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Abstract— The study estimated the economic efficiency of
rabbit production in Anambra State of Nigeria enyphy a
stochastic Profit Function Approach. The study wased

on primary data obtained from sixty randomly sesect
rabbit farmers in Anambra State. Stochastic Cobb -
Douglas profit function and descriptive statistteshnique
were used to analyse economic efficiency level ted
constraints in rabbit production respectively. Thesults
analysis of the data revealed that wage rate, prafe
feed/feed supplement, flock size and price of dwnd
medications were the determinants of the profiel®f the
enterprise. More so, level of education, farmingegience,
membership of cooperative and access to credit leee
major determinant factors to economic efficiencyraifbit
enterprise. The major factors that limited rabbibguction

in the study area were poor access to credit, ppaension
contact, feeding problem, high mortality rate, gesind
diseases problems. There is the need to increaseefa
access to credits, encouraging youth and experince
farmers to remain in rabbit production through pisien of
improved inputs at subsidized prices, encouragenuént
adult education, workshops and semina,r and mtitimaof
the extension agents in order to be efficient girtbuties.
Keywords— Economic efficiency, Stochastic Frontier,
Rabbit production, Anambra State, Nigeria.

l. INTRODUCTION

The import of food security in the socio-econontighdity

of any nation as it helps to sustain householdgnérealth

and to meet nutritional requirements is well acklenlged
(Egwu, et al 2010, Ume, 2010). Food security is a widely
debated development issue and yet remains a global
challenge, as food insecurity becomes acute edjyecia
among vulnerable groups (marginal population, ddpeh
population and victims of conflict) of the world fldmmah,
2003; Ojo, 2006). In addition, insecure foods, lamimal
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protein intake has remained a major nutritionalbperm,
especially for the low income and non-wage earmérich
has predisposed them at various ages to varieceiprot
deficiency diseases. At present, for instance, aberage
protein consumption per day particularly animalteio in
most developing countries stood at 17g, which Isweehe
Food Agricultural Organisation (FAO) recommendatiin
20g for developing countries (Amaefuletal, 2010).

Abating this impasse, governments in most devetppin
nations in Sub Saharan African at various timestirisd
livestock programmes aimed at addressing this glagor
instance, successive governments in Nigeria hastélited
micro credit scheme for livestock and establishmeht
livestock parent stock at community levels to easmmass
production of livestock to alleviate the dearth YAgand
Duru, 2010). Studies show that the most viableoopto
bridge the protein malnutrition between the resetpoor
world people and the resource-rich citizens isutilezation

of short gestation unconventional livestock, esalfci
monogastric animals(Rabbits, Pigs and Poultry)whbfch
rabbit is the most favoured (Akintola, (2009). The
preference could be allied to intrinsic qualitiéshe animal
which include: short gestation period, ease of rgament
and, its highly prolific ability. Its practice afaecotrophy
enhances its performance, relatively low cost afdpction
compare to other monogastrics, high rate of reprtolo,
early maturity, small body sized, rapid growth
comparable to that of broiler chicken (Amata, &ratt,
2008; Ironkwe, 2009), high genetic selection pa&tnt
efficient feed and land space utilization. Otherlgies
include ability to thrive on green forage, food vessand
agricultural by-products, potential income generati and
limited competition with humans for similar food
(Ensmingey 1991 and Egbo, 2001). Rabbit meat has high
nutritional value with high protein (56%), low %), low

in cholesterol, sodium and calories (8%) and cong8%

rate
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phosphorus, 13% iron, 16% zinc, 14% riboflavin, 6%
thiamin, 35% B12 and 48% niacin — making it ideaan
for hypertensive patients. Also, rabbitary requires
comparatively low level of capital set - up; regsira little
space and is well-adapted to domestic rearing ntala,
2009). Moreso, the skin is used in making carpetugs,
jackets, and head gears. Besides, the rabbit mapatains
high nitrogen and phosphorous, which is used tordowe
soil fertility for vegetable garden within the faen's
environment (Ezea, 2004)

Despite the potentials of this animal, studies slioat in
most developing countries, rabbit production asgély
traditional, non-commercially oriented, family comsption
targeted, and smallholder type operation compris2Ag
does and 3 bucks with Nigeria and Ghana as cagasirit
(Ekpeyong and Biobaku,986). bHowever, the farmers are
generally confronted with problems of high cost of
concentrates, relatively smaller weight gain durihg dry
season, non-readily available market when the fesraee
ready to sell their stock and inadequate knowledgd
information about the advantages of eating rabb@atm
(Ironkwe, 2004). The above scenario significantiyaded
the production and productivity of this animal blet
farmers compared to what is typical in temperaggore

