nf farmers,
'number of yéars of farming exprience, distance from
home to source of loan, level of formal educatiun,l
household sizg, adoption of innovations, andlcredit
needs explaihéd 81.6 per cent of the variability af
rebayment and F-test was 91.001 indicating a very higﬁ
éigﬁificant impact D% these vériébles on repayment rate

(table 6.2)..

Table 6.2: . Analysis of Covariance for Testing the
Combined Significance of the Ten Independent
-.Variahles Relatsd to Repayment Rate of SACS

Maize Farmers.

Multiple R . [0.95682 |Anova |[D.F} 5.5 MeSe F

R Square 0.91550 |Regres- | 10|14296.61647|1429.66165 {91.01081
K - sion

Ad justed R : - : . E
Square 0.90544 .|Residuall 84{1319.55090 -\ 15.70870)" tah(0.0

Standard Error|3.96342 = 2.63

Anova = Analysis of Covariance D.F. = Degree of Freedom

S.5. = 5Sum of Squares. M.5. = Mean Sguare F = F-Statistic.
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The foregoing discussion shows that among the
ihdepéndent variables hypotﬁésized as having significant
~effects on repayment rate among fhe maize farmers,
the following are to be éccepted and considered as
. strong determlnants of repayment Slze of loan, Farm size,
Income Age uF farmers, Number of years of Farmlng

experience, Level of formal education, and Adoption of

innovations,

6e1e1 Relationship between selected Supervisory

* Characteristics -and Income among Maize Farmers.
Number of Fapmers Supervised‘(x1):. fhéré is an
inverse relétinnship hetueen income of the farmers (Y)
and the number af farmers supervised. The correlation
co-efficient is -0,79507 (taole 6.3). Thig means that
income increases as fhe number of farmers supervised
decreases. Furthermore, it impliés that the less tHe
number of farhersAbeing superviéed, the better is tﬁe

guality of .supervision.
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Length of Service as Supervisors (X;): Length of

sérvice as supervisors is‘positiVEly related to income.
The correlation CO-EFFiCiEﬂt.OF.thiS variable with inCDhe
'is 0.84896. This means that the more experience the
superyisoré have on the job, the more tﬁey can
effectiveiy handle farmers problemé and conseguently

enhance increased income of the farmers.

Level of Formal Tréining'in Agriculture ng): This
supervisufy characteristics has a direct reiatinnship
wfth the Fafmers income. The correlation cﬁ-efficient ié'
0.83956 (table 6.3). In other wurds,'the nore
supervisdgs are trained in agriculture, the farmers

they éupervise will likely have higher incuﬁe, because

they can impact more knowledge.

Number of Farm Visits (X, O: The number of farm visits
is directly related to the farmers' income, with a corre-
lation co-efficient of 0.96652 (table 6.3). This means

that as supervisors visit more their supervised farmers,
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income increases. The freguent farm visits could.

‘bolater the farmers' confidence in the acceptance of

neuw technnlugy since‘the supervisors could Help them

solVe their techhical problems.

Taﬁle'5.3. Correlation

Co-efficients between Selected

C.87086

Subervisory,Characteristica and Income
among Maize Earmeré;

| Y X, % X5 X,

v | 1.00000) -0.79507 | 0.84896 | 0.83956 | 0.96652
X, fd,79507 1.00000 | -0.66156 | -0.92528 | -0.80218
X5 | .0.8489 | -0.66158 1.00000 | 0.87287 | 0.91018
X4 0.83956  -0.92528 | 0.87287 | 1.00000 0.87086
x, | 0.96652 | -0.80218 | 0.91018 100000




Table 644: Summary Table of Hypotheses
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" Hypotheses

Accepted |

Re jected

3,

Le

Loan

size
Loan
farm

Loan

Loan

repayment does
of loan
repayment does

gize

repaymént does

repayment does

the farmers' age

Loan

Trepayment does

not depend
not depend

not depend

the farmers' income

not depend

not depend

number of years aof farming

experience

an

an

on

an

on

Loan repayment does not depend on

the distance between the farmers'

home and source of loan

Loan repayment does not depénd on

level of. formal education of the

farmers

accepted

re jected
rejected
rejected

rejected

re jected

re jected
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Table 6.4 (Contd.)

Hypotheses A Accepted |Rejected

‘8. Loan fepagment does‘not dpend
on household size of the Ffarmers éccepted

9. Loan répavment does not depend
on adoption of innovations by
farmers ‘ rejected

- 10. Loan'repayment does not dﬂbend

on predit:needs of . the Farmersf accepted
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.6,2.:_vFacfnrs that Influence Repayment Rates amung
Rice.Farmérs, | |

.S;ze bf Ldan (X1)§ The margih%l cnntributinnuqf size.of.

loan ié‘D.DUDh which is very‘negligible to affect

. Tepayment. The_t—valge, mhicﬁvis_less thaﬁ une tf.<:1)

“shoms'that the ‘effect of size of loan ﬁh':epayment is

.nut.éignifiéént.(tanle 6.5).-VTHe estimated co-efficient,

'hnMgver,hshoms‘that as the size of.iﬁan increases,

_repayment rate also increases. 1 musf be nbted, tdo,'

that some Parmers who could partly self-finaqcé did not

borrow the cnnrespundihg amount of lpan per hectare. '

Farm Size (X,): Farm size is directly related. to
repayment rate. It bas a marginal contribution of 29.358
. with a t-value of 5.089 which is highly significant |

statistically at the 1 per cent level of confidence.

" Income (X3): - Income is a significant determinant of
"repayment.' It has a marginal contribution of 0.0014 with

a t-value of 5.7&& (tahle 6¢5)e
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Age of Farmers (Xh): .Result shows that age is‘a significant
determinant of repayment. As shown in the table, ége of
fagmers héé a.marginal contribution of -0.1394 and a
computed t-value of -1.506 which is statistically
.significant at 10 per cent level. The result also shows

that age is inversely related to repayment.

Number .of Years of Farming Experience (Xs): The marginal
contribution of this variable is 0.,0208 with a t-value af
" less that ane (t < 1), which is not significant at any

-of the set levels of confidence.

bisfance bétmeen Hame énd'80urce DFALuén (XG): 'Thé

" marginal contribution of this variable is -0.1063 (table
6¢5), The t-value, however, of -2.173 is significant at

1 per cent level of confidence. ‘It is expectéd Frdm the
‘result, therefaore, that farmers staying Faf from the

source Df'luan are léss able‘and.uiliing to pay_back their

loans.
-
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Level of Farmal Educafion of Fapmers (x7): This
variable has a mafginal contribution of 0.2192 and a .
t-vglue pfx1.595 which means that loan repayment is
significaqﬁly affected by level af eduqétimn of

farmers at 10 per cent level of prubébility.

Househdld Size (XB): " Household size takes an estimated
‘marginal contribution of 0.0530 and a t-value that is

less than one (t & 1) which ié not significant. Humevér, v
the sign of the marginal contributien shows that as
household size increases, répayment also increases.

This phenomenon mag have been accbuntedAfur by the fact
ghat rice production in the state is labour—intensive and
labour incurs - highest coéﬁ'OF all the variable farm
inputs, ahd so larger hqusehold tende to offset Part

ﬁf the high cost of hired-labour by way of providing

family . labour which has zero cost.

. Adoption of Innovations (Xg): Table 6.5 shows that this

variable has no sighifiéant.influence on repayment rate of

P
.
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the'férmers. The marginal cuntiibutinn.ﬁf'this_
'Variablé is_D.SBQD_and its t-value is 0.074. However,
'the'sign uﬁ'the mafginal cnntribgtion.shows‘that fhere is
<d;reﬁt fe;ationship between repéyment rate and adoptiun-
70f’inﬁn§étions. It.must be.ﬁoted that rice praduction in
”‘the state is monocultural and most of these farmers tend
tnhbg'Familiar mith the traditional techniques’ofsprdduﬁtion of

the crop.

‘Qredit Needs (X1d): In fanle}G.S,'pfedit'needs"héS a
Marginallcontribution of 0.3522 and a t-value of 3.915 which_ié
‘highly significant at 1  per cent level of confidence. The
poéifive sigﬁ af.the'mérgihal contribution of this:variéble

. shouws that as credit needs of the farmers incréasé,'theif‘ o
loan repayment ratés alsolinbrease. Thié bﬁenbﬁénon mayibé'
accounted for by the Faﬁt that’ rice production. in fhe sfafe ’
at the time of tﬁis research iS~highly profitable and

the. more féésuns they give for seeking credit'the larger the

size of loan since this fFactor (credit needs) is strongly

13
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considered by the lending agency in determining the -
size of loan given to the farmers as can be seen in

the Loan Application. Form Format.(Appendix XX). It

must be noted again that size of loan is directly related

to repéyment performance (table 6.5).

A Table 6.5: Regression Co-efficients, t-Values and Levels -

of Significance of Ten Independeht Variables

Related to Repayment Rate of S5ACS Rice Farmers-——-

Varia- Regressign ‘ ?tandafd ‘ t-Values 'Leve;s.uf
bles Co-efficients| Errors ' Significance
X1 0.0004 0.00042 | 0.875 N.S
Xo 29f358_ 5.76938 5.089 0.01
X 0.0014 0.00025 | 5.744 0.01
X, -0.1394 0.09258 | -1.506 0.10
Xs 0.0208 0.06482 | D.321 N.S
X ' -0.1063 0.00489 | -2.173 0.01
X 0.2192 0.13743 |  1.595 0.10.
Xg 0.0530 0.06402 0,828 N.5:
Xg 0.5390 0.07316 | 0.074 N.S.
Xag 0.3522 0.08998 | 3.915 0.01
dofe = 5k R® = 0.856 - 88.36179
N.S. = 'No Significant beyoﬁd 10% level of. confidence.
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"y

The co-efficient of multiple determination (R2)
for loan repayment rate of these farmers is 85.6 per
cent. 'THis was tested rér‘signiricance with the
~F-statistic. The result shnms‘thét the combined
effects of size of loan, farm,.£ncome, aée of farmers,
number of years of farming experienqg, distance
befueén home and source of loan, level of Formal
education of farmers, household;size, adoption of
ihncyatinns, and Cfedit needs éxplained 86 per cent
of the variability of repayment and F-test was
26.13420 indicating a significant impact of these

variables on repayment rate (table 6.6).

Tahle 6.6: Analysis of Covariance far Testing the
Cambined Significance of the Ten Independent
Variahles Related to Repayment Rate of .-
SACS Rice Farmers.

Multiple R | '0.92515 | Anova DFo | Se3e } MaS. F
R Sguare 0.85590 |Regres- | 10 |287.05306|28.70531 | 26.13420
. |sian '
Ad justed R o ' - . :
Square 0.82315 |Residual] 44 48.32876| 1.09838 |Ftan(0.01) =
Standard | | | 2.0
Error | 1.04804 1 | j

Anova = Analysis of Covariance D.F. = Degree of Freedaom

5.5. = Sum of Squares M.S. = Mean Square F = F-statistic.
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The Fdrggoing disqussibn éhams that among the
indEpeﬁdent vgriébles hypothesized as haQing significaht
eFFecté an rebayment, the leloming are to be accepted
and chsidered as strpng-determinahts of repayment; Farm
size; income, apge of farmers, distance betmeeﬁ hame and
sﬁurce ufllnan, level of formal education of_farmers;

and credit needs.

6.2.1: Relationship between Selected Supervisory

Characteristics and Income among Rice Farmers.

Numer of Farmers Supervised (X1): There is-aﬁvinvefse
relationship between inceme of the farmers (Y) and the
number of Farmers supervised. The correlation co-efficient
is -0.44081 (table 6,7). This means that income
increases as the number of farmers supervised decreases.
Furthermore, it.implies that the less thg ﬁumber of

Farme?s being supervised, the better is the guality DF'

supervision.

Length of Service  as Supervisors (X5): Length of service
as supervisors is positively related to income. The

correlation co-efficient of this variable with income is
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B.26LL2. This means that the more experience the supervisors
have on the job, the more they can effectively handle
farmers problems and conseguently enhance increased

income of the farmers.

Level of Formal Training in Agriculture (X,): This
supervisory characteristics has a direct relationship
with the farmers' income. THE correlation do-efficient
is 0.95669 (table 6.7). In other words, the more
supervisors are trained in agriculture, the farmers they
supervise uill'likely have higher income, becsuse they

can impact more knowledge.

‘Number of Farm Visits (Xh): Thé number of farm visits
is directly relsted to the farmers®' income, with a
correlation co=-efficient of 0.88077 (table 6.7). This
means that as supervisors visit more their supervised
farmers, income increases. The freguent farm visits
could bolster the farmers' confidence in the acceptance
of new technology since the supervisors could help them

solve their technical problems.
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Table 6.7: Correlation Co-efficients between Selected

Supervisory Characteristics and Income

among Rice Farmers.

Y
Y 1.080006

X, =0.44081
Xp - U.26442
Xy  0.95569
X 0.89077

X

-0.44UB1

1.0UD00
-0.7627%
~0.64L068

-0.43685

X,,
0.26L42
~0.76271
1.U0000
0.32733

0.210604

Xy Xy,
0.95669  0.89077
~0.64068 -0.43685
0.32733  0.21004
1.00000  0.87086

0.87086  1.00000
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Table 6.8: Summary Table of Hypotheses

Hypotheses - Accepted Re jected

1. Loan repayment does not dpend on

size of lgan accepted

2. Loan repayment does nct depend

on farm size re jected

3. . Loan repayment doeé not depend
-on farmers income rejected
4. Loan repayment does not depend |
on the farmers age rejected
5. Loan repayment does not depend
on number of yeafs of farming
~ experience ‘ ' accented
6. Loan repayment does not depend
on the distance betueen the

farmers! home and source of

loan rejected

7. Loan repayment does not depend
on level of formal education

of the farmers re jected




Table 6.8 (Contd.)
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Hypotheses Accepteﬂ_ Re jected
B Loan repayment does not depend on

hDusehdld size of the farmers acceptéd
9. Loan fepayment does not depend

oh adoption of innﬁvations by

farmers accepted
10.

Loan_repaymeﬁt does not depend on

credit needs of the farmers

Tejected
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6.3: Factors that Influence Repayment Rates among
-Poultry.Farmefs
N
S5ize of Loan (X1): The maréinél contribution of
size of loan is 23,3272 which is significant to affect
repayment. The t-value which is 1.547 shows that the
effect of loan size on repayment is significant
(table 6.9). The estimated co-efficient indicates
" that as the size of loan incresses, repayment also

_increases.

Farm Size (Xz): Farm size is directly related to
repayment rate. It has a marginal contribution of
L6,.7649 with a t-value of 2.0298 which is significant

at 1 per cent level of probability.

_incume;(x3): This variable hés a marginalucnntribution
~of 70,8840 and a t-value‘of 2.544 which is significant
at 1 per cent level. This means that a unit increase
in income:bf the'farmefs will correspondingly result to

7D.8§h0 units increase in repayment.
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Age of Farmers'(xh): As indicated in tabie 6.9,

age of farmers has a marginal contribution of 84.1092
and a computed t-value of 54954 which is staxisticélly
significant at 1 per cgnt level. ‘The result also
lshous.that age has a positive relationship with
repayment, that is, as age-ihcreases, repayment
performance likewise increases. | Thus, age is-a

relatively significant deterﬁinant of repayment.

Number of Years of Farming Experience (X5): ‘The
marginal contribution of this variable is 24.3919 with
‘a t-value of 2.365 which is significant at 1 per ﬁeht
level of cbnfidence'(tabIE's.g); This means that the
more experienced they farmers are, the better their

repayment performance.

Distance between Home and Source of Loan (XG): The
marginal contfibutiun of this va:iable‘is -1.4589
(table 6.9). The t-value, however, of -0.972 is not

significant at any of the set levels of significance.
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Nevertheless, the result shows that there is an
inverse relationship betueén diétance'betmeen hﬁme and
source of lopan and fepayment. It»is expected that
Farmefs staying Far from the credit agency (SACS) are

less able and willing to repay.

Level .of Formal Education bf Farmers (X7): This
variable has a marginal contribution of 5.8244 and a
f—value‘of 1.622 which is significant at 10 per cent
level of cnnfidence.' The result also revealed that
level of formal education is directly related to

repayment perfaormance (table 6.9).

Household Size (XB): The marginal contribution of
household size is 4.1497 and ifS't-value is 1.041 whibh
is nat.significant at any of the set levels of
significance, although it has a direct relationship with

repayment performance.

Aduption of Innovations (Xg): Adoption of innovations

- has a marginal contribution of 9.517% with a t-value
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of 3.662 which is significant at 1 per cent level of .
probability (table 6.9). This means than an increase
in the level of adoption of innovations by these

farmers significantly increases their repayment

performance.

Credit Needs (X1D): This variable, as shown in table

" 6.9, has a marginal cmﬁtributicn of 7.5436 and a t-value
of 2.994 which is significant at 1 per cent level of
probability. This means that credit needs is directly
related to repaymen£ perfbrmance. Thé scheme gave

more loan to poultry farmers who indicated more

reasons for seeking credit. This is further explained

by_the impact of size of loan on repayment performance

(table 6.9).



124

- Table 6.9: Regression Co-efficients, t-Values and
| Levels of Significance of Ten Independent
Variables Related to Repayment Rate of
SACS Poultry Farmers. 7
Uaria; Regresgi?n Standard t-values Lgve}s_of
bles ED-eFF1c1ents Errors : Significance
X, 23.3272 | 11.98317 1.947 D.1DA
X5 46 . 7649 23,03879 | 2.030 |  0.01
X, 70,8840 | 27.86268 | 2.504 0,01

Xy, 84,1092 | 14.12659 5.954 0.01
xs 24,3919 10.31235 2.365 | 0.07
Xe, -1.4589 1.50025 |-0.972 NeSe
X 5.9244 3.65189 | 1.622 0.10
Xg b . 1497 { 3.88717 | 1.041 . NeS.
Xg 9,5179 i 2.59927 | 3.662 0.04
Xag 7.5436 | 2.51927 | 2994 | 0.0t

d.f. 149

R® 0.638

a 31.49274

NeS.

