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ABSTRACT: This study examined the socio-economic 

analysis of cassava production in Akinyele Local 

Government Area of Oyo State. A multi-stage sampling 

procedure was used to select eighty cassava farmers from 

the study area. Primary data were collected with the aid of 

questionnaires. The data were analyzed using descriptive 

statistics, gross margin analysis, and regression model. The 

result showed that 56.3% of the respondents were male, 

61.2% were married, while 45% of the respondent had no 

formal education. The result showed a gross margin of 

₦4,000,210 and the net income obtained from cassava 

production was ₦3,745,110. The result of the linear 

regression result revealed that labour, farm size, and 

cassava varieties are significant with cassava output at (P< 

0.05). Insufficient working capital (93.1%) and lack of 

storage facilities are the major problems limiting cassava 

production in the study area. It is therefore recommended 

that cassava farmers should be provided with credit 

facilities and storage systems. This will solve the major 

problems militating against cassava production in the study 

area. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
Cassava is one of the most important crops in Nigeria as 
well as in Africa because it serves as a major source of 
carbohydrate (Nweke et al., 2002); (FAO, 2000a). More 
than half of the world’s cassava is produced in Africa, 
where it is a cheap and major source of calories for over 
40% of the population (Arthur et al., 2009). Cassava can 
be grown and stored in the field in all season because it 
is relatively less sensitive than most crops to 
environmental changes (IITA, 1999). The significance of 
cassava cannot be undermined as cassava is a crop 
which serves both as food and feed (Chukwuji, 2006). As 
a food crop, it is widely consumed in the forms of garri, 
fufu, or chips while it leaves are used as vegetable. In 
addition to it being a rich source of carbohydrate, the root 
tubers contain traces of phosphorous and iron (Afekoro,  

 
 
 
 
 
2005). Cassava is grown throughout the tropic and could 
be regarded as the most important root crop in terms of 
area cultivated and total production, it is also a very 
important staple food consumed in different forms by 
millions of Nigeria (Ano, 2003). Cassava is a food 
security crop (Nweke et al., 2003) because of its ability to 
grow under a wide range of conditions, some of which 
are quite unsuitable for other crops. Cassava roots are 
rich in energy, containing mainly starch and soluble 
carbohydrate but are poor in protein. 

Cassava has continually played a very vital role which 
includes; income for farmers, low cost food sources for 
both the rural and urban dwellers, as well as, household 
food security. In Nigeria, cassava is generally believed to 
be cultivated by small scaled  farmer  with  low  resources  
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(Ezeburio et al., 2008). It is grown principally for its 
swollen roots but it leaves are also eaten in some part of 
Africa.    

Cassava is a very important crop to Nigerians, its 
comparative production advantage over other staples 
serves to encourage its cultivation even by the resource 
poor farmers. The crop’s production is generally thought 
to require less labour per unit of outputs than other major 
staples. Cassava is able to grow and give reasonable 
yield in low fertile soil. It is a good staple whose 
cultivation if encouraged can provide the nation the 
required food security minimum of 2400 calories per 
person per day (FAO, 2000b). 

Cassava production in Nigeria suffered a severe 
setback in the 1970s and early 1980s due to epidemic 
cassava mosaic disease (CMD), cassava mealy bug 
(CMD) and cassava green mite (CGM). Government put 
in place program to combat these diseases and pest 
through the introduction  of new resistant  and high-
yielding varieties, as well as bio control measures yet, the 
prevalent causes of diseases outbreak has not been 
totally eradicated causing a great havoc to our economy. 
From the fore going, the most serious factor inhibiting 
cassava production is the limited industrial application of 
cassava production. This is because less than 5% of the 
output of cassava produced in Nigeria is used in the 
Industries while 95% is used in human consumption. 

In spite of Nigeria being in the leading position in the 
production of cassava, the country still imports significant 
quantities of cassava products such as starch, flour and 
sweeteners that can be derived from cassava. 

Simonyan et al. (2010) stated that Nigerians are poor 
and hungry despite effort made by various government in 
improving agricultural productivity and efficiency of rural 
farmers who are major stakeholders of agricultural 
production. Improving productivity of cassava production 
will not only eradicate hunger, it will improve the 
profitability of cassava production and give rural farmers 
a better income. This study therefore analyzed the Socio 
economic characteristics of cassava farmers in Akinyele 
Local Government Area of Oyo State, Nigeria.  
 
