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ABSTRACT 
In the study, the socio-economic determinant of small ruminants’ production in rural setting in Nigeria 
was investigated.  Structured questionnaire was used for data collection from 120 small ruminants’ 
farmers and analysed with descriptive statistics and regression analysis.  Findings show that older 
farmers (55%) dominated ownership of goats and sheep.  Semi intensive system was still practiced 
with majority dependent on forage grazing for the animals.  Major identified problems constraining 
small ruminant production included lack of capital/credit, land, pests/diseases and feed shortage.  A 
regression analysis result showed that certain socio-economic variables such as income, years of 
rearing experience and educational level had direct impact on small ruminant production (R2=0.78).  
The findings suggest that improved small ruminant production could be achieved by giving considera-
tions to those significant variables; creating enabling environment through the provision of micro-credit 
and extension services to ameliorate the problems faced by the farmers. 
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INTRODUCTION 
In most developing countries, the owner-
ship of small ruminants varied from house-
holds, farmers with mixed farming activities 
to some landless agriculture migrant work-
ers.  Sheep and goats are kept around the 
homestead or on small farms in villages and 
small towns. For instance, in Northern Ni-
geria, sheep are kept by pastoralists who 
depend on very large herds of small rumi-
nant for one attribute or the other.  Doward 
et al. (2005) noted the contributions of live-
stock to rural economies in the form of 
providing for subsistence consumption; 
supporting complementary activities such as 
the provision of draft power or manure; 

buffering against seasonality in income from 
other activities; and providing some assets.  
Shackleton et al. (2000) observed that even 
non-owners of livestock in the communities 
could benefit from them by collecting dung 
for free and receiving gifts in the form of 
milk and meat and also ploughing services. 
  
Goat and sheep have been classified as me-
dium sized herbivores and ruminants.  Ac-
cording to Aliyu (1999) they were probably 
among the first animals to be domesticated 
by man and were used as food.  According 
to Rege (1996) and Ojoye (2006), indigenous 
sheep and goat breeds constitute over 90 
percent of the small ruminant population in 
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Africa.  Generally, small ruminants are 
highly adaptable to a broad range of envi-
ronment, require less capital investment in 
building houses and buying other materials 
required for their upkeep, space and main-
tenance (Iyiegbuniwe, 2003).  The distribu-
tion of small ruminant animals (sheep and 
goats) varied according to climate manage-
ment systems and their susceptibility to dis-
ease in their environment (FAO 2003; 
Okunlola 1991 and ILCA 1983).  Various 
breeds of sheep and goats exist but the 
West African Dwarf (WAD) which is hardy 
and strong is common in Northern Nigeria.  
Goat and sheep were spread all over Nige-
ria before the independence in 1960 and 
WAD types dominated the forest and de-
rived savannah (Holme and Sheperd, 2003).  
In Southwestern Nigeria, small ruminants’ 
production is of secondary importance to 
crop production hence, small ruminants are 
widely distributed among the rural popula-
tions.  Smallholder’s ruminant farmers lack 
access to land, capital and labour while   
opportunities to earn off-farm income are 
limited. 
 
From the socio-economic perspective, small 
ruminant production is a source of invest-
ment and instrument against disaster 
(Okunlola, 2002).  Small ruminants are used 
in ceremonial feasting and payment of so-
cial dues.  In the religious circle, sheep are 
used by Muslims to fulfill religious obliga-
tion and goats as a source of protein.  Aliyu 
(1999) posited that small ruminants play an 
important role in the economic life of the 
small holder farmers, converting low cost 
inputs to high value products (meat, milk 
and skin).  The socio-economic characteris-
tics of small ruminant farmers in the study 
area is essential in order to answer the ques-
tion as to whether they are to adopt and 
sustain livestock farming in their efforts to 

ensure food security and income generation.  
The objective of the study was to identify 
socio-economic determinants of small rumi-
nant’s production among farmers in Osun 
state, Nigeria.  Specifically, the study ex-
plored the socio-economic characteristics of 
farmers; ascertained the production system 
of small ruminant; identified the constraints 
to small ruminant production, and deter-
mined the relationship between socio eco-
nomic characteristics and small ruminant 
herd size. 
 

