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Abstract. This study was carried out in Delta State to assiesseffect of cohesion of
farmers’ cooperative societies on loan repaymenbrejmmembers in Delta State. The members
subscribed to their respective cooperative sociéti@rder to easily access credit, extension servi
and inputs at cheap price. Other reasons wereiflectdnarketing of produce; price determination
and exchange of ideas/experiences. The members gemerally highly satisfied with loan
repayment rate of members. The various farmerspewtive societies were highly cohesive
generally. The various cooperative societies wagkly satisfied with their respective management.
The members of the cooperative societies were ctieuhiattracted to the cooperatives and
involved in the groups’ activities. Their individuand group goals were being met and still want to
be members of their respective cooperative sochatyalmost perfect positive relationship between
rate of loan repayment perception and cohesiois. therefore recommended that extension agents
should take advantage of the effect of cohesiorioam repayment to promote cohesion in up
coming cooperative societies; executives of codperaocieties should encourage cohesion; and
extension training for cooperative societies’ exe®s should include group issues.
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INTRODUCTION

A group is a collection of individuals among whomsat of interdependent
relationship exist (Winadapo and Afolayan, 2006)ratighout life we function in groups,
we are born into a family, we go to school in greupe get married and have children to
form a new group (Ogionwo and Eke, 1999).

Groups can be divided into two categories: psyayiodl groups and social
organisations. A psychological groups may be reteto as two or more persons who (i)
who have independent relationship, and (ii) whaalt@mmon ideology i.e. set of beliefs,
values and norms which regulate their mutual coh@idavid et al, 1988). Group ideology
develops as member work together on common tagksvih time the ideology becomes
peculiar to them as members of the group and somestsets the group apart from other
groups. Families, political clubs, educational, kvoreligions, recreational and
neighborhood groups can be found under this cagegbrgroups (Ogionwo and Eke,
1999).

A social organization, Ogionwo and Eke (1999)) ba defined as an integrated
system of interrelated psychological groups forteedccomplish a stated goal. Examples
include political party, leader cliques, friendslaipcles, cooperative societies, etc (David
et al, 1988).

Taken together, we can define groups as two oerpersons who are interacting
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in such a way that each person influences andfliseimced by each other person (Shaw,
1976) as cited by (Ogionwo and Eke, 1999). Groups characterized by interaction,
shared values and beliefs, common goal, structndeideology. Membership of groups
influences our lives because through groups we rhecarticipants in larger
organisations, cultural institutions and societiss whole.

Cooperative societies being groups are made upewhbers from other groups.
Cooperatives society in agricultural production Hagken encouraged among farmers.
Cooperatives all over the world are instrumentsatial and economic transformation
(liere, 1992). The relevant social aspect of pedmen Africa, according to ljere (1992)
are those aspects that deal with their attitudesifefand themselves, their modes of
behaviour and relationship with one another as agltheir modes and customs. These
issues should be typified by such norms as hondaisness, equity, democracy and
mutual fellow feelings (Ofuoku et al, 2006).

People come together not only for fellow feelingst also to help themselves.
That is to say, that individuals from groups or pe@tives immediately their individual
efforts are geared towards economic problems t@dieed and are those of scarcity,
matching wants with available resources and seekigs to argument any short fall or
optimizing the given situation by different typdscombinations (ljere, 1992).

Cohesion is often viewed from an affective pertipec as interpersonal
attraction among members or to the group. Howes@ngsion can also be considered as
“attraction to collectivity” as opposed to an attran to the individuals who make up that
grouping. Thus, cohesion moves beyond simple ietegnal liking (Ofuoku et al,
2008).groups in which member are committed to tloeigs are said to be highly cohesive,
while groups in which there is little attraction thre part of the members are said to be low
in cohesiveness.

Belonging to a group serves many fumgito the individual members. Through it
the individuals satisfies his wants. It may be @wenue for the achievement of social and
economic goals which require group effort. Coopeeasociety as a group serves as the
avenue through which the members meet up with tfieamcial obligations to their
investment. This is done by harnessing the findmegources of the members to meet up
with the financial wants of the members. This is thajor reason people subscribe to
cooperative societies, be it farmers cooperativaultipurpose cooperative societies.

The money borrowed by the member, if not repaithéobody will not augur well
for the body as other member’s financial needs nmybe met. As long as the members of
cooperative societies desire to remain in the gibigexpected that they will live up to
expectations, norms and values of the group, lepayment being a major one.

