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ABSTRACT
Rice has become a staple food, just like yam, garri and beans.  As a result, the marketing of rice has become very important due to increasing demand of the product.  The study examined the economics of farm-gate rice marketing in Enugu State, Nigeria.  Five objectives and one hypothesis guided the study.  The study covered all the communities in the local government areas in the three Agricultural Zones that produce rice in the study area.   The population of the study consisted of rice farmers/assemblers, rice wholesalers and retailers.  Purposive sampling technique was adopted in drawing the sample.  Data for the study were collected from both primary and secondary sources through the use of pre-tested structured questionnaire, oral interview, personal observations, journals, texts and other publications.  Data collected were analysed using means, frequencies, percentages, marketing margin, gross margin and profit functions.  The major findings were: Majority of the farmers (77.1%) completed at least primary education while all the marketing participants, namely wholesalers and retailers passed through formal education, some up to degree level.  The average hectarage cultivated was 2.77ha, while average rice yield was 1.4 tons, with Nsukka Agricultural Zone having the highest yield.  Uniform measuring unit was found to be lacking among the farmers and the marketing participants.  The marketing margin of the middlemen was found to be 14.3 percent while 85.7 percent was the consumers’ spending that accrued to the producer as his own share of the profit.  The gross margin analysis showed that the farmers/assemblers had the highest gross margin of N34,992.9.  Output, fertilizer and labour were found to influence profit at significant level of 0.05.  They explained 88.3 percent of variation in profit.  Out of this, output alone explained 85.7 percent; fertilizer explained 1.8 percent while labour explained 0.8 percent.  The Farmers were found to be profiteering at the rational areas of the profit functions.  Factors such as low-level productivity, poor market infrastructures, financial constraints were found to be militating against rice enterprise.  Some recommendations were made to help improve the productivity of rice enterprise.  These include the provision of better storage facilities and improved seeds, establishment of uniform measuring units and provision of adequate machineries as well as maintaining the existing ones, provision of chemical inputs such as fertilizers and herbicides at a subsidized rate, provision of loans and credits to farmers with little or no stringent measures to help them expand their scope of operations.   Above all, adequate extension services to our rice farmers on up-to-date scientific rice enterprise should be ensured and the rehabilitations of our rural roads for easy evacuation of farm produce.

CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

1.1   Background Information
Consumption is the sole end and purpose of all production and the interest of the producer is to be attended to, only in so far as it may be necessary for promoting that of the consumer (Smith, 1990).  Production and marketing are interrelated that any defects in one would readily affect the performance of the other.  Every effort should therefore be made to ensure that both farm and industrial products are well distributed to the ultimate consumers (Kohl & Downey, 1972).

The marketing of any commodity is a specialized technique and demands proper organisation.  In case of agriculture and particularly rice products, the marketing aspect is even more important and demands a proper organisation, considering the increasing demand of the products (Ikeme, 1990).  Efficient marketing system creates and activates new demand by improving and transforming production and by seeking and stimulating customer’s links.  It guides farmers to production opportunities and encourages innovation and improvement in response to demand and price (Kohl & Downey, 1972).

Olukosi & Isitor (1990) remarked that it is within the marketing system that price allocation of resources, income distribution and capital formation are determined.  Care (2004) described marketing as a machine that directs production along the line most suited to the consumer requirement.  Thus, production is limited by the extent of marketing.  Where the local markets are too small to absorb the increased output of the farmers and the prospects for moving the local gluts to areas of scarcity are poor, then the producer incentives to production are likely to be dampened.  Where the local market with poor absorptive capacity is the only outlet, the farmers will be constrained to make their production decision or plan with the local market in view.  Ikisan (2004) highlighted the contributions of agriculture and food marketing towards an attempt to improve rural income in developing countries.  According to him, the inequality of income between the rural and urban areas draws people away from agricultural production and places greater stress upon the infrastructure and social services of a country’s towns and cities.  According to Crawford (1997), marketing is a leading sector in development.  It stimulates and sustains the transition from traditional to marketing oriented economy.

Mame (2006) also asserted that a guaranteed market for farmer’s produce was a ready invitation to produce more.  He further stressed that the marketing arrangement in a community must ensure that what was produced was sold or stored.  Kohls & Uhl (1972) suggested that products should not even be produced at all unless it has a market.  Marketing therefore begins with production on the farm.  Hays & McCoy (1978) in their study of grains marketing in northern Nigeria emphasized that an effective agricultural marketing system facilitated optimum allocation of resources in agricultural production and contributed directly to the total product as it increased price, time and form utility.

Rice is the world’s most important staple food crop.  More than four-fifths of the world’s rice is produced and consumed by small-scale farmers in low-income and developing countries.  More than half of the world’s population relies on rice as their major daily source of calories and protein (FAO, 2003).  Rice is the most important and extensively grown food crop in the world (USDA, 2004).  In fact rice has become a staple food in Nigeria, just like garri, yams, cassava, millet and probably the most important food grain, permeating states, religion, tribes and cultures (Arene, 1995).  It commands a prime position among other cereals grown in Nigeria.  Among other grains, it was second to wheat in terms of total world production with 34 million tones recorded in 1975 (FAO, 2002).

Rice is the main source of food energy and an important source of protein providing substantial amounts of the recommended nutrient uptake of zinc and niacin.  It is very low in calcium, iron, thiamin and riboflavin and nearly with no beta-carotene (FAO, 2003).  The major part of rice consists of carbohydrate in the form of starch, which is about 72-75 percent of the total grain composition.  The protein content of rice is around 7 percent.  The protein of rice contains glutelin, which is also known as oryzenin.  The nutritive value of rice protein (biological value = 80) is much higher than that of wheat (biological value = 60) and maize (biological value = 50) or other cereals.  Rice contains most of the minerals mainly located in the pericarp and germ and about 4 percent phosphorus.  Rice also contains some enzymes (USDA, 2004).

Table 1:  Nutritional Value of Edible Portion of Rice Per 100 Gram
	Type of Rice
	Energy (Cal)
	Protein (g)
	Fat 

(g)
	Ca

(mg)
	Fe

(mg)
	Thiamin

(mg)
	Riboflavin

(mg)
	Niacin

(mg)

	Raw (milled)
	345
	6.8
	0.5
	10
	3.1
	0.06
	0.06
	1.9

	Parboiled (milled)
	346
	6.4
	0.4
	9
	4.0
	0.21
	0.05
	3.8

	Flakes
	346
	6.6
	1.2
	20
	20.0
	0.21
	0.05
	4.0

	Puffed
	325
	7.5
	0.1
	20
	6.6
	0.21
	0.01
	4.1



Source:  USDA (2004)

Over the years, greater percentage of rice output in Nigeria has been from the rural small-holder farmers.  It has been observed that Nigeria was virtually self-sufficient in rice enterprise up to the mid 70’s (WARDA, 2004).  The self-sufficiency level fluctuated between 96.3 percent and 99.8 percent between 1963 and 1975.

However, since 1976, the level has dropped drastically to 41.46 percent in 1978 following sharp increase in the quantities of rice imported.  The major reason for the decline in self-sufficiency is the dramatic increase in aggregate per capital income following the oil boom, urbanization and changes in consumption patterns and the effects of government food importation policy which aimed at increasing the availability of food at reasonable prices under the National Supply Company (WARDA, 1981).

With the ban on importation of rice in 1986, as a structural adjustment measure, Nigerian government both at the state and federal levels stepped up effort to promote the local production and marketing of rice through incentive schemes and programmes (Mbanasor, 1999).  These agencies and programmes, such as Nigerian Agricultural Land Development Authority (NALDA) established in 1992, the Community Banks established in 1990, the Rice Production Stabilization Programme (RPSP) of 1988 and the various states’ Grains Boards among others, were introduced to assist in the production, marketing and distribution of rice.

Considering the importance of rice to man and in national development, the Nigerian government as well as individuals have made several attempts to increase commercial rice enterprise but their efforts have been beset with a lot of constraints, such as infrastructural and marketing problems and very high and rising costs of labour and equipment.  Thus, a progressive and chronologically receptive marketing system can help promote economic growth since increasing the marketability of rice will stimulate production.  So, the ever-increasing demand for rice products makes the marketing of rice a significant area to investigate. 

1.2  Statement of the  Problem
The demand for rice in Nigeria is growing at a faster rate than domestic supply.  The domestic supply is 3 million metric tons per annum, while the demand is 5 million metric tons per annum.  This leaves a wide gap of 2 million metric tons which is the highest in Africa (FAO, 2002).  In order to make up for the inadequacy in domestic supply of rice, imports have increased steadily accounting for up to 60 percent of the total supply, a situation which has continued to drain the country’s foreign exchange (Momoh, 2007).  This has led to increased poverty, declining growth and competitiveness.  It has also led to decrease in domestic production of rice and over dependence on rice importation.

Central to the issue of inadequate domestic supply of rice is the problem of efficiency of agricultural marketing system.  Inadequate marketing of agricultural produce has been one major problem limiting agricultural expansion (Care, 2004).  Rice farmers and domestic traders are constrained by a number of factors such as infrastructural and market facilities, costs of equipment, price differentials and the structure of the market.

Most of our roads, especially the rural roads where these foods are produced are not accessible and communication network is inadequate, making it more expensive for the food to reach the market.  Market facilities – such as transportation, already existing market, warehousing – are factors that are likely to influence the efficiency of the marketing system.  This is because without a niche market, farmers will not produce crops (Ikisan, 2004).  Also, the wide gap between rural and urban prices weakens the farmers’ morale thereby reducing productivity and in some cases stoppage of production (Care, 2004).  High rising cost of labour and equipment also constitutes a major hindrance to rice marketing, especially these days that family labour is not readily available. 

Most studies on rice dwelt on production.  These include the works of Nwoye (1997) and Onoja (2008). Nwoye (1997) worked on the economics of rice production by small-holder farmers in Anambra state, while Onoja (2008) studied the efficiency of rice production under traditional small-scale farmer-managed irrigation schemes and rainfed systems in Kogi state.  There are some works in the area of marketing of rice such as the works of Orjiekwe (1995), Ogbuakanne (1998) and Maduchie (2003).  The study by Orjiekwe (1995) focused on the prospects and problems of rice marketing without considering the marketing channels as well as the marketing margins; the study by Ogbuakanne (1998) had its main thrust on the difference between the producers and the middlemen margin; while Maduchie (2003) determined only the influence of socio-economic characteristics of the marketers on profitability of rice. 

All these works dealt with gross margin of rice marketing without considering the influence of producer and farm input prices on the farmers’ profit.  In the light of the above, this study attempts to focus more on producer profit by determining the effects of producer and farm input prices on the profitability of farm-gate rice marketing in Enugu State.  This is with a view to identifying the variable factors that influence the profitability of farm-gate rice marketing and drawing implications on farmers’ income and welfare.

1.3   Objectives of the Study
The broad objective of this research is to study the economics of farmgate rice marketing in Enugu State.  The specific objectives are to

examine the existing market structure and marketing channels for rice in the state;

estimate the profitability of farm-gate, wholesale and retail rice enterprises in the state;

analyse the factors that affect the profitability of farm-gate rice enterprise in the state;

identify and describe the problems of the participants in rice marketing activities;

suggest ways of improving the marketing of rice in Enugu State.

1.4   Research Hypothesis
The null hypothesis that was tested was that profitability of rice marketing at farm-gate level was not affected by producer and farm input prices.

1.5   Justification of the Study
The ever-increasing importance of rice as food crop in Nigeria calls for effort to increase its enterprise.  This is more so when improved marketing technologies for rice enterprise are available.  Small-holder farmers have been constrained from increasing their enterprise, despite increasing demand for the product.  It is important therefore that the practices adopted by the farmers are evaluated and the profitability or otherwise of the rice enterprise as well as its constraints to increasing rice marketing be examined.

The study could hopefully provide clearer insight into the economics of rice marketing and be useful in assisting agricultural policy makers and national development planners in their formulation of national policies especially as it affects rice marketing in the country. 

The findings would also be useful to research scholars interested in this or related topics as information and data would be made available to them. 

CHAPTER TWO

LITERATURE REVIEW

INTRODUCTION
Our focus in this chapter is to critically examine relevant literatures that would assist in explaining the research problem and furthermore recognize the efforts of scholars who had previously contributed immensely to similar research. The chapter intends to deepen the understanding of the study and close the perceived gaps.

Precisely, the chapter will be considered in three sub-headings:

Conceptual Framework
Theoretical Framework
Empirical Review

2.1
CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK
Marketing
The word marketing was a recent addition to the ever-rising list of industrial and technical terms.  After the Second World War, the concept of marketing was adapted to include very many factors and specialized activities (Care, 2004).

During the first half of this century, the administrators and managers were purely production-oriented and the field of functions of marketing was completely neglected.  But during the fifties, when they faced the problems of excess production, they slowly began to understand, identify and analyse the importance of marketing functions.  Hence those who understood the concept and practice accordingly survived and others were slowly edged out of the field of marketing (Heyne, 1994). 

At the initial stages of the marketing development, it just referred to buying and selling activities at market place.  But as the days passed on, after World War Two, the concept was adapted to include very many factors and functions.

After production, the goods have to pass through multi-various activities before it reaches the ultimate consumer.  More than the distribution of goods, products and services, marketing in its ambit includes the analysis of the feedback information from the consumers and users which is used after the existing decisions and policies.

The word marketing as conceived by Dixie (1989) is the series of services involved in the movement of commodities from the points of production to the point of consumption.  Greer (1973) in his own view saw marketing as the process in a society by which demand for economic goods and services are anticipated and satisfied through the conception, physical distribution and exchange of such goods and services.  Kotler (1980) described marketing as “human activity directed at satisfying needs and wants through the exchange process.”  According to Adeyoju (1975), marketing includes only those productive processes that create utility of possession, that is buying and selling.  Johnson (1990) saw marketing to mean beyond mere buying and selling.  He noted that it is a function that assesses consumer needs and then satisfies them by creating an effective demand for and providing goods and services at profit.

Marketing as defined by Nwokoye (1981) is a set of activities that facilitates exchange transaction involving economic goods and services for the ultimate purpose of satisfying human wants.  McCarthy & Parreault (1990) summarized marketing and its functions to be buying, selling, transporting, storing, standardizing and grading, risk taking and market information.

