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Abstract  
This research examined the risk management strategies among small scale 

soybean farmers in Kaduna State, Nigeria, with the aim of generating reliable 

information on the sources of risk and risk management strategies among small 

scale soybean farmers in Kaduna State, Nigeria. Multi-stage sampling 

techniques were employed in selection of 210 soybean farmers in the study Area. 

Descriptive statistics were used to analyse socio economic characteristics, the 

sources and risk management strategies of soybean farmers in the study area. 

Some of the important findings from research are: The result revealed that 

average age household heads was 42 years which means that the majority of the 

soybean farmers in the study area were relatively young. Soybean farmers were 

faced with a number of risks that militated against their production in the study 

area. The results revealed that the majority (43.3%) of soybean farmers in 

Kaduna State had their soybean affected by erratic rainfall. Social risk (economic 

shock), the results revealed that 36% of the soybean farmers in Kaduna State had 

their farms invaded by cattle. Economic risk such as insufficient supply of seed 

(58.6%) which resulted mostly in reduced output was a major source of 

economic risk. Production risk, Soybean farmers in Kaduna State rated high cost 

of fertilizer, untimely supply of fertilizer and poor soil as the three most 

important sources of production risk. Other sources were technical, policy and 

human risk. However, devised different risk management strategies to prevent, 

reduce and cope with the different sources of risk. The results revealed that risk 

prevention strategies were planting of other crops, planting of improved 
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Introduction 
Soybean (Glycine max (L) Merril)is one 

of the most valuable crops in the world 

due to its multiple uses as a source of 

livestock and aquaculture feed, protein 

and vegetable oil for human diet and 

bio-fuel. According to United State 

Agency International Development 

(USAID), (2016) Nigeria is the second-

largest producer of soybean in sub-

Saharan Africa, with a production of 

679, 000 MT in 2014. Soybean is 

mainly produced in the northern parts of 

Nigeria, with the North Central and 

North West zone accounting for 

approximately 97% of production. The 

major producing States are Benue, 

Kaduna, Kano, Taraba and Nassarawa 

(USAID, 2016). The crop can be 

successfully grown in many States in 

Nigeria using low level of agricultural 

inputs utilization. Its cultivation in 

Nigeria has expanded as a result of its 

nutritive and economic importance and 

diverse domestic usage. It is also a 

prime source of vegetable oil for the 

international market. Soybean has an 

average protein content of 40%, more 

protein-rich, and a good balance of 

amino acid than many of the common 

vegetable or animal food sources found 

in Nigeria. Soybean seeds also contain 

about 20% oil on a dry matter basis, 

85% unsaturated and it is cholesterol 

free. Soybean is good for food such as 

soy-milk, soy-cheeses, daddawa, and 

infant weaning food. It has therefore, 

tremendous potential to improve the 

nutritional status and welfare of 

varieties, diversify to off-farming activities, farm on different land/field and 

insurance. In the study area, majority (70.4%) prevent risk by planting of 

improved varieties. Risk coping strategies refer to borrowing, 

savings/Adashe(cash contribution), off-farm income and selling assets. Overall, 

soybean farmers (42.8%) majority used savings/Adashe(cash contribution) to 

cope with the risk in the study area. And Risk reducing strategies were   

necessarily risk management tools used by most farmers. In the study area, the 

most important is the used of fertilizer (44.8%). The findings show that soybean 

farmers in the study area were facing different types of risk in soybean 

production. Soybean farmers devised management strategies to prevent risk. the 

problem of production risk for example, could be addressed through technology 

change, such as breeding for drought tolerance, resistance to pests and diseases.  

 

Keywords: sources of risk, risk management strategies and soybean farmers 
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resource-poor people particularly in developing countries like Nigeria. Soybean 

can also contribute to enhance sustainability of intensified cropping system by 

improving soil fertility through nitrogen fixation, permitting a longer duration of 

ground cover in the cropping sequence, and providing useful crop residues for 

feeding livestock, the haulms provide good feed for sheep and goat and control the 

parasitic weed (Striga hermonthica) as observed by International Institute of 

Tropical Agriculture (IITA), (2009). 

 

Risks in Agriculture 

It is often said that agriculture production is a risky business, that is, it is subject to 

risk. This means that due to complexities of physical and economic systems, the 

outcomes of farmers’ actions and production decisions are uncertain, and many 

possible outcomes are usually associated with a single action or production plan. 

