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Resource Use, Income and Expenditure Patterns
of ¥on:e& Smaliholders

J. C. Flinn*

1. introduction}

Numerous authors fe.g. Clark and Haswell, 1970; Wharton, 1968§ have
disomssed the problems of the linited resource base, the louidity, and uncertain
environment of the smsliholder that influences his capacity and willingness to adopt
capital reguiring, improved agricultural technology. Two technigues used o study
such problems in a positive framework are sincle and muiti—-pertod Unear programming

[e.g. Bever, 1972; Langhan, 1968] and simulation fe.g. Zuckerman, 1570].

Irrespective of the iechnicue used to investigate the fimpact of the resource
base and the objectives of management on the growth ef an agricultural fim, it is
viia! that the model reflecis the relationships between resource use, the Income
of the fzrm family and the subsedguent allocaticn of this inco <2 <:ween consumptiion,
investment and savings Vandeputte and Baker, 19727 Thus the purcose of :his
paper is to report on:

(@) the use of %wo of the major recources under the control of the fammer

used In troaitional agriculture ~- the land and labor of the farm family;
and

(b) the incorrc and expenditure pattems of a sample of two grcups

of Yoruba smallholders sltuated in different agro-climatic zones in South-West

Nigeria.

* Lconemist, International Institute of Tropical Agriculture, Ibadan, Nigeria.
Friday Seminar, IITA, December 20, 1974.
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2. Sourges. of Data

Zuckerman 19731 studied three groups of Yoruca farmers with the view
of identifying those fzctoss whick Infivenced thelr stratedical and tactical

decisions in farming. 23 part of this suveyv (condusted from Aorii 1970 to

oY
e

1971 informaiion was recorded on lsbour alioce*ion  income and -xpendity

pattermns ¢n a daily basis {or a sampls ¢f 33 smeli-older fers

('u
"(
wn

s 13 sach of
three villages. Tn ik2 analvsis reparigd in this ~aper data wwas taksn nirectly
from the questionnaires complete? i the “1zid ry the eaumersiors fcr Akinlalu
and Ilero, Idi-gmi was not included in this :iudy as it is locates cn the
escapment ana as s5uch iz not renrasentaiive of villages in either the hagn forest

r the derlved s2vannan Zonas.

1ne locations of the viliages studied by Zucksrmua ~- Skinkoi:, 1d-Fmi
and Iiero -- are shown in rFigure 1. Akinlalu is situated in :h:main cocoz nels
nf Western Nigeriz where cocoa dominates cropring gagierns. Jiooe, nalve
and casseva are the most important fo0d crops. Ilero Is in ihz derived sswannan
belt and is unsuited for inieneive tree crop production. Mailze, whits vam

and cassava aye the dominant forms of land use.

Both &kinlalu and Ilero have soils Jarived fromthe basement complex.
Akinlaiu has an avarage rainfall of some 1,402 mm a year and Idero about
mm - year. Plantng rains narmally comaiance in mid-March in Akinlalu oo
in early April in Ilero. In both viilzges rainfall has a biinodal ¢istributisa

with the tpoush in August. Rislns end in late October to eariy Noveinhos

and early 0 mid November in Akinlalu.
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3. The Rescurce Bps@ of the Farm Families

3.1 The farm family.

The average number of people eating from the pot of :he farmers
sampled in Akinlalu and Ilero are listed in Tabie 1 together with the poiential farm-
Tamily labor force expressed in man "equivalenis". The average “ar. samolcd in
eagh village was made up of six or sever people wlih one or two adnii males and
females and t»o to four children. On a standard man kasls, the svera¢ge poron:ial
supply of farm labor wss between 3.5 and 3.7 man equivalents in each village,

Table 1. Average of farm families sarplec in skinialu an? Ilero in number of
people and in man ecuivaients.®

Lapor class Akinlalu Ilero
Adult males 1.6 1.3
Aadult femeles i.8 2.1
Children 3.0 3.4
Total persons 6.4 6.
Male eculvalents N 7.6

T

*The man equivalent weighis are those used by Nomean f1977}. The weights
are 0.5 for children, G.75 for adult females and 1.0 for adult males.
3.2 Cultlvated area per famm.
Tre frecuency distributions of the cultivated areas of the sampled
farms in Akimlatu and Ilero are shown im Figwe 2. The moaal cultivatea area of

farms surveved in both villages was of the order of sne hectare; with mean farm



sizes of 1.70 hectares in Akinlalu and 1.63 hectares in Ilero. The distribution
of cultivated land between families was positively skewed with iess than half of

the farm families cultivating more than two thirds of the land.
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While the distributions of farm and family sizes were reasonably similar
in both villages, FAO [1966] have estimated that the population pressure in the
regior of Akinlalu, at 209 to 400 persons per square kilometer, is considerably
higher than is the case in Ileco at 40 to 80 persons per square kilometer. The
pressure on agricultural lan® in the region of Akinlalu results in good cocoa land
being scarce. Indeed, several farmesa in tiae area have acquired land in the
Ondo area (some 70 kilometers to the east) to increase their cocoa production.
In Iiero, on the other hana, additional land is available to those farmers who

wish to increase thelr production of annual crops.



