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The study analyses the profitability of cassava production and marketing in
Akoko North West Local Government Area of Ondo State. One hundred (100)
respondents were selected using multi-stage random sampling technique.
Data were collected using well-structured questionnaire, interview schedule
and personal observation. The results were analyzed using descriptive
statistics and profitability model. The result showed that majority (54%) of
the respondents had higher level of education, are married (60%) and above
45 years (64 %). Most (80%) of the respondents cultivate cassava mixed
with other crops using simple farm tools. Majority (70%) of the respondents
store their produce in processed forms. All (100%) the respondents
indicated that their major processed cassava product is garri. Most (68%)
market their produce on-farm (harvested) while others (100%) indicated
that the processed forms are taken to the market for sale. The profitability
analysis showed that the production and marketing of cassava is profitable

because every N1.00 invested in the enterprise gave a return of N 2.97.
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INTRODUCTION

Cassava (Manihot esculenta) originated in Brazil, South
America and is one of the most important food crops in
West Africa. It is ranked the most important root crop in
terms of world production (IITA, 2005). Cassava is a
perennial wood shrub of the Euphorbiacae family. It is
grown principally for its swollen roots but its leaves are
also eaten in some parts of Africa. Cassava is rich in
carbohydrate and it is a major source of energy (Olumide,
2004 and Nweke, et al. 2002). It is adapted to a wide range
of climate and edaphic conditions which gives it a
comparative advantage.

Nigeria is the highest producer of cassava (Erhabor,
Azaiki and Inagwa, 2007). The roots are processed by
various methods into different products, thus it plays a
major role in alleviating food crisis. The ability of any
government to sustain agricultural production will depend
to a great extent on the marketing of the farm produce.
Production is not complete until the product gets to the

hands of the final consumer by marketing (Afolabi, 2009).
Efficient marketing system stimulates agricultural
production (Awoyinka and Ikpi, 2005; Nzeh, 2007). The
efficiency is realized when the products are sold at prices
higher than the production and distribution costs
(Nwokoro, 2009 and IFDC, 2001).

The introduction of yield enhancing strategies such as
improved varieties, fertilizer, insecticides etc by the
government seem not to have significantly improved
cassava production in the area. The sustenance of
productivity based agricultural growth depends on the
expansion of market opportunities by improving the
competitiveness of agricultural products (World Bank,
2008). According to Adesope, Awoniyi and Awonyinka
(2006), agricultural development has been constrained by
marketing of commodities. Therefore, there is need to
understudy, the profitability of production and marketing
of cassava, a major staple crop in the area.
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Table 1: Distribution of respondents according
to socioeconomic characteristics n =100

Variables Frequency
Gender
Males 60
Females 40
Age (years)
20-35 30
36-45 6
Above 45 64
Marital status
Married 60
Single 28
Widowed 12
Educational attainment
No formal education 20
Primary education 26
Secondary education 24
Tertiary education 30
Family size
1-5 40
6-10 42
Above 10 18
Farm size
Less than 1 ha 72
1-2ha 20
Above 2ha 8
Labour source
Family labour 40
Hired labour 56
Exchange labour 20
Source: Field survey, 2013.
The specific objectives are to;
i. examine the socioeconomic characteristics of the
respondents;
ii. describe the methods used in production and
marketing of cassava in the area;
iii. determine the cost and returns of cassava
production and marketing in the area; and
iv. identify the challenges to cassava production and

marketing in the area.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

The study area is in Akoko North-West Local Government
area of Ondo state. It has a population of about 213,792
people, a land area of about 512km?2 with 108,057 males

and 105,735 females (NPC, 2006). It is made up of 14 towns

which are actively involved in cassava production.

Multistage sampling technique was used to select the
communities and the cassava farmers. In the first stage 10
towns were randomly selected. In the second stage, 10
cassava farmers were randomly selected from a list of
cassava farmers obtained from the Local Government
headquarters. This gives a sample size of 100 respondents
for the study.

Data for the study were collected from both primary and
secondary sources. Primary data were collected using
personal observation, interview schedule and well
structured questionnaire, to elicit relevant information.
Secondary data were obtained from relevant journals,
textbooks and conference proceedings. Descriptive
statistical method such as means, frequency and
percentages were used to analyzed objectives i, ii and iii,
objective iv were analyzed using profitability model which
is given as:

NFI=TR - (TVC + TFC)

Where

NFI = Net Farm Income

TR = Total Revenue

TFC = Total Fixed Cost

TVC = Total Variable Cost

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Socioeconomic characteristics of the respondents

Table 1 shows that most (60%) of the farmers are males.
This could be attributed to the tedious work involved in
cassava production. Women are involved more in
processing and marketing of the cassava products.