The uncertainty concerning outcomes that involve some adversity or loss that 

negatively affects individual well-being is normally associated with the idea of 

risk. Knight, et al., (2003) make the distinction between risk, that implies 

knowledge of numerical, objective probabilities, and uncertainty, that implies that 

the outcome is uncertain and the probabilities are not known. This distinction is 

not very operative since the probabilities are very rarely known and there is 

widespread acceptance of probabilities as subjective beliefs (Just 2003; Moschini 

and Hennessy, 2001).  (Hardaker et al., 2004), find a more useful distinction 

between uncertainty as imperfect knowledge and risk as exposure to uncertain 

unfavourable economic consequences. In practice both concepts are very much 

related and are used interchangeable, one with more emphasis on ‘’probabilities’’ 

as the description of the environment, and the other with more emphasis on the 

‘’potential negative impact’’ on welfare. There is no risk without some uncertainty 

and most uncertainties typically imply some risk.   Uncertainty is a situation in 

which a person does not know for sure what will happen. It is necessary for risk to 

occur, but uncertainty need not lead to a risky situation. Uncertainty in agriculture 

reflects the nature of most farm production systems, which is influenced by ever-

changing economic and biophysical conditions. The natural lag between when 

production decisions are made and when returns to farming can be realized exposes 

agricultural enterprises to the variability, in the intervening period, of a range of 

factors that determine the value of production. These include weather, animal and 

plant health, change in agricultural markets and a range of macroeconomic factors. 

Variability in these factors result in uncertainty over key determinants of farm 

income like output price, yield, and input costs with implications for farmers 
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economic welfare and effect on the technical, allocative and economic efficiencies 

of farm production (RERAD, 2010).  

 

Sources of risk in farming 

Some risks are unique to agriculture, such as the risk of bad weather significantly 

reducing yields within a given year. Other risks, such as the price or institutional 

risks discussed below, while common to all businesses, reflect an added economic 

cost to the producer. If the farmer’s benefit-cost trade off favours mitigation, then 

he or she will attempt to lower the possibility of adverse effects (Ramaswamiet al., 

2003). Ramaswamiet al., (2003) classified the income risks borne by producers 

into three kinds: production risks, price risks, and input risks. Moschini and 

Hennessy, (2001); and   Edwin and Thomas, (2009) classified the risk into four 

classes- output, price, technology and policy uncertainties. According to Akinola 

(2014) risk sources to agribusiness enterprises generally can be grouped into social, 

market, institutional, financial, production and foreign exchange. Olarindeet al. 

(2010) observed that sources of risk can be grouped under the following headings: 

natural risk, economic risk, production or yield risk, technical risk, social risk. 

 

Production or yield risk 

Production or yield risks arise because of two principal factors (Ramaswamiet al., 

2003). Random uncontrolled inputs (for examples; excessive or insufficient 

rainfall, extreme temperatures) due to weather is the first factor. Pests and diseases 

constitute the second. Technology plays a key role in production risk in farming. 

The rapid introduction of new crop varieties and production techniques often offers 

the potential for improved efficiency, but may at times yield poor results, 

particularly in the short term. In contrast, the threat of obsolescence exists with 

certain practices (for example, using machinery for which parts are no longer 

available), which creates another, and different, kind of risk. 

 

Price (market) risks 

Risks from variable prices are the second kind of risk. Because of substantial 

production lags in agriculture, production decisions are made far in advance of the 

date when output is realized. As a result, farmers need to forecast the prices that 

will prevail at the time of sale. Although production risks have consequences for 

price risks, the price risks are not just because of production risks alone. Prices can 

vary also because of demand shocks as well as instability in expectations 
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formation. Also, there are input risks that occur when either there is a shortage of 

inputs or when their prices vary (Ramaswamiet al., 2003). 

 

Institutional risk/policy risk 

This results from changes in policies and regulations that affect agriculture. This 

type of risk is generally manifested as unanticipated production constraints or price 

changes for inputs or for output. For example, changes in government rules 

regarding the use of pesticides (for crops) or drugs (for livestock) may alter the 

cost of production or a foreign country’s decision to limit imports of a certain crop 

may affect that crop’s price or farmers decision to produce it. Other institutional 

risks may arise from changes in policies affecting the disposal of animal manure, 

restrictions in conservation practices or land use, or changes in income tax policy 

or credit policy or exchange rates. 

