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Abstract  

The need to alleviate the poverty of the financially excluded farming households has 

become inevitable in Nigeria. Therefore, this research work centred on the poverty profile 

and inequality among farming households in Ebonyi State. A multistage sampling technique 

was used to select 477 farming households and primary data collected with the aid of 

structured questionnaire and interviews. Data were analyzed using Foster, Greer and 

Thorbeecke (FGT) Index and Gini Index. The results show that poverty incidence and 

inequality were higher among the rural farming households with incidence of 45% and Gini 

index of 0.319 compared to 30.6% poverty incidence and Gini index of 0.217; 18.5% poverty 

incidence and Gini index of 0.173 for semi-urban and urban farming households 

respectively. Poverty incidence, depth, severity and inequality increases as the household 

sizes increases. Furthermore, age (β = -0.028; p< 0.01) of the households head, age square 

(β = -0.0001; p< 0.01), household size (β = 0.063; p< 0.1), dependency ratio (β = 0.024; p<
0.01), households’ monthly income (β= 0.0002; p< 0.05), extension visit (β = -0.064; p<
0.05), years in cooperative society (β = -0.010; p< 0.05),  and primary occupation (β = -

0.121; p< 0.1),  were the significant factors that influenced the poverty status of farming 

households in Ebonyi state. Therefore, policies that are geared towards rural households’ 

empowerment should be implemented by different tiers of government in Ebonyi State. In 

addition, orientation on proper family planning for birth control should be carried out for 

the farming households in Ebonyi State with the aim of reducing large family sizes which 

have continued to increase poverty in Ebonyi State.  
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Introduction 

Poverty is seen from the angles of low 
income, poor infrastructure, poor 
agricultural output, increase in crime and 
rural-urban migration.  The problem of 
poverty in Africa has over the years 
engaged the attention of the international 
community, governmental and non-
governmental agencies, including African 
scholars Olori (2021). Uma and Eboh 
(2013), considered that the poverty in 
African countries is massive, pervasive 
and chronic, and affecting the larger 
proportion of the society. In Nigeria, the 
situation is still the same with dwindling 
disposable incomes and malnutrition. 
Aiyedogbon and Ohwofasa (2012) 
emphasized that the situation is more 
critical considering that in spite of the vast 
resources committed to poverty 
alleviation by every successive 
administration; no obvious achievement 
has been accomplished in this direction. 
Girei et al. (2013), supported this notion, 
when they noted that Nigerian 
governments have initiated different 
poverty alleviation programmes, yet the 
outcome has not been as expected. Recent 
poverty statistics in Nigerian released by 
the National Bureau of Statistics (NBS), 
also agreed with this assertion since about 
83 million Nigerians are living in abject 
poverty (NBS, 2019). The figure 
represents about 47% of the entire 
population. World Bank (2013) noted that 
the poverty scourge in Nigeria will 
continue to increase if not addressed 
urgently. Also, United Nations Education 
Scientific and Cultural Organization 
(UNESCO) 2010 Global monitoring 
report, submitted that, 95% of Nigerians 
consumes less than $2 dollars per day 
while about 71% consumes less than $1 
daily (Olori, 2021).  

The Millennium Development Goals 
set the year 2015 to cut the number of 
people living in extreme poverty by half. 
However, the objective was not achieved 
in Nigeria because of the multi-
dimensional form of poverty in the 
country. Poverty as a social problem has 
many faces. It reflect in low income, poor 
health and education, low life expectancy, 
malnutrition, deprivation in knowledge 
and communication (Adebayo, 2013; 
Olori, 2021). The need to alleviate the 
poverty of financially excluded farming 
households has generated many 
discussions within the academic, 
researchers, developmental agencies and 
various policy makers in Nigeria. In 
reaction to the horrendous poverty crisis in 
Nigeria, different programs have been 
established by successive governments to 
alleviate poverty (Mbanasor et al., 2013).  
Poverty alleviation strategies 
implemented so far in Nigeria have 
focused more on growth, basic needs and 
rural development approaches 
disregarding inequality and the farming 
households were not targeted.  

