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ABSTRACT

The study examined the profitability Analysis of Cattle Fattening in Sardauna Local
Government Area of Taraba State, Nigeria. The specific objectives of the study were to:
identify and describe the socio-economic characteristics of cattle fatteners, examine the
costs and returns associated with cattle fattening, to determine the efficiency of resources
used in cattle fattening and to identify the major constraints associated with cattle
fattening in the study area. Primary data were collected through the administration of
structured questionnaire to 64 randomly selected cattle fatteners. The data were analyzed
using descriptive statistics; gross margin analysis, regression analysis and marginal
analysis of input utilization. Results revealed that 92.19% of the respondents were male,
51.56% had no formal education, 87.50% were in their productive ages and 60.63%
sourced their capital from personal savings. The gross margin analysis reveals that cattle
fattening is a profitable venture with an average gross margin of N 16,380.51 per head for
a period of three months and N 212,946.63 per farmer. Result of the regression analysis
reveals that feeds, length of fattening, volume of water and labour were statistically
significant at 1% and 5% levels respectively, while extension contact, age at purchase
and farming experience were not statistically significant. The study identified high cost of
feeds, lack of extension services and credit facilities as the major constraints to cattle
fattening in the study area. The study recommends the training on feed formulations,
improvement in extension services and that ranchers or farmers should form co-operative
societies for easy access to credit facilities.
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background of the Study

Livestock is an important component of agricultural production system. In the
African farming system, there is hardly any farmer who does not keep one form of
livestock or the other in addition to his crop production. This practice which has made
peasant farming to be described as mixed farming, developed from the need to reduce the
risk associated with crop farming (Jones, 1996). Livestock serves as a cash generation for
seasonal requirements and agricultural activity. For instance, a good crop harvest, provide
an important investment opportunity for surplus funds while in a poor crop production
year; they are sold to buy food for the sustenance of the household. In addition, they are
kept to compliment cropping activities by providing manure and draft power for
cultivation and transportation (Ahmed, 2006).

Cattle accounts for more than 50 % of Nigeria’s total meat supply and are the largest
livestock enterprise in Nigeria’s agricultural industry (Adamu, 1992). Apart from meat
supply, the industry provides employment opportunities to about six million pastorals
(Kalla, 1998), source of income, investment against failure of cash crops and the prestige
inherent in their ownership among others. Zachariah (1992) reported that the greatest
concentration of cattle in Nigeria is found in the northern part; with 89% of the total
population managed by the traditional Fulanis and Shuwa Arabs men. They have the
reputation of being good converters of roughages in to useful food for humans. Also, the
production technology is simple and the manpower requirement is readily available.

Cattle industry as an economic activity is concerned with all stages of its operation
from the point of initial production to its eventual consumption. It determines consumers
demand for a product or service, motivating its sales and distributing to ultimate
consumers at a profit. Profitable cattle fattening means producing the most profitable
cattle, selling through the most profitable market outlet and pricing at the most profitable

time. It is imperative to a fattener to recognize and evaluate the entire available
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alternatives in the light of potential costs and returns and then selecting the most
profitable rather than the most convenient alternative.

The conducive agro-climatic environment in Sardauna local government coupled with
relatively easy management practices has stimulated high concentration of cattle in the
area; Taraba agricultural development project (TADP, 2005). In view of the roles cattle
industry play, there is a general lack of information about the costs and returns associated
with the enterprise in the study area. Many marketers that are into small-scale fattening
are always conscious of turnover on their operations, hence the viability or otherwise of
the enterprise is determined largely by the corresponding profit margin. Also the need to
tackle the problem of increase in demand for cattle products has stimulated increase in
economic activity in the industry, and this is an incentive to cattle production which
ensures stability in the flow of income to market participants and minimize risks and

uncertainties inherent in Agri-business.
1.2 Problem Statement

The increase in human population especially in developing countries continue to
put a lot of demand on animal protein supplies, hence the need for adequate human
nutrition cannot be over emphasized (Adamu, 1992). The demand for animal protein in
Nigeria like in other developing countries of the world is far from being met (Okuneye,
2002). It also serves as a major source of income, revenue generation and protein to the
entire populace (Ahmed, 2006). In spite of this great importance of cattle in the area, the
industry is still suffering from numerous constraints, notable among are lack of formal
training on how to utilize inputs efficiently, lack of information about the profit derive by
cattle fatteners who buy cattle and fattened them for resell after few months, source of
capital, lack of extension services and credit facilities. In view of the above, the study
examined the profitability analysis of cattle fattening in Sardauna Local Government
Area of Taraba State. The study answered the following questions:-

1. What are the socio-economic characteristics of cattle fatteners?

2. What are the costs and returns used by the cattle fatteners?
3. Are the resources used efficiently in cattle fattening?
4

. What are the constraints associated with cattle fattening
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1.3 Objectives of the Study

The broad objective of the study was to examine the profitability of cattle fattening
in Sardauna Local Government Area of Taraba State; while the specific objectives were

to;

I. identify and describe the socio-economic characteristics of cattle fatteners in the study

area;
ii. determine the costs and returns associated with cattle fattening;
iii. examine the efficiency of resources use in cattle fattening; and
iv. identify the major constraints of cattle fattening in the study area.
1.4 Hypotheses

The study proposed the null hypotheses as:-
Ho1: Socio-economic characteristics of cattle fatteners do not affect the output of

cattle fattening in the study area.
1.5 Significance of the Study

A cattle marketing is an important economic activity in Sardauna Local
Government Area of Taraba State. The industry play a vital role in improving the Socio-
economic status of the participants and the government derives substantial amount of
revenue (N16, 897,055.04 millions) through tax collection (Board of internal revenue
Gembu, 2008). It has however been recognized that beef consumption is a major source
of protein in an average Nigerian family, moreover, it accounts for more than 80% of
Nigeria’s total meat supply, despite this, the ratio of human population to slaughtered
cattle per head is 89:1.3 (Adebayo and Olayemi 2005).

The demand for beef is motivated by the nutritional value and palatability and its
consumption cut across religion, tribe, culture and status (FAO, 1980). The indigenous
beef Cattle producers have not been able to meet the demand because of a lot of

constraints, so the local meat production has consistently been supplemented with local
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inputs. Knowing fully that the kind of beef production in Taraba State is predominantly
traditional; therefore, it is important to conduct a research on the profitability of cattle
rearing and management practices in Order to meet up with the demand of our teeming
population in respect to beef supply. The expected result will go a long way in assisting
the farmers in taking rational decision in order to maximized profit. It can as well be used
by the government and private sectors to enact new policies on cattle production and
marketing. It will also serve as a guide to extension workers, researchers and students

carrying out further study.
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CHAPTER TWO
LITERATURE REVIEW
2.1 Origin of Cattle

Cattle were originally identified by Carolos Linnaeus as three separate species.
These were Bos taurus, the European cattle, including similar types from Africa and
Asia; Bos indicus, the Zebu and the extinct Bos primigenius, the aurochs is ancestral to
both Zebu and European cattle. More recently these three have increasingly been grouped
as one species with Bos primigenious indicus and Bos premigenious as the sub-species
(Thompson, 1942). Modern cattle are divided in to two species: Bos Taurus, which
originated in Europe and includes most modern breeds of dairy and beef cattle, and Bos
indicus, which originated in India and is characterized by a hump at the withers (Aryan,
2011).

