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The main objective of this study is to evaluate the amount of credit obtain by
rural farmers and its determinants from the Microfinance Banks in Kogi
State, Nigeria. A multi stage sampling technique was used to select 240
beneficiaries (respondents) from the four agricultural zones in Kogi State
namely: Ayetoro-Gbedde Zone, Anyigba Zone, Koton-Karifi Zone, and Alloma
Zone. Structured questionnaire was administered on them to collect-data.
Descriptive statistics was used to analyze the socio-economic characteristics
of the respondents while multiple regressions was used to quantitatively
determine the factors that influence the amount of credit obtained by the
farmers in the state. Empirical results revealed that, Annual Household
Income, Interest Rate Charge and Volume of Loan Repayment influence the
amount of loan obtained and were significant at(p=0.01 or p=0.05) . 79.2%
of the respondents were male and above 45years of age. Analyses reveal that
the literacy level was above average with the mean years spent in school to
be 13years and the mean household size of 8 persons. The mean year of
experience of respondents was 24.50years. The percentage of the amount of
loan granted from the amount of loan requested was 62.43%.
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In recent times literature has come to neglect a growing
awareness of the special interest in the development of the
rural areas especially in developing countries, where rural
communities have earlier experienced decades of neglect
(Abula et.al.,, 2013) . There is therefore, special interest in
the accelerating processes of rural community
transformation by various governments in the areas of
poverty alleviation, provisional of rural infrastructure,
agricultural extension, and in the development of
microfinance establishments that will affect the lives of the
rural investors and community organizations among other.
In developing economy, rural economy is all about
agriculture. Agriculture is the major contribution but their
productivity and growth are hindered by limited access to
agricultural inputs especially credit this has resulted in the
declining performance of the nation’s agricultural sector

(Rahji and Fakayode 2009). This has manifested in the
country spending increasing proportion of its foreign
exchange earnings on importation of goods and services
hence the slow rate of economic development. To address
this problem, various governments identified various
strategies to promote production. Some of the strategies
reflected in the implementation of special policy
programmes like Operation Feed the Nations (OFN) in
1976, National Agricultural Food Production Programme
(NAFPP), Agricultural credit Guarantee scheme of 1977,
Nigeria Agricultural Insurance Company (NAIC), the
establishment of the defunct Marketing/Commodity
Storage Boards in 1978, The University of Agriculture in
1988, the National Directorate for employment (NDE), in
1990s and the Agricultural Development Programmes
(ADPs) the mid-nineties. Furthermore, Government
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intervened in agricultural financing by establishing
financial institution like the Nigeria Agricultural Co-
operative Bank (NACB) 1973, now Bank of Agriculture
(BOF), Agricultural Credit Guarantee Scheme (ACGS) 1977,
Peoples Bank of Nigeria (PBN) 1989 and Community Bank
of 1992, now Microfinance Banks and Non- Governmental
Organization (NGO) based Microfinance Banks in 2005.

Despite all these banks established to promote
agricultural financing in the nation, the information
available suggests that rural financial markets still
remained under developed. A survey on households access
to credit facilities in Nigeria conducted by central Bank of
Nigeria (CBN, 2006) showed that 68% of rural households
had no access to credits due primarily to low volume of
business in rural areas, the processing requirements of
small amounts of loan demanded by rural farmers, lack of
collateral securities by most rural dwellers, low income and
hence low repayment capabilities among other factors.

The discrimination against agriculture in granting of
credit and the high rate of interest coupled with stringent
conditions like the issue of collateral and the short term
nature of credit granted by commercial banks are among
the factors that led the government into adopting a policy
measure that was expected to ensure easy flow of credit
and financial services to the agricultural sector. This was
what necessitated the establishment of micro-finance banks
in 2005.

Agriculture lending has become a vital function in
financial operations as it facilitates the economic growth,
agricultural development and improves efficiency (Abula
etal, 2013). For a farmer to derive benefit from any
institutional credit, the size of the loan, the process of
granting such loans, timeliness in disbursement and
repayment are very important (Nweze, 1991), apart from
level of education, marital status and family size
(Ibeawuchi, 2002; Raheem and Alamu, 2003), it is
therefore, the aim of this study to evaluate the amount of
loan obtained by the beneficiaries and its determinant from
Microfinance Banks in Kogi State.

