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ABSTRACT

The objective of this study has been to identify the
probl ens confronting the fertilizer distribution programe,
and fertilizer use in Gongola State of N geria.

To obtain the data necessary for this study, 152 farners,
both users and non-users of fertilizers fromsix villages in
three Local Covernment Areas, 20 contract transporters of
fertilizers, 15 extension workers, and nine store-keepers/
attendants were interviewed.

The study shows that problens facing the fertilizer
distribution programme include transportation bottlenecks, absence
of storage facilities at the village |evel, poor records of fertilizer
inventory, dearth of trai ned manpower, use of extension staff to
distribute fertilizers, admnistrative del ays, unavailability
of conplenentary inputs and farmers lack of know edge about them
and high fertilizer distribution costs. The major reasons cited
for non-use and low | evel of use of fertilizers were cash constraints,
non-availability of fertilizers especially at the tine required,
distance fromfertilizer stores, lack of know edge of howto use fertilizers.
cost of applying fertilizers and the unavailability of conplementary inputs.
Statistical analysis (Miltiple linear stepw se regression technique) of
the rel ati onshi p between the non-use aid |ow level of use of fertilizers,
and sone soci o-econom ¢ vari abl es was Jone. The results showthat.

incone | evel, nunber of seasons of fertilizer use, distance "bo fertilizer
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distance to fertilizer stores, means of fertilizer transportation

fromstores, frequency of extension contacts, nenbership of
farners' cooperative unions and availability of fertilizers were

significant in affecting fertilizer use.

I n addressing the afore nentioned probl ens, therefore, the

pronotion of the application of fertilizers in recomrended

quantities, and the use of inproved managenent practices are of

paramount inportance in the production of an adequate food supply

for Gongola State and the nation a whol e.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTICN

1.1 The Importance of Fertilizers .n hgricultural Production e

Researchers have established iy many parts of the world
today, that one of the surest and perhaps most effective ways
of raising agricultural productivitv is through the application
of fertilizers, especially when combined with adequate water
supply, improved seeds and good manigement practices (FAO, 1974).
Indeed, ip Nigeria where food produrtion has degenerated to
what many now regard as a crisis lwel, resulting in a serious
deficit in food requirements, both the PFederal Government and
the Worlid 3enk have listed low fertilizer use level as being
among the major factors respensible for this a:lnt:c].:i.rw.1 The
Food and hAoriculturc Organisation, too, discovered in fertilizer
trials in different locations in Nigeria between 1961 and 1967
that the use of fertilizers alone Increased yields on the average

by as much as 55 percent (Centre d'etude de L'Azote, 1967),

le Others are the shortage of requisite manpower, decreasing
so0il fertility, inadequate cxtension services, transportation
bottlenecks, inadcquate suppor;ive services such as farm credit
and marketing facilitics, probiems of limdéovmeriifs,, o . ilew
returns from agriculture, rural-urban migration, backward
technology and population explasion (Oalalokusel®d9le © .,



Table 1 below shows the importance of fertilizers in

yield response,

Table 1 Maize Yield Data from a Scries of Experiments at

——

. Selected Sites in Gongola State (1970).

Yield with Fertilizers in kge

per Hectare

Yicld without

Site Fertilizers in Type: Type: Type:
-_.t?ﬂ‘@'l_* Ve ammonium  Urea Calcium
hﬁa s Sulphate Amronium
Nitrate

Gembu" 1290 1210 1300 1200
Gwoza 587 2204 2226 2355
rong 23585 3474 3063 3m2
Fuman 1771 3654 3846 4823

The Low yield response expericnced in Gembu was probably
causcd by the application of the wrong fertilizers to the
soil (Ministry of Natural Resources, 1978). 1In thc coursc
of the study the Ministry of Agriculture in Gongola State
changed names from Ministry of Natural Resources in. 197 to
Ministry of Agriculture and Cooperatives in 1979 and Hinistry
of Agriculture in 1981,

3
.

Source; Adapted from Ogborn (unpublished) in FAO/UNO "Rcport
on the FAO/NORAD and Federal Department of Agriculture
Semirar on Fertilizer Use Devclopment in Nigecla, April
1 -9, 1972, Ibadan, P. 132.




It is consequent to the dicline in food production that,
in 1980 alone, Nigeria imported as much as 145 biilion naira
worth of food (ibalu et al, 1981). Table 1.2 shous th.ot the
situation has been growing worse with time, Th= implication
of this for the country's foreign exchange rescrves and the

economy as a whole cannot he ~vencmphasised,

Table 1.2. Value of Food Imports into Nigerias (iI 1C0C)e

Year Food Imperts
1971 27,210
1972 95,1035
1973 126,726C
1974 154, 762
1975 298,805
1976 441, 70C
1978 1,020, 700
1980 1,500,000

Source: Ldapted from Nigerian Central Jank
Review 1976 and Abalu ct al 1§6‘1.
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In view of this, it is necessary to raisc the productivity
of available land by modernising agriculturc, throuch thce use
of inputs like fertilizers, improved sceds, chemicals, plus
time =~ and labour-saving technologies for performing form
operations. Thig stcp will not only improve the cconomic
position of 80-85 percent of the Nigerian population, vhose
livelihood is solcly acpendent on agricultural systems, but it
would, in addition to solving the food deficit situation, be
a source of foreign exchange for the n';:t:a\xm1:.1':y..‘l it the same
time, it must not be forgotten that, "without the speedy
increase in agriculturai production, thc conditions necessary
for achieving steady socizl and cconomic progress are not
fulfilled™ {Centre d'ctude dc L'iAzote, 1967)s As of now,
even though agriculture s the mainstay of the Nigerian econony,
in the sense that over 80 percent of its population arc depandent
on it, the sector contributcd only about 1€.4 percent of the
Gross Domestic Product in 1979, while the Petroleum Sector
contributed nearly 70 percent (Federal Office of Statistics,
1980) .

It is in recognition of the above that the Federal Govermment
in the Fourth Plan alloceted 1972 million for agricultural inmuts,
of which 470 million or about 50 percent will be spent on. -

fertilizers alone, State Governments too arc expected tc provide

1. Bebweem 1950 and 1960, the cgricultural sector in Nigeria
contributed about 80 percent of the Gross Domestic Procduct
(Eicher and Liedholm, 1970).
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about #375 million for the purchesc of fertilizers, Other
agricultural programmes embarked upon by the Federal Governuent
for the purpose of facing the challengc posad by food shortage
include the Operation F.zd The Netlon of 1976, the Wationzl
Accelerated Food Production Programme, Nationzl Sced
Multiplication Programme, tho cstablishment of River Basin
Development ;uthorities, hAgro=Service Centres, and the Green

Revolution Programme which: .as started in 1979,

1.2 The Problem and Objectives of the ?t\ldy.

In spite of the effectiveness of fertilizor use in increasing
productivity of crops and hence farm income, the luvel of
fortilizer use in Nigeria hos remained low comparcd to farmers?
level of awarcness of the importance of fertilizers, Tccomm ncations
based on research findings, and the levil of fertilizoer usc in
other countrics (Robinson and Fzlusi, 1974). Th< recommended
retes of fertilizer application for tmproved varictiee range from
100 to 200 kilogrammes of nutricnts por hectare, which is owver
three times the rate recommended for traditional voricties
(Falusi and Adubifa, 1975). is of 1980/81 however, given that
the requirement of fertilizcrs for that scason was fully wmet
and utilized, it has been estimated that the econsumption rate
of fertilizers per hectare in Nigeria could only reoach 1065
kilogrammes, of NPK as oppescd for example to Janint's 474 kilogrammes,
West Germany's 394 kilogrampes, USn's 92 kilogrymcs ond Drazilts

88 xilogrammes as of 1976. 1In foct it would even bc lower than
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the World actual average fertilizer consumption of about 68
kilogrammes per hectare (Scdangi, 1981).

while the moves by the Federal Government of ligeria to
increase fertilizer supply are no doubt stups in the right
direction, the besic aim of this thesis, nevertheless, is to
show that increasing fertilizor supply can ot bost b regorded
as a necessary, and not in itsels @ sufficient condition for
eliminating the fertilizer pottleneck in Nig.rice S:ually,
if not more important, is its digtributions In Gongouls Stete
where this study wes carried out, the gre at dizcropancy betwzen
requests for fertilizers by the Statc Government, the amount
received by it from ¢the Fortillzer Procuremcnc and Dlstribution
pivision (FPDD), and the amount ac'tuauy recoived and us’.c’i‘l
by farmers prcvides a prima-facic casc to support this casce

On the basis of such preliminary evidence, theraiore,
this thesis aims to examine fertilizer distribution and use <
in Gongola State. & study of this nature at the state lovel is
esgential, because even though similar studics have becn done
at the national level, the problems of fertilizer distribution
may vary from stote to state depending on tho loculitye The results
of such an investigation will hopefully be usc ful not only tc Gongola

Seate but also other states in the Federation, wvhere food production

1. It is assumed that lower fertilizer usc figures necn less
people used fertilizers in that loczlity, or that they used
very small quantities,



has been adversely affecte’ by an inefficient fertilizoer
distribution policye. To tis effect, the study his oo its
central preoccupation the following specific objectivess:
1) To study the pres'nt arrangements for tha
precurement of fo~tilizers at th. stote level and
their distributio: to the local government creas (LGhs)
and farmers, and "he operational and administrotive
problems involved.
2) To study the cost components, ad _q.lz.m.;yi and :.-ff:!.t:immcy2
of the fertilizer distribution systeme
3) To find out farmers opinion on thelr lovel of
satisfaction with the distribution progroywe with
a view to idertifying foctors that linit their use
of fertilizers.
4) To analyse the influence of factors identificd by
objestive threc.
5) and Tinally, to draw conclusions from the study and
mae recommendations for the inprovemcnt of the

existing distribution machincrye

1 and 2 idequecy and efficiency arc d.fined here in terms of

i) Physical quantities of fertilizers available for sale to farmers
in thce State's Local Gevernments 11 The tineliness of Legtilizer
supply to farmers, iii) The cost at which it is madc available for
purchase *o farmers, iv) The cost of distribution incurred by the
State Government, v) Fertilizer storsae facilities and their
structure, vi) The operations of tnu fertilizer storcs/depots

and vii) The availability of sufficient menpoviore



1e3e Outline of the Thesis,

The study is organisced in the following manneri— Chapter
one gives introductery informztion on the importance of
fertilizersy cspecially, =o Nigerian agriculture and the
objectives of the studys Chepter twe roviews litersture on
aspects of fertilizcr distribution which are relevent tc the
study while Chapter three prosents the mothodology of the
research and some backgrovnd information on the area of study,
Chapters four and five discuss empirical findings of the rosweich
on the organisationzl set 4p of the fertilizer distribution
programme, factors influencing the distribution and level of
use of fertilizers in Gon¢ola State and findings of farmcrs!
survey raelated to fertilizer distribution and use, Finally
Chapter six presents a summary of thco rescarch findings and

recommendations for improving the distribution system in the state.



CHAPTRR 11

LITERLTURS REVIEW

2e1le The Fertilizer Distributimn Programme
in Nigeria in Retrospect,

Planned attempts to promote fortilizer use in MNigeric ucs
started in 1957 by the Governmer:s of the then Northern, Eastern
and Western Regions. These atteipts were complemented by the
FPood and hgriculture Organisatiotr/Freedom from Hunger Campaign
(FAO/FFHC), whereby many Europei:) countries such as lestern
Germany donated fertilizers for demonstration trials to furmerse
During the subsequent years, fer:ilizer use and importation rose
steadily from less than 21,000 Iaglish tons of fortilizor modorials or
product in 1957 to over 66,000 tons in 1967, with ycars in
between, when imports declined (Falusi, 1973). It, however,
dropped again during the civil wda years when the Federal
Government embarked on foreign exthange - saving measures such
as limited importation. Thec ris: in fertilizer usc over the last
decade was attributed to the follewing reasons:i-

a) the increase in awarenecs of the gains from

fertilizer use by fermcrs
b) the subsidization of the retail price of fertilizers
c) and the availability of more information on the respons=
of local varieties of ciops to fertilizers (Falusi, 1973),
Up till 1975, the procurcment of crep nutrients waz colely the

responsibility of the states. 4 Yot of problems resulted fraom this



uncordinated approach. Due to recommendations made to the
Pederal Government by a team of experts from the Nigerian
Institute of Social and Economic Research (NISER), however,

the procurerent process for the whole country was centralised
in 1976, and it Pas remained so to this day (Falusi and jdubifa,
1975), Details »f this National Policy on fertilizers arc
discussed later,

2,2 The Current Supply, Farmers Knowledge and
Use of Feitilizers ia Nigerias

In Chapter one, the importance of fertilizer usc as a
means of solving the fo-d deficit problem in Nigeria was
briefly discussed. The use of fertilizers to solve this
prablem would, liz.rer, only be effective if, and only if,
farmers know about fertilizers and how to usc them, This in
turn will depend cn th- supply of fertilizers to thc farmcrse
The Fo~d and Agricultur: (rganisation realized this and hence
stressed that it was essential for the supply of fertilizers
to be improved =s a m: i{er of urgency, hecause the demand for
fertilizers in ligeria zoemed to be dictated by the supply
situation (F1.O, 197/),
2.2.1s The supply o. fertilizersse

The supply and ist-ibution of fertilizers in Nigewia arc
controlled by the »nublic sector and met pw:ly through domestic
production by the Fedirz' Superphosph:-. forilllzcr Company (FSFC)

situated in Kaduia and rainlv thrcugh Zmports by the Fortilizer



Procurement and Distribution Division of the Federal Government,
using private importers since 1976 (International Fertilizer
Development Centre, 1%81), The proportion of requirements met
by import and domestic pz'mductit::rll1 through time is showm in
Table 2.1e

Table 2.1 Fertilizer ProQuct Supply in Nigeria 1965-80 Tonnes,

Year Import pomestic Production Total
1965 35,467 35,467
1966 30,515 20,515
1967 65,843 65,843
1968 39,188 29,188
1968 43,206 43,206
1970 28,106 20,106
1971 39,173 39,173
1972 76,083 76,083
1273 60,096 60,9€0
1974 83,960 83,960
1975 1504963 150,963
1976 207,000 21,601 228,601
1977 299,500 20,523 320,023
1578 189,000 17,305 206,305
1979 394,300 35,000 429,300
1980 500,000 Nea® 500,000

*not available

Source: International Ferti_izer Development Centrc Dulletin,
June 1981, Page. 953

1. Domestic production eof fortilizers in Nigeria only
started in 1976,



The Fertilizer Procurement and Distribution Division 1s headed

by a Director under the Federal Department of Agriculture and
Cooperatives, which was then, the Federal Ministry of Agriculture,
Due to the fact that there arc no reliable statistics on the
total yearly consumption of plant nutrients by typc, nor on the
increase in croppced hecterage and dosage, the cstimotion of
demand for fertilizers in Nigeria and its supply depend on
intelligent guesses. These guesscs are based almost entirely

on past experience and budgetary constraints (Sodangi, 1981),
This situation arises becausc State Governments carry over to

the next cropping season large inventories of fertilizers
resulting from the imperfect synchronisation of the arrival

of supplies at the ports and consequently at the state level, and
the seasonal nature of fertilizer demande This results in cither
over=-supply or under-supply of fertilizers required for the season.
Similar experience has also been documented in other countries such
as Turkey, Iran, Pakistan etc (Central Asia Treaty Organisation,
1974). Table 2.2 shows an cstimate made by the Nigerian Institute
of Social and Economic Rescarch (NISER) in 1975, of the Natiocnal
fertilizer requirements for the cropping seasons from 1975/76 to
1979/80 and the actual quantities that were supplicd by the

Fertilizer Procurement and Distribution Divisiones In threc out



of the five y:ars, the amount of nutrients supplicd was smeller
than the estirates, while in 1976/77 and 1979/80, therc sacmod
to have been an over-suppiy of inputs.e It is possitle, howover,
that farmers could have used even much more fertilizors than the
quentities actually supplied or estirated by NISER in the
1ifferent ycars.

Table 2.2 MNigerina's Fertilizer Requizements, Estimztos ond
l.ctuals, for che Cropping lczsons from 19'!5?7_&

to ‘1979@0 .

Year Estimnted Requirements Actual Delivery (NPK)
(NPK) Tonnes Tonn:s

1975/76 50,117 154273

1976/77 62,507 130,213

1977/ 73 74,219 50,630

1978/79 89,961 754000

1979/80 109,280 173,406

1980/81 296,597" -

1. The ficure was based on requests from states and
projects for the 1980/81 crcopping scasone

Source: Sodangi, Fertilizer Distributior. and Use in ligeria,
Problems i1 the Deveiopment of ncresscd Consumption,
larch 1981, Rome Iftaly.
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On the whole, plant nutrient consumption has increascd in
Nigeria even though very s.owly, from 0,62 kilogrammes per
hectare in 1969/70 to 3.1 kilogrammes in 1977, When comparcd
to consumption per hectare in other countrics, which is shown
in Table 2.3, this figure is indced very low, the lowest except
for the Republic of Zaire and irgentina. Consumption per hectare
in Nigeria is, however, likcly to have increased to a highcr level
than that by now, judging from the increasing quantitics cupplicde

This trend suggests that the use of fertilizers in Nigerian
states is constrained by the unavailability of fertilluzerse

2.2.2« FParmers® knowledge of and use of fertilizerse

In a case study of knowledge transfer in the Gusau Filot
Extension Project of Northern Nigeria, Danicls (1966), found
that 95 percent of the farmcrs interviewad in the area werc
aware of the value of superhosphatee 1In a similar study in
the same area Laurent (1968), found that 97 percent of
farmers interviewed who used fertilizers, had heard of the
Extension Demonstration Programme and had secn a demonstration
plot in, or near the local villages, while the counterpart
sample showed that an almost equel percentage (94 percent), who
did not use fertilizers, were aware of the programme and most
had seen one or more of the demorstration plotse This high
degree of awareness clearly indicates that the oxtension service

has been successful to an extent In exposing farmers to its programmes.



Table 2.3 Consumption of Fertilizers per Hectare
in Sclected countries, 1977 «

Country Level of NPK (¥ilogrammes)
hfrica 12.4
World 6840
Nigeria 3.1
Ghona 102
Zaire 1.4
Ivory Coast 542
Kenya 2383
South Africa 41.52
UsireRa 1875
India 2543
Japan 428,1
W. Pakistan 13.92
Phillipines 32,2
Thailand 156
We Germany 12240
UK. 287,56
France 2776
Canada 34,3
UaSeiie 99.5
Argentina 2021
Brazil 774
Chile 32.89
Senegal 20.9

Source:s FhO, in hAnnual Review of Fertilizer Consumption,
Rome, Italy, 1998.




This is most especiilly truc of cash crop=-growing
areas of the Northem States, for example Zaria, Kano,
Gusau, and Gombe areise

Extension Demonstration Programmes have alsc been
successful in creating awareness of the use of fertilizers in
the Southern States of Nigeriae In the Western State in 1968,
for example, 58 percent of thc farmers had heard agricultural
radio programmes on fvrtilizer use, while 18 percent indicated
that they had actually s-en agricultural demcnstrations on the
seme (Kidd, 1968). It is no wonder thoerefore that, much later
in 1974, the FAO Fertilizer Mission to Nigeria, disagreed with
the proposition that lack of knowledge of the benefits from
fortilizer use limitec its usc in Nigeria (FAO, 1974) .
Cenerally, however, aggregate use of fertilizers is highcr in
the Northern States than in the Southern States (Rebinsen ond
Folusi, 1974), probablvy due to the relative predominance 6f
tree crops in the Soutn.

Table 2.4 gives #n indication of the explusive ratc at
vhich the consumption of fertilizers is going up in Nigerias
Given this high level of awarcness of the valuc of.£er|;il1.ze:8 by
Nigerian farmers, there is en urgent need to esteblish an
efficient fertilizer distribution system at the farmers! level

in the country.



Table 2,4 Fertilizer Consumption in Nigeria from 1953 to 19380,

-

Yeor Consumption NPK (Tonnes)
1953 603"
1960 3,337
1965 3,900
1970 10,682
1974 26,900
1978/79 75,000
1979/80 173,431
1980/81 296,591°

1s Includes consumption in the British Southern Comercuns

2e Based on requests from Btates and Frojects for the
1980/81 cropping scason,

Source: JIcachsba et al, The Gpeen wcvolutions A F Production Plan
for Nigeria May, 1580,

2e3e PFertilizer Distribution Phasesg

hccording to Eric de Guia (1972), the major successive phasos
of fertilizer distribution include the estimation of national
requirements, the procurement of naticenal supplies, primary and
secondary movements of fertilizers, regional storage, and finally

rctailing to farmers. These phases and the institutions involwved



with them need to pe token sericusly, becouse the efficlincy
of any fertilizer distribution programme rests on the
characteristics of these institution, =nd how well the
different phasecs arc handleds The five pheses are bricfly
discussed belowe

2.3e.1e Estimation of national requirements for
the cropping S€asone

This could be done either in an uncoordinated, or
centralized manncr, and bascd on the cropping pattcrn obsorved
within the country and scil fertilitye It is better for the
estimation process, however, to be centralized or at least
coordinated by one or two instituticnse If it is uncoordinated,
it means that fertilizer ncods ecctimation is left to chopge ©3
various distributing institutions make their own estimates for
the market. The consequence of this could be an eoverestimation
of some mutrients and possible under cstimation of otherse

2+3.2. Procurement of supplics,

Like the first phase, procurement of fertilizcrs is wmorc
efficient when it is coordinated or centralized in pn¢ institutions
This institution must try and make surc that the metional supply
as cnvisaged in phase one is met, and is avail‘e.blc in timc for
the planting season. Buffer stocks of fertilizers are zlso advisable

in case of contingencicse.
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243¢3, Primary and secondary supply movements

when the supply of fertilizers arrive, they are kept
normally in large quantities at some central storage points,
mostly at the ports of entry. From here the fertilizers can be
transported to the hinterland or regional depots in smaller
quantities or in bulke A gosd fertilizer distribution programme
nust mse the least—cost and yet cfficient modes of trensport
in order to avoid delays in the arrival of fertilizers at the
farm gate, This can be donc through special agreements with,
for example, railway corporaticns who own the cheapest mewns of
transport in most countries, to give lower freight rotcs and
priority to fertilizer transportation (Brown, 1965; de Suiz, 1972).

2e3.4« Regional storage,

The demand for fertilizers is scasonal in nature, and the
consumers do not reside within fectory premises. It is therefore
essential for a good distribution programme to maintain regional
depots where fertilizers could be stock-piled and yet adequately
protected from changing weather conditions. These depots must
be strategically located, so that in case of shortage in any placc,
fertilizers can be delivered with some amount of flexibility. The

depots could be owned by the distributing institution or rentode

i



2.3.5. REtaillnf' EO farmersSe

The activiti:s of the institutions involved in this last phase
of the distribdtion channel is very important, 28 it directly
affects the 7arm:x's level of fertilizer consumption (FAO, 19723
de Guia, 19723 Cuntral Asia Treaty Organisation, 1974)« The
price of fertiliwrs must Jc reasonable since consumption could
pe discouraged o herwisee In addition, the xtension of
for+ilizer credi* to farmers by the rctailing institution, some
knowledge of aqgreromic practices and possibility of giving
farmers technic.l dvice are =1s0 characteristics of 2 good
retailing iostitu lon (Central hsia Treaty Organisation, 19743
de Guia, 1972; Tcolwen Foxd and Fertilizer Technology Centro, 1975) -
In Nigeria the ost ‘mati-n, procurcment and primary movement of
Zie nataonal cupplias of fertilizers arc coordinated tarough one
organisation - the Tertilizer procurement and Distribution
pivision of the Federal pepartment of hgriculture and Cooperativese
Secondary = tertiary movement of fertilizers on the other hand,
and regional storage nd retailing to farmers are organised by
the individual state: of the Federation with fertilizer prices
uniformly fixed at ¢ overnment. Level (International Fertilizer

pevelopment Centre, 1961) .



