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__________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Abstract 

Many Nigerian farmers struggle to fund their enterprises because of inadequate savings and for any meaningful 

investment to be achieved; a sound saving mobilization has to be pursued. Thus, this study analyzed the 

determinants of saving and investment strategies among poultry farmers in Kwara state Nigeria. Using the list of 

350 registered poultry farmers in the state, 175 farmers were randomly selected for the study. Descriptive statistics, 

binary logistics and multiple linear regressions are the analytical tools utilized. The pattern of savings showed that 

more than 58.5% of the respondents make savings with commercial banks. The result further indicated that the 

average value of investment of the respondents stood at ₦718,312.7 per cycle. The pattern of investment indicated 

that poultry business took the highest percentage of 45.28. Furthermore, the regression analysis revealed that the 

coefficient of education, poultry size, number of mortalities, savings and amount of loan obtained were statistically 

significant factors influencing investment in poultry farming. On the other hand, poultry farming experience, farm 

income, amount of nvestment and loan obtained are the major determinants of savings. The major constraints 

hindering savings among poultry farmers are distance to savings institution, lack of confidence in banking sector and 

poor savings habit. On the other hand, outbreak of pest and disease, poor market structure, insufficient capital are 

the major bottlenecks hindering investments in the area.The study recognized the need for mass education and 

enlightenment campaign for mobilizing savings and intimating the farmers on investment opportunities. Policies and 

straegies aimed at providing timely formal and informal loans to poultry farmers should be vigorously pursued. 
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Introduction 

Agriculture is significant for job creation, 

income generation and supply of essential raw 

materials for industrial growth and development. 

Nevertheless, the country's agricultural 

capabilities remain largely untapped, leading to 

significant consequences for food security and 

the sustainable growth of the economy. The 

inadequate development of agriculture is a 

concerning issue, especially in how it impacts 

savings mobilization and investment strategies 

(Uneze, 2012). Savings is income that is not 

immediately spent on the acquisition of goods 

and services (Bamidele, 2014). The motivations 

behind saving include preparing for 

emergencies, funding education, setting aside 

funds for vacations, ensuring financial security 

for future goals, homeownership, retirement 

planning, accounting for average life 

expectancy, and acquiring luxury items (Sood 

and Kaur, 2015). In contrast, investment 

involves the allocation of resources with the aim 

of augmenting future income or output (Barau, 

2012). The primary objectives of investments 

encompass funding children's education, 

financing marriages, ensuring post-retirement 

security, and providing a safety net for 

unforeseen financial circumstances. Investments 

also serve as a means to mitigate future risks 

(Chaudhary and Gyamfi,  2015). The inclusion 

of savings and investment initiatives in 

development strategies has the potentials to 
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fodter resource allocation, enhance equitable 

distribution of income and facilitate cost 

recovery. 

 

Many poultry farmers in Nigeria face significant 

challenges in funding their operations due to 

their limited access to credit, low savings, risks 

and uncertainties and adverse weather 

conditions.  Consequently, production and 

productivity are low. In response, many of these 

farmers find  alternative sources  for saving and 

investment capital, such as cooperatives and 

other informal financial institutions (Achoja, 

2012).  Odoemenem, et al. (2015), observed that 

farmers utilize informal financial channels to 

aggregate savings for the advancement of their 

rural communities. The study revealed that 

poultry farmers prefer these informal financial 

institutions because they provide access to loans 

that are otherwise unavailable from formal 

financial institutions due to the absence of 

collateral. 

Increased interest on financial savings in 

developing nations, particularly in rural areas 

among impoverished farming households, has 

emerged in recent decades among development 

economists, governments, and international 

donor organizations. Consequently, many 

poultry farmers in Nigeria, are unable to access 

the non-corporate sector's potential savings 

because of low productivity, unsound financial 

institutions, instruments, and policies (Haruna, 

2011). Thus, this study examines the 

determinants of saving and investment strategies 

among poultry farmers in Kwara State, Nigeria. 