4, Labor Inputs teo thz Family Farm

The average number of days worked by various classes of labor on the
average smallholder farm in Alkinlalu and Tlero are lisied in Table 2 for the 17
month pertod April 1370 to April 1971, The advli males provided over 7: per
cent of the labor ifnveived in growing and harvasting crops. The second major
innut of labor came from children within the “avm family, the rerzintnyg 12 to
15> par cent of labor being suppllied by adult females in the pot, kired, coniract,
free services and exchange labor. The labor input of 208 days per hectare in
Akinlalu was sionificantly higher (7t the 5 per cent level) than thie 163 days

]
per hectare recorded for Ilero.*

Tatle 2. Average laber inpu? per farm, in deys, for Akinlalu znc [lero*

Aktnizle Ilero

Clacs of laror Days A, Bays %
Hired Lasor 17 5 18 i
Crniract labor 2 2 8 3
adalt vales 28] 79 204 77
Adult feminles 9 3 3 1
Chilcren 35 10 28 15
Other 7 - 4 2
Total labor inpat 354 100 768 106
Labor input per neciars 2.0& 153

* Pigures do not include time spent on food oroczssing 6h the farm or merketing
of preduce, but does inciude the time taken to walk to and from the house to
the farm piots.
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The aliocation >f lsbor i0 various farm operations is lisied in Tabie 3. In

s

both viliages the weecding of crops which inciudes removing wzads at toe end of
th2 dry season from piots where crors were grovin the previous year was the major
consumer f labor, averszging 52 per cent of 1labor uszd ir Ilerc and 7Z per cent in
Atinlalu. The signific:nily t.ohzr figure for weeding time in Akiniaiu is a result
of higher rainfall ant «c :nore luxuriunt weed growth in the high for: =% when
compzred to * ¢ derii <« gavannah zone. On a percentage basls, harvestinsg was

Jodavs

the second largest ucor of lakor foilowed by planting. The majority of *he 7
of labor listed under “other” in ilero was for staking yams; in Akinla!" vams are
frained on maize st3liks,

Table 3., Average lcbor use per favm in days fer various farming operations in
Akinl=lu 2nd Ilerc

Alzinlslu Ilero

Oreration Days p Days %
7learing 13 R 7 3
Lzap making 13 £ 9 2
Planting 13 37 ig
Weeding 256 72 139 g7
Earvesting 44 13 57 22
Spraylng cocoa i3 4 9] ¢
Other 2 o 20 7
Total MR 265




Further analysis of the ilabor data showed that hired and coniract lakor
were largely used for weeding snd to a l2sser axient, heap making. The male
mambers of the farm family soent over S0 per c2nt of their time weeding, the
next largest use of their labor bein~ harvestng crops (verticularly cocoa and
yams). The aJult females spent between 70 ~»nd 80 par cent of tielr time on
the farm harvesting. bein¢ involved to a minimal cxtent in the more phvsically
demanding tasks of clearin: and heap makir.z, CThildren spent over 70 per

cent of tholr tima on the farm weading and harvesting.

5. L nd,’Labor Rel otionships

5.1 Labor inout per unit area
The reladonzhips between family labor input per cultivated hectare

znd farm size are shown in Figure 3 for &kinlalu and Ilero. The figure shows
that the input of family labor per cultivatcd hectare diminished (at a
decreasing rate) as farm zize increased. That is, larger farms tendad to have
lower family labor inputs per unit area than did sm:lier farms. However, -no
relationship was apparen:i 2etween hired laber (when expressed own:a pver unit
area besis) and farm si: = suayesiing that famills: with larger farme did not
hire that guandity of labor necessary to fam thcir land :s ini nsively as aid

the farmers with smaller cultivated areas.
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5.2 Associations between labor inputs and cultivated area
The simple correlation matrix for farm size (i.e. cultivated area),

family size (i.e. the number of pecple eating from the farmer's pot), family labor
input, hired labor input and total labor inputs to farming in Akinlalu and llero
are listed in Table 4. In both Akinlalu and ilero a positive relationship existed
between farm size and family sjze, although this correlation was only significant
in the case of Akinlalu. In both villages the inputs of the farm family and hired
labor were positively correlated, at least at the 10 per cent level, with farm size.
Similarly, inputs of family labor were significantly correlated with farm size in
Akinlalu and Ilero. However, in neither viilage was a significant association

observed between family size and the use of hired labor.
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Table 4. Simple ccrrelation matrices of cultivaied exza and labor inputs for
Akinlaiu and tlero+

