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Abstract

This paper analyzes the poverty status of Fadama Il and non-Fadama Il beneficiaries
in rural Oyo State, Southwestern Nigeria. The sample survey data were collected
from 450 rural households comprising of purposively selected 150 beneficiaries of
Fadama Il, 150 non-beneficiaries within Fadama Il local government and 150 non-
beneficiaries outside the local government. Propensity Score Matching technique was
used to select comparable observations which reduced the sample size to 412
observations. The prevalence of poverty was found to be highest among the non-
beneficiaries within fadama Il LGA (73%), followed by non-beneficiaries outside
fadama (69%) and Fadama Il beneficiaries (38%). Key factors that influence
poverty were household size, educational status, credit utilization and being a
Fadama Il beneficiary. To reduce poverty, this study suggests that the project should
be extended to the non-benefiting communities since findings have shown that being
a beneficiary reduces the probability of being poor. There is also a need to promote
birth control programme among respondents since findings have shown that higher
household size increases the probability of being poor, while acquiring formal
education should also be promoted among respondents.
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Introduction

The study of economic history

Indeed, more often than not, agricultural
activities are usually concentrated in the
less-developed rural areas where there is

provides us with ample evidence that an a critical need for rural transformation,
agricultural revolution is a fundamental redistribution, poverty alleviation and
pre-condition for economic development socio-economic development (Stewart,
(Eicher and Witt, 1964; Oluwasanmi, 2000).

1966). The agricultural sector has the However, in Nigeria the agricultural
potential to be the industrial and sector suffered neglect during the hey-
economic springboard from which a days of the oil boom in the 1970s. Ever
country’s development can take off. since then Nigeria has been witnessing
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extreme poverty and insufficient food
supply. Historically, the roots of the
crisis in the Nigerian economy lie in the
neglect of agriculture and the increased
dependence on a mono-cultural economy
based on oil. Increasing reduction in
productivity has continued to characterize
Nigerian agricultural sector thereby
limiting the ability of the sector to
perform its traditional role in economic
development. In order to break this cycle
and improve the performance of the
agricultural sector, the Nigerian
government over the years introduced and
implemented several policies and
programme aimed at revamping the sector

(Ajibefun and Aderinola, 2004).These
programmes and project include:
Directorate of Food; Roads and Rural
Infrastructure (DIFFRI) and the World
Bank-assisted National Fadama
Development Projects. Their main aim

was to ameliorate the suffering of the
people through provision of employment,

infrastructure and enhanced access to
farming asset facilities.

The World Bank-assisted National
Fadama Development Project (basically

initiated as wetland farming) was first
implemented on pilot basis (1993-1999).

The main thrust of Fadama II, is to
sustainably increase the incomes of the
Fadama users through empowering

communities to take charge of their own

development agenda. This study is
therefore interested in ascertaining
whether the Fadama Il project has

actually been able to improve the income
(i.e. reduce their poverty status) of its
beneficiaries compared to its non
beneficiaries.

Poverty is the inability to adequately
meet the basic human necessities of food,
clothing and shelter. It is a broad,
multidimensional, partly subjective
phenomenon often viewed as both the
cause and symptom of achieving

underdevelopment. It is manifested in
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many ways, including the lack of
capability by individuals or groups to
function and feed well in the society. The
alleviation of Poverty is an important
development agenda for developing
countries for the improvement of overall
social and economic conditions. Without
social and economic programmes to
alleviate poverty, society will continue to
be caught in a vicious economic cycle of
underdevelopment. The growth in income
per capita is the main source of reduction
in poverty in most countries. This has
been supported by the work of Dollar and
Kray (2002); Ravallion and Datt (1996);
Bhagawati (2001); and Datt and Ravallion
(1992).

The Second National Fadama
Development Project supported by the
World Bank is one of the recent efforts
towards boosting production and
enhancing farmers’ welfare. Studies have
been conducted on Poverty, Fadama and
also on both topics in Nigeria. This
includes Babatunde et al (2008), Nkonya
et al., (2007), Kudi et al., (2008), Oni et
al., (2007) and Yusuf et al., (2008).
However the present study differs from
the above related studies in terms of
methodology and scope. It adopted a new
approach to analysis of poverty status of
groups compared (i.e. beneficiaries and
non beneficiaries) called Propensity Score
Matching (PSM). This approach
eliminates the problem of selectivity bias
(or selection on observable) to make sure
that the characteristics of beneficiaries
and non beneficiaries being compared are
the same. Propensity Score Matching is a
method of sampling from a large reservoir
of potential controls in which the goal is
to select a subset of the control sample
that has covariate values similar to those
in the treated group. One can attempt to
match on all covariates, but this may be
difficult to implement when the set of
covariates is large. In order to reduce the
dimensionality of the matching problem,
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Rosenbaum and Rubin (1983) suggested
an alternative method which is based on
matching on the propensity score p(X).

