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Abstract: 
Poverty is multidimensional, enduring and is prevailing not only globally, but also particular cultural, 
political and economic features of a specific country increasing it. The gulf between haves and have-
nots has lingered. Gender disparities, inequality, spatial dimensions, political instability, week 
institutions and lack of spiritual capital causes the poverty. The objective of this study was to 
examine the determinants of poverty among cassava producing households by gender of household 
heads in Odeda local government area of Ogun state. A total of 120 cassava farming household 
comprising of 76 male headed households and 46 female headed households were interviewed using 
structured questionnaire, in obtaining information from them. The study revealed that there is a 
positive relationship between the household size and poverty status for both the female headed 
households and male headed households and also the age of the household head has a negative 
relationship with the poverty status of the female household while farm experience and off farm 
activities were negatively related to the poverty status among the male household. Also, it was found 
out that neither of the households dominates one another in the poverty analysis. It was concluded 
that the household size of both the male and female households is an important determinant of 
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poverty status as it was significant to the poverty status of the respondents. Also age is also an 
important factor which determines the welfare status of the female household heads, that is the more 
the older they grow, the more improved their welfare status will be, that is the lower their chances of 
been poor, it was also concluded that years of experience is an important factor influencing poverty, 
the more experienced the male household are, the lesser the probability of them being poor. It was 
also concluded that the male headed households are poorer than the female headed households in the 
study area. It was therefore recommended that there is a need to intensify family planning services so 
as to improve knowledge and benefits of family planning and also there is need for improvement in 
enhancement of human capital through trough training in life skills and vocations which would help 
stimulate the innate entrepreneurial potentials of the people and expand their income generating 
capacities and become more productive most especially for the female household heads. 

INTRODUCTION  
Poverty is a general phenomenon that is perceived to mean different things to different people at 
different times and places. Ogwumike (2001) defined poverty as a situation where a household or an 
individual is unable to meet the basic necessities of life, which include consumption and non-
consumption items, considered as minimum requirement to sustain livelihood. Ogwumike (2001) and 
Odusola (2001) also referred to poverty as a condition of deprivation which could be in form of 
social inferiority, isolation, physical weakness, vulnerability, powerlessness and humiliation. Also 
Poverty is interpreted not only as lack of income, but more generally as deprivation in various life 
domains. These include financial difficulties, basic needs, housing conditions, durables, health, social 
contacts, participation, and life satisfaction (D'Ambrosio et al, 2009). In more specific terms, poverty 
can be described as the level of deprivation that encompasses shortfalls and inadequacies in basic 
human needs, which prevent people from achieving internationally acceptable level of well-being, 
that is, relative poverty. At the extreme is absolute poverty, which reflects the condition of people 
who live below the poverty line or those that lack income necessary to satisfy basic food needs; and 
those affected are no longer in a position to lead a life worthy of human dignity (Hemmer 1994). 
Poverty in Nigeria is rising with almost more than half of the people living on less than $1 a day 
(Subair, 2012). The percentage of Nigerians living in absolute poverty - those who can afford only 
the bare essentials of food, shelter and clothing - rose to 60.9% in 2010, compared with 54.7% in 
2004 (Subair, 2012). 

Gender according to the N-Agro manual (2017), “refers not only to male and female but to the 
socially constructed roles, behaviours, activities and attributes that a society assigns to both men and 
women. Gender analysis is thus the study of the different roles of women and men in order to 
understand what they do, what resources they have, and what their need and priorities are. Gender 
affects the distribution of resource wealth, work, decision making, political power as well as the 
enjoyment of rights and entitlement within the household (Welch et al., 2000). Women from poor 
farm households engage in a variety of income generating and expenditure saving activities. In some 
cases, these activities supplement contribution by males while in others they are the primary or the 
sole source of household livelihoods (Kabeer, 2003). Women are twice as likely as men to be 
involved in agriculture related activities (Odame et al., 2002). The inter-linkages between gender and 
poverty have also been major issues in the role and effectiveness of policy interventions in poverty 
reduction in developing countries. 