~lero Farm Family Fauily fired Total
Akintzin \ Size 3ize Labor Labor Labor

. Gross and Net Incomer rer farm vamily

~

6.1 Gross and net farm inccree

The majcr sources cf farm incorme re-~ded for the sample of farms in
Akial ' and Iierc ere U:rred in Tabie 5. As anticirsien, ccccow nreduciion was
the major source cf Income in Akinlalu, vam w3 7he mos: imicrtant ciop in ilerc.,
The farmers in both villages were predcminant., _rop iarm the value of

Hvestock produeced ~viraging in the order of X1 r—: farm wory vear., Tne - vertye

(2139

grese frrm ingeme of K320 ln CRinlzlu was seme 8% wer gent hither than was Zhe

cese in Tlero at B708 nor =nn' 1., on per upir nvaz basis, the aversge gross
[ incomes per hectars Tor the samp:2s in the :wo vilinges were B191 in.

Akinlalu and B126 in Ilero.



T3ble 5. Awverage gross ifarm incomes for a sample ¢f farms in Akinl. 'u and
llero, 1970-1971%.

Source Akin.alu flero
Cocoa 97 -
Iims 45 &N
vicize 25 36
Cassava 4G 57
Penpur”. 4 5
Other crops™ 102 11
Livesioch 9 13
Gross Farm Income 225 20¢C
Gross Farm Income per Hectir 131 1256

*Other crops include bzans, cittus, flivwood, bananas 3r 3 »lanteta, Laim
oll, pzim wine, melons.

Tne aver..< Jerm expenditures record .. for the two villages are listea
10 Table 5, The major aor. -ultural expenditure in both villages was for nired
lator; in Akinlalu largeiy Inr the cuoca crop, in “lero for weeding of the food
crops in Mav a -7 Tun-. In A%isizly the av:irate exrenditure on fertilizers and
pesticides was M8 per farm, mainly icr resticides and fungicides for ¢..psid
and black pod copirel in cocca. The -is= of chemicals in Tlern averagzad less

than 21 per farm surveyed. The use of fertilizer in both villages was minimai.
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Tabie 6. Average farm expenditure (M) by categorv and net farm income for a
sample of farmers in Akinlalu and Iisro, 1970-1971

Source Akinlalu 1lero

Gross farm inccae 325 206

Agricui’ural Expen~iru~=

Hired labor 17 20

Pesticides/f tilizer 8

Tools and .«~.ipmen’ 3 1
Total agricultural expenditure 28 21
Net farm inccma 257 185
Net farm income per hectars 175 112
Net farm income per man dav* g1 T

——

*Ne* farm Inco~2 per day of farm family and exchange labor.
-Less than B1.2¢,

Estimated zvarage net farm incomes per farm, per hectare ancd per day
of fai:ily iabor input are listed in the last rows of Table 6. The higher average
net farm lncomes ca-ned in the onCcox arer wien ccempared to the savannat.
zone axe apparent. Trne avere 2 net incoms per dav of labor aout wess 12ss than
#1300, demonctrating the lowy retura o labor realised in transivionsl

) 2
ecriculture.



6.2 HNon-farm inccme.

in adaition to income earned { >m fanning, all the sampled families
had other sour~as of lncome -- whather this was a secondary occupaiion of the
husband, pettv trading activiti=s of the wives and children, transfer pavments
or ¢gifts, Thue in Taiie 7 the sourcas of non~-farm incomes record=d for the saminnle
surrey tn AXinio’a and Ilero are listed. In Avinlali, gifts and tranyizr paymanie
rom non-rasident membobers of the household were substantical a1 274 por Jamily
oer «ner, in Ilero these transier payments seem 20 be les® than half this auount
-- le=g thvwn X30 per family per ye:ir. Average net income: from petty ir-.ing
were B29 in the vear in Akialalu and 11 in 1279-71 im Tlero. The average net
adiion of non-~ifarm income to the income of tr = f:mily was in *he order of

7100 in Akinlalu and K40 in llero.

~

Table 7. Averaye non-farm incomes recordec ror = sample of farms in Akinlalu
and Ilero, 1979-1971.

