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ABSTRACT 

This study examined farm capital formation and inequality among livestock farmers in Uyo 

Agricultural Zone, Akwa Ibom State, Nigeria.  Data was collected using questionnaire from 120 

livestock farmers selected through a multi-stage random sampling and analyzed using descriptive 

statistics, Z test, Gini Coefficient, and Multiple regression analysis. Results revealed a mean age, 

household size, education, and farming experience of 38 years, 4 persons, 10 and 11 years, 

respectively. Result also revealed a total asset value of  N69,023,761 for livestock farmers in the 

study area. Of this, off-farm income earners had an asset value of N 35, 055, 80 (50.8%) with a 

mean of N584, 064 while none-off-farm livestock income earners had an asset value of N33, 

967,922 (49.2%) with an average farm asset of N584, 064. The difference in mean farm asset 

value was not statistically significant. The result of the Gini Coefficient revealed a high inequality 

in farm assets among respondents (GC= 0.787). Further analysis also revealed that asset 

inequality was more severe among non- off-farm income earners (GC= 0.784) than off-farm 

income earners (GC=0.789). The result of the multiple regression analysis showed that the major 

determinants of farm asset formation were access to credit, farm size, household size, and total 

farm income and off-farm work participation. The study recommended policies that will reduce 

income inequality, reduce household sizes, enhance credit access, and promote access to large 

farmlands as the way out. 

 

Keyword:  Off-farm income earners, non-off farm income earners, farm asset formation, asset 

inequality and livestock farmers 

 

1.0   Introduction 

The role of the livestock sector in boosting National output and meeting the protein requirement of 

farm families in Nigeria have been widely reported in the literature (Udoaka, et al., 2019; Bassey, 

et al., 2018; Busisiwe, et al., 2019; Adams 2016; Akshata & Nagaratna, 2017; Saleh 2017). 

Livestock are animals reared for their economic potential either for consumption or for income 

generation. Their meat is a good source of animal protein while their byproducts are vital feed 

components. Livestock productions are carried out using a variety of production assets. These 

assets which are grouped into tangible and intangible assets determine the nature, type, quality and 
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quantity of output produced by livestock farmers. Apart from ranging from machinery and 

equipment, farm buildings, to breeding stocks etc, these assets are also desired for optimum farm 

production. Farm assets are production resources employed in production. It comprises of that 

aspect of wealth other than free gift of nature that can be used for future farm production. As a 

production factor, farm assets are subject to wear and tear than other types of production resources 

or inputs. Farm asset formation entails building up farm asset base. In accumulating farm assets, 

investment and savings are two vital considerations that are essential. This brings into focus the 

importance of farm income in asset formation. Asset formation aids farmers to access formal credit 

and smoothened consumption expenditure.  

However, in an agrarian economy like Nigeria, formation of farm assets is slow due to widespread 

poverty, and low level of savings. As reasoned by Osaka, (2006), capital assets needed to carry out 

production are usually accumulated through savings and investment. In the study area, Bassey, et 

al., (2018) reported that most rural farmers are poor and have low income that translates into a low 

level of savings, which do not favour capital investment in agricultural production. Other studies 

have affirmed that most rural farm families are poor (Bassey, et al., 2015; Rural Poverty Portal, 

2012; NBS, 2010; Adepoju & Olaniyi 2014,) and are characterized by low and fluctuating incomes 

(Bassey, et al., 2020, Oseghale, et al., 2016; Adepoju & Oyewole, 2014; Oyinbo & Olaleye, 2016) 

which are often skewed and unevenly distributed (Bassey, et al., 2020). In addition, access to 

formal credit has been perpetually constrained by a lack of tangible assets that can be mortgaged 

for secured loans. This has negatively affected productivity given that commercial agriculture 

requires huge financial investment and the adoption and use of tangible production assets. 