2.2 Domestication of Cattle

Cattle were first domesticated in South Eastern Europe and south eastern Asia
during the new Stone Age, some (8,500) years ago, a probable second centre of
domestication (WFS, 2004). Cattle belong to the family Bovidae which includes
ruminants with hollow horns. Members of this family posses one or more enlargements
for food storage along the esophagus and they chew their cuds (Simpson, 1945). The
world cattle population was put together by Ranjhan (2001) revealed an estimated
(100,280,600,000). He postulated that more than one-third is found in the tropics. High
yielding breeds of Zebu cattle are found in the high rainfall areas: similarly in Nigerian
context, the bigger and high yielding breeds such as White Fulani, Sokoto Gudali and
Red Bororo are found in the Northern part of the country, while the smaller and low
yielding breeds like Muturu and Ndama are typically found in Southern part of the

country.
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2.3 Cattle Breeds

Cattle breeds are widely distributed in the world. These include Aberdeen Augus,
Hereford, short horn, charolais, limousine, Braford, Waygu, Brahman, beef freisan,
simbrah and santa gartrudis (Newmann, 1977). The indigenous cattle population has
been variously estimated to range from about eight to twelve (8-12) million (Oyenuga,
1982, Kaufman and Otchere, 1982). They are made up of atleast ten dual purpose breeds
of Bunaji, Sokoto Gudali, Adamawa Gudali, Azaouak, Kuri, Ketuku and Muturu. There
are also few Ndama breeds mostly found in institutional and governmental farms
imported from neighboring West African countries. Most of the Bos indicus species are
found in the Sudan and Northern Guinea Savannah Zones and are concentrated in Kano,
Borno, Bauchi, Adamawa and Sokoto States. The Bos taurus species are found in the
Southern States of the forest, Derived and Southern Guinea Savannah Zones. The later
species are trypanotolerant to some extent and can withstand the menace of trypanosome
infection prevalent in the forest belts (FAO; 1992 and FMA; 1981).

The indigenous cattle are thought of as being slow growing and unproductive.
This is as a result of under nutrition due to over reliance on natural grazing land which is
seasonal in productivity, lack of disease control, pasture development, supplementation
and lack of herding the cattle (Pullan, 1979). However, production performances of the
indigenous breed have greatly improved under good management practices and compares
well with the local breeds. The wide variation in performance with and between the local
breeds of cattle offers opportunity for selection (Lamurde and Franty, 1975).

2.4 Beef Supply Situation.

According to Manay and Shadakshoraswamy (2001), beef is the term used to
designate meat from different types of cattle; it usually applied to meat of cattle over one
year old. Beef contains 15-20% protein of outstanding nutritive value. Nuru (1982)
reported that Nigeria has never been self sufficient in beef production and the supply
situation is very critical. Our British colonial masters recognized the economic
importance of beef production early in the twentieth century and despite efforts by them
to improve production, Nigeria had to import meat from Europe, America and Argentina,

particularly during the second half of the 70’s. Oyenuga (1982) revealed that the price of
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beef has increased from an average of-N2.50 in 1975 to N25.00 in 1992, a 90 percent
increase. He further stated that the present rate of beef production is not coping with the
demand of a rapidly changing Nigerian society. Bauer (1960 — 1964), postulated that
376,300 tones of the estimated total of 584,800 tones of meat was consumed in the
Northern Nigeria which consequently recorded a daily per-capita consumption of protein
units of 79.9 % from all sources as against only 33.2 % and 36.6 % for Eastern and
Western states of the country. In terms of the provision of the much needed meat to
average Nigerian, the performance of the livestock sub-sector has not been encouraging.
For instance, less than 2kg of beef were available to an average Nigerian per year and just
mere 4kg of egg annually could be supplied to each Nigerian between the year 1996 and
2000 ( Okuneye, 2002). The British medical association (2009) recommends a minimum
animal protein intake of 34g per-capita per day. Also, the Food and Agricultural
Organization (FAO) of the United Nation recommends 20g of animal protein per-capita
per day as the minimum for consumption for developing countries (Okuneye and Banwo,
1990), but 75kg as optimum for normal growth and development (FAO, 1990). However,
the average animal protein intake per-capita per day in Nigeria was a mere 7.6 kg that is
38 percent of the FAO minimum requirement for developing countries and mere 10
percent for excellent growth and development (Olayemi et. al, 1986). According to
Qadeer (2008) found out that in Jos modern abattoir alone, about 90 heads of Cattle are
being slaughtered per day which amount to 630 weekly. Similarly in Adamawa state as
at the year (2000) recorded 63,095 heads of Cattle were slaughtered (FOS, 2000), while
in Taraba state, a total of 60,086 Cattle were estimated to be slaughtered as at the year
2007 out of which Sardauna Local Government recorded 5,523 heads of Cattle (Taraba
state statistical year book, 2007). The size of the Cattle slaughtered were averagely 250
kg per head. Their ages ranged from two years and to about eight years and breeds were

mainly White Fulani, Red Bororo and Sokoto Gudali.

Beef in Nigerian markets comes mainly from traditional production system and
the small holder producer. Nuru (1982) in his findings revealed that in the year 1997,
Nigeria imported about 8,494.6 metric tons of beef from Argentina, while Oyenuga
(1982) in a similar development projected demand and supply of beef between 1990 and

2000 to be 9,020.37 and 2,728.90 metric tons of beef respectively. However, the average
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beef consumption was declining due to the unfavorable price relations in comparison
with other sorts of meat. The beef meat is therefore referred to as luxurious product since
it belongs to the expensive category. The declining beef consumption is influenced
mainly by the decreasing purchasing power and the occurrence of the BSE disease.
According to the elasticity estimation result we can state that beef is price and income
inelastic (Hupkova et.al, 2009).

2.5 Transportation of Cattle

A transport network is needed to move product from one farm to the markets in
town or exports and to bring supplies and equipment to each farm. The location of each
farm in relation to the market and the transport network has an important influence on
farming system. Food and Agricultural Organization {(FAO), 1973} postulated that
about 15 million Cattle, Sheep, Goat and Pig entered international trade in 1972.
According to Fenn (1977), Cattle traders moved about 180,000 heads of Cattle from
Northern to southern Nigeria by rail and much smaller number by roads (N30/Km). He
further stated that it is cheaper to transport live animal than meat to consumers and that in
most part of Africa and Latin America; it is common for Cattle to cover most of their
long journey on foot. Sharafa and Yahya (2010) in their findings postulated that Cattle
are brought on foot from neighboring countries like Chad and Cameroon, that at the
borders, the owners of the Cattle obtain clearance and pay a tax of N5200 for each cow.
Within the country, they pay N200 to the State Government and N100 to the Local
Government for each cow. Once at the market, the owners keep them in custody of
trusted associates who serves as middlemen. If the middlemen are able to offer them a
profitable price for the Cattle, they just sell, if not they look for alternative in people who
are willing to buy in tens, 20’s or 30’s. Dealers would then come and buy from these
people and then form herds of loo’s, 200’s who own trailers but are represented by
another set of middlemen called “’Yan Kwamishan’> who help them to transport their
Cattle at discounted rates to the southern markets.

Daily trust News Papers (2010) learnt that the markets had been in existence for
several decades and cattle are transported to markets in Port-Harcourt, Umuahia, Enugu,

Owerri, Ibaban and Lagos. The most common types which are taken to the eastern
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markets include Mbala and Brahman Bulls brought from Chad. The later is beef cattle
originally found in North America. Other local breeds are Red Fulani, N’dama, Yelgore
and Wadara. Babamodu Abubakar, a loader who sometimes serves as an escort
maintained that not less than 100 trailer trucks of cattle are loaded from the market on a
daily basis. Other days, between twenty and fifty trucks leaves the market for various
aforementioned destinations and each trailer load contains relatively large sizes of thirty
cows or thirty-five average sized cows. The trunk of the trailer is filled with dried guinea
corn stalks and sand is poured in. this is to prevent the cows from falling down as they
can fall resulting from the slippery nature of the metal when it comes in contact with their
hoofs and this does not allow them stand on their feet. The proprietors say they are
contented with the profit they make from the business despite the risk involved, but their
greatest challenge is the continued arbitrary taxation and revenue collected by various
states and local government officials through which the trailer trucks of cattle pass
through. Right now, if any truck loaded with heads of cattle for any of the markets, the
cattle owners spend nothing less than 45,000.00 naira (Daily trust, 2010). The check
points are too many. The police, local and state government revenue collectors are
everywhere. If you offer them something lower than their expectations, they just delay
your journey, helping to increase your long hours on the road and increasing your
chances of incurring losses because the longer the cows stay unfed (without food) or
water, the weaker they become and more chances of deaths. You are just at their mercy,

Mallam Isa; the cattle market spokesman commented (Daily trust, 2010).