Though this study centers on Fadama
project, it is different in scope and
methodology compared to related study
since it combines the use of propensity
score matching, FGT, and Probit model as
its analytical tool. It therefore seeks to
analyse the poverty status of the
beneficiaries of Fadama Il with those of
non-beneficiaries as well as identifying
specific factors driving the poverty status
of respondents in rural Oyo state.
Specifically, this paper will (1) examine
the poverty profile of Fadama |1l
beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries and
(2) determine the factors influencing their
poverty status using rural Oyo state as a
case study.

2. Theoretical framework

Needs relative to what is
possible and are based on social
definition and past experience (Sen,
1999). The extent of absolute poverty is
defined as the number of people who are
unable to command sufficient resources to
satisfy basic needs. They are counted as
the total number of people living below a
specified minimum level of real income-
an international poverty line. That line
knows no national boundaries, it is
independent of the level of national per
capita income, and takes into account
differing price levels by measuring
poverty as anyone living on less than one

may be

dollar per day. Absolute poverty exists
everywhere regardless of country or
continent.

Relative poverty is the inability to
attain a given minimum contemporary
standard of living and identifies those

individuals that are the poorest within the
overall pattern of income distribution
within a given society (D’Silva and by
south, 1992 and Oduosla, 1997). The
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proponents of the concept of relative
poverty assert that the position of an
individual in relation to the other
members of his society with respect to
degree of satisfaction determines whether
he is poor or not. If the average levels of
household resources are considered as an
indicator of the standard degree of
satisfaction in the society concerned, then
the households whose resources are less
than a specified percentage of this
average are considered poor because they
do not have enough to take part in the
average living experience of that society.
Various authors emphasize the change of
stress from the absolute poverty lines to
the relative poverty lines. [Fuchs (1965);
Rainwater (1969); Rein (1974); Lansley
(1980); O' Higgins and Jenkins (1990) and
Teekens and Zaidi (1990)], all proposed
that the poverty line should be linked to
an indicator of the average standard of
living in the society. A lot of models have
also been designed to measure poverty.
This include the Sen Index (Sen 1976) Pa
weighted poverty measure (Foster et al,

1984), UNDP, 1990), the food security
index (FSI), Integrated poverty index
(IPI), Basic needs index, and relative

welfare index (IFAD, 1993).

In measuring poverty, Sen (1976) put
forward three axioms which a good
poverty measure must satisfy. These are:
the focus or proportionality, monotonicity

and transfer axioms. Later the
decomposability axiom was introduced.
These characteristics of poverty are

multidimensional, encompassing various
aspects of a household’s economic and
social status. Capturing these dimensions
requires both qualitative and quantitative
indicators. In development practice, three
major types of poverty assessment
methods are generally wused. These
include: Construction of a poverty line
and computation of wvarious poverty
measures that take into account the way in
which actual household expenditures fall
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short of the poverty line (Ravallion 1994;
Foster, Greer, and Thorbecke 1984; Moser

et al. 1994, Streeten 1994);Rapid
appraisal and participatory appraisal
methods in which households are ranked

with respect to their wealth by community
members themselves, and Construction of
a poverty index using a range of
qualitative and quantitative indicators
(Hatch and Frederick 1998; Chung et al.
1997). For the purpose of this study the
poverty decomposition method that takes
in to account the way in which household
expenditure falls relatively (i.e. Foster,
Greer, and Thorbecke 1984) the below the
poverty line will be adopted.

3. Methodology

3.1.Study area and data

The data for this paper was collected
on beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries of
Fadama Il project in Oyo state, Southwest
zone of Nigeria. The state is bounded in
the west by Benin republic in the south by
Ogun State, in the East by Osun State and
in the North by Kwara State. It has a
population of about 5.6 million people by

the provisional population figure of
National Population Commission (2006).
Oyo State has thirty-three local

Government Areas (LGAs) out of which

only 10 is currently participating in
Fadama I project. These include
Akinyele, lIddo, Olorunsogo, Ona- ara,
Orire, Oyo- west, Surulere, Egbeda,
Ibarapa- North, and Iwajowa. Like other
states in the Southwestern region of
Nigeria, Oyo State experiences two

seasons, the dry harmattan and the wet
rainy seasons. The state weather favors
the growth of a variety of food and cash
crops. The food crops grown in the state

include yam, maize, cassava, cowpea,
sorghum, soybean, okra, pepper,
groundnut, guinea corn, melon and rice
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while cash crops include cocoa and oil
palm.

