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ABSTRACT  
 
This study was conducted to describe the effects of social capital on agricultural 
productivity of selected food crops in Imo State. Primary data gotten through 
structured questionnaire were used. Multiple stage statistical analysis involving 
descriptive statistics, regression and trend analysis were used to analyze the data. 
The result showed that the respondents have favourable socioeconomic features 
such as age, marital status, household size, major occupations and years of farming 
experience. Cassava was shown to be the major crop; farm size, cost of labour and 
output were not favourable. Revenue was reported low, while cost of fertilizer, 
seeds and pesticides were high. A lesser percentage of the farmers were not in 
partnership with family/friends. A greater percentage of the respondents were 
members of co-operatives with the purpose of accessing loan and a high 
percentage have actually accessed loan from co-operative society. The quantity of 
seed used significantly influenced income from sale. Lack of trust was significant 
for not partnering. The need to buy fertilizer and to reduce cost of production was 
significant in influencing membership of cooperative society. It is recommended 
that trust among friends/relatives, availability of fertilizer and seeds and soft loan 
to farmers be emphasized. 
 
Key words: Social capital, agricultural productivity, trust, partnership, co-
operative society. 

 
 
INTRODUCTION  
 
Agricultural productivity refers to “the ratio of the value of 
total farm outputs to the value of total inputs used in farm 
production” (Olayide and Heady, 1982; Fulginiti and Perrin, 
1998). It is measured as the ratio of final output, in 
appropriate units, to some measure of inputs. Agriculture 
plays a major role in the economy of many developing 
countries, as it is a significant source of nourishment for 
citizens and a means of livelihood for the most vulnerable 
members of these countries (Lenis et al., 2011). 
Consequently, raising agricultural productivity is an 
important policy goal for concerned governments and 
development agencies. Increasing agricultural productivity 
requires one or more of the following: an increase in output 
and input with output increasing proportionately more 
than inputs; an increase in output while  inputs  remain  the 

same; a decrease in both output and input with input 
decreasing more; or decreasing input while output remains 
the same (Adewuyi, 2006; Oni et al., 2009). 

Social capital however does not have clear, undisputed 
meaning, for substantive and ideological reasons (Wilfred 
and Charlie, 2003; Foley and Edwards, 1997). Although it 
has gained interest among both academic and policy 
decision makers, but there is no generally accepted 
definition of it (Tompe, 2008). The definition adopted by a 
study will depend on the disciple and level of investigation 
(Robison et al., 2002). Astone and Mclanahan (1991) refer 
social capital as the relationship between different family 
members that determines how individual members can 
take advantage of whatever financial and human capital 
other    family   members  possess.  For  the  purpose  of  this  
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work, we’ll adopt Putman’s definition; which seems to be 
the most cited in related literature (Baranyai et al., 2011). 
He defined social capital “as those features of social 
organization, such as trust, norms and networks, which can 
improve the efficiency of society by facilitating coordinated 
actions” (Putnam et al., 1993). It is believed to be an 
economic idea that refers to the connections between 
individuals and entities that can be economically valuable. 
In times of financial hardship, food shortages, or severe 
illnesses, various studies in Africa have shown that access 
to social capital is required for families to make a big 
difference in their abilities to surmount these adverse 
events (Mtika, 2001; Kaschula, 2008; Muga and Onyango-
Ouma, 2009). Review of definition and history of social 
capital has been presented by Adler and Kwon (2002), 
Claridge (2004), Keskin (2011) and more recently Bylok 
(2010).  