 

Human or personal risks 

Farmers are also subject to this risk and they are common to all business operators. 

Disruptive changes may result from such events as death, divorce, injury, or the 

poor health of a principal in the firm. In addition, the changing objectives of 

individuals involved in the farming enterprise may have significant effects on the 

long run performance of the operation. Asset risk/social risk is also common to all 

businesses and involves theft, fire, or other loss or damage to equipment, buildings, 

and livestock. A type of risk that appears to be of growing importance is 

contracting risk, which involves opportunistic behaviour and the reliability of 

contracting partners. 

 

Financial risk 

This differs from the business risks previously described in that it results from the 

way the firm’s capital is obtained and financed. A farmer may be subject to 

fluctuations in interest rates on borrowed capital, or face cash flow difficulties if 

there are insufficient funds to repay creditors. The use of borrowed funds means 

that a share of the returns from the business must be allocated to meeting debt 

payments. Even when a farm is 100-percent owner financed, the operator’s capital 

is still exposed to the probability of losing equity or net worth. 

 

Risk management strategies  

There are several institutional mechanisms for reducing or managing risks, 

however, agricultural producers may implement on-farm strategies to manage risk. 
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One such approach is the diversification of farm business income by redirecting 

investment and labour time away from the farm towards non-farm activities, 

especially those generating income not strongly correlated with on-farm business 

income. To the extent that such diversification will compete for resources (e.g. 

labour, time and capital) with agricultural production, it may reduce agricultural 

production efficiency or capacity. Diversification can also occur at farm business 

level, in this case rather than specialising in enterprises that given that highest rate 

of return, the farm business is diversified to include other enterprises where returns 

are not positively correlated or that are less risky. However, this will result in a 

lower average income and lower economic efficiency, as resources are not directed 

towards the most profitable farm enterprises (RERAD, 2010). The farmer is the 

agent that is best positioned to know the dimension, characteristics and correlations 

of the risks that affect his farm. He is also in the best position to evaluate the 

availability of different strategies to deal with this risk. It is the farmer’s 

responsibility as manager of his own farming business to take the appropriate 

decisions to manage the risk associated with his economic activity farming (OCED, 

2009). 

Ramaswamiet. al., (2003) grouped risk management tools into two: risk reducing 

strategies that the farmer adopts ex ante and risk coping strategies that the farmer 

adopts after the shock. Holzmann and Jogersen (2001) grouped them into three 

categories: prevention strategies to reduce the probability of an adverse event 

occurring, mitigation strategies to reduce the potential impact of an adverse event, 

and coping strategies to relieve the impact of the risky event once it has occurred. 

Prevention and mitigation strategies focus on income smoothing, while coping 

strategies focus on consumption smoothing. Strategies can be based on 

arrangements made at different institutional levels: farm household or community 

arrangements, market based mechanisms and government policies. The main 

groups of tools and strategies available to the farmer are presented in Table 1. 

Summary of tools and strategies that are available can be different in different 

countries and for different farmers, for instance due to their size, location or 

availability of information, some farmers may have more difficult access to market 

instruments than other farmers. The farmer can choose among available 

instruments the combination of tools and strategies that best fits his risk exposure 

and his level of risk aversion. 

Based on literatures reviewed, a lot of researches have been conducted in the area 

of agronomic practices of soybean production but not much has been done in the 
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aspect of  risk attitude of the farmers in risk management. Hence, this study is 

designed in an attempt to fill the research gap. 

 

Problem Statement 

Nigeria’s domestic production of soybean is trending upwards, but still lags behind 

the rapidly growing demand from the poultry industry for soybean meal and 

vegetable oil processors because of low yield, poor agronomic and post-harvest 

practices. However, soybean demand is projected to increase to 2.3 million MT by 

2020, because of a steady increase in poultry sector consumption. Nigeria’s 

installed annual soybean crushing capacity is estimated at approximately 600,000 

MT. An estimated 255, 000 tons of soybeans were crushed in 2010/2011 

production season, representing only 42 percent of installed processing capacity. 

There is a domestic annual shortfall of about 100, 000 tons for soybean meal and 

300, 000 tons for vegetable oil (USIDA, 2016).  