2.4 Organisation of Fertilizep Distribution
and the Institutions Involvede

One of the problems that rescarchers have been concerncd with
as regards the distribution of fertilizers to farmers, is 1its
organisation. This is becausa, the efficiency of fertilizer
distripution, that is, in terms +f its timely availability
in sufficient quantities to farmers and at reasonable prices,
and the cost of distribution, is determincd by the way the
distribution system is orgenisede.
Depending on the social goals, and stage of fertilizcr:
use in a country, fertilizer Afstribution can be organised in
soversl waws, or 2 combination ~f wayse de Guia, 1972 again,
has classified the crganigation of fertilizer distributicn on
the basis of such charactcristics as the foullowing: -
a) Ownership — that is whether the Aistribution system
is owned by the public or private sector

b) Specialised slientels - where only specific types of
customers such os memhers of a cooperative group is
served

¢) Horizontal Integratioan - which refers to the degrec of

centralization and coapcdination a2t the national level,



d)

e)

)

g)

h)
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regardless of whethoer the distribution is monaged

by the public cr private scctore

Vertical Intcgration - where fertilizer distribution
ig monaged with the activities of institutions which
are complementary to the distribution of fertilizors,
such 3s the combination of activities of credit and
extension agencies with fertilizer distributione

The degree of government intervention = whether the
public sector or government has absclute control of
the distribution methods, pricing policy etceand to
what extent,

Nutrient specialization - where the distributing
organdsation deals only with a particular type of
nutrient,

Permanence of the right to distribute fertilizers - that

is whethcr the invelvement in the distribution activities

is for a limited period of time, such as for on agricultu-sal

grash programme or permanently ,

Types of merchandisc carried - whether the distributing
institution specialises in transporting and distributing
only fertilizers, or fertilizer and other inputs, or a

wide range of goodse
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1) iFinencial sclf-sufficiency = whether the distributing
institution supports itself economically throuch
profit-making or relies on government for funcse

j) Price cbjectives - whether the aim of the fertilizer
distribution programme is to make nutrients available
at the lowest prices, at reasonable prices at uniform
prices or =t stablc priccse

k) Profit Orientation - whether the distributing irstitution
is geared towards maximising its profit, o minimum rote
of return, no=gain=no-loss or subsidised cperationse

1) Retail policy- whethor the nolicy i only tc madptadn
fertilizor stoeks at cerc.in 1ocations for anybody
interested tc buy - a kind of passive ocutlet, or
whether sales promotion to raise the level of censumption
~f fertilizers is practicecs

For the purposc of this study, an< bearing in mind the

charncteristics listed above, only distribution systems based
on the degree of government jntervention ape discusscde
Essentially, this includes distribution systems absolutcly monopolised

py the public sector as is the casc, for example, in Nigeria and the
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United Matipemblic, conpletely controlled by the private

sector as for example, in Japen and the Phillipines ancd a
mixture of both public and private control of the distribution
system, as, for instance. !n India.

2e4e1s Public sector=-mononoliced distribution system,.

In this type of ferti izer distribution system, all the
activities involved in distributing fertilizers and policies
regarding the same arc c¢ntrolled by the govermment or centrolized
in a government agency ns in the case of the Fertilizer Procurcment
and Distribution Division in Nigeria, and the agricultural Crecdit
and Cooperative Barnk pyraudd (i..C.C.Bs) in the U.l.R« (Egypt),
which is also concorned with thoe complementary activity of extending
credit to farmers (Human thred et al, 1969),

In Eqypt, the Agricultural Credit and Cooperative Bonk has
a complete franchise for the purchase of all locally penduced
and imported fertilizers. .. “ter procuring the total national
supply, the Bank allocates ard delivers to the various
governorates, their fixed quctas, based on cropping patterns 4n
each regione At the retail ond each village has » coopcrative
which distributes to each farmer a specificd amount of fortilizors

bascd on bie farm helding-can! which-contains informatian .-



on the ‘.‘Jcrtmri. of t e farm, .ts size, and the crop rotation
pattc n préscri:bed tor tne plot >f lands Therc arc 4,000
such - operative retail cutlets it the village level and
171 st~res above the village lev 1 which receive fortilizer
supplics from six central warchoi ses in various governorotes
(Hommaz. hhmed et 21, 1969).
hg-icultural Credit and Coo, erative Bank outlots also
sell fertilizers directly to farr=rs as well as coop-rotives at
a stabilised price.s Th: bark ca shercfere, ke hegarded as a
monclithi~ structure., Thic advartajes of this type of
centralization arc that:
a) the best procwrment price: of fertilizers can be
negotiated locally end b sade
b) there is a bettr contrel of fertilizer supplics and its
intcrnal movercnt e
e) under-supply risks are limited e
d) in times of shortage the l.mited fertilizers available
can be channelled & more strategic cropse
These advantages, hcw.ver, have to e #eighted on the other
hond, agalust®
a) the ' ».ative inefficiency vith which public  controlled

instituw iors operate, and
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b) ac&ainmistrative delays which can hinder the system from
responding immediately to changes in fertilizer supply
snd demand conditions (de Guia, 1972)e.

24442 Private sector controlled distributicn systeme

In thls distribution system, there is no intcrvention
whatsoever from the public sectore The procurement, supply and
retailing of fertilizers are completely left in the hands of
private firmse This is the casc in Japan where the activities
of fertilizer distribution are monopolised by one private filrm,
and in the Phillipines where several firms engage in fertilizer
distribution activities. In the latter, there is no macro=
level institution with the responsibility for estimating nztional
requirements of fcrtilizers, nor to coordinate and procure
locally produced or imported fertilizerse The major channels
for distributing fertilizers, espeoially in the primary stages,
ares

a) the net work of four 1ocal fertilizer producers

p) independent vhole-sale traders and

c) exclusive brand dealers and general stores at

the retail level.
Cooperatives and plantation owncrs also sell fortilizers directly

to farmerse The cooperatives, especially the sugar producing ones can



import nutrients freely from forvign suppliers for their

members (de Guia, 4972). The advartages of this typ: of

distribution systen ore:

a)

b)

The burden of fertilizer distribution costs arc

borne by the private firms and may be minimal since
private Jirms will tend to scek out the most economical
ways of operatinge.

A large number of competing institutions cach aiming
at promoting its own sales will bring fertillzer prices
down at retad’ level, and to a lesser extent, at the
wholes»le levels This has only been true however

in the sugar producing arcas of the Phillipines vhere
the demand for mutrients is highly sophisticated and

cost conscicus.

In the case of othuer crops competition has not resulted in

lower pr

ices because of traditicnal market imperfections such

as the depdendencc of farmers on the village middle men who

usually sell on their own terms, cspecially when farmers cannot

pay for the inpu's immediatelye For this reason the government

has entered the “ist-ibution system at the retail leveles The

disadvantages of the system arcs

a)

Because cach distributor makes his cwn independent

estimate of fertilizor requirements of the market,



b)

c)

d)

e)

)

2'4‘3-
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the quantities supplicd may be small in = bid

to minimise risks and make profite The soclal

goal of having sufficiont fertilizers for

agricultural production may therefore, be

neglected

overeptimistic estimatcs on the other hand are

1ikely, resulting in a glut. This was the case in

the Phillipines in 1967-68, at the height of the miracle
rice programmee

Fertilizer bags may bx sdultercsted or underweight in

a bid to profitecre

High interest rates on fertilizer loans and unfair
barter ratios of fortilizers for expected output may
pravail e

Remote and low fertilizer consumption areas might bo
neglected due tc unprofitability,

If only ~ne privote fim is involved in the distribution
activities unusuzily high moncpoly prices of fertilizers
may prevail (de Gulzs, 1972) e

th of fertilizer Aistribution »

This distribution system is mixecd in the sensc that both

the private and publis sectors arc actively involved in the

distribution system eithcr ot all or specific levelse



India is one of the countricg where fertilizer distribution
15 sharcd between the public and wivate sectcr. On the side
of the public sector, the responsidility for the distribution
of fertilizers rests with the Centzal Fertilizer Pool which
allocates 30 percent of its stock (both brports ond domestic
output) tc private treders and 70 percent to the varicus state
governments {soome, 19705 Das, 1977

The share of the state government is distributed to
village cooperztives, who then scll to farmers on credit terms
which have bean proved to be unoperational and discouraging,
throudh the district level administration , based on a sct
of criteria which favours sreess with developed infrastructurc,
particularly irrigetion. The prices of fertilizers arc uniforrly
set and stabilised by the central fortilizer poole The shore

of the privete traders is on the cthor hand sold from privatc

stores in the villages. It 1is mot unusual for some state goverpnents

to sell part of their stock to priv;.te traders in addition to the
30 percent allocation from the fertilizexr prole This gives the
rrivete sector a majority share of the markete As a result of
this domination, during pericds of scercity,1llegal markets, with
s-veral corrupt practices such as adulteration, unreasonably Fish

rrices ard unfair dsals arc created by the traderse And this has



—3‘:]—

been known to cause the discontinuation of fertilizer use by
some farmerse Inspite of this however, the public/private
sectors distrilution of fertilizere in complementarity ot
the retail level is essentinl especially, as a lot of scepticism
exists zbout leaving fertiliz:r distribution to the privcte
sector completely (Hamman inmé! et al, 196%2). The success
of the system, however, depencs on the farmers' level of
knowledge of the different types of fertilizers, application rates
and the level of fertilizer prlces. In this wey they can chosc
only what they want and at the best price, eventually forcing
the private traders to be more efficient in their marketing
activities,

The advantage of complementarity between the private
and public sector in retailing fertilizers is that whilc the cost
of Qistribution to government is lessened to an extent, fortilizers
can presumably still be made available to the farmers at reasonable
prices due to the intervention »f government in the market as
occasions demand,

2ebebs Comparative costs undes public and
private distribution svstomse

Fertilizer distribution ccet is a very important aspect of
the distribution systeme. This !s because, 1f care is not taken,
costs can be unnecessarily high. Generally the magnitude of

distribution cost under either privatoly or publicly controlled



distribution systom is dictoted by such institutional

characteristics as:

a)

b)

c)

a)

e)

f)

the vertical intcoration of fertilizer distribution

with other institutions like credit and produce merketing
agencies, in wnich casc overhead costs are recuced due to
sharing «

#he ownership of neans of transporting fertilizers by

the distributing instituticn which Cecreases transport costse
size of shipment: Larce sb ipments usually attract discounts
hence reducing distribution costs e

state of corcentration of fertilizers: Concentrution
reduces bulkiness which consequently will reduce

transport coste

level of technology of fertilizer transportction: This
depends on the typ. of fortilizerew Where hich lofel
transport technology is used as in transporting anhydrous
ammonia, costs of aistributicn will be highere

changing of mudes f transpart in the process of fertilizer
cistribution, such as from rail to truck and then to another
truck increases costse

and finally the degree of centralization of notional
procurementse Hs WS mentioned earlier, the higher the
degree of -entralization the better the chances of getting
better nrice deals which will ultimately recuce costs

(de Guiz, 1972)e
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Table 2.5 cumpares the cost components of distributing
one metric tomne of fuertilizer in 1272 in Egypt and the
Phillipines undor the two systems of fertilizer distribution,
Table 2,5 Comparative Structure of Fertilizer Distribution

Costs per Mectric Tonne of Nutrient in Egypt and
the Phillirincs (1572),

Iteﬂ\ UI‘ILQ R. Phillj.pjms

Low concentrate fertilizer % o

(Ammonium Sulphate 21%N)

Pre=distribution price 100.0 1000
Reglonal landed cost 10844 112,5
Retailer procurement price 12546 11545
Retailer selling price 13546 122,9
Subsidy - -

Farmers' price 135.6 12240

High Concentrate Fertilizer

(Urea 46¥N)

Pre~distribution price 100.0 10040
Regilonal landed cost 104.4 11043
Retaller procurement price 10449 112.8
Retailer selling price 108.3 132,.8
Subsidy - =

Farmers' price 108,.3 132.8

Source: Erice Os dé€ Gular’ J Comperative Suus- of

Fertilizer Distribution Systems in 5 W
Development Contre of the Oromnisction for Z¢on

Cooperation ané Pevelojment, Faris, 1272 Pge 79
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Using the predistsibution price as & starting peint, we
£ind that while the cost of primery - secondary movement for
low and high concentrate fartilizers in the UsAeRe is 3546 percent
and 8.3 percent of the predistribution price ruspectivaly, in
the Phillipines the corresponding fioures are 22,9 percent and
32,.8 percent. In both cases, no subsidy from the government is
involveds In the UsheRe, the cost includes the toriff collected
for the fertilizer price ¢tabilization fund. AS has becn noted
pefore, the differences ir the cost components of distribution
in the two countries ~re Gue to differences in the inctltutionnl
characteristics listed above, It is therefore not possible to
compare the cost compenents in the two countries directlye
This information and those contained in the last few sections
are relevant to the Nicerian case though, in that they scrve as
yardstick for measuring the extent to which cach system of
Adstribution fulfils the required objectives, It seoms 2lso
that which ever distribution system is chosen, vihether public,
nrivate or mized, with or Jitheout suhsidy, cdepends on the stage
of fertilizer use in the countrye If fertilizer use is still at
a 1ow stage, then it would be adviseable for the public scctor to
menopolise the system since this sector is more likely to consider
social goals. If it is at =n advance< stage on the othcrhahb,pubp:ivate
sector or a mixture of both the private and public scctors could endertake

fertilizer Adistribution.
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2.5. PFactors hffecting Fertilizer D}_strimtim in Nigeria

The word "Distribution" has been broadly defined as Yall
the activities that asctualize 2 potential relationship of exchange
between the makers and users of economic goods and services"
(Central Asian Treaty Organisstion, 1574). By this definition,
the distribution of fertilizers Is understood to include all the
activities that take place between the factory and its ocrrivel
¢t the farm levecle. This, in other words, refers to the logistic
activities which include such processes as gommunication, progweing, handling,
transporting, warehousing, financing and marketing activities (Sodangi,
1981) ¢

The whole problem of fertilizer distribution in Nigeria
ariees pirerily cdue to the fa¢t that most Nigerien farmers are
not yet economically capable of purchasing enough farm inputs
in a competitivc market, for naking profitable farm investments
(Samsu, 1975). Tt is for this reascn thot government controls the
distribution of fertilizers in Nigeria anxi subsidizes their prices,
thereby preventing the partieipation of commercial firms in the
fertilizer distrilution programe (Falusi and idubifa, 19753
International Fertilizer Development Centre, 1981),

In order to see cl-ea.rly tre problems of fertilizor distrilution,
it is essential to examine the functional units of the fertilizer

distributicn programme in Nigeria, This is the context of the next
section,
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2.5«1 The Egoblems of fertiliz-r rocurement
“nd distribution to status,

Severzl rcasons have been giver Ly researchers to be the
cause of the low level of use of fertilizers in Nigerife /mong
these reas-ns, one of the important suggested impediments are
the deficiencies in the procuremcnt and delivery system of fortilizers
to the small scale farmcrs, who form the bulk of the farming community
in Nigeria. As a result of this, fortilizers arrive untinely at
farm level, sometimes when half the jrowing season would have
passed; or they may be supplied to locetions too for for most
farmers (Falusi and hdubifa, 1975; Falusi 1973)s Furthermore,
these problems arise due to the follawing defects in the procurement
processs
a) Improper records of fortilizer inventory at both state
ane federal government levels which results in eithcr
underustimation or over. estimation of national-
requirements of fertilizers. The result of this is
either a shortage or a surpluse
b) The late award of tenders by khe federal governmcnte
This results in the late arrivel of supplics of fertilizers,
end consequently thelr untimely delivery to stote depots,
which i3 turn makes fertilizers unavailable at the required
timea
¢) Difficultics in arranging ir.nsportation of fertilizers

to states' depots, which aid to port congestion resulting
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from uncoordinater shipment of fertilizers (Fzlusi ond

adubifa, 1975).

The FARO Feftilizer Industry idvisory Committec also
reports tho rroblems cneountered by the pilot schemes on fertilizer
Aistribution in Kwara amd Western Stotes of Nigeria os that of
unavailebility of fertilizers an¢ other inputs at tha richt time,
and in the required gquantities (FAQ, 1971). Becausc of this
problem, the demand for fertillzers created by the success of the
demonstration schemes in these places cruld not pe mete This
led to frustration and negative attitude on the part of the
farmers towards extensions services. ancther big handicap to the
increased consumption of fartilizers reported by the advisory
committee was the lack of means of tyansportation and the none
aveilability of sufficient stornge facilities within the divisionse
84milar findings were also geported by the FAO Fertilizer Hiosion
to Nigeria (FAO, 19743 Fecdoral Depertment of agricultarc, 15375) »
Thesc problems are not peculiar to Nigeria alone. Zschernitz (1274)
has cited similar problems in Kenya, where tremendous success Nos
heen achieved in furtiiioer aistrivation to small scale farmerse
Zalla et al (1977), has alse shown +hese problems to be charactecistic
of fertilizer distribution programes in many West ifricen countries
such as Senegal, Ghana, Ivory Coust etce In Nigerde, thesc rroblems

werc particularly intensc ir the seventies. Since 1977/78 however the
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problem of port congestion, sspecially, has been reduced Ly

the increase in the nunber € berthing space from two to aix, while
fertilizers applied primarily are normally given priority in
rerthing (International Fertilizer pevelcpment Cintre, 1981) «

2.5.3. Fertilizer storage fncilities

Fertilizers need to e sacltered hecausc, if left exposed
to the vagaries of weather, they cake. Caking rendexs
fertilizers useless and i'lenc&r adds to the cost of fertilizer
procurement and distribution. The stornge of fertillaers
posad a blg preblem to the fertilizix Jistribution progromme
in the past, and it still coes teoday to a lesser agreCe The
decrease in the intensity <f the problem come ~hout througnh
heavy expenditures Iy both the states' and federal government
on fertilizer storage facilities (Sodangl, 19813 Intcrnational
Fertilizer Development Centre, 1981). However, the number of
fertilizer stores, their cepacity and the materials of which
mamy are constructcd are not adequate (FAO, 1973§ godmgi, 1981).
In addition, store=keepcrs do not keep a proper account of
fertilizer movements, hence contributing to the poor records of
fertilizer stocks at state and national le rcle This in tum
means, meaninoful fertiilzcr stotistles cannot b collectets
Fertilizer storage problems hove also been chserved in mony otler
countries such as Pakistan, Turkey, Britain an? even tho inited

States at one point in time, (Central isia Treaty organisation,
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1974) and in Ghana, Camercun, Ivory Coast and Toge in Viest
Africa (2alla et al, 1977). An increase in the rumber of

storage facilities is especially necessary at the villzge

level, so that they c¢an gerve as fertilizer retail points

right at farmgates.

2.5.3. Fertilizer distribution costs,

High fertilizer distributinn cost is one of the greatest
problems of the fertilizer distribution progremme in Nigerias
Distribution costs are éscaleted usually by import costs and
transocean freight rates, customs duties, demurrage charges
for delay in off-loading, rebagging and handling of fertilizers,
transportation ffom por{s or factory, and their storage thor:after.
Other ccsts inclucde that of storage at port, port chargus, and
stovedering charges (Stier, 1972; Falusi and Adubifa, 1575;
International Fertilizer Develepment Centre, 1981),

Fertilizers are transported from the port te the other
parts of Nigerio mostly by road, an? by raile Sometimaes the
mode of trensport has to Le changed several times before the
fertilizers rceoach thelr ultimots destinations Though rail
transportation is much cheaper than road transportation, the latter
is used more often, probably becausc the railway net work does not
extend t» all parts of Nigeria., Infact, Internatiocnal Fertilizer
Develorment Centre (1981) has calculated transportotion costs to

account for about 70 percent of distribution costse The high cost of



road transport is as @ result of the long distances involved

and the hulkyness of fertilizers, the total effcct of vhich

is the increase in the cost incurred by government ak nll

levels for the { rocurement anc distribution of fertilizers in

the countrye Table 2.6 shows typicel cost components for
aistrituting one ton of fertilizers in 1973 in Kono stote of
Nigeria. The table is only indicative of the very high
Aistribution costs as the figures must have increased as a result
of the increases in the general price levels

As of 1981, due to high cistribution costs, the estimated
average retail price fox one tonnc of fertilizer had risen to
about M240 (Socdangi 1981). This high cost of fertilizers
necessitates government control and the heavy subsidy on
fertilizers in Nigeria, since most farmers camnot afford the
commercial price.

In recent times, the nich costs of fertilizer Jdistribution
has prompted countrics 1ike India, to consider alternatives like
the concentration and bulk movement of fertilizers to reducc
aistrimution costs (National Fertilizer Developmert Centre, 1980).
Bulk movement of fertilizers involve transporting fertilizers
to the consuming ar<as in lergc quentities, vhere the fertllizers
woul!l then be bagged andd distributcle. The advantage of this is

that costs such as handling charges Al 1oss of fertilizers due to
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Table 2,6 Typical Distrilution Costs per one Ton of Single
Superphate Delivered at Parm L.ovel in Kano State
of Nigeria, 1573,

Cost Item M H K %

1le Import Cost (C and F) 05 00 100%
2e Portexpenses (Labour dues, customs

cxamination, stevedcring and

clearing etc) [/ 25 104,11
3e Port storage for an avecrage of

25 days 8 70 11244

Primary Movement

‘e Lagos-Kzno by rail (1120km) 12 co 1238

5« Handling expenses (loading and

unloading and stocking) 3 00 12647
6a Net Margin (Tmporter) 7 05 133,4
7e Co.I.F. Price (Kano Warchouse) 140 02 133,4

8s Storage (#1 Ton for an average
of 3 months) : 6 Qo 139,1

9« Secondary and Tertlary lMcovements

{average of 100km at Tk/fkm/ton) 7 00 145,8
10« Handling expenses 3 co 148,7
11le Retailers commission 4 00 15244

12, Bstimated cost price at village
level 160 00 15244

Source: Falusi and Acubifa, Economics of Fertilizer Distribution in
Nigeria, NISER, University of Ihadan, Nigeria 1575, Fg:__E_U'




the breaking of bags in “ransit would be minimised, Likewisc,
the concentration of nutrients can rcduce the hulk of fertilizers
and hence reduce distridbution costs (de Guia, 19723 Netional
Fertilizer Development Centre, 1980),

246 Factors that Influcnce Fertilizer Use by
Farmers in Nigeria .

hn efficient fertilizer distribution programme must also
take the farmers into consideratione Unless a fertilizer
distribution system “incorporates the koy factors affecting
farmers' decision to apply fertilizers, nc matter how well
the network of village outlets is arranged and how promptly
fertilizere are made ovallable, fertilizer censumption will be
impedecd Ly lack of demand" (de Guia, 1972)., The fuoctors referred
to her are briefly ocutlinel helow,

2.601s Educational level of farmers £

Researchers have proved that a positive correlation Letween
educational level of farmer and fertilizer use exists (Central
Aslan Treaty Organisation, 1974)s 1In Nigeria ond many othor
developing nations however, the hulk of the farming population
suffers from illiteracys Formal and informal schools as provided
by adult education workers and extension workers is thercfore a
necessity in Niguerize The succerss of this type of programme in
Iran, fcr example,has resulter in the eradication of whoeot diseases

and an increasc in the use o fortilizers in the country from 3000 tonnes
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to 273,000 tonnes botween 1966 and 1969 (Tentral hsia Treoty
Organisation, 1974) .

24642+ Farmers awarencss of fertilizer uze henefits o

The awareness of farmers of the agroromic potentinls to be
derived from fertillzer use at recommendcd levels 1s also an
essential factor in the promotion of fert)lizer usce It has
becn mentioned carlier, however, that Nigerian farmers do scem to
appreciate the hq.-ﬂ.l.‘hiﬂ! of fertilizer use and its Lencfits.e
The level of awsrencss clone is however fot enough, &s they
also must have the knowledge and skill with which to aypay
fertilizers. Importing this knowledge and skill is the
traditional - preoccupation of extension workerse Hence, their
role in spreading new and improved ~gricultural practices such
as fertilizer use cannot be overemphasisels

2.603e Research and extension

Research anc extension play 2 sigrificant rolc in the
prcmotion ~f fertilizer us2, and, of course, other arricultural
inputs. The purpose ~f rescarch in agriculture is to Jevelop
improved varieties and types of crops and =nimals together with
advanced acrotechniques for their most efficient production
(Tdechaba et al, 1980). 1In this ruoard Nigerian rescarchers are
striving to develop high yieldiing varictics of seeds in order to
complement fertilizer uses This is importent as it is xnown that

traditional varleties of seeds do not yespond as well as the improved
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ones to fertilizerse This is why the feceral government of
Nigeria since 1975 has embarked on = National Secd Multiplication
Programme to make improved sceds more readily available (0lorunnipa,
1581)e Research is, however, ot accorced much priority in
Niceria as it should e, especially, in terms of funds (Tdachaba
1679), In ccunt-ies like Mexdcs, Japan and the Netborlends
jnvestment in resesrch work has produced a high ratio of cfficient
rescarch workers to the ratiu of sctive farmers (pevelopment
Centre of the Orcanisation for Feonomic Cooperation and pDevelopment,
1568) «

In neder far it to be uscful, though, research must 2o hend
in hand with extensin work te spread research rupults to
farmerse Most developing ceuntries seem to suffer from & shortage
~f trained extension workors in addition to verburdening the few
available with administretive work finid, 1968). In wiceria the
ratio of extension workers £ farmere is as low as 122000 - 2500
farmers as opposer to sugr.sted ratio of 13300 requirc' beforc
agriculture can teke off (Development Centre stucius, 4568) o
In spite of this, cxtension staif ore still require? to sell
fertilizers to farmers in some statcs. The effect of Uviverting
extensicn workers from thelr professicnally more essentinl duties
to that of se<lling fertilizers is very far reaching (Folusi and Hhdubifa,

1975). Besides this, since cxtension staff have no fFinencizl incentive
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such as profit from che sales, it 1s highly unlikely thot they
carry out this rusiness whole-heartedly., This problem is nleo
noted in the interim report on the pilot schemes for fertilizer
distribution in the West, Midwest and Eastern States of Nigeria
(FAO, 1966).