The dwindling in rabbit production could be credite®o
poor resource use by the farming population. Thieiefcy

of resource use according to Ewuzietral (2010) is a very
important factor of productivity growth, especially
developing countries where the resources are meagte
opportunities for developing better technologiesveha
started dwindling. Resource use efficiency and petigity
are influenced by variety of factors, including éévof
capital utilization, type of technology, the commént of
the labour force and level of skill acquisition hahaterial
and technical (Egwet al, 2010).

However, to enhance rabbit production and prodiigtiv
requires that resources should be efficiently uséth
attention paid on profit maximization at minimumsto
(Kolawole, 2009). Considerable researches have Hera
on examining the technical and allocative efficiescof
rabbit farmers in Nigeria (Ume, 2010), but thergaicity
of data in measuring profit efficiency of the fammeven
when the prices of inputs and output are known rn a
attempt to estimate allocative efficiency. The pbgk
productivity consideration (technical efficiency)s i
important for improvement in production efficiendut
profit efficiency will lead to greater benefits tiwestock
producers in the country (Effiong, 2005). Reseaish
needed therefore, to determine if traditional rabbi
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production as practiced in Anambra State is efficim
resource conservation in order to attain profit imézation,

as information relating to this seems to be lacking
Specifically, the objectives of the study were describe
the farmers’ socioeconomic characteristics, analyse
farmer's economic efficiency and the determinantsl a
identify the constraints to rabbit production

Theoretical Framework of Stochastic Profit Function
There are numerous empirical researches on economic
efficiency of farmers both in developed and devilgp
countries but more in developed countries (Co&i93).
Such works using Cobb-Douglas stochastic profitcfiom
include: Effiong and Idiong, 2008). They reportéettthe
efficiency of rabbit production among Akwa Ibom rfegrs
are significantly related to their household siage and
educational status of farmers. Kumbhahakeral (2001)
emphasized that educational level of cereal farmers
Ethiopia positively influenced their level of efiéncy,
technically and economically.

More so, Wanget al (1996) stipulated that household
educational level, farm size, and per capita incomese
positively related to production efficiency but diirms
employment are negatively related to efficiencyCininese
agriculture. Baltese and Coelli (1995) expressedhsistic
frontier profit function model as = f(P_, ZK) exp (V, U)
Where ;

7 is the normalized profit of thd"jfarm defined as gross
margin revenue less variable cost divided by thenfa
specific output price.

F(f) represents an appropriate function (e.g. Cobb-Bsug
trans-log etc)

Pij is the price in theMvariable input faced by th& farms
divided by the price of the output.

ZKj is the level of the R fixed factors of the'] farm.

Vj is a random variable which is assumed to be NGD,
i.e. half normal distribution.

If UJ = O, the farm lies on the profit frontier obtaining
maximum profit given the prices it faces and levkfixed
factors.

If U >0, the farm is insufficient and loses profit becaake
inefficiency.

Profit function relates maximum profits to the jsc
of products and inputs so as to other exogenousblas
such as fixed inputs or agro climatic and sociziades.
Profit function unlike the production approach canes
both technical and allocative concepts in a profit
relationship and any errors in production decisiame
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translated into lower revenue for the producer,cbhdower
profit efficiency (Ali, 1994).

Profit function had advantage of avoiding the stawuéous
bias that occurs in the estimation of productioncfion
(Rahman, 2003). Two profit functions can be digtisped,
depending on wether or not market forces is taken i
account, the standard profit function and the aligve
profit function.

The standard profit function assumes are perfectly
competitive. Given the input (w) and output pricectors
(p), the firm maximizes profits by adjusting the amt of
input and output. Thus, the profit function canexressed
implicitly as

= = f(P,W,V,U) and in logarithm terms in+ 6 = InF(P,W)
+(V-U)

Where§ is a constant added to the profit of each firm in
order to attain positive values, enabling them eatrieated
logarithmically. Thus, alternative profit functiaa defined
as

e =1 (Y, W, V, U) in which the quantity of output (Y)
produce replaces the price of output (P) in thendsed
profit function.

