ngs Df r“w 23rd Annual Vational @onfmuce n[ parm 'm‘zmgement Society of
Parative Analysis of Resource
€rprises in Lapai Local Gover

hj *1
m, F. D™, A.y. Musa? K. R, Usman!, p, a, Ibrahim® and 0. B, Adeniji*

department Of Agricultural Economics And Extension, Saat

; Federal Univers;
Minna.Niger State. £-Maif jgf; niversity Of Technology

6@yahoo.co

Crops selected were rice enterprise and so
from 40 rice farmers and 40 sorghum farmers ra

was from October to December 2008 Cropping season.
tets Ithe conventional neoclassical test of economic and
: ytical techniques. Profitability analysis was also used to
:Illne theA profitable enterprlse_. Findings revealed that for rice production fertilizer input was
illy utilized by the farmers while other Inputs seeds, lahour and farm size were over used. On the
nand in sor_gh_um production all the Inputs seed, labour, fertilizer and farm size were over utilized.
[ofitabllity analysis revealed that rice

" . enterprise was the most profitable with a mean net farm
g;.values*af-N1-,419,600.00 Per hectare while sorghum had a net farm income of N7,700/ha. The
Est_t}p._;_tj t ,¢t ere Is the need for farmers to be advised on the appropriate allocation of resources

L efficiency @nd oUtput. This would mean using less of seeds input, fabour and farmsize for rice
ction; while for sorghum Production less of all the inputs should be used.

rghum

d In five villages. The data collection ndomly

;;ti!on’,f,gq_gtlpq analysis which Incorpora
4l efficlencies were used as the anal

: § sty e
ODUCTION. . y ',
Is are the most important source of food drinks,

porridges  side  dishes popped
an, early man depended entirely upon grains.(WIKIPEDIA,2006) It s a valuable
IS as a major source of food and transition Industrial crop for the brewing of alcohol and
hunting to sedentary life revolves round

non alcoholic drinks as well as in the bakery and
confectionary industry .It is also a significant
crop for animal feeds, stalks for thatching

Is. Most ancient civilizations tend to be on
ereal crop or another as a source of food,

Il crops basically include rice, millet, maize,
um, wheat, barley etc,

houses and making fences. ( Oloko et, al.
2000,WIKIPEDIA, 2006).

itudy focuses on sorghum and rice cereals,

There was an indication that
lum grain ranks fifth In the world after

rice was the major

cereals for early societies in China and Sorghum

t, rice, malze and barley (FAQ,2006). for early societies in Africa (WARDA,1994)

wm is a major crop for many poor However, rice ranks second in imoortance
ulatior f cereals aftar

#rs especially In Africa, central America and among the World population of cereals afte:

EDIA,2006). wheat followed by maize and
[WIKIP i : (WARDA,199~"; Jones, 1995).

sorghum

een 1960 and 1972, sorghum was reported

lave accounted for 49% of the total Rice forms an important CQITI?D’\:E'W‘. c ’:gzas
uction of cereals in Nigeria and on the diet. The average rasz Lcn—;’li:ns’ ;g of
age 46% of the acreage devoted to it's rice per year representing 2 pr:;:“ 0 (aj
ration, (FOS,1972).  sorghum s calorie  intake and ‘;3:1\ of ol cerea
ominantly a starchy food, It has some consumption .(rho,zo_m:, _ vad: s
3in content and a concentration of vitamin primarily by sr:\a', i:ale ‘:\rav:‘-l,:,er:‘.\l i»'?il.?mf»?;
implex on the outer bran layer of the grain farm Ezze \o. 1-7'_ rv:= :: ﬁ_{-:":-:--i-‘ ﬁ»
)/ICRISAT,1996).  Sorghum s locally NISER,‘:OOI;.‘ Sl:"!"-na""S;‘J_u.li SA,;.;_,Y;E:G:&‘\{
iwmed In the form of Indigenous food and Ibrahim et &l ( 2005), in the same ecologic
39
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iy POWEE ol e model) amil (e
A SN e of the Magnitides of e
PO amd e slgne on e entimat g
ViR he  Colib Bongls productiog
Wil Chosen as the load saguation tor

VWIIO Fiear function was Chosen oy
vauAlion o e

Yool %0l n W\
Wwing talloy,

YMIC ( Rahiman and Fawal, 2001 i
Mo ol ql; 2000)

W detenmined by

;}i'l "Y

dyfdx = b, YN wWhera tha gemi log)

he lead equation.