Finally, extension workers must b2e well trained in order to
carry out their duties. This will reduce the possibility of passing
on wrong information on fertilizer application to frormerse If
farmers ore mislead, experience will teach them not to adopt
practices recommended by extension workers, which in turn will
affect fertilizer use promoticn. In most developing countrics
including Nigeria, extension workers arc not educated encugh to
carry out their duties (Zalla et al, 1977). For them to x: effective
Imparters of knowledge to farmers, it is essential to give uxtonsion
workers adequate training, as well as incressing their populaticne

24644 Fertilizer - crop prico ratios

The relative rrice of fertilizer tc the expected revemies
from sale of crops cen also influence the uce of fertilizers,
Cheap food pricing policies heve Ixwen found to depress feod production
and hence fertilizer usc in many countries. Evidonce from Scnegal
for example shows that fertilizer use between 1570 andd 1971 on millet,
increased proporticnately more than fertilizer use on gro;md:mts,

because millet prices i~ thc rurel areas rose more rapidly than
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groundnut pric s (Ibid, 1977). Experiences in Ghana and Ivory
Coast also sug est the some with respect to malze, rice, ond
millet (Ibid, 577)« In Nigeria, C.K. Laurent (1968} found in
his study of fi~tilizer purchases by farmers in three villages
in Sokoto Prov. wce that most farmers recduce’ their purchase of
fertilizers in 968 comjared to that cf 1967 becausc groundmut
p<-ices and food crop prices were low, and that the price of
fertilizers aver aging about 18 shillings per 561lbs bag was teo
hiche Fertilizcs-crop price relationshiy in igeria hes inproved
in recent years, however, due to the general incrcase in prices,
especially those »>f food stuff, while heavy foertilizer subsidy

still remain a2 government policy (Sodangi, 1980),

246eY. jwailabil ty of credit facilities,

Crecit is generally known to be essential for farmers, if
they rre to be able to precure farm inputs in reasonable encugh
quantl! .es to induce =->mmercialization of acricultural products
(FAO, 1+71; Robinson and Falusi, 1974; Central Xsimm Trocty
Organisa lon, 1976)s Thils can e given to farmers cither in the
form of cosh or kind'e Though Robinson and Falusi (1974) cite
empirice} ,roof shoving capital avallability -= the most important
constrairt on fertilizer use in Mertherm Nigeris, they also pointed
out in the some stucdy that the best foarmers invest in expensive
mechaniczl irnovetions in preference to spending modesk smounts on

fertilizers., 1In spite of this, and the fact that studies in Northern

#
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Niveria andd some cther countries like Senegal and India have
shown that over 80 percent of credit obtained by farmers wos
used for consumption pur;‘nslcs {Develurment Centre Studies, 10683
Zalle ot al, 1977), there is no gainsaying that credit is
valugble to farmers, especially, for acquiring farm inputs, The
problams that need to be tackle! are, how to ensurce thot the
benefiting farmers use the ¢redit as intended, and repay thome
In many cases some of the crelit given to farmers has to Lo
written off as bad debts, This sujgests that it is cssentlial
to give not only credit to formers, but also to device woves of
extending this scrvices tc farmers in such a weoy that thoir proper
use 1ls guarantecd.

2+4646e Physical avallability of fortilizerse.

There is considerable evidence that unovailability of
fertilizers at farm and/or village level is onc of most Lnportant
obstacles to its increasecd usc by farmers (de Guia, 1972; Dunstan
and Derek, 1276)e Thc scarcity of fertilizers mcy alsc lead to
the development of fertilizer illegal merkets 2s is the cose in
Shana and Nigeria, and West /frica in general (Zella ct al, 1977),
vhere fertilizers are not sold in the open or supermarkets. The
Importance of the availability of fertilizers in promoting their
use cculd be illustrated 'y the fact that fertilizer consumption

increased from S00 tonnes to 10,000 tennes in 1976 in the World Bank



project arca of Funtun, cssentially ‘ue to the retail ocutlets

that were established under tho rroject, which cnsurco sup, lles

of fertilizers, The consumption was expected to increvse to 25,000
tonnes by 1978 (Zalla et al, 1977}

2.6.1. Pallw cultivatim -

This trzditional method of farming contributed to the
1imited use of fertilizers particularly in the 1960ss Continuous
increase in population, however, has increascd pressur: on land
such that land is becoming scurces This rractice is hence dying
out fast in Nigeria (Falusi an adubifa, 1975; Sodangi, 1981).

246480 availability of moisture.

Unlike those discussed above, this factor is outside man's
control, becauss, by virtue cof climate, some arcees, especially,
in the Northern Guinea Savannah and Sahel Zones have lesc than
five months of unevenly distributes rainfall, Lack of moisture
is ¥nown to inhibit the economic application of furtilizers
(Central isian Treaty Organisation, 1971)e This is hocouse the
absorbtion of nitrogen and potaseium by plants is reduced under
hich moisture stress, while their utilization within plonts depends
on adequate water supply {S-‘xinngi: 1981). hbout half of Higeria
is in the Northern Guinen and Sahel Zoncse It is essuntizl,
therefore, to make alternative provision for water threuch Jrrigation

schemes, if fertilizer use is to be encouraged in such credse



This is why irrigation profects were given priority in the Rdrd
an! Pourth Development Plans of Nigeria, while the Mindstry of
Water Resources was created to exccute irrigetion policiese

24649s Lack of fortilizer responsive varieties

Llthough fertilizer application ralses the ylclds of come
traditional varietics by an awerage of 50 percent (Contre
dtetude de L'hzote, 1967), Sodangl (1981) has cited some Fil0
ficld =xyeriments in the 196C(s in Wigeria, which showc. thet
the traditional varictics of moize, millet, cassove mnd sorchum
did nct respond to fertilizer usc, while the response of the
traditicnal swamp and lowland rice and groundnut was impressive,
On the other hand, yields increased by an average of 100 percent
vhen used on improved seeds, To induce farmers to use more
fertilizers will, therefore, require that fertilizer responsive
seed varieties are made available to them as 2 complementes The
federal government of Nigeria has token a step in the right dircction
by setting up the National Seed Multiplication anl Distribution

Programme since 1976 (Olorunnipa, 1981)a

247 Summary
The main concern of this chaptar has been the review of

literaturc on fertilizer distrirution which would help,in focusing
on the problem areas relevant to this research project and thereby

provide a framework of analysis.



Tc this effect the chapter has discussed the fertilizer
distriution programme in Nigeria in perspective, the sources
of supply of fertilizers and the currsnt level of knowlcedde of
fertilizer use benefit by farmers. I- was concluded from
litcrature available that there is a high level of awarencss
of fertilizer use benefits by farmers in Nigeria, vhich indircctly
implies that the present low level of us may be the roesult of
limited furtilizer supyly. The different institutional
characteristics by which a fertilizer distribution system could
e classified were then enumerated, and their merits and damerits
discussed, It was pointed out that whethor a country adopts the
private, public or mixed systems of furtilizer distribution or
not should depend on the levels of fertilizer use attained in
the country and its social goals. The factors that affcct the
fertilizer procurement and distridution system, and thosc that
influence fertilizer use by fermers in Nigeria were alsc discussed,
It was concluided that factors such as the late owerd of fertilizor
tenders, improper records of inventory, port emnjestion, incdequate
storage facilitles aml high distridution cusis affect the efficlency
of thc system, These problems have however decreasc ! in intensity
lately duc to “he Pederal Government's effortg to solve-fertilizer

distribution pr¢ lems, The factors found to {nfluence farmers! usc
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of fertilizers 'n the other hind are, the educational level

of farmers, ava lebllity °f r search and extension service,
awarcness of fou "ilizer usze b nefits, availability of credit

and fertilizers nd, agroncmir factors like moisture and improved
secds avallabill ve The pricice of follow cultivation which used
to 1imit fertill er usc was frand to he dying ocut due to population

pressure on land



CHAPTER IIT

* METHODOLOGY
This chapter gives o brief description of the types and

sources c-xf data collected for the study and their limitotions,
method of data collection, loﬁatim of arez of study, sampling
design as well as the method of data analysis, The information
‘used for the study was collected during the months of October,
November and December 1980 and covers a period of three yeors
from 1978 to 1980.

3.1. The Stucdy hrea anc Sanpling Design.

The study covers thrce purposively selccted Locol Covernment
ireas (LGAs) in Gongola State. These are Gombi, Gonve and Jalingo
Local Government hrcas. The selection of the threc LGLs was partly
based on the intensity of their usc of fertilizers which was hich,
medium and low respectively, and partly con the morc readily availsble
information on fertilizer activitics in these arecs. The choice
of the LGhs znd their catcgorization were based on the information
contained in Table 3.1. and partly on discussions with relevant
stote gevernment officials. Two villages were selected from coch
of tne LGAs based on distance from the nearest LG fertilizer stores,
after eliminoting places viih a population of 20,000 ond above, which
by clissificetion erc ur' - (Gleave, 1971)s Hence a village that is
s ol scer the LGA store and one that is relatively far were sclected
from <:rh LGihe Table 3.7. chows the distonce of eanch sclected villoge

ir d wnorast LGL fertilizer storc,
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Tzble 3.1.

D —— —— T —

alloc~tion anc Distriiy s

2 of Fortildzers in

Gongnl~s Stota, 1977/78 tc 1979/80

o

s .. . -

- S i A

Sl 73w S ssens in (iwtric Tonnes)
-

- ——

LG:s Quontitics causntitics Cuentitics Eroposcd Quentitics
recuestod omroved delivcred ~llocation actually cdoelivered
fron FPLD ‘»r =y FPDD by thc FPDD t> cach LG in to cach iGi in
by Cong~la 1578/75 1876/75
stnte Govt,

1 e 3 4 - S .
le Michika 1971/ CTT8 1977/78 2100 2100
2. HMubi 37,210 tonncs Nele € ,161405tonnes 2180 1607
3. Gombi 2360 2756
4. Song 1555 1363
5. Yola 2050 861.45
6, Fuforc 4978/7S oaria¥ s> 1978/79 555 435
7. Ytummn 46,050 tonn.= 25,0C0 tonnes 25,050 tonnes 1737 327
8. Guyuk 1515 1065
9, Ilayc Belwa 1540 141S
10. Gonyc 1925 175¢
11. =ing 1540 15¢5
12, K/Lomido 1973/80 2272/80 1975/80 1505 13C5
13. Jalings 38,530 tonn.s 25,650 tonnes 34,091.5 tonncs 1520 1625
14. Brli 1575 12C7
15 Srrdrunc 1685 1129
16. Tckum 2000 14750
17. Wwukori 2060 2175
Tea Froject 400 Nele
others QmO Ne e L
1,2,3,4,5, Compilcd from iindetry of icrlimulturc ~nd Cooperatives files. Note thot the total
7,8 & 9 propescd quontitics allocates o nll LGis is larger than the totsl delivercd by FPDD
hecouse L. mlocations arc bosw< on the unapproved quantities requested for from FPDDe
N.2e = figurcs not zvoilalle.



¥alle 3.1 Contd. Mm.mt;lm_lhuv B ........_r.....,.....,....,....,.. of .p-tu.._uﬂ. ~.rs in Gongola State, 1277/78 to
27,00 Coopping Scagcns in (Metric Tonnes),

Quontities Erapascd (uzntitics uontities iLipproximate Farrop approzdincte
Jnﬁcr» ly allecation ictuclly zctually hectarage of population consumption of
consumnc 2 in toc cooh Lo deliver o Consurx cropped land of each LG, fertilizors ner
157C/7 in 16€75/690 to LG.s in fa 1972 /80 hect-re of craopnud

1979 /50 land in %ilocrommes

6 7 8 I 10 R &+ N v
2018.95 2350 261C.C0 1S i35 32000 315,689 3.75
1575.55 24350 2556 .20 1030 46000 252,186 L7457
2653.00 3250 26G69,.55 V27640 50000 191,904 5211
1161.1 1950 920.u0 739,75 32000 132,777 .E..x..

331445 840 545.55 i 19000 106,861 N._.. 4
357.15 1550 2204.75 5«15 27000 132,736 3490
236.7 1580 762.95 38459 37000 181,067 1355
171615 1250 1005.0C S8 40C 40000 202,434 29.415
1253.50 1850 1409.00 530455 38000 161,034 10,720
1491.05 2050 2091.00 1118425 51000 214,522 25.5°
1226.80 1050 370.00 31720 31000 105,959 25.40
£512.75 1850 1345.00 257.10 42000 214,074 11.°
173015 1550 151S.00 %S4 10 83000 279,726 1255
R P 2.50 2235.00 06.30 37000 218,607 25a12
Tt a5 2498 2262 244339 58000 164,976 25425
154175 2600 2245.00 tZ6.30 6G000 153,362 33447
175042 2600 2161.50 £3:10 53000 177,5%8 2P gl
NeT e Tela Nefe Ne'o Nefe - -
Ne Ze o Yo Ne o e’ e Neie = e

6. C-lculrted from the quontitics of ferllliz s
LGi. et the end of th: yoar 1879

10, Calcul-ted from Tabl~ 2 page 45, of Th:. Froisunt
Planninc SLZS330, 157S.

11. i T973 Prcjection brsed on the 1963 censns ot .n

12. Calculsted from the 1978/7% ond 1979/:°0 lovil of

n.2. not aveileable.

D L T T

Sconomy &

- - —

~1ly delivered and physical stock bolance of cach

General Economic Study, Vol. IT Ministry of Econcondc

~ereent rate of growtha.
..vvcavﬁwoﬁ of fertilizersin ench LGie
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Toble 3.2 Di tance of Selected Viliiges from v "

Ne, rest LGA Fertilizer Stowre, - ffﬁt"- *
1GA Vilinges = . Locti on Distance from Nearest
S S ot of 3t re LG4~ Fertilizer Storc

(km)
Gombi pPelln B Home ' T 42
Hilat - . ' Meme .+ 9B
Ganye Mbule ., Gar e - .w 2240
rivahi - Gaive T 5.0 ﬁ
Jalingo Lankavirl r Ja fwyo ER “CwQ

Mr1lu - Jeringo CELT 9640

: .
Spurce: Fileld Survey, 1980, : _
‘ o .- * ’
G

Thiz gave a tob=l of six villages namely, Pella, Hildi,'w}u;
Pirohi, Mbuldg, Lonkeviri and Mallun respectivelys A ccﬂplaté -
list of farming house 21lds using the village tox list wes than drown
v in each viilage du iny a oreliminoary survey. A Zormdlng household
is classificd by the r.esence of et least onc fﬁrmer. Fron the list
of furming households, 2 random somple of 20 formers who usaed furtilizers
wes selicted from wach Sf the six villages clviag o totul of 120, after
this, anothor somple of 10 farmors whe Sid aot use fertilizors were
gclocted rondomly from wich of the villages. The selection of hoth

users nd non=usiors of fﬂrtilizéf wag done with a view to finding out




the factors thet influenccd the non-useof fertilizers ond the
limited use of the¢ same by the uscrse Non-users of fortillizers
here refers to farmers who have uscd less than one bag {(50kq)
of fertilizers or none ot gll during ench year of the reference
period, Table 3.3 shows the distribution of respondents among
the sampled 1LGihs and villages.

Table 3.3 Distribution of Respondunts by Samplediifas: mdvVilliceds

Type of LGA LGh Number of Respondents Villages HNo of Respondents
Fertilizer Non-Users® Pertilizer Non=
Uscrs Users Users
High Gombi. 40 10 pclla 20 5
Hildai 20 5
Medium Ganye 40 3 Mbulo 20 0
Pirohi 20 3
Low Jalingo 40 19 Lenkaviri 20 10
finliun 20 9
Tetal 3 120 32 € 120 32

1le It was difficult to get the required number of non-users
in some villages, so the available populaticn was takene

Sourck; Field Survey, 1980«
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In order to find ocut the operational -nd ~dmindztrative
constraints on the fertilizer distribution svetom, various
categories of functionaries were also intorviiwide

A random sample of fiye extension vorkers from cach LGhy
making a total of 15, 20 ccntract transporters of fortilizers
and ninc officials of the Ministry of Agriculture and Cooperatives
(MAC) at both the States, Zm".al,i Divisional ond Local Government
levels werc 2lso interviewcd, Finally, the records of a sample
of nine fertllizer stores serving the LGLs surveyed were also
studied and the respective store-keepors intcrviceweds apart
from the government officials, thesc lotter catcgories of
respondents werc also randomely selected from o complcte list
provided by the Ministry of Mriculture and Cooperatives. i1l
the information was collectec during single visits cxcept in
cases where Ministry files ard other records had to checked to
supplement the primary data. The primary data werc collected with
the help of threc trained crumorators, one of whom wos an extension
workera

3.2. Typcs and Sources of Deta Collectede

Both primary and scconcrry drto werc collected through the
acdministration of structuged questionnaires to the relevant subjects,

discussions with Ministry Officials =nd the cross-checking of official

1. Gongola Stote 1is divided by the Ministry of Agriculture and
Cooperatives into agricultural zoncs for easy flow of information
and administrative -urposes. Each zonc is Weded My a zonal
igricultural Officer who is directly responsible to the state
level Ministry of igriculture and Coopurativess



documents during the study. Primacy dota were collected from
farmcrs, contractors, extension workers, govermment officinls
and fertilizer steores, wiile secondary data were collocted from
contractors government files anl stores ledgers, Informotion
was collected for a2 perisd ef threc years from 1970 to 1530,

3¢2.1s Information fror the state level,

At the state lovel Information was collected from Government
Officials on the organisctional and administrative hicrarchy
of the State and Local Gwernment Ministrices of Agriculture and
Cocperatives in-as~much as it was relevant to fertilizer distribution
in Gongrla State, and the Aducision making process in the Ministry
relating to fertilizer listridutlon policy. Information was also
collected an the reporting and information retricval system of the
Ministry, the procecdures involved in fertilizer procurement with regard
to the decision-making process, the pex:'i‘cr:m.az‘nt:e‘1 of contract tronsporters
of fertilizers in delivering fertilizers to the locel government
fertilizer storcs, the cquantity of fertilizers delivered ly the
Fertilizer Procurement and Distribution Division (FPDD) of the Federal
H.‘{.niatry of Agriculture o the State's fertilizor depot, the cost of
fertilizer distribution to the stete government, the pricing policy
and subsidics on fertilizers, and finally the parsonnel involved in the
fertilizer distribution system in the state.

P —

1le Performance here is measured by the extunt to vhich controctors
kept to the terms of their contracts,
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3.2.2. mformatim from thae scl::Ctﬁ‘: ZG}._S:

Information was collecter from extansion warkcrs and
fertilizer stores in the samplol LGIhSe “nforration was collected
from extensicn workers on thelr extensien activitics, firmers!
response to thelr activitics, the problems they ancounter, the
part played by thon in the fertilizer distribution programme
and the time devoted by them to the Ffertilizoer Aistribution
programme on the hoehoxdy s enstiens iemlovork on ghixcothag; and
their opinion on the fertilizer distribvtlon progrimnce Information
was obtained from the firtillzer storeson the tumpsayeny of fertilizer
by type, the qeographical breokdown of fortilizar distribution,
storage factilities an fertilizers sujplicd To ¢hem by the
state government, Data wers alsc collerted on tho staffing of
the LGi. fertilizer stores and their oparaticaal pottlenccks,

3,2.3. Information from tho samplad frrmeisSe

From the sample of farmcrs, infornation wcs ¢ollocted, some
on a recall basis on their socio=econonic,status, Crubs grown and
fertilized, on whether there were chances in crop vicld cduc to
fertilizer application, sources of finmncing fortilizer purchase,
sources of information on fertilizers, amount of fertilizers required
by them in each of the ycars being stidied od the -uoatiby they
actually got, constraints on thelr purchasc and use of iertilizers,
their perception of the adequacy and inadequacy of the fertilizer

distribution programme, reasons for aot using fertillzers in the case
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of non-users, and finally their suggestions for the improvement
of the system.

3.3. Problems and Limitations of Data Collected ,

i number of problems weru encountered in the course of
collecting data for this stucye Ocassionnlly farmers cxaggerated
such socio=economic information as income levels This was
minimised by cross checking the value of his stated famm output
and comparing it with his stated income, especiallv if farming
alone was his preoccupations

Another problem encountered has to do with the lopse of
memory of some farmers and contract transporters of furtilizarse
This arcse mainly becausc tho response necded for som. questions
dependcd on recalle Sueh information included items like the
quantities of fertilizers they actually bought and used cspecially
during the two yeers berore the survey year (1980}, ond quantities
of fertilizers transported Ly rome cmtractors oo part of the terms
of the transportation contract. This problem is, however, to be
expected due to the fact that nost Nigerian frrmers are not literate
and hence do not keep farm reccrcse.

Thirdly, duc to time 1imitations, the size of farms of
respondents was measured by the number of plots farmede The sizes
of these plots wore not standardised eithcre Such results as fertilizer

use per plot in the LGis should, therefore, be interproted with caution.
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On the whele, a few items of documented information vore
missing here and there, due to either the mismancgement of files,
or oversight on the part of tho ‘linistry's filing clerks, while
some fertilizer stores had records that were not up~to=datce
Attempt was made during the field work to minimise these problems
by cross—checking other secondlcy information availeble in the
¥Ministry of Finance and Economic Development, and Bupplancnting
them with discussions with Min'stry officials on the affocted
subjects. Questions, answers 'o which were suspected to le
incorrect were repeated at onc peint or the other during the
interview for cross-—chocking.

3.4. Data J\nalYSiS -

The empiricals analysis n this study is mostly bascd on
data collected from the ficld survey. The study is both descrintive
on’ analytical. The techniqus, employed in analysing the materials
collucted is Ffully discusscd n chapters four and five cf the thosis.
Generally however, charts,tenltag averages and percentages are used
in discussing the results of tie study, while stepwise multiplc linear
regression analysis is used on the pooled data,Lly villages, and on
the high, medium, and low classification of fertilizer users to find
out if there 1s any statistical relationship between the quontities
cf fertilizers used an' gome socic-economic variablese Finally discriminant
analysis was usec to tesc th significance of the classification of

farmers and LGihs inte high, rodium and low fortilizor userse



3.5« Background of the study Area

The stu’y was carri.d ocut in Goembi, Ganye and Jalingo
Local Government hrens o7 Gongnla Statee Gombi is locoted in
the Northern part of the state and has a 1978 projected populaticn
of about 239,680 (Governmnt of G:mgola state Statisticel Digest,
1979)e The LGi compariscs oFf Gaaz"ﬂe, ¥eohy and Uhafiskricts. JThe
administrative headquarte.s, Gombi, 1is about 105 kilometras from
the state cepital Yolas Fonds in this LGh =re mor veleped than
in the others. Farminc ie the main ocenpation of the population,
with the main crops grown o's Guinea Corn, beans and groundnutse
The tw» villages selected for the study in this 1G. arc Pella
and Hildi, Fella is in Kiloz District. It has a 1978 projcctud
populatzon of about 11,0644 -t is situated 26 kilomctres from
the administrative head marters of the LGi and about 15 kilometres
from Hong. the district headcarters. The village is about scven
kilomctres off the main road, ko which it is linked by a latorite
road maint: ined by communal &f fort. Pella was a missionory
scttlement for a very long tirm, and, thervf~~z, has a mwmber of

infrastructural facilities inc uding three primary schools, a poste
primary institution, dispensary ‘maternity hospital and a big macket
where all the villac 2s around converge on market doyse HAildi on the
other hand is 96 ki .ometres fron the adminis-rative hendquarters

Gombi, and is ¢n the Federal higaway that limks Gombi ond Malduguri
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via Mubi. It is located in Uba District, =bout § kilometres
from Uba town, which is the district headquarters. Its 1979
projected population wzs cbout 8,569, By woy of omenities, it
has a primary school 2nd a dispensarye. Gombi LGA lies in the
Guinea Savannash climatic zone and is characterised by high
hills which merge with the Camcroun Ranges. The climate is
determined by the intertropical convergence zonc of the Nerth
East Trade wWinds and the South West Trade Winds, Ther. are
two seasons, namely the dry and wet seasons., Rainfnll starts in
May and ends in October with an annual nean of S00mme [Wainfall
is the highest in August. The soils ar: proedominantly leached
feruginous tropical scils, often loamy "nC deep in most places,
except on rock cut-crops and slopes whare the soll is skolotal.
The vegetation is of the Sudan Savannzh type with its characteristic
grassland and shrubs and trees scattera? here ond thore.