Problems statement and justification for the study

The stagnation of rural agriculture in Nigeria and Kogi State
in particular call for effective and efficient microfinance
banks that can make adequate credits available to rural
farmers. Structurally, Nigeria’s agriculture is in the hands of
small-scale farmers, cultivating less than five (5) hectares of
land (Okuneye, 1995). Studies on smaller holder loan
schemes revealed that the schemes are constrained by lack
of credits and this has been attributed to many factors
(Abula et.al, 2013). Some experts opined that the rural
farmers are illiterates, low income earners, maintain large
family size with small and scattered farm holdings without
adequate collateral to guide against default in loan
repayment this has made the credit provision to small scale

rural economic operators an intractable problem. It is
therefore worthwhile, to examine the socio economic
characteristics of the rural farmer and examine the
relationship of these characteristics to the amount of loan
obtained and its determinants from Microfinance Banks
operating within the area of study and make
recommendations based on the findings from the study for
policy actions.

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Okoh et al, (2009) opined that the average size of
microfinance loan varies from one part of the world to
another. According to Oluwalana, et al., (2004) micro credit
ranges between N20, 000 to ¥100, 000. Anyanwu (2004)
asserted that the size of such loan in Nigeria is below N20,
000, and is usually use to finance microenterprises like
petty trading, hair dressing, sewing and low level agro-
allied activities. Operators of small-scale, enterprises and
cottage industries do not often have easy access to formal
credit (Odedokun, 2003). In view of limited loanable funds
and high transaction cost, they are not usually favoured by
formal lenders; they' ration out the available funds.

Bhasin and Akpalu, (2001) explored the efficiency of
wood-processors, tailors and hair dressers. Major factors
that affected their efficiency were found to be age,
experience of the business, education level, training
programs and credit. Credit participation had a positive and
the significant impact on the efficiency of all the three
categories of micro entrepreneurs.

Trillo et al,, (2005) used Stochastic Frontier Production
function approach to find the inefficiencies of different
micro enterprises. Entrepreneurs who took loan from
banks or through formal way were found to be more
efficient than those who relied on their family members or
friends etc through informal way. One of the reason behind
was the screening policy by the banks.

Nghiem et al., (2006) Used Data Envelopment Analysis to
check the efficiency of 46 microfinance schemes that they
surveyed in his research. They used poverty approach
rather than production approach to see the efficiency of
microfinance. Average technical efficiency score was
recorded at 80% of the schemes. Age and the location of the
schemes were found to have the significant impact on the
efficiency of the microfinance using 2nd stage regression.

Akanni, (2007) investigated the effect of microfinance on
small scale Poultry business in South West Nigeria. Out of
the total sample, 29% took loan from co-operative societies.
Education level, business experience and number of birds
in the farm were positive and significant. Funds intensity
was highest for usage of inputs while it was lowest for the
business experience.

Adams and Bartholomew, (2010) studied the role of
microfinance in reducing poverty.A sample of 100



microfinance borrowers was taken of maize farmers. The
impact of microfinance on socioeconomic well being was
found to be quite minor due to lack of entrepreneurial
skills.

Nudamatiya et al., (2010) investigated the relationship
between change in income and micro credit. Regression
coefficient of 0.35 showed positive and significant
relationship between microfinance and change in income.

Saleem and Jan (2011) stressed the need to adopt new
technology in the agriculture sector that requires credit.
Cobb-Douglass linear regression was used on the data from
1990 to 2008. Credit used for seed, fertilizer, pesticides,
irrigation and tractors were strongly related with the
agriculture gross domestic product. Impact of credit on
agriculture production was found to be more than 80%.
Thereby it was

concluded that credit access had a very significant role in
increasing agriculture productivity.

Oni, et al. (2011) explored the determinants of the
efficiency of poultry farmers using micro credit in one of
the states of Nigeria applying SFA technique on a sample of
115. Micro credit was found to have a positive and the
significant impact on the technical efficiency.

Ayaz et al, (2011) found the efficiency scores of the
different farmers in district Faisalabad using the Data
Envelopment Analysis technique. Mean efficiency of the
over all farmers was 0.78 or 22% inefficiency. efficiency
scores were then regressed by different farm related
variables through Tobit regression. Credit access was a
significant positive factor to increase the efficiency score.