The most disheartening characteristic of Nigerian society today is that most of its members are living 
in a state of destitution while the remaining insignificant minority are living in affluence (Anyanwu 
2010). Poverty in Nigeria is known to have no geographical boundary as it can be seen in the 
Northern, Eastern, Western and Southern area of the country, Nigeria is said to belong to the 
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countries that have the highest rate of poverty (Anyanwu 2010). Policy wise, the results generated 
from this study shall facilitate proper understanding of the determinants of poverty status among 
cassava farmers based on gender. Ultimately, policies that shall reduce poverty level among cassava 
farming household shall be suggested in order to improve the contribution of the commodity to 
economic development.  

Broad Objective 
The main objective of the study is to determine the various household level factors responsible for 
gender poverty among cassava farmers in Odeda local government area of Ogun state. The specific 
objectives are: 

1. Profile the cassava farmers by their poverty and socio economic status. 

2. Determine the incidence, depth and severity of poverty among the male and female 
respondents 

3. Determine the factors driving poverty status of the cassava farmers based on gender. 

4. Assess whether the extent of poverty has increased overtime among male and female headed 
households. 

METHODOLOGY 
A descriptive cross sectional study design was used for this study.This study was carried out in 
Odeda Local Government Area (LGA) of Ogun State. Odeda Local Government is made up of three 
Zones which are Odeda, Ilugun and Opeji zones in which each zones comprises of different farm 
settlements, The Local Government shares boundaries with Ibarapa and Ido Local Government of 
Oyo State in the north and east, while Obafemi/ Owode Local Government to the south and 
west respectively. A multi stage random sampling technique was used for the study. Thereafter, a 
stratified random sampling of cassava farmers (male and female) from each village on sampling 
proportion to size basis was used in order to achieve 120 cassava farmers (in total) from Odeda local 
government area of Ogun state. Primary data was collected through the use of a well-structured 
questionnaire. The logistic regression model was employed in achieving the third objective.  

RESULTS  

Socioeconomics characteristics 

Table 3a: Socioeconomics characteristics of Household Heads 
Description Female HH Male HH 

Age(years) Frequency Percentage Frequency  Percentage 

25-34 0 0 5         6.58         

34-44 6        13.64        15        19.74        

45-54 21 47.73        24        31.58        

55-64 12 27.27        16        21.05        

65-74 5 11.36       13        17.11        

>75 0 0 3         3.95       

Total 

 

44 100 76 100 

Mean 52.29545  52.34211  
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SD 8.171361  12.63176  

Marital Status     

Single 0 0 2 2.63 

Married 2        4.55         66        86.84        

Divorced 10        22.73        0 0 

Widowed 32   72.73       8 10.53       

Total 44 100 76 100 

Educational Status 24 54.55 40 52.63 

No formal Education   24        54.55          40        52.63        

Primary 14        31.82        18        23.68        

Secondary 6        13.64       16        21.05        

Tertiary 0 0 2         2.63       

Total 44 100 76 100 

Mean 

SD 

3.545455    
4.353318 

 4.368421    

5.181614   

 

Household size     

1-4 9        20.45        12        15.79        

5-8 26        59.09        45        59.21        

>8 9 20.45 19        25.00       

Total 44 100 76 100 

Mean 

S.D 

6.636364    
3.155585 

 7.315789     

3.402785 

 

Source: Field survey, 2017 

Table 3b: Socioeconomics characteristics of Household Heads 

Description Female HH Male HH 
 Frequency Percentage Frequency  Percentage 
Farm size (ha)     
0.0-1.0 21        47.73        14        18.42        
1.1-2.0 18        40.91        30        39.47        
2.1-3.0 5        11.36       25        32.89        
>3.0 0 0 7         9.21       
Total 44 100 76 100 
Mean 
S.D 

0.636363 
0.685087 

 2.072368     
1.094544 

 

Cooperative 
group 

    

Yes 11        25.00       51        67.11        
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No 
 

33        75.00        25        32.89       

Total 44 100 76 100 

Household exp 
(PP)(naira) 

    

10001-20000 3         6.38 0 0 
20001-30000 2         4.26        5         6.33         
30001-40000 7        14.89        11        16.46        
>40001 32    74.47       60       77.22       
Total 44 100 76  
Mean 
SD 

47704.55    
14296.82 

 59710.53 
20806.93 

 

Household 
Exp(LP) 

    

10001-20000 8              15.91 6         7.59         
20001-30000 14        31.82        14        17.72        
30001-40000 12      25.00        25        31.65        
>40001 9        27.00        34        43.04       
Total 44 100 76 100 
Mean 
SD 