 

Materials and Methods 

Study location: The study area is Kwara State.  It 

is situated between approximately latitude 8'30 

and 8'50N and longitude 4'20 and 4'35 E, relative 

to the equator. The state covers a land area of 

36,825 square kilometers and shares its borders 

with the Republic of Benin to the west, Niger 

State to the north, Kogi State to the east, and 

Ekiti, Osun, and Oyo states to the south. The 

state has 16 LGAs with a population of  about 

3.million people (NPC, 2016). This population 

size represents approximately 1.69% of the 

nation's total population, with population growth 

and socioeconomic development largely 

dependent on immigration. in North Central 

Nigeria, Kwara State spans 36,825 square 

kilometers and is home to a total of Situated 350 

registered poultry farmers. Agricultural is the 

primary occupation of the people in the state and 

is being practiced majorly by the rural 

population.  

 

Sampling Method and Sample size: Data for this 

study were gathered from primary sources using 

a well-structured questionnaire and interview 

schedules. The sampling framework relied on 

the roster of registered poultry farmers in Kwara 

State, sourced from the Poultry Association of 

Nigeria (PAN), Kwara State chapter. Out of the 

350 registered poultry farmers listed, a simple 

random selection was employed to choose 176 

poultry farmers across five LGAs as indicated in 

Table1. 

 

Analytical Techniques: To provide insights into 

the socioeconomic characteristics, investment 

and savings patterns, and to identify the 

constraints impeding savings and investments in 

the study area, descriptive statistical tools such 

as frequency, percentage and mean were 

employed. Multiple linear regression was used to 

determine factors influencing investments. The 

model is specified as: 

 

Z= b0 + b1X1 +b2X2 +b3X3 +b4X4 +b5X5 + b6X6 

+b7X7+b8X8+b9X9+ b10X10+ei                                       

Where;  

Z= Investment in poultry per cycle (₦)   

X1= Savings (₦)    

X2= Age (Years)   

X3=Birds’mortality rate per production cycle 

(%)   

 X4= Poultry farms size (number of birds)   

X5= Farm income (₦)   

 X6= Farming experience (Years)   

X7= Education (Years)  

 X8= Household size (Number)  

X9= Amount of loan obtained within the last 

five years (₦) X10 = Interest on loan obtained 

within the last 5 years (%)   

ei = Error term    

b0 = intercept (or constant)    b1, b2 … b10 = ith 

coefficient corresponding to X1, X2 … X10 

Binary logistic regression was employed to 

determine factors influencing savings among 
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poultry farmers in the area. The model is given 

as: 

 

Y= b0 + b1X1 +b2X2 +b3X3 +b4X4 +b5X5 + b6X6 

+b7X7+b8X8+b9X9+ b10X10+ei                          

Where; Y= saving strategies 1=institution, 0= 

non institution   

X1= Total investment per cycle (₦)   

X2= Age (Years)   

X3= Education (Years)   

X4= Total mortality rate per cycle (%)    

X5= Poultry farm size (number of birds)   

X6= Farm income (₦)   

X7= Farming experience (number of years)   

X8= Household Size (Number of Occupants)  

X9= Amount of loan obtained(naira)  

X10= Interest rate on loan Obtained within the 

last 5 years (%)  

ei = Error term β0 = intercept  

(or constant)   b1, b2 … b10 = ith coefficient 

corresponding to X1, X2 … X10. 

 

Results and Discussion 

Socioeconomic features of poultry farmers: 

Table 2 reveals that 18.4% of the respondents 

were between the ages of 1 and 30 years, 73.3% 

of the respondents were between 31 and 60 years 

of age, while 8.3%  were between 61 and 90 

years of age. The mean age of the respondents 

was 45.6 years. This portrays that most of the 

farmers were still in their active and productive 

age. This agrees with the findings of Nwoke, 

(2016). Moreso (61%) of the poultry farmers 

were males, while 39% were females. This 

implies that we have more males in poultry 

industry than their females’ counterpart.  This 

could be because males are able to work harder 

and are likely to generate more income for the 

family, which might lead to more savings. 

Furthermore, 80.4% of the respondents had 

household size between 1 and 10 members; the 

mean household size was 6 persons. In addition, 

9.7% of the respondents had primary school 

education, 34.7% had secondary school 

education; 2.3% of the respondents had no 

formal education, 50.6% had post-secondary 

education and 2.84% had adult class education. 