Gonye 1G&% lies in the South of the State and sharcs © border
with the Cameroun Republice It nos a 18378 projected poulation
of about 268,152 spread over an cree of about 290 squarc kilometres
(Ibia, 1979)., GCanye town is the acministrativec hcadquarters of the
LGA and is 148 kilometres from the State Capital, Yolae The LGAh is
made wp of Suqu, Jada, Yelwa, Mbule, Toungo, Leko nnd Xomo Districts.
Roads in this LGA are not well dev.loped and hence, In addition to

vehicles, donkeys and horses are also used as modes of transportation,



The mair. occupations of the population arec forming and cattle

rearinge Crops grown include guinca corn, groundnuts, yoms,

millet ard rice. Cattle rearing is predominent in the Southern

part of the LGhe The villeges sclected for the study hoere are

Mbulo eni Pirchi. Mbule is the District Hewduorters of Mbulo
District with a 1978 projectud populetion of dicut 7252, It is

about 22 kilometres away from Ganyc on the Stete road linking

Ganye with Mayo Belwas In terms of amenitics, Mbulo hes o

primary school, a dispensary and a Ministry of Agriculture and
Cooperative outposte pirchi is about 15 kilometres from Ganye

to which it is linked by a laterite road hardly negotiable during

the rainy season.l A majority of the peoplc MeXe.oxo fornees.  TRe
village has a primary school (UPE) and a dispensorye Gonye LGA

lies partly in the Northern Guinea climatic zon: and the Southern
Guinea climatic zone. The southern end lies in the duerdved savannzh
and forest climatic zones JMinistry of Finance and “eonomic Development/
SOTESSh, 1979). Thore are two seasons in tho yoor, the wt and the dry
scasonse The wet scason begins between March ond April and ends late
in October, after which follows the dry season vhich ends in March

the following ycare Thoe average annual rainfall is ~bout 1300mm per

anmum (Ministry of igriculture and Cooperatives Gongols Statc, 1580).

1. The huthors personal experience in Septembcr, 1980,
while making a prelininary trip to the LGie
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The scils herc are mostly of the deer tropical forruginous
type, botn leachcd and non-leached, nan some cutrophde soils
to the North of the states The vegotation is mostly wood land
with forests, especiallyy & nagjoikr 079 and thicic grosse
F  —one vegetation exists where mouatains are £2md to the South,
This local Government area is bouncsd to the South by the Gashake
plateau whicrh merges into the Mamb!lla Platciue

Jalingc LGA with headquarters at Jalingn torm is 161 kilometres
from Yola ard has a projectec population of cheut 200,658, The Local
Government /i-€a e comporised c=lingo, Mumnuye and Kwaji Districts.
The main occupation in this aren is farming with guinea corn, yam and
groundnuts as the most commenly grown CropSe ;. fow peorle are engagec
as blacksmith~ and fishormene Like Ganye LG/, this Lk also has badly
developed roacs, and hence, horscs. and Conocs Sre uscd &8 alternative
‘ransport mode - (Gongela State Gov.rnment Mindstcy of Sconomic Flanning,
1778). The villages sclected in tiis LG are Lonkoviri end Mallume
Lz kaviri has a projectecd porulation of about 4004 and is about
§ }.'lometres from Jalingo to whica it is ldnke-1ly o laterite road
which is very inaccessible durinc the rainy s=ason and the Pederal
~Uvo —mens highway £1om Calshnr jich passcc Ly Jelinge town. There
1s onc primary schocl in this village. Mallum on the other hand has a
1578 projected population of ok ut 3682, is situated 15 kilometre cway

from Ja ingo, te which it is 1inked by another barely usable road during
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the wet seesone Like its countcrpart chove, it has onc primary
school by way of amenities. Jalingo LGA 2iso, lics in the
Northern and Southern Guinca Savannah climoblc zZon e It is
characterised by a cry and wot scason with rainfall cterting
in Ahpril ancd lasting £i11 Octobrre The muin anmucl total is
about 1200mm with considerable variation in Lot canual end
monthly totals. Tho soils in this LGi crc partly f.ruginous
tropical soils,vertisols and cutrcrbic soilce 11luvizal soils;
are found aleng the river Benuc ané its telmtericse The
vegetation is a transition between tho Northern mnd Southern
Guinca Savannah Zones with grasslan? end shrubs ns the main
vegetatione Tall treés arc found hurc =nd there with pockets
of forcsts along strcamSe In all threc LGhs the types of
soil and vegetation that are found show that there is nced for
increasing fertilizer use jevel in the stotee Toable 303 and

figure 3.1. give morc information on the siuly TFcle
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Table 3.ds 3ome Socio-Eccnomic Doto on the

Selected 1Gas and Villages |

-— ——

Item weﬂcpmw»gm Iumber of zcavmn.u of Number Number Number Number — Number
houscholds farmers of of of of of
cattle~ teach- traders block-~  fishermen
rearers ers emiths
Gongola State 3,797,805 Hatin 293805 38796 11973 H.2 .2 jlea
Gombi LGA 235,880 4 191,904 Hen £ca " " =
Ganye LGA 268,152 L 214,522 U 1266 " " "
Jalingo LGA 296,658 " 239,726 " 45 " " "
Pl Lo 116,44 1206 1671 3 25 102 5 "
Hilli g56% 1313 1222 2 23 €% 2 "
Mbhulo 7252 1116 1061 13 15 18 3 5
Pirchi 2768 426 396 € 9 11 4 "
Lankaviri 4004 216 862 - 17 24 14 3
Mallum 3682 Ce? 800 o 12 31 9 15

—— e A

a & b 1979 Projection based on, the 1963 census
net = not availuole

Source: Gaongdla“State Bboidabiashtad:

- - Pesrea

istical Ligest

1578, and District Tax Records 1375,

. A —




CHAPTER 2V

THE FERTILIZER DISTRIBUTION PROGRAMME

QI_GMOM STATE: A SURVEY.

Tn fulfilnent of objective one of the thesis, this
chepter presents a detailed analysis of the organization of
the fertilizer distribution programmc Aas revealed by the stucdye
This provides the background information against which problems
faced by the distripution system are identificd and discussede
The chapter ic based on information obtazin.d from six cetegories
of respondents, consisting of 20 contract transporters of
fortilizers, 15 cxtension workers (five from each study LGA) nine
store-kecpers, nine government officials including members of
¥he Green Revolution Committee at State and 1Gh levels, 120 farmers
vwho used fertilizps and 32 who did note

mha first sectiop of this chapter identifies those wiho are
involved in the festilizer distribution programmc and their
functionse The subsequent sections discuss the existing fertilizer
storage facilitles, distribution channels, the relative efficiency
of the distribution ~hamcls, the operational problems affecting the
fertilizer distributlon system and fertilizer distripution costse
Finally an attempt is made to identify cost components of the

fortilizer distripution programee in the statce



CHAPTER 1V

THE FCRTILIZER DISTRIBUTION PROGRAMME
IN"GONGOL/J. STATE: ;i SURVEY,

In fulfilment of obj«ctive one of the theeis, this
chenter presents a dotailed analysls of the organization of
the fertilizer distribution programmc as revealed by the study,
This provides the background information wjainst whio., problens
Joced by the distribution system are identifice and discussed,

The chaptur is basca on information obtaincd from six cotugorices
of respondents, zonsisting of 20 contract transporters of
fortilizers, 15 cxtension workors (five from exzch study LGL) nine
store=kecpers, nine government officials including menbers of

he Green Revelution Cormittec at Stete and LGh levels, 120 fomnecrs
viho us:d fertilizers and 32 vho did not.

T™he first section of this chapter identifies those wiho are
involved in the fertilizer distribution progrzmme and their
functions. The subscquent scetions cifscuss the existine fortilizor
storaqe facilttles, distribution channels, the rulative efficicncy
of the distribution channcls, the opurational problems affccting e
fortilizer distribution systom and fertilizer distrioaticn cocts,
Finnlly an attempt is made to idontify cost components of tho

fortilizer distribution progromme in the state.



4.7 Participants in the Fertilizer Distribution _
Process and Thelr Functions .

e
H

The ﬁain participants in thoe fertilizer distrivution
programme are the state level sqricultural services division
of the Ministry of isgriculture and Cooperaﬁi?éé, the State
Green Revelution Council, the Local Government Agricultural
Services Division, the LGh Green Ruvolution Committee, contract
transporters, District and village councils, stores-keepors
and extension staff, and cooperative group farming societies,

4o1e1 The state level agricultural services division,

It wos mentioned before that the procurement and distribution
of fertillzers in Gongola State ig the sole responsibility of
thls division. The Principal igricultural Officer (Pehe0.) in
charge of fertilizers, preparcs the estimate of quantitices of
tertilizers recuired by the state for each cropping seascn,
hased on requests sent in by the LGAS and changes in cropping
patterns as obsecrved by extension officers in the LGhse Mo is
responsible for sending the esiimzte of requirements to the
IFertilizer Prbcurement and Distribution Division, of the Fdderal

Ministry of Agriculture in Lagnss

P
G
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4,1.2+ State green revolution touncile

]
This Council comprises all 2w comissioners in the state,

the Chief Agricultural Officer, a few other Government Offielcls.

and a Chalrman, who iz the heads The Council is responsible

for a1l policy matters ralating te the Grecn nevolution Progrinme

and especially fertilizer distribuzion. It hes to scrutinize

and approve all estimctes of festilizer requircments for tha

state before they are suant to e Fortillzer frocurement oncd

Distribution Division. (FFDD) &nd all provisional a

of fertilizers to LGis heforc Aney ane delivercds

Llocotions

44130 The local government leval acricultural services divisions

This institution which is neaded by the Divisional Agricultural

officer (DAO) is ceoncerncd with fartilizer distridbution at the

1Gh level to Districts and viliaces. Tt arranges for the

transportation of fertilizers to Alstricts, using conltractors

or Ministry vehicles where aveilablee All Intormation concerning

fortilizers from the viliage level is compilad at the Local

Goverrmment level through the uso of oxtersion worke

re, for omiond

transmission to the Ministry headquarters an? vice versie

A.lede The LGA dreen revolution commitrces

Me LGh Greer. Revolution Committee romprises heads of the Locnl

Government Ministries, with the Becretary to the Local Goverrments np” lks

gecretary - toand the Divisional hgricultural officer as Secreltirye

k] . i
£ . [ - oo

o . ol



This committec has to approve the provisional allocation

of fertilizers mdc by the DO to districts, before the
aistribution car. starts The provisional allocation is usually
based on pop*,@ation and cropping patterns.

de1le5e Cnnt;f;': transpcrterse

Tn order tr =lloviate the problem of lack of vehicles, the
Ministry employs contractors to haul the fertilizers from the
state werghauss to WGA storcs. During the reference period
the Ministry ergaged the scrvices of about 200 contractors.

The ptudy shows that 80 percent of the econtractors employad
were not specizlised in any ene contract job. Some werc
building as wil as supplies contractorse Infact 20 percent
of the contractors intervigwed had sablet their fertilizer
trensportation pontract for that secson to some other person
at a profit.

4,146 District and villace councilse

The not-ple thing about this growg of participants is that
they ore influentisl with pegard to district, village, and wnrd
affairs respectivoly. The Dialrict Ceuncil is made up of all the
village heads, with the pistrizt head as its Chéirman and the
District agricultural Syperintendent zs its Scerctarye The District
Council shaves cut fertilizerg "1located to that district by villeges

based on their popplation siza,
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The village council made up of cll the ward heads with the
village head as the chalrman shore the fortilizers by words,
vwhere it is eventually sold tno tie farmers. The poarticination
of this category of peoplec in tho distribution process hos
peen identified only in Ganye LGlL. This arrengeliont Wos
officially madg at the LGA level to deal with.fertilizer
distribution problams opscrved within the LOA. Howcvery tHhe -
State Government regulotion insists that fortilizers st bé
sold by Ministry staff only. T : T

PR

4.1¢7. Storeskeepers and extension staffe g
hpart from ward heads in Ganye LGh, StorceKeipers and

o

‘amctension gtaff are the major retailers of fortilizcrs in the

Local Government Arees. The fertilizers are transported by the

Local Government using contractors to distriet anc village lovel

stores, if such stores existe Store—kecpers then sell the

fertilizers from the stores, while extension officurs transport

some to other villages for srle po@s rmdillyy o, murkot ¢OYSe

Extenslon workers also scll fortilizers and other inputs ot the
hgro=Service Centraes. The: store.—keeperé .ars.e axpucte? te kecp a récord
of all sales mare both by them and by the extension officery, daliwirios
of fertilizers from the state government. anc the stock balance or

inventory at the end of the scastn.

Lor . .
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4,4.8, Cooperative group farming societies.

Fumers! societies slso engage? In the fortilizor distribution
actir ties. During the roference period, thay receivad alleocations
of fe;tilizers directly foom the state level through the Cooperative
Divisisn of the Ministry. This Division scid the foartilisors to
¢ ;oup 1wvming sociehics who in turn retailed the Satillnacs to
their r mberse hs at 1990, there wore 41 ragdstoral and 30
anreal sered cooperative group farming socictics in the stabe with
an average membership of 83 people (Ainistry of igricultnuw: mnd
Cooperative, 1980)s On the whole the cooparativg | soclisilog were
said to e suffering from lack of membership an' “he resultent lack
of funds with which to purchase fgrtilizers frem the Cooperatlives
Division, . _

4.1.9. Selectec formers, - . : CLy e T

In adcition to extonsion officers am! the stood-kaapars
selling fortilizers, Gombi, likc Ganye LGK, cr.abid an adgitional
Fortilizer rotailing channcle. This entails the une of suan selected
farmers ns sA'asmen by the Divislional hyricultural Officers The farmers
were selected on scme criteria llscussed _late:;l.ﬁcstaw:,ann o
of these participants in the furtillzer distribution programae were

interviewed for the study. . detailed description of the existing

fertilizer storage facilities is given in the next scctiche

A, . ] . . . . -
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4.2s Fertilizer Storace Pacilitics in the Stucy dres

.
-p-l'

In order to distrimu<e fartilizers adequately, the
Ministry constructed o nunber of stores in ¢oeh loenl government
area, hs at 1980 thore were @ total of 93 furtlliser stom:s,
including the Feciera_l Gowernment's agro=Service Centras in the
Stotes' LGis, of which on;y 39 were standard structuges with a
capacity of 1,000 ton;es 'ééch.  Tha rast were mede of ming
or mud walls, with copacitles ranging between 500 and 700
tonnes cache AhS of 1979, the total capacity of fortllizer storage
facilities avallable in th; sih:ai;r.: was 41,250 tonnes (Intormational
Fertilizer Develepment Coenye, 1981). Table cele lists the stores
available in ecech of the siuly LGhs es at Decombor, 1980 The
table shows that ln Gombl On there were a total of sTven |
storés. five of standard siructure and. two small onus, Three
of these belenged to the L, of which two arc located in Gombi
and one in Hong P@3uectiviVe The other ime lgcatesn in Hong
is the Federal igro-Servicd Centre for the LGh, woile the rost
are district level stores, sirving Hong and Uba District, Gavanda
pistrict wnich is the third ‘isirict in this LGA 18 served by
the IGh stores in Gombi town. which, as well as being tho LGA

-

administrative seat, is part of the districte S



Table 4.1. Fertilizer Stores in the L&hs Studied and
Their Locations as at October, 1980

LG Location of Designation No Tyre of structure
storcs
Gombi Gombi Lsh 2 stindard
Hong LGk 1 strndoxd
Hong Agre=strvice dentre 1 Stondard
Hong Districs 2 small stores
Ubkn Distric% 1 sScondard
“-“-‘H..M
Total 7
Ganye Ganye LG 3 Stendard
Ganyc Agro=scrvice ccntre 1 Standard!
sugu Bistrict 1 Small stores
Jada Distric: 1 Small ptores
Yelwa District 1 Smcll stores
Mbulo Distric: 1 Sial} stores
Tondao Districs 1 Small storas
Leko District 1 Ssmall stores
Koma Districs 1 gnrll stores
Total 11
Jalingo Jalingo Lia 2 stundord
Pupule NN 1 Standnrd
Pupule hgroebervice centre 1 Standoed
Panti Sawa Jistrict 1 Small Btorcs
Sun Kani Jistrict 1 Small gtoras
Jalingo cistrict 4 Saall stores
--‘-.‘H--“.—#
Total 8

- ——

sourccs Ministry of agrisulture and Cooperatives, 1°C0.



-7 - y

_)‘.+‘- B

In Ganye" I.G:%., there were a total of 11 fortilizer stoz;;éé.
Out of these, four were standard stores, throe bulonged to the *
1Gh level and one served as the Agro-service c.unkrce

The remaining scven were smaly stores which sorve’ as
district stores for each of the aaven districts in Gany> LGhe
Jalingo LGA on the other hand, hac a total of cight fortilizer
stores, four of which were standagd struckturcs, Three belonged
to 1LGA level, onc surved as the Axo=service centre, while the
threc small stores served =s district stores for Kwajii, Mumuye
and Jalingo districts respectivelpe | L e o

The storage of fertilizers a_‘.lqcai;ed to the LGAs zre shored
hotween the LGA level stores which, ‘as woe hove seen, may be located
in different towns. The table a.sc shows the absence of any village
level stores, in spite of the £ast that therc has been an increase
in the number of storcs evalilable in recent y;ars'. The steores,
in additiongare unevenly distrib:ted such that thoy are mostly
concentrated arcund two or throy towns, This was characteristic

of all the state LGLs. The Comerative pDivision has o warehouse

_at state level, where the quengiiy of fertilizers allocated to

e
~

cooperative soc.ietiés wre Starade ,_h

e
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4.3, The Existing Channels nf Distriiution

of Fertilizerse __ _ g :
’ a . N

"o iy
e

The distribution Qf fertilizers during the poriod of the
study was orgenised at three lovels. namelys the Fodoral
Government leval, 7he State Aovernment lovel ot the Local
Government lovele These bre ois coissed belowe o .

4,3.1. The féguraa levels - e N “

The proeascment of Sertilizors #ms-acentr‘,li_sred_ byughe o

"

Federal Government in 1976 in the Fertilizer Procurement and
nistrithition Divisicnm, headed by a Director under the Federal
Dupartment of hgriculture. The Fortilizer Procurament and Distributlon
pivision first of all calls for cstimates of fertilizcr requirements
£or the season from the states. It then prepares the total nation~wide
requirements, pased on the requests £-om various states-' ilinistry of
Agriculture, and past_'conéumptirsn of fertilizers, iIn Gongola State,
trote requiremcnts are hased on the requests from LGAs and Government
Projects. The Fertillzer Procurement and Distribution Division then
sends this estimate to the Federal Gevernment Exccutive Council for
approvala Thereafter, the Division puts out tenders for the supply

of the approved gquantities and tynes of furtilizors and processes the
quotations from private importers who are to doliver fortillzers
directly to pre-designated state warehouses (Sodingl, 1980)e

super phosphate from the Federal Super phosphate Pertilizer Company in
Kaduna $s also pooled together with the imperts for distribution to the

states.




The procurement process normally starts around Junc SO
that deliverics cen start leforc March of the succccding year, or
before the beginning of the planting scason (Falusi, 1973).
The contract dictetes the iz oF package, rcking specifications
and date of delivery ~t the warchousce The fors=ilizers ave delivered
in a coordinated and phasw manner to avoll sueh logistical problems
as port congestion sanc the resulting high domurreccs and transportation
bottlenecks, which used to olague the delivery prucuss in the early and
middle 1970s. The fertllizers are deliver=: to stote depots based on
the states! approved requests at 50 percent subsily by the Federal
Government. From this peint on, fertilizer distribution becomes the
roapnsibility of the iniividual gtates concanels

4+3.2. The state level.

In Gongola State, “he state leve) agricultural Services
pivision proposes quan ities tc be allocated to eudh 1Gi.e
The allocation is basii on their estimate of requirements,
utilisation, availcbi ity of stornge facilitics, type »f crops
grown, equity and polizical considurationse Theso proposals arc
then sent to the stata level Green pevolution Cumrittcs which approves
the quantities,or m= s changes wherc decmed N2CCSSAIYe The approved
LGh allocations are tien delivered to them ot 25 percent subsidy by
the state government iarough the use of contr-ct transporterse The

contractors deliver ti fertilizers to LGA depots usually situated in



two or three towns including the LGA héministrative Headaquarters
(Gongola State Government JAinistry of hgriculture ond Coopuratives,
1980)

4e3e5. The lccal governneat levele

At the LGL level, fertilizers nr ~1locobed to the
districts by the Lecnl Government Crecn pevelutin Comeittoo with
the Divisicnal Lgricultural officer acting os T secrctoxy to
the Committce, and the lfw secrotary as Chairmane HoXG the
allocation is based on £r-ps qgrown snd populations The ~alocation
for each district is then transported at the c-x;_ .ns.. of the Local
Government to the districts and villages, and sold by the linistry
of hgriculture @id Coopeyatives exlonsion staff from small storese
The Local Government altheg uses its own vehigle ur contract
transporters to convey the fortilizess to Aisgpicts ond villagese

The State Governront, howevesn allocates ~pl delivers fertilizers

directly to the Cooperntive pivision who sell then ko menmber groups, and

o. agro-service centres, while projects &3 directly alloc:teds
either by the Federal og Statc Governmente Figure 4el shows the
channels of distribution of fortilizerse o con be scen from the
chart, farmers can buy fertilizers not only from the village level

if it is available, tug alse from the district or LGA stores. The
ficld survey, however, rovealed that some of the study Laie had deviced
other ways of distributing fortilizers at villace levcl, in addition
to the distribution chanfelslaid down by the stote qgovernmente These

are discussed in the next pectionse
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Figure 4.1. Officin] Pertiiiter Procurement end Distribution '
e Channels in Gongola Stoto o

World Fartilizer Markcet o [_Eomest:?.c Fertillzcr Marke
. - ) - - —
Co % . : .‘.f_ : . .. ',r_ L . - ."" :
Fertilizer Procuremnt and Distrilution : ,
Divigion . .

Gaongola Stote Ee\rcrnnmt Warehousa -J

J y o \

rojects § Local Government th ‘rativrs AGLCns .;u:v:l.g $
. Btores , Divisimn Cantroes

. [ — _
[ District Stwres | ICooperntive ’
’ GRS I’
o——-n—-._ i
i .
RyfExtensico | Staff |
N ‘
villages “
Farmors Tarmers Formers A Frymers
- — — e

Source: Falusi and Adubifs, Gconomigy of Fertilisn.r Distripution in
Rigoric, NISER, Ibadan, 1975, Pye <7 and, Findsiry of agriculiure
end Cooperntives, 1%80,
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de3ude The distributior chennels in Gombi LGiie

In addition to the afficial channels of distributing
fertilizers in the state fertilizers in this LGL are delivered
to some sclected farmers n some villages. These fazmels sell
the fertilizers to othcr farmers and remit the revemue to the
Divisional agricultural Ceficure Two criterics worc uscd for the
selection »f the farmers -y e Divisional Agricultwrel Officery’
1) The farper must have storage facilitices ond
11) He must agrec tc sull them ot thoymovenmyd vo aadeislzed
prices In other worss, the arranjas spt is not supposed to
be profit orientedls The fertilizers were tronsported to the
domdins of the sclectod farners at the expensce of the Local
Government, which alsc scrved as the cuerantor of the selected
farmerse

Je3eDe ThE distributicn chanmels in Canye LGA

Fertilizers allocated to this LGh were shared on district
basis Ly the LG Grecn Revolution Commlittecs The supply for each
district was then dellivercd t: it by Local Government vehicles or
contract transporterse At tho district level, the furtillzers were
distributed to the villages by the District Councile The gransportation
of fertilizers to the villages a8 arranged by o« village heads at the
expense of the Local Government  Once in the villiage, the village head

and the extension officer concemed eadlcu a mecting of =11 the ward



« ez
heads, whera2 the fertilizers are  shared amongst tha wardSe
Farmers a1 then buy tha fn:rtilizer:; from thuir respective
ward heads. Jalingo LGHL on tha other hand distributed its
fertili ers in accordance wis< the channels lald down by

e
WA

the stae governmente

4.d. The Relative Bfficiency of tho Distribution
C_t_ljrme-ls in the Study LLiESe .

Thic section attompts to priefly compare the c%—ficiency
of each of the systems of Adstrizuting fortilizers used in
the 1LGLs studiede The yardstices uset for coparison e
the esscntial components of an accquate furtlllwcr dlstribution
system already descrivad in Chapter Ile These communents are
the estimation of requirements, tre procuranent of suppllacs,
primary and secondary supply mova_z_n_ents,, regional storags and
tectailing to farmers. e | . 5 e

Tte estimation of demand, prosurenent apd the prinncy
.:.;c;vememt of fertilizers are taken charge of by tho F:-.:leral
Gévernment, while tae stote Goverament tokes charie oL rogilonal
sterage and second Iy and tertiar; movement of FortilizCiTe
Generally, tho Fedoral Governmert has attemphed to ovolel an ideal
distrilmtion systom by cortrally cocrdinating the estimetion,
procur: "ent and pedmary movesers of fertilizercs HOWOVer, the process

je still kedeviied by problets such as lack of acedquate informaticn

\



on fertilizer inventory and needs, the late arrivil of suppliies

and the lack of huffer stockse In addition, the Federucl Government
uses road haulajge, the more costly mcans of transporting fartilizers,
rather than rail. This 1s duz to the fect that roil trenspert is
from station to sgtation, and hence increazses hondling protlons vhen
transporting foptillzors from the roilway station o the finel
destination. Besides exkrs handling which often rosulie in
fertilizcr damage, the general shortage of rail wagon miiitate
against the usc of raill transport.

