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IMPACT ASSESSMENT OF FADAMA PROJECT ON AGRICULTURAL
DEVELOPMENT IN KWARA STATE, NIGERIA

ABSTRACT

Small scale agriculture is the dominant occupation of rural Nigerians. Federal government
of Nigeria over the years introduced and implemented several policies and programmes
aimed at improving agricultural production. In light of available agricultural potentials the
First National Fadama Development project was designed in the early 1990s to promote
simple and low-cost improved irrigation technology under World Bank Finance. The wide
spread adoption of the technologies enabled farmers to increase production by more than
300% in some crops. Thiswas followed by Fadama I1.

The study was designed to assess impact of fadama |l project on agricultural production of
the farmers in Kwara State, Nigeria. A total of 120 respondents were purposively selected
for the study. Interview schedule was used to €licit information from the respondents and this
was subjected to correlation and student t-test analyses. Among the socio-economic
characteristics included in the study, only sex (r = 0.285, p = 0.002) and type of agricultural
activities (r = 0.224, p = 0.031) have significant relationships with agricultural productivity.
There is a significant difference ('t = 6.442, p = 0.000) between the productivity of fadama

participants and non-fadama participants.
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It is therefore recommended that fadama project should continue in Nigeria and that all
farmers should be included in the project as this will enhance sustainable food security and

improved agricultural production.

Key words: Fadama farming, food security, agricultual production and poverty

alleviation

INTRODUCTION

Small scale agriculture is the dominant occupatibrural Nigerians which is mainly
characterized by low- land and labour productiviigerian government over the years
introduced and implemented several policies andgnmarames aimed at improving
agricultural sector (Ajibefun and Aderinola, 200Agwu and Chukwuone (2002) reported
that agricultural programmes suffered serious setbaltles to poor funding and
instability. Nigeria has a comparative advantagéha production of a variety of fresh and
processed high value crops, especially vegetahleagldry season and livestock products
(meat and milk) and fisheries products throughdw® year. This is because Nigeria is
endowed in underground and surface water resenas,pastures and favourable agro-
ecological conditions in the country’s low-lyingapts with alluvial deposit called Fadama.
When fadama spread out over a large area, thepftae called “Wetlands” (Blench and
Ingawa 2004).
World Bank, (2003a) stated that Fadama (a hauseatiee) refers to irrigable land ,flood
plains and low-lying areas underlined by shallowitags found along Nigeria’s water

system. Fadama are typically waterlogged duringyraeason but retain moisture during dry
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season. The areas are considered to have hightipbflen economic development through
appropriate investments in infrastructure, housglskets and technical assistance. Fadama,
which is the Hausa name for irrigable land aredlptains and low-lying areas underlined by
shallow aquifers and found along Nigeria’s riverareas.
In the light of these potentials the First NatioRadama Development project was designed
in the early 1990s to promote simple and low-cagproved irrigation technology under
World Bank Finance. The adoption of the technologies enabled farmers to
increase production by more than 300% in some cr@pd0O STATISTICS 1992).
Evaluation of the benefits of the project was ham@dy some specific shortcomings which
include lack of involvement of project client. Alinand Ayanwale (2004) noted that
incremental production necessary to sustain foaymstion and guarantee national food
security cannot be attained without resource topkmpent irrigation for major food
production areas of the country. Some of the tiGokd techniques adoptea

in many farm sites especially in northern partdNgjeria include: shadoof, pump,
gravity or national flow and calabash/bucket methotlhese are generally referred to as
small-scale irrigation enterprises covering snaaiid and are under traditional system. Water
sources for this system are mainly residual soilsinee, locally dug shallow wells, ponds
and other depressions (Yahaya, 2002). Fadama kddcmainly on crop production and
largely neglected support of post production atégisuch as commodity processing, storage
and marketing. The emphasis was on providing bdeshand pumps to crop farmers through
simple credit arrangements aimed at boosting agtgegop output (Nkonyet al, 2008).