Cervantes-Godoy and Dewbre (2010) 
noted that most of the poor people earn 
their living from one form of agriculture 
or the other. This implies that farming 
households are mostly affected by poverty 
than any other sub-group of the society. 
Therefore, understanding the economics 
of agriculture will be of help in knowing 
much about the economics of being poor. 
Also, adequate knowledge of the 
determinants of poverty and inequality 
among different groups, has a very strong 
policy implication. Therefore, this study 
distinguishes between urban, semi-urban 
and rural households because they have 
different levels of access to resources and 
livelihoods. A distinction was made 
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between sex, household sizes, primary 
occupation and marital status. Such 
differentiation is absent in the studies of 
Nkwede (2014), Ume and Ochiaka (2018) 
and Eze et al. (2019), thus potentially 
giving a wrong picture of poverty in the 
study area. Attempt has not been made to 
study the poverty profile and inequality 
among the farming households in Ebonyi 
State. Thus, this study tends to assess the 
poverty profile and inequality among the 
farming households in Ebonyi State and to 
find answers to the following research 
questions; 
i. What is the poverty profile of the 

rural, semi-urban and urban farming 
households in the study area?  

ii. What is the extent of inequality 
among the farming households in 
Ebonyi State? 

iii. What are the determinants of poverty 
Status among the faming households? 

 

Methodology  

The study was conducted in Ebonyi 
State. The state lies in the humid tropical 
agro-ecological zone of Nigeria within 
Longitudes 7° 30′E and 8° 30′E and 
Latitudes 5° 40′N and 6° 45′N (Okereke, 
2012). It has a land area of 5,935 km2. The 
State is bounded by Benue State on the 
North, Enugu State by the west, to the East 
by Cross River State and to the South by 
Imo and Abia State. The State is blessed 
with moist land for growing varieties of 
food crops such as rice, yam, cassava, 
maize and cocoyam with a total land area 
of the State is 5,935 km2 (Obasi, Agbo and 
Onyenekwe, 2015). Ebonyi State is made 
up of thirteen local government areas 
(LGAs) with a total population projected 
to be 3.1 million people in 2020 (Nwahia 
et al., 2020). Ebonyi has a total annual 
mean rainfall of 1750mm and mean 
annual temperature of 27°C.
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Sample Collection 
Multistage sampling technique was 

used in this study. In the first stage, the 
thirteen (13) Local Government Areas 
(LGAs) in Ebonyi Stata was stratified into 
three strata which includes rural, semi-
rural and urban areas to ensure adequate 
representation. The second stage involves 
random selection of one (1) LGA out of 
each strata of the LGAs to give a total of 
three (3) LGAs selected for the study. The 
three selected LGAs includes Ebonyi, Izzi 
and Afikpo South Local Government 
Areas. In the third stage, three (3) 
communities were randomly selected out 
of each of the three sampled LGAs to 
make up of nine (9) communities used in 
this study. The selected communities 
include Ohatekwe, Isieke, Mgbabor, 
Udereghu, Onueyim-agbaja, Okworike, 
Owutu, idima, and Ogiri. Lastly, 53 
farming households were randomly 
selected from each of the 9 communities 
to give a total of 477 respondents used in 
this study. The selected farming 
households represent above 10% of the 
total farming households in the 
communities. This is in line with Kajang, 
David and Jatau (2014) and adopted by 
Nwahia (2021) who stated that ≥10% of 
the population is a good representation 
especially where the total population is 
large. Data were collected from primary 
source with the aid of structured 
questionnaire and interviews. The 
collected data were analyzed using Foster, 
Greer and Thorbeecke (FGT) Index and 
Gini Index. 
Model Specification 

