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Abstract 

The study assesses the livelihood assets of wetland farmers, the relationship between their 

status and resources with a view to improving on their social status in the region. The study 

employed primary and secondary data. Primary data explored 566 structured 

questionnaires administered on wetland users using the snow-ball method soliciting 

information on; respondents’ indicators of livelihood assets, resources, human capital, 

socio-economic characteristics, quality of dwelling and sanitation. Secondary data was 

sourced from conventional sources. The data was analysed using descriptive and inferential 

statistics. Results show that over 70% of respondents were above 41 years of age and were 

predominantly small scale food-farmers. Furthermore, it was established that the depth of 

poverty in relation to the most valuable asset shows that 58.6% of the rich compared to 

20.7% of the moderate poor and 20.7% of the poorest ranked households owned more than 

10 ha of land. Similarly, result shows that 80.6% variance of associated factors gave the 

underlying reasons for the discriminant function which further affirm the relative nature of 

poverty in the study area. The implication of this is that a greater proportion of livelihood 

assets in Ede region were in the hands of the non-poor ranked households which has 

continued to widen the gap between the rich and the poor and if poverty has to be tackled, 

then the agricultural sector must be reformed to give the poor more access to livelihood 

support assets. 
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Introduction 

Globally, according to Aluko et al. 
(2016) 702.1 million people were living in 
extreme poverty in 2015 from 1.75 billion 
people in 1990. Out of these, about 347.1 
million people live in sub-Saharan Africa 
(35.2% of the population) while 231.3 
million lived in South Asia (13.5%) 
(Wikipedia, 2015). It could be observed 
that between 1990 and 2015, the 

percentage of the world’s population 
living in extreme poverty fell from 37.1% 
to 9.6% and falling below 10% for the first 
time. Aluko et al. (2016) observed further 
that given the current economic model, 
built on GDP, it would take 100 years to 
bring the world’s poorest up to the 
previous poverty line of $1.25 a day. 
Similarly, the World Bank (2012) 
observed that, extreme poverty is a global 
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challenge and is present in all parts of the 
world including developed economies and 
estimates show that half of the world’s 
children (1.1 billion) live in poverty. It has 
been argued by some academics that the 
neoliberal policies promoted by global 
financial institutions such as the IMF and 
the World Bank, are actually exacerbating 
inequality and poverty (Aluko, et al., 
2016).  

It has generally been established that, 
60-70% of rural dwellers in Nigeria and 
other developing countries in the Global 
South who depend on agriculture as their 
source of sustenance are living in absolute 
poverty (Ekong, 1999; Kolawole and 
Torimiro, 2006). To be precise 70.2 % of 
Nigerians live below the poverty line 
(World Bank and FOS, 1997). It reduced 
to 61% in 2012 (World Bank, 2012) and 
has recently risen to 70.1% but this 
reduction is not reflected in the life of the 
people as the rich get richer and the poor 
get poorer which is the peculiarity and the 
complexity of poverty in Nigeria because 
most poverty alleviation programmes are 
not yielding any positive results 
(Oluwagbemi II, 2013). However, despite 
this, it was observed by Oyesiku (2009), 
that the share of people living in poverty 
is larger in African cities than any other 
regions in the world (UNICEF, 2009; 
Kessides, 2006 and Booth et al., 2000). 
Furthermore, Oyesiku (2009) while 
quoting Mekomen (1994) emphasized that 
52% of sub-Sahara Africa’s population 
was poor in 1985, which rose to 63% in 
1990 and was estimated at 63.5% in 2009 
(UNICEF, 2009). However, according to 
World Bank (2001) poverty is a rural 
phenomenon.  

Ekong (1999) observed that rural 
communities especially, in Nigeria are 
seriously marginalized in terms of most 
basic elements of development and the 

inhabitants tend to live at the margin of 
subsistence and opportunities. These rural 
communities lack potable water, 
electricity, health care, educational and 
recreational facilities. They also 
experience high population growth rates, 
high infant and maternal mortality, low 
life expectancy and a peasant population 
that lacks modern equipment that can 
guarantee sustainable exploitation of the 
natural resources on which they depend on 
their livelihood (Oyeranti and Olayiwola, 
2005).  