Not significant beyond 10% level of confidence.
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The cop=-efficient of multiple determination
(R2) fbr loan repayment rate of these Farm92? is 63.812
per cent. This was tested for significénce with the
f—statistic; The result shows that the combined effects
of size of loan, farm size, income, age of farmers,
number of years of farming experience, distance between
home and source of loan, level of formal education of
farmars, household size, adoption of innovations, - and
credit needs explained 64 per cent of the varisbility of
repayment and F-test was 24.51058 which also shows a
significant impact of these vériables cn.repayment rate

(table G.ﬁD).
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Table 6.10: Analysis aof Covariance for Testing the
Combined Significance of thé Ten '
Independent Variables Related to

Repayment Rate of S5ACS Poultry Farmers. .

" Multiple |0.79882 Anova _ Pp.f.| _ S.s. M.S. | F
'R Square |0.63812| Regres- | 10 |21329.79959|2132.979%6 |{24.51058
o sion ‘
Ad justed R . '
‘Square 0.61209 | Residual |139 |12096.17375) 87.02283 |Fianco.om
Standar_d ‘ _ _ . - = »2.32'
Error 9.32860
Anova = Analysis of covariance
‘D.F.: = Degree of Freedom
5.5. = Sum of Sguares
MeSe = bMean Sguare

F = F-statistic.
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é that among the
independent variables hypothesized as héying signifiéant

. o :
effects on repayment, the following are to be accepted and
cunsidgred as st;ong'determinants of répayment: Farm size,
incaome, age of farmers, number of years of farming

experience, adoption of innovations, credit needs, level of

formal education, and size of loan.

Ee341: Relationship between Selected‘Supérvisory

Characteristics and Income among Poultry Farmers.

Number of Farmers Supervised (X1): There is an-inverse
felatibnship between income of the farmers (Y) and the

number of farmers supervised. The correlation co-efficient
is -0.89410 (table 6;11). This means that income increases as
the number of farmers supervised decreases. Furthermore, it
implies that the less the number of farmers being supervised,

- the better is the guality of supervision.

Length of Service as Supervisors (Xé): Length of service

as supervisors is positively related to income.  The
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eorrelation co-efficient oF}this variable with incohe‘is
0.71168. This means that the mofé'experiehcé.the supervisors
have on tﬁe job, fhe‘more thg&léan effeétivef& haﬁdle
farmers problems and,cqnsequently'enhancé inc:eased incomev

of the farmers.

Level of'Formal-Traininé in Agric;lture (X3)Ql This
supervisory'bharacteristics has a direct relationship uith
the Farmers"inﬁome. The éorrelafioh co=efficient: is
0.97813 (table 6.f1).' In other mufds, the-mnreisuperbisdrst
~are trained in agriculture, the Farmgrs they supervise will
likely have higher income; because they can impact more

knomlédge.

Number-of Farm Visits (X;): The number of farm visits is
diréctly rélated to the Farmers' ;ncome, with a correlation -
coiefficient of 0.097095 (table 6.11). This means that as

the superviénrs"visit mnre.their supervised farmers, inﬁome
increases. . The freguent farm visits could boiétér the Farhers'

confidence in the acceptance of new technology since the

supervisors'could help them solve their technical problems.
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,Table,6.11:A Correlation Co=-efficients between Selected

Supervisory Characteristics and Income among

Poultry Farmers.

v X, X, Xy X,
1.00000 {-0.89410| 0.71168 | 0.97813 0.097095
~0.89410 | 1.00000{ -0.92112 | -0.81877 | -0.85655

0.71168 -b;92112_ 1.00000 | 0.66667 0.61237
0.97813 |-0.81877 0.66667 | 1.00000 0.91856
0.97095 |-0.85655| 0.61237{ 0.91856 | 1.00000
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Table 6.12: - Summary Tablé of Hypotheses

el

Hypotheses Accepted | Rejected

" 1. Loan repayment does not dépend
" - on size of lnan‘ | - re jected
2. Loan repayment does nﬁt‘depend
on farm size _ '. | rejected
3. -LDan repayment does ;Dt depend
on income - rejected
b, Lnan,répayment does not depend -
on age of férmeré -~ . J ' rejected
5 Loaﬁ.repayment does not depend
on ﬁumber ﬁf years of farming
expérience_ " - ' rejected

6. Loan repayment does not depehd
on fhe distance between home and
source of loan ' , accepted‘
7. Loan repayment doés]not depend

- on level of formal education of

° farmers 1 rejected

L
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Table 6.12 (Contd.)

Hypotheses ' Accepted |Rejected

8. Loan repayment does not depend
Dn‘househald.size | accepued
9.4-Loaﬁ repaymeﬁt does not depend
on adopﬁion of innovations by
farmers re jected

10. Loan repayment does not depend

on credit needs of the farmers : fejected
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- CHAPTER VII
7.. FACTORS INFLUENCING CREDIT POTENTIAL
The objective here is to classify the farmegs
(t4aize, Rice, and Poultry) as either credit-worthy or non-
credit worthy éad.to evaluaté the discriminating powers
of the independent variables involved. 1In this case, the
zet of iﬂdependent-variables involved are size of loan
(Xqﬁ, farm size (XZ); income (x3), age of farmers (Xu),
ﬁumber of years of farming.experience (X5), distance betuween
home and source of loan (XG)’ level of formal education
on farmers_(x7), household size (XB), adetiDn ﬁf inhovatiuns

(Xg), 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
repaymant 1éV51(Y vallues). Those whose loan repayment leyels
are greater ttan or equal to 40 per cent tY = LO) were
assigned fo Group I while those below 40 were assigned to
Sroup II. Those under group I were assumed to be relstively
credit worthy while those in gfoup II were assumed to be

relatively non-credit worthy. Geventeen farmers were on this
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‘basis fdund-tb be rélatively credit-worthy while the remaining
78 were relatively‘non-credit worthy. The ésgimated function

for the farmers is stated in table 7.1.

Table 7.1. GStandardized Canonical Discriminant Function

" Co-efficients (Theoretical).

Variables Discpimi?ant

Co~-efficients
Xq = Size of loan (&) 0.86836
X, = Farm size (Ha) » ' 0.84598
Xy = Income (&) _ -0.19814
'Xh' = Age of farmers (Vrs) ' o Q.?EDZB
XS = Number of years bf farming experience ;1.05153
X6 = Distance between home and source of .
loan (kms) 0.30586

X7 = ’Legel of formal educationjof farmers

: (Yrs) - - | -D0.31952
‘XB = Household size _ 0.14760
Xg = Adoption'of innovaticﬁs (Dummy variable) 0.10605
X,o = Credit needs (Dummy vzriable) 1 0.09172




The estimated centroid for relatively credit worthy
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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 highef the composite score of any farmer, the

higher fhe probability that the farmers will be classified

as being relatively credit-worthy and vice-verss (Appengix IX).

The contribution of variables to the total discriminant

score was estimated and expressed in percentage form. The

result is presented in table 7.2.

0.1063901

Table 7.2. Percentage Contribution of Individual Variables
. to the Total Discriminant Score.
Variables | Co-efficients | Mean Difference| Product % Contri-
‘ bution
’ X1 0.86835 529.41176 459,71999 L6,378
~X2 D0.84598 1.29185 1 1.0828792 0.110
Xg -0.19814 2580.0346 511.20805 | 51.572
Xh 0.76028 6.89744 5.2439856 06529
Xs -1.05153 7.05279 7.4162202 0.748
XG 0.30586 17.17647 52535951 . 0.530
X7 -0,31852 1.97888 0.6322517 0.064
Xq 0.14760 3.51132 0.5182708 - 0.052
X9 0.10605 D.L7436 0.0503058 0.005
X1D 0.09172 1.18175 0.011
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It will be noted from table 7.2 that some variables

made positive contributions to the total discriminant score

while others made negative contributions. Income contributed

about 52% of the,tutal value of the discriminant score for

the function. The negative sign obtained for income suggests

that a farmer's chance of belonging to the group of

relatively credit-worthy farmers rr-duces as his income

increases. Alsp a farmer's credit-worthiness will improve

when size of loan increases.

All the other variables in the

Funbtion had litfle'nr no contributions to.the farmers'

credit-worthiness.

The group means and differences in mean between the

credit-worthy and non-credit-worthy farmers are set out in

table 7.3.
Tabhle 7.3 Group Means and Mean Differences for the
Discriminating Variables.
Uariéﬁles Credit-worthy Non-Credit- Mean
. Farmers worthy farmers Differences
X, 1529, 412 1000.000 529,412
- Xo. 3.176 1885 1.292
Xq 5282.471 2702.436 2580.035
Xy, 47.000 40,103 6.897
X 2&.&12_ 174359 7.053
XG 64,824 - 82.000 17.176
Xoy 6. 744 L,765 1.979
Xg 8.077. - 11,588 3.511
Xg 10.000 9.526 0,474
X10 9.064 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 signifiqaﬁce. The result of the test is presented in

’ table 7.‘*.-

Table 7.4, Chi-sguared Test of Significance for the

Discriminant Function.

Chi-squared ' 94,293

D.F. ’ g 10

The calculated chi-squared at 5% level of significance
was found to be 94.293. The tabulated value at the same level is

18.310.

Since 2 = 94,293 > 2 = 18.310, then the
cal A tah

hypothesis that all the discriminant co-efficients meré-Equal to ©
zero is rejected. This meéns that the estimatéd function can =
‘be used to discriminate between relatively creditworthy and
relatively noﬁ-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,



137

the. function was evaluated for each of the 85 farmers involved,
o e

The result obtained is given in table 7.5.

Table 7.5 Classification Performance of the Eétimated

Discriminant Function (Theoretical)

No. of . Rredicted Group Membefship
Aﬁtual Group | . _BaéeS- , 1 2
Group 1 ' ' 17 13 . L
Subfile Group 1 | 76 ¢ 5% 2345%
Group 2 78 1 771
Subfile Group 2 | O 1.3% 98, 7%

Percentage uf."GrDuEed" cases Correctly Classified: 94.74%

The proportion of relafiveiy credit worthy farmers
erronepusly_classified as being relatively non-éredit wofthy
forms about-1% of tﬁe 78 known relatively non-credit worthy
farmers subjected to the classification. This kind of error
constitutes a risk in agriculturél-credit administration,
Whereas the 1% miéclassification of relatively creditmorthy
farmers for félatively nun-crédit worthy farmers will mainly

affect interest earnings foregone, the 24%relatively non-credit
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worthy farmers méy default in the repayment of accruable
interest as well as the principal loan. The totality of both
mayvﬁe high ghough to reduce. amount of loan available For:
sdbse@uentjnperations. Because of the dual nature of losses
to eredit ggencies, misclassification errors may lead
leventually to loan shrinkage, ineffectiveness, and liquiﬁation.
However, the overall classification performance Df the function,
which is about 95% is suff‘icier;tly high to alleviate the fear
associated with ﬁisclassification ErTOT.

If is important to note here that the above analysis is the
direct ﬁethod which is mainly for thecretical purposés.

For practicél purposes and policy implementations, the
stepwise discriminant selection method is used. The estimated

function for the farmers is stated in tahble 7.6.
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Table 7.6. GStandardized Canonical Discriminant Function

Co-efficients (Practical)

] . : ’ ‘ Disdriminant
Variables : ‘| Co=efficients

X1,= Size of lqan (%)- ' | Q.BD??Q
X, = Farm size (Hé) : ' D.63828
'Xu = Age df farmers (Yrs).'_ “ | 0.71118
x X5 = Number of years of Farmingjé£ﬁerience D.87357

X6 = Diétance between home and spurce of ‘
' 1Dan (kms) -0.26512

X = tevel of formal educatlon of farmers
(Yrs) : , 0.35557

The estimatgd-centroiq‘fnr_relatively cfedituorthQ
farmers was found to be 2.89383, while that of relatively
nun-credlunrthy farmers was Faund to be -0, 63071. This

means that the higher. the comp051te score OF any farmer, the
hlgher the prnpabllity that the farmer will be classified
as being relatively creditworthy and vice-Qersa_(Appendix X)e

Relative cmntfibutiun Df_variébles to the tnt31 

discriminant‘scoré mas-estimated and- expressed in percentage

form. The résult is presented in table 7.7.
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Percentage Contribution of Individual
Variables to the Total Discriminant Score
: - o ' . % Contri-
Variables Co-efficients| Mean leferencg Product . bution
XT 0.80779 529.41176 L27.65352 86.145
XZ' 0.63828 . 1.28185 0.824L562 0.185
xu D.71118 6£.89744 4.29053213 14103
Xe 0.87357 7.05279 6.1611057 1. 385
x6 -0.26512 17. 17647 L .5538257 1.024
X ' 0.35557 -~ 1.97888 0.158

0.7036303

It will be noted from table 7.7 that all the variables in the

function made some contributions to the farmers' credit-worthiness.

Size of lnan, farm size, age of farmers, number of years of

farming experience, and level of formal education of farmers

made positive contributions while distance between home and

source of  loan made negative cnntributioh. 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 improves as his size

of loan, farm size, sge, number of years of farming experience,
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and level of formal eﬁucation increase, while the negaﬁive
sign dbtained for distance. between his home and gource of loan
.suggests that a farmer's chance of belonging to the group of
relatively non-creditworthy farmers increases as the distance
between his home and source of loan increases. Size of loan
alane ac:aunﬁs for shout 268% of the totzl contribution to the
totél discriminant score.

Thé'gtoup means and di??érencés in meaﬁ between the credit-

worthy and non-credit worthy farmers are set out in table 7.8.

 Table 7.8: Group Means and Mean Differences for Discriminanting

‘\lariables.

Variabl ' Credit-worthy | Non-Credit-worthy Mean
ariables Farmers Farmers Difference
Xy 1529.412 1000.000 . 529,412
I 3,176 1.885 - 1.292
A4, 47,000 40,103 ' 6.897
Xs 24,412 17,359 A 7.053
Xg : 6L .824 82.000 17.176
X 6.7 | 4,765 1.979

‘The table 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-sguared
' .
test of significance. The result of the test is presented in

table 7.9.

Table 7.9. Chi-sguared Test of Significance for the

" Discriminant Function.

Chi-sguared ' 94,713

D.F. ' 3

The calculated chi-squared at 5% level of significance
was found to be 94.713. The tabulated value at the same level
is 12.590. |

_Since'v(?cal )\ 9&-713:§Xftab = 12.590, then the hypaothesis
that all the discriminant co-efficients were zero is rejected.
This means fhat.thm estimated: function can be>used to discriminate
between relatively creditmnfthy and relatively non=-creditworthy
farﬁers'as initially defined.

In order to know how well the function develaped in the
course of this study will perform in eclassifying the farmers,
the function uas.evaluated for each aof the 95 farmers involved.

The tesult 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
Grﬁup 1 L 17 12 5
subfile Group 1 | 70.6%  29.4%
Group 2 - .78 1 | 77
Subfile Group 2 A 1 03% C 9B.7%

Percentage of "Grouped" Cases Correctly Classified: 93.68%

of relatively creditworthy farmers erroneously classified as
being relatively-nun-creditworfhy forms about 1% of the 78.
known relatiue19~non-credit worthy farmers subjected to the
ciassificatign. This kind Df'errur cnnstituﬁes a risk iﬁ
agricultural credit administration. UWhereas the 1% misélaési-
cation»of relatively creditworthy farmers for relatively
nonACreditmdrthy farmers will mainly affect interest earnings
Foregone,'theZQ%&reiaﬁively non=-creditworthy farmers may
default in the repayment of accruable4interést as well as the_
principal lean. The totality of both may be high enough tao

reduce amount of loan available for subsequent aperations.
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Because of. the dual nature of losses to credit agencies,
misclassification errors may lead eventually to *loan shrinkage,
ineffectiveness, and‘liquidétinn. However, the overall
classification performance of the function, which is about
Aea%, is sufficiently high to glleviate the fear associsted with

misclassification error.

7.2. Factors that Influence Credit Potentials among Rice

- Farmers.

Grouping of rice4Farmers'into two was based on loan repay-
ment level(Y values). -Tﬁose whose loan repayment levels
are eqﬁal’tn 100 (Y = 100) were-assigned to Group I while
those below 100 were assigned to Group II. Those under group I
were assumed to be creditworthy while those in group II were
assumed to be non-creditworthy. Fifty-two farners were on this
basis found_to he credituo;thy while the remaining 3 were
hon-credit@arthy. The estimated Fﬁnctiun-for tHE'Farﬁers is
stated in table 7.11.

The estimated centroid for creditmqrthy farmers was found
to be 0.47956 while that of non-creditworthy farmers was found
to be -8.31234. This means that the higher the composite

scocre of any farmer, the higher the probability that the farmer
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Table 7.11. Standardized Canonical Discriminant Function

Co-efficients (Théoretical)
L

Variables : : : . Discriwi?ant
: ‘ Co-eff1c1gnts
X, = Size of loan (%) 0.13567
X5 = Farm size (Ha) | -12.00468
X5 = Income (#) o 13.85281
Xu = Age of Farmeps.(vrs) - ~0.90351
X5 = Number of years of farming experience -0.04345
X6 = Distance betuéen home and éource of
loan (kms) -D.3Q679
Xo = Level of formal education of Farmers (Vrs) - D.41046
Xg = Household size ' 0.61351
Xg = Adoption of innovations (Dummy variable) 0.30494
X1D‘£ Credit needs (Dummy variable) 1.19702

will be classified as being creditworthy and vice-versa
(Appendix XIII).
The contribution of variables to the total discriminant

score was estimated and expressed in percentage form. The result

is-presented in tahle 7.12.



Table 7.52. Percentage Contribution of Individual Variables

~to the Total Discriminant Score.

Variablés Eo-effi;ients' Me;n'D?fFerence Froduct 'Euigzzri—
X4 0. 13567 190, 38462 25,829L81 0,005
Ky -12.00468 1.77564 214315989 D.004
X, 13.85251 40596, 154 563756407 99,990
Xy, ~0.90361 5.80769  5.2L78867 0.001
X 0.04345 6.92308 0.3008078 0.0001
xs'_ -0.30679 2208975 - '6.77691hh' © D.001
X, 0.41046 1.73077 0.7104118 - 0.0001
Xg 0.61351 324359 1.9899749 0.0004
Xg 0.30L9%4 5.19231 1.583343 ' 0.0003
X109 1.19702 4.15385 4.9722415 '0.001°

' It will be noted from table 7.12 that some variables made

. positive contributions to the total discriminant score while some

nthers'made negative contributions. Income contributed about

100% of the total value of the discriminant score For'the

function. The positive sign obtained for income suggests that a

farmers chance of belunging'to the group of ereditworthy farmers -
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inéreases as his income increases. All thé»uther variables
in the function had little or no contribution td the farmers®
”credif mdrthiness.