A market occurs in the process of marketing.  A market exists whenever buyers and sellers can be in contact with one other.  This contact could be face to face at some physical locations or indirectly through a complex network of middlemen who are far apart (McCarthy & Parreault, 1990).  According to Abbot & Makeham (1979), a market is an arena where exchange can take place.  Kohl & Uhl (1972) observed a market to be an arena for organizing and facilitating business activities and for answering the basic questions of what to produce, how to produce, how much to produce and how to distribute.  It is a time when buying and selling take place. 

Agricultural Marketing
According to Arene (2003), agricultural marketing involves all those legal, physical and economic services that make it possible for products from producers to get to consumers in a form desired by consumers and at the price agreeable to both producers and consumers for affecting a change of ownership to possession.  Adegeye & Dittoh (1985) saw agricultural marketing as involving the supply of raw materials to processing industries and the marketing of processed products including an assessment of demand as well as policies related to agricultural marketing.

Agricultural marketing as observed by Abbot & Makeham (1980), includes the selling to farmers input needed for production.  These include fertilizers, pesticides and other agro-chemicals, livestock feeds, farm machineries and equipment.  Kohls & Downey (1972) described agricultural marketing as the performance of all business activities involved in the flow of agricultural goods and services from the point of initial production to the point where they are in the hands of consumers.  Agricultural marketing therefore involves all the activities required to move farm produce from the farmers to the end users.

Farm-Gate 

Farm-gate is the point of first sale of agricultural products.  It is the point at which farmers first dispose of their products to the buyers.  It can also be thought as the place where farmers exchange their products either for money or for barter.  Mostly farmers after harvest dispose of their produce either in the farm or farmstead or at home and even in the market to buyers of different categories.  Farm-gate marketing refers to the activities associated with the sale by farmers of their products to the first time buyers.

Farm-gate price can be seen as the price received by the producer from the sale of his product to the first buyer which could be the millers, the wholesalers, the retailers or the end users.  In case of rice, it is usually sold as paddy to the millers who mill and sell to other marketing participants.  Alternatively, wholesalers, retailers as well as consumers can buy the paddy from the producers and process it themselves. The producers can also carry out the processing and sell to the buyers already processed rice.  

For farm-gate marketing, the price of the producer is usually cheaper due to the fact that other marketing costs have not been incurred.  Such marketing costs include storage, transportation, warehousing, processing and handling. 

Rice Processing

After harvesting, grains are threshed.  This is the separation of the grain from the stalks.  It is achieved by beating the rice straw over the edge of an empty drum or using threshing machines or beating with sticks. 

The chaff is then removed from the grains by throwing the rice up against a current of air.  This process is called winnowing.  The chaff is blown away and the clean paddy is collected on a mat or in a flattened receptacle such as a bowl. 

The winnowed paddy is thoroughly sun dried; after which the rice may be bagged and used like that.  Otherwise, the husks can be removed either by using the traditional method of pounding the paddy in a mortar until the husk is loosened or by using the modern method of milling using machines.  A further winnowing to separate the husk from the grain follows and this processing is called hulling.

An alternative to hulling is parboiling.  This reduces breaking which occurs with hulling.  Here, the paddy is soaked and steamed and the husks swell and split open.  The grains are dried in the sun and then hulled to remove the husks.

World Rice Production and Trade

Rice production has more than doubled in the last 40 years.  Most of the increase in production has been as a result of improved field yields.  Rice is best grown in flooded field and acreage is so limited by soil type and water supply (Mame, 2006).  About 560 million metric tons (MMT) of rice are grown annually compared to 600MMT for wheat, 300MMT for oil seeds, and 900MMT for coarse grains (corn, sorghum, barley, oat, rye, millet and mixed grains) (International Centre for Tropical Agriculture, 2006).

Out of the 560MMT produced, almost 60 percent is grown and consumed in China and India.  The world leading producers of rice are China, India, Indonesia, Bangladesh, Vietnam, Thailand, Burma, Japan, Philippines, Brazil and the United States (Tanaka, 2000).

Rice has remained a staple food for Nigerians as well as other nations.  It has many years of cultivation history but unlike Asia, African nations are precariously reliant on imports.  Rice ranks fourth among other cereals grown in Nigeria following closely after sorghum, millet and maize in terms of land area cultivated and output (National Seed Service, 2006).  It provides employment for farmers and those in agrochemicals production and marketing (West African Rice Development Association [WARDA], 2004).  Rice is mostly eaten steamed or boiled, ground into flour as well as in making beer.

There are two main classifications of domesticated rice.  These are the genus oryza glaberrima (Asian rice) and oryza sativa (Asian rice).  African rice has cultivation history stretching back several thousand years, but behaves more like grass weed offering low yields of grains after maturation.  This was gradually displaced by higher yielding oryza sativa introduced from Asia by Portuguese sailors over 400 years ago (IRRI, 2000).

The market price for rice is very volatile.  This is because most rice is consumed within a few miles of where it is produced, thereby leaving only very little to be traded. There was a decline in the global rice trade in 2003 and this remains below the record 27.6 million metric tons shipped in 2002.  This was mostly due to weaker import demand of Asia and sub-Saharan Africa since 2002 (USDA, 2004).

International trade in rice is quite thin relative to total production.  Only 6 percent of global rice production is currently traded each year and this is well below the trade shares for other grains and oil seeds (FAO, 2002).  Also, the global rice market is seriously segmented by type and quality with little substitution among types and quality by producers or consumers.  Long grain accounts for more than 75 percent of global rice trade.  Medium and short grain together make up around 12 percent; aromatic rice accounts for about 10 percent while specialty rice, primary glutinous rice accounts for the remainder of global rice trade (Ikisan, 2004).

Global rice trade is projected to increase at 2.4 percent per year over the baseline, reaching a record of 32.9 million metric tons by 2013.  Increased global rice traded is as a result of rising import demand caused by larger populations and, in some importing countries, limited ability to expand rice area and competition for arable land from substitute crops.  Sub-Saharan Africa and the Middle East – major destinations for internationally traded rice – are projected to substantially increase rice imports over the baseline.  In both regions, strong demand growth driven by rapidly expanding populations and rising incomes confronts limited opportunities to expand production.

Alternative Systems of Marketing
a.
Direct Marketing is an innovative concept, which involves marketing of produce by the farmers directly to the consumers without any middlemen.  This direct marketing helps in better marketing of rice because it increases profit of the producer, minimizes marketing cost and encourages distributional efficiency.  It also encourages farmers to retail sale of their produce and satisfies consumers through better quality of produce at reasonable price (Clark, 2006).

b.
Contract Marketing is a system of marketing in which the commodity is marketed by farmers under a pre-agreed buy-back contract with an agency engaged in trading or processing (USDA, 2004).  In contract marketing, a producer will produce and deliver to the contractor, a quantum of required quality of produce, based upon anticipated yield and contracted acreage, at a pre-agreed price.  In this agreement, agency contributes input supply and renders technical guidance.  The company also bears the entire cost of transaction and marketing.  In the wake of economic liberalization, the national and multinational companies are selectively entering into contract marketing of rice.

Contract marketing minimizes the price risk on the part of the producers and minimizes rise of raw material supply on the part of contracting agency.  Also, it strengthens the mutual relationships of both parties.

c.
Co-operative Marketing is the system of marketing in which a group of producers join together and register themselves under respective State Co-operative Societies Act to market their produce jointly.  The members also deal in a number of co-operative marketing activities, i.e. processing of produce, grading, packaging, storage, transport, finance, etc.  The co-operative marketing means selling of the members’ produce directly in the market, which fetches best prices.  It makes for effective use of infrastructure and easy transportation.

d.
Forward and Future Market:   Forward trading means an agreement or a contract between seller and purchaser, for a certain kind and quantity of a commodity for making delivery at a specific future time at contracted price.  The Forward Markets Commission (FMC) performs the functions of advisory, monitoring, supervision and regulation in future and forward trading (Milo, 2007).  Forward trading transactions are performed through exchanges owned by the associations registered under the Act.  These exchanges operate independently under the guidelines issued by the FMC.

Marketing Channels/Agencies
Marketing channels are distribution channels which are defined as a sequence of intermediaries taken by commodities as they flow from production point until they reach the ultimate consumer (Kohl, 1967).  Warshaw (1980) viewed marketing channel as a set of inter-dependent organization involved in the process of making a product or services available for use.  In a similar way Ilori (1972) noted that the channel or pathway through which a farm product passes to reach the ultimate consumers, is guided by two factors: (1) the type of markets (the proximity of the market to the production site, the shorter the chain of distribution), and (2) the form in which the product undergoes (the longer the chain of distribution tend to be).  He further said that the distribution system consists of many buyers and sellers, each getting his supplies at exchange level most convenient for the particular circumstance. 

Marketing channel is the succession of intermediaries through which goods and services pass en-route from producers to consumers (Adegeye & Dittoh, 1985).  Achumba & Osuagwu (1994) observed marketing channel to mean a business communication system that links together the manufacturers and consumers of commodities that are scattered all over the world.  For rice to get to the target market, marketing channels must be established.  Marketing channels perform the work of moving goods from producers to consumers.  It overcomes critical time, place and possession gaps that separate goods and services from those who would use them.  Rice products are moved from the producers to the consumers through marketing channels and this marketing channels could either be single-stage or multi-stage. 

Arene (2003) observed that the use of middlemen helps in making goods widely available and accessible to target market, while direct marketing would require many producers to become middlemen for complimentary products of other producers in order to achieve mass distribution of economies and earn greater returns.  Within the marketing channels, the actors are the wholesalers and retailers.  The marketer uses three kinds of marketing channels to reach the target market.  These channels include: the communication channel which receives message from the target buyers; the distribution channel which the marketer uses to display, sell or deliver the physical products or services to buyers or users; and the service channel which is used to carry out transaction with potential buyers.  To establish a marketing channel for a producer, the marketing executive must understand the retail and wholesale market and the type of middlemen institutions prevalent in the marketing system (Achumba & Osuagwu, 1994).


In Nigeria, middlemen have been generally identified to include

Farm-gate middlemen

The commissioned agents

The uncommissioned agents

Co-operative marketing agency

The wholesalers and

The retailers.

Olukosi & Isitor (1990) observed that the consumer’s price depends on the length of the chain. 

On the other hand, marketing agencies could be individuals acting in partnership or independently, larger farmers’ co-operative or government corporation.  These agencies according to Abbot & Makeham (1980) carry out marketing functions.

Olukosi & Isitor (1990) classified marketing agencies into four broad groups, which are –

The merchants middlemen

The agent middlemen

The speculative middlemen

The processors and manufacturers.

According to them, the merchant middlemen buy and sell for their own gain, take title to and own goods they handle.  They get their income from the margin between their buying and selling price.  Agent middlemen sell services to their principal who pays them some previously agreed fees and commission.  The speculative middlemen buy their product with the intention of disposing them when prices rise.  They are also known as hoarders or spreaders.  These researchers described processors and manufacturers as agribusiness farmers who undertake certain actions on farm product to change their form.  They function as buying agents in the producing areas.  Some also undertake the whole selling of their finished products to retailers.

Commenting on the input of marketing agencies and channels on the price of agricultural produce, Jones (1972) noted that in spite of the impressive return on production cost, the distribution system do not give farmers good price.  Osuji (1980) opined that despite the impressive production figures, monthly average price of rice has been constant due to alleged irregularities in the distribution system.

Marketing Functions
Marketing functions are specific efforts dealing with modifying the total service or product package and the communications according to customer’s segments (Rayon, 2007).  These marketing functions according to him are required to satisfy the needs of the customers.  In many other models they are seen as tools for competition against other companies. 

Clark (2006) saw marketing functions as the on-the-ground technique that a company uses in the practical marketing of produce.  He classified market functions into two sets.  Communication functions are those that marketing directly controls, while product functions are those where marketing is a player along with other functional areas of the company.

Operationally, marketing function can be defined as an act of service in which the original product and the ultimate consumer are linked together.  Even though most of the functions are performed by the intermediaries, this does not reduce the importance of such functions.  They are grouped under three types or processes.  They are: (a) Concentration, (b) Equalization, and (c) Dispersion.

Concentration:  Under this process, goods and products are collected together at a central point to facilitate further action upon them.  It is concerned with gathering, collecting and rating raw materials as either partly finished or finished products, etc. at central points.  This concentration to an extent embraces various other functions such as assembling, storage, financing, grading, standardizing, risk-taking, etc.

Equalizations:  According to Clark (2006), this consists of the adjustment of the supply to the demand on the basis of the time and quality.  This sort of adjustment can be done through storage and transportation in market centres.

Dispersion:  This is the allotment of raw materials to the producer and the final products to the consumers in lots of small and big sizes suitable for their consumption.

There is consensus regarding the functional area of marketing.  It varies from 5 to 36 and Rayon (2007) has identified 120 different kinds of marketing functions in the marketing journey of the products and articles.  Bates & Parkison (2007) divided the marketing functions into four aspects.  They are – 

Analysis and forecasting, i.e. marketing research

Product development and design

Influencing the demand, design, advertising, etc.

Service distribution after sales, service, etc.

The success in marketing of a firm depends upon the coordination of these ingredients in such a way as to create a suitable mix to the particular situation in hand.

Market Structure
The concept of market structure is central to both economics and marketing.  In decision-making analysis, market structure has an important role through its impact on the decision-making environment.  The extent and characteristics of competition in the market affect choice behaviour among the actors (Baumol, 1977; Yadav, 1995).

Market structure according to Barn (1959) is the organisational characteristics which determine the relationship of sellers in the market to each other and sellers to buyers.  Abbot & Makeham (1980) saw market structure to include all the firms engaged in a particular marketing channel.  According to Kohl & Uhl (1972), and McCoy (1988), market structure is the number of firms, the size of the firms, and their distribution size, the degree of concentration and the ability of firms to differentiate their products and the barriers to entry into an industry.  Market structure as seen by Adegeye & Dittoh (1982) refers to the characteristics of the market, which are believed to influence its nature of competition and the process of price formation.  Market structure (also known as market form) describes the state of a market with respect to competition.  It is the combination of those characteristics of the organisation of the market, which seems to influence strategically the nature of competition and pricing in the market system.

The major market structures according to Yadav (1995) are:

Perfect competition, in which the market consists of a very large number of firms producing a homogenous product.

Monopolistic competition, also called competitive market, where there are a large number of independent firms which have a very small proportion of the market share.

Oligopoly, in which a market is dominated by a small number of firms which own 40% of the market share.

Oligopsony, a market dominated by many sellers and few buyers.

Monopoly, where there is only one provider of a product or service.

Natural monopoly, a monopoly in which economics of scale cause efficiency to increase continuously with the size of the firm.