2.6 Resource Use Efficiency

Upton (1996) defined efficiency as the relative performance of the process used in
transferring a given input in output. Amaze (2000) stressed that productivity is the
measure of the ratio of input which is utilized in the relevant production process.
Furthermore, Onoja and Achike (2008) cited that technical efficiency in production is the
ability of farmer to produce the maximum potential output (frontier production), given
the quantities of inputs and production technology. Yusuf and Adenegan (2008) pointed
out that efficiency studies is a significant area of research especially in a developing
economy like Nigeria where resources are meager and opportunity for developing and

adopting better technology are dwindling. They maintained that measurement of
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efficiency of resource use becomes important for productivity growth. Such studies
ascertain the extent to which it is possible to increase productivity by improving
efficiency with the present resource base and the available technology. Thus by so doing,
researchers could resolve whether to improve efficiency first or develop technology in the
short run.

There are basically technical, allocative and economic efficiencies. Amaza and
Maurice (2005) defined technical efficiency as the achievement of the maximum
potential output from a given quantity of inputs under a given technology. In a similar
view, Omotesho et.al (2008) reported that the efficiency of youth participation in
agriculture in Ondo State is below frontier production. The estimated minimum
efficiency of the youth was 32.62% while, maximum efficiency was 96.25% and the
mean technical efficiency was 85.23%. This mean value indicates that if input usage is
increased by 14.77%, the youth will be operating on the production frontier thus,
opportunity still exist for increasing productivity and income through increased efficiency
in resource utilization.

Ogundari and Ojo (2006) described allocative efficiency as the ability to choose
optimum input levels for a given factor price i.e. when production occurs at a point where
the marginal value product equals marginal factor cost. However, economic efficiency
has been viewed by the authors as the product of technical and allocative efficiencies.

2.7 Profitability in Cattle Industry

Profitable cattle fattening means producing the most profitable cattle selling
through the most profitable market outlet and pricing at the most profitable time
(Mamman, 2005). He added that the first step in becoming a cattle fattener is to recognize
all your alternatives and evaluate each in light of potential costs and returns, selecting the
most profitable rather than the most convenient alternative. Profit in economics is
initially incorporated in Total Revenue (price x quantity sold) exceeding total costs
(TR>TC). Where it is equal to it, it is breakeven point and less than it, losses are incurred.
Total Revenue includes only visible costs. There are other costs notably family labor and
the supervisory man-hours expended by the head of households that will remain invisible.
It can also include depreciation and importantly, bearing in mind the trends in inflation

and interest rates movement (Okayeto et.al, 1998).
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Hassan (2001) and Iheanacho (2002) revealed that costs and returns analysis is a
useful tool in determining profitability. They maintained that the major problems

associated with it as the basis for profitability assessment are;

1. It does not indicate the relative importance of each of the resources used in cattle
marketing.
2. It is location bound and specific in applicability due to use of money as a common

unit of measurement and prevailing price for estimates.

In another study conducted on cowpea farmers in the north eastern part of
Adamawa State by Stephen et.al (2007) to determine costs and returns from the enterprise
as well as benefit cost ratio to estimate returns on every naira invested. Results obtained
showed that cowpea production is profitable with an average gross margin and net farm
income of N 14,455.26 per ha and N10, 109.2 per ha respectively. The benefit cost ratio
was found to be N1.37 which according to them revealed a net return of 37 kobo on every
naira invested in cowpea production which they say is worth doing than keeping money
in savings account in the commercial banks. (Olukosi and Erabhor, 1998 and Mshelia
et.al; 2005) Pointed out that the use of gross margin analysis was employed on the
assumption that the fixed costs in cattle fattening were negligible. John (2000) stated that
Gross Margin analysis involves evaluating the efficiency of an individual enterprise so
that comparison can be made between enterprises or different farm plant. It is a very good
planning tool in situation where fixed capital is a negligible portion of the farming
enterprise as is the case in subsistence agriculture.

Ugwu (2006) worked out an enterprise budget to ascertain the viability of small
holder pig farmers in Enugu State, Nigeria. The result showed that farmers made a profit
of N102, 819.54 per annum per average farmer; he concluded that pig production in
Enugu State is a profitable venture. In a related development, Okeke (2007) found out
that cattle marketers in Jos metropolis of Plateau State had N4, 600.00 as profit margin
per month.

2.8 Cattle Production Resources

Mulu (2009) reported that the major resources used in cattle fattening include

land, labor, capital, water, management, time, crop-residue, stable grazing, natural

pasture and hay which vary with seasons. Among crop residues, maize Stover accounted
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for 64.88 percent and was followed by wheat, teft and millet with 16.82 percent, 6.92
percent and 4.30 percent respectively. Crotty (1995) and Kalla (1998) stated that Nigeria
has a total land mass of 91.1 million hectares out of which 83.5 million hectares is
considered arable land while pasture has 40.0 million hectares. Crotty maintained that
efficient use of land for arable production contributes to the development of any nation
through supplying of non-agricultural export sector with abundant low cost food,
availability of raw materials and also creates domestic sale. Kalla (1998) defined labor as
the human effort used in production and in cattle industry; it is required for tending,
milking and restraining. A case study on cattle fattening among Fulani of Hanwa who are
engaged in field cultivation, revealed that they obtained good output from their farms by
the animals in spite of the low labor input (Frick, 1993). He further stated that under
proper management condition, Heifer commences to breed at three years of age and will
permit production of many calves over time even out meat supply and reduces
replacement cost of the herd.

Success in management is achieved through efficient use of labor, land and
capital among others to produce meat and milk (Crotty, 1995). Also, producers increase
their net income through selling or buying stock, breeding or slaughtering stock or with
holding when selecting for slaughter, for instance the target weight at specified ages
should be used as the main criterion, young animals should be selected as they have high
fats conversion efficiency and less maintenance required (Olayide and Heady, 1982).
However, various management practices have been employed in order to improve
productivity and income but for these to be achieved, emphasis has to be laid on high
stocking density and good headmanship (Frick, 1993).

2.9 Importance of Cattle Industry to Nigeria Economy

Like other animals, cattle were first hunted and use as a source of food and other
materials. As civilization advanced and man turned to tillage of the soil, it is probable
that the domestication of cattle was first motivated because of their projected value for
draft purposes (Dyer and Mary, 1978). Also, in the year 2008, Krailar found out that
cattle account for about 177, 000kg of year domestic meat consumption in Thailand

which represents 3kg per capita in 1999.
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According to World Bank (1998), Agricultural sector remains the largest
contributor to Nigerian economy accounting for over 38 percent of the non-oil foreign
exchange earnings, employing about 70 percent of the active labor force of the population
and livestock industry has a capital value of about 40 billion Naira which represents 40
percent of the agricultural Gross Domestic Product (GDP). Frick (1993) noted that about
one million hides is being produced for export annually in Nigeria and additional 300,000
for domestic leather industries and other uses. Apart from meat supply, cattle also serve
as source of income. Investment against failure of cash crops and the prestige inherent in
their ownership, the industry provides employment opportunities to about six million
pastorals. However, cattle rearing have been given the greatest prominence in discussions
of Nigeria’s livestock sector.

2.10 Channels of Beef Cattle Marketing in Nigeria

The sequence of intermediaries or middlemen in marketing of cattle enroute from
producers to consumers is known as marketing channels. Marketing channel for the same
commodity may however vary from one part of the location to another. Fulani and Shuwa
herdsmen usually bring between one and three animals to the market at a time. They have
a spot in the market ground where all the animals are congregated and commission
middlemen take over the business of selling the cattle from the farmers. Itinerant and
intermediate buyers can make their selection from the assorted animals by visual and
hand feel. Both itinerant and intermediate buyers sell to north cattle dealers and the north
cattle dealers’ in turn sell to local butchers north where the cattle purchased are either
slaughtered their or carried to the public abattoir and sell to consumers. Local butchers
north also sell to southern agent buyers and they as well sell to local butchers south and

finally to consumers.