A multi-stage sampling technique was
adopted to select respondents’. The state
was first stratified into two including
areas (Local government areas; LGAS)
participating in Fadama project and
those not participation. Five local
government areas (lddo, Akinyele, Ona-
ara, Egbeda and Ibarapa North) out of the
ten participating in the Fadama Il project
were randomly selected. Similarly five
local government areas (Oluyole, Lagelu,
Ibarapa East, Ibarapa Central, and Afijio)
where Fadama Il project was not executed
were also randomly selected. The second
stage involved the selection of fifteen
Fadama Community Association (FCAS)
each from the benefitting LGAs. As for
the non-benefitting populations, samples
were drawn from five villages each of the

Fadama communities and non- Fadama
communities. Lastly respondents from the
three groups (beneficiaries and two
groups of non-beneficiaries resident in
Fadama communities and non-Fadama
communities) selected based on
proportionate sampling. In all, 450
farmers consisting of 150 Fadama 11
beneficiaries, 150 Fadama I non-

beneficiaries within Fadama area and 150
non-beneficiaries outside Fadama area
were selected. However, for the matching
analysis only 412 samples were found
suitable. Data on socio economic
characteristics income and expenditure
were collected using structured
guestionnaire and interview schedule.
Descriptive, Foster, Greer and Thorbecke
(FGT) poverty decomposition model and
probit model were used to analyse.

3.2. Analytical methods

Propensity score matching (PSM) was
used to assess the impact of the Fadama I
project on the beneficiaries. PSM in its
simplest form involves predicting the
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probability of treatment on the basis of
observed covariates for both the treatment

and the control group samples. This
probability, (the propensity score) is then
used to match treated and untreated
observations - for example, through
nearest neighbour matching. The
difference in mean outcomes between the
two groups is used as a reasonable

estimate of the impact. The advantage of
this method is that it reduces dependence
on parametric assumptions and it also
reduces problem of comparing non-
comparable observations. The drawback is
that imperfect matching may result in bias
and it is often difficult to find comparable
non-participants.

The Matching method does the
following: 1) Assume that all relevant
differences between the groups (i.e.
Fadama I beneficiaries and non
beneficiaries) are captured by their
observables X: 2) Select from the non-
treated pool a control group (Non
beneficiaries) in which the distribution of
observed variables is as similar as
possible to the distribution in the treated
group (Beneficiaries). According to
Nkonya et al., (2007), impact assessment
studies face interrelated challenges in
establishing a wviable counterfactual in
predicting outcome in the absence of the
intervention—that is, what would have
happened to the beneficiaries had they not
participated in the project; for example if
the project’s outcome indicator is
household expenditure, the average impact
of the project on its beneficiaries referred
to in the impact assessment literature as
the average effect of the treatment on the
treated [ATT] is defined as the difference
between the expected expenditure by
project beneficiaries while participating
in the project and the expected
expenditure they would have received if
they had not participated in the project:
ATT = E(Yalp = 1) - E(Yolp = 1)
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where ATT = Average impact of
Treatment on the Treated; p =1
participation in the project, or
non=participation); Y, expected
outcome (household expenditure, in this

example) of the project beneficiary after

participation in project; Yo = expected
outcome (expenditure) of the same
beneficiary if he or she had not
participated in the project.

We however cannot observe the
counterfactual expenditure of the
beneficiaries had they not participated in
the project—E(Yo|p = 1). Simply
comparing expenditure of households

participating in the project with those not
participating could result in serious
biases, because the two groups may be
quite different and thus likely to have
different expenditure regardless of their
participation in the project. For example,
adding and subtracting E (Yo|p = 0) on the
right side of equation (1) results in the
following:

ATT = [E(Yalp = 1) — (E(Yolp = 0)] -
[E(Yolp = 1) = (E(Yolp = 0)] won... ... (2)

