mM"." LT O A
A

" 00

‘ﬂf /\mu Ul i
‘M"WM

Nt Area of 0,

\ Q{ the NNV

‘ WV Produ lion
)MI\’ Neleoc (el
Farm ncom,

Ve ﬁvmlv labow
weration, Faym
ouiput lovel

1 the net farm
bpﬁ)ﬂldh/( in

yod needs and
SH Crops as
fibutes more
bour force,
ds of the

- sectors of

18 position
yricultural

' ytance of
rowth 15
¢an be

d rule
1 on (h\‘
.1 l‘ 2(.'
R
W

Scanned by CaScanner




Scanned by CamScanner



, st
ges were random?
i y

villages. /

Scanned by CamSc;anner



WHW J«It’('hlt.l ‘om :
lnlwumlumu/.qu//m/ of Agric Econs. Mgt, & Development Vol.2, M 2012
considerable proportion of (he 1

literacy will have a ne "nllli“ "'_'”'“':-‘» were not-literate. According to Malami (2002) non —
technologies. This (‘nultly’l‘; :’i( mplication on- record keeping and adoption of improved

Be ; € he reason it ot tha ras { still it

means of production. why most of the respondents still employ traditional
The distribution of (he respondents
farmers 83.3 percent were male w
of Yusuf (2006) who reported men

5 according to gender in Table 1 shows that, majority of the
ile 16.7 percent were female. This is in contrast to the finding
to be more in cassaya production than women.

;2':;3:;‘2:&::/‘;‘:6df;‘:‘i;]fﬁ l; }I;drm size in Table 1 shows that majority 86. 6 Percent of the
B for ousehol Comum)(_u,larcs. This implies that cassava production in the area w'as
R This substanti. t--“ %y puton, Only few Qf the respondents grow cassava for commercial

ate the finding of Oyelakin (1992) that most rural farmers produce mainly

for household ¢ ' : : : :
t Ons”_mpllon due to Inadequacies of land and other necessary inputs required for
commercial production

Table 1: Distribution of Cassava Farmers According to their Socio—economic

Characteristics

Characteristics Frequency . Percentage(%)
Age (yrs)

20-30 15 | 16.7

31 -40 38 42.2

41 -50 37 41.1

Tofal 90 100

Type of education |

No formal education 43 47.8

Primary 38 42.2

Secondary 9 ‘ : 10

Total 90 100

Gender

Male 75 83.3

Female 15 16.7

Total 90 100

Published by Dept. of Agric. Econs and Extension, Kogi State, University, Anyigha 39
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The production function that was used to determine the nature of inputs —outputs relationship in
cassava production is shown in Table 2 (Cobb-Douglas production function). It has R” value of
0.797. This implies that about 79.7% of the variation in total value of output (Y) is explained by
inputs indicated in the regression model (Table 2). The regression coefficients of land (Xa)s
fertilizer (X), capital (Xy) and stem cuttings (Xs) were significant at 1% level of probality. This
implies that, these inputs positively influence cassava production in the study area.

Table 3: Estimated efficiency ratio (r)

Variables MPP MVP MFC Efficiency
ratio

Land (x;) 9.83 4914 8000 0.06

Fertilizer (x;) 0,064 32 52 0.06

Capital (xo) 4.26 213 . 24,153 0.08

Stem cuttings 16.9 8473 2491 0.34

(xs)

Source field surrey; 2008

Efficiency ratio was computed for each input, by comparing the marginal value product (MVP)
to its marginal factor cost (MFC) as shown in Table 3. ;

The result revealed land, fertilizer, capital and stem cuttings were over-utilized. Efficiency and
productivity could be improved if the farmers use less of the inputs.

Table 4: Cost and Returns of Cassava Production

Cost Cost N/ha
Fixed cost
Lease of farm land 4,000
Depreciation of farm assets : _ 1,290
Sub-total 5,290
Variable Cost (VC
Labour 14,400
Transportation 4,500
Fertilizer 20,800 -
Stem cutting 5,600
Sub-total 45,300
Total cost of production 50,590
Total revenue 81,293
Net farm income 30,703
Source: field survey, 2008.
Published by Dept. of Agric. Econs and Extension, Kogi State, University, Anyigba 4]
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