Reglonai storage and sccondory engd tirtliory movements of
fertilizers in thg study LGhs arc organiz.d by the stote govermment
while retalling is organised at local governcent lowvelse Shere is
onc regional storage or warchouse in tha stote where fortllizer
supplies from Fertilizer Procurement and {iistribution Divisin are
stored which awaiting distribution to the sfate's local govarnment
storese hs at 1980, most of the fertilizers supplicd to the stote
vere stored in th. open and covered with torpauline This is becouse
the capacity uvf the stote warehouse was only 1,000 tonnes, The
state governmen® rrobably did not think it necessary to bulld more
warehouses, becaise the fertilizers are distributed Lo the Lahs
immediately, excypt when they are dolivered by the Fertilizer Procurement
and Distributi~n Plvision before or after the planting seasone hll the
same, a 1,000-{onne-capecity store ie too small to sorve as the warehouse

to a state that receives over 20,000 tonnes of fertilizers aumezlly.
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The storage situatiim at the LG/ and district levels is
1ittle better, especially considoring the sproad of the storese
The problem of storage nf fortilizers is discusacd in greater
details in section e5.5s

Retailing of fertilfzers to farmers is the most cruclal
component of a fertilizer cistribution system as it directly
influences the level of use of fertilizers by formelsS, The
crucial factors to be corsideres in this respect arcs
a) whether the prices of feptilizers are reasonnnli
b) whether the personnel inchorge of retailing institutions

have some agronomic tnowledge of fertilizer use in orxder
that they can give firmers technical advice ond
e) if the retailing ins-itutions cxtoend fortilizer credit to

farmers to meke it easicr for them to buy fertillzcgse.

The proportion of fertilizors selivered to the LGhs and
the quantities consumcd (mc-sared by fertilizer s~les) is
shown in Tablc 42

Except for the 1978/79 scason in which Jalingo IGA in
pupposed to have used 1,930,1% tonnes of fertilizers, the Toble
shows that Gombi LGA consumed n relatively higher amount of
fertilizers, while Ganye consuped a bit less and Jalingo the leaste
The am-unt of fertilizers usec in Jalingo LGA is that hich, because
some truck loads of fertilizers allocated to this LGL which could

not be accounted for worc presumec useds The truck loads are believed
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Talle 2,2 Cuntitics of Fertilizors Allocatid, Delivered, and Used in

ek i A e e B i i

The ILhe Studied (1978 ¢ and 197940) in Metric Tonnese

ol ——

- —

. e G A

LGAs Quantities E nevomma_.p queatitics Quantitics Quantitics
Requested  jllocets Daliverce?d used Requested
for ion 1278/79 1678 /79 for
W™/ 1978/79 1979/80
i b e ety A, £ = 5 N
mndﬂﬂ‘bp Ne e Nwmo ”...-Nmun wa.u Na e
mn.amu Ne i» .HWMW Gmm. 1451 MNale
(q:u.uh_-m,_-h Ne .® 1920 1326 1530415 Neza
¥ -

1 Vory citen, propeses

pre.osel allccations wers Lroad only on requests made tc the FPDD and not

21loc:tions ko LGis Gic not telly with deliverles bec

Proposed quantities uantities
Allocat- Delivered usel
ion 197¢/80 1575 /80
1579/80
3050 2699 273742
2050 2091 1115425
1256 1519 365410
ause the

the actual

supplics, in addition to the frct that arbitary changas wens somctimes made by the Ministrye

Datz for tha 1677/78 scison Wore not nvoilables

Neta = fiot sveileble

Sources Ministry of hgriculbture and Coopcratives, 1980.



to have been smucclec into the nearby Cameroun Republic
(Gongola State Gover.ment ministry of hgriculture and Cooperatives,
165060)e hport from £ousing inefficiency in the distribution of
fertilizers, especially, DY reducing the quantity aveiloblo to
fFrncrs in the affocted local government arca and the state o°s
- whole, the loss of fortilizers throuch smgaling constituates
an added costyor a drain on the country's resources. On th.
other hand, the culprits enrich themsclves at the expensc of
1hoth the farmers and tie level of agricultural output. Compriring
the distrilution systens thet exist in the three LGAs to the
ideal sttributes of 2 £.rtilizer roetailing system mentionad chove,
it can be scen that th.Xe are no facilities in wny of the LGAS
for farmcre to luy fer.ilizers on crecit from any of the retallerse
The problem of . lack of certilizer credit was expressed Ly same
of the sampled farmerse In ~adition only the cxtension workers
and cooperctive groups have sSome & -ronomic knowledge of fertilizer
use amongst fertilizer rotoilers in the LGis stuiiede

The prices of furtilizers in ~ll the LGas in genercl werce
found to be those fixed by the Federszl Government. In Gombi LGA,
however, some formers complained that some of the faymers sclected
to scll fertilizers i vorcad fertiliaer price-
ahout 20ke In other words, the sclecked formers were making a

profit on the salc of fertilizers contrury to the agrecments



on the other handythey probably tricd to make profit because
they were not romunerated for their services unlike their
ward counterparts in Ganye LGhe Other differences in fertilizer
prices arosc from the resale (illegel markcting) of fertilizers
lv somc farmers o make gains, though such cases ucre very fowve
The Ganye system of distribution of fertilizers on the
other hand seems to get fertilizoers to mope farnors right in
their villages and reduces storage problemse The quentity
that a farmer can get at a time however ts limited to one or
two DLacs sc that the available quantities can get to more pEoUlCe
I, few farmers, however, complained that some of the villagefward
heads cdiscriminste’ in sclling the fertilizors. Besides, the
cost of distrihution is heavy on the LGA due to the fact thot
the villege and ward hends arc remunerated for theirfr.ar*. in
cistriuting fertilizorse. "On the who.o thercfore it secms that
nope of +he systems in the LGhs completely mects the attrites
of o fertilizer distribution systeme

se5e Operational Defects of the Fertilizer nistribution Systcm,

The study has identified the following constraints on the
fertilizer distribution system in Gongola States
i) The untimely errivzl of fertilizers from Lagosy
1) Transportation bottleneckse
311) Absence of storage facilities at village levele

iv) Poor records of fertilizer inventory e



s
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V) Dearth of trained mnpowerd .
vi)} Use of extensien stff to distribute fertilizirse
vii) hdministrative delxss

viii) Facmers lack of kaovdledge of and unavailability of

complementary inpwkse - . -
ix) ;iigh fuertilizer di triutions costs.

Each of these are vicfly discusssd belo-\r. - ¢
As5ele Untimely arrival oz roptdilizerse o

The untimcly arriva) £ supprlies of fertilizors from LO(0S

was found to be one of th. major sponioms feclng the fortilizer
distridution programme Aging the reference poriots  FRRDELECG Y

the planting season sta-s arcund May/June,fertilizer Aelivoriis
from Lagos also COmMENCcC arsund the seme titce The study shous
~that d-liveries frem the fortilizer Procuranent and Distribution
Division storted in the meseh of June in % and 1979 ol In May
in 136C. Thils prohlem wos exprassed by wemvers of all the differcent
smplas notably the Minisury officials, ettension workers, contract
transportors, store~keepers Il f::mnexlrs. The deliverios weis Q30
staggered at intervals of abous two o thren weeks, such that ths
officials concerned with the distribution of fertilizers ak tho
| State Govermment level and transdortors, <oild naf cArry ophi. B
A fheir taties, et the ot gE: thays poee e avedlalle. o
gl g e Ao3thonG. the Tiae oL ;'w--éulmcmﬁ&crs.,‘fx-:'g:ze-,-_ iy S

& :

drr i dhode torns Eoeentr e - BT G AT T T Araetlie
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Table 4,3 Distribution of Contraciors by Type of Problems
faced while Transportin; Fertilizers from the
Ministry Warehouse to Liis Stores.

Problems® No Percentage
Bacd roads 11 55
Delays at Ministry lovel 5 25
Honesarrival of fertilizem from Legos 8 A
Lack of storage facilities 4 20
N = 20 -

* Includes multiple answers

Source: Ficld Survey, 1%30.

Lote arrival of fertillzers means farmers would e unakle

to buy fertilizers at the :ime thuey need them mosi. Scme extension
staff identificd to be actively invelved in fertllizer diswribution,
opined that if fertilizers were not applied =t the right timc to crops,
che effect on yield micht not be cptimum, And iF yield failed to
increasc after aprlying fertilizers che farmers might think it is
ineffective and refuse to ure it, Husides this, tre late arpiv-l of
fercilizers at the LGa leve. resulis in excessive inventory in the IGL
storus at the end of the secson wiile farmers complein zbout thoir

unoveilabllity ot the village avels
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Three deliverics are ususlly made to tha LGiks during the
cropping season. Toble de.de shows that fertilizers wore deldwvered
not earlier than Junce and o8 loate as Septmber ducing the refaronce

»

Table S.1e Dates of Dolivery of Fertilizers to the
- 1Gas from 1576 to 1960,

Stores Month of 1st gupply Month of 2nd papply Honth of 3rl aupply

- LT WY VAT T S NP

1878 1979 1980 1M 1979 st 197 197" 1880

o

Gombi 26th  18th  3lst 16th 30th  24th 25th 10th  11th

Lo ' June June  May July June June Sent  Aug, July
Canye 6th  21st  5th 30th  30th 17th  Hh and 6th

July June  Junc July  June  June Sept Sept Sept

Jalingo 6th 17th &th 315t 15th 21t s 3Cth 22nd

: : July June | June July July June Sopbt Augs  Sert

Source: Field Survey, 1580.

3v5.2e Transportation bottlenucks, .

There are two types of trensportation probloms faced Ly the
fertilizer distribution programme. These ares (1) the logk of
Ministry vehicles for transporting fertilizers from the stite warchouse
to LG stores and villages and {(ii) the lack of all - scason motorable

feedar roads tr the villaces.

: S . B ' S : ALY
A W i t L
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The Ministry has attempted to solve the problem of 1ac]c
of vehicles for trensporting fertilizers to 1Gns by using |
contractors. Thid is§ however, & very custly venture, Gablae
1.5 below shows that, of the 15 ertension workoers interviewed,
5 percent sald lack of frensport, ospeclally the four vhoel
drive typo, prevented thet frowm carrying -t their duties during
the rainy scasone This was particularly the case for Julingoe
and Ganye LGhs, where most of the foeder rondls avallable are
harlly motorable during this sceson in additicn to thedr e:ing
Ffowe These roads arce often. cu’:: off by flonds, which results
in fertilizers being left at the rosdside for woeks untll the
road is eclear. apart from the delay in delivery, this problem
laads to fertilizer coking due to exposure Lt woathers The
same problem was also eited by 5% percent of the transporters

pPable .5 Distribution of Extension Workers by
Types of Froblems Faced,

Lk
2
e A Lt i A

»
Problems P No purciniioge
Bad ¥oads e 8 54
. S S TP
Lack of gransport e o e e B 84
Unavailability of Fertilizer at W T .
Yillage level Lo : e - 7 60
Late arrival of fertilizers : 2 C p 13'“-:'“'
y o D S a S

¢ rultiple answers included

Sourcc: FPield Survey, 1980
Cw

A S mew s

f ) S -t



intcrvie;ved {Tabiel 1.3}, Discussions with four of the scluctod
farmers who retailed fortilizaers and seven LGA officinls nlso
showed that the problem of trars, ortntion affected their
fortilizer cistribution activitles and fertilizer use Y

farmerSe

e

1.5e3s sbsence of storage fisc;._.‘:_}_ities at the villagu Jovels

R

The starajge facllities simuntion in the LGLs stuCiad D
of 1980 has heen djscribed cariilre I.dteqt_\.?.tez storage fecdlibies
for fertilizers ot all levals and, most wspecially, at tho
village tovel is 2 rrarequisite for & successful fertilizer
distribution pfsagza.me. Table 4.6 shows that during e 1060
cropping seascn, the total capacity of LGa level stores in eoch
of the LGASstudied was 3,000 tomneSe The total quentity of
fortilizers prowsed for the LOs wwre 3050 tonnes 2030 tonnes
ancl 1956 tonnes for Gombi, Ganyw endt Jalingo respectivelye
Comparing the capacity of the LG stores with the quantities of
fertilizers propotead for the LOAS, W find that, it lo ondy in
Gombi LGh that the cquantlty excsecs the copacity of shores Iy 50
tormese Howsver, the equantity of fogtilizars actuadly Jeilvered was
much lesz in the case ~f this LGA (2,099 ronnes) whille Gurye and
Jalingo received 2091 -nd 1519 tomncs resnectivelye “.'Chreé deliverics

of at least 500 tonnes sach were mede dugdag the sonsun o 2dch LGhe

‘Qj R

v
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Fertilizer Deculcements

peliveries, Stcres Capacity

— "‘I!l'kll-ll‘l‘ll}

in the chree LG Durindg the 1980 Crcpping Seasin tTonnes)

S ————— e R At

LG Quantity Quintity Total Quantity Dates Bertilizers Inventory Inventoly
of NPK delivered canaclty Consumed were delivered at 1979 1980
Proposcc o L3l the LGh 8%ores
stoes .

1st ane 3rd
supply supply supply

comid 3780 2655 3600 27¢ T80 3ist 24th 7&h 73 44420
May June  July

Ry 2050 2061 2000 1119425 5th 17th 6th 268 118C
June June Sept

Jalingo 1956 1599 3000 395410 6th 2ist 22nd 196 1320
Jurne June Sept

sources Fiold Survey, 19603 Ministry of iagriculture and Conperatives Files,

197 and 1200
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Even with the previcus year's inver:cory added, 1% can be secun
from the foregoing discussion thal there is no storage problem

ot the LG level, BRes.ldes, as the fertilizers are being delivered
at the LGh stores, arrangements are made, as much as nossible,
immediately, to distritut*e them to *he District Level stores
wherce they arc als® sold out to farmers more or less Immedicztzly
after they arrive.

The: problem of storage in the 16hs stucied is quite acute at
the village level., There is a compleie absence of village level
fertilizer stores in the studv arsa, *n spite of the fact tha
there has been 2 rapic increasa: in € number of fertilizer storcs
at other levels in the past fow years 3

“e5e e Pocr records of fertilizer inventory.

Fertilizer invertory is defined - : the unsold quantity
ot the ¢nd of the pr wious scason plws the current seasons
deliveries minus sa’es.

vhereas the inproper control of fortilizer inventory was
onc of the suricus ,wnblemg faced by the distribution prograrme
in *he mi" 12708, «hich resulted in th: ~rratic movement of

fortildizors 2nd  ortilizer spoli.age, this study shows that

- —— e

1le The Pederal Government gave 60,000 t - cach state in 1979 for building
more fertilizor stores, whilc the state JDP and Acro-Service Scheme
have built some stores snd plan to Iulld many more (Ministry of
hariculture snd Cooperatives, 1900).



there has been considerable inprovement in this respoct in
Gongela Statee Fertilizers ate Gelivered in a.pre;afranged
manner, based on thc allocation of fertillzers to coch Liae
However, record=kceping of fettilizer stocks still meus a Lot

of imprcvenente In twu mat of the theos LGhs, nemely Gombi

and Jalingo, records on deliveries of fortilizers From the state
warchouse, sales and invenxnry.wefu not upeto=datis Thiz is

quitc SErious,.in vicw of th: fact that the Ministry Officinls
claimed that Gombl LGh fer-iizer stopres hnd ono cf the hest

kept reccrds. This could 4 Ettributad to the lack of trained
staff which is discussecd bolowe Notoble Akselds tho foct that
while there were large forpilizer inventorics =t the TG lavel
stores in the LGhS studied, there woere noné a2t the district stores
such as in Uba, ¥Mbuldg, »rd Pantisawa in Gombi, Ganyc ang Jalingo
1658 respectivelye The lazge inventories ocoursd QU o the untimely
arrival of fartilizers at £hc 5. lovel, making it oo loute for

their application to ciops and honce thnay were not distrivutaed o

cok L
the district stores fur el o
4 . 5 . 5 . Dearth . \f tr E-‘_in{-}d [.’!Hr‘.';'-“- wli:X . = . __.. -.: .'.. Lk . -~

Another constraint on +he furtilizer distriution pfogramﬁé
cited by the ministry officinls and alse, identificd by the study,
is the shortage of trained personnel, especially of tho in*ermediate
categrry, conaisting nf extension workers oand stope=Koopers W ere

the most preoccupled with fertilizer distributions The hgricultural
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sorvieos Do icion of the Ministry had an estimated total number
of stnlf of 925 at the end Of 1060 (Gongola St L. Government #
e o M owmdt Croperctives, 1580), 0~ this number, 695 wirc

£1r1d or cxtunsion staff of variorus crtcgories. E¢h loczl gevermaant
hod helueen 30 and 35 extension workorse The Ministry also had 90
ctorsa versonncl, consisting of 80 stores ~ttendants/assistanks, ~iat
store-weopers, one swnior store nEficer end one senior store-koopie
. Vogt tuo were employed ot the state lovel, Since there woiv only
oicht store.kaepers to 17 LGas, some LG fertilizer stores wrc nn ¥
Ly storc assistonts and attendonts, some of whom werc hardly knowledgenble
15 this ficlde 411 in all, each LG hoad Yetween four and fivc storc-kecpers/
ctores ~anistants/attendants toking chorge of LG fertilizer storcs, thille
som. ©.tension workers took charge of district stores,

;11 the store-keepers interviewed agreed that thc stores woe'c
undorstafed, The adequate «taff strength they suggested is shom in
the lost column of Tcble 447, which gives a total of 25 mene Tiiu ig
more Lhan twice the available staff strength, Generalising for oll the
stores rvailable in the state LGAs as a whole, it can be seen that Jour
to five ctores personnnel for each LGA is grossly inadequatec., I inct,
sone o- the store-men claimcd that the poor staf fing situation lod Lo
ovcrmorl: on the part of the available sta’f, and consequently cenontiol
dutics such cs the Keeping of records of fertilizer movements vere often

neglectad,
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Table 4.7 Somplo Stores ¢hiowing tho staff gtrength at the
" Time OF study and th: jlequate st=ff Strength

W Troooscd ny the Sture=kacpers.
LGh - Grmbi L 3=~ff gtrength Aderunt: staff/
s Btrun tth

Gombi ~ Gombd E . e
’ Heng o .
Ubz {exmonsion staff)

donye | C o Gorwe
! Jrota
Ml

kﬂ!-*b t—*l—‘“

Z

2
CR ’ L ’ ,3 !

2

{extunsion eLaff)

Jalinge Jalingo 2 ) %
Fupule 1 3

Fontisawa 1 (extension 8taff) 2:
. .. source: Pield, Survey, 1980s S

The study alse revealed tﬁaﬁ 5 similar sha}tage of extensicn
gtaff cxists, ©Discusslons with the Ministry Officials showod that,
vhercas ideally the xotino of giécnsiun workers to nctive formers should
ot most b 42300 ms eited In <he Litorature review, one exteﬁsion
verker in the study area is recuired to covers ot leasl two villages,

in ~ddition to frking part in fertilizer or other input Aistriluiion

activitiess
e L ‘3
£ zf_. *
- s -
e,\; 1!\I
" 2
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Se5ebe Use of extension staff to distribute fertilizers,

The usc of extension staff to distribute fertilizers, in
addition tc their profeesionnl duties, is another manifestation
of the shortage of starcs personnel in the 1Ghs studicd, OF
the 15 extension staff intervicwed, 57 percent claimed active
involvement in the jwogramm U breokdown <f this nunber Ly
LGh is shown in Table def,

Toble 440 Distribution of fampled Extensicon Workers Involved
in Portilizer Disirirution Ly Lins i

-

TGh Extension staff involvoed Extensiorn FLaff far cntace
in fertilizer Histribution not involved lovolvel

T Bt s e B P S-Ban B

Gombi 3 2 0

Ganyo 2 3 i

Jalino 5 ¢ L1320
Total 10 5 5%

Source: Fleld Survay, 1°9G0

The consequences of extension st involvenent in the sale of Ffortilizers
hcse already loon mentioned in the literaturc reviewe Thedr professional
cuties as the impart rs °f informa'ion to farmers on all modorn

tgeicultural practices cannot be fully s-tenced to.



3e5e7e f'_.t_'._mjnistr ative delayle

ramindstrative delay in decision-making alew pofaos

* constraint on the fertilizer distribution progrommze  This is
vecouse decisions on fertilizers, for exymple, hove to (0SS
through the hands of geveral officials apd comittors Dofore
the required action is taken, afministrative <oloys ct the
Ministry level was earlier cited by 25 porcent of the sampled
efntoncitss - as o constrairt to the fulfilment ci the

conditions of contract for tmansporting fortilizors o LGLS.

4.5.0. Farmers! 1ack of knovlcdge of and unavailgl._a‘ilig
of complementary infinse

The stuly revealed that wile farmcrsf xnovled . of £awtlilizers
is very good in the study are?, cmplementory ingute cuch 24
herbicides, sved dressing and ‘mpproved seeds wro mwhb very weld
known. Qf all the farmers samle! (152) only 27 nengent oW
about herbieides while 45 (orcent, ~nd 30 percent resactively
xnew eéhout improved scuds @nc ves=icidese In ~dddtlon, these inputs
are not ¢2sily ~vailable & famers, since thuy arec gcld either at
the Agro=service Centros o xr ths 1Gh igricultural services Division storcse

40509. High f;;.rtiliznr \'_‘i'"Lriﬂ_Ei"-n cceste

The lest lut not the lenst irportant problem £acca by the
fertilizer distribution prograyme Was that of high ddstributlon coste
Discussions with Ministry officials and fiqures av-ilable for the

three years of the reference period (Gongola State Govornment Mindatry
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of hAgeiculture and Cooperstives, 198¢) whow thn; fcrfilizer
availabllity Has improved in the study aree, This impwovencni,
nowever, iz due tr the gonerel Lwwrease in Fadurrl and Stote
Governments! budget for the procurerent o distrilbulion
of Fertiliperse Fertilizer distributlon costs er: incurrcd at
two levels, namely, the Federal Govermment ond Statce Government
levels, There are twe broad categorics of dlstrilmtion costs,
viz: (i) direct cozts and (ii) indiroct costze The d:’trcctl‘
costs are those whose [roportion vory directly witch the volume
of fertilizers a-.:.istributed. These include the cost of procuring
fertilivers such as, the import cost, C.I.F., port charges, customs
inspection charges, stevedaring charges and the cost of Lraonsporting
. fertilizers from the ports to the various states, On thae other hand,
the indirect costs of fortilizer distrilbution consist of ovirhead
costs, such as storage costs, administrative overhonds, cost of
fertilizer salgs promction programmes which are usually chrried
it by the Ministries of agriculture, and cost of fortilizer demage
and interest on capital, 3

Since this study ia only concerned with fertilizer distrimtion
costs at the stote leveld, it wald only e mentioned in passing that
the Federal Government bears about 50 percent of thoe total cost of
procuring and distriiuting fertilizers, while the Stote Government

bears 25 percente The rest (another 25 perceat) 1ls the cost borne

(S

- E S . - . r_, B
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by farmers as the price of fertilizers. The mein surpose of

this section is to point -ut, that (i) the distridution cost

of fertilizers is very hich within the state and country s

a wholes (ii) the opportunity cost of the very hidh

distribution cost is reduced investment in other sociel sectors

such as ecucation, health, crmmunications ote ecnnnL. (A11) 1 lirnativy -
ways of distributing fertilizers must be evolved 1 coets arce to

be minimized. Those alteratives include either » roduction of

the subsidy on fertilizers so that morce cf the cost is ghifted

to farmers, or else, the resvonsibility of distributing fertilizers
should be vested in a compay with stetutory menopoly of the trade.
The latter is a possibility that the Federzl Govormment is considering
te adopt in the future, whish rright not only refuce distriivtion costs

but also aveid becurccratic deloys which are typical of public

&

establishments.

