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Abstract: The study on Millennium development goal programme and facilitation of household food security through agricultural cooperatives in Imo State, Nigeria investigated the support activities given to the agricultural cooperative members, the influence of MDG support activities on household food security (availability, access, quality and stability), and the challenges faced by the agricultural cooperative members in accessing the MDG support. Data for the study was collected with a well-structured questionnaire and face to face interview from a cross-section of 372 agricultural cooperative members using a multi-stage random sampling technique. The data were analyzed with descriptive statistics, mean threshold from the 5 Point Likert Scale, and inferential statistics such as t-test. The result revealed that the support activities had a grand mean of 3.532 indicating that the majority of the cooperative members agreed that the MDG programme effectively supported them. Also, on the household food availability, accessibility, quality, and stability, their grand mean were 3.44, 3.42, 3.48 and 3.57 implying that the MDG programme had a positive effect on all the food security indicators under study. The difference in food availability (9.12)**, accessibility (9.34)***, quality (7.33)*** and stability (39.60)*** before and after joining the MDG programme were all significant at a 0.01 probability level. It is equally necessary to bring to the public notice that the members of agricultural cooperatives benefiting from the MDG programme were challenged by; government indifference, corruption/poor accountability of cooperative finance, lack of credit, ignorance, among others.
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INTRODUCTION 

Over the years, the agricultural sector has remained the highest employer of labour in Nigeria. Before the discovery of oil in the 60(s), the sector employed over 60 per cent of the labour force in Nigeria especially among rural people, it equally contributed about 50 per cent of the Nigerian Gross Domestic Product (GDP) (Obianefo et al., 2019). Agriculture has been the main anchor of Nigeria economy and constitutes 25 per cent of Africa’s GDP and about half of the total export values (Mulubran et al., 2017). Agriculture is not only limited to the process of crop production to make food available to man-kind but equally include the harnessing of natural resources to make available raw materials for other industrial production processes (Nwajiuba, 2011).
Researchers like Obianefo et al. (2019) opined that the agricultural sector is subdivided into four (crop production, aquaculture, forestry and fishery) subsectors. The division of the agricultural sector to aid planning was not just limited to increase food production but to help attain self-sufficiency and sustain agricultural production and economic growth.
Since most of Nigeria population especially in the rural areas depends on agriculture for their livelihoods, there is a need to improve productivity, profitability and sustainability of smallholder farmers in the rural areas as a way out and or pathway out of poverty (World Bank Development indicators, 2014). Numerous activities to alleviate poverty in the rural areas is tailored to impact positively on food security of farm households directly, flowing immediately from growth in agriculture by raising the real income of poor farm and non-farm households, and indirectly by increasing agricultural outputs which includes job creation in upstream and downstream non-farm sectors as a response to higher domestic demand (Ravallion, 2011; Gollin et al., 2014).
The existence of food security in rural households faces several challenges which rural poverty alleviation programs like Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) tend to proffer solutions, such challenges include but are not limited to lack of information about production methods, market opportunities, among others.(de Janvry and Saduolet, 2010). Food security exists when people at all times have physical and economic access to sufficient safe and nutritious food that meets their dietary needs and food preferences for active and healthy life (FAO, 2008), Osuafor, Obianefo and Dike (2020) noted that achieving food security in any country is typically insurance against hunger and malnutrition. From this perspective; four main dimensions of food security can be identified as physical availability of food, economic and physical access to food, quality of the diet, and stability of the other three dimensions over time. To realize food security objectives, all four dimensions must be achieved simultaneously (Ojo and Adebayo, 2012).
In Nigeria, food security of farming households has always been one of the main objectives of agricultural programs, some agricultural schemes that have existed like operation feed the nation (OFN), the national programme for food security (NPFS), Fadama, Agricultural transformation agenda support programme, among others have always emphasized on food security of rural households. Also, one of the MDG programme objectives which were to eradicate extreme poverty and hunger equally points to the food security of rural people. More emphasis was placed on MDG after the exit of Nigeria from Paris and the London club in 2005. Thus, farmers were better organized into a cooperative formation to aid access to poverty alleviation programs in the agricultural sector.
Cooperatives have the advantage to bettering their member's lifestyle and eradicating diseases, which has a direct effect on their living standard and giving them a better chance of performance in agricultural production (Claxton, 2000).since one of the objectives of forming the cooperative is to mobilize members in modern agricultural practices and use of agricultural inputs, also to help pull its member's resources together for improved agricultural production and marketing (Madu, 2000). Cooperatives play a crucial role in reducing poverty, improving food security and generating employment opportunities. Thus, justifying the need by the United Nations who declared 2012 as an international year of cooperatives (IYC) to raise awareness of cooperative’s importance in the contribution of global socio-economic development and to promote the growth and strengthening of cooperatives all over the world. In light of the above, this paper was designed to achieve the following specific objectives which are to:
i. identify the support activities given to the agricultural cooperative members through the MDG programme,
ii. determine the influence of MDG support activities on household food security (availability, access, quality and stability) of cooperative members, and 
iii. examine the challenges faced by the agricultural cooperative members in accessing the MDG support.
Hypotheses 

