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An experiment was conducted in August 2004 and July 2005 at National Root Crop Research Institute
(NRCRI) Umudike crop production farm to evaluate the profitability of sweet potato production as a
strategy for soil conservation. The data were collected for 4 months from land clearing to sales using
cost-route approach. The study evaluates the costs and returns in sweet potato production using basic
statistics and profitability models. The results on cost of resource inputs showed a total production
cost of N149, 355.20. Labour input, sweet potato vine, land preparation constituted 30.93, 26.96 and
9.71% of the total production cost, respectively. Despite the high production costs, the results of farm
budgeting showed a gross return of N274, 054.00 and net profit of N124, 698.80. Thus, farmers are
encouraged to go into the production of sweet potato, as it is profitable when use in conserving the

farmland.
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INTRODUCTION

Sweet potato is an important root crop grown in Nigeria,
usually matured in about 90 days. The crop serves as a
cover crop, which prevents soil run-off and also a source
of carbohydrate that is used as supplementary diet to
yam and cassava (Janssens, 2001). The fresh tuber of
sweet potato and the leaves can be fed to livestock
(Onwueme et al., 1991). The crop could be regarded as
poverty reduction crop as it requires little inputs to esta-
blish in a fragile soil. In Nigeria, many farmers today do
not make conscious efforts to conserve the soil. This may
not be unconnected with the thinking and attitude that
farmland is inexhaustible (Nnabude, 1999). Also, the ave-
rage farmer today is perhaps not convinced that soil
conservation brings about an improvement in soil quality
and increase in crop productivity even in the short term
(Babalola, 2000). The crop can be planted in erosion
prone area to protect the farmland at the same time
provides income to the farmer. It can also be planted in
ridge, bed, mound, or even in zero or flat land and in rice
field after rice has been harvested at a small cost.

The price for a vine of sweet potato is about N1.00 for
white flesh varieties from commercial growers while it
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cost little or nothing from fellow rural farmers. An earlier
work done by some researchers (Eluagu et al, 1989;
Asumugha, 1999) shows production costs to be
N3244.00 and N29847.80. Obviously, this has been
overtaken by deregulation of the oil sector in Nigeria
which led to an increase in cost of resource inputs in
sweet potato production. However, sweet potato
production as a measure of soil conservation has been
reported as one of the solutions in farmland management
for poverty reduction (Asawalam and Chukwu, 2000).
Evidence shows that applying the concept of agro-
diversity to indigenous soil conservation farming practices
is a way of spreading risk and supporting food security in
resource-poor farming systems (Tenerberg et al., 1998).
Thus an attempt is made to evaluate the profitability of
sweet potato production used as a measure for soil
conservation in the study area.

METHODOLOGY

The study was investigated at Eastern farm of National Root Crops
Research Institute (NRCRI), Umudike (05° 29’N, 07° 33'E) in and
erosion prone area. The trial was conducted in 2004 and 2005
cropping seasons, in a multiplication farm using TIS87/0087 Varie-
ty. The choice of this variety was deliberate because it has shown a
high yield land-covering tendency. The average yield of this variety
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Table 1. Estimated cost of resource inputs in sweet potato production in Umudike during 2004/2005 cropping

seasons.
Resource input/ha Quantity Unit cost (N) | Total cost (N) | Percentage
Land preparation (tractor services) - - 14,500.00 9.71
Labour (231 persons) 231 200.00 46200.00 30.93
Sweet potato (vine) B/d 333 120.00 39960.00 26.76
Fertilizer requirement (kg) 250 136.00 9000.00 6.03
Transportation/fuel (Lt) 40 68.00 2720.00 1.82
Interest on capital (9%) - - 10114.20 6.77
Total variable cost (TVC) - - 12500.00 82.02
Rent (land) Ha 1 - 12500.00 8.37
Depreciation (hand fork, bags etc) - - 961.00 0.67
Family labour (harvesting of vines) - - 13400.00 8.97
Total fixed cost (TFC) - - 2 6861.00 17.98
Total cost (TVC + TFC) - - 149355.30 100.00