32931.82    
13558.05 

 39321.05 
12980.8 

 

Farm 
Income(CS) 

    

0-50000 7        15.91        60        78.95 
50001-100000 22        50.00        16        21.05       
>100000 15        34.09       0 0 
Total 44 100 76 100 

Mean 
SD 

81125    
34223.98 

 175071.1     
233513.3 

 

Table 3c: Socioeconomics characteristics of Household Heads 
Description Female HH Male HH 
 Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage 
Farm Income 
(LS) 

    

0-50000 23        52.27        29        38.16        
500001-100000 12        27.27        23        30.26        
>100000 9        20.45       24        31.58       
Total 44 100 76 100 
Mean 
SD 

60545.45    
33265.11    

 126418.4       
183025 

 

Farm experience     

0-20 39        88.64        40        52.63        
21-40 5        11.36       33        43.42        
41-60 0 0 3         3.95       
Total 44 100 76 100 
Mean 15.61364     22.72368      
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SD 6.955727   11.67402 
Off farm 
activities 

    

Yes 22 50 43        56.58       
No 22 50 33        43.42        
Total 44 100 76 100 
Source: Field survey, 2017 
 

Profiling respondents by poverty and socioeconomic status 

Poverty Status of the Farm Households 
In order to achieve this, the poverty lines of the male and female headed households were calculated 
to disaggregate the household into poor and non-poor status. Thereafter, the households were 
profiled based on their poverty status. 

Poverty status of Female and Male household heads 
The poverty line as specified in the methodology was used to define the poverty status and classify 
the cassava farmer into poor and non-poor. The mean monthly per capita household expenditure of 
the farming households were estimated to be #9216.795 while the poverty line was estimated to be 
#6144.53. Result from Table 4.3.2, showed that 68.1% of the female head household were non-poor 
while 31.8% were poor (31.8%). While for the male respondents, 32.89% of the male headed 
household were poor and 67.11% of them were found to be non-poor since their household monthly 
expenditure fell above the constructed poverty line. This implies that in the study area the incidence 
of poverty among the male household heads is slightly higher than that of their female counterparts. 
This result agrees to the findings of Adekoya, (2014) where poverty incidence was found to be 
higher among male headed households (60%) relative to female headed households (58.3%).  
Overall, 32.5% of the respondents were poor that is those whose monthly expenditure fall below the 
poverty line of #6144.53 and the remaining 67.5% of the respondents were non-poor that is they are 
above the poverty line. This implies that 32.5% of the cassava farmers in Odeda local government 
area were poor and were not able to meet up with their required daily needs. This finding was similar 
to Amsalu (2014) where it was estimated that 43% of the cassava farming households sampled were 
classified as poor and not being able to afford their daily needs. 

Table 4. Poverty status of female and male respondents 

Poverty status  Female HH  Male HH  Overall 
Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage Freq % 

Poor 14 31.8 25 32.89 39 32.50 

Non-poor 30 68.1 51 67.11 81 67.50 

Total 44 100.00 76 100.00 120 100.0 

Mean per capita 
expenditure 

₦9216.795      

Poverty line ₦6144.53      

Source: Field survey, 2017 
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Decomposition of Poverty status by socio economic characteristics 
The headcount index which measures the proportion of the population below the poverty line was 
used as an indicator of poverty for this study. Table 5 shows a gender comparison of poverty and the 
socioeconomic characteristics such as age of the household head, marital status, educational status, 
membership of cooperative groups and household size of a household head and that of his/her 
household.  

There was high prevalence of poverty (36%) for those within the age bracket of within 45-54 years 
for both male and female respondents (31.58% and 47.47% respectively), It was also found out that 
for the male respondents that are within the age bracket of 65-74 years, 35-44% of them are poor 
compared with their female counterpart. There was higher prevalence of poverty for lower 
educational attainment of the household heads for the female and male headed households 
respectively and for the female headed households, this implies that education of rural farmers is a 
factor that must be taken into consideration in poverty alleviation as this will enable the farmers to 
fully appreciate as well as use new technologies made available to them which will ultimately bring 
about increase in farm output under cultivation.  