Source Akinlalu L, ere

Gross non-farm income

betty trading S 27
Gifts/transfer 74 27
T izl nca~farm income 136 c4
Treliv., a&.enciture 34 25

Ne. non-fa = Incoine 107 39
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6.3 Gross and net family intome.
The net income of itne farin family consisis of income from farm and
noi~iamm sources. Hence in Taki= 8 the overall income picture of the sarenle
of Farmers in the tw> viliages is summarised. The average net family income in
~kinlalu wae estimatsl as H399 and in llero, M%Z24 in the year’s stuay rpetiocd. Ir

Lxinlaiu, ron-farr. sovrces of income accounted for over 75 per cent of net family

T

income and in iiero 17 pcs cent of net femily income., Thus non-farm soit28 of

Income contricuted zcuhetantirlly to the net income of the famm family.

Lyet

Table §. Estimated average gross and net incories (&, of farmers sempled in
Akinl.iu =2n» Jlero, 19727877,

Source Avinlaly llerc
(2}  Farm
Gross fa-n income 325 206
Cash farm expenses 28 21
Net f3rm Income 257 185
o) Non-farm
Gross non—iarm income 136 £
Carn non-{arm expenses 34 28
Nei Non-Farm Incomsa 102 39
e Net Tainily Income 399 574

In summary, #arm families in the viliage in the cocoa zone nave a hicter

family income due to {a) the existencs ot tho relatively profitakle c2ccs crop and



and (b) higher non-~":=-m sources ~f income.

~
)

el27ipncsnice b=%ween Agricultural Production and Resorrce Use

I

The gross intome eamed from faming flows from t. e res »urces committed
te xgriculivral oroduction. Presumably, the total value o” {arm ovtput will be
nozittve!ly related to the cultivaied area of the farm, the value of puirchasad
inputs used ‘hned lsbor. fertilizers chemicais), ard the numblcr of day< of
‘abor allocater to farming. In addition, othrt fo~tors influence ‘he value of
istm outpui. For example, the managerial capacity of the {zrmer would
influence hiz reallved crop yieida. as would the fertility of the soi}l. Farmers
with larger (amiliss may kave to or are motivated to work more efficlentlv to
ensure an adegu:te supily 57 food and cash ior their Tamilies. Farmers with
large non~ {arm incomes may or may not be those v.iih larger farm incomes, there

may be a degrea of substitution between farm and non-farr: sources of income.

On this basis, the following linear "whole farm" oroduction funcilons were
estimeted using th.e dzta collected for Akinlalu and Ilero:

Flstulated
Y =bg+ by X +b,Xy) +Dbg¥3 +0,Xg +bgXg +e sicn of by

where

Y is the ¥ value of gross agriculrural procus lon;

\/
g ]

X1 is @nv: oi famile labor used ir farmina;
X? is the cultivated are: «f the farm in hectares: =0

X4 is agricultural expeniiture in ¥ >0



[y
N

X4 is net non-farm income in ¥: ?

X5 is the numper of rersons in the household, expressad in
consumgiion units and N

e g the errcr teim
As izxformation on the manager ~1 capacity‘j of the farmer ¢ra 2n seil fertility
were not recorded during the surve+, these variables were not included in -he

prosusiion functions.

The partial reqgression coefficients for che linear models estircied for the
iwo villages are iisied in Taihle 9. The {adiuzted, coefiicients of multinle
deiermin=tion indicate irat same 351 and 69 per cent of variability observed in farm
incomes was exptaired L s the model. The F values show that boi: regressions
were highly significzst. From a statistical viewpoint, tne function fitted for
Akinlalu was unsutisfactory, some 70 per cent of the variabiliiy in the estimated
sross farin incomes was not explained bv the model, only two of the exrlanatrry
variavles were significant at the 10 per cent level or better. Howevcer, they

remain the best estimates available and were superior to alterm: ive alr=brai~

ictms which were estimated.

The var: Lle whizh appears io have the greatest impact on gross fam
income in both villages is forir 3ize. The value of additional farm lznd in
4
Axinl: iu was estimaled a3 B66 per hectare, =nc in Ilero ¥33 per hectare,

Gross farm income was also significantly <oirelated with agricultural expenditure

in both villages. In Akinlalu it appears that an additional 2 invested in variable
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Table 9. Partial re~~ssion c-:¥icients o1 che estimated whole farm production
f :nctions for a sample of farms in Akinlalu and Ilero.