 
METHODOLOGY 
 
Study area 
 
The study was carried out in Akinyele Local Government 
Area (LGA) of Oyo state, Nigeria. It is one of the eleven 
local government areas that make up Ibadan metropolis. 
Its head quarter is in Moniya. It shares boundaries with 
Afijio local government to the north, Lagelu local 
government to the east, Ido local government to the west 
and Ibadan north local government to the south. It 
occupies a land area of 464.892 square kilometres with 
population density of 516 persons per square kilometre. 
The area measures 986km

2
 and an estimated  population  

 
 
 
 
of 146, 200 (NPC, 2016). The local government is 
endowed with fertile agricultural land suitable for arable 
crop farming and notable for cassava production. 
 
 
Sampling procedure and data collection  
 
Cassava farmers were the main target respondents for 
the study. Data were collected from cassava farmers 
using a structured questionnaire. A multi stage sampling 
procedure was used to select 80 cassava farmers from 
the study areas. The first stage is the purposive selection 
of Akinyele local government based high concentration of 
cassava farmers in the study area. The second stage 
involved a purposive selection of three wards from the 
farming communities among the 12 wards in Akinyele 
Local Government. The third stage involved a random 
selection of three villages from the three wards, which are 
Onikoko, Sanu, and Tose villages. At the last stage, 
twenty-nine (29) questionnaires were administered in 
Onikoko village, 30 in Sanu village and 21 in Tose village 
of Akinyele Local Government Area. This gives a total of 
80 respondents 
 
 
Method of data analysis 
 
The statistical tools used to analyze the data collected 
include descriptive statistics, gross margin and linear 
regression model. Descriptive statistics such as 
percentages and frequency distribution were used to 
describe the socio-economic characteristics of the 
respondents and the constraints militating against 
cassava production. Gross margin was also used to 
analyze the profitability of cassava production in the 
study area. The arithmetical relations were used as:  
OLS Regression model was used to examine the factors 
that contribute to the output of cassava production in the 
study area and it stated as follows: 
 

 
 

 
 
Where,  

 = Output of cassava (kg) 

= Occupation    

= Labour cost (₦/man days) 

= Transportation cost (₦)  

= Cost of farm implements (₦) 

= Farm size (Hectares) 

= Credit source  

= Cassava variety  



Official Publication of Direct Research Journal of Agriculture and Food Science: Vol. 7, 2019, ISSN 2354-4147 

Direct Res. J. Agric. Food Sci.         418 
 
 

Table 1: Socio-economic characteristics of respondents. 
 

Variables                                                                                                     Frequency Percentage 

Gender   

Male                                                                                                                         45 56.3 
Female                                                                                                         35 43.7 
Total                                                                                                                              80 100.0 

Age    

‹20                                                                  4 5.0 
21-30                                                                                                                           17 21.3 
31-40                                                                                                                                    22 27.5 
41-50                                                                                                                           30 37.5 
>50 years                                                                                                                     7 8.7 
Total                                                                             80 100 

Marital status    

Single                                                                                                                       11 13.7 
Married                                                                                          49 61.2 
Divorced                                                                                                                     17 21.3 
Widowed                                                        3 3.8 
Total                                                                                                                               80 100.0 

Household size   

1-3                                                                                                                                  28 38.0 
4-6                                                                                                                  47 58.8 
7-10                                                                                                                           4 5.0 
11-13                                                                   1 1.2 
Total                                                                                                                              80 100.0 

Educational level    

No formal educational                                                                                                         36 45.0 
Primary                                                                                                                      25 31.3 
Secondary                                                                                                                    15 18.7 
Tertiary                                                                                  4 5.0 
Total                                                                                                                               80 100.0 

Farming type   

Commercial farming              43 53.7 
Subsistence farming                                                                                                         37 46.3 
Total                                                                                                                                80 100.0 

Tillage type   

Minimum tillage                                                                                                           46 57.5 
Commercial tillage                                                                                                           34 42.5 
Total                                                                                           80 100.0 

Cassava variety    

Local variety                                                                                                                72 90.0 
Improved variety                   8 10.0 
Total                                                                                                                              80 100.0 

Years of experience    

<20                                                                                                                           45 56.3 
21-30                                                                                21 26.3 
31-40                                                                                                                           8 10.0 
41-50                                    5 6.1 
>50                                                                                                                           1 1.3 
Total                                                                                                                                     80 100.0 

 
 

= Farming experience (years) 

= Age (years) 

 = Error term  

 
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION  
 
Table 1 showed the socio-economic characteristics of the 
respondent in the study  area. It  revealed  that  56.3%  of  
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Table 2: Input used in cassava production. 
 
