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population. ‘ proyment for the predomimantly rural

Sampling Technique And Data Analy sis
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questionnaire. data collected was analy zed li'-'.i|1ur¢|L-~.,,-l_-|-? . hﬂ ’. uﬁ -;.n -Li.l‘Ll‘.l Iu the nse ol well structured
: , bt WIS pPove statstic such as ( lrequencs tables. perceniiees,

average). Net Farm income (NF1 and multiple regression anal sis | *

Net Farm Income (NF1) which is expressed as -

i 2 S N £ 55 T S ——— e ST

where:

NEI= net farm income (N ha)

1TR=1otal revenue (N ha)

e O R I ) e S eqn(?

Where ;

IC= Total cost (N/ha)

I'VC = Total variable cost (N/ha)

TFC= Total fixed cost (N/'ha)

The depreciation on fixed assets was determined using a straieht line depreciation method.

Multiple regression analvsis was used to analvze the Fictors affecting protitabilits of sugarcane in the studs area

(objective 3). The variables hypothesized 1o infTuence the profit in sugar production in this study include: Tand.

tertilizer. Agro-chemical. tabour.

The mphicit form ol the multiple regression analysis ol Factors inllueneing the profit ol sugar can theretore be

expressed as:

Y= (X #EXetX 34X 1 Xt Xy o Xob Xt X+ Xt |

Where:

Y= proftit (NI])

X ;= Farm size (ha)

X.= price sugarcane (MN'ky)

X ;= cost of labour (NAmanday

X,= cost of houschold labour (N manday)

X = cost ol agro-chemical (N/L)

X,= Transportation cost (N)

Xs= farming experienee (years)

X¢= cost of fertilizer (N/ke)

Xo= number ol extension contacl

X = cost ol stem (N)

o= error term ' ‘ _
Four functional forms (lincar. semi-log. exponential and double-log) were tried. However, the lead equation (i.e
equation of best (it) was selected. The selection of the lead equation was based on: The explanatory power of the

model (R') sianificance of estimated coefficient. magnitude of estimated coefficient. conformity ot signs ol

estimated coefticient with a priori expectation. and significance of the f-ratio.

____—’—_—__———
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

~ lable |: SOCID=-eCconOmic Characteristes ol I{L*.»:;mmlutllﬁ Percenlasl -
Characteristics _ requenty ———— T
Gender 83
Malc sl 15
lFemale 9
Age eroup ) 5.0
2035 3 ok
30-15 15 5.0
16-53 Y 5.0
56 & above 3
Viarital status |.7
Single | 78.5
Married 47 | 1.7
Divorced / 8.3
Widow(er) 3
Fducation level 33.3
Primary 32 :ﬁ._u
Secondary 15 ]:._{;.
Post secondary 9 6.7 |
Others s '
Ill_f;uselluld size - 55.0
6-10 27 0
Farm size (ha)
< 25 A41.7
| 28 46.7
5.9 7 1.7
Total 60 100

Source: Field Survey 2013

Table | revealed that majority of the respondent are male (80%). between the
are married with lousehold size of between 1-3 (535%) and 6-10 (<13). majority of the respondent (5
The table further revealed that majority of the respondents are smuall scale tarmers with tarm size

ave range of 36-45 (75%) and 78.5%
3.3%) have only

primary education.
of <1 (41.7%) and between 1-4(4 6G.7).

Table 2: Budeetary Analysis

% ol total cost -

E— ——— . m. =

cost (N/ha)

Cost 1tems
Variable cost

Stem 12467 .92 20 08
Hired labour 11180 87 21 38
Household labour ¢230 62 0L
Cost of fertilizer 10541 0] | ? B
Cost of Agrochemical 1180 17 : ti(_
Transportation cosl 21720 90 I : :
Total variable cost (TV(C) 31950.52 "y
Depreciated cost on fixed items 7486.29 Sz'_!“
Total s.:u,ul (TVC + TEC) 504369 12.539
(iross IIIL‘UI].HE {E]ij] HEJS[')." 9 100.00
Gross margin (GI-TVEO) 3{-}33%?6?
Net farm lns.'n!m;-.[_(';M_'|‘|::(-] 261 ?%ﬁ.:i?
Returns on naira myested 2 .“;'} U
{]pn.:r:'nmg;_l{ulw U”i .
- (Gross Ratio U.i‘{
Source: Field Survey 2013 — —
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e cost and retims Gible shows thint the total variable cost constitne the highest cost percentage ol the ol cost (57.10%).
while the cost of hired Tabour (2:0.38%6) stem (20.98%0) are e lehest vartable cost items, The GN is N26GRRS T 67 per heeline
ol Land cultivated. swhile the NFE s N 26136537 and the veldrs on eveny i anvested is NS 36,0 this implies il sugarcane
production is profitable i the avca. this is in ine with the studies Gicei und Ciroh (2012 and Daniel (2000 ), separatels T .
shows sugarcane production is profitible in their respective study wreas, '

Table 3: result ol regression analysis

Varizables Regresston cocllicient -yl
Canstant (LOO3** . 300
Farm size (N (). 367 - 07|
Price (N2) (.IN2 | 31810
| abour (N3) (1.827 9]
IHouschold nbour (N-1) (0.711 1760
Aocrochemical (N3) 0181 _ 716
Transportation (Xo6) 0319 - 937
ixperience (X7) ©)) R 3314
Fertilizer (XN8) 0070 -1.905
Fatension (N9) (31 225
Stem (X 1HO) (3,319 HOS8
R (.30

I=-ratio 2211

Souree: Freld Surves 2013
=F = signilicantal 3% level of probability
= = significant at 10% fexel of probabilits

Lhe result ol the regression analysis in table 1.3 which is showing the relationship between profit and Factors alfecting it show
the Tead equations is the double Tog out of the three functional forms ran (Lincar. semi-loe and double Tow). The result further
il al 3o level ol probabilite . which implies that an inerense in waars ol

shows that years oF expericnce (=value 3311 is sivuilf
Yo devel of

experience will lead 1o an improve and increase in production. cost of fertilizer (=yalue 1903} 1s signilicant at 10
probability and extension comaets (-yvalue 2.2510) is sianificant at 10% level of probability. swhich implics  that an increase in
extension contacts or activities will lead to amvailabitite of more relinble information whicl in retum cihance production. The
value ol coetficient ol determination (R ) indicated that 30% ol the variation of profit ol sugarcane production was explained by

the regression model.

CONCLUSION

Lhe sty revealed thar the respondents i the e are suall sealed middle ave farmers with mainly primary education, It also
revealed that sugarcane production is profitable in the aren with positive GM-N-268.851.67 per heetare of Tand cultivated ol and
return on mvestment of NS 300 10 Tuether resealed sears ol experienee. cost ol fertilizer and extension contacts have
stenilicant contribution o the prolit made in sugareane production. The study recommends inerease in the iereage ol land use lor

sutircane production.
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