4.6 Fertilizer Distributim Costs and Their
Components in Goengola 3totec.

A part of objectivz Lw of the thesis is to study the
cost components of fertilizar sistribution in the stuldy arcoe It
is important, howcver, o notc the difficulties invelved in
ascertaining the roal value <f distribution cost components. This
is becausa the cost of some overheads such as administretion and

fertilizer salec jromotion, which make use of extension staff and
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 ther Ministry rersonnel_"r,'.ﬂwistry storage facilities,

¢ preciation on Ministry vehic e used and interest on copital

2 2 difficult to ~oumss The oYer-nts »f distritution cosis

+h 1t are directly quantifiable ar: transportation and hondling
co :se Over 70 percent ¢’ intra-:tate distribution costs consist
of ransportation costs {Gongoln Siate Gevernment Ministry of
igriwulture and Cooper: tives, 1580). puring the reference period,
the I inistry rate for s.rtilizer transpertation was 5k per tonne
per k lometre, irrespective of the condition of the roadse
Handlig charges were fixed at ore naira per tonn: for 1oading
and one naira per tonne for off-moxings Table 449 shows the
estinated costs incurcd by the statc on only the transportetion
and hand_ing of fertilizers during -he 1978/79 and 157¢/7C
seascnSe

Table 4.9 Estimated Cost of Fer-ilizer Trans rtation ond
I'-Ia_ndling ruring the 1975, 79 anc 1579/00 SenstiSe

-

——— T A o d—2

Year cuontity (Tt mmes) Cos: of §rat isport= Cast of Tot::l.
ation hand = cust
w ling
) e
—— B g ——
1978/ 25,050 561, 762 50,100 521,088
1975/60 34,052 7. 54330 G, 134 332,514

— - -

¢ Based on the Histance from the gt 4 - hruse, to all
LGhs and the rate pald per tonne sor kilometree

Source: Field Sirvey, 1940
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These cost are only indicative of the cost of fertilizer
distribution to the state govermment becausc of the soveral
other costs that have not been taken into eonsideratione
Generally, however, there seems to be an Increase in cost commensurate
with the increase in fertilizer quantities, since hendling and
transportation rates paid by the minist2y have not changed over
the study period,

Considering the problems asscciated with the determdnation
of cost components of fertilizer distrilugion, therefore, the
writer can only attempt to impute them in this study, To this
effect, the approximate cost components of distributing one tonne
of fertilizers within the state to an avepage distancc of 120 kilometres
in Gombi LGh from the state warehouse, using 1979/80 prices of
fertilizers given in Table 4,10, is presepted in Table 4,11, It is
tc be noted ©- .. ¢ that there has been Mmge fluctuations in
fertilizer prices cver the past decadee This means that the distribution
cost components to be discussed, only reflects the situation in 1979/80
seagon when, there was a general fall in Fertilizer priccse ience the

value of cost components can be expected to be much highcr now,
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Teble 4,10 C.I.Fs Import Pries of Major Fertilizer Typcs in
Nigerian Ports 1¢ '0/71 to 1980/61 {i# per Tonne)

Product 1970/71 1971/72 1972/73 1973/74 197%4/75 1575776 1976/80 1980/81
ammgSulphate 44 52 50 82 115 115 90 108
Urea - - . - - - 123 135
SsF 32 51 60 70 405 109 67 ag
MaOuPe 41 59 &4 66 A 1251 84 115
15=15~15 60 70 ] 130 148 1665 1177 152
2510~ 60 66 &6 104 120 164 - -
20z 08 - - - - - - 116 149
12-12-12 - - - - - - 123 15649

Seurce: International Fertilizer Development Centre Bulletin -
T. 18, Nigeria, Fertilizer Sector: Present Situstion
and Future Prospects,Junc 190 71e S

These costs were cal :ulated based on infarmation obtalned from
the Ministry of Agricult re and {ooperatives, Gongolae State as follows:
a) Handling charges at one naira per tonne for loading ond one
naira per tonne for off-loading .
b) Road tremsportatior at five kobe per tonne per kilometrce
¢) Storage rent, givei the cost of building one standard store of
3,000 tonnes capacity as 10,000, and a six porcent return on capital
invested per annune The quan’ ity of fertiljzers stored for Gombi

LGA Quring the year in questicn was 2,699 tonnese
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Distribution Cost C

Teble 4.11 M——————ﬂ%ﬂ—w
Tonne of Sirgle Super Phosphat in 1979/C

ts for Onc

- a®

Direct costs # K Cunmulative %
1. C.I.F. Import price at Lagos 67 oo 100
2. Primary movement to G agola State

warehouse in Yola 60 00 189.6
3, Handling ¢harges(off-3ading) 1 00 191
4. Secondary movement to Gis over 2

distance of 120 kilcme-res 6 00 200,9
5. Handling ¢harges (Jrad.ng and

&f—ﬂ.qading) 2 00 203.9
6, Tertiary movement te diatricts and

villages over &n averacs nf 25

kilometres 1 25 205.8
7. Handling charges (lozding and

of f=loading) 2 00 207.8
8. Fertilizer damage calgulated at

25 tonnes or 01 percent of the

quantity of fertilizers handled 30 04 2079
9. Total direct cost 139 29 20749
Indirect Costs
10. Storage rent per tonnc fof an

average of 4 weeks in the

state warchouse §] 02 0eU29
11. Cost of maintenance per tonne for

four weeks 0 01 Oalad
12, Storage rent at LGh store Ior an

average of three months 0 06 Oe134
13. Cost of maintenance of LGa

fertilizer store for threz

months 0 03 0e174
14, Depreciation on thrue Ministry

vehicles used by extensi-n

workers and fertilizor atere—xoepers 2 1o 3e31
15, Cost of administration anc fertilizer c¥°

sale promotion programmus Dor tonne U N i §
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b)
c)
d)
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Table 4411 Conte 2 e

Princiral adriculfural Officer in

charge of fertilizers 0 50
Extension staff 0 10
Store-Kuepors 7 61
chief horicultural Officer, Divisiocnal

sgricultural Officer, The State and

LGA lcvel Green Revolution Comnittees,

District and Village Councils etc Nel

Total indirect eosts, . 10 <1
Total costyof ddstributing one tonne

of fertilizers a1 70

3.91
4018
15.54

'1.5-5“

22340

===

net. = not avallable - The cost of administering
fertilizer activities by this group of
officials cannot easily be calculsted becousc
they carried out several other activities at
the same time,

Source: Field Survey, 1980 4

d) The cost of maintenance of a standard fertiliz.r store vas

&)

£)

assumed to be five percent of the huilding cost, with the

life time of thc storc as 15 yearse

Depreciation on tne three Ministry vehicle used by Loth

extensicn staff snd sture=kecpers during thoe winolc veek was

based on a cost price of (110,000 each, a lifc time of five

years, the selvage valuc of five percent and the cuantity

of fertilizers transportec as 2,699 tonness

Cost of administratior and fertilizer sales promotion was

based oni=-
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a) thc annual pey of the Frincijpcl hAgricultural Officer
in charge of fortilizers of {12,052, plus 25 percent
for gratuity and the volum: of fertilizers hondled during
the season, which was 25,050 tonncse
b) the annual pay of 82,050 far each of the oxtension staff
in the 1Gi plus 25 percert for gratuity, spen'ing two days
a week on fertilizer distrijution, while the quentity of
fertilizers handled was 2,6% tonnes o
c) the anmual pay of N2,058 £ cach of the eicht storeskeepers
or assistants in the LGA, olus 25 percent for grotuity, and
working full time on distmbuting fertilizers. Thc volume
of fertiliz.rs handled was also 2,699 tonnes,.
The exercise shows that the total cost cof distriluting
one tonne of auperphosphate fuertilizers in 1975 from Logos to
the State Warchouse and the LGiAt was about (¥14947Ce Considering
that one tonnz of 85p fertilizers cost (K7/tomme ex-Logos in
this year, it srows that the internel distribution costs alone
accounted for iK2.70 of the total 3ost, vhich is dbout 123 percent
of the cost of the fertilizer itscif. Tronsport cost secems to
have taken the largest share of the irternel distribution costs

as shown by the table,



For rcasons already menticned, it spould be noted that,
the cost components arc merce imputotiors and con only Iw
used as 2 pointer to the general trend in fertilizer distribution
costs within Gongola State. i comparisof of the fertilizor
Aistribution cost components imputed in this study and those of
the UesheRe and the Phillipines, cited U the literature roview
(3ee Table 2.5) shows that only, 35.6 prcent incr.asc in
distribution cost per tonne of low comeatrate fertilizors is
incurred in the U.i.R. and 22,9 percont in the Fhillipines, as
compared te over 100 percent in Gonguln State. The some con lo
sald alsc for the hish concentrate fertilizers, Only 0.2 percont
increase is incurred ae distribution goet in the V.l.i., vhile
in the Phillirines it is much higher = 324 percent, It hont hetn pantioned,
however, that the differences in these cort components ~wro athnliztdle
to the differences in distribution systeme and in thoeir inctitutional

characteristics,

47 Summcry
This chapter hes attemnte:l Fo cive g fletailaed cCoscription
of the organdlsation of the fertllizor digribution programa: in
the state and the BlAe studlede. Against this background information,
the problems fated by the fertilizer dlstepidution progooume in the

study arcva wera identificd as:



i)
ii)
iii)
iv)
v)
vi)
vii)

viii)

ix)
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the untimely arrival of Zortilizers from Lagos
transportetion bottlenccks

absence of village level £« rtilizer stores

poor records of fortilizer inventory

dearth of trzined manpower

tHe ude of éxtensiemsstaff to distribute fertilizers
acministrative delays

lack of knowledge of complomentary inputs by formors,
and their unavailability

and finally high distribution costse

The chapter concludes with a gtudy of fertilizer

distribution costs which were found to be very hich ia the

study arele



CUAPTER V

J31 JNALYSIS OF PACTORS AFFECTING FERTILIZER USE IN GONGOLA ST..0T.

The main objective of this chapter is to discuss apd anolvse the
irctors revealed by the study to affect fertilizer use in the study
area in eccordance with objectives mumber three and four of the
studys. The results are based on the analysis of data collected from
157 formers in the LGas studied, Response was ascertained nnd studied
on opinion nature from the sample, and on the socio-economic charactocs’atics
nf the farmers and their inf'uéence on the access to and ur: ol Fortlliors,
Ciomers' opinions were sought relating to thous problems af wdoption ind
usce of fertilizers and the fertilizer distribution system i © ngola
Jhlate in general,

I the first half of the chapter the tools of analysis uscd arc
mainly frequency tables, percentaces and averages, In the second
holf, a statistical analysis using the stepwise multiple lincar
regression is used to doterrmine the socie-economic variablos that account
for the voriation in quantity of fertilizers us.d by the poolc” somple
o usrs, by each LGA, cach sampledvillage and by three predetemained
classes (high, Medium and Low) of uscrs,

The statlstical sign ficance of the stratification of both
th: LGis and frrmers is also tested using discriminant analysis

‘no chi-square tests, . coclo-economic profile of the farmert that
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fell into each cateqery was then drawn up based on the regression and
discriminant analyses. hpart from this, the level of awareness of
fertilizer use by fagrmers, their sources of information on fertilizers,
farmers' level of demand and their reasans for using them, somc socio-
economic characteristics of users and ncneusers, fertilizer use
practices of farmers and crops fertilized in the study area, and
farmers' opinion of the problems associated with using fertilizers are
briefly discussed,

5¢1 Level of Awareness of Fertilizer Usc by Farmers
and Adoption of the Practice,

Table 5.1 presents the distribution of the sampled farmers agcording
to the awareness and use of fertilizers,

Table 5.1 Distribution of Farmers by Awareness of Fertilimers and Use

1GA Description No of farmors Pcrcentage*
Sampled farmers 50 -
Heard of fertilizers 50 100
Gombi Seen fertilizers 40 96
Used fertilizers a0 BO
Sampled farmcrs 43 -
Heard of fertilizers 43 100
Gonye Seen fertilizers 43 100
Used fertilizers 40 93
Sempled farmers 59 -
Heard of fertilizers 5 100
Jalingo Scen fertilizers 53 90
Used fertilizers 40 68
Sampled farmers 152 -
Heard of fertilizers 152 100
Total Seen fertilizers 144 95
Used fertilizers 120 19

* Figures are rounded to the ncarest numbers

Source: Field Survcy, 1980,
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The table reveals that all the sampled farmers in the study
area (152), had heard of fertilizers at the time this study

was carried out, while a total of 144 or 95 percent had szen
fertilizers. Out of this number 120 or 79 percent of the total
sample had usec fortilizers. The trend is sirllar in the LGAS.
This, together with the infcrmation on the lergth of exposure
of the respondents to fartilizer use shown in zablc 5¢2 shows
Farmers in the study area to be highly awere of fertilizers and
their use. This is in conformity with Danicls (1966) Laurcnt
(1960) and Kiad (19€8) cited in the Review of Literaturce

Table 5.2 Percent Distribution of Farmers by Ll:ngth of
Exrosurc tc Continous Fertilizer Use,

1GAs/Percentages
Number of Years farmers had Gombi Grnye Jalingo
used fertilizers
1 to 2 ycars 0 13 =
3 - 5 years 20 25 30
6 - 10 ycurs 54 30 27
over 10 years 27 35 20

- 4 . o e

Source: Ficld survey, 1960.
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5.2 Sources of Information on Fertilizers »

Respondents were asked to 1ist their sources cf information
on fertilizerse Table 5.3 shows that, in general ard in cll the
study 1LGhs, the most imyortant source of jnformatior on fortilizers
was the extensicn staff of the riinistry of agricultwc an¢ Cooperatives
with an overall percentage cf 54 percent and 65, 50 and €0 percent
respectively in Gembi, Gany. and Jelingo LGASe Thc rexc nost
important source of information quoted was other formers vithy an
overall percentage of ?5 percent and 30, 25, snd 20 4o Kbe.
1GAs in the same order,followed Ly the mass medic. Tie only IGh,
however, where ward and village heads are important iafomsants
on fertilizers is Ganye LGh with an affirmative respeage of 20 pegeent.
This amounts to abcut ning perceft of the total 527113

Table 5.3 Sources of Information on Fertilizers

.'-.‘p.:ﬂ.u-t:e‘l Total semple Gombi Came Jalingo
Extension worker 50 GC By 60
Demostration trails 16 20 12 15
Other farmers 25 30 15 20
Mass media 21 9] <5 30
Farmers cooperative union 11 13 g ) 8]
village or wer: heads 9 B e T e

1, Some farmers quoted mulitple sources SF
information on fertilizerse

Sources Field survey, 1.30e



- 10 -

5.3, Farmers Rcasons for Usig Portilizers anc
Their Demarc fcr theme

The farmers' reasons foruslng fertilizers are given in
Talle 5.4

Table 5.4 Distribution of Fame's hecerding to keasons
for Using Fertilizrs,

Reasons Mo of farmcrs Porcontage
1. For better yields 66 55
2. For more income 4¢ A1
3, For testing S <
Total Respondents 120 100

Source: Ficld survey, 1500.

The Table shows that 55 perent of the respondents usc
fertilizers to get better/higher zrop yiclds while 41 percent
used it to increase their farm icomes Since bettor yields means
more income, the two can be assued interchangealble P}x‘., hence,
amount. tc 96 percent. Only four percent of the responients said
they werc using fertilizors for ..sting purposes as they had only
used it for twe scasonse a»ll tle users interviewed scid that
fertilizcrs had actually increc cc their ylelds. The magnitude of

increasc could, however, not be relisbly determined,



4n attempt to find out the quantities of fertilizers
the f-rmers wore able to buy during the reference reriod shous
that during 197¢ 900 purcent of the respondents woere cble to
get between one to eight Lags of fertiligers only, vhile
7.5 percent got between cight and 15. The corrcesponding figures
for 1979 nnd 1000 show @ gradual decreasq in the
number of farmers who bought less than eight bags amd o gradual
increase in the number of those who bought mare bagse Thics is
revealed in Table 5.5 and can be said to be a measure of tho
improvement in fertilizer availability and use over the pericd of
study. e

Table S.5 Distribution of Farmcrs hecerding to the mber of
Bags of Fertilizers .‘.rplieg__@ring_thu Reference Period o

Ycar Numbcr of bags bhought nunscr of £armers Purcentage
1976 Less than O 109 904L
S - 35 9 75
over 15 2 1e7
1279 Less than € Go 67.0
6 - 15 35 2240
over 15 <] de2
1980 Less than 5 % 6540
B - 15 26 218
Cver 15 15 1246
N = 120 »

Source: Field survey, 1980+
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The study went further by trring to establish whather the
quantities of fortilizers Doaght by the farmers wore sufSficient
for theme Their answers are tabulsted in Table 5,6 both by

indivédual local governments and by the total sang:lc.

Table $5.6 Distriution of Sampled Fammers iaccording to
Statisfacticn with Quantities of Fertilizurs Buugnte

R L AW s g R ——

Description 1IGa No Percentag: Yes Purcentage

.— . -

Gonbi 21 16 1< 16

were the guantities
of fertilizers you Gany. 28 23 12 10
bought sufficient?

Jalingo 10 32

(e ]
o

Total sample N = 120 89 o 21 26

Source: Field Survey, 1000l

The results show that 71 rercent of the total rosvonients did
not have sufficicnt quantities ~f fertilizers while only 2C percent
got the quartities they required, This means that o dueond for
fertilizers exists in the study area, while the suirly is scendngly

Shurt.
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S.4 Some Soclo=Bconomic Cheracteristics of Users and
Non-Users of Fertlilizcrs,

The stuly attempted to find ocut any differaxkes thot might
exist between the uscrs and noneuscrs of fertilizers with
regards to tneir socio-economic characteristics. il diffarunces
were observed as rugards the patterns of land owmership and
the amount of family labour used in ecultivatione About 8745
percent of the non-users and (1,5 percent of the uscrs acqulired
their land through inheritancce The roest werc acquired through
buying or hiring. Only &bt six percent of the non=uscrs and
about 1° percent of the usars axjressed lond shortage as a
problem « Both users ana non-users used family labour to the -
tune of 70 and 80 percent res;ectively. The survey also reveals
that both usess and non-uscrs of fortildzors in the study LCAu grew
similar cr.;s. These, in ordor of importance, were sorghum, groundnuts,
maize, rice, sowpeas ane. assorted vecetebles in Combi LGhe In Cenye LGh,
sorghum, qgroundnuts, yard, millet, rice and vec-tables were grown, while
in Jalinco LGa the most im; ortant crops were sorghum, yam, groundnuts,
sugar cane and veqgetables, all in order of importances The distribution
of plots among usurs and non-users shows insignificont diffcironces.
The number -f plots sutly-ted by fremers was usel hore as o proxy
for the sizc of farme, rince an accurate mcasurement wes-not peesible

wizhin thn peried of the, squdye-



57 Keasons why Some farmers fallc.! Lo Use Fertilizerse

To spike of the hiq level of awarencss of the benefits of
fortilizer use, 21 percant of thz; tot~) respondents (152), did
not use fertilizerse, The reasors jiven for this are ¢iscusscd
helowe Table 5.8 shows the perc.ntage distritution of the

reasons s given by the res] ondents.

Toble 5.8 Distribution of Farmers accorcinc to Reascns
For Non-Uscrs of Fertilizers o

nensonsi Number of farmers Percentage
e ————— - — . — o —
No mongy to buy fertilizers 9 20
Not readily available when requizec 17 53
Do not know how te usc {t 5 16
Poor response on my neighbcours farm 1 3
Don't need it 2 G

N = 32 -

1 Some formers ove multiple answerse

Source: Field Survey, 1900,

A majority of the respondents (53 pexcent) said that they 4i¢ not
use fertilizers because they were not reacily available when roguircd,
This may be partly as 2 gogult of th¢ transportation bottlenecks

discussed carlier on in Chapter IV anc the fact thet respondents



Table S.7 Average Level of Nutricnt Use Jer Flot Sampled
Frrmers in the Throe Local Govornment hreos,

Total iworace quentity  Totel No of Comsumption per
of fertilizers used in  respondents! plot (Bngs)

LGA bags from 1978/80 plots
Gombi 374 109 3.74
Jalingo 160 120 1033

Seurce: Computed feom Field Survey, 1980,

5,6 Crops Fertilized and Fattern of Fertilizer Utilizatione

The study identified crops fortilized by farmers as mainly
food crops in all the 1Gis studied. Thesc in order of importince,
were grains such 2s scorchum, maize, millet end rice, followd by
groundmuts, cowpcns and yamse. The most commonly applied fertilizors
were superphoesphate for grains and grouncnuts, and urez or other
nitrogenous fertilizers for yams, rice, cowpens and millet, vihile
vegetables like okro, peppers ctce viere spariagly Fertilized grgevt
with farm yard monure vhen availablee In some of the ycars studicd,
especially in 1572, sowme farmers gaid they did not apply fertilizers
to some plots becnusc of severe fFortilizer unavailsbility, vhile plots

vere left fallow in some other YoorSe
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It was found on £ @ other hand thot the users of fortilizurs
spent more on hirc:d 1a ar than the non-uscrs, Varoge hirced
labour expenditure was #33.5C for the users, and :264C for the
non=uscrse The differ nce in the expenciture on hired lobour
is prebably due to the increase in the amount of labour ruguirced,
as a result ol increascs in farm operetions like weoding and
increased harvest resus .ing from fertilizor usee [hc income and
yicld level of the samp .= of fertilizer uscrs was higher than
that of the nmeuscrse 1'= Crop yield for the uscrs ranged Lotween
£ive and fifteen 100 kilogrammes bags, 2s comparcc to that of the
n-n-users which ranged hotween four »n’ seyens. The average income
of users and non-uscre was 947.0 and 1600.9 respectivcelys. !lone
of the non-uscrs of fer:ilizers sampled belonged to the formerd
cooperatives, while onls 11 vercent of the total sample of uscrs
or sbout thirteen form:rs wre CARRISe Contact with extension
staff wus more frequert amengst tho userse

5.5 Lovel of Nutrient Use Fer Flot,

The cveorage level of mutrient consumption per plot wos
calculated and is shown in Table 5.7, Consumption per plet in
Gombi was 374 bags. 233 bags in Ganye and 1433 bags in Jalingoe
These arc, however, cnly indicative as it was impossible to know the

actual size of plocs, whi‘h, in addition, were not stendanciscds
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had to travel out f the village if they wanted to y

fortilizerse The e to travel out of the village in oxvler

to qet fertilizcrs ariscs from the fact that storage and retail
facilities at the rillage level are inadequates This cells for
more village leve: fertilizer stores in the stote, if fertilizer
use is to be encowraceds The next important constraint expressed
by the non-users of fertilizers was capital. 20 percent said

lack of money to uy fertilizers resulted in their inability to
use fertilizers. This means that the importance of credit to
enable farmers to meet thelr requirements during the growing scason
cannot be Oferumtasizeds. All the respongents, except tuo from
Jalinge, who thought their land was fertile enough, soid thoy
would use fertilizers if given free, on credit, or if prices were
reduced, Another 16 percent of the respondents claimed that lack
of information on row to use fertilizers prevented them from using
theme This was essecinlly so in Jalingo LGh, where the situation
has been made worse by bed roads Quring the rainy scoson and lack
of vehiclese The lack of informetion is not surprising considcring
the inadequate number f cxtension stnff that is available not only
in Gongola State fut in th country as a wholce Only 30 percent of
the 10 non-users in Gombi LGA and 21 percent of the 12 in Jalingo
had seen an extension staff befores A4ll the three non-uscrs in
Ganye LGh had scen an oxtension staff, The low number of non-uscrs

and the fact that all of them had seen extension stoaff is probably



scousce extmnsion ste€r in this 1Ga have more time to attenl to
farm:rs.

5.0 Foctcss tact Influonce Level of Fertilizor
Usc .n the Study hride

- was revealed ‘n saction 5.1 that most farmers in the
studr area arc oware °f the venefits of fortilizer use and
do wont to use theme However, in spite of the fact thot the
lovel of consumption cer hectare in Gongola State is about
30,43 kilogrammwe of fertilizer materisle jor hectars, © which
is hich as compared tu the national 3.1 kg per hectare (Internatienal
Fertilizer Deve'opment Centre, 1901), the demand for fortilizors
by most farmers iloes not seem to have becn mete Besides; the
general lcvel of use is s-111 1ow compared to rescorch recaomensotions.
This section has cttemdc’ to detormine the factors which hinder
incresscs fortilizer usc im the study arase Tho fuctors found to hbe
significant are listicd we.iow in crder of importancie

a) awailabiligy of fertilizerse

k) Distonce from foctilizer Storese

c) Capitrl cnswraintse

d) hvallalilitr f complamentary inputse

e) Cost of ayplyin; fortilizere o

f) Fertilizer ricese.

