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ABSTRACT
Farmers’ access to land is a key to sustainable agricultural development hence this study examined the impacts of
cooperative membership and farmers’ level of education on access to land in Abuja, Nigeria. A purposive technique was
adopted for sample selection while structured questionnaires were used for data collection. A sample of 240 respondents
made up of 8 categories of farmers was used for the study. The 8 categories of farmers comprise 30 cooperative and 30
non-cooperative farmers who had post secondary, secondary, primary school education and those who had no formal school
education. Two-way independent analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used for data analysis. Results indicated that
irrespective of the farmers’ level of education, there was no significant difference (p > 0.05) in the cooperative (2.92) and
non-cooperative (3.06) farmers’ mean responses on access to land. On the contrary, irrespective of cooperative
membership, farmers’ level of education significantly (p < 0.05) affected access to land. Farmers who had at most
secondary school education had more access to land than farmers who had post secondary school education. Furthermore,
there was no significant (p > 0.05) interaction effect of cooperative membership and education on farmers’ access to land.
Based on the result of the interaction effect, the paper concluded that the level of education of cooperative or noncooperative farmers was not a major determinant of access to land in the area.
Keywords: Cooperative Farmers, Non-Cooperative Farmers, Primary School, Secondary School, Post-Secondary School,
No Formal School Education,
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INTRODUCTION
Nigeria is one of the countries in Sub-Saharan Africa that operates an agrarian economy with low agricultural productivity.
The economy is agrarian because an estimated 76 percent of her population lives in the rural areas and about 90 percent of
the rural dwellers are engaged in agricultural production (UNICEF, 2008). Apart from crude oil, agriculture is the second
major contributor to her Gross Domestic Product (GDP) (National Bureau of Statistics, 2012, Rahji and Fakayode, 2009).
It is also the major source of raw materials for her growing industries. As an agrarian economy, one of the most important
factors of production that must be adequate and accessible to farmers for sustainable agricultural development is land.
According to FAO (2002), land is an asset for food production and a key factor for shelter and community development.
This is a fact because according to FAO (2006), access to land connotes access to other factors of production including,
among other things, the right to use land as a security for loan and other resources related to land. Although, other factors
of production like labour, capital and entrepreneur are very important in the production process but it is difficult, if not
impossible, for any meaningful agricultural production to take place, and be sustainable, without land. Unlike other vital
natural resources like air, water (rainfall) and sun (sunlight) that are needed in agricultural production, land is under the
control of man thereby making it relatively more scarce than other natural resources, As a scarce resource, the quantity and
quality of land available to individuals, families, communities, states and countries vary from one geographical location to
another. The ownership, use and control of land determine to a large extent who benefits from agricultural production
(Ekong and Olowu, 2002).
Whether in the developing or developed economics, land has so many uses. Deininger and Binswanger (1999) stated that
land is not only the primary means for generating a livelihood and sustainable agricultural and rural development but often
the main vehicle for investing, accumulating wealth and transferring it between generations. Other authors (Fatou Diop
Sall, 2010; FAO, 2002; FAO 2006) also agree that land has economic, social, cultural and political values. IFAD (2008)
reported that sustainable economic growth tends to be higher and more broadly shared when people have equitable and
secure access to land. As an essential factor of production, it is expected that farmers should have adequate access to land
to enable them embark on large scale production but the reverse is the case in Nigeria. Among the factors that influence
farmers’ access to land in Nigeria and other parts of the world, land tenure system has been extensively studied (FAO,
2002; FAO, 2006; IFAD, 2008). Another important factor that has been proved to influence access to land is gender. It has
been posited and demonstrated that women do not have access to land compared to their male counterparts (Adeyemo,
1991; FAO, 2006; Peterman, Quisumbing, Behrman & Nkonya, 2010). The legislation of a country is also a vital issue
affecting access to land (Deininger and Binswanger, 1999). Apart from land tenure system, gender, the legislation of a
country and other factors, the question is: Do farmers’ level of education and cooperative membership affect access to
land?
The answer to the question formed the basis for the study because reports (Otunaiya and Akinleye, 2008; Ironkwe, Ekwe,
Okeye and Chukwu, 2009; Imonikhe, 2010; Ezeibe, 2011) have shown that for sustainable agricultural production, farmers’
level of education plays significant roles in agricultural development. Mareila (1991) stated that education facilitates a
change in attitude that encourages increased production. In fact, Ukoha, Okoye and Emetu (2010) reported that a 1 percent
increase in education would lead to a 0.7 percent increase in total factor productivity of cassava farmers in the positive
direction. On the other hand, studies (Adeyemo, 1994; Holloway, Nicholson, Delgado, Staal and Ehui, 2000; Agbo, 2009)
also indicated that cooperative societies are social capital organizations and have contributed immensely to agricultural
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and rural transformation. In view of the importance of education and cooperative membership in agricultural development
the study questions are:
(1) Do cooperative farmers who have no formal school education have more access to land than their counterparts who do
not belong to any cooperative society?
(2) Do cooperative farmers who have primary school education have more access to land than their counterparts who do
not belong to any cooperative society?
(3) Do cooperative farmers who have secondary school education have more access to land than their counterparts who do
not belong to any cooperative society?
(4) Do cooperative farmers who have post secondary school education have more access to land than their counterparts
who do not belong to any cooperative society?
OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY
The broad objective of the study is to determine the impacts of cooperative membership and farmers’ level of education
on access to land in Abuja Nigeria. Specific objectives are to determine if:
1) There is a significant difference in the cooperative and non-cooperative farmers’ access to land.
2) There are significant differences in access to land by farmers who have no formal school education, primary school
education, secondary school education and post secondary school education.
3) Cooperative membership and farmers’ level of education interact to affect access to land.
HYPOTHESES
1) Ho: There is no significant difference in the cooperative and non-cooperative farmers’ access to land (μcooperative = μnoncooperative).

