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Abstract

The national challenge of increasing food productand alleviating poverty, which on actualizatiofil\address
the first goal of the Millennium Development Go@ldDGs), may not be fully achieved until development
stakeholders begin to reallocate resources propodiely to the rural sector. The rural dwellers waccount for
over 70% of Nigerian population engage in farmirggsaurce of livelihood and should be made to haoess to
both capital and human resources to embark on agftical enterprises or other entrepreneurial acties that
could ameliorate their pitiable socio-economic citioths. Basically, 70% of the Enugu State humaputettion
(3,257,298) is engaged in farming (FGN 2001). Htisly examinedhterface of agricultural credit and vocational
training in improving entrepreneurship among rurbbuseholds in Enugu State, Nigeria. To achieve, this
multinomial logic regression analysis was used. @oadred and eighty randomly selected householdihesere
interviewed using structured questionnaire. Resudt®wed that their socio-economic characteristicarew
characterized with low potentials. The householdso vbelonged to more groups or had more educational
qualification had positive relationship with accessboth Agricultural credit and vocational trairdn There was
clear indication that improved socio-economic vates increase their chances of accessing more alui@l
credit and agricultural vocational training whichiturn improves their entrepreneurial attributdsis therefore
paramount that development stakeholders redesigtgramme that is capable of ameliorating this gap in
vocational training/extension services and agriatdd credit among the rural dwellers.
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Introduction

The national challenge of meeting up with the detian of Millennium Development Goals in areaspoferty,
hunger and food security by 2015 may not be futlyi@ved unless access to farm credit and skiltherrural sector
encounter a paradigm shift. According to Omeje @Paccess to credit improves households’ livelthoatcomes
such as production, well-being, access to sociatrdties, reduced vulnerability, income and entrapuial
attributes. No doubt, roles of credit have beemébto be indispensable in the process of agriclltnansformation
and diversification of livelihood strategies amangal households (ljere, 1986).

Despite these indispensable contributions of creatitess to it by rural dwellers has been marredsdoye
constraints. Prominent among the constraints wigsle interest rate, late disbursement of loan, g&im conditions
and drudgery in processing of loan, inadequate &maunt, wrong payment plan, loan diversion, wrattgude to
loan, poor supervision and lack of vocational tirzg/skills. In the submission of David (2013), vioaal training
programme organized for farmers is capable of cemphting the efforts of both government and noregowent
agencies in providing loan to the rural sector. deer, in Enugu State, 70% of its population liveshie rural areas
which were mainly agrarians (FGN 2001). Olukosi &glingbile (2001) noted that 94.4% of Nigerian farsnare
small scale farmers. Most of these small scale dasnlive in the rural areas and were constrainedang
fragmentation, poor skills and lack of capital. Hrapis on vocational training support for rural dess dates back
to the ancient time. According to International bab Organization (ILO, 1956) the objectives of vibmaal
training in agriculture include:

i. imparting training skills to farmers of differentategories, instilling in them a sense of social
importance of the work they are doing and secupmgjic recognition in general.
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ii. effective use of land and natural resources, labadrcapital in agriculture.
iii. increase in production efficiency and yield in agliure and improvement in processing of farm

output.

iv. effective conservation of soil and natural resosimeecessary in agriculture.

V. provision of appropriate vocational guidance faatwyouth;

Vi. closing the gap between technological developmeritiwaffects agricultural production and their
applications in agricultural practices; and

Vii. over-coming the problems of seasonal unemploymadt inderemployment in agriculture, among

other issues.

The ILO consequently recommended that special shoelld be taken to impart sustainable skill tragnon the
weaker sections of agricultural production in depéhg countries. Thus emphasis was placed on “effdatm”
training where appropriate, and extension serwig® made available to the rural farmers.