Monopsony, where there is only one buyer in a market.

The imperfectly competitive structure is quite identical to the realistic market conditions where some monopolistic competitors, monopolists exist dominated the market conditions.

According to Arene (1992), three theoretical market models often used in analyzing market structure are perfect competition, oligopolistic competition and monopolistic competition.  The main criteria by which one can distinguish between market structure are: the number and size of producers and consumers in the market, the quantity of goods and services being traded and the degree to which information can flow freely (Stefflre, 1968).

Marketing Margin
Marketing margin is the difference between the price paid by the end user and price received by the producer. It is the difference between the producer prices (farm-gate) and the retail price.  Marketing margin can also be defined as the difference between the retail price and marketing cost (Sidhu & Rangi, 1979).  Marketing margin as defined by Adegeye & Dittoh (1982) is the difference in price paid to the first seller and that paid by the ultimate consumer.  Downey & Trocke (1981) saw marketing margin as the share of the consumer’s dollar that is incurred in the marketing process.  Tomek & Robinson (1990) said it is price for a collection of services which is a function of the demand for the supply of these services and for the difference between the farm-gate price and retail price.

Marketing margin analysis is one of the tools used in determining the efficiency of marketing system.  This method of analysis is employed by most researchers.  This is because it is easy to compute.  This can be mathematically expressed thus:



MM
=
RP 
–  
MC

where 
MM  =  Marketing margin



RP  =  Retail price



MC  =  Marketing cost.

2.2
THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

Physical and exchange activities are two main components of marketing functions which are relevant to marketing cost (Osuji, 1988).  According to him, efficient economic exchange is highly associated with physical activities.

In agricultural marketing system, there are four main subsystems.  These subsystems are production, distribution, regulatory and consumption.  Each of these systems plays important role in ensuring efficient and effective food marketing (Crawford, 1997).  As observed by WARDA (1981), the Nigerian marketing system for locally-produced rice is virtually the same, i.e. the existence of large number of marketing intermediaries, institutions that participate in the marketing of rice in the country.

Crawford (1997) noted that the major participants in grain marketing are the producers, marketing boards, brokers, millers, livestock producers, food processors, exporters and grain exchange.  He also said that grain marketing system in Nigeria and other developing countries has its major challenges to include rationalization of storage facilities in terms of their location, readjustment of farmers’ price to reflect accurately production and marketing cost.

Market performance can be seen to mean economic result of structure and conduct.  Measurement of these results can be in form of price-cost relationship, marketing margins, product quality, intertemporal spatial price relationship and the degree of efficiency.  In studying market performance efficiency, measures are usually used and these efficiencies are of two types: operational and pricing efficiencies.  The operational efficiency deals with the performance of physical functions such as storage, processing, transportation; while pricing efficiency deals with enhancing market function of buying and selling so as to reflect the condition of demand and supply.

According to Fraser & Bradford (1983), economists believed that demand and supply condition is reflected under a perfectly competitive market situation and as a result, pricing efficiency studies usually evaluate the performance of the marketing system by comparing actual producer with those generated by a perfectly competitive market.

Based on this theory, it is assumed that an efficient marketing will generate prices such that for two market to trade with each other, transport costs will equate the change in price of a commodity in the new market, cost of storage will be related to price over time and processing costs will be related to the price of the new product.

As observed by Okeke (1988), Williams (1996), gross margin analysis and marketing margins are effective and efficient tools for determining market performance, efficiency and profitability of food marketing. 

2.3
EMPIRICAL REVIEW

A study on the emerging problems of marketing of agricultural commodities organized by Indian Society of Agricultural Economics in collaboration with the Directorate of Marketing was conducted by Venkataraminan & Minalidhara (1970).  They used a non-linear seasonal regression model for the study.  Their result showed that wheat traders perform the useful functions of carrying over the stock throughout the season and balancing the supply with the uniform consumption demand.

Another study was conducted by Rivz & Uhm (1970) on market structure and economic performance of processing and farm input industries in Canada using multiple regression.  The result indicated that the concentration variables played an important role in market structure, performance and conduct but the significance does not seem to occupy a central role in the Canadian food processing and farm input industries.

Osuji (1980) conducted a study on rice marketing in Abeokuta Local Government Area of Ogun State, Nigeria.  The study had its objectives as to estimate the cost that goes to transport and marketing margin that goes to wholesalers and retailers, storage cost and period of storage.  A linear regression model was used.  From the result, it was observed that wholesalers in the study area had about 40 percent of the total marketing as gross profit; retailers had 8.55 percent as gross margin.  It was also indicated that the wholesalers’ prices were not arbitrarily fixed which means that the wholesalers were not exploitative. 

CHAPTER THREE

METHODOLOGY 

   Study Area
The study area is Enugu State of Nigeria. Enugu State was created out of the old Anambra State during the 1991 State creation exercise. According to Ezike (1998), the state is located within the following geographical graticules:- 5056’N to 7006, and 6053’ to 7055’E. Enugu State is bounded on the east by Ebonyi State, on the north by Benue and Kogi States, on the south by Abia State and west by Anambra State. It occupies an area of about 8,022.95km2 (Ezike, 1998) and has a population of about 3,257,298 (NPC, 2006).

Enugu State is made up of seventeen Local Government Areas and is divided into three agricultural zones namely:

Enugu zone – Comprising Enugu East, Enugu North, Ezeagu, Igbo-Etiti and Udi Local Government Areas. 

Awgu zone – Comprising Awgu, Aninri, Enugu South, Nkanu East, Nkanu West and Oji River Local Government Areas.

Nsukka zone – Comprising Igbo-Eze North, Igbo-Eze South, Isi-Uzo, Nsukka, Udenu and Uzo-Uwani Local Government Areas (ADP, 1997). 

The State has its administrative headquarters at Enugu.

Enugu State is endowed with land for effective agricultural production and the occupation of the people is predominantly farming, which is mostly carried out in small scale.

The agricultural zones, local government areas and communities where rice is produced in Enugu State are as shown in Table 2 below:

Table 2:  Rice Producing Areas of Enugu State
	Zones
	Local Government Areas
	Communities

	Nsukka
	Uzo-Uwani
	Adani, Opanda and Umulokpa

	
	Isi-Uzo
	Eha-Amufu

	Awgu
	Aninri
	Nnenwe, Idiabor and Oduma

	
	Nkanu East
	Amagunze, Owo 

	
	Nkanu West
	Ugbawka, Nkerefi, Nome

	
	Oji River
	Ugwuoba

	Enugu
	Ezeagu
	Olo


Source: 
Department for International Development (DFID), 2003. 

  Sampling Procedure

Selection of Rice Farmers

Purposive sampling technique was used in drawing the sample.  In the first stage of the sampling procedure all the three agricultural zones in the state were chosen.  In the second stage, given the fact that rice is produced only in seven Local Government Areas (LGAs) out of the seventeen LGAs, all the local government areas that produce rice were in the three agricultural zones used.  Also, all the fourteen communities that were involved in rice production were selected since they were not too many.

Random sampling technique was employed in the fourth stage to select the respondents. Five farm families (producers/assemblers) were selected randomly from each of the fourteen communities and this gave a total of 70 respondents.

Selection of Rice Middlemen 

The major urban areas in the study area were selected for the study. The three major urban areas are Enugu, Nsukka and Oji-River. For the selection of middlemen, ten wholesalers and ten retailers were randomly selected from each urban centre. This gave a total of 30 wholesalers and 30 retailers.  In all, a total of 130 respondents were used for the study.

  Method of Data Collection

Data for the study were collected from both primary and secondary sources. Primary data were obtained by the use of structured questionnaire, interview and direct observations. Secondary data were obtained from texts, journals and other publications. Three sets of structured questionnaires were used in collecting data, one set was administered to the rice farmers, the other two sets to the wholesalers and retailers.

The data for the rice farmers included among other things: gender of household heads, types of rice produced and sold, quantity of rice sold per period, labour, distance, means and cost of transportation, major rice customers and period of greater sales.

For the middlemen (wholesalers and retailers), the information included: sources of the product, purchasing and selling prices, transfer cost, marketing channels and socio-economic characteristics.

   Method of Data Analysis

Data collected were analysed using relevant statistical and econometric tools in order to achieve the specific objectives.  Descriptive statistics such as means, percentages and frequencies were used to realize objectives (i) and (iv). Objective (ii) was analysed with the use of marketing margin and gross margin, while objective (iii) was achieved using profit function analysis.

3.4.1 Model Specification

1.  Determination of Marketing Margin

In the determination of market margin, Adeyokunnu (1974) and Osuji (1990) methods were used. They both deducted producer prices from the retail prices to get the marketing margins. The wholesalers and retailers’ average prices were used in their computations. Margins were obtained by deducting cost per kilogram from returns per kilogram.

The selling and purchase prices were also obtained by finding the average of the prices given by respondents. These prices when summed up gave the grand mean. To obtain the marketing cost, there was total summation of the various components of the costs that were incurred. 

The size of the marketing margin depends on the size of marketing cost. Cost means average purchase price and marketing costs.

The difference between the producer’s price at farm-gate and the producer’s market price showed the rice producer’s margin.

The difference between the rice producer’s price and wholesaler price of rice showed the wholesaler receipt for that quantity of rice.

The difference between the retail price of a said quantity of rice and that of the wholesaler represented the retailer’s receipt for the said quantity.

Calculating middlemen’s profit as a percentage of consumer prices per kilogram was used to determine the proportion of the consumer expenditure on one kilogram of rice that went to middlemen as net margin or profit. This was calculated as 

Percentage Profit = 
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Where ( = Profit


  Rp = retail price

For the proportion of consumer’s spending on one kilogram of rice that covered the marketing cost for one kilogram of rice, this can be calculated thus:
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Where mc = market cost

For the rice farmer’s share (Fs) as a percentage of the consumer’s spending on retail price per kilogram, the formula is 

Rs = 
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Rs = Rice Price.

To calculate the marketing margin that will go to the middlemen as net profit, the formula that will be employed is 

Net Profit = 
[image: image4.wmf]Profit (Na

ira)

/

kg

Marketing 

Margin

/

kg

100

1

´


When this value is subtracted from 100, the value obtained is the proportion of the marketing margin that will cover marketing cost.

2.  Profit Function Analysis

Profit function analysis was employed to estimate the effects of producer and farm input prices on farm-gate profit. The inputs included fertilizer, pesticides, land, seeds and labour. The profit function was used because of its importance in diagnostic analysis reflecting marginal input profitabilities at mean levels of input price.

Following Sankhayan (1981), the linear profit function analytical model is as follows:

Let there be a production function where m variable inputs X1 X2 = - - Xm and n fixed inputs Z1 Z2 - - - Zn are related to output Y as follows:

Y = F(x1 x2 - - - Xm; Z1, Z2 - - - Zn) - - (1)

In the short run the opportunity cost of the fixed input is zero. Therefore, the producer needs only to maximize the returns to variable inputs, that is the sales value of output less the cost of variable inputs called the variable costs. The resulting returns also known as the variable profit (() to variable inputs in respect to the production function given by (1) can thus be written as:

( = Pyf (X1, X2 - - - Xm; Z1, z2 - - - Zn) -(P1X2 - - - (2)

where Py is the price of output and P1 is the per unit price of the ith variable input, ί = 1, 2 - - - m.

For maximization of ( in the short run, take the first order partial derivatives with respect to the variable inputs and equate them to zero each. Thus, the partial derivative from (2) with respect to Xί, ί = 1,2 - - - m, equated to zero given by 
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where fί denotes the first order partial derivative with respect to ith input since from (1).

F (X1, X2  - - - Xm; Z1, Z2 - - - Zn) is equal to Y (3) also be written as:

Py* 
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There would thus be m simultaneous equations in m unknown which can be solved to obtain the optimum input quantities

Xί,  ί = 1,2 - - - m given by 

Xί = Xί  (Py, P1, P2 - - - Pm; Z1 Z2 - - - Zn), ί = 1, 2 - - m - - (5)

Relation (5) gives the demand function for the ith variable input. Substituting the demand function given by (5) and (2), what is got is given as (* = P.F (Xί, X
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; Z1, Z2 - - - Zn) - (P1x ί - - - (6)

Where X*1 (i = 1, 2 - - - m) is the optimum quantity of the ith variable input and (* corresponds to the amount of maximum variable profits.

Obviously, therefore, (* in (6) is expressed as a function of the prices of output quantities

Thus, (* = (* (Py, P1, P2 - - - Pm; Z1 Z2 = Zn) - - - (7) which gives the profit function.

Implicitly, the profit function can be represented as follows:

( = f (Py, P1, P2, P3, P4, P5) +e - - - - (8)

Where
( =
variable profit in N / ha



Py
=
Per unit price of output N  / ha



P1
=
Per unit price of seed N   / ha


P2
=
Per unit price of land N   / ha


P3
=
Per unit price of labour N   / ha


P4
=
Per unit price of fertilizer N   / ha


P5
=
Per unit price of herbicides N   / ha


e
=
Error term

CHAPTER FOUR

DATA PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS

4.0
DATA PRESENTATION
4.1   Socio-Economic Characteristics of the Respondents
4.1.1
Age of the Respondents

Table 3 shows the age distribution of the respondents: the rice producers, wholesalers and retailers.

Table 3:
Distribution of the Respondents According to Age

	Age Range in Years
	Producers
	Wholesalers
	Retailers

	
	No.
	%
	No.
	%
	No.
	%

	21 – 30 
	5
	7.1
	3
	10
	5
	16.7

	31 – 40
	22
	31.4
	15
	50
	10
	33.3

	41 – 50
	30
	42.9
	12
	40
	10
	33.3

	51 – 60
	11
	15.7
	
	
	5
	16.7

	60 +
	2
	2.9
	
	
	
	

	Total
	70
	100
	30
	100
	30
	100


Source:  Field Survey Data, 2008

Table 3 shows that out of the 70 sampled farmers, majority of them (74.3%) were within the age bracket of 31-50 years; 18.6 percent were between 51 through 60+ years; while only 7.1 percent were between 21-30 years of age.  The concentration of the rice producers (42.9%) on the middle age bracket of 41-50 years tends to show that raw physical energy is required for the production exercise.  It also shows that most of the farmers were matured in age.  This finding disagreed with that of Orjiekwe (1995) who found that average age of rice farmers in Uzo-Uwani was between 30-40 years.