Social capital is used as a tool for supporting the 
implementation of rural and agricultural policies in many 
countries or regions of the world – and it also plays an 
important role in explaining both efficiency of political 
institutions and related economic outcomes (Baranyai et al., 
2011a). This shows that social networks that include 
people who trust and assist each other can be a powerful 
asset. Thus, these relationships between individuals and 
firms can lead to a state in which each will think of the 
other when something needs to be done. Along with 
economic capital, social capital is a valuable mechanism in 
economic growth. Similar to other forms of capital, social 
capital can be understood as an asset that has the potential 
to yield streams of benefit that make future productive 
processes more efficient, effective, innovative, or simply 
expanded, similar to physical and natural capital (Lenis et 
al., 2011). Increasing inputs in order to expand output 
involves raising both the quality and quantity of inputs 
(Lenis et al., 2011); examples of which would include the 
mechanization of agricultural processes, use of high yield 
varieties, use of fertilizers, irrigation in areas where rainfall 
is inadequate, and the use of agrochemicals such as 
herbicides and pesticides. Though all of the aforementioned 
activities have the potential for productivity enhancement, 
smallholder farmers, who account for the vast majority of 
farmers in Imo State, often cannot afford these investments 
due to their limited resources and restricted access to 
credit (Anisude, 2010), and thus emphasizes the need for 
them to utilize their social capitals to improve productivity. 
Unlike physical or human capital, however, social capital is 
not embodied in one person; rather it is the relations a 
person has with other individuals and with the 
socioeconomic institutions within which that individual 
operates (Coleman, 1988). 
 
 
Conceptual framework 

 
Social  capital  has  been  recently  held  up  as  a  conceptual  

 
 
 
framework to build a bridge between the diverse 
disciplines involved in rural development (Thomas et al., 
2006). Rural development embraces social, civic, 
environmental and economic aspects in a broader sense 
(Wiesinger, 2005). Social capital is a mediator for collective 
action and can help people build common property 
resources (Ostrom, 1990). Not only can social capital 
improve access to natural resources, it can also improve 
access to physical capital (World Bank, 2011). It is 
significant because it affects rural people’s capacity to 
organize for development especially in food crop 
production (World Bank, 2011). 

The most contributions of social capital is conceptual 
because it adds a social dimension to the development 
equation of capital that has been mostly ignored in 
economic exploitations of determinants of agricultural 
productivity and household welfare (Narayan, 1997). 
Despite the problems that are recognized at the moment, 
we cannot help denying that the notion of social capital is 
considered a trump for eradicating poverty and enhancing 
the well-being of dwellers through increased agricultural 
productivity in backward areas, particularly in poverty-
stricken rural areas of developing countries (Grootaert, 
1998; Grootaert and Deepa, 2000). It is, therefore, 
important to obtain insights into the links between social 
capital using social capital indicators such as interpersonal 
trust, civil responsibility, volunteer activity and agricultural 
productivity, not only to bring us closer to understanding 
several debatable issues in rural/community development 
in general, but also to provide a useful practical framework 
for making rural/community development strategies more 
effectively. Hence, the main objective of this study was to 
broadly describe the role of social capital in agricultural 
productivity of the selected food crops. 
 
 
METHODOLOGY 
 
Study area 
 
The study was carried out in Imo State. Imo State lies 
between latitudes 545N and 635N of the equator, and 
longitude 635E and 728E of the Greenwich Meridian 
(Chukwukere, 2013). The annual average temperature is 
28C, with an average annual relative humidity of 80% and 
annual rainfall of between 1800 and 2500 mm, and an 
altitude of about 100 above sea levels (ISMLSUP, 1999). 
The state is made up of 27 Local Government Areas. 
Agriculture is a major occupation of the people 
(Chukwukere, 2013). 
 
 
Data source 
 
The study used primary data derived with the structured 
questionnaire.   The   state   has   three   agricultural    zones;  
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Owerri, Orlu and Okigwe agricultural zones which are 
mainly for administrative purpose and not because of any 
distinct agricultural or climatic difference. Two Local 
Government Areas were purposively selected from each 
zone. A total of 20 copies of the questionnaire were 
distributed to contact farmers in Owerri and Orlu zones 
each while 15 copies were distributed in each of the 
selected L.G.A’s in Okigwe zone. This is because Okigwe 
zone has a lesser number of L.G.A than Owerri and Orlu 
zones. The variables considered for the study are number of 
partnership with relatives, reasons for partnership, that is, 
either to raise fund, to access credit, to access government 
support, to buy inputs, to reduce cost and/or to secure 
land; membership of cooperative society, purpose of such 
membership, that is, either to raise fund, to access credit, to 
access government support, to buy seed, to buy fertilizer 
and to reduce cost; agro production indicators such as farm 
size, cost of input used in farming, cost of labour, output 
size and income from sales were studied. A total of 110 
copies of questionnaire were distributed and 100 copies 
retrieved and analyzed.  
 