In Nigeria, wetlands cover over 
24,009 km2 (Kio and Ola-Adams, 1990). 
Meanwhile in Ede region it’s estimated at 
2587.93 ha in 1986 and was reduced to 
889.66 ha in 2002. Wetlands are under 
serious threats from population pressure, 
urnbanisation, agriculture, road 
construction as well as deforestation. The 
failure of measures and policies within the 
wetlands, to address the plight of the poor 
despite its enormous potentials has 
motivated this study. Given the 
multifaceted nature of poverty, any 
solution towards its eradication must be 
multi-dimensional in nature. Despite the 
importance of wetlands, there is a cloud of 
doubt surrounding their prudent 
management, continued existence and 
their ability to continue to yield a 
continuous flow of resources for future 
generations threatened by; finance to 
secure farm inputs, food insecurity, 
increased poverty, urbanization, pollution, 
improper channelization, overgrazing, 
climate change,  deforestation and over 
fishing. It was at this backdrop that the 
study was conceived to assess the 
livelihood assets of farmers on wetlands, 
the relationship between their status and 
their resources with a view to improving 
their social status in the region.  
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Conceptual / Theoretical Framework 

Conceptually there are three 
prominent views as far as the definition of 
poverty is concerned. The first view looks 
at poverty as material deprivation (World 
Bank, 2011) that can be assessed in 
monetary terms but fails to recognize non-
material forms of deprivation such as 
illiteracy and social discrimination among 
others (Oyeranti and Olayiwola, 2005; 
Townsend, 2006). The second conceptual 
view is directly linked with the work of 
Sen (1999) and has been used by the 
Human Development Index (HDI) and 
Human Poverty Index (HPI), which 
defines poverty as the failure to achieve 
basic capabilities such as being adequately 
nourished, living a healthy life, possession 
of skills to participate in economic and 
social life, permission to take part in 
community activities just to mention but a 
few. According to Oluwagbemi II (2013), 
Nigeria is the 3rd largest economy in 
Africa yet ranked 160th out of 177 
countries on the Human Development 
Index (HDI). This opinion therefore 
recognizes multidimensional nature of 
poverty.  

The third conceptual view came to the 
limelight in the 1990s and looks at poverty 
from the subjective point of view. The 
strong point of this view is that poverty 
must be defined by the poor themselves or 
by the communities where the poor live. 
The subjective view of poverty opines that 
poverty has both physical and 
psychological dimensions. The poor 
people themselves strongly emphasize 
violence and crime, discrimination, 
insecurity and political repression, biased 
or brutal policing, and victimization, 
neglectful or corrupt public agencies 
(Narayan et al., 1999 and Chambers, 
2006). According to Tomlison (2002) the 
former  country director of World Bank, 

one out every five  persons “are critically 
poor” and one in every four persons in 
Nigeria never get a clean glass of water 
and live on less than $1US a day. It should 
however, be noted that the $1.00 a day in 
1996 was set by the US in 1990 and was 
reset to $1.25 a day in 2005 and is 
currently fixed at $1.90 in 2015 
(Wikipedia, 2015).  

The scope of poverty alleviation has 
evolved over the years and in the 1970s 
the scope  changed from lack of income 
and recognized the need for education, 
health and other essential services (DFID 
and ILO). In the 1980s the scope of 
poverty was further broadened to 
encompass non-monetary aspects, such as 
vulnerability to shocks, food security, 
assets and inequity. Whereas poverty 
refers to different forms of deprivation 
that can be explained in a variety of terms 
(income, basic needs, human capabilities), 
equity is concerned with distribution 
within a population group under real 
egalitarian conditions. Vulnerability is the 
measure of insecurity; defenselessness 
and the risk of falling into poverty. These 
include effects of discrimination on the 
grounds of gender, class, disability, race, 
age or ill health, which may make it more 
difficult for people to earn a living. They 
also include natural and man made shocks 
such as economic collapse, drought or 
floods which have more impact on the 
poorest as they have fewer assets to 
cushion their effect (DFID, 2005; John 
and Regaly, 1997). Food security refers to 
the ability of individuals and households 
to meet their staple food needs all year 
round. 