Higher poverty rates were found with increasing household size comprising of 5-8 members (59% 
and 50%) for the male headed households and female headed households respectively.  Result 
from the table further revealed that there was a higher prevalence of poverty (47.72%) among the 
female headed households who has farm size of between 0.1-1 acres of land while for their male 
counterpart, the prevalence of poverty for those with the farm size of within 1.1-2.0 acres was found 
to be slightly high at 39.47%. Households who were members of one cooperative societal group or 
the other were poorer in both male and female-headed households (67.10% and 75% respectively). 

Poverty was seen to be decreasing with an increase in household income for the female-headed 
households while it seems to be fluctuating for the male headed households. 

Table 5a Decomposition of Poverty Status by Socioeconomic Characteristics 

Socioeconomic 
Characteristics 

MHH FHH 

 Poor Non-poor All Poor Non-poor All 
Age of the 
household 
heads(years) 

      

25-34 0(0.00%) 5(9.80) 5(6.58%) 0(0.00%) 0(0.00%) 0(0.00%) 

35-44 5(20.00%) 10(19.60%) 15(19.74%) 2(14.29%) 4(13.33%) 6(13.64%) 

45-54 5(20.00%) 19(37.25%) 24(31.58%) 4(28.57%) 17(56.67%) 21(47.47%) 

55-64 5(20.00%) 11(21.57%) 16(21.05%) 3(21.43%) 9(30.00%) 12(27.27%) 

65-74 9(36.00%) 4(7.84%) 13(17.1%) 5 (35.71%) 0(0.00%) 5(11.36%) 

>74 1(4.00%) 2(3.92%) 3(3.94%) 0(0.00%) 0(0.00%) 0(0.00%) 

Total 25 51 76 14 30 44 
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Marital status 
Single 
 

0(0.00%) 2(3.92%) 2(2.63%) 0(0.00%) 0(0.00%) 0(0.00%) 

Married 24(96.0%) 42(82.35%) 66(86.84%) 1(7.14%) 1(3.33%) 2(4.54%) 

Divorced 0(0.00%) 0(0.00%) 0(0.00%) 2(18.00%) 8(24.24%) 10(22.72%) 

Widowed 1 (4.00%) 7(13.73%) 8(10.53%) 11(78.57%) 21(70.00%) 32(72.72%) 

Total 25 51 76 14 30 44 

Educational 
status 

      

No formal 
education 

6(24.00%)   34(66.67%) 40(52.63%) 4(28.57%) 20(66.67%) 24(54.54%) 

Primary 13(52.00%) 5(9.80%) 18(23.68%) 7(50.00%) 7(23.33%) 14(31.81%) 

Secondary 5(20.00%) 11(21.57%) 16(21.05%) 3(21.43%) 3(10.00%) 6(13.63%) 

Tertiary 1(4.00%) 1(1.96%) 2(2.63%) 0(0.00%) 0(0.00%) 0(0.00%) 

Total 25 51 76 14 30 44 

 
Table 5b Decomposition of Poverty Status by Socioeconomic Characteristics 

 

 MHH FHH 

 
 

Poor Non-poor All Poor Non-poor All 

Household size       

1-4 0(0.00%) 12(23.5%) 12(15.79%) 1(7.14%) 8(26.67%) 9(20.45%) 

5-8 15(60.00%) 30(58.82%) 45(59.21%) 5(35.71%) 21(70.00%) 26(50.09%) 

>8 10(40.00%) 9(17.65%) 19(25.00%) 8(57.14%) 1(3.33%) 9(25%) 

Total 25 51 76 14 30 44 

Farm size       

0.0-1.0 3(12.00%) 11(21.57%) 14(18.42%) 9(64.29%) 12(40.00%) 21(47.72%) 

1.1-2.0 7(28.00%) 23(45.09%) 30(39.47%) 5(35.71%) 13(43.33%) 18(40.0%) 

2.1-3.0 11(44.00%) 14(27.45%) 25(32.89%) 0(0.00%) 5(16.67%) 5(11.36%) 

>3.0 4(16.00%) 3(5.88%) 7(9.2%) 0(0.00%) 0(0.00%) 0(0.00%) 

Total 25 51 76 14 30 44 
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Membership of 
cooperative 
group 

      

Yes 18(72.00%) 33(64.7%) 51(67.10%) 10(71.43%) 23(76.67%) 33(75.00%) 

No 7(28.00%) 18(35.29%) 25(32.89%) 4(28.57%) 7(23.33%) 11(25.00%) 

Total 25 51  14 30 44 

Household 
expenditure 

      