 

Model specification 
 
The pattern of relationship between social capital and 
agricultural productivity of selected crops was determined 
by building an econometric analysis around the social 
capital indicators. The models were thus used to estimate 
the effects of these indicators on agricultural productivity 
of the selected crops in Imo State. 

The social capital indicators that were taking into 
consideration include number of partnership with 
relatives/friend (%), purpose of partnership (%), 
membership of any cooperative society (%), purpose of 
such membership (%) and membership to volunteer 
activity that support agriculture (%). 
The agro production indicators include total farm size per 
cropping season (ha), farm input used (kg, litres); cost of 
input (N), cost of labour (N), total farm output per cropping 
season(kg) and income from sales per cropping season (N). 

It is expected that partnership with relatives/friend will 
lead to increase in total farm size cultivated per season. 
This is because relatives that own land not in immediate 
use can lease such land to these farmers for production.  

Partnership is expected to increase farm inputs used. 
This is because when resources are pulled together, they 
will enjoy bulk purchase as their purchasing power is 
increased. Also, since it is expected that more farmland will 
be cultivated, the inputs used will consequently increase. 

Partnership with relative/friends is expected to result in 
reduction in cost of input and labour. This is because the 
farmers will receive some of these items free and the 
number of family labour available will increase. 

All these a priori expectations will have resultant effects 
on increase in total farm output and/or income from sales 
per season.  

 
 
 

The model is thus formulated: 
 
Povi = f(soc; cap,:)        -   -  -  -            (1) 
 
With soc.cap; = f(Imp.prt, Imp.fu, Imp.crt, Imp.gvst, Le.inp) -
 - -                                                              (2) 
 
When equation (2) is substituted into equation (1) it then 
becomes; 
 
Povi = f(Imp.prt, Imp.fu, Imp.crt, Imp.gvst, Le.inp)              (3) 
 
When transformed into a multiple linear relationship, the 
model thus become: 
 
InPov = In0 + 1Imp.ha + 2Imp.frt + 3Imp.sd + 4Imp.pst 
+ 5Le.clb + U  -                                                              (4) 
 
Where  
InPov = Log of agricultural productivity in Imo State 
proxied by farm size (ha), quantity of fertilizer used (kg), 
quantity of seed/seedlings/stem used (kg), 
pesticides/herbicides used (litre) and cost of labour (#). 
Imp.ha = farm size (ha) 
Imp.frt = quantity of fertilizer used (kg) 
Imp.sd = quantity of seed/seedling/stems used (kg) 
Imp.pst = quanitity of pesticides/herbicides used (litres) 
Le.clb = cost of labour (#) 
0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5= Estimation parameter associated with 
the influence of the indicators of the farm inputs on 
agricultural productivity in Imo State: 
 

InPov = In0 + 1Imp.prt + 2Imp.fu + 3Imp.crt + 
4Imp.gvst + 5Le.inp + U               -                         (5) 
Where  
InPov = Log of partnership with family/friends in Imo State 
proxied by access to fund, access to credit, access to 
government support and access to inputs. 
Imp.fu = Access to fund (%) 
Imp.crt = Access to credit (%) 
Imp.gvst = Access to government support (%) 
Le.inp = Access to input (kg) 
0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5= Estimation parameter associated with 
the influence of the indicators of the social capital on 
agricultural productivity in Imo State: 
 

InCop = In0 + 1Imp.fu + 2Imp.crt + 3Imp.gvst + 4Le.inp 
+ U  - - -                                             (6) 
 

Where  
InPov = Log of membership of co-operative society in Imo 
State proxied by access to fund, access to credit, access to 
government support and access to inputs. 
Imp.fu = Access to fund (%) 
Imp.crt = Access to credit (%) 
Imp.gvst = Access to government support (%) 
Le.inp = Access to input (%) 
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Table 1: Socio-economic distribution of the farmers. 
 