On the other hand, intermediate cattle buyers sometimes slaughter the animals and
dry the beef and in turn sell it to whole seller and he therefore, sell to dried beef retailer
where he in turn sell it to hawkers and food sellers and consequently to consumers for

final consumption (fig. 1).
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2.11 Cattle Marketing In Taraba State

According to Olukosi and Isitor (1990) Agricultural marketing is concerned with
the performance of all business activities which direct the forward flow of goods and
services to consumers in order to accomplish the producers’ objectives. It involves
packaging, storage, transportation, pricing, financing, risk bearing and even product
design. Cattle usually have separate market centers as could be found in many places in
Taraba state like Sardauna, Karim Lamido, Bali, Wukari among others. These markets
are usually periodic and normally attract large cattle buyers from within and outside the
country. Sharafa and Yahya (2010) reported that butchers slaughter their cattle in abattoir
as mandated by government legislation where the meat is inspected before being
transported to other markets. Therefore, stating the exact number of agents in the market
cannot be possible by most of the butchers and merchants alone. Frick (1993) observed
that pricing is done confidentially in low tones until a suitable price is arrived at and the
highest bid accepted. The prices vary according to the animal age, sex, breed, and body
size, location of the market and the occupation of the buyer.

In cattle marketing, consideration is given to the marketing function, agencies,
channels, margins and efficiency. There are various ways of looking at the functions and
services involved in marketing, one way will stress the successive phases of
concentration and distribution, another is the state of assembly, whole sale and retail
(Abbot and Mekehan, 1986). For efficient marketing therefore, there should be an
appropriate marketing channels which is a sequence of intermediaries and markets
through which goods pass enroute from producers to consumers (Adegeye and Dittoh,
1985). However, classes of middlemen have been identified in Nigeria, some of them
with overlapping functions. They are the farm gate middlemen, the commission agents,
the co-operative marketing agency, the wholesaler and retailer. However, from the figure
below (fig. 2), Producers sell their cattle directly to middlemen, whole sellers and
retailers. Middlemen take over the business of selling the cattle to middlemen
transporters where they transport the cattle from one market center to another and in turn
sell to both whole sellers and retailers where they display them for sell in forms

convenient for distance and within consumers for final consumption.
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Fig 1. Beef Cattle Marketing in Nigeria.

Source: Adegeye and Dittoh (1985).
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Fig 2: Channels of cattle marketing in Taraba state.

A 4

Distance Consumers

Source: Taraba Agricultural Development project, 2007.
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2.12  Constraints of Cattle Production in Nigeria

The constraints limiting Cattle production are many and varied; they include lack
of defined government policy on beef production, inadequate management practices
(under nutrition, disease control and animal selection) land, finance and marketing
(Adamu, 1992). According to him, Government policy on beef production falls within the
general frame work of the livestock sub-sector. Such matters as land, finance, insurance,
marketing and management are discussed in general terms as they relate to livestock
production. He maintained that under the traditional pastoral system, there is hardly any
improved management practice. Under - nutrition due to over reliance on natural grazing
land which are seasonal in productivity and quality has led to low productivity. Also, the
traditional mode of production is based on low input and therefore low output. He added
that some of the other features of the traditional system are lack of disease control,
pasture development, supplementation and lack of herding the Cattle. Adamu further
stated that any attempt to improve beef production in Nigeria should still be primarily
targeted at the traditional Cattle fatteners in whose hand are over 80 percent of the cattle
herd. He stressed that small livestock production should be viewed as short term measure.
In his opinion therefore, large scale Livestock ventures will make more impact on cattle
production in Nigeria. However, it is not contributing much to cattle supply because of
improper management.

Apagu (2001) stated that there is no organized market system and market
information on supply and demand of beef. Marketing is based on visual appraisal and

bargaining which results in unstable prices and exploitation. Other marketing functions
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which include transportation, slaughtering and processing facilities are not efficient and
non existence in some parts of the country.
2.13 Theoretical Frame Work on Resource Use Efficiency

To determine resource use efficiency, you can employ the use of regression
model. Olayemi (1998) defined Regression as the amount of change in the value of one
variable associated with a unit change in the value of another variable. Gordon (1998)
said that the main purpose of regression analysis is to calculate the values of the slope (B)
often interpreted as the overall effect of X. that in statistical usage, Regression refers in
the simplest case (bivariate linear regression) to fitting a line to the plot of data from two
variables in order to represent the trend between them and that the dependent variable (Y)
is determined by the independent variable (X) in a linear relationship.
2.14  Multiple Linear Regressions

Ruey (2008) wrote that multiple linear regressions are a set of assumptions mainly
on the conditional distribution of error term given: X; X, X3 Xs4.... Xk. He added that the
model is appropriate in many practical situations and is the starting point for the use of
mathematical statistical reference to measure economic relations. It consists of a single
response variable with multiple predictions and assumes the form;
Y = a+ bixy + by Xo + baxs
Where:
Y = the value of the dependent variable (YY), what is being predicted.
a = (Alpha) the constant or intercept
b; = the slope (Beta coefficient) for x;

x; = first independent variable that is explaining the variance in Y
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b, = the slope (Beta coefficient) for x,
X = second independent variable that is explaining the variance in Y
bs = the slope (Beta coefficient) for x3
X3 = third independent variable that is explaining the variance in Y
2.15 Linear production function: This is also known as the first degree polynomial
function. It is the simplest form of all agricultural production functions for one, two and n
variable inputs. It mathematical forms are given respectively by;

Y=ap+ aiXs

Y=a, + aiX; +aXp
Where: ay and a; are the y- intercept and slope of the production function (Sankhayan,
1988).
2.16  Exponential function: This is one in which the logarithmic operator is attached
to the dependent variable alone. The function can be expressed as follows:

Y, = ePotbixirer
e: = the usual error term which should not be confused with the other e, an irrational
number that constitute the base of natural logarithm.
2.17 Cobb- Douglas production function: this is characterized by an elasticity of
substitution which is not only constant but is also equal to unity. This function can be

specified as follows:

Qi= boltblktl—bl
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Where:

Q:= Output in period t

L; = labor input in period t

K= Capital input in period t
One unique feature of this function is that the sum of regression coefficients, b; and (1-
by) is unity. Since b; and (1-b;) are also elasticity coefficients, the function assumes that
if all inputs, L and k are increased by a certain percentage, output also increases by that
same percentage (Olayemi, 1998).
2.18  Semi- logarithmic functions: the logarithmic function is one of the most widely
used in empirical studies, especially in approximating demand and production function. It
is also referred to as the double logarithmic function, apparently because the
transformation involves both dependent and explanatory variables. They are also called
log linear functions as can be seen below:

@ log- linear relation
Loy =B+ B2 Inx + X,

Define: x;=1, X, =Inx

dln
B2 = £y

dinx
B, = elasticity of Y with respect to x
(b) Semi — log relation
Loy =1+ X+ 3

diny _ dy/y
Also ==
’ BZ dx dx

This is semi- elasticity.

(Olayemi, 1998., Cobb and Doulas, 1928).
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CHAPTER THREE
METHODOLOGY
3.1. Study Area

The study area is Sardauna Local Government Area of Taraba State. The State has
16 Local Government Areas with Gembu as administrative headquarters which came in
to existence in 1976. The area is a plateau which is situated in south-eastern corner of
Taraba and has a total population of 224,437 (NPC, 2006). It is bordered in the north by
Gashaka, to the southeast by Cameroun Republic and to the west by Kurmi local
government area. Sardauna lies between latitude 6° 30North and longitude 11° 15East of
the equator and covers an estimated land area of 3,885km? (TSADP, 2008).