Undoubtedly, livestock production in Nigeria is still at the infant stage devoid of sophisticated 

production equipment and assets compared to other developed countries where mechanized 

production assets and equipment are employed. This manifest in low returns, and poor asset 

formation and partly inform the continuous use of crude production equipment and obsolete 

production techniques characterizing livestock production in the study area. Udoaka, et al., (2019) 

reported that capital accumulation within the livestock sector in the study area is slow given the 

presence of biological lags and the risk and uncertainty associated with its production. In their 

opinion, the cost of livestock production remains high in the face of rising input prices and near 

absence of formal financial services to meet their credit need. One major factor constraining asset 

formation by livestock farmers is the rising poverty incidence and the low and fluctuating income 

among livestock farming households. Most of the livestock farmers are poor and cannot boast of 

tangible savings.  These challenges, coupled with farmers inability to access formal credit supply 

as reported by (Bassey, et al., 2016; Ololade & Olanguju, 2013; Obilor, 2013 and Nwankwo, 

2016) encourage livestock farmers, as a panacea, to embrace other off-farm income-generating 

activities through which they earn extra income that augments their farm income. 

Consequently, there has been substantial growth in off-farm participation by farm families 

(livestock-inclusive) in recent time as reported by (Babatunde et al. 2010; (Briggerman et al., 

2011; Bognec & Ferto, 2011; Bassey, et al., 2015, Lien, et al., 2010; and Bezabih, et al., (2010). 

This additional income earned from off-farm work participation can trigger a huge disparity in 

income between off-farm and non- off-farm livestock participants, which could, invariably affect 

their asset formation capacity and pattern. This might have accounted for the high-income 

inequality reported among rural farm families by Mbanasor, et al., (2012 in Abia State, Oboh, 

(2018) in the study area, and Bakare, (2012;), NBS, (2010) in Nigeria respectively. Besides, 

despite the high participation in off-farm work by livestock farm families of recent time, Udoaka, 

et al., (2019) and Bassey, et al., (2018) reported that asset accumulation by livestock farmers in the 

study area is low. This might partly be informed by the low rate of investment of off-farm income 

in the farming sector by off-farm income earners as reported by Bassey, et al., (2015) and Obike, 
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et al., (2011) in the study area and in Abia State, Nigeria, respectively. Therefore, given the 

potential of off-farm work in boosting farm assets and the increased participation of rural farm 

households in off-farm work, there is a need for an in-depth assessment of how farm asset 

formation capacity varies and how such assets are distributed among off-farm and non- off-farm 

livestock income earners to adequately inform and guide policymakers in designing policies that 

will boost farm asset formation and reduce asset inequality in the study area. Against this 

backdrop, this study analyzes farm asset formation and inequality among farm and non-off farm 

livestock income earners in Uyo Agricultural Zone, Akwa Ibom State, Nigeria. 

 

2.0  Research Methodology 

2.1  The study area 

The study was conducted in Uyo Agricultural Zone, Akwa Ibom State, Nigeria. It is located 

between latitude 4o 59 and 5o 04’ N and longitude 70 53’ 80,00 E. Uyo Agricultural Zone comprises 

five local Government Areas namely Itu, Uyo Ibiono-Ibom, Uruan, and Nsit-Atai. Uyo as the State 

capital has a population of 305,000 (Federal Government of Nigeria, 2009). The main occupation 

of the Zone comprises farming, craftsmanship and merchant with most of the rural populace 

engaging in farming. 

 

2.2  Sources and method of data collection 

Data for the study were collected from both primary and secondary sources. Secondary sources of 

data were obtained from records of livestock farmers in the Ministry of Agriculture, Agricultural 

Development Project office and Bank of Agriculture in the State while primary data was collected 

with the aid of a structured questionnaire from the respondents. Data was collected through multi-

stage random sampling. In the first stage, 5 blocks were randomly selected from the existing eight 

blocks in Uyo Agricultural Zone. These were (Uyo, Itu, Ibiono, Uruan and Nsit Atai). In the 

selection procedure, 8 blank papers each carrying the name of each block was folded into a basket 

and taken one after the other. The first 5 selections were used as the chosen blocks. In the second 

stage, the same procedure was adopted to randomly select 4 cells from each of the previously 

selected blocks making a total of 20 communities. These communities were: Ikot Oku Ikono, Etoi, 

Nsukara, and Ikot Oku in Uyo block. Itam, Ekit Itam, Mbak Itam, and Uyo Itam a from Itu block. 

Ikot Essien, Mbia akpan, Ikot Ebom, and Aka Ididep from Ibiono block. Ndon Ebom, Adadia, 

Ibiaku Uruan, and Nothern Uruan from Uruan block and other communities from Nsit Atai block. 

