
Dissertation By 
MBANASO, 

EKWURUCHUKWU 
OGBONNA

THE FEDERAL
UNIVERSITY OF 
TECHNOLOGY, 

OWERRI, NIGERIA

An appraisal of urban agriculture 
in Abia State

JANUARY, 1998



(93/AX/00756/G). 

THE DEPARTMEN'l'.0 0F AGRICULTURAL ECONOMICS AND 

EXTENTION, FEDERAL UNIVERSITY OF TECHNOLOGY O~RRI' 

A THESIS SUBMITTED IN PARTIAL FULFILMENT OF 

. . 
THE REQUIREMENTS FOR THE DEGREE OF MASTER OF 

/,a ' 

SCIENCE (M.Sc) IN AGRICULTURAL EXTENSION: 
. . 

AG~ICULTURAL EXTENSION ADMINISTRATION, OF 

THE POST GRADUATE SCHOOL OF THE FEDERAL 

.UNIVERSITY OF TECIINOLOGY' mvERRr", NIGERIA 

JANUARY, 1998· 

' I / .. 

CODESRIA
-LI

BRARY



ii 

. 'DEDICJ'~TION 

THIS worm IS DEDICATED TO ' 

. 1THE GLORY AND HONOUR bF THE 

ALMIGHTY.GOD, AND TO MY 

BELOVED WIFE, GLADfS uc~~C~I 

MBANASO ,' \-/HOSE LOVE f\ND . 

ENCOURAGEMENT PROPELL~D ME 

TO.FINISH THIS WORK .. 

).- ,• 

CODESRIA
-LI

BRARY



./ 

iii 

' l 
ACKNOWLEDGEMENT 

Nu111erous ,people contributed in various ways to the success 

of this ptogr~mme and thesis~ I am immensely grateful to· 

· all of,. them. 

Firstly, I am thankful to the-Almighty God whose grace 

en~bled
0

me to successfully complete this ph~se of my 

ac1 ,demic programme. May his name be glor~f'ied in Jesus 

Christ name. Amen. 

To Dr. c.o. Any.im, my Supervis'or, whose love ·and 

encouragement spurred me on to ~omplete this work, I am 

deeply grateful~ 
.. 

Special regards go to or. c~c. Asiabaka, the Head of 

the Department, P .. c.... obasi, _Lemch:J._ ,and or. o .. o. onu for 

their a$sistance and constructive criticisms. 

My speti~l thanks ·go to the Ma~agement 6f National Root>. 

Crop~ Research Institute, Um~dike, un~er Dr. o.o~ Okoli, for 

g;iving me. this opportu_ni ty for furt~er, studies; to CODESRIA, 

for spdnsoring thfs thesis~ 

The untiring efforts of or~ G.o.c. onyia towards th~ 
i ' ' 

.successful completion of this programme are hereby highly 

appreciated. 
'• ', '• 

The. assistance·. e>f. Elde'r, Emmanuel Oti, who 
I 

motivate~ me to start this programme, .is hereby acknowledged. 

CODESRIA
-LI

BRARY



'i,;_ 

iv 
.t·. 

My· deep gratitud~ goes to all my brethren in the J. 

Lqrd, particularly t~pse of .the Master•s V~ss~l Ministri~s 
I,' 

and .:{esusMessengers Ministr~:es, Mr. A.nd Mrs Adeyemi oluj~de 
i·I' 

Olojed~, P.K. Ak~ma, ~lder.Christi~~.Ahamefula N~ori~, 

/, 

Roma~.us Qkwuosa,' Cyril Nze"".i, Sister' Bena Ony~~cho p.nd i. 

'st.tn'ny I. Ekeh for their prayers and supports in other, ar~as. I 

• . I • 

Finally, I appreciate the uriqualif ied suppo_rt of· inyj. 

beloved wife, Mrs. Gladys Uchechi Mbanaso, the assistance of: 
! 

my brothers Obioma Ogbo Mbanaso, Uzodinma Fred Mbanaso, Okey 
I I 

Ogbo Mbanaso, my mother Mrs Bessie o. Mbanaso and all th~ 

members of Mbanaso•s family. 

May the Almighty God bless you 911.' . 

fflK WUR UCHUKWU 

1998 

CODESRIA
-LI

BRARY



V 

CERTIFICATION. 

This is to certify that this study on "Appraisal of Urban 

Agriculture in Ahia Staten was .carried out by MBANASO, 

EKWURUCHUKWU OGBONNA (93/Ax/0075/G) for the award of Master 

,of Science fM.Sc~·) degree in Agricultural Extension with 

specialization in Agricultural Extension Administration. 

The thesis has been accepted to conform with the specified 

standard. 

!'.· . . .. 
Dr. c.o .. Anyim 

B.Sc., M.Sc., ph.;D~· (Ibadan) 

Senior Lecturer 

& Ext) 

Dr. c.c. Asiabaka 

B.Sc., (Georgia) I ~, ~-(Qe-.>~ 
Ph.D. (Louisiana) 

Date 

J?. 'l. ~-~ 1 J.'( ...... . 
Date 

CODESRIA
-LI

BRARY



Vi 

ABSTRACT 

The, main_ bbjective of the s·tudy was to assess the 

practice of ~____..::1-.~~~., in Abia St;:ite of Nigeria. ·The 

speci•fic objectives w,ere to:-, .. ' 

identify reasons for urban households• engagement 
":""-~ ... -~...__ . ....._._.----...,-, 

in city farming; 

determine the. socio-econoro1ic .char.acteristics of the 

'househ6ld' practitioners of ~rban agric~ltur~. 

'identify factors ti'.at influence the practice of urb13.n 

~griculture in Ahia State. 

determine the impact of ~rban~ on household 

food security, income and nutritional sta~~s. 

draw policy-implication~ based on the findings of the 

__ study. 

Data tor the study were colle~ted using structured >( 

questionnaire. Interv~ews took place between November 199$· 

and February 1997. Three hundr~d r~~pondents participated in 

- the study., 1 Using,_ the cluster samp,ing technique, they w~re 

selected from· the two largest cities in the State, Aba and 

- . Umuahia. 
' \ 

Data were an,alysed with the- use Qf frequencies, simple 

pe~centages, means, t-test and the probit regression model. 

~h~
1

findin~s of the study were a~ follows: 

The,majo~ reason for urb~n households' engagement in city 

__ farming 11/as pr·ovision of fo0d for the house_hold as evidenced 

by the.fact that about 97% of the respondents subscribed to 

it. This was followed by paiet~ to supplement_ 

ii 
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hou~ehold income (66.7%). 

With respect to socio e~ono111i1..; characteristics, the 

· stud~ revealed. that the practitione~s of· urban agriculture 
' 

cotuprised people from different occupcitions with trading 

predominating (,35.8%). This was ,followed by the civil 

~ervice. ( 21 .. 6%) , , private sect·or 'employees f 17 .2%) and those 

with urban farming as tfie only occupation (18%). They were 

mostly adults of 30 years and above (apout 85.8%), middle to 

high i,ncome earners (74~'f% earn N12,000.00 and ,above non -

farm income annuqllj) and r~iati~ely weil educated (about 

84,.8% had from 6 years'of ed~cation and above). The house

holds weTe ·predominantly male - headed and fairly large in. 

size ·(about 69~'1% h·ad 6 members .. and above). 
' . 

The main determinant of urban agriculture in Abia state, 

Nigeria,' was househO'ld size. 

, . The study found no signif.icant diff·erence between 

pr~ctitioners and n6n-pra6titi6nei•s of u~ban agriculture with 

respect .to foo? ·s·ecurity,. ~ncome "and· nutritional status; it · · 
• :. I 

also identified lack of a~cess to land and credit, problem of 

'thieves'. pe~ts ·. and diseases as cons~raints to urba~ f q.rming. 

· It, therefore, recommended that, in impr9ving ·or;. 

commeruializing urban f~rming, official recognition should be 

giv@n to the practice through. enactment of appropriate· laws. 

I 
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Adults wi 1:-.h fc1irly long resi_dency in l:he cities should 

.be,,. e.ncouraged with necessary. inc~nti ves and greater 

attention qiven to women and large size~ households. 

Extension services,~s well as liberal doses of credi~, 
: ' 

' ·, 

should be extended to the urban far·mers. In addition, 

the· ext~nsion ~ervi~e should ca~~fully plan ~nd execu~e 
. ' 

exploratory surveys o.n the urban farming situations, 

' /, 

concentrating its progra~m~ planning on those fac~ors that 

enhance the pr~ctic~ of ~rban agriculture. 

I 
_./ r 
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CHAPTER ONE 

· 1~'1 INTRODUCTION 

Agriculture ls the prac'tice qf cultivating the soil, 

harye~ting crops and raising·~ivestock,CNew Encyclopa?dia 

Britannid~)~ rt inciudes the gro~ing of plants and the ' /, 

ra~siug of annimals (World Encyclopaedia). A more embracing 
. ' . 

l .-, 

. , ~.fini~ion of agriculture· is that ~rQffered by Akinyosoye 
: ' , ! 

( 19'/6) wh'ich says tha·t agricui ture is concerned basically 
' .. 

with. the husbandry_ of crops 'and, animal_s for food and other. 

purposes. The primary functJ.on of agriculture, therefore, 

is tl)e provision ~f food ~nci fibre for.man.- Its secondary 
• • I • 

' I 

fut1~tiqus inc;lude-ec3.rning of,foreign exchange to import 

~6ods for· meeting non-food needs, ge~eration of sav~ng~·for 

investment in other sectors, preservation and conservation 
I . 

of the hatuJ:"al resource base to enhance· its -production 

(Spe,ncer, 19YO) .~ 

'!'he development of stable human communities in many 

~arts' of the world has depend~d on agriculture. The 

discovery, by man, of raising· plant_s an~ ·animals enabled him 

settl'e in one place inste~d of wandering ~bout in search of 

food (Akinyosoye, .197,6; World 'Encyclopaedia; New Encyclo-
. . 

paedia'Britannica): Thi~ resulte~: to the· formation of such 

··communities as. villages and towns. 

The.evolution of these ea~ly s~ttlements into more 

~ompl~~ societies .su~h a~ ~ities created needs that co~ld be 

met,_ac:iequately only by people ,treed from farming. These needs 

include political le~dership and· ~dministr~tion, crafts lit, 

sc:ulpture, and carpe.ntry~·. 

.1r 

.. 
' 
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This gave. impetus to increased -agricultural product~on, · 

which was mef primarily by inc~easing the·siz~ of the 

cultivated area. 

( The early city planners understood the importance of ,.. . 

agriculture to such constellations of people that they 

incorporated it in their plans. for citles. Facilities 

0hich'encouraged people to farm were provided; Thus 

agric1,1l ture w,~s .practised· in Aztec. and Mayan cities, early 

Javanese and Indus settlements and the towns of Tigris and 

Euphrates (Mougeot, 19~3t. Moreo~er, by the early 1930•s, 

a city like Shanghai was able to feed its three million· 
., 

people with food.produced within a 100-km radius :(Pepall 

1993). 