Normalized profit function was developed by reshars
from profit function with advantage of being hanéyr
theoretical and econometrical viewpoint. This isdese it
reduces the number of explanatory variables by ame
provides wider choice of the functional form. Notined
profit function is related to relative price nottaal price of
inputs and output as profit function uses (Effioagd
Idiong, 2008).

The normalized profit function can be derived dbofes:
Farm profit measured in terms of gross margin (®Mjch
equals to the differences between total revenue) @l
total variable cost (TVC).

eM= Y TR-TvC = (> PQ-Wx)
To normalize the profit function: gross margin (li§

divided on both sides of the equation by P, whighhe
market price of the output (rabbit).

N _5 (PQ-WY _ Q-Wx_ _
5 > 5 5 f(X,2)=> PX,

Where TR = Total revenue, TVC = Total variable c&st
Price of output

X = quantity of optimized input used

Z = price of fixed inputs used

P, ="/s = normalized price of input X
While F (X,Z) represents production function (Kotzle,
2009).
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The economic inefficiency effects, is defined as

U; = Bo + BaXa + BoXa + BaXa + PaXs + PsXs + PeXs +
B7x7 + PeXs
Where % = age of farmers in years; 2 %= years of
rearing experience (in years); 3 X= household size
(no.); % = membership of organization(dummy); x
access to credit{l\xs = extension contacts (no. of visif);
o = coefficient;B,- B= parameter estimates

Hypothesis
Ho: Rabbit farmers were not fully economically efficien
their productions.

. MATERIALSAND METHODS
Anambra State was the study area and consists tfcal
government areas. It is bounded in the east by ERigte,
in the North by Kogi State, in the South and WesKlgi
and Delta States respectively. Anambra State istdac
between longitude®86' 721'E of Greenwich Meridian and
latitude $38' €47'N. The state has population of 4.182
million people (NPC, 2006) with land mass of 44 1k,

It has four agricultural zones; Aguata, Anambra,kavand
Onitsha. The state has 24 blocks and 120 circles.state
is agrarian with varieties of crops and animalsngei
produced.

Structured questionnaire and structured intervieevewsed
to capture information of farmers’ socioeconomic
characteristics such as age, educational levein fsize,
membership of cooperatives, prices of inputs angbudu
The secondary data was collected from journalgbteks,
proceedings and other periodicals.

Multi - staged random sampling procedure was used
select zones, blocks, circles and goat farmersstage |,
three zones were randomly selected from four; Amamb
Aguata and Awka. In stage Il, two blocks each were
selected randomly from the zones, given 6 bloaksstage
I, two circles each were randomly selected fromhelalock
totaling 12 circles. Finally, 10 farmers were ramdp
selected from each circle. This brought to a tatall20
farmers for detailed study.

Percentage response was used to capture the falvbérs’
socioeconomic characteristics and constraints tobira
production. The normalized Cobb Douglas profit fimrmc
model was used to analyse the economic efficiencythe
determinants in rabbit farmers’ production. Thisn dae
specified as follows:

* = n/p = Fi*(x12)
where;
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n = normalized profit of the enterprise; xi = vectof

variable input prices;

z = vectors of fixed inputs prices.

The above equation can be written in Cobb Dougla® fas

stated below
Inmp = INA* + 0,InW + 0,InFe +63InDg + 04nFL

+

0* = intercept or constant term

W = wage rate normalized by the price of rabbitfpemer

Fe = price of feed and feed supplement normalizethb

price of rabbit

Dg = price of livestock feeder normalized by thécerof

goat per farmer

X; = capital inputs measures in Naira, including
depreciation charges on equipment, implement
transportation interest charges on loan

X, = farm size measured as total number of herd size
housed during the production period per farmer.

0:¥0,*05%04, X X*A are the regression parameter to be
estimated

V: = Normal random error which are assumed to be
independently and identically distributed having
N(0c?).

U; = Non negative random variable associated with the
economic efficiency of the enterprise. It accounts
for inefficiency and also under the farmers’
control.