10001-20000 0(0.00%) 0(0.00%) 0(0.00%) 3(21.43%) 0(0.00%) 3(6.81%) 

20001-30000 5(20.00%)    2(3.92%) 7(9.21%) 1(7.14%) 1(3.33%) 2(4.54%) 

30001-40000 7(28.00%) 6(11.76%) 13(17.1%) 3(21.43%) 4(13.33%) 7(15.90%) 

>40001 10(40.00%) 46(90.19%) 56(73.68) 7(50.00%) 25(83.33%) 32(72.72%) 

Total 25 51 76 14 30 44 

 
Table 5c Decomposition of Poverty Status by Socioeconomic Characteristics 

 MHH FHH 
 
 

Poor Non-poor All Poor Non-poor All 

Farm income 
(Last season) 

      

0-50000 9(36.00%) 29(56.86%) 29(38.16%) 7(50.00%) 16(53.33%) 23(52.27%) 

50001-100000 5(20.00%) 18(35.29%) 23(30.26%) 4(28.57%) 8(26.67%) 12(27.27%) 

>100000 11(44.00%) 13(25.49%) 24(31.58%) 3(21.43%) 6(20.00%) 9(20.46%) 

Total 25 51 76 14 30 44 

Farm 
income(current 
season) 

      

0-50000 2(8.00%) 11(21.57%) 13(17.11%) 2(14.29%) 5(16.67%) 7(15.91%) 

50001-100000 4(16.00%) 12(23.53%) 16(21.05%) 7(50.00%) 15(50.00%) 22(50%) 

>100000 19(76.00%) 28(54.90%) 47(61.84%) 5(35.71%) 10(33.33%) 15(34.09%) 

Total 25 51 76 14 30 44 
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Farm 
experience 

      

0-20 8(32.00%) 32(62.75%) 40(52.63%) 13(92.86%) 26(86.67%) 39(88.63%) 
21-40 16(64.00%) 17(33.33%) 33(43.42%) 1(7.14%) 4(13.33%) 5(11.36%) 
41-60 1(4.00%) 2(3.93%) 3(3.95%) 0(0.00%) 0(0.00%) 0(0.00%) 
Total 25 51 76 14 30 44 
Off farm 
activities 

      

Yes 15(60.00%) 18(35.29%) 33(43.42%) 4(28.57%) 18(60.00%) 22(50.00%) 
No 10(40.00%) 33(64.71%) 43(56.57%) 10(71.43%) 12(14.00%) 22(50.00%) 
Total 25 51 76 11 30 44 
Source; Field survey, 2017 
Incidence, depth and severity of poverty among the respondents 
The cassava farming households poverty status in the local government was analysed using the three 
indicators; prevalence of poverty/poverty incidence (Po), poverty depth (P1) and severity of poverty 
(P2). Prevalence of poverty indicate the percentage of the households falling below the poverty line; 
poverty depth shows the amount by which the poor fall short of the poverty line and severity of 
poverty is the sum of the square of poverty depth divided by the number of poor households in the 
sample. 

Findings from Table 6, the prevalence of poverty among the cassava farming households in Odeda 
local government was higher for male headed households than for the females, 32.9 per cent of the 
male headed households were poor while 31.8% of the female headed households were poor. This 
implied that in the study area the incidence of poverty among the male household head was slightly 
higher than that of their female counterparts, 

It was further revealed that for the overall prevalence of poverty, (0.325) representing 32.5% of the 
farm households with consumption expenditure level below the poverty line.  The poverty depth was 
0.078 representing 7.8% whose average consumption expenditure was below the poverty line. This 
gap represents the percentage of expenditure required to bring poor households below the poverty 
line up to the poverty line. The severity of poverty index was 0.029 representing 2.9% of the 
households which represents the poorest among the poor farm households who require the attention 
of policy maker in the distribution of the standard of living indicators, such as health care services, 
clean water and income generating activities. This result agrees to the findings of Adekoya, (2014) 
where poverty incidence was found to be higher among male headed households (60%) relative to 
female headed households (58.3%). 