Sardauna has an abundant arable land for farming and grazing of animals and
therefore, many of the inhabitants are predominantly farmers. Apart from cattle
production, sheep, goats and other animals are being reared in large number. Apart from
cattle production, sheep, goats and other animals are being reared in large number. The
area has two main seasons. The rainy season starts from March and ends in November,
while the dry season starts from December and ends in March. It has an average height of
1830m above sea level; the area has manmade exotic forest and a mountainous climate
which is dominated by grass land. The chiefdom is inhabited by three main tribes namely
Fulani, Mambilla and Kaka. Mambilla and Kaka are mainly farmers, while Fulani
remains pastorals. The available social amenities in the area include electricity, pipe
borne water, schools, hospitals, postal and telephone services (Taraba State Diary, 2007).
Below is Map of Taraba State showing Sardauna Local Government Area (Fig. 5), and

Map of Sardauna Local Government Area showing the study area (Fig. 6).
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3.2 Method of Data Collection

The data for the study was obtained from both primary and secondary sources.
The primary data was collected with the aid of structured questionnaires that was
administered to cattle fatteners in the study area, while the secondary sources of data
included information from journals, text books, statistical publications, thesis, paper

presentations and news papers respectively.
3.3 Sampling Procedure

The combination of purposive and snow ball sampling techniques were used in
the selection of the respondents. The study area comprises of one local government area
which is made up of eleventh wards. Ten (10) wards were purposively selected because
of their fattening activities and eight (8) fatteners were sampled by the use of snow ball
technique from each of the wards, this represented the sample frame of the cattle fatteners
in the study area proportional to the population. Finally, a total of 80 structured
questionnaires were distributed to respondents in Nguroje, Mayo-Ndaga, Ndumyaji,
Kakara, Gembu A and Gembu B, Mbamga, Titong and Kabri respectively. At the end, a
total of sixty four (64) questionnaires were correctly completed and used for the analysis.

Data collected included Socio-economic Characteristics of the respondents such
as marital status, age, sex, level of education, household size, sources of capital, farming
experience, costs and returns, inputs and outputs relationship and constraints of cattle

fatteners were collected.
3.4 Analytical Tools

3.4.1 Descriptive Statistics: this was employed to describe the socio-economic
characteristics as well as constraints faced by the respondents in the study area
(objectives i and iv).
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2.4.2 Gross Margin Analysis: this tool was used to determine the costs and returns
associated with cattle fattening (objective ii). It is mathematically expressed as;
GM = Gl =TVC oo el (1)
Where;

GM = Gross Margin (N)

Gl = Gross Income (N)

TVC = Total Variable Costs (N)

NFI =TGM - FC

Gross Margin: is the difference between the Total Revenue (TR) and the Total
Variable Cost (TVC) incurred or the difference between Gross Farm Income (GFI) and
the Total Variable Cost (TVC).

Total Revenue: is the total value of production or total output i.e. the amount of
product sold multiplied by the product unit price.

Total Variable Cost: is the cost of variable inputs used in the production process
and is obtained by multiplying the amount of variable inputs used by the unit price. This
is also the same as total cost incurred in the marketing process.

Fixed Cost: this is the summation of all the costs incurred on fixed inputs, which
cannot be used up during one production process.

Net Income: this is the difference between the Gross Margin and the Total Fixed
Cost. Net Income is equivalent to profit or return to investment.

3.4.3 Multiple Regressions: This technique was employed to determine the
effect of independent variables on the farmer’s income and the outcome was used to
examine resource use efficiency (objective iii). Four functional forms were tried; these
include linear, exponential, semi-log and double log functions. The general forms of the

equations are expressed as follows;
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The specific functions are;

(a) Linear Function

Y =bg+b1 X1+ boXo + b Xz + ..., F DX F Ui e

(b) Exponential function

Lyn =bg + by Xy + boXo + baXsg + by Xy + ..., T X7 Ui,

(c) Cob-Douglas function

Logy = bg + bilogX; + bologX; + bslogXs + ...... +b7l0gX7 + Ui cevenneen

(d) Semi-logarithmic function

Y =Inbg + byInX; + boInX; + balnXs + balnXs + ... +b7InX7+ui o

Where;

Y = Final weight (Kg)

X1 = Quantity of Feed Consumed (Kg)

Xz = Rearing Length (Months)

X3 = Age at Purchase (Years)

X4 = Access to Extension Services (Dummy)
Xs = Volume of Water Consumed (L.itres)
Xe = Producers Fattening Experience (Years)

X7 = Man-days of Labour

3.5 Operational Definition of Variables

)

To determine the quantity of feeds (X;), 25 m? of land was measured and the grasses

were cut. These grasses were packaged in bags which gave an average weight of 16kg per

bag. On the other hand, a number of cattle were sampled from various respondents’ herds

and were placed on the feeds. The result showed that an average of 8.3kg of feeds was

consumed by cattle per day. In the case of fattening length (X7), months were used to

measure the period that was spent in fattening the cattle i.e. from the time of purchased to

final disposal. Age at purchase (X3) was measured in years and refers to the age of the
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cattle which the farmer bought for fattening. In measuring access to extension contact
(X4), dummy variable was used where respondents that had any form of contact with
extension workers in the last one year were given °‘1°, while ‘0’ otherwise.
Also, for the volume of water (Xs), an average of 15.3 liters was taken by cattle per day.
Producers fattening experience (Xg) refers to the period in which a farmer has been in to
the fattening business which was measured in years. To determine man-days of labour
(X7), number of respondents engaged, number of hours worked per day and number of
days worked for the period of fattening were identified. Number of hours worked per day
was multiplied by the number of days spent on fattening activities and then converted to

the estimated standard number of hours worked per day by the various respondents.
3.6 Hypotheses Testing

Chi-square test statistic at 5% probability level was used to test the relationship
between output and selected socio-economic characteristics of respondents in the study

area.

The Chi-square test is given by:-
X* :
ca.=(0-E)"+E

Where;
0 = observed frequency
df=(C-1)(R-1)
If X2 calculated is greater than tabulated X?, reject null hypotheses (Ho)
and accept the alternative hypothesis (H;).
3.7 Marginal Analysis of Input Utilization

The efficiency of resource use was determined by computing the ratio between
the marginal value product and the marginal factor cost of the variable inputs that was
used in production. The ratio for determining the relative efficiency of resource was

calculated as follows;
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F=MVPIMEC .o, )

Where:
MVP = Marginal Value Product of the Variable Inputs.
MFC = Marginal Factor Costs (Price of a Unit Input)
r = Efficiency Ratio.
From the estimated regression result of best production function equation,

The values of MVVP and MFC were estimated as;

MVP = MPP. PY ..o, (8)
Where:

IMIPP = GY/AX e, 9)
Where:

MPP = Marginal Physical Product of Input
MVP = Marginal Value Product of Input
Py = Price per Unit of Output.
When:

MVP/MFC = 1, Indicates efficiency in resource use. This is the point  where

firm maximizes profit.

MVP/MFC > 1, Shows resource is under utilized by a firm and increasing the rate

of use of that input will increase the level of profit.

MVP/MFC <1, Indicate resource is over utilized by a firm and profit will be
increased by decreasing the quantity of that input (Kay, 1986 and Iheanacho,
2000) respectively.
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CHAPTER FOUR
RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS
4.1 Socio-economic characteristics of the respondents

4.1.1 Gender of respondents

The study reveals that 92.19 % of the respondents were male, while female
constituted only about 7.81 %. This study has revealed that men mostly undertake cattle
fattening activities in the study area (Table 4.1). The implication of this on agricultural
production is that male farmers are strong and more active, and have the potential to work
for longer hours, given that majority of them were in their middle ages as shown in table
4.2. Their productivity is expected to be higher because of their tendency to operate more
efficiently. This assertion supports Norman’s (1973) view, who estimated a standard-day

equivalent of male adult to be 1.00, while female adult of 15 years and above to be 0.5.

Table 4.1: Distribution of respondents according to gender

Gender type No. of respondents Percentages
Male 59 92.19
Female 5 7.81

Total 64 100.00

Source: Field Survey, 2011.

4.1.2 Age of respondents

The results of age distribution reveals that 10.93 % of the respondents were
between the ages of 20-29 years, 48.44 % of the respondents ranges between 30-39 years
and those within the age range of 40-49 years recorded about 28.13 %. The age range of
50 years and above accounted for only 12.50 % of the respondents; while no respondent
was below 20 years of age. This indicates that majority (87.50 %) of the respondents
were in their productive ages and could put in their best in their agricultural activities.