Ho1: there is no significant difference in the household food availability of cooperative members before and after joining the MDG programme.

Ho2: there is no significant difference in the household food access of cooperative members before and after joining the MDG programme.

Ho3: there is no significant difference in the household food quality of cooperative members before and after joining the MDG programme.

Ho4: there is no significant difference in the household food stability of cooperative members before and after joining the MDG programme.

MATERIALS AND METHODS 
The study was carried out in Imo State, the state has 27 local government areas (LGAs) with Owerri as its administrative headquarters. Imo State is rich in natural resources including crude oil, natural gas, lead and zinc, Imo people are majorly farmers. The State is located on latitude 4o45’N and 7o15’N and longitude 6o50’E and 7o25’E, with a landmass of 5,100sqkm. The State is subdivided into three agricultural zones (Okigwe, Orlu, and Owerri).
A multi-stage sampling technique was used to select the study representatives. In the first stage, the list of cooperatives registered with the MDG programme in Imo State constituting 265 cooperative societies to make a total of 5425 members was provided by the State Ministry of agriculture. Taro Yamane (1967) sample size determination in Otabor and Obahiagbon (2016) was used to select an adequate sample size for the study as defined by:
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Where: n = sample size, N = population size, e = marginal error. Thus;
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In the second stage, two LGAs were randomly selected from each agricultural zone, also, based on the LGAs with the highest number of cooperative societies, study representative were randomly allocated as reflected in Table 1.

Table 1: sample selection from the agricultural zone in Imo State.

	Agricultural zone
	Local government area
	Selected cooperatives
	Members randomly sampled

	Okigwe
	Isiala Mbaino
	4
	15*4 = 60

	
	Ihite Uboma
	4
	15*4 = 60

	Owerri
	Owerri Municipal 
	6
	11*6 = 66

	
	Owerri North
	6
	11*6 = 66

	Orlu
	Ideato North
	4
	15*4 = 60

	
	Ideato South 
	4
	15*4 = 60

	Total 
	
	28
	372


 Source: Researcher’s computation, 2016.
Furthermore, a well-structured questionnaire and facial interview process were the research instruments used to elicit information from a cross-section of 372 cooperative members that participated in the MDG programme.
The data collected were analyzed with descriptive and inferential statistics from SPSS version 23. The mean threshold from 5 points Likert scale rating used to achieve the three stated objectives is defined by: 
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Where:
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 = mean threshold

SA = strongly agree

A = agree 

SWA = somewhat agree

D = disagree

SD = strongly disagree

n = number of occurrence

N = sample size.
Note: any variable with a mean threshold less than 3.0 is negative and weak, while a mean threshold of 3.0 and above is positive and strong. Equally, the t-test used for the four hypotheses was defined by:
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 = standard deviation after joining MDG
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 = standard deviation before joining MDG

n2 = sample size after joining MDG

n1 = sample size before joining MDG.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

Support activities giving to agricultural cooperative members by the MDG programme
Table 2 reflect the support activities to agricultural cooperative members by the MDG programme in the study area, the support programme was captured in 5 points Likert scale and rated in a 3.0 mean threshold. Variables below the threshold were said to be weak and negative and do not reflect the support programme rendered to cooperative members in the area. Based on the 3 support activities given to the members, only 10 had a mean threshold of 3.0. Thus, the support activities given to the cooperative members by the MDG programme were; granting free health care service to members, encouraging members to save, helping members to acquire entrepreneurial/vocational skills, organizing literacy classes, supplying farm implements to the rural farmers, drilling borehole in the rural areas, equipping hospital in the rural areas, introduction/start up a profitable business venture, human rights/advocacy, and family planning. The grand mean of 3.532 is an indication that the majority of the cooperative members agreed that the MDG programme effectively supported them.
Table 2: Support activities giving to agricultural cooperative members by the MDG programme