Cohesion is regarded as the degreehich members’ of group desire to remain
in the group, that is, how closely the membersratieor the resultant of all forces acting
on the member to remain in the group. Cohesiveisessntral to groups. It is considered
vital in a group decision-making, goal attainméaéntity and member satisfaction.

It is a common knowledge that farmewmplain about lack of credit facilities to
improve on their scale of production to meet uphwite challenges of demand and
improve on their standard of living. These farmare mostly members of cooperative
societies. Cooperative societies promise a loro$ect for its members and the members
are of the view that loan repayment is one of trgomproblems besetting cooperative
societies (Ugbomeh et al,2008). It becomes neges$sainvestigate how committed the
members of the cooperative societies in Delta Stedeto their various groups and affect
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their commitment on loan repayment. This will hedpgknow if the same problem of loan
repayment exists among farmers cooperative sogiigtiBelta State.

This study when completed will open up a nevapter for cooperative extension
agents. It will bring to light before them, how yhean take advantage of such socio-
psychological factor in their facilitators’ role tmoperative societies. It will also guide the
ministry of cooperative in their policy formulatioof the formation of cooperative
societies. Without a look into the socio-psychotediaspect of man, he cannot be
understood to great extent and the aim of povéyiation will be defeated.

MATERIAL AND METHOD

The major objectives of the study are to assess efifect of cohesion of

cooperative societies on loan repayment. Spedyfitia¢ study seeks to;

i. identify their reasons for joining cooperative stigs;

ii. ascertain the level of cohesion in the cooperatoaeties;

iil. determine the extent of members satisfaction;

iv. ascertain members’ opinion about factors of colmeaitecting their membership;
and

v. determine their level of satisfaction inna@payment rate.

Hypothesis: there is no significant relationship between cole®ess and loan
repayment rate.

The study will be conducted in Delta State. Deltat&Sis one of the states that
constitute Nigeria. She is located in the Nigert®@&rea of Nigeria. She is made up of 25
local government areas covering a total of 24, giéare kilometer.

Agriculture and agro-related activities are thganaccupation of the people in
Delta State. The climate favours the productionasfeties of food and cash crops, thus is
runs an agrarian economy with a vast majority @& plopulace taking to farming. The
major crops grown in the study area include maiassava, yam, vegetables and cocoyam.
Oil palm, rubber and a little of cocoa are the casips grown in the state. Animal reared
include poultry, goats, sheep and fishes.

The population for the study will comprise of memthef all the farmers’
cooperative societies in Delta State.

Multi-stage sampling techniques was used out of 2@ registered farmers
cooperative societies in Delta State to randomlgcsdive farmers’ cooperative societies
from each of the agricultural zone of the statagitee fifteen (15) farmers’ cooperative
societies. The cooperative societies were seletted the ministry of commerce and
industries. Ten percent (10%) of the members wandomly selected to make the study
sample as shown in table 3.1. to arrive at one teahand twenty-one (121) respondents.

- 133 -



Agricultura — Stiinta si practici nr. 3- 4(83-84)/2012

Table 1
Cooperative societies in the zones and selectisaggondents
Agricultural cooperative society selected membership strength 10 percent
Zone
Delta north Tzsele-ulku farmers” coop. soc. 167 17
Abavo farmers’ coop. soc. 211 21
Ogume women farmers’ coop. soc. 76 2
Ebu all farmers’ coop. soc. 26 9
Meulewa farmers’ coop. soc. 71 7
Delta central
Eku farmers’ coop. soc. T 4
Afiesere farmers’ coop. soc. 70 7
Otudu farmers’ coop. soc. g1 4
Elume farmers’ coop. soc. 79 3
Delta zouth
Ozoro fish farmers” coop. soc. 85 9
Patani fishers” coop. soc. 92 3
Bomadi women's coop. 46 3
TTbegi fish farmers’ coop. soc. ) &
Eoko women fishers” coop. 25 3
Total 1190 121

Source: Ministry of Commerce and Industry, Asabelt®State.

The primary data to be used were collected usingtstred interview schedule.
There were administered by the researcher anddesawlithin the various locations of the
farmers’ cooperative societies.