Akram and Husain, (2011) explored the contribution
being made by microfinance to remove poverty in district
Okara. Microfinance was found to have a positive and the
significant impact on the level of income.

Sumelius et al.,, (2011) computed the profit efficiency of
different rice farmers in Bangladesh. Cob-duglass stochastic
profit function frontier analysis was carried out to find the
profit efficiency and loss in profit using the data of 360
farms in the growing season of 2008 to 09. It was found
that the profit efficiency of the microfinance borrowers was
68 percent, where as for the non borrowers it was 52
percent. That showed significant improvement in the
efficiency due to the borrowing.

Alex, (2012) assessed the role of microfinance to reduce
the poverty using both primary and the secondary data.
Microfinance had a positive impact to alleviate poverty.

The Study Area

Kogi State is one of the 36 states in Nigeria and was created
out of Kwara and Benue States in 1991 in the Middle belt of
the country. It is situated between longitudes 5°35’E and
7°40’E , and between latitude 6°30’N and 7°40’N of the
Equator (Ariyo, 2003). The provisional population figure of
the state is putat 3,277,487 as at 2006 (NPC, 2006). Kogi
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State often referred to as the confluence state is
predominantly inhabited by people of diverse culture,
ethnic groups and Traditions, such groups includelgalas,
Bassakwomu, BassaNge, Ebira Koto, and Okun among
others. About 75% of the population lives in rural areas.
Kogi State is blessed with fertile arable land because of its
location in forest savannah which supports extensive
agriculture. Tropical climate in the state in marked by two
distinct seasons, the dry season (September to March) and
the wet season (April to October). The farmers here mainly
grow rain forest related crops such as cassava, yam, corn
and some tree crops such as cocoa, oil palm, orchards and
kola nuts. Kogi State is also endowed with some known
mineral resources such as lime stone, marble, iron ore and
gold which are Ajaokuta, Lokoja and Obajana.

MATERIALS AND METHODS
Sample Selection

The multistage random sampling technique was adopted in
this study for better and wider spread of the respondents.
Multistage random sampling involves a procedure whereby
selection of units into a sample is organized with stages. It
usually involves a combination of sampling methods (Eboh,
1998). The Kogi State Agricultural Development
Programme has classified the state into four agricultural
zones based on the peculiar agricultural activities. These
zones are Zone A with headquarters at Aiyetoro, Zone B
with headquarters at Anyigba, Zone C at Koton-karfe, and
Zone D at Aloma.

This will form the basic stratification segments in Stagel. In
stage 2, two local government areas were randomly
selected from each of the four agriculture zones. This gives
a total of eight local government areas for the study.

The local governments are;

Zones LGAs Sampled
A Mopa - Muro/Ayetoro
B Ankpa/ Dekina
C Lokoja/KotonKariff
D Olamaboro/0Ofu

In stage 3, One Microfinance Banks was randomly selected
from each of the selected eight local government areas
making a total of Eight Microfinance Banks. In stage four,
thirty beneficiaries of the Microfinance services were
selected from each of the eight (8) microfinance Banks.
Total sample sizes of 240 beneficiaries were used for the
study. This number represents the number of
questionnaires that were correctly answered and duly
returned.

Sources and types of data collected

Combination of primary and secondary data was used for
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the study. The primary data were collected through the use
of structured questionnaire, which was administered to the
farmers who are all beneficiaries of MFBs credit facilities in
the study area. Secondary data were obtained from the
MFBs’ records of credit delivery operations.

Analytical Tools

The analytical tools adopted in this study are both
descriptive and analytical method of analysis. The
descriptive tools consist of the use of percentages,
frequencies and arithmetic means. The analytical tools
consist of the use Econometric techniques (Regression
Analysis). This study has two parts; the first part of this
objective that is determining the amount of credit obtained
by farmers was analyzed using descriptive tools.

The second part which is the determinants of the amount of
credit obtained by the farmers from the Microfinance
Institutions was analyzed using the multiple regression
model. The econometric package used for the regression is
the E-view package for social research.