Akinlalu Ilern

Soeif. t value?® Cocff, t value*
wvonstant 99.007 - -R7.776 ~
Farily labor 0.156 .57 0.458% %= 2.62
Farm size 65.793% 1.3 37.504% 1.5
Agric. expenditure 1.507** 1.70 0.869*%* 1,25
N:: non-farm income 0.934 .08 0.504 1.12
Family size in C.U. 0.£77 .06 14.18¢e~" 2.50
p- .31 .69
F value 3.26 9,P4
Syx 187.76 72.52
n 32 33
*For ! tailed t test and n = 30; t g = 1.31t g5 =1.70, t»01 = 7,46

inputs would yield 3 return of #¥1,30; in 1lero, £0.37, reflecting the
potentially groater return from investing in Zav1ing in the cocoa than the
savannah area. Indeed, given the current levelis of technology employad in
the two villages, together with the supply of purchased inputs available --
it appears that while it is highly profitable for the cocoa producer io =only

adcded variable inputs, this may not be the case in the derived savannah ~one



)
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for the small farmer.

in nelther village was 3ross farm income found to be ~ianificantly - lated
t: non-farm ‘rcome. Similar! given the postulaied -del, gross {xrm income
i7 Akinlalu was not significantly reiated to family st 2 or the amount of family
labor used in farming. In Ilero however the 2verage value of an extra day o7

‘amily labor was estimated o ux 28,46 anc other U 'ngs being equal, larier

{amilies seemed to have higher grons farm incomes in the zavannah village.

8. The Subsistence Element - 7Yome Cons. “pticn o, Tarm Produvc

The trangitional farrmer ic normally characterisaed as a fammer whe trnes
traditional methods of procduction, has a level of living which is judged as
meagre oy most ztandardc  and consumes a substantial portion of the ror” oroos
he oroduces [Whar-on, 1968; Johnson 19638]. Previous discussion in Sgr irns 4
and € indicated that the sample of fammers used labor iniensive non-mechericed
systems of crop production and that net family incomes wer: lov, A compcnent
of net family income of course 3¢ e valuz of {arin grown food consume. by the

novseholé in other words. thz suhsistence «lemcnt of the smallhelder.

The values of rome grown food ui'at is cons::ned &t the farm are listed in
Table 10 together with the total val:ie of farm produciion. The average value of
home produce! fo: consumed was olose to ¥R) in both villages. The value of
unprocessed home crown foou gonsumed as 2 percent=de of net iz.m income was
estimaied at 19 per centbr Akinlalu 2nd 35 per cunt for Ilero. Thus, the Yoruba

smzllholders exhiblied a substantial deqree of market orientation selling ¢ major
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sortion of the crops they nrodusec.

?:hla 10, The average values of home grown food consumed, estimated marginal
propensities tc ccasuine home grown food, and the estimated
2lasticities of dems »d for homa grown food in Akinlalu and Ilero,
1970-1071.

Akinlawu llero
Fome ~/owT [00G ¢ Snsumed DIt 1Tl &) 57 L4
Boma grovm food concumed as & uor sent of
fa) aet farm income ) 19 x
‘) net family income % 14 23
Marginal provznsity to consume® (%) .0S .20
acame sizsticity of demand™* .39 .95

*home orowr food. Regression coefticients sionifican ail the one per cent level,
estimated ecation was Y =2a + b X. Where Y is net farm family income and X is
yalua of home produced foods consumed on the farn.

, h . g
*“estimeted recression was ¥ = jX*; the b coelficients were significant at the one
Jer cont level,

The marginal propensities to consume home gro—n foond -- which represent
an estimate of the increase in the value of home rrovwm {wod consumed s3s50cleted
: . . . >

Wit a 1,00 infreasze in net family income -~ arz also listed in Table 1C. mn
the cocea wrodueing area, the coefiicient of .02 indicates that as incomes rise,
only a small nronortion of this added income will be consumed in the form of nome
soduced food, In llero, it appears that fer 2 ¥l increase in family income, some

=

2.7) would be consumed 2s honiec produced food.
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.0 income elasticities of dermand for home pracuced foed which represent
the percentage increas«< ir consuription for = one par cent increase in income ——
v o~ O , .
are also listed in Table "~ . S_ncec .hese figures are less than one, consumtion

ci home grown {o0d rapresents & declining oorportion of incer~2 as it 1screases.

5! Tronsumetion of Food and Diink

Iy aAdition o mwechozad ttoms whe, crozho ol s D b greaiooe? on the
farm le,a. ¢oner, wals, ~riod figh, bread, .puaracar  most fxxilies houcht

r ’,

unprocessad {ond prodnets Tvom tine o e Yvrme | fooa, maite, U Ins, ¢:£sava,
paln wine, ete.) 2ac rcosvad fee® wn v oo, 3ard, shar!, ¢l vhich are
mactrctured from locelly ureer cropn. TR Tt ot soonasodd Tond