The first expression (within the first
set of square brackets) is observable

because it is the difference between the
expenditure of the beneficiaries and non-
beneficiaries. The second expression is
unobservable because E(Yo|p 1) is
unobservable and thus represents the bias
resulting from estimating ATT as the first
expression. There exist two common
sources of bias. (1) Project placement or
targeting bias, in which the location or
target population of the project is not
random and (2) Self-selection bias, in
which households choose whether or not
to participate and thus may be different in
their experiences, endowments, and
abilities. The most accepted method to
address these biases is to wuse an
experimental approach to construct an
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estimate of the counterfactual situation by
randomly assigning households to
treatment (beneficiary) and control (no
beneficiary) groups. Experimental
approach makes it possible to choose
groups that are statistically similar (i.e.,
drawn from the same distribution) in both
observable and unobservable
characteristics, thus avoiding project
placement and self-selection biases. Such
an approach is not feasible in the present
study because project placement and
participation decisions were used before
the design of the study and were not
random. The notion of random assignment
also conflicts with the nature of the
Community Driving Development (CDD)
project (of which Fadama project is one),
in which communities and households
make their own decisions about whether
to participate and what activities they
will pursue. Therefore the random or
experimental design cannot be used for
this project.

According to Nkonya et al., (2007)
various quasi-experimental and non-
experimental methods have been used to
address the bias problem. The most
commonly used quasi-experimental
methods is propensity score matching
(PSM), which make use of project

beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries who
are as similar as possible in terms of

observable characteristics expected to
affect project participation as well as
outcomes. The difference in outcomes
between the two matched groups is

normally interpreted as the impact of the
project on the beneficiaries.

The PSM method matches project
beneficiaries with comparable non-
beneficiaries using a propensity score,
which is the estimated probability of
being included in the project. The PSM
choose only beneficiaries and non-
beneficiaries with comparable propensity
scores used to estimate the ATT. Those
who do not have comparable propensity
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scores are dropped from the comparison

groups. In this study, 38 out of 450
observations were dropped, while 412
matched. Therefore, we used only the
matched observations to analyze the

poverty status of beneficiaries and non-
beneficiaries. However, it should be noted
that PSM is subject to the problem of
“selection on unobservable” meaning that
the beneficiary and comparison groups

may differ in unobservable
characteristics, even though they are
matched in terms of observable

characteristics ( Smith, and Todd, 1998).
In this study, we address the problem of
selection on unobservable by combining
PSM with the use of the double-difference
(DD) estimator. The double-difference
estimator compares changes in outcome
measures (i.e. change from before to after
the project) between project participants
and nonparticipants, rather than simply
comparing outcome levels at one point in
time.

The advantage of the DD estimator is
that it nets out the effects of any additive
factors (whether observable or
unobservable) that have fixed (time-
invariant) impacts on the outcome
indicator (such as the abilities of farmers
or the inherent quality of natural
resources), or that reflect common trends
affecting project participants and
nonparticipants equally (Nkonya et al,
2007). Thus, for example, if project
participants and nonparticipants are
different in their asset endowments
(mostly observable) or in their abilities
(mostly unobservable), and if those
differences have an additive and fixed
effect on outcomes during the period
studied, such differences will have no
confounding effect on the estimated ATT.

By combining PSM with the DD
estimator, controls for differences in pre-
project observable characteristics can be
established. There however exist some
shortcomings in the use of PSM which are
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common to all non-experimental methods
of impact assessment. Therefore the use
of PSM and DD methodology is not as
perfect as when impact assessment study
uses experimental approach.

The propensity scores were computed
using binary probit regression models.
The explanatory variables used in
computing the propensity scores are those
expected to jointly determine the
probability to participate in the project
and the outcome. This study makes use of
variables such as age, gender, household

size, farm size, education, state and
primary occupation as explanatory
variables.

The Foster, Greer and Thorbecke

(FGT) poverty decomposition model was
used to estimate the poverty head count
(Incidence), poverty depth and poverty
severity. The Foster, Greer and Thorbecke
(1984) weighted measure of poverty is
based on income or expenditure of the
household and it is a class of parametric
poverty measure that satisfies Sen’s
transfer axiom which requires that when
income is transferred from poor to the
richer household, it induces an increase in
the poverty measure. It includes factors
that are sensitive to changes in inequality
among the poor, changes in income
shortfall and changes in the number of the

poor. It is expressed as:
13 N
P, == [(z—l)}
= 21 L (3)
Where n = total number of households
= Income or expenditure of the
i'"" household.
Z = Poverty line (using 2/3 of mean

per capita
expenditure)
a = the degree of poverty aversion.

monthly Household

The poverty line was arrived at using

the mean per capita estimate of
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respondent to partition them into being
poor and non-poor.