In similar studies carried out by Orebiyi (2000), and
Igben (1997), Olawepo (2010), Afolabi (2010), Oke et al.
,(2007) also used Multiple Regression Analysis in their
studies. The implicit model is formulated as follows:

Y= f(Xl, Xz, X3, X4, X5, X6, X7, Xg, Xg ,...u) ------------ equ.1
Ditto

Y= Amount of Loan obtained from MFIs (R
Xi1= Annual household income (A
X, = Interest charged (A

X3 = Household Size (No of persons)
Xs= Level of Education of respondents (Years in
School)

X5 = Business experience (Years)

Xs = Volume of Loan repayment (A

X7= Age of respondents (Years)

Xg = Size of farm (Ha)

X9= Gender of the respondents (Dummy: Male = 1;
Female =0)

U= Errorterms

The functional forms of the equation are explicitly
expressed as:

Linear Function

Y = bo + bin + bzXz + b3X3 +b4X4 +b5X5 +b6X6 +b7X7 +b8X8 ++
bologxo + U - - 2

Semi - logarithmic function

LOg Y=bo+ bllOgXl + bZIOgXZ + b310gX3 +b4logx4 + bSlogXS +b6]ogx6
+b710gX7 +b810gX8 + b910gX9 +U-- -

Double logarithmic function

LOg Y=bo- bilOgX1 + bzmng + b310gX3 +b4—logX4 + bSIOgXS +b610gX6
+b710gX7 +b810gX8 +b910gX9 +U - - - T 4

Exponential Function

Log Y = b, + bixi + b2x2 + b3X3 +b4X4 +bsXs +bsXe +b7X7 +DgXa + boxo
A 5
A’priori expectation was that Xj, Xz, X4, X5, X¢ and Xg are

expected to be positively correlated with the volume of loan
obtained. X3 may have either negative or positive
relationship depending whether household members are
considered as production or consumption units.

Age of respondents (X;) is expected to be negative
indicating that productivity of the farmer decline with age
and hence impacting negatively on loan repayment
performance.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS
Socio-economic characteristics of the respondents

Table 1 shows the socio-economic characteristics of
respondents. A total of 190 respondents (79.20% of total)
were male while 50 respondents representing 20. 80% are
female. This implies that majority of respondents are men
who are naturally endowed with the strength to embark on
farming. This result is consistent with the finding of Afolabi
(2010) who observed that male dominance in farming
activities may be due to the drudgery nature of agriculture.
According to Adofu et al,, 2012 male dominance confirms
the notion that males are bread winners of the family and
are saddled with responsibility of putting food on the table
and providing for the other needs of the family. Williams et
al,(2007) and Akanni(2007) opined that since the male
holds title to farm lands, it is easy for them to present it as
collateral for the sake of loan acquisition and hence the high
percentage favoured in the granting loan by financial
institutions. The age of farmers ranged from 20 to 61 years
with a mean age of 44years. As shown in the table 78.75%
of the despondence were aged between 20 to 50 years. This
means that most of the respondents were in there
productive years which should have a positive impact on
farm size and earnings.These findings, may be of some
importance with respect to the provision of credits to
farmers. Findings reveals that younger ages that is less than
3lyears (3.33%) who are the youth population is low.
These findings conforms with Oke et al, (2007) who
observed a mean age of 50.52years and opined that young
small holder farmers were not many among rural duelers
due to migration of young enterprising youths to the urban
centers in search of with collar jobs and better social lives.
Table 1 also shows the level of literacy among the
respondent farmers. The mean years spent in school is
13years with 33.83% and 31.25% having primary
education and secondary education respectively while
those with tertiary education constitute 14.58% of the
farmers. This in effect shows that 76.66% of the
beneficiaries of Microfinance bank’s loan in Kogi state are
literate. The high level of literacy predisposes some level of
managerial ability in there farm business. Afolabi (2010) in
a related study observed that 73.43% of loan beneficiary of
Microfinance bank’s loan are literate and this can have
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Table 1.Social-economic characteristics respondents

S/N  Socio-economic

Frequency Percentage(%)