LITERATURE REVIEW 
Many socioeconomic factors appear vitally 
important in small ruminant’s production in 
literature, empirical studies and personal ob-
servations.  Inomi et al. (2006) posited that 
annual income, household size and gender of 
household head are statistically significant 
determinants of the value of flock in small-
holder production.  Gender inequality in 
livestock ownership has traditionally been 
measured in terms of gaps in men’s and 
women’s opportunities and outcomes.  
Ownership and control over assets such as 
land provide benefits to farmers as collateral 
for credit that can be used for investment or 
consumption.  According to Doss, et al. 
(2008), quoting Banerjee and Duflo (2003); 
Barham et al. (1995); Barrett and Carter 
(2005); Birdsall and Londono (1997); Carter 
and Zimmerman (2000) asset inequality, 
combined with market failures, lead to dif-
ferential productivity between the asset poor 
and asset rich.  These create poverty and ine-
quality traps.   
 
In terms of gender and asset ownership, 
women may not receive the benefits of as-
sets held by men, even when they live in the 
same household (Deere and Doss, 2006).  It 
has also been reported by Agarwal (2001) 
that personal endowments (such as educa-
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tional levels, property status) of women and 
social infrastructure determine their partici-
pation in decision making.  Studies by Agar-
wal (1998; 2002); Mason (1998) and Allen-
dorf (2007) found that women who owned 
land had greater say in household decision-
making than women without land.  Grown 
et al., 2005 reported that the UN Millen-
nium Project Task Force on Gender Equal-
ity and Women’s Empowerment recom-
mends that countries and agencies use a 
measure of the gender asset gap, such as the 
incidence of asset ownership by men and 
women, as an indicator of progress toward 
Millennium Development Goals 3.  Educa-
tion is not only related to the ability to ob-
tain and process information, but is often 
conducive to implementing knowledge-
intensive conservation and sustainable agri-
cultural technologies (De Souza Filho, 
1997). 
 
The ability of agro-ecosystem to withstand 
stress and shock, determines the persistence 
or durability of an agro-ecosystem’s produc-
tivity under known or possible conditions. 
According to Conway (1987), sustainability 
is defined as the ability of an agroecosystem 
to maintain productivity when subjected to 
stress or shock.  Stress is a frequent 
(sometimes continuous) relatively small and 
predictable disturbing force that has a large 
cumulative effect.  Examples of stress in 
small ruminant production are lack of capi-
tal and concentrate/fodder.  Alternatively, 
the disturbance can be caused by a shock, 
which is defined as an infrequent, relatively 
large and unpredictable force that has an 
immediate effect.  Examples of shock in 
this case are pests and diseases; livestock 
however could provide safety net when 
crops failed (Dolberg 2001). 
 
In small ruminant production, grazing and 

water are common property resources meant 
for common use of the villagers without in-
dividual ownership rights (Jodha, 1986).  
Consequently, public or common pasture 
ownership has thus been singled out as a 
threat to proper range management (Gilles 
and Jamtgaard, 1981).  Livestock production 
also provides a constant flow of income and 
reduces the vulnerability of livelihoods 
(Birthal and Rao, 2002).  Small ruminant’s 
production being less capital-intensive is an 
important option for small ruminant farmers 
because of its low land requirement, low ini-
tial investment and low operational costs 
(Birthal and Ali, 2005).  
 

METHODOLOGY 
The study was conducted using a sample of 
120 small ruminant farmers in Osun state 
selected through a multi-stage random sam-
pling procedures.  Stage one involved the 
random selection of four out of the 30 Local 
Government Areas (LGAs) in the state.  The 
selected LGAs are Olorunda, Isokan, Odo-
Otin and Atakumosa East (representing 
13%).  Stage two involved random selection 
of three villages from each of the LGA.  The 
final stage involved purposive selection of 10 
small ruminant farmers from each village and 
a total of 30 farmers from each LGA.  Data 
on socio–economic characteristics, produc-
tion systems and constraints were elicited 
using interview guides and analysed with 
both descriptive statistics and regression 
analysis. 
 