The mean age of the respondents is about 35 years which shows a youthful age and
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hence, agreed with the finding of Ogumbameru (2001), who reported that farmers at their

youthful ages are more productive and easily adopts agricultural innovations.

Table 4.2: Age distribution of respondents

Age range No. of respondents Percentages
20-29 7 10.93

30-39 31 48.44

40-49 18 28.13

50 and above 8 12.50

Total 64 100.00
Mean 35

Source: Field Survey, 2011.

4.1.3 Marital status of the respondents

The study shows that 76.56 % of the respondents are married, 17.19 % are single
and the remaining 6.25 % are Widow/Widower (Table 4.3).

Table 4.3: Distribution of respondents according to their marital status

Marital status No. of respondents Percentages
Married 49 76.56

Single 11 17.19
Widow/Widower 4 6.25

Total 64 100.00

Source: Field Survey, 2011.
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4.1.4 Educational levels of respondents

Results in Table 4.4 shows that 51.56 % of the respondents have no formal
education at all, while 48.44 % attained one form of education or another. This indicates
that education may not be a barrier to any prospective farmer who desires to patronize
cattle industry. The mean age of educational background of the respondents is 6 years
which reflect primary educational level among the cattle fatteners. This however

indicates a very low level of formal education of the respondents.

Table 4.4: Distribution of respondents based on their levels of education

Educational level No. of respondents Percentages
Non-formal 33 51.56
Primary 17 26.56
Secondary 11 17.19
Tertiary 3 4.69

Total 64 100.00
Mean 6.00

Source: Field Survey, 2011.

4.1.5 Occupation of the respondents

The result in Table 4.5 indicates that about 76.56 % of the respondents are
gainfully employed in cattle fattening activities as a primary occupation, while the
remaining 23.44 % were involved in one form of activity or another. This implies that
respondents participate in other business activities as a complementary source of revenue.
This corroborates with the findings of Kalla (1998), where he pointed out that apart from
meat supply, cattle industry provides employment opportunities to about six million

pastorals.
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Table 4.5: Distribution of respondents on occupational basis

Type of occupation No. of respondents Percentages
Cattle fattening 49 76.56
Trading/fattening 5 7.81

Crop farming/fattening 7 10.94

Civil service/fattening 3 4.69

Total 64 100.00

Source: Field Survey, 2011.
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4.1.6 Years of experience in cattle fattening

Majority (64.06 %) of the respondents have been in the fattening business for
more than six years. This signifies that fatteners with more years of experience may tend
to be more efficient than those with less experience. The result also conformed to Ighen
(1994), who reported that farming experience brings about increase in productivity as
well as specialization. The mean years of experience is about 15 years which is high
indicating that these cattle fatteners are experienced in the business and might know the

good practices involved.

Table 4.6: Distribution of respondents according to years of experience

Years of experience  No. of respondents Percentages
1-5 23 35.94

6-10 19 29.68

11-15 11 17.19

16-20 6 9.38

21 and above 5 7.81

Total 64 100.00
Mean 15.00

Source: Field Survey, 2011.

4.1.7 Household size of the respondents

The study reveals that 17.19 % of the respondents had 1-5 people in their
household, 78.13 % had 6-15 family members, while only 4.68 % had 16 and above. This
indicates that a lot of pressure are exerted on the family finances, hence the need to
explore other sources of income in the form of fattening (Table 4.7). The mean household
size is nine (9) persons which is on the average a wide family size and this could indicate

availability of family labour for the cattle fatteners in the area.
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Table 4.7: Distribution of respondents based on household size

Household size No. of respondents Percentages
1-5 11 17.19

6-10 31 48.44

11-15 19 29.69

16 and above 3 4.68

Total 64 100.00
Mean 9.00

Source: Field Survey, 2011.

4.1.8 Sources of cattle to markets

The findings portray that about 37.50 % of the cattle fattened in the study area
were bought from Nguroje cattle market, 26.56 % from Gembu and 20.31 % from Mayo-
Ndaga cattle markets respectively, while only 15.63 % of the cattle were sourced from
breeders (Table 4.8). This outcome is in conformity with the findings of Billa and
Bulama (2004) who reported that about 30 percent of the total cattle sold in Maiduguri
cattle market were Red mbororo and are characterized by red skin, tall height, heavy

weight, and strong body conformation.
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Table 4.8: Distribution of respondents according to their sources of cattle

Cattle markets Frequencies Percentages
Nguroje 24 37.50
Gembu 17 26.56
Mayo-Ndaga 13 20.31

Cattle breeders 10 15.63

Total 64 100.00

Source: Field Survey, 2011.

4.1.9 Cattle breeds

Cattle breeds’ distribution reveals that Red mbororo accounted for 60.93 % of the

fattened animals in the study area, while White fulani (25.00 %), Adamawa gudali (9.38
%) and Sokoto gudali (4.69 %) respectively (Table 4.9).

Table 4.9: Cattle breeds’ distribution

Cattle breeds Frequencies Percentages
Red mbororo 39 60.93

White Fulani 16 25.00
Adamawa gudali 6 9.38

Sokoto gudali 3 4.69

Total 64 100.00

Source: Field Survey, 2011.
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4.1.10 Sources of capital of respondents

The study indicates that 65.63 % of the respondents’ sourced their capital from
personal savings and 17.18 % obtained loans from commercial banks. Consequently
12.50 % collects loans from friends and relatives while 4.69 % from governmental
institutions. This shows that majority of the respondents (65.63 %) used personal savings
to finance their agricultural activities, and this might not be adequate enough to expand
cattle production in the study area (Table 4.10). This corresponds with the findings of
Alimi (2000), where he postulated that inadequate financial capital could impede the

performance of farming activities and also affect the use of some agricultural inputs.

Table 4.10: Distribution of respondents according to their sources of capital

Sources of capital Frequencies Percentages
Personal savings 42 65.63
Loan from banks 11 17.18
Loan from 8 12.50

friends/relatives

Loan from 3 4.69
government/financial

institutions

Total 64 100.00

Source: Field Survey, 2011.
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4.1.11 Type of labour used by respondents

The results portrays that 70.31 % of the respondents embarked on family labour
and 26.56 % used hired labour while only 3.13 % patronized both family and hired
labour. This takes care of the low cost of labour in the study area. This means that family
labour is vital for cattle fattening in the area (Table 4.11).

Table 4.11: Distribution of respondents according to the labour type

Variables Frequencies Percentages
Family labour 45 70.31

Hired labour 17 26.56

Both 2 3.13

Total 64 100.00

Source: Field Survey, 2011.
4.2 The Average costs and returns analysis associated with cattle fattening

The estimated average total variable costs were N 76,649.69. The average
buying price of each animal was depicted to be N 59,189.92 and the average selling price
per cattle accounted for N 93,030.20 while, average returns per head was N16,380.51 and
the average returns per farmer was N 212,946.63 as at the time of the study. This
indicated that cattle fattening in the study area were highly profitable. The number of
fattened animals was 843 with a total number of 64 respondents. However, cost of feeds

and labour revealed to be higher than that of transportation and medication (Table 4.12).
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4.3 Production functions analysis.

Four functional forms (Linear, exponential, semi-log and double log) were tried.

Double-log was selected based on economic, econometric and statistical criteria.

The coefficients of determination (R?) is 0.748 indicating that 74.8 % of the
variation in weight gain (dependent variable) of fattened animals is explained by the
inputs (independent variables) used in the model. The coefficient of feeds (Xi) is
statistically significant at 1% level, implying that an increase in feeds supplied to animals
would increase their weight gain. A 1% increase in the quantity of feeds supplied will
bring about an increase in weight gain by about 0.74 %. Feed is therefore an important
determinant of weight gain during fattening period. Sanni, et.al (1998) postulated that
feeding forms the largest component of production in livestock and that the choice of

feedstuffs depends on its availability and cost.