1 Sex of Respondents
Male 190 79.20
Female 50 20.80
2 Age distribution of Respondents
<20 3 1.25
21-30 5 2.08
31-40 76 31.67
41-50 105 43.75
51-60 46 19.17
61 and above 5 2.08
3 Level of Education of Respondents
No formal education (< 5years) 56 23.34
Primary education (6 - 10 years) 74 30.83
Secondary education (11 - 15 years) 75 31.25
Tertiary education (= 16 years) 35 14.58
4 Marital status of Respondents
Married 145 60.41
Singled/Never Married 13 5.42
Single Divorced 37 15.42
Single/Widowed/Widower 45 18.75
5 Respondent Household Size
1-5 85 35.42
6-10 95 39.58
11-15 37 15.42
16 -20 13 5.42
21-25 8 3.33
26 and above 2 0.83
6 Farming Experience of Respondents
0-9 13 5.42
10-19 73 30.42
20-29 93 38.75
30-39 39 16.25
40 and above 22 9.16
7 Farm Size of Respondent
<2.0 137 57.09
2.0-49 77 32.08
50-79 26 20.83
8 Household Farming Income of Respondent
<50,000 36 15.00
50,000 - 100,000 110 45.83
101,000 - 151,000 33 13.75
152,000 - 202,000 23 9.58
203,000 - 253,000 20 8.34
>253,000 18 7.50

Mean age of respondents = 44years, mean years spent in school = 13years, Mean household size = 8persons, mean
farm experience of respondents = 34.5year, mean farm size of respondents = 3.45ha, mean household farm income

=N75,000
Compiled from field survey data, 2011.

positive effect on the adoption of new agricultural practices
that will enhance productivity.

The result on Table 1 reveals that greater percentages of
respondents in the study area are married representing
60.41% of respondents. Single farmers accounted for
5.42% while 15.42% others were once married but now

divorced and 18.75% others are widowed and widowers.
This may be due to the fact that married men are perceived
to be settled, more matured, more trustworthy and have
more potential for family labour supply (wife and children).

This finding collaborate a similar study by Afolabi (2010)
who observed 86.16% of married men and women and
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Table 2. The total and mean amount of loan demanded and obtained from microfinance banks by respondents

Types of Amount of Mean Amount Amount of Mean amount of loan
Farming loan of Loan demanded Loan Supplied supplied by Respondents
practiced demanded (N) by Respondents (N) *) *)

Cash crops 40,473,918.75 236,689.58 25,268,100 147,766.67
Livestock 6,390,618.75 236,689.58 3,989,700 147,766.67
Fishery 2,368,789.35 236,878.94 1,478,847.8 147,884.78
Agric. Produce 00 00 00 00
Marketing

Agric. Produce 7,572,173.15 236,630.41 4,727,351.2 147,729.73
Processing

Total 56,805,000.00 946,888.51 35,464,000 591,147.85

Percentage of Amount of loan supplied from the Amount of loan requested = 62.43%
Source: Field survey data, 2011.

posits that this may have positive effect on the availability
of family labour which may lead to increase in their level of
production which can translate to higher income for the
rural farmers. Mean household size in the study area is 8
although household size raged from 1 to 25. The household
sizes are typical of most rural framing communities in
Nigeria where household labour is the most dependable
source of farm labour (Oluwasola and Alimi, 2007).

Table 1 reveals that a large proportion of the respondents
have been into farming for between 20 to 29years
representing 38.75% followed by 30.42% with between 10
to 19 years 16.25% have been farming between 40years
and above while 5.42% have between 0 to 9 years farming
experience.

It implies that since the beneficiaries have long years of
experience in farming, they might have become well
established for them to be able to make use of credit or loan
that may be granted to them from the MFBs in the state
with the ultimate aim of increasing their level of
productivity.

From Table 1, it can be seen that 57.09% of the
beneficiaries of MFBs’ programme operated less than
2.0hectares of land while 32.08% of them had farm size in
the range of 2.0 - 4.9 hectares. Another 20.83% of these
farmers owned farms in the range of between 5.0 and 7.9
hectares of land. The field data showed that 89.17% of the
respondents operated small farms based on Olayide’s
(1980) classification of farms.

In his study Olayide observed that small farm-holder
constituted 80.78% of all farm holdings cultivating between
0.1 ha and 5.99ha of land. The dominance of small scale
farmers in the study area may not be unconnected with
tenurial problem which confirmed the findings of Olayide
(1980). According to a priori, an increasing hecterageof
farmland would lead to higher level of income result of
farm higher level of production and hence higher loan
repayment capacity.