Variables Frequency Percentage 

Acquisition of farm   

Leased 18 22.5 
Rented 17 21.3 
Inherited 41 51.2 
Bought 4 5.0 
Total 80 100.0 

Have a farmland   

No 9 11.3 
Yes 71 88.7 
Total 80 100.0 

Use of labour    

No                                                                                           12 15.0 
Yes                                                                                                                          68 85.0 
Total                                                                                                                                          80 100.0 

Labour source   

Hired labour                                                                                                               53 66.3 
Family labour                                                                                                                27 33.7 
Total                                                                               80 100.0 

Credit access   

No                                                                                                                           22 27.5 
Yes                                                                                                                                             58 72.5 
Total                                                                                                                        80 100.0 

Credit sources    

Loan                                                                                                                         34 42.5 
Gift                                                    12 15.0 
Personal savings                                                                                                             18 22.5 
Bank                                                                                                                                    10 12.5 
Cooperative daily contribution                                                                                    5 6.3 
Daily contribution                                                                                                           1 1.2 
Total    80 100.0 

 
 
the respondents were male while 43.7% were female, 
this is line with the study of (Xuan et al., 2019) that men 
dominate all the processes in the production stages in 
cassava production. It further shows that (37.5%) were 
between the ages of 40-50years while 27.5% were 
between the ranges of 31-40yrs which implies that most 
of the cassava farmers are in their active age. Table 1 
also revealed that majority (61.2%) of the respondent 
was married. The table showed that majority (58.8%) of 
the respondent had a household size that ranges 
between 4-6 people. The implication is that the relative 
small household size may increase the number of labour 
needed. 

Education is an important factor which has influence on 
farm productivity, the level of education of the  
respondents according to the study showed that (45.0%) 
of the respondents had no formal education, this is in 
accordance to the general opinion that most farmers had 
no formal education or were unable to complete either 
primary or secondary education, school system as 
evidence from their study of Aderinto et al. (2016) where 
59.6% of the cassava farmers had no formal education. 

53.7% of the respondent practice commercial farming 
while 46.3% of the respondent practiced subsistence 
farming, it also revealed that 57.5% of the farmer 
practices tillage, while 42.5% practices commercial tillage 
on their farmland. 

Table 2 showed the inputs used in cassava production 
in the study area, from the result, (11.3%) of the 
respondent do not have a farms of their own, while 88.7% 
had farms of their own, as it reduces the cost of hiring or 
renting of farmlands thereby reducing the cost of cassava 
production. The study further revealed that 15.0% of the 
respondents do not use labour on their farmland, while 
85.0% of the respondent used labour on their farmland. It 
further revealed that the labour source in the study area, 
66.3% of the respondent used hired labour while 33.7% 
of the respondent used family labour. 27.5% had no 
access to credit for their farm activities and 72.5% had 
access to credit for their farm activities to increase the 
rate of production. The result showed that 42.5% credit 
sources are loans, 15% are gifts, 22.5% of the credit 
sources are from personal savings, 12.5% are sourced 
from banks, 6.3% of the respondents get their credit from  
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Table 3: Cost and return analysis of cassava production. 
 

Items Unit Quantity Unit Price (₦) Total (₦) 

Revenue     

Cassava Roots Tons 350 21,500 7,525,000 
Cassava Stems Tons 160 8,000 1,280,000 
Total Revenue    8,805,000 

Variable cost     

Fertilizers Bags 300 5,000 1,500,000 
Cassava stems Tons 100 4,000 400,000 
Labour cost Man days 45 1,000 45,000 
Transportation    1,500,000 
Rents on land    459,790 
Farm implement    900,000 
Total variable cost    4,804,790 

Fixed cost     

Depreciation rent for land @ 5%    255,100 
Total fixed cost    255,100 
Total cost (TVC+TFC)    5,059,890 
Gross margin     4,000,210 
NET income= TR-TC    3,745,110 

 
 

Table 4: Linear regression analysis of cassava production in the study area. 
 
