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ABSTRACT 

This study assessed the competitiveness of the High Quality Cassava Flour (HQCF)Value Chain 
in Imo State, Nigeria. The specific objectives were to; describe the socioeconomic characteristics 
of HQCF value chain players in the study area, examine the composition as well as functions of 
the stakeholders in the chain, identify and examine the effect of policies  on the HQCF in the 
study area, assess the factors which influenced access to credit by stakeholders in  the HQCF 
value chain , ascertain the level of awareness and perceived relevance of HQCF in the study 
area,  estimate the  cost and returns as well as profitability of the various stages of the HQCF 
value chain, evaluate the market share and hence competitiveness of HQCF in the study area, 
identify the marketing channels and the marketing strategies of HQCF in the study area and 
identify the constraints militating against the competitiveness of HQCF in the study area. The 
null hypotheses of no significant differences in profitability amongst the three key value chain 
players and no significant relationship between socioeconomic factors/ loan conditions and access to 
credit by HQCF value chain stakeholders were tested.. Data were collected from 61 cassava 
producers, 18 HQCF processors and 32 HQCF marketers selected   from Owerri agricultural 
zone with the aid of 3 sets of questionnaire. Data collected were analyzed using percentages, 
means, cost and return analysis, profitability indices, logistic regression model, Policy Analysis 
Matrix, Market share index, and functional analysis of the value chain. The hypothesis was 
tested using one way analysis of variance (ANOVA). The results obtained showed that the 
majority of the actors studied were married, within the age bracket of 35-44years, attained 
formal education and had household size of 4-6 persons. Males dominated the cassava 
production stage while women engaged more in flour processing. The functional analysis 
showed that most of the stakeholders played more than a role along the chain implying that 
linkages are strong enough for cost minimization.  From the results of the logistic regression 
analysis,  collateral (X3),interest rate (X4), information about credit lending institutions (X5), 
membership of cooperative society(X6) and gender (X8) were significant at 1% probability level. 
The result showed that decrease in the interest rate is likely to increase access to credit among 
HQCF value chain stakeholders in the study area. Out of the 13 perception statements on the 
perceived relevance of the HQCF, 10 statements representing 76.9%  scored above the expected 
mean of 3.0 thus showing that value chain stakeholders in the study area are favourably 
disposed to the HQCF. The processing stage of the chain recorded the highest gross margin 
while the production stage gave the highest return on the amount invested. The bulk of the flour 
is presently sold to local consumers and advertisement a marketing strategy widely recognized 
and proven as the magic formula for market expansion is given little attention. The null 
hypothesis regarding differences in the profitability of the stakeholders was rejected following a 
calculated F ratio of 66.0 which was significantly higher than the critical value.Also, the logistic 
regression analysis for Hypothesis 2 showed that socio-economic characteristics of the 
stakeholders as well as the loan conditions significantly influenced their access to credit at 1% 
α-level. The study concluded that the HQCF value chain though relatively underdeveloped, is 
competitive and should be given the needed attention   Therefore, it was recommended that 
government should employ necessary measures to intensify  the implementation of the cassava 
flour inclusion policies and provide adequate incentives in order to ensure that the HQCF gains 
a significant share of the market ultimately geared at a price competitive HQCF industry.    

Keywords: competitiveness, value chain, HQCF, market share, policies
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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 
1.1 Background to the Study 
Nigeria with cassava production figure of  37.5 million tonnes in 2010 (FAOSTAT, 2012), is 

acclaimed the world’s largest producer of cassava, maintaining 19% of the global market 

share(Hillocks, 2002; Maziya-Dixon& Onadipe 2007; Nuwammanya, Baguma, Kawuki& 

Rubaihayo, 2010., Echebiri & Edaba, 2008;Aderinto, 2011).Despite that cassava production in 

Nigeria is characterized by small scale farm holding, dependent on rainfall, manual planting and 

without the use of agrochemicals, the output level has continued to increase significantly at the 

slightest effort at cassava multiplication, justifying the fact that Nigeria has comparative 

advantage in the production of cassava (Adebile,2012; UNIDO, 2006). 

However, cultivation of cassava is largely for the traditional food market. Phillips,  Taylor,    

Sanni and  Akoroda(2004), maintained that of the 32 million tonnes of cassava produced in 

2001, 84% was consumed as food leaving only 16% for utilization as industrial raw material. 

Small holder farmers who remain responsible for the large cassava production figures benefit the 

least from increased cassava production because of the absence of value addition and the 

attendant  limited market expansion in fresh form as the country is yet to account for a 

significant share of value added products globally (Akinwumi, 2012; 

Okoruwa,2015).Olanrewaju  (2012), concerned about Nigeria’s inability to add value to cassava 

considering her comparative advantage maintained that if Nigeria maintains her current level of 

wheat importation(13% per annum), her wheat importation could reach 17 million metric tonnes 

by 2020, an equivalent of  the entire wheat production by Canada (the third largest wheat 

producing country in the World. This is detrimental to the local economy and a threat to food 

security. The adverse effects would be loss of employment to foreign nations, food insecurity, 
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trade imbalance, over dependence on foreign food, loss of foreign exchange, high domestic food 

prices, etc. (Sanni,  Christiana & Silifat, 2004). 

Conversely, Nigeria is experiencing like never before, rapid urbanization, increasing population 

and changing food habits resulting in preference for convenience foods such as bread, biscuits, 

noodles etc (Oyewole, Sanni&  Ogunjobi, 1996; Ogunjobi & Ogunwole, 2010; Adebowale et al; 

2012). It is therefore imperative and of economic importance if wheat flour importation is 

reduced by substitution with other locally available raw materials(Oyeku et al;2008)such as the 

High Quality Cassava Flour (HQCF). 

High Quality Cassava Flour (HQCF) is fine flour produced from wholesome freshly harvested 

cassava (10-12 months after planting) and rapidly processed roots. It is unfermented, smooth, 

odourless, white or creamy flour, blend with no gluten. It may also be made from any of the 

intermediate products such as chips and/or grits. The flour has the potential to completely replace 

imported, starch-based adhesives and is safe and suitable for making composite flour with the 

inclusion of wheat and is also a suitable alternative as textile sizing agent in mills that produce 

lower quality cloth for the cheaper end of the local market (Fadairo, Orbunde & 

Olayinka,2014).Over the years,the use of the cassava flour as a substitute for wheat flour in 

bread baking (the second most consumed food worldwide after Rice) as well as in other 

products, has evolved following the dire need  to ease the effect of the ban on wheat importation 

(as evidenced in the 80s)and to reduce the present importation of wheat grain based on renewed 

government efforts(Adepoju&Oyewole, 2008). 

According to the Cassava Flour Feasibility Report (2012), hitting the aforementioned target 

would require that the current annual demand for cassava flour which is put at 750,000 MT be 
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met despite that the current supply from the various sources is just 500,000 MT, reflecting a 

deficit besides the several other uses to which cassava root is being put at the moment. 

Obviously, the demand would require more fresh roots. It is believed that the additional uses of 

cassava in the secondary form such as the HQCF is central to the development of the sector 

towards commercialization and hence the expansion of markets for cassava farmers and price 

stabilization, in addition to contributing to the job creation strategy which is targeted at over one 

million direct and indirect jobs in the sector.This of course would not be possible without the 

vertical integration of small holder cassava farmers to markets through small scale processing 

and the development of new marketing strategies. However, commercializing the sector would 

require up scaling the present operations from small to medium and large scales.The possibilities 

rest largely on consistent government policies encouraging the use of the secondary products as 

well as addressing the specific needs of the small holder farmers and the ultimate users of their 

products, putting into consideration the specific quantity and quality requirements which small 

holders for several reasons have difficulties attaining. This gave rise to the adoption of the value 

chain approach(Okoruwa,2015). 

The HQCF Value Chain can be defined as a strategic partnership among inter-dependent units 

that collaborate to progressively create value for the final consumer of the end products from 

cassava flour resulting in a collective competitive advantage. As this name bring about, the 

primary focus in value chains is on the benefits that accrue to customers, the interdependent 

processes that generate value, and the resulting demand and funds flows that are created. Value 

chain development has almost become a magic formula for sustainable agricultural investment. 

The Chain is basically characterized by market-focused collaboration; different business 

enterprises working together to produce and market the cassava flour effectively and efficiently 
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by linking production, processing and marketing activities to meet market demands.   The Value 

Chain is designed to increase competitive advantage through collaboration in a venture that links 

producers, processors, marketers, food service companies, retailers and supporting groups such 

as financial institutions, research groups and suppliers. With the specialization of the various 

elements of the chain in some specific tasks,problems associated with agricultural loss, wastages 

and output underutilization is reduced to the barest minimum and the production system is 

ultimately differentiated. The chain was borne out of the need for concerted effort at bringing 

together the different priorities and capacities of stakeholders with a focus on ensuring synergy 

and complementarity in order to optimize returns on investment for each one of them as well as 

promoting the commercialization of the HQCF on a full scale by ensuring private sector access 

to affordable credit. 

The key intervention points in the HQCF value chain are:  Ensuring a consistent supply of raw 

materials, developing viable intermediaries acting as secondary processors or bulking agents in 

value chains; and building market share (in, for example, bakery industry, components of 

traditional foods or plywood/paperboard applications)(Odemero, 2014).The chain comprises 

three main elements namely the farmer/ farmer processor, intermediary processors and bulking 

agents and the end use industries with exact and support activities differing from country to 

country and has great potentials to develop market opportunities for cassava which remains an 

imperative for ensuring increased income for resource-constrained households, increased 

employment opportunities and lower food prices for consumers, especially in the face of high 

wheat import bills. (Plucknett, Phillips, & Kagho, 1998). 

Despite the enormous opportunities for cassava flour, the existing institutional framework does 

notfavour the optimal exploitation of the emerging and potential opportunities. First the 



5 
 

organizational capacities of producers in the country are wanting, removing the interest of key 

private sector players. Value additiontechnologies though available to the minority of the 

producers are still underutilized due to among other reasons lack of clear guidelines on standards 

and policy issues from the public sector giving a solid direction to the sector. Generally the 

efforts by key stakeholders in the value chain are disintegrated with no clear partnership 

structures crucial in value chain. At production, production capacities is still constrained by 

factors such as poor group organizational capacities, lack of commercialisation skills, crop 

diseases such as cassava mosaic , poor access to improved planting materials, limited land sizes, 

inadequate inputs for production, inadequate labour, poor market linkages or access to profitable 

markets and poor access to credit facilities. The main value addition challenges are poor access 

to value addition technologies and knowledge.  

Key constraints for intermediaries along trading systems include limited or poor and latent 

demand for most of theproducts , high trading costs notably transportation and market fees 

affecting their business profitability, lack ofstorage facilities, poor access to market information, 

seasonal availability of the products, poor access to creditfacilities , and poor linkages with 

producers. Processing constraints on the other hand include poor quality rawmaterials, seasonal 

inadequate supplies, products’ perishability, poor demand for the products, products’ 

pricefluctuations, high transportation costs and stiff competition from other products like maize, 

sorghum and millet.At consumption, there is still a lot of unutilized market due to reduced or no 

awareness on cassava flour andrelated products. These weaknesses at various levels of the value 

chain make it inefficient and uncompetitive (Kimathi, Ngeli & Wanjiru, 2007). Value chain 

competitiveness is the ability of actors within an industry to anticipate and meet buyers’ 
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demands, identify and take advantage of end-market opportunities, respond to changes in market 

demand or the competitive landscape. 

 

 According to Nordin, Shariff,Simeh,  & Baharim(2008), the theory of competitiveness is based 

on comparative and competitive advantage, both of which are related, but one is often mistaken 

for the other. Competitiveness in cassava production, processing and marketing is a comparative 

concept of the ability and performance of a firm, sub sector or country to sell and supply the 

commodity in a given market. It indicates whether a firm could successfully compete in the trade 

of the commodity in a given market, given existing policies and economic structure. 

Comparative advantage refers to the ability to produce a commodity at a lower opportunity cost 

of other products forgone than another.  Competitive advantage is created through appropriate 

combination of knowledge and other critical resources to gain significant share of the market for 

a particular commodity. Factors critical to its achievement are a competitive environment and the 

capability of firms in the industry to innovate and improve their technologies in product design, 

production processes, marketing and general operation, striving to maintain achievements in a 

relentless fashion (Oguntade,2011). There is therefore the need to understand the technical and 

scientific basis for economically producing competitive high quality cassava flour and the 

constraints restraining small processors and bakers from advancing the production. 

1.2. Problem Statement 
According to Echono (2011), a critical look at the cassava flour value chain suggests thatcassava 

has not graduated from a subsistent / semi-commercial level to commercial products with 

significantmarket shares in the consumer, business and industrial markets following a de-

emphasis of the very essential ingredients which underscore the competitiveness of a typical 

production system notably ; 
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i. increased yield of raw materials translating into low ex factory prices 

ii. firm Institutional support 

iii. vertical integration of small scale producers to vibrant commercialized channels 

iv. unlimited access to credit both for start up and for expansion 

v. a vibrant domestic industry helped along by government trade policies 

vi. a committed and aggressive pursuit of regional and worldwide export opportunities 

vii. product differentiation reflective of the innovativeness of the firm and resulting in high 

profit margins and 

viii. intimidating marketing strategies strong enough to guarantee customers unreserved 

acceptance such that the product in question becomes strongly competitive against other 

competitors thus, gaining a significant market share. 

Increasing wheat import levels have meant that post harvest losses following cassava 

multiplication programmes continue to trend resulting in significant loss of scarce foreign 

exchange. There is therefore the need to strategize by means of import substitution, an attempt 

which at the moment has been bedeviled by several challenges.   

Despite the prospects and potentials of the cassava flour value chain at revolutionalizing several 

strategic industries (Food, Textiles etc) in Nigeria, the policy environment has allegedly 

performed below expectation. Grossly characterized by inconsistencies and the absence of the 

much needed institutional support, it is yet to achieve enhanced private sector participation, 

maintain the quality and safety standards of the HQCF as well as ensure adequate provision of 

incentives. This is in accordance with the view that a strong business environment based on 

sound institutions and policies is a necessary basis for enhanced competitiveness of private firms 

that produce and deliver goods and services. When business environment constraints—
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inefficiencies and cost disadvantages—can be identified, policy makers have the opportunity to 

jumpstart economic reform processes that target priority areas along the product/service life 

cycle known as the value chain (Adebayo et al., 2012). 

Access to credit is a pivotal requirement for all value chain stakeholders, including small-scale 

processors and retailers, storage operators and traders. Finance is the most critical factor for 

profitability of value chains. Lack of financing on the other hand is a vicious cycle, producers are 

not able to realize the full potential and hence produce much lesser than they can, and so, the 

total value creation is less. It impacts on those who serve in the input stages as they will sell less 

seedlings, fertilizers and chemical; the processors as they will have less produce to process; and 

traders will have less to sell which spirals into the markets and consumption, thus, effectively 

adding to the inflationary trends.  It has to be acknowledged that the modalities to access credit 

have remained rather stringent and daunting. Collateral required for accessing loans from banks, 

High interest rate for micro finance banks, Delay in release of loan (mostly offseason) and 

unrealistic payment terms for agric based activities by commercial banks, high cost of servicing, 

low rate of returns on investments for most farmers and processors are some of the reasons why 

credit access is difficult (UNIDO, CBN & BOI,2010). 

According to Porter (1985), the buying power of the customer (which is largely a function of 

preference) contributes greatly to enhancing the competitiveness of a product. The worrisome 

lack of acceptability of inclusion of cassava flour in bread has great implications for the 

competitiveness of the chain.  While some activists reject it as poisonous, consumers 

are showing strong preference for 100 per cent wheat bread and biscuits. Publicly, consumers 

have expressed doubts about its nutritional importance especially in bread composition. 

Stakeholders believe the way forward is addressing the fears if cassava flour is going to have a 
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competitive edge in the market(Sanni, Christiana, & Silifat, 2004; Sanni et al.,2005).There is 

therefore the need for innovation and marketing strategies focused on increasing the confidence 

of consumers in the ability of products made with the HQCF to satisfy their taste and nutritional 

demands. 

Economic profit is a factor which confers competitive leverage on the HQCF value chain. More 

so competitive advantage depends on whether or not the firms operating unit production cost is 

lower than the market price of the output (Porter,1985), records have shown that the cost of 

cassava roots and total energy cost represent the critical cost elements(70% and 16.5% 

respectively) in the production of the HQCF. Where production is on a large scale, labour cost 

takes a greater toll on the expected returns.Transporting to millers outside the regions further 

increases marketing cost. Processors have argued that the selling price presently quoted by the 

millers (the only buyers of the flour) barely covers production cost. This ultimately results in 

uncompetitive price of the HQCF, hence its inability to undercut the wheat flour(UNIDO, 2006) 

Innovation is the multi-stage process whereby organizations transform ideas into improved 

products, service or processes, in order to advance, compete and differentiate themselves 

successfully in their marketplace.  A firms level of innovativeness is expressed through product 

differentiation and marketing. This is an element which impacts greatly to the competitiveness of 

the value chain (Baregheh, Rowley& Sambrook, 2009).According to Porter (1985), innovation is 

a critical competitive advantage to success. It is an empirical fact that companies that excel at 

innovation are also far more profitable than companies that do not. The link between successful 

innovation and profit is almost a tautology,innovative products that achieve market place success 

generally command higher prices and higher profit margins than competing products. An 

industry can be in a secured position competitively if it is having an innovated product (Ven, 
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1986).The competitiveness of the Nigerian cassava flour industry in the local and international 

markets would require proofed, commercially successful market oriented cassava flour 

processing and quality management innovations, which presently, is not the case.  