1 Fertilizer use jor hecter> in the study LGLs was culculoted to be
approximately Sue1lkgs in Gonki, 25.85k3s in Ganye @nd 12406 in
Jelingoe. Sec Tadle 3.1 F. 52 and 53.
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5.001. avallabilitv of Jurtiiis i

11is factor, which .ns carlsr found to havo oreventad
53 per ent of the noneus r respor’ants from using fartilincrs
also ¢ nstitutces the greatest 1:9::1-::‘ to increascd fertilizer
us. especially in twe cut ~f the chree LGhs studiec, nomely,
Ganye 'nd Jalingo LGhse Toble fe7 shows the distribution of

farmers according to their reasons for not using more fertilizerws

than th y actually ¢id curing . st-.i.".y perinda

Table 5.3 Percentage Dostributin of hwspinlents Using
For .ilizers, Citing . atious Constraints on
Fertilizers Yoe,

- —— S ———

- 1 » -

Reasons Local Govermnent Jvea/Percentage
— - - - -

ekl gwmple Gombi Gonye Jalingo

V¢ 1oney to tuy fertllivers 33 pia 25 G0
Uraviilability of complzmentary
irxats o <3 9 5
Fe-=ilizer prices too nidgh 3 - 5 10
Fartilizers not readi'y ~vaitalble

er required 44 30 0l 55
Farti lizer st.res t-: fer 34 30 27 45
fhat was all I could manage 8 O 3 13
rhers - - - -
o b = B 120 20 A -‘!‘(;_- <40

1 Scme <.cmers gave mu-tiple reasonse

Sourc:t Fie'd S'evey, 1980e
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The Table shows that 33 porcant «f the responlonts in
Jolingoy 40 percent in Garve and 30 percent in Senbd Lais
cited unavailebility es Teiriconstraint to
using mere fertilizerse rom the investigations cerricd aut
at the fortilizer storesylt scems that the prohlem of
unawvail-bhility f fertilizers arises not because the guontities
of fertilizers dclivercd o the LGis were inadequste, Rothoer,
it ds: tecausc much «f the fertilizers werce delivered to the
stores when the time most formers neetsd thom hicl passel, Table
5610 shows that whercas 63 -crcent of the formers opply  Gortilizers
between the second week and fourth week of planting snd 25 crcent
at planting time, much ~f e fertilizers especiclly the second
and third u‘.c-liv‘:ries,i woke received when crops would have passed
this stage of growthe

Table Se120 lercent Distriwution of Fertilizer-Usirg hNesoondents
By Time of Feriilizer hpplication to Crops

e A e e s s e A e e ——

Local Gvernment jrea/Porcentege

Time. Totnl sample Gembi Ganye Jalingo
it planting - 25 13 o i B 35
2 = & wecks after 1 anting 63 236G GH 50
C Weecks after pl-ntinc 13 ¥ 7 .....5
N = 120 4ac 42 <0

e s e S e e e e S S

Source: Ficld Susvey, 1900,
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5.8.2 Distance from fertilizor storcs.

very closcly connocted with the pre blem »f unavaillalility
of fortilizers is the distance Detweon fertilizer potoil stores
end th: farmers. Fertilizers cculd be untvailable te farmers
if not delivered to ;laces within “thedr reach, €y
if quantities celivers! are inadequatce The shortoge of rotailing
points at the village level wos found to be s¢ acute thot only
34 percent of the total sample of fortilizcer uscrs boucht
fertilizers within their place of aboie The percontage Lreckdown
is given in Table S.11e This shows that Jalinge LOR scon! To suffer
most from this factor as 45 percent of the pespondents there Dought
fertilizem frem ancthor town followes by Gembi (37 parcent) ond
Ganyc (27 purcent)e

Table 5011 Yercentooe Brovkdown by iloce where
F.rtilizcrs were B ucht,

-

toesl Government nreas/Fercontage

— s 8 . A

Flace T:tnl gimple Gombi Ganye Jolingo
In this villoge 34 2t “2 29
in snother village 26 35 30 26
In anotncr town & 37 20 45
N = 125 40 40 40

s arce: Pileld Cuostionnaire, 1000



Goany. LGi had the highest (ereontage of famers vho
boucht fursilizers from within their village of residincGls
This could ts attritutel thadr systom of Aignlation of
fortilizers. Long distances vetweer retail points -nd form
gates zan influence fertilizer usc regativelye This is hecmse
fertil.zers arc ulky, especinlly @ 57KG Bade If o farmy has
te transport this over o long distance to his farm, then the
probability of his huying more than wo bags at the most is roouead,
especially when tronsportation prollems are t~ken int.. consil.rotione
M. stuc, .- . that formers mostly vsed cither Licycles or heow
portcrag.: and Jonkeys o transport thoir fertilizeps fron the voint
of retail'ng to their "#ms, espccially, in Canye and Jelingo arens,
while in vombi LG comparatively greater use was made of poad
transportotion. It is imyortent, thevefors, to noke fertilizers
aveilable o famors af the right time and place if the lovel of
their use i< b Increosce The: sicnificance of this ie zhovm Ly the
Fact that 7 porceont ~f the fokal ferstlizer using res;oionts claimd
that thoy woalsd 2o ror fFortilivers if fertilizer retc 31 stores were
closcr te the le form. or villoes.
S5.0e30 c_:_*_‘it_-]_;_c__r srnints o

Aftor unc cnal o iliky of Fortiligoss and the distnce ke
fertilizer storor a2 next most dmportnt hindronce £ incrennasl
use of fertiliz - found in the stuly ros Was heck of cagh vith

which tc buy th "apute This constralrt was reporte’ by 32 nexcent



of the total sample and 28 porcent, 35 percent and 4C percent of
the sampled farmers in Gombi, Sanye ! Jalingo LGAs raspoctlvilye
This problom is to be cxpocted because of the fact thot, generally,
most farmers in the stuly area operate small holdings of less

than twe hectares and produce primorily for subsistenccs

whatever thcy scll out is o residuce It is the income frae these
that farmers usc to cover other expensus as well os for parchosing
inputs os Toble 5e12 showse-

mahle 5.12 FPercentage Distrisutica of Sources for
Finencing Fertilizer i archasese

Scurce Percentange
Sale cof farm praducts 52
Borrowing from friends 30
Income from other occup 2tins pl1&
lgricultural loan scheinc -
Cooneratives -

N = 120 100%

- -



Sefleds mvallaliility of ecomplemcntory injuts,

Although the application of fortilizers alonc on
traditional sccds con InCradse yields, when complenantory
inputs such as hisheyiclding s.eds, resticides hurbicides ckce
are uscd, yielc ircre <<® ¢ 100 percemt can be expecteds The
study rcveals that cight pereent of the total sample did not
use more fertilizers hecaus: complementary inputs wore not
available to them, while 13 percent, nine percent and £ive percent
£ the samples in Gombi, Ganyc and Jalingo LG gave the s.me
reasone 1t is not surprising thrt this fact-r constitutes
a barrier to incresscd usc of fortilizers, because they ~re
sold only at the LG, storss An! the Lgro=Servicu Centrus, vhich
are not within the reach of most farmers. In fact, most of
the respondents i’ nst knew out herbicides for oxomnles  One
is tempted to ceneludz that even theugh extension workers have
menaged to croate hich levcl of awaren:ss of fertilizor usc
among farmers in the stu ly eren, they swem to have given loss
attentian to comylomentory tjuts. This shows thot there is
nced! for mor: cxtensica work in tho study aroen as regards
the: spread of informitionoon crmy lementary inputse Thesce inputs
also needd to b broucht closeZ tc the farmers by making the existing

marketing chenncls morc Trond hased,
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5.Be5e Cost of ﬁm.‘ly_in‘j_fﬂrt_:.liz»’.rs.

The use of fortilizers s accompained by oxirs expenscs,

These includ.. the cost ~f arplicaticn, weeding os o result of
increascd weed growth, and £l cost of manacing Incrosscd

harvest. This is proved by fae fact that, the cversoe cash
exrenditur. on hired lahvur b the users of furtilizers v

382, i13Ce< and ::21e0 in Gomli, Gonye and Jalingo LGAs respoectively
while corresponding ficures £-r the non=users was (30, 1130450,

and })26.0 respectivelys, In viow -f the fact that capltal constraint
hos already 'ecn idonti ‘Le as o hindrance to incircosod fertilizer
use, it follows that the cost of anplying fertilizers is olso a
hindrance to its incressad usc, This constriint was roported

by eight porcunt  f the total samilc, and eight percunt, threc
percent, 13 percent of the samples in Gombi, Gonye and Jalingo LGhs
respoctivelye

5¢0060 Fertilizer jric. s.

Govermment [olicy n the piel~g of foertilizamwes discussced
in Chapter IVe Purtilizers -re sold at 50 porcont subsddy by the
State Government with prices roncing Letwaon 71600 ond 112425 since
1977, On¢ of the facs:we that ffect the odoption of th innovation
by formers is its pro7itotility especielly when price rolotionships

are considerede The fortilizer subsily 'y the stete Government has
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created an atmosphere for farmers -0 make jrofit coecially
with the high priccs of agricultu -2l jrouctse It iz not
surprising hence that the price o fortilizer ‘oes not scem

te éonstitute much of 2 problem to incresascd fortilinmoer voc

in two out of the three Liie stud’al, Table 5.0 (2012%) show
that only three percent of the totel samples, z.ro owrcent

of Gombi, five peccent f Gamye .4 4% percent of Jalingn 1G4

gamnlos .eald- fercilizer pricas rceastituted 2 preblem to theme

5.9 Statistical I-nalxsi.s of the Relationship Betwoen 30

3 -cio-BEconomic Ve -harles ond the uentity £ _{-‘gfffﬁggg
Used.

This section attempts to jden=i7y and estimote the
relationship between pone socin—c~mnanic facters and Hhe level
of fertiliger use by farmers in the study arcas The stop-alse,
multiple lincar regres-ion t.chnimue, which is o stobistical
method of snalysing w.ich uxplena.ory «f indupencent vordohlos,
based on theory, sccant for tho sreatest variation in the
deperdient verionles, vins usced to tain the resultse The average
cquantity cof fortilizors usce ly o ch farmer over the poiiod 1278

to 1990 was uscd as the dapendent voriable .
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The independent variablce and reasons for their inclusion

in the regression function are as follows:

i)

ii)

iv)

v)

vi)

iges It is h'pothesiscd that younger farmers arc

morc likely to use more fertilizers then the older onese
Farming as a rrimafy accupation: This is believed to
positively affect +he level of fertilizer usce

Income level: This is hypothesised to positively

influence the -pantity cf fertilizers purchased and

used by farmers and vice versa, in other werds @

collinear rel4ionship exists retween income level ond
quantity of f:rtilizcrs used o

Number of plets owned by the fermers This is hypothcesised
to affcct neontively the quantity of fortilizers uscd in
that the more the number of plots, the morc likely it

is for the £ rmers to decided on plot fallowing in order

to maintein soil fertility rather than usc fertilizorse
Family size: A lorger family labour supply might
positively i:ilucncc fortilizer usce, since fortilizer use

is a labour intensive atricultural practices

Number of years of oxposurc to £ ortilizer uses This is also
hypothesiscd 4o influcnce | sitively the level of fortilizer
use e

hvailebility of credit to finance the purchase oF furtilizers:

This is hypothegsised to increase the level of fertilizer use.



- 132 -

viii) Distance - from ‘he ncarest LG fortilizor stores
i~ short distance i: assumed to affect positively e
farmers lovel of use of fortilizers and vice v.orso,

ix) Means of transportati-n of fertilizers: This veriable is
theorised to dctermine the quantity of fertilizere
purchased and used by the farmer in that, the casicr the
mcthod of trensportation, the more likely Lo is to buy and
use more fertilizers, and vice-versae.

x) Frequency of contact with cextension staff: This is
hypothcsised to positively detcermine the quaontity of
fertilizeoers uscd Ly farmers,

xi) Mombership cof farmirs!' cooperative unien: This varioble
is theoriscd t- rositively determine the quantity of
fertilizers uscd w farners

xii) Aveilability «f fortili-ers is hypothesisod £ pogltively
determine both the sdnption and quantity f nutrients
used ly farmers

xiii) Jweaild ility of complem ntzry inputs = such o2 Improved
seecs, horbicides ond pesticides - is alse thoorised to
positively cetermine the cquantity of fortilizirs uscd by
farmers, THis is hecmse yields are grootoery €verything

being cqual, if fertilizers are uscd tocethor with these inputs,
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hpert from tho ace, jncomc level, number of plots ounen
by the farmer, family sizo, numbor of yeors of exposure to
fertilizers and the distance to the nearest LGi. storc, which
wure actually quantifica in the study, all the othor voriables
were scorec as zoroe for all negative rusponses che onc fur all
positive responscsSe

The data were analyseC according to the following groups:

g) pooled sample < £ users o

i1) 1local government arease

iii) wvillaces

iv) high, me¢ium and, low level users of fertilizerse

v) pooled sample uscrs and LChs »

The analysis were ‘one on step wise basis to reduce tho
magnitude of multicollinearity or interrelationship among the
explanatory variablese This mcans that variables which wure
suspectcd to e highly collinear wepe entered into th. rcgression
programme at differont levelse smlticcllincarity normally hinders
sensible investication of the relationship hoetween the indopendent
and dependent variolles, especially, when a lerge number of socio—
economic variatles cre involves in the analyscs (Shctti, 196%9)e
Tt is considered a problem theoretically, when there is o corrclation
valuc of 0J5 and above between twn or more of the varichles Ledng

est mat\id “



In this study, a high multiple correlation coefficicnt
wos oxpected between incomc and the icvcl of use of fertilitors,
and between availability of fortilizers and the distance to the
nearest fertilizer stores. Thiroughout the analyses, howevor,
the coefficicnt of collinearity between the two pairs of varimbles
an shown by the coefficients ranged between 0,37 and 0,53, tiiich
mcins that although the interrelationship exists to an extent,
it does not pose a problem in the real sensee. This is probably becmuse
in addition to the step wisc analyscs, fertilizer use level emong the
sampled farmers was not sufficiently different in physical ond hence
biological terms to result in high collinearity between incomc and lovel
of fortilizer use. The resilts of the analyses are discusscd below,

5e%e1e Regression results for pooled data.

The overall rogression on the pooled data is significent ot L,02
level as shown by Tcoble 5.13. The regression fit itself is poor as
only #bout 41 percent of thoe variation in the quantity of fortilizors
uncet by the total sampled farmors is cxplained by all the coplonatory

voriobles combined,
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Table 513 ;R_ggressim esults by Pooled Data .,

Variaoble Mean Regression Standard
. value coefficient  error

Age 38,1 «0059 #0061

Farming as a2 primary occupa-irn - «4209* «2141

Income level N94T." «4399° 2212

Namber of plots 2,83 «0913 «0589

Family size 5.0 «1060 «0969

Mumber of years of exposu c T

f&:r'tilize..".‘ use 6.0 .2393' .1050

Distance to nearest LGh store 13,E «4849* 01278

flcons of transporting fertilizers «4524% 1967

Frequency =° ~vtension visits 3.0 ~3503* «1016

Membership of farmers' cwmer. tive 0.11 ~0220 «NOSF

Expenditure on hired labxr 23.5 2010 «0612

iwailability of credit »1411 « 1634

Avoilability of complemer ary .nputs «0573 «0123

Availability of fertiliz .= o644B" 2235

Constant 1.6867

average quantity cf fe- 1 4r used 648°

Scmple size 120

R2 «4144

Strncord error of estll 2t 1.9324

F = ratio R = 799

Ovarall regression simnif ~ant at .01 levele

* significant at .05 <vel .
1e Kilometres .

2. In bags of 50 ¥ .1 grarmmes wesght
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The results show that availability of fertilizers, distance
from the nearest LGih stor o the means of transporting fertilizers,
level of intome, farming as = first occupation, frequancy OF asbersdon
visits and number of year: of exposure to fortilizer usc account for
most of the variation in ine quantity of fertilizers used by the
sampled farmers. The positive sign associated with the coefficient
for the mumber of plots owed by farmers probably disproves the
hypothesis that more plots will cause the farmer to practice
fallowing rather than inirease the level of fertilizer usce
5.9.2. Regression results by Lo .

The sampled farmer: were next categorised by LGi.s and a stepwise
regression based on the same yarisbles was rune The results of these are
presented - in Table 5.74e The overall regression is significant
at .01 level for Gombi, .01 for sanye and .01 for Jalingo LGisse The
£it of the regression is better than that of the pooled data in the sense
that 47 percent, 64 percent anc! i3 percent of the variations in quantity
of fertilizers used by farmers ir the respective LGis 1is explained by the
independent variables.

However, for Gomdi LGk the v riasbles that account for most &f the
variation include level of income, distance to nearest fertilizer
store, frequency of :xtension visits, number of years Of exposure to
fertilizer use and *he means of fertilizer tronsportatione In Ganye 1LGhA,
the significant variables are means of fertilizer transportation, number
of years of exposure to fertilizer use, availability of fertilizers,

level of income, and distance to tic nearest LGi fertilizer store.
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Toble 5414 Regression Results by LGAs

Location SGombi LGA Ganye LGA Jalingo IGA
Variable fean Regression Standard Mean Regression Standard Mean Regression Stondoxd
value coefficicnt error value cogfficient  error value coefficicnt eryror
Farming as a primary
occupation #2934 «3000 «3101 »1998 «2519 « 2056
Level of income 131155 «6722% «2405 1080 L3995 «»0598 11885 +1730° «0084
Number of plots 2.5 L0311 «1387 3.3  .1227 2621 3.0 2134 01694
M-Qu:u-u-* size w'w .8&4 lowmw de8 oomg OHMHN WOO OOWWJ .O--UMW
Distance to ncarest LGha
fertilizers storc 10.0 «5510¢ «1021 1845 «3976* « 1064 12,75 =.6841° 01373
Availability of
fertilizers «1605 «1109 6917 «2092 «4191° o104
Means of fertilizor
transportation «5207¢ «2131 «2076* -0068 =-e5205° 01927
Number of yeears of
exposure to fertilizer
use 10,7 ¢1750° «0244 6e7  o4594¢ «1467 4,5 «2972° « 0736
Frequency of extension
visits in = year 3.0 «4807e «2192 4.6 41903 «1929 1.4 «2319 «2006
Constant 543667 295660 142087 _____ 1935 2,5962 #9701
hverage quantity of
fertilizers used . - - 740 440 R
Sample size W 40 o 40 20
R? <4793 6432 5655
Standard &rror
of estimate 37777 543439 165634
F « ratioc ; Le20. . .. 5aT6 S A .- 5u04 £, 3 ;
Overall significonce
of regression «01 «01 «01

* Significant at ,05 level
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In Jalingo LGh the most important determinents are distancc
to the nearest LGh stores, means of fertilizep transportation,
wailability of fertilizcrs level of income and number of yeors
of exposure to fertilizer usce variables that wcre included in the
pooled deta analysis, but, excluded from the subsequent ones werc
found to be insignificante
Se9¢3e Regression results by villages ,

The gompled farmers were classified aecording to villages for
further snalysis in order to determine the effect of distance from
the villages to the nearest fertilizer stores,on the level of
fertilizer use, The results are given in Tables 5.15a to 5415Ce
in Pella village in Gonbi LGh, all the varisbles explain only 47
percent of the variatior. in quantity of fertillzers uscde Distancec to
fortilizer stores, means of fertilizer transportation, level of income,
and availability of fertilizersaccount for most of the variction, The
regression on the second village (Hildi) in the same LGh, is significant
at (01 level, Dver 85 perccnt of the variaticn in quantity of fortilizers
used here is cxgleined by the variables, with distance to fortilizer store,
pvailability of fcrtilizers mumber of ycars Of exposurc te fertilizer use

-nd means of fertilizer transportation accounting for most of the variotion.
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_H...u.uu.ﬁ ml.u.mm_. R

eqression Results Dy Villagess

Gombi LGA village: Pella village: Hildl
Variable Mean Regression Standard Mean Regression Standard

value coecfficient error value coefficient errcr
Level of income {11199 o 4457* 1146 111110 <2124 2700
Number of plots 2.8 2,5
mannu—ﬁu-w.% mPan WON m.o
Distance to nearest fertilizer
store 12,0 5411° 1536 8.0 +6040* 42070
Aveilobility of fertilizers +4072* <0124 «8641* 4290
Moans of fertillser transpor tetion «5631" wi202 ,A126* « 1100
Number of yeors of cxprsure to
fertilizer use T1e5 «2740 0976 6.9 2040 «2521
Frequency ©of extension visits in
[ - ‘mnrﬂ M.U IM.H.F-—. I.HONO w..ﬂ Owaﬂ leO._.-r
Constant «6395 «3894 3.9203 1.858¢
hAverage quantity of fertilizers 949 o.50
mmavvm size 20 20
R «4706 -8589
standard error of estimate 8550 «58%0
F. ratio 1.65 9.56

——— —

+ Querall u»o_.mu.muhmsoo o€ regreossion. not mpmsu.»»nbbf .01

e Signifinact at .05 levele



Table 5¢15b Re

I——

Ganye LGA village: Mbulo village: Pirohi
variable memn Regression Standard mean Regression Standard
value coefficient error value coefficient crrox
Level of income 11016 «3740° +»1505 111160 1239 o875
Number of plots 247 3.0
m,mau-P% mu.N..O w.& &_IN
pistance to nearcst fertilizer store 2760 «2914° <0612 15,0 =o2487* 0956
Availability of fertilizers «3110° «1011 «3094° »1138
Meons T fertilizex tronspurtation «4110* «1318 i I <003V
Numbcr of ycers of oxposure to furtliizer
usc Bel s 111* c% Se7 OMMQHQ IOQO..N
Frequancy of extension visits in o ycax 440 o2238° . 1000 5¢2 «2589°* 1104
Constant «5684 « 3689 1.5431 1¢1617
hverage quantity of fertilizors 6e9 6.6
mm.awwm size 20 20
R «4011 3742
gtandard error of estimate «5643 2738
P.~'ratio 7.04 +«8970
not signifiecante .01

overall significance >f regression,

esignificant at 05 levele
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Table Se 15c Regression Results by Villages |

Jalingo LGA village: Lankaviri village: Mallum
Variesble ean Regression Standard Mean Regression Standard
value coefficient error value coefficlent error
Level of income i905 «1399 «1875 {1865 «2633 <1271
Number of plots 2ol 1475 «1845 3.6
Family size 440 640
Distance to nearcst fertilizer storc 160  =¢5963* 2148 9.0 «3914° «1033
Availability of fertilizers 01563 .0123 «3158* «1410
Means of fertiliger transportation 5 769* «2095 -e6014* 2271
Number of years of ei.posure to fertilizcr
use m.c CH@W@O lom'HH WOO .Oﬂmml OOHOQ
Froqueney of oxt. caion vicits in a yoor 163 «1306 «2419 15 «1909 0672
Constant 1le5431 6171 3.387 9668
Average quantity of fartilizers 446 364
Sample size 20 20
R? 03421 e 7721
Standard error of estimate «6182 7436
M:Iu.ﬂ_.ﬂu.o w.u....—. muvlom
overall significance of regressicne not significante «01

esignificant at «05 level.
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Tn Moule village in Ganye LGh where zbout 40 percent of the
varigkion is cxplained,the most significent variables include
froguency of extcnsion visits, level of income, means of
fortilizer transportation and availability of fertilizers. In
pironi in the same LGi, the most significant variables of the
regression woerc availability of fertilizers, frequency of cxtension
visits, distance to forzilizer store, means of transporting
forgilizers and years of exposurc to the use of fertilizeras.

The overall regression for both Lankaviri and Mallut in
Jalingo LG were significant =t .01 and .05 levels respectivelye
thile only 34 percent of the variation in the level of fertilizor usc
in Benkaviri was explained, however, 77 percent was explained in
Mallum giving the regression o good fit. Significani explanatory
varisbles in Lenkaviri include the availability of fertilizerp, the
number of years of exposure L0 fertilizer use, means of fertilizer
transportation and distance to fertilizer storee on Hallum, number
of yeors of exposure tc. fertilizer use, availability of fertilizers,
means of transporting fertilizers and distance to the nearest fertillzer

stope: cccount for most of the variation in quantity of fertilizers uscde
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S«%e%e Regression results tased om class . L. o of forpors
into High, mediun ! low users oFf o-. 11izors,
This classification wos moade in the €510 wing monner using
the principles of the e n, modian and the odc, The high lowvel
.
usors were clessiiied -5 ‘i s: that usod more than 15 ond less

than 25 bagse The median level uscrs used mere than eight ond
less than 15 bags, while the low level uscrs uscd more thon two
and less than cicht bags of fertilizers.

The resulte  in Table 5316 . show that the
regression analysis on the high uscrs wes significent at ,01 lcval the
mcst important variobles being level of income, number of yoors of
exposure to fertilizer use, cxpenditurc on hired labour, cvoilebility
of fertilizers, frequency of extension visits, mcans of tronsporting
fertilizors ond distance to nearest fertilizer storce

The regression on the medium level uscrs of fortilizers was not
significontes However, the variables vhich explained most of the voriation
in the level of fertilizer usa for this group included the level of income
nunbor of yeors of fertilizor use, frequency of extension visits, distance
t:» nearest fertilizer store, means of transporting fortilizers, memborship
of farmers cooperative unions, cxpenditurc on hired lobour, end ~veilabili
of fertilirers,

Finally, the regression analysis on the 1ow level uscrs of fortilize
showes the most important varisbles affecting furtilizer use leved mmong
this group, os distance to the nearest fortilizor 's!:or-:, means of Foertili

transportation, the availability of fertilizers, income level, farmirg s
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5.16 2egrers sion Rosults ix I0 0, ¢ium and Low Classifi +tion of Fertilizer Users

- e s 'y e s #a s 2 8 a s s aws sy

- R ———— N % 6 W e e m A ms s oW s e . - —_—— R o I L RS

. High level wsoze lediw o level users . Low lovel usore
Variable Mcan  Regression yeandard ‘can  Regression Standard Mean  Regression Stendex
value coefficicnt = orror  _ value coeffici it error valiwe coefficicnt = coror
Age 38 «0343 +030¢° 36.8 .0314 0192 39.5 Q097 «0114
Farming as a primary
occupation Oa.41 0094 «0717 0.65 «0311 «1076 0.8 « 3002« «1612
Income level 1300 «7500° «2760 . 1100 4549 «1020 .94 «2618" «»1014
Number of plots 2.4 0614 0371 3.0 0359 .1702 3.) «1313 1036
Family size 5.2 0977 « 2720 5.5 0172 <0615 Ge ) «C198 «3100
Number of y:ars of exposure
to fertiliz:r usc Ce5 «2500° «0113 7.9 «1245 «0591 e «3093 (76
Distance to nearcst
fertilizcr store 845 «5881° «1236 12.8 «4710% »1434 20.4 =.7748° 2588
Means of transporting
fertilizers - .6250° e 760 - +493F e «2054 - - 3053° « 106"
Frequency of extension
visits €.0 «2625° <2201 5.0 .2101¥ +1170 2.0 »1282¢ «017'
Membership o>f farmers!
cooperative union N,21 -0361 «0713 0.41 «1074e .0180 0.02 0097 «0556.
Expenditure on hired labour 48.4 »0662° «0254 42,1 P A «0214¢ ..2B8.9 «0782° «005
availability of fortilizcrs - «4910* «1956 - .3871* «10S2 - #4950+ « 295
Constant e 3,4375 _.0174 - 6.9458 2.8377 - 5.0562 ____ 1.464
~verage auantity of
fertilizcrs 0.0 ~ - 11.2 - - 3.3 . S !
Sample size 17 17 86
Rr2 6270 . 7261 6860
Standard error of cstimatc <4006 «2919 -616%
F - ratio 8456 . 3.41 .83 .
Overall significance of rcgression .01 . not significant. not significent,

* Significant at .05 level,



P

primexy occupation, expenditure on 1sbour and the frogquency
of cxtension visitse

56954 _?;g:sults of significancc test on the classification of

__.__—‘_______—-—v———-—_———_

farmers and LGLs, into high, medium and low lcvel users
of fertilizerse

Thic onolysis was carried out using the discriminant analysis
techniquee The technique statistically distinquishes between
two or more catecories of cases using a given set of discriminating
vorirbles, or characteristics by which the different categories are
evpected to differ or compare, These yariables were agey £ormdng
as o primary occupation, level of inceme, number of plots farmed,
distonce to LGh fertilizer store , oveilability of fertilizers,
mumbcr of years of exposure to fertilizer use, frequency of contect with
extension workers and means of trensporting fertilizers to the foxme
The quentity of fertilizers used wnd the bases for initially cotegorising
farmers into high, medium and low groups of uscrs, resulting in the

classificotion shown in Tablc 517
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Table 5.17 Results of Discriminant Analysis on Cotugori s
of I-"u.rtilizer USLL‘S.