Robert McNamara, the former 
President of World Bank, described 
absolute or extreme poverty as “condition 
so limited by malnutrition, illiteracy, 
squalid surroundings, high infant 
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mortality and low life expectancy, below 
any reasonable definition of human 
decency (Wikipedia, 2015). Karlsson 
(2001) observed that given the present 
understanding, poverty goes beyond 
material and capabilities deprivation and 
therefore business as usual will not reduce 
poverty. The World Bank Report (World 
Bank, 2001) extends the concept of 
poverty beyond income and consumption 
plus education and health, to include risk 
and vulnerability as well as voicelessness 
and powerlessness. However, it may not 
necessarily be the case that shocks affect 
the poor disproportionately, but it is 
clearly the case that they are more 
vulnerable, since their economic margin is 
slim. Therefore the poor are often exposed 
to highly fluctuating incomes, and, 
particularly, in rural areas and it is 
common for households to move in and 
out of poverty (Dercon, 2000; World 
Bank, 2001). The main issue that comes 
here in relation to poverty is social 
exclusion. Social exclusion within the 
concept of poverty focuses on those 
aspects of social deprivation that impede 

people from participating fully in their 
society and its development. It further 
recognizes the root problem of lack of 
material resources but also help us to 
understand the processes, including social 
and political processes that lead to 
poverty. For instance, people who are poor 
may be excluded from land or 
employment and therefore a livelihood, 
meaning that they are effectively 
politically powerless to change their 
situation.  

The poverty situation in Nigeria today, 
presents a contradictory paradox 
considering the country’s immense wealth 
and the fact that the poverty situation has 
worsened despite the enormous human 
and material resources that have been 
devoted by successive governments for its 
eradication with no substantial success 
(Oyeranti and Olayiwola, 2005; 
Oluwagbemi II, 2013). The World Bank 
(1996) attempted a classification of 
poverty alleviation programmes in 
Nigeria between the years 1975-2001 as 
shown in table 1. 
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Table 1: Classification of Poverty Alleviation Progrmmes in Nigeria from 1975-2001. 
Programme/Scheme Focus/Approach 

1.Agriculture 
(a) Operation Feed The Nation(OFN) 

 Food Security 

(b) Green Revolution Food Security 
(c) River Basin Rural Development          Authority 
(RBRDA)  

Water resources management  and Irrigation for 
Agriculture 

(d) Directorate  of Food Roads and 
Rural       Infrastructure (DFRI) 

Multi- sectoral approach(Urban and Rural) 

(e) National Agricultural Land       Development 
Authority (NALDA). 

Commercial agriculture  

(f) Agriculture Development Programme (ADP) Support to rural farmer/food security 
2. Health 

(a) Guinea Worm Eradication Task Force (GWETF) 
Guinea worm/water and sanitation 

(b) Primary Healthcare (PHC) Children’s Health 
(c) Roll Back Malaria(RBM) Improved Health for all 
3. Education and Employment 

(a)Nomadic Education Programme (NEP) 
Education for nomads 

4. Economic and Social 

(b) National Housing Fund Scheme(NHFS) 
Housing for the employed 

(c)National Directorate of Employment     (NDE) Skills formation and employment 
(d) Petroleum (Special) Trust Fund(PTF) Multi-sectoral financing 
(e) Federal Assisted Mass Transit      programme 
(FAMTP)  

Assistance to the private sector in financing 
transportation 

(f) National Economic Reconstruction 
Fund      (NERFUND) 

Fund for reconstruction 

(g) Family Economic Advancement      Fund(FEAF) Economic support for family improvement 

(h) National Poverty Eradication      programme 
(NAPEP) 

Economic support for family improvement 

(i) Family Support Programme(FSP) Economic support for family improvement 
(h) Better Life Programme Economic support for improvement 
(j) Community Bank (CB) Community based financial programme 
(k) People Bank of Nigeria (PBN) National-oriented system for financial for the poor 
(l) Oil Mineral Production Areas Development 
Commission (OMPADEC) Now Niger Delta 
Development Commission (NDDC). 