In 2005, a new interface of both farm credit anaatmnal training programme was introduced by famadit

University, America. It was established to ensumat tproblems associated with loan access, investaed

repayment were averted. The combination has be@uom@ted force that is serving agriculture and Irdnaerica

(David, 2013). In addition, International Fund fagricultural Development (IFAD, 2001) observed thatman

capital provision is very essential as the poomjfeondertake rural farm or non-farm activitiesttbauld enhance
loan and micro-credit that may be given to them.

Despite the interventions of Government and Non&boment agencies in provision of loan and micratitre
farmers in the rural areas, recent researches $tawen that the socio-economic conditions of thalrdwellers in
Enugu-State and Nigeria at large are still charasd by poor income. Can entrepreneurship surwitbout
finance and skills? Both capital and human resauare invaluable to entrepreneurship. Entreprehguis the
process of creating something new with value byotleg the necessary time and effort, assuming the
accompanying financial, physical and social risksd receiving rewards of money for personal satisfa and
independence (Histrich and Peters, 2002). Okoyé&2p6étated that entrepreneurship is not necessamily about
starting or running a business venture/enterprigeatso being able to take risks. Despite the dadefinitions of
entrepreneurship, the fact remains that it hasotavith making of money by using skills to combineahcial and
other resources in production.

This study therefore re-examined the present secomomic variables of the rural households in EnS¢ate,
determined their access to agricultural creditlitaes and vocational training as well as the rateepayment of
loan and established relationship between the iftghtsocio-economic variables and respondentsiddcultural
credit and vocational training.

Research Questions
The following research questions were answeredégtudy.

1. What are the socio-economic characteristics ofth& households in Enugu State?

2. What is the rural households’ access to agricalttredit/vocational training and repayment rate?

3. What is the relationship between the socio-econarharacteristics of the households and their acmess
Agricultural Credit/Vocational training?

M ethodology

This study was conducted in Enugu State, Nigeresddptive survey research design was adoptechéostudy.
The population of the study was 1, 681 rural hookkh The sample for the study was 180 househdtxted
through multistage sampling method. Three Local €&oment Areas (LGAS) that were predominantly ruvate
purposively selected from each of the three agricelldevelopment zones in the state, giving nineA&QJzo-
uwani, Udenu and Igho-Eze South LGAs were seleftted the north zone. Isi-Uzo, Nkanu West and Nk&iast
LGAs were selected from the east zone while Awgzedgu and Aniri LGAs were selected from the westezo
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Two communities were selected at random from eddhenine LGAs, giving 18 communities. Ten houddho
were randomly selected from each of the 18 comnasgiving 180 respondents. Primary data were ci@tbusing
structured questionnaire. Data generated were zethlysing multinomial logic model.

Results and Discussion
The results of the study obtained from the datkectdd and analyzed were discussed as follows.
Objective 1: To identify the socio-economic characteristidtaf rural households in Enugu State.

The computed mean age of the household was 57ydaijsrity (32%) of them were between 45 and 50yexdrs
age. Males (68%) dominated the rural household fhdddst household heads (58.4%) were married whBéo,
25% and 8.3% were single, widowed and divorcedaethely. About 30% of the household heads had resey
education, 28% had primary education, and 19% &eéhty education while 10% had no formal educatibhe
majority of them were engaged in farming (76.7%@ding (13.3%) and services (10%). These obsensBaggest
that the rural sector is predominantly rural andrabterized by low potentials and poor entreprdakaitributes.

Objective 2: To determine their access to agricultural creditational training and repayment rate.

Table 1. Frequency distribution table showing the response of the rural household heads on access to
agricultural credit, vocational training and repayment rate

Variables 180 Respondents  (100%) Total
ACCESSTO AGRIC CREDIT

a. Those who never accessed agriculturditcre 54 30

b.  Those who accessed agricultural credit 126 70
ACCESSTO AGRIC VOCATIONAL TRAINING

a. Those who never had access to training 148 82

b.  Those who had access to training 32 18
REPAYMENT RATE

a. Those who repaid on expiration of loan 92 93

b.  Those who repaid after expiration 24 19
C. Those who never repaid 10 8

Source: Field Survey 2013.

