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Abstract

Food accessibility means that there is the ECOMOmIC power to obtain :

identified some factors that determine expenditure 55;, = ,dr}t,f b m :: Swersfore
and Giwa Local Government Areas of Kadunz Simze Bocrie 8 F I ‘*H
technique was used in selecting a total of two ﬁzma'red’az;'tzam'-rnorm Pramary
data were generated using field interview and structured quemma The smattacal sl
employed were descriptive statistics. and Multiple Regression analysis The socio-crosaic
characteristics of household keads like age, household si-e. educasional siates, yeaws of
experience in farming, farm size, farm income, were analyzed Average age of respomdents was
42yearxwithanaverageofSpersamperhousehoIdAbmd%%qfrapuka-ﬁﬂ
education with average farm income of X174, 590.909 per year witk am average farwm srr of 2
hectares. A quantitative determination of the dependence per capita expenditre o foud by farm
households showed that access to micro credit. farm income and mom—fzrm imcome were the maw
determinants of households’ expenditure on food. Agriculnural educason ﬁ—giﬂ-ﬁ_y
programmes should be intensified, farmers also need 50 be encowraged i exgaze i ol yeur
round (rain and dry seasons) farm production {0 enhance consians access o botk forwm and nes-

farm income.
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Introduction

In spite of the fact that food availability has
increased along with the growing humall;l
population there are still 800 million peop:

globally suffering from malnutrition (FAO%

1993). This problem is not as a result ©
insufficient food ion and inadequate
distribution but of the financial inability of the
Poor to purchase food of reasonable qualies
1o satisfy their needs (FAO. e
Furthermore, FAQ (2005) asserted that 3t
800 million people or 20% of the dev?hpnl‘g:
world population are chronu:alis'l
1 Most of these people arc

addition. millioas of other poople = aifiees
socicties do not have cocush food B me=t
their basic mceds And milloms moee
xperienced prolonged e S=mspan ol
ardanion mental  deficency. letharey.
the diversity of food nocessEy 0 mat Sew
total needs. Food and T‘m
W(FAO)BM -
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addressedliy 2010, Tt SUERE -
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selected villages. ()}Jl of the 300 farm
houSChOldS selected for the study only 222
supplied complete data that were analyzed.

pata Collection

primary data were used for thjg study.
primary data on the agricultura] Operations of
the farmers were collected from the fie)q
using structured - questionnaire. Dagy on
socio-economic variables, food production
consumption, expenditure, and household
level indicators were collected. These data

Multiple Regression Analysis

NJRS VOL.12, NO 2, DECEMBER, 2011

were collected based on 2009 farming season
activities.

AnalyticalTechniques

The analytical tools that were used to achieve
the research objectives include descriptive
Statistics and Multiple Regression Analysis.
Descriptive statistics such as percentages,
frequency distribution tables, arithmetic

mean and coefficient of variation were
used.

dependent variable (expenditure on food) that each factor induced. The eight equations used

were expressed as follows:

pEBNEBIX et ...

BRERBRX AR reil 1 o i e
Y=BtBX B Xt Xkl
Y=B,+B,X,+B,X,+B,X,+B. X ei.........
Y=BHB X, B, X, B, X, B X +B X, Hei

Y=BtB, X B, X, B, X+ BX B X ABX Ao (6)
Y: B0+B|Xl +BZX2+ﬁ3X3+B4X4+B5X5+BGX6+ B7X7-+_el """""" (7)
Y=ﬁ 0+BlXl+BZX2+ﬁ3X3+B4X4+ﬁSXS+B6X6+ﬁ7X7+B8X8+ei """ (8)

Where
Y, = Household expenditure level on
' food per year (Naira)
X, = Accessto micro credit/loan (0, 1)
X, = Household farm income (Naira)
X, = Household non- farm income
(Naira)
+ = Householdsize (No.)

Household annual crop
production (kg grain equivalent)

= Farmsize (Ha)

Ownership of livestock (tropical
livestock unit) 1 tropical livestock
unit is equivalent to 250kg live
weight.