Smallholder farmers face many risks in their farming activities, depending on their 

ability to absorb risk and their psychological attitudes towards risk, the risk 

inherent in a new technology or input choice will affect farmers differently (Knight, 

Weir, and  Woldehanna, 2003). Dercon and Christiaensen (2011) explicitly showed 

that Ethiopian farmers are constrained in technology adoption by risk. 

Furthermore, Boucher, Carter and Guirkinger (2008) argued theoretically that a 

class of farmers is risk rationed in Peru; that is, due to risk, some farmers will not 

try to access the formal credit market, even if it would raise their productivity and 

income levels. Overcoming such barriers to risk, then, could help farmers in 

developing countries improve their livelihoods along several dimensions. 

Hardaker, Huirne and Anderson (2004) define risk as uncertainty or imperfect 

knowledge with exposure to unfavourable consequences. To take a risk is to allow 

for the possibility of loss or failure in achieving one’s desired objectives. In 

agriculture, uncertainties about yields and prices that have direct bearing on farm 

productivity and profitability constitute the most significant sources of risk for 

farmers.  

Based on literatures reviewed, a lot of researches have been conducted in the area 

of agronomic practices of soybean production but not much has been done in 

respect of risk that the farmers are exposed to and the most important 

management/coping strategies the farmers have devised to mitigate the sources of 

risk. Hence, this study is designed in an attempt to fill the research gap.It is for this 
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reason that this research is being designed to address the following research 

questions:- 

• What are the sources of risk that affect soybean production? 

• What are the risk coping strategies adopted by soybean farmers?  

 

Objectives of the Study 

The broad objective of this study is to estimate the risk attitude among soybean 

farmers in Kaduna State, Nigeria. 

The specific objectives were to:  

i.  describe the sources of risk faced by soybean farmers. 

ii. describe the risk coping strategies adopted  by soybean farmers. 

 

METHODOLOGY 

The Study Area 

Kaduna State is located at the centre of Northern Guinea savannah. It lies between 

latitudes 90.101-110301north and longitude 60-90.101east. It has a total area of about 

67,000 square kilometres (KADP, 2007) with a population of 6,066,562 people 

comprising of 3, 112, 028 males and 2, 954, 534 females, the estimated population 

of Kaduna State as at 2015 would be 8, 252, 366 people with annual population 

change 2006-2015(+1.4% per year) (NPC 2016). The total arable land of the state 

is estimated to be about 2,148,700 hectares. There are two distinct climatic seasons 

in the State, namely wet and dry seasons. The wet season spans the period between 

April/May to September/October while the dry season spans the period between 

October/November to March/April. The average annual rainfall in the State is 

about 1,482.99mm. The highest mean temperature occurs between the month of 

March to May and the range is between 350C to 360C. The minimum air 

temperature is usually recorded during the harmattan period which occurs between 

November to February with the range between 180C to 230C. The total annual 

evapo- transpiration rate varies from 1.560mm in the north to 1.490mm in the south 

(KADP, 2007). The State shares boundaries with Niger State to the west, Zamfara, 

Katsina and Kano States to the north, Bauchi and Plateau States to the east and 

FCT Abuja and Nassarawa State to the south. The State consists of 23 local 

government areas as shown Figure 3.  Agriculture is the main stay of the economy 

of Kaduna State with about 80% of the people actively engaged in farming (KADP, 

2007).  
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Figure 1: Map of Kaduna State Showing the Study Area. 

Source: Adapted from KADP (2019). 

 

Sampling Techniques: Sampling of soybean farmers was based on the list of 

registered soybean farmers provided by KADP in Kaduna State.  

Multistage sampling technique was employed. The first stage involved a purposive 

selection of three LGAs each from Kaduna State on the basis of their high 

concentration of soybean farmers. Igabi, Lere and Kauru LGAs were chosen from 

Kaduna State. In the second stage, soybean farmers were stratified into small scale 

on the basis of hectarage sizes, convenient and appropriate strata since there is 

more homogeneity in method of farming, cultural practices, overall outlook of 

farmers and other characteristics within small scale farmers.  The third stage 

involved a simple random selection of 20% of each stratified small scale soybean 

farmers by the use of random digits (numbers). This was done in order to reduce 

the cost of data collection. The breakdown of sample selection showed that 73 

soybean farmers from Kauru LGA, 67 soybean farmers from Igabi LGA, and 70 

soybean farmers from Lere LGA in Kaduna State.  Hence, the sample for the study 

was two hundred and ten (210) heads of soybean farm families (n = 210).The 

breakdown of sample procedure is given in Table 2. 
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Table 2: Summary of Sample Selection 