Foster-Greer-Thorbecke (1984) was 
used to determine the poverty status of the 
farming households. The model is 
specified as: 
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Where, 
� is the poverty index, α is a non-negative 
parameter, which takes the values 0, 1 and 
2. When α = 0, this index gives the head 
count ratio as shown in equation 2. When 
α = 1, this index measures the poverty 
depth as shown in equation 3 and when α 
=2, this index gives the poverty severity as 
illustrated in equation 4.  
�= No of Respondents, 
�� = Head count of the poor (Number of 
poor household),  
� = Per capita monthly expenditure in Naira, 
� = Poverty line using 2/3 of mean per 
capita monthly expenditure of the 
respondents. 
Poverty Line 

There is no official poverty line in 
Nigeria and as such many earlier studies 
have used poverty lines which are 
proportions of the average per capita 
income or expenditure. However, in this 
study per capita monthly expenditure was 
used. Therefore, the poverty line is 
defined as the two-thirds of the mean 
value of per capita monthly expenditure 
for the respondents in the study area. 

� !" = 
#�$"

�%                              (5) 

!� !" = 
#�$"
#�&                           (6) 

PL = 2/3 * MPCMx                    (7) 
Where: 
� !"= Per Capita Monthly Expenditure 
(Naira), 
'�!" = Total Household Monthly 
Expenditure (Naira), 

Poverty Profile and Inequality Among Farming Households in Ebonyi State………… Balogun et al. 



710 

 

�( = Household Size, 
!� !"= Mean Per Capital Monthly 
Expenditure (Naira), 

'�) = Total Number of Respondent, 
�* = Poverty Line. 
 

 

Inequality Index 
Inequality of households was achieved by using Gini Index.  
The model considered expenditure such that +	 ≤ +� ≤ +-, … . ≤ +0 .  The Gini coefficient 
is given by;  

12�
�3+45 =  ∑ 6�3�5+�
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Where, n = number of observations, 
? = the mean of the distribution, 
+� = the expenditure of the ith household, 
 7� 3�5� = the weight, 
4 = corresponding rank of the total expenditure.  
Logit Regression Model  
The dependent variable in a Logit regression model is a binary number with a value of 
either 0 or 1 that is, a dummy variable.  
The model is specified thus: 

Pi = f (Z) = log  
@�

	�@�  Ʃ
n

1 βiXi                                                                               (10) 

Pi denotes the probability that the farming households is below or above the poverty line, βi 
are the coefficients,  Xi are poverty determinants variables, pi is the probability of being 
non poor and 1-pi is probability of being poor.  
While the empirical form is stated thus: 
Z = β0 + β1X1 + β2 X2 + β3 X3 + β4 X4 + β5 X5 + β6 X6 + β7 X7+ β8 X8+ β9X9+ β10X10+ 
β11X11 + β12 X12 + β13 X13 + β14 X14 + β15 X15 + e                                                             (11) 
Where  
Z = Poverty status (1 if poor and 0 otherwise), 
β0 =the intercept, 
e = the error term, 
X1  =  Age (years), 
X2 = Age squared,  
X3 = location (rural is 0, semi-urban is 1, urban is 2), 
X4 = sex (male is 1 while female is 0), 
X5 = households size (numbers),  
X6 = dependency ratio, 
X7  = household monthly income (Naira),  
X8  = education (years),  
X9 = membership of association (years), 
X10  =  extension visits (numbers of visit), 
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X11  = years of experiences (years), 
X12 = farm size (hectares),  
X13 = credit amount (Naira), 
X14 = primary occupation (others is 1 while farming is 0), 
X15 = marital status (married is 1 while 0 otherwise). 
 