Il

Sdipsi
|

I

X, = Household head's educational
level (years)
€. = errorterm

1

Estimated beta coefficient was used to
compare the relative importance or strength of
the explanatory variables in explaining
variability in expenditure on food.

Where:
- Bj =Betacoefficient

Cj =Regression coefficients of Xj

Sxj = Standard deviation of Xj

Sy = Standard deviation of dependent
variable y. (Olayemi, 1998)
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Household heads' educational status

Education in agricultural production will
assist the farmers to accept and test
innovations available to him. It will enhance
his ability to make informed and accurate
decisions on the management of the farm. The
study revealed that about 26% of farmers
attended primary school and this constituted
the highest educational qualification
obtained by the largest group of respondents.
However, about 46% had no formal
education. The implication of lack of
education by household head, according to
NBS (2007), is that such a household is more
likely to be poorer than the average and, by
extension, lack the basic needs such as
essential food needed for healthy living.

Household farm income

The income from farming is a major
determinant of per capita household
expenditure and food security status. About
57% of the respondents had farm income
between N100, 000 to N200, 000 per year
(Table 2). The reason for this low income
could be due to the fact that farm households
usually satisfied their food needs before the
excess were sold in the market. The result also
shows that average farm income was N174,

590.909 per year.

Babatunde et al., (2007), found out that the
higher the farm household head's income, the
higher the probability that the households
would be able to have access to more food.
This could be expected because increased
income, other things being equal, leads to
increase access to food.

Farm size

Farm size is the total land cultivated by
household head in hectares. Farm size is an
important fixed factor in agricultural
production. This is because it determines, to a
large extent, the level of agricultural
production (i.e. small or large scale
production). The size of the farm cultivated
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by a farmer is a function of population
pressure, family size, labour availability and
experience of the farmers (Imonikhe, 2010).
Apart from these factors, source of farm land
ownership determines to a large extent the
farm size of farming household. As indicated
in Table 2; majority (38%) had farm size
between 2.0-2.9 hectares; with an average of 2
hectares. The result implies that most of the
farmers were small scaled despite the large
family size, young and energetic household
heads. Small farm size impedes productivity,
crop diversification and, consequently,
availability of food to farm households.
Determinants of Expenditure on Food by
Farm Households

Empirical results of the determinants of
expenditure on food by both beneficiaries and
non-beneficiaries were obtained by means of
multiple regression analysis. Several factors
are known to influence expenditure on food by
farm households. The purpose of this analysis
was to determine the extent to which these
important factors explain the variability of
expenditure on food by beneficiaries and non-
beneficiaries. These factors (independent
variables) were access to microcredit,
household farm income, non-farm income,
and household size, annual crop production,
farm size, ownership of livestock and
educational level of household head. Step-
wise form of regression analysis was used as
outlined in the methodology.

The coefficient of access to credit, farm
income, non-farm income, household size,
ownership of livestock and educational level
were positive (Table 3). This means that as
these variables increase, the per capita
expenditure on food increases. Further
analysis showed that the coefficient of annual
crop production and farm size were negative;
implying that as these variables increase, the
per capita expenditure on food decreases. It
also means that these factors have negative
impacts on the per capita household

expenditure on food.

Three variables were statistically significant
at 1% level of probability. The predicted
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Table 2: Estimated Regression Coefficients for Expenditure on Food by Farm Households

Independent Variables Reg.Coefl. S.E T-Values Sig. T
g.
Constant 102897.48% 2268588 3.747 2
Access to credit (X)) 31053.01%  15912.80 ﬁog(; 000825
Farm Income (X>) 0.230% 0.044 ;.45.0 ()‘000
Non-Farm Income (X5) 0.187% 0.036 5.670 0.000
Household Size (X:) 384367 263498 1.459 0.146
Annual Crop Production (Xs) -0.93 1.197 -0.79 0.428
Farm Size (Xe) 213325 S74474 024 0.807
Ownership of Livestock (X-) 18.25 14292 0.13 0.898
Educational Level (Xs) 1683.23 1346.95 125 0213
Computation from Field
survey
*T-value sigmficant @ 1%
level of probability