M. RESULTSAND DISCUSSION
Results computed from the data analysis showed tkieat
mean number of 400/head/flock of rabbit was recbialeer
sampled area with standard deviation of 6750.2. rEsalt
of variability as measured by standard deviatiodicated
that the majority of the rabbit farmers recordectrage
number of goats close to the average number reddrde
the sample area. More so, an average-&200 per rabbit
was recorded in the sample area as price of ouffha.
summary result of variables for estimation of stmtic
frontier model is presented in table I. The meatalto
number was 106,114, while the standard deviatios wa
98144.
Table 2 showed the maximum likelihood estimateshef
profit function for rabbit farmers in Anambra StafEhe
estimated coefficients of the parameters of thenatized
profit function based on the assumption of competit
market are negative in line with the apriori expéoin with
exception of flock size that is positive. The caséint of
wage rate was significant at 1% and had inversgiogiship
with profit level of the enterprise. This implielsat a unit
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increase in price of labour will cause a short fallprofit
level of the enterprise by 18.5%.

The price of feed was negative and significantQgolevel

of probability. This infers that 10% increased féed price
will tantamount to decrease in profit level of thabbit
enterprise by 4.9%. Studies infer that level obfiprin
animal enterprise is primarily determined by prafefeed
and this single factor contribute more than 45%otd| cost

of production ( Effiong and Idiong, 2008). The dumént

of drugs and medication was negatively signed and
significant at 5% probability level. This implieshat
increase in the cost of drugs and medication by V&%
dwarf the profit level of the goat enterprise by XB%.
Effiong (2005) reported that high cost of drugswadl as
adulterated are having adverse affects in aninm@distry,
predominantly in most developing countries wheregdr
regulatory and audit agencies are either nonexistenless
effective. The coefficient of flock size was posij imply
that flock size has direct relationship with farsidevel of
profit.

The sigma square estimate was 4.20 and statisticall
significant at 1% probability level. This indicataggood fit
and the correctness of the specified distributional
assumption of the composite error term. The gamma
estimate was 0.875, which implies that 87.5% of tthtel
variation in farm profit was as a result of prafiefficiency.
Determinants of Rabbit
Enterprise

From the estimated results on efficiency factoable 3
shows that the coefficient of education attainmers
positive and statistically significant at 1% protiaplevel.
This relationship between education and economic
efficiency could be explained by the fact that extiom
attainment is a desirable condition for agricultura
development, since it augured well for extensiawises in
transferring research results to farmers for snatde food
and animal productions (Ntet al, 2010). Effiong, (2005)
and Effiong and Idiong, (2008) reported that theeleof
educational attainment by a farmer would not onlgréase
his farm productivity but also enhanced his ability
understand and evaluate new production technologies
Furthermore, the estimated coefficient for memhersi
organisation was positive and statistically sigfit at
10%, implying that it has contributed positively to
economic efficiency of the farmers in the studyaar€his
assertion did not concur with Nwaru and Ekumargam
(2002), who revealed that farmers who belongedfferdnt
organizations hardly find time for farming hencéeafing

Economic Efficiency of
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their technical and allocative efficiencies. Effgp (2005)
emphasized that farmers that belong to cooperative
organization have more access to training, credit,
production inputs and agricultural information, wini
enhances their efficiencies. In contrary, Abdulaitd
Huffman, (1988) observed that level of education
accomplishment reduces technical and economic
efficiencies respectively. This could probably belained

by the fact that high level of education reduces dlesire
for farming. Therefore, the highly educated farmers
probably devoted much of their time on salaried
employment instead. Therefore, policies for engurin
education attainment amongst farm households tlhroug
enhanced formal and informal educational programtinats
would impact positively to farmers’ efficiency atiterefore
should be encouraged

In addition, the statistical test for the coeffitie of
extension contact in line with apriori expectatiwed direct
relationship with economic efficiency and signifitat 1%
risk level. This could be related to the fact tlkatension
agents helps in disseminatins of agricultural pobidn
packages and information to farmers in order tbaece
their efficiency level (Ayibefuret al 2007). The coefficient
of farming experience and access to credit werdipesand
significant at 10% and 5% respectively. The imglaa is
that the more experienced and access to creditreefehas,
the higher the level of economic efficiency. Theeleof
farming experience one acquired in a particulaupeation,

as reported by Egwuet al 2010), could contribute
significantly to his/her level of managerial abhjliand
decisions in farm operations, hence resulting ghHevel

of competence in utilization of resources for optim
productivity. The positive sign of the coefficiesftcredit is
synonymous with Idiong (2005) but disagrees with
Onyenweaku, (2000), who opined that the diversibloan

to nonagricultural activities may have accounted ttoe
negative sign.

