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ABSTRACT 
 
As poverty systematically deepens and people’s meager incomes do not cover their basic food and dietary needs, interest in 
urban farming has increased, even in areas, where the practice was un-common. Urban farming is now being promoted by 
different families, as a food security strategy for vulnerable urban families. But these farms have had limited success in 
providing food security and increasing incomes. Understanding the characteristics of the poor and hungry and the factors 
underlying their persistent deprivation is important, when designing policies to meet their needs and improve their welfare. 
Determinants of poverty were estimated by Tobit regression model to survey data collected from 120 urban farmers in Uyo, 
Nigeria with the aid of structured questionnaire. Using the maximum likelihood estimation technique, asymptotic parameter 
estimates were evaluated to describe poverty correlates. Except for age, farm size, distance to water source and tenancy status, 
all other explanatory variables specified were significant correlates of urban poverty. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 

Nigeria is facing twin challenges of reforming 
economy and reducing poverty. The problem of poverty in 
Nigeria is prevalent both in rural and urban areas with 
proportionate increase in the former is higher (Etim, 2007). 
Nigeria is one of the most resource-endowed nations in the 
world (Etim et al., 2009). But socio-economically, 
Nigerians are also among the most poor in the world (Etim 
& Edet, 2007). Despite Nigeria’s physical and human 
resources, there had been progressively worsening welfare 
conditions of it nationals (Okunmadewa, 2001). The Human 
Development Report by HDR (2005) reveals that Nigeria is 
one of the poorest among the poor countries of the world. 
With Human Poverty Index HPI-I value of 38.8%, Nigerian 
is ranked 75th among 103 developing countries. The bitter 
reality of the Nigerian situation is not only that poverty is 
getting worse by the day, but that more than 4 out of every 
10 Nigerians live in conditions of extreme poverty of less 
than US $1 per day. This amount of money will barely 
provide for a quarter of the nutritional requirements for 
healthy living. The above revelations are shocking, when 
one considers the quantum of natural and human resources 
that abound in the country. This is a paradoxical situation, 
which was tagged ‘poverty in the midst of plenty’ World 
Bank (1996). As one looks towards the global poverty 
figures, the deprived masses of the poor are living in acute 

misery in the rural areas (Abbas et al., 2005). Out of total 
1.2 billion poor more than 900 million live in rural areas 
around the globe (IFAD, 2002). Majority of the world’s 
poor live in rural areas and depend on agriculture for their 
livelihoods (Khan, 2001, Etim, 2007; Fan et al., 2007). The 
developing world’s poor still live in rural areas, although 
there are some marked regional differences (Ravallion, 
2007). But the share of poor living in urban areas is rising 
and more rapidly than for the population as a whole. Rapid 
urban growth complicated by poor urban planning and 
control of land use, lack of financial resources and 
inadequate investment in environmental management has 
led to the proliferation of urban slums in Nigeria. 
Mahbubani (2007) reported that Urbanization is un-
stoppable and the developing world is becoming more 
urban. Growing food in and around cities has become a 
major industry, vital to the well being of millions of poor 
and some not-so-poor urban residents. Some 800 million 
people are estimated to be involved in urban farming world 
wide (UNEP, 2002). It is not un-common to see urban poor 
households engage in farming and other income-generating 
activities around their homesteads. But despite the 
involvement of these households in various farming and 
income generating activities, the generality of their incomes 
have remained low. Understanding the characteristics of the 
poor and hungry and the factors underlying their persistent 
deprivation is important, when designing policies to meet 
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their needs and improve their welfare. This study was 
therefore conducted to identify the factors that influence 
poverty among urban farmers and specifically estimating its 
determinants. 

Table I shows the human development index (HDI). 
The HDI focuses on three measurable dimensions of human 
development; living a long and healthy life, being educated 
and having a decent standard of living. The table reveals 
that Nigeria is ranked 158th in the human development 
report with HDI value of 0.453. Seychelles ranks first in the 
rejoin, with a value of 0.821. 