S.E = Standard Error

Table 3: Result of Step-wise Multiple Regression Analysis on Expenditure on Food by Farm

Households

Variable R R™ F-Value B- Coefficient
Access to Credit (X1) 0.100 0.096 24360 4353

Farm Income (X2) 0207 . 0.200 28.546 7.31
Non-Farm Income (X3)  0.222 0.212 20.761 4974

Data analysis

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMEN- other
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Recommendations

Based on the findings of this study,_ the
following recommendations were mad_e_m an
attempt to improve the economic activities of
farmers towards the improvement of foc?d
expenditure patterns of farming households in
the study area in particular and at the national
level in general.

1 Agricultural education through adult
literacy programmes should be
intensified, as about 46%. of
respondents had no formal education.

2% Farmers need to be encouraged to
engage in an all year round (rain and
dry season) farm production to
enhance constant access to both farm
and non-farm income. This could be
done through improved access to
better food production technologies.

3 Farmers need to increase and or
maximize the available farm size by
engaging in all year round farming in
order to produce more for
consumption and the market.

REFERENCES

Babatunde, R.O., Omotosho, O.A. and
Sholotan, O.S. (2007). Socio-economic
Characteristics and Food Security Status
of Farming Households in Kwara State,
North Central Nigeria. Pakistan Journal
of Nutrition 6(1): 49-58.

Dunne, P. Edkins, B. (2005). The Demand for
Food in South Africa. Economic Societies
of South Africa, Conference, Durban.

FAO (1993). Integrated Crop and Livestock in
West Africa' FAO Animal Production and
Healthpaper 2], 99-112.

FAO (2005). The State of Food and
Agriculture. Food and Agriculture

Organisation of the United Nations,
Rome, Italy

FOS (2006). Nigerian Living Standard

S urvey. Federal Department of Statistics,
2006. Unpublished Draft Report.

NJRS VOL. 12, NO2, pgc, W

Imonikhe, G.A. (2010). Impy
State Agricultura} and (,
Development PI‘O_)eC.t' (KSA
Income and Productivity. ;.
Journal of Agricultural ,,
Development 1(4):115-123.

Jibowo, A.A. and Sotomi, A.O. (]9,
Youth in Sustainable Rural Deve|,,
A Study of Youth Program in O, Loy
of Ogun State, Nigeria. In: Adedoy,. Or
and Aihonsu, J.O.Y (eds). Sys, b,
Development in Rural Nigei
Proceedings of the 8" Annual Copf.,

. Cnce
of Nigeria Rural Sociological Associy

lion

Kaduna State Agricultural Developmey
Project (2000). A Report of the 2000
Village Listing Survey, August. pp. 15

Kaduna State Government, Ministry of
Commerce, Industry and Tourism (2000).
Guide to Investment Opportunities in
Kaduna State. Jokeno Nigeria Company,
Kaduna. Pp.2.

National Bureau of Statistics (2007). I\figeria
Poverty Assessment. National Bureau of

Statistics (NBS)/World Bank, December.
pp.48-49.

National Planning Commission (2001).

National Policy on Food and Nutrition in
Nigeria. Abuja.

Ogundele, 0.0, Okuruwa, V.O., and Dada
A.D. (2004). Impacts of Non-
Governmental Organisation Based Micro-
credit Scheme on Household Welfare in
Oyo State. The Ogun Journal of
Agricultural Sciences 3 (1):108-120.

Ojo, SO (2003). Productivity and Technjcal
Efficiency of Poultry Egg Production in

Nigeria. Internationg] Journal of Poultry
Science.2(6):459-4 64.

Olayemi, JK. (1998). Elements of Applied
Egonometrics. Elshadai Global Ventures,
Limited. Ibadan, Nigeria. pp 154-155.

38