	Sn. 
	Support activities 
	Mean 
	Decision 

	i
	Granting free health care service to members 
	4.8
	Agree

	ii
	Encouraging members to save 
	3.9
	Agree

	iii
	Helping members to acquire entrepreneurial/vocational skills
	4.7
	Agree

	iv
	Organizing literacy classes
	3.6
	Agree

	v
	Supplying farm implements to the rural farmers
	3.3
	Agree

	vi
	Drilling borehole in the rural areas
	3.9
	Agree

	vii
	Processing/value addition of agricultural products
	2.6
	Disagree

	viii
	Procurement of farming inputs
	2.4
	Disagree

	ix
	Equipping hospital in the rural areas
	3.5
	Agree

	x
	Introduction/start up a profitable business venture
	3.4
	Agree

	xi
	Human rights/advocacy 
	3.5
	Agree

	xii
	Family planning 
	3.7
	Agree

	xiii
	Agricultural extension services
	2.4
	Disagree

	 
	Grand mean
	3.52 
	Agree


Source: Field Survey Data, 2016.
 Influence of MDG programme on food availability among cooperative members household
Table 3 reflect the influence of MDG programme on food availability among cooperative members household where a threshold of 3.0 from the 5 points Likert scale was used as decision criteria. Based on the analysis of the response gotten from the respondents, the grand mean after joining the MDG programme is 3.44 which is well above the grand mean before joining the MDG which at 2.10. This is a unanimous agreement by the cooperative members indicating a positive change or an improvement in the availability of household food security of the agricultural cooperative members.
Table 3: Influence of MDG programme on food availability among cooperative members household

	 
	 
	Before 
	After 

	Sn. 
	Food items
	Mean 
	Decision 
	Mean 
	Decision 

	i
	Cassava
	2.2
	Not available 
	4.1
	Available

	ii
	Garri and soup
	2.1
	Not available 
	3.3
	Available

	iii
	Yams/potatoes
	1.9
	Not available 
	3.1
	Available

	iv
	Rice
	1.7
	Not available 
	3.1
	Available

	v
	Bean
	1.5
	Not available 
	3
	Available

	vi
	Maize/corn
	2
	Not available 
	3.8
	Available

	vii
	Fish
	1.5
	Not available 
	3.6
	Available

	viii
	Meat
	1.2
	Not available 
	3.2
	Available

	ix
	Chicken
	1.1
	Not available 
	3
	Available

	x
	Egg
	1.9
	Not available 
	4.2
	Available

	xi
	Kanda (Kpomo)
	3.1
	Available
	4.5
	Available

	xii
	Vegetable (Ugu, green, scent leaf, carrot, among others)
	2.8
	Not available 
	4
	Available

	xiii
	Mineral (oil, salt)
	3.01
	Available
	3.9
	Available

	xiv
	Moi moi
	1.30 
	Not available 
	2.8 
	Not available

	xv
	Bread and tea
	2.7
	Not available 
	3.4
	Available

	xvi
	Cereals
	1.1
	Not available 
	2.3
	Not available

	xvii
	Noodles
	1.5
	Not available 
	2.9
	Not available

	xviii
	Milk
	2.1
	Not available 
	3.2
	Available

	Xix
	Fruits (orange, pear, guava, pineapple, apple, among others)
	3.3
	Available
	4.2
	Available

	xx
	Soaking garri
	3.9
	Available
	3.1
	Available

	 
	Grand mean 
	  2.10 
	Not available  
	3.44 
	Available


Source: Field Survey Data, 2016.

Influence of MDG programme on food accessibility among cooperative members household

Table 4 reflect the influence of the MDG programme on food accessibility of household food security among agricultural cooperative members, based on the 20 items of food accessibility, 17 had a mean threshold of 3.0 after joining the MDG programme in the study area, also, before joining the MDG programme, 17 out of the 20 items equally had a mean threshold less than 3.0. The average mean for food accessibility before and after joining the MDG programme were 2.07 and 3.42 respectively. This implies that MDG had a positive impact on agricultural cooperative members’ food accessibility in Imo State.