The group means and_diffefences in ﬁean between -the
credit.mqrthy aﬁdvnon—Creditaarthy.Farmefs are set out in
iable_7.13. The table shows that credifuorthy FarmersAhave
reiatiyely positive attituQa’témards credit than non—credit

" worthy farmers.

Table 7:13. Group Means and *ean Differences for the

Discriminating VYariables

Verianles | Credituorthy | Non-Creditworthy |  Mean
: Farmers Farmers Differences

X, 1390.385 . 1200.000 | 190.385
Xp o o3akz | 14667 1.776
x3 | so89s.154 4,0200,000 40696 .15k
X, | 50.192 56.000 . |  5.808 .
Xs | 3s.000 . 28.077 . 6.923
X 86.577. 108.667 22,090
X - 2730 | 4000 | 1073
X | 1s.423 . 18.667 3,244
x9'. ' 6.192 . 1.000 _ 5192
Xag . 5.154 | 1.000 4. 154
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The estimated function més sub jected to a chi~sguared

test of significance. The result"of the test is 4mesenfed in

table 7e1b.

Table 7.14. Chi=-sguared Test of Significance for the

Discriminant Function

Chi-squared ' | 78,547

DOF. ° ) . 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 9(‘2 = 78.547>%% = 18.310, then the
cal tab

hypothesis that all the discriminant cd-efficients were equal to
zero is rejected. This means that the estimated function can 4

be used to discriminate between creditworthy and non-crédituorthy
Fafmers as initiélly defined. |

In order to kﬁqu how well thé function developed in the
. course Uf 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

. s
Discriminant Function (Theoretical)

_ No. of Predicted Group Membership
Actual Group Cases 1 . 2
Group 1 - 52 52 B
Subfile Group 1 © 100.0% 0. 0%
Group 2 3 0 3
Subfile Group 2 ~ 0.0% 100.0%

Percentage of "Grouped" Cases Lorrectly Classified: 100.00%

There was no error of misclassification and the overall
claésificatimn performance of the function, which is 400%,
is sufficientlj high to élleviate the fear associated with
misélassification ETTOTS. |
41? is important-to note here that the above analysis
is fhe direct method which is mainly for theoretical-purposes.
For practical purposes and policy impleméntatiuns,-the
stepuise-discriminant selection mefhnd is used. The estimated

Funétian fﬁr the farmers is stated in table 7.16,
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Table 7.16. Standardized Canonical Discriminant Function

Co-efficients (Practical)

.Variables

Discriminant

Co-efficients

X, = Farm size (Ha?- 1296211
Xy = TIncome (&) 14 .77369
X =»Npmber.bf years of farming experience 0.40415

X = bistanqe between home and ‘source of o
© loan (kms) -0.33505

Xo = Levél'of fdfmal education of farmefs,

(Vrs) 0.40610
x{D‘= Credit needs (Dummy variable) 1.42151

- The estimated centroid for creditworthy farmers

was found to be 0.45428, while that of nmon-crditworthy farmers

was . found to be =7.8742L. 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 XIV).
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The' contribution of variables to the total discriminant .
score was estimated and expressed in percentage form. The

result is presented in table 7.17.

Table 7.17. Percentace Contribution of Individual Variables

to the Total Discriminant Scoré;

Variables Cq-efficients Mean Diffe;ence " Product Edigzt:i- ‘
X, | 12.96211 N 1776 |23.020707 . 0.004
X 14,77369 LOBYE.156  |601232.34 99,99
_x5" | 0.40415 6.923  |2.7979304 0.0005
Xg -0.33505 22,090 7.4012545 | 0,001
X, 1 owos10 1.731  |0.7029591 | " ©0.0001
Xqg 142151 bo1ss  [5.9049525 | 0.001

It will be noted from table 7.17 that all the variables
in the function made some contributions to the total discriminant

SCOTE. <Incqme alone contributed about 100% of the total

- value of the discriminant Scure'fof the function. The positive
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sign bobtained for income suggests that a farmer's Chanée
of belonging»tn the group of credit@orthy farmer; increases
as his income increases. All the other variables in thé
functibh had véry little contribution to the farmers'
credit—wafthiness.

The group means and differences in mean between the'

creditworthy and non-creditworthy farmers are set out in

tahle 7.18. The table shows that creditworthy farmers have
relatively positive attitude towards credit than non-credit

worthy farmerse.

Taple 7.18,. Group Means and Mean Differences for the

Diseriminating Variables.

Variables | Creditworthy | Non-Creditworthy | Mean

Farmers »Farmers Difference
Xo 3442 1.667 1.776
'x3 80896 .154 40200,000 40696 . 154
Xg - 35.000 28.077 - 6.923
Xe 86.577 108.667 22.090
X L 2.731 1.000 1.731
X0 54154 1,000 L. 154
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The estimated function maé-suﬁjected to a chi-squared
test of significance. The result of the test is presented
in table 7.19. The calculated chi-sguared at 5%‘level of
significance was found to be 77.507. The table value at the

game level is 12.590.

Table 7.19. Chi-squared Test of Significance for the

"Discriminant Function.

Chi-squared - . 77.507
DeFe. = , . 6
Since X% = 77.507> %% _ 12.590, then the
: 7(,. cal * ?&,tab' v

hypothesis~that all the discriminant co-efficlients were equal
to zero is rgjected. This means.thaf the estimated fﬁhctiun
can be used tdndiscriminate_betmeen creditworthy and non-
creditworthy Farmers as iﬁitially defined.
In order -to know how well the function developed in
the course of this study will peffurm in claséifying the farmers,
fhe function was gvaluated for each of the 55 farﬁers
involved.

. The result obtained is given in table 7.20.
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Table 7.20. Classification Performance of Estimated

Discriminant Function (Practical)

: A No. of - Predicted Group Membership
Actual Group Cases 1 2
Group'1. - 52 52 | 0
Subfile Group 1 -  100.0% 0.0%
Group 2 3 0 3
Subfilé Group 2 A 0. 0% 1DO.U%

‘Percentsge of "Grouped" Cases Correctly Classified: 100.00%

There mas no ‘error of misclassification and the overall
classification perFarmance'D” the function, which is 100%,

is sufficiently high to alleviate the fear associated with

misclassification error.
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7¢3e Factors that Influence Credit Potentials

among Poultry Farmers. o

Grouping of poultry farmers into two was baséd_on loan
répayment levei (Y values). Those whose loan repayment levels
are egual tb'1DD per cent (Y = ﬁDD) were gssigned to Group I
while those.bélou 100 were assigned to Group I1. Those un&er
group I-uere assumed to be creditworthy while those in group
I1 were assumed to be nan ﬁrédit@orthy. 'Tuenty—Four fafmers
were Dn_thié basis found to be credituofthy while the

remaining 126 were non-creditworthy. The estimated function

for thezfarmers is étated in table 7;21.
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Table 7.21. Standardized Canonical‘Discriminant Functiaon

Co-efficients (Theoretical) .
Variables Discriminant
Co-efficients
X, = B5ize of loan (%) = - . 1 -0.55340
%o = Farm size (Vo. of birds) _ 0.24912
X5 = Income (&) | ' _ O\ © 0.00000
| xé = Age of farmers (Yrs) S a 1.07550
XS. = Numhep.uf yeafé qf fé;ming,experiénce =0.46257
Xg = Distance between h@me and source of : _
loan (kms) L _ 0.31091
x7' = - Level of formél education-of farmers _
-~ (Yrs) - _ | -0.47801
Xg = Household size .. ] o.z23sus
Xg = Adoptibn of innovations (Dummy variable) |  -0,12101
Xqqg = Credit needs (Dummy variahle) ' : 0.10280

The estimated centroid for creditworthy farmers was
found to be 1.09846 while that of non-creditworthy farmers

‘was found to be -0,20923. fhis 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 c:ed{tmorthy
and vice;versa (Appendix XVII). |

The coﬁtribution of variables to the total discriminant

score was estimated and expressed in percentage form. The

result is presented in table 7.22.

'Table 7.22. Percentage Contributicn of Individual Variatles

to the Total Discriminmant Scoree.

.Uariables Co-efficients| Mean Difference | Product fuiEZﬁri_
Xy ~0,55340 95,2381 52 . 704764 71.039
Xy | 'D,2u912 , 41,0675 10.315249 - | 13.906
Xy 0.00000 1372.62 . 0.00000 0.000
Xy, 1.07550 6.35317 6.8328343 9.210
X =0.46257 0.92857 0.4295286 0.579
Xe 1 o0.31001 5,82738 1.8117907 |  2.4L2
X | -D.u7801 2.68651 1.2841786 | 1.731
Xq | © 0.2394L 3.11706 | 0.7463u88 1.006
Xg © -0.12101 0.29365 0.0355345 0.048

qu' 0.18280 0.30159 0.0310034 |- 0,042
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It will be noted from table 7,22 that some !?riables made
positive cnntribﬁtions to the total discriminant score while
some othersvmade negative cﬁntributions. Income made no
contribﬁtioﬁ at all because the variable did not pass the
tolersnce test. Size of loan contributed about 71% of the ?cotal
ﬁis:riminaﬁt score for the fumction. The negative sign obtained
for this_variﬁble suggests ihat a farmer's chance Df-beloﬁging
to the grbup of creditworthy farmers reduces as his'size,ﬁf
loan increases. The other variables that maae.some contribution
are Férm siie,.ége of farmers, distance betmeen home and source of
loan, level of formal education o# Farmefs, and household size.

The group means and diFFérenées‘in mean between the
creditworthy and non-creditworthy farmers are set out in table
7.23.- The table shows that creditworthy férmers have felatively

positive attitude towards credit than non-creditworthy farmers. °
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Discriminating Variables,

Group Means and Mean Differences for the

159

Variables

Non-creditworthy

Lreditworth Mean
Farmers -Farmers Diﬁferences
X, 6595.238 6500000 95,238
Xy 385.062 | 343.635 414407
X5 16964500 15591.881 1372 .620
X, . 49.083 42.730 6353
X, 8.500' 7.571 0.929
Xe 73.958 79.786 5.827
X, 10,437 7.750 2.687
Xg 10.458 7341 3.117
Xg 10.000 9.706 0.294
X 9,747 0.302

10.000
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The estimated function was subjected to a chi-squared

test of significance; -The result of the test is'ﬁresented

in tahle 7.24.

Table 7.2L4, Chi-Sguared Test of Significance for the

Discriminant Function.

Chi=Sguared - ' 30.0489

S DeF. 9

The calculated chi-sguared at 5% level of significance
was found to be 30.,043. The tabulated value at the same level

is 16.920.

S5ince 7<?dal = 3D.U&9)>7(ftéb = 16,920, then the

hypothesis that all the discriminant coefficients were equal
to zero'is rejected. This means that fhe.estimated function
can be used to discriminate between creditworthy and non-
fcreditmnrthy farmers as initiallg defined; |

In order th 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 farmers

involved,

The result obtained is given in table 7.25.

Table 7.25. Classification Performance of Estimated

Discriminant Function (Theoretical)

No. of . Predicted Group Membership

Actual Group ~ ° Cases : 1 : 2
Group 1 | 2t 20 | L
Subfile Group 1 83.3% 16 7%
Groub.Z "\ 126 R | _ 85
Subfile Group 2 = 3245%: . 67.5%

Percentage of "Grouped" Cases Correctly Classified: 70.00%

The proportion of non-creditworthy farmers erroneously
classified as being creditworthy farmers forms about 17%
of the 24 known creditworthy farmers subjected to the

classification. This kind of error constitutes the greatest
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risk in agricultural credit administration. Whereas the
17% misclassificatioﬁ of non-creditworthy Farhenp for
creditworthy farmers may leadAto default in the repéyment
of accfuable'interest as well as the principal loan, the
33% misclassification of creditworthy farmers for ndn-credit
worthy Férmers Qill maile a%Féct>interest earnings foregone.
The tofality of both may be High enough to Teduce amount of
loan avaiiable for subseguent operations. Because of the
dual nature of losseé to credit égencies, misclassification
errors may leéd eventually to loan shrinkage,_ineffectiveness,
and liquidafion. The classificétioh performance of the function,
which is 70%, is not sufficiently high ehnugh to alleviate
the fear associated with misclassification éfrors.. The result
will no doubt be improved upon by searching Fﬁr more discriminating‘
characteristics. | |

Again, it is impurfant tuvﬁote here that the above analysisa
is the direct method approach, which is mainly for theoretical

purposes.
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Fur'practical_puerSES and policy implementations,
" the stepwise discriminant selection method is uged. The
estimated function for the farmers is stated in table

7.26.

Table 7.26. Standardized Canbnical Discriminant Function

Co~efficients (Practical)

. : Discriminant
Variables . Co-efficients
Xu = Age of Farmers‘(Yrs) \ : : : 0.79863

. Xg = Distance between home and source of ‘
loan (kms) . -0.25264
Xq = tevei of formal education of farmers ' ‘
(Yrs) : : - 031171

The estimated centroid for creditworthy. farmers was found
to be 1.03765,'mhiie that of non-creditworthy farmers was
found -to be =0.19765. This means that thé:higher the coﬁbnsite
score of any Farmér, the higher'tﬁe pfubability that the
farmer will be classified- as being creditworthy and vice-versa

(Appendix XUIII}.
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The contribution of variables to the total discriminant
: . - .
scores was estimated and expressed in percentage form. The

result is’ presented in table 7.27.

Table'7,27. Percentage Eon{ribution of Individual

Variables.to the Total Discriminant Score.

Variables | Co-efficients | Mean Difference| Product % G?ntri-
. ] bution
XQ 0.79863 6.35317 . 5.0738321 | - 68.719
X | -p.ozs266 | s.e2738 | 1.4722292 19.940
X7 . De31171 - 2.58651 ' 0.837412 11.3#2

It will be noted from table 7.27 that all the variébles;madé
some cuntributiuns to the farmers! credit-worthiness. Age of
'farmers and level of formal education of farmers made pdsitiﬁe
'contributinns while~distance bétmeen home and source'qf loan -
made»negéfivelcnntribution. The positive signs qbtainéd'Fur

age of farmers and level of .formal education of farmers suggest
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that a farmer's chance of belonging to the gruuﬁ~of

: creditwufth& farmers increases as his age.and 1e¥el of
formai;eddcatiun increase, while the hégative sign

obtained for distaﬁce between home and source of luaﬁ
suggests that a farmér's chénce of belonging'tp tHe»grDup

of non—;reditmorthy fafmers incfeases aé the distance betuween
his home and sourcé of loan increases. Age of Férmers alone
‘accounts for about 69% of the total contribution to the |
total discriminant score. .

| ,_Thé group means and difFerénces in“mean between

the créditwurthy and non-creditworthy farmers are set out in

table 7.28,

Téble 7.28; Group Means and Mean Differences for Discriminating

Variables.

Uariables’ Creditworthy Farmers Non-Creditworthy { Mean

Farmers Differences
X,  49.083 42,730 6.353
Xe | 73.958 79.786 . | 5.827

X, C 10.437 7.750 2.687
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The table shows that creditworthy farmers have relatively
positive attitude towards credit than non-credityprthy farmers.

The estimated.?unctiuh-mas subjeptedlto a chi-squared

test of significance.’ The result of the test is presented in

tabie 7.29.

Table 7.25. Chi-Squared Test of Significance for the

Discriminant Function.

Chi—Sduared ' p 27.667

D.F. y ‘ . 3

The'calculéted.chi-squaréd at 5% level of significance
was found to be 27.667. Thé tabulated value at the same level
is.7.810. _ ' |
S.irjce. X_,zcal =f2'7.667>’7€tab = 7:810, then the hyputhegis
that all the discriminant co-efficients were equal to zero is
rejected. This means that the estimated function can be used
to disdriminate betweén 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 study will perform in classifying the farmers,
the function was evaluated for each of the 150 fArmers
involved.

The result ontained is given in table 7.30.

Table 7.30. Classificaticn Performance of Estimated

Discriminant Function (Practical)

| No. of predicted Groi:p Membership
Actual Group " Cases 1 2
Group 1 | ’ | 24 : 18 ) b
- subfile Group 1 ~ O 75.0% 25.0%
Group 2 | 126 41 85
Subfile Group 2 . 32.5% 67.5%

Percentage cfA"Grcuped" Cascs Correctly Classified: 68.67%

The crcpcrticn'cf ncn-crecitmcrthy'farhers erronecusly

classified as being creditMcrfhy.farmers forms about 25% of

.the 24 known creditworthy farmers cubjected to the classification.
This kind of erccr constitutes the grgatest risk in agricultursl

credit administration. Whereas the 25% misclassification of
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non-creditworthy farmers for creditworthy farmers 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 willjmainly affect
intereét earnings fDregDne; The totality of both may be
high enbggh to redﬁce amount of loan available for subsequent
operations. Because of the dual nature of losses tD.DPEdit_
agéncies, misclassificétiqn errors may lead eventually to loan
shrinkage, ineffectiveness, and liguidation. The ciassificatinn
pér%ormancé of the function, which is about 69%, is not
sufficiently high to alleviate.the fear asscciated gith

- misclassification errors. The result will no doubt be impraved

by searching for more discriminating characteristics.

Table 7.31. Summary Table of Indices

Type of Enterprise [Index (Theoretical) | Index

‘(Practical)
Maize 1.14825 1.13156
Rice ' -3.91639 -3.70998

Poultry D.444E15 0.4200
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CHAPTER VIII

Be . SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
8.1 Summary and Conclusions:-

With emphasis on credit extension decisioﬁs,_the
performance of Ananbre 3tste Supervised Agricultural
CreditbScheme (SACS) wsas avaluéﬁed.

The study-found that, on the auerage,_the'size of
lpan given to maize farmers was #1178.95; rice farmers,
%1385.45; and pmultry.farmers,'§5117.Bé, indicating that
‘poultry fafmers received higher unit loans.