Table 3 shows economic efficiency estimates obthfram

the Stochastic Frontier. The difference betweenimam
and minimum efficiencies among rabbit farmers rahge
between 30% and 96% with a mean economic efficierficy
72%. The mean economic efficiency estimate of 72%n
indication of efficiency in resource use by thenfars.
More so, there exist a gap between the efficierfcpest
economically efficient farmer and that of the wdiatmer.
The average best farmer from the best 10 wouldireu
cost saving of (1 — 0.72/0.96)'%, 25% to become the best
economically efficient farmer in the sampled growbile

the worst farmer in the worst 10 would need a sasting
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of (1.0 — 30/0.96) 100, 68.75% to become the bffisient
farmer in their group.

Table 4 shows test of hypothesis. Generalizedilti&ed
ratio test statistics was used to test the hypath@d,),
which states that farmers are economically efficiargoat
production. However, since the critical value isajer than
log likelihood, H rejected. This means that economic
inefficiency existed in the production of the eptise in the
study area.

The constraints to increased rabbit productionhim gtudy
area as perceived by the respondents are prederiiathle

°. Majority (86.7%) of the farmers interviewed coiipled
of poor access to credit. Uned al (2009) reported on the
importance of credit in purchasing improved inpatsd
payment of hired labour. Unfortunately, this impoit
productive input eludes the poorer farmers who otnn
afford to meet up with collaterals, high intereater and
short-term loan repayment periods as required hylitg
agencies.

More - so, 80% of the respondents encounteredriblagm

of poor extension contacts. Extension services help
disseminate information on mode of application sage of
the technology as well as availability of technatady
inputs. However, frequent extension services cdikiely
minimize doubts among farmers and ensure timely
procurement of inputs. These would probably enagrira
sustained usage of the improved technologies (Uretmm
2003).

Nevertheless, this lofty extension function is sapgly
performed, since the extension agents among oters
poorly motivated (Umegt al, 2010). Furthermore, 78.3% of
the respondents encountered problem of pests aeds#s.
Rabbits do not suffer any peculiar disease in Néger
precisely, however, mange and coccidia infectiamsvary
common (Hassan and Owolali996)). However, several
reports of farmers’ rabbit farms being decimatedplegts
and diseases are documented (Ajasin, et al 2004).

In addition, 70% of the total respondents complcird
feeding problem. Although, forage can contribute top
50% of rabbit diets but feeding rabbits solely ame
forage species in the tropics have resulted in thaepa
effects of weight loss. Also, the use of compounded
concentrate alone has not also given optimum sult
However, rational combination of both could booke t
animal production ((Aduku, 1993). Also, forages stimes
are the limiting factor in successful rabbit protioe
especially conventional forages such as groundaytih
which there is competition between rabbit and ramin
animals. (Egbunikel997). Inadequate forage for browsing

Page | 486



International Journal of Environment, Agriculture ad Biotechnology (IJEAB)

http://dx.doi.org/10.22161/ijaer §3.10.26

ol£1, Issue-3, Sept-Oct- 2016
ISSN: 24561878

by rabbit is more pronounced during dry seasongmnhe
forages are dried up and the effect is drasticagslu in the
animals’ weight (Egbo, et al 2001).

Also, high mortality was encountered by 56.7% oé th
sampled farmer€Dduguwa, ( 2006) observed that there are
high pre - and post-natal mortalities, and ovemnadirtality
between birth and marketing was estimated at 30;40%
being highest in the young rabbits.

Moreover, poor marketing characterised rabbit markas
complained by 70 % of the total respondents. Market
rabbit meat exist in Nigeria and many other devielgp
countries but not organized or festival-targetétis is
unlike beef cattle, sheep, goats, broiler or speging
chickens and the reason could be the subsisteneé dé
rabbit production. Nonetheless, the increasing [aojiy of
rabbit among the populace is gradually expanding th
market for rabbit meat ( Amata and Bratt, 2008abbits

in Nigeria are marketed live or processed by rogstr
removal of skin, and cutting into parts. Consunyamsfer
smoked rabbit probably because it reflects theittoawl
preparation of game animal ( Ezea, 2009).

V. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS
The result of the production factor showed thateprof
feeds and feed supplement, price of feeder livéstdd
prices of drugs and medications were statisticatipificant

and rightly signed as well, while flock size wasiiwe and

significant. The determinant factors to economificiency

are level of education, farming experience, menthpref

organization and access to credit and extensiotacbrThe

major constraints to rabbit production were poaeas to
credit, inadequate extension contact, pests andasks
problem and scarcity of forages during dry season.