State LGA Number of 

registered soybean 

farmer 

Stratified 

Small scale 

soybean 

farmer 

Selected 

soybean 

farmers 

(20%) 

 

Kaduna 

Kauru 3,963 363 73 

 Igabi 2,012 334 67 

 Lere 2,655 348 70 

 Total 3 8,630 1,045 210 

Source:Field survey, 2018. 

 

Methods of Data Collection: The data for the study were collected from primary 

sources.  The data were collected using structured questionnaire with the help of 

trained enumerators. 

 

Tools of Analysis: The analytical tool used in achieving the objectives of the study 

wasdescriptive statistics. 

 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

Socio-economic Characteristics of the Soybean Farmers. 

Some important socio-economic variables considered in the study were given as 

follow. This was assumed to be the primary soybean production decision makers.  

Age, household size and years of experience of the soybean farmers in the study 

area were presented in Table 3. 

 

Table 3: Age, Household size and Year of Experience of the Soybean Farmers 

Variable                                             Kaduna State 

Age (Year)  

Minimum 22 

Maximum 60 

Mean 42 

Standard deviation 8.24 

  

Household size (Unit number)  

Minimum 2 

Maximum 21 



241  africanscholarpublications@gmail.com                                                                               

 2022 

 

Mean 9 

Standard deviation 4.19 

  

Year of experience (Years)  

Minimum 1 

Maximum 36 

Mean 11 

Standard deviation 9.12 

Source: Field survey, 2018 

 

Age of the soybean farmers 

Age is one of important socio-economic characteristics of the farmers. It refers to 

the number of years of the soybean farmers from the birth at the time of data 

collection. Results revealed that the mean age of soybean farmers in the study area 

found to be the 42 yearswith standard deviation of 8.24, 7.64 and 8.22 respectively. 

The result revealed that average age household heads was 42 years which means 

that the majority of the soybean farmers in the study area were relatively young 

(middle-age group) which defined by FAO, (1992) in Saliu, (2013) as 

economically productive age group. Hence, they are considered to be very active 

and may therefore accept and adopt innovations faster,Ceteris paribus. Overall, 

this implies that the mean age of the soybean farmers suggests that soybean farming 

is dominated by younger people in the study area. This is expected to have a 

significant effect on their productivity. 

 

Household size of the soybean farmers  

Household size is the total number of individuals who live within and feed in the 

same house. Therefore, household is made up of the farmer, his wife/wives, 

children and any other person that lives and share food with them. Household size 

is the most important source of labour available to a given household for farm 

work. Results showed that soybean farmers in Kaduna State have 9 persons with 

standard deviation of 4.19. Considering the labour intensive nature of soybean 

agronomic practices like planting, fertiliser application, weeding, threshing, 

winnowing etc., households with large families are more likely to perform these 

tasks effectively and on time compared to small household size. This is in line with 

Olorunsanyaet al., (2009) that large families appeared to save more extra-cost for 

hiring labour than small families as indicated in Table 3. 
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Years of experience in soybean production 

The number of years of experience in farming determines farmers’ ability to 

effectively make farm management decisions, not only in adhering to agronomic 

practices but also with respect to input combinations or resource allocation. Table 

3 revealed that mean years of experience in farming of soybean in the study area 

was 11years with standard deviation. It could be said that soybean farmers were 

sufficiently experienced in soybean production. This is consistence with Saliu, 

(2013) that the length of experience in farming is probably an indicator of a 

person’s commitment to agriculture. 

 

Sources of risk and risk Management tools as perceived by the soybean 

farmers. 

A Likert-type scale was presented to the soybean farmers in order to establish the 

important sources of risk and risk management tools of the soybean farmers.  The 

respondents were asked to score a list of potential risk sources and risk 

management strategies respectively, according to their relative importance. The 

most important risk sources and management strategies were ranked based on the 

frequency and percentage distribution of the variables on the questionnaire. 