Table 4: Influence of MDG programme on food accessibility among cooperative members household

	 
	 
	Before 
	After 

	Sn. 
	Food items
	Mean 
	Decision 
	Mean 
	Decision 

	i
	Cassava
	2.2
	Not accessible
	4.2
	Accessible

	ii
	Garri and soup
	2.1
	Not accessible
	3.5
	Accessible

	iii
	Yams/potatoes
	1.8
	Not accessible
	3.1
	Accessible

	iv
	Rice
	1.7
	Not accessible
	3.1
	Accessible

	v
	Bean
	1.5
	Not accessible
	3
	Accessible

	vi
	Maize/corn
	1.9
	Not accessible
	3.6
	Accessible

	vii
	Fish
	1.4
	Not accessible
	3.5
	Accessible

	viii
	Meat
	1.1
	Not accessible
	3.2
	Accessible

	ix
	Chicken
	1.1
	Not accessible
	3
	Accessible

	x
	Egg
	1.7
	Not accessible
	4
	Accessible

	xi
	Kanda (Kpomo)
	3.1
	Accessible
	4.5
	Accessible

	xii
	Vegetable (Ugu, green, scent leaf, carrot, among others)
	2.7
	Not accessible
	4.2
	Accessible

	xiii
	Mineral (oil, salt)
	2.9
	Not accessible
	4
	Accessible

	xiv
	Moi moi
	1.3
	Not accessible
	2.8
	Not accessible

	xv
	Bread and tea
	2.6
	Not accessible
	3.3 
	Accessible

	xvi
	Cereals
	1.1
	Not accessible
	2
	Not accessible

	xvii
	Noodles
	1.5
	Not accessible
	2.6
	Not accessible

	xviii
	Milk
	2.1
	Not accessible
	3.2
	Accessible

	Xix
	Fruits (orange, pear, guava, pineapple, apple, among others)
	3.8
	Accessible
	4.5
	Accessible

	xx
	Soaking garri
	3.7
	Accessible
	3.1
	Accessible

	 
	Grand mean 
	    2.07 
	Not accessible 
	3.42 
	Accessible


Source: Field Survey Data, 2016.

Influence of MDG programme on food quality among cooperative members household

Table 5 reflect the influence of the MDG programme on food quality of household food security among agricultural cooperative members, based on the 8 items of food quality, 8 of them had a mean threshold of 3.0 after joining the MDG programme in the study area, also, before joining the MDG programme, 4 out of the 8 items equally had a mean threshold less than 3.0. The average mean for food quality before and after joining the MDG programme were 2.80 and 3.48 respectively. This implies that MDG had a positive impact on agricultural cooperative members’ food quality in Imo State.

Table 5: Influence of MDG programme on food quality among cooperative members household

	 
	 
	Before 
	After 

	Sn. 
	Food items
	Mean 
	Decision 
	Mean 
	Decision 

	i
	Carbohydrate 
	3.2
	Often
	3.7
	Often

	ii
	Protein
	2.9
	Not often
	3.2
	Often

	iii
	Vegetable 
	3
	Often
	3.9
	Often

	iv
	Fat and oil
	2.7
	Not often
	3.1
	Often

	v
	Roughages
	2
	Not often
	3
	Often

	vi
	Cereals
	1.9
	Not often
	2.7
	Not often

	vii
	Fruits
	3.2
	Often
	4.1
	Often

	viii
	Others
	3.5
	Often
	4.1
	Often

	 
	Grand mean 
	2.80 
	 Not often 
	3.48 
	Often


Source: Field Survey Data, 2016.
Influence of MDG programme on food quality among cooperative members household

Table 6 reflect the influence of the MDG programme on the food stability of household food security among agricultural cooperative members. For the responses gotten from the respondents regarding before joining the MDG programme, 19 out of 20 items have a mean threshold less than 3.0, while after joining the MDG programme, 17 items had a mean threshold of 3.0, where the grand mean of before joining the cooperative (2.03) is by far lower than the grand mean of after joining the cooperative (3.52), this implies that there was an increase or improvement in the stability of household food security of the members of farmers cooperatives in Imo State.