Cne of the greatest problems to increased farm
output and enhanced income for crop farmers in Anambra
State was the scarcity of land. 0UOn the average, maize
farmers had'2.11 hectares of farm; and rice‘Farmefs,
3.55‘Hectares. Althnugh'B% of the malze farmers had
4 hectares, 27% of the farms were 3 hectares; 47%, '

2 hectares; while 22% were 1 hectare. In the
case of rice farmers, 44% of them had farm size of &
hectares; QQ% were 3 hecfareé; 5% mere-Z hectares; @hile

about 2 were 1 hectare. This shows that rice -
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farmers had larger farms relstive to the maize farmers.
Foultry was the only enterprlse., Amuno them, 3%% kept less than
200 birds; 25% kept between 200 and 300 aivds; 0% kept

between 301 and. L00; 6% kept between 401 and 5005 18% kept

U

Setueen 507 and 500, 16% kept between 601 and 700 w~ile 290 kept

[ f e T B [aNmin — — —_ + iy~ o 20
Setween 70 md Coll Birds.  The oversge wnlt was gzoat 352
[ 3

birdse.

The oross income of maize farmers, an the average, was
ﬁ315u.2é while that of rice farmers was ¥75,610.90
indicating-that rice Farmérs made more revenues from their
Férm business than the maize farmers. The gross income
of the poultry Farmers was about #15,685.60, on the
‘average.

In terms of age, 2% of the maize farme:s were less
than 30 yeérs old; 55% were between 30 and 4O years;

L2% were between 41 and 50 years; while 5% were bétueen
51 and 60 years old. For the rice farmers, 4% of them
WETE between 30 snd 4O years pld; L2% were betuween 41

and 50 ye rs; while 54% were between 51 and 60 yesrs old.

1)
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Fur.the poultry farmers, 35% of them were betmeen 30

and 40 years old; 56% mere'betueen 41 and 50 yeé;s; while
55% were between 51 and 60 years of age. These indicate
that thefé are older farmers in rice than in maize

and poultry showing that rice farming is more aof é
tradition in the parté of the state where they are

cultivated.

Each maize farm family was made up of about 1D.
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'nf.years of farmihg experience of the
maize farmers, on the average was'abnut 18 years; that
of rice far@ers, about 28 years; while that of tﬁe
poultry farmers was about B8 years, irdicating that
rige farming has been the-traditional-mainstay of the

people of fhe areas studiede.



172
-

The average distance between home gnd source of loan
for the farmers is about 78.45 kilnmetres..

On the level of formal education of the farmers,
about 97% of the maize farmers had formal education;
about 45% for rice farmers; while all the poultry
farmers received formal éducation, indicating that
theré QerE'less educated farmers in rice production‘in the
state.

.Ninety-seVen per cent of the mailze farmers adopted
innnvations; 55% adopted in-rice production; while about
58% adoptéd in poultry production. |

On why they sought credit, 88% of the maize
farmers gave more than one reason for seeking credit;-hﬂ%
gave more than one reason in the case of riﬁe farmers;
while about 99% gave more than one in the casse of pnultryA
Farmers; |

On loan repayment rate, all the maize farmers

could not repay their loans. Only 5% of the rice farmers
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could not-répaﬁ theirs; mniie 84% of the poultry farmers
could not repay theirs comﬁletely. This indicd&tes that
.riCEjfarmers were doing very well in loan repayment
pérfnrménce.

On interest rate, all the farmers agreed that
iﬁterest'chérges are too high and prefefred interesf
'charge of about 2% instead.of the presént rate of 15.5%.
Riso all the farmers agreed that the lending exercise is
time cnnsuming and concluded. that the_lending should be .
done before the month of March fo enable them prépare for
planting.

On form of loan disbursement to farmers, 96% of
the farmers preferred their loans in cash, while 4% of
them preferred it in both cash and kind.

The scheme operators, that is; the scheme supervisors
had some problems such as inadequate fund for maintaining
the vehicles used for field work, lack of Locai Tfanspurt
and Travelling Allowance (L.T. and T.), and job
stagnation. .

The common problems indicated by the farmers

include bad meathér,Apests and diseases, and low price
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of their farm prnducts,'especially during hérvest time.
~ About 87% of the Farmers‘indicated bad weather PDFﬂitiDn;
76% indicéted_pests and diseases; while 69% indicated low
pribe bf farm productse. |

DH.Farmér and farm éharacteristibs betueeh repayment
groups, louw repayment maizé farmérs*had an average loan
size of #1022.73 while hiéh repayment ones hed %ZDDD_Dn-thE
averége. Low repayment maize farmers héd &n average
farm size of 2.03 hectares thle high repayment ones had
an average of 3.14 hectares. Low repayment maize farmers
had an éverage income of #2912.51 uhile‘high repayment
ones had §5327.29, on the average. Louw reéayment_
maize . farmers had an éverage Uf-35-55 years while high
repayment ones were 46.25 years old, on the average. The
average numbef of years of farming experience Of low
repayment maize farmers was 18.24 years while that of the
high repayment Anes maé, on the average 23.43 years.
The average distance between home énd source bf loan
for the 10u repayﬁent maize farmers wés 73.81 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 repaymént maize farmers was 6.42 years while that of
high repayment ones was 6.00 years. The average ;umber
of dependants for low repayment maize.Farmers was 9 .
.persons; while that of high repayment ones was 11 persons.
&inety-seveﬁ per cent of the low repayment maize farmers
. adopted innavafigns, while 3% of them did not adopt any .
innovation. All the high repayment maize farmers
édopted ihnovations. Eigh%y—nine pef'cent of the low
repagment maize farmers had high credit needs, mhile’11%
of them had low credit needs. Eighty—six pef cent of the
high repayment maize farmers had high credit needs, mhilg
14% of them had low credit needé.

In the case of rice farmers, the avefage size of loan for
all the rice farmers was about #1380. All of them were in the
high repayment category. The average farm size operated by
Tice farmer-ﬁnrrowefs was about 3,35 hectares. All the farmers
 were in'fhe high'repayment-categnry. The average income among
the rice farmer-loan -beneficiaries surveyed was aboﬁt 878676,
All the farmgrs were in the high repaymeht 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 repayment
category. None of the rice}farmef-ciients was in the low
repayment category and_théy had an average of about 28.45
years in farming. Rice farmer-bqrromers'surveyed had.an:average
distance. of aboﬁt 87.78 kilometres away from the source of loan.
All the farmers were less délinquént in ferms of repayment.
Rice Féfmer—borrawers had an average of about 2.64 years of
schuoling; All the farmers were leés delinquent in terms of
‘repayment. There is an average of about 16 members per household
among the rice farmer-respondents. - Between repayment categories;
however, all the members were in the high repayment Categofy
as there were no low repayment farmers in the enterprise.
Thirty of the high repayment rice farmers were adppters of
innovations, indicating. that 55 per cent of the high repayment
rice-Farmérs were adopters .of innovations while about 45 per cent
of them were non-azdopters. All the rice Fafmers were in the .
high répaymént category. Tuwenty-three of the high repaymént rice
farmers had high credit needs, indicating that about 42 per cent
. DfAthe high repayment rice farmers had high credit needs while
abqut 58 per cent of them had inm credit needs. All the rice

farmers were in the high repayment category.
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In theACaée of pdultry farmers, low repayment poultry
farmers had(an average size of loan of §7sgg.gguMile the
high-repayment ones had #6554,.79. Low repayment
poultry farmers had an average farm size of 503 birds
while that of highlrepayment ones was 347 birds. Llow
repayment ﬁnultry farmers had, on the average,_income of
#22,059.50 while that of high repayment ones was %15;6uu.32.
The average. age of lém rebayment poultry farmers was
35 years while that of high repayment ones was 43.89
years old. Low repayment poultry farmers_had an average
number nfiyears of farming experience of 6.50 years while.
' that of high rTepayment ones was 7.75 years;- Low repayment
poultry farmers, on the average, had £1.75 kilometres as
distance from their homes tﬁ the source of 1Dan uhiie that
of high repaymeqt ones was 79,32, Low repayment poultry
farmers bad 13.00 years as leQel of education, on the
average, thlé that of high repayment farmers was 9.93
years; The average number of dependants for lDQ.reﬁaymeﬁt
poultry farmers was 5 persons while that of high repayment
farmers was 8 persons. Twenty-five per cent of the
low repayment poultry farmers adopted inﬁovations while 75%

of  them did not adopt. Also 50% of the low repayment
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poultry farmers had high credit needs while 50% of them had
.lmg credit’neéds. . _ : -

In conclusion, it is clear that pbultry farmers were
not consistent in their repaymenf characteristics cmmpéred
fD maize and rice farmers. This is_evident from the high
ﬁisclassificationAeerr recérGEL gmong poultry farmsrs és
comparec to maize sncd rice farmers. Cfforts should,
therefore, be made by the sgheme épthorities to identify
and givg loans to credit-worihy poultry farmers. It
should be noted, at this point, that the Anambra State
Supervised Agricultural Credit Schgme'(SAES) has stopped
oiving out loans toc poultry Fa:mers in the state. |

Although loan repayment performance was poorest
among the haize farmers, there is much room for improve-
ment on their repayment performance, considering the fact
that their characteristics were mdre consistent than those
of the poultry farmers in termé of repayment rate. UWhat
is needed is intensive efforts by the supervisors
to look into their production and marketing'prablems.
Rice‘?armurs had little problem in their repayment

performance.

L3
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The results of the multiple regression ahélysis
shnwed.that‘émbng the independent variables hyfbthesized as
having effects on the repayment rate of maize farmers, size
of loan, farm size, income, age of Farmefs, nﬁhbef of
years of farming experience, level of Furhal»education,
ahd adoption of innovatiohs>were strong determinantsluf
repayment rate. In the}case of rice farmers, Fa:m—size,
income, age of Farmers? distance between home and source
of loan, level.of formal education, and credit needs
were strong determinants of repayment-raté; and in the
caée of poultry farmers, size of loan, farm-size, income,
age_of'?armers, number of years of farming experiencé)
1evellnf,forma1'educatiqn, édoptinn of innovation, and
credit needs were strong déterminants of repayment rate.
| The results of the multiple correlation analysis
revealed that amnng'the independent variables hypothesized
as having relationships with the farmers! income, number
of farmers supervised had an inverse relétiunship with
the farmers' income, while length of service as supervisnrs,
leueliof.Formal training in agriculture, and number of

farm visits showed direct relationshipe’
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The results of the discrihinant anaiysis revealed
that among the independent vafiables hypothesizad és
having effects on the credit-worthiness of the maize Farmuré,
size_df loan, farm sizé, age of farmers, number of years
of farming experience, distance betwyeen home and source of
loan, and level of formal educstion of farmers were strong
determinanté of credit-worthiness. 1In the case cf tice
Farmeré, farm size, income;‘number of years of Farminé
experience, distance between home and source of loan, level
of Fnrmél.education of farmers, anc credit needs were
strong determinants of credit—uorthihess, énd in the ease Df-
poultry farmers, age of farmers, distance between home and
.source of loan, and level of formal education of farmers were
strong determinants of credit;uurthiness.

The critical value of the discriminant score for the

. -

maize farmers was theﬁretically 1.14825, and practically 1.13156.
The critical.value of the discriminant score for the ficeA
farmers was theoretically -3.91639, and practically -3.70998.

That of the poultry farmers was theoretically 0.444615, and
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préctically 0.4200., Twenty-nine per cent of the maize
farmers who were given loan uefe not gualified while 1%
of those who were not giuén were gualified, and therefore,
the‘percentagé Df_"érouped" caées ﬁorrectly classified
was 94%. 1In the case of rice farmers, all the farmers who
were gualified for loan were given loan indicating that the
percentage of ”grﬁuped" CasgsAcorrectlQ classified wss 100%,
and in the case of poultry Farmérs, 25% of poultry. farmers.
whc were given loan wer® not quslified while 33% of poultry
farmers who wefe not given lpan were quelified and, therefore,
the-percentage of "grouped" cases correcfly classified was
69%.‘ This indicates that there were more credit-worthy farmers
who were ﬁut given loan among thé poultry Farmers-compared to
mzize end rice farmerse.

The egonclusions which are derived from this study are
as Tollows: |
| 1. Loan repayment rate of meize farmers is'ﬁirectly'

related to éize of loan, farm size, income, age of

farmers, number of years of farmling experience,
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level of formal education of farmers, and.

adoption of inﬁovations. Highly significant
determinants of loan repayment are size of loan,
income, number'qf yeérs of farming experience,

and adoptiun of iﬁnovations. The farmers'
credit-worthiness is directly releted to size of
loan, farm size, age of farmers, number of years

of farming experience, and level of formeal educstion
of farmers, and inversely related to distance

between home and source of loan. Highly significant
discriminator of credit-worthiness for tﬁe farmers
is'size of lpan.

Loan repayment rate of rice farmers is directly
reléted to farm size, income, level of formal.
edﬁcatiun, and credit needs, and inversely

related to age of farmers, aﬁd distance between

home and_source of loan. Highly significant
deﬁerminants of loan repayment are farm sizg, income,
distance between home and source of lnan? and

Credit,needé. The farmers' credit-worthiness is
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directly related to farm size, income, number of

years of farming experience, level of formal education

L ]
of farmers, and credit needs, and inversely related to

distance between home and source of loan. Highly
significant discriminator of credit-worthiness for

the farmers is income.

Loan repayment rate of poultry farmers is directly.
related to size of loan, farm size, income, apge of
farmers, number of years Uf farming experience, level
of formal education of farmers, adoption of innuvatinné,
and credit needse. Highly significant determinants of
loan repayment are farm size, incnme, ane pf farmers,
number of years of farming experience, adoption of
innovations, and credit needs. The farmers' credit- .
worthiness ié directly related to age of farmers amd
level. of formal education of farmers, and -inversely
related to distance between home and source of loan.
Highly significant discriminators of credit—uarthinesé
far thevfarmers are age of farmers, distance between

home and source of loan, and level of formal education

“of farmers.
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4. Income of maize farmérs is positively ﬁorrelated
with length of servige of the supervisors as
supervisors, level of formal‘tréining in agriculture,
and number of farm visits by the supervisors, and
negatively-cmrrelated with number of farmers supervised

by the supervisors.

5. . Income Df‘rice Farmeré is positively correlzated with
length of service of the supervisors as supervisors,
level Df Fofmal training in agriculture, and number
of farm visits by the supervisors, and negatively
correlated with.number of farmers supervised by the

supervisorse.

6. Income of poultry farmers is positively correlated
.uitﬁ length of service of the supervisors as éupervisurs,
level_nf'FDrmal training in agriculture, and number cf
farm visits by the supervisors, aﬁd negatively correlated

with number of farmers supervised by the supervisors.

8.2 Recommendations:-
Farmers encountered many praoblems in trying to secure

loar8 while the Bupervised 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 income of these farmers, especlially maize
and pcultry farmers, through inmcreszsing the

resources controlled in improvement of producticn

- technology.

Credit agencies should be readily accessible

‘at the village level if their impact is to be

felt by small farmers. This should be done hy

decentralization of the operations of the scheme,
although i% will incure some high administrative

costs in the short-run.

Because of its usefulness, farmers should be
" given training on basic farm management and

.production technigues by the supervisors of the

Supervised Agricultural Credit Scheme.
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It has been docgmented by some authors that group
farmers generally perfnrm‘bétter than ind%vidual
farmers in the repaymént of their loans. Here,'it

is suggested that a co-ordinated credit deiivery system
be évplved by-the Scheme. This can be dore by the
Supervised Agricultursl C;Edit Scheme'giving loans

tc farmers-thruugh their co-operetive societies.

This will be dDublyAbeneficial since it will make for
easier sccess to loans 6n the'part of the farmers and

a high recovery rate for the scheme. This is a more

effective way of credit recovery.

Since agricultural production has the characteristics

af being seaébnal,Athe Supervised égricultural Credit
Scheme should process fafﬁers‘ applicatiaons with
despatch. This will enable the farmers to buy production

;nﬁuts and carry out other reguisite operations at -

appropriate periods.
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The success of the scheme depends, to a large extent,
on the staff of these institutions. mheré.they are
well remunerated, they will be in a positinn to give
put their best. Thus, it is suggested that the
supervisors of the séheme be given adegueste
encouragement and incentives in the job. There is also
the possibility of improving the farmers' welfare by
employing more number of quaiified and experienced
supervisory staff since it has been shown that the

number of farmers supervised by a supervisor has an

inverse relationship with the farmers' income.

Maize farmers who have relatively large farm size,

are nldef in age, have high number of years of farming
experience,- short distance hetween Hume énd source

of lpan, and high level of formél education should be

given loan.
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Rice farmers who have large farm size, high income,
high number of years of farming experience, short
distance between home and source of lpan, high
level of formal education, and high credit needs

should be given loan.

Poultry farmers who are older in age, have short
distance between home and source of loan, and high level

of formal education should be given loan.

Fipally,  the administration of Anambra State

Supervised Agficultural Credit Scheme should consider
thesé.recummendatinns critically and possibly
restructure the contents of the loan application forﬁs
issued to farmers by emphasising more gn these

farmer characteristics as may éffect the overall

performance of the scheme.
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8.3. Limitatiomsof the Study and Suggestions for

Further Study:

In the‘cdurse of this study, certain deficient
areas of interest were identified on which furthér
investigation heed to be conducted. These include:

1. The identification problem. It is vainusAFrnm

»this study that factors influenciné the repayment
rate and credit-worthiness 6F'maize‘and rice
farmers, though similar, shquid'be gquite different
from those affecting those of poultry farmers
genéraliy;~ This is evident from the relatively
low co-efficient of determination, low canonical
correlation co-efficient, and high wilks' Lambda values
for poultry farmers. Thus,»the characteristics of
maize and rice preoduction are both agrnnﬁmicmlly and
socin-economically similar compared to those of

| poultry pruductiun. Further research should,
therefore, be carried-out to identify those other
factnrs thét are peculiar to poultry production

which can greatly influence the repayment performance



and credit-worthiness of poultry farmerse. These
other factors, when identified, could imménéely

help the Anambra State Supervised Agricultu;al
Credit Scheme in the finance of poultry pruducfﬁon.
The scheme has stopped financing poultry production
in the State.

The heed to compare the agricultural zones. further
study needs to be ﬁarnied put to compare income,

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 may not be
similar and may, therefore, give rise to
differentials in the farmers' loan repayment
ogerformance, and credit-murthiness. If these
1ifferentials happen to exist aﬁd are detected, the

scheme will be in & good position to formulate a

‘more effective agriculturagl credit policy for the

farmers in the State.