Vertical integration results in more efficient transactions among firms  in a value chain thus 

increasing the competitiveness of the entire industry, horizontal linkages (formal and informal) 

between firms at all levels in a value chain reduces transaction costs, create economies of scale 

and contribute to the increased efficiency and competitiveness of an industry.The weak link 

between cassava farmers and processors as well as the end users deprives farmers and processors 

from earning the expected additional income from value addition whether manifesting as failure 

to deliver harvested roots within 24 hours(a precondition for flour quality) or the inability to 

access market information (Odunaya,2013). Strong linkages along and within the chain have the 

capacity to address all the supply chain barriers. It is therefore necessary to analyse the 

competitiveness of the HQCF value chain considering the enormous potential benefits 

stakeholders stand to gain as well as the multiplier effects notably industrial and economic 

growth.  

1.3 Objectives of the Study 
The broad objective of the study was toanalyze the Competitiveness of High Quality Cassava 

Flour Value Chain in Imo State, Nigeria. The specific objectives were to: 

i. describe the socioeconomic characteristics of HQCF value chain actors in the study area, 

ii. examine thecomposition as well as functions of the stakeholders in the chain, 

iii. identify and examine the effect of policies  on the competitiveness of the HQCF in the 

study area, 
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iv. assess the factors which influence access to credit by stakeholders in  the HQCF value 

chain in the study area, 

v. ascertain the level of awareness and perceived relevance of HQCF in the study area, 

vi. estimate the cost and returns and hence profitabilityof the various stages of the HQCF 

value chain, 

vii. ascertainthe marketshare and hence competitiveness of HQCF in the study area, 

viii. identify the marketing channels and the marketing strategies of HQCF in the study area 

and 

ix.  identify the constraints militating against the competitiveness of HQCFin the study area 

1.4 Hypothesis ofthe Study   
Based on the objectives of the study, the hypothesis tested was: 

i. There were no significant differences inprofitability amongst the three key value 

chain players –producers, processors and marketers of HQCF. 

ii. There is no significant relationship between the socioeconomic characteristics / loan 

conditions and access to credit by respondents 

1.5 Justification for the study 
World cassava trade is currently at 8.4 million tonnes (MT). Thailand and Indonesia are the 

major players in the international cassava market being the major exporters of cassava products. 

Total export from Africa and Latin America is only in the order of400,000 tonnes (Elemo,2013). 

Nigeria hardly features in the world trade in cassava, despite its being the world’s largest 

producer due to uncompetitive prices. The first batch of cassava chips exported to China in 2005 

was done at a loss to the exporters. In fact, the Federal government had to subsidize the exporters 

to breakeven. (Elemo, 2013; UNIDO,2006). 
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Wheat importation on the other hand continues to be on the increase in Nigeria due to many 

factors including growth in middle class resulting to change in feeding patterns and improved 

earning especially by the civil servants. The rapid growth in the fast food industry offering 

pastries in recent years is also contributing to the increase in wheat demand.  Nigeria is also 

experiencing the greatest growth in the production of noodles evidenced by establishment of 

noodle facilities by virtually all flour mills in the country due to very high demand for noodles in 

Nigeria. Over 300,000tonnes of wheat is imported annually in Nigeria for noodles 

production(Bustos et al;2011;  Elemo,2013). Total import of Wheat in 2011 was about 3.9million 

tonnes out of which 3.3million tonnes were imported from the US .The current annual value of 

wheat importation is about N635Billion whereas the total importation from 1999 till 2010 is 

N1,087Trilion ($6,792,934,000). These are clear indications of high prospect for developing 

local substitutes such as HQCF for partial substitution of the wheat flour. Thus, the need to look 

inwards for import substitution will be beneficial to all, address the food security issues and save 

our scarce foreign exchange. 

 High Quality Cassava Flour has been found suitable for partial substitute for wheat flour in 

bread making, the second most widely consumed non-indigenous food after rice in Nigeria with 

the product having no significant difference from breads made from 100% wheat flour (Shittu,  

Raji,  & Sanni (2007). Diversification of cassava into new foods as an import substitution 

commodity therefore has high potential benefits. It is on record that in 1984, the Federal 

Government of Nigeria mandated the use of cassava flour for bread making. Unfortunately, the 

policy faded with the administration. This development killed the morale of all the stakeholders 

in the business. Cassava growers lost interest in cultivation due to lack of industrial demand, as 

there were very few cassava processors. Fabricators shifted their emphasis to other equipment. 
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Work on cassava flour and its utilization was then limited or restricted to research and 

development laboratories,(Dendy,1992). 

The current state of insecurity in Nigeria results largely from high rate of unemployment and 

abject poverty. Unemployment in Nigeria has resulted in more and more people who do not have 

purchasing power. Less consumption has led to lower production and economic growth has been 

hampered. Adoption of Cassava Bread as national bread will go a long way in tackling 

unemployment most especially rural unemployment in Nigeria. The employment generating 

capability of cassava bread has a direct link to the quantity of HQCF produced and utilizedby the 

bread and confectioneries industry. The quantity of HQCF utilized is also a function of the level 

of inclusion. Cassava bread has high potential for job creation through processors (most 

especially producers of HQCF), farmers, suppliers/marketers, bakers, researcher, etc. The best 

approach is however, to adopt production proliferation rather than production concentration as 

been canvassed in some quarters in Nigeria(Elemo, 2013, Nwakor et al; 2011).Therefore when 

policy interventions are identified and composition as well as functions of stakeholders in HQCF 

value chain known, production proliferation and product acceptance can be assured. 

However, with all that HQCF has to offer, its full potentials have not been tapped. Cassava root 

which is the basic raw material for the product constitutes between 55% and 70% of the total 

cost of production.  The next critical cost element is total energy cost which accounts for about 

23% of the total cost of production with only fuel being 16.5%. The results show that margins 

are very low if HQCF is sold at N65,000 per mt. This explains that about 90% of the Small and 

Medium Scale Enterprises that have invested in flash dryers prefer either not to use the 

equipment or use it for alternative purposes (e.g. production of instant fufu or starch). 

Unfortunately, the flour milling industries are still buying at N65, 000/t (UNIDO, 2006; PIND, 
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2011) which compelled almost all SMEs with Flash dryers to close down. This challenge will be 

addressed when the detailed cost and returns associated with the HQCF value chain are estimated 

as expected in this study. 

It is expected that the study will provide literature materials for researchers and valuable insights 

for policy makers that is required in formulating government policies for value chain 

development in Nigeria.  Managers would also find the findings of this study very useful at 

improving their competence, managerial skills and the competitive advantages over other 

businesses.The HQCF value chain in the South-eastern part of Nigeria is underdeveloped, thus 

limiting her competitive advantage in the domestic and international markets. There have been 

studies on the cassava value chain carried out in the South-east region of Nigeria but there is 

currently no empirical study of this nature in Imo state. This implies that there is little or no 

empirical data  on the analysis of the competitiveness of the HQCF value chain in Imo state of 

Nigeria, even though the chain contributes positively to Gross National Product (GNP), 

employment, innovations and societal welfare.It is in the light of this gap that this research is 

being undertaken. 

 1.6. Plan of the Study 

This thesis is divided into five chapters. Chapter one is the introduction under which the 

following were discussed: Statement of the problem, Objectives of the study and justification of 

the study. Chapter Two is a review of related literatures. It is divided into four sections namely: 

conceptual, theoretical, empirical and analytical frameworks. In the first section, the concepts of 

High Quality Cassava Flour (HQCF), Competitiveness, Value chain, Credit/ finance, 

Profitability, Marketing Channels/ Strategies / Market share   were discussed. Furthermore the 

empirical and analytical framework discussed the HQCF value chain and its competitiveness, 
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Access to finance by stakeholders, effects of Government policies on the chain, Level of 

awareness and perceived relevance of the HQCF and Constraints to the competitiveness of the 

HQCF value chain.  The analytical frame work contains related literatures on Policy Analysis 

Matrix, Cost and Return/ profitability analysis, Market Share Analysis and the logistic 

regression. Chapter Three, which is the methodology of the study, comprises information on the 

study area, sampling technique, data collection and data analysis. In Chapter Four, the result of 

the survey were presented and discussed, while Chapter Five summarized the findings, made 

conclusions and recommendations based on findings of the study. 

1.7 Limitations of the Study 

This research work was not without challenges, the foremost being the reluctance by 

stakeholders to divulge information pertaining their businesses especially the actual elements of 

cost andreturns.The Agric Extension Officer for the Zone was very resourceful to my 

overcoming this challenge aside the fact that the researcher was able to build rapport thus 

obtaining the confidence of the stakeholders who provided the responses used in this study. 

Another challenge was the difficulty in obtaining cost and revenue at world prices being that the 

HQCF as a research area is relatively new especially in the state. This is the researcher was able 

to overcome with due consultation.  

 

 

 

 



16 
 

CHAPTER TWO 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

2.1 Conceptual framework 

2.1.1 High Quality Cassava Flour(HQCF) 

HQCFis simple unfermented cassava flour which can supplement wheat flour in bread, pasta and 

confectionery.High quality cassava flour is made within a day of harvesting the root. It is very 

white, has low fat content, is not sour like traditional, fermented cassava flour, does not give a 

bad smell or taste to food products and can mix very well with wheat flour for use in bread or 

cakes (UNIDO, 2006). 

2.1.2. Competitiveness 

According to the business dictionary, competitiveness is the ability of a firm or a nation to 

offerproducts and services that meet the quality standards of the local and world markets at 

prices that are competitive and provideadequatereturns on the resourcesemployed or consumed 

in producing them. It is defined as the ability of the firm to maintain fitness and sustain 

production and marketing of its products in the face of the competition from other players. 

Competitiveness is achieved through innovation carried out by adopting new methods and 

`technologies in products design, production processes, marketing and general operations 

(Competitiveness Policy Council, 1992; Porter, 1990).Competition may be within domestic markets 

(in which case firms, or sectors, in the same country are compared with each other) or international (in 

this case, comparisons are made between countries). Competitiveness should be measured with respect to 

a benchmark as it is a relative concept. Firms must be compared with each other, or nations with each 

other and in the specific case of the agricultural sector, attention is paid on the issue of unpaid inputs, 

such as family labor. This is because competitiveness measurements may vary if the value of ownership 

factors is included or excluded, in particular unpaid labour and Government intervention may change the 
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competitiveness superficially without increasing real competitiveness. In this case, where competitiveness 

is “bought” by public subsidies, it may be a false competitiveness, (Pedraza, 2014). A country’s 

competitive capacity in the critical and growing sector of high value added agricultural products is shaped 

by three key elements namely relative prices, relative stability of production and efficiency of export 

performance(Hiary,2014).  To remain competitive, stakeholders must continuously increase 

markets demand through product specifications, quality, and other requirements. 

2.1.3. Value Chain 

Value chain was a concept developed by Porter (1985), in his book 'Competitive Advantage'  and 

refers to the whole series of activities that create and build value at every step. The total value 

delivered by the company is the sum total of the value built up all throughout the company. The 

value chain concept is significant in that it separates useful activities (which allow the company 

as a whole to gain competitive advantage) from the wasteful activities (which hinder the 

company from getting a lead in the market).  

Porter defines the value chain as made of primary activities and support activities. Primary 

involves inbound logistics (getting the material in for adding value by processing it), operations 

(which are all the processes within the manufacturing), outbound (which involves distribution to 

the points of sale), marketing and sales (which go sell it, brand it and promote it) and service 

(which maintains the functionality of the product, post sales).  

The support functions which feed into all the primary functions are the firm infrastructure,  

Human Resource, procurement to buy/ source goods at the right price, and technology. These 

allow the firm to charge a margin, which partly comes from the value addition of the primary and 

support functions and partly from the advantage that the company gains due to communication of 

the value addition to the consumer (brand image, faith, trust and so on) (Porter,1985). 
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2.1.4 Credit / Finance 

Theword credit has been given several and varying number of meanings, some people refer to it 

as ‘loan’ while others used the term ‘borrow’ to qualify credit. Von Pischke et al. (1983), defined 

credit as a loan ablefund which permits thepurchasing of services, money or goods in the present, 

based upon the promise to pay for time at sometime in future. From this it can be inferred that 

credit provide the means for the temporary transfer of assets or the use of such assets from a man 

or organization that has them, to a man or organization that has not. Baker and Hopkins (1979), 

however, made a clear distinction between credit and loan. He referred to credit as an assets or a 

financial reserve which the farmers can call upon when needed provided he has not used his 

credit ‘asset’ by exchanging it for a loan. When a farmer makes the exchange of his credit for a 

loan, then he starts incurring an interest charge, also he uses up part of his capacity and hence 

part of his ability to acquire additional liquidity in the future by borrowing.Olajide (1981), 

defined credit as ‘monetary’ or financial aspect of capital resources: capital resources being 

broadly defined as goods employed but necessarily used up in the course of production. They 

went further to indicate that, it can take the form of: Money in cash or bank over drafts. Adegeye 

and Dittoh (1985), defined credit asthe process of obtaining control over the use of money, goods 

and services in exchange for a promise to repay at a future date. A credit transaction often 

requires the provision of some evidence of debt obligation in return for a loan, except in case of 

transaction between friends or relatives whereloans was given based solely on good reputation 

and financial position of borrowers. Evidence may take the form of mortgage on land, or 

buildings and pledging of trees or food crops (Adegboye, 1989).Miller (1975) defines credit as a 

device for facilitating the temporary transfer of purchasing power from one individual or 

organization to another. Credits provide the basis for increased production and efficiency 

through specialization of function.  
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2.1.5 Profitability 

According to Harward (1961), Profitability means ability to make profit (excess of revenue over 

cost) from all the business activities of anorganization, company, firm, or an enterprise. 

Profitability is the ability of agiven investment to earn a return from its use.Profitability is 

closely related to profit, but it is the metric used to determine the scope of a company's profit in 

relation to the size of the business. Profitability is a measurement of efficiency – and ultimately 

its success or failure. It is expressed as a relative, not an absolute, amount. Profitability can 

further be defined as the ability of a business to produce a return on an investment based on its 

resources in comparison with an alternative investment. Although a company can realize a profit, 

this does not necessarily mean that the company is profitable. 

2.1.6  Marketing channels / Strategies/ Market Share 

According to Giles (1973), the term ‘channels of distribution’ refer to the system of marketing 

institutions through which goodsor services are transferred from the original producers to the 

ultimate users or consumers. Most frequently a physical product transfer is involved, but 

sometimes an intermediate marketing institution may take title to goods without actually 

handling them. These intermediaries constitute a marketing channel also called a trader channel 

or distribution channel (Takele, 2010). Kohls and Uhl (1985), defined marketing channels as 

“alternative routes of product flows from producers to consumers.” They focus on the marketing 

of agricultural products, as does this study. The marketing channel starts at the farm-gate and 

ends at the consumer’s front door. Formally, a marketing channel is a business structure of 

interdependent organizations that reach from the point of product origin to the consumer with the 

purpose of moving products to their final consumption destination (Kotler & Armstrong, 2006). 

The channel system creates time, place, possession and form utilities. However, the benefits of 
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the channel system cannot be enjoyed without an element of cost. This channel may be short or 

long depending on the kind and quality of the product marketed, available marketing services, 

and prevailing social and physical environment (Islam  Miah,  & Haque, 2001).The channel may 

be direct or indirect (Muthuya, 2008).  

Marketing strategy is the fundamental goal of increasing sales and achieving a sustainable 

competitive advantage.It is a plan that allows a business owner to direct activities that are 

consistent with the goals of the business owner and organization and spend money wisely in 

order to create the greatest amount of return on investment (Baker,2008). It  is defined as an 

organization’s integrated pattern of decisions that specify its crucial choices concerning products, 

markets, marketing activities and marketing resources in the creation, communication and/or 

delivery of products that offer value to customers in exchanges with the organization and thereby 

enables the organization to achieve specific objectives” (Varadarajan, 2010).  