The socio-economic factors that
influence poverty status were also
investigated with probit model. The

household based on FGT measures were
classified to poor and non-poor. Using
this type of data, the ideal model will be
probit model since Ordinary Linear
Regression will give biased estimate due
to violation of some basic assumptions of
econometric model: The probit model was
used to analyse how socioeconomic
/demographic variables influence the
probability of being poor. The probit
model uses the cumulative normal
function to model the probability of
occurrence of an event. The dependent
variable represents a Yes/No outcome.
Given the regressors Xx;, the goal is to
describe P(y; -1 /x; ) as full conditional
distribution. The estimated model is
stated as:
.(4)

P, = By + Bi Xi + €jveeiiie i
Where Pi =1 if the household is poor and
0 if otherwise.

Xi =Vector of explanatory
variables

Bi = Slope or coefficients, i = 0,
1,2, ...

e;i = Independently distributed
error term

i = number of households = 1, 2,
3.......412

The probability of being in poverty is
related to the following independent
variables explicitly slated as:

X, = Sex of household head (1) if
male, 0 if otherwise)
X, = Age of household head (in
years)
X3 = Educational status of
household head (Years)
X4 = Household Size (Number)
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Xs = Occupation of household
head (1 if farming, 0 if
otherwise)

Xe = Value of assets owned
(Naira)

X7 = Years of farming business
experience (Years)

Xg = Credit utilization (1 if
household utilizes credit; 0
if otherwise)

X9 = Beneficiary status (1if
beneficiaries; 0 if non
beneficiaries)

4. Results

4.1. Socioeconomic characteristics

The characteristic of the beneficiaries
and non beneficiaries of Fadama Il is
presented in Table 1. The vast majority
(not less than 60%) of the respondents are

male which invariably means that the
male dominates agricultural production
and agricultural related activities. The
percentage of married is not different

across the three observations with the
Fadama beneficiaries recording a
relatively high percentage of the widowed
(38.5%). This is in line with the policy of
Fadama aimed at encouraging the less
privileged in the rural sector. The non-
beneficiaries within Fadama recorded the
lowest percentage of those that are less
than 40years, while Fadama beneficiaries
recorded a higher percentage. Those
above 60years were not different across
the three groups. The mean age of Fadama
beneficiaries is 47years, non-beneficiaries
outside Fadama 47years, non-beneficiaries
inside Fadama 48years. These result
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shows that the mean age is not different
across the three groups and that the
farmers and those involved in agricultural
related activities are at the peak of their
productive years. This therefore
necessitates the need to encourage the
youth to participate in agriculture. The
mean household size for the Fadama Il
beneficiaries is approximately 6 members,
non-beneficiaries also has 6 members as
the mean household size, while the same
goes for the non-beneficiaries inside
Fadama. This invariably means that the
mean household size is not different
across the three groups. Fadama II
beneficiaries recorded a higher percentage
(46.7%) among the groups that attended a
higher institution of learning. The mean
years of schooling among Fadama |1l
beneficiaries is approximately 9years,
while non-beneficiaries both outside and
inside Fadama spent approximately 8years
in school. There is an increase in income
earned by the Fadama 11 beneficiaries
because the mean monthly income among

the Fadama |l beneficiaries is N72,
337.35/month, while for the non-
beneficiaries outside Fadama N32,
463.48/month, and the mean income
among the non-beneficiaries  within
Fadama is N32, 504.65/month. Out of the
total of sampled respondents, 287 are
directly engaged in farming activities
such as crop production, fisheries, and

livestock farming while the remaining are
engaged in agriculture related activities
like processing and marketing of farm
products. Among the groups that
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Table 1: Socioeconomic characteristics of respondents