In the third stage, 6 cassava farmers were randomly selected from each of the 20 communities 

using a list of cassava farmers that have registered with AKADEP making a total of 120 livestock 

farmers that were used for the study.  

 

2.3 Method of data analysis 

Data collected were analyzed using both descriptive and inferential statistics. In addition to the 

descriptive statistics such as mean, simple percentages, frequency table, standard deviation and 

coefficient of variability the following inferential statistics were also used to analyze the data 

collected. 

 

(i) The   Z test. The formula for Z test is presented as follows: 

 

Zcal =

−
X1

−
−
X2

√
S

12

n1
+

S
22

n2

…   …………………………. (1) 
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Where Zcal is the calculated value of Z distribution; 
−
𝑋1

is the mean farm asset value for off-farm 

income earners 
−
𝑋2

is the mean farm asset value for non-off-farm income earners; 𝑆12 is the 

variance for income earners; 𝑆22 is the variance for and non-off-farm income earners; N1 = number 

of off-farm income earners; N2 = number of non-off-farm income earners. Level of significance = 

0.05, Decision rule: Reject the null hypothesis if the calculated value for Z is greater than its 

tabulated value. 

 

(ii) Gini Coefficient:  This tool was used to assess the concentration of farm assets between 

off-farm and non-off-farm livestock income earners. Following the method of 

Iheanacho and Mischello, (2004), Gini Coefficient is specified as: 

𝐺𝐶 = 1 − ∑𝑥𝑦 … … … . . (2)   

       

Where, GC = Gini Coefficient (GC ≥ 0.5 indicates irregularity in farm asset, GC ≤ 0.5 signifies 

equality in farm asset among the respondents.  

X = percentage of livestock farmers on the farm asset class 

Y = Accumulated percentage of farmer’s farm asset class 

 

(iii) The multiple linear regression analysis. The model was used to estimate the effect of 

livestock farmer’s socioeconomic characteristics on asset formations.   The empirical 

model is stated explicitly as follows: 

𝑌 = 𝑓(X1, X2, X3, X4, X5, X6, X7, X8, X9, X10, X11, X12) + e                 ………………. (3) 

Where: 

Y = Farm asset of the respondent (summation of total farm asset value of livestock farmers) 

X1= Age of livestock farmer (years) 

X2 = Access to credit ( yes =1, otherwise=0) 

X3= Farming experience of livestock farmer (years) 

X4= Farm size (number of livestock keep)  

X5= Educational attainment (years)  

X6=Extension visit 

X7 = Household size (number)   

X8= Marital status (married=1, otherwise = 0) 

 X9= Membership of social organization (Number of social organizations that respondents belong 

to) 

X10 = Total farm income (Naira) 

X11= Participant in off farm work (participated in off=farm work =1, otherwise = 0) 

X12= Sex of   farmer (male =1, otherwise = 0) 

E is the error term 

 

3.0  Result and Discussion 

3.1  Socio-economic characteristics of livestock farmers 

Table 1 presents the socio-economic characteristics of livestock farmers in the study area. Results 

of the survey showed that the majority (65.8%) of respondents were male while 34.2% were 

female. A breakdown of this showed that 63:3% of off-farm income earners and 68.3% of non-off-

farm income earners were male. This indicated that livestock farming in the study area was 
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dominated by males. Udoaka, et al., (2019) and Bassey, et al., (2019) reported that about 56.7 

percent of livestock farmers were married in the study area.  Age-wise, majority of livestock 

farmer’s (33.3%) were within the age bracket of 41-50 years with a mean of 38 years, followed by 

the age bracket of 51-60 years (27.5%), above 60 years (19.2%), 31 -40 years (16.7%) while 3.3% 

were within the age bracket of 21-30 years. However, the survey showed that the dominant age 

bracket for non-off-farm income earners was 41-50 years (36.7%) while that of off-farm income 

earners were 41-50 years (30%) and 51-60 years (30%). The prevalence of the age bracket of 31-

40 years showed that livestock farmers were in their youthful active age and can withstand rigour 

associated with livestock production. Udoaka, et al., (2019) reported that most livestock farmers in 

the study area were within the age bracket of 51-60 (50%). Bassey, et al., (2019) also reported that 

livestock farmers in the study area were young in their active ages 

 