Table II shows the human poverty in Nigeria. The 
worst performer in the world is Niger with HPI-1 value of 
64.4%, whereas the best performer in the world is Uruguay 
with HPI-I value of 3.6%. Nigeria has HPI-1 value of 
38.8%, which is ranked 75th out of 103 countries. 

Table III shows the percentage of people that are poor 
by states in Nigeria. In Akwa Ibom State, the incidence of 
poverty rose from 10.2% in 1980 to 66.9% in 1996. 

The concept of poverty dates back to 1899, when one 
of the earliest and most famous studies of poverty was 
conducted by Seebohm Rowntree in York. He used a 
concept of subsistence poverty and drew a poverty line in 
terms of a minimum weekly sum of money, which was 
necessary to enable families to secure the necessaries of a 
healthy life. Poverty is more easily recognized than defined. 
Hence, a universally acceptable definition of the term has 
remained elusive. However, World Bank (2000) defines 
poverty as an un-acceptable deprivation in human well-
being that can comprise both physiological and social 
deprivation. Physiological deprivation includes the non-
fulfillment of basic material or biological needs, including 
inadequate nutrition, health, education and shelter. The 
concept of physiological deprivation is thus closely related 
to, but can extend beyond low monetary income and 
consumption levels. Social deprivation widens the concept 
of deprivation to include risk, vulnerability, lack of 
autonomy, powerlessness and lack of self-respect. 

Poverty is defined as total poverty (Pi) as the 
expectation overtime of the poverty measured at each point 
in time Pit. 
 

Pi = E(Pit) 
 

                z=yit   α 

Where, Pit =       z  If yit < z 
            O  If yit > z 
 

Where z is the poverty line and α represent the 
poverty aversion parameter in the FGT measure. Poverty 
can be chronic (structural) or transitory, depending on how 
long poverty is expressed by an individual or a community. 
Chronic poverty is long term, persistent, the causes of which 
are largely structural and endemic, while transitory poverty 
is temporary, transient and short term in nature. Chronic 
poverty is defined as Ci = P[E9 yit)], which for the FGT 
class of measures can be written as:  

    z=yit  α 
Ci =       z  If E(yit) < z 

      o  If E(yit) > z 
 

Transitory Poverty (Ti) is defined as total poverty (Pi) 
minus chronic poverty (Ci). Since the nineteenth century, 
when rigorous studies on poverty began, researchers have 
tries to establish fixed yardsticks against, which to measure 
poverty. Ideally, such a yardstick would be applicable to all 
societies and should establish a fixed level, usually known 
as the poverty line, below, which poverty begins and above, 
which it ends. This concept of poverty is known as absolute 
poverty. Absolute poverty is a situation of lack of access to 
resources required to obtain the minimum necessities 
required to maintain physical efficiency. Relative poverty, 
on the other hand is the inability to attain a given minimum 
contemporary standard of living. Poverty can also be 
subjective. This refers to whether or not individuals or 
groups feel they are poor. Subjective poverty is closely 
related to relative poverty since those who are defined as 
poor in terms of standard of the day will probably see and 
feel themselves to be poor. The concept of subjective 
poverty is important since to some degree, people act in 
terms of the way they perceive and define themselves. 

Poverty line is the threshold income below, which one 
is considered to be poor (Kakwani, 1993). It is the value of 
income or consumption expenditure necessary for a 
minimum standard of nutrition and other necessities. 
Thorbecke (2004) reported that there are currently two main 
methods of setting the poverty line i.e., the cost of Basic 
Needs (CBN) and the Food-Energy-Intake (FEI) methods. 
The CBN approach has the advantage of ensuring 
consistency (treating individuals with the same living 
standards), while FEI approach has the advantage of 
specificity reflecting better the actual food consumption 
behaviour of individuals around the caloric threshold given 
their tastes, preferences and relative prices. 