Characteristics Ben’ Non-ben. in® Non-ben. out®
(percentage) (percentage) (percentage)
Gender
Male 70.3 64.5 64.2
Female 29.7 35.5 35.8
Household size
1-6 37.5 30.3 32.2
7-9 27.1 31.8 41.1
More than 9 35.4 37.9 26.7
Age Group
Less than 40 37.2 29.2 33.6
41-60 33.7 32.9 33.3
Above 60 29.1 37.9 33.1
Marital Status
Married 33.9 32.3 33.9
Single 27.6 35.9 35.3
Widowed 38.5 30.8 30.8
Educational Groups
No formal Education 25.0 21.7 43.5
Primary 20.0 33.1 23.9
Secondary 8.3 18.5 22.0
Tertiary 46.7 26.7 10.6
Occupation
Farming 46.4 63.4 67.2
Others 53.6 36.6 32.8
Membership of Cooperative
Yes 60.0 28.2 31.2
No 40.0 72.8 68.8
Credit Utilization
Yes 79.1 29.9 20.3
No 20.9 70.1 79.7
Ownership of land
Yes 69.4 71.5 39.9
No 30.6 29.5 60.1
Income Group/month
Less than 10000 22.0 33.0 45.1
10000-20000 37.9 37.9 24.1
Above 20000 40.1 29.1 29.8

"Ben: Fadama Il beneficiaries

’Non Ben in: Non-beneficiaries of Fadama Il project living within Fadama |l project Local
Government Areas.

®*Non-Ben out: Non-beneficiaries of Fadama Il project living outside Fadama Il Local
government Areas.
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engage in direct farm activities, the
non-beneficiaries outside the Fadama
local government recorded the highest
percentage of 67.2% followed by the
non-beneficiaries within the local
government (63.4%) while the Fadama
beneficiaries accounted for only about
46.4%. Among those that are involved

in other related activities, Fadama Il
beneficiaries recorded the highest
percentage of 53.6% followed by

36.6% for non-beneficiaries within the
Fadama, while non-beneficiaries
outside Fadama local government area
recorded 32.8%. This is in line with
the policy of the Fadama where
processing, storage and marketing of
farm products are encouraged to
reduce wastage of farm produce.
Among the groups that owned
land, non- Dbeneficiaries living in
Fadama Local government area had the
highest percentage of 71.5% followed
by Fadama Il beneficiaries with 69.4%
and non-beneficiaries outside Fadama
39.9% respectively. The mean land
area owned by Fadama beneficiaries is
1.4ha, while the mean land area for
non-beneficiaries outside Fadama is
1.7ha and that of non-beneficiaries
within Fadama is 1.0ha. The mean land
area for the pooled population is 1.39

hectares. This is a reflection of the
subsistence nature of agriculture in
Nigeria.
4.2. Poverty profile

From Tables 2a and 2b, the

sampled observation revealed that the
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prevalence of poverty (Po) is generally
higher among the non-beneficiaries but

lower among the Fadama I
beneficiaries. This may be due to the
intervention of the project. The

prevalence of poverty (Py) is found to
be higher among male non-
beneficiaries than females. But reverse
is the case among Fadama |1l
beneficiaries. This implies that male
folks among beneficiaries benefits
more than the female folks in terms of
poverty reduction programme.

Prevalence of poverty (P,) is
generally lower among Fadama 1l
beneficiaries than the non-
beneficiaries relation their
marital status, except the widows
having 60% while the single has 22%.
The singles has lower prevalence of
poverty (Po) and it seems they benefit
more than the other groups. This
implies that the widows” still needs to
be effectively targeted with
programme intervention to enhance
their welfare. But among the non-
beneficiaries outside Fadama, poverty
incidence (Py) is higher among the
married (71%) while the result is not
significantly different within the non-
beneficiaries within Fadama. Among
the age sub-groups, the poverty rate is
higher among the elderly ones that is,
those that are above 60 years of age.
This may be attributed to their
inability to work productively
compared to their younger
counterparts. But this might implies
that there are more income-earning
opportunities

in to
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Table 2a: Poverty incidence, depth and severity estimates of respondents