Results and Discussion 

Poverty Status of Farming Households 
The farming households’ poverty 

status was analyzed using three indicators 
which is poverty incidence (Po), poverty 
depth (P1) and severity of poverty (P2) 
computed using the FGT Index. Results of 
poverty analysis are presented in Table 1. 
The poverty was profile into different 
categories. The poverty line was 

determined using two third of mean per 
capita household monthly expenditure 
(MPCHx) in the study area. A poverty line 
of ₦7,825.00 was established. Therefore, 
any households having the per capita 
household monthly expenditure above 
₦7,825.00 was considered as non-poor 
while those below the value were 
considered to be poor. 

 
Table 1: Poverty status of farming households 
Group  Poverty incidence  Poverty gap  Poverty severity 

Location  
Urban 
Semi-urban 
Rural 
 Sex 

Male 
Female  
Household size 
1 – 5 
6 – 10 
11 -15 
Access to credit 

Yes 
No 
Primary occupation 

Farming 
Non-farming 
Marital status 
Married 
Single  
Poverty line 

MPCHx       =  N11,737.50 

2/3* MPCHx=  N7,825.00 

 
0.185 
0.306 
0.450 
 
0.277 
0.300 
 
0.097 
0.317 
0.509 
 
0.174 
0.222 
 
0.460 
0.193 
 
0.318 
0.250 

 
0.090 
0.140 
0.160 
 
0.120 
0.146 
 
0.080 
0.142 
0.192 
 
0.014 
0.025 
 
0.169 
0.124 
 
0.148 
0.170 

 
0.080 
0.100 
0.130 
 
0.040 
0.050 
 
0.010 
0.100 
0.120 
 
0.007 
0.012 
 
0.090 
0.100 
 
0.113 
0.120 

 
Table 1 reveals poverty incidence of 

0.185 for urban dwellers in Ebonyi state. 
That is to say that about 19% of the 

farming households in the urban region 
were poor because their incomes level fell 
short of the poverty line while that of 
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semi-urban and rural dwellers were 0.306 
and 0.450 respectively. The implication of 
this is that it is lucrative to live in the urban 
area of Ebonyi state than the semi-urban 
and rural areas. This may be due to more 
job or productive opportunities that exist 
in the urban areas. This confirms the 
assertion of Chiripanhura (2010) that 
poverty is more in the rural areas where 
agriculture is the mainstay. The poverty 
gap index of the poor urban farming 
households was 0.09 which means that 
about 9% of the total incomes are required 
to bring individuals within the poor urban 
farming households up to the poverty line 
of ₦7,825.00. The poverty gap for semi-
urban and rural area was 0.14 and 0.16 
respectively. The poverty severity index 
of the households was 0.008, 0.010 and 
0.013 for urban, semi-urban and rural 
households respectively. This implies that 
poverty was more severe among poor rural 
households than the urban and semi-urban 
counterparts. The results in Table 1 further 
show that both in the poverty incidence, 
poverty gap and severity, the male headed 
households were better off than the female 
counterpart. The poverty incidence, 
poverty gap and severity for male and 
female headed households as was shown 
in Table 1 were 0.277 and 0.300; 0.120 
and 0.146; 0.04 and 0.05 respectively. 
Also. Table 1 shows that there is more 
incidence, depth and severity of poverty as 
the households size increase. Therefore, 
those with less members in their 
households are better off than those with 

more members. Poverty incidence among 
those that have access to credit was 0.174 
while for those that do not have access to 
credit was 0.222. For those that have 
farming as their primary occupation, their 
poverty incidence, depth and severity 
were more than that of those that have 
farming as the secondary occupation. The 
married farming households show more 
poverty incidence depth and severity than 
the single counterpart.   
Expenditure Inequality of the Farming 