The Tobit model originates from the work of Tobin 
(1958) and has been extensively used by economist to 
measure the effect of changes in the explanatory variables 
(xi) on the probability of being poor and the depth or 
intensity of poverty (Mc Donald & Moffit, 1980). The Tobit 
model can be used to determine the impact of the explanatory 
variables on the probability of being poor using a function. 
 

qi = Pi = Xi β + ei if Pi > Pi* 
= 0 = Xi β + ei if Pi ≤ Pi* 

 i = 1, 2 ……..….n 
 

Where qi is the dependent variable, it is discrete, when 
the households are not poor and continuous, when they are 
poor. Pi is the probability of being poor (& the intensity of 
poverty) and is defined as (Z - Yi)/Z and Pi* is the poverty 
depth, when the poverty line (Z) equals the expenditure per 
adult equivalent. Xi is a vector of explanatory variable. β is 
a vector of un-known co-efficient and it is an independently 
distributed error term. 



 
POVERTY AMONG FARMING HOUSEHOLDS / J. Agric. Soc. Sci., Vol. 6, No. 2, 2010 

 31

The model measures not only probability that a farmer 
is poor, but also the intensity of poverty (Tobin, 1958). 
 
MATERIALS AND METHODS 
 
Study area, sampling and data collection: The study was 
conducted in Uyo Local Government Akwa, the capital city 
of Akwa Ibom State, Nigeria. Uyo is situated 55 km inward 
from the coastal plains of South East Nigeria. The area is 
located 5o17' and 5o27' North and Longitude 7o27' and 7o58' 
East. The area lies within the humid tropical rain forest 
zone. Uyo covers an area approximately 35 km2 with an 
annual precipitation ranging from 2000 to 3000 mm per 
annum. According to Etim and Ofem (2005) and Etim et al. 
(2008), this rainfall regime received in most part of the state 
encourages farming throughout the year. Uyo has an 
estimated population of 309, 537 (NPC, 2006). The 
settlement pattern in Uyo is nucleated and being and 
administrative headquarters, majority of civil and public 
servants and political office holders reside there. Etim et al. 
(2006 & 2008) also noted that these people engage in part-
time farming activities and other commercial ventures 
within and around their homes as a way of augmenting 
family income and food supplies. 

Simple random sampling technique was employed to 
select the representative urban farming households for the 
study. Data used for this study were mainly primary and 
were obtained from 120 farming households. 
Analytical technique: The Tobit regression model, a 
hybrid of the discrete and continuous dependent variable 
was used to estimate the determinants of poverty among 
urban farming households in Uyo, Nigeria. The model is 
expressed based on Tobin (1958). 
 

 qi = Pi = Xiβ + ei if Pi > Pi* 
 O = Xiβ + ei if Pi ≤ Pί* 
  i = 1, 2 …………… 120 
 

Where qi is the dependent variable, it is discrete, when 
the households are not poor and continuous, when they are 
poor. Pi is the poverty depth/intensity defined as (Z-Yi)/Z 
and Pi* is the poverty depth, when poverty line (Z) equals 
the expenditure per adult equivalent. Xi is a vector of 
explanatory variable, β is a vector of un-known co-efficient 
and ei is an independently distributed error term. 

The explanatory variables specified as determinants of 
poverty are:  

X1 = Sex of the household head (D =1 if female, 0 if 
male). 

X2 = Age of the household head in years. 
X3 = Marital status of the household head (D = 1 If 

married, 0 if other wise). 
X4 = Type of marriage (D = I if monogamous, 0 if 

otherwise). 
X5 = Years of formal education. 
X6 = Dependency Ratio measured as ratio of the 

number of dependent household members younger than 15 

years or older than 60 years old divided by the number 
between 15 and 60 years. 

X7 = Value of Assets in Nigeria. 
X8 = Farm size in hectares. 
X9 = Labour employed in man days. 
X10 = Access to “improved” water source (D = 1 if 

yes, 0 if other wise). 
X11 = Distance to “improved” water source in km. 
X12 = Access to skilled health care (D = 1 if yes, 0 if 

otherwise). 
X13 = Distance to source of health care in km. 
X14 = Access to information (D=1 if yes, 0 if 

otherwise). 
X15 = Tenancy status (D = 1 if owned, o if otherwise). 