150
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S/No. Items 1974 | 1976 | 1977 | 1978
1. | Millet 5.60 | 2,60 |z.90 | 2.30
Ze Guinea CDrn- 5.60 2.60 3.30 3430
3. | Maize 0055 | 1033 10,77 | .78
L, Cowpea - 0.86 0.4 0.71
5. | Yam - 8.62 | 6.69 | 7.70
6. | Cassava >, 2.52 1.97 | 2.20
7. | Groundnut 1.95| 0.45 | D.59 | D.52
8. | Melon 0.05] 0.21 | D.14] 0.18
9. | Rice D.53) 0.52 | Dot1| 042

10. | Cocoyam o.48) 0.50 | o.60| .50

11. | Poultry (Million nos.) | - [110.67 |66.33] 81.89

12. | cattle (Millicn nps.) | -] 5.89 | 3.84| 6.76

sgurce: Central Planning Office, Lagose
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GRGES DECHMESTIC PRODUCT (GDP) AT 1977/78 FACTOR COST (&' Million)

1984

1985+

between

- - 1985* % Sharp in Total |% chan
Activity Sector : ge
v o (0 | @ | (3 |7158L h9s5 1986 |4 and 212 and 3

1. Agriculture,

inclucing

livestcck,

forestry and .

Fishing 6691 6948 | 7097 |25.90 P6.60)28.10 | +3.80 +2 40
2, Crude Petroleum | 4501 4886 | 4346 }17.40 [18.70117.20 | +8.60 -11.10
3. Other Mining and -

uarrying 3741 299 304 | 1.50 | 1.10| 1.20 | -20.10 | +1.70
4, Manufzcturing 2868 243L | 2279 {11.50 | S.30| 9.00 | -18.00 | -6.40
Se. Utilities 205 214 215 0.80 0.80] D.80 | +4.40 +0.50
t. Construction 16861 1347 {1280 | 6.50 | 5.20} 5.10 | -20.00 | -5.00 |
7. Transport 8211 690} 700 | 3.20 | 2.60f 2.80 | -16.00 | +1.40
&. Communicetion 58 56 ‘60 | 0.20 | 0.20{ 0.20 { -3.40 +7.10
g, wholesale and '

Retsil Trade L5608t 5012 {4761 [17.60 119.20 18.80 | +9.90 =5.00
10 Hotels and - -

Rectsurant 126{ 131 | 133 | 0.50 | B.50{ 0.50 | -3.70 | +1.50
41 Finsnce and ' ‘

Insursnce 307 916 937 3.20 3.50] 3.70] +10.40 +2.30
412 Reel Estste and ' ‘ =

Business Services 50} 54 56 0.20 0.20} D.20} +8.00 +3.70
13 Housing 793 | 1022 | 929 | 3.10 | 3.90| 3.70 ] +30.10 | -10.00
14 Froducers of

Government '

services 2184 { 2140 {2193 | 8.40 | 8.20] 8,70} ~-2.00 +2.50
15 Totzl 25855 :26159] 25290 }100.00 {100.00] 100 | +1.20 | -3.30
*Revised

+Estimate by the Federal Ministry

of Natashal Planning, Lagos.

Source: Federal Office of Statistics, Lagos.
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GROSS DOWMESTIC PRODUST (GDP)Y AT 458k FAQTCR COST (#'Billion)
1585 1985% 4987" % shere ineTotal FuSog ot bet-
Actiki“ﬁy Snctur (1 (2) (3) 1885 1886 1587 "1 €2 2K 3
1. Agriculture 17.52 18.00 17.92 23.53 24.69 24,29 2.74 -=0.44
2. Livestock 5.86 5.52 6.01 7.87 812 8415 1.02 1.52
2. Forestry 2.29 2.29 2.29 3.08 3.14 3.10 D0.00 0.0O
L. Fishing 1¢3L 1,25 1.29 1.80 1.71 1.75 -6.72 3.20
. 5, Cruce Petroleum 11.65 10.91  9.94 15.64 14.97 13.47 -6.35 -8.69
€. Mining end Quarrying 0.29 0.20 0G.21 0.39 0.27 0.28-31.03 5.00
7. Mznufanturing 4,23 4,23 L.,65 5.68 5.80 6,30 0,00 9,93
g, Utilities ‘ 0.39 0.39 DO.441 0.52 0.53 D.56 0.00 5.13
g, Building and Const-
ruction 1,05 0.80 (G.92 1.41 1.23 1.25 44,29 2,27
10. Tranmspeortiztion 3.10 3.10 3.21 4.16 L4.,25 4,35 D0.00 2.7
11, Communication 010  0.10 0.10 0.13 O.14 0.16 0,00 C.
12. Wholessle and
E:'ail Trzde - 19.80 18.81 19.75 26.59 25.80 26.77 -5.00 S.GU
43 Hotels and Festau=- _ ‘
Tanis ' 0.20 D0.20 0.21 0.28 0.27 0B.28 «4.76 5,00
2, Finznce snd Insurance 1.30 .40 155 1.75 1.92 2.10 7.69 13.71.
45, Rezl Estztes and -
fuziness Services 0.20 0.21 6.22 C.27 0.29 0.30 5,00 &.76
16« Housing 2.36 2.36 2.43 3,17 3.24 3.29 0.00 2.37
' 47. Producers of Govern-
mznt Services 2.78 2.63 2.66 3.73 3.61 3.61 =5.40 1.14
Total 74.47 72,90 73.77 100 100 100 -2.11  1.20
*Revised

*rstimates by the Federal Ministry of Finance and Economic Development,

Lagos.

Source: Federal Office of Statistics, Lagos.
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ESTIMATED OUTPUT OF MAJOR AGRICULTURAL COMMODITIES ('000 Tonnes,
Except Otherwise Stated).

% Change between

19841 19857 19862
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 830 9.30
Rice 157 196 283 24.80 13.80
Beans 477 611 732 28.10 19.80
Cassava 209 1378 1564 14 .00 13.50
Yam L600 4738 5209 3.00 9.90
Plantain 1086 1113 1127 2.50 1430
Soyabeans L3 60 73 39.50 21.70
Melon 143 147 153 2,80 4,10
Groundnut 591 621 e40 5.10 3.10
Beniseed 3 35 35 12.50 0.00
Coconut, 101 102 104 1.00 2.00.
Sheanut 99 100 103 1.00 ' 3.00
Cotton seed 108 114 100 . 5.60 512.30
Palm kernel 340 360 350 5.90 -2.80
Pglm Dil 550 615 650 11.80 5.70
Cocoa 140 160 123 14430 -23.10
Rubber 199 226 130 13.60 -15.90
Sugar Cane 821 862 897 5.00 4410
LIVESTOCK |
Poultry 62 64 67 3420 4.70
Goat Meat 177 186 192 5.10 3.20
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- Lamb and Mutton 65 66 68 1.50 3.00
Beef 199 212 223 6.50 5.20
Pork 28 31 33 10.70 6.50
Milk 164 172 a80. 4,90 L,70
Eggs 380 390 399 2.60 230
3 FISH
Artisanal Coastal
and Brackish Water . s
Catches 228 142 128 -37.70 =-9.90
Inland Lakes and .

River Catches 92 61 104 ~33,70 70,50
Fish farm 22 15 l'l.a. -31.80 -
Indastrie] coastal
Fish and Shrimp 25 25 14 0.00 -44 .00
4 FORESTRY. ('000 Cubic
metres)
Roundwood | 89843 92538 92562 3.00 0.00
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

2 . . -
Provisional

Source:- Federal Office of Statistics, Lagos.
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ESTIMATED OUTPUT OF MAJOR AGRICULTURAL COMMODITIES ('UDU'TDnnES
Except otherwise Stated)

Commodities ~ 1985' 19867  1987° _ % Change 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 bl 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 ~-5400
Potato 43 L6 45 7.00 -2.20
vam 4738 5209 4,886 9.90 -6,60
Cocoyam : 232 373 . 354 60.80 -5.10
Plantain- . 1143 ~ 1127 1071 . 1.30 -5.00
Vegetables 1254 1293 1241 3,10 4,00
- OTHER CROPS , B
Melon w7 153 W5 410 .-5.20
Groundnut = 621 64D 657 3.10 T 2470
Beniseed : 35 35 34 0.00 - o =2490
Coconut 402, 104 105 2.00 1,00
Sheanut 100 103 104 3.00 1.00
Soyabeans b 100 - 107  -12.30 . 7.00
Cotton seed L6 30 32 =34.80 . 6.70
Palm kernel 360 350 353 -2.80 0.90

Cocoa 110 100 105 -9.10 5.00
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Source: ‘Federal Office of Statisties, Lagos.

Coffee - 6 6 6 0.00, 0.00

Rubber 58 60 51 340 -15.00

Sugar Cane - B8e2 897 - 852 4.10 -5.00

Palm wine . - LBAZ L940 4851 - 1.20 0.20

Tobapcn 22 25 26 13.60 4.00
2 LIVESTOCK .

Poultry T 67 56 a0 516,40

Goat Meat 186 192 206 3.20 510

Lamb/Mutton 66 68 75 3.00 10.20

Beef 212 223 232 5.20 4.00

Pork 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 4430

Inland Lakes _

and Rivers 60.50 107.00 233.10 76.90 117.90

Fish Farming/ :

Inshore Fishing - 38.80 37.20 15,70 =4.10 -57.80

Shrimps ' 1.50 1.60 1.30 6.70 -18.80

Distant water 61.70 65.20  85.80  5.70 31460
4L FORESTRY ('000 - ' ‘

Cubic metres) A

Round wood ~92538 92562 95524 0.00 3.20

Sawnwood 910 926 935  1.80 1.40

Wood Based Panels - 113 118 118 bo40 0.00

Paper and Paper

Boards - 13 14 14 7.70 0.00

1Revised ' 2Provisional
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IMPDRTS BY S.I.T.C. SECTION (#'million)

1 2 2 v

Sections | ' 1984 A 1985~ - 1986 % Qhange between

(1) (2) (3)  (1)and(2)  (2)and(3)
Food and Live Animals  1052.10 686540 534.40 -34.80  =22,10
Beverages and Tobacco -~ 7.00  6.30 -13.00 -10.00 +106.30
Crude Materials 143,50 185.00 159.00 +28.90 -14,10
Mineral Fuels ) 111.30 160,10 - 35.60 +43.80 -77.80
Animal and Vegetable
0ils and Fats ' 84.50 79.80 199,10 -6,00 +449.50
Chemicals 852.3D 453,70 720.70 +70.60 =  =50.40
Manufactured goods 1241.70 1670.40 1053.60 +34.50 -36.90
Machinery and Transé _
.port Equipment 3256.60 3444,50 2518.50 +5.80 -26.80
Miscellaneous Manufac-
tured articles \ 4L48.30 234,40 234,30 -=44,00 -0,04
Miscellaneous Trans- | _
actiong unclassified 10,60 12.60 1,20 +18.580 -90450
Total ' 7178.30 7932.90 5469.70 +10.50 - -31.10
Iprovisional
2

Source: Compiled from Data supplied'by Exchange Control

‘Department and Federal Office of Statistics, Lagos.
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IMPORTS BY S.I.T.C. SECTION (&' Million)

—

o 1985" 1986 . 1987° _% Change between
sections <P (2)  (3)  (Dand(2) (2)and(3)
Food and Live Animals 4199.80 802.10 1573.70 -33.10 . -+96.2D.

" Beverages and Tobacco 9.40 14.50 ° 38.60 | +54 430 “+166.20
Crude Minerals 350,50 193.90 879.50 -44,70 "+353.60
Mirieral Fuels | 61.20  42.20 86.80 =31.00  +105.70
Animal and Vegetable . _ : _

Oils and Fats - 71.10- 124,80 65,20 +75.50 -47.80
Chemicals ‘ | 1108.30 1039.00 2923.30 -6.30  +181.40
Manufactured Goods 1611.70 1237.10 4BLB.4LO =23.,20 +275.70
Machinery and Trans- " '

pOI‘t Equipment - 21414.’-00 2277.80 703“.60 "5.70 +208.BD
Miscellaneous Manu- . | : T
factured Articles 224,50 246.30 606.00 +9.70 - +146.,00
Miscellaneous Transac- : : . | *
tions Unclassified 11.70 5.90 = 5,60 =49.,60 =-5.40
Total " 7062.60 5983.60 - 17861.70. -15.?0‘ +198.50
1Revised

2

C.B.Ne Estimates

Snurce: Bnhpiled from Data Supplied by Federal Office of

Statistics, Lagose.
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.x'

17,

S/N Yy X, X X X, X X 8 X1g ' GROUPS
1. 59 2000 &4 5393 54 33 92 18 0 1
‘2. 58 2000 3 6483 49. 23 60 1 1 M
3. 57_'2000 3 6LB3 41 1B 61 8 1 1
L. 55 2000 - 3 6483 45 24 58 9 M 1
5. 54 2000 3 6483 47 25  91 10 1 1
6. -53 2000 3 6L83 48 éu 54 11 1 1
'7. 51. 2000 3 6483 40 17 59 8. 1 1‘
3.: 50 2000 - 3 6483 46 21 57 9 1 1
9., 50 2000 & 5376 47. 35 29 20 | 0 1
0. &7 1000 & 5376 58 34 27 22 01
11. 46 1000 3 4045 46 22 93 12 11
12. 44 1000 3 4O4S w22 97 10 1 1
13. 43 1000 3 4032 40 17 87 8 1 21
14, 42 14000 3 4032 50 30 29 16 1 1
15, 41 1000 3 LO4S 4k 21 86 9 - 1 1
6. 40 1000 -3 4032 w7 24 22 6 1 1
40 1000 3 4O4S 49 24 100 10 0. 1
18, 39 1000 l3 4032 w6 25 20 1M 0 2
19, 38 1000 3 4032 . 49 30 25 1 1 2
20, 37 1000 3 4045 48 24 ] o 2

120
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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 3 17 119 8 7 1 1 2
24. 35 1000 3 4032 52 25 30 3 b 1 1 2
25. 34 1000 2 4932 40 17 121 8 8 1 1 2
26. 33 1000 2 4032 b1 17 137 67 4 2
27. 33 4000 3 4032 . 4% 27 19 6 8 1 1 2
28. 33 1000 3 4O32 59 29 30 6 12 1 1 2
29. 33 1000 3 4032 .51 29 39 6 18 1 1 2
30, 33 000 3 4032 45 20 3@ 6 9 1 K 2
31. 32 1000 2 4322 37 16 99 8 6 1 1 2
32, 32 4000 2 4322 - 37 45 160 B8 8 1 1 2
33, 31 1000 2 2688 38 10 19 8 6 1 1 2
3k, 31 1000 2 4322 3 12 W0 8 B 1 1 2
35, 30 1006 3 4032 47 25 39 3 9 1 1 2
36, 30 1000 2 4322 4D 15 62 B 11 1 1 2
37. 29 1000 2 4322 39 19 W5 8 6 1 1 2
38. 28 1000 2 2697 37 1 111 6 7 1 1 2
39, 28 1000 2 2697 b2 19 120 6 7 1 A 2

40, 28 1000 2 2697 50 19 121 -6 5 -1 1 2
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1.

42,

43,
bb.
45,
46
47,
48,
L9.
50,
51.
52.
534

S5he .

55.
56.
57.
58.
594

60.

28
28
28
28
28
28
28
28
28

28

28

27
27
26
26
26
25
24
24

23

1000
1000

1000

1000

4000

1000
1000
1000
1000
1000
1000
1000
1000
1000

41000

41000

1000
1000
1000

1000

N N -

N

2697

2697

2697
4032
2688
2688
2688
2688
2688
2688
2697
2688
2688
2688
2688
2688
2688

2688

2688

2688

39
40
41
47
37
40
39
Ll
L2

26

L1

L6
L8
40
38
29
33

38

48

36 .

12

20

18
26

14

-18

10
21

21

16

25

26

15

16

12

15

26

12

119
118
112
35
38
36
33‘
60
62
90

110
62
61
62
34
93
91
31
63

38

N

oo o0 1 O

10




209
APPENDIX VIII (CONTD.)

61. 23 1000 2 2688 43 16 64  Be11 1 1
'62. 23 1000 2 2688 41 16 6L 8 9 1 1
63. 22 1000 2 2688 35 15 ° 94 35 1 1
4. 22 1000 2 2697 38 15 126 6 8 1 1
65. 21 1000 2 2688 L7 22 66 6 10 1 K
66. 21 1000 2 2688 40 17 33 8-8 1 O
67. 21 1000 2 - 2697 Lo 16 2% 8 5 1 D
68, 21 1000 2 2688 L 16 65 6 8 4 1
69. 20 1000 2 2688 49 28 76 B8 12 1 1
70. 19 1000 2 2688 w8 27 68 6 1 1 1
71. 19 1000 2 2688 0 16 11 8 8 1 1
72 19 1000 1 134b 37 1 778 8 7 1 1
73. 18 4000 - 2 2688 47 24 80 6 11 1 1
7. 17 1000 2 2688 41 20 4O 6 7 1 1
75. 16 1000 1 1344 3 15 72 6 7 1 1
76. 16 1000 2 2700 3 16 117 6 10 O 1
77. A4 1000 4 1348 3 13 121 8 6 1 1
78. 14 1000 1 1348 300 7 120 8 5 1 1
79. 44 1000 1 134 3% 12 70 8 7 1 1

80. 14 1000 1 1348 31 9 122 8 6 1 1
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81. 13 1000 1 1344 36 43 75 B 6 11
82. 13 1000 1 1344 28 13- 7% 8 ‘e 1 1
83. 12 1000 - 1 1348 33 12 129 - 8 5 ( 1
84. 12 1000 1 1348 36 13 128 8 5 11
B5. 12 1000 4 136k 37 12 77 8 11 1 1
86 11 1000 1 1344 39 4 78 6 8 1 1
87. 11 1000 1 1348 *© 35 12 430 B8 6 1 1
88. 10 10000 1 1348 32 11 126 8 5 1 1
89. 10 1000 1 1348 30 .9 132 8 5 .1 1
90. 10 1000 1 134 - 39 12 73 6 9 O 1
91. 9 juoo 1 1344 40 4 75 6 10 0 4
92, 9 1000 1 138 34 10 132 8 6 11
93, & 1000 1 1348 34 5 134 B8 7 1 1
94, 8 1000 1 134k 3% 1 70 8 7 1 1
95. 6 1000 1 1348 37 % 135 8 9 1 1
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'CANONICAL DISCRIMINANT FUNCTIONS EVALUATED AT

GROUP MEANS (Group Centroids) (THEDRETICAL)