Table 6 Foster, Greer and Thorbecke Poverty Indicators for cassava Farming 
Households in Odeda local government based on Gender of the Household Head 

Items P0(poverty incidence)  P1(poverty gap) P2(poverty severity) 

Female 
Households 

0.318 0.089 
  

0.036 

 
Male 
Households 

 
0.329 

 
0.075 

  

 
0.024 

 
All Households 

 
0.325 

          
          0.078 
 

 
0.029 
 

Source; Field survey, 2017 
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Farm Household Poverty Status (The Incidence, depth and severity of poverty according to 
Household Characteristics ) 
The poverty indicators were further examined along with some selected household’s characteristics 
such as Age of household heads, Educational status, Household size among others. According to 
table 7, it was revealed that 69% and 42% of the male household heads that are between the age of 
65-74 years and 55-64years respectively were found be poor with their poverty gap at 7% and 10% 
respectively and their poverty severity at 4% and4% respectively while the incidence of poverty for 
the female household heads was found to be estimated at 33% and 25% for those between the age of 
35-44years and 55-64years respectively with their poverty gap at 9% and 11% respectively and their 
poverty severity at 3% and 5% respectively. Also elderly household heads are of special importance 
in terms of poverty especially if they have to fend for themselves and for their defendants.  

It was further revealed that households that are unmarried have lower incidence of poverty than 
married household heads for the female and male household heads.  The reason could be that married 
couples have many dependants and other unseen circumstances. This is similar to the findings of 
Fekadu, (2013) who found that unmarried household heads have lower incidence of poverty 
compared to their married counterpart. Poverty incidence is markedly higher among households that 
possess primary education; 72% for the male and 50% for female household heads respectively. This 
was followed by the household that possesses secondary education (31% and 50% for the male and 
female household heads respectively). There were lower poverty incidence among those that 
possesses no formal education and tertiary education. This implied that education of rural farmers is 
a factor that must be taken into consideration in poverty alleviation. This will enable the farmers to 
fully appreciate as well as use new technologies made available which ultimately bring about 
increase in farm size under cultivation. However, higher incidence of poverty was observed among 
farming households with household size of more than 8 members for both male and female 
households (53% and 89% for male and female households respectively). It is to be noted that with 
lower household size, there will be lower expenditure to meet household needs while the low returns 
to labour in farm work account for the high poverty among farming households. For the households 
that belong to any societal cooperative groups, the incidence of poverty was found to be at 35% for 
the male household heads while 36% of the female households that does not belong to any societal 
cooperative society were found to be poor. It was also found out that there was higher incidence of 
poverty among the female cassava farming households who have a farm experience of 1-20years at 
33% which indicates that the prevalence of poverty decreases as the farming experience increases. 
While for the male headed household, 48% of those that have between 21-40years of farming 
experience were found to be poor. Also the poverty incidence for the households that engages in off 
farm activities was found to be higher at 43% for the male household heads compared to those 
households that do not have any form of off farm activities at 37%.  For the female household heads, 
it was found out that 45% of those that did not engage in any off farm activities were poor while only 
18% of those that engages in off farm activities are poor. This result however agrees with the 
findings of Adekoya, (2014) in which 40% of those that engages in off farm activities were found to 
be poor 
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Table 7a Farm Household Poverty Status according to Household Characteristics 

 Male HH Female HH 
Socioeconomic 
characteristics 

Frequen
cy 
 

P0 P1 P2 Frequency 
 

P0 P1 P2 

Age         

25-34 5 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 

35-44 15 0.33 0.12 0.05 6 0.33 0.09 0.03 
45-54 24 0.21 0.04 0.02 21 0.19 0.06 0.04 
55-64 16 0.42 0.10 0.04 12 0.25 0.11 0.05 
65-74 13 0.69 0.07 0.04 5 1.00 0.08 0.03 
>75 3 0.33 0.06 0.01 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Single  2 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Married 66 0.36 0.09 0.06 2 0.50 0.02 0.00 
Divorced 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 10 0.20 0.09 0.05 

Widowed 8 0.13 0.11 0.05 32 0.34 0.11 0.05 

No formal education 40 0.15 0.08 0.05 24 0.16 0.05 0.03 

Primary 18 0.72 0.11 0.05 14 0.50 0.15 0.06 

Secondary 16 0.31 0.05 0.03 6 0.50 0.17 0.07 

Tertiary 2 0.05 0.08 0.03 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Household size         
1-4 12 0.00 0.00 0.00 9 0.11 0.02 0.06 