This understanding,' which informed the inclusion of 

agriculture iH ciLy plans by the early city planners, is a;-, 

far cry from the sittiation in our.era. The gen~ral belief. 

is that ~griculture is better practis~d in the rural areas. 

In some instances the·governn~ri~ ignores th~ p~actitioners 
,, 

of ~gricultu~e in the ur~an area~, while in 6thers delibe-

rate policies are made tq discourage it (Lachance, 1993). 

In £his way, effoi~s are hatdly made to integrate both 

rural and urban agricultural practises to maximize 

' agricultural production especially in the developin·g 

countri~s like Nigeria, with predominantly small-scale 

holdingsca 

statement of problem 
(\ 

Agriculture had been the mainstay of the Nigertar 

e_conorl\Y (MAMSER, 1988; Onyike, 1995) • 

.Ii 
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It suppl.ies food and 'fibre for the· teeming· population, raw_ 

materi~ls for,the industrial sector and is. a major source 

·bf employment. Jn the period Up t6 the early 1960s, 
. . 

Ntgerian agr~culture was able t6 f~ed its population, such 

that i1ttle food ~as imported. Its ~hare of the Gross 

Dome~tic Product for 1960 was about 69.4% while it provided 

employment for 71% of the cotintry•s total labour, force 

( MAMSER, . 1988) .. 

Available; statistics ·show a steady decline in agricul

tural productivity and, he~ce, contribution to e~ono-ic 

developmento For instance, its contributi6n to the Gross· 

oomes-t'ic Pr'oduct declined from 69.4% in 1960' to 22% in 1983, 

wi'th a ,little improvement to 40 .03% in 1989. (CBN, 1989). 

The decline was triggered off by the discovery of crude 
' . ' ' 

. . . ' 

oil ~n commercial quantities in the 1970s~ subsequent high 

' rat~ of rural-urban mig_ration, as ":'ell as high ra~e of inflation• 

These iridu~ed sharp
1

food supply d~ficits. It became increa-
. I 

singly difficult for the country to feed her teeming popu~a-

tion. Fqod i~port~ r6se wi~h biJls from #88.3 millidn in 

1971, representing 8.'2% of. tot?l· imports, to #1~8 billion in 

1981, representing 14'~14% of total im'ports for that year 

(FMi:, '1991) • 

Subsequent to this development, a number of policies 

and programmes ~ere initiated by the Government with the aim 

of achiev::i.ng self-reliance and self..!suf,f iciency in food 

production. These included the National A~celerated Foo~ 
.I' .. 

Production Project (NAFPP), Operat:ton. Feed the Nation 

·coFN), .River Basin ai;id River: Develop~ent Authorit~es 
. . 

(RBRDA)', the Land 'Use Act, Green. Revolution (GR) and the 
' ( 

Agricultural Development Author! ties (oranyeli, 1983) •. 

)-- ( 

ii 
,ii 
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These policies and pro9n1mmes were,· however, l?psided in 

that they addressed only a segment ·of the farmer-popula-
. ' ' . ' 

tion~ those liv\ng in the rura1 areas. They, therefore, 

ignor~d the· urban farmers who. are equally important to . 

the country's drive for fobd seif-~uffici~ncy. 

Urban agricuiture, d~s~ri~ed ·a~ the produdtion of 

food and non-food. crops ,me! ariim~l h_usbandry in the urban 

areas, is becoming increasingly impo~tant as a source of 

food for the urban populati.ons ·. of African cities as well 

), ' 

as many·cit~es of the wo.r:J.d (Pepall, 1993; Mougeot, 1993; 

1994; Maxwell, 1995)e. It co~trib~tes towards food secu~{ty, 

generates employment and income, provides market for agro

input~ and improves nutritional status (Abalu, 1991; 
. ' 
Idachaba, 1991; Eberlee, 1993; ·von Braun et al, 1993 and 

Maxwe,11, 1995,).. Inspi te of these .contributions, urban 

farmiDg has been ~argely misconceived. 

This misconception stems fro~ iimited information 

base on urban agriculture~ Most of the claims on urban· 

. farming in Niger'ia are b.ased on speculations ( von Braun 

~t al, 1993) • The.re is no known s,tudy to validate such 

claims and shed some light on· the practice of urban. ·farming, 
' ' ' 

its impact on household practitioners and policy implica- >, 

tionsGI 

Given the above ,situation, therefore, the questions 

which thi's study sought to answer · about urban agriculture 

in tn~ cities of Abia state, Nigeria, were: 

(~) Who are involved .in urban farming and why?, 

. ( ii) What factors, inf 11.i~nce the' .practice of urban 

farming in the cities of Abia state? 

,: 

,Ii 

-
' 
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( iii) What is the impact of -urban ag·rrculture on 
' ' 

househol~ pract~tione~s with reipect to food 

1?ecuri ty, ln~ome and nutri·tional ~tatus1, 

(fv) What are the poU.cy ·implications of urban 

farming for agricultu~al extension services and 

programmes, 
/ . 

Objective$ of the study 

The general objective 6f the study was to assess the 

practice of url;>an agricuft~re.in Abia state in' terms of 

' 
it'.s implication for extension s.ervices in Nigeria. The 

'specific objectives were to: 

\ ' 
/, 

(i) identify reasons for urban households involvement 

i~ urban farming; 

(li) determine'th~ socio-~conomic characteristics of 

( ii~) 

the household prac,titioners of urban agriculture; 

identify factors that influence the practice of 

urban agr~cultu~e in Abia·state; 
' !, ' .< 

(iv) determine_ the impact of urban farming on house-
~· ' . ·'· 

hold food security; income and riutritional status; 
I 

(v) draw policy implications from the _study for 

extension·services. 

Research hypotheses 

The following hypotheses were tested: 

Farming in the.urban areas of Ahia State, Nigeria, 

is not significantly influenced by household size, 
l 

sex of head of household, l~ngth of time household 

\ 
/, 

./i 

I 
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head h;,d lived in the city, 'age·of·head of household, 

literacy l~vel of household head, access to land and 

household income. 

2~ There is ~o sighifica~t ~iffer~nce in th~ factors that 

influence farming in the different cities of Abia state. 

3. There is no significant qifference JJetween practitioners 

and non practitioners of urban agricultur'e with respect 

to nul:ritlonal stc1tus,.incom,e and food security. 

Significance of the studX 

The importance of agriculture ,to a· developing ~conomy 

like Nigeria cannot be 6ver ~ emp~asized. It contributes 

tow~rds th~ cduntry•s drive for food ~elf-sufficien~y, earns 

foreign exch~nge and i~ a grea~ employer of l~bour. 
. I 

'Its ability to fulfil these·roles, however, has been 

on the decline since the mid 1960s due to neglect. The 
-

situation was· aggravated by the oil boom of the·early 1970s, 

wherein the cou.ntry• s economy b~came increasingly dependent 

on earnings from oil ~xport.alone, w~th the resultant high 

food irri'port bills (Igben, 1983; Ayinmodu, 1984). 

Cognizant of the dangers of such a lops~ded and mono

~xport economy, a~d the unr~lia~fllty of the petrole4~ 
. ' 

ex~ort· 1market~in p~rticular,· th~ government star~ed direct-

ing. efforts towards resusci.ta,ting the a·gricul tural sector 

(Ayinmodu, 1984) •· The,se efforts 'were, however, directed 

' ' only at a seg,ment of the' agrfcul t.ural; practitioners ...;, the ' 
I 

rural farmers. The urban counterparts were neglected. 
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This study will, therefqre, assess the practice of 
. ' 

urban agriculture, highlighting it~ peculiar needs in 

Ablastate of Nigeria .. The resul,ts of the study will be 
,t 

the fcmndation on which appropriate pol ~cies on urban 

agriculture, can be formulated.. The results will also go' 

a long w21..y in diretting scien.tis·ts ·.into research on 

, appropriate te~hnologies for·urban agricultu~~ and the 
' . , I 

I • • 

corresponding transfer system~. Implicily, the findings 

of .the study will be useful to researchers, extension and 
' ·, 

·other development workersa 

turthermore, the study wi~l add to the body of 

literature pn urban agriculture. 

\ 
/' 

Ii 
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CHAPTER TWO 

. 2.0 LITERATURE. 'REVIEW 

·In this ch0pter, relev~~t liter8ture related to the 

study ,was reviewed. It includes. the con7ept and importanc:e 

of urban agr:icul turE~, chara<;teristics of people involved· .. in 
' ' 

urban -a~ricul ture, ,information need~ use of technology and 
. / 

problem~ of urban agriculture. 

. . 
2.1 Concept and importance of. urban agriculture 

Urban agricu'lture involves the production of 'food and 

non-food crops and animal hu~bandry in the uib~n areas 

\(Lee, 1993; Mougeo~; 1993; 1994). It is.the cultivation of 

crop~ and raising of lives.tock· in the towns or cities.-

It is agriculture ~arried out in an environm~nt that is 

strictly land-starved and characherized by high population 
!,• I ' 

density .. There is, therefore, high pressure on land; land 

is needed on which to build houses both ;for residence and 

busfness. Land is also needed for co~st;ruction of roads 

and ,other infrastructural facilities·. 
!, < 

The characteristic.land .scarcity of the U);'ban areas 
' 

affects the sizes of farm holdings, making them necessarily 

.Ii 

small. This is not, however, peculiar to urban agricu_lture. ,/(. 

It is··, the situation in Nig~rra where about 95% of all farm 

holdings is small-scaled (Olayide et al, 1980). 

Urban agriculture-is carried out on land that is 

unsuitable to building, undeveloped land, road sides, idl~ 
/ C 

pulbi~ land, ponds; tanks and household 'spaces such as 

backyards (Eberlee,' 1993) ~ '. Its mc;1jor activities are the.· 
. ' 

production of yegetables, fruits. and staple foods such as 
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cassava, cocoyams·,· plantain, beans an'd maize; fish and 

other livestock are also reared. These include goat, 

sheep, rabbits, pigs and poultry whi~h !s the type most 

commonly kept (Maxwell, 1995). ·. -"', '':j,,\_,,y:;;f r,.,,, · 

Urban' agriculture is not of a recent origin. It was 

a common practice in the cities in th~ tim~ of Aztec, 

widespread in Mayan cities, early Javanese and Indus 

settlements, as well as Tigris and. Euphrates (Mougeot, 

1993). It has been typical of Chinese cities where they 

produced fruits, vegetables, grains, fish,livestock and 

poultry in such quantities as to make each city self

sufficient in food production. For instance, a 1953 

study showed that by the early 1930s, Shanghai was able 
~ ...... ·-.;<._· - -.:..\ 

to feed its, three million people with food produced within 

a 100-km radius (Pepall, 1993). Pre~entfy, ~t is found in 

an advanced form in Asian cities where deliberate policies 

by policy makers and planners are devoted to its promotion. 

·ouring the 1980s 25% bf all urban households in USA engaged 

in food production (Mougeot, 1993) •. 