 Considering marital status, 85% of off-farm income earners and 76.7% of non-off-farm income 

earners were married, 3.3 and 13.3% single, 1.7 and 6.7% divorced while 10 and 3.3 percent were 

widow/widower, respectively. The result of the pool data showed that 80.8% percent of livestock 

farmers were married. The high percentage of married respondents is desirable and is of advantage 

to livestock farmers because livestock production is labour intensive and requires much labour 

which married people can provide.  Nasiru et al (2006) averred that marriage gives rise to an 

increase in household size and as such is an asset to agricultural productivity in developing 

countries as a source of family labour. A study by Udoaka, et al., (2019) reported that about 62.5 

percent of livestock farmers were married in the study area. Bassey, et al., (2019) also reported the 

predominance of married people in livestock production in the study area. 

 The survey results further showed the majority (48.3%) of livestock farmers had household size of 

1-5 persons, followed by a household size of 6-10 persons (31.7%). Further breakdown of this 

showed that most off-farms income earners (56.7%) and non-off-farm income earners had 

household size of 1-5 persons. The mean household size in the study area was 4 persons. The 

implication of the huge household size is that there will be enough labour that can be harnessed for 

farm work in the study area. Udoaka, et al., (2019), also reported a mean household size of 5 

persons in the study area. 

 Educationally, livestock farmers were educated (82.5%) with a mean of 10 years of education, 

about 95% of off-farm income earners and 70% of non-off-farm income earners being able to read 

and write, respectively. A high level of education will impact positively on livestock production in 

the study area. In the study area, Udoaka, et al., (2019) also reported a mean year of education of 9 

years. In the study area, Bassey, et al., (2018) reported that most of the livestock farmers were 

educated 

 Experience wise, the survey result showed that farmers were quite experienced with 46.7 and 49% 

off-farm income earners and non-off-farm income earners having less than 10 years of experience, 

respectively. However, considering both categories of respondents, 40.7% had less than 10 years 

of experience with a mean of 11 years of experience, followed by 27.5% those level 10-15 years of 

experience, while 22.5 and 9.2% had 16-20 and above 20 years of experience livestock farmers are 

expected to lead leverage on this high level of experience gathered through several years of trial 

and error to improve their livestock income and will invariably impact positively on their farm 

assets. Udoaka, et al., (2019), reported a mean year of experience of 18 years. The high years of 

experience among livestock farmers in the study area were also reported by Bassey, et al., (2019) 

Considering extension visits, the result showed that a greater part of respondents (55%) did not 

have access to extension. A breakdown of this showed that more non-off-farm income earners 

(56.7%) were able to access extension services compared to off-farm income earners (33.3%). In 
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terms of membership of social organization, results showed that all (100%) of respondents were 

members of social organization in both groups. However, it was found that off-farm income 

earners were more diversified in group membership than their non-off-farm income earners’ 

counterparts The high membership of social organization in the study area is desirable for 

livestock production as it will facilitate access to credit and other modern livestock production 

technologies. In the study area, Bassey, et al., (2019) had reported that about 71.6% of livestock 

farmers were members of social organization. 

Table 1: Socioeconomic Characteristic of Respondents 

Variable Off-farm income earners    Non-Off farm income 

earners    

Pooled 

Frequency     % Frequency     % Frequency     % 

Gender:       