This indicates that most of poultry farmers in the 

study area had one form of education or the 

other, with large number having post-secondary 

education. Moreover, 90% of the respondents 

were married, while 10.0% were single. This 

means that poultry business is highly dominated 

by married individuals. About, 27.2% of the 

respondents had spent not more than 10 years in 

poultry farming, 64.2% spent between 11 and 

20years, while 8.5% of the respondents spent 

between 21 and 30 years in poultry farming. The 

average year of experience of the respondents 

was 9 years. This implies that most of the 

farmers are well experienced in poultry 

business.. 

 

Savings and investment patterns of the 

respondents: The distribution of the respondents 

based on savings shows that about 91% of the 

respondents make savings while 9.09% claimed 

otherwise (Tanle 3). The result indicated that 

most of the poultry farmers in the study area 

save part of their income. Savings will aid 

investment ceteris paribus. This is in line with 

the findings of Emmanuel et al; (2015),  who 

suggested that the level of savings affects the 

level of  income and vice versa.   

 

Distribution of respondents by mode of savings 

mostly preferred: Table 4 shows that 58.5% of 

the respondents mostly prefer savings with 

banks, 23.3% make savings with daily/monthly 

contribution (Ajo) while 32% save part of their 

respective income at home. It further reveals that 

32.4% of the farmers save not more than 

N100,000 annually, 15.3% claimed that they 

have savings ranging between N201,000 and 

N300,000, 13.6% save between N101,000 and 

N200,000, 13% save between N301,000 and 

N400,000 and only 8.5% saved between 

N401,000 and N500,000 annually. The mean 

savings of the poultry farmers stood at 

N325,986.9.   

 

Distribution of respondents by investment 

pattern: The distribution of investments made by 

the respondents indicates an average value of 

investment of ₦718,312.7 (Table 5). Poultry 

business took the highest percentage of 45.3; this 

was followed by trade expansion with 29.6%; 

infrastructure took 14.3% of the total amount of 

investment and about 11% was spent on 

education of the children. The result portrays 

that most of the respondents re-invest their 

income in poultry farming in the study area. 
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Factors affecting investment in poultry: Table 6, 

shows a R
2 

value of 0.6525 indicating that the 

independent variables significantly explained the 

dependent variable to the tune of 65%. 

Furthermore, the coefficient of education, 

number of mortalities, savings and amount of 

loan obtained were found to be statistically 

significant factors explaining investment in 

poultry farming in the study area (Table 6).  

Human capital is an important factor influencing 

the adoption of innovation, it is key to decision 

making and influence investment in agriculture. 

The result shows that the coefficient of 

education was positive and significant at 5% 

level. This shows that poultry farmers with 

higher education are more likely to invest more 

than those with less education.  This is in line 

with the findings of Emmanuel et al; (2015) who 

suggested that  the level of education  has direct 

impact on farmer’s capacity to save and invest. 

The number of mortalities recorded in a 

production cycle also influences investment in 

poultry farming. Poultry farming is an enterprise 

with high risk as most of the poultry birds are 

susceptible to pest and diseases. The coefficient 

of mortalities was significant and negatively 

related to investment; the result indicated that 

increase in mortalities will lead to decrease in 

investment in poultry by 0.640589.This is in line 

with the findings of Achoja, (2012). The 

coefficient of savings showed positive and 

significant relationship with investment. This 

suggests that a unit increase in savings will 

increase investment in poultry by 0.2898518, if 

other factors are held constant.The result implies 

that poultry farmers with highersavings are more 

likely to invest more than those with low 

savings.  This is in line with the findings of 

Nwibo and Mbam (2013), who suggested that 

increase in savings and incomes may have 

positive impact on the level of investments. 

Access to credit facilities is important in poultry 

farming. The cost implication of production in 

the industry is considerably high and most 

farmers in the industry require credit from 

external source to sustain production..This is in 

tandem with the findings of Vosanka and Alam, 

(2015). 