In Afri,fa,' urb~11 a~ricul ture has been reported to be 

of common practice around the major cities (von Braun et al, 

1993; Mougeot, 1993). This accounted for 44" of major 
C' 

occupation of the household heads in oar ei Salaam, 

Tanzania, and over 80l~1000 households in Cairo, Egypt, in 

the early 1980~: Vegetable cultivation and animal husbandry 

were a veritable industry in Kenyan cities, while in ·.A99ll?JJ£ r,,,, · 

Ababa, Kampala, Lusaka, Bamako, Lome, Freetown and Ibadani 
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the· practic.e is not ·foreign (Mougeot, 1-993). Of 

particular· note was the recen~ move by Sierra Leone to 

promote the practice with the ~im.of ''soiving immediate 

prpblems arising from mass mi.grati.on to the western area 

(Freel;own)" (Sacco, 1995). 

The major importance of urban 9griculture is its.· 

contribution towards the food· security of the .. city· where 

it is practi~ed and, thenceforth, to the nation. Auth6rs 

in ~rban agriculture are in ·agre~ment that the primary 

motive for the practice is .food for household consumption 

(Sanyal, 1985; Freeman, 1991; Mvena.et al, 1991; Dra.kakis

Smith, 1992; Maxweill afl.d:Zziwa, 19_92f'~awio, 1993; Lee-
; 

Smith et ali ~997)• Food security has been defined as the 

ability of the majority'of peopie to have economic access ·, 

to domestically produced food thkt is adequate for decent 

existence at all times. It is having secure access at· all 

tim~s to sufficient food (Idachaba, 1991; Maxwel·l and 

Frankenberger, 1992; von Biaun et al, 1~93)o 

.Food security has three.specific.aims, namely: 

C 1) Erisuring adequate production pf 6ood; 
\ 
/, 

(2) ~aximizing the stability of food supplies, ~nd, 
', 

(3) Ensuring access ~o_food,'. particularly on the 

part of those in greatest need (Abalu, 199i). 
, ' 

·when food is produced close to its market its 
~ 

dispo~al becomes easier and cheaper. Through urban 

· agriculture food is ,produc~d and s'old within the same 

locality. 

ii 

.Ii 

-.. 
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Little or. no transport costs are incurred. This makes /, 
. ' 

food'prices lower·and more accessible to majority of 
' . 

the people~ In addition, by suppl,ementing food 

~uppli~s from .. the ~ural area~ it h~lps maxiMize the 

' stability·of such supplies in the urban a~eas. 

A~art from the f~r~going~ urban ~gric~lture is 

i~portant for a·number of other ·reasons, which inciude 

the generation of both empl6yment and incon~' to the 
I ~ . , , r , ,1 ~ • , 

, , practitioners, . artisans such as blacksrni ths, masons and 

carp~nters, as well as the s~rvice sector such as .the 

transportation of farm inputs and produce. It contribu~es 

to i111proved healt~ in the ur~an 'areas both by ensuring 

cheap supplies of /ood · such as. calories, protein, vita111ins 

and. minerals, as well as helping i1i1prove the sanitary 

conditions of the cities through the ,use of ·urban wastes. 

It is regarded as the most effic;i.ent tool available: 1for 
I ~ ' 

·transforming urban wastes into food and jobs (Lee, 1993; 

Eberl.ee, 1993; von Braun, 1993) .i . 

Urban agriculture provides market ·of a considerable 

size 'for agro~inputs such as :poultry feed, drugs, improved 

breeds of livest?ck~ seeds·arid c~ttings~ It also 

increases the scope for agricultural exports for a countryo 

By helping- take car~ of the food requirements of the urban 

areas~ part of the·rura1 resource~ that ·would otherwise·, 

have been invested to meet urban fo~d needs would now be 

freed a!Jd used., to produce for export. 

,J 
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Characteristics df.~eople involved in urban· 
~9riculturE: 

Some crucial questions one may .. ask at this point are: 

who are the people involved in urba·n agriculture? .Of .what 
'I ; " 

gender a:re they? 

Available literature show, firstly, that the practi

tioners of urban agriculture cut ~cross the different 

income levels~ There are the urban poor with a fewer 

They ~ngage iri urban agriculture 
' ' 

means of livelihood. 

simply to survive. They .farm wherever, they can find land. 

Middle income earners also engage ,in urban agriculture, 
' ' 

aiming at food self.;..sufficiency whereby they are able to 
' ' . 

provide all staple foodstuffi and !sources of protein· 

independent of outside sources. The high iricome earner~, 

who are·· the rel.atively affluent and upper class citizens 

engage in commercial production. This is often i~ poultry 

(Lee, -1993). They tend to farm close to their dwellings, 

especiall't_' backyards •. I 
/' 

secondly, the educati?nal qualific~tions ~f the 

practitioners :follow: a trend s-imila-r, to that of the income-

level. Th,ose with the. least educational qualifications .1are 

poor and have fewer means of livelihood. They are,therefore, 

mostly full-time farmers, devoting the greater part of 

their ·time to farming. They al~o mix operations·, planting 

dif°ferent types of crops as well as keeping live'stock 

.(Ogungbile et al, 1991) ·;· 

Thirdly, the few studies on: the gender aspe9ts of 

urban farming point to womer:i as the.predondnant practitio~ers 

{Rakodi, 1988, 19~1; Memon ~nd L~e~~mith, 1993). 

Ii 
I', 

•II 
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This is in agreement with Maxwell (1995), while 

Lachrince ( J99.3) cl0.scribr.ci the women as h<1vin9 "made it 

( urban agriculture), their ·:business". 

.( The peopi'e with .the hi°ghest educational qual.ifications 

oscilate between the level of middle income earners and 
)- f 

relatively affluent upper 61as~ c{tize~s. They are ~redo

·~inantly ~en, devo~ing on1y, bart.of their time to th~ ~ork. 
. ' 

Specializatio,ns, favouring r'riost,ly 'J.ivestotk keeping which 
' / ' ' 

.is often poultry, also te~d to inciease fro~ the low 

income and educatiori level~ to the higher levels. 

Moreover, most of .~hese practitioners are n6t· recent 

immigrants f~om th~ ruraf areas. They hav~ ~een in the 
. ' 
cities for periods not less tnan five years. before i: ; 

initiating, farming in ·those .cities. This agrees with 

Maxwell (1995) who indicated that length of time in urban 

city as well as household -size significantly affecte~·' 

i·nvol vement of city dwellers in Kampala in urban 

agr.iculture~ 

2 .. 3 lf~rban 9gricul ture and' .information need 

The O*fo~d Advanced Learnei•s Dictionary of current 

EngJ.hrh defined• information 'as "something told; news or, 
i 

knowledge given". Information affects the individual•s 

knowledge level; skills, attitudes and behaviour. It is, 

therefore, crucial in agricultural development .where 

changes in the /armers• knowledge levels, skills, 

attitudes and behaviours are nec~ssary (Oare, 1990). 
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Information is very important in raising the 

pr:oductivity of farmers. The avaflability of improv~d 

technolbgies with high ~arket p~tentials, storage 
• I 

fatilities, credit, and new markets for existing crops 
. ·. I 

and livestock is conveyed to.the farmers through 

information.. ·T_his · precedes tl1e possibility of adoption 

by the farmers. Where the information is appropriately 
' . ·. 

· utilized it resuits to in~rease~:productivity. In other 

words, information is a necessary,condition for the 

adoppi.on of recommended technologies which lead to 

ihcreased p~oductiv~ty (Nwike et al, 1991). 

s·wanson et al :c 1984) presented. the information needed 

,to l~ad a farmer-client to adopt· a recommended practi~e as 

a five-step process, comprising a~areness, interest, 

ev.aluation, trial, and adoption. _Initially, in.formation 

~ak~s the farm~r aware of Eh~ ~xist~nce of th~ practice. 

I£'thi~ aroused his interest, he would then desire more 

details ,aboqt it, which ·would set in' motion a serie's of 

mental activities leading to the decision as whether to 

try it or not. If he tries it and is satisfied with the 
' 

rest1t, he would then adopt it, thereby ~eaping the fruits 

of the new practice~ 

,Studies on adoption show that ~ost, it not all, of the 

information needs of the,rural lar~ers are met by th~ exten-

9ion service •. To some of these farmers, extension agents are 

the pri~ary source of information on agricultural innoira:t'ions 
i 

( Patel and Anthonio, 1971; Opare, 1977; Jagne and Patel, 

1981; .Laogun, 1?86; Iwueke, 1987; Daramola, 1988). · This 

implies that any. recommerlded practice not adequately 
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. 
proj'ected by ~xtension staf:ff would have a low level of 

adoption by these farmers~, Part of this farmer~clientele 

of ,the extensibn service, it is notew6rthy, is based.in 

t:he urban areas~ 

· Moreover, apart from information flows to farmers 

for the ubilizatioh of agticultural innovations, access to 

information is also necessary i_f research s_hould develop 

technologies that are appropri~te to lhe .farmers• c6nditions. 

This entails the development 9f P two-w~y communication 

system, implicating thE!' extensic_rn service as well (Beltran, . 

1975; Odurukwe, 1983)~ 

2.4 uses.of technology in urban agriculture 

Technology has been defined as the methpds o~ 

techriiques of producing goods and services, the scierice 

' 
0£ factor combination (Ijere, 1983). Accordingly, it has 

three basic aspects in agricultural production, namelyo 

(1) Physic~l technology, ~hich is also known as 

mechanical technology, has to do·with mechines, tools, 

equip~~n~, etc, needed in ~gricultural productionf 

( 2)' Biological' technology, which refers to the totality 
I 

of new and improved breeds and strains of livestock 

., and crops for purposes- of increased production; 

(3) Chemical technolbgy, w~ich refers to various 
' ' 

chemicals used in crop. and:livestock production such 

as fertilizers, pesticides,, 11 vestock drugs," etc. 

,(Ijere~ 1983). Okereke (1983) de(ined it as •the 
\ 
/, 

systefatic applic~tian 6f scientific or· oth~r orgahized 
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knowledge to practical purposes", whi,l'e·Olayide et al 
' 

( 1980) put it as -"the systemattc application of 

' collective human ratiopality to
1
the solution of probl~ms 

b<hrough the assertion of control over nature and all 

kinds of human processes"~ Technology, therefore~ is a 

systematic way of i:;olvihg problems, as .well a:s ·exercising 

control over ntiture by m~n. · rt includ~s new ideas, 

inventions, innova~ions, techniques, methods and materia~s 

(Okereke, 1983, Nwike et al, 1991). 

Technology is basic to ~evelopment, especially in 

agri~ulture (von riraun et alt 1~93). Its use advances 

_;, 

.. agricultural production. This 'is more so where it is 

appropriate to the particular fa~m situation. This implies 

that technology,, which is the pr~duct of rese.arch, .should 

·be tailored to suit· each far.m ecological system (Johnston 

and Mellor, 1961; Essang, 1975·; Okereke~ 1983; Oyolu, _1983; 

Spencer, 1990). 