Sex Frequency Age Frequency Marital status Frequency 
Household 

size 
Frequency 

Major 
occupation 

Frequency 
Farming 

experience 
Frequency 

Male  63 

30-40 6 Single 8 1-3 10 Civil service 16 1-10 6 

41-50 32 Divorced 15 4-6 28 Farming 28 11-20 22 

51-60 33 Married 55 7-9 29 Trading 31 21-30 41 

            

Female  37 

61-70 22 Widow/widower 14 10-12 14 Artisan 24 31-above 22 

Above 70 7 No response 8 13-15 1 No response 1 No response 10 

    No response 8     

Total 100 Total 100 Total 100 Total 100 Total 100 Total 100 
 

Source: Field survey, 2014. 

 
 
 
0, 1, 2, 3, 4= Estimation parameter associated 
with the influence of the indicators of the social 
capital on agricultural productivity in Imo State. 
 
 
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
 
Socio-economic characteristics 
 
Analysis of the results in Table 1 showed that 
majority (63%) of the farmers were male, 65% 
were between the ages of 41 to 60 years, while 55% 
were married. It can be deduced from this that 
majority of these farmers have access to land based 
on land tenure system prevalent in the study area 
which is by inheritance. Farm holdings across 
Nigeria are often inherited rather than purchased 
(Adeyemo et al., 2010; Adewuyi, 2002; Egwuda, 
2001; Ojo, 2005; Ekunwe et al., 2008). It was 
observed that based on this land tenure system, 
adult male inherits and mostly hold family land in 
trust, thus, giving them access to land which can be 
used for farming. A high distribution of 29% of the 
farmers have household of 7-9 people  with  a  mean 

size of 7. This is in tandem with Onyemuawa et al. 
(2013) that farmers in Idemili North, Anambra State 
have a household size of 8. A greater percentage 
(31%) takes trading as major occupation. This 
however, is followed by farming (28%) It has been 
reported that many farmers in Nigeria engage in 
other occupations to supplement their incomes 
such as hunting, trading, crafts, and fishing 
(Adewuyi, 2002; Ogunsanya, 2009; Ajani, 2000; Ojo, 
2005; Yaro, 1999). The result showed that 41% of 
the farmers have farming experience of 21-30 years 
with mean years of 22 years 7 months 5 days. This 
implies that they are experienced farmers. This 
results is in agreement with Onyemauwa et al. 
(2013) that majority (60%) of farmers in Idemili 
L.G.A in Anambra State were males, average 
respondents were 54 years, 78% were married with 
20 years of farming experience.  
 
 
Agro production indicators 
 
The result in Table 2 shows the major crops grown 
by farmers in Imo State. It shows that cassava is  the 

most dominant crop (37%) among the major crops. 
This is in agreement with Lenis et al. (2011) that in 
Nigeria output produced for most crops was 
stagnant or declining, with the exception of cassava, 
which saw modest increases in output. This is 
because cassava is easily planted, the stem is 
cheaper and readily available than other crops, it 
can strive even in an erosion prone areas and can be 
in the field for all year round. It is a source of garri 
and fufu, a daily staple in most families in the zone 
and can be stored for a long time without perishing.  

The result in Table 3 showed, on average, that 
75% of the farmers cultivates not more than 1 ha of 
land during the period (Table 3). The mean hectare 
of land cultivated was 0.92888 ha (Table 4). Farm 
holdings across Nigeria are generally small with less 
than 5 hectares on the average (Adeyemo et al., 
2010; Akintayo, 2011; Oladeebo, 2006; Adewuyi, 
2002; Egwuda, 2001; Ojo, 2005; Ekunwe et al., 
2008; Adejoh, 2009; Oviasogie, 2005; Haruna et al., 
2009; David et al., 2009; Yaro, 1999). While a study 
of small scale food crop farmers in the South South 
(Idumah, 2006) also showed small land holdings 
with   an   average   of   1.56 ha.   Lenis  et  al.  (2011)  
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Table 2: Distribution of major crops grown in Imo State. 
 

Crop  Frequency Percentage (%) 

Cassava 37 37 

Cocoyam  13 13 

Maize  7 7 

Palm fruit 18 18 

Rice  4 4 

Yam  20 20 

No response  1 1 

Total  100 100 
 

Source: Field survey (2014). 

 
 

Table 3: Distribution of production indicators, 2008-2013. 
 