It also shows that majority (64%) of the farmers are
above 45 years with a farm size of less than 1 hectare (ha)
(72%). This may be a hindrance on dissemination and
adoption of technological innovation (Nenna, 2012 and
FAO, 2004). The results further showed that most (60%)
respondents are married with a household size of above 6
(60%). This has implications on labour at the peak of
production (Ozor and Nnaji 2010).

The Table also showed that an average number of
farmers (50%) have a minimum of secondary education.
Education increases the adoption and application of
agricultural innovations (Ogungbaeru, 2008).

The result equally indicated that a good number of
farmers (56%) rely on hired labour. The implication is that
family labour is inadequate and hired labour will result in
higher production cost.

Methods of cassava production, storage and marketing

Table 2 shows that cassava is a major crop grown in
combination with other crops especially maize (50%) and
using common agronomic practices like ridging, weeding,
fertilizer application and harvesting.



Table 2: Distribution of respondents according to methods of
cassava production, storage and marketing

Production method Frequency Percentage
Crop type

Cassava/maize/melon/yam 18 18
Cassava/maize 50 50
Cassava/yam/melon 22 22
Cassava/beans 14 14
Cassava/groundnut 10 10
Agronomic practices

Ridging 100 100
First weeding 92 92
Second weeding 36 36
Fertilizer application 50 50
Pest control 10 10
Harvesting 96 96
Storage method

In tuber (un-harvested) 44 44
In tubers (harvested) 10 10
In processed form 70 70
Marketing method

On farm (un-harvested) 28 28
On-farm (harvested) 68 68
On farm (stem cuttings) 18 18
In market (tubers) 18 18
In market (processed) 100 100
Major processed form

Flour 62 62
Gari 84 84
Fufu 10 10

Source: Field survey, 2013.

The Table also shows that most (70%) of the farmers store
cassava in processed form and the major processed form is
garri (84%). It is also shown that most (68%) of the
harvested tubers are sold on farm than in the market (18%)
while all (100%) the processed forms are sold in the
market.

Profitability of cassava production and marketing

Table 3 shows that the total revenue (TR) generated from
cassava production and marketing is 8523, 200 while the
total cost (TC) is N775, 690. The Net farm income (NFI)
obtained is N347, 510 with a benefit cost ratio of N2.97.
This means that every N1.00 invested in the enterprise
gives a return of N2.97. Therefore, the production and
marketing of cassava is a profitable venture.

Constraints to cassava production and marketing

The result in Table 4 shows that the major problem faced
by all the farmers is lack of finance (100%). Other major
problems are inadequate processing facilities (92%) and
poor extension contact (90%). According to Erbuonwan
2004 and IITA 2005, one of the major problems of the rural
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Table 3: Profitability analysis of cassava production and
marketing

Revenue Amount (N)
Cassava tuber 162,000.00
Stem cuttings 6,000.00
Reserve for next season 12,400.00
Processed form 216,600.00
Consumption 126,200.00
Total revenue (TR) 523,200.00
Variable costs

Labour 88,250.00
Insecticides 5,600.00
Stem cuttings 16,800.00
Transport 15,850.00
Grating 9,600.00
Pressing 4,800.00
Frying 15,200.00
Sacks 1,250.00
Total variable cost (TVC) N157,350.00
Fixed costs

Cutlass 3,250.00
Hoe 3,740.00
Basin 2000.00
Knife 600.00
Wheel barrow 2000.00
File 1250.00
Head pan 3000.00
Land rentage 2500.00
Total fixed cost (TFC) 18,340.00
Total cost (TC=TVC + TFC) 175,690.00
Net farm income (NFI = TR-TC) 347,510.00
Benefit cost ration (BCR = GR/TC) = 2.97

Source: Field survey, 2013.

Table 4: Distribution of respondents according to the constraints
of cassava production and marketing

Constraint Frequency Percentage
High cost of labour 70 70
Lack of finance 100 100
Inadequate supply of fertilizer 88 88
Lack of improved varieties 80 80
Lack of storage facilities 84 84
Inadequate processing facilities 92 92
Poor transportation network 86 86
Poor extension contact 90 90

Source: Field survey, 2013.

poor is capital to start and expand business while IFDC
2001 and even Nzeh 2007 reported that poor processing
facilities are also a major factor.

Conclusion

The profitability analysis carried out showed that cassava
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production and marketing in Akoko North West of Ondo
State is profitable. However, its expansion is greatly
hampered by poor finance; hence the farmer cannot meet
up with the basic requirement to sustain cassava
production and marketing in the area. Therefore, farmers
should be encouraged by extension workers to form
associations. This would enable them pull their resources
together, raise loans and purchase the needed facilities so
as to tap the potentials inherent in cassava enterprise.
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