The data that was obtained were analyzed witluslesof descriptive statistics such
as frequency percentage and means derived frpoidikerts scale of highly cohesive
(4), moderately cohesive (3), lowly cohesive (2)l ot cohesive (1) and highly satisfied
(4), moderately satisfied (3), lowly satisfied (2hd not satisfied (1). The hypothesis will
be tested using Pearson’s Product Moment Corralatio

r= XXy = 0Xx) Xy
n
VIEX )= O TICY ) Cy)7
n n

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Socio-Economic Characteristics Of Respondents

Table 2 shows that most of the respondents (58wét¢ women. This confirms
Prakash (2003) who stated that women are moreoith doop production than men.
Most of the respondents (41.3%) were in the aggeari 40-49. those in the age bracket
of 30-39 constituted 25.6% of them. This is andatlon that majority of them (66.9%)
were within the ages of 30-49.
As for marital status, 73.6% were married. This ais indication that they have
responsibilities to bear, while 53.7% of them hadoxidary education, 22.3% had primary
education and 15.7% had tertiary education, 8.3%d ha formal education. The
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implication is that they had one form of formal edtion or the other. This is expected to
reflect in their management of their respectiveparative societies.

Most of them (33.9%) had been farming from the pEktl5 years. In all they have
considerable number of years of experience as fatraad 33.9% had also subscribed to
their respective cooperative societies for the patstin 11-15 years. The results however
indicated that they had good number of years okd&pce as members of cooperative
societies and therefore, in good position to be& usehis study.

Table 2

Percentage distribution of socio-economic charties of respondents
Variables frequency percentage (%)
Gender:
Male 50 41.3
Female 71 58.7
Age:
Below 30 5 4.1
30-39 31 25.6
40-49 50 41.3
50-59 28 23.4
60 and above 7 5.8
Marital Status:
Married 89 73.6
Single 12 9.9
Divorced 15 12.4
Widowed 5 4.1
Level of Education:
No formal education 10 8.3
Primary school education 27 22.3
Secondary school education 65 53.7
Tertiary education 19 15.7
Years of Farming Experience
Below 5 16 13.2
5-10 28 23.1
11-15 41 33.9
16-20 21 17.4
Above 20 15 12.4
Years of membership of coop. Soc.
below 5 13 10.7
5-10 33 27.3
11-15 41 33.9
16-20 18 14.9
above 20 16 13.2

Source: Field Survey.

Cooperative Society Variables

Reasons For Joining Farmers’ Cooperative Society

The results indicate that the reasons given byfahmers for subscribing to their
respective farmers cooperative societies includetkss to extension service (91.7%);
direct marketing of produce (90.1%); produce pdetermination (83.5%); access to input
at cheap price (93.4%); access to credit (100%)exctange of ideas/experience (79.3%)
(Table 3), access to credit being the major reason.
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Individual farmers had need that they wanted tesfyathrough their respective
group (cooperative societies) membership. The grethie extent to which the various
farmers’ cooperative societies as groups satiséy nbeds of their members, the more
cohesive the groups will be (Ogionwo and Eke, 1998g data implies that the members
of the farmer’s cooperative societies had the afergioned need to seriously satisfy. This
is in consonance with Bashorun and Olakulehin (200% averred that some fish farmers
realized.

Table 3
Reasons For Membership Subscription

Reasons Frequency Percentage (%)

Access to extension service 111 91.7

Direct marketing of produce 109 90.1

Produce price determination 101 83.5

Access input at cheap price 113 93.4

Access to credit 121 100.0

Exchange of experience/ideas 96 79.3

Source: Field Survey. Multiple responses

- their disadvantages of limited access to extens@nes, reliance on middlemen
for marketing (who also dictate the price) of th@ioduce, high cost of input and lack of
opportunity to share experience and ideas. Theewhisgtion of improved practices for
farming is problematic for extension agents asfénmers are scattered all over the state.
This is expected to affect a lot of their (farmavpgrations. These aforementioned reasons
served as the basis for the formation of the fashw@roperative societies and therefore, the
group objectives.

Members’ level of satisfaction with release of cratlin cooperative societies

Member of the delta north farmers’ cooperativeietoes (Table 4) were highly
satisfied (mean=3.4.). delta central farmers’ coajpee societies members were also
highly satisfied (mean=3.3). The same percepti@ rttembers of delta south farmers’
cooperative societies had (mean =3.0). The overaln score of 3.3. is a confirmation
that the members of the various cooperatives gesietvere highly satisfied? The
implication is that the credit needs of individumémbers were being met by the group.
The higher the degree to which a group fulfits theeds of its members, the more
cohesive the group will be (Ogionwo and Eke, 1999).