Variable 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

Cultivated Area (ha)       

0.1-1.0 79 72 77 74 74 73 

1.1-2.0 17 21 20 17 16 16 

2.1-3.0 4 7 1 9 10 10 

3.1-4.0 - - 2 - - 1 

Total  100 100 100 100 100 100 
       

Cost of Labour (#10,000)       

1-10 62 59 58 54 55 54 

11-20 27 33 29 33 26 28 

21-30 6 2 6 7 13 12 

31-40 1 2 2 1 1 1 

41-50 2 - - 2 3 - 

51-60 - 3 1 - 1 2 

61-70 1 - 3 2 - - 

71-80 - 1 - - 1 - 

81-90 - - - 1 - 2 

No response  1 - 1 1 1 1 

Total  100 100 100 100 100 100 
       

Farm output (1000 kg)       

0.1-1.0 11 11 11 10 11 11 

1.1-10.0 43 36 37 41 38 32 

10.1-20.0 33 40 37 30 32 35 

20.1-30.0 6 7 11 14 12 11 

30.1-40.0 2 1 1 2 5 8 

No response 5 5 3 3 3 3 

Total  100 100 100 100 100 100 
       

Revenue from sales (#10,000)       

1-20 36 48 37 35 40 37 

21-40 39 32 40 46 39 43 

41-60 12 13 15 15 14 16 

61-80 1 3 2 - 2 - 

81-100 1 - 2 - 1 - 

No response 11 4 4 4 4 4 

Total  100 100 100 100 100 100 
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Table 3: Continued. 
 

Quantity of Fertilizer (25 kg)       

1.0-10.0 72 57 62 53 56 59 

10.1-20.0 11 34 33 30 27 25 

20.1-30.0 14 8 5 14 10 8 

30.1-40.0 3 1 - 3 7 8 

40.1-50.0 - - - - - - 

No response - - - - - - 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 

       

Quantity of Seed/Stem/Seedling (10 kg)       

0.1-1.0 11 13 12 11 10 11 

1.0-10.0 60 61 59 60 53 49 

10.1-20.0 11 8 14 13 22 24 

20.1-30.0 14 16 13 14 11 12 

30.1-40.0 3 - 1 1 3 2 

40.1-50.0 - 1 - - - - 

No response 1 1 1 1 1 2 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 

       

Quantity of Pesticide/herbicide (L)       

1-3 36 36 37 37 36 37 

4-6 6 6 6 6 7 6 

7-9 1 1 - - - - 

10-12 1 2 - - - - 

13-15 1 - - 2 1 1 

15-17 - 1 - 1 1 - 

No response 55 54 57 54 55 56 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 

       

Cost of fertilizer (#10,000)       

0.1-3.0 71 74 71 67 75 71 

3.1-6.0 22 20 22 23 14 17 

6.1-9.0 4 5 3 5 5 5 

9.1-12.0 - - 1 1 2 3 

12.1-15.0 - - - - - 1 

15.1-18.0 2 1 1 - - - 

18.1-21.0 - - - 1 1 1 

No response 1 - 2 3 3 2 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 

       

Cost of seed/stem/seedling (#1000)       

0.1-1.0 19 17 16 14 13 14 

1.1-10.0 42 41 43 41 40 42 

10.1-20.0 14 25 25 23 25 23 

20.1-30.0 16 11 10 12 10 13 

30.1-40.0 1 - - 1 3 1 

40.1-50.0 3 1 - 2 1 - 

50.1-60.0 - - 1 2 2 1 

No response 5 5 5 5 6 6 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 
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Table 3: Continued. 
 

Cost of Pesticide/herbicide (#1000)       

0.1-1.0 11 8 8 7 8 7 

1.1-3.0 12 15 16 17 16 16 

3.1-6.0 18 18 17 17 17 17 

6.1-9.0 3 3 3 3 3 3 

No response  56 56 55 57 57 57 

Total  100 100 100 100 100 100 
 

Source: Field survey, 2014. 

 
 
 

Table 4: Average values of selected agro production indicators. 
 