It has been observed that in Sardauna Local Government Area, cattle are grazing
freely on grasses and herbage. This corroborates with the findings of Blessing (2008)
who reported that in most parts of the tropics, animals are produced entirely on grasses,
roughages and legumes. The result of the study maintained that most feeds are natural
substances voluntarily taken by animals to provide nutrients in the body for growth and
maintenance which could results to weight gain as well as profitability. The coefficients
of fattening length (X5) is also significant at 1% level and positively related to weight
gain by animals, this implies that as the length of fattening period is increase, ceteris
paribus, weight gain increases. A one percent increase in the duration of fattening period
would result in weight gain by 0.31 %. When animals are properly fed, there is going to
be a corresponding increase in the eventual weight gain viz-a-viz duration of the fattening
period. Volume of water consumed is also significant at 5% level and positively related
to weight gain by the animals. This implies that as the volume of water intake is
increased, weight gained by cattle increases. A 5% increase in the volume of water
supplied to cattle will bring about 0.23% increase in weight gain. Gabdo et.al (2005)
found out that the intake of water depends on the temperature, humidity, moisture content
of roughages and salt content of feed nutrients. For increased productivity, cattle could be

given clean water ad libitum.
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The coefficient of labour is positive and significant at 5%. The positive sign
shows that increasing labour will lead to an increase in weight gain. A 5% increase in
labour will bring about 0.45% increase in output of fattened cattle. Labour in its simplest
term describes the effort of human beings. Jhingan (1999) defined labour as both physical
and mental work under taken for some monetary reword. The coefficients (X3, X4 and
Xg) i.e. age at purchase, access to extension services and experience respectively were
statistically insignificant and hence, negatively related to weight gain by the animals. The
returns to scale (RTS) analysis shows 0.169, indicating decreasing returns to scale. This
shows that a 1% increase in the amount of resources ploughed in to the enterprise would
bring about less than proportionate increase in weight gain. Thus, cattle fatteners in the
study area in stage 2 of the production surface (rational region of production) where
resources are efficiently utilized. However, necessary adjustments in terms of resource

allocation would lead to optimum weight gain by the animals.
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Table 4.13: Summary of regression production functions

Linear
function ()

Exponential
function (LnY)

Semi-log
function (Y)

+Double-log
function (LnY)

Variables
Constant

X1

X

X3

Xa

RZ
Adjusted
R

F-ratio

10102.855
(3.301)*
0.265
(4.814)*
-76.477
(-3.025)*
-272.318
(-0.418)
-1336.733
(-1.180)
0.081(2.210)**

-44.714 (-0.661)

-2.482 (-0.513)

0.49
0.43

7.91

4.097 (16.986)*

1.55E-005
(3.574)*
-0.007 (-3.303)*

-0.084
(-1.639)%**
-0.169 (-1.897)
1.16E-005
(-4.048)*
-0.001 (-0.123)

0.000 (-0.561)

0.54
0.49

9.47

-2897.601
(-7.603)"°
8140.269
(4.351)*
-13758.504
(-2.596)**
-597.388
(0.552)N°
25.987 (0.169)N°

30.047 (0.079)N®

-3005.459
(-1.895)"
179.335
(0.073)N®
4.93

4.30

7.79

2.632 (3.901)*

0.743
(6.816)*
0.309 (2.748)*

-1.429
(0.134)"°
-0.053
(-1.587)"°
0.229 (0.040)**

-0.081
(0.382)N°

0.451 (0.036)**

0.75
0.72

23.74

Source: Computed output of regression analysis, 2011.

Figures in parenthesis are calculated t-values

*Significant at 1%

**Significant at 5%
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***Significant at 10%
NS = Not significant
R*=0.75
F-ratio = 23.74
R?(adj) = 7.16
+ Lead equation
4.4 Efficiency of Resource Use in Cattle Fattening

The Marginal Physical Product (MPP) of variable inputs used in cattle fattening
were examined using the arithmetic mean values of output and inputs and the Marginal
Value Product (MVP) for each input was calculated as a product of its Marginal Physical
Product and unit price of output (Table 4.16) these figures were calculated from the
estimated regression coefficients of significant independent variables selected. The
Marginal Value Productivity formed the basis for measuring the resource use efficiency
at a given level of technology and also provided a frame work for policy decision on
resource adjustment. The Marginal Value Product for feeds was 3.81, which implied that
feeds were over-utilized by the respondents and profit will be increased by decreasing the
quantity of feeds given to the animals. On the other hand, Labour was also over-utilized
with ratio of its Marginal Value Product to Marginal Factor Cost as 0.04. This result

revealed that ratio is below unity and by implication, the resource is over-utilized.

In view of the results therefore, the quantity of feeds and use of labour for the
fattening cycle be regulated in order to increase the weight gain by the animals and

consequently maximize profit.
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Table 4.14: The marginal analysis of inputs utilization

Resource MVP MFC MVP/MFC
Feeds 3.81 15,720.38 0.002
Labour 3.87 880.55 0.04

Source: Field survey, 2011.

4.5 Constraints faced by cattle fatteners in the study area

Analysis of the results indicates that the major constraints faced by cattle
fatteners in the study area were High cost of feeds (33.33 %), The high cost of feeds
could be attributed to inflation; drought and seasonal change, which may consequently
leads to scarcity and also makes it difficult for farmers to expand their agricultural
activities. Farmers’ access to effective extension services is an important determinant of
efficiency in their production activities. However, inefficient extension services may be
as a result of inadequate motivation and transport facilities on the part of the extension
agents as reported by 16.67% of the farmers. About 15.63 % of the respondents
complained of an insufficient credit facility which is militating against effective
performance of the industry in the study area. Farmers reported that lenders are also
reluctant to lend to an individual farmer unless owners personal net worth can guarantee

the loan.

Prevalence of diseases was a problem for only (12.50 %) of the participants, and
could be attributed to fewer incidences of diseases since the study area is less vulnerable
to cattle diseases. As weight measurement accounted for (11.98 %), some of the
respondents said that they sell their cattle in terms of size by visual observation, and they
buy it with high bargaining ability from speculative middlemen and commission agents.
Instability in prices (9.89%) of cattle could be associated to the economy of the country.
Also, the non availability of weighing device that would replace the pricing problems
could partly be responsible for the prevailing prices (Table 4.17). These identified
constraints may not be severe but their combine effect would have a multiplier effect on

fattened cattle output, leading to loss of weight gain and profit.
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Table 4.15: Constraints faced by cattle fatteners in the study area

Constraints Frequencies Percentages
High cost of feeds 64 33.33
Lack of extension 32 16.67
services

Lack of credit 30 15.63
facilities

Prevalence of 24 12.50
diseases

Lack of weighing 23 11.98
scale

Price fluctuations 19 9.89
Total 192* 100.00

Source: Field survey, 2011.

*Multiple responses used.
N = 64

4.7 The result of hypothesis tested on inputs

Based on the hypotheses tested, the result shows that, experience and education
were statistically significant at 5% level implying that, they significantly affect output
level of respondents in the study area. Therefore, the null hypotheses (H,) was rejected
while the alternative hypotheses (H,) was up held. However, there is no relationship
between gender of the respondents and output level, and hence the null hypotheses (H,)

was rejected while the alternative hypotheses (H;) was accepted.
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Table 4.16: Chi-square test results of the relationship between selected socio

-economic characteristics and output levels of respondents

Inputs df X cal X095 Decision

Gender 1 2.23 3.84 Accept (Ho)
Education 6 21.33 12.60 Reject (Ho)
Experience 8 18.62 15.50 Reject (Ho)

Source: Data Analysis, 2011.
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CHAPTER FIVE
SUMMARY, CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS
5.1 Summary

The study examined Profitability Analysis of cattle fattening in Sardauna Local
Government Area of Taraba State, Nigeria. Primary data formed the basis for the study
and were collected through the use of structured questionnaires administered to cattle
fatteners in the study area. The study used simple descriptive statistics to examine the
socio-economic characteristics of cattle fatteners as well as the constraints faced by them.
The data were analyzed using gross margin analysis, regression analysis and marginal

analysis of input utilization.