Characteristics Non-beneficiaries Non-beneficiaries Beneficiaries Pooled

outside Fadama inside Fadama

Po Py P2 Po Py P> Po Py P2 Po Py P>
Sex
Female 0.65 0.40 0.31 0.71 0.32 0.15 0.48 0.28 0.19 0.54 0.41 0.29
Male 0.70 0.48 0.42 0.72 0.44 0.31 0.33 0.16 0.11 0.61 0.49 0.36
Marital status
Married 0.71 0.48 0.41 0.72 0.43 0.29 0.39 0.20 0.13 0.58 0.43 0.24
widowed 0.40 0.36 0.32 0.75 0.49 0.39 0.22 0.18 0.15 0.35 0.21 0.15
Single 0.50 0.33 0.26 0.75 0.32 0.16 0.60 0.28 0.15 0.42 0.20 0.11
Older age group
Less than 40 0.63 0.49 0.44 0.70 0.34 0.22 0.31 0.212 0.18 0.53 0.35 0.28
40-60 0.69 0.44 0.37 0.73 0.45 0.31 0.40 0.127 0.12 0.61 0.36 0.26
Above 60 0.88 0.57 0.49 0.73 0.51 0.38 0.50 0.22 0.13 0.70 0.43 0.33
Household size group
1-6 0.61 0.47 0.41 0.72 0.41 0.28 0.32 0.17 0.12 0.54 0.34 0.27
7-9 0.86 0.47 0.37 0.74 0.44 0.28 0.52 0.23 0.14 0.73 0.40 0.28
More than 9 0.63 0.42 0.39 0.75 0.51 0.38 0.57 0.31 0.18 0.66 0.42 0.31
Education
No formal edu 0.80 0.36 0.27 0.93 0.58 0.41 0.54 0.38 0.31 0.74 0.42 0.31
Primary edu 0.71 0.57 0.51 0.82 0.51 0.34 0.6e1 0.29 0.17 0.72 0.46 0.34
Secondary edu 0.74 0.30 0.51 0.67 0.37 0.25 0.28 0.11 0.07 0.58 0.36 0.29
Tertiary edu 0.46 0.17 0.19 0.54 0.31 0.22 0.17 0.08 0.06 0.34 0.18 0.14
Occupation
Farming 0.82 0.59 0.52 0.75 0.45 0.30 0.44 0.23 0.16 0.62 0.31 0.25
Others 0.39 0.61 0.11 0.61 0.35 0.25 0.31 0.15 0.10 0.49 0.29 0.15
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Table 2b: Poverty Incidence, Depth and Severity estimates of Respondents

Characteristics Non-beneficiaries Non-beneficiaries Beneficiaries Pooled

outside Fadama inside Fadama

Po Py P> Po Py P> Po Py P2 Po Py P>
Land area (Ha)
Less than 2 0.74 0.48 0.41 0.79 0.48 0.34 0.41 0.22 0.15 0.64 0.40 0.30
2-4 0.55 0.45 0.38 0.52 0.26 0.16 0.36 0.17 0.12 0.47 0.28 0.20
More than 4 0.58 0.39 0.34 0.60 0.31 0.16 0.25 0.06 0.02 0.45 0.24 0.18
Income group
Less than 10,000 (.88 0.78 0.75 0.90 0.66 0.52 0.40 0.30 0.25 0.78 0.64 0.56
10,000-20,000 ©0.79 0.65 0.58 0.81 0.44 0.29 0.36 0.18 0.09 0.64 0.39 0.29
Above 20,000 0.59 0.29 0.20 0.63 0.33 0.20 0.39 0.18 0.12 0.52 0.26 0.17
Expenditure group
Less than 8,000 0.97 0.86 0.79 0.98 0.78 0.65 1.00 0.82 0.71 0.98 0.83 0.73
8,000-24,000 0.63 0.18 0.08 0.89 0.37 0.18 0.53 0.18 0.08 0.68 0.25 0.12
Above 24,000 0.12 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.01 0.00 0.04 0.01 O0.00
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for the younger ones especially those
that participate in the programme. The
result from the table also revealed that
poverty incidence (P;), depth (P;) and
severity (P,) seems to reduce (except
in some cases) as the number of years
spent in school increases. This follows
a priori expectation as education
enhance the ability of those involved
in this agricultural activities to utilize
the information at their disposal and
maximize their productivity. The result
indicates a lower poverty rate among

Fadama Il beneficiaries than the
others, while those that have no formal
education need to be effectively
targeted with adult education
programme.

The decomposition by household
size revealed that poverty rate is

generally lower among the Fadama Il
beneficiaries than between other two

groups. But comparison among the
household sub-groups shows that
poverty is much higher among the

groups with 7 to 9 members than the
other two groups. This implies that
there is tendency that poverty
correlates with larger household size
due to the reduction in per capita
expenditure as the number of family
members increases.

The result of the poverty
decomposition indicate that poverty
rate is higher among those that are
directly involved in agricultural
activities than those that are engaged
in agriculture - related activities
though the poverty rate is lower

among the Fadama Il beneficiaries. The
seasonal nature of agriculture product
has also been a problem that keeps the
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farmers below the poverty line than the
non-farmers. But encouraging the
farmers to practice integrated farming
and production all vyear round is
capable of keeping the farmers out of
the poverty trap.