Year   Cultivated area (ha) Cost of labour (#10,000) Farm output (1000kg) Revenue (#10,000) 

2008 0.92778 11.80808 13.59545 27 

2009 0.891 11.93378 13.25056 26.57813 

2010 0.872 12.95374 13.73844 28.76563 

2011 0.9585 12.83657 14.58813 26.21458 

2012 0.9545 13.05677 14.63062 27.76042 

2013 0.9695 13.71737 15.47179 27.75313 

Average   0.92888 12.71772 14.2125 27.34532 
 

Source: Field survey, 2014. 

 
 
 
reported that land cultivated to selected major crops in 
Nigeria were either stagnant or modestly increasing with 
the exception of cassava. A distribution of 57% of the 
farmers spent not more than #100,000 on labour during 
the period. However, the mean cost of labour is 
#127,177.20. This implies small scale level of production. 
Most rural residents are engaged in smallholder semi-
subsistence agriculture (Oviasogie, 2005; Ajibolade, 2005). 
According to Lenis et al. (2011) in Nigeria, the level of 
growth in agriculture lagged behind other sectors due to a 
wide variety of factors including scarcity and high cost of 
inputs such as land and labour. It is expected that these 
farmers would require external aid especially in the form of 
partnership with family members and friends in other to 
access inputs required for their production. 

Analysis of farm output showed that averages of 12.17, 
37.8 and 34.5% of the farmers recorded farm output of not 
more than 10,000, 100,00 and 200,000 kg, respectively. 
Mean output for the period was 12,107.35 kg. Adewuyi 
(2002) reported a decline in output in the agricultural 
sector.  Muhammad-Lawal and Atte (2006) concluded a 
slow growth in output. Average percentages of 38.83, 39.83 
and 14.17% of the farmers had total revenues of not more 
than #200,000, #400,000 and #600,000 respectively during 
the period. The mean revenue was #273,453.20. This is in 
agreement with finding of Lenis et al. (2011) who observed 
that incomes from farming are generally low in Nigeria. 

The results of fertilizer use showed that average 
percentages of 59.83 and 26.67%  of  the  farmers  used  not 

more than 10 and 20 bags each of fertilizer per cropping 
season. Average quantity of fertilizer used was 6.475 bags. 
This implied that the farmers have access to fertilizer for 
use. Majority (57%) of the farmers used not more than 100 
kg of seed/seedling/stem in farming per cropping season 
with average of 101.8501 kg. This is viewed to be low and 
implied a small scale level of production. Majority (55.17%) 
of the farmers do not use herbicide/pesticides while 36.5% 
used not more than 3 L/cropping season with average 
usage of 2.453488 L. This low figure can be attributed to 
negligence by the farmers to its importance and use, high 
cost and unavailability.  

High majority (71.5%) of the farmers spent not more 
than #30,000.00 on fertilizer in the study area. Average 
fertilizer cost during the period was #27,622.81. Majority 
(41.5%) of the farmers spent not more than #10,000.00 on 
seed/seedling/stem. Average cost was #10,185.01. The 
result of the average cost of herbicides/pesticide during the 
period showed that majority (56.33%) of the farmers did 
not spend on herbicides/pesticides, while 17.33, 15.33 and 
8.17% spent not more than #60,000.00, #30,000.00 and 
#10,000.00 respectively. The average cost of 
herbicides/pesticides was #31,888.62. 

The results of the regression analysis showed that 
quantity of seed/seedling/stem used significantly influence 
income from sales at 95% level of significance. It also 
showed that lack of trust more significantly influence 
partnership with family/friends at 95% level of 
significance.  The   result   showed  that    the   need   to   buy  
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Figure 1: Distribution of average values of agro production indicators. 

 
 
fertilizers and reduce cost of production significantly 
influence membership of co-operative society at 95% level 
of significance (Table 4 and Figure 1). 

Also, the results of the trend analysis showed that 
cultivated area increases by 0.0139 ha for every change in 
time (Table 5). The coefficient of determination (R2) was 
0.4288, implying that our model accounted for 42.88% of 
the relationship. The result showed that the cost of labour 
increased by #0.3657 for every change in time. The 
coefficient of determination (R2) was 0.891, implying that 
our model accounted for 89.1% of the relationship. The 
result showed that farm output increased by 0.4106 kg for 
every change in time. The coefficient of determination (R2) 
was 0.8596, indicating that our model accounted for 
85.96% of the relationship. The result also showed that 
revenue from sales increased by #0.136 for every change in 
time. The coefficient of determination (R2) was 0.0746, 
indicating that the model accounted for 7.46% of the 
relationship.  