Group Func 1
1 2.83651 °
2 -0.64001

Critical Region = 1.44825

5/Noe Group .Actual Group Discriminant Scores
1 1 g : 6.4803

2 1 ' 1 . 446637

3 1 | 1 3.9146

4 1 1 34401

5 1 1 u.zu;é

6 1 1 4. 3004

7 1 | 1 - 3.9346

8 1 1 | bol78L

9 1 1 - 4.7390
10 1 o 1 2.4483
11 1 grnx &,1355
12 . 1 | 1.1751
13 1 1 |  1.5160
1% , 1 %% | .0.5268

15 1 ’ GH** - D.8329
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"~ 5/Na. .Group Actual Group Discriminént Scores
16 7 4 %% 0.6282
17 | 1 1 1.4629
1 2 2 © -0.3108
o | 2 2  0.1169
5 2 2%x= 144415
b ' 2 -2 Ve -0.1582
5 2 2 ~0. 1659
6 2 2 ) . -D.9459
7 2 | 2 | ' 0.8921
8 2 2 - ~0.60L6.
g 2 2 0.0005
0 2 2 | -0.1232
1 2 2 | 0.0848
12 2 2 | 0.4450
13 2 2 0.7536
[T 2 2. S =141217
15 P h 2 ' -0.3483
16 . 2. 2 -0.2816
17 2 2 - D0.2897
18 o 2 = 0.7361

19 : -2 2 -0.5974
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S/No. Group Actﬁal Group Discriminant Scores
20 2 .2 -0.9912
21 2 2 -~ B.0653
22 D - 2  _p.ou38
23 2 | 2 ~0.4081
24 ' 2 2 | -0.7230
25 2 2 : -0.4651
26 2 2 , -0.7766
27 2 ' 2 05755
28 ' 2 2 -D.9éu6
29 2 2 -1.4923
30 2 2 \ -0.0277
31 ‘ 2 2 ~0.5147
32 2 - 2 ) -0.7277
33 2 2 -0.1962
3L 2 2 _0;2609
35 2 2 13520
36 | 2 - 2 -0.3833
37 2 2 -1.0233
38 2 2 ‘ . _o.2em
35 2 ' 2 -0.3970
4o - 2 2 -0.6767

L1 2 2 - =0.764L3
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S/No. Group. Actual Group Discriminant Scores
L2 2 2 ~Q.7643
43 2 R -1.0263
W I 2 - ©0.3513
L5 2 2  -0.4035
L6 .2 o ~0.0475
47 2 -2 | 0.2000
L 2 o -0.1771
49 2 ‘ | 2 -1.2541
50 2 2 -0.5135
51 2 2 . 1,072
52 2 & 2 -1.1560
53 2 2 A_ -0.8030
54 2 : 2 -0.1776
55 2 2 - =1.7230
56 2 2 -0.36L6
57 2 ' 2 -1.0154
58 - 2 | 2 ~1.4269
59 2 | 2 , -0.3263
60 2. 2 ‘ -1.5189

61 ' 2 o2 -1.2162
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S/No. - Group Actual Eruup Discriminant ScmresA
62 2 2 53.5770-
63 2 2 . =1.3640
6l 2 2 o -1.7588
65 2 2 | ~1.4733
56 —— , 2 -1.6025
67 2 | 2 ~1.3703
68 2 2 ~1.1301
69 2 2 : -160160
70 | 2 2 | -1.2695
71 > 2 -1.5906 .
72 2 | 2 -1.4678
73 2 2 -1.1692
o 2 2 -1.3170
75 2 , ‘ -2 -1.0411
6 2 2 -1.8532

77 2 2 -1.9276

78 2 2 =1.3338,
.. **x = Not Correctly Classified.

The Percentage of "Grouped" Cases Correctly

Classified = 94.74%
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CANONICAL DISCRIMINANT FUNCTIONS EVALUATED AT GROUP

MEANS (Group Centroids) (PRACTICAL)

[ ]
Group Func 1
1 2.89383
2 . -0.63071

Critical Regien = 1.13156

S5/ho. Group Qctual Grﬁuh Discriminant Scores
1 1 1 - 6.1909
2 | 1 1 46577
3 "1 1 3.9304
4 1 1 : 3.5539°
5 1 ‘ 1 B 43287
6 1 1 43396
7 1 : 1 3.9320
8 o 1 ' 445385
g 1 1, by 5422
10 1 1 2.3141
11 1 Arx 0.8648
12 S Prrx 1.0071
13 o 1 1.4102
1t 1 ST 0.3904

15 1. 1*x* . 0.7012
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S/No. Group Actual Group Discriminant Scores
16 ‘» 4 T ﬂ D.B34LD
17 1 . 1 : 1.6506
1 2 ' 2 -0.0935
2 2 . 2 - D.2412
3 2 N 2axx 1.6639
L 2 . 2 ~0.1254
5 S 2 C=D.3771
6 ' 2 2 -0.7328
7 2 2 0.8114
8 2 2 -0.4593
9 2 2 0.2100
10 - 2 € , 2 -0.0030
11 2 2 | 0.0437
12 - 2 | 2 0.1080
13 S 2 2 ' © D.6334
1 2 ' 2 _ -0.8598
15 2 2 E -0.2783
16 ' 2 2  p.b282
72 | 2 0.2748
18 2 2  D0.8099

19 2 2 , -0.56896




218

APPENDIX X (CONTD.)

S/ho. Group Actual Group ~Discriminant Score
20 2 2 ‘-D.7d86
21 2 | 2 ~0.0575
22 2 2 : - -0.0730
23 2 2 | -0.3251
24 2 2 -0.7602
25 2 ~ 2 -0.4921
26 2 2  -D.5395
27 2 2 06357
28 2 2 -1.00L4
29 2 | 2 -1.2122
30 2 2. ~0.1985
31 2 2 o -D.5336
32 , 2 2, ~0.7786
33 2 2  -D.3231
3L 2 2 - 0.1627
35 2 : 2 . =1.2678
36 2 B  -0.7359
37 2 . 2 © 0 ~D0.5896
38 -2 2 -1.0649
39 2 2 ~0.3495
40 2 ' ? - ~0.4277

41 : 2 2 ~0.6450
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5/No. Group Actual Group Discriminant Score
L2. 2 2 | ~0.7216
43 2 2 ' *-0.8428
b 2 | 2 0.0933
45 o2 2 - _ -0.5913
L6 2 2 ' 0.0543
47 - 2 2 0.0337
48 2 1 _ »2 -0.2474
49 -2 “ -2 -1.0880
so 2 2 P\ -0.2922
51 2 2 -0,2884
52 2 2 -1.2156 -
53 -2 2 -0.8315
54 2 2 -0.3637
55 CAY 2 ' -1.7676
56 2 2 : -0.4386
57 2 2 | - -0.9198
58 2 | 2 -1.4011
59 B .2 © —D.0465
60 . 2 2 =1.5740
61 . 2 - 2 ~ =1.3558

62 ~ 2 2 | —1.6632
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S/No. Group Actual Group Discriminant Score
63 2 : 2 | ~~1.5030
6L 2 2 ‘_ - -1,7731
65 .2 | 2 -1.5067
66 2 2 . =1.6305
67 2 2 ~1.3904
68 2— | 2 -1.4B35
69 2 2 -1.0830
70 2 2 —103641
71 2 Y- -1.6360
72 2 2 -145612
73 2 2 -0.8275
7 2 2 | -0.9748
75 2 2 ©=1.1883
76 2 ‘ 2 ' -1.9020
?7 2 2 -1,9544
78 2 2 o -145059

*** = Npt Correctly Classified

The Percentage of "Grouped" Cases Correctly

Classified = 93.68%
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STATISTICAL TEST OF SIGNIFICANCE FOR MAIZE

DISCRIMINANT FUNCTION .
THEDRETIEBL
Canonical Correlation ‘ 0.8108708
wilks' Lambhda ) 0.3L24885
Chi=-Gquared o 94,293
DuFe | 1 o
PRACTICAL
Canonical Correlation : 0.8067765
wilks' Lambda : 03491117
Chi-5guared 94,713
D.Fa 6
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48

YR 7 X X3 X, X5 Xg Xg Xap 5?2'

1 100 1200 A 93600 56 34 76 22 01
2 100 2400 L 9300 S4 30 70 20 01
'3 00 1200 3 70200 439 "29” 71 12 11
L 100 1200 4 93600 53 29 92 17 01
5 400 - 1200 3 70200 47 27 B4 17 101
6 100 1200 3 70200 49 30 62 16 11
7 100 1200 70200 42 20 64 12 11
8 100 2400 4 93600 52 30 95 21, 0 1
9 100 1200 0 &4 93600 57 31 93 23 o1
10 100 1200 4 93600 58 36 90 19 01
11 . 100 2400 4 93600 51 32 89 U o 1
12 400 - 4280 4 9300 50 32 84 18 o 1
13 ° 100 1200 3 70200 4 18 80 11 17
W 100 200 3 70200 43 20 &2 9 11
45 100 1200 L 93600 56 35 88 20 o1
16 100 1200 3 70200 46 24 72 10 1 1
47 100 @ 200 &4 93600 51 31 77 12 0 1
18 100 1200 3 70200 39 17 . 63 6" 11
19 100 1200 3 70200 42 19 60 a 1
' 20; -100 | 1200 3 70200 30 68 b 1 1
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21 100 1200 & 9300 52 30 63 0 16 O O
22 100 1200 4 93600 49 30 66 3 . 13 1 O
23 100 1200 3 70200 L& 23 69 3. 12 1 1
24 100 24,00 l 93600 55 35 99 @9 19 0 O
25 100 1200 3 70200 50 28 84 O 17 1 1
26 100 1200 2 L8600 45 22 81 6 10 1 1
27 400 1200 3 72800 s2 31 80 O 19 0O O
28 100 1200 3 72900 56 35 83 3 21 1 O
29 100 . 4200 3 72900 58 35 8 3 19 1 O
30 400 1200 3 72900 56 33 82 0 2+ O O
39 400 1200 3 72900 .57 3 8 3 18 1 O
32 100 1200 3 72900 55 35 86 6 22 1 O
33 100 1200 4 9300 54 - 30 16 0 19 0O O
3 100 © 1200 & 9300 58 3B 18 O 19 0O O
35 100 . 1200 & 93600 5 35 18 0 20 0 ©0°
3% 100 1200 4 9300 56 36 16 0 21 .0 O
37 100 2400 4 93600 55 20 19 0 23 O O
38 100 1200 & 93600 52 30 17 3 W 1 O
39 100 1200 3 70200 48 27 124 3 1 1
so oo 2&@0 4 83600 57 35 128 O 19 0 O
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41 100 '_ 4200 3 70200 40 17 1246 6 1
42 100 1500 3 70200 49 25 134 6 13 1
43 400 24,00 | 4L 93600 54 31 128 0O 18 0
44 100 1200 3 70200 45 20 130 8 12 1
45 100 1200 3 70200 44 20 157 6 10 1
46 100 1200 3 70200 43 200 131 6 7 A
47 100 1500 3 70200 43 48 135 6 8 1
48 100 1200 4 9300 S5 3% 135 0 20 O
43 100 1200 4 93600 52 300 W7 2 17 1
50 400 1200 3 70200 40 - 19 126 6 8 1
51 400 1200 & 93600 S0 27 135 2 13 1
52 100 4200 3. 70200 46 23 10 6 . 7 o
53 92 1200 2 48600 56 37 100 O 15 O
54" 89 1200 2 48600 59 38 100 O 22 O

55 87 1200 1 23400 53 - 30 426 0. 19 0
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CANONICAL DISCRIMINANT FUNCTIONS EVALUATED AT

GROUP MEANS (Group Centroids) (THEDRETICAL)

Group - Fﬁnc 1
1 . 047956
2 -8.31234
Crtical Region = =~ = =3,9163%9
5/No. Group Actual Group A Disgriminant Sﬁbres
1 1 ' 1 . D.3158
2 1 ‘,' | 1 0.6625
3 ; 1. 1 | -0.5960
A 1 1 0.1005
5 _ 1 D.GAZD.
6 1 1 ~0.0606
7 1 1 1.0802
8 1 ‘ 1 1.4605
g 1 1 ' 01475
10 = (R C =0.5117
11 ' 1 0.4500
12 1 1 ' 0.7623
13 1 AR 16010
1 . . 1 , 1 0.3970

15 1 1 ' -0.0373 .
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5/No Group Actual Group Discriminant Sctﬁres
16 1 " 1 © Q.0827
17 1 1 0.3182
18 T 1 104774
19 | 1 ‘ 1 0.6370
-'Azo , 1 1 0.2304
21 : 1 | 1 0. 3866
© 22 1 o 1.514:1
23 1 1 ‘ 0.6869
24 1 1 | 0.2910
25 - 1 1 - ~ -0.2591
26 1 1 -1.1772
27 o 1 -0.3590
28 1 1 0.1955
29 - 1 | 1 -0.3928 -
30 - 1 | BRI ~0,4418
31 o 1 1 ~0.3655
32 | 1 1 1.0567
33 S 1 0.8269
34 1 1 0.0549
35 S 1 0.5663
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S/No. ~ Group : Actﬁal Grouh- Discriminant Scores
36 T 1 0.7120
37 1 | 1 1.5733
3B 1 | o 145649
39 1 -0,2310
40 o 1 -0.2878
41 T 1 0.7870
42 S o 0.0129 -
43 p - 1 | . 0.1127
L 1 1  1.0202
45 1 | 1 0.3084
46 Y E 1 0.3333
47 1 1 0.5294
48 1 . 1 -0.2711
49 1 1 3.0311
50 - 1 1 ’ 0,9978
59 1 1 2.9999
52 T T 1 -0.2589
1 2 2 -6.6998
2 2 2 -6.3514
3 2 . 2 -11.8858

-

The Percentage of "Grouped" Cases Correctly Classified = 100%
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CANDNICAL DISCRIMINANT FUNCTIONS EVALUATED AT

GROUP MEANS (Group Centroids) (PRACTICAL).

Group ’ Func: 1
1 L 0.45428
2 | =7.87424
Critical Region = -3.70558
5/ho. Group Actual Gruup Discriminant Scores
I 1 : 1 A 0.2747
2 1 | 1 ' 0.5978
3 L 1 -0.4119
o 7 T © 0.4572
5 1 B -0.0044
6 1 1 -0.3937
7 1 B 0.6504
8 1 . 0.3623
9 1 A 1 B | " D.3145
T 1 A 1 | 0.0096
1 1 _ | 1 | 0.2856
12 1 1 0.3327
13 1 1 1.2280
1 1 1 _ - . 0.4B09

15 . 1 1 ’ 000951
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5/No.  Group ' Actual Group Discriminant Score
16 1 ‘ 1 0.3085
7. 1 1 A " D.4652
18 1 | 1) 14547
.19 1 1 D.7547
20 . 1 1 -0.0536
21 9 B 0.6637
22 1 ‘ S J 1.0321
23 . ST 0.4L034
24 S N -0,0085
25 . 1 T -0.4677
26 1 . 1 -0.8460
27 1 1 | -0.2872
28 1. 1 -0.1853
29 1 1 -0.2042
20 1 q ~0.4393
31 1 - 1 . -0.2802
32 1 - 1 D.385h'
33 1 . 1 1.1064
34 1 o » .~ D.5545
3 1. 1 0,754t
36 1 1 0.8398
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5/N0. Group Actual Group 7 Discriminanf Score
37 1 ) 1 1. 7445
1 1 *1.4936
39 1 1 . -0.3811
40 1 | | 1 . -0.2816
L1 1 1 0.8802
L2 1 , | 1 ' . 0.2528
43 1 . -0.0151
A 1 : 1 1;DéDh
45 1 . 1 0.3655
L6 1 _ " 1 0.6144
w7 1 1 © 0.7100
L8 - 1 1 | -0.2809
19 _ 1 1 249497
50 . 1 1 0.7281
59 1 _- 1 3.2626
52 I ' 1 | 0.3297
"1 2 2 - .. -5.8948
2 o2 2 . -5.9614
3 2 2 =11.7665

The percentage of "Grouped" Cases Correctly Classified = 100%
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APPENDIX XV

STATISTICAL TEST OF SIGNIFICANCE FOR RICE DISCRIMINANT

FUNCTION
[
THEORETICAL
Canonical Correlation 0.8973970
Wilks' Lambda - : 0. 1946786
Chi-sguared — 784547
DeFe o : 10
PRACTICAL
Canonical correlation 0.8875705
Wilks' Lambda 0.2122185
Chi-Squared 77507
D.Fe T 6
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X

S/No. “¥p - X, > X3» X, Xg Xy eXg X, BROUPS

1. 100 5000 248 10887 43 S 139 17 1
2. 100 5000 253 11107 52 M 6 18 11
3. ﬁDD 5000 249 10931 52 72 & 15 1 1
C4e 100 5000 247 10843 45 %W B 6 11
5. 100 5000 247 40843 49 78 6 .9 1
6. 100 10000 701 30774 50 655 6 15 1
7. 100 9000 698 30642 48 65 8 . 8 101
8. 400 10000 702 30818 51 65 6 13 11
9. 100 10000 732 . 32135 53 65 6 16 11
10. 100 9000 ‘693 30423 49 65 6 12 11
11 100 .9000 602 26428 52 7 6 13 11
12, 100 9000 613 26911 50 A 8 9 11
13. 100 9000 600 26340 47 5 6 10 1
1. 100 9000 604 26986 53 | & 6 6 11
15. 100 4OOC 185 8122 51 %2 & 10 R
- 16, 100 LOOD 177 8770 47 62 8 B 11
17. 100 400D 193 8473 53 62 6 12 1
48. 100 5000 207  S087 L8 99 11 9 11
49. 100 5000 215 9436 49 40 11 8 11
20. 100 5000 218 9570 43 59 11 10 71
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21.
22,
23,
24,
25.
26.

27

28,

29,
30.
31.
32,
33.
34,
35,
36.
37,
38.
39.

40.

100

100

100
100
S8

98

98,

- 97

97
97
96
96

96
96

96
96

96

35

95

5000

.5000

5000
5000

L4000

5000

L4000

4000

5000

4000

5000

9000
9000
4000

4000

4000
4000
5000
8000

400D

208

221

211
217
180

200

199

160

203

188

237
670

517

163

169
196
198
200

591

170

9131
9702
9263
9526
7902

8780

8736

7024

8511
8736

10404

29413

25067

7156

7419

- 8604

8692

8780

25945

ML63

Lt

52

L0
51

49

.QS

45

39
L8
L7
L1
50
50
L3

50

49

L7

L9

50

L9

®» o

Va)

\D

m m -

150"

120

115

125

50

111

112

72

102

123

79

73
24

65

55

95

85

S0

23

66

11

13

13

13 -

11
11

11

(n)]

o @

13

10

11

13
12

10

- 10

12




APFENDIX XVI (CONTD.)