 

Distribution of soybean farmers by sources of risk 

Soybean farmers were faced with a number of risks that militated against their 

production in the study area as indicated in Table 4 and 5. 

 

Sources of natural risk 

There were drought, flood, wind/storm, diseases, pests, erratic rainfall, and 

excessive rainfall. The majority (43.3%) of soybean farmers in Kaduna State had 

their soybean affected by erratic rainfall, 5.7% by pests, 3.3% by flood, 1% by 

diseases, 0.5% by wind/storm, and 0.5% by excessive rainfall and none of soybean 

farmers perceived drought. The implication of this is that soybean yield could be 

low due to the negative effects of these natural occurrences. The soybean farmers 

in Kaduna State perceived erratic rainfall (43.3%), pests (5.7%) and flood (4.6%) 

as the three most important sources of natural risk that would obviously caused 

negative effects on soybean production in the study area. 

 

Sources of social risk (economic shock) 

These refer to theft of produce, bush fire, invasion of farms by cattle. The results 

revealed that 36% of the soybean farmers in Kaduna State had their farms invaded 

by cattle. Also, the results further revealed that 28% were affected by theft of 
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produce while 7.6% affected by bush fire in the study area. The results showed that 

most farms were invaded by cattle in the study area which is according to a priori 

expectation livestock farming is the next prominent occupation in the study area. 

The invasion of farms by cattle has negative effects on the crop yield because in 

most cases they tend to graze on raw crops consumed by human being.  Olarindeet 

al., (2010) reported similar findings. 

 

Sources of economic risk 

Most incidence of sources of economic risk result in low income because sources 

of economic risk are viable and important components in any enterprise. The 

following sources of economic risk were responded to by the soybean farmers in 

study area. The most important was insufficient supply of seed (58.6%) which 

resulted mostly in reduced output. Also, the result revealed that 36.7% had their 

soybean production affected by producer price fluctuation (of inputs and output). 

This implies that low prices on soybean output and high prices on inputs (such as 

fertilizer, labour, agrochemical, seed etc) are unfavourable to soybean farmers 

because they have a negative effect on their profit. Maize producer price fluctuation 

was identified as most important sources of economic risk in Kaduna State 

(Olarindeet al., 2010). Output and inputs prices have been ranked the highest 

sources of risk by mono-crop farmers in Kebbi State (Jirgi, 2013). Other important 

sources of economic risk perceived by the soybean farmers are, high cost of 

transportation (5.2%) and inadequate market (4.3%). 

 

Sources of production risk 

These refer to poor soil, inadequacy of spraying equipment, inadequacy of 

agrochemical, high cost of fertilizer, untimely supply of fertilizer, inadequate 

farmland, loss of land/ethnic clash and insufficient work animals. Soybean farmers 

in Kaduna State rated high cost of fertilizer, untimely supply of fertilizer and poor 

soil as the three most important sources of production risk. These variables have a 

percentage rating of 48.9%, 33.4% and 18.2%, respectively. Other production risk 

perceived to be important to soybean farmers in the study area were inadequate 

farmland (3.3%), inadequate spraying equipment (0.8%), insufficient work animals 

(0.6%), inadequate agrochemical (0.3%), loss of land/ethnic clash (0%). The 

soybean farmers in Kaduna State perceived high cost of fertilizer (53.8%), 

untimely supply of fertilizer (41%) and poor soil (19.5%) as the three most 

important sources of production risk. The federal government and the various State 

governments have subsidised fertilizer for farmers, which is distributed to farmers 
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through the Agricultural Development Projects (ADPs), although the supply of 

fertiliser by the government is inadequate and untimely (Jirgi, 2013 and Olarinde, 

2010). Soybean farmers purchase fertilizer in the market at high prices. This 

implies that the profit could be low due to the negative effects of these production 

risks. 

 

Sources of technical risk 

These are necessarily risk types that affect production process. These were scarcity 

of hired labour, insufficient family labour, insufficient credit facilities, inadequate 

extension services, not able to obtain loan, inadequate storage facilities and 

inadequate processing facilities. The soybean farmers in Kaduna State perceived 

insufficient credit (65.5%), not able to obtain loan (29%), scarcity of hired labour 

(9.5%), inadequate processing facilities (8.1%), inadequate extension services 

(3.3%), insufficient family labour (2.9%) and inadequate storage facilities (1.9%) 

as most important sources of technical risk.  