Regression Model 
Regression analysis was used to ascertain the 
contributions of selected farmers’ socio-
economic characteristics to small ruminant 
production systems.  The multiple regression 
equation estimated using three functional 
forms namely: linear, semi log and double 
log.  The estimated model is given as: 
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Y = A + b1 X1 + b2 X2+ b3 X3 + b4 X4 + b5 

X5 +. Є  --------------------------------(1) 

where, 

Y = Small ruminant production (herd size) 

A = Constant 

X1    =  Age (in years) 

X2  = Household size (number of people) 

X3  =Income (Nigerian Naira, NGN) 

X4  = Gender of Herd owners (female, 
 male) 
X5  = Rearing experience (in years)  

X6  = Educational level  

Є = error term, assumed to be independ-

ently and normally distributed 

 
The model shows the coefficient of multi-
ple determination (R2), which explains the 
‘goodness of fit’ for the relationship be-
tween the dependent variable and each in-
dependent variables in the equation. 
 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
Table 1 presents the socio-economic char-
acteristics of small ruminant production 
farmers.  Ownership of livestock is an im-
portant source of income and wealth accu-
mulation.  Findings showed that women 
own small ruminants and other backyard 
animals.  Majority of the farmers (70.83%) 
were females.  The mean age of the respon-
dents was 41.21 years and the level of liter-
acy was high (85%).  About half of the 
farmers (50.83%) are Muslim.  The mean 
rearing experience was 6.31 years, the mean 
household size was six persons, the mean 
herd size was nine and the mean income 
was N10, 005 (USD 86.55) implying small-

holders’ characteristics.  Cursory observation 
revealed that goats are more popular than 
sheep.  This may probably be due to the fact 
that goats are perceived to be a lower risk 
investment than sheep.  Majority (72.5%) are 
married.  This may probably explain why in 
sub-Saharan Africa, marriage increase herd 
ownership and may probably be one of the 
common ways for women to gain access to 
land, and their rights to land. 
 
Table 2 shows that a sizeable proportion 
(35%) of the small ruminants was produced 
using extensive system, while most farmers 
(57.50%) employed semi intensive system 
and very few (7.55) practiced intensive sys-
tem.  Goat rearing has implication on the 
environment as it has been shown that inten-
sive and semi intensive systems constitute 
nuisance to the environment than extensive 
system (Okunlola, 2002).  Small ruminants 
are kept around the homestead or on small 
farms without large fodder. Hence, majority 
(72.5%) of the farmers depend on forage 
grazing due to high cost of concentrate.  The 
result has implication for sustainable man-
agement of agroecosystem. 
 
Table 3 presents identified constraints to 
small ruminant production by farmers.  
However, when the constraints were ranked 
in order of severity by farmers, lack of assets 
such as capital/credit (93.33%), lack of ac-
cess to land (90.83%), pests and diseases 
(86.7%) and feed shortage (81.7%) featured 
as most serious constraints.  It has been 
shown that an unequal distribution of land 
could hinder economic growth (Deininger 
and Square, 1998).  Security of land tenure is 
the key to having control over major deci-
sions in agriculture and livestock production: 
what technique to use, which products to sell 
and which to consume are examples.  The 
law of succession influences the distribution 
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of land, the security of tenure and it is often 
a pre-condition for access to capital/credit 
and a key link in the chain from household 
food security production to national food 
security (Hulme and Mckay, 2005).  When 
people have more assets, they experience 
less vulnerability and insecurity in the face 
of risks; conversely, the more assets are 
eroded, the greater is people’s vulnerability 
(Mosher, 2007).  Livestock rearing depends 
on feed concentrate and common grazing 
land which were in short supply.  This as-
sertion was in line with Legesse et al. (2008). 
 
Regression Analysis 
The socio-economic factors hypothesised 
to determine small ruminant herd size have 
been shown to be relevant in previous study 
by Vanslembrouck et al. (2002).  Table 4 
indicates the results of the fitted regression 
estimated from equation 2.  
 
Y = 4.74 + 0.23 (X1) + 0.03(X2) + 0.05(X3) 
+ 0.57(X4) +0.03 (X5) +0.024 (X6)   R2 = 
0.78------ (2) 

(1. 31) (1.40)  (2.64) (3.41) (2.45)   (0.20) 
 
The coefficients of four of the explanatory 
variables, that is, age of the farmers (X1), in-
come (X3), years of rearing experience (X5) 
and educational level (X6) were found to be  
positively significant at α = 1.0, 5.0 and 
10.0%.  The coefficient of multiple determi-
nation R2 was also found to be 0.78, mean-
ing that about 78 per cent variation in small 
ruminant production is explained by the in-
dependent variables identified.  Inomi et al. 
(2006) confirms that income from small-
holder livestock operation have a positive 
and statistically significant effect on im-
proved nutrition, food security and conse-
quently rural poverty reduction.  One expla-
nation that could be offered for the signifi-
cant positive educational level is that high 
literacy could positively affect small ruminant 
herd size (Y). 
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Variables  Categories  Frequency  Percentage  Mean 