23L

| L1.
L2,
L3.
Lk,

L5.

QG;

47.

L8,

Lo,

50.
51.
52.
53.
54.
55.
56.
57.
58.
59.

- 60,

95
95
95

95

. 95

95

- 94

94

EL

. 94

93
93
93
93
93
92
92
92
92

92

4000
4000
4000
5000
4000
4000

5000

s000¢

5000
4000

S000

9000

4000

4000

4000
5000

5000

S000.

8000

4000

175

171
197
237

197

185
235
565
584

187

665

572
166
192
193
230
231

661

574

161

7683

7507
8648
10404
8648

8561

10317 -

29194
25638
8209
29194
25111
7287

8429

8473

10097
10141
25018
25199

7068

52

33 -

L6

49

L6

38

50

52

Lq

38

L8
49

"
50
49 -

L6

51

47

Ly

L

82
52
107
78
91
120
76
74
24
100
70

24

51

112

92
79

78

72
25

e

13

1

13

13

11

13

11

11

18

- 14

11

10

10

14
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61. 92 LODO 168 7375 41 7 57 8 5 1

62. 92 400D 172 7551 45 52 11 - 8 1

o o

63. 92 4ODOD 189 8297 43 . 179 11 7 1
64. 92 4000 191 8385 35 &4 118 13 4 1
65. 91 5000 228 10008 50 9 78 6 15 1
66. 91 5000 228 10009 48 8 80 8 10 1
67. 91 9000 662 29062 43 . 8 - 71 8 10 1
68. . 91 8000 570 25023 43 9 26 B -6 1
695. 91 4000 160 7024 4O 7 63 - 8 8 1
70. 91 4000 152 @429 53 9 121 13 9 1

71« 91 4000 190 - 8341 43

8 121 13 7 1
72. 90 4000 168 7375 47 8 53 8 .8 A
73. 90 40OO 188  B253 43 8 95 13 6. 1

74. - 90 LDOO 193  B473 - 36 5 S4 13 .4 -1
75. 89 5000 222 9746 47 8 &1 8 6 1
76, 89 LODD 149 6541 L2 B 75 8- 6 1
77. 88 5000 223 9790 40 8 89 13 -9 1
78. 88 5000 221 9702 - 33 B 81 11 7. 1
79. 88 5000 220 9658 45 _é 89 8 10 1

80. - 88 9000 654 28711 46 8 85 8 8 A
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81. 88 4ODD 180 7902 4O 7 97 13 5 1 1
B2. 88 5000 219 9w 42 8 80 6 .
83. 87 4000 147 6453 38 7 9 1 V7" 11
B4, 87 4LODO 1L 6322 43 8 75 6 6 1 1
5. 87 S000 217 9526 38 7 82 13 5 1 1
86. 86 5000 217 .9526 44. B 88 B 6 1 1

87. -B6 9000 660 28974 47 8 78 8 140 1 1

88. 86 9000 566 24847  4LO 7 26 11 6 1 .01

89. 86 LOODO 159 6980 4k 8 77 8 7 1 1

Sa. 86 400D 172 7551 38 7 99 13 ‘5 1 1

91. 85 9000 652 28623 L B 79 13

8 1 -1
92, B85 BOOD 562 24672 4B 8 31 .8 8 1 1
93. 85 -SDDD 223 9790 4O 8 80 11 6 1 1
9%. 85 5000 210 9219 37 7 8 11 6 1 1
95. 85 400D 153 6717 3% 6 99 11 7 1 -1
96. B5 4OOD 155 6805 39 &8 .72 8 5 (N
97. 85 4000 167 7331 35 5 27 13 A 1 1

98. g4 5000 207 9087 - 37 7 80 11 5 1 1
99. 84 5000 213 9381 44, 8 88 13 - -9 1 1

100. 8L 5008 209 8175 39 8 895 13 8 1 1

NN

[

N
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101. - B4 9000 6k 28272 45 B 79 11
102. 84 - 9000 641 28140 45 B8 8O 11 10 1 1
103. B4 4LDOD 142 6234 38 7 7% B .5 1 1
4. BL  4LODO 156 688 50 9 78 6 41 1 1
105. 83 5000 216 9482 42 8 90 6 8 7 1
106. 83 8000 566 24847 47 8 28 8 10 1 1
107. 83 8000 561 24628 46 8 29 8 7 1:.' 1
108. B3  4OOO 179 7888 39 7 %8 13 5 1 1
109, 82 9000 650 28535 42 8 78 11 6 1 1
1M0. 82 9000 647 28403 59 9 8D 6 1311
111. 82 8000 569 - 24979 yé 8 33w 8 9 -1 1

112. 82 4LOOD 141 6190  4b 7 6 6 1 1

8-.
3. e1 o000 640 2803 4 8 77 8 0 1 A
114, 81 800D 560 24584 41. 7 29 8 . 5 1 1
115. 81 LOOD 148 6497 41 - B 117 6 5 1 1

116. 80 5000 214 9395- 4O 7 &0 6. 5 -1 . 1
117. 80 4000 187 6014 30 6 117 134 1
116. 79 5000 201 8824 38 7 89 11 3 1 1
119. 79 8000 537 23574 37 7 30 11 5 1 - 1

120, 78 5000 200 8780 37 - 7 90 11 5 1 1
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121.
122
123.
124,
1254
126

127.

128. .

129,
.130.

“131.

132,

133.
134,
135.
136

137«

138. -

139.

140.

78
78
78

76

76 .

76

4
4
74
73
72
72
71
65
65

65

61

61
58

58

4000

. 9000

- 4000

S000

S800

4000

8000
8000
4000
4,000
9000

7000

9000

9000
QUDU
8000
5000

80060

7000

7000

199

631

<133

625

637

129

540
527

129

185

626

527

627

602

600
512

600

589

LS6

483

8736
27701
5839
27438

27964

5663

23706

23135

5663

8297

27481

23135

27525

26428

26340

22477

26340

26252

2477

21643

37 ..

L7
37

50

30

L1

43
35

35

Lo

L8

33
38
36
40
30

39

38

38

89
80
120

ST

8L

120

30

30

111

91
86
28
83
asa

-89

31

a8
a9
35

33

13

11

13

1

13

13

13 -
11.
13

13

13

11

"« 6

10

12

11

11

10
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W1, 57 8000 500 21950 39 8 3% 11 *6 17 1
2. 57 7000 499 21906 37 B 32 13 . 6 1 1
43, 56 7000 487 21379 38 7. 35 11 5 1 1
4. 56 7000 490 21511 36 7 36 13 5 1 1
145. 54 8000 573 25155 35° 6 89 13 5 1.1
6. 54 7000 4B 21335 35 7 33 13 5 101
W7. 47 7000 478 20984 33 6 34 13 Lo -0 1
148. L6 7000 477 20940 36 7 33 .13 4 0 1 -
149, 42 BDDD._SAB 24057 37 7 90 13 5 1 0

150. .23 8000 507 22257 3% 6 90 13 5 O O
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CANONICAL DISCRIMINANT  FUNCTIONS EVALUATED AT GROUP

MEANS (Group Centroids) (THEORETICAL)

Group . Func 1
1 - 1.09846 _
2 - ~0.20923

Critical Region = 0.4L4B15

S/No Group Actual Lroup Discriminant Scores
1 - o 1% 4% -0.4184
T o 1 . 2.1503
3 1. 1 1.8889
L 1 qrx 0.0907
5 1 1 1.2261
6 1 1 ' 1.6546
7 -1 1 1.0313
8 1 | S 1.6798
9 1 ' 1 | 243416
10 1 | 1 1.6953
11 - K . 1  1.5509
12 1 1 0.6315
13 1 1 0.7578
W 1 ‘. 1.1607

15 ] R 143792
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S/ND.‘ Group Actuai Group Discriminaﬁt Scores
16 1 | 1 . «0.5671
17 1 1 1.7913
18 1 1 0.7430
19 7 1 | 0.6L11
20 - 1 1 : ©0.6182
21 - y Tres . D.0e25
22 1 g | | ©1.9133
23 1 (R _0.3498
24 1 1 1.4959
1 2 p 2%k » 08819
2 2 >  -D.0927
3 2 2z -p.0z3
e 2 : 2 -0.9005
5 2 ek 0.7520
6 2 L 2w  0.6509
7 2 | 2 - -0.5836
8 2 Dkn : C1.4137
9 .2 2xs 41318
10 2 | 2 o ~0.2736
A " 2 Drxx " 0.9980

12 2 D% % x 1.2868
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S{No, 3 Group fotual Group Discriminant Scores
13 2 Daks 0.8295
1 2 ‘ 2xxx “D0.7986
15 2 2k 1.0770
16 2 2% 0.6147
17 2 - Dxxw 1.6736
B 2 2 -1.6103
19 - > . 0.3851
20 2 ' 2% % % 0.8543
21 2 | 2 | 0. 1584
22 2 2 1,062
23 Sz pxxs 1.7599
24 2 2k . 2.0240
.25 ‘ 2 2 ) -0.8506
26 2 : » 2 ~141595
27 | 2 2*4f 1.0136
28 2 o  Exx 0.4819
29 2 2% % 0.5845
30 2 : 2xxx 141404
31 2 2% xx 1.0410
32 2 2  0.3641
33 2 . DHxx 14623

34 ' 2 2F** 0.6645
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S/No. Grou;ﬁ Actual Group Discriminént Scores
35 2 2 ~0.2152
6 2 2 ' -0.5125
37 2 2 -D.4374
38 2 . ? ~0.0913
39 - 2 -0.2174
40 2 2 -0.4906
b1 2 SRR ‘ 1.5134
b2 2 o P, - 0.9908
L3 2 2xxx ©1.3681
Lk 2 2 . 0.3819
45 2 2 ' -0.3609
L6 2 | pakn 1.2861
47 2 - 2 . _0.3589
48 2  Drxx " 0.5139
49 2 2 © -0.5650
50 2 > -0.8209
519 2 Daxs | 0.4698
52 2 | 2 ~0.5154
53 2 2 | -0.9456
54 2 | 2 »  _1.1869

55 ' 2 T Pkok 0.4567
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S/ND. Group | Actual Group Dsicriminant Scores
56 2 | | 2%xx . . D.6925
57 2 | oz Z0.8047
58 2 ' 2 . =D0.3301
59 2 o o  -0.9109
60 2 2 -0.1808
61 _ 2 -2 © 0 -1.2832
62 2 .2 . © ~0.0699
63 2 0 %% 1.0208
64 . 2 -0.8076
65 2 N 2 - -0.0338
66 2 | 2 - L4.1827
67 2 - S o ~0.0955
68 o 2w 0.7809
69 2 . 2 -1.0827
70 ' 2 2 -1.2182
71 2 2 -0.8575
72 2 | 2 ~1.1705
73 2 2 o | —1.3544
7 2 2 ~1e3416
75 B 2 -0.2078
76 o 2 | ~142341
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S/No. ~ Group Actual Group Dicscriminant Scores .
7 2 | 2 0.5177
78 | 2 ’ 2 » ‘ 0.L0M
79 2 | 2 -0.7678
80 | 2 2rxr 141715
81 2 2 O cD.1z2y
g2 .2 | 2xxx . 0.7479
83 2 .2 y 0.3105
8L 2 ' 2 - -0.9900°
85 2 - 2 | -0.4928
a6 .2 Dxxk 1.7586
87 2 | rwn . D.4898
88 . 2 . -2 o 0.0182
89 ‘ 2 ‘ AR 0.8026
90 2 | 2 ~0.3896 -
91 2 ' 2 ‘ - =0.4397
92 2 o2 o -0.3867
93 2 2 | o z.32u8
9gA 2 | 2 102631
95 2 _ 2 S -1.3965
9% .2 2 -1.3037

97 2 2 -0.9221
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APPELDIX XVUII (CONTD.)

S/No. - Group _ 'Actual Group Discriminant Scores |
98 2 ' 2 .-0.8220
R k: > -1.0241
100 2 Dxxn  q.3268
101 2 ks ~ 1.4801
102 2 | 2 1 ~1.9113
103 B 2 _ 2 3 -0.4731
104 2 coo2 " Dy . =0.2235
105 - 2. R L -1.25Lk
106 2 2  -1.20%
107 2 ' 2xxx 0.5096
108 2 ~. Dkkk 141172
109 2 , ' 2 | -2.1038
110 2 2 -1.0855
111 2 2 . _q.4608
112 2 2 . - -0.6919
13 . 2 2 |  2.2706
CET 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

-1.1694
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AFPENDIX XVII (CONTD.)

S5/No. ,Group . Actual Group Discriminant Scores
120 2 2 —1.6905

121 2 2 -1.1965

122 2 2 -1.8882

123 2 2 ~1,2268

124 2 2 ~1.0760

125 2 2 —’].856’i

126 2 2 -143366

*** = Npt Corréctly Classified

The Percentage of "Grouped" Cases Correctly Classified = 70%. .
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APPENDIX XVIII

CANONICAL DISCRIMINANT FUNCTICON EVALUATED AT

GROUP MEANS (Group Centroids) (PRACTICAL)

Group . Fune 1
1 | 1.03765
2 -0.19765
Critical Region = 0.4200
S/f‘-.‘o.' Grbup Actual Group Discriminant Score
1 1 Trrs | -0.4091
2 1 1 1.4730
3 1 1 1.4838
b 1 1% | 0.3258
5 9 g o 1,1354
6 1 1 12867
7 1 1 0.7673
8 1 1 © 1.L065
E 1 1 1.6593 .
(R 1 L 1,185
11 1 1 2.4002
2 1 1 ’ 2.1104
13 1 1 | 1.9209
U K 1 2.5761

15 1 1 1.2699
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APPENDIX XVIII (CONTD.)

5/No. Group Actual Group . - ‘Discriminant- Scores
% 1 | 1 0.6585
17 1 1 : | 1.65;8
18 i Trxx 0. 3002
19 1 ' 1% %% 0.2887
20 1 1 o D.4245
21 . - 1 | 1ronk | -0.3896
22 1 | 1 1.2830
23 1 o qEe -1.0200
T 1 1 141494
1 2 T2 EE* 162677
2 2 2  -0.2935
3 2 ,' 2 . . _p.2970
- 2 2 -0.8308'
5 2 2 0.2885
6 2 2 - 0.0875
7 2 2 - 0.0094
8 2 Dakr - | _ 0.9686
9 2 D % * % 1.6785
10 2 2 - 0.1018
11 2 . 2%xx _- . 1.3524

12 2 o % 4 % ' 0.7428
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APFENDIX XVIII (CCNTD.)

S/No Group Actual Group Discriminant Scores
13 2 Dxws 0.4907
w2 Dxx  p.u6bh
15 2 2% xx O aser
% 2 e 1.1585
17 2 2% % 1.4327
18 2 2 - _1.8778
19 2 2 : 0.0122
20 2 Dakx A 0.8203
21 2 2 -0.0824
22 2 2 _ -1.3471
23 2 2x%* 1.2253
T 2 2 14730
25 2 2 --0.0953
26 2 2 | =1.2754
27  '2‘- Dxs 0.7384
28 2 Dx 0.9821
29 2 2% %% 0.7353
430 2 Dk %% 0.8003
31 2 2vsx - . 0.4538
32 2 AL - D.4331
33 2 2xrx : 1.3349

34 2 : 2x** 0.5997
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S/No. Group Actual Group Discriminant Score
35 2 2 0.3%9
36 2 2 0.2469
37 2 2 ~0.1348
38 2 2 0.1629
39 2 2 -0.4377
L0 2 2 -1.8380
L1 2 DaxH 142157
42 2 2awx 0.6856
L3 2 Dk k 0;8573-
Ll 2 D 1.2523
45 2 2 - -0.3235
L6 2 2x%x 0.6626
L7 2 2 -0.6024
48 2 Qxxx 0.7201
49 2 2 -0.5073
50 2 2 ~1.5782
51 2 2a%* 0.5534
52 2 2 -D.ﬂésg
53 2 2 -0.9192 -
5 2 2 -0.8771
55 2 2

0.2532
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S/No. Group Actual Group

Discriminant Scores

56 2 2
57 2 ' 2
58 2 2
59 2 _ 2
60 2 2
61 2 ' 2
62 2 2
63 2 2xxk
6L 2 2
65 2 2
66 2 2
67 - 2 2
68 2 | 2%
69 2 2
70 2 2
71 2 2
72 2 2
73 2 ' 2
! 2 2
75 2 . 2

0.4063
.
-0.9531
0.1502
~1.101
0.3180
=1.1973
0.1217'
0.5682
-0.2772
0.1742
-1.271k
-0.2957
1.0584
~0.7181
~1.2282
~1.4403
~0.5292
~1.2581
~1.1908

-0.3382
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APFENDIX XVIII (CONTD.)

5/No. Group Actual Group Discriminant Score °
76 2 2 ’ -1.0724
77 2 2 | . -0.0015
78 2 _ 2 ~0.0065
79 2 2 A ~0.5400
80 ? - D : 1.2151
81 2 2 0.1039
82 2 Drxx 0.9710
83 2 2%xx | 0.8271
A . 2 2 ’ -1.1103
&s 2 2 © _0.4139
86 2 L pexr - ‘ 1.3249
87 2z 2xxx w 0.8138
88 2 T . 0,446
89 2 D%k D432
o0 2 2 ~ 0.1309
91 2 2 -0.1450
92 2 2 ' : ;D;1uu9
93 2 2 - =2.7673
94 2 o > -1.0743
95 2 2 . -0.8051

56 2 2 -1.2371
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AFPENDIX XVIII (CONTD.)

S/No. Group Actual Group Diécriminant Score
g7 2 2 ' =0.9310
98 2 2 .  -0.1181
99 - 2 -1.04L85
100 2 D% ¥+ 0.9134
101 2  paas 0.7912
102 2 | 2 ~2.7772
103 2 2 - . -0.184D
104 .2 Dxxx 0.6782
105 2 2 ‘ ~1.8140
106 2 .2 ~1.5776
107 2 o2 0.3997
08 . 2 2 1.3709
109 2 2 | ~2.0557
110 2 - 2 102251
111 2 > ~1.5567
112 2 2 -0.3463
113 2 2 ~2.6553
114 2 2 -1.0724
115 2 2 _0.8626
116 z 2 -0.6812
117 2 2

-0.5583
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APFENDIX XVIII (CONTD.)