 

Sources of policy and human risks 

The other sources of risk identified during the survey period are changes in 

government agricultural policy and illness of farming household member. On 

aggregate, a change in government and agricultural policy is scored as the first 

(86.2%) important source of risk for both soybean farmers in Kaduna State. 

Government policies on agricultural have been inconsistent and poorly 

implemented: these policies relate to fertilizer subsidy, agricultural insurance, 

agricultural pricing and pesticide regulation. The instability and poor 

implementation of government policies on agriculture are the major constraints to 

agricultural productivity in Nigeria (Jirgi, 2013), which pose a source of risk to the 

farmers. (8.3%) of soybean farmers were affected by illness of farming household 

member. 

 

Table 4: Ranking of Important Sources of Risk by the Soybean Farmers 

Sources of risk Kaduna State    

Natural risk Frequency Percent Rank 

Drought 0 0 7th 

Flood  7 3.3 3rd 

Wind/storm 1 0.5 5th 

Diseases  2 1.0 4th 

Pests 12 5.7 2nd 
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Erratic rainfall 91 43.3 1st 

Excessive rainfall 1 0.5 6th 

Total 114 54.3  

Social risk    

Theft 59 28.0 2nd 

Bush fire 16 7.6 3rd 

Invasion of Cattle 76 36.0 1st 

Total  151 71.6  

Economic risk    

Producer price fluctuation(of input and 

output 

77 36.7 2nd 

Insufficient supply of soybean seed 123 58.6 1st 

Inadequate market 9 4.3 4th 

High cost of transportation 11 5.2 3rd 

Total  220 95.5  

Source:  Field survey, 2018 

 

Table 4b: Ranking of Important Sources of Risk by the Soybean Farmers 

(continued) 

Sources of risk Kaduna 

State  

(n= 210) 

   

Production risk Frequency Percent Ranking Ranking 

Poor soil 41 19.5 3rd 3rd 

Inadequate of spraying 

equipment 

0 0 5th 5th 

Inadequate of agrochemical 0 0 5th 7th 

High cost of fertilizer 113 53.8 1st 1st 

Untimely supply of fertilizer 86 41.0 2nd 2nd 

Inadequate farmland 2 1.0 4th 4th 

Loss of land/ethnic clash 0 0 5th 6th 

Insufficient work animals 0 0 5th  

Total 242    

Technical risk     

Scarcity of hired labour 20 9.5 3rd 4th 

Insufficient family labour 6 2.9 6th 5th 

Insufficient credit facilities 137 65.5 1st 1st 
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Inadequate of extension 

services 

7 3.3 5th 6th 

Not able to obtain loan 61 29.0 2nd 2nd 

Inadequate storage facilities 4 1.9 7th 7th 

Inadequate processing 

facilities 

17 8.1 4th 3rd 

Total 252    

Policy and human risk     

Change in agricultural policy 180 85.7 1st 1st 

Illness of household member 24 11.4 2nd 2nd 

Total  204    

Source:  Field survey, 2018. 

 

Ranking of risk management strategies among soybean farmers 

Risk sources have negative effects on farm productivity and this reduces farm 

income. Farmers have over the years, however, devised different measures to 

prevent, reduce and cope with the different sources of risk as shown in Table 4. 

 

Risk prevention strategies 

These were planting of other crops, planting of improved varieties, diversify to off-

farming activities, farm on different land/field and insurance. Soybean farmers in 

Kaduna State rated planting of improve varieties (87.1%) as number one, 9% used 

diversify to non-farming activities to prevent risk, 2.4% used planting of other 

crops, and none of the respondents used insurance and none of them insured their 

farm against any risk.   

 

Risk reducing strategies 

These are necessarily risk management tools used by most farmers. Soybean 

farmers in Kaduna State used cooperative society (52.4%) and fertilizer (36.2%) 

as the two most important risk reducing strategies. other reducing strategies 

perceived to be important by soybean farmers in Kaduna State were training and 

education on farming activities (5.2%), storage programme (5.2%), spraying of 

diseases and pests (1.9%) and fadama cultivation (1.9%), while Kano State’s 

results revealed that 56.6% of soybean farmers used fertilizer, 12.5% used training 

and education on farming activities, 10.5% used cooperative society membership, 

3.9% used gathering market information, 2.3% used fadama cultivation, 1.3% used 



247  africanscholarpublications@gmail.com                                                                               

 2022 

 

spraying diseases and pests and 1.3% used storage programme to reduce the effect 

of risk in the study area. 