2) Ho: There is no significant difference in access to land by farmers who have no formal school education, primary school
education, secondary school education and post secondary school education (μno-formal = μprimary = μsecondary = μpostsecondary).

3) Ho: There is no significant interaction effect of cooperative membership and farmers’ level of education on access to
land (μGP1= μGP2= μGP3 = μGP4 = μGP5 = μGP6 = μGP7= μGP8)
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
This study was conducted in Abuja, Nigeria located between latitudes 8°25` and 9°25` N and longitudes 6°45`and 7°45` E.
The territory covers an area of 8,000 square kilometers, lying in the centre of the country and is bordered on all sides by
four States namely: Niger, Nasarawa, Kogi and Kadunna (Dawan, 2000). Abuja lies in the transitional zone between the
grain dominated agriculture of the North and the predominantly root crop farming of the forest zone. In other words, it lies
in the transitional zone between the savannah in the North and forest vegetation in the South which is endowed with
tremendous potentials for supporting agricultural production (Adakayi, 2000). The population for the study comprised 8
categories of farmers namely: 1) farmers who had no formal school education but were members of cooperative societies
(GP1) , 2) farmers who had primary school education and were members of cooperative societies (GP2), 3) farmers who
had secondary school education and were members of cooperative societies (GP3), 4) farmers who had post secondary
school education and were members of cooperative societies (GP4), 5) farmers who had no formal school education and
were not members of cooperative societies (GP5), 6) farmers who had primary school education but were not members of
cooperative societies (GP6), 7) farmers who had secondary school education but were not members of cooperative societies
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(GP7), and 8) farmers who had post secondary school education but were not members of cooperative societies (GP8). A
total of 30 farmers from each of these 8 farmer-categories were interviewed for the study giving a total of 240 respondents.
To access these 8 farmer-categories, a purposive technique was adopted for sample selection while structured
questionnaires were used for data collection. Abuja has 4 agricultural zones - namely, central, eastern, northern and western
with 12 agricultural blocks and 93 cells. Agricultural extension agents from the four agricultural zones assisted in the data
collection. Equal number (30 farmers) from each of the 8 farmer-categories was used to minimize biasness that may arise
as a result of having more respondents from any of the farmer-categories. The farmers’ level of access to land was verified
using: very highly accessible (4), highly accessible (3), fairly accessible (2), very low access (1) and not accessible at all
(0). The above scores were used to run the analysis in line with the method adopted by David (2004), Fredrick and Wallnau
(2004), Shah and Madden (2004), Andy (2005), Robert (2011), Ajah (2012) and Gray and Kinnear (2011). SPSS 15.00
was used to run the analysis and it was tested at 5% probability level. The model for data analysis is expressed
mathematically as:
Yij

=

μ + Ci + Ej + CEij + eij

Where:
Yij = Individual farmer’s response on his/her access to land
μ = General mean (population mean)
Ci = Refers to the impact of cooperative membership (cooperative or non-cooperative farmer) on access to land
Ej = Refers to the impact of education (no formal school education, primary school education, secondary school education
and post secondary school education) on access to land
CEij = Interaction effects of cooperative membership and farmers’ level of education on access to land

eij =

error term.