Based on the trend analysis, the result showed that 
quantity of fertilizer used increased by 0.0826 bags for 
every change in time (Figure 2). The coefficient of 
determination (R2) was 0.2965, indicating that our model 
accounted for 29.65% of the relationship. The quantity of 
seed/seedling/stem increases by 0.0694kg for every 
change in time. The coefficient of determination (R2) is 
0.1371 implying our model accounted for 13.71% of the 
relationship. Quantity of pesticide/herbicide used 
decreased by 0.0512 for every change in time. The 
coefficient of determination (R2) is 0.6643, indicating that 
our model accounted for 66.43% of the relationship.  

Furthermore, result of the trend analysis showed that the 
cost of fertilizer increased by #0.0293 for every change in 
time. The coefficient of determination (R2) was 0.8805, 
indicating our model accounted for 88.05% of the 
relationship. The cost of seed increased by #0.1114 for 
every change in time (Figure 3). The coefficient of 
determination (R2)  was  0.0591,  implying  that  our   model 

accounted for 5.91%. The cost of pesticides/herbicides 
increased by #0.0465 for every change in time. The 
coefficient of determination (R2) was 0.6996, implying that 
our model accounted for 69.96% of the relationship.  
 
 
Social capital indicators 
 
The result in Table 6 showed that 47% of the farmers were 
in partnership with family and friends. The implication of 
this is increased accessibility to agricultural inputs which is 
expected to result in increased production by these 
farmers. Such inputs may include land, fertilizer, labour, 
seed and credit/agricultural loan and government support.   

The major reasons for partnership include access to 
credit/loan (27.66%) and access to land (21.28%). This is 
expected as these farmers receive remittances from family 
members and friends which they use in their farming 
activity. It should be noted that farmers in Imo State have 
access to extended family land which they use for farming. 
Such lands are given free and on trust until the right owner 
chooses to develop the land.  

However, 53% of the farmers did not partner with their 
family member and friends. About 62% of these farmers 
did not see any need for partnership, while 24.53% did not 
partner for lack of trust. Putnam (2000) argues that social 
capital has “forceful, even quantifiable effects on different 
aspects of our lives such as enhanced economic 
achievement through increased trust and lower transaction 
costs (Fukuyama, 1995) and improved welfare (Cote and 
Healy, 2001). The implication of this result is that these 
farmers will continue production at a subsistent level.  

Table 6 shows that 54% of the respondents are members 
of agricultural co-operative society. About 41% of these 
farmers join these co-operatives for loan/credit 
accessibility. About 56% of these farmers have received 
credit/loan from co-operative society. It is reported that 
membership of  cooperative  societies  (Shehu  et  al.,  2010;  



Academia Journal of Agricultural Research; Steve  et al.    259 
 
 
 

Table 5: Average quantities and costs of inputs used: 2008-2013. 
 

Year  
Quantity of 

fertilizer 
(bag) 

Quantity of 
seed (10 kg) 

Quantity of 
pesticide/herbic

ide (L) 

Cost of 
fertilizer 

(#10,000) 

Cost of 
seed 

(#1000) 

Cost of 
pesticides/herbi

cides (#1000) 

2008 6.58 10.33959 2.604651 2.685052 10.71392 3.109432 

2009 6.13 9.952092 2.604651 2.604948 8.96484 3.16625 

2010 6.13 9.513265 2.372093 2.786082 9.534789 3.157045 

2011 6.53 10.24699 2.372093 2.820313 10.79713 3.21625 

2012 6.81 10.36842 2.395349 2.776042 11.19878 3.204773 

2013 6.67 10.42887 2.372093 2.90125 9.900585 3.279419 

Average 6.475 10.14154 2.453488 2.762281 10.18501 3.188862 
 

Source: Field survey, 2014. 
 
 
 

 
 
Figure 2: Average quantity of inputs used. 

 
 
 

 
 
Figure 3: Average costs of inputs used. 