¢ the -stimateoc velu~ of ~onsumotion of home v feod nrowides tne

astimate of the « ~ive or total food and Arink consumcd par famiiv

As s.cv 0 ‘notable 11, the average value of tot. ! fooo & ad dric . vt 7wt

e Akinlilu and Dore was estimated as 422 ard 7L ospequly v Tor T iN=

1871, ExpenZizu-us on i@ items ccoounie: for abowut 77 sirceni o o
far-ilv inzoeme in ooh vitlaccw . TR ormo ool oocrsities to ¢corn. T o
- [

drink wers 2stimatel e he .55 and X531 Lo akinlal:, and Tlero, indiza™l~ at
for « 1.0 acrease in net incone, froma E,50 0 8B5S of this increase wowld be
consur ¢ in * 2 Sorm of increased consumpticn of food and drink. The
differencas S-iweean tae marginal proToritiss o concume tois! reed and dock

T:hlt 110 ynd the marginal projponsities to consume hons zrown foed and drink

‘Tsbl~ "3 rz-rasant the marginal propensiticn to consume mrchaged food. Thus
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the marginal pronensicr ., purcrov e fronad o0 Urink i e
D, Lok wubstantic? i Akinlelu GFL45 0 a3t e, rer ¥ inorangs Inancone
21025 in the uore i"‘.__';n; cotey Vilizge oIt Likrlv ko pand A grenter
stooortion of the incresze ‘n intome on prirs! atds of foodstuifs than in the

savapnah villags.,

- gonsyires, esiimated mavginal

prerensitize e oonsams tg:r-:l ft«-;d Ahe iy and es“irr-ate\_
elastioitiec of Zerand fur fotal &9 2nd drink {in 8 kinlaiu and {iero.
10501 27

& - - [ 4 - e

JMkinialu llero

Totz] fond =nd drink consumed per fani's 2 82 151
iotal fs0c and drink g percentage of

net family incoma {25 71 37
Merglbal syoc-ansiir o corsumes ol and drit G 55 .32

oy

‘ncome elasticis T deming fov 1003 and dran ikt .45 R0

as

negrerzion corificiants significant at *h.e one ner cent level.,

e

Tha income elasiiitias of demanc for tctal Jr~d an2 drink (ag3in based
12

on the 103-log regressic:; are pre-ented in Takle il. 7n both ¢3sas iiv

ceefficients are less thin one, S0 the corumntion of 1ot food ana a?ak

[8Y

rarresents a diminis dinge ~oonortion of noare ng ez latter riseg. In Akindelu,

2 on2 per cent increase in .ot iniome waT satiated with 2 45 ner cent



worease in expenditurs

on fo

S

he order of .6 .

oc an3 aring, rer cent

These figures are consisiant with theose rani—i2d oleewhere {e.5. Anthonio,
i566; Clark and Hasisetl, 197 for tradittonal famaers.
it summary, the analraie of the in ncict aata cnllecrad sugerois “hat in
the tower Iruome silisges, for 3 cae seT ool daaToe s in income . sovie LA T er
c¥nt of this incrase~ would D2 - Lanl on 0w and dhink, lesving & swwrabls of ¢
gef cent of the inmrezse for othar forms ¢ expen liture., In Aliniell #~ where
average net farm ncomars erz considerabir hizsher ~- o edzh oné ooy ceni increase

~
PN

i, incotae about h=ir
salnder ke

famliv e penditure

Qi
2 1 davltyrs
sing aviiahkle for AC uret ¢ N

S LViy

.S increace 2 egEnt cn food end drin!  the

sgricaltura) investmoent, Yor

- -
iS58 ewc.

W Towal Donengiiure 3hd Savige

Estlmatze o° rouzl consumwriion in M iinialy 20 f {lere ore lisied in Tedle 10,
Total congaoimnticn s Tt sum of farly noooouiiture on pod clus e et iimated
value of far.. cr0ius3 oonasunze oo the fa= 0 7 o 0 gk ooy cxger o o such
iiazr as ~hir 3250300, taxes, entivoiis cent, soclz! ohiijeinne, aserage
sral e¥ponciiare 1o fami ot el 23timeter ~s ccarly 450 in Akingsba And 2T
it nerec. Tre fact an-t v e villsnee & wog ccetimated Llat the averags
familizs' « xperditure excas .3 lncomes »v some 170 to ~0 par cent indicates that
elifizr incemes wors uncorestimatced or eXDensSes cvarestimated oor Loth).