Male 38 63.3 41 68.3 79 65.8 

Female 22 36.7 19 31.7 41 34.2 

Total 60 100 60 100 120 100 

Age       

< 30 1 1.7 3 5 4 3.3 

30 – 40  8 13.3 12 20 20 16.7 

41 – 50  18 30 22 36.7 40 33.3 

51 – 60  18 30 15 25 33 27.5 

Above 60 15 25 8 13.3 23 19.2 

Total 60 100 60 100 120 100 

Marital status       

Married 51 85 46 76.7 97 80.8 

Single 2 3.3 8 13.3 10 8.3 

Divorce 1 1.7 4 6.7 5 4.2 

Widow/widower 6 10 2 3.3 8 6.7 

Total  60 100 60 100 120 100 

Household Size       

1 – 5  34 56.7 24 40 58 48 

6 – 10  18 30 20 33.3 3.8 31.7 

11 – 15  6 10 10 16.7 16 13.3 

Above 15  2 3.3 6 10 8 6.7 

Total 60 100 60 100 120 100 

Educational level      

No formal edu 3 5 18 30 21 17.5 

P/ school 8 13.5 10 16.7 18 15 

S/ school 27 45 20 33.3 47 38.2 

OND/NCE 15 25 9 15 24 20 

HND/Degree 6 10 3 5 9 7.5 

Total 60 100 60 100 120 100 

Farming experience      

< 10 28 46.7 21 33.3 49 40.8 

10 – 15  19 31.7 14 23.3 33 27.5 

16 – 20  9 15 18 30 27 22.5 

Above 20 4 6.6 7 13.3 11 9.2 

Total 60 100 60 100 120 100 

Extension visits       

Yes 20 33.3 34 56.7 54 45 

No 40 66.7 26 43.7 66 55 

Total 60 100 60 100 120 100 

Membership of Social organization     

Yes 60 100 60 100 120 100 

No 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total 60 100 60 100 120 100 

Source: Field survey, 2020 
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3.2  Differences in mean farm asset value between off-farm and non-farm income earners. 

Table 2 below presents the level and differences in farm asset value between off-farm and non-off-

farm income earners. The table revealed a total asset value of 69,023,761 for livestock farmers in 

the study area. Of this, non-off-farm income earners had an asset value of 33,967,921 (49.2%) 

while off-farm income earners had an asset value of 35,055,840 (50.8%). The result of the 

differences in mean farm asset value reveals no significant difference in mean asset value between 

both categories of income earners. This finding is surprising and contrary to apriori expectation 

because off-farm income earners were expected to leverage on off-farm income and boost their 

asset base. However, this might be an indication that a greater part of the off-farm income earned 

by off-farm participants was not invested/ploughed back to the livestock farming sub-sector. This 

study confirms the assertion of Anderson (2005) that a good part of off-farm income is not often 

employed in the off-farm sector.  It also corroborated Bassey, et al., (2015) and Obike, et al., 

(2011) who reported that about 92.86 and 94.13 percentages of income generated off-farm in the 

study area and Abia State, respectively, were not ploughed back into farming, but rather used to 

meet family needs and other households’ obligations.  Also, the non –significant difference in 

mean income between both categories of income earners contradicted the findings of   Bassey, et 

al., (2016) 

Table 2: Differences in farm asset between off-farm and non- off-farm livestock income 

earners 

Household 

Category 

Asset value As % of 

total 

Mean asset 

value 

SD Mean 

difference 

F-cal 

Non-off farm 

participants 

33,967,921 492 566,132,132.2 434,662.3 -18,131.8  

 

0.1558 Off-farm 

participants 

35,055,840 50.8 584264 466821.46  

Total farm 

asset value 

69,023,761 100     

Non-off farm asset as percentage of total farm asset = 49.2% Grand mean = 575, 198 

Off-farm assets as percentage of total farm asset = 50.8%   

Source: Field Survey, 2020 

3.3  Inequality in farm assets formation among livestock farmers in the study area 

Table 3 (a, b and c) presents the result of the Gini coefficient which was employed to examine the 

inequality in farm asset accumulation by livestock farmers in the study area.  The result of the 

pooled data in Table 5a revealed a Gini coefficient of 0.787 implying that there was inequality in 

asset accumulation among livestock farmers in the study area. The disparity in asset 

accommodation affirmed the existence of fluctuating income among farmers in the study area. 

However, the value of the Gini co-efficient (0.787) obtained was higher than the 0.50 benchmark 

given by Bellick & Liberati (2006). 

 

Further examination of the inequality in asset formation between off-farm and non-off-farm 

income earners shown in Table 3b and 3c below revealed a Gini coefficient of 0.0789 and 0.784 

for non-off-farm and off-farm income earners, respectively. This implied that though there was 

high inequality in asset formation among both groups of income earners, off-farm income earners 

had greater equality (GC = 0.784) than their non-off-farm income earners counterparts (GC – 

0.789). This finding attests to the effect of off-farm income in stabilizing farm asset accumulation 

in the study area 
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Table 3a: Inequality in farm asset among livestock farmers in the study area (pooled) 