Table 6: Influence of MDG programme on food quality among cooperative members household

	 
	 
	Before 
	After 

	Sn. 
	Food items
	Mean 
	Decision 
	Mean 
	Decision 

	i
	Cassava
	2.2
	Not stable 
	3.8
	Stable 

	ii
	Garri and soup
	2.2
	Not stable 
	3.8
	Stable 

	iii
	Yams/potatoes
	2.1
	Not stable 
	3.6
	Stable 

	iv
	Rice
	2.2
	Not stable 
	3.4
	Stable 

	v
	Bean
	1.7
	Not stable 
	3.2
	Stable 

	vi
	Maize/corn
	1.8
	Not stable 
	3.4
	Stable 

	vii
	Fish
	1.9
	Not stable 
	3.5
	Stable 

	viii
	Meat
	1.8
	Not stable 
	3.1
	Stable 

	ix
	Chicken
	1.2
	Not stable 
	3
	Stable 

	x
	Egg
	1.9
	Not stable 
	3.5
	Stable 

	xi
	Kanda (Kpomo)
	2.5
	Not stable 
	4
	Stable 

	xii
	Vegetable (Ugu, green, scent leaf, carrot, among others)
	2.8
	Not stable 
	4.1
	Stable 

	xiii
	Mineral (oil, salt)
	2.8
	Not stable 
	3.9
	Stable 

	xiv
	Moi moi
	 1.3 
	Not stable 
	2.8
	Not stable

	xv
	Bread and tea
	1.8
	Not stable 
	 3.3 
	Stable 

	xvi
	Cereals
	1.1
	Not stable 
	2.5
	Not stable

	xvii
	Noodles
	1.3
	Not stable 
	3.9
	Stable 

	xviii
	Milk
	2
	Not stable 
	3.7
	Stable 

	Xix
	Fruits (orange, pear, guava, pineapple, apple, among others)
	2.9
	Not stable 
	4.3
	Stable 

	xx
	Soaking garri
	3
	Stable
	4.5
	Stable 

	 
	Grand mean 
	 2.03 
	 Not stable  
	 3.57 
	Stable 


Source: Field Survey Data, 2016.

Challenges of cooperative in accessing the MDG programme
Finding on the challenges facing cooperative members in accessing MDG programme actives is reflected in Table 7. Mean threshold from 5 points Likert scale was used for the decision-making process, any variable that had a mean threshold of 3.0 and above was said to be positive and strong for decision making, while variables that record mean threshold less than 3.0 is negative and weak for decision making which shows that particular variable was not regarded as a problem. 15 items of challenges were recorded of which only 12 returned positive to signify the problems encountered by cooperators. These challenges peculiar to the study area include; government indifference, corruption/poor accountability of cooperative finance, lack of credit, ignorance, poor management of cooperative society, lack of training, poor attitude of members, the economic instability of the country, lack of transparency in the activities of cooperative, poor supervision by regulators (government), lack of democratic governance of the cooperative, and inadequate infrastructure. The grand mean of 3.48 was adequate to assume that cooperative members encountered problems in accessing the MDG programme in the study area.
Table 7: Challenges of cooperative in accessing the MDG programme

	Sn. 
	Challenges
	Mean 
	Decision 
	Ranking

	i
	Government indifference 
	3.6
	Agree
	8

	ii
	Corruption/poor accountability of cooperative finance
	3.8
	Agree
	5

	iii
	Lack of credit
	3.7
	Agree
	6

	iv
	Ignorance
	3.7
	Agree
	6

	v
	Poor management of cooperative society
	3.9
	Agree
	4

	vi
	Incessant conflict
	2.8
	Disagree
	14

	vii
	Lack of training 
	3.3
	Agree
	10

	viii
	Poor attitude of members
	4.1
	Agree
	1

	ix
	Members default in loan payment
	2.9
	Disagree
	13

	x
	Economic instability of the country
	3.1
	Agree
	11

	xi
	Lack of transparency in the activities of cooperative
	4
	Agree
	3

	xii
	Poor conflict management
	2.7
	Disagree
	15

	xiii
	Poor supervision by regulators (government)
	4.1
	Agree
	1

	xiv
	Lack of democratic governance of the cooperative
	3.0 
	Agree
	12

	xv
	Inadequate infrastructure
	3.5
	Agree
	9

	 
	Grand mean 
	3.48 
	Agree 
	


Source: Field Survey Data, 2016.