Irrigation has been defined as the application atew to soil for the purpose of

supplying moisture essential for plant growth. dt undertaken to provide an insurance
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against drought and for cooling the atmospherezquially provides a more favourable
environment for plant growth. Irrigation washes aat dilutes salts in soil and reduces the
hazards of piping and softening tillage plans.ghltion is used to supplement rainfall
distribution for agricultural purpose in an areabB (1993) reported that Irrigation will not
be necessary if the distribution of rainfall werkeal for the growing of crops. Fadama
project objectives are to develop small-scale atimn through extraction of shallow ground
water with low-cost petrol driven pumps. To bringoat enhanced agricultural production,
productivity and value addition for small holderglaural entrepreneurs in Fadama area on a
sustainable basis (World Bank, 2002). The goal h&f $ector is to reduce poverty by
improving the living condition of rural poor, coittute to food security and increased access
to rural infrastructure.

Since Fadama 1 was completed, government adoptsttategy in 2001 that aims at
contributing to food security and increase accessural infrastructural facilities. This
strategy stresses the principle of non-interventimonsistency, sustainability and greater
equity in access to and benefit of resources. Gpresgly, World Bank found it good to
agree to government request for financing of FadBeelopment Project Fadama Il as a
follow up to Fadama 1. This was done Under the Fed®evelopment Project for the
provision of production, marketing, processingafigial and advisory services to Fadama
farmers. Government also put in place regulatostesy to ensure that the farmers obtain
regular supplies of right quality of inputs, teatali advice and up-to-date market
information, to ensure sustainable and equableodgpibn of Fadama resources by all
resource users. Federal government of Nigeria wgsessed by the achievements of

Fadamal in scope and size.
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Food is a very important issue in the growth andettoment of any nation. Any
nation striving towards national security will cahtte to the issue of food security through
sustainable agriculture. The challenge thus pbsethe sector is to sustain the increase in
food production and agricultural growth rate. B tmain issue in Nigerian agriculture is
that of low productivity in recent years, despilietlee human and material resources put into
the sector, the rate of its productivity increasesaid to be declining (Falusi 1995). The
problem identified therefore centers on unsettigacalture due to poor rainfall distribution
that does not coincide with the water requirementrops in most parts of the country
(Falusi 1995). Fadama project was established awighe irrigation to supplement rainfall
distribution to enhance agricultural productiontie country. It is therefore necessary to

examine impact of Fadama Il on agricultural proouitgt

Hence the study was designed to provide solutidhddollowing research questions;
what are the socio-economic characteristics of Fad@armers?. What is the level of
productivity of farmers? What are the benefits i by participating in Fadama
programme? What are the problems faced by thecpaatits in Fadama programme? And

what is the attitude of respondents towards Fadamgramme?

METHODOLOGY

Kwara State is situated entirely within the tropitisis located between longitude
2’45 and 6 east of Greenwich Meridian and latitad& and 11’45 North of the equator. It
lies South of Ekiti, Osun and Oyo. It is boundedhe East by Kogi, north by Niger and

West by Benin Republic. Kwara State of Nigeria wesated on May 27, 1967. The State
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population was 2371,089 (NPC, 2006). Agriculturehis of the economy and the

principal cash crops are cotton, coffee, kolanut @rcoa.

Purposive sampling technique was used to seleet 8) Local Government Areas
(LGA). One community was purposively selected freath Local Government Area while 13
farmers of Fadama and 13 farmers Ndn-Fadama respondents were purposively selected
from each community making a sample of one hundretithirty respondents for the study.
The study was carried out in the following LGA, @yusin, Ekiti, Irepodun and Oke — Ero
respectively. Data was collected using intervielesitile and was analyzed using frequency
count, percentages, mean and standard deviatifareirtial statistics was done through the

use correlation analysis and student t-test.

RESULT AND DISCUSSION

Socio-economic Characteristics of the Respondents

Socioeconomic characteristics of the respondertsvesti that the mean age of the
respondents is 45.35 years and only 12.3% of thenalaove 60 years of age. This implies
that most of the respondents are still in theirdpiive years and therefore are relevant to
the study. Most of the respondents (92.3%) andlLf@3.are male and married respectively.
Religion of the respondents showed that 71.5% jpedchristianity religion while 20.0%
practice Islamic religion. Thi that fadama farming is not in conflict with any tbke
religions. Most of the respondents (60.0%) havdammal educational certificate and only

9.2% of them have post primary educational cediéc The implication of this is that most
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of respondents will not have access to agriculturmrmation through print media and in
official language. Most of the respondents havertheusehold size between 5 and 8
persons. This alsw that most of their farm produce will be consumedfamily
members as food and family members can also sesvéaran labourers. Most of the
respondents practice farming on full-time basisjdvity of the respondents (83.2%) take
trading as other income generating activity. Tris  that since respondents have other
sources of income they may not invest all theiroveses such as time and money in
agricultural activities. They may have to shareséheamong activities. Most of the
respondents have experience above 10 years. This that farming is not new to them and
they have gotten some indigenous knowledge about far@aativities. Only 22.3% and
7.7% of the respondents got agricultural informattbrough mass media and extension
agents respectively. This implies that both masdianand extension agents are performing
below their expectations in the area of agricultimformation dissemination and this can

hamper agricultural and rural development in thentxy.