Urbari agriculture is carried out in a uniqu~ 

environment which necessitates the deveiopment of appro~ 
/,• 

priate technologies so~as to maximize gains. Mougeot 

(19~3) had this to say on the peculiar nature of urban 

agriculture, 

Urban ~gricultu~e requir~s ~ighei technol~~tcal 
' 

and 6t'ganizational preci~ion than rural 

agriculture because it. needs to .be more 

intensive, n~re tolerant of envirorimental 

stress, responsive to market behaviour 

/, 

. I 

ii 

,Ii 
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and carefully 111onitored to prot~ct public health.; 
) 

M~ny highly valued systems ~ust be adapted 

· 
1to smaller-sea le operatipns, such as· hydroponics, 

a11d stall feeding .. · Where poorer ur.ban households 

have little land,. technologies must be adapted to 

. make more e:ff icient use of' tiny household spaces. 

This underscores the need to dev~lop, through research, 

technol.ogie,s appropriate to the uruan landscape .. 

2..,5 Problems of urban agriculture 

' /, 

There are a number of proble111s facing the practice of 

urban agriculture~ These. include: 

2.s .. 1 Proble111 of official recognition and encouragement 

Most of urban agriculture still remains largely, 
l !, 

unrecognized by the government. The farmers are, as a result, 

constantly being'harassed by city planners. The fear of' 
i 

-.. 

being harassed keeps most people who wish to farm from making .II 

the n~cessary-effort., The result is that those who parti-

cularly have no other means q
0

f livelihood roam the streets, 

reso~ting to cri~~s in orde~.to leed and cloth themselves~ 

Official policy whi~h recognizes urban agriculture would 

give ,!.ta boost, increase the practitioners' sense of 

secu.rity an<;l boldness to under.take the practice. This. is 
' . 

' /, 

particularly the case as government!s agricultural policies 

determirie the fype and magnitude of investment in the·sector 

(Agboola, 1979). 

Moreover, since th~·practition~rs of urban agr~culture 
' •, 

are·not·officially r.ecognized· by the g~vernment, they hardly 
' •• J 

get needed assistance or encour~ge~ent from the authorities. 
I•; 
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Relevant services like extension and· veterinary services 

are not provided for them and no effort is made to he~p 

them benefit from governo~nt sub~idized input~ •. This 
I 

giyes them a sense of alienaticih fn their own country. 

, 2(95.2 .. :r;,nappropriate. technologies 

The main concern of the government f.or sometime now 

.had been the rural areas: the. development of the rural 

areas.. It has, therefore, directe,d its efforts towards 
I 
/' 

the deyelopment of technologies ~ppropri~te to the rural 

iandscape.. The resec;irch act.ivities of the over 20 research 

institutes in the country, t6gether ~ith those of the 

' l 

universities of·agriculture and faculties of ~griculture of 

other· univeisities~ are directed at the rural farmer· and 

his environment. None is.devoted to the urban farr,ner, who 

subsequently imposes,techno,logies developed for the rural 

areas on the urban environment. · 

Urb?n agriculture i$ unique, requiring higher technolo

gicai ~nd o~ganizational preci~ion (Mouge6t, 1993). suth 

technologies need to be: 

More intensive technologies must be adapted to 

make efficient use of tiny household spaces.as a 

result of strictly limited land; 

more tolerant·of erivironmental s~ress; 

responsive to .market beha~iour, and carefully 
> 

· monitored to prot~ct publi? health - such as soil 

and water pollution by agro-chemi~als. 

' / . 

I! 
.11 

I 

Ii 
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.2 ... 5 .. 3 Lack of agr~cultu~~l·cred1t 

There is generally no ~gricultural credit available 

to urban farm~rs. This is the situation despite the 

f i'ld: 'that urban agriculture has fewer risks than some· 

poorer urban activities ·to which credit.had been granted 

(Mougeot, ".l.993).. 'Many. of ·the urban farmers can ill-afford 

the capital requited for spch inputs as fertilizers, 

pesticldes, as i.r.rell as drugs· and fe.ed for livestock. Lack 

of credit has led, in some ~~ses,-to ~i~h failure rates, 

low' yields 'and non-investment in' higher yielding systems. 

In oth~r cases tt has d~terr~d prospective farmers from, 

goin~ into production at all. 

Lack of access to la~d 
' . 

Government non-recognitton of urban agriculture makes 

access to land difficult. This stems from the authoritie~ 
'. 

; 

percept~on of what .a city should'be; a place where the 
), 

, ' 

resict'ents do not engage in agriculture (Lee, 1993; von 

Bra~n, 1993)a Thei, theretor~, ignore institutional reforms 

' wh~ch w,ill ent\ance pCC8SS to''land to th~ city dwellers, 
, ' 

· particularly for farming purposes (Aron~on, 1978; Lado, 

1991; ~abogunji, 199~; Smi~h and Nasr, 1992; Sawio, 1993). 

Much of public ·land, which could. have been pu.t irito 

profitable ag~icult~ral pioduction, and theieby alleviate 

, ithe sufferings of a reasonable' number of people in th~ urban 

are?~, 'is left lying idle· for fear of being prosec,ute'd for 

trespassing~ In this way non-farmers are not prompted to 

begin farming while those currently in practice cannot' 
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·expand operatibns (Mougeot, 1993; Eberlee, 1993; 

Ezedi.nma, · 1995) •· 

Problem of thieves 

Crops and animals produce'.d in the cities face the 

danger of being stolen; Those in fenceless farms, 
' 

particulc1rly poultry, ar'e of ten staler by thieves 

(Ezedinma, 1995)~ Since urban agriculture is not lega-. : ' 

l!zed, v~ct\ms of these thieves are.unable to obtain 

lega~ backing ot prote~ti~n for their farms. 

2.6 
I 

Theoritical model of the study 

The theoretical model of this study is given in 
Figure 1, and explained th·us: 

Independ~nt variables: These consist of institu

tional factors and geogr~phic focation. The institutional 

fa~tors include government ~olicies such as laws and >. 

orcUnances which. define the· government• s d,irection of, 
' . . 

investment or level of involv,ement in a particular sector 

of the econbmye Another institutional factor comprises 
. ) 

'the pr~vailing beliefs,'norms and.customs of the people 

.of the area. These'qduld be favourable or unfavourable 

·to tirban agricultureJ ;The geographic location has to do· 

wi'th the city•s topog.t:aphy and size which influence the 

avatlability of land for farming. A city like .Aba.in 

Ahia ~tate, which is located on a plain, is likely. to 

have more land available for farming, than one like· Umuahia, 

'' sit~ated bn a hilly landscape or escarpment. 

/i 
,ii 
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1rhe intervening· variables of urbart dweller 

characteristics include age, ·gender, edu~ati6riai ·quali

fic~tion, income, length of time lived in the city, 
·. ' 

oacupat~on, access to land and ho~sehold size. These two 
' /' 

variables ( independent and in.tervening) t'ogether influence 

urban dwell~rs• pra6tice 0£ u~ba~.agriculture as el~cidated 

in the previous sections of ~he ilterature review. 

; 

,· ' 

Independent 
variables· 

Institutional factors 

& 
Geographic-location 

-
~ 

Intervening 
variables 

Orban dweller 

characteristics ,_, 

Dependent 
variable 

Prf:!Ctice of 

urban agriculture 

Fig, 1: Theoretical model for the practice of urban 

' 
agriculture in Abi~ state. 

' /, 

,, 
,: 
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CHAPTER THREE 

3.,.Q R.ESEARCII METHOD0L0G1:') 

, 3'"':·:1 The. s~~d;t: area 

Th~ st~dy was conducted in Abia State of Nige~ia. 

It is.one of the States of the South-Eastern ecological 

zone of Nigeria, the others being Akwa Ibom, Anambra, · 

Cross River, Enugu, Imo and Riveis States. 

, The State has a totaL land area of about 8,000 square 

kil'ometres and a population ·of about 2,297,978 ( Ahia State 

' 
De"felopment committee, .1991; FOS, 1993) .. 

~ . . . 
' . It comprises ~eventeen (17) Local Government Are~, 

nam~ly: Aba, Aha North, Afikpo, Afikpo ·south, Ohaozara, · 

onichc1, obiomR Ngwa, rsuikwuato, Arochukwu, Ohafia, Bende, 

Ikwi.ianp, Umuahla, Ukwa, Ukwa East, Isiala Ngwa and Isiala 

Ngwa sbuth (Abia State·oev~lopment Committee; 1991). The 

la'rgest· towns· in the State. are ;Umuahia, the State capital 

with? population.of about'213,~30,,Aba with a population 

of ~bout 494;152.and Afikpo with a population of about>. 

103,674 C:Abia sta'te Developm!9nt Committee, .1991; FOS, 
.. 

1993),.. The~e are the major. urrba~ areas in the ·stat.e. 

Aba is·the commercial nerve centre -0f the state. 

Consequently, many of its inhabitants are traders. umu~hia, 

on the other hand, is· populated mainly with civil servants, 

The s~il ty~es of iAbia st~te r~nge frbm loamy, through 

the red, deep soil, rich in. ·1roh, .and grey sandy soil, to 

~~a~ and gravel (Ahia state Development Commit~ee, ·t991). 

The area has a mean annual rainfall of about 2400 mm which 

is distributed over a 10-month period (February to· December). 

-
' 

-
' 
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Its' mean daily maximum temper-atu.re averages 21°c al], 

through the jea~, highest from ·February to April, but 
0 

does·not exceed 35 c. "The relative humidity is highest 

at 09 .. 00 hours (Nigerian t:i.me) and ls usually between 90 

and 95% in moit parts of th~ State for the gr~~ter part 
·,. . ·, ' 

of the year (Unr,1mma et al, 1.995). It falls and reaches 

a minimum of 40 and 60% in 111ost parts by 16.00 hours 

' 
(Nigerian· time) after which it begins to rise again. 

3.2 Sa111pling technique and. sample size 

' ,,/ ( 

The two largest ci t:ies .. of ·th~ state, Aba and Umuahia, 
1 '' 

were sele,cted for study. This· was based on the contrasting 

occupati.onal features of the majority of their inhabltants. 

Each city was ~ivided into three enumeration areas, namely: 

high populafion density are~; lo~ po~ulation density area;· 

·and 'peri-urban a.rea ( von Bra.ùn, '1993; Maxwell, 1995). 

Each 0f tbese enumeration areas, therefore, formed a cluster. 

Thereafter, fifty ( 50~ households were ·randomly selected 

and inte.rviewed f rom each cluster or enumeration area. 

·This gave a samp,le size of ·three hundred ( 300) households. 

' · 303 oata collection 

Preliminary visits were made· t.o the selected urban 

centres for .f amiliarization wlFh the areas. A str_uctured 

questionnaire ,was· developed a·nd pre-tested in locations 

outside the sel~cted'study aréas~· After some modifications, 

the questionnaire was administered by the face-to-f~ce 

interview technique~: 

/, 

.li 
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Da~a 011 nutritional status was collect.eel from 
1

the 

'dhildren in selected households using th~ appropriate.· 

technlques. (Maxwell, 1.995).. The whole operation lasted . 

fobr m6nths, November 1996 to Febru~ry 1997 .. 

3m4 !XPe of data collected 

,The type.sof data collet:ted for.study were on .the 

. following; 

1~- Demographic and socio-economic ch~racteristics of the 

respondents (occupation, sex age, educational 
' ' 

qualification etc .. ) 

2., Agricultural enferprises engaged in 
. . . 