Households 
Gini index was used to analyze the 

expenditure inequality among the farming 
households and the results are presented in 
Table 2.  Table 2 reveals that expenditure 
inequality was more on rural areas than on 
the urban and semi-urban households. 
Table 2 further reveals that expenditure 
inequality was more on the female headed 
households than the male counterpart. 
There is an increment in the expenditure 
inequality as the households’ sizes 
increases and vice versa. This finding is in 
line with Akinlade et al. (2015) who 
discovered an increase in income 
inequality as the household size increases. 
Those that have access to credit have less 
expenditure inequality than those that do 
not have to credit. Table 1 reveals that 
expenditure inequality was more on the 
households that have farming as their 
secondary occupation than those that have 
farming as the primary occupation while 
the married ones have high expenditure 
inequality than the single ones.
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Table 2: Expenditure inequality of the farming households 
Group  Gini coefficient   

Location  
Urban 
Semi-urban 
Rural 
 Sex 

Male 
Female  
Household size 
1 – 5 
6 – 10 
11 -15 
Access to credit 

Yes 
No 
Primary occupation 
Farming 
Non-farming 
Marital status 
Married 
Single  

 
0.173 
0.217 
0.319 
 
0.175 
0.279 
 
0.173 
0.190 
0.211 
 
0.202 
0.272 
 
0.271 
0.281 
 
0.257 
0.162 

 

Elasticity of the Total Poverty with 

Respect to Average Expenditure Growth 

and Inequality 
The elasticities of each of the poverty 

measures with respect to the mean 
expenditure growth and changes in 
inequality are presented in Table 3. The 
poverty measures (poverty incidence, 
depth and severity) shows a more 
responsiveness to changes in inequality 

with values higher than that of to changes 
in expenditure.  Therefore, policies that 
are channeled towards income equality for 
increase expenditure will impact more on 
the farming households. This agrees with 
the findings of Yusuf et al. (2008) which 
revealed that reducing income inequality 
has a larger positive impact on poverty 
than income growth.

 
Table 3: Elasticity of poverty with respect to expenditure growth and inequality 
Poverty Indices              FGT Elasticity with respect to 

mean expenditure 

Elasticity with respect 

to inequality  

Poverty Incidence (P0)   0.293 -0.4185 0.371 

Poverty Gap          (P1)    0.041 -0.6183 0.451 

Poverty Severity    (p2)   0.010 -0.6019 0.543 

Poverty Line                                 ₦7,825.00  
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Determinants of Poverty Status of the 

Farming Households 
The results of the Logit model used to 

examine the factors influencing poverty 
status in the study area are presented in 
Table 4. The log-likelihood ratio of -
174.733, the pseudo R2 of 0.270 and the 
LR (Chi2) of 129.127 indicates statistical 
significant at 0.01 probability level, 
implies that the overall model is well fitted 
to the data and the explanatory variables 
used in the model adequately explained 
the probability of being poor or non-poor 
in Ebonyi State.   

Table 4 reveals that among the 
included variables, age, age square, 
household size, dependency ratio, 
households’ income, extension visit, years 
in cooperative society and primary 
occupation had significant influenced on 
the probability of being poor while 
location, education, farm size, years of 
experience, sex and amount of credit 
received had no significant influence on 
the probability of being poor in Ebonyi 
state. From the result in Table 4, age of 
household head had a positive and 
significant marginal effect on the 
probability of being poor. This implies 
that as the household head grow older, 
there is 2.8% increment in the probability 
of being poor. Therefore the households 
headed by a younger person are better off 
in Ebonyi state than those of their older 
counterpart. This is in line with the work 
of Tsue et al. (2013). The age square 
which represent their cycle shows a 
negative marginal effect on the probability 
of being poor with 0.01% reduction in 
poverty. Table 4 further reveals that a unit 
increases in the size of household will 
increase the probability of being poor by 
8.2%. This is because large households 

