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e which type of study design factors contribute
mw ; lﬁmlg;ﬂgg;ﬁaamgrmm uses summary data from cach
' .. . _ _eeristics of the studies involved. In other words, it explores
eations which include bias introduced as a result of
publication Wn bias and failure to test for heterogeneity and putting f

analysis. This explores the ways in which

Tcome by carryir a sensitivity L -
Y carrying out a S¢ A good sensitivity analysis investigales

Y Varying the approach o aggregation.
IOUS Categories of studies.

RIPTION
was sourced from the final year research project of those who obtained B- Tech
Economics and Extension Technology option at Eederal University of Technology.
uring the period 2003-2011. At least, 10 project reports were randomly selected per year and
W'{! an initial sample size of 100. However, only 43 of the sample were used in the final
ol - missing data in many of the reports. All the sampled project reports employed cross-
m the stated objectives in their various studies. Table 1 contains the properties and
G_f variables used for the meta-regression analysis while the variables are adequately defined
shown on the table, the mean data year was 2007 with mean number of observations of 95
household size was 9 persons and mean age was 40 years. This implies that the study
in their economic active age and should be able to involve in large scale production.
_"” _.l'lllmber of persons in the household, household labour will be available for use in various
e ‘t: provided with the necessary resources. Also shown on the table 1 is the fact that
ds in Nigeria are used for the production of food crops, industrial crops and other enterprises
| farms. processing centres etc. However, the study revealed that lands were used mostly for food
though further analysis showed that there was no significant difference in farm size across

TION

ctives of the study, the following model was specified:

s X, Xg: X7, Xso Xo, Xioo X11) (1)

» farm size in year t, t = 2003 -2011

Jous variables while Xg ~ X, are dichotomous binary variables. the details of which are as

s collected (2003 - 2011)

ations per each dataset

m Income per dataset in 8

the respondents

was collected in Niger state, 0 otherwise)

is collected in Zone 1 of Niger state, 0 otherwise)

collected in Zone 2 of Niger state, 0 otherwise)

¢ is__on food crop, 0 otherwise)

is on Industrial crop, 0 otherwise)

on other enterprises, 0 otherwise)

ation 1, the data was analysed by trying it on the various forms of OLS, truncated

“ox mfmon technique,_ (Box and Cox, 1964). Tobit regression was also tried

at minimum average farm size. It was observed that the truncated regression in the

as neither the 3 nor any of the estimated parameters were significantly d”'fcrm:{

ngobaqu:ﬁsmn the f was significantly different from zero. the number o

- was pot b er than the log transformed OLS estimates. In addition, Bm;_(j“.\'

that the linear form of this model is not very efficient and any of the |oe
-d a more efficient and robust parameter estimates. All the estimations w ui:

a analysis 11.2 software (Stata, 2009).
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43
43
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43
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95.39535

4418605
2790698
3255814
4418605
0930233
0
39.76744

49629 g6
9.395149

32.56798 40 170
5024855 0 I
4538503 0 1
4741373 0 |
5024855 0 l
2939026 0 !
0 0 0
6.375501 25 60
1507631 2916 i(l(}‘"-c
4.35419¢ 5 24
8.502368 3 453
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3670002 1574501 3.218876
7977968  13.82162

43 9991588 1.004784

e 11 e
43 2.143446 4410404 1 609438 3.178054

" Translog Semilog Double log
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fact that only 37% of the 44% dataset

orld-bank assisted Bida Agricultura]

at the activities of the project must have

eir management capability and other

6%, though not significant, tend 1o
ficient (-.7388223).

€ correspond with increased average
S 1 direct measure of the efficiency and
come obtained from the farm is in direct

°r farm income and vice versa. Increased
bme (Nwary, 2004). Olomola (1988) and
d 10 a significant increase in farm income
scale. The overal] average farm size 15
given an income of N10,281.27/ha. This
MEOme falls between M 40,000 - 250,000
- of smalj Producers who ac ding 0
They acCtually see farming as part of life
commercialisation. Finally, the estimates
.th‘ Data Year and number L:)f observations.

"0 A number of factors key of poor sampling
_:_a;;d CITOrS in dagy collection. The results on
ong foad CTops, industria) crops and othet

M ifcome and (e Jocation of (he
role in determining the furm size 11
g suhsidizing farm inputs so 8 ©
wder :.::':: (.’f agniculture. Furthermor
B Mmmjze Crrors and ensure qualt

Yy Federal University !
from (he B. Tech Thesis o
rom the tarmers,
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