Still on the table, 10 percent of the wholesalers were within the age bracket of 21-30 years, 50 percent were on the age bracket of 31-40 years, while 40 percent fell within the age of 41-50 years.  Also, as could be observed, 16.7 percent of the retailers were within the ages of 21-30 years, 33.3 percent were within the ages of 31-40, 33.3 percent within the ages of 41-50 years while 16.7 percent were within the age bracket of 51-60 years.  These findings on both wholesalers and retailers also show that a reasonable percent of the retailers and wholesalers were in the middle age brackets.  These show that for a meaningful rice production and marketing activities, one has to be able-bodied and strong so as to be able to carry out the enormous tasks involved in production and marketing of rice.

Gender of the Respondents

Gender distribution of the producers, wholesalers and retailers is shown in table 4.
Table 4:
Distribution of the Respondents According to Gender

	Gender
	Producers
	Wholesalers
	Retailers

	
	No.
	%
	No.
	%
	No.
	%

	Male
	59
	84.3
	21
	70
	20
	66.7

	Female
	11
	15.7
	9
	30
	10
	33.3

	Total
	70
	100
	30
	100
	30
	100


Source:  Field Survey Data, 2008

Table 4 shows that male population in both production and distribution of rice was higher than that of female.  This is explained by the high percentage of males which was 84.3 percent against their female counterparts, which was 15.7 percent for the producers; 70 percent against 30 percent for the wholesalers and 66.7 percent against 33.3 percent for retailers.

The high concentration of males in the rice activities could be as a result of high energy exertion required in different operations.  Most women are genetically vulnerable to hard, tedious works, which explains why there was very few of them in rice production aspect in the area studied.  In the wholesaling and retailing aspects, less work is involved and this might have explained why women involvement in these aspects was more than in the production. Generally, rice business is both time and labour intensive, making it less attractive to women.

4.1.3
Educational Attainment of Respondents

The rate of adoption of innovations and better management of any business are dependent on the level of education acquired by the farmers.  That is why the study of the level of educational attainment is imperative to this study.

Table 5:
Distribution of the Respondents According to Educational Attainment


	Level of Education 
	Producers
	Wholesalers
	Retailers

	
	No.
	%
	No.
	%
	No.
	%

	No formal education
	2
	2.9
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Incomplete primary education
	14
	20.0
	3
	10
	1
	3.3

	Complete primary education
	40
	57.1
	11
	36.7
	6
	20.0

	Incomplete Secondary School
	5
	7.1
	4
	13.3
	8
	26.7

	Complete Secondary School
	8
	11.5
	7
	23.3
	12
	40.0

	Tertiary Education
	1
	1.4
	5
	16.7
	3
	10.0

	Total
	70
	100
	30
	100
	30
	100


Source:  Field Survey Data, 2008

Table 5 shows that 2.9 percent of the producers had no formal education, 20 percent did not complete primary school, while 57.1 percent completed their primary education.  Also, 7.1 percent of the farmers did not complete secondary school, while 11.5 percent finished their secondary school programme.  Only one farmer completed tertiary education. 

On the other hand, all the respondents involved in the wholesale and retail activities attempted formal education.  Only 10 percent and 3.3 percent of the wholesalers and retailers respectively dropped out from primary school.  They  could not complete their primary school programme.  36.7 percent of the wholesalers completed primary school, while only 20 percent of the retailers completed their primary education.  A good number of the respondents, 23.3 percent of the wholesalers and 40 percent of the retailers, completed their secondary school.  It was only 16.7 percent of the wholesalers and 10 percent of the retailers that completed tertiary education.   The completion of tertiary education is commendable for a flourishing rice enterprise.  This is because it helps in innovation adoption and better management of the business.

4.1.4
Farming/Marketing Experiences of Respondents

The farmers as well as the middlemen had varying years of experience in the business.  Table 6 shows the distribution of the respondents according to the number of years spent in the rice business.

Table 6:
Distribution of the Respondents According to Experience in Rice Business

	Number of Years
	Producers
	Wholesalers
	Retailers

	
	F
	%
	F
	%
	F
	%

	1 – 5
	10
	14.3
	4
	13.3
	2
	  6.7

	6 – 10
	30
	42.8
	10
	33.3
	11
	36.6

	11 – 15
	25
	35.7
	7
	23.4
	7
	23.3

	16 – 20
	2
	  2.9
	5
	16.7
	5
	16.7

	21 – 25
	3
	  4.3
	3
	10.0
	5
	16.7

	26 – 30
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Above 30
	-
	-
	1
	3.3
	-
	-

	Total
	70
	100
	30
	100
	30
	100


Source:  Field Survey Data, 2008

Table 6 shows that only 3 farmers (4.3%) had been in the business for up to 25 years, 2 farmers (2.9%) have had experience between 16-20 years, 25 farmers (35.7%) have been in the business up to 11-15 years, while 30 farmers (42.8%) had an experience of between 6-10 years.

On the side of the wholesalers, it is shown that only one wholesaler (3.3%) had been in the business for more than 30 years.  Four wholesalers (13.3%) had been doing the business between 1-5 years, 10 (33.3%) have had experience ranging from 6-10 years, while 7 (23.4%) have had experience between 11-15 years.  5 (16.7%) have been in the business between 16-20 years, while 3 (10%) had stayed in the business between 21-25 years.

For the retailers, it is shown that 10 (33.4%) respondents had been in the business for between 16-25 years.  Seven (23.3%) have stayed in the business for between 11-15 years.  The greatest number of the respondents, 11 (36.7%) have had experience between 6-10 years, while only 2 (6.7%) have been in the business between 1-5 years.

However, while most of the farmers (57.1%) had less than 11 years’ experience in the rice business, most of the wholesalers (53.4%) and retailers (56.7%) had more than 10 years experience in the business.  Sufficient experience in rice production and marketing practices raises operational efficiency.

Marital Status of the Respondents

The distribution of the respondents according to marital status is presented in Table 7

Table 7:
Distribution of the Respondents According to marital status
	Marital Status
	Producers
	Wholesalers
	Retailers

	
	F
	%
	F
	%
	F
	%

	Married
	38
	54.3
	23
	76.7
	24
	80.0

	Divorced
	2
	  2.9
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Widowed
	5
	  7.1
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Single
	22
	31.4
	7
	23.3
	6
	20.0

	Separated
	3
	  4.3
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Total
	70
	100
	30
	100
	30
	100


Source:  Field Survey Data, 2008

Table 7 shows that majority of the respondents at both production and marketing levels were married.  On the production side, it shows that 54.3 percent of the farmers were married, 31.4 percent were single, 7.1 percent widowed, 4.3 percent were separated while only 2.9 percent were divorced.

For those involved in wholesale activities, 76.7 percent were married, 23.3 percent were single, while none was either separated or divorced.  For the retailers, 80 percent of them were married while 20 percent were single.

The study of the marital status of the respondents was necessary because of the supportive roles partners play in farming, such as providing significant labour and skill.

Household Size
The household size for the producers and middlemen is presented in Table 8.

Table 8:
Distribution of the Respondents According to Household Sizes
	Number of persons (Range)
	Producers
	Wholesalers
	Retailers

	
	F
	%
	F
	%
	F
	%

	1 – 5
	27
	38.6
	20
	66.7
	17
	56.7

	6 – 10
	39
	55.7
	8
	26.6
	12
	40.0

	11 – 15
	4
	  5.7
	2
	  6.7
	1
	  3.3

	Total
	70
	100
	30
	100
	30
	100


Source:  Field Survey Data, 2008

In all, 70 households of rice producers were interviewed, majority of who were male household heads.  Also, 30 wholesalers and 30 retailers were interviewed and the household numbers were realized.

Table 8 shows that majority of the farmers had household size of between 6-10 persons.  This is represented by 55.7 percent of the producers.  The majority of the wholesalers (66.7%) and retailers (56.7%) had household size of 1-5.  The household size was least across boarder between the range of 11-15 persons with 5.7 percent for producers, 6.7 percent for wholesalers and 3.3 percent for retailers.

The household size is a very important factor that can positively or negatively influence output as well as production costs. 

4.1.7
Occupations of the Respondents
The frequency distribution of the major occupations of the respondents is shown in Table 9.

Table 9:
Distribution of the Respondents According to Occupation 

	Occupation
	Producers
	Wholesalers
	Retailers

	
	F
	%
	F
	%
	F
	%

	Teaching
	-
	-
	1
	  3.3
	5
	16.7

	Trading
	15
	21.2
	20
	66.7
	23
	76.7

	Hunting
	1
	  1.4
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Farming
	53
	76.0
	5
	16.7
	-
	-

	Craftsmanship
	1
	  1.4
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Tailoring
	-
	-
	1
	  3.3
	-
	-

	Civil Servant
	-
	-
	3
	10.0
	2
	  6.6

	Total
	70
	100
	30
	100
	30
	100


Source:  Field Survey Data, 2008

Table 9 shows that 21.2 percent of the farmers were involved in Trading, 1.4 percent engaged in Hunting as well as Craftsmanship.  Probably because rice farming requires a lot of time and adequate attention, a greater number of the respondents (76%) had farming as their sole business.

Also from Table 9, it is shown that some of the rice producers do not rely entirely on rice farming, instead they engage in other businesses so as to augment with the farming proceeds.  Another reason why they engage in other occupation is to secure the family food needs in case of rice failure.

As regards the wholesalers, majority of them (66.7%) were Traders, 16.7 percent were Farmers, 3.3 percent were Teachers, 3.3 percent were Tailors, while 10 percent of them were Civil Servants.  Majority of the retailers (76.7%) were full-time Traders while very few of them (23%) were engaged in other businesses.

The figures in Table 9 show that majority of the farmers and middlemen were not involved in other occupation.  This is because rice business has advanced to the stage that could provide the source of livelihood for the operators.

4.1.8
Sources of Finance

Any business without adequate finance can hardly flourish.  The farmers as well as the middlemen financed their enterprises through family savings, contributions from friends and relatives as well as associations.

	Sources of Finance
	Producers
	Wholesalers
	Retailers

	
	F
	%
	F
	%
	F
	%

	Family Savings
	57
	81.4
	21
	70.0
	25
	83.3

	Friends & Relatives
	3
	  4.3
	5
	16.7
	2
	  6.7

	Associations
	10
	14.3
	1
	  3.3
	3
	10.0

	Bank Loan
	0
	0
	3
	10.0
	0
	0

	Total
	70
	100
	30
	100
	30
	100


Table 10:
Distribution of the Respondents According to Sources of Finance
Source:  Field Survey Data, 2008

Table 10 shows that majority of farmers as well as the middlemen financed their rice business through personal effort.  This is evidenced by high percentages of the respondents that indicated so.  From Table 10, it can be seen that 81.4 percent, 70 percent and 83.3 percent of the producers, wholesalers and retailers respectively obtained finance through family savings.  Friends and relatives provided finance for only 4.3 percent of the producers, 16.7 percent of the wholesalers and 6.7 percent of the retailers.

Through the associations, only 14.3 percent of the producers, 3.3 percent of the wholesalers and 10 percent of the retailers obtained loan.  Only 3 persons, that is 10 percent of the wholesalers got loan from the bank.  Neither the producers nor the retailers obtained loan from the banks.  This invariably explains why some of the farmers were producing at small-scale.  Majority of the farmers avoided borrowing from the banks because of the high interest rate charged by the banks as well as the demand for collateral. 

4.1.9
Income Levels of the Respondents

Annual income distribution of the respondents is shown in table 11.

Table 11:
Distribution of the Respondents According to Income Level
	Income Level
	Producers
	Wholesalers
	Retailers

	
	F
	%
	F
	%
	F
	%

	Less than 11,000
	1
	1.4
	-
	-
	2
	  6.7

	11,000 – 30,000
	7
	10.0
	10
	33.4
	20
	66.7

	31,000 – 60,000
	30
	42.9
	19
	63.3
	7
	23.3

	61,000 – 90,000
	29
	41.4
	-
	-
	1
	  3.3

	91,000 & above
	3
	  4.3
	1
	  3.3
	-
	-

	Total
	70
	100
	30
	100
	30
	100


Source:  Field Survey Data, 2008

Table 11 shows the annual income distribution of the rice producers, wholesalers and retailers.  As could be observed from the table, 42.9 percent of the farmers had an income bracket of N31,000 – N60,000, while 41.4 percent had an income bracket of N61,000 – N90,000.  Only 4.3 percent of the farmers had an income of N91,000 and above while 10 percent had an income ranging between N11,000 - N30,000 while 1.4 percent had income below N11,000.

For the wholesalers, 63.3 percent of the respondents were within the income bracket of N31,000 – N60,000, while 33.4 percent of the respondents were within the income bracket of N11,000 - N30,000.  Only one person (3.3%) was within the income bracket of N91,000 and above.

Among the retailers, 66.7 percent had income between N11,000 - N30,000; 23.3 percent had income between N31,000 – N60,000; 6.7 percent had less than N11,000 as income, while 3.3 percent had an income of between N61,000 – N90,000.

The low income level among the respondents is evidence of their low productivity.

4.2
Cultivation and Production

The main producing areas are concentrated in Adani, Opanda, Umulokpa, Eha-Amufu, Nnenwe, Ndiabor, Oduma, Amagunze, Owo, Ugbakwa, Nkerefi, Nome, Ugwuoba and Olo (DFID, 2003).  In general, Enugu State farmers are subsistence producers, employing a low input/output system.  Rainfall and its distribution are the main determinants of agricultural production, soils are often poor and climate is regarded as unreliable and sometimes erratic (ENADEP, 1998). 

4.2.1
Average Hectarage Cultivated by the Farmers
The collection and analysis of agricultural data in Enugu State is very difficult without undertaking actual field measurements.  Farmers do not use standard units of measurement but have only an arbitrary idea of the area that they cultivate.  Survey interviews with farmers were conducted either in paddy field or in farmers’ homes, plots were not actually measured but estimated by farmers and where possible paced out or a visual estimation undertaken.

Table 12:
Average Hectarage Cultivated by Zone
	Zones
	Mean
	Maximum
	Minimum
	Sum

	Nsukka
	2.58
	3.50
	0.50
	 51.50

	Enugu
	1.70
	2.00
	1.00
	   8.50

	Awgu
	2.98
	5.00
	0.25
	134.00

	Total
	2.77
	5.00
	0.25
	194.00




Source:  Field Survey Data, 2008

The results in Table 12 show that average hectarage cultivated in the study area was approximately 2.77 with differences between zones.  Land cultivation ranged from 0.25 ha to 5 ha.  Awgu had the largest cultivated area of 2.98 ha, followed by Nsukka Zone with 2.58 ha while Enugu had the least, cultivating an average of 1.70 ha.