*dy/dy e b VX, Wheto the cobl
form is the lead equatlon,

tirldx‘ # D whete linegy form Is the
i on,

FMarainal value product of fac tor x,
& Marqinal physical product
; Marainal factor cost, px| (unit price of

hmetic mean valun of output
thmetic mean value of Input considore

It price of gy Pt

1aney ratia; whor)

FABOUTe [5 afficlontly utilized
LFRBOUTER (5 undor utllize
resource Is over ytlize,

Igoting techniquos

ArgIn=Grosa farm Income-Total varlable

1Ineome w Gross margin =Total cost

6 ANR DISCUSSION

enemic characteristics of respandents
Ults In table 1 rovealnd that 48% and
[ the respondents wnder rice and
1 enterprise fell within the age range of
oars, These distilhutions Indicates (hat
ths are highly Invalved in cereal erop
on In the stydy area. The averago
d slze. was |1 persons for both
$0S Rice entarprise constituted mainly
o male farmers whilo the sorghum
0 revepled that 17.5% were females
% males,

Ay revealed that farmers aperated small
Irm haldings, The rice enterprise was

—_—

e ———— e~y e et
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Charactertzod by 00 2% fanmers aving farin
e ot Detween 3A hoctares and - 11 1%
having graator than 4 hectaros, e songhm
Ctene pavoald sialler farm slzes o
fanmers whowing i having  betwoan |/
hectaen ang o) 4, having  Detween 4
Nectares, 1 fovel of oducation ly vary low with
alimaal 0, 4y, O farmar oo anterprfuer aned
DO% O tarmers gy HOrghum entenpisg having
NO-tomal edugation o all While 2.95% aned 10%)
fom: hoth OB tavepled ()l thesy D
AabIc aducation, e fow lovel ecucation
Ry haver emendouy Implicationon- adoption
OF Innovation e auae thin 1y ¢ 1li'.mlv.u||.|r_jn 3]
mlnpllnn Nu-vwllmlc".'., the youthtal nature of
most of the iy iy g an .nlv.mm”n lo
iu\nuv.nlnn, G yoully a walld 1o lovss tlnk

averne and may haye hotto) eXpostire o now
'(Il'nl'n ({)hl'lll f" "/}I

Production In;m[-.uu[pm relationship

I'ollowing the aporl oconametrie epiteria for he
welecton of the farm produ gy thes best fit, The
Hnesar fun tonal fopm Wati Joad tquation for tlee
eoterpse while 1y cobh-Douglas funetional

form  was loa oquation for e sorghum
enterpriae,

From Table the linoar functional - form
revealed that abouy 0% of the varlation in
Hee output was explained by the factor (nputs o5
Inclicated by the vatliue of the R, The varlahles
[ahour (x;) and cant ol capltal #oms (xy) had
pasitive  coefficients md were titatistically
slanificoant at 1% and 10% rfospectively, The
varablos seeds () and farm slze (x4) had
negative coetlicients and were slgnificant at 1%
and - 10% respectively,  Fertilizop (1) had a
paeltive coefficleny hut was nat found to be
slanifieant at all,

From tahle 3, the eahb-Douglas  praduction
function revealed that ahout 78.6% of the
varatien In- sarghum output was explained by
the factar Inputs pg Indicated py tha R value,
The factar Inputs labour (x2) and capital items
(x) had positive  coefficients  and were
slanifieant at 1% . Seeds (x) farm size (x4) and
fertilizer (x3) had negative coefficients, with
fertilizer (x3) and farm siza (x4) being significant
at 1% lovel of significance.

These  pasitive  coefficients implies  direct
relationship between Input and output and that
Increase n the quantity of these inputs would
Incraase the autput. The significant factor inputs
Implies that , they are the major duterminants of
outpyt, The negative coefficients implies  an
inversa relationship between the factor inputs
and output, suggesting that an increase In these
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factor inputs would decrease output and vice
versa.

Efficiency of resource Use

The marginal contributions of  production
resources in terms of the physical and value
products and the level of input utilization
depicting efficiency levels was revealed by
tables 4&5 respectively.

The use of an extra unit of fertilizer input in rice
production has the highest input of 1.244 and
#49.76 addition to rice output and revenue
respectively. Followed by fertilizer, while a unit
increase in seeds and farm size would result in a
reduction in the returns of rice output.

From table 5,7in sorghum enterprise the use of
an extra unit of labour input has the highest
contribution of 2.632 and N 658 addition to
sorghum production. While in the case of
sorghum enterprise, unit increases in soeds,
fertiizer and farm size would only result in a
reduction in the returns of sorghum output.

In comparing efficlencies of resource utilization
in the cereal crop enterprises under study,
findings revealed that for rice production
fertilizer input was optimally utilized by the
farmers, whereas seeds, lsbour end farm sire
were overused,

Profitability analysls

Table € revgaled the findings of the gross
margins and net farm incomes from the two
enterprises rgspectively, The findings revealnd
that nce production  enterprise  contributed
greater revenue o 2 mean value of N
1,419,600 00/hg &5 compared to the sorghum
enterprise of W 7,700.00/he.