Table 4
Members’ perception of release of credit in coae. s

Agricultural highly moderately lowly not score
mean

zone satisfied (4) satisfied (3) satisfied (8atisfied (1) score
Delta north 41(164) 10(3) 7(14) 4(4) 212 3.4
Delta central 19(76) 5(15) 4(8) 3(3) 102 3.3
Delta south 11(44) 7(21) 8(16) 2(2) 83 3.0

Source: Field Survey
Cur-off score = 2.5 (2.5 — 2.99 = moderately sitisf> 3.0 = highly satisfied; 1.5 — 2.49 = lowly
satisfied; < 1.5 = not satisfied)

Level of satisfaction with loan repayment rate

Majority of all the members of the various coopee societies in Delta North
(mean=3.4), Delta Central (mean=3.3), agricultam@ies(Table 5) were highly satisfied
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with the rate of loan repayment by members, butntleenbers if the various cooperative
societies in Delta South agricultural zones werdenately satisfied (mean=2.8).

This implies that there is prompt repayment of Idgnmembers in the delta north and
central farmer’s cooperative societies, while thera little default on the part of members
in the various farmers cooperative societies ind8buth agricultural zone.

Table 5

Member’s perception of loan repayment rate
Agricultural highly moderately lowly not score
mean
zone satisfied (4) satisfied (3) satisfied (8atisfied (1) score
delta north 38(152) 12(36) 8(16) 4(4) 208 3.4
delta central 16(64) 8(24) 6(12) 1(2) 101 3.3
delta south 9(36) 7(21) 10(20) 2(2) 79 2.8

Source: Field Survey, 2008. (2.5 — 2.99 = modeyasatisfied; >3.0 = highly satisfied; 1.5 —
2.49=lowly satisfied; <1.50 =not satisfied)

Issues of Cohesion

Perception of Members on Cohesiveness

Cohesion can be measured through the perceptitheahembers of the group on
the factors of cohesion. Members of the variouspeoative societies in delta north
agricultural zone (Table 6) were of the opiniontthizeir group was highly cohesive
(mean=3.5). the cooperative societies in deltarakagricultural zones were also highly
cohesive (mean=3.2), while those in delta centmaicaltural zone were moderately
cohesive (mean=2.9). The overall mean score ofn3@ans that the various farmers
cooperative societies in delta state are highlyesode generally.
This implies that their needs are met through thmEmbership of the farmer’s cooperative
societies in the state. Generally, it connotes tiney enjoy the group membership accept
group goals, participate in group activities andréhis low absenteeism. The findings
agree with Ofuokuwet al (2008) in their study on fish farmers’ associasion southern
Nigeria.

Table 6

Membership perception of cooperative society’s soleness
Agricultural highly moderately lowly not score
mean
zone cohesive (4) cohesive (3) cohesive (2) esiok (1) score
Delta north 43(172) 9(27) 6(12) 4n 215
35
Delta central 14(56) 10(30) 5(10) 2(2) 98
3.2 Delta south 11(11) 5(15) 9(18 3(3) 80
2.9

Source: Field Survey, 2008. cut-off score = 2.5.@=Bighly cohesive; 2.5-2.99=moderately
cohesive; 1.50-2.49=lowly cohesive ;< 1.50=not cble

Level of satisfaction of members

Members of the various cooperative societies itadebrth agricultural zone were
moderately satisfied (Table 7) as they polled tleamscore of 2.8. those in delta central
zones were highly satisfied as they had mean sdd@é and those in the delta south zone
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were lowly satisfied (mean=2.4). The overall meeors of 2.8 implies that the members
of the various farmers’ cooperative societies weoglerately satisfied.

The implication is that the needs of individualmimers were being met by the
cooperative societies. This indicates clearly taediits the cooperative societies offer the
farmers in the local agricultural industry (Ofuoktal, 2008).

Table 7
Member’s perception on their level of satisfaction
Agricultural highly moderately lowly not raw mean
zones satisfied (4) satisfied (3) satisfied (&atisfied (1) score
Delta north Z1(12%) T0(30) 714) 4(@) 172 78
Delta central 20(80) 7(21) 2(4)2(2) 107 53
Delta south 7(28) 5(15) 9(18) (7)7 68 2.4

Source: Field Survey, 2008.
Cut-off score=2.5(8.0=highly satisfied; 2.5-2.99=moderately satisfi@db9-2.49=lowly satisfied
;< 1.59=not satisfied).