Methods used in Land Preparation

The method of land preparation determines the scale of production.

Table 13:
Distribution of the Farmers According to Method Used in Land preparation
	Methods
	No.
	Percentage

	Manual Labour
	63
	90

	Mechanized
	7
	10

	Total
	70
	100


Source:  Field Survey Data, 2008

The results in Table 13 show that majority of the farmers (90%) used manual labour in the preparation of their farms, while only 10 percent used machines.  Therefore, the use of tractors and other machines were not prevalent among the farmers for land preparation.  The reason, according to them, was the high costs involved in hiring the tractors.  Limited access to machines can lead to late and low planting.

Fertilizer Usage by the Farmers

The use of fertilizer may influence yield

Table 14:
Distribution of the Farmers According to Fertilizer Use by Zone
	Zone
	Type of Fertilizer Used

	
	Chemical
	Organic
	Both
	None
	Total

	
	No.
	%
	No.
	%
	No.
	%
	No.
	%
	

	Nsukka
	10
	50
	4
	20
	-
	-
	6
	30
	100%

	Awgu
	13
	28.9
	-
	-
	-
	-
	32
	71.1
	100%

	Enugu
	1
	20
	-
	-
	-
	-
	4
	80
	100%

	Total
	24
	34.3
	4
	5.7
	-
	-
	42
	60
	100%




Source:  Field Survey Data, 2008

The use of chemical inputs such as fertilizer and herbicides, by the farmers was low due to difficulties in accessing them as well as high prices of the inputs.  This was corroborated by the survey results in Table 14.  With the exception of Nsukka Zone, where 50 percent of the farmers used chemical fertilizers, the use of chemical fertilizer remained limited.  Only 34.3 percent of the total respondents used chemical fertilizer.  The high level usage of chemical fertilizer in Nsukka could be as a result of the influence of the researchers in Faculty of Agriculture in University of Nigeria, Nsukka which is the first autonomous university in the country.  Only 5.7 percent of the respondents used organic fertilizer, none used both. Sixty percent (60%) of the farmers did not use any type of fertilizer.  

4.2.4
Herbicides Usage by the Farmers
Table 15:
Distribution of the Farmers According to Herbicides Used by Zone

	Zone
	Types of Herbicides

	
	Chemical
	Manual
	Organic
	None
	Total

	
	No.
	%
	No.
	%
	No.
	%
	No.
	%
	

	Nsukka
	7
	35
	-
	-
	2
	10
	11
	55
	100%

	Awgu
	11
	24
	1
	2.2
	-
	-
	33
	73.3
	100%

	Enugu
	2
	40
	-
	-
	-
	-
	3
	60
	100%

	Total
	20
	28.5
	1
	1.5
	2
	2.9
	47
	67.1
	100%




Sourced:  Field Survey Data, 2008

Manual and organic herbicides were rarely utilized.  Table 15 shows that only 1.5 percent and 2.9 percent of the respondents used manual and organic herbicides respectively.  A large proportion of the farmers (67.1%) did not use any type of herbicides.

The use of chemical herbicides was also low with only 28.5 percent of the farmers applying them.  Nsukka Zone had the highest level of chemical herbicides usage of 35 percent and this agreed with what was found earlier on fertilizer usage.  Proximity and accessibility of the zone to Faculty of Agriculture, University of Nigeria, Nsukka played a major role in stimulating chemical herbicides use in the zone.

4.2.5
Type of Seeds used by the Farmers
Table 16:
Distribution of the Farmers According to Type of Seeds Used  

	Type of Seed
	F
	%

	Saved Seeds
	58
	82.9

	Purchased Seeds
	12
	17.1

	Total
	70
	100


Source:  Field Survey Data, 2008

The majority of the farmers (82.9%) used saved seeds which may be a combination of local and improved varieties such as ITA222, IR18, IR16, and mars.  Only 17.1 percent used seeds bought or exchanged locally.  Seed quality and consistency are frequently identified by many Agriculturists as key issues in terms of production and the quality of produce.  Farmers generally save seeds from the previous season and these seeds may be several generations old.  Over time, seeds become mixed and produce non-uniform grain and poor yields (Tanaka, 2000). 

4.2.6
Varieties of Rice Produced
Table 17:
Distribution of the Farmers According to the Varieties of Rice Produced  

	Varieties
	F
	%

	I416
	30
	42.8

	IR16
	3
	  4.3

	IR18
	17
	24.3

	Nerica
	7
	10

	ITA222
	7
	10

	Mars
	6
	  8.6

	Total
	70
	100


Source:  Field Survey Data, 2008

The Table 17 shows that I416 accounted for 42.8 percent of the total rice varieties that were grown in the study area.  This was followed by IR18 which accounted for 24.3 percent while Nerica and ITA222 accounted for 10 percent each of the total rice varieties grown by the farmers.  Only 8.6 percent of the farmers grew mars while 4.3 percent planted IR16.  The farmers interviewed indicated that the popularity of I416 was as a result of its swelling ability and large sized grains.  In the cases of IR18 and Nerica, their sweet taste and aroma made them fairly popular.  The low popularity of the Mars, ITA222 and IR16 could be as a result of their characteristics.  For instance, IR16 is short grained and does not swell much in cooking; Mars has brownish colour and slight bitter taste while ITA222 has low swelling ability and clumps together when cooked.

4.2.7
Rice Yields
Table 18:
Average Rice Yield by Zones  

	Zones
	Average Harvest per Hectare in Kg

	Nsukka
	167.66

	Enugu
	112.63

	Awgu
	139.12

	Total
	144.76


Source:  Field Survey Data, 2008

On the average, a household harvested 144.76Kg of paddy per hectare.  Nsukka achieved the highest mean harvest rate of 167.66Kg/ha, while Enugu had the lowest mean harvest rate of 112.63Kg/ha.  These figures are very low compared to what was estimated by FAO (2003) where areas with access to water during planting season yielded approximately 1.8mt.  According to FAO (2003), yields can be higher up to 3mt where fertilizers and improved seeds are used.

4.3   Marketing Issues
The results of the survey indicate that there was not surplus rice, with majority of the farmers producing mainly for subsistence purposes.  The level of production remained low while the surplus available for sale was limited.  The marketing of rice was dominated by imported rice which is generally of better quality and readily available.

The distributional channels of locally produced rice were four.  These channels were 

Producer (farmers) ( Brokers/Assemblers ( Wholesalers ( Retailers.  There were three main types of markets for these distribution channels.  These main market areas were the farm-gate which is the point of first sale of the produce by the farmers either in the farm or at the home.  The second market was the mill centre or the processors market where rice is processed.  At this point, the producers (farmers), the brokers, wholesalers and consumers were involved in rice marketing activities.  The third market was the conventional market place, i.e. the central market.

Paddy rice was usually sold by the producers to brokers/assemblers at the farmstead.  The brokers/assemblers sell to the wholesalers who then process it and sell to retailers from where the produce gets to the consumers in smaller quantities.  It should be noted that consumers in the study area as well as the wholesalers and retailers were often privileged to buy from the producers who were scattered within the neighbourhood. 
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Fig. I:  Market Chain for Domestic Rice   


Source:  Field Survey Data, 2008

The survey data show that majority of the paddy was sold at the farm-gate by the producers while the milled rice was disposed off at central markets or at the mills.

4.3.1 Farmers and Middlemen involved in Rice Sale
All the farmers did not sell their produce and different categories of middlemen were involved in the sale of rice

Table 19:
Distribution of the Farmers Selling Rice According to Zones
	Zones
	Farmer Selling Rice

	
	Selling
	Not Selling

	
	F
	%
	F
	%

	Nsukka
	18
	   90
	2
	   10

	Awgu
	40
	88.9
	5
	11.1

	Enugu
	2
	   40
	3
	    60

	Total
	60
	85.7
	10
	14.3




Source:  Field Survey Data, 2008

Table 19 shows that majority of farmers sold their produce.  This was represented by 85.7 percent of the total respondents.  The sale of produce was highest in Nsukka Zone and lowest in Enugu. The high incidences of selling in Nsukka and Awgu could possibly be related to the higher yields achieved in these areas. 

It was often observed that farmers sell their products immediately after harvest for cash.  They also sell some portion of their harvest when cash is required for specific family needs.  Farmers who did not sell their rice accounted for only 14.3 percent of the producers.  The decision not to sell was mainly due to lack of surplus whereby the product was usually used for subsistence purposes only.  Another reason why some farmers did not sell was the absence of buyers and low and unstable prices.  Some farmers complained that the price they were offered for rice was too low and this was a disincentive to increase rice production considering the relatively high costs involved. 

Table 20:
Distribution of the Farmers According to Middlemen they Sold Rice

	Middlemen
	Frequency
	Percentage

	Assemblers
	36
	60.0

	Wholesalers
	11
	18.3

	Retailers
	3
	5.0

	Consumers
	10
	16.7

	Total
	60
	100




Source:  Field Survey Data, 2008

Table 20 shows that most of the farmers (60%) sold their rice to the assemblers/village merchants, while 18.3 percent sold to the wholesalers. Only 5 percent sold to the retailers while 16.7 percent sold to the consumers. The high percentage of assemblers that bought from the farmers was due to closeness of this group of middlemen to the farmers.

4.3.2
Transportation of Rice

Table 21:
Distribution of the Farmers According to Methods Used in Transporting Rice
	Zones
	Methods of Transportation

	
	By Foot
	Bike
	Public Bus
	Total

	
	F
	%
	F
	%
	F
	%
	

	Nsukka
	4
	22.2
	8
	44.5
	6
	33.3
	100%

	Awgu
	7
	17.5
	22
	55.0
	11
	27.5
	100%

	Enugu
	-
	-
	2
	100.0
	-
	-
	100%

	Total
	11
	18.3
	32
	53.4
	17
	28.3
	100%




Source:  Field Survey Data, 2008

Farmers who were selling a portion of their harvest used various means to transport their produce to the market.  Majority of the farmers (53.4%) used Bike.  28.3 percent of the respondents used Public buses to evacuate their produce, while 18.3 percent trekked to the market to dispose of their produce.

Despite improvements in access roads since independence, many roads are of poor quality and public transport remains expensive.  The study indicated that transport costs per sack of rice was around N50.00 for a 50kg bag.

4.4
Market Characteristics
The main markets were open everyday.  However, some of the markets have main market days when the markets were crowded with customers who in many cases traveled some distances to purchase or sell produce.  During the rest of the week, a number of permanent vendors remained in the market everyday.  The markets were made up of large number of sellers and buyers, there was free entrance and exit and the traders sold homogeneous products.  There was no restriction in the case of information circulation.  Therefore, the market for rice in the study area was a competitive one.

4.4.1
Sources of Market Information

The efficiency and effectiveness of marketing depends largely on proper dissemination of information.  Table 22 shows the sources of market information available to the respondents.

Table 22:
Distribution of the Respondents According to Sources of Market Information

	Sources of Information
	Producer
	Wholesaler
	Retailer

	
	F
	%
	F
	%
	F
	%

	Extension Agents
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Radio
	1
	  1.4
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Newspapers and Publications
	-
	-
	4
	13.3
	-
	-

	Market Place
	67
	95.7
	21
	70.0
	27
	90.0

	Co-operative/Trade Associations
	2
	  2.9
	5
	16.7
	3
	10.0

	Total
	70
	100
	30
	100
	30
	100


Source:  Field Survey Data, 2008

Table 22 shows that 95.7 percent of the farmers, 70 percent of the wholesalers and 90 percent of the retailers obtained information at the market places.  Therefore, the market place was the most important information source for the farmers, wholesalers and retailers.  This was followed by the Co-operative/Trade Associations.  The respondents obtained information mainly in the market instead of through modern sources of information such as radio and newspapers.

4.4.2
Measures Used in Sale of Rice

Some identified measures were used in the sale of rice in the study area.  Such measures were the jute or sack of 50kg bag, the bushel tin and the cigarette cups.

Table 23:
Distribution of the Respondents According to Measures Used in the Sale of Rice
	Measures in Kg
	Producers
	Wholesalers
	Retailers
	Total

	
	Paddy
	Milled
	
	
	

	
	F
	%
	F
	%
	F
	%
	F
	%
	F
	%

	Jute/Sack (50kg)
	17
	65.4
	3
	  8.8
	11
	36.7
	-
	-
	35
	21.9

	Bushel (25kg)
	3
	  11.5
	31
	91.2
	16
	53.3
	-
	-
	55
	42.3

	Tin (18.5kg)
	6
	23.1
	-
	-
	3
	10.0
	13
	43.3
	23
	17.7

	Cigarette cup (.25kg)
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	17
	56.7
	17
	13.1

	Total
	26
	100
	34
	100
	30
	100
	30
	100
	130
	100




Sourced:  Field Survey Data, 2008

The analysis in Table 23 shows that 65.4 percent of the farmers used jute bags as a measure in the sale of paddy while 23.1 percent used tins and only 11.5 percent used bushels.  For milled rice, 91.2 percent used bushel as a unit of measurement while only 8.8 percent used sack/jute.  Producers do not use cigarette cups for the sale of paddy, and tins and cigarette cups for the sale of milled rice.

Among the wholesalers, 53.3 percent used bushels, 36.7 percent used sacks while only 10 percent used tins as a measure in the sale of rice.  Wholesalers did not use cigarette cups in selling rice.  The retailers used only tins and cigarette cups in the sale of rice.  A greater proportion of the retailers, representing 56.7 percent used cups while 43.3 percent used tins.

The most commonly used measures in selling of rice in the study area were the bushels used by 42.3 percent of the respondents, followed by sack used by 26.9 percent, tin used by 17.7 percent and cigarette cup used by 13.1 percent of the respondents.

4.4.3
Assessment of Rice Quality 

The assessment of rice quality has no objective measures.  The preference of one particular type of rice to another was related to taste, smell, texture, rising ability, preponderance of whole grains, absence of extraneous matter, etc.