This is a two-way independent analysis of variance (ANOVA) (Andy, 2005). The two independent factors captured in the
model are cooperative membership and farmers’ educational status while the dependent variable is access to land. The
cooperative membership has two levels (cooperative and non-cooperative farmers) while educational status has 4 levels
(no formal school education, primary school education, secondary school education and post secondary school education).
The combination gave 2x4 independent ANOVA with 8 treatment conditions (the 8 farmer-categories). By interpretation,
the model tests the hypotheses that farmers’ access to land (Yij) depends on cooperative membership (Ci), the educational
status of the farmer (Ej) and the interaction effect of cooperative membership and farmers’ level of education (CEij). The μ
(population mean) is the grand mean of the scores empirically obtained and it does not contribute to any variation in the
observed differences (Aggarwal, 2002) while eij is the error term. The post secondary school education includes Ordinary
National Diploma (OND), Higher School Certificate (HSC), Nigerian Certificate of Education (NCE), Higher National
Diploma (HND) and Bachelor degrees (B.Sc).
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Table 1 shows the analysis of variance result of the small-scale farmers’ access to land. The “cooperative membership”
row of the ANOVA table reveals the effect of cooperative membership on farmers’ access to land (the main effect of
cooperative membership). It tests the hypothesis which states that “there is no significant difference in the cooperative and
non-cooperative farmers’ access to land (μ cooperative = μ non-cooperative)”. The result, F(1, 232) = 1.21, p = 0.27, indicated that
there was no significant difference (p > 0.05) in the mean responses of the cooperative and non-cooperative farmers’ on
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access to land. The implication of this is that cooperative membership is not a major determinant of the farmers’ access to
land hence the null hypothesis was accepted. This result is contrary to the findings of Ekong and Olowu (2002) which
showed that 47.60 percent of cooperative members had access to land against 38.60 percent of non-cooperative members
in Akwa Ibom State, Nigeria. Also, the “educational status” row of the ANOVA Table1 shows the impact of farmers’ level
of education on access to land (the main effect of education). The result, F(3, 232) = 7.01, p = 0.00, indicated that there
was significant difference (p < 0.01) in the effect of farmers’ level of education on access to land. In other words, the
hypothesis which states that “there is no significant difference in access to land by farmers who had no formal school
education, primary school education, secondary school education and post secondary school education (μno-formal = μprimary
= μsecondary = μpost-secondary)” was rejected. The result is in line with the studies by Agbarevo and Obinne (2010), Anyachonkey
(2000) and Ezeibe (2011) which suggest that education is one of the most important factors in agricultural and sustainable
rural development. Furthermore, the “coop membership*education” row of the ANOVA Table 1 contains the result of the
interaction effects of cooperative membership and farmers’ level of education. It tests the hypothesis that “there is no
significant interaction effect of cooperative membership and farmers’ level of education on access to land (μGP1= μGP2=
μGP3 = μGP4 = μGP5 = μGP6 = μGP7 =.μGP8)”. The result, F(3, 232) = 2.06, p = 0.11, revealed that there was no significant (p >
0.05) interaction effects of cooperative membership and farmers’ level of education on access to land. The result of the
interaction effects of cooperative membership and farmers’ level of education shows that belonging to any of the eight
farmer-categories did not significantly (p > 0.05) affects the small scale farmers’ access to land in the study area.
Specifically, the result revealed that: 1) there was no significant difference (p > 0.05) in access to land by cooperative
farmers who had no formal school education and their counterparts who did not belong to any cooperative society(μGP1 =
μGP5), 2) there was no significant difference (p > 0.05) in access to land by cooperative farmers who had primary school
education and their counterparts who did not belong to any cooperative society (μGP2 = μGP6), 3) there was no significant
difference (p > 0.05) in access to land by cooperative farmers who had secondary school education and their counterparts
who did not belong to any cooperative society (μGP3 = μGP7), and 4) there was no significant difference (p > 0.05) in access
to land by cooperative farmers who had post secondary school education and their counterparts who did not belong to any
cooperative society (μGP4 = μGP8).
The farmers’ mean responses on access to land are shown on Table 2. First, irrespective of education, the mean responses
indicated that the non-cooperative farmers had relatively more access to land (3.06) than the cooperative farmers (2.92).
This is contrary to apriori expectation because it was expected that cooperative farmers should have more access to land
than non-cooperative farmers. This could be attributed to the land tenure system in the area because FAO (2006) stated
that land tenure systems in an area determine what rights can exist and how the rights are distributed among individuals
and groups. FAO (2002) further added that land tenure systems determine who can use what resources, for how long, and
under what conditions. Second, irrespective of cooperative membership, the mean responses shows that farmers who had
no formal school education (3.10a), primary school education (3.23a) and secondary school education (3.13a) had more
access to land than those who had post secondary school education (2.49b). It should be noted that there was no significant
difference (p < 0.05) in the mean responses of farmers who had no formal school education (3.10a), primary school
education (3.23a) and secondary school education (3.13a) in access to land but the mean responses were significantly higher
than those with post secondary school education (2.49b). In other words, the mean responses by farmers who had at most
secondary school education was significantly (p < 0.05) higher than farmers who had post secondary school education. The
difference in access to land between farmers who had post secondary school education and those who had at most secondary
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school education may be attributed to the fact that farmers who had post secondary school education may be requesting for
large hectares of land for agricultural production as opposed to those who have at most secondary school education.
The farmer-categories’ mean responses regarding access to land (Table 3) revealed that farmers who had primary school
education but were not members of cooperative societies had more access to land (3.50) compared with farmers in other
categories. On the other hand, farmers who had post secondary school education and were members of cooperative societies
had the least access to land (2.33). Generally, the results revealed that irrespective of cooperative membership, farmers
who had at least post secondary school education had least access to land.
Furthermore, Table 4 shows the distribution of the farmers based on the source of land cultivated. The result indicated that
most (42.08%) of the farmers cultivated the land inherited from the parents followed by those who cultivated their family
lands (27.09%). This could be one of the reasons why there was no significant difference in cooperative and noncooperative farmers’ access to land (see Table 3) because it may be difficult for families to release their land to cooperative
societies. Only 5 % of the farmers indicated that they cultivated land allocated to them by government. Those who
cultivated government land may be government staff members who were interested in farming as a hobby.
CONCLUSION
Land is one of the natural gifts from God that man cannot do without because it is the most essential resource for agriculture.
It is one of the most important factors of production because hardly can any agricultural activity take place without land.
Because land is indispensible in sustainable agricultural production and rural development, every farmer desires to have
access to enough quantity of it for different uses. With the increasing pressure on land due to its multiple uses and
government policies in addition to increasing population, this study was conducted to determine the impact of cooperative
membership and farmers’ level of education on access to land. Cooperative membership and education were purposefully
chosen because they have been demonstrated to be very useful in sustainable agricultural production and rural development.
The main objective is to determine if cooperative membership and farmers’ level of education influence access to land.
The study is very important because for sustainable agricultural production to take place, all the variables that interact and
influence (directly or indirectly) agricultural productivity must be indentified and addressed. Results of the analysis
indicated that irrespective of education, there was no significant difference (p > 0.05) in the mean responses of the
cooperative and non-cooperative farmers regarding access to land. On the contrary, irrespective of cooperative
membership, farmers’ level of education significantly (p < 0.05) affected access to land. Furthermore, there was no
significant (p > 0.05) interaction effect of cooperative membership and education on farmers’ access to land. The paper
concluded that cooperative membership was not a major determinant of the farmers’ access to land but education was an
important factor influencing farmers’ access to land in the study area. It is recommended that studies should be conducted
in other places to see if similar results apply.
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Table 1: ANOVA results on the impacts of cooperative membership and farmers’ level of education on access to land
Sources of Variation