Based on land area, poverty rate
tends to be higher among those that
owned smaller land area. This could be
due to the fact that land is a form of
asset which can be converted to income
at times of need or utilized for
production. It is a measure of welfare
because amount of land owned can also
be used to measure the wealth of
individuals due to the price land attract
and speculative nature of land.

4.3. Determinants of poverty

The factors affecting the poverty
status of the respondents is shown in
Table 3. Sex, household size (Hhsz),
occupation (Occup), business
experience (Bizexp), credit utilization
and Dbeneficiary status (Benef) of
respondents were found to significantly
affect the poverty status of the
respondents in the study area. Sex of
the respondents is negative and
significant at 10%. This implies that
more of the female tends to be poor
compared to the male respondents. The

household size of the respondents is
positive and significant at 1%. It
shows that the larger the household
size, the higher the probability of

being poor. The marginal effect is0.56
indicating
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Table 3: Probit regression results on factors affecting poverty status

Variables Beneficiaries of Fadama II Non-beneficiaries of Fadama 11 Pooled

Coeffici t- Margi Elasti | Coeffici t- Margi Elasti | Coeffici z- Margi Elasti

ent ratio nal city ent ratio nal city ent ratio nal city

effect effect effect

Sex -0.407 -1.48 -0.148 -0.335 |-0.912*** -2.52 -0.342 -0.745 |-0.314** -1.74 -0.124 -0.214
Age 0.009 0.74 0.003 0.490 0.009 0.69 0.004 0.393 0.010 1.35 0.004 0.382
Hhhsz 0.178*** 3.37 0.063 1.022 0.119** 1.87 0.047 0.596 0.141*** 4.44 0.056 0.639
Eduhead -0.111** -2.10 -0.039 -0.533 |-0.048 -0.81 -0.019 -0.144 |-0.029 -0.96 -0.011 -0.088
Occup -0.059 -0.22 -0.021 -0.040 |0.390 1.25 0.153 0.239 0.325** 2.03 0.128 0.172
Assetva 3.3e-07 0.57 1.2e-07 0.063 | 0.6e-07 3.89 0.2e-07 0.300 0.000 1.12 0.000 0.036
Bizexp -0.012 -1.18 -0.004 -0.211 f8#004 -0.37 -0.001 -0.060 |-0.017*** -2,99 -0.007 -0.232
Credit 0.146 0.55 0.051 0.108 -0.209 -0.66 -0.083 -0.060 |0.341** 2.26 0.135 0.127
Yrclub 0.019 0.83 0.007 0.090 -0.014 -0.55 -0.006 -0.046 |-0.001 -0.07 -0.000 -0.003
Benef - - - - - - - - -0.275*** -3.18 -0.110 -0.257
Constant -1.284** -2.01 -0.941 -1.49 -0.883 -2.15

* Significant 10%; ** Significant 5%; *** Significant 1%
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that a unit increase in household size
will lead to an increase in poverty by
0.56. The main occupation is also
positive and significant at 5%. This
implies that farming increases the
probability of being poor among
respondents. The credit utilization
status is also positive and significant at
5%. This shows that availability of
credit facility does not reduce the
probability of being poor. Being a
beneficiary of Fadama Il programme
however, reduces the probability of
being poor among respondents. The
factors affecting the poverty status of
non-beneficiaries as shown in Table 3
indicate sex is negative and significant
at 1%. This implies that more of the
females have the probability of being
poor than the males. The household
size is positive and significant at 5%,
meaning that the larger the household
size, the higher the probability of being
poor. Also factors affecting the poverty
status of beneficiaries shown in Table 3
indicate household size is positive and
significant at 1%. This is similar to
what is obtained in the result of the
pooled respondents above, meaning that
the larger the household size, the
higher the probability of being poor.
The marginal effect is 0.06 indicating
that a unit increase in household size
will lead to an increase in poverty by
0.06. The elasticity coefficient of the
probability of being poor among the
respondents as a result of an increase
in household size is 0.63 (inelastic).
For non-beneficiaries, the elasticity of
the probability of being poor as a result
of an increase in household size is 0.60
(inelastic). For Fadama I
beneficiaries, the elasticity of the
Probability of being poor as a result of
an increase in household size is 1.02
(elastic). The elasticity of probability

of being poor for beneficiaries as a
result of an increase in year of
education of the beneficiaries is

0.53(inelastic).
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5. Conclusion and recommendations

Considering the empirical results
obtained from this study, we can
however conclude