Multi-sectoral and geographical focused scheme 
for the Niger Delta. 

Source: Adapted from the World Bank, 2001 

 
Kolawole and Torimiro (2006) 

observed that the World Bank reported 
that all these programmes failed because 
they were unsustainable and ad-hoc in 
approach, as they were borne out of the 
traditional “Top down” strategy  and that 
for any programme to succeed it must 
receive the blessings of the beneficiaries. 
Furthermore Tomlinson (2000) noted that 
the engagement of the beneficiaries is a 
catalyst which will help the Government 
to tailor interventions more closely to the 
needs of the poor, who will drive 

coordinated solutions as the key to 
sustainable development.  Other 
challenges of poverty include; inadequate 
funding, poor conception, lack of 
involvement of the people at grass root, 
policy inconsistency and bad governance 
just to name but a few (Ajakaiye and 
Olomola, 2003; Oyeranti and Olaiyiwola, 
2005; Kolawole and Torimiro, 2006 and 
Oluwagbemi II, 2013). 
Study Area 

The study was conducted in Ede 
Region Osun State, Nigeria. It is located 
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between latitude 7º 31' and 7 º 55' North 
and longitude 4 º 15' and 4 º 40' East. Ede 
region accommodates the wetland areas of 
Ede South and Ede North LGAs. Ede is 
bounded to the South by Ayedade, to the 
East by Atakumusa and Osogbo, to the 
North by Egbedore and to the West by 
Ejigbo and Ayedire Local Governments 
Areas of Osun State.  The region is 
drained by Rivers Shasha and Osun along 
with their tributaries. The soils are 
associated with Iwo and Egbeda 
associations. They have been mapped out 
as montmorillonite soils with inherent 
poor drainage because of the presence of 
2:1 clay minerals (Okusami, 2011).  The 
low-lying nature of the area makes 
possible the deposition of alluvial soils 
rich for agriculture and digging of shallow 
wells.   

The two LGAs had a population of 
159, 866 at the 2006 census (NPC, 2007) 
and projected to 226,064 inhabitants by 
2017 at a growth rate of 3.2% (using Pop 
2017= Pop 2006*(1+R)^n)). Even though 
the area is in the tropical rainforest belt 
natural-vegetation is depleted largely for 
crop cultivation which is the dominant 
economic activity. It is characterised by 
tufted savannah grasses and dotted with 
trees especially oil palms (Symth and 
Mongomery, 1962). The main crops are 
foods such as cassava, maize, beans and 
yam. Cash crops such as cotton, cocoa and 
palms serve the local cottage industries 
such as cotton weaving, cottonseed 
milling, cocoa and palm processing  

 

Methodology 
The study adopted the Snow-ball 

technique where pre-tested and validated 
structured interview schedules were 
developed and administered to solicit 
information from the respondents 
covering a wide range of spatial-economic 

activities on livelihood assets and 
household relative poverty as it relates to 
resources (human capital), socio-
economic characteristics of respondents, 
ownership of land and other valuable 
assets amongst other social and 
environmental issues. This approach 
resulted to a total of 566 questionnaires for 
the study administered on 40 settlements 
but 451 were actually returned for data 
analysis representing a response of 79.6%. 
In a typical snow-ball fashion, one 
wetland user was identified, who in turn 
identify the next user(s) and it continued 
in that same manner until all the users 
required were identified. Information on 
wetlands, farms locations and 
infrastructure were gotten through direct 
observation, direct measurement, and oral 
interview by the researcher during visits. 
Statistical analysis made use of 
descriptive and  inferetial statistics. The 
Principal Component Analysis (PCA) was 
used to establish relative poverty 
household classes of (extreme poor, 
moderate poor and non-poor income 
levels) based on $1US a day earning. The 
classification was now used for the 
inferential statistics (cross tabulation). 
Discriminant analysis (DA), a statistical 
technique used for differentiating groups 
was used to build a model for predicting 
membership in two or more mutually 
exclusive groups using SPSS software. 
 