3., Length of ,time lived in c;ity 

4.., Technologies being use.d .by respondent 
. . 

s. · Constraint~ to the r~sponderit 0 s improved performance 

3.5 Data.analysis /, 

Simple statistical .tools were used in an~lysing the 

data GOllected. These included frequency counts, means and 
I 

percentages. 

, . In addition, the probit r,egression ·model was used .in 

determining the factors that irifl~ence urban households• 

involvement i~ d~ty farnii~g (Bliven, 1991; Maxwell, 't995). 

Tb~ e~timated probit functio~ i~ g~ven by: 

Where 
,\ . 

Pt= estimated probit value 

x1 = the independent or explanatory variable, such as 

-
.' 
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= Size of lhe respondent•s household 

-- Gender of househo,ld head, male "" 1, 

female= 2 .. 

= Lenyth of time household head has lived 

in the ~i ty, · i'n years .. 

= Age of hous~hcild head, in years 

= Literacy ·level of household head, in ye~rs. 

- Annual income ·(non-farm) of household 

X . 
7 

' = 

head 

= Access to land to respondent for farming 

purposes .. 

Intercept bo 

b1 ""' RegressioM parameter ~o be tested for significance. 

3.,6 Limitations of the study 

The study ·was carrled out:·1n only two major. cities 

of Ahia stal~ which has up to ~eventeen (~7) Local 

Government Areas.. These two _cities, Aba and Umuahic;1., may 

not eff ec~i vely be re.presentati v~ of' the whole s.tate. 

The result, therefore, may not be generalizeable for the 

whole·state.., 

I 
/, 

I•, 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

4·~0 PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF, DATA 

Th'is chapter deals with' 'the presentation and 

an~lysis of the general findirgs of the· s~udy. It is 

sub-divided into the fpllowin~ s~ctions, 

\ 
/, 

( i ) The, sociq-economic- chart;i_cleristics of the urban 

farmers., 

(ii) Reasons for households' engagement in city . 

(iii) 

(iv)· 

. farming~ 

Factors that ~nfluence urban agriculture in 

Ahia StcJ.te. 

The imp~ct of urban farming on household food 

security, income and nutritional ~tatus. 
. ' 

(v) Constraints to city farmin~. 

A tot.al of three hundred ( 300) households were 

inte.rviewed, 150 households · f.rom each of the two larges~ 
, . I 

cities in the State, Aba and Umtiahia.· ihis is shown in 

Table 1 below: 

TABLE·,I 

Distribution of 8esriond~nt~ as Practitioners 
and Non-Practitioners 

/, 

Practi tioner·s Non-Practitioners 

. City 'Frequency Per'centage Fr~quency Perce.ntage 
·, 

' 
Aba i · 105 \ 35 45 15 

Umuahia 99 33 51 17 
·-

Total 204 I 68· 96 32 
' 

Source: FieJd. survey 199~/97. 

I 

I, 
,It 
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Results show that b8% of ·urban .dwe.liers in Ahia 

State·are urban farmers while· 32% are non-practilioners, 

('fable I).. This iiuplies· that approximately seven out of 

e'\te'ry ten urbc1n clwel lers in Abia State practis.ed urban 

·, f~rming. These fatmers gr~w a Yariety of crops• mainly 

on the same piece of land~ Among the crops ~rown were 
' 

yam, cassava, cdcoyam, maize~ melon, 6kio, pepper, 

garden egg, 'tefairia (ugu), Amaranth (green), banana 

and pla'ntain. some of these 'cr~ps, like cassa-~a, were 

the i~proved type. Many of the f~rmers ~lso kept live

stock such as.rabbits, goats, sheep, pigs and poul~ry, 

both local and improved breeds. 

4.1 Socio-economic characteristics of the 
.eract1 tioners of urban, agriculture 

in esti~ating the socio~e6ono~ic characteristics of}. 

the farmers in Ahia.State, certain parameters. were . ; . . ' 

consideredo These parameteis deter~ine the individual 
• I , • 

respondent•s psychology which ir:ifluences his decision 
~ . 

mak:tng .. They include the major occupation, age, income, 

educational qualification and gender or sex of household 
' ' 

head, as well.as hoµsehol~ size. 

·, ,4~1 .. 1 .occupatio!!! 

Th~ distribution of the -tirban farmers according to 

major occupation showed that 3.5% of them had trading _as 

their major occupation, 21.,6% of, them were civil servants, 

and 18.,,1% had farming as their.major occupation. About 
' -

17.2% had their major occu~atiort as private sector 

employees, 4.4% were art:isam~ while ~.9?(, were private 

s·ecj:or emp\oyers., ,,, 

ii 
.I! 

CODESRIA
-LI

BRARY



28 

The~e are shown in Table 2 below. 

TABLE 2 

Distribution 6f Urban:Farmers According to 
Major Qccupation 

··-· 

Ma,:lor Occupa t.ion Frequency· Percentage 

Farming ' 37 18.1 
I 

Tradin9 ·~ 73 35.B 

Civ11 .~:ervice· 44 21.8' 
:.. 

Artisan 9 4 .. 4 
. ' 

Private sector employer 6 2.9· 
' 

Private sector employee 35 17.2 

.Total : ' 204 100.00 

' 

Source: 1 Field. survey 1996/97 

Practitioners in the civil service included top 

government functionaries such as directors-general and 
' ' 

. ,, ' 

. personal secretarie,s. Categorized. under the priva,te 

I 

sector employers were the chief executives and managing 

direct~rs of privately~owned ·companies, ·importers ,and· 

exporters, while the private·sector·employees were the 

various workers of these companies such as their gene~al 

msnagers and secretaries~ 

It can be deduced ftom the table above that people 

from various vocations in life are. enga'ged in urban. 

agriculture in Abia state~ 

' /. 

1: ,: 
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• i 

This ~ill be ap~reciated m6re ~ith a ·closer examinatiori 
. I 

i' of the proportiori~ of the,different·o~cupa~ion categor~•s 
' '· \ 

i~ the whole 
0

( i .'e u~ban farmers & non;,,.f armers) as sho~~ j 

in xatile 3. 

TABLE 3 

Distribution of Rei;>pondents According to · 
Occupi:'lhion 

.. 
'Major occupation 'Freqµency Percentage 

i' 

Far'ming 37. 12.3 
' 

: ' 
·, 

Trading ., 103 ' 34.3 

Civil service ·: 70 2a.3 
I 

Artisan : 20 6.7 
' ! 

' .. ; 

employei- .. 
' " Private sec;tor 17 ' 5.7 .. 

I , l .".• ... I 

f •. 
'.· Pri'vate sector ' ' i 53 17.2 employee '. 

' ' ! 
' .. 

i Total ' 300 100.00. 
I 

; 

. ' . ·, 
Source:. Field survey. 1996/9'7 · 
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, , .. Of the 300 resp' onden. ts · sampled, 103. respondent's wek-e. 
. . 1;1 

'tr~de.rs, out of. whith 73 respond·e_nts were urban farmer,~ 
I• 

• j 1: 

.This ,represented about 71% of · th9se who had tr~din.r:.,:~s I'..., 
; . ·•·.··: ... , .,( 

th'9ir major occupation. ~imilarliy, 6.3%· o~ the: c~Y:l!}}·tL 
I II I ! , • r, 

s,ervant ·respondents.; '. ·45% of the a.rtisans, 32% of the. d 
private 'sector emplio;ers I as. w~ll ,a~ q61, of the· ~rivat~ n·. • 
sector employees., Jk~e. practiti1n~:rs. of urban farming:•jl!t: 
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;i,~: 
{.{ l )ii i 
'i-; fJ 

The rrclci::i.ce is, therefdre, not carried out.only \~\; <··:/:, , ... ,;, ~ ....._ ____ ~ ('\ 

the poor ,,ncl unemployed who hr1ve, 1 it tle. or no other mean~::.c:.~,.:;};: .. :?. .. > 

of, livelihood in l:he city. · Moreo,ver,. whatever mot:_lvated 
"' •' \· 

such personalities as the chie{_ex~cuti~es of successful/, 

companies, as well 7s high-:1'.'anking government officials,· 
. : 

into engaging in urban agri~ulture is worth sustaining 

thr6ugh
1

encouraging ·the practic~~ 

4.1 .. 2 

The distribution of_the practitioners of.urbhn· 
. . 

agriculture ac'cording to r.ige. showed' that 32.8% of them 

'- 1:"ere between 30 and 40 years, . 28% of them 41 and .50 yec;1rs 

and 25%'above 50 years.· About 9% of the practitioryers 

were below 30 years while 5.,4% .dld not respond to the . 

question on ~ge~ These details are shown on Table 4 below. 

TABLE 4 

Distiibution of Urban Fa~mers According To Age 

Age in years· ·Rr~qu~ncy Percent,:age 

. undeclared 11 1 
. 5.4 

Less than 30· 18 8.8 
'• 

., 

Between 30 and 40 67 32.8 '., 

• i 

Between 41 ;:i.nd 50 57 28.0 

' ' Above 50 51 25.0 

Total 204 10000 
: l 

·cource:· Field survey 1~96197. 

It can be deduc0d from the tabl~ above that majority 

\ 
/, 

I' 
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of the practitioners (85~8%) ~re,3b,yea~s a~d ~bove. 

This strbngly ~uggests that most,·of the ~eople engagetj 

in urban agriculture in Abi~ state are n~t the young and 

immature people, or j_nexp.erienced school leavers. They 

are ~ather adults with manx years of e~perience in life. 

ThE:se fffe people whose decisions. and actions would not 

~order on irrationality, frivolity or ~mpetuousity •. 

' 

' 

Income 

TABLE ·5, 

Distribution'. of Urb~n Farmers Accordin to 
Annua Hon.;..Farm Income 

Annual non-fr.1rm inc.ome Frequen~y · Percentag(? 

None 32 ,1s.1 
I 

i,ess than N12,ooo.oo I 18 a.a 

#12,000~00 - N24,ooo .. oo 60 29.4 

#25,000~00 - N36 ,000.00 . 31 '15.2 

. ' 

·#37,ooo.oo and abqve 63 30.9 
'. 

' 
! 

Total · 204 100.00 

source: Field survey 1996/97 

., 

/, 

' /, 

The distribution of ptactitioners of urban agriculture 

?ccording to ann·ual ilOn-f ari11 income, shown in Table· 5 above, 

revealed .that about 30.9% of the practl1;:ioners earned 

#37,,00011100 and above annually, about.29.,4% earned bet.ween 

#12,000.00 and ·#24,ooo~:oo, about 1S~2% earned between 
I 

#25·, ooo· .. oo and #36,'0oo~oo, while, 'about 8.8% earned less 

-'-
.' 
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. ' 
than w12,ooo.oo~ About 16% received no physical cash 

from their urban farming' activities: they earned their· 

income from other sources. 