have implications for high dependency 
ratio that leads to low per capita 
expenditure. This result agrees with the 
findings of (Etim and Patrick, 2010; 
Nwahia, 2021). This confirmation that 
large households have implications for 
high dependency ratio was revealed in the 
result of dependency ratio, where an 
increase in the number of individuals that 
depended on the households heads by one 
person will leads to 2.4% increment in 
poverty of the households. In line with the 
a priori expectation, households’ monthly 
income had a negative and significant 
relationship with the probability of being 
poor. This implies that an increase in this 
variable will reduce the poverty of the 
farming households and vice versa. The 
marginal effect reveals that a unit increase 
in the household income will reduces the 
probability of the households being poor 
by 0.02%. Table 4 further shows those 
years in the cooperative society and the 
extension visit had a negative and 
significant relationship with the 
households’ poverty. Therefore, an 
increase in these variables will reduce the 
poverty of the farming households and 
vice versa.  Having farming as the primary 
occupation increases the probability of 
being poor by 12% while having farming 
as the secondary occupation reduces the 
probability of being poor by the same 
value. This implies that for poverty to 
reduce in Ebonyi State, the farming 
households should have other occupations 
(civil servant, business, and builder) as 
their primary occupation and farming as a 
secondary occupation. This confirms the 
assertion of Chiripanhura (2010) that 
agricultural productivity per capita is too 
low to reduce poverty. 
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Table 4: Results of logit analysis on factors influencing poverty status of farming households 

Variables Coefficient Standard error t-value P-value Marginal effect 

Age 
Age squared  
Location 
Sex  
Household size 
Dependency ratio 
Household income 
Education  
Years of coop 
Extension visit 
Years of experience 
Farm size 
Credit amount  
Primary occupation 
Marital status 
Constant 
No of observation 
LR Chi2 (9)  
Prob ˃chi2  
Pseudo R2  
Loglikehood 
Akaike crit(AIC) 
Beyesian crit. (BIC) 

0.241 
-0.003 
0.341 
-0.277 
0.543 
0.210 
-0.128 
-0.025 
-0.87 
-0.551 
-0.400 
-0.010 
0.264 
-1.05 
0.89 
-6.418 

0.132 
0.001 
0.277 
0.382 
0.095 
0.121 
0.060 
0.039 
0.040 
0.233 
0.026 
0.141 
0.354 
0.358 
0.341 
3.075 
477 
129.127 
0.000 
0.270 
-174.733 
381.466 
448.113 

1.83 
-1.90 
1.23 
-0.72 
5.72 
1.73 
-2.13 
-0.64 
-2.17 
-2.37 
-1.51 
-0.07 
0.75 
-2.93 
0.26 
-2.09 

0.067 
0.057 
0.217 
0.469 
0.000 
0.084 
0.033 
0.525 
0.030 
0.018 
0.131 
0.945 
0.456 
0.003 
0.794 
0.037 

-0.028* 
0.0001*** 
0.040 
-0.032 
0.063*** 
0.024* 
-0.0002** 
-0.003 
-0.010** 
-0.064** 
-0.005 
-0.001 
0.031 
-0.121*** 
0.010 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Note: ***,** is  significant at 1% and  5%  levels respectively. 
 

Conclusion  

The fight against poverty has been a 
central plank of development planning in 
Nigeria since independence and over the 
years, it has attracted the attention of the 
international community, governmental 
and non-governmental agencies, 
including scholars. Observers have 
unanimously agreed that successive 
government’s interventions have failed to 
achieve the objectives for which they were 
established. This research work on 
poverty profile and inequality among 
farming households in Ebonyi State 
established that poverty incidence, depth 
and severity was more in the rural farming 
households than the semi-urban and urban 
households. The three poverty indices of 

FGT increases as the households sizes 
increases. Age of the households head, age 
square, household size, dependency ratio, 
households’ income, extension visit, years 
in cooperative society and primary 
occupation were the significant factors 
that influences the probability of being 
poor in Ebonyi state.  
 

Recommendation 
Policies that geared towards rural 

households’ empowerment should be 
implemented by different tiers of 
government in Ebonyi State. In addition, 
orientation on proper family planning for 
birth control should be carried out for the 
farming households in the State.  
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