Hypotheses testing

Hypothesis one: Significant difference in household food availability of cooperative members before and after joining MDG programme

Table 8 reflect the significant difference in food availability before and after joining the MDG programme, the study revealed that the mean before and after were 2.090 and 3.435 respectively. In absolute value; the t-calculated was 9.12 significant at the probability or alpha level of 0.01, this implies that the MDG programme made a positive impact on the food availability status of agricultural cooperative members, at this point, the researchers rejected the null hypothesis one and accepted the alternative that MDG programme had a significant effect in members food availability in the study area. 
Table 8: Paired t-test of the significant difference in food availability
	Food availability  
	Mean 
	Std. dev. 
	t
	Sig. (2 tailed)

	Before
	2.090
	0.793
	-9.12
	0.001

	After
	3.435
	0.574
	
	

	Difference
	1.345
	0.669
	
	


Source: Field Survey Data, 2016.
Hypothesis two: Significant difference in household food accessibility of cooperative members before and after joining MDG programme

Table 9 reflect the significant difference in food availability before and after joining the MDG programme, the study revealed that the mean before and after were 2.065 and 3.420 respectively. In absolute value; the t-calculated was 9.34 significant at the probability or alpha level of 0.01, this implies that the MDG programme had a positive impact on food accessibility status of agricultural cooperative members, at this point, the researchers rejected the null hypothesis one and accepted the alternative that MDG programme had a significant effect in members food accessibility in the study area. 

Table 9: Paired t-test of the significant difference in food accessibility
	Food accessibility 
	Mean 
	Std. dev. 
	t
	Sig. (2 tailed)

	Before
	2.065
	0.827
	-9.34
	0.001

	After
	3.420
	0.653
	
	

	Difference
	1.355
	0.648
	
	


Source: Field Survey Data, 2016.
Hypothesis three: Significant difference in household food quality of cooperative members before and after joining MDG programme

Table 10 reflect the significant difference in food quality before and after joining the MDG programme, the study revealed that the mean before and after were 2.800 and 3.475 respectively. In absolute value; the t-calculated was 7.33 significant at the probability or alpha level of 0.01, this implies that the MDG programme made a positive impact on the food quality status of agricultural cooperative members, at this point, the researchers rejected the null hypothesis one and accepted the alternative that MDG programme had a significant effect in members food quality in the study area. 

Table 10: Paired t-test of the significant difference in food quality
	Food quality 
	Mean 
	Std. dev. 
	t
	Sig. (2 tailed)

	Before
	2.800
	0.576
	-7.33
	0.001

	After
	3.475
	0.542
	
	

	Difference
	0.6750
	0.2605
	
	


Source: Field Survey Data, 2016.
Hypothesis four: Significant difference in household food quality of cooperative members before and after joining MDG programme

Table 11 reflect the significant difference in food quality before and after joining the MDG programme, the study revealed that the mean before and after were 2.025 and 3.515 respectively. In absolute value; the t-calculated was 39.60 significant at the probability or alpha level of 0.01, this implies that the MDG programme made a positive impact on the food stability status of agricultural cooperative members, at this point, the researchers rejected the null hypothesis one and accepted the alternative that MDG programme had a significant effect in members food stability in the study area. 

Table 11: Paired t-test of the significant difference in food stability

	Food stability 
	Mean 
	Std. dev. 
	t
	Sig. (2 tailed)

	Before
	2.025
	0.567
	-39.60
	0.001

	After
	3.515
	0.515
	
	

	Difference
	1.490
	0.1683
	
	


Source: Field Survey Data, 2016.
CONCLUSION

The MDG programme indeed had a positive effect on the household food security of the agricultural cooperative members. The study was carried out to find how cooperators faired under the MDG programme in transient to another agricultural programme in the study area like sustainable development goals (SDGs) among others. Agricultural cooperatives in collaboration with the MDGs has improved the household food security indicators (food availability, accessibility, quality and stability) of their members in the study area, thanks to some of the support activities given to the cooperative members by the MDG. This study will aid some existing food security programmes that might be struggling to achieve their objectives. It is worthy to bring to the public notice that agricultural cooperative members in facing some challenges like; government indifference, corruption/poor accountability of cooperative finance, lack of credit, ignorance, among others. With this, the researcher finds it pertinent to make the following recommendation:
I. Cooperative leaders should endeavour to be financially accountable.
II. Capacity building on leadership and management of the society should be organized for the cooperators.

III. Programmes should intensify their monitoring activities to improve the performance of the cooperators

IV. Agricultural cooperatives should adopt a democratic management structure.
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