Variables Coefficient Standard Error T-value P-value 

Occupation 0.176 0.121 1.379 0.185 
Transportation 0.163 1.067 0.496 0.626 
Labour 0.536 0.066 4.739 0.000

*
 

Cost of farm implement 0.578 0.477 1.912 0.072 
Farm size 0.134 119.152 1.203 0.040* 
Credit source 0.028 129.602 0.241 0.812 
Cassava variety -0.025 663.809 -0.210 0.023* 
Farming experience 0.106 225.793 0.809 0.429 
Age 0.022 179.685 0.147 0.885 
R square 0.81    

*significant at p<0.05 
 
 
Cooperatives while 1.25% of the respondents get their 
credit sources from daily contributions. This implies that 
farmers in the study area have a source of credit for 
cassava production. Access to credit improves household 
welfare by increasing its risk-bearing ability and altering 
its risk-coping strategy. Also, by providing  low-income 
farmers  with  sufficient  credit,  efficient  investment  
decisions  can  be  taken,  thus increasing agricultural 
capacity and profitability (Chloupkova and Bjonskov, 
2001). 

Table 3 shows the cost and return to cassava 
production in the study area. The result showed the 
estimated value of gross margin is ₦4,000,210 while the 
total variable cost (TVC) of fertilizers, cassava stem, 
labour, transportation, rent of land, farm implement 
amounts to ₦4,804,790. Total revenue (TR) generated 
from cassava is 8,805,000 while the fixed cost is 
₦255,100. The net farm income obtained is ₦3,745,110. 

This implies that cassava production is profitable in the 
study area. This is an encouragement because according 
to Usman et al. (2006), the profitability of an enterprise is 
the major ingredient that determines the retention of the 
practitioner. 

Table 4 shows that the coefficient of determination R
2
 is 

0.81(81%), indicating that the variables captured  such as 
occupation, farm size, cassava variety, transportation, 
labour, cost of farm implement, credit source, years of 
experience and age jointly explained 81% in the output of 
cassava production. The table further revealed that 
labour, farm size, and cassava variety are all significant 
at 5% (P< 0.05) and positively related to Output of 
cassava. This implies that the larger the farm sizes the 
more the output of cassava. This result agrees with the 
findings of Amodu et al. (2011), Okike (2006) and Umoh 
(2006), who reported farm size to be positive and 
significant in South Southern Savannah zone of Nigeria.  
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Table 5: Constraint militating against cassava production. 
 
CONSTRAINT FREQUENCY PERCENTAGE 

Transportation 1 22.25 
Scarcity of labour 4 8.00 
Lack of storage facilities 24 29.30 
Inadequate input used 5 11.25 
Inadequate working capital 46 49.20 
Total 80 100.00 

 
 
The higher the number of labour used the higher the 
output of cassava. There is a negative relationship 
between cassava varieties and output of cassava, the 
better the cassava variety the more the output and when 
the cassava variety is not good enough, the less the 
output. The years of experience also had a positive 
relationship with the output of cassava production. The 
more experienced the farmers are, the more the output in 
cassava production. The other variables such as 
occupation, transportation, costs of farm implement and 
source of credit are not significant with the output of 
cassava in the study area. 

Tables 5 showed that majority of the farmers (49.2%) 
have inadequate working capital as a constraint to 
cassava production. This is followed by 29.3%, of the 
respondents whose constraint to cassava farming is the 
lack of storage facilities while 11.25% had inadequate 
input use. About 8% of the farmers experienced scarcity 
of labour and transportation is also a problem 
encountered by the farmers with 2.25%. All this 
constraints can affect cassava production or cause 
reduction in the yield which could bring about loss in 
cassava output to the farmer.   
 
 
Conclusion 
 
In conclusion, majority of the farmers are male with little 
or no formal education. Most of the farmers are within the 
active age. Majority of the farmers inherited their farm 
lands this led to fragmentation of farm holding with most 
of them operating on small scale (subsistence farming) 
while most of the farmers do not have adequate access 
to loan. The result of the regression shows that labour, 
farm size and cassava varieties have a significant 
relationship with cassava production. The result of the 
gross margin revealed that cassava production is a 
profitable enterprise in the study area. The major 
constraints to cassava production are inadequate working 
capital and lack of storage facilities. 

 
 
Recommendation 
 
Based on the findings of the study, the following 
recommendations were made: 

(i) Farmers should be given opportunities to have easy 
access to loans. 
(ii) Storage facilities should be made available to the 
farmers to reduce post-harvest losses. 
(iii) Good and accessible roads should be made available 
to the farmers in the study area. 
(iv) Farmers should be encouraged to go more into 
cassava production since it is a profitable enterprise. 
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