4e1~4: ·Educational Qualifi~atio~ 

The educational distfibutiun of the practitioners of 

urban agriculture showed that·about 41.7% of them had. 

primary school education,· 24,.5% of .them. had attended 
. . ' 

tertfary institations such as µolytechnics, colleges 6f 

education a~d the univ~rsit~. About 19~0% ha~ attended, 
I 

secondary school while about 15% had no·formal education. 

This is shown in Table 6 below. 

,., , .. 

TABLE 6 

Distribution of Urban· ,Farmers According to 
Level of Education 

Level, o± Education' Frequency Percentage 

' 
' ·None· '.'-31 1s.2 

I 

Primary school a·s 41.7 

Secondary school 38 18.6 
' ,, 

Tertiary ieve.L 50 25.S 
' 

Total 204 100.00. 

·source: Field survey 19~6/97. 

As revealed by Table:6 above, a majority of the 
. . ' 

prad~itioners of urban agri~ul~ure in Abia. state are quite 

, · ·titerate. 

, ' 
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This high level of literacy could info'rm their participa

. tion in the practice ~iDce education can positively 

influehce effectiv~ urban farming.resulting in better 

space and technblogy utiliz~tion in urban areas. 

4.1 .• ,5 Gehder:. 

·Table 7 below showed thr:1t majority of the farming 

households in the urban areas-were headed by males. A total 

of 17'1 households (about 86.8%) were male-headed while the 

roi,iaining 27 households (about· 13.2%) y-,ere headed by female·s. 

This was also reflected in ~he 300 hou_sel'lolds interviewed, 

·1n, which mc1le-headecl households were, 267 ( 89.0%) aod female-
!, • 

headed ones- 33 (11·.,0%};.. 

TABLE 7 

Distribution of 0rban rarm~rs/Res~ondents 
Accoraing to. Gender, of Househol Head . 

urban Farmers All re~pondents 
< 

Gender of House-· ' 

/' 

\:hold head !Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage 
: ' 

:Matte 177 Sq.8 267 '89.0 
I 

' ·' 

Female 27 13.2 33 11.0 

' . 

Total 204 100.0. 300 1100.·o 

Source: FieI'd survey 1996/97 .• 

/,i 
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Ho\rnehold size 

' /, 

The distribution of urban 'farmers by household size 
I ,, 

is shown ,in Table H. The table shows that majority 'Of the 

• 
households ( 58. 3%) had between 6.-10 persons. Twenty-eight 

~~rcent of the households had 1~5 persons. Some ~espondent~ 

· ( 2.5%) refused to 'discJ.o§e .their household ?ize. This may . 

not be unconnected to the traditionel belief that, by 

di:3cl6sing the size of a· hoµsehold, such a household would 

be unable to increase beyond that size. 

T.A.BLE 8· 

Distribution of Uiban Farmers According to 
Household Size 

.. 

Household Frequency Percentage 
,, 

No resporse 5 ,• 2. 5 

1-5 58 I 28.4 

6-10 -1.19 58.3 
.. 

11-15 18 8.8 

'' 
16 und above 4 2.0 

' 

Total 204 100.0 

Source: Field iurvey ~996/97 

' /, 

~he re~ults in Table 8 s~ggest that the hoµsehdlds 

of urban farmers in Abia Sta~e are fairly iarge in·size. 

·This implies that the househ.olq heads have to provide for 

inembecs of thei.r households s~ch things as food, _c;:lothing 

and school fees, 'as wel i c!-S pay house rent,. It 'is, there-

fore, not surprising that they engage in urban agriculture. 

-.. 

-
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I 

Th~s ~s particularly so since there is no government 

'vJelfare ·scheme in the State. 

4.2 Reasons for households' engagement in 
c1ty. farming 

I 

Authors on urban agricul-ture have ad~uced various 

reasons as forces driving people into farming in the built -

up are~s. M0ny of them noted food for Household consumption 

as the primary motive for the' pra~tice (Lee-Smith et al, 1987; 

Maxwell, 1995).. The finclings of -this 'study in this regard 

are pres~nted below. 

TABLE 9 

Disbribution of Urban Farmers According to 
Reasons for Engagin<j in the Pra.ctice 

Household · frequency, Percenta.ge 

,Family consumption .198 97.0 

Sales' 
; 136 66.7 

' . ' 
Gift 1 o.s 

Hobby 1 o.s 

' Source: Field survey 1996/97 

' /, 

As shown' in Table . 9 above; 97~0% of the ,practitioners 

. ,of urban agriculture had family consumption as the reason 

for eng·aging in the practice,. -while 66., 7% of them had. sales 

only a.s the reason.. One respondent each enga'ged in urban 

farming for purposes of gift and, hobby.· 

The implication h~re ls that majority of the people 

who,engage_ln urban farming in Abia State do so for one 

ii 
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maj9r purpose: supply of food for household. This is in 

agr~ement: with Maxwell (1995), the 'findings of which 

snowed majority of the farmers engagi~g in the pract;ice as 

• . a measure of food.setufity. Lee-smith et al (1987) is also 

in agreement with this. This ·is followed by those who 
I 

engage in urban farming as a supplementary source of income .( 

for meeting ~on-food ne~d~ of the household such as payment 

of school fees, house rent.and clothlng.; When the household 

size of the urban farmers i~ considered, the reasons proffered 

for engagi_ng in urb_a11 farming becomes very realistic. 

Factors that influence urban agriculture in 
Abia state 

/' 

~o asce~tain ~he main f~ctdrs that intluence urban 

agriculture in the two cities of Aba and Umuahia, as well as 

Abia state as a whole, two sep<;3ra~e regression models were 

estimated. These were the logit.and probit r~gression 

~6dSls. Aftei considerin~ the sigris .of the ~stimated 

co'efficients, stat1.stical level~ a~d the predictive power 

of the models, the full prob~t.modei was chosen and used 

for furth~r analysis of the data. The results of this 

model for the two cities, Aba an9 Umuahia, are presented 

in tables 10 and 11 respectively. 

• 1 

;{ 
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TABLE 10· 

·p:robi ~ Re ression of Fact.ors that Influence 
Urban Agriculture n Aba 

~'.Jariable Description Coe;ff_icient 

Constant o.,8207 

X· 1 
Household size 0 .. 0594 

·X Gender 
' 

-o.5973 
2 ,, 

X3 Educational 
I level of house-

hold head ( in1 

' T-ratio 

1.367 

-.1.541 

ye,3rs). -o.5402 -,t.993• 

X4 ... Non-farm income -o. 3561 -1.395 
. .. 

Long likelihood 

N sample size 

•sig~ificant a~~% 

source: Field survey 1996/97· 

-64.3361 

107 

I 
/' 

Table 10 show~d educational level (in y~ars) as the 

only deterrnincrnt of urban agriculture in Aba. This was 
' I ·' • 

statistically significant at 5% level· and negatively 

correlated to urban agricu1 tufe .. , This suggests that 

highly educated, city d1J<iellers m?ke significant con:tribu-

ti6n to urba~ agri~ultur~ while the.less or,unedu~ated 
. ' 
ones make insignificant contribution to it at least in 

Aba area .. 

This result seems to make a lot of sence based on the 

fact that Aba is a mc1jor commer,cial centre in the Eastern 

part of Nigeria. The:uneducated or less educated city l 

dw~llers are more into business or self employment than 

the civil service and, therefore, may not have tim~ to farm~ 

,, . , 

!,i 
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This is unlike the civil servants .who relatively seem to 

have more time'.to engage in a~ricul~ure .so as to augment 

thetr income. 
~ 

/, 

Household size wa~ found to be po~itively correlated 

with urban aqri~Jlture but statistically insignificant with-: 
. - . . . 

ir:t, 1%. level. On a priori grotmds larg·e-sized 'households are · 

\ ~xpected to.make appreciable contribution to urban agriculture 
. . 

either because they have mvr~ mouths to feed or be~au~e of the 

availabil\t.y of cheap fn_mily labour needed to do farm ,work. 

However, Lhe resuit of thi~ yati~ble still has some pqlicy 

implications since it is directly related to urban agriculture. 

on the other hand, gend~r bf hbusehold head and non-farm 

income were found to be· inversely related to urban agriculture 

and· statisbically non-s:ignifican,t within 1% level. ·.The result 

of the- gender o~ hotisehold head involved in urban agriculture 

' 
tends to highlight the'place ofigender in the contribution 

;'of urban agriculture to the stabilization· of food production, 

and hence food prices, i.n th:e country. The r~s.ul t suggests 
' ,• 

that female houfeh6ld heads'wtto.engage in urban farming make 

gpeater impact than male household heads. The policy 
; . 

implication here is that women city dwellers should be Qiveh 
/, 

. ' 
,greater incentives to practice utban farming • 

. FinallX, on .apriori grounds, ,the sign on the value of 
'' . 

the va.1::iable ,·. non-farm income, ·was expected but its stati-

stical non-significance is unrealistic. Hi~her levels of 

non-farm income are e~pected to 'significantly discourage 

urban .fc1rming'~', 
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The. result on\y seems t6 be tenable if .it is inter

pr~te~ to only mean that low~r levels of non-farm 

· lncome invest~d in urban ayritultur~ red~ce output, 

otherwise the result should be investigated in further 

•,' 

reseai~h into urban f6rming~ 

-

TABLE 1.°'.! 

J. ' 
Probit Regression of ·Factor$ that Influence 

Urban Agriculture in Umuahia 

' ; 

Variable Desc:r-iption 

I 

Constant I 

X1 Household size 

X2 ,', ·G,encler of hot1sehold 

head 

'' 
X3 Length o_f time. ·houselboilld 

' head had lived 'in city 

X4 Age of household head 

~5 : Non f0.rm income 

' Logli'kehood ' 
I ·' 

n s·ample size 

•significant at 1% level;. · 

Source: Field survey J996/97 

Coefficient 

-09759 

o.1384 

-0.94°38 

o.0167 

0.0312 

-o.;2657 

-75.8525 

;146 

T-ratio 

' 

2. 727.• 

-1.507· 

1.674 . 
' /' 

1.884 

"."'1~082 

'· 
With regard to the fa6tors influen~ing urban agricultur~ 

'' ' 

in Umuahia, table 11 showed it to be household size. rhis 
·l • • ' 

variable was positively'correlated to urban agriculture and 

statis:f:ically significant within 1% level. 
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··This is prnbctbly so because large-si~ed families are likely 

to have s'urplus '.labour for far~ work. as well as more mouths 

to feed.. Gender, length of tim.e U.ved in city', age and non

farm income were, however, found t6 be statistically non-... ' 

significant. W,herea:s len·gth of tim.e lived in the city and 

age. of . houseit.:.)ld head were posi tivel, y correlated to urban 

~griculttire,. gender and non-farm income were negatively. 

correlated ... 

Table .t2 below shows. the pooled result for the two cities, 

Aba ···and Umuahia. The varia.ble hot1sehold size was shown· to 

· ··be the major factor affeci:.i11g urban farming in Abia state. 

It was statistically significant within 1% level~ The results 

of the separnte regression for· Umuahia and that of the pooled 

are in agree·111erit with the findings of Maxwel'i ( 19~5) ~-

The poli(;y :id;1plica l:ion of this is, that in commercial:l

zing agricul~ure iu the two cltiJs, greater emphasis should 

be given to household size while gender of household head, 
', ' 

length of time household. hea~ had lived in the·city, 

educational level and age .of hoU$ehold head should be 

de ... ernphasized;. 