 
 
 
Idiong et al., 2009), and access to credit (Ogundari, 
2006;Oluwatosin, 2011) have an unambiguous impact on 
the efficiency of agricultural productivity.  

Based on the trend analysis, the result showed that the 
number of farmers accessing these loans increases by 0.117 
per  unit   change  in   time  (Figure   4).   This   implies    that 
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Table 6: Social capital indicators. 
 

Parameter Frequency % 

Partnership   

Yes 47 47 

No 53 53 

Total  100 100 

Reason for partnership   

To raise fund 5 10.64 

To access credit/loan 13 27.66 

To access government support 7 14.89 

To buy input 6 12.77 

To reduce cost 6 12.77 

To secure land 10 21.28 

Total 47 100 

Reason for no partnership   

don’t have a relation to partner 7 13.21 

Don’t have trust 13 24.53 

No need to 33 62.26 

Total 53 100 

Membership of co-operative society   

Yes  54 54 

No 46 46 

Total 100 100 

   

Reason for co-operative   

To raise fund 13 24.07 

To access credit/loan 22 40.74 

To access government support 13 24.07 

To buy seed 0 0 

To buy fertilizer 4 7.41 

To reduce cost 2 3.71 

Total 54 100 

Involvement in volunteer activity   

Yes  56 56 

No  44 44 

Total 100 100 

Receive financial assistance    

Yes  31 55.36 

No  25 44.64 

Total 56 100 

Year   

2008 4 12.90 

2009 8 25.81 

2010 8 25.81 

2011 4 12.90 

2012 3 9.68 

2013 4 12.90 

Total  31 100 
 

Source: Field survey, 2014. 
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Figure 4: Beneficiaries of Co-operative society loan per year: 2008 to 2013. 

 
 
 

Table 7: Distribution of agricultural co-operative loan by farmer: 2008-2013. 
 
 

  

Source: Field survey, 2014. 

 
 
 

 
 
Figure 5: Co-operative loan to farmers in Imo State: 2008-2013. 

 
 
 

cooperative society is a source of finance to the farmers in 
the study area. The co-efficient of determination (R2) was 
0.1184, indicating that the model accounted for 11.84% of 
the relationship. 

The result in Table 7 showed that majority (57.41%) of 
the loan were given between 2009 to 2010 years. Average 
of #900,000 per year was received as loan by these farmers 

from co-operative society. This indicates non-reliability of 
farmers on co-operatives as source of loan/credit to finance 
their agricultural activities.  

The result of the trend analysis showed that the rate of 
loan received from co-operatives decreased by #2.48 per 
unit of time (Figure 5). The coefficient of determination 
(R2)  was  0.2363,  implying  that  the  model  accounted   for  
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23.63% of the relationship . 
 
 

Conclusion 
 

Majority of the farmers were adult males, experienced with 
household size of 7, with trading and farming as their major 
occupations. Cassava was the most dominant crop grown in 
the area. Mean hectare of land, cost of labour and output 
were 0.92888 ha, #127,177.20 and 12,107.35 kg, 
respectively. The mean revenue from sales was 
#273,453.20; average quantity of fertilizer used was 
6.475bags, seed/seedling/stem was 101.8501 kg and 
pesticides/herbicides was 2.453488 L. The average cost of 
fertilizer, seed/seedlings/stem and pesticides/herbicides 
were #27,622.81, #10,185.01 and #31,888.62, respectively. 
The results showed that 47% of the respondents are in 
partnership with family/friends with access to credit/loan 
(27.66%) and access to land (21.28%) as their major 
reasons. A total of 53% did not partner with family/friends 
with 62% of them not having reason to do so and 24.53% 
for lack of trust. A total of 54% were members of co-
operative societies with 41% having join for the purpose of 
accessing agricultural loan/credit while 56% have actually 
received loan from co-operatives. The study recommends 
efforts to boost trust amongst friends and relative to be 
emphasized with the aim of increasing access to land and 
farm inputs; co-operative societies in the area should 
intensify effort to source fertilizer and seed/seedlings/stem 
in other to boast production and measures for more 
favourable loan/credits from government agencies and 
financial institutions to farmers in the area. 
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