Table 1: Distribution of Respondents by Socio-ecomaic Characteristics

Age Frequency Percentage
(%)
<30 20 15.4
31-40 33 25.4
fish41-50 36 27.7
51-60 25 19.2
Above 60 16 12.3
Sex
Male 120 92.3
Female 10 7.7
Marital status
Single 2 1.3
Married 121 93.1
Widowed 7 5.4




Religion
Christianity 93 71.5
Islam 26 20.0
Traditional 11 8.5
Educational status
No formal education 78 60.0
Primary education 38 29.2
Secondary education 12 9.2
Tertiary education 2 1.5
Household size
<5 50 38.5
5-8 63 48.5
9-12 17 13.1
Nature of farming activities
Full time
Part time 77 59.3
Other sources of income 53 40.8
Trading
Civil service 107 82.3
Crafting 8 6.2
Others 8 6.2
Farming experience 7 54
<10
11-20 11 8.5
21-30 36 27.7
31-40 35 26.9
41-50 29 22.3
Above 50 15 11.5
4 3.1
Sources of agric information
Mass media 29 22.3
Friends 68 52.3
Loan agent 28 22.3
Extension agent 21 16.2
Others 12 9.2

150  Source: Field survey, 2013
151  Annual Income of the Respondents

152  Annual income of the responderstsowed that 3.8% of fadama respondents and 36.2% no
153 fadama respondents have less than 200,000.00 fnamnatheir farming activities annually.

154  On the other hand, 15.4% fadama respondents artd Bdh-fadam respondents make
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between 401,000.00 and 600.000.00 naira annualig. &lso observed that 1.5% fadama
respondents make above 1,000,000.00 naira annudidie no non-fadamaespondents
make such. It therefore shows that fadama respdsmtha@nve higher annual income than their

non-fadama respondents counterpart.

Table 2: Distribution of Respondent’s Productivity

Annual Income (N) Fadama respondents (%) Non-fadama respondent
(%)

<200,000 5(3.8) 47 (36.2)

201,000 - 400,000 25 (19.25) 13 (10.0)

401,000 - 600,000 20 (15.4) 3(2.3)

601,000 — 800,000 10 (7.7) 1 (0.8)

801,000 1,000,000 3(2.3) 1(0.8)

» 1,000,000 2(15 | e

Source: Field survey, 2013

Benefits and Constraints of Fadama Projects to Farers

Access to loan and agricultural information werenified as additional benefits of
participation in fadama project by 50.0% and 33.424he respondents respectively. This
may be the reason why participants have higher ymtodty than non-participants.
Agricultural information and agricultural loan aree most important prerequisites for higher
agricultural productivity. On the other hand, lowaaeness (43.1%) and inadequate funding
(43.8%) are identified as major constraints to ipgudtion in fadama project. This implies

that more awareness of the project should be a@eat®ng farmers especially where fadama
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project has not been taken place and all stakeetwmlshould be faithful to their financial
contribution towards the project.

Table 3: Distribution of Benefits and Constraints b Fadama Project by Farmers

Variables Frequency Percentage (%)
Benefits
Access to loan 65 50.0
Dividends 11 8.5
Information 43 33.1
Others 11 8.5

Constraints

Low awareness 56 43.1
Counterpart funds 17 13.1
Inadequate fund 57 43.8

Source: Field survey, 2013

Respodents’ Perception towards Fadama Farming

The perception of the respondents was also meaanedable 3 below revealed that 28.5%
and 36.9% agreed and strongly agreed that fadamanig is profitable. Also 40.8% and

25.4% agreed and strongly agreed that fadama fgrmsira means of rural development.
About 36.0 and 22.3% agreed and strongly agreeddadama farming improves standard of
living of the participants. On the other hand, 46.8f the respondents strongly disagreed
that fadama farming is not good for the youths.oAR8.5% of respondents strongly

disagreed that fadama farming is difficult for fam® to . About 45.0% disagreed that

10



182 fadama farming does not increase agricultural peodty. From the result above it is clear

183  that the respondents have favourable perceptioarttsMfadama farming.