Table 1 reveals that 110 or 45.83% of the MFBs credit
beneficiaries annual farms income is between N50,000 -

N100,000. The annual mean income was found to be
N75,000. This can be classified as “low income”. Annual
household income could have positive or negative impact
on the agricultural activities that the beneficiaries are
engaged in. The higher the level of annual income, the
higher the amount of credit he will obtain from MFB which
is also related to his savings pattern and investment
potentials.

Amount of credit obtained by the farmers from the
micro-finance banks and its determinants.

From Table 2, the total amount of loan demanded was
N56,805,000 but the amount supplied was N 35,464,000.
The computed mean of the amount of loan demanded by
individual farmer beneficiary among the various types of
agriculture practiced was N 946,888.51 and that of the
amount supplied was N147, 766.67. The percentage
amount of loan supplied from the amount demanded was
62.43% . Although all the amount of loan requested was not
granted, a percentage of 62.43% indicates that a moderate
portion of the loan requested by rural farmers in Kogi State
was supplied. However this percentage was lower than the
94.44% earlier observed by Adeolu and Taiwo, (2004). The
volume of loan a farmer is able to secure to a very large
extent determines his ability to adopt new innovation that
can increase his productivity and hence income. As Nweze
(1991) rightly observed, for a farmer to derive benefits
from any institutional credit, the size of the loan is very
important. When the amount of loan supplied from the
amount demanded is above average it will encourage and
support substantial innovations on the farm.

Regression results of the determinants of the amount of
loan procured (obtained) by the farmer - loan
beneficiaries from the MFBs.

The double-log functional form provided the best fit model
(most parsimonious) because it has the lowest Akaike
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Table 3. Multiple regression results of the determinant of the amount of loan obtained from microfinance banks (MFBs)

Explanatory variables Linear t-Values Semi-Log t-Values Double-log t-Values Exponential t-Values
Annual Household Income (X1) 0.032752 (2.478)** 17009.39 2.910* 0.073477 2.179** 1.28e-07 0.976
Interest charged onloan  (X2) 245.4993 (0.507) -2834.948 -0.219 0.150410 2.015** 0.014713 3.072*
Household Size (X3) 534.1527 (0.859) -3380.922 -0.435 0.017150 0.383 0.004417 0.717
Level of Education (X4) -307.2102 (-0.604) 9035.878 0.903 0.021930 0.380 -0.005687 -1.129
Business experience (Xs) -92.41791 (-0.228) 12007.38 0.891 0.022010 0.283 -0.006469 -1.613
Volume of loan Repayment (Xe) 0.893958 (26.556%) 98161.01 13.572* 0.739567 17.728* 5.62E.06 16.857*
Age of respondents (X7) 224.3539 (0.592) 27237.14 0.989 0.073899 0.465 0.000415 0.1105
Gender (Xs) 1994.976 (0.290) - - - - 0.079089 1.164479
Size of farm (X9) 1265.415 (0.928) 20527.58 2.387** 0.052194 1.052 0.009878 0.732070
R2 0.869072 0.724454 0.798710 0.723914

F-Statistics 177.2698 64.09994 96.22549 70.63013

N 240 240 240 240

Source: Computed from field survey data, - 2011. *significant at 1%; **significant at 5%

information and Schwarz criteria values among all the
different forms specified and estimated and a standard
error of 0.345519 which is far below one.

Three of the variables are significant and the R2 value is
0.798 which means that the model explains 79.8% of total
variation of the amount of loans obtained from MFBs. The
coefficients of annual household income (Xi) was
significant at 5% and positive and has a value of 0.0734
which means that 7.34% of total changes in the amount of
loan obtained from MFBs arises from the annual household
income, in other words a unit increase in annual household
income will result in 7.34% increase in amount of loan
obtained from MFBs.

The coefficient of interest charged (X:) on loan was
significant at 5% and positive with a value of 0.1504. This
means that loan disbursed to beneficiaries of MFBs is
directly related to the interest charged indicating that as
the volume of loan disbursed to farmers increases, interest
charged will also increases. The coefficient of volume of
loan repayment (x6) was significant at 1% with a value of
0.7396 and positive .This indicates that a unit increase in
volume of loan repayment will result in 73.96% in the
amount of loan obtained from MFBs.This is shown in Table
3.