 According to the economic times, the market share is defined as the percentage of the total 

purchases of a product or service by the customers that go to a company. Market share is a 

measure of the consumers' preference for a product over other similar products. Market share is 

said to be a key indicator of market competitiveness—that is, how well a firm is doing against its 

competitors A higher market share usually means greater sales, lesser effort to sell more and a 

strong barrier to entry for other competitors. A higher market share also means that if the market 

expands, the leader gains more than the others. The market share is widely determined by the use 

of market research. 
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2.2. Theoretical Framework 

2.2.1 Porter’s Five Forces Model 
The Five Competitive Forces model was developed Michael E. Porter in his book “Competitive 

Strategy: Techniques for Analyzing Industries and Competitors” in 1980. The framework 

basically describes an industry as an entity that is influenced by five forces which are; bargaining 

power of suppliers, bargaining powers of buyers, threat of new entrants, threat of substitute 

products and competitive rivalry amongst existing players.  The model gives a clear picture of 

the competitive landscape of any industry and enhances the understanding of both the internal 

and external strength of an industry as compared with the competition, it also helps to give 

insight into the future competitive opportunity position that the industry can occupy (Brisibe, 

2010). In an attempt to analyze the competitiveness of the Nigerian Rice industry, Brisibe ( 

2010) explained the effects of the five forces on the industry as follows; 

i. Bargaining power of suppliers: This category of Porters five consists of aspects of 

market of inputs, like suppliers of raw materials, machinery, labour and services. 

Suppliers can wield a lot of power over the firm if they have unique resources or their 

products have few substitutes. 

 

ii. Bargaining power of buyers: Buyer's power is significant in that buyers can influence 

a number of actions e.g., “buyers can force prices down, demand higher quality 

products or services, and, in essence, play competitors against one another, all 

resulting in potential loss of industry profits”, 

 

iii. Threat of new entrant: The threat of new entrants is dependent on two functions in an 

industry; this is barriers to entry taking the form of capital requirement, product 
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differentiation, access to distribution channels or Government / legal barriers   and the 

reaction from existing competitors. 

 

iv. Threat of substitute products: Substitutes are products that can do, or meet the same 

functions as one that already exists in an industry. There is a threat from substitutes if 

a similar product is available with lower or better price or of better quality. The wheat 

flour is the close substitute for the HQCF, and has overtime enjoyed the acceptance of 

consumers who consider it as being of a relatively better quality and lower price. 

 

v. Competitive rivalry amongst existing players: Competitive rivalry describes the 

rivalry that exists between existing players in the industry; Porter (1998) opines that 

“in situations where this exists, tactics like price competition, product introduction 

and intense advertising will be used to jostle to be the most competitive”. Factors 

which influence competitive rivalry are many same size players, similar strategies, 

low cost of switching. 

 

The significance of the five forces model to the HQCF Value Chain cannot be overemphasized. 

After analysing the Five Forces, a industry is able to strategize in a mannerwhich guarantees  

profitability and attractiveness (Johnson et al.,2008). A strategist can come up with the strengths 

and the weaknesses of an organization and is able to create a plan for a 

stronger position within the industry. A further benefit according to Grundy (2006) is that the 

managers set a higher focus on the external environment than the internal as typical of the 

traditional ‘SWOT’ analysis. The goal of the Five Forces framework is not only to assess 
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industry profitability and attractiveness but also to comprehend the underpinnings of competition 

and the root causes of profitability (Porter, 2008). 

2.2.2 The Competitiveness Cube theory 

This theory was developed by Stephane Garelli. Garelli  (2008),  observed that  there was  a 

struggleto define a difficult concept (competitiveness) in simple words (a field of economic 

theorywhich analyzes the facts and policies that shape the ability of a nation to create and 

maintain an environment that sustains more value creation for its enterprises and more prosperity 

for its people), But that what was necessary was a one-liner that everybody could understand.  

Therefore he referred tocompetitivenessas how a nation manages the totality of its resources and 

competencies to increase the prosperity of its people.  He proposed The Competitiveness Cube 

theory defines four competitiveness forces: aggressiveness vs. attractiveness, assets vs. 

processes, globality vs. proximity, and social responsibility vs. risk taking. The frontal face of 

the cube describes how competitiveness is generated within one given year. The depth of the 

cube introduces the time dimension and illustrates competitiveness accumulated over time, and 

thus the wealth of a nation. Garelli maintained that his theory underlines that the management of 

competitiveness should be both systemic and systematic: systemic means that the interaction 

between the factors of competitiveness is just as important as the analysis of the factors 

themselves systematic means that a competitiveness strategy needs to be coherent over time. 

Business is pretty adaptive to the most adverse conditions provided that the rules are clearly 

defined and predictable 
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Fig. 2. The Competitiveness Cube (Garelli, 2008) 

2.2.3 TheHigh Quality Cassava Flour Value Chain 

The Presidential Initiative on Cassava, which was launched in 2003 brought cassava and its 

potentials to the national limelight.  The Initiative has as goal, the promotion of cassava as a 

viable foreign exchange earner for Nigeria, and also development of the cassava production 

system in order to sustain the national demand. The challenge however, was how Nigeria could 

earn US$5 billion from value added cassava exports by the year 2007. The vision for cassava is 

that it will spur rural industrial development, helping raise incomes for producers, processors and 

traders while contributing to the food security status of its producers and consumers, by a shift 

from cassava as principally a sustenance food to an industrial crop used in the processing of 

ethanol, starch, pellets, and high quality cassava flour for the export 

trade,(UNIDO,2006).Nigeria in order to achieve the goal adopted the value chain approach.In 

recent years, the development of value Chain Analysis applied to markets in developing 

countries has become particularly relevant for the cassava sector, promoting strategies for 

tackling the underutilization of cassava. (Chitundu, Klaus  & Steven, 2006). 
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The High Quality Cassava Flour Value Chain is an organized system of exchange from 

production to consumption, aimed at increasing value and competitiveness.  It is also an alliance 

of enterprises, working vertically to achieve greater market access. It encompasses the full range 

of activities and services required to bring The High Quality Cassava Flour from its 

production/conception to its end use. These include the final markets into which it is sold; local, 

national, regional or global and include norms and customs, laws, regulations, policies, 

international trade agreements and public infrastructure (roads and electricity) as documented by 

UNIDO (2006).The structure of a value chain includes all the firms in the chain and can be 

characterized in terms of five elements. These are end market opportunities, business and 

enabling environment, vertical linkages, horizontal linkages and supporting markets. 

The end-markets are the starting point of the value chain analysis. End-markets are people, not a 

location. These determine such characteristics as price, quality, quantity and timing of a 

successful product or service (Dunn, Schiff &  Creevey,2011). End-market buyers are a powerful 

voice and incentive for change. They are important sources of demand information, can transmit 

learning, and in some cases are willing to invest in firms further down the chain or support 

activities further upstream. End market analysis assesses current and potential market 

opportunities through interviews with current and potential buyers, and takes into consideration 

trends, prospective competitors and other dynamic factors.  

Linkages can be vertical or horizontal where vertical linkages between firms at different levels of 

the value chain are critical for moving a product or service to the end market. Vertical 

cooperation reflects the quality of relationships among vertically linked firms up and down the 

value chain. More efficient transactions among firms that are vertically related in a value chain 

increase the competitiveness of the entire industry.  Odeyale (2007) and FAO (2004) pointed out 
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that when a vertically integrated market develops there are three clusters of producers – those 

who are already competitive, those that can be helped to make it, and those who will never make 

it, who will either remain in the informal market or need other sources of income. Horizontal 

linkages (formal and informal) between firms at all levels in a value chain can reduce transaction 

costs, create economies of scale and contribute to the increased efficiency and competitiveness of 

an industry. Such linkages also facilitate collective learning and risk sharing, while increasing 

the potential for upgrading (Dunn et al.,2011). According to Land and Uliwa (2007) and 

Collinson et al.(2000), The overall performance of the value chain can be enhanced both by 

strengthening each link and by strengthening the connections between the links. Support systems 

improve and/or monitor quality and enable the delivery of timely services. Some examples are 

agencies that conduct research, provide product certification and/or promote, generate and 

disseminate information.  These institutions significantly contribute to the overall performance of 

the target industry.  

It is important to analyze who the actors are and what their interactions are like. Stakeholders in 

the value chain comprise input suppliers, farmers/farmers cooperatives, processors, traders, and 

collectors, intermediate and final consumers within and outside the region. Key players’ 

functions are identified as production, collection, bulking, processing, storing, wholesaling, 

refining, packaging, retailing and marketing. Actors in the value chain are driven by incentives 

namely, profit, prices, commissions or some other extrinsic factor. It is the incentive in the value 

chain that encourages private sector investments and oils the wheel of progress for any industry. 

(UNIDO, 2006).The innovativeness of the players at the top end of the chain remains a 

dorminant force driving the change in the supply channel. By expanding the use of cassava in 
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their own production,these players generate demand thus creating growth opportunities for 

producers, (Chitunduet al.,2006). 

Opportunities for empowerment exist within the chain and emanates from the notion that 

empowerment of small farmers is vital for the HQCF value chain sustainability.Chain 

empowerment is about increasing the capacities of farmers to add value to the activities they are 

involved in and to become involved in chain management issues. There are four empowerment 

strategies namely:  Upgrading as a chain actor( The farmers become crop specialists with a clear 

market orientation),Upgrading as activity integrator(Adding value through vertical integration - 

the farmers move into joint processing and marketing in order to add value), Upgrading as a 

chain partner (Developing chain partnerships - the farmers build long-term alliances with buyers, 

centered on shared interests and mutual growth), Upgrading as a co-owner ( Developing 

ownership over the chain - the farmers try to build direct linkages with consumers), (Ahmadu & 

Idisi, 2014).With the  increased investments in the industry by foreign and local investors which 

has given rise to the   Establishment of  over 500 Micro Processing Centers (MPCs) and 100 

Small and Medium Enterprises for the production of intermediate cassava products. The 

employment generating potential of the HQCF enterprise is no longer in doubt, (Sanni et al., 

2009). To buttress this assertion, Elemo (2013) maintained that considering a multiplier effect 

and development of downstream industries within the supply chain among all the stakeholders, 

the cassava bread policy if properly implemented has the capacity to generate about 3million 

jobs within three years, describing the HQCF as the most promising market to develop. 

2.2.2 Competitiveness of the Cassava Flour Value Chain 

The  competitiveness of the HQCF value chain depends on Interaction with partners upstream 

and downstream, effective domestic value chain linkages, suppliers delivering high quality, 
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support from institutions, conformance with international standards, identifying and resolving 

bottlenecks in the value chain and not surprisingly, customer demand which undoubtedly 

remains the driver of change. 

Although Nigeria is the largest cassava producing country in the world, both import and export 

flows are negligible suggesting that cassava in Nigeria is a non-traded commodity. However, 

formal export flows are higher than import flows, and the available literature (although limited) 

indicates a well established informal export market (particularly towards neighboring 

countries)(IITA, 2009). In the domestic market, industrial cassava products compete with 

traditional cassava products, mainly garri. However there are attempts toexpand the domestic 

market (through supermarkets and other outlets) Furthermore, each of the main industrial products 

(cassava flour, chips for animal feed, chips for food grade ethanol, and cassava starch) faces 

competition from substitute products that are either being imported or locally grown (UNIDO, 

2006). At the same time, Cassava products are also facing increasing competition from imports.  

The import prohibition list has recently been revised, the importation of cassava tuber with H.S 

0714. 0000 is the only prohibited item while the other products of cassava such as flour, chips, 

starch, garri, etc. can now be legitimately imported into Nigeria.  This has great implications for 

competitiveness of the local industries and places a greater emphasis on increasing 

competitiveness within the value chain. (PIND, 2011)  

The performance gap analysis (benchmarking) of the  cassava industry and by extension the 

cassava flour subsector, against the major industry leaders such as Brazil, Columbia and 

Thailand as an attempt at analyzing the competitiveness of the Nigerian cassava flour Industry, 

provides some very important lessons  which stand out for Nigeria as follows. 
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• The need for advanced cassava development systems, which remains pivotal to 

successful industrialization (Kupoluyi, 2005). This is achievable through the planting of 

improved, higher yielding, disease resistant, pest resistant and high starch content 

varieties of cassava resulted in increased yields (FAO, 2005). 

  Closely linked to success in yields is institutional support. A combination of research 

firms and institutions has been identified as responsible for the production, extension and 

marketing strategy successes of these countries. These institutions work together to 

ensure success for the cassava (and other crops) farmers, processors and marketers. 

 Strength of linkages amongst stakeholders greatly impacts on the competitiveness of the 

value chain. It is an antidote to supply chain barriers. 

Although immediate export opportunities are modest,opportunities for the expansion of the 

Nigerian cassava sector exists. The domestic market offers numerous new uses of cassava 

products that can successfully compete against alternative products such as corn, potatoes, and 

sorghum.A comparative analysis of prices of cassava among the four countries highlight the need 

for mechanized and therefore competitive, cheaper produce at both the farm and enterpriselevels 

in Nigeria. Finally, Nigeria must embrace innovative research and market development. 

Above all, Brazil and Thailand have both demonstrated that through collaboration by 

stakeholders, effective leadership of the private sector, support by research institutions, and 

anenabling government, an industrial transformation in the rural,urban, national, regional and 

international markets will occur.Nigeria’s competitiveness in the world cassava market should be 

developed in two phases. In the first phase, a domestic vibrant cassava based industry, helped 

along by government trade policies, should be developed, and used also in substituting products 
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which compete withcassava based ones. Once a healthy cassava industry has been established, 

regional and worldwide export opportunities should be aggressively pursued (UNIDO,2006). 

Summarily, for the success in global markets, Value Chains must move a product from 

production to the consumer more efficiently, with better quality and/or in a unique variation 

different to Value Chains in competing countries. The competitiveness of the Nigerian cassava 

industry therefore depends on its ability to develop, and to maintain an edge over market rivals 

(PIND, 2011). 

2.2.4 Access to Finance. 

According to UNIDOet al,(2010), Value chain finance as a concept refers to financial products 

and services that flow to or through any pointin a value chain in order to increase the returns on 

investment, growth and competitiveness of that chain finances are needed for three reasons 

namely to buy and transform products, to expand operations and to upgrade and explore new 

markets. The financial need of the value chain is the ratio between the amount of available 

funding and the amount of funding required for successful operation of the chain. Financial 

needs are particularly acute for the HQCF value chain especially at the production and the 

processing stages more so that there are many SMEs which can increase profitability through 

technological upgrading and organization but also find it difficult to access finance for this. The 

large processors equally require long term credit for equipments and quality enhancement. 

Sources of finance available to the cassava flour value chain are the formal financial institutions 

ranging from commercial banks over micro finance institutions to money lenders and group 

based savings organization each having different incentives for financing the chain, different 

return expectations, different ability to manage risks etc. the informal sources are in the form of 
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advance or deferred payments from buyers and suppliers respectively. Below is a table showing 

the various financial needs of the value chain and the kind of financing they require. 

Table 2.1: Financing needs and corresponding type of Finance in HQCF value chain  

 Need / Purpose Type of Finance 
Input Industry Working Capital(including credit to 

customers) 
• Overdraft 
• Revolving Credit Line 
• Asset Based Finance- factoring  

 Fixed asset (Plants, property) • Term Loan 
• Commercial property finance 

Primary Production Inputs / land preparation • Short term Agric Production 
loan 

• Revolving credit line 
• Supplier credit 
• Advance payment  

 Operating expenses • Short term Agric production 
loan 

• Revolving credit line 
• Supplier credit 
• Advance payment 
• Ware house receipt system. 

 Equipment • Term loan 
• Vehicle and Asset finance  

1st and 2nd Level Processing Working capital ( including advance 
payment to suppliers) 

• Overdraft 
• Revolving Credit Line 
• Asset based finance factoring  

 Fixed Assets ( Plant and property) • Asset finance Commercial 
property finance  

 Equipment (machinery, capital 
equipments) 

• Term loan 
• Vehicle and Asset finance  

Wholesale, Retail and Marketing Working capital • Overdraft 
• Revolving Credit Line 

 
 Fixed Asset (including wholesale 

warehouses, transport vehicles etc) 
• Term loan 
• Vehicle and Asset finance 

Commercial property finance 
Export Working capital (pre and post shipment) • export credit line 

• letter of credit / forfeiting 
• bills of exchange 
• factoring  

Source: UNIDOet al., 2010. 

As is clear from the above discussion, actors in different segments of the chain have different 

capacities to access finance. Access to finance depend on the type of contractual relationship that 

actors maintain with buyers / sellers as well as contacts to formal finance institutions and the 

capacity to provide the required documentation and collaterals for loans. Topmost in the list of 

considerations for assessing credit opportunities for the chain are risk factors (such as 
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production, yield price market diversification), credit worthiness, collateral (land is the preferred 

security because it is immovable) and the high cost of providing credit to the chain ( lack of 

borrowers credit history, insufficient records etc), (Bisallah et al., 2010). 

2.2.5 Effects of Government Policies onthe Cassava Flour Value Chain. 

The obvious inseparability of cassava from man and animals especially in the developing 

countries where it is the cheapest food used to combat hunger and its wide industrial use 

therefore underscores the pride of place ithad always enjoyed in past successive governments in 

Nigeria(Fadairo et al., 2014). Concerned about its singular dependence on monoproduct (oil) for 

its foreign exchange since her independence in 1960, the Nigerian government has made several 

forays at policies for the development of its agricultural business sector. 