Table 24:
Distribution of the Wholesalers and Retailers According to Quality Assessment Criteria 

	Criteria
	Wholesalers
	Retailers

	
	F
	%
	F
	%

	Whiteness of grains
	23
	76.0
	25
	83.8

	Length of grains
	13
	43.3
	19
	63.3

	Swelling ability
	27
	90.0
	30
	100.0

	Absence of offensive odour
	1
	3.3
	-
	-

	Absence of extraneous matter
	16
	53.3
	11
	36.7

	Preponderance of whole grains 
	15
	50.0
	22
	73.0


Multiple Responses were recorded

Source:  Field Survey Data, 2008

Table 24 presents information from the respondents on the criteria used in quality assessment of rice.  The table shows that 90 percent of the wholesalers based their assessment of the quality of rice on the swelling ability of the rice, while 100 percent of the retailers thought the ability of rice to swell was a major determinant of its quality.  Other important criteria include whiteness of grains and preponderance of whole grains.

The least important criterion was the absence of offensive odour.  Only 3.3 percent of the wholesalers and none of the retails considered this a criterion for the quality assessment of rice.  From the foregoing, it could be deduced that the ability of rice to swell increases its chances of being sold.

4.4.4
Price-Fixing Mechanism

The survey results show that there were different methods of fixing price for rice in the study area.  This is as shown on Table 25.

Table 25:
Price-fixing Mechanism as Used by the Respondents  

	Price-Fixing Mechanism
	Producer
	Wholesaler
	Retailer

	
	F
	%
	F
	%
	F
	%

	Fix price by Trade Association
	-
	-
	18
	60.0
	11
	36.7

	Fix price through bargaining power with customers
	25
	41.7
	2
	6.7
	9
	30.0

	Fix price based on market conditions of demand & supply
	26
	43.3
	6
	20.0
	9
	30.0

	Fix price in consideration of input costs and other expenses incurred
	9
	15.0
	4
	13.3
	-
	-

	Fix price arbitrarily
	-
	-
	-
	-
	1
	3.3

	Total
	60
	100
	30
	100
	30
	100


Source:  Field Survey Data, 2008

Table 25 shows that 43.3 percent of the farmers fixed price of their produce based on the market conditions of demand and supply, 41.7 percent fixed price through bargaining power, while only 15.0 percent fixed price based on the expenses they incurred on production.  Farmers did not adopt price fixed by trade unions, neither did they fix price arbitrarily.

Majority of the wholesalers based their own price fixing mechanism on the trade unions and this accounted for 60 percent of the total respondents.  Twenty percent of the wholesalers based price-fixing on market conditions of demand and supply, 13.3 percent on the expenses incurred on handling the good, while 6.7 percent based pricing on the bargaining power with customers.  They did not fix prices arbitrarily.

For the retailers, 36.7 percent adopted the price fixed by the associations, 30 percent fixed price by the use of bargaining power, 30 percent by market conditions of demand and supply. Arbitrary fixing of price was done by 3.3 percent of the retailers.  Input and other costs were not considered in fixing the prices by the retailers.

The above findings showed that the commonest price fixing mechanisms amongst farmers were through bargaining power with customers and market conditions of demand and supply.  However, for the wholesalers and retailers, this was accomplished mainly through trade associations and market conditions of demand and supply. The outcome of the findings showed that all the conditions for perfect market were not properly adhered to since the price fixing mechanism was not based mainly on the market forces of demand and supply.

Costs and Returns on Rice Enterprise

4.5.1
Marketing Costs

The costs of transportation, handling, storage, marketing charges, assemblage, processing, levies, and taxes were some market costs incurred from the point of harvest to the point the produce gets to the end users.

Table 26:
Mean Marketing Costs Incurred by the Participants
	Market Participants
	Mean Transport Cost (N)
	Mean Storage Cost (N)
	Mean Processing Cost (N)
	Handling Cost (N)
	Packaging Cost (N)
	Rent (N)
	Misc. Costs (N)
	Total (N)

	Producers
	15
	5
	75
	20
	10
	10
	20
	155

	Wholesalers
	30
	10
	55
	12
	90
	13
	80
	290

	Retailers
	20
	7
	-
	-
	55
	13
	75
	170




Source:  Field Survey Data, 2008

Table 26 shows the average cost per 50kg bag of rice incurred by the producers, wholesalers and retailers in the study area.  The wholesalers incurred the highest cost of N290 in the movement of the produce;    while the producers incurred the least cost of N155 and the retailers’ cost was N170.   The high cost involved in the wholesaling could be attributed to the various stages of handling the product passes through before reaching the retailers.

The farmers ranked last in the costs incurred, probably because of urgent disposal of products usually made by them.  Most farmers did not incur storage and transportation costs as their products were sold off immediately after harvest, and some buyers preferred buying from the farm thereby taking responsibility of the transportation of the product.

4.5.2
Buying and Selling Prices of Rice
There were price differentials as rice was moved through its distribution channels and at different exchange levels.  The respondents’ mean prices were used to find the purchase and selling prices as were obtained in the study area.

Table 27:
Analysis of Buying and Selling Prices per 50kg Bag of Rice
	Months
	Producer
	Wholesaler
	Retailer

	
	Mean farm gate price per 50kg
	Mean Selling price
	Mean Purchase price
	Mean Selling price
	Mean Purchase price
	Mean Selling price

	January
	2,400
	4,800
	4,800
	5,200
	5,200
	5,600

	February
	2,500
	4,800
	4,800
	5,350
	5,350
	5,600

	March
	2,550
	4,900
	4,900
	5,400
	5,400
	5,750

	April
	-
	-
	-
	5,450
	5,450
	5,800

	May
	-
	-
	-
	5,500
	5,500
	5,900

	June
	-
	-
	-
	5,700
	5,700
	6,200

	July
	-
	-
	-
	5,700
	5,700
	6,300

	August
	-
	-
	-
	5,500
	5,500
	6,100

	September
	2,600
	4,700
	4,700
	5,400
	5,400
	6,000

	October
	2,650
	4,800
	4,800
	5,350
	5,350
	5,950

	November
	2,650
	4,800
	4,800
	5,350
	5,350
	6,300

	December
	2,700
	4,800
	4,800
	5,500
	5,500
	6,400

	Mean
	2,578.57
	4,800
	4,800
	5,450
	5,450
	5,991.67


The analysis of the buying and selling prices per 50kg bag of rice is shown on Table 27.  The analysis shows the mean selling price of the producer to be N4,800 while mean selling prices of the wholesalers and retailers were N5,450 and N5,991.67 respectively.

There was seasonality evidence in the sales of rice in the study area and price variations due to seasons.  The farmers actively participated in rice marketing for a duration of seven months yearly, but off-trade for the remaining five months.

4.5.3
Marketing Margin

In determining the marketing margin, the purchase prices were deducted from the retail or selling prices (Adeyokun, 1973 and Osuji, 1990).  As a result, the margins for the different groups of middlemen engaged in rice marketing in the study area were calculated by deducting costs from returns on 50kg bag of rice.

Table 28:
Marketing Margin per 50kg Bag of Rice Sold by the Producers and Middlemen
	Market Participants
	Mean Purchase price
	Mean Marketing Cost
	Price Received per bag
	Mean Selling Price
	Mean Marketing Margin
	% Marketing Margin

	Producer
	-
	155
	4,680
	4,800
	-
	85.7

	Wholesaler
	4,880
	290
	-
	5,450
	93.33
	7.5

	Retailer
	5,450
	170
	-
	5,991.67
	371.67
	6.8


Percentage (%) Marketing margin for Wholesalers =
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100% - (7.5 + 6.8)% = 100% - 14.3% = 85.7%

the Marketing margin for rice in the study area was 14.3%.

The margin per 50kg bag of rice sold by the Producers, Wholesalers and Retailers were analysed in Table 28.  It was shown that the Wholesalers had the highest marketing margin amongst the middlemen with 7.5 percent, followed by the Retailers with 6.8 percent. 

The total marketing margin for rice in the study area was 14.3%.  This means that for every 50kg bag of rice sold, the consumer’s spending that accrued to the producers was 85.7 percent, while the remaining 14.3 percent went to the middlemen as their net profit.  Furthermore, it can be interpreted that for every N1 spent on every 50kg bag of rice, 14.3 Kobo was used to offset the marketing costs while 85.7 Kobo goes to the producer. 

4.5.4
Gross Margin of Rice Producers and Middlemen 

Table 29:
Gross Margin of Rice Producers and Middlemen
	Revenue
	Producers
	Wholesalers
	Retailers

	Sales 
	144,000
	152,000.1
	179,750.1

	Total Revenue (TR)
	144,000
	152,000.1
	179,750.1

	Costs
	
	
	

	Cost Price
	77,357.1
	144,000
	163,500

	Total Marketing Cost
	4,650
	8,700
	5,100

	Total Production Cost
	27,000
	-
	-

	Total Variable Cost (TVC)
	109,007.1
	142,700
	168,600



Gross Margin (GM)  =  TR – TVC 



GM
=
Gross Margin



TR
=
Total Revenue



TVC
=
Total Variable Cost

GM for Producer = 144,000 – 109,007.1 = 34,992.9

For Wholesalers = 152,000.1 – 142,700 = 9,300.1

Retailers = 179,750.1 – 168,600 = 11,150.1

Gross
margin (GM) analysis estimated the costs and returns to the average farmer as well as the middlemen per annum.  The variable cost items used in the computation of gross margin were the production inputs such as land, seeds, labour, fertilizer, herbicides, and the marketing costs such as transportation, storage, processing, packaging, handling and rent.  The revenue sources included the output in kilogrammes (kg).  The profit or loss of the enterprise was determined by the difference between total revenue (TR) and total variable cost (TVC).

The retailers, wholesalers and producers’ gross margin computation was done using 30 bags of 50kg each of milled rice.  The cost price for the 30 bags of rice (50kg each) bought by each of these participants, i.e. producers, wholesalers and retailers were 77,357.1; 144,000; and 163,500 respectively.  These were got by multiplying the cost of production by the number of bags of milled rice, i.e. N2,578.57 x 30; N4,800 x 30; and N5,450 x 30 respectively.  The producers/ farmers, wholesalers and retailers’ revenue were N144,000, N152,000.1, and N179,750.1 respectively.

The gross margin analysis showed that rice producers/farmers had the highest margin of N34,992.9, followed by the retailers that had N11,150.1, then the wholesalers that had N9,300.1.  

Based on the above findings, it can be said that rice production in the study area was a lucrative venture for those that were prepared to face the challenges.  The retailers’ reasonable margin could be as a result of reduction in the cost of marketing activities.  The overall result shows that rice business favoured the farmers more than the middlemen, even though the profit level of the farmers was very low.  This is in total variance with the findings of Ogbukanne (1998) whose work in Anambra State showed that middlemen had higher gross profit margin than the producers/farmers.  Therefore, effort should be made towards making rice business more attractive.

4.5.5
Profit Function Analysis
The profit function analysis model was used and generalized thus:


(
=
Amount of maximum variable profit N   / ha 


Py
=
Per unit price of output N  / ha


P1
=
Per unit price of seed N   / ha


P2
=
Per unit price of land N   / ha


P3
=
Per unit price of labour N   / ha


P4
=
Per unit price of fertilizer N  / ha 


P5
=
Per unit price of herbicides N  / ha 


Pe
=
Error term

Three forms of regression, namely, the linear, semi log and double log were done.  The linear form explained 89.9 percent of the variation in profit while double log and semi log explained 85.4 percent and 77.3 percent of the variation in profit respectively.

As a result of the outcome of the regression analysis, the linear form was used in the profit function analysis because it accounted for the highest percentage in variation in the profit.

The resultant model shows that 



R2
=
89.9 percent 



df
=
63



F = 93.694, significant at p<0.05.

Predictors: constant, output price, fertilizer price, labour price, land price, pesticide price, seed price.


Dependent variable:  Profit.

The F-value of 93.694 was significant at alpha level of 0.05.  We, therefore, reject the null hypothesis which stated that these factors (output price, seed price, land price, labour price, fertilizer price and pesticide price) do not significantly affect profit and accept otherwise. 

The results show that the combined effects of the total variable costs explained 89.9 percent of the variation in profit.  Out of this explained variation, 85.7 percent was explained by output price alone, 1.8 percent was explained by fertilizer price while price of labour explained 0.08 percent and the remaining variables, i.e. prices of land, seeds and pesticides jointly explained 1.6 percent of the variation in profit.

Table 30:
The t-values of the factors
	Model
	Standardized Coefficient
	Sig

	
	Beta
	St. Error
	t
	

	1.  Output
	.926
	.046
	20.201
	.000

	2.  Fertilizer
	.154
	.050
	3.110
	.003

	3.  Labour
	.103
	.048
	2.164
	.034

	4.  Land
	.113
	.062
	1.820
	.073

	5.  Pesticides
	-.084
	.048
	-1.766
	.082

	6.  Seeds
	-.100
	.057
	-1.763
	.083


The t-values show a significant influence of output price (t = 20.201), fertilizer price (t = 3.110) and labour price (t = 2.164) on the profit at p<0.05.  Prices of Land (t = 1.820), pesticide (t = -1.766) and seeds (t = -1.763) had no significant influence (p>0.05) on the profit.  As could be observed from the table, prices of pesticides and seeds had negative relationship with the profit. This implies a decrease in profit as the costs of these variable factors increase; although they do not indicate significant relationships. 

The results of the analysis however suggested that profit depended greatly on the price of output and to some extent on fertilizer and labour costs.  Therefore, the higher the price of output, the higher the profit that accrued to the farmers.  The prices of labour employed at various levels of operations and the fertilizer used determined to some extent the profit.  Higher prices of fertilizer and labour were reflected on the output price and consequently on profit made by the producers.  The inverse relationship between the prices of pesticides, seeds and profit was due to the fact that these variables were not purchased inputs.  Most producers might have over-used stored seeds and pesticides, with consequent diminishing returns to scale and profit.

4.6   Problems of Rice Production and Marketing in the Area
The study has identified some problems militating against effective production and marketing of rice in the study area to include:

Low productivity level

   II.  Inadequate marketing facilities

   III. Financial constraints

4.6.1
Low Level Productivity
Majority of the farmers were still producing at subsistence level using low input/output system.  Land holding was usually small and production levels have remained low amongst farmers due to high costs and unavailability of inputs.  Farmers generally used saved seeds from the previous seasons and over time the viability and purity deteriorate and these result in non-uniform grains which mature at different rates.

Land preparation was also a significant constraint to farmers and impacted upon production level.  There was limited availability of machine and poor maintenance of those already in existence. Spare parts for repairing the machines were not easily accessed.

4.6.2
Inadequate Marketing Facilities
The survey indicated that inadequacy of the marketing facilities especially in the area of the physical functions of the market was a major setback to both the producers and the middlemen.  The transportation, processing, and storage facilities were either not in existence or not enough.  Storage was still done using the ancient methods of gourding, drumming, and sacking.  This was because of the poor economic status of those involved in rice business which did not allow them to acquire modern storage facility such as silos.  There was limited availability of machines for processing operations, as well as spare parts to repair the damaged machines.