5-8 45 0.33 0.16 0.08 26 0.19 0.05 0.03 

>8 19 0.53 0.03 0.02 9 0.89 0.17 0.06 

 
Table 7b Farm Household Poverty Status according to Household Characteristics 

 Male HH    Female HH    
Socioeconomic 
characteristics 

Frequency 
 

P0 P1 P2 Frequency 
 

P0 P1 P2 

Membership of 
societal  cooperative 
group 

        

Yes 51 0.35 0.09 0.05 33 0.30 0.09 0.04 

No 25 0.28 0.16 0.08 11 0.36 0.14 0.06 

Farm experience (in 
years) 

        

1-20 40 0.20 0.20 0.09 39 0.33 0.05 0.01 

21-40 33 0.48 0.04 0.03 5 0.20 0.08 0.02 
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41-60 3 0.33 0.12 0.04 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Off farm activities         

Yes 33 0.43 0.11 0.06 22 0.18 0.04 0.02 

No 43 0.37 0.09 0.07 22 0.45 0.17 0.07 
Source: Field survey, 2017  
 

Determinants of poverty status among Farm Households 
Factors responsible for poverty among male and female households in the study area were identified. 
In order to achieve this, socio economic variables such as age of household heads, Quadratic age, 
marital status of the household heads, Years of schooling, Farm experience, Household size, Assets 
and of Farm activities were taken into consideration. 

Determinants of poverty status among Male household heads 
The estimated coefficients for the likelihood ratio chi-square was significant (p<0.01), with chi-
square value of 44.18. The pseudo R2 at 0.46% shows that 46% of the poverty status of the male 
household heads is explained by the selected variables. 

The result of the regression showed that years of schooling (p<0.05), farm experience (p<0.05), 
household size (p<0.01) and off farm activities (0.05) significantly influenced the probability that 
male headed households will be poor or not poor. The household size was significant at 1% level and 
had a positive sign, indicating that increase in household size directly or indirectly reduces income 
per-head (per-capita income) as well as impair standard of living of the households. This is thus in 
line with Okpachu et al, (2017), where increase in household size increased the poverty level among 
the farming household. It also agreed with Amao et al, (2013), World Bank, (1996) and Omonona, 
(2001).They found that the more the member of household increases, the more the likelihood of 
being poor among the rural farmers. 

Years of Farm experience was also significant at 5% level and had a negative sign which indicated 
that as the farm experience of the farmers’ increases, the probability of being poor decreases. This 
could be as a result of the fact that as the farmer becomes older, he tends to use the experience he has 
gathered to add value to him so as to improve his yield. 

The years of schooling was found to be significant at 5% level and had a positive sign which was 
positively related to the poverty incidence of the respondents, which implied that the more educated 
the male household heads are, the more the likelihood of poverty. However, this result is contrary to 
other literatures such as Sekhampu et al, (2014), Adekoya, (2014), Olorunsanya et al,(2014) and 
Anyanwu, (2010). They found that educational level had a negative relationship to welfare and that 
increase in the years of schooling reduced poverty. 

Off farm activities was found to be negatively significant indicating that increase in off farm 
activities reduces the likelihood of the households being poor. This is as a result of not depending on 
farm income alone, and the diversification of the farmer into other income generating activities such 
as trading, carpentry, motorcycling etc. increases the likelihood of not being poor. This result thus 
goes in line with Olorunsanya et al, (2014) and Adekoya, (2014) where the off farm activities were 
negatively significant at 5% and 1% levels respectively and reduced poverty level among rural 
farmers in Kwara state 
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Table 8: Parameter estimates of the logistic regression analysis for the male households 

Variables Coefficient Standard  
Error 

Marginal 
effect 
 

Z P>z 

Constant -13.67877 7.560481          _ -1.81 0.070  

Age  0.3053954 0.255498 0.04287 1.20 0.232 

Age Squared  -0.0014703 0.0022371 -0.00024 -0.66 0.511 

Marital status  -0.5434081 0.8078879 0.001233 -0.67 0.501 

Years of 
schooling 

0.1814662** 0.0805289 0.024188 2.25 0.024 

Farm 
experience 

-0.1543436** 0.0649214 -0.015424 -2.38 0.017 

Farm size 0.4095914 0.3949061 0.063376 1.04 0.300 

Household size 0.4308421*** 0.1617179 0.059808 2.66 0.008  

Asset 0.4185918 0.2788924 5.49e-07 1.50 0.133 

Off farm 
activities 

-1.118616** 0.5106327 -0.13546 -2.19 0.028  

Number of 
Observations  

76     

LR chi2 (9)  44.18,     

Prob> chi2 0.0000     

Pseudo R2 0.4589     

Log likelihood 26.05006 
 

    

Source; Field survey, 2017 
Represents 1% and 5% significant levels respectively. 