 

 

Determinants of savings among poultry farmers:   

The R-Square value reveals that 46% of the 

dependent variables were explained by the 

independent variables included in the model 

(Table 7). The coefficient of farm income was 

significant at 10% level. The result indicated that 

a unit increase in farm income will raise 

probability of the farmers to save more in 

savings institution by 0.6032845. The result 

indicated that an increase in farm income will 

increase the chance of the farmers to save in 

saving institution than those with lesser farm 

income. The result agrees with the findings of 

Obalola et al., (2018). The size of the farm is 

also an important factor enhancing savings in 

poultry farming. Poultry farming involve a lot of 

investment and adequate savings are necessary 

to enhance the scale of poultry production. This 

suggests that poultry farmers with large poultry 

size tend to save more than those with smaller 

farm size. This result agrees with the findings of 

Falola et al., (2022). Furthermore, the result 

reveals that unit increase in the household size 

will increase the likelihood of the farmers to 

have institutional savings. This implies that 

poultry farmers with large household size mostly 

prefer institutional savings.This agree with the 

findings of Yinusa (1991) which found out that 

the larger the household size, the higher the 

propensity to save. Moreover, investments are 

found to be positively related to saving. This 

implies that a unit increase in investment will 

lead to an increase in the level of savings. Lastly, 

the amount of loan obtained from lending 

institutions also influences the decision to save. 

The result showed that a unit increase in the 

amount of loan obtained by the farmers will 

increase the probability of the farmers’ to saving 

in savings institutions. The finding corresponds 

with the work of Magali (2013) which showed 

that the amount of loan obtained significantly 

influenced savings. The coefficient of age was 

negative. This implies, older poultry farmers are 

less likely to have institutional savings than 

younger farmers (Obalola et al., 2018) 

 

Conclusion 

Efficient incorporation of savings and 

investment initiatives within development 

strategies has the potential to enhance resource 

allocation, foster equitable income distribution, 
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mitigate credit delivery challenges, and facilitate 

cost recovery. As such, this research explored   

the socio-economic attributes of poultry farmers, 

an investigation into their investment and 

savings practices, an analysis of the factors 

impacting investments among farmers, and an 

examination of the determinants affecting 

savings behaviors among poultry farmers in the 

study region. Most of the respondents are young 

and still in active and productive year. Majority 

of the respondents were married with moderately 

low literacy level.. A significant proportion of 

poultry farmers deposit their earnings in a 

variety of financial institutions, both formal and 

informal. The result indicated that the coefficient 

of education, poultry size, number of mortalities, 

savings and amount of loan obtained were 

statistically significant factors influencing 

investment in poultry farming in the area. While, 

household size, poultry size, farm income and 

investment are the drivers of savings in the area. 

The result indicated that an increase in level of 

education will increase savings and investments.  

 

The study recommends that efforts should be 

made by the government to sensitize poultry 

farmers on the value of education. Moreover, the 

amount of loans obtained significantly 

influences investment in the study area; 

therefore, effort should be made by relevant 

agencies to provide timely credit facilities to 

poultry farmers. This will aid savings and 

investments and invariably increase production. 
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Table1.  Distribution of the respondents by LGAs 

S/N LGAs Villages  No of respondents  

1 Ilorin East Oke Oyi 45 

2 Asa  Afon, 

Laduba 

15 

26 

3 Offa  Offa 28 

4 Moro Malete,  

Shao 

20 

18 

5. Ifelodun Share 24 
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Table 2:  Socioeconomic characteristics of poultry farmers (n =176) 

 

Characteristics             Frequency (F)   Percentage (%)   Mean (Std. Dev)   

Age (Years)  

1-30  

31-60  

61-90  

Age  

 

32                              

129  

15  

 

18.41  

73.29  

8.3  

 

45.6 (8.885416)  

 

 

Male  

Female  

Household size          

1-10                                     

11-20   

Educational level  

Primary Education                  

Secondary Education  

Tertiary Education  

Adult Education  

Quranic Education  

Marital Status  

Married  

Single   

Poultry Farm Experience  

1-10  

11-20  

21-30  

Bird’s Mortality  

1-50  

51-100  

101-150  

Source of Income  

Farming   

Off farm  

 107  

 69  

 