Table 17. Average valuss for tota!l consu. =tion estimated for Akinizt: and Ilero,
1676-1571.,

Akiniala ilaro

<t incom= per 3.t =3 299 22z
I~tal consumotion per fa~ iy 3 4y 276
Ccess oi eroendiivra ovnr inceme e 69 72
Consumntior g pner cent of incorme 3 P 125

The fact that th2 avers 32 zmall farr 2t appearad to suffer a nei
disinvesiment over the vyoxr leads ore to n.ozstion the accuracy of the date and
oo findinags. Pozwidbly tarmers were more willing to divulge their costa than their
Wtal income~ . Purthar. it is possibie that the farmer was noi fuily awares of
the incomes . :nd for that r..tter, expenditures) of his wives and children,7
‘zverthcians, even allowing for errors in the data, it does apoear thar iz tyrical
smelliarmar In the wo villages studied did not generate & cash «irplus over
and 3rova toinl femily exvenditure. Altzmstivelv, ior the avarsge smaltholder,
~onsurmrntion :nd otl2r iamily expenses may expand itc account {or tie total inccme
.med by the <.+t . 7=rmer, savings for the average smzllholder being «lose to

7570,

rarmers' Preisrences for Investments

Informaiion was also souaht by Zuckerman on the farmers' pricrities for



24
usir., @ hypethetical increass in ircome. Az shown in Tablz 12, fatmers generally
gave invectments in agric. .2 a low priority. Preferred forms of investment were
auting to or contructin~ houses: educatin. ~hildren; acTuiri: 1 their own means of
frene ot tracing «nd milling: on2 the marrizge of theimsels -2 or thear chilgren,
Trase preferre - forre of investmani 2ts concistent witk those identified by
ideshboye 19691, The form of :griculiura! investment raantioped in a significant
tuiuher of cases ~- and then usuzliy lower thon third rolority —- was the hiring
of additional farm ;2bor. Thics was largelv confined *o the savannah village,
Ileco. vhers farmers have thc crportunity to cuitivat: additiona! land. The
crelerence was to extend rather than fo Intzansiiy cren production. 3y implication,
viith the cumeni level of technology, suuply of inputs and marketlng facilizies,

famrers regard 1t as more profitable to farm a larger area using current practices

than to intensify output through the use of more capital intensive tecnnolon—.

-1 sumitary, it at cears “hat the preferred forms of investment by
traditional farmers are noy i gyriculture, it in non—firm iavesimentis. While
tnic undoubtedly reflczis prefit opportunities zg percelved by the farmer it also
refizcte 2 widespread prefarence in the areas studied for trading and for enabling
iamily members to enter non-farm occupations. In conseauence, before
supbstantizl Invesiments in agriculture by smallhiolders are likely to occur, imoroved

acimelosy st te clearly =rcefitable when compared to non—-farm investmants

.8
and farmirno must ceage t~ »e ¢ arded as a low statys occupation.  Given the

-z

smaiifarmers’ licuidity poscitior, family dem

'\)

ind for casn. and minimal savinos,

a substantial proportion of ¢he funds necessarv fe impiment technirat change,



must be made available throuch the “~rmal and the informai channess of credit

Table 13,  a>mmers firsi thre- pleterence: invealing increases in {urm 3mily
incomes in Akinl=tu ~nd llero,

nvesiment Pirst Szcond Third
Crportunity Akinlalu  U=ro Akinlalu TNlero Akinlalu 1.e1o
Hovsing 27 1e 11 8 - 3
tdvcation 4 7 8 9 6 S
M=urriage 7 - 7 1 4 -
Transpor: - 3 3 4 4 5
Trading/milling 5 4 3 8 9 )
&zvenltare - i - 3 3 S
Ciner= ~ - ~ ~ 7 S

*Includes clothing , travel, radios, sewing machines, medical care . re:Juction
of debts.

12 Sur mary

The average family in the sample of farms surveyed in Akinlalu and Iiero
consisted of six or seven people, cultivating on averags between 1.6 to 1.7
aectares of lond. Male members of the family provided some 80 per cant of the
ictal iabor input to farminc with hir :d labor zccounting for 8 to 10 per cent of
allabor inputs. The average annual lnoput of labor in the cocoa village 2t

10F davs ner hectare was significantly higher than the 162 davys per hectare recorded
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for the village in the derived savannah zone. In both villages, lahor input per
heciare diminishe-i 2¢ {oim 2ir¢ increascrd, farmers with larger farms did not farm

*heir 'and as intensively =~ far. ers with smal_sr sultivatad are>s.

The tecee? ¢ labor 2ata show~rd 5% *he time speri in weeding accounted for
over nalf of total labor inruts. Thus ev-ry effort shouid be mads to develop
substitutes for hanad vresding which ar: technically and cconomically acceriabie

to the smalifarmer {e.g. minimum tilizge, Hve mulches, chemical wead control).

The net iarm incore estimatzo for Akinlalu was ¥237 and for the village
located in the derives sevannah zone, ¥145 in 157C-1971. In the forest zone
where a prefitizble cash cren in the form of cocoa exists, net income per hectare
and »er vadt of labor were %62 and ¥.14 hicher, respectiveiy, than for the ferms
ir. the savannali mones. The net family income in Akinlalu was estiraiad {o be
¥379, and in Ilero ¥7?74 in 1970-1971. IMon—farm sources of income coniriuite

substan-iziiv ro *he Innol@ of the farm fanily.