' /, 

-
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. TABLE 12. 

Prob1t Regression (pooled~ on Factors that 
Influence urban Agritulture In A6Ia state 

Variable oesc:ription Co-efficient 
' 

I 

Constant o .. 2157 
; . 

X1 HqUSehold size, o.0967 

x~ Gender of house-
,, 

hold head I -o.5418 
J,, 

X3 ,, Length of time 
' 

household head 

lived in city 0.0142 
; 

I ; ; 

X Age of housenold ·4 

nead ' 0.0139· 
I 

X . 
5 

Educational qualification 

of hc,usehold head -o.1892 
" 

x6 Non-farm income .... 0.2629 

Loglike~ihood -154.1850 

.n sample size 280 

•sigr:tificant at 1%. 
' Source: Field survey'l.996/97 

' /, 

t::..Ratio 

3· .• ooa• 

-1.724 

1-. 782 

1.39,1 

-1.015 

1.561 
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4.4 I111pact of Urban Agriculture on Household 
,Food security, income and Nutritional status 

' In assessing the impact of urban ~griculture on the 

hou·sehold, th,re~ variables were considered' in relation to 
tl ~ • • 

' . 

practitioners and non.:..practitioners of urban farming. These 
• i . . 

variables were food security, income and nutritional status. 

This was in realization that the impact of tirban farming on 
·', 

the household i~ a combination of these three factois 

(Maxwell, 1995) •. Food securify was measured as various 

levels of ease of accessibility at all times in the year to 

sufficient food. Income ref~rred ~o cash income outside farm 
/. 

activities; nutritidnal status was measur~d on the basis of 

height for age of young children. 

TABLE.13' 

Food Securit Income and Nutritional status 
Tes of Farming. Non-Farm ng ers 

I 

variable n· . 'P- test value 

Food security 
' 

260 0.106 

Income 240 -0.082 

Nutritional 
I 

status 102 -o.204 

Source: Field survey 1996/97 

As shown in table 13 above, non of .the variables was 

stat.istically significan't with r~spe'ct. to urban and non

urbar £,armers. 

CODESRIA
-LI

BRARY



43. 

This means that there is differe~ce in food seburity, 

income and nutritional status bet~een fa~ming and non

faiming households in the urban areas that is attributable 
• 

to.urban agriculture, and that whatever differences that 

·exist are due to chance. 

, However, the posil:ive value of food security may. 
' 

suggest that there·is a measure ~f food security accruable 

to the practi ti.oners of . urban 2\gr.~icul ture but which does 

not significantly differ frbm that obtatnable by non

pract:itioners~ .. 

However, Maxwell ( :1995.) · ,found a significant· · 

difference between farmers and non-farmers in the cities 

with re~pect to nut~itional status and food security~ 

4 .• 5 Constraints to city farming 

Ther9 were some prbhlemi at~~ndant to city farming in 

Abi~ St~te, as~in ofher endeavou~s of life. These include 

lack· of ac~ess to land, un~vailability df ~ital input~ such 

as fertilizers, thieves, l~ck of access to credit, pests 

.and. dlseases. 

Generally, urban areas are. more land-st~rved than the 
; l ' 

rural areas •. This makes the farm s~ze in the city. usually 

small. This fact does not~ however, discoufage ~eople from 
• I ' 

farming i~ the city. The discouraging aspect is the lot of 

' hurdles standing in the way to getting these pieces of land, 

most of which are:lying idle, for farming .. 

Ii 

,/i 

-.. 
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. . 
.. The authoritins here·brob~bly hRve a perception.of 

ut·ban c-1rer1s siniili=!r to those l~ortra'yed_ by Lee 
1
( 1993) and 

_von· Braun (1.993). They view the city as a place where 
t ' . 

farming is ovt of place.·. 

Some of the inputs needed f6r farm work w~re not 

available. Prominent among these.was fertilizers, the 
/,• 

scarcity of which was disco~raging the use of improved 

cassc-1va vr1r.:i.etJes by farmers.,, 

.Some of the farmers also have ptoblems with the 

seGurity of their farmse Thieve~ ~ere ~tealing both ~rops 

and livestock. Ezedin~a (1995) identified a similar 

' problem c1.mong m.=irket g,:1,rdeners in
1
Lagos. 

Banks c-1ncl lending institutions ahou_nd in the cities 

·more than t.he rural areas. ·The urban farmers have · 
., 

difficulty getting access· to the loanable funds held by 

'these institutions whic~ preferr~d len~ing money to traders 

to leriding it to urban farmer~. Mouge6t (1993) stated this 
' /, 

to be so, despite t~e fact that a~riculture has fewer risks 

tnah .some poorer urban businesses to which loans are 

granted by these cr~dit iristitutibns. 

• 
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,CHAPTER FIVE 

5 .. 0 SUM~ARY,.CONCLUSION i\ND POL;rcy, RE:COMMENDATIONS 

.. 5.1 Summary 

Urban farming is be~oming -an increaiingly important 

sour:ce of food for the Urpa.n dwellers in African cities. 

Nigerian cities, pnrticula~ly·those of Abia stat~ are no 

exception. They grow a wide ~ariety of crops such as 

cassava,. yam, cocoyam, 11)elon, maize,, garden egg, pepper·, 

telfai'ria .(ugu), bananas and plantains, mostly on mixed 

cropping basis anci using :simple farm impiements. They 

alsb ke~p such livSstock as goatsj pigs, rabbits and 

·· poultry, bol:h local a.nd imp,rovE:'d breeds. Every available 

land, is sui tr:1ble for their operatio11s and include idle 

public land, undeveloped· land,· roadsides, ponds, tanks, 

; l 

' ' 
~ackyards a~d iarid that is unsuitable to building. 

'Th~ study area used was Abia state, Nigeria, 

' ' i 
comprising seventeen (17) Local Government Areas. These 

were /~ba, Aba_. North, .Afikpo, Afikpo South, Ohaozara, onicha, 

Obioma Ngwa, Isuikwuato,, Arochukwu, Ohafia, sende, Ikwuano, 

Umu~hia, Ukwa, Ukwa East, .Isiala;Ngwa and Isiala Ngwa South. 

· Using the cluster sampling technique, the two·l~rgest 
' ' 

citie~ in the stat~, Aba an~ u~~ahia, were chosen and 15~-

respondents: sampl~d from each~ This gave a total of 300 . . ' 

respondents used in the study. 

T~e findihgs of the study ~re as ~tated below. 

1. Practitioners of urban agriculture in 
' ' ' 

.A,bia State cut ac.ross various vocqtions, 

with m~jority of them trad~rs (35.8%), 
•• " I 
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followed by civil servar\t::s (21.6%). An 

appreciable number of th~ practitioners had 

farming as.major occupation (18~1'%.) while private~, 

se~tor emplbyees constl~uted 17.2% of the 

practi, tion.ers~ 

2. With regard to age, the practitioners are mo~tly 

adults, 30 years and above (85.8%) .. . ' . 

3. More high non-farm income earners were engaged 

in urban farming than those of the low income 

earning group. Those.earning N12,000.00 to 

N36,ooo.oo annual!~ comprised about 44.6%. ~ext 

were those earning N37,ooo.oo and above cbmprising 

30.0%. The le~st in number were those earning less 

' than N12,000~00 ~nnually which constituted about 

8.8%. 

4. The practitioners were literate as about 84.8% of 

them had a miQimum of pri~ary school education. 
' Precisely_ 41;.7% had primary school education, 24.5% 

had tertiary level of edu_cation while 18.6% had 
I 

secondary school education. 

s. Male-headed households out-numbered female-headed 

ones. 

6 •. About halfi of th~. hoo~ehold .practitioners of urban 

agricul~ure (58~3%) h<;1d 6 ,to 10 members·, those with 

1 to 5 .members constituted 28.4% while a minimal 

-.. 
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5.2 ,Conclusion 

Agriculture is concerned with the husbandry of crops 

and liv~stock (~nimals). for f~od, fibre and other purposes 

useful to man. T,hrough its· prima,ry.function of supply of 

food and fibre to man, 'it acts as the main spring of every 
' ' 

human society. Where its proceeds are inadequate, supple·:< 

m~ntation is inevi t~ble'' and th_is is of ten through' imporj;ation. 
\ 

As aqricultural producti'on from the rural areas is 
• - ' I 

steadily dwindling, and the h~rsh economic c6riditions ;are 

making supplementation through, importation· more diff ic;ul t,. 

African city dwellers are incre·asingly resorting to f~rming 

in the urban are~s as a means of ''sµpplementing' their 'diets 

as.we~l as, often, income. City dwellers in Nigeria, 

\~specially those of Abi~ State, ar~ not left out in this 

quest. 

The c9nclusions fro~ this study, therefore, are as 

f ol,,lows: 

Majority of the urban .dwellers farm in the cities. 

The main reason for.the ho~seholdsi.enga~ement in 

the practice is the combi_nation of food supply and 

suµ,plementation of income thrbugh sales, followed 

by famiJy iood·supply Only~ The other reasons of 

sources of income, gift 1 and hobby are minor. 

The people who .engage iri urban· agriculture are mostly 

from ~he middle to high income classes~ relatively 

well edt1cated and ·adults of 30 · years and· above. 
' . ' 

' /' 

-
' 
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They also have ~ouseholds th~t ~re fairly large 

in size. 

The factor or determinant of urban agri~ulture in 

Abia State is household size, 

Urban agriculture confers some measure of food· 

' security on ~he pr~6titio~ers. There were no sig~i-
/' 

ficant differences with respect to income and 

nutiitional ~tatus between the practitioners and 
' 

non-practitioners of U:rban farming. 

' ±n ·addition,· the study identified some problems faced by the 

urban farmers. These included lack of ~ccess to land, lack 

of ~~cess to credit, problem of thieves, pests and 'diseases. 

5.3· Recommendations 

Sinc;e urban farming, }s becoming ,pervasive in the cities .:,. 

of Af~ica, including those ~f Abia State, Nigeria, the :wise 

thing to do· is not to ignore it but to realistically address 

it w'ith a view to making it·a veritable contributor to the 

·country's drive towards sel~-sufficiency in food supply~ 

Based on the findings of this 'st'udy, .the following recommenda

tions are made: 

1. Legal backi,rig should be given to urban f ~rmingo 

This could be done by enacting laws that officially 
, I 

recognize the practice, at the same time encoura-

ging:peopie to ~a~ti~ipat~ in it. 

2. In commercializing urban agriculture, adults who 

have lived lo~g in .the -~ity should be encouraged. 

\ 
/, 

.1; 

if 
•ii 
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3'. Greater attention shoultl be dlrected at women 

l~ving in the cities if urban iarming is to wield 

more impact on,the household's nutrition and income. 

This could be done by g,iving them greater incentives. 

4. Household size shd~ld be taken intb consLderition 

whi·le administering incentives for increased pa~~i-

' . s. 