Tablel showed that 30% of the respondents neveabeeks to agricultural credit while 70% had actessrious

types of agricultural credit including short, meditand long terms. Among all the sampled populat&i?? of

them never had access to any form of agricultuoahtional training or extension services while 18%imed to

have gained access to either vocational trainingxtension services. The perception of the houdetmads as
presented in table 2.1 showed that 13% of the @ paid back their loan on expiration, 19% paadkblater

after the expiration while 8% never paid back.

Comparatively, the rural household heads had mocess to credit than vocational training. Also, tepayment
rate was commendable.

Objective 3: To establish relationship between the socio-ecancharacteristics of the households and theirsxce
to Agric Credit/Vocational training.
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Table 2: Multinomial Logic Analysis of Socio-economic variables and access to agricultural credit/vocational
training among rural householdsin Enugu State, Nigeria

Co-efficient

Explanatory variables Category Il Category |11 Category 1V
Age (Number) 0.03 0.323 0.828
Gender 456 291.1 03.65
Marital status 0.98 9.726 0.158
Years of education -0.04 0.729 0.632
Household size 0.35 2.868 0.152
Income wind -0.000 0.103 0.000
Farm size 4.30 -90.45 4.38
Group member 3.54 0.43 2.007
Savings -0.000 0.103 0.004
Constants 0.02 -65.604 -9.59
No of observations 180

Source: Field survey, 2013

Chi square (- (22) = 217.97

Prob > X 0.0000

Pseudo R 0.4918

Note (P<0.01), (0.01 < p 9.05), 0.05 < p<©.10
No access to Agric credit/vocational training weseted as base category = 0.

Table 2 analyzed the relationship between the seoimomic characteristic of the respondents and #oeess to
both agricultural credit and vocational trainingulF categories of respondents were represented as:

Category I: Those who never had access to agricultural credidtional training
Category I1: Those who had access to agricultural credit only

Category I11: Those who had access to vocational training only

Category 1V: Those who had access to both agricultural cesditvocational training.

Category | (those who never had access to agrieliitwedit/vocational training) was retained as Itlase category
(P (Y1) =0).

The socio-economic variables including age, genabarjtal status, and years of Education, housesiakl income
level, farm size, group membership and savings \aeapted from previous related studies of Adeka(@biL1),
Sissay (2008) and Peter (2002). Table 3 showedageatof rural household heads had positive andfisignt
relationship with the probability of accessing batyricultural credit and vocational training. Thimplies that
increase in income or savings would increase thribability to accessing both credit and vocationaining in
agriculture. As rural household increased in sthejr probability to access to credit increased. talso, those
households, dominated by Male heads had more atzessdit. This suggested that Male headed holdslzmd
those households with higher sizes had more atodand and labour respectively. This implies thiah abundant
labour and land, the households require agricultureadit to improve their entrepreneurial status.
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However, category Il and IV (access to agric crexglity and access to both agricultural credit andational
training) were influenced by the number of yeamsngpn school and membership of social groups. dhiervation
implies that more rural dwellers will gain vocat@ntraining and agricultural credit if they havecass to
agricultural credit and vocational training/extemsservices.

Conclusion

The observation of the researchers showed thatsde@®-economic and livelihood characteristics of thural

households were dominated with low potentials andrpentrepreneurial attributes. They had good actes
informal agricultural credit but very poor accegsvbcational training/extension services. This<édr immediate
reallocation of capital and human resources tortinal sector through organized responsive ruralpzagmn. The
relationship between their socio-economic charaties and access to agricultural credit and vooati training is
an indicator that the rural households require hwepital intervention to improve their entrepremauand

livelihood outcomes. Households believed to haveeniamily labour and access to land also wantedenséills

and agricultural credit to boast production. Ithierefore paramount that development stakeholdersld redesign
programme capable of ameliorating this gap in viooal training/extension services and agricultaradit among
the rural dwellers.
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