 The very first attempt at industrializing cassava was the policy on 10% cassava inclusion 

introduced by the president Shehu Shagari administration in 1982 and was discontinued after 

regime change in 1983 (Adeloye, 2012). In an attempt to encourage the domestic production of 

wheat, Nigeria banned the importation of wheat in January 1987 (Sanni et al., 2004; Dendy, 

1992) thus saving about $500 million per year (Dendy, 1992). The ban on the importation of 

wheat lasted for nearly four years and was lifted in 1990, when wheat importation resumed 

(Bokanga, 1995; FAO and IFAD, 2004). Below is a table representing the wheat policy of 

different regimes in Nigeria. 
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Table 2.2: Changes in wheat importation policies in Nigeria 

 

Regime  
 
 
Shehu Shagari 
 

Wheat policy/ Year 
 
 
(1979 - 1983) 10% cassava 
bread 

References 
 
 
Adeloye (2012)  
 

 
 
Ibrahim Babangida 
 
 

 
 
Ban on wheat importation 
(1987)for 4 years  
 

 
 
Mkpong et al., 1990; Falade 
and Akingbala, 2008; Sanni et 
al., 2004 
 

 
 
Olusegun Obasanjo 
 
 
 

 
 
(1999 – 2007) 10% cassava 
inclusion in composite wheat 
flour   
 

 
 
Owuamanam, 2007; Defloor 
et al., 1991;Shittu et al., 
2007;Adeniji et al.2010 
 
 

 
UmaruYar’adua 
 
 
 
 

 
(2007 -2010) 5% cassava 
inclusion in composite wheat 
flour 
 
` 

 
Adeloye (2012) 
 
 
 
 

 
Goodluck Jonathan 

 
(2010 – 2015) 40% cassava 
inclusion in bread making 

 
Sawyerr (2012)  
 

 
 

Source: (Ohimain,2015). 

It was in realization of the need to rethink Nigeria’s food importation burden and consider local 

content options that the Cassava Bread Initiative was launched. The Cassava Bread Initiative is 

part of the Agricultural Transformation Agenda of the government which seeks topromote major 

agricultural crops (cassava inclusive) through value addition programs and create market for 

farmers thereby guaranteeing competitiveness and efficiency in the use of agricultural products 
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like cassava, sorghum, cocoa, rice and cotton. (Adesina, 2012) The initiative focuses on 

reducing the wheat content of bread through the inclusion of 40% of cassava flour in the paste 

for baking bread. According to Adesina (2012) the initiative which was launched in 2012 will 

save Nigeria of 250 billion naira foreign exchange from reduced import of wheat and wheat flour 

and rather than enrich foreign farmers, Nigerian farmers and processors income would be raised. 

Aimed at accelerating the pace of cassava utilization in the country and to make Nigeria both the 

largest producer and processor of cassava products, implementing the policy would require 

expanding the current cassava production from 35 to 51 million tonnes per year.Incentives 

included in the policy include: Import duty waivers for the importation of cassava processing and 

composite flour blending equipment.  Corporate tax rebate of 12% for bakery using cassava 

wheat composite flour for bread making, the removal of 10% tariff on bread improvers effective 

15/02/2012, Introduction of high yielding and disease resistant varieties of cassava.  Free starter 

packs for small holder bakers containing composite flours and bread improvers for 100 kg of 

bread.  Provision of two bags of 50 kg fertilizer at half the price plus 15 bundles of 

improvedcassava varieties for free to small holder farmers. A levy of 65% shall be added to the 

existing 35% duty etc (Ohimain, 2015).  

Promising as the policies appear, they have all encountered specific constraints in 

implementation. The ban on imported wheat  could not be sustained because the locally 

produced wheat was about 6 - 8 times more expensive than imported wheat (Andrae &Beckman, 

1985), Other wheat substitution policies (5 – 10%) similarly failed due to several factors such as 

refusal of mills and bakers to use composite flour, poor enforcement of the policies due to weak 

institutions, inability of cassava millers to supply enough flour (250,000 MMT/year), poor 
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quality of cassava flour produced by smallholders, weak cassava flour supply chains, high cost of 

cassava flour, strong consumer preference for 100% wheat bread etc.  

The major policy interventions that currently exist and run through the entire analysis are the 

subsidization of chemical fertilizers to the tune of 25 percent at the national level with possible 

additional subsidy at the state level, depending on the state. There is also an export promotion 

strategy which provides a 30 percent export subsidy on cassava based products to which value 

has been added (Ohimain, 2015). Presidential initiatives emerged out of government concern that 

the agricultural sector had diminished capacity to provide the nation’s food and industrial raw 

materials and to generate foreign exchange.The success and sustainability of the current laudable 

policy drive especially that  Nigeria wheat policy  have been unstable over the years, changing 

along with political/regime change therefore depends to an extent on the cooperation of the 

stakeholders involved in the cassava flour value chain. There is therefore the need to provide the 

necessary feedback to the policy makers for the necessary action in order to set the policy on 

Cassava Bread on the path of success and sustainability(Fadairo et al., 2014;Sanogo& Adetunji 

2008). 

2.2.5. Constraints to the Competitiveness of the HQCF Value Chain. 

As earlier stated, the value chain encompasses all activities involving agricultural input and 

production, processing, storage, marketing and distribution, household and industrial 

consumption and export. Actor in the chain operate under certain constraints, all these determine 

cost and returns at each segment and ultimately defines actors profit margins. 

Agricultural input constraints include those relating to availability and quality of supply (e.g. 

land, seeds, fertilizer etc.). Production problems include those related to scarcity and high cost of 

inputs, technical production problems (low yield, pest and diseases problems) and unstable agro-
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climatic conditions that aggravate farmers’ production risks. Others include socio-economic 

problems (low level literacy, pervading poverty and aging farming population).  Processing 

and storage problems include those of poor technology, high wastage, inadequate infrastructure 

(energy) and poor quality of primary products. Marketing and distribution constraints include 

those of poor infrastructure (access roads), inadequate market information, lack of quality control 

and safety standards and weak market linkages. (Falade &Akinbala,2008). The key problem of 

exports is mainly the un-competitiveness of many commodities in the international market (high 

cost of production and poor quality control). Consumption problems relate to household poverty, 

low industrial capacity utilization and inadequate quality control and safety standards.  

Common to all nodes of the value chain are financial constraints which include poor access to 

loan for operating and expanding enterprises, and high interest rates. It is disheartening to note 

that despite large and diversified agricultural base, commercial processing in Nigeria is quite low 

(Aremu & Adeyemi, 2011). Other elements, such as power generation, logistics, etc., which form 

the chain environment are also important factors affecting the performance of value chains. weak 

linkages between actors in the chain to deliver cassava to industrial processors within 24 hours 

has been identified as a fundamental constraint, weak extension services and the non commercial 

orientation of many farmers and processors etc. 

2.3 Empirical Literature 

2.3.1 Competitiveness and Effect of policy on Value Chains 

Although relatively few studies have been undertaken on the competitiveness and the effect of 

policies on agro value chains in Nigeria. Ude, Adeoye,Yusuf, Balogun and Akinlade,(2013) 

using the  policy analysis matrix found out that the private profit for rice processing in the area 

for the output of 1 hectare of land (2 metric tonnes) is positive (N99, 063.11) considering the 
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existing technologies, input and output prices and prevailing policies  implying  that rice 

processing in the area is competitive and that processors are earning a supernormal return. 

Conversely, the social profit was negative (N4, 838.3) given current technologies, input and 

output prices and policy indicating that the cost of domestic processing exceeds the cost of 

importation thereby suggesting that the enterprise cannot survive without government 

intervention at the margin. The negative social profit is also an indication that resources are not 

being efficiently utilized in the processing of the commodity (paddy). The Nominal Protection 

Coefficient on Output (NPCO) was greater than unity (1.52) pointing to the fact that policies 

actually favoured the domestic rice output. This finding is a true reflection of the government’s 

policy that currently places a tariffs/import duty of up to 50% on the importation of the value 

added rice commodity in Nigeria.  

This confirms the findings of Oguntade (2011) with NPCO of 1.74 indicating that the policy was 

friendly on rice output. However, the Nominal Protection Coefficient on Input (NPCI) was 0.92 

implying that policies taxed the input of rice processing, but contradicts his finding on NPCI that 

was greater than unity (1.27).The Effective Protection Coefficient (EPC) which reveals the 

extent of protection given to the value added process was greater than unity (10.33). Similarly, 

the Domestic Resource Cost (DRC) coefficient was greater than unity (1.41). This is a clear 

indication that it is not socially profitable to process paddy rice into value- added rice in the area. 

In other words, it is an indication of resource use inefficiency in rice processing in the area. The 

DRC value was further confirmed by the Social Cost Benefit Ratio (SCBR) value of 1.03. 

This finding is also in tune with the findings of Akande, Cisse and Kormawa,(2007) that DRC 

was 1.41 indicating that policy was not friendly on rice production. In the second scenario, when 

the exchange rate was increased by 10% and reduced by the same proportion, DRC values were 
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still greater than unity. This was further confirmed by the values of their SCBR which were all 

greater than unity. The NPCI values were not sensitive to output variation as the remained 

unchanged (0.92) but were found sensitive to exchange rate changes. Similarly, NPC values 

remained unchanged to changes in output. It was reduced by 9% and increased by 11% when the 

exchange rates were increased and reduced by 10% respectively. They values were all greater 

than unity confirming that international prices were lower than unity.   

 

2.3.2 Level of Awareness and Perceived relevance of the HQCF 
 
Fadairo et al (2014), in a similar study noted from the result of their findings that  most of the 

respondents have heard of cassava flour in bread and other pastries. About 55.1% of the 

respondents interviewed had high awareness of the HQCF. As for responsiveness, many (70.8%) 

were very willing to subscribe to the cassava bread initiative. Furthermore, the finding implies 

that the wide speculation that the HQCF for baking of bread and other confectionaries is 

unacceptable by Nigerians is untrue and not based on empirical findings. on respondents 

perception of the relevance of  HQCF, the findings  revealed  that majority of the 

stakeholders(96.6%)  were favourably disposed to most of the perception statements on the 

cassava bread initiative and by implication the HQCF For instance, an overwhelming proportion 

of respondents agreed that implementation of cassava bread initiative will translate to improved 

markets for cassava farmers. In similar vein, about 73.1% of the respondents also disagreed with 

the statement that 40% inclusion of cassava flour in bread is an impossible task. On the other 

Hand, some stakeholders perceived the resultant inflation of price of other cassava based 

products; inappropriateness of cassava bread consumption for individuals with health challenges 

such as diabetes  and perception of high cost and poor nutritive value of cassava bread . 
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Ezeh, Obioma,  and  Onuabuobi, (2011), employed the logistic regression model in determining 

the factors that influence consumer preferences for selected value added cassava products. The 

results revealed that the critical variables that influenced the statistical preference for cassava 

flour bread include household size and educational level of the respondents, significant at 5.0% 

risk level. This further corroborates with the findings of Anyiro and  Onyemaechi (2014) that 

educational status, household size, membership of association, number of training and 

compatibility are the factors found to influence the perceived relevance of the cassava flour and 

related products hence the need to intensify public enlightenment as regards the consumption of 

the flour. 

2.4 Analytical Framework 

2.4.1 Policy Analysis Matrix (PAM) 

The PAM is a computational framework, developed by Monke and Pearson (1989) for measuring 

competitiveness, input use efficiency in production, comparative advantage and the degree of 

government interventions. The PAM framework uses detailed information on a farm level 

production budget, explores the composition of production and other system related costs and 

how changing various production constraints and/or the policy environment can change the 

profitability of a production system (Akter,  Jabbar, & Ehu, 2003). The framework of the Policy 

Analysis Matrix is shown inTable 2.3 
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Table 2.3. The Framework of the PAM 

 Revenue Tradable Inputs Domestic Factors Profits   

Value at private prices 

Value at social prices 

Divergences 

A 

E 

I 

B 

F 

J 

C 

G 

K 

D 

H 

L 

Source: Monke & Pearson (1989) 

Where: A = Private revenue, B = Tradable input cost at private price, C = Domestic factor cost at 

private price, D= Private profit = [A–(B+C)], E = Social revenue, F = Tradable input at social 

price, G = Domestic factor cost at social price, H = Social profit = [E–(F+G)]; I= Output 

transfer: [A–E], J = Input transfer =[B–F], K= Factor transfer = [C–G], L = Net policy transfer = 

[D–H] = [I-J-K].  

Competitiveness: The indicator in the first row of the PAM table provides a measure of private 

profitability (D), or competitiveness. Private profitability demonstrates the competitiveness of 

the agricultural system, given current technologies, prices for inputs and outputs, and policy 

interventions and market failures. If private profits are negative (D < 0), operators are earning a 

subnormal rate of return and thus can be expected to exit from the activity unless something 

changes to increase profits to at least a normal level (D = 0). Alternatively, positive private 

profits (D > 0) are an indication of supernormal returns and should lead to future expansion of 

the system.  Similarly, The Private Cost Ratio (PCR) represented as C/A –B is also an indicator 

of competitiveness. A PCR less than one indicates competitiveness and shows that the 

production system is competitive for resources given the actual prices in the product and factor 

markets.(Elly & Lis, 2004) 



41 
 

Economic efficiency/comparative advantage: The second row of the matrix calculates the 

measure of social profitability (H). Social profitability measures economic 

efficiency/comparative advantage of the agricultural system. When social profits are negative 

(H<0), a system cannot survive without assistance from the government. Such system wastes 

scarce resources by producing at social costs that exceed the costs of importing. A positive social 

profit indicates that the country is utilizing scarce resources efficiently. 

The impact of policy is then assessed as the divergence between private and social valuation. 

The second identity of the accounting matrix concerns the differences between private and social 

valuations of revenues, costs, and profits. For each entry in the matrix- measured vertically any 

divergence between the observed private (actual market) price and the estimated social 

(efficiency) price must be explained by the effects of policy or by the existence of market 

failures. Divergence could be commodity market divergence or factor market divergence.  

Important Policy indicators such as Domestic Resource Cost (DRC) ratio, Private Cost Ratio 

(PCR), Social Cost Benefit (SCB) ratio, Profitability Coefficient (PC), Nominal protection 

Coefficient(NPC), Effective Protection Coefficient (EPC), Producer Subsidy Estimate (PSE) and 

Subsidy Ratio to Producer (SRP) which are useful in analyzing Competitiveness, Comparative 

advantage and the effect of Policy on crops or production systems can be calculated from the 

PAM framework for policy analysis (Monke & Pearson, 1989). They are: 

Nominal protection coefficient (NPC)    

It is used to establish the relationship between the market price and the shadow price of 

processing and marketing commodity chains, (Fabian, 2005). A higher ratio for inputs indicates 

more government charges and taxes added to the border price, which raises the amount paid by 

citizens on imported items. The NPC on output greater than 1 reveals that producers are 
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protected for the product. Similarly using input cost; NPCI> 1 indicates producers subsidized for 

input purchase (Abdulkarim, 2008). The Nominal Protection Coefficient can be obtained for both 

input (NPCI) and output (NPCO). As follows; 

NPCO = = ×
×

 ---------------- 2.1 

NPCI = = ×
×

 ----------------- 2.2 

Where: 

A = Price x Quantity of Output at private price 

B = Price x Quantity of tradable input at private price 

E = Price x Quantity of Output at social  price 

F = Price x Quantity of tradable input at social price 

Effective Protection Coefficient (EPC)    

Thiscompares the added value at private price to added value at social price which gives a 

combined index of the level of trade distortion on both tradable inputs and outputs in HQCF 

processing. It provides a more accurate measure of the level of protection than the NPC. EPC 

nets out the impact of protection on inputs and outputs, and reveals the degree of protection 

accorded to the value added process in the processing activity of the relevant commodity 

(Samarendu, Cheng & Jagadanand,2003). An EPC > 1 means that the selected system is 

protected while an EPC < 1 means that the system generates fewer added values at market price 

than it would be at social price, and does not enjoy protection. EPC measures the protection 

according to the value- added rather than to finished products (Abda & Mohammed,2011). 
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EPC =  -------- 2.3 

Where: 

A = Price x Quantity of Output at private price 

B = Price x Quantity of tradable input at private price 

E = Price x Quantity of Output at social  price 

F = Price x Quantity of tradable input at social price 

Domestic Resource Cost (DRC)    

This measures the efficiency of utilization of domestic factors in the analyses of processing 

systems. The DRC measure compares the cost of domestic resources at social (shadow) prices to 

value added at world prices (Oleg et al.,2010). It indicates how many domestic resources are 

needed to generate an additional value of export revenue. If DRC<1, the processing of the 

commodity in a country is competitive and enjoys protection.  If the DRC>1 it signifies that the 

country has a disadvantage in production of good being analyzed (Mikhail, 2005). The balanced 

case is when DRC equals 1. Then the economy neither gains, nor saves foreign exchange 

through domestic production (Gorton &Davidova, 2001).  