 
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
 

From the maximum likelihood estimates of the Tobit 
regression, the results show that sigma 0.3977 with a z-
value of 4.3088 and are significant (P < 0.01). This means 
that the model has a good fit to the data and that the model 
as specified explained significant non-zero variations in 
factors influencing poverty. The co-efficient of sex of the 
household head is 0.0846. This implies that relative to the 
female-headed households, the level of poverty will be 
reduced by 0.0846 for male - headed households, hence, 
with a poverty depth of 0.2897 as against 0.3743 for female-
headed households. This could be attributed to the 
involvement of male-headed household in different forms of 
off-farming activities. Findings however contrast with 
Schaffer (1998). The co-efficient of marital status of 
household head is 0.157, this implies that the poverty status 
of household headed by married people will be increased by 
15.73% to become 53.15%, while that of households headed 
by un-married people will remain as 37.43%. The reason for 
this is married households tend to have larger household 
size, which raises the dependency ratio. The type of 
marriage, whether polygamous or monogamous, affects the 
poverty status in the study area. The co-efficient of the 
marriage type is -0.2637 meaning that the poverty depth of 
an individual in monogamous households is reduced by 
0.2637 to 0.1106 as against 0.3743 for polygamous 
households. This is so because polygamous families have 
larger household size than monogamous ones hence raising 
the dependency ratio, which eventually causes a rise poverty 
level among such polygamous households. 

The dependency ratio has co-efficient of 0.0234, 
implying that a unit increase in the dependency ratio will 
raise poverty by 2.34%. This is obvious because most 
dependents particularly children contribute less to family 
labour and income. The family on the other hand, spends 
money in educating and training them in school and craft, 
respectively. Similar results had been reported by Musgrave 
(1980), Lipton (1983), World Bank (1991), Schubert (1994) 
and Etim et al. (2009) that a larger sized household is 
associated with greater poverty incidence. 
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 The value of certain assets like houses, bicycles, 
motorcycles by farm households also significantly affect the 
poverty status. The co-efficient of value of asset is -0.1849, 
implying that the depth of poverty for asset owning 
households is 0.1894, whereas it is 0.3743 for non-asset 
owning households. This means that poverty status will be 
reduced with possession of one or more of these assets. The 
co-efficient of years of formal education is -0.3104. This 
means that the poverty depth is decreased by 0.3104 for 
individuals in families, whose heads have formal education 
to become 0.0639. Households without formal education 
have a poverty depth of 0.3743. This may be attributed to 
the fact that highly educated household heads have the 
ability to adopt improved farming technique faster than the 
non-educated ones. This however increases the productivity 
and incomes of the educated heads with subsequent 
improvement of welfare amongst them. Similar findings 
were reported by Schubert (1994) and FOS (1999). 

The regression co-efficient for labour employed in 
farm operations is 0.0053. The implication is that a manday 
rise in labour employed in farm operations will raise the 
poverty depth by 0.0053. This confirms the assertion by 
Etim (2007) that increase in family labour is as a result of 
more household members and highly dependency ratio 
tends to raise the poverty status of households. Finding is 
synonymous with Etim (2007). 

The co-efficient of access to water -0.1874 implied 
that poverty depth will be reduced by 0.1874 to give 0.1869 
for households having access to improved water as against 
0.3743 for households with access to improved water. 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
 The research focused on the farm level determination 
of poverty through the application of tobit estimation 
technique. ML estimates and coefficients were derived from 
a specified tobit regression model estimated by maximum 
likelihood estimation procedure. The estimated parameters 
were un-biased, efficient and consistent. 
 The estimation of the correlates of poverty among 
urban farming households reveal that except for age, farm 
size, distance to water source, distance to skilled health care 
and tenancy status, all other regressants greatly and aptly 
contribute to poverty among urban farming households in 
Akwa Ibom State, Nigeria. 
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