Tr.2 gross iar.: imiome in both villages was significantly roisted to farm size
an? agricultural expenditure. The marcinal value of land in the coco~ :one was
astimated to be ¥66 per hectare, and in the 2darived savannah z2one, ¥ELi 1er
nectere. While in Iiero a significant relationship was observed batween family

leder inouts and gross farm income, this was not the case in Akinlalu,

The value of fosd consumed was posiiively correlated with =t family

income. The value of hame grown food consumed on the farm represented 2 and



D
~d

77 per cent of net farm iiicore in Akinlalu and “crorest v Cewy. Ffhe 031 value
of fon?d inn nrink 2~ a7 s oy the .varags farm family in both wiliages was close

oy,

0 "0 per cert of net fLn iy wio—=, Ths income el:rvicities of em:.. 1 for total
focd and drink w:irs less than one in both viliages indicating thai .ne total

. . el 4 .
cxpenditure on foea and drink acceounted for a smaller and smaller proportion of

torel income as incom2 increasec.

Average recorded total axpenditures exceeded average estimaied net farm
inccme in both viliages. While this suzgestis that not all income items were
recorded, it does apnezrr that the average smelliarmer's agset position did not
leave him with a substantiz: cash surplus after he has met fam.ly }iving
exnenses. In consecvence, any substantiz) iavestment necessary ior the
aZe~tion of capital intensive agrichiltural techrology wil. move o initially be
suprlied through external sources of credit. For such technoiogy to be rejevint
recuires that it is more profitable to the farmer than alternative off-iarm
investn-nt nnnartunities. Indeed, given the existing levels of agricuitural
tecknoiogy, farmers exhibit 3 marked preference for investing increasss in fam
inccme (after making allowances for increases in consumption! in nor-zgricultural
eetivities.

A
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"COINCT IS
I i thie study, fcilow'~ 3 Tzoncer 187710 standzrd man erviviiepie nave. Lo,

used. FPor most of ihe jons *he . nen and a:der chaldren jerizrn (vee ..
and harvesting) they ar. iv-t 3: eflicient as men.

These flgures are averein: g not marcinal retums par Jay of labor inguw',
~zaumably cludnishing retums prevall with respest -~ 'abor, henos *he s~iag
o. 3n extra day of (=ally 1-5.: would be less than he figure guotcd.

Unton 115707 has demonsivat2e 2 way in which managerial capanity czn he
anpreximatec and included in w'ncl-:: iarm oroduciicn functicns

Tha average distibudoen of ‘zad betxween £ o209 and tood crops in Akinlaly is
Lout two thiris coce te oune thied focd crorz. 1o ilcro, 211 the land would
5= vncer food croes.

“xion T1967, p.22) discusscs the assumptions impiicit in estimat!ng maryisul
rapensities te ~onsuma pyv this method.

Tiorkx and Hezwall ©19/0, ch. 11) discuss the &~ o anptions undeclving thice
ncaois of consumotion.

i%ncomes were valoractit ated, then the marsiin~! rropensities ¢ conswiar
ad the incrmoe 2lasticizing of demand derived weuld be ovoo-stimatea.
Hawizver, “riedmei [13571 has shown that the use of cros: sectinnal data

t¢: - ~iimate thece parameters will result in estimates which tena to 2 T

v - orate income clasticitics and marginal propensities o con~ ume com mocit;cs .

riidman explained this in terms of the "permanent income” hvrpothzsis). Thus
*he resuliz presentcs in this paper —— if Incomcs wore uncdercei.matad ~~ arc
zoh3bly nov a3 L-ufge an nverestimate as mey fivst 2opear to be the case.

;srosumably thore is 2 pogitive casuval relationship betwecn highly profitalilz
foxras of farming and the 3%atus of being a farmer., 1n a recznt survey ¢i 150
f2mily farm unite (w00 grow tokzcco under contract to the Nigerian Tokznco
‘,ompa';y) conductad by iths suther, it was found that over 3G ver cr~rt of oo
farmers intervizwed were less than 35 -ears oid¢. Such a large o*f\')o"t-ﬂn Of
young farmers is not typical of the ¢oneral aze dic - rizaiizs of emaltholdsars,
In consequence, as argucsd by many authors le.g. Brown, 1570] providin:
that g highly profitable aariculiuvral innovaticr coxists iand cther pre--
conditions are met. ¢.g. ovwxni?ad marketine channels . cradit iwd insuts
~vzilabls as, when, and vhere reouired) young mamafe w’ 15 1o eniir
".rming as a business.