Df

SS

MS

F-cal

P-value

Sig

Cooperative membership

1

1.20

1.20

1.21

0.27

NS

Educational status

3

20.91

6.97

7.01

0.00

S

Coop membership*Education

3

6.15

2.05

2.06

0.11

NS

Error (between factor)

232

230.70

0.99

Total

239

258.96

Source: Survey data, 2012
Table 2: Farmers-categories mean responses on access to land
Educational status

Cooperative Membership
Cooperative farmer

Row

Non-cooperative

mean

farmer

total

No formal education

3.27

2.93

3.10a

Primary school

2.97

3.50

3.23a

Secondary school

3.10

3.17

3.13a

Post secondary school

2.33

2.63

2.49b

Column mean total

2.92a

3.06a

2.99

Note: Mean with the same alphabet did not significantly differ from each other
Source: Survey data, 2012

155

Table 3: Farmer-categories mean responses arranged in order of access to land
Farmer-categories

Mean access to land

Farmers who had primary school education but were not members of

3.50

cooperative societies (GP6)
Farmers who had no formal school education but were members of

3.27

cooperative societies (GP1)
Farmers who had secondary school education but were not members of

3.17

cooperative societies (GP7)
3.10

Farmers who had secondary school education and were members of
cooperative societies (GP3)
Farmers who had primary school education and were members of

2.97

cooperative societies (GP2)
Farmers who had no formal school education and were not members of

2.93

cooperative societies (GP5)
Farmers who had post secondary school education but were not members

2.63

of cooperative societies (GP4)
Farmers who had post secondary school education and were members of
cooperative societies (GP8)
Source Survey data, 2012
Table 4: Distribution of the farmers based on the source of land cultivated
Tenure type

Frequency

Percentage

I inherited the land

101

42.08

I used family land

65

27.09

I used leased (rented) land

35

14.58

I used communal land

21

8.75

I used purchased land

13

5.42

Allocation from government land

5

2.08

Total

240

100

Source Survey data, 2012
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