Farm asset value Frequency X Household value of asset Y XY 

Less than 200,000 7 0.05 1,296,400 0.02 0.501 

200,000 – 400,000 15 0.13 4,890,000 0.05 0.007 

401,000 – 600,000 22 0.18 11,500,000 0.14 0.025 

601,000-800,000 39 0.33 27,970,000 0.32 0.106 

801,000-1,00,000 24 0.20 21,800,000 0.25 00.050 

Above 1,000,000 13 0.11 18.600,000 0.22 0.024 

Total 120 1.00 86,056,400 1.00 0.213 

          GC=1-0.213= 0.787 

Table 3b: Inequality in farm asset among non- off farm income earners in the study area 

Farm asset value Frequency X- Household value of capital Y XY 

Less than 20,000 4 0.07 720,000 0.02 0.001 

201,000 – 400,000 6 0.10 2,100,000 0.05 0.005 

401,000 – 600,000 12 0.20 6,000,000 0.14 0.028 

601,000 – 800,000 20 0.33 14,100,000 0.33 0.109 

801,000 – 1,000,000 10 0.17 9,200,000 0.22 0.037 

Above 1,000,000 8 0.13 10,200,000 0.24 0.031 

Total 60 1.00 42,320,000 1.00 0.211 

              GC = 1 – 0.211 = 0.789 

Table 3c: Inequality in farm asset among off –farm income earners in the study area 

Farm asset value Frequency X Household value of capital Y XY 

Less than 20,000 3 0.05 576,400 0.01 0.001 

201,000 – 400,000 9 0.15 2790,000 0.06 0.009 

401,000 – 600,000 10 0.17 5,500,000 0.13 0.022 

601,000 – 800,000 19 0.32 13,870,000 0.32 0.102 

801,000 – 1,000,000 14 0.23 12, 600,000 0.29 0.067 

Above 1,000,000 5 0.08 8,400,000 0.19 0.015 

Total 60 1.00 43,736,400 1.00 0.216 

           GC = 1 - 0.211 =  0.784 

4.0  Factors affecting farm asset formation by livestock farmers 

Table 4 presents the result of the multiple regression analysis that was employed to estimate 

factors influencing asset formation by livestock farmers in the study area. Of the 3 functional 

farms (Linear, double log and semi-log) that were estimated, the linear form was chosen as the 

lead equation using the number of significant variables, F statistic and the conformity of the 

sign of estimated co-efficient to apriori expectation. The lead equation yielded an R2 value of 

0.678, implying that above 67.08% of the variability in the asset of livestock farmers was 

explained by the exploratory variables included in the model. The F statistic value of 4.003 

which was significant at the 5% level denoted the overall significance of the estimated model. 

From the result, the co-efficient for credit access and farm size were significant at 5% 

probability levels, implying that farm asset formation will increase with increasing access to 



N. E. Bassey, et al.  AJAFS 5 (3) (2021) 35-46 

43 
 

credit and with larger farm sizes. The significant of credit access is expected because access to 

credit will foster their acquisition of more tangible production assets and enable them to finance 

their livestock production activities, including investment in yield improvement research that 

will boost their farm production and income. The plausible explanation for the significant 

positive relationship between farm size and asset formation is that large size farms will require 

large farm assets to sustain them. Hence livestock farmers with large farm size will always 

strive harder in sourcing funds and other assets to meet their farm carrying capacity. Such farms 

usually leverage her large size to secure credit from a formal financial institution. 

Considering the household size, its coefficient was negative and significantly related to farm 

asset accumulation at the 10% level. This indicated that an increase in household size will 

reduce farm asset accumulation. This is in line with theoretical postulation because large 

household sizes will imply huge domestic commitments. The implication is that farm income 

that would have been invested in procuring farm assets might be channeled into solving 

domestic problems. A study by Okon, et al., (2017) showed that farmers with huge household 

sizes demand more credit than their counterparts 

The variables for total farm income and off-farm employment were positive and significant at 1 

and 5 percent respectively denoting that farm asset will increase with increasing total farm 

income and participation in off-farm employment. The significant of total farm income is 

justified in that livestock farmers with large farm income will in addition to ploughing back this 

income into the farm will also venture into other productivity-enhancing activities that will 

further boost their productivity and income. Such farm income can be used to expand the farm-

scale of operation by acquiring more tangible farm assets. Also, the plausible justification for 

the significance of participation in off-farm work is that additional income gotten from off-farm 

can be used to acquire more livestock (farm) production assets and to solve numerous 

household’s domestic problems thereby reducing financial pressure of the farm household on 

farm income. The implication here is that there’s likely going to be a drastic reduction in the 

amount of farm net revenue that will be channeled into solving farming household’s problems. 