The closer the DRC to 1, the more marginal is a country’s comparative advantage or 

disadvantage in the production of that particular commodity (Gorton & Davidova, 2001).DRC =

 − F ------- 2.4 

Where: 

E = Price x Quantity of Output at social  price 

F = Price x Quantity of tradable input at social price 
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G = Price x Quantity of domestic factors at social  price 

Social Cost Benefit Ratio (SCBR)    

This is defined as the ratio of total resource cost (F+G) to the revenue (E). SCB is superior to 

domestic resource cost (DRC) indicator, which is another widely applied indicator of 

comparative advantage. It is interpreted like the DRC, that is, SCBR above one indicates that the 

selected system does not have a comparative advantage. The SCBR is consistent with the DRC 

in the sense that a given system with a DRC>1 will necessarily have a SCBR>1 (Frederic, 2005). 

The SCBR was developed as an alternative to the DRC because it is demonstrated that for 

ranking the comparative advantages of different systems, the DRC is biased in favour of 

activities that have a relative higher content in tradable input than domestic factors (Master, 

2003). Mathematically, this is expressed as;   

SCBR =
F + G

E =
(Pij × Qj)  +  (Pns × Qn)

Pib − −−−ퟐ.ퟓ 

Where: 

E = Price x Quantity of Output at social  price 

F = Price x Quantity of tradable input at social price 

G = Price x Quantity of domestic factors at social  price  

Subsidy Ratio to Producers (SRP)    

Compares the net transfer to the revenue at social price and provides another measure of the 

magnitude of the transfer induced between the selected systems and the rest of the economy. It 

indicates the part of the profits in social prices, which is required when a single subsidy or tax is 

received for all the commodities and macroeconomic policy (Christo, 2010). SRP permits 

comparisons of the extent to which all policy subsidizes agricultural systems (Christo, 2010). In 
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case of positive aggregated transfer (L>0), it indicates the magnitude of the world price increase 

that would be required for the selected system to have a comparative advantages, if it is negative, 

it is an indication that no subsidy/transfer is received by the producer (Frederic, 2005).   

SRP =  --------- 2.6 

Where: 

E = Price x Quantity of Output at social price 

L = Net transfer 

 

2.4.2 Cost and Return /Profitability Analysis 

Profitability analysis is a component of enterprise resource planning that allows administrators to 

forecast the profitability of a proposal or optimize the profitability of an existing project. The 

profitability analysis gives indications of the viability of the HQCF value Chain. The profitability 

of every farm enterprise is always based on cost and return analysis. Gross margin and net farm 

income are the commonest measures of the profitability of an enterprise besides a number of 

other profitability ratios. The Gross Margin(GM) is an important measure of resource efficiency 

in small and Medium Enterprises (SMEs) and can be expressed in normal value, ratios or as a 

percentage of return (Debertin, 1993). It gives a good indication of the financial health of 

enterprises; and shows the deep insight into trader’ management efficiency of the enterprises 

thus, without adequate GM received by traders, their ability to pay operating costs and hence 

their business sustainability is jeopardized (Hammod, 2001). 

 

The formula is given as: 

GM =  TR −  TVC --------------------------------- 2.7 
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Where  

GM = Gross Margin (Naira) 

TR = Total Revenue (Naira) 

TVC = Total Variable Cost (Naira) 

NI =     GM – TFC……………………………2.8 

Other profitability indices indicated below  are Rate of Return on Investment (RRTI), Rate of 

Return on Fixed Costs (RRFC), Rate of Return on Variable Costs (RRVC), Benefit-Cost Ratio 

(BCR or B/C), Internal Rate of Return (IRR), and Marketing Margin (MM) (Turuka, 2000). 

RRTI =   × 100%  --------------------------------- 2.9 

RRFC =   ×  100% -----------------------------   2.10 

RRVC =  GR −  ×  100% ---------------------- 2.11 

MM (N)  =  SP –  PP-----------------------------------2.12 

BCR =  
∑

( )

∑
( )

----------------------------------2.13 

Where: 

NI = Net Income 

TC = Total Cost  

GM = Gross Margin 

TFC = Total Fixed Cost 

GR = Gross Revenue 

TVC = Total Variable Cost 

MM= Marketing Margin 

SP = Selling Price 
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PP = Purchase price 

The major problems associated with costs and returns analysis as basis for profitability 

assessment according to Bernard (2003) are: 

 It does not indicate the relative importance of each of the resources in production 

 It is location bound and specific in applicability due to use of money as the common unit 

of measurement and the prevailing price of the estimates. 

Despite the limitations, costs and returns analysis has been widely used in research studies. 

Sometimes, the terms ‘Profit’ and ‘Profitability’ are used interchangeably. But in real sense, 

there is a difference between the two. Profit is an absolute term and refers to the number that sits 

at the bottom of the statement of financial performance. It is calculated by taking the income 

earned and deducting the expenses incurred in deriving that income.Whereas, profitability is a 

relative concept which is a measure of the profit compared to a number of relevant factors. It 

refers to the operating efficiency of the enterprise, which is the ability of the enterprise to make 

profit on sales by getting sufficient return on the capital and employees used in the business 

operation. While profitability is an outcome of profit, firms having same amount of profit may 

vary in terms of profitability since it is measured in terms of size of investment. 

Toba (2014) studied Gross margin analysis and constraints to yam production in Osun 

State,Nigeria.The result of the estimated profit for yam production in the State revealed that the 

respondent farmers spent 96.69% of their total cost of production on variable costs. Out of the 

percentage, seed yams accounted for 42.02% followed by labour 36.20% and the least variable 

cost was storage cost (1.77%). In all, the total cost of yam production in the area amounted to 

N160,228,574 with variable cost accounting for about 96.69% (N154,927,864) and fixed costs of 

3.31% (N5,300,710) only. This agrees with the findings of Obinne (2007); Reuben & Barau 
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(2012) who reported that yam farmers spent over 94% of the total cost of production on variable 

inputs. The production of yam generated gross margin, net farm income,mean net farm income 

and net return on investment values respectively of N152, 685, 340;N147, 384, 681; N921, 

154.26 and 0.92. Thus, in the study area, yam farming having recorded a positive net farm 

income and return on investment values was a profitable enterprise.  

2.4.3 Market Share (Competitiveness) Analysis 

According to the investopedia, market share is the percentage of an industry or market's total 

sales that is earned by a particular company over a specified time period.Market share is a key 

measure of competitiveness and can be expressed as either Unit market share or revenue market 

share. Market share increases can allow a firm to achieve greater scale in its operations and 

improve profitability. Increasing market share is one of the most important objectives of 

business. The main advantage of using market share as a measure of business performance is that 

it is less dependent upon macroenvironmental variables such as the state of the economy or 

changes in tax policy.  

The market share model is given as   

Unit market share (%) =      ( ) 
     ( )

------------------ 2.14 

Revenue market share:Revenue market share differs from unit market share in that it reflects 

the prices at which goods are sold. In fact, a relatively simple way to calculate relative price is to 

divide revenue market share by unit market share. 

Revenue market share (%)  =     ( ) 
     ( )

------------------ 2.15 
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As with the unit market share, this equation for revenue market share can be rearranged to 

calculate either sales revenue or total market sales revenue from the other two variables (Farris et 

al., 2010). 

2.4.4 The Logistic Regression 

The logistic regression model expresses the qualitative dependent variable which in this study is 

dichotomous, as a function of several independent variables, both qualitative and quantitative 

(Gujarati, 1998, Fox, 1984). P is the probability of access to credit and 1-P is the probability of 

non-access to credit, the ratio P/(1-P), known as the odds ratio, is the odds in favour of access to 

credit (Eze, Ibekwe, &Korie, 2009). Also, the natural logarithm of the odds ratio is called the 

logit model, which is estimated through the Maximum Likelihood method, since there is data on 

individual observations (Gujarati, 1998). The model gives a chi-squared value in place of the 

coefficient of multiple determination (R2) because R2 does not provide a reliable goodness of fit 

and it is not suitable for dichotomous dependent variables (Eze,  Ibekwe, &Korie, 2009). The 

model is represented explicitly as: 

Li = Ln (P/1-P) --------------------------------------------------- 2.18 

Ln (P/1-P) = b0 + b1x1 + b2x2 + b3x3 …+ b9x9+ u ---------------- 2.19 

Where, Y is the access or non-access to credit  P is the probability of access to credit, 1-P is the 

Probability of non-access to credit, Ln is the natural logarithm function, b0 is the constant, b1 – 

b9is the logistic regression coefficients, x1 is the household size, x2 is the number of years spent 

at school,x3 is collateral (dummy variable, 1= asset based, 0 = non asset based), x4 is the interest 

rate, x5 information about credit lending institutions (dummy variable, 1=yes, 0 = otherwise) x6 

is membership of cooperative x7 is the age of the stakeholder, x8 is the gender of the stakeholder, 

x9 distance to the nearest credit institutions,  and u is the stochastic error term. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

METHODOLOGY 

3.1 Study Area 
The study was conducted in Imo state Nigeria. Imo state was selected for this study because it is 

noted for high production of cassava both at the small and medium scale level. The state also 

houses a good number of bakeries which utilize flour in the production of bread and 

confectionaries. This confirms the view of Okeke (I996) that the Southeast reflects the highest 

consumption level of processed foods in Nigeria. 

 Imo state lies between latitudes 50101 and 60351 north of equator and longitudes 60351 and 70311 

east of the Greenwich Meridian with an area of about 5,100 square kilometers. It is therefore in 

the tropical rain forest zone(Areola, Mamman,  Onweluzo,  & Omotoso1999). The State shares 

boundary with Anambra State, Abia State and Rivers State. Anambra State is on the north of the 

State, Abia State on the east, and Rivers State on the south. It has a total population of 3,934,899 

(National Population Commission, 2006).The main cities in Imo State are Owerri, Orlu and 

Okigwe. The local language is Igbo and Christianity is the predominant religion. 

Imo state has two major seasons, namely the rainy season and dry season. The rainy season 

begins in April and lasts till October The dry season starts in November and lasts up to March. 

The dry season experiences two months of Harmattan from late December to late February. The 

state is rich in natural resources including crude oil, natural gas, lead, zinc. Economically 

exploitable flora like the iroko, mahogany, obeche, bamboo, rubber tree and oil palm 

predominate. The economy of the state is purely agrarian with annual crops accounting for the 

bulk of agricultural production. 
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The area is richly endowed with fertile land suitable for the growth of arable crops like yam, 

cassava, maize, melon, rice, groundnuts etc. while the major vegetables grown are okra, fluted 

pumpkin and spinach. It has other favourable conditions for arable crop production. Arable crops 

intercrop is the main cropping system practiced in the State. The major occupation of the people 

is farming. Land ownership is based upon inheritance from the extended family and Kindred. 

3.2. Sample Selection 
Imo state comprises three agricultural zones namely: Owerri, Okigwe and Orlu, with a total of 

twenty seven Local Government Areas. Multistage sampling techniquewas adopted in the choice 

of 120 stakeholders selectedfrom thesampled population.In the first stage, Owerri agricultural 

zone which is made up of eleven (11) local governments was chosenpurposively as the study 

area.The reconnaissance survey undertaken by the researcher necessitated the choice since it 

showed a greater concentration of stakeholders in the zone. In stage two, six local Government 

Areas namely: Ohaji/ Egbema, Owerri West, Aboh Mbaise, Owerri Municipal, Mbaitoli and 

Ngor Okpala were purposively selected out of the eleven LGAs. The selection was informed by 

the preponderance of the HQCF value chain activities while the third stage employed the 

proportional samplingtechnique in the selection of   a total of 66 producers, 36 marketers and 

18processors from the list of registered stakeholders in the HQCF value chain in the areawhich 

was provided by the Agricultural Extension Officer in charge of the Zone at state ADP. The 

three major stakeholdersin the HQCF value chain werethe focus of the study. A total of 111 valid 

questionnaire (61 producers, 18 processors and 32 marketers) were returned by respondents and 

used for data analysis.  
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3.3 Data Collection 
Primary and secondary data were utilized for this research. Primary data were collected on fixed 

and variable assets like cassava roots,fuel for drying, labourcosts (peeling, dewatering, grating, 

etc.), volume of trade, marketing costs, selling prices, incomes and socio economic status of the 

role players in the value chain.   

Primary data were collected using 3 sets of questionnaires containing information peculiar to the 

stakeholders studied. Secondary information and data were also collected on international prices 

of input, port charges, import / export tariff and exchange rates from the US wheat Statistics, 

Central Bank of Nigeria, conference proceedings and National Bureau of Statisticsamong others. 

3.4      Data Analyses 
Data collected were analyzed using simple descriptive statistics, Policy Analysis Matrix, Cost 

and Returns analysis,Profitability Analysis, Binomial Logit Model, and MarketShare Analysis  

3.4.1 Descriptive statistics 

Descriptive statistic tools such as means, and percentages was used to achieve objectives (i),(v), 

(viii) and (ix).  For objective(v), respondents reacted to several statements on a five point likert-

type scale of Strongly Agreed, Agreed, Undecided, Disagreed and Strongly Disagreed.  The 

mean response (perception coefficient) was calculated as follows; 

Mean response (perception coefficient): 

X = ∑FiAi 

 N ………………….. 3.1 

Where X = mean response; Fi = number of respondents at a particular scale point 

Ai = numerical value of the scale point: strongly agreed = 5 points with real limit of 4.5 – 5.0; 

agreed = 4 points with real limit of 3.5 – 4.49; undecided = 3 points with real limit of 2.5 – 3.5; 
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disagreed = 2 points with real limit of 1.5 – 2.5; and strongly disagreed = 1 point with real limit 

of 0.5 – 1.5. Any item with a mean score of above 3.5 is major.  

N = Total number of respondents to the items 

∑ = Summation 

Percentage respondents:  Mean Score    X 100 

                                   Maximum scale Point ………………….  3.2 

(Ayoola, Dzever & Alkali, 2015). 

3.4.2 Policy Analysis Matrix 

 Policy Analysis Matrix was used to achieve objective (iii). 

The format of the PAM table is given as follows 

 Revenue Tradable Inputs Domestic Factors Profits   

Value at private prices 

Value at social prices 

Divergences 

A 

E 

I 

B 

F 

J 

C 

G 

K 

D 

H 

L 

1. Private Profits (D) = A – (B + C )  4. Input Transfer (J) = B- F 

2. Social Profits (H) = E - (F + G )  5. Factors Transfers (K) = C- G  

3. Output Transfers (I) = A – E   6. Net Transfers (L) = D – H = I- (J + K) 

Where: 

A = Price x Quantity of Output at private price 

B = Price x Quantity of tradable input at private price 

C = Price x Quantity of domestic factors (Land, Labour, Capital) at private price 

E = Price x Quantity of Output at social price 

F = Price x Quantity of tradable input at social price 

G = Price x Quantity of domestic factors at social price 

Source: Waqar et al., (2005). 
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The social prices were computed by adjusting the free on board (FOB) for insurance cost (1%) 

and freight to arrive at the cost, insurance and freight (CIF). This was done by summing up the 

freight charges, tariff, port charges, and transportation cost and import duty. The CIF Lagos 

price was converted to Nigerian local currency (naira) at the exchange rate of N 199.00 to One 

US dollar (world reference currency) which is the official exchange rate. 

The social price of land was taken at rental price as used in Chinnappa &Nagaraj, (2007). The 

social price of labour was calculated by dividing labour into peak season and off season 

components as used by Yao (1993) cited in Ogbe, Okoruwa,& Saka (2011). The wage rate in the 

peak season was the opportunity cost of labour for the period examined. The opportunity cost of 

labour in the off-season is 50% in the ruling wage rate. The social price of labour was computed 

using:     

P1 =  .  --------------- 3.3 

Where:   

Pl = Social price of labour;  

Wp = prevailing wage rate in peak season;  

Wo = prevailing wage rate in off peak season   

For HQCF processing, 4 metric tonnes of cassava root is required to produce 1 tonne of HQCF.( 

Siwoku ,2011). 

3.4.3.Cost and Return / Profitability Analysis 

These tools wereused to achieve objective (vi).  