4.6.3
Financial Constraints
Table 31:
Distribution of the Respondents According to Factors Limiting Increased Rice Production and Marketing
	Factors
	Producers
	Wholesalers
	Retailers

	
	F
	%
	F
	%
	F
	%

	Finance
	61
	87.1
	24
	80
	30
	100

	Transport
	20
	28.6
	12
	40
	7
	23.3

	Labour
	1
	  1.4
	1
	  3.3
	-
	-

	Storage problem
	4
	  5.7
	2
	6.6
	4
	13.3

	Land
	2
	  2.9
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Lack of Extension Service
	60
	85.7
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Grading and Standardization
	-
	-
	1
	  3.3
	9
	30





Multiple responses were recorded.


Source:  Field Survey Data, 2008

Finance was found to be a major hindrance to increased rice production in the study area.  It was observed that most farmers and middlemen financed their rice business through self effort.  Survey results in Table 31 show that 87.1 percent of the farmers indicated finance as their major problem.  This was so because these farmers were poor that little or nothing could be saved by them.  Eighty percent of the wholesalers and 100 percent of the retailers indicated also that finance was a major problem.  The financial institutions rarely grant them loans because of the difficulties associated with collaterals.  Even where collaterals were not problems, farmers as well as the marketing participants avoided taking loans because of high interest rates charged by these institutions.

CHAPTER FIVE

SUMMARY, CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS
5.1   Summary 
Enugu State is an agrarian community with majority of the population living in the rural areas and primarily dependent on agriculture for their livelihood.  Rice is one of the important staple food in Nigeria and most extensively grown crop in the world (USDA, 2004).  As a result of the importance of rice, increasing the productivity and marketability has been a major focus of government efforts.  It is hoped that this can be achieved through the repairs of major infrastructure such as roads and market facilities so as to assist farmers in marketing surplus production.

However, it has been observed that locally produced rice is not as readily available as imported rice.  This shows that there are likely problems of production and marketability of domestic rice.  This has necessitated the research on the Economics of Farm-gate Rice Marketing in Enugu State so as to determine the economic viability of the business as well as its financial rewards.

The study has five objectives and was guided by the following null hypothesis:

Ho:
Prices of output, labour, land, fertilizer, pesticides and seeds do not significantly affect profit.

The three agricultural zones in the state were used.  All the 14 communities that produce rice in the three zones were used.  Five farmers were randomly selected from each of the fourteen communities, giving a total of 70 farmers.  The middlemen were randomly selected from the three main markets in the zones.  Ten wholesalers and 10 retailers from one of the main markets in each zone were randomly selected, making a total of 30 wholesalers and 30 retailers.

Structured questionnaires were used to generate data for the study.  The data generated were analysed using descriptive statistics, marketing margin, gross margin, and profit function analysis.

The results showed that the educational attainment of the farmers and the marketing participants was high, and family labour was usually employed in running the business.  It was also found that rice was not a gender biased business although more males participated in the business.  The rice farmers produced different varieties of rice from which their customers made their choice with I416 as the most popular. 

The use of chemical inputs such as fertilizers and pesticides was low and this was represented by 34.3 percent and 28.5 percent of the farmers respectively.  There was not much borrowed capital for the business as 81.4 percent, 70 percent and 83.3 percent of the farmers, wholesalers, and retailers respectively financed their businesses from personal savings.  The average hectarage cultivated was 2.77ha while the average rice yield was 1.44.76kg.  

Marketing margin analysis showed that the farmers’ own share of the profit was 90 percent while the wholesalers, village merchant and retailers’ shares were 1.8 percent, 1.4 percent and 6.8 percent respectively.

The gross margin analysis showed that farmers had the highest gross margin of N34,992.9, followed by the retailers who had N11,150; then the wholesalers with N2,799.9, while the village merchants had the least gross margin of N2,060.1.  

The F-value of 93.694 was significant at probability level of 0.05.  Therefore, the null hypothesis which stated that prices of that output, fertilizer, labour, land, pesticides and seeds do not significantly influence profit was rejected.  The analysis showed that the combined effects of the factors accounted for 89.9 percent of the variation in maximum variable profit.  Out of this, output price alone explained 85.7 percent, 1.8 percent was explained by fertilizer price while labour price explained 0.08 percent.  The remaining variables: prices of land, seed and pesticides jointly explained 1.6 percent of the variation in the profit.  Output price (t = 20.201), fertilizer price (t = 3.110), and labour price (t = 2.164) had significant influence on profit.

Rice enterprise was lucrative and contributed significantly to the upkeep of the families engaged in the production and marketing.  However, lack of finance was found to be the major problem hindering the enterprise.  Other problems included low productivity level and inadequate marketing facilities.

5.2   Conclusion
The rice farmers were found to be producing at subsistence level and the rice traders were also operating at low scale.  The profit margin of rice farmers was relatively higher than that of the middlemen.  The rice farmers benefited more than the retailers who benefited more than the wholesalers.  From the study, it was shown that prices of output, fertilizer and labour have significant effects on profit.  Output price alone explained 85.7 percent of the total variation in profit.

Lack of finance, inadequate marketing facilities and low productivity level were found to be the major hindrances limiting the enterprise.  Considering the importance of rice in the diet of man, effort should be made by the government and other stakeholders towards the expansion of the enterprise.  This could be achieved by subsidizing the costs of inputs, instituting flexible credit policies to farmers and marketers, upgrading rural roads, improving storage and processing facilities and the provision of machineries to those involved in rice enterprise.  When the business has been expanded, output will increase with subsequent increase in the profitability of the enterprise. 

 5.3 Recommendations
Though the study was not exhaustive, it has provided some insights into the economics of farm-gate rice enterprise for both government and other stakeholders, as well as recommendations for future interventions.

Food Security:  Some of the farmers interviewed were not selling their produce and quantities sold were small.  They complained of low and unstable prices, lack of buyers and fear of family food shortage as some of their reasons for not selling.  Government policy and intervention should use food security as a logical departure for future policy and planning.  More attention should be paid to improving food security through the provision of better storage facilities and improved seeds.

Need for Research and Data Collection:  A lot of difficulties constrained the collection and analysis of agricultural data in the study area where actual measurements were not available.  Farmers did not use standard units of measurement and have only arbitrary estimation of the area that they cultivated.  The quantity of land farmers cultivated in terms of hectares and land units were not known to them and these vary between different areas.  The absence amongst farmers of standard measuring units made it difficult to make accurate estimates of land area.  Similarly the units used by farmers to determine yields were not homogenous.  Kilograms were rarely used and the units vary from place to place and from farmers to farmers.  This made accurate estimation of yield difficult.

There is need to establish standard measuring unit as well as reliable and systematic agricultural collection in order to make accurate estimation of land cultivated and the quantity produced.  A similar problem was observed in the marketing sector with the use of non-uniform units that vary significantly.  There is need for regular and systematic data collection to determine appropriate marketing policies and interventions.

Seed:  Farmers generally used saved seeds from the previous seasons and over time the viability and purity deteriorate.  This gave rise to non-uniform grains which mature at different rates.  Farmers should be informed on the need to restock their seed supplies in order to retain their viability and quality.

Access to Inputs and Alternatives:  Addressing the limited availability of machine and establishing means of maintaining and repairing those in existence should be a priority.  Also, machines for which spare parts can be accessed are essential. 

There is also the need to provide access to chemicals such as fertilizers and herbicides at acceptable prices for those that choose to use them.  The promotion of such chemicals is debatable since majority of the farmers are still at subsistence level.  Training in the application of alternatives to chemical such as green manures should be pursued as a more sustainable option.  Similarly, alternative means of controlling pests should be explored.  There is need to establish irrigation to augment with the often erratic rainwater.  

Agricultural and commercial banks should provide adequate loans and credit grants to rice farmers as well as the marketers with little or no stringent measures.  This will help to increase their productivity thereby increasing profitability of the enterprise. 

Improvement in Transportation: Provision of accessible roads and government assisted transportation system will ensure easy evacuation of the produce as well as reduction in the transportation costs.

Storage and Processing Facilities: Modern silos should be established at strategic places in each of the rice producing local government areas in the state. This would make for better and cheaper storage and also make for continuous availability of the produce. Government assisted modern rice-mills should also be established in the study area. This will compliment the existing commercial plants thereby reducing the processing costs.
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APPENDIX A

ECONOMICS OF FARM-GATE RICE MARKETING IN ENUGU STATE

QUESTIONNAIRE FOR RICE FARMERS

Please tick (    ) or fill in details as appropriate. 

SECTION A:
SOCIO-ECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS

Name of farmer: _________________________________________________

Village: ________________________________________________________

Town: _________________________________________________________

Age:___________________________________________________________

Gender: Male/Female _____________________________________________

Marital Status: (a) Married  (       )      (b) Single (       )   (c ) Divorced  (     )   

(d) Separated (     )

Are you the head of the family?  Yes  (     )   No  (     )

How many children do you have? ___________________________________

How many dependent relatives do you have? __________________________

What are their ages?

Children ____________________      Dependent relatives ________________

How many years of formal education do you have?______________________

Are you a full time farmer?  Yes  (     )    No  (     )

What other occupations do you engage in?

(a)
Trading   (     )
  (b)
Mechanic  (     )       (c )
Mansory  (     )         (d)
Tailoring    (     )         (e)
Civil Servant (     )   (f)
Others specify  (     )

SECTION B:
FARMING SYSTEM

What type(s) of rice do you produce?

Improved variety  (     )

Local variety  (     )

Mars  (     )

IR 14  (     )

ITA 222 (     )

Others specify ________________________________________________

What quantity of rice do you produce in a farming season? (state in kg)______

What are the cropping pattern you use?

Mixed cropping  (     )

Sole cropping  (     )

If mixed cropping please specify the combination: Rice mixed with

i
________________   ii
________________
iii ___________________

Which of the crops is given more preference? __________________________

Indicate the reasons why this crop is given more preference

(a)
High profit  (     )

(b)
Custom   (     )

(c )
Easier to handle  (     )

(d)
Others specify  __________________________________________

Do you sell rice?
     (a) Yes  (     ),   (b) No  (      )

If yes when?
(a) At harvest (     ),  (b) 1-3 Months after harvest (     )

( C ) 4-6 Months after harvest (     ),  (d) 7-9 Months after harvest (     ) 

(e) After 9 Months (     )

What proportion of your rice do you sell? 

(a) All the rice produced (     ),  (b) More than half of the rice produced (     ) 

(c ) Half of the rice produced (    ), (d) Less than half of the rice produced (   )

SECTION C:
MARKETING STRUCTURE/CHANNEL

How do you sell your rice? In bags (    ),  tins  (   ), bushels  (    ), cups  (    )

Do you sell your rice as paddy  (     )  or milled  (     ) or both  (     )

To whom do you sell your rice? To end-users  (     ), retailers  (     ), wholesalers  (     ), millers  (     ), Others specify ________________________

At which market do you dispose your surpluses? At the local market  (     ), urban market  (     ), in the farm  (     ), others specify ____________________

Is the market open for every body or restricted? ________________________

How far is the market from the farm ______________________________ km

Do you make profit in selling your produce? Yes  (     ), no  (     ). If yes, how do you measure your profit? _______________________________________

How do you transport your rice to place of sale? 

(a)
Foot/wheel barrow  (     ), 
(b)  Bicycle/motorcycle (     )

(c )
 Commercial/public transport  (     )


(d)
Others specify _______________________________________________

SECTION D TECHNOLOGIES USED IN RICE FARMING 

Do you use fertilizer in your farm?  (a)  Yes (     ),   (b) No (     ).

If no, what are the reason(s)?

Not available (     )

 Expensive (     )

do not know how to use (     )

No money to buy it (     ) 

Farm land is fertile enough (     )

Others specify ________________________________________________

If yes, how many kilograms (kg) do you use per hectare? _________________

Do you use insecticides in pest and disease control in your farm?

(a) Yes (     ),   (b) No   (     )

If no what is the reason(s)?

Not available in your area (     )

 Do not know  how to use it (     )

Cannot afford them
(     )

 Others specify _______________________________________________

If yes, how much does it cost you to take care  of a hectare _______________

What are the sources of your seeds?

(a) From previous farm produce (     ) 

(b) Buy improved varieties
  (     )

(c) From Agricultural Extension agents (     )

(d) Others specify ________________________________________________

How do you weed?

(a) Manual (     )
(b) Chemical (     )
(c) Mechanical (     )

How much does it cost to weed a hectare of land? _______________________

40.  What are your sources of labour?

(a) Family (     ), 

(b) hired labour (     ),   

(c) Age grade (     )
(d) Communal labour (     )


(e) Others specify ________________________________________________

41. How do you pay your labourers? 

(a) Monetary term only (     ), 
(b) food only (     ) 


(c) food and money (     ) 
(d) part of the output  (     ) 


(e) Others specify ________________________________________________

42. What is your major labour problem?

(a) Lack of money to pay them (     )

(b) Lack of skilled labourers (     )

(c ) High wage rate (     ) 

Others specify ________________________________________________

43. How do you acquire farmland?

(a) Free hold (     ),  (b) family land (     ),   (c) community (     )

(d) Others specify ________________________________________________

44. What is your farm size in hectares? __________________________________

SECTION E:
COSTS/RETURNS

45. Input Records 

Input Type 

Quantity 
Cost per Unit 
Remarks

Seeds/Seedling 

_______
___________

_______
 

Fertilizer 


_______
___________

_______

Insecticides 

_______
___________

_______


Labour 


_______
___________

_______

Others specify 

_______
___________

_______

46. Output Records 

Harvested Crop 

Quantity 

Value N
Remarks 
____________  

_______

_______
_______

47. What is the average monthly price of rice you sold from January-December 2007?

	Month
	Paddy
	
	
	Milled

	
	Price (N)
	Qty (kg)
	Price  (N)
	Qty (kg)

	January
	
	
	
	

	February
	
	
	
	

	March
	
	
	
	

	April
	
	
	
	

	May
	
	
	
	

	June
	
	
	
	

	July
	
	
	
	

	August 
	
	
	
	

	September
	
	
	
	

	October
	
	
	
	

	November
	
	
	
	

	December
	
	
	
	


48. What is the average monthly cost of producing your rice from January-December 2007?

	Month
	Paddy
	
	
	Milled

	
	Price  (N)
	Qty (kg)
	Price (N)
	Qty (kg)

	January
	
	
	
	

	February
	
	
	
	

	March
	
	
	
	

	April
	
	
	
	

	May
	
	
	
	

	June
	
	
	
	

	July 
	
	
	
	

	August
	
	
	
	

	September
	
	
	
	

	October
	
	
	
	

	December
	
	
	
	


What was the average monthly transport charge per bag of rice from January-December 2007?