Harris et al., (2010) reported that the presence of additional income in the farming household 

relaxes budgetary constraints. Babatunde (2008) also reported that off-farm income supplement 

and boost farm and total household income. 
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Table 4: Result of multiple regression estimates for the determinant of farm asset 

formation by livestock farmers 

Variable Linear (L) Semi log Double log 

Intercept -64.36(2.11) -2664.32 -0.32 (-1.062) 

Age of farmer -13.442(0.936) -119.178 (1.242) 0.1154 (0.723) 

Access to credit 34.381 (2.45) ** 199.286 (0.912) - 

Farming experience -0.589 (0.943) 29.112 (0.063) 0.186(1.464) 

Farm size 9.778 (2.03) ** -144.053 (1.024) 0.536 (4.312) *** 

Educational level 8.751 (0.448) 44.718 (1.89) * 0.226 (3.214) ** 

Extension visit 29.648 (1.37) 137.289 (0.064) 0.581 (-0.721) 

Household size -1.938 (1.932) * 32.187 (2.430) ** -0.167 (-1.117) 

Marital status 0.532 (1.114) 1.745 (0.597) - 

Member of social organization 1.372 (1.116) 0.835 (1.332) 0.017 (2.32) ** 

Total farm income 0.148(3.114) *** -22.393 (-0882) 0.6264 (1.043) 

Off-farm work Participation -3.899(2.583) ** 1.196 (1.903) * - 

Sex of livestock farmer -0.003 (0.432) 0.0054 (0.0003) - 

R2 0.412 0.384 0.678 

F-cal 1.944* 1.237 4.003** 

L signifies the lead equation. Source: output of STATA software 

 

5.0 Conclusion and recommendations 

The study has shown that off-farm income earners had higher farm assets than their non-off-farm 

income earner’s counterparts.  Findings have also shown that there was high asset inequality 

among livestock farmers that was more severe among non-off-farm income earners. The study 

further revealed that asset formation by livestock farmers was affected by a set of farmer’s 

socioeconomic characteristics. Hence, future policies aimed at boosting farm asset formation 

should be anchored on enhancing off-farm participation, promoting the investment of off-farm 

income in the livestock sector as well as addressing issues that border on farmers socioeconomic 

characteristics 

The following recommendations are offered based on the findings of the study 

(i) Findings showed that income inequality was more severe among non-off-farm income earners 

than off-farm income earners. Hence, to reduce income inequality, policies that will boost 

livestock farmer’s income should be pursued. Such policies include enhancing access to 

livestock production inputs, encouraging the processing of livestock and other value-added 

practices as well as enhancing access to marketing facilities 

 

(ii) Results also showed that a larger part of the off-farm income earned by livestock farmers was 

not invested in livestock sectors. To address this, policies that will reduce household domestic 

pressure on off-farm income should be pursued. Such policies should be directed towards the 

reduction of household size through child spacing and other family planning sensitization. 
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(iii)Also, farm asset formation was found to increase with increasing access to credit, larger farm 

sizes and participation in off-farm work and decline with increasing household sizes. 

Therefore, policies that will enhance credit access, promote access to larger farm sizes and 

reduce household sizes should be pursued. To enhance access to credit, livestock farmers 

should be informed on the availability of low-interest long term credit sources. They should 

also be educated on the need to obtain appropriate legal tittles on the production assets as this 

will enable them to mortgage such assets for loans. The formation of cooperatives can equally 

be encouraged among them. Since farm size was measured by the value of processing 

equipment owned, it can be increased by enhancing the acquisition of tangible processing 

equipment through the establishment of equipment leasing centres, access to credit and 

establishment of local equipment fabrication centres.  Also, household size can be reduced 

through series of awareness campaigns on birth controls and child spacing while participation 

in off-farm work can be increased by promoting educational attainment and acquisition of 

other forms of skills that can enhance chances of employment off-farm. 
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