Table 2. Farm budgeting results in sweet potato production Umudike during 2004/2005 cropping seasons.
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Revenue/cost Yield (t/ha) Unit Cost (N) Return (N) ha
High price tubers (HPT) >0.1 kg 10.311 14,000.00 144,354.00
Low price tubers (LPT) <0.1 kg 0.970 10,000.00 9,700.00
Sweet potato vine (bundle) 1000.00 120.00 120,000.00
Land productivity 11.281 - -
Labour productivity (kg/person) 13.39 - -
Gross return - - 274,054.00
Net return - 124,698.80
Return per naira - 83%

was 41.48 tons per hectare (NRCRI, 1991). The crop was planted
on ridge on 1 ha field with 0.3 m x 1 m spacing. The crop was har-
vested at 4 months after planting. The data were collected using
cost-route approach. The data collected include labour records, fer-
tilizer requirements, planting material, working implements, costs,
yields and farm gate prices. Some relevant measures such as kilo-
gram, man-day, ton, and hectare were used to compute some
variables. The analytical approach or model used for achieving the
objectives of this study were basic statistics such as tables, mean,
percentage, and profitability model (Ezeh, 1998; Jirgi and Baba,
2001; Ogbonna and Ezedinma, 2005). This was expressed as
follows:

NR = GR-TC
R/N = NR/TC

Where NR = net return, GR = gross return, TC = total Cost, R/N =
return per naira.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Table 1 shows the costs of resource inputs and as well
as non-expenditure inputs (fixed assets). A total cost of
N149, 355.20 was incurred in sweet potato production.
The shared of total variable cost was N122, 494.20

(82.22%) while the total of non-expenditure cost was
N26, 861.00. The rise in sweet potato production is attri-
buted to an upward shift in the prices of goods in the eco-
nomy, which have multiplier effects. Labour input contri-
buted 30.93% of the total production cost while cost of
sweet potato vine has a share of 26.76%. Land prepara-
tion (tractor services) has a share of 9.71%, indicating
that these input requirements were the major production
constraints.

The contribution of non-expenditure cost was N26,
861.00 (17.98%) of total cost of production. These are
inputted costs. The result on farm budgeting analysis
(Table 2) shows a land productivity of sweet potato as
11.281 tons per hectare and labour productivity as 13.39
kg per man-hour per hectare. About 10.311 tons and
0.970 tons per hectare were obtained from high price
tuber (HPT) and low price tuber (LPT), which accounted
for N144, 354.00 and N9, 700.00, respectively. The sale
of sweet potato vines (1000 bundles) was worth N120,
000.00 given a total gross return of N274, 054.00 and a
net return of N124698.80 per hectare. Thus, the return
per naira per hectare was 83%, implying that the farm
enterprise realize a share profit of N0.83 kobo for every
N1.00 employed in sweet potato production.
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Conclusion and policy implications

Though the cost of labour and sale price for tubers was
subsidized, the study serve as a basis for feasibility on a
well managed farm. The study was able to establish that
11.281 tons per hectare was realized as yields from tub-
ers and 1000 bundles from sales of sweet potato vines,
all given a gross income of N274, 054.00. The production
cost was established as N149, 355.20. Thus, given the
costs and returns figures, it could be concluded that
sweet potato production is profitable. Hence, it is recom-
mended that farmers should embark on the business
since sweet potato production is profitable. For the guid-
ance of a sweet potato producer, the after harvest i.e. the
vines could be kept in nursery at nearby streams or beh-
ind the kitchen for next season planting to reduce cost on
planting materials. Farmers/producers should ensure that
while maximizing profit, they should also minimize cost of
inputs to enable them allocate resources efficiently as
total cost of production seems higher. Beside, farmers /
producers should note that one does not need to have all
the required inputs before one can be a sweet potato
producer. For instance, a reasonable quantity of poultry
manure can be used in place of inorganic manure (ferti-
lizer) in orer to reduce cost. Equally family labour could
be used in place of hired labour in areas where there are
scarcities of labour or high wage rate. Again the cost on
tractor services can be substituted in place for flat
planting.
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