The use of storage programme is perceived as an important risk management 

strategy by farmers, especially the soybean farmers in Kaduna State. Farmers store 

their farm produce until the prices are high so as to get higher revenue. Training 

and education helps farmers to know the best agronomic management practices to 

adopt in order to enhance productivity.  

From the analysis obtained for the management strategies, it can be deduced that 

soybean farmers in the study area prevent, cope and minimise all the different 

sources of risk. 

 

Risk coping strategies  

These refer to borrowing, savings/Adashe(cash contribution), off-farm income and 

selling assets.  Soybean farmers in Kaduna State ranked savings/Adashe (cash 

contribution) first (46.2%), followed by 42.4% off-farm income, 10% borrowed to 

cope with risk and 2.9% used selling of assets to cope with the risk. In Kano State 

38.2% used savings/Adashe(cash contribution), followed by 21.7% off-farm 

income, 16.4% borrowed to cope with risk and 2.9% used selling of assets to cope 

with the risk. Savings/Adashe was perceived as an important coping strategy. 

Savings/Adashe has a cushion effect on farmers’ finances during period of scarcity. 

Family members working off-farm is seen as an important coping strategy by 

farmers because working off-farm boosts household income. This result is 

consistent with the finding of Alimi and Ayanwale, (2005). Selling of assets was 

also seen as another important management strategy by soybean farmers in the 

study area. Most farmers in the study area have livestock enterprises which serve 

as liquid assets. The result is in line with those of Jirgi, (2013) who reported that 

farmers sell liquid assets as a means of managing risk.  

 

Table 5 : Ranking of Important Risk Coping Strategies by the Soybean 

Farmers 

Risk management strategies    

Risk prevention strategies Frequency Percent Ranking 

Mixture cropping 5 2.4 3rd 

Planting of improving varieties 183 87.1 1st 

Diversify to non-farming activities  19 9.0 2nd 

Farm on different of land/field 3 1.4 4th 

Insurance  0 0 5th 
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Risk coping strategies    

Borrowing  21 10.0 3rd 

Savings/Adashe(cash contribution) 97 46.2 1st 

Off-farm income 89 42.4 2nd 

Selling of assets 6 2.9 4th 

Risk reducing strategies    

Fertilizer provision by government/self 76 36.2 2nd 

Training and education on farming 11 5.2 3rd 

Cooperative society 110 52.4 1st 

Gathering market information 0 0 7th 

Storage programme 11 5.2 3rd 

Fadama cultivation 4 1.9 5th 

Spraying for diseases and pests 4 1.9 5th 

Source: Field, survey, 2018 

 

Conclusion  

This study has empirically examined the analysis of risk coping strategies among 

small scale soybean farmers in Kaduna State, Nigeria.The following conclusions 

were drawn based on the major findings of the study: 

The findings show that soybean farmers in the study area were facing different 

types of risk in soybean production such as natural, social, economic, technical, 

production, human and policy risks. Soybean farmers devised coping strategies to 

prevent risk (growing of resistant varieties), reduce impact of risk (application of 

fertilizer) and cope with risk (savings). 

 

Recommendations 

The following recommendations are made based on the major findings of this 

study. The recommendations are aimed at addressing the issues discussed on 

sources of risk and risk management strategies devised by the soybean farmers in 

Kaduna State.  

i. The problem of production risk for example, could be addressed through 

technology change, such as breeding for drought tolerance, resistance to pests 

and diseases. For social risks, institutional and policy intervention that 

regulate the movement of animal and authorized periods for bush fire could 

contribute to address issues generated by these types of social risks. For 

economic risks, farmers need to get better organized in order to impact on 

markets. For the risks that related to production process, addressing 
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production issues from technical risks would require a combination of 

technological changes and policy interventions.  

ii. The knowledge concerning the sources of risk and its management strategies 

should serve as a guide to formulating and implementing insurance and 

agricultural development policies that will improve the agricultural sector.  

iii. Nigerian Agricultural Insurance cooperation (NAIC) should be made more 

functional to assist the small scale farmers. 
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