Results and Discussion  
Results in Table 2 show that 43.8% of 

respondents were above 51 years of age. 
Furhtermore, result shows that of 43.9% 
of the respondents have 5-10 children 
while 40.1% have less than five children 
in the family which is a typical rural 
African characteristic where large families 
are usually desired because they are seen 
as a major source of farm labour. 
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Similarly, the results show that 71.2% of 
respondents were predominantly small 
scale food-farmers which was in tandem 
with earlier studies by Ekong (1999); 
Kolawole and Torimiro (2006) while  
trading was (10.4%),  mixed occupation 
(8.2%) and civil servants 10%. The result 
also reveals that 39.0% of the respondents 
earned below 60,000 naira annually, 

29.7% earned between 60,100 and 
100,000 annually while 26.4% earned 
between 101,000 and 200,000 naira 
annually. Furthermore, 59.4% of 
respondents lived in Brazilian type of 
houses “face me I face you” with 49.0% of 
the houses in faire state that needed urgent 
maintenance while 60.3% live in houses 
that had bare ground as floors.

 
Table 2: Socio Economic Characteristics of Respondents 

Age of Respondent Frequency Percent Household Size Frequency Percent 

18-30 74 16.2            <5 person 118 40.1 

              31-40 73 16.1 5-10 persons 198 43.9 

41-50         108 23.9 10-15 persons 54           12.0 

51-60 95 21.1 >15 persons 18 12 

              Above 61 101 22.7            Total       451 100 

              Total 451 100           Owner of Building Frequency Percent 

Sex Frequency Percent                      Family 148 32.9 

Male 332 73.6                     Self 200 76.1 

Female 119 26.4                     Rented 103 22.8 

Total 451 100                     Total 451           100 

Marital Status Frequency Percent Type of Housing Frequency     Percent 
Single 41 9.1 Brazilian (face to face) 268           59.4 

married 384 85.1          Modern Villa 27 6.0 

Divorce 4 4.6 Single Family        75 16.6 

Widow 22 4.7 Multi-unit 60 13.3 

Total 451 100 Fulani 21 4.6 

Educational Level Frequency Percent                 Total  451 100 

Non- Formal 178 39.5               Floor Materilas  Frequency Percent 

Primary School Cert. 119 26.4               Bare ground        272 60.3 

 SecondarySchool Cert. 82 18.8               Cemented 140 31.0 

ND/NCE 25 5.5               Concret       18 4.1 

First Degree 7 1.6              Tiles         5 1.1 

Others 40 8.9              Others         16 3.6 

Total 451 100               Total 451 100 

Occupation Frequency Percent Housing Conditions Frquency Percent 

Farming 317 71,2 Fair  221 49.0 

Trading 47 10.4 Good  139 30.8 

Mixed 37 8.2 Poor 82 18.2 

Civil Servants 45 10 Total 451 100 

Others 1 0.2 Annual income Frequency Percent 

Total 451 100 Below N50,000 133 29.5 

Water Sources Frequency Percent N51,000-N60,000 38 8.4 

Private well/Tap 47 10.4 N61,000-N70,000 29 6.4 

Shared Well 211 46.8 N71,000-N80,000 19 4.2 

Bore hole 41 9.1 N81,000-N90.000 34 7.5 

            Public Tap 69 15.3           N91,000-N100,000 47 10.4 

Rain  11 2.4 Above N100,000 135 29.5 

              Spring 40 6.2 No Response 16 3.5 

River/Stream         32 7.1 Total 451 100 

Total        451 100    
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Table: 3 shows that 58.6% of the non-
poor ranked households owned more than 
10 hectares of land compared to 20.7% of 
the moderate poor and 20.7% for the 
extreme poor ranked households in the 
same category. Similarly, the result shows 
that 42.2% of households ranked as 
moderate poor income compared to 34.7% 
and 23.1% ranked as extreme poor and 
non-poor households respectively owned 
less than 2 hectares of land. In a study by 

FOS (1999), poverty in rural Nigeria was 
identified to manifest in land holding 
ability of the rural dwellers. The 
implication of this was that a greater 
proportion of livelihood assets in the Ede 
region were in the hands of non-poor 
ranked households which were equally 
observed in an earlier study by FOS 
(1999) which could continue to widen the 
gap between the rich and poor.  