The study has revealed that male (92.19%) dominated the business. Majority of
the respondents (76.56%) were married and had one form of education or the other
(48.44%). The finding shows that average total variable costs were N76, 649.69, the
average buying price of each cattle was depicted to be N59, 189.92 and the average
selling price per cattle accounted for N93, 030.20. However, Cattle fattening enterprise
was found to be profitable as illustrated by the positive gross margin of N 16,380.51 per
head and 212,946.63 per farmer.

The production function analysis has revealed that double-log function gave the
“best fit” and hence was chosen as the lead equation. The coefficient of feeds (X1), length
of fattening period (X;), volume of water consumed (X5) and man days of labour were
found to be statistically significant at varying levels while, age at purchase (X3), access to
extension services (X4) and experience (Xg) were statically insignificant. The return to
scale was found to be 0.17 hence falling in stage two of the production function (rational
region) implying that, necessary adjustments in terms of resource allocation would lead
to optimum weight gain by the cattle. Furthermore, there is over-utilization of feeds by
the respondents as revealed by the efficiency ratio. The cattle fatteners in the study area
were faced with the constraints of high cost of feeds (32.84%), lack of extension services
(18.15%) and credit facilities (15.20%) respectively.
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1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

5.2 Conclusion

The study has revealed that a cattle fattening is a profitable venture despite the
constraints faced by the participants in the study area. However, profitability could be
improved by addressing the identified problems confronting the respondents. Moreover,
fatteners in the study area are not maximizing their profit due to over-utilization of feeds:

hence decreasing the quantity of feeds would attract higher profit margin to the fatteners.
5.3 Recommendations

Based on the findings of this research, the following recommendations were

proffered.

Cattle fatteners should be educated on how to formulate feeds through organizing of
workshops and seminars as this will reduce the expenditure on feeds.

Extension agents should be encourage visiting cattle fatteners in their farming centers so
that they can benefit from improved technology and new innovations, and as well relate
farmers’ problems to researchers for solutions.

More credit facilities should be made available by both government and non-
governmental agencies to the farmers at lowest possible interest rate, so as to encourage
them to boost their business.

Veterinary inspection of cattle and meat should be encouraged by the farmers in order to
avert the vulnerable diseases. Similarly, animal research institutes should also gear their
findings to proffer lasting solutions to disease outbreak and;

Instability in cattle prices can be controlled by introducing weighing scales in both urban
and rural markets. This will aid in transforming the markets from the current traditional
system to modern marketing system and also provide a solution to pricing problems

which is usually done by visual observation and hand feeling methods.
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APPENDIX |

QUESTIONNAIRE FOR CATTLE FARMERS

Department of Agricultural Economics and Extension
Modibbo Adama University of Technology, Yola,

Adamawa State.

Dear Sir/Madam,

| am an M.Sc student in the above named Department undertaken a research study
on the topic entitled: “Profitability Analysis of Cattle Fattening in Sardauna Local
Government Area of Taraba State.”

You are please requested to carefully fill in the questionnaire. Your responses will
be taken in great confidence and will be used for the purpose intended.

Thank you.

Yours faithfully,

Ahmed, Muhammad Auwal

M.Sc/AE/08/0195
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INSTRUCTION:

Please tick in the appropriate boxes or write the correct information in the spaces
provided.

SECTION A
Socio-Economic Characteristics of Cattle Fatteners

Name of the village Or tOWN ........oiiiii e
Gender a.Male[ ] b. [ ]

A i Years

Marital status:  a. Married [ ] Db.single[ ] c. Divorced [ ]

d. Widow [ ] e. Widower [ ]

Educational status:

a. Non formal education [ ] b. Primary education[ ] c. Secondary education [ ]

d. Tertiary education [ ] e. Others, specify (if any)

NGOk wWDdE

9. What is the number of people in your household? .......................ol.
10. What is your major OCCUPAtION? ........c.ccvvevreieeieeriesieeie e sre e se e
11. Do you have other occupation apart from farming? .....................oooeenin.
a. YeS[ ] b.No[ Jifyes (SPecify)....cuiriniieiiiiiii e
12. Do you think this occupation is best for you? ............ccoooviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiann.
A Yes[ ] Db.No[ Jifyes, GIVE I€aSON.....evuiiiittiteiireai e eieeneeeaaens

SECTION B
Fattening Activities

10. How long have you been in to the business of cattle fattening? ..................
11. Which breeds of cattle do you keep?

a. White Fulani [ ]b. Sokoto gudali [ ]c. Adamawa gudali[ ] d. Red Mbororo [ ]
12. How long do you keep the animals before taking to the market?

a. 9-12weeks[ ] b. 13-15weeks|[ ] c. 16-18 weeks [ ]
13. How do you acquire your cattle?

a. From Nguroje cattle market[ ] b. Gembu cattle market [ ]

c. Mayo-Ndaga cattle market [ ] d. Cattle breeders|[ ]

14. What was the age at purchase?...............coiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e years
15. What is the number of cattle fattened per farmer? .............................
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16. Given available space, what number do you think you can have for fattening?

17. What is the cost of the animal before fattening? N.................................
18. How much does it cost after fattening? M.

A CalveS N
D, COWS N o,
C. BullsMN. ...

others specify (if any)......cccccecevvennnnn.
19. How do you finance your cattle fattening? ..o
a. Personal savings[ ] b. Loan frombanks[ ] c. Loan from friends/relatives [ ]
d. Loan from government institutions [ ] e. Others, specify (if

20. Which management system do you practice?
a. Extensive[ ] b.Semi-intensive [ ] c. Intensive [ ]e. others (ifany)[ ]

SECTIONC
Inputs and Outputs Data:

21. What type of labour did you use in fattening your cattle? ..........................
a. Family labour [ ] b. Hired labour [ ]

c. both family and hired labour [ ]

Information on family labour

No. of persons|No. of hours|No. of days
engaged worked/day worked

Male
Female
Children

69



Information on hired labour

No. of persons|No. of hours | No. of days worked
engaged worked/day

Male
Female
Children

22. If hired labour, what is the cost of hiringaman perday? M.
23. How much do you spend on hired labour per fattening period? N..................
24. How much do you spend on family labour per fattening period? M..............

25. How did you source water for the animals?
a. Borehole water [ ] b. Pipe bornwater [ ] c. Buying from water vendors[ ] c.
Others, specify (I any).......ccooeiiiiiiii e
26. What is the volume of water used per fattening period? ...............c.ccoevennnn..
27. What is the cost of water used per fattening period? ...........................
28. What is the quantity of feeds used in feeding an animal during the fattening period

(kg/MoOnth)? ..o e
29. How much does it cost to feed an animal in kg/month? N............................
30. What is the average weight of an animal before fattening?......................... kg
31. What is the average weight of an animal after fattening?............................ kg

32. How much do you spend on medication and veterinary services per month?

33. What is the average selling price of an animal after fattening period? MN.........
34. Do you think you are making profit after all these expenses?

a. Yes[ ] b. No[ ]
35. If yes, how much?

a. Veryhigh[ ] b.Moderate[ ] c. Low[ ]

d. Below the purchase price [ ]

36. Have you been patronizing veterinary services?

a. Yes[ ] b.[]
37. If yes, how much did you pay for the services within this period? M..........
38. What is the cost of transportation peranimal? M.
39. How many animals do you fattened at a time? ..................ooiiiiiiiiiiii.
40. What is the size of your grazing area? ............c.cooeeiiiinioiieiiiniiaieeiianneeneanin
41. Do you think you are making profit after all these expenses? ............

a. Yes[ ] b.No[ ]
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42.
43.
44,
45.

@ "o a0 o

SECTIOND
Constraints in Cattle Fattening:

Do you have access to extension services? A.Yes[ ] b.No[ ]

How often do they VISIT YOU? ...,

Do you think their services are beneficial to you? ............ccocoiiiiiiiiiiiiiinann...
Tick appropriately where applicable, the problems encountered in cattle fattening;
High cost of feeds [ ]

High cost of medication and veterinary services [ ]

High cost of transportation [ ]

High cost of labour [ ]

Poor pricing system [ ]

Prevalence of diseases [ ]

Others, Specify (I any)......c.oouiiiiiii e

Thanks for the response.
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