Based on the findings, the following recommendatiane

proffered,;

(1) There is need to increase farmers access to credit
through Micro Finance Banks commercial banks and
other lending agencies.

(2) There is need to encourage new entrants, especially
young and educated into rabbit production to absioeb
available labour in order to reduce poverty ratehe
society. These could be enhanced through provigfon
improved production inputs at subsidized prizes.

(3) Policies aimed at encouraging farmers to form
cooperatives /associations in order to help memliers
capacity building, acquisition of credit, trainingnd
provision of production inputs to the members at
reduced cost.

(4) There is need to strengthen the current policies on
education such as the universal basic education} ad
education and nomadic education in order o imptbhee
farmers’ economic efficiency.

Table.l: Summary Statistics of Variable for Estiioatof Stochastic Frontier Model

Variable Minimum Maximum M ean Star.lda}rd
Deviation
Gross margin 13,010 117,410.7 106,114.3 98111.1
Average wage rate (man day) 72.38 300 150.4 67.19
Average price of feed and feed supplement 60.04 .7100 72.29 71.27
Average price of drug and medication (dosd)50 800.2 709.7 68.21
Average price of feeder 65.9 720.00 541.11 451.29
Capital input in Naira 6,450.1 14,321 6211.2 5,871
Farm size (No) 3 14 13.24 18.71
Age (yrs) 24 78 46.37 32.31
Level of education (yrs) 4 16 15.27 9.22
Farming experience (yrs) 3 32 20.19 13.27

Sour ce: Field Survey, 2015

Table.ll: Maximum Likelihood Estimate of the StastimProfit Function for Rabbit Enterprise

. Estimated Standard
Production factors Parameter .. t-value
Coefficient Error
Intercept A* 2.743 0.662 4,143***
Wage rate 0,* -0.185 0.267 -0.693
Price of feeds (kg) 0,* -0.500 0.213 -2.347**

Price of drug
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Medication/tablet 05* -0.623 0.0547 11.389%**
Price of feeder () -0.306 0.165 1.855*
Capital input By -0.227 0.168 1.351*
Flock size By 1.659 0.399 4.158***

I nefficiency Factors

Intercept 9 0.0040 0.0003 13.333**
Age a1 0.0150 0.0246 0.609
Level of education 20 0.089 0.027 3.296***
Farming experience 3 0.352 0.178 1.978*
Membership of cooperative o4 0.645 0.334 1.931*
Flock size (No. of herds) 3 0.0086 0.0123 0.699
Access to credit % 1.966 0.964 2.039**
Household size 3 -0.567 0.641 -0.885
Extension contact 9 0.922 0.167 5.521%**
Diagnostic Statistics

Sigma squared z 0.398 0.058 6.863***
Gamma r 1.4428 0.3092 4.666***
Log likelihood function -349 40233

Note: *** ** * gre statistically significant at %, 5% and 10% levels respectively.
Source: Computed from MLE Result/Field Survey, 2015

Table.lll: Distribution of Economic Efficiency Estates of Rabbit Farmers

Economic Efficiency Frequency Distribution
0.10-0.20 4 6.7
0.21-0.40 3 5
0.41-0.60 7 11.7
0.61-0.80 15 41.7
0.81-0.90 10 16.7
0.91-1.00 1 1.67
Total 60 100
Maximum value = 96%

Minimum value = 30%

Mean economic value = 72%

Mean of worst 10 = 68.75

Mean of best 10 = 25

Source: Field Survey, 2015

Table.lV: Generalized Likelihood Ration EstimateTesting Economic Efficiency

Efficiency Type Selected M odél Log Likelihood Ratio Critical Value Decision
Economic Cobb Douglas -43.722 89.42 Reject
efficiency

Derived from Table 4. critical value where obtairfiemm Onyenweaku (2000)
Sour ce: Field Survey, 2015
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Table.V: Constraints to Rabbit Production

Constraints Frequency Per centage
Poor access to credit 52 86.7
Pests and diseases infestation a7 78.3
Marketing problem 42 70
Feeding problem 42 70

High mortality 38 56.7

High cost of building material 18 30
Inadequate extension contact 48 80
High cost of labour 18 30

* Multiple responses
Sour ce: Field Survey, 2015
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