 142  

  34  

 

 17  

61  

89  

5  

4  

 

158  

18  

 

113  

48  

15  

 

112  

43    

21                              

 

74  

23                              

60.80  

39.20  

 

80.4  

19.6  

 

9.66  

34.66  

50.57  

2.84  

2.27  

 

89.77  

10.23  

 

64.21  

27.27  

8.52  

 

63.64  

24.43  

11.93  

 

42.29  

13.14  

 

 

 

5.92 (1,809319)  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

8.9(4.938107)  

Source:  Field survey, 2022  

 

 

Table 3:  Distribution of respondents by savings(n=176) 

 

Savings                                 Frequency                                   Percentage     

 Yes                                             160                                              90.91   

 No                                               16     9.09   

Total                                           176    100.00   

Source:  Field survey, 2022 
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Table 4:  Distribution of respondents by mode of savings  (n=176) 

Mode of savings  

Bank   

    Frequency           Percentage   

        103                58.5     

Ajo         41                23.3   

At home           32                18.2    

Source: Field survey, 2022   

 

 

Table 5:  Distribution of respondents by amount saved  (n=176) 

Savings  Frequency  Percentage     Mean (Std. Dev)  

 

1-100000              57   32.39   325,986.9 (223489.8)   

101000 – 200000   24   13.64    

201000 – 300000   27   15.34    

301000 – 400000   23   13.07    

401000 – 500000   15   8.52    

500000- 600000    30   17.05    

  

Source:  Field survey, 2022 

 

 

Table 6:  Distribution of respondents by investment pattern   

Investment pattern  Values   Percentage   

Education   78,100   10.87   

Infrastructure   102,482.8   14.27   

Other business   212,458.3   29.58   

Poultry business   325,271.6   45.28   

 

 

Table 7:   Factors affecting investment in poultry farming   

Variables  Coefficient  Std. Err                      T-value  

Age   -0.0096422   0.0160883        -0.60    

Education   0.0189088   0.0089729        2.11**     

Household size   -0.0476137   0.074693        -0.64      

Poultry farm size 0.0000781   0.0000438        1.78    

Mortality   -0.640589   0.2729521       -2.34**       

Experience   0.0255139   0.0187122        1.36     

Farm income   -0.3327601   0.294579       -1.13      

Savings   0.2898518   0.1416143        2.04**    
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Loan obtained   0.3715165   0.1809377        2.05**      

Interest on loan obtained   0.0635071   0.1959331        0.32    

Constant    9.964493   3.496859        2.85    

Diagnostic  

Number of obs 
 

 

  176   

 

 

 

 

 

 

F(19, 157)               8.88      

Prob> F               0.0000    

R-squared              0.6525    

      

Source:  Field Survey, 2022 *** significant at 1%, ** significant at 5%, * significant at 10% 

 

 

Table 7:  Determinants of savings among poultry farmers   

Variables   Coefficient  Std. Err     T-

value 

 Marginal effect  

Age    -0.1236059   0.0765983       -1.61      -0.005183   

Education    0.0173494   0.1249389        0.14     0.0006386   

Household size    0.9840106   0.4127815        

2.38**   

  0.0362193 

Poultry  size    0.425489   0.2165696        1.96 *     0.0000992 

Mortality    -0.012598   0.0124632        -1.01     -0.0006107   

Experience    0.2096523   0.2063503        1.01    0.0040201  

Farm income    0.6032845   0.305675        1.97*       0.0243193 

Investment    0.637802   0.327053        1.95*       0.010319  

Loan obtained    0.211232   0.301203         0.70      0.9034275  

Interest on loan obtained    -0.8145687   0.2149862       -0.86    -0.3813229   

Constant    -8.606599   17.15498   -0.50   0.616    

Diagnostic  

Number of obs 
 

 

   176   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

F(19, 157)               33.86       

Prob> F                0.0002       

Pseudo R
2
    0.4563       

Source:  Field Survey, 2022 *** significant at 1%, ** significant at 5%, * significant at 10 

 