The Gross Margin Model is given as: 

GM = TR- TVC …………………. 3.4 

Where  
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GM = Gross Margin (Naira) 

TR = Total Revenue (Naira) 

TVC = Total Variable Cost (Naira) 

Net income was determined using the expression: 

= GM – TFC ……………. 3.5 

Where  

TFC = Total Fixed Cost (depreciation using straight line method) 

Π =Net income (Naira) 

The profitability indices utilized by this study wereBenefit Cost Ratio and Rate of Return on 

Investments 

RRTI =   ×  100% ……………. 3.6 

Where: 

NI = Net Income 

TC = Total Cost  

3.4.4. Functional Analysis of the Value Chain 

The Functional Analysis of the Value Chain was used to achieve objective (ii). The functional 

analysisprovides a detailed profile of the industry structureand production technology by 

identifying, describing and quantifyingin physical terms the sequence of operations concerning 

commodity production, processing, marketing and final consumptionand related agents carrying 

them out (FAO, 2013). Once constructed, it gives aclear indication of the behavior of cost and 

the sources of differentiation (Oguntade,2011). The framework for the functional analysis of the 

HQCF value chain was given as  
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Stage of the Chain Functions Agents Outputs 

Source: Oguntade, 2011 

3.4.5. Logistic Regression Model 
 
The logistic regression model was used to achieve objective (iv). The basic model isexplicitly 

stated as follows: 

Logit = Ln (P/1-P) --------------------------------------------------- 3.7 

Ln (P/1-P) = b0 + b1x1 + b2x2 + b3x3 ...+ b9x9+ u ---------------- 3.8 

Where 

Y = access or non-access to credit  

P = Probability of access to credit 

1-P = Probability of non-access to credit 

Ln = natural logarithm function 

b0 = constant 

b1 – b9= logistic regression coefficients 

x1 = Household size in number 

x2 = number of years spent at school 

x3 = Collateral(dummy variable, asset based collateral=1, non asset based = 0) 

x4 = interest rate in Naira 

x5 = Information about credit lending institutions (dummy variable, 1= yes, 0 = 

others) 

x6 = Membership of cooperative society (dummy variable, 1= yes, 0 = others) 

x7 =  Age in years 

x8         =   Gender 
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x9          =    Distance to the nearest credit institution in kilometers 

u = stochastic error term. 

 

A Priori Expectations 

The coefficients of X1,X2,X5,X4,X7,X6> 0  while X5, X9, X8,X3<0 

3.4.6 Market Share Analysis 
 

The market share analysis was used to achieve objective (vii)  

The market share model is given as   

Revenue market share (%)  =  ×     ( ) 
         ( )

……….3.9 

 

Decision Rule 

An index of 25% - 50% depicts a competitive system. If the calculated market share is 

greater than 50% the system is likely to have monopoly of the market while figures 

below 25% indicate a lack of competitiveness. (Farris, Neil, Bendle, Pfeifer,&David, 

2010). 

3.4.7 Testing Of Research Hypothesis 
The Hypothesiswhich states that there were no significant differences in profitability amongst the 

three key value chain players –producers, processors of HQCF and marketers was tested using 

the one factor analysis of variance (ANOVA). Theanalysis consists of the following operations: 

i. The variance of the scores for three groups are combined into one composite group 

known as the total groups variance 

ii. The mean variances of each of the three groups, computed separately, is known as the 

within groups variance 
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iii.  The difference between the total group variance and the within group variance is 

known as the  between groups variance 

iv.  The F ratio is computed as the mean sum of square between divided by the mean 

sum of square within. The value obtained is compared with the tabulated at a given 

degree of freedom. 

Below is the framework for the analysis of variance. 

Source Sum of Squares(SS) Degrees of 
Freedom (df) 

Mean Square 
(MS) 

F 

Between 
(B) 

SSB = Σ [(group 
sample size) X 

(group mean - grand 
mean) 2], summed 
over all groups. 

DfB = (number of 
groups) – 1 

MSB = SSB/ 
dfB 

MSB/ MSW 
DfF = (dfB, 

dfW) 

 
Within 
(W) 

 
SSW = Σ [(group 
sample size-1) X 

(group SD) 2], 
summed over all 

groups. 

 
DfW = (total 

number of subjects 
in all groups) -

(number of 
groups) 

 
MSW= SSW/ 

dfW 

 

 
Total (T) 

 
SST = SSB + SSW 

 
dfT = dfB + dfW 

  

 

Decision Rule: if the calculated F ratio is greater than the table value at 1% significance level, 

the null hypothesis will be rejected otherwise it will be accepted. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

4.1 Socioeconomic Characteristics of the Respondents 

4.1.1 Age of Respondents 

Table 4.1 shows the distribution of respondents according to their age. 

Table 4.1. Distribution of Respondents by Age 

Age 
(Years) 

Cassava farmers HQCF processors Marketers 
Frequency % Frequency % Frequency % 

25 – 34 21 34.43 2 11.11 10 31.25 

35 – 44 27 44.26 7 38.89 17 53.13 

45 – 54 9 14.75 9 50.00 5 15.62 

55 – 64 4 6.56 - - - - 

Total 61 100 18 100 32 100 

Mean 38.8 years 43.4 years 37.9 years 

Source: Field Survey Data, 2015 
 

According to Table 4.1, majority of the respondents (44.26 % of cassava farmers, 38.89 % 

processors, and 53.13% marketers) were aged 35-44 years, with mean age of 38.8years, 43.4 

years and 37.9years respectively. This indicates that respondents were middle aged and are still 

physically active, vibrant, and dynamic.The fact that the yellow cassava root (most widely 

accepted for flour processing)   is a relatively new innovation in the study area further explains 

why most of the farmers are aged 35-44. This is because they are more likely to adopt 

innovations better and faster.Thisresult revealed that older people were more involved in HQCF 

processing, which may be due to thehigh financial requirement for setting up the enterprise, older 

entrepreneurs are more likely to have more experience and consequently higher productivity than 

younger ones (Ajibefun,  Battese,  & Kada, 2002;Ajibefun, &Abdulkadiri2004; and Idjesa, 
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2007). This is in line with the findings ofBello (2000) and George et.al.,(2010) that age had a 

positive correlation with Agricultural Productivity. 

Table 4.1.2: Educational Attainment of Respondents 

Table 4.2 shows the distribution of respondents according to their educational attainment. 

Table 4.2: Distribution of Respondents by Educational Attainment 

Educational 
Attainment 

(Years) 

Cassava farmers HQCF processors Marketers 
Frequency % Frequency % Frequency % 

0 2 3.28 0 0 0 0 

1 – 6 9 14.75 1 5.56 3 9.38 

7 – 12 27 44.26 4 22.22 10 31.25 

13 - 18 23 37.71 13 72.22 19 59.37 

Total 61 100 18 100 32 100 

Mean 10.2 years 13.5 years 12.5 years 

Source: Field Survey Data, 2015 
 

According to Table 4.2, it is clear that almost all the value chain actors had some formal 

education. A significant number (37.71% farmers, 72.2 % processors, 59.7% marketers) even 

attained tertiary level of education. The mean years of formal education of the value chain actors 

were 10.2years, 13.5 years and 12.5 years respectively. This finding goes to show the importance 

of education to the stakeholders having realized the immense benefits and advantages it confers 

on them. This result agrees with the findings of Oluyole (2005) who asserted that high literacy 

level will enable farmers to understand the intimacies of factors and new techniques for 

production. Also, Henri-Ukoha, et.al., (2011) posited that education is an important factor in 

facilitating the adoption of improved technology by increasing the farmer’s knowledge and 

understanding of new farm practices. 
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Table 4.1.3: Household size of Respondents 

Table 4.3 shows the distribution of respondents according to household size. 

Table 4.3: Distribution of Respondents by Household size 

Household 
size (No. of 

persons) 

Cassava farmers HQCF processors Marketers 
Frequency % Frequency % Frequency % 

1 – 3 18 29.51 1 5.56 8 25.00 

4 – 6 28 45.90 17 94.44 18 56.25 

7 – 9 15 24.59 0 0 6 18.75 

Total 61 100 18 100 32 100 

Mean 5 persons 5 persons 5 persons 

Source: Field Survey Data, 2015 
 

According to Table 4.3, the mean household size is 5 persons. This implies that the possibility of 

utilizing household (unpaid labour) is limited. The household size is attributable to the high level 

of education as well as the age of the stakeholders. 

Table 4.1.4: Marital Status of Respondents 

Table 4.4.shows the distribution of respondents according to their marital status. 

Table 4.4: Distribution of Respondents by Marital Status 

Marital 
Status 

Cassava farmers HQCF processors Marketers 
Frequency % Frequency % Frequency % 

Single 12 19.67 3 16.67 7 21.88 

Married 49 80.33 15 83.33 25 78.12 

Total 61 100 18 100 32 100 

Source: Field Survey Data, 2015 
 

From table 4.4, Majority (80.33% farmers, 83.33% processors and 78.12% marketers) of the 

respondents were married and the rest single. This indicates that there were more married 

individuals engaged in the cassava flour value chain than single persons in the studyarea. This 
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reflects the fact that married individual are likely to engage in economic activities being that they 

live more settled life style allowing for  concentration  on these economic activities and are also  

able to reduce the cost of labour by deciding to use members of the household as source of 

labour for the value chain activities. This finding is in line with Henri- Ukoha etal.,(2015). 

Table 4.1.5: Gender of Respondents 

Table 4.5.shows the distribution of respondents according to their gender 

Table 4.5: Distribution of Respondents by gender 

Gender  Cassava farmers HQCF processors Marketers 
Frequency % Frequency % Frequency % 

Male 45 73.77 2 11.11 21 65.63 

Female 16 26.23 16 88.89 11 34.37 

Total 61 100 18 100 32 100 

Source: Field Survey Data, 2015 
 

From table 4.5, it is clear that the HQCF cassava value chain in the study area reflects different 

gender roles for men and women in production and processing activities. Majority (73.77%) of 

cassava farmers were males, while (88.89%) of flour processors were females with both genders 

participating considerably in HQCFmarketing. This confirms the assertion of Taiwo & 

Fasoyiro(2015), Achinowhu &Owuamanam (2001) that women are responsible for the majority 

of the cassava processing tasks while men are often associated with the farming tasks. 
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4.1.6 Farm size of Cassava Farmers  

Table 4.6 shows the distribution of respondents according to farm size 

Table 4.6: Distribution of Respondents according to farm size 

Farm Size (Ha) Frequencies Percentages 

0.1- 0.5 12 19.67 

0.6 – 1.0 11 18.03 

1.1 – 1.5 21 34.42 

1.6 – 2.0 14 22.95 

2.1 – 3.0 

Mean    1.3 

3 4.93 

 

Source: Field Survey Data, 2015 
 
 

About 34.42percent of the respondents had farm size of between 1.1-1.5 hectares of land, 19.67 

percent had below 0.5 hectare of farm size. From the result of the findings, the mean hectare of 

farm size used in the study area is 1.3 hectares; this shows that majority of the farmers cultivated 

farm size of less than 2.0 hectares. Thisconfirmed the findings of Obasi (2005), Anyanwu 

(2009), who stated that the average land holdings of small scale farmers wereoften too small for 

efficient land utilization. With direct correlation between farm size and gross income, it implies 

that smallfarm sizes will naturally lead to low cassava output and low income. 

4.2 Functional Analysis of the HQCF value chain 

Table 4.7 shows the functional analysis of the HQCF value chain in the study area 
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Table 4.7.  Functional analysis of the HQCF value chain in the study area 

Stage of the 
Chain 

Functions  Agents Output 

Production 
 
 
Primary processing 
 
 
 
Secondary 
processing 
 
 
 

Cultivation 
 

 
Peeling 
Washing 
Grating 
 
Drying  
Milling 
Sieving 
Packaging 
 

 Small holder farmers 
 Processors (Backward 

integration) 
 

 Processors 
 

 Small  holder Farmers 
(Forward Integration) 

 Marketers 
(Backward integration) 

Fresh Cassava 
roots 
 
 
Wet Cassava Paste 
 
 
 
 
HQCF 
 

Marketing Marketing 
Transportation 

 Wholesalers 
 Retailers 
 Processors(Forward 

integration) 

HQCF delivered to 
millers and the 
local consumers 
via the markets 

Computed from Field Survey Data, 2015. 

Table 4.7 above presents the functional analysis of the HQCF value chain in Imo State. The 

function in the first stage is cultivation while the functions in the second and the last stages were 

processing and marketing respectively. While most of the flour processed was the outputs of 

smallholder farmers, some of the processors integrated backwards into cassava cultivation in 

order to obtain more of the preferred roots (Bio vitamin A) for processing and increase their 

capacity utilization. Although marketing is majorly done by the retailers, someprocessors also 

are engaged in this function. The major functional constraint to the industry is inadequate 

demand,which implies that themarkets are unable to absorb upsurges in the supply of the HQCF 

resulting from strength oflinkages (Backward and forward) which would have in clear terms 

translated into higher margins for stakeholders.  
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4.3 Policy Analysis Matrix  

4.3.1 Policy Analysis Matrix for Cassava Production  

Table 4.8 shows the PAM budget for a tonne of cassava root.  

Table 4.8.The Policy Analysis Matrix for Cassava Production 

 Revenue  
 

Tradable inputs Domestic 
factors 

Profits 

Value at private 

prices(N) 

17,002 4,468 8881 3,653 

Value at social 

prices(N) 

58,868 12,481 29,081 17,306 

Divergence(N) -41,866 -8,013 -20,200 -13,653 

Computed from Field Survey Data, 2015. 

Table 4.8 represents the PAM budget for cassava root production. The presence of a positive 

private profit indicates that farmers receive returns for investment. The positive social profit 

suggests that the activity is beneficial to the country and contributes to national income. 

However, in line with the aim of measuring the effects of policies, the Nominal Protection 

Coefficient (NPC) fortradable inputs was less than 1(0.36) indicating that market prices of inputs 

fall below the prices that would have resulted  in the absence of policy . This further affirms that 

farmers in the study area enjoy input subsidies. On the other hand, the NPC for output was 

equally less than 1(0.29) implying that the market price of the output is less than the social price 

(that of the alternative). Whatever the case might be(taxes, inappropriate exchange rate) it is 

obvious that the farmer is protected before production only to be left to his fate at harvest. The 
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lack of protection of the farmer by government at point of harvest has severally resulted in 

cyclical gluts and ultimately kills the desire to expand. 

4.3.2. Policy Analysis Matrix for HQCF Processing 

Table 4.9 shows the PAM budget for a tonne (1000kg) of the HQCF  

Table 4.9. The PAM budget for HQCF processing 

 Revenue  
 

Tradable inputs Domestic 
factors 

Profits 

Value at private 

Prices (N) 

 

461,366 

 

174,817 

 

124,204 

 

162,345 

Value at social 

Prices (N) 

 

159,300 

 

59,555 

 

3,589 

 

96,155 

Divergence (N) 302,066 115,262 120,615 66,190 

Computed from Field Survey Data, 2015. 

According to Table 4.9, private profit is greater than zero (162,345) indicating that processors 

are earning a supernormal rate of return hence expansion in the future is guaranteed. The positive 

social profit indicates that cassava flour processing stage of the chain contributes to national 

income. The Social  Cost Benefit ratio (SCBR) is less than one (0.4) indicating that it does not 

require so much in domestic resources to create an additional unit of value added export revenue 

from  HQCF in the study area. The Effective Protection Coefficient (EPC) is greater than one 

(2.9) implying that the system enjoys protection. The NPC on output is 2.9 which is greater than 

one reflecting  the absence of   taxes (tarrifs) on output while the NPC on input is also greater 

than one (2.9) indicating that the market prices of inputs are higher than the social prices. This 

better explains why very necessary processing inputs like the flash dryer is hard to find in the 
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study area. The result negates the claims of Ohimain (2015) on the provision of incentives in the 

form of subsidy to processors of the HQCF as part of the Agricultural Transformation Agenda. 

4.3.3. Policy Analysis Matrix for HQCF Marketing 

Table 4.10 shows the PAM budget for marketing a tonne of HQCF 

Table 4.10. Policy Analysis Matrix budget for HQCF Marketing 

 Revenue  
 

Tradable 
inputs(N) 

Non tradable 
inputs 

Profits 

Value at private 

prices(N) 

 

166,607.56 

 

136,242.10 

 

13,610.00 

 

16,755.46 

Value at social 

prices(N) 

 

178,000.00 

 

156,850.00 

 

13,610.00 

 

7,540.00 

Divergences -11,392.44 - 24,607.9 0 9,215.46 

Computed from Field Survey Data, 2015. 

According to Table 4.10, private profit is greater than zero (16,755.46) indicating that marketers 

are earning returns hence, expansion in the future is guaranteed. Also, the positive social profit 

indicates that the cassava flour marketing stage of the chain has comparative advantage. The 

NPC on output is 0.94 which is less than one showing the presence of   taxes (tarrifs) on output ,  

the NPC on input is equally less than one (0.84) indicating that the market prices of inputs are 

less than the social prices in the study area.       

4.4 Factors influencing Access to Credit by Stakeholders in the HQCF value chain  

Table4.11 shows the factors influencing access to credit by stakeholders 
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Table 4.11: Results of Logistic Regression Analysis factors influencing access to credit by 
stakeholders in the HQCF value chain 

Variables Logit 
Coefficient 

Std Error Wald P value 

Household size -0.336 0.271 1.542 0.214 
Education 0.194 0.108 3.190 0.074 
Collateral -3.226 1.030 9.818 0.002*** 
Interest rate -0.106 0.041 6.546 0.011*** 
Credit Info. 4.238 1.279 10.982 0.001*** 
Memb. Of Coop 3.686 1.209 9.296 0.002*** 
Age 0.127 0.083 2.347 0.126 
Gender -2.442 0.997 5.996 0.014*** 
Nearness to 
Credit  -0.441 0.862 0.262 0.609 

Chi-square  112.069* 
-2log likelihood 41.728 
Cox & Snell R2 0.636 
Nagelkerke R2  0.848 
***significant at 1% probability level 

Source: Field Survey Data, 2015. 