Determinants of poverty status among the Female household heads 
The estimated coefficients for the likelihood ratio chi-square was significant (p<0.01) for the female 
headed households with chi-square value of 36.97. The pseudo R2 at 0.67 shows that 67% of the 
poverty status of the female household heads is explained by the selected variables. The result of the 
regression showed that age of the female household head (p<0.10), squared age (p<0.10) and 
household size (0.10) significantly influenced the probability that female headed households will be 
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poor or not poor. The age of the female household head which was found to be statistically 
significant at the 10% level of significance and its coefficient was negative with the regressand. This 
implied that increase in this variable may likely increase the probability of not being poor. This 
variable was also found to be significant for households headed by female by Achia,et al (2010), 
Sekhampu et al(2014) and Anyanwu (2010) in their study on the gendered analysis of the 
determinants of poverty among rural farmers. 

The quadratic of age which was also found to be statistically significant at 10% implies that an 
increase in the squared age of the female respondents increases the probability of being poor. This 
variable was also found to be significant for the female headed households in a study by Anyanwu, 
(2010) in his study on the analysis of poverty based on the gender of the household heads. The 
household size of the female which is significant at 10% level implies that an increase in household 
size directly or indirectly reduces income per-head (per-capita income) as well as impair standard of 
living of the households. This is thus in line with (Okpachu et al, (2017), where household size is 
significant at 5% and was positive. It also agreed with Amao et al, (2013), World Bank, (1996) and 
Omonona, (2001). 

Table 9: Parameter estimates of the logistic regression analysis for the female households 

Variables Coefficient Standard 
Error 

Marginal 
effect 

Z P>z 

      
Constant 100.8576 55.62198           _ 1.81 0.070 

Age -4.227947* 2.220396 -0.643375 -1.90 0.057 

Age Squared 0.041844* 0.0218579 0.006368 1.91 0.056 

Marital status -0.9121249 1.250142 -0.138799 -0.73 0.466 

Years of schooling -0.1225305 0.2119956 -0.018646 -0.58 0.563 

Farm experience -0.1056974 0.1312432 -0.016084 -0.81 0.421 

Farm size -1.842066 2.358835 -0.2803107 -0.78 0.435 

Household size 1.379509* 0.7464888 0.2099225 1.85 0.065 

Asset -5.68e-06 7.24e-06 -8.64e-07 -0.78 0.433 

Off farm activities 
 
Number of 
Observation 

-0.1027522 
 
 
44 

1.770633 -0.0156366 -0.06 0.954 
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LR chi2(9) 
 
Prob >chi2 
 
Pseudo R2 

 
Log likelihood 
 

 
36.97 
 
0.000 
 
0.6717 
 
9.036 

 

Source; Field survey, 2017 
*, represents 10% significant level 

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION 

Conclusion 
Household size of both the male and female headed households was an important determinant of 
poverty status as it significantly influenced the poverty status of the respondents. Also, age is an 
important factor which determines the welfare status of the female household heads since findings 
from the study revealed that the more the older they grow, the more improved their welfare status. 
Years of experience was an important factor influencing poverty, the more experienced the male 
household are, the lesser the probability of them being poor. 

 It was also concluded that the male headed households have a slightly higher prevalence of poverty 
than the female headed household. Also, that neither of the households dominates one another in the 
poverty analysis.   

Recommendations 

Based on the findings of the study, the following recommendations are made: 

1. Given that the poverty status of a household for both male and female household head is 
positively related to an increase in household size, increasing household income through 
redistribution measures such as government grants without proper planning of family sizes may 
not solve the problem of poverty in Ogun state and  Nigeria as a whole. There is a need to 
intensify family planning services so as to improve knowledge and benefits of family planning. 

2. Also there is need for the provision of various societal beneficial group to the female household 
heads as this will improve their level of exposure and most importantly it will improve their 
income generating capacity. This is so because most of the female headed household did not 
belong to one or more societal group in the study area 
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