Judging from the 73.96% influence, it is obvious that X6
(Loan repayment capacity is a major factor considered by
MFBs before giving loans to farmers. Other variables which
were also measured but were not significant includes;

Level of Education, Business experience, Age of
respondents, Gender and Size of Farm. This implies that
these variables have no significant influence on the amount
of loan disbursed to the beneficiaries hence they were
ignored.

The F-ratio was 96.225 and significant at 1% level
indicating that the joint effects of all the included variables
were significant.

Conclusion

The percentage of loan supplied from the amount
demanded was 62.43% . Although all the amount of loan
requested was not granted, a percentage of 62.43 indicate
that moderate portion of the loan requested by rural
farmers in Kogi state was supplied. The volume of loan a
farmer is able to secure to a very large extent determines
his ability to adopt new innovation that increase his
productivity and hence income. As Nweze (1991) observed,
for a farmer to drive benefits from any institutional credit
,sthe size of the loan is very important .When the amount of
loan supplied from the amount demanded is above average
it will encourage and support substantial innovations on
the farm.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on the results obtained in this study, it is
recommended that credit institutions or lending agencies
should look out for those Socio-economic characteristics
that significantly determine credit supply. In designing loan
programme among the rural farmers, emphasizes should be
placed more on the major factors that influence the amount
of loan obtained, which from the studies are; Annual
Household Income, interest rate charge, volume of loan
repayment which alone explained 77.6% variation in the
amount of loan obtained from microfinance banks.

REFERENCES

Abula M, Otitolaiye ]O, Ibitoye SJ, Orebiyi JS (2013).
Repayment Performance of Rural Farmer’s Loan



Issues Bus. Manag. Econ. 191

Beneficiaries of Microfinance Banks in Kogi State,
Nigeria(2005 - 2010) Int. J. Farm. Alli. Sci., 2(5):104-110,

Adams S, Bartholomew TA (2010). The Impact of
Microfinance on Maize Farmers in Nkoranza (Brong
Ahafo Region of Ghana) J. Manag. Res., 2(2): 1 -13.

Alex AK (2012). Microfinance and Poverty Reduction in
Ghana: The Case of Central Region in Ghana Asian Econ.
Financ. Rev,, 2(1): 135 - 141.

Afolabi JA (2010). Analysis of Loan Repayment among small
scale farmers in Oyo State, Niger. J. Soc. Sci. 22(2) : 115 -
119.

Akanni AK (2007). Effect of Microfinance on Small Scale
Poultry Farmers in South Western Nigeria Emir ]J. Food
Agric., 19(2): 38-47.

Akram M, Hussain I (2011). The Role of Microfinance in
uplifting Income Level: A study of District

Anyanwu CM (2004). Microfinance institutions of
Nigeria; Policy practice and potentials. Paper
presented at the G24 Workshop on constraints to
growth in sub Sahara Africa. Pretoria, South Africa,.
Nov. 29 - 30.

Ariyo B (2003). “Spatial Impacts of Community Banks on
Rural Development in Kogi State”, Unpublished M.Sc
Dissertation, Department of Geography, University of
Ilorin, Nigeria.

Ayaz S, Anwar S, Sial HM, Hussain Z (2011). Role of
Agricultural Credit on Production Efficiency of Farming
Sector in Pakistan: A Data Envelopment Analysis. Pak. ].
Life Soc. Sci., 9(1):38-44.

Bhasin V K, Akpalu W (2001). Impact Of Micro-Finance
Enterprises On The Efficiency Of MicroEnterprises In
Cape Coast. IFLIP Research Paper 01-5, International
Labour Organization.

Central Bank of Nigeria (2006), CBN Banking supervision
Annual Report December, 31.

Eboh EC (1998). Social and Economic Research: Principles
anMethods; Academic publication and development
Resource Ltd,Lagos.

Ibeawuchi JC (2002). Attitude and Constraint Affecting
Farming Patronage of Financial Institution in Ikwano
Local Government Area of Abia State. A Seminar Paper.

Igben MS (1997). “Credit Delivery, poverty Alleviation and
food security in Nigeria: Appraisal ]. Niger. Agric. Econ.:
10(4):67-87.