 

Table 3: Cross Tabulation of Farm Size and Poverty in Ede Region 
 Poverty Group  

Farm Size in Hectares Extreme poor Moderate poor Non Poor Total 

Less than 2 34.7% 42.2% 23.1% 100% 
2-4 33.3% 33.3% 33.4% 100% 
4-6 44.7% 40.4% 14.9% 100% 
6-8 57.9% 26.3% 15.8% 100% 
8-10 48.6% 31.4% 20.0% 100% 
Greater than 10 20.7% 20.7% 58.6% 100% 

 
The results in Table 4 show that 38.6% 

of the moderate poor ranked households 
compared to 38.0% and 23.4% of extreme 
poor and non-poor ranked households 
respectively were farmers. Similarly, 
80.8% of the highest ranked households 
compared to 12.8% and 6.4% of the 
moderate and extreme poor ranked 
households respectively were traders.  
Results show that, 48.9% of the non-poor 
ranked households compared to 28.9% 
and 22.2% of the moderate and extreme 
poor ranked households respectively were 

civil servants. The results were as 
expected since most of the rural dwellers 
in the region were farmers as observed in 
earlier studies by Ekong, 1999; Kolawole 
and Torimiro, 2006 and also, the fact that 
most of those who live above the poverty-
line must do something extra than 
farming, as indicated by most traders who 
live on a higher income level than farmers. 
The chi-square test in Table 5 also reveals 
the differences to be highly significant 
which goes to reinforce relative poverty 
amongst the households in the region.

 
Table 4: The Cross tabulation of Various Households Occupation and Poverty in Ede Region 

 Poverty Group  

Occupation Extreme poor Moderate poor Non Poor Total 

Farming 38.0% 38.6% 23.4% 100% 
Trading 6.4% 12.8% 80.8% 100% 

Mixed Occupation 37.8% 24.4% 37.8% 100% 
Fishing 60.0% 20.0% 20.0% 100% 
Transportation .0% .0% 100.0% 100% 
Civil Servants 22.2% 28.9% 48.9% 100% 
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Table 5: Chi-square test of Cross Tabulation 
 

 
 

Table 6: Tests of Equality of Group Means 

  

Wilks' 

Lambda F df1 df2 Sig. 

% Farm in the Dry Season .890 26.316 2 424 .000 

S- FARM LAND .753 69.681 2 424 .000 

General Economic 

Situation 
.987 2.819 2 424 .061 

Distance to Health facility .982 3.945 2 424 .020 

Type of Health Facility .975 5.448 2 424 .005 

 
Result in Table 6 shows the “Test of 

Equality of Group Means” using 
univariate ANOVA.  The result shows the 
percentage of farm in the dry season (Sig. 
= .000), size of farm land (Sig. = .000) and 
type of Health facility (Sig. = .005) all 
differed significantly from the other 
groups. Discriminant analysis (DA) is a 
statistical technique used for 
differentiating groups and to build a model 
for predicting membership in two or more 
mutually exclusive groups. Table 7 shows 
the spatial segregation of poverty into the 
different classes including the non-poor 
group. 

Table 7: Box’s Test of Equality of 
Covariance Matrices 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Chi-Square Tests

72.281a 10 .000

70.904 10 .000

11.951 1 .001

451

Pearson Chi-Square

Likelihood Ratio

Linear-by-Linear

Association

N of Valid Cases

Value df

Asymp. Sig.

(2-sided)

6 cells (33.3%) have expected count less than 5. The

minimum expected count is .33.

a. 