184  Table 4: Distribution of Respondents Perception toards Fadama

P.S S.D(%)| D (%) U@) | A@®) | S.A(%)
F is a profitable venture 1(0.8) 2(1.5) 42(32.3) (ZBI5)| 48(36.9)
F is a means for 2(1.5) 42(32.3) | 53(40.8)33(25.4)
rural/urban devpt
F is good for youths 1(0.8) 41(31.5 65(50.@3(17.1)
F improves the standard pf 54(41.5) | 47(36.2) 29(22.3)

living of participants
Fis a strenuous34(26.1) | 43(33.1) | 14(10.7)| 23(17.616(12.3)
organization
F is not a profitable 45(34.6) | 2(1.5) 37(28.5)| 1(0.8)
venture
F does not increase36(27.7) | 58(44.6) | 36(27.7)
agricultural productivity
F is not for local farmers 38(29.2) 35(26.9 57833.
F is not good for youths 61(46.9) 34(26.2 35(26.9)
Farmers find it difficult to 50(38.5) | 28(21.5) | 47(36.2)| 3(2.3) 2(1.5)
participate in Fadama
F has no impact o0n23(17.7) | 59(45.4) | 39(30.0)| 9(6.9)
rural/urban devpt
Standard of living of 13(10.0) | 57(43.8) | 59(45.4)| 1(0.8)
Fadama respondents is low
Fadama project faces som#(0.8) 8(6.2) 48(36.9) | 58(44.6)15(11.5)

constrains

185  Source: Field survey, 2013

186  Relationship between Socio-economic Characteristied Agricultural Productivity

11
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that
among Only sex (r = 0.285, p = 0.002) and typegpicaltural activities (0.224, p = 0.031)
have positive relationships with agricultural protiuty. This finding may be due to the fact
that male respondents are more than female resptanftem the socio-economic Table and
because male farmers usually have access to mailagal information and production
resources, such as credit facility, land, labouartean female farmers. This may result to
higher productivity than their female counterpakiso type of agricultural activities may
have significant relationship with productivity dteethe fact that some agricultural activities
attract more income than the others. This may lee rdason why it has positive and

significant relationship with the productivity.

There is also significant difference (t = 6.442; 0.000) between the productivity of
fadama respondents and non-fadama respondentsfurtiier shows that fadama farming
has positive impact on the productivity of the mgpants. This may be due to the fact that
fadama participants have more access to agriculteissaurces and information compared to

non-participants.

Table 5: Statistical analysis of Socio economic Chacteristics in Relation to
Agricultural Production

Name of Variable Coefficient Sig. Decision

Sex g5 | -002* S
Age _ 019/ -868 N.S
Marital Status 083/ -361 N.S
Religion _026|-778 N.S
Years of Farming Experience _015| 871 N.S
Type of Family 046/ 634 N.S
Household size 071 412 N.S
Type of agricultural activity _ 294/ -031* S
Other income generating 134 N.S
activity 165

12
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Years of Formal Education _ 009 .936 N.S

Source: Field survey, 2013

Conclusion

In conclusion fadama participants have more annual income from their farming
activities than their counterparts that are non-fadama participants. Most of the
respondents perceive that fadama farming is profitable, means for rural
development, is good for the youths can improve living standard of the
participants. On the other hand, many of the respondents disagree that fadama
farming is too strenuous, not profitable and that many farmers find it difficult to
participate. Other benefits apart from productivity are access to agricultural loan
and information while inadequate fund and low awareness were identified as

constraints to participation in fadama project.

From the study, sex of the respondents and type of agricultural activity a farmer
involved can be use to predict agricultural productivity. Fadama farming has led
to tremendous increase in the annual income of the participants compare to non-

participants.

RECOMMENDATION
From the study, it is therefore recommended that;

Fadama farming should be extended to all farmers to boost their agricultural
productivity. Fund and other resources meant for fadama activities should be

adequately monitored so that they are not diverted to other ventures. Fadama

13
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project should not be terminated according to the policy but it should continue to
impact on the farmers. More awareness should be created among farmers
especially where fadama project has not been taking place and stake holders

should be faithful to their financial contribution.
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