	Month
	Charge per bag (N)
	Quantity Carried (Kg)

	January
	
	

	February
	
	

	March
	
	

	April
	
	

	May
	
	

	June
	
	

	July 
	
	

	August
	
	

	September
	
	

	October
	
	

	December
	
	


SECTION F:
GENERAL PROBLEMS

Which of these are available in your area?

(a) Access roads
 (     ) 

(b) Government hospital (     )

(c ) Market where the products can be sold (     )

(d) Public power supply
 (     ) 

(e) Pipe borne water  (     )

(f) Community bank (     )

(g) Agricultural extension services (     )

51. What are the major problems of farmers in your area? Tick as many as are applicable 

Problem 







Rank

(a) Illiteracy






(     )

(b) Ignorance about existing opportunities 


(     )

(c ) Lack of cooperation among farmers 


(     )

(d) Poor marketing facilities




(     ) 

(e) Low production 





(     )

(f) Weather problems





(     )

(g) Lack of storage facilities 




(     )

(h) Bad roads 






(     )

(i) No nearby market





(     )

(j) Finance 






(     )

(k) Others specify ________________________________________________ 

52. What assistance or services do you expect the government to provide to the farmers in your area? ______________________________________________


_______________________________________________________________


_______________________________________________________________


_______________________________________________________________

APPENDIX B

ECONOMICS OF FARM-GATE RICE MARKETING IN ENUGU STATE

QUESTIONNAIRE FOR RICE WHOLESALERS

Please tick (    ) or fill in details as appropriate. 

SECTION A:
SOCIO-ECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS 

Name of Respondent _____________________________________________

Name of Market _________________________________________________

Name of town or village___________________________________________

Local Government Area___________________________________________

Age ___________________________________________________________

Gender Male (     ) or Female (      ) 

Number of Years spent in school ____________________________________

Marital Status ___________________________________________________

Occupation _____________________________________________________

Primary occupation ____________________________________________

Secondary occupation __________________________________________

_______________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________

How many years of rice marketing experience do you have? ______________ 

Family size 

i
Spouse _________________________________________________

ii
Children  _______________________________________________

iii
Other dependents ________________________________________

SECTION B MARKET STRUCTURE/MARKETING SYSTEM 

What type of market do you operate?

(a)
Many buyers and many sellers (perfect competition) (      )

(b)
One seller, many buyers (Monopoly)  (      ) 

(c)
Few buyers and sellers (oligopoly)  (      ) 

(d)
Others specify ___________________________________________ 

Are there some barriers to entry into rice market? 

(a)  Yes  (       )  No  (       ) 

If yes mention the barriers   

(a) __________________________     (b) __________________________ 

(c) __________________________     (d) __________________________

Does it affect your marketing of rice?   (a) Yes (     ),      No (     ) 

Where do you get your rice supply from? 

(a) Producers (       )  
(b) Broker or commissioned agents (      ) 

(c) Assemblers (     ) 


(d) Others Specify _____________________________________________

What are your sources of market information? 

(a) Radio (       ) 

(b) Newspaper/other publications (      ) 

(c) Market Place  (      ) 
(d) Cooperative/trade associations (     ) 

(e) Others specify ______________________________________________

What are the criteria used by buyers and sellers in the quality assessment of rice in your locality? 

(a) Absence of extraneous matters (     )
(b) Length of grain (     ) 

(c) Size of grain (     ) 


(d) Rising ability (      ) 

(e) Absence of other offensive odour (     ) 

(f) Preponderance of whole grains (few broken ones)  (     )  

What is the measure of rice for sale?

(a) Bag (      )

(b) Tins (      )
(c) Mudu (       ) 

(d) Others specify _____________________________________________ 

In which group of wholesalers do you belong? 

(a) Those who buy paddy and sell as paddy (      ) 

(b) Those who buy paddy, process and sell (       ) 

(c) Those who buy milled rice (        ) 

(d) Others Specify _____________________________________________

How do you arrive at the price at which to sell your rice? 

(a) Fix price arbitrary (      ) 

(b) Fix price in consideration of purchase price and other expenses 

incurred (      )

(c) Fix price based on market conditions of supply and demand (      ) 

(d) Fix price through bargaining with retailers (       ) 

(e) Buy rice through whole saler association (       ) 

(f) Others specify ______________________________________________ 

How do you transport you rice from place of purchase to place of sale?

(a) Foot/wheel barrow (      )  (b) bicycle/motorcycle (     ) 

(c) Commercial/public transport (      )  (d) others specify ______________ 

SECTION C MARKETING COSTS/RETURNS FROM SALE OF RICE 

What was the average monthly transport charge per bag of rice from January – December 2007? 

	Month
	Charge per bay (N)
	Quantity Carried (kg)

	January 
	
	

	February 
	
	

	March 
	
	

	April 
	
	

	May 
	
	

	June 
	
	

	July 
	
	

	August 
	
	

	September 
	
	

	October 
	
	

	November 
	
	

	December 
	
	


What was the average monthly charge for loading and offloading per bag of rice? ________________________________________________________

What was the monthly cost of empty bags jute, sacks and thread/sowing of the rice bags? _________________________________________________

Do you pay any form of local government rate at the place of purchase? 

(a) Yes  (      ) No (      )

If yes, how much per bag? _______________________________________

What was the average monthly price at which you purchased rice from January 2007 to December 2007. 

	Month 
	Paddy 
	Milled Rice 

	
	Price (N) 
	Quantity (kg) 
	Price (N) 
	Quantity (kg) 

	January 
	
	
	
	

	February 
	
	
	
	

	March 
	
	
	
	

	April 
	
	
	
	

	May 
	
	
	
	

	June 
	
	
	
	

	July 
	
	
	
	

	August 
	
	
	
	

	September 
	
	
	
	

	October 
	
	
	
	

	November 
	
	
	
	

	December 
	
	
	
	


Give the average monthly selling price of your rice from January 2007 to December 2007. 

	Month 
	Paddy 
	Milled Rice 

	
	Price (N) 
	Quantity (kg) 
	Price (N) 
	Quantity (kg) 

	January 
	
	
	
	

	February 
	
	
	
	

	March 
	
	
	
	

	April 
	
	
	
	

	May 
	
	
	
	

	June 
	
	
	
	

	July 
	
	
	
	

	August 
	
	
	
	

	September 
	
	
	
	

	October 
	
	
	
	

	November 
	
	
	
	

	December 
	
	
	
	


Do you do any form of processing after purchasing the rice for sale? 

(a) Yes (       ) (b) No (     ) 

If yes, what was the average monthly cost of processing rice from January 2007 to December 2007 

	Months 
	Type of processing 
	Cost of processing N 
	Quantity (kg) 

	January 
	
	
	

	February 
	
	
	

	March 
	
	
	

	April 
	
	
	

	May 
	
	
	

	June 
	
	
	

	July
	
	
	

	august
	
	
	

	September
	
	
	

	October 
	
	
	

	November 
	
	
	

	December 
	
	
	


What is the rent per month for your shed? __________________________

Do you pay any form of local rate at the place of sale?  

(a)  yes   (     )

 (b) No (     )  

If yes how much per month?  ____________________________________

Do you belong to any rice   wholesalers association? 

(a)  Yes  (     )    (b) No  (      )

If yes how much is your monthly due in naira?_______________________

What other costs do you incur in marketing   your rice?  Please indicate the amount monthly 

(a) Packaging cost___________________ (b) Storage cost  ____________

(c)  Handing costs _________________

(d)  Others specify ____________________________________________

SECTION D:
RICE MARKETING PROBLEMS  

38 
In your view what are the marketing problems associated with rice in your locality    

(a)   Transportation (i.e.) high cost of transport, bad roads, lack of vehicles etc (    ) (b) Storage (     ), 
(c) Processing (    ),     (d) Handling cost (     ), 

(e) Packaging costs, (     ) 
(f) Grading and Standardization (     ), 

(g) Market intelligence (     ), (h) Seasonality of agricultural products (      ), 

(i) Poor marketing facilities e.g. credits, finance, market stalls etc (      ).

APPENDIX C

ECONOMICS OF FARM-GATE RICE MARKETING IN ENUGU STATE

QUESTIONNAIRE FOR RICE RETAILERS

Please tick (    ) or fill in details as appropriate. 

SECTION A:
SOCIO-ECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS  

Name of Respondents  __________________________________________

Name of Market _______________________________________________

Name of Town or village ________________________________________

Local Government Area  ________________________________________

Age _________________________________________________________

Gender (a) Male (     ) (b) Female (   ) 

No of years spent in school ______________________________________

Marital Status: (a) Married (      ) (b) single (     ) 

Occupation 

(a )
 Primary Occupation ______________________________________

Secondary occupation _____________________________________

(i)
____________________________________________________

(ii)
____________________________________________________

(iii)
____________________________________________________

 How long have you been in rice business ___________________________

Family Size: 

(i)
Spouse _________________________________________________

(ii)
Children _______________________________________________

(iii)
Other dependents ________________________________________

SECTION B:

MARKET STRUCTURE/MARKET SYSTEMS 

What type of market do you operate? 

Many buyers and many sellers (perfect competition) 

One seller, many buyers (Monopoly) (      ) 

Few buyers and few sellers (oligopoly) (      ) 

Others specify ___________________________________________

Are there any restrictions or barriers to entry in the rice market? 

(a)
Yes (     ) 
(b) No (   ) 

If Yes, mention the barriers (a) ________________ (b) ________________ (c) ____________________ (d)  __________________________________

Where do you get your rice from? 

(a) Producers (       ) 

(b) Brokers/Commissioned agents 

(c) Assemblers (      ) 
(d) Wholesalers (     )

(e) Others specify _____________________________________________

In your own opinion, what are the reason(s) for large number of middlemen in rice marketing in your area? 

(a)
It is easy to gain entrance into the trade (      ) 

(b)
The business does not require specialized skill (      ) 

(c)
Small capital outlay (    ) 

(d)
Non-availability of alternative remunerative employment (      )

(e)
Others specify ___________________________________________

What are your sources of market information? 

(a)
Newspaper/Magazines/Other publications (      )

(b)
Radio (     )
(c) Market place (      ) 
(d) Extension Agents (     ) 

(e)
Cooperative trade associations (      ) 

(f) Others Specify _____________________________________________

How do buyers and sellers assess rice quality in your locality? 

(a)
Length of grains (     )
(b) Size of grains (     ) 

(c) 
Swelling ability     (d) Absence of extraneous matters (      )   

(e) 
Preponderance of whole grains (i.e. few broken ones)

 (f)
Absence of offensive odour (     ) 

Which group (s) of rice retailers do you belong? 

(a)
Those that buy paddy and sell paddy (      ) 

(b)
Those who buy paddy, process and sell (      ) 

(c)
Those who buy milled rice and sell (       )

In what measures do you sell your rice? 

(a)
Bags (     )   (b) Tins (     )   
(c) Mudu (     ) 

(d) 
Cigarette cups (     )  

(e) Others specify ______________________________________________

How do you arrive at the purchase price of your rice?

(a)
Price set by the wholesalers/Producers (    )  

(b)
Price reached through the bargaining power with wholesales/producers (     ) 

(c)
As fixed by the market (      )   (d) Others specify ________________

 How do you arrive at the retail price of your rice? 

(a)
Through bargaining power with the buyer (       )

(b)
Fix price based on market conditions of demand and supply (     ) 

(c)
Fix price considering the landing cost of the rice (     ) 

(d)
As fixed by the Rice retailers Association (      ) 

Others Specify __________________________________________

SECTION C:
MARKETING COSTS/RETURNS FROM RICE SALES 

 What is the average monthly price of the rice you purchased from January- December 2007 
	Month 
	Paddy 
	Milled Rice 

	
	Price N 
	Quantity (kg)
	Price N 
	Quantity (kg)

	January
	
	
	
	

	February 
	
	
	
	

	March 
	
	
	
	

	April 
	
	
	
	

	May 
	
	
	
	

	June 
	
	
	
	

	July 
	
	
	
	

	August  
	
	
	
	

	September 
	
	
	
	

	October 
	
	
	
	

	November
	
	
	
	

	December
	
	
	
	


What is the average monthly price for the rice you sold from January – December 2007  

	Month 
	Paddy 
	Milled Rice 

	
	Price N 
	Quantity (kg)
	Price N 
	Quantity (kg)

	January
	
	
	
	

	February 
	
	
	
	

	March 
	
	
	
	

	April 
	
	
	
	

	May 
	
	
	
	

	June 
	
	
	
	

	July 
	
	
	
	

	August  
	
	
	
	

	September 
	
	
	
	

	October 
	
	
	
	

	November
	
	
	
	

	December
	
	
	
	


What is the average monthly charge per bag of rice on transportation from January – December 2007?

	Month
	Charge/bag
	Quantity carried kg

	January
	
	

	February 
	
	

	March 
	
	

	April 
	
	

	May 
	
	

	June 
	
	

	July 
	
	

	August  
	
	

	September 
	
	

	October 
	
	

	November
	
	

	December
	
	


Do you belong to any association of rice retailers? Yes (     ),     No (      ) 

If yes how much is the monthly due _______________________________

How much do you pay as store rent per month _______________________

Do you pay any form of local rate at your place of sale? Yes (     ), No (      ) 

If yes, how much do you pay? ____________________________________

How much is the cost incurred as loss by pests _______________________

Do you incur any other cost, if yes specify __________________________

SECTION D:
PROBLEMS OF RICE MARKETING 

What marketing problems do you encounter in your locality? 

(a)
High transportation cost (        ) 

(b)
Storage facilities (        ) 

(c)
Processing Facilities (       ) 

(d)
Handling costs (        ) 

(e)
Packaging costs (        ) 

(f)
Grading and Standardization (       ) 

(g)
Poor marketing facilities e.g. credits finance (     ) 

(i)
Seasonality of agricultural products (       ) 

(h)
Market intelligence (      ) 

(j)
Poor management of market resources (      ) 

(k)
Financial problems (      ) 

(l)
Others Specify __________________________________________
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