S/No. Group » Actual Group Discrimiﬁant Scores
118 2 | 2 , -0.9887"
119 2 ) . -0.70b4
120 2 | 2 ; ~ =1.2008
121 é. 2 -1.7271
122 2 2 ‘ -1.3370
123 2 2 -1.7048
24 o2 2 - | ~1. 1666
125 2 2 . -1.3953
126 . 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 POULTRY .

DISCRIMINANT FURCTION -
THEORETICAL
Cénunical Correlation ‘D.434659L
wilks' Lambda | - D.B110712
Chi-Squared 30,049
D.F. , ’ 9
PRACTICAL

Canonical Correlation . Da41LB386
Wilks' Lambda ' 0.8275090
Chi-Squared 27.667

DFe : 3
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il

FUND FOR SUPERVISED AGRICULTURAL CREDIT SCHEME
Fu i 1L APPLICATION FOR LOAN | Lo .
. " Parr I ' : '
o y [ . i [H T ’
a3 (To be completed by all applicants) ‘ "
. - - A.—Name and Address of Applicant o ;
Sur ° I '
¥ : ' L
3 Rl
(a) Aga (b) Sex p /
. . i ; o * g
Resdentil it e :
Businees address (No Box Number)
. Home town—.. : ‘ ;
. el A A i B 3
(a) Villago__._~_ - : :
(4) Kindred : .
(¢) Quarter :
Local gqycmment Area ., o
i B.—Occupations : . N
- . * Occupation Name of Employer
From .| .. To . ; (if any)
T h i
- rerre
- , —y-
C—~Training and Qualifications '
e bl R TR '
Year - ; . NN . ; -
From :x To—-—-— ' %c.bool, College, ctc. . Qpn]iﬁcat%ons v‘abmneq :
: B , d-
‘ ) R
_fl
, ! "J‘
! i A8
- : : My
i H ol
N
t
1 o
D.~Family Particulars ! i’
. i I,
Married v ~
lu h -Of"._ J‘. hild 3
Next of Kia: Name. ¥
Relationship - :
Address




. 313 ]

Parr 1l ‘ e

. (To b complasted Aj
or mher form of Business

application is ow behalf of @ Limited Liability Company, Registered Co-operatve Socisty
ooy o el

plsed by all appl

ts)

A. Name of B
B. Addrees of B
°
E.—Name and Addressos of Directors, Partners, etc.
Naws Status Address .
-
F.~~Other Business Particulars
1. Status of B
2. Date first formed
3. Date of rogistration
4. Registration b .
. Paxr III
(T be ted by all ap ) '
A, Present Activities .
B. Other_lqgnn., if you have ever applied elsewhere for , loan
’ - Amount Date of Period Amount
Name of Bank Address of loan Issue of refund outstanding
-y 1
7
: =
PART IV ;

A.~—Purposc and amount of Loan (State type of farming and amount of loan required)

foerawen

Fhgincs

&

[}



ot

L__X

(a) FullName

] "'“I-—-Propated Securiry l’oribt‘mn". '_l
1. Name and addresses of two persons of substance who are willing and able to gusrantee repeyment of the Josn.

" e
wr

No.

Address: Street or Road

&"cwn. Village and Quarter.

(Ve school addrers allowed)

.. Lozal Gover Area

e

" Occupatica Age
Amount of Guarantos; N
() Full namo ¢
Address: Stroot or Road No.
Town, Village and quarter
Loca! Government Area
Occupation Age

Agmount of Guarantee: N

2. Property or assets offered as security:

Description

. Location

Vzlue
N

1. Losi] Governmont Arca

PART V

+ (Tobocompleted by all applicants) :
»_A,.—'-!._ouzfinng_!'hndtobeusedfotthehojecg; .

B

2. Vilizge town.

3. Local Name offand_—_

-

B.—Description of Land

. Present us¢ of land

Area of hodi_

P

Preseat value

»

1 - Procheld

C.~Title of Land

Lesschold
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2. If loaschold or other tenancy, gi vannmu and addrees of original ownor, (Alno uttach a copy of lease cemfu:llc
of occupancy) .

3. Yeasly Reat M
4, Mfthe lxln.nd or ,part of it (including building on it) s at present mortgaged, pledged or subleased give details.

5

DECLARATION G n

—Lttaatcapplualm:houldm this declaration. . P P
I/We.. ’ hereby declare that the {
information given in th.ls Apphcauon Form was gwcn after due conmdcranon .md Is correct to J he best of my/our
knowlpdgonndbcli . \
s 1
Dadeay of.- . 19 '
1 i - i [
1(3) oS ™ " i ——— ; .

2, Qther applicants unable to read and write should use this declaration. ;

1 Weeron s horeby declare that this Applicati
Form was read over and interpreted to my/our understanding and satisfaction and that the information g\?asc;w:t
after due consideration and is correct to the bcst of my/our knowledge and belief.

Darmpthin———_dayof. Ll . 19....at

Bigmg_!;uro' markor right thu.mb-priqt of applicant:—
[ s

(This siganture maxk or nght thumb-prmt Ihould bc made in the presence of & er:;on completing the applicati
who should also sign tha certificato beneath). P b pring e“plp cation fo[m

CERTIFICATE

'

1 hereby dcclarc thxt the foregomg has b:cn completed read over andfor translated to thc illiterato declacant into

language which he/shefthey appeared to. :
understood before affixing his/hertheir mgnamm(s) merks(s). f rree fobare polecty

v

. Name. :
- RN st P T TRy

I-A.M‘n.u ' N
;

! Qualiﬁr:nh'nn

" GPE 194/16720,000

AT AT
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APPENDIX XXI

QUESTIGNNAIRE ONE .

DEPARTMENT DOF AGRICULTURAL ECCNOMICS
UNIVERSITY OF NIGERIA, NGUKKA

THESIS TORIC: EVALUATICN OF THE PERFORMARCE OF SUPRPERVISED
AGRICULTURAL CREDIT SCHEME OF ANAMBRA STATE,

NIGERIA,

Mr C.Je Arene of the Department of Agricultural Economics,
University of Nigeria, Nsukka is carrying out a research study
on "EVALUATION OF THE PERFORMANCE OF SUPERVISED AGRICULTURAL
CREDIT SCHEME OF ANAMBRA STATE, NIGERIA",., Based on the findings,
he is expected to make useful policy recommendations to séheme.
management. Please could you answer the guestions below.
Your co-operation and help are highly solicited and appreciatec.

All informétion supplied will be treated as confidential. Thanks.

INTERVIEW SCHEDULE FOR THE CROP FARMERS IN SUPERVISED AGRICULT_RAL
CREDIT SCHEME IN'THE STATE.

Flease tick ( ) for the correﬁt answe? or fill in details as
appropriate. |

(1) Zone



(@
(3
()
(5)
)
(7)

(8)

9)

(10)

Number of Dependants

262

Age of Farmer

Level of Formal Education

Number of Years of Farming Experience

What 1s the size of your Farm?

What is the distance From your home to the source aof

lpan?

What type of braps do-you'grow?

Which of these methods do you employ in croh production?

(a) . Better farming implements (tréctors) .
(b) _ ' Impfuved seeds and seedlings

(c) ' Fertilizer épplication

() o Pestiqidés applicafion

(e).' = 'Minihum tillage

(f) : ‘Irrigatiﬁn précfice

(g) : Dtheré (speeify)

What are your objectives in borrowing?

(é) ,- to increase héctares under cultivation
(b) L to buy seeds/seedlings/cuttings

(c) - to. buy Féftilizefs/chemicals

(d) : Others (specify)
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(11) - Was the amount lent to you sufficient for your
objectives? A Yes; NO.

" (12) Wwhat was the size of loan given to you in the last

farming season?

(13) What is your income level?

(14) How much of the loan did you repay?

(15) How do you find the lending exercise?

(a) Time consuming

(B) Unnecessary

(c) _ Cumbersome -

(d) No prDblemé at all

(16) uwhen do the actual handing-over of the approved

- loan fund caome up?

(a) éefure,planting
(b) " During planting
(e) _ After planting
(d) ; Before harvesting
-(e) | Duriﬁg harvesting
A(F) | ‘ After harveéfing

(17) How was the loan given to you?
(a) ' in cash
(b) " in kind

(c) _ in both cash and kind



(18)

(19)

(20)

(21)

(22)

L (23)
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How would you have preferred the loaﬁ?

(a) in cash |

(b) _____ in kind - .
(c) _ or both cash and kind?

If in both cash and kind, in what proportions?

(a) more cash than kind
(b)) more kind than cash
(c) equal cash and kind

How do you find .the preseﬁt réte of interest?
(a) tdo high
(b) _ too low
(c) modérate
If your answer to the aqué is (a),'mhat would

you prefer?

What do you offer as security for the loan(s)?

(a) | land

(b) : house(s)/property

(c) guarantors
(d) good character
- (e) Others (specify)

How many times do the supérvisnrs of the scheme visit

you in a year?




(24)
(25)
(26)
(27)

(28)
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How do they supervise your farm?

Are you satisfied with tﬁe method of supervisian?
(a) ves; (b) " No.

If no, what are your suggestions?

Hbm'do yOou repay your lpans?
(a) _ in bulk; (b instalmentally

If your answer is (b), why?

(a) lack of profit
(B) crop failure
(c) adverse natural condition (specify)’

(239) What benefits do you think you have derived from the

loan?
(a)
(b)

“(e)

(@)

(30) Uwhat problems do you encounter in securing the loans?

(aj
(b)

(c)
(d)




(31).. what problems do you encounter in repaying the loans?

(32)

(a)
(b)
(c)

(d)

How do.you think the scheme could be improved to

serve more farmers?

(a)
(b)

‘(c)

(d)
(e)
(f)

(g)

increase .amount of money disbursed
reduce interest rates

give money tu.practising farmers only
scrape collaterals

speedy processing of applications
establish more of fices

Others (specify)

266
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APPENDIX XXII

QUESTIONNAIRE Tuwo

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURAL ECUNOMICS o

UNIVERSITY OF NIGERIA, NSUKKA

THESIS TOPIC: EVALUATION DF THE PERFORMANGE OF SUPERVISED
AGRICULTURAL CRCDIT SCHEME IN ANAMBRA STATE,

NIGERIA.

Mre Code ArTene of the Debaptment of Agricultural Econﬁmics,
University of Nigeria, Nsukka is carrying out a research study
on "EUALUATIDNiDF THE PERFDRMANtE-DF SUPERVISED AGRICULTURAL
CREDIT SCHEME IN ANAMBRA STATE, NIGERIA." Based on the findings,
he ié éxpected to make useful policy recommendations to the scheme
management; FPlease could yuﬁ answer the qUeétiDné below. Your
cu-ope:atiun énd help are highly solicited and éppreciated. All

informaﬁiqn supplied will be treated as confidential. Thanks.

INTERVIEW SCHEDULE FOR THE LIVESTOCH FARMERS IN SUPERVISED
AG&ICULTU@AL CREDIT SCHEME IN THE STATE. |

: Pleaée tick ( -) for the correct answer or fill in details as
- @ppropriate.

(1) Zone



(?)
(3
(&)
(5)

6)

(7

(8)

(9)
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Age of farmer

Level of Formal education

Number of years of farming experience

Number of dependants

What was the sgize of yuur'Farm?'

What was the distance from your home to the source

af loan?

What type of animals did you rare?

Which of these methods did you employ in livestock

production?
(a) ___ Restricted movement of livesiock
(b) Veterinary care

(o) Controlled breeding
(d) Improved strains or breed
(e) - Better Hygiene and management
() _ Others (specify)

(10) Wwhat 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) Uuas the amount lent to youzsuf%icient for your
o nbjéctives? - ves; .Nu.

(12) UWhat was the size of loan given to you last?

(13) what is your income level?

(14) How much of. the loans did you repay?

(15) How did you find the lending exercise?

(a)  Time consuming-
(b) UnnecessaTy

(c)  Cumberscme ‘
(d) ~ Ng prdblems at all.

(16) Wwhen did the actual handing-over of the approved loan

fund come up?

(a) Before stocking

(b) _____ During stocking

‘.(c) - After stockiﬁg
(d) _____-Before clearing of stock
(e) ____ During clearing of stock
(f) After clearing of stock

(17) How was the loan given to you?
(a)- in cesh
(b in kind

(c) _ in both cash and kind
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(18) How would you have preferred the loan?

(a) in cash
(b) in kind )
(c) ~ or both cash and kind?

(19) If in both cash and kind, in what proportion?

(a) more cash than kind
(b) more kind than cash
(c) equal cash and kind

(20) How did you find the interest rate?
(a) ;__;_ too high
(b) ____;_ too low
(c) ____ moderate
(21) If your answer to the above guestion is (a), what

" would you prefer?

(22) UWhat did you offer as security for the loan(s)?

(a) land

(b) house(s)/property
(c) ______ guarantors

(d) good character
(é) others (sbecify)

(23) How many times did the supervisors of the scheme

visit in a year?




24)

(25)

(26)-

(27)

(28)

(29)

(30)
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How did they supervise yoursfarm?

[ ]
Were you satisfied with the method of supervision?.

(a) yes; ~ (b) ‘NG.

If no, what were your suggestions?

How did you repay your laaﬁs?
(a) in bulk, (b) - instalmentally

If your answer is (b)), why ?

(a) , lack of profit

(b) livestock failure

(c) . adverse natural condition (specify)
what benefits do you think'yoﬁ have derived from the
loan? |

(a).

(b)

(c)

(d)

What problems did you encounter in securing the-loans?

(a)

(b)
(c)

(d)
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(31) What problems did you encounter in repaying the loans?

(32)

(a)
(b)
(e)
(d)

How do you think the scheme could be improved to

serve more farmers?

_(a)

(b)
()

(d)

(e)
()
(g)

increase amount of money disbursed
reduce ihterest rates

give. money to practising Fafmers only
scrape collaterals

speedy pfucessing of applicatiaﬁs
establish more'offices

Others (specify)
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APPENDIX XXIII

'QUESTIONNAIRE THREE

Department of Agricultural Economics
University of Nigeria,.

Nsukka,

Anambra S5tate

Lth April, 1985.
. Dear Sir/Macam,

I am a postgraduate student in the Depertiment of Agricultural
Economics, University of Nigeria, Nsukka. 1 am currently carrying
out a research study on "EVALUATION OF THE PZRFCRMARCE OF SUPERVISED

AGRICULTURAL CREDIT SCHEME OF ANAMBRA STATE, NIGERIA AND ITS . ‘
IMPLICATICNS FOR CREDIT EXTENSION DECISIGNS.

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 ynu and best wishes,

Yours sincerely,

Mr C. J. Arene.

QUESTIONNAIRE THREE

EVALUATION OF THE PERFDRMANCE OF SUPERVISED AGRICULTURAL CREDIT
SCHEME IN THE STATE. :

~Please tick ( ) for the correct answer or fill in detalls as
appropriate. ' ' '

(1) Have you ever lent money to farmers?

Yes; O




(2) If yes, what type of farmers do you lend to?

(3)

(&)

(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)

Group farmers.

Individual farmers
. 1
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Agricultural Commercial Concerns (companies)

Others (Specify)

Flease complete the table below:

Type of farm

Enter

prise

No. of farmers given loan

1980 1981 | 1982 1983 {1984 | 1985

1986

1987

Crop

Live

stock

Type of farm

Enter

prise

Amount of loan given

4980 | 1981 | 1982 |1983 [1984 | 1985

1986

1987

Crop

Live

stock

What months do you receive the greatest reguest for loans?

(a)
(B)
(c)
()
(e)

February - April

May = July

August - October

November = December

January
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(5) 'mhat types of farm enterprise are most of your loan

(6)

applicants engaged in?

(a) FODOD GROPS - ' ‘

(i) Rice (ii) Maize (iii) Cassava (iv) Others (specify)

(b)  TREE (Permanent) CROPS

(1) 0il Palm (ii) Citrus (iii) Plantain (iv) Others (specify)

(c) VEGETABLE CROPS

(1) Tomato (ii) Onjons (iii) Melon (iv) Others (specify)

(d) LIVESTOCHK

(1) Poultry (ii) Dairy (iii) Piggery (iv) Fishery

(v) Dthers (specify)

How many farmers do you supervise?

(a) Maize farmers (b) Rice farmers __ (c) Poultry ,

farmers

(7) what is your length of service as a supervisor in

(8) How long did it take you to train in agriculture?

(&) Maize farming (b) Rice farming (c) Poultry

farmihg ‘
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(3) Uwhat is the duration of time (i.e. grace period) before

10

(1)

(12)

(13)

(14)

(15)

repayments become due

(a)

(b)

(c)

(@)

After 3'm0nths
After 6 months
After 1 year

Greater than 2 yearé

Are rTepaymentis made in one ‘bulk?

NO o

If no, then for how long do they continue?

Do you requre collateral security for your loans?

Yes; Noe

If yes, please list them

(a)

(b)
(c)

How long does it take to process and approve/reject a loan

request from the date of application?

Where loans have been approved, are there provisions for

. appraisals, FDilbm up evaluation and supervision

o (18)

of projects?

Yes; ‘ No.

If answer to guestion (15) is "No", what are the reasons?

(a)

(b>

- (e)

(d)

few staff available
farmers are too many and scattered

there is no need for it.

-Others (specify)
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(17) If answer to guestion (10) is "Yes", how often is this

(18)

(19)

carried out in one year

what problems do you encounter in dispensing lpans?

(a) __ Supervisory field staff not enough

(b) Money usually spent an unapproved projects -
(c) So many defaults an the part of farmers

d) - . Dthers (specify)

Please complete this table belouw:

_..Loan default measure (Crops) [980 [1981 {1982 }1983} 1984 {1985 19851987
Total loans issued to farmers
Total due for repayment
Actual repayment
4.
Loan default measure |
(Livestock) 1980 }1581 [582 }1983 |198L4 |1985 | 1986 1987

Total loans issued to
farmers

Total due for repay-
ment

Actual. repayment
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(20) UWhat ways do you think your services could improve

_tD éerve the farmers better?
(a)
(b)
(c)

@

Yes;

If yes, please specify things to be done
(a)

(b)

(c)

(22) Please make any other. comments that you feel are

important to this study.
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