Other Factors Of Cohesion

Table 8. indicates that most (94%) of the respotsdstill want to maintain
membership of their cooperative societies; are ciiadhto the cooperatives (91.7%),
attracted to the cooperative (96.7%); involved moup activities (90.9%) and further
opined that group goals are met (99.2%).

The implication is that there is high level of esfon in cooperative societies in
delta state. Groups in which members are committéde group and are strongly attracted
to the group are said to be high in cohesive (Faldni985).0Ogionwo and Eke (1999)
averred that other factors which affect group cotee®ss include satisfaction of needs,
group goals, group activities and member attranggs. Cohesion is higher when group
goals are congruent with the goals of members (&ott Lott, 2001). From the data, the
group’s goals were congruent with the goals of mensibThis is the major reason behind
cohesiveness in the groups.

Table 8
Member’s opinion about other factors of cohesidaaing membership
Delta north (n=62) Delta Central (n=31) ®@ebouth (n=28)
Freq. % freq. % edr %

Still want to be member 61 98.4 28 90.3 25 89.3
Committed to the cooperative 58 47.9 26 83.9 27 96.4
Attracted to the cooperative 60 96.7 29 93.5 28 100.0
Involved in group activities 61 984 21 67.7 28 100.0
Group goals are met 62 100.0 30 .896 28 100.0
Source: Field Survey. Multiple responses.

Leadership of the cooperative societies recognihedmportance of meeting up
with members credit need to sustain member’s istevehile realized other goals

Test of Hypothesis

There is no significant relationship between loapayment and cohesiveness of
cooperative societies.

The test of hypothesis showed an almost perfecitipscorrelation between
cohesion and loan repayment among members of tieugdarmers cooperative societies
r=0.983. The implications that the higher the lesfetohesion, the more members respond
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to loan repayment. This translates into availabilf fund for credit release by the
executive of the cooperative societies. This alsams that the credit needs of members
are satisfied by the executives of the various ecatjve societies.

Table 9
Relationship between loan-repayment and cohesion
N SD Loan Cohesion Decision
Loan 12 9.7184 1.000 0.983** significant

Cohesion 12 10.9665 0.983** 1.000

**correlation is significant at 001 level (2-tailpd

CONCLUSIONS
Farmer’s joined the farmers’ cooperative societiegnly for access to credit. The

farmers’ are satisfied with the release of creditthem and they are not willing to
dissociate from their various groups. A high leeglpositive correlation between loan
repayment and cohesiveness of cooperative socidties therefore concluded that
cohesiveness influence loan availability and repaymBased on the findings, it is
recommended that:
i. extension agents should take advantage of the tefieccohesion on loan
repayment to promote cohesion in up coming cooperabcieties;
ii. executive of cooperative societies should try t@woemmage cohesion in their
groups;and
iii. extension training for cooperative executive of mamative societies should
include group issues.

REFERENCES

1.BashorunY.O.and  Olakulehin,J.0.(2007).The  Lagos teStaFish  Farmers’
Association.LIESA 23(1),10-11

2.David K., Bem, D., Davis, J. (1988). Individual $sy: A textbook of Social
Psychology. New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company.

3.ljere M. O. (1992). Prospects of Nigerian Coopeesti Enugu. ACENA publishers

4.Lott A. and Lott, B. (2001). Learning theory appcbato interpersonal attitudes.
Greenwald, New York: Academic Press.

5.0fuoku A. U., Enaikele, M., Nnodim, A. U. (2008)okesiveness of fish farmers’ group
in Southern Nigeria. Agricultural and Biologicalutoal. 3(4),16-21.

6.0fuoku A. U., Uzokwe, U.N. and Ideh, V. (2006). Quamative analysis of cooperative
and non-cooperative fish farmers in the centraloagcological zone of Delta State, Nigeria.
Extension Farming Systems Jour@fl);97-104

7.0gionwo W. and Eke, P. (1999). An introduction t@is-psychology. Owerri, Nigeria:
Springfield publishers.

8.Prakash D. (2003). Rural women food security andcaljural cooperatives. Rural
Development and Management Center, New Delhi, India

9.Ugbomeh G. M. M., Ideh V., Achoja, F. O. and Ofupku U. (2008). The level of loan
repayment among cooperative societies in Beyelssée SAgriculturae Conspectus Scientificus.
Forth coming

10. Windapo O. and Afolayan, S. O. (2005). Group dymamand leadership in
agricultural extension. In Adedoyin, S. F. (ed).ridgltural Extension in Nigeria. Pp 134-138.
llorin” Agricultural Extension Society of  Nigeria.

- 139 -