Log Determinants

5 19.143

5 22.417

5 33.211

5 31.807

ppoverty group
Extreme poor

Moderate poor

Non-poor

Pooled within-groups

Rank

Log

Determinant

The ranks and natural logarithms of determinants

printed are those of the group covariance matrices.
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Table 8: Test of null hypothesis of equal population covariance matrices 

. 

 

Table 8 shows a significant value of 0.000 which differed significantly from multivariate 
normal thereby reinforcing the relative poverty differences among the variables and the 
households in the region thereby reaffirming the relative poverty nature of the region 
identified earlier by PCA and cross tabulations. 
 
 
Table 9: Summary of Canonical Discriminant Functions 

 
Result in Table 9, shows the 

eigenvalues which indicates the 
proportion of variance explained, and a 
large eigenavlue was associated with a 
strong function. Another very important 
feature was the % of variance (80.6%) of 
associated factors which gave the 
underlying reasons for the discriminant 

function. The canonical relation was a 
correlation between the discriminant 
scores and the level of the dependent 
variable, and a high correlation indicated 
a function that discriminates well. The 
present value of 0.540 is not extremely 
high but is good, but 1.00 would have been 
considered perfect. 

 
Table 10: Wilks’ Lambda 

 
 

Wilks’ Lambda is the ratio of within-
groups sum of squares of the total sum of 

squares. Table 10 shows the proportion of 
the total variance (64.5% and 91%) for 

Test Results

3044.524

99.772

30

558920.8

.000

Box's M

Approx.

df1

df2

Sig.

F

Tests null hypothesis of equal population covariance matrices.

Eigenvalues

.411a 80.6 80.6 .540

.099a 19.4 100.0 .300

Function
1

2

Eigenvalue % of Variance Cumulative %

Canonical

Correlation

First 2 canonical discriminant functions were used in the

analysis.

a. 

Wilks' Lambda

.645 185.017 10 .000

.910 39.752 4 .000

Test of Function(s)
1 through 2

2

Wilks'

Lambda Chi-square df Sig.
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functions 1 and 2 respectively was the 
discriminant scores not explained by 
differences among groups. A small 
Lambda value (near 0) indicates that the 
group’s mean Discriminant score differed. 
The Sig. (p<0.001) was for the Chi-Square 
test which shows that there was a highly 
significant difference between the groups’ 
centroids which indicated how 
discriminating the DA model was hence 
the groups appear to differ. 
 
Table 11: Group Centroids 

  

Table 11 shows the mean of the 
discriminant score of relative poverty for 
each group for function 1 and 2. The 
discriminant scores for each group when 
the variable means were entered into the 
discriminant function rather than 
individual values for each category were 
illustrated which further reaffirms the 
relative nature of poverty in the study area. 
 

Conclusion 

Poverty was highly epitomized in the 
study area in relation to livelihood assets 
ownership. Land is everything to the rural 
dwellers and the study shows that 58.6% 
of the non-poor ranked household owned 
more than 10 hectares of land compared to 
20.7% of the moderate poor and 20.7% of 
the extreme poor ranked households in the 
same category. Similarly, the result shows 
that 42.2% of households ranked as 
moderate poor income compared to 34.7% 

and 23.1% ranked as extreme poor and 
non-poor households respectively owned 
less than 2 hectares of land. The planning 
implications of this is that a greater 
proportion of livelihood assets in the Ede 
region is in the hands of non-poor ranked 
households which were equally observed 
in an earlier study by FOS (1999) which 
has continued to widen the gap between 
the rich and poor.  

In conclusion, over 70% of 
respondents were above 41 years of age 
and were mostly involved in small scale 
food-farming. About 80.6% variance of 
associated factors gave the underlying 
reasons for the discriminant function 
which further affirms the relative nature of 
poverty in the study area which is in 
concordance with the relative and spatial 
nature of poverty earlier identified by 
PCA and crosstabs.  For wetland to yield 
the required results by contributing to the 
improvement of the social status of the 
people of the rural areas agriculture must 
be conducted as a business where the 
wetland farmers should have more access 
to financial credit to improve on their 
livelihood assets. 
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