 
Note: USD 1.00=NGN115.60 as at September 2008 

Herd ownership  Female    85   70.83 
   Male    35   29.17 
   Total   120   100.0 
Age (years)  less than 30   16   13.33 
   31–40                37   30.84 
   41–50                42   35.00    41.21  
   Above 50   25    20.83 
   Total   120   100.0 
Marital status  Single    29   24.17 
                 Married     87   72.50   
   Widowed    4    3.33 
   Total   120   100.0 
Education   No formal Education   18   15.00 
level   Primary     31    25.83 
   Post Primary    59    49.17  - 
   Post Secondary    12   10.00 
   Total   120   100.0 
Religion   Christianity    54   45.00 
   Islam     61   50.83   
   Traditional     5    4.17 
   Total   120   100.0 
Household  less than 3  18   15.00 
Size   > 4– 6  49   40.84 
   7–9  33   27.50         6.01 
   10–12  16   13.33 
   Above 12   3   2.50 
   Total   120   100.0 
Income /month  less than < 5000  13   10.83 
       (N)    500 – 1000  53   44.17 
   10001–15000  28   23.33 
   15001–20000  17   14.17         N10, 005 
   Above 20,000   9     7.50 
   Total   120   100.0 
Herd size  less than 5  22   18.33 
   6–10  46   38.33 
   11–15  34   28.34            8.94 
   16–20  13   10.83 
   Above 20    5     4.17 
   Total   120   100.0 
Rearing   less than 3  18   15.00 
Experience (years) 4–6  53   44.17 
   7–9  32    26.67  6.31 
   Above 10  17   14.16 
   Total   120   100.0 

Table 1:  Distribution of Farmers by their Socio-economic Characteristics 
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Table 2: Distribution of farmers by small ruminants’ production system 

Variables  Categories  Frequency  Percentage 
 
Rearing methods Extensive  42   35.00 
   Intensive    9     7.50 
   Semi Intensive  59   57.50 
 
Feeding method 
   Concentrate   8     6.67 
   Forage grazing  87   72.50 
   Concentrate and  
   Forage   25    20.83 

Table 3: Constraints to Small Ruminant Production 
S/
N 

Constraints Frequency Percentage Rank 

1. Lack of capital/credit 112 93.33 1st 

2. Socio cultural factors 73 60.33 8th 

3. Poor  management system 69 57.50 10th 

4. Theft of animal 96 80.00 5th 
5. Problem of pests and diseases 104 86.67 3rd 

6. Inadequate supply of labour 72 60.00 9th 

7. Market availability/marketability 83 69.17 7th 

8. Lack of access to drugs 90 75.00 6th 
9. Animal feed shortage 98 81.67 4th 
10. Lack of access to land 109 90.83 2nd 
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CONCLUSION AND  
RECOMMENDATIONS 

The findings of the study suggest that se-
lected socio economic characteristics have 
become linked with small ruminant produc-

tion.  More importantly, possession of small 
ruminants was positively influenced by gen-
der of herd owners, land ownership, access 
to capital. Younger women with less few 
years  experience  reared  goats  and sheep.  
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Notable problems constraining small rumi-
nant production were also identified to in-
clude inputs such as capital/credit, land, 
pests/diseases and shortage of feeds among 
others.   
 
To stem this tide, the study recommends 
that improved small ruminant production 
could be achieved by creating enabling envi-
ronment to ameliorate problems faced by 
farmers.  For instance, farmers cooperative 
could be initiated to offer opportunities to 
members to have access to capital/credit 
and other inputs. 
 
This cooperative should benefit both men 
and women in terms of marketing. Capacity 
building efforts  through this cooperative 
could also raise the awareness, build leader-
ship qualities and also have the function of 
channeling the interests of their members 
by influencing extension services and pro-

ject development. The use of  alternative 
feed resources could be an alternative feed-
ing plan that could mitigate hardship faced in 
small ruminant farming. Future studies could 
explore intra  household  pattern  of  gender  
ownership of small ruminants by location 
and over time. 
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