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION

In comparisan of efficiency levels of coreal croos
under study, nce proguction enterpoasg wal
seen to bg more effigient I8 resource Wtilization
The study revesled thal the e Bl = s
production were @l lsayt more puh opt mally
ubilized as compared to the sorphum enterprse
Rice proguction was a0 seen to be more

profitabie

These f;'i»_‘u 1% revealogd that farmers should be

advised ty embrace fice Cutvalion seeng they

have a byt understadding ang applcation of
resource  allogation 0 boos xR ian
However, it algo PO 10 say that o rase Quiput
N Hee proguction farmers, ghaglcd be adyaed o
the use Of gy of weets i, latiour o and
1“1-": Size -"\"n‘(,_v '." n‘_, "-“’:,J.“L:"“ P ?ap -

roach
less of all the inputs should be used m.aoc: oh
efficiency level. The study revealed that maior?
of the farmers were non fterate ,thus f

. ! * ’
advising the farmers on appropriate allocation ¢

b F >
resources will require the cooperation 0O the

farmers themselves, the efforts of the research
institute, the private sactor, the Government
and mast importantly the extension agents. The
extension agents should be on b

.-.'-:‘r\”‘»""‘" the "';H.

farmers make, take and 1

and ' assiSt

p reSOUrCes

decisions towards aflacation of thess
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Sorghum, Wikipedia, The
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l_f_xﬁ_ml"tjrj}fﬁaige Frequency Percentage
18 38 472.5
ui! 28 35
8 14 17.5
100 80 100
92,5 72 90
7.5 8 10
100 80 100
100 66 82,5
14 17.5
100 80 100
3 38
88,7 19 61.3
113
100 80 100
70 64 80
30 16 20
100 80 100
———e 100
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! fa 7iwnual ’I_[' Sbimantlizins, bl r‘-,f {_‘;n" Hi'm'.a_';:‘w:".f -g-v'lrf‘J !ﬂf ”rqrn-" ,'rl-,'_/‘. f}f‘“':“’ 2000
"?.:'1", ; :’"-"‘,;-'r"j linear f:._i".'-‘ on for rce ‘T"-"(‘:”"w'ﬁ B
Jariah OOreem e . - i ——— —— 5
e ?ftggi’_" ' Coefician: T-Valyeg R’ F-ratio |
Conetar JTAE g ““H—"-*v-‘--r---ﬁu-ﬁ-—_*_...“ —
' 745.421 -3.879° 0.764 36.659 -
2edE {KaY (y.) -4,153 |
\hG) (%) =93 -3.538"+ » i
Laboyr (%) 0.651 6.469" " !
‘ }
Fertilizor !‘vg) (%) 1.244 0.78¢ i
o 1o i —tet 1 ' ]
Farm size (Ha'g) (x,) -0.240 -1.772" |
Capital fteme (W) (%) 2.223

Source-

- — D103 1.707°
ield surven dztz 2006, Note; »»+ 4, -ﬁf‘k-‘_-.:‘ : P
fespectively Y * 300 * implieg statistica| Significance ¢ 1%,

5% and 10% levels,

,'_.?_bf,ff 3 Ec,til.;,ted 9&2%5 function for sorghum Enterprise

yf:«:lblr ______ __Regression Coefficient T-Values R? F-ratio

Constant M

Seeds (Ka) (%) -7.626E02 -0.587

Labour (%) 0.476 5.171"""

Fertilizer (kg) (x,) 0.194 -2.211°

Farm size (Ha's) (x,) -7.915E€ -02 -1.003"

Capital items (W) (X2) 0.441 1.355° ?
_S‘D_u:t:ej;;eid survey data 2006, Note; =#x '
respc-ctively.

implies statistica| significance at 1%, 5% and 10% levels, {

iciency of resource

use in rice enterprise,
Resource MPP (bi) MVP (bi.py) MFC (i) MVP/MFC i
Seeds -4,153

-166.12 30 -5.53
Labour 0.681 27.24 300 0.0908
Fertilizer 1.244 49.76

50 0.9952
Farm size -0.240 9.6 1500 0.0064
Source: Field Survey data 2006,

Table 5: Efficiency of resource use in sorghum enterprise

Resource MPP (bi) MVP (bi.py) MFC (n) MVP/MFC
Seeds

374.89 -9372.25 18 -520.680
Lebour 2.632 65.8 300 0.219
Fertilizer -4.516 -112.9 50 -2.258
Farm size 437.77 -10,944.25 1500

-7.296
Source: Field survey data 2006,

Table 6; Profitability Analysis Of Rice And Sorghum Crop Enterprise

Mean values/ha RICE( N) SORGHUM ()

Gross farm income 1,968,000.00 177,000.00

Total cost 548,400.00 169,300.00

Fixed cost 38,372.75 23,112.05

Variable cost 510,027.25 146,187.95

Gross margin 1,457,972.75 30,812.05

Net farm income 1,419,600.00 7,700.00
-S—ource: Field survey data 2006. |
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