National Population Commission (2006)
Provisional Report”, NPC Abuja.

Nghiem HS, Coelli T, Rao P (2006). The Efficiency Of
Microfinance In Vietnam: Evidence From NGO Schemes In
The North And The Central Regions, Second International
Conference on Environmental, Cultural, Economic &
Social Sustainability - 2006 Centre for Efficiency and
Productivity Analysis, School of Economics, University of
Queensland

Nudamatiya, AB, Giroh DY, Shehu JF (2010). Analysis of
Micro-finance Impact on Poverty Reduction in

“The 2006

Adamawa State, Niger., ]. Agric. Soc. Sci., 6(4): 91 - 95.

Nweze NJ (1991). The Role of women Traditional Saving

and Credit Cooperative in Small Farm Development in
Oguta C.A. (Eds). Issues in Africa Rural Development, pp.
234 -236.

Odedokun M (2003). Economics and Politics of official
loan versus grants panoramic issue and empirical
evidence. United Nation University. World Institute
for Development Economics Research (WIDER)
discussion  paper 2003/2004.0kara  -Pakistan
Interdiscip. J. Contemp. Res. Bus., 2(11): 83 - 94.

Oke JTO, Adeyemo R, Agbonlahor MU (2007). An Empricing
Analysis of MicroCredit Repayment in Southwestern
Nigeria. Humanity of Social Sciences Journal 2(1): 63-74.

Okoh RN, Ugwumba COA, Isitor SU (2009).
Microfinance for small scale enterprises
development in Anambra State, Nigeria: A Gender
Analysis. Niger. J].Res. Prod. 15(2): 145 - 159.

Okuneye PA (1995). Nigeria Agricultural on the Run.
Refuses to Move. University of Agriculture, Abeokuta
Inaugural lecture series No. 236.

Olawepo RA (2010). Determining rural farmers’ Income: A
rural Nigeria experience. ]. Afri. Stud. Dev. 2(4) : 99 -
108.

Olayide SO (1980). Characteristics: Problems and
significance of small farmers in Nigeria-problems and
prospects. In: S O Olayide, ] A Eweka. VE Bello Osagie
(Eds): Nigerian Small Farmers. Ibadan CARD publisher.
pp 43-52.

Oluwalana EOA, Okuneye PA, Sokoyo GO (2004). Micro
Credit for Agricultural Development. A study of
Women groups in Ogun State, Nigeria.

Oluwasola O, Alimi T (2007). Determinants of Agricultural
Credit Demand and Supply among Small Scale Farmers in
Nigeria, Outlook on Agriculture forthcoming.

Oni AO, Adepoju OA, Opawole O (2011). Socio Economic
Characteristics, Micro-Credit and Technical Efficiency of
Poultry Farmers in Lagelu Local Government Area of Oyo
State, Nigeria, Afri. ]. Livest. Ext, 9:

Orebiyi J. (2000). “The performance of Rural Credit Markets
in Imo State, Nigeia” Unpublished Ph.D thesis, Federal
University of Technology, Owerri

Rahji MAY, Fakayode SB (2009). “A Multinomial Logit
Analysis of Agricultural Credit Rationing by Commercial
Banks in Nigeria”. Int. ]. Finan. Econ. Euro ]. Publ. Inc.

Saleem AM, Jan A F (2011). The Impact of Agricultural
Credit on Agricultural Productivity in Dera Ismail Khan
(District) Khyber Pakhtonkhawa Pakistan, Euro. ]. Bus.
Manag,, 3(2): 1- 8.

Sumelius ], Islam Z, Sipilainen T (2011). Access to
Microfinance: Does it matter for Profit Efficiency Among
Small Scale Rice Farmers in Bangladesh. 2011
International Congress (August 30th to September 2nd)
by European Association of Agricultural Economist.

Trillo HF, Pagan A], Paxton] (2005). Start-up Capital,



Abula and Ediri 192

Microenterprises and Technical Efficiency in Mexico,
Rev. Dev. Econ,, 9(3): 434 - 447.

Cite this article as : Abula M, Ediri AE (2013).An evaluation of the amount of credit obtained by
rural farmers and its determinants from the microfinance banks in Kogi State,Nigeria. Issues Bus.
Manag. Econs.1(7):184-192.