 

Table 4.11 shows the result of Logistic regression conducted to determine the factors influencing 

access to creditbystakeholders in the HQCF value chain.  A   test of the full model against the 

constant only model was statistically significant indicating that predictors as a set reliably 

distinguished between those with access to creditand those without. Nagelkerke’s R2of 0.848 

indicated a strong relationship between prediction and grouping. The Wald criterion 

demonstrated that gender (X8); information about credit lending institutions (X5),   collateral 

(X3), membership of cooperative(X6) and interest rate(X4) are significant factors influencing 

access to credit at 1% probability level. Household size, age, Education and nearness to credit 

institution were not significant predictors. 

 



69 
 

4.5 Level of Awareness and Perceived relevance of the HQCF amongst Stakeholders. 

Respondents reacted to thirteen (13) statements bothering on the perception of stakeholders and 

by extension, consumers to the HQCF on a 5 point likert type scale of strongly agreed (SA), 

Agreed (A) , Undecided (U) , Disagreed (D), and Strongly disagreed (SD) as shown in table 4.12 

Table 4.12.Distribution of Respondents according to Level of Awareness and Perceived 
relevance of the HQCF  

Items   SA 
Freq   % 

A 
Freq  % 

U 
Freq   % 

D 
Freq  % 

SD 
Freq % 

Mean Rank 

Full implementation of cassava flour 
inclusion policy  will result to loss of 
jobs 16(14.4) 4(3.60) 11(9.9) 23(20.7) 57(51.4) 2.09 13th 
the use of cassava flour in  bread and 
other foods will translate to improved 
markets for cassava farmers 70(63.1) 33(29.7) 1(0.90) 2(1.80) 5(4.5) 4.45 1st 
High Quality Cassava Flour if accepted 
nationwide will reduce the import bills 
of the nation 61(55.0) 26(23.4) 6(5.41) 4(3.60) 14(12.6) 4.05 2nd 
 The use of HQCF in snacks and 
confectionaries  will ensure food security 
for the nation’s teeming population 39(35.1) 48(43.2) 6(5.41) 6(5.41) 12(10.8) 3.86 4th 
Cassava inclusion  can better secure 
Nigeria food supply than wheat 

 
39(35.1) 48(43.2) 6(5.41) 12(10.8) 6(5.41) 3.92 3rd 

40% inclusion of cassava flour in bread 
is animpossible dream in Nigeria 13(11.7) 18(16.2) 19(17.1) 27(24.3) 34(30.6) 2.54 12th 
Wheat flour is better and healthier for 
consumption than cassava flour 33(29.7) 24(21.6) 13(11.7) 19(17.1) 22(19.8) 3.24 11th 
High Quality Cassava Flour  
consumption in the form of bread is not 
good for those with diabetes 40(36.0) 27(24.3) 19(17.1) 14(12.6) 11(9.9) 3.64 8th 
An expanded  market  for HQCF will 
inflate the prices of other cassava-based 
products such as garri 18(16.2) 35(31.5) 16(14.4) 19(17.1) 23(20.7) 3.05 9th 
Cassava flour has much lower glycerin 
index [ sugar] 16 15(13.5) 37(33.3) 20(18.0) 16(14.4) 23(20.7) 3.05 9th 
High Quality Cassava Flour will provide 
a cost effective way of combating 
vitamin A deficiency because of its 
richness in vitamin A 38(34.2) 41(36.9) 5(4.5) 10(9.0) 17(15.3) 3.68 6th 
Inclusion of cassava flour in bread will 
improve the health benefit of the bread 
we produce and eat 44(39.6) 32(28.8) 5(4.5) 18(16.2) 12(10.8) 3.70 5th 
Bread made with the HQCF is more 
expensive and less nutritious than 100% 
white wheat flour bread 21(18.9) 15(13.5) 16(14.4) 24(21.6) 35(31.5) 2.67 7th 
Figures in parentheses are percentages. 

 Field Survey Data, 2015.    
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Table 4.12 on respondents’ perception of the relevance of the HQCF reveals that majority of the 

stakeholders were favourably disposed to most of the perception statements on the HQCF. For 

instance, an overwhelming proportion (92.8%) of respondents agreed that implementation of the 

use of cassava flour in bread and other foods will translate to improved markets for cassava 

farmers. In similar vein, about 72.1% of the respondents also disagreed with the statement that 

full implementation of the cassava flour inclusion policy will result to loss of jobs among bakers 

in Nigeria. On the other hand however, the distribution on the table further shows areas where 

stakeholders may need orientation as regards the HQCF. These include inappropriateness of 

cassava flour consumption in the form of breadfor individuals with health challenges such as 

diabetes as opined by 60.3% of respondents; and perception that wheat flour is better and 

healthier for consumption than the HQCF as indicated by 51.3% of respondents. These findings 

are in line with that of Oyewole and Adepoju (2013), that people who had actually tasted bread 

with cassava flour inclusion preferred it to bread made entirely from wheat flour and reported 

that the level of satisfaction they received from the consumption of the bread will guarantee their 

future purchases.  . 

4.6. Cost and Return / Profitability Analysis of the HQCF value chain 

4.6.1 Cost and Returns Analysis for Unprocessed Cassava 

Table 4.13 shows the cost and returnsanalysis for cassava production in the study area 
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Table 4.13. Cost and Returns analysis for Cassava root production per hectare 

Item Qty  Unit price (N) Value (N/ ha) 

Revenue    

Cassava root 13.64 tonnes 17, 002 231, 911.55 

Cost    

Variable cost    

Cassava cuttings 50 bundles 434.8 21, 741.45 

Fertilizer (NPK 15:15:15) 5 bags of 50kg 4, 949 24, 746.26 

Labour (mandays)   87, 320.13 

Others   14, 461.32 

Total Variable Cost   148, 269.16 

Gross Margin (TR - TVC)   127, 742.39 

Fixed Cost    

Rent on land per farming season   5, 416.67 

Depreciation on assets   2, 081.77 

Total Fixed Costs   7, 498.44 

Net Income (GM - TFC)   120, 243.95 

 Field Survey Data, 2015. 

 

From table 4.13, cassava production in the study area is a profitable venture following a gross 

margin of N127,742.39/ ha which is obviously greater than zero. However, it was observed that 

most farmers in the study area are yet to attain the recommended fertilizer usage of 400kg/ ha 

hence yields are low and margins relatively poor. There was little or no use of insecticides and 

herbicides in the study area due mainly to the lack of funds for input purchase as well as, low 

incidence of diseases and low insect attack on cassava farms in the area. Several works are 

available (Toluwase & Abduraheem, 2013; Fakayode, Babatunde, & Rasheed, 2008; Nnandi 

2011) to the effect that cassava production is a profitable venture in Nigeria. 
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4.6.2. Cost and Returns Analysis for Processed HQCF 

Table 4.14 shows the cost and returnsanalysis for a tonne of indigenously processed HQCF in the 
study area 

Table 4.14. Cost and returns Analysis for a tonne of indigenously processed HQCF in the 
study area 

Item                                      Qty                   Unit Cost(N)        Value (N/tonne) 
Revenue                                1000kg                  461 461,365.92 
Cost 
Variable cost 
Cassava root                           5.4 tonnes             17, 002 92,010.05 
Labour 86,443.58 
Fuel, Packaging, transport 82,807.22 
  
Total Variable Cost 261,260.85 
Gross Margin  200,105.07 
Fixed cost  
Depreciation on assets 37,760 
Total Fixed Cost 37,760 
 Net Income (GM – TFC )                                                           162,345.07 

Field Survey Data, 2015. 

Table 4.14represents the Gross Margin Analysis for HQCF processing in the Study area. The 

critical cost elements at the processing stage are the cost of fresh cassava roots and labour cost. 

Most of the processors being small scaled did not incur much transport cost, this agrees with the 

findings of FGN/UNIDO(2006). Previous economic analyses have indicated that cassava 

processing is profitable; for instance, processing of cassava into garri in Oyo State, Nigeria, was 

found to be profitable and lucrative, with a gross margin profit of N7, 360.00 per 50 kg bag 

(Amao et al., 2007). Also, Youssouf Camara et al. (2009) compared the profitability of cassava-

based production systems in three West African countries (Nigeria, Ghana and Cote D’Ivoire) 

concluding that cassava production systems were profitable enterprises 

4.6.3. Cost and Returns Analysis for HQCF Marketers 

Table 4.15 shows the cost and returnsanalysis for marketing a tonne of HQCF in the study area 
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Table 4.15.Cost and Returns Analysis for HQCF marketing in the study area 

Item                                      Qty                       Unit price(N)        Value (N/ tonne) 
Revenue(selling price) 1000kg                166.607      166,607.56 
Cost 
Cost price                                                           129.614                  129,614.10 
Transport, levies                                                                      6,628.00 
Salaries (labour)     10,000.00 
Total Variable Cost      136,242.10 
Gross Margin       20,365.46 
Fixed Cost 
Depreciation on assets(Wheel barrow, crates, bags)                      3,610.00 
Net Income (GM - TFC)     16,755.46 
 

Computed from Field Survey Data, 2015. 

Table 4.15 represents the gross margin analysis for the marketing stage of the chain.  HQCF is 

marketed in either 0.5 kg sachets or 50kg bags in the state with the former forming the bulk.  

The study revealed a positive gross margin of N 20,365.46 per tone for HQCF marketing in the 

study area.  

4.6.4 Profitability Index 

Profitability Index Producers Processors Marketers 
Rate of Return on 
Investment (%) 

77.19 54.29 11.98 
 

Computed from Field Survey Data, 2015. 

The rate of return on investments show that all the stages of the chain still generate remunerative 

income to sustain the operation of their businesses and the rate of business turn over covers their 

invested amount on fixed capitals. 

4.7. Market Share Analysis 

In cognizance of the fact that a competitive product (or service) precedes the competitiveness of 

the entire system, market share analysis was carried out to ascertain the share of the market for 
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the HQCF against its major competitor – the wheat flour. It involved the random selection of 

marketers of both flours both on small and large scale basis. 

The revenue market share was calculated as follows 

Revenue market share (%)  =  ×     ( ) 
         ( )

……….4.1 

Unit revenue from HQCF (N) = 5,323,680.00 

Unit revenue from wheat flour (N)   = 15,829,200 

Total Market sales from HQCF and Wheat flour (N)   = 21,152,880 

 The result showed a market share index of 25.2% indicating that though competitive, the 

HQCF is at the margin. 

4.8. Marketing Channels and Strategies of the HQCF 

Table 4.8.1 shows the distribution of respondents according to their marketing channels 

Table 4.17: Distribution of Respondents by Marketing Channels 

 

 Channels                                                                  HQCF     Marketers 
        Frequency      %   
 

A. Supply directly to millers                     3  9.37 

B. Sell to other wholesalers who in turn supply factories 2  6.25 

C. Sell to local consumers     24  75.00 

D. Channels A & B      0  0 

E. Channels A  & C      0  0 

F. Channels B & C      2  6.25 

G. Channels A, B & C      1  3.13 

TOTAL                         32                100 

Source: Field Survey Data, 2015 
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According to Table 4.17, majority (75%) of HQCF marketers in the study area sold to local 

consumers, while the supply to the millers (the principal users of flour) is limited to just a few 

(9.37%) marketers.Marketing channels of the HQCF in the study area will have to become more 

sophisticated if they are to compete with modern chains thus offering considerable market 

opportunities for the HQCF stakeholders. This confirms the view of Shepherd (2007), who 

further opined that stakeholders need information to a large extent on available markets for their 

products, procedure for maximizing profit and exporting procedure.  

Table 4.18.: Distribution of Respondents by Marketing Strategies 

Table 4.18 shows the distribution of respondents according to their marketing Strategies 

 Strategies                                                                 HQCF     Marketers 
          Frequency*     %   
 
A. Ensuring consistently high product quality                16  24.24 
B. Competitive prices        8  12.12 
C. Discount          6  9.09 
D. Branding          5  7.58 
E. Meeting demand         19  28.79 
F.  Sell more at reduced price( Bulk Purchase)     7  10.60 
G. Advertisement         5  7.58 

TOTAL      

* Multiple responses 

Source: Field Survey Data, 2015 

Table 4.18 reveals that the marketing strategies prevalent in the study area are ensuring 

consistently high product quality (24.24%) and Meeting demand (28.79%) rather than 

creating demand. It is rather a thing of concern that in an increasingly competitive 

marketplace, where greater emphasis is being placed on brand image development as the 

basis for consumer discrimination, the unequalled potentials of advertising in developing 

brand image is yet to be harnessed in the study area. This implies that stakeholders are in 
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great need of assistance regarding marketing strategy to improve their enterprise and thereby 

boost their income 

4.9. Problems and Constraints Faced by HQCF Value Chain Stakeholders 

4.19. Percentage and frequency Distribution of farmers based on the Identified  

Problems 

ITEMS                 Frequency*  % 

Poor access to / high cost of improved planting material  40  65.57 

Limited access to land       26  42.62 

Inadequate inputs       22  36.07 

Inadequate / high cost of labour     34  55.74 

Poor access to profitable markets     20  32.79 

Poor access to credit facilities / inadequate capital   47  77.05 

High transportation cost / inadequate transport facility  28  45.90 

Unstable agroclimate       23  37.70 

Technical production problems (low yield, pest, diseases)  40  65.57   

* Multiple responses 
Source: Field Survey Data, 2015  

From table 4.9.1, the leading constraints to cassava production in the study area were Poor access 

to / high cost of improved planting materials (65.57%), Poor access to credit facilities / 

inadequate capital (77.05%) and Technical production problems (65.57%). The validity of this 

claim may be anchored on the fact that the adoption of the bio vitamin A cassava variety 

acclaimed as best for flour production is a growing trend in the study area. This is not without 

the need for procurement of improved cassava stems by farmers in the absence of which local 

varieties are cropped thereby resulting in poor output levels. This result is in conformity with  the 

findings of Akinnagbe (2010)  and Kimathi, Ngeli, & Wanjiru, (2007) who posited that  the 
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major constraints to cassava production and processing were agronomic factors, 

technical/institutional factors and financial factors. 

Table 4.20: Percentage and frequency Distribution of HQCF Processors Based on the 
Identified Problems  

ITEMS                 Frequency*  % 

 High cost of processing equipments                       9  50.00 

Inadequate supply of raw material during rainy season  11  61.11 

Poor quality of raw materials which affects output   10  55.56 

Problem of storage facilities      15  83.33 

Instability/ unfavourable Government policies    4  22.22 

Poor access to credit  facilities / inadequate capital   15  83.33  

     

* Multiple responses 

Source: Field Survey Data, 2015  

 

From Table 4.20., 83.33% of the respondents mentioned Poor access to credit facilities / 

inadequate capital, 50.00% of the respondents had problem with high cost of processing 

equipments, while 83.33% responded to problem of storage facilities. An attempt to rank these 

constraints on the basis of highest number of responses puts poor access to credit as well as 

storage problems (very critical for flour quality) at the fore. This does not in any way under play 

the need for processing equipments more so that the study area currently has just two functional 

flash dryers. However, access to credit remains the guarantee for the expansion (plat form for 

competitiveness) of any enterprise as opined by UNIDO, CBN & BOI, (2010). 
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Table 4.21: Percentage and frequency Distribution of HQCF Marketers Based on the 
Identified Problems  

ITEMS                 Frequency*  % 

 Inadequate demand                       11  34.38 

HQCF not yet competitive like Garri, fufu and other products 17  53.13 

Low quality of products      2  6.25 

Problem of storage facilities      12  37.50 

Instability/ unfavourable Government policies    11  34.38 

Poor access to credit facilities / inadequate capital   19  59.38 

High transportation cost / inadequate transport facility  10  31.25 

Inadequate supply       3  9.38 

          

* Multiple responses. 

Source: Field Survey Data, 2015  

 From Table 4.21., 59.38% of the respondents mentioned Poor access to credit facilities / 

inadequate capital while 53.13% of the respondents expressed concern over the relative lack of 

competitiveness of HQCF in relation to Garri, fufu and other products. This coupled with the 

problem of inadequate demand as indicated by 34.48 % of respondents are clear pointers that 

innovation in the marketing chain is uncommon hence the inability to create demand for the 

HQCF.  Obviously, the recurring scarcity of capital along the HQCF value chain suggests that 

the chances for expansion of the HQCF enterprise are slim. 
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4.22 Test of Hypotheses 

Table4.22: ONEWAY ANOVA showing difference in net farm income of the 3 key 
stakeholders (Net income) 

 Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F 

Net farm income 

Between Groups 
11226235469

 
2 

5.61E+09 

= 

 

65535*** 

Within Groups 

 

0 

 

0 
65535 

 

 

Total 
11226235469

 
2 

  

*** F-test significant at  1% level 

Computed from Field Survey Data, 2015. 