Group Numbvr in Prcdicte: glusters
initial group Group 1 Group 2 Group 3
High gscr (1) 17 13 2 2
7645% ¥
initinl
group 1
Medium uscers (2) 17 2 1= 1
Sl of
initicl
greay 2
Low Wscrs (3) 86 20 8 50
66.1% of
initial
group 3

Known cases corructly classified 70.6% o
e 11324 o
level of significance ¢01a

\

7The table shows that 70,6 percent of all the known cascs were
correctly classified, Statistical test of significance of the clusters
resulted in =2 shiageaorevalue of 74,324, whirh meons that, based on the
discriminant variables, systematic diffcrences exist bhotwoen these clustors
2t .01 level of significnnce. Brsed on the reqgression analysis on the
initial categories of users an’ their frequency distrilation, the
socio=Gecon mic nraofiles of farmers in the Jdifferont clasacs showing

these differinces arc presentce? in Tokle 5,10



Table 5.18 Socio«Economic profiles of High, Mcdium and
Low _evel Users of Fertilizers,

——

Characteristics Hich Hedium Low
1. Number of farmers 17 17 86
2. Percent enjrmged in Farming es
a primery oceupalion | GS 98
3. Averagce age 36 3643 39,5
Le AMerrge incomc () #1300 11100 1540
5. Average number of plots 2.4 340 3.0
6. awverage family size S5e2 55 4.9
7. iverage eash expenditure on
hired labour (if) iklBed {92 12849
8, Jwerage number of scasons, of
fertilizer use 945 749 45
9. iwverage number of bags of
10, iverage expenditure on fertilizors
at approximately 2 per beg #1148 400 122,40 11646
11, lwerage distance of fertilizer
stores (kilometres) Be5 1241 2044
12, Per cent experiencing unavailability
of fertilizurs Be7 313 93.0
13, Means of fertilizer transportation Mainly Mainly Mostly
motor bicycles/ Dbicycles
vehicleg motoxcyc= head and
les and animal
some motor porterage
vchicles ancd few motor
vehicles

14, iwverage frequency of extension

contacts in a year 6 5 2
15, Percentagé belonging to farmers’
cooperatives 2345 31,2 2.3

— . —

Source: Fileld Surve 1980,
?
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It can be seen from the Table that, 95 porcant cngoged in
farming as a primary occupation among the low uscrs, vhilce w1 percent
and 65 percent engaged in farming as o primary ccoirctiion mnong the
high and medium level groups respectively, Thiz ¢oos to voint out
that to o certain extent, the availability of off-Ioum income
increasca the level of fertiliser usc, since farm income clone is
generally lowe The cdiffercnce in the level of incowe of the three
cctegories also goes to confirm this stateoment, Average cash
expenditure on fortilizers and hired labour also diffored accordingly.
Generally,the high level uscrs of fertilizers cre closer to LG
fertilizer. stores, have good access to them in terms of ronis, have
more extension contacts in & year, and have uscd foertilizers Ier a
relatively longer number of years. The average age of _farmzzrs in
the three categories, the number of plots farmed ~ndd the average
family sizc¢ were not, howcver, significantly éiffercnt. Finally,
though most of the farmers that belonge? to fz-rmcrs-' cooperatives foll
among the modium level fertilizer users followe! by the hich loevel
uscrs, it could safely be concludes that th: lowvel of use of
fertilizers Al secmed to be associated with memborsiiip of formers!
cooperatives,

Jvlepting the lavel of usce classes alreacly r.n_-niz.iom(‘-. anc the same
variables, a test of significsncc wes done on the initial classification
of the LGis studied into.Righ,:m:cium and low us.rg Doscd on Hinistry
figures of diffcrent tonnages consumced within thene The rusults are

shown in Techle 5.19



Table 5.19 Results of simificance Tost on the Clos

_ﬂ-——

ance Tost on the Clossificst ch
of LGis inte High, Yodium and Low Uscrs of F. Tizers o

- -

e e el - —

predicted classcd

- A . i —

Tnitial class of 1Gi, and High Medium Low
number of caseds

-

1. High (Gombi) 40 cascs " 3 30
(8%)
2, Medium (Gonye) 40 cascs 3 5 31
(15%)
3, Low (Jalingo) 40 cises 3 5 32
(CO%0)

Known cases correctly classificd 377

Chiesquare 28490
Level of significance «01

A Ai-square value of 20690 obtained show:d at 401 luovel
of significance, that zhe initial clagsification of 1Gihs into
high, mccium  and 1ov uscrs of fortilizcrs was not stotisticelly
significant. This m« ans that 411 the Ghs can be said to I

low uscrs of fertilizers given our ecriteria for clossificotione
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5,10 Summary.

The main ;:a:ccupation sf this chapter has boen on analysis
of the factors that ~ffo~t the odoption of furtilizcr usc tnd the
level of usc by farmers in -he study rcde The lovel of oTroness
of fertilizer usc by farmers, their sources of informotion on
fertilizers, thelr reason® sor using fortilizors, the furtilizer
use situation in the stuly Lvis, cropping anc fortilizer
utilization patterns, the sorio=-economic characteristics of users
ané non-users and garmv.rs’ opirion of the proFlems connccted. with
the use of fertilizers e arong the issucs ciscusscCe

Thoe Chopter was concluded with a statistical cnolysis of
the relationship betweon SORC socio-cconomic voriebles and the
level of fertilizer uow in tho study are? using thu stcepwisc
lincor multiple regression t chnicuc. This mclysis wos carried
out at four levels: (1) or th. pooled data (2) on cach sampled
1Gi. (3) on cach of he siv. sampled villages and (4) on the high,
medaum =nc low categorics of sampled frrmerse The ~nalysis wis
concluded with a sl \ificance toest on the initicl classificotion
of tho study LGus and samplc s formers intc hich moeciun ond low uscrs
n® Srekilizers.

T last Chay’ -r sumn-rises the findings of this rescarch and
make: Cocommendatlons for the im rovemunt of the furtilizer Adistribution

system n tho st dy arcase
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CONCLUSIONS OF THE STUDY ..N2 FECOMMENDATIONS »

7ele Conclusion

O

By virtue of the fact trat agriculture in Nigeria is
meinly carried out by peasents using traditional methods and
proctices, it hos become increasingly impossillle to keep wb
with the present day requirements of £ood, especially, in
the face of a rapicly growing populatione Consequently several
strategies have Leen cvolved by the Federel Government to
bhoost agricultur=l production in the past few yearse One such
strotegy is the fertilizer distrirution programmee HOWGVEE,
in spite of the Government's cfforts to promote fertilizer
use in the past years, its level of usc has remained low,
increasing from 0.62kg per hectare in 1969 to 3.71kg per hectore
in 1500

while several studies hove leen carried out at the nationzl
lovel to identify the probienms associated with the procurcment
distrilution and use of fertilizers, this study is confincd tc the
state level, and has attempted to study the distribution arrangoaents,
their ~deguancy, operational problums, an’ the hindepances to incronses
level of use of fertilizers poeuliar to farmers in Gongolo Statce

These findings arc summarised in the following subsectionse



°a 1.1, Thc t‘rla.ﬂisatim of fertilizer distrirution.

The stucdy reveals that fertilizer distribution in the stote,
just as is true of Nigeria as a whole, 1s = statutuxy public
concerns The state's requircments of fertilizers, Loged on
approved requests from LGhs and jovernment projects is sent
to the igricultural Scrvices Division of the Ministry of
Agriculture and Cooperatives by the Fertilizer Procurement and
Distribution Division (FEDD)e Once the fertilizors ~ro delivered
to the state warchouse, the distrilmution process becomcs the
responsibility of thoe state government. Fertiligers are than
allocated to the LGAS bascd on their requests and delivered to
LGA stores Ly contractors at thoe expense of the State Govermmant,

Although, only extension staff an! storeekeepigs should
sell the fertilizers to firmers in their villages, or from the storcs
rcspectively, it was revezled in the study thot two of the threc study
LGihs in Gongola State deviced other means of getting fertilizers
to farmers. In Gonye LG, fertilizers were W
distributed te districts Ly the LGA Greoen Revolution Committec.

Each district's share was then delivercd to it at the axpense of
the Local Governmente it the Distriet level, the district council
allecated the fortilizers to villages based on population, Eaoch

village head then arranged for the transportation of his shore of



- 153 =

fortilizers back to the village where the village council
allocated them among the werdse Finally, cach word head
became the retail outlet for f.rtilizers, It was also revealed
that this distrilution arran cment was made at the LGi luvel and
hence the participants ware on covernment payrclle In Conbi 1GA,
the Divisicnal hcricultural officer (DhO) selected some foimers
to retail fertilizers, in addition to the approved government
chenielse Unlike in Ganye LGa, however, the sclectec farmers
in Gombi LGh were not remuner ateda ,

The study revealed that in #11 the LGhsofarmers could not
tuy fertilizers on credit, an? the only retailers that could give
farmers technical advice on fertilizer use were the extension workerse
Hence the ward heads ond the sclocted farmers failed in this rospecte
The Genye system of distribution was, found to bring
fortilizers to mor. farmers at thoir door steps even though the
quanty a farmer could get at a time Wes 1imitcde Comploints
of discrininatory acts on the rart of the ward heads wos CONMONe
tn the case of Gombi LGA, some of the selected formers ho retailed
fortilizers were found to increase the price contrery to the rogulation.
This action in itself could discourage farmers from laving fertilizers,

ard hence it is a defect in the systome
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hpaff.erQ thé;é channels, famers Gan alsg Iy
fertilizers from cc;opu':rati.vu Sroup farmi.ng sc;éietims if they
ma noabers of soch Se€liutles. The study rovecled that 71
such suocicties, 41 rejzistored and 30 urwegistered, existed
in the state in 1930, with an average membership of 03 pooples
Because of limited nembership, however, the sccicties suffored
from lack of funds which =ls¢ limited their impoct on the
fertilizer distribution programme, For example, they were
expectr:cl‘l. tu deprsit money ia return for fertilizers from the

Cooperative Division of the Minlstry. If they foiled to do

this, they would not get fartilizers for their membors. Thay

also did not sell fertlliizurs on credit for the same rousons.

B.1.2» Opurational proltlems of the distri?m,ﬁo_xi_ systoma

“ The study has identifict o number of cbstecles focling
the fertilizer r’lil;:txi}mtir.-n prooramme in Gongolo Stetese Ono
of these, is the untimely arrival of fertilizoes in the stote,

The result ~f this is that the transpert contreactors ccould not

Lrensport fﬁ;«rtiliZerS In wime to the LGhs. Nor could formers

- obtain fertilizers at the time they required thems This was

éspecially true of the second and third deliveries from the

Fertilizer Procuremecnt and Distritution Divisions another prohlem
facing the programme was transportation bottleneckss. This consisted
not only of the shortage of ministry vehicles for extension staff

F

BN



and store‘kéééérs.Lo usc in conveylng fertilizers to villanes
for sale and for extension nctivities, ut ~lse tho lock of
all - season motorahle feeder roads to the villages ond
fertilizer stores., The latter hottleneck wrs rovanled to have
cauged the nonefulfilment of the terms of contenet Ly some
contractors, as truck loads of fertilizers wore ab-ndoned by
the roadgide for woeeks until the read was clerqr, resulting in
fortilizers loss throush spoilace, Jallngs mixl, to » lesser
extent, Ganye LG/s suffered most from this prollome The thipnd
- problem identified Ly the study is the abscnce of fertillzer
Qtérage facilitics at the village levels The shudy showed that
of the 93 fertilizer stores {with total copocity of 41,250
tonneg) available in the stote, nonc waea situnted ot the village
levele The locotion of furtilizer stores w:j.thin necess of
faymers has been revealed Iin this study, to Po impertont in #he
Tronotion of footiltten-weey Pt from the obsence of village
level stores, the study ~lse revealod that-many of the avallahlc
stofes arc not sthndars structures. They are cither too smail
in sizc or made of non=duralle moterizlse The study hos also
identified poorrecorr‘s of fertilizet dnventory as one of the
probleoms faced by the fertilizer distriution :_'.arc:_‘,i‘amc in .t'he

study area. In most of thoe sompled stores, dellvery, sales and

S

Fui
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spoilace records were not up=to=daote due to the lec! of

trained storc-keepers, Poor records of fortilizer inventory
contrilutes to unreliable fertilizer and agricultural

statistics, on which the requirements of fertiliz.z: arc based,

The study also identified the shortage of troinod monpower

such as extension workors, store-keepers and stope—-cttendants es

one of the obstacles to smooth fertilizer cistriiutions This
problem is directly responsibile for the usc of &rtenslon workers

to take charge of fertilizer storcs and to sell fortilizcrse in
addition to their professiomal cduties, Other problems identified
include administrative dclays in decision-moking inadequote
knowledge of complementary inputs on the part of the farmers and
their unavailability, and thc vory high costs of fortilizer distrilution
which is partly attributable to govermment monopoly cf the fertilizer
distribution system. .sbout 75 percent of thu price of furtilizers

is subsidized by both the Pederal and State Govormmenis, The study
revcals that procurement and distrilution costs hove incroased
tremcndously over the post years, especially for the Fedceral Government,
though avajlability of fertilizcrs alsc impyoved os o rosult within
the study arca. Over 70 jercent of cdistrilution costs is aecounted
for by trans|ortation costs alone, while administrative costs,
handling, cost of fertilizer sales ;romotion, interst on working

car ital, ctceaccount for the rest. .t ~ttoemp bt to imutc fertilizer

distribution ccst components in the study arcs shoucd thot, whereas
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in thé U;hnﬂg andl the Phillji; ines, such cost range otwoeen
elght rercent and 35 joercont, over 100 percent dist:itution

costs are incurred in the study area. o C

6ele3s Fortilizer use and factors that determine the level.
The study rueveals that there is o high level of
awareness of fertilizer usce and its benefits in the study'arés,
as ®wll the respondents in the three LGAS had hcard of fortilirers
hhefore. ilmost an equal number had also seeh fortilizers, but
.only 00 percoent, 98 percent and 66 percont in Gombi, Grnye ond
Jalingo LGis respectively hod used it, |
.I The most important source of informetion on fortilizer use
ide.'ntified by the study was extension warkers, followcd Ly other
farmers. It was also revealed that only 31 | ercent of thosc
using fertilizers were satisfied with the quantities thov could

buy durin: the years of study. . comparisen of scclo-cconomic

characteristics of users and non-uscors of fertilizors sbhowed that,

there were no differences between them as regads the patternaf

land ownership, the smount of family labour used on the frrma, |
distrimution of | lots and cro)ping pattern. Significant didforcnces
existed, howovoer, with regards to their use of hired labour, yield,

- ' -
income, membershi;: of farmers coopcrative unions mad, the freoaoncy

S 4o

. of extension contacts in a yenr.

e - o

o
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Wwith resyect to the farmers' opinion of the yroblems connected
with the use of fertilizers, the createst hinderrnce to the adoption
of fertilizer usc identificd was their una?ailnbility in time,

This reason was cited Ly 53 percent of the non-using respondents,
followed by capitél é;nstraints and lack of knowledge of the

methods of applicetions For farmers that hol already adojdod
fertilizer usc (users), however, the grestest cited roblemns were
unavailzbility of fertilizers in time, distnnce to fertilizor stores,
means of transporting fertilizers, catital constraints, and cost of
fertilizer applications o

& statistical analysis of the roiationshiy between some
soclomegonomic variables and £urtilizer usc in the stucy area?
based on the pooled data, LGhs, villajes and the high, noedium
and low categorices of users also conf irmed éﬁu zEorowmnamed

ariab:los & be sivndficant in affesting the use and noreuse of
fortilizers, oOther siinificant varlables were the level of income,
.numher of seasons of fertilizer uso, and frequency of cilansion
‘contract in = years The dedjtee of intensity of the significonce

S R

of each of these .facf;fs,lhéiwvur, varied within the Locol ~overnment
areas, and villaces, dependin; on tieir peculi~rities, lembership
of farmaersg' cogperative unions wis found €0 bwon significont foctor,

.. s

only among the medium level uvsors of fertilizcrs,

v g
el
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F.inall.y,.. tests of simificance using disc:rininoﬁt r‘-r-.c:]Z)ISis and
chid-squetre - tests, carried out on the classificofion of ihe
LGJ‘;LS studied and the sampled farmers into hich, medium ad low

users of fortilizers, ruvealed the latter to Do significant
while the former was not. 4 sotloweeconomlc profile bastd on the
classification of farmers into high, medium and low users was
then drawn up. The profiles showed that systematlie Jifferchces
exist hetween the three cCategories of users with respeck to
occupation, income, cash expenditure on hired labour, mumber of
years of fertilizers usc, distance ko fertilizer storus, the
means of tropsporting fertllizers to the form, ond mertirlrship
of farmers cooperative unions. There wure no AiZferonces

identificd with respect to age, number of plots oymed and

i
o

Ffamily sizce S

5e¢2 Recommendations. - ' BT

s

i

Since the producticr of an adeguate fool su;a]:;iy for
Gongela State, and the Nation as a whole is of piromount inportance,
the necd te promote the ajjlication of fertilizors in the recommended
gquantities, usinc Improved monocgoment rractices cannot o over-
emphasizeds To achicve this oljective, the following suggestions,

based on research findings in the study arca are put forvord,
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rolicies, and give arricultural loans to morc

PR

A

The inadcquang; of the fortilizer cistrivution prodrams

starts with the untimely errival of fertilizers in the
state aad conscquently at the LG, and vilipge Lovilse

It is sugrusted that the Fortilizer Procurament and

Distrilytion Division should ondevour to S dive:r 21l the necded

fortiligers and not just part of it Lefore e Logimndng of the

ERTY .
i

R N, yoihs S

rlantirg scason in vach y-ar. e
The distance Lotween the villages and the :E-;.;rtili.z.r:a:“ si‘.ofes
was found to he one of the greatest hinderonces Lo increased
fortilizer use, especially where the use of cormercial -

vchicles 48 rendured difficult by lock of motorolble roads,

it is, therefore, sugdested that villazoe level storoge

facillities must be constructad o5 ges. this jroblime This
storage

will, howewer, increase the cost of distribution oz

costs wWill risce - Hb

Inadoquate focllitics for financin: agriculiurc wos discovered

to prevent mony farmers from either adopting the usc of fertilizers,

or increasinc the level of use, It is sug estod that the state

Ministry of sorleunlture md commercizl Dok rovicw thodr crodit

small farmers, who
should '« Juarantueed Dy their local govenmmentss At the moment the

richer farmers whe can uarantee thoemselves hoenefit more from tho

existing ajricultural credit schemess " .07 a4
e zﬁ '
I . [ - . . . L !
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Farmers' cooperative secleties, which vere among th:,

channels of distributing fertilizors and other inputs in the
state was found to e riddled with lack of momborship and
ﬁehce funrds for ojeraticns. It is surrjested that the State
Ministry of hgricultu;e and éooﬁérutivcn chald aid those
sqcieties by providing them with ot of :: funds fhey require
for cpegation on credit, until such o tine vhen they can stand
on their own, Extension workers rvosident ith Ffuemers in the
villages should &RCOUr A& memhershil in such unlops. Once the
cooperatives éfe.well established, they upgbﬂ!ma an excellent

[,

fertilizer distrilution channe’ L

One of the reasons given by farmers for low f¢rtilize£;ﬁée wWas
th: unavailability of complementary inputsf Since the hAgrowe
Service Centres Juilt by the Pederal Govornment dn cach state
is meant to stock and sell all zoriculturel iniuts in e package
form, and give credit and technical aivice to fnrﬁers {williams,
1975), it is suggested that, more of such Contres be bullt in
th; state immediately, so that com-lemontery inuts, especially,
are: lroucht closer to the farmers an® ot the ¥ight times At thoe

time this study has carried ocut there use one hgro~Service Centro

in each of the LGLs in the statc, Complemcntery inputs should also

he made available for farmers to Iy not only at the LGA stores and

- harowService Centres as the casc im now, Mt clgo et the villoge

B
e e
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6e lmathor 1.\r<;519m facing the fortilizer distribution procrama
was thot of shertsre of trained manpower, especially of the
fﬁtermedi:;tc- cateyory. These include extension staff ond
store-kecrers. It is sugrgéstcd that mere of this category
of staff be trained formally or informally on the jobe
Jn increasa in the mumber of trained storeskeepers and
cxtension staff would mean better fortilizor statistics, ‘hile
MAY mMars fa.r.me;«.r__is could be enlightoned on the use of nuricultural
inputs and other Improved jractices. This would go o long vy in
incrensing the level of fertilizer usc and hence agriculbtural ot ut,.
e Traﬁsportati{':n wag alse found to be an operatlonal hottloencek
2f the fertilizer cliéﬁi*i?mtion vrosrammc.  Therse was o duarth
of motorable all scoson fueder roads L0 the villages and
f.:-rtilizcr steres and 2lse, Ministry vohicles for extansion
sEoff onil store~Keerars -tousge It is surjested that the sState
Govornment should meke availadle an odousuatoe number of vuhicles
Ao WGh lavel for this pur;osc, Fewder roads which are the
respensibilities of the State and Locnl Governmentgshoulll clso
be contincusly maintained to make them usable throughout the
BEABINS e o ' ST .'* T
L_I_. Jdministrativa delays Iat-. ﬁ.hc.'- ministry level was cltoed, espociolly
by the contract transporters of £ortilizers, as being o o the
prohloms facing thoe distrilmtion systume. This resulbed, mony o
tmes in dcleys in awardding the furtilizer trensportetlen controcts

Wb
s
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and in turn delayslin th&.arrival oflfe;tiliZQrs ot iQﬁ '

levels It is suggested that Ministry Officials concirned N
with the distribution of fortilizers should deal pleace

meal with matters concernimg it, toc avoid unnecessory delays,

as e truc of the nation as a whole fortilizer distribution

is controlled by the State/fFederal Government. Tha initizl

alm of this was to all.ow fermers to buy fertilizors ot

subsidiﬁéd pfiées, ensurc profitability and honco encournge

thelr use, wWhile this hes been achieved to a large crkent,

the caest has heen encrmous on thoe Federal and State Govermmentise

It is suggested that since farmers have now reelized ond secepted
the importance of fergilizer use, the governmeat cculsl 2ither

shift seme of the Jdistepibuticn costs t the formacrs, thus doecreasing
the ameunt «f subsidy, cr allow.ﬁgivatc particiyation in the distriluticen

systum aspecially ot fetadll lewvels This means thot the public and

_ private sectur will retadl furtilizers side by sicde, such that if

~the private scctor nejlects the supply of fertilizars to remote

arcas due to unprofitebility, the public sector wnich iz sorvice

orlented can sujply to such (laces,
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. 104 Last but net thoe least, it wes revealed that the Stato!s

requirements £or fertilizers werce bhased on ne concreto,

.'5_1nformation such ag edaphic properties and cropping patterns
' in the state. Tho censcouence of this is that the wrong

fertilizers could be recuested for, and in gnodacuate
quantitics. It is suggested that data on cropping pattorms
within the state, types of scils and thelr fertility staotus,
should ﬁe.cgilectad by the Ministry using extension workers,
so that this will hecome: the bascs for formulatinyg the
fertilizer roquirements of each distriet, cach LGA and the

w+ whole state,
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