. . ' 

c~pation ~n, and production of, urban farming •.. : . ' . . . . 
' .. i 

Large-sized househ~lds ihould be preferred to ~maller 

ones. 

Extension serVic~s should be directed at the.urban 

farmers to enable them benefit ·from Government 

incentives and findings ,of the varibus ag~icultural 

research institut~s and universiti~s in the country. 

6. Credit should be made lib~rally availabl~ to the 

.urban farmers to' enable them expand their a'ctivities 

· through the purpbase of necessary inputs, many of 

which are costly.· 

7. For effective extension services to urban farmers, 

there should be car~fully planned.and ~xecuted 

exploratory surveys of _the·µrban farming situations. 

8. ~xt~nsion ser~ice should al~o concentrate'.its 

programme planning on those f.actors'that enhance 

I 
the practic~ of urban ·agriculture. 
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proportion (about 10.8%) had more than 10 members. 
' . 

Thus the household~ were fairly large in size. 

7. The major reason for engaging in city farming by most· 

of the farmers wai provision of food for household 

(97.0%}, followe9 by sales· (66~7'%) for purposes of 

supplementing household income. 

8. Themajo; factor affecting urban farming in Abia ·State 
. i 

was household size. On the basis of cities, level of 

education was the fac~or affecting the practice in 
., 

Aba (though negatively correlat~d), whereas household 

size was the one ctffectirig the practice in Umuahia 

·~; Although ur~an agrictilture confers some measure of 

. 10. 

). 

food se~ur~ty on the practitioners, its impact with 

respect to income and .nutritional status is not 

diffetent from th~t of non-~ractitioners. 
i. 
' . ' 

Thi;3 constraints to urban agriculture ,include iack pf 

· access ·to land, lack of access to credit, prol;>lem'bf 

thieves, pests an~ diseases. 
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5.4 Suggestions fou further.~esearch 

. ' 

, One of the areas that rieed exploring in further 

re~earch is the effect of ,intrahousehold processes, such 

as ailocation o;f lab~ur and: control' of cash, on urban 

fa~~ing. This could highlight some of.the gender issues 

ih urban agriculture: 
. 

Other areas worth inveiti~ating are the extent 'of 

\ 
/, 

extensi~n services to the-urban farmers and the appropria

tene~s of agricultural techn6logies to the urban lahdscape 

. in view of the proMimity of such· farmlands to residential 

homes and water sources. 

Research into these areas 'will .. go'a long way in helping 
' . 

urban' farmer~ irt Abia state improve their productivity as 

well as raising their sta'nctard' of living.· 
I 

i' I 

'i 
' 
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QUESTIONN/\_IRE 

This resenrch i0 entirely ·an academic one aimed at assessing 

urbctn•r1g.ric1.,11l:ure in Abi;i t;tr1te~ All information supp~ied is 

solely for this purpose· Emel would by held in confidence. 

Gene~al Direction: 

\ 
/, 

kindly complete this questionnair~ hy filling in the.blank 

spaces ·provided or. ticking ( / ) :to.·the appropriate response ( s) to 

each of .the questions. 

· .Section one: Farmer Chc1ra~teristics:· 

1. Urban area ( a) \r-J /\ba ( b) umuahia / 7 

2. Enull'!er.:ltion area: ~1igh density r-7·· Low Density ft 

P e(Il'i Urban r7 ·-
3. Gender of housf~hold head: ( ;:i.) Male r7 (b) Fem~le · r7 

4. Occtipat~on: (a) Majot •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••.••••••••• 

' ' ( b) Minor ···~·························.-~······· 
·······,···~································ 
e $ • • • • o • • • • • • • • e • • • • • • • • e • e • • .-. • • • • • • • e e • • • • 

(in dec~eaiing order of importance) 

5. Age •••••wD~•·········~·······~··················~···•••••••• 
6. What. is your ~sti~ated annua1 income? •••• 

·(i) Farm relate~; •••••••• J ••• ~·~······ 

( 1• i) Non-Farm•••••••••••••••••••~••••• 

7.. Number of years spe1!t in s~hoo1 · •••••••••• 

~. How many people do you have in your household in this city1 ••• 

' /, 

-.. 
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• • • o e • • • • - e ~ o e • • • ~ • • • e o o • • • • • • • ~ • e • e ~•••••em • e • • • • • e • • • • •.• • . . 

9~ out of this number, how many are dependan~~? •••••••••••••• 

10~ How 1:onq have. you lf =.ed ln this city • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

Section Two: FFirm E:nl:erprise 

11. Do you farm in this city 
( 

(a) Yes('"--, (b) No if 
12. If yes,, why do you .farm? • e • • • • • • • • - • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

. /• 

·13. What 'farm enterprises are you engaged in? Also indicate 

the· size of 0i'1Ch E!Y~l:crprise •. 

Enter ri.se Size 

·14.. . What is the tolil.l il_ren of' 1 and avail able ·to you for farming 

in this city? ···~··-~••e••~·-····~············~·-········· 
1~. 1Why are· you engaged in the enterpi~ses ~entioned· ~bov~7 

Enter rise Reason ___ _._ _______ _ 

.16.: For' how long have you been e.ngaged in the enterprises in 
urbr-m cities? 

EntEfrprise Length o'f time 

. 
/, 
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17. Wh~t cr6pping ~yste~ do you pra~tice in yout' urban farm? 

( n,). Mixed for all crops I 1 

(b) Mixed for some CFops (specify) ·~·••••••••••••••••• 

( c) Sole for cilJ. crops r-7, 
.• \. ~ 

• 
18. If. yo1..1 keep livestock, what innnagement system do you practice? 

·, l 

, Livestock ~ana eme~t s stem 

19.,' For ,each enterprise engaged :ln. indicate .< in %) the 

contribution t'o your household' .s food requirements 1·n 1995. 

Enterprise % contribution to, household foocl requi
rement 

Section Three: Farm Inputs 

20~' What· seeds. do you plant~ in your farm? 

' (d.) Improved seeds (~pecify c~ops l I 

· ( b) Tra'di tlonal seeds ,· / 

\ 
/' 

21. F~om· what source do jou get·~h~ seeds you·plant in you~ farm? 
' ' 

(a) Ma.rket It (b). Friends f:7' (c) Personal store r7 
. '-·· ' --· ~ 

(d),ADP (AgriaJ/ 7 (e) others(specify)/ 7 

,, 
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( a) Impt·oved yes / 
1 

/ · 

(b) Traditional yes ·.r7 
No f"7 

No r7 
23.,. Whal tools do you use on your,farm (Tick appropriate·ones) 

(a) Hoe tl .<b) r-i;:itchet /1 (c) Spade r7 
(,b) Digger r°7 (e) Rak~ t7 (f) .Trowel r7 
('g) watering can / 7 ( h) Others (specify) r7 

24. qo you w:e :ferU.lizers on you~ farms? (a) Yes / / (b) No r7 

· 25..,': If yes, whc\t tyfie(s) .and quar.1tities of fertilizersdil!l you 

use last year (1995)? 

_!ype of fertilizer used ·Quantit of fertilizer used 

/• 

26. If .yes to (25), what is your source of supply? 

27. 

Ca) Market r7' (b) Ne.ighbour:s. r7 · ( c) Other 
farmers/ / 

I 

( c) Other people (specify) ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

If no · to ( 23) ,. wh·y do you not use them? ••••••••••••• . ' 

· 28 •. Do you use insecticide~ on your farms? 

( a) Yes L.: .. / ( q) No :f"l ··-
29. ·, Do ,you use herbicides on yo~r farm~? ( a) yes r7 

(b) No r-7 ---

,, 
,:, 
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30. Db you receive vi.sit:s from extension ;:igents, 

. ( a.) Yes t7 ( b) No r7 

31. If ·yes, ho\·! often ,:1re these _visits? •••••••••••••••••••• 

32. ~ave you visited an agric deve1opment agency or extension 

agent~efore'? (a)Yes,/7· (b)·No r7 

_33. If yes, why did you visit?.~ ........................... ~ ••• 

31. Is there nny rnrn~rs orgnnization(s) in you locality? 

( a).. Yes / 7 (b) No /·/ 

36. If yes, are you r1 .member to any of them? ( a) "{es r7 (b) No/ / 

36. Hav~ you obt~inerl any loan for your far~ operations before? 

(a) Yes r7 ( b) No / . 7 

37 • If yes, \V}1en? ·• • • .. e • e • • • • • • • 11D • • • ·,.. • • • • •· • • • • • • • • • • • • • •·• • • • • • 

38 .. was .it.difficult,to.obtain? ·(a) Yes/ 1 (b) 

39. If n.o to (33), why? (a) Don•t n1eed it 17 
(b) Don•t know where to get i.t 17 (c).Difficult to 

obtait) ( connol= meet the requi.red conditions /7 

Section Four: Other Constraints'. 

. ' 
40. · Do you hire labourers for your farm work? (a) Yes / · /. 

. 41. 

42. 

43. 

44. 

'' 
( b) No r7 

\ 

Is labour a rroblem in your far!'D work? (,n) Yes /7 ( b) N~, r7 · 

H~s there been any \ncident. of thieves stealing your cro~s? 

(a) Yes ft. (b) No n 
, f 1 I 

Would you want ·to produce more than you are presently doing? 

(a)··Yes t7 ( b) No / ./ 

If yes, wh ,'l t is keeping' you from increasing your ~evel of 

pr_oduc tion7 ( a) A~cess to land /. 7 ( b) Market for produce. 

0 

-C .. 

CODESRIA
-LI

BRARY



63 

·( c.) Avail,ab~lity of credit / / 

'45 .. ' 

( d) Very difficult r-7. 
' -

46. How·'do you ge·t land oh v1h1ch to farm? (a) Ren.t.it ft 
(b) F t /idl l d

. ,--, (c) Farm my backyard r-7 arm any emp ·y e an 1__1 

( d) Other ( specify) r7 
47. If ·you rent :1and: how much 'd:klyou pay last year? •• ~ ••••••••.• 

' /, 
· 48~ For each commercial enterprise·you engage in, how would 

you describe the availability of market for the produce? 

. Enter rise Hi h available Available Not ver available 

41~ What other· problems do you ·encounter in your farm· work 

in .this city? 

( a) 

( b) 
"' 

( C) 

(d) 

Q·G~e••••••••~••••.•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

•.• • • • e ~ • • • • •.• • • • • • • •.• ~ • • • • • • • • • e • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •-• • • • • •. 

• • • • • e • • • • • e,~a • • • e • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

·······~·············································· 
50. Nutritional status: 

(a) Age of child~ •••• ~~~ •• (b) ,Height ••••••••••••• ~ •••••• ~ 

-
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. ' ( b) we:i. 9i1 l: • • e • • • • 9 • • • • • $ • • • • e • •' • • • •'• • • • • e • • • • •, • 

-51.. I low :Ls nuff icient food· .icce,ssibl e to your f ami·ly 
,. 

throughout the year? 

(a) ~cisily aGCessible .t7 (b) Moderately 

accessible D <c) Just a~cessib1e r7 
(d) Difficult ·r-J 

!, I ' 

/c 

' /, 

I' .j! 

"°71 
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