From the table, the calculated F-ratio of 66.0 which is greater than the critical value is 

statistically significant at 1% implying a rejection of the null hypothesis of no significant 

differences in the profitability of the stakeholder. Also the logistic regression analysis for 

Hypothesis 2 showed that socio-economic characteristics of the stakeholders as well as the loan 

conditions such as membership of cooperative, collateral, interest rate, gender and information 

about credit lending institution significantly influenced their access to credit at 1% α-level. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

5.1 Summary 

The broad objective of this study was to analyze the competitiveness of the High Quality 

Cassava Flour Value Chain in Imo State, Nigeria. The specific objectives were to describe the 

socioeconomic characteristics of HQCF value chain players in the study area, examine the 

composition as well as functions of the stakeholders in the chain, identify and examine/measure 

the effect of policies and institutions on the competitiveness of the HQCF in the study area, 

assess  the factors which influence access to credit by stakeholders in  the HQCF value chain in 

the study area, ascertain the level of awareness and perceived relevance of HQCF in the study 

area, estimate the details of costs and returns, hence profitability of the various stages of the 

HQCF value chain, ascertain the market share, hence competitiveness of HQCF in the study 

area, identify the marketing channels and the marketing strategies of HQCF in the study area and 

identify the constraints militating against the competitiveness of HQCF in the study area 

 

The null hypotheses of no significant differences in profitability amongst the three key value 

chain players and no significant relationship between socioeconomic characteristics / loan 

conditions and access to credit by stakeholders were tested. Proportional sampling technique was 

employed in the sample selection. A total of one hundred and twenty respondents were selected 

for the study comprising the three major stakeholders in the value chain namely:Cassava 

Farmers, HQCF processors and Flour Marketers. Data were collected using three sets of 

questionnaire. Data collected were analyzed using descriptive statistics, Cost and 

Returnsanalysis, profitability indices, policy analysis matrix, logistic regression technique, 

functional analysis of the value chain and ANOVA. Theresults showed that majority of the 
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respondents were aged 35-44years, were marriedand had attained some level of formal 

education. The functional analysis revealed the presence of strong linkages evident in the ease of 

backward and forward integration of stakeholders. 

 The result of the PAM revealed that earnings are positive for HQCF processing and the systems 

enjoy protection but are not in the position to produce for export at the moment given available 

resources. The logistic regression analysis showed that gender, collateral, information about 

credit lending institutions, membership of cooperative society and interest rate are significant 

factors influencing access to credit at 1% probability level. Household size, age, Education and 

nearness to credit institution were not significant predictors. It showed that decrease in interest 

rate is likely to increase access to credit by stakeholders in the area. 10 out of the 13 perception 

statements bothering on the perceived relevance of the HQCF representing 76.9% scored above 

the expected mean of 3.0 thus showing that value chain stakeholders in the study area are 

favourably disposed to the HQCF. The analysis of data showed that  the three stages of the 

chain- production, processing and marketing were profitable with gross margins of  

N127,742.39, N 200,105.07 and N 20,365.46 respectively, Net returns of 120,243.95,162,345.07 

and 16,755.46 respectively, RRTI of 77.19, 54.29, and 11.98 respectively. The analysis further 

showed a market share index of 25.2% for the HQCF signaling a relatively weak competition 

between the HQCF and the wheat flour. The prevalent marketing channel in the study area is that 

dominated by local consumers with relatively low patronage by millers, the strategy being 

ensuring that demands are met with high quality products. The null hypothesis regarding 

differences in the profitability of the stakeholders was rejected following a calculated F ratio of 

66.0 which was significantly higher than the critical value. Finally, the common constraints 

along the value chain are the problem of storage and access to credit by stakeholders. 
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5.2 Conclusion 

The study concluded that the linkages within the HQCF value chain are strong enough to trigger 

an expanded market for the flour within and beyond the study area. The policies of Government 

especially those regarding taxation and subsidies have in no small measure contributed to the 

current state of competitiveness of the HQCF value chain in the study area.  Profits along the 

chain are highest at the cassava production stage resulting in the tendency for stakeholders to 

confine to the stage regarding the ease of integration along the chain. This is responsible for 

relatively low level of flour production in the study area beside the high cost of procuring the 

flash dryer. The study concluded also that marketers of the HQCF are yet to create adequate 

demand for the product. Also the HQCF  value chain although domestically competitive lacks 

the ability to compete internationally. 

5.3 Recommendations 

 

Based on the findings of this study, the following recommendations were made: 

Marketers of the HQCF should as a matter of fact seize every available opportunity to create 

demand for the HQCF rather than wait for it. The option of advertisement should be aggressively 

pursued. 

It is not enough to have stakeholders who are favourably disposed to the HQCF. There is need 

for growing awareness about the economic and health benefits of the HQCF. End users should be 

sensitized enough to admit to the addition of the HQCF to bread and confectionaries, after all it 

is not poison. Overcoming such sentiments will leave the flour with countless opportunities now 

and in the future. 
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Whether bio vitamin A enriched or not as popularly acclaimed, the HQCF locally processed in 

the state should be made price competitive. It is unthinkable that half a kilogramme of locally 

processed flour goes for N250-N300 while the 50kg bag of Vitamin A fortified HQCF imported 

from flour mills in neighbouring states sell at N 7300.00. Stakeholders should ensure that the 

price of the HQCF is kept below the price of wheat flour to encourage consumption  

Financing is a major challenge for Nigeria’s cassava value chain. At both the farmer and the 

processor levels, credit is scarce. Loans are either unavailable or offered at unaffordable interest 

rates, making investments in technology and agricultural inputs impossible for most farmers. 

Credit programs may serve as a strong incentive to reward farmers who plant or process bio-

fortified cassava. 

The HQCF value chain in the state should take advantage of the current exchange rate by 

working toward exporting the HQCF in no distant time. 

 

CONTRIBUTION TO KNOWLEDGE 

This study successfully assessed the competitiveness and effect of policies on the HQCF value 

chain in the study area using the Policy Analysis Matrix which before now has only been applied 

to cassava production systems, but not to HQCF processing and Marketing.  

The market share of HQCF in the study area was also determined following the computation of 

the market share index. This discovery will be of immense support to managers of businesses 

who are committed to gaining significant market share by offering for sale differentiated 

products / services, consistent with quality and safety standards. 
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APPENDIX I 
LOGISTIC REGRESSION VARIABLES Credit_Access 
  /METHOD=ENTER HHSize Education Collateral Interest_rate 
Information_credt_Inst Cooperative Age Gender Nearness_CDT 
  /PRINT=GOODFIT CORR 
  /CRITERIA=PIN(0.05) POUT(0.10) ITERATE(20) CUT(0.5). 
 
Logistic Regression 
 
[DataSet0]  
 

Case Processing Summary 

Unweighted Casesa N Percent 

Selected Cases 

Included in Analysis 111 100.0 

Missing Cases 0 .0 

Total 111 100.0 

Unselected Cases 0 .0 

Total 111 100.0 

a. If weight is in effect, see classification table for the total number of 

cases. 
 

Dependent Variable Encoding 

Original Value Internal Value 

Non access to credit 0 

Access to credit 1 

 
Block 0: Beginning Block 
 
Block 1: Method = Enter 

Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients 

 Chi-square df Sig. 

Step 1 

Step 112.069 9 .000 

Block 112.069 9 .000 

Model 112.069 9 .000 

 
Model Summary 

Step -2 Log likelihood Cox & Snell R 

Square 

Nagelkerke R 

Square 

1 41.728a .636 .848 

a. Estimation terminated at iteration number 7 because 

parameter estimates changed by less than .001. 
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Variables in the Equation 

 B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) 

Step 1a 

HHSize -.336 .271 1.542 1 .214 .715 

Education .194 .108 3.190 1 .074 .824 

Collateral -3.226 1.030 9.818 1 .002 25.184 

Interest_rate -.106 .041 6.546 1 .011 1.112 

Information_credt_Inst 4.238 1.279 10.982 1 .001 69.269 

Cooperative 3.686 1.209 9.296 1 .002 39.895 

Age .127 .083 2.347 1 .126 1.135 

Gender -2.442 .997 5.996 1 .014 .087 

Nearness_CDT -.441 .862 .262 1 .609 .644 

Constant -3.367 2.550 1.744 1 .187 .035 

a. Variable(s) entered on step 1: HHSize, Education, Collateral, Interest_rate, Information_credt_Inst, 

Cooperative, Age, Gender, Nearness_CDT. 
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APPENDIX II 

Department of Agricultural Economics    

Federal University of Technology,Owerri,  

Imo State. 

Dear Respondent, 

 I am an M.Sc. student of the above Institution and department, conducting a 

research on the Analysis of the Competitiveness of the High Quality Cassava Flour 

Value Chain in Imo State. 

 I would greatly appreciate your cooperation in answering these questions. 

 Any information provided will be treated with utmost confidentiality and 

strictly for academic purposes. 

        Yours Faithfully, 

        Ogboji, T.E 
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SECTION A: For all Respondents 

 Personal Data and Socioeconomic Characteristics of Respondents 

1. Name of Village/Zone 

2. Name of Respondent 

3. Age    

4. Gender   Male   

  

   Female 

5. Marital Status    

6. Highest Educational Qualification   A. Primary   B.  Secondary   C.  Tertiary   D. Non 

Formal. 

7. Number of years spent at school …………………………. 

8. Household Size (Number of persons)   …………………. 

CREDIT ACQUISITION AND USAGE 

9. Do you have access to loans aside personal savings? Yes / No 

10. Are you fully aware of credit institutions providing loans in your area? Yes / No 

11. Indicate your source of credit  

A                - Loan from formal financial institutions 

B                - Loan from informal financial institutions 

12. State the amount borrowed (N)………………. 

13. At what interest rate was the loan made available?  ……………………………………. 

14.  Specify the form of collateral. Asset based / Non asset based 

15. What is the distance (km) to your credit lending institution? ……… 

16.  Does distance to your credit lender limit your access to credit? Yes / No 

17. Do you belong to a cooperative society? Yes / No 

18. If yes, does the group have access to credit? 

19. State your perception about loan / loan repayment …………………………………. 
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LEVEL OF AWARENESS AND PERCIEVED RELEVANCE OF THE HQCF 

INSTRUCTION: Tick(√ ) the option that best agrees with your opinion. 

 KEY: 

 SA -  Strongly Agreed 

 SD - Strongly Disagree 

 U   - Undecided 

 A  - Agreed 

 D  - Disagree 
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1. 
 
 
 
2. 
 
 
 
3. 
 
 
4. 
 
 
5. 
 
 
6. 
 
 
7. 
 
 
8. 
 
 
9. 
 
10. 
 
 

 
STATEMENTS 
 
 
 
 
Full implementation of cassava flour inclusion policy  will result to 
loss of job among bakers in Nigeria 
 
 
Implementation of the use of cassava flour in  bread and other foods 
will translate to improved markets for cassava farmers 
 
 
High Quality Cassava Flour if accepted nationwide will reduce the 
import bills of the nation 
 
Cassava flour inclusion in snacks and confectionaries  will ensure 
foodsecurity for the nation’s teeming population 
 
 
Cassava inclusion  can better secure Nigeria food supply than wheat 
 
 
40% inclusion of cassava flour in bread is an 
impossible dream in Nigeria 
 
Wheat flour is better and healthier for consumption than cassava 
flour 
 
High Quality Cassava Flour  consumption in the form of bread is 
not good for those with diabetes 
 
An expanded  market  for HQCF willinflate the prices of other 
cassava-based products such as gari 
 
Cassava flour has much lower glycerin index [ sugar] 16 
 
 
High Quality Cassava Flour will provide a cost effective way of 

SA A U D SD 



2 
 

11. 
 
 
 
12 
 
 
13 

combating vitamin A deficiency because of its richness in vitamin A 
 
 
Inclusion of cassava flour in bread will improve the health benefit of 
the bread we produce and eat 
 
Bread made with the HQCF  is more expensive and less nutritious 
an 100% white wheat flour bread 
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CASSAVA PRODUCERS ONLY 

SECTION B: Cassava Production 

1. Indicate your form of land ownership  A.  Inheritance B.   Purchase   C.   Lease D. Others 
(specify). 

2.  If B or C, State total amount spent on land (N)………. and the time period ……………. 
3. Farm size(ha) ………….. (assume the village football pitch equals a hectare) 
4. Using the response stated above, state the total land area used for cassava 
production………… 
5. State the total output per season……………………  
6. State total sales in (N)……………………. 
7. Please complete the table below 

ESTIMATE OF LABOUR COST 
 FARM 

OPERATIONS 
NO OF MANDAYS COST PER 

MANDAY(N) 
TOTAL COST 
(N) 

A. Land Clearing    
B. Ridging    
C. Planting    
D. Weeding    
E. Harvesting    
F. Herbicide Application    
G Fertilizer Application    
H Transport     
 
 
ESTIMATE OF FARM INPUTS 
 FARM INPUTS QUANTITY COST PER 

UNIT (N) 
TOTAL(N) 

A Cassava Cuttings    
B Fertilizer    
C Insecticide    
D Herbicide    
E Manure    
F Fuel( Diesel/Petrol)    
G Tractor Rented/Hired    
H Others(Specify)    

  

ESTIMATE OF FIXED COST 

FIXED COST ITEMS QUANTITY COST OF ITEM ESTIMATED 
USEFUL LIFE 
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CASSAVA PRODUCTION CONSTRAINTS 

 Please Tick (√) the constraint(s) that apply to you 

Poor access to/ high cost of improved planting materials. 

Limited access to land. 

Inadequate input for production. 

Inadequate labor/high cost of herbicides 

Poor access to profitable markets. 

Poor access to credit facilities. 

High cost of transportation. 

Technical production problems ( Low yield, pest and diseases problems). 

  Unstable Agroclimatic condition 

Others (specify) 
 

FOR MARKETERS ONLY 

ESTIMATES OF COST AND RETURN 

Please fill the table below 

 
QTY OF 
HQCF(BAGS) 

COST PER 
BAG(N) 

Transportation 
cost(N) 

Selling price 
per bag(N) 

Total No of 
bags sold per 
month 

NOTE : If you use other units other than bags  to measure the flour, indicate  before filling the 
table  

 
Indicate your other cost items and the total amount spent (N) 
Rentage …………… 
Taxes……………… 
Salary to workers……………… 
Levies………………………………. 
Others (Specify)……………… 
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 MARKETNG CHANNEL, MARKETING STRATEGY AND CONSTRAINTS 

 
 MARKETING CHANNEL 
Please tick (√) the marketing channel(s) that apply(ies) to you 
 

A.                Sell/supply directly to millers. 
B.               Sell to another wholesaler at the market who later supply the factory 
C.               Sell to local consumers in the market 

 

MARKETING STRATEGY 

Please tick (        ) the marketing strategy (ies) you apply in the sale of HQCF 
A.                 Ensuring consistently high product quality 
B.                Competitive prices 
C.                Discount 
D.                Branding 
E.                Meeting demand 
F.                Sell more at reduced price( Bulk Purchase) 
G. Sales promo 
H. Advertisement 
I. Corporate social responsibility 
J.                Others(Specify) 

 

 MARKETING CONSTRAINTS 

Indicate which of the following constraints you face and how to manage them; 
A. Inadequate Capital 
B. Inadequate storage facilities 
C. HQCF not yet competitive like garri, fufu and other products 
D. Inadequate transport facility 
E. Unfavorable government policies 
F. Low quality of products 
G. High competition among marketers 
H. Inadequate supply 
I. Inadequate demand 

Others(Indicate) 
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FOR PROCESSORS OF HQCF ONLY 

Section B: Estimates of Fixed Asset Cost, Variable  And Labour Cost 
Fixed Assets Cost of 

Asset 
(N) 

Variable Inputs Cost of 
Variable 
input (N) 

Labour Number 
of 
persons 
/ 
mandays 

Labour 
Cost(N) 

Peeling 
machine 

 Cassava roots  Peeling   

Grating 
machine 

 Diesel  Washing   

Processing 
machine 

 Petrol  Sieving   

Sieving 
machine 

 Bags  Drying   

Drying 
machine 

 Plastic bags  Grating   

Milling 
Machine 

 Engine oil  Milling   

Staple 
Machine 

 Water  Others 
(Specify) 

  

Others 
(specify) 

 Others(Specify)      

 
1. State other items on which you incure cost and how much (N) 

2. State the number of bags of HQCF produced (a) per month ……………..   (b) per year 

…………………. 

3. State the number of bags of   the HQCF sold  (a) per month………………  (b) per year 

………………….. 

4. What is the unit cost per bag(N) 

HIQH QUALITY CASSAVA FLOUR PROCESSING CONSTRAINTS 

Kindly indicate the constraint(s) that apply to you 

 Inadequate capital 

    High cost of processing equipment 
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   Inadequate supply of raw material especially during the dry season 
 
   Poor quality of raw material which affect output 
 
  Unfaithfulness of the arranged / organized out growers to have steady supply  
 
  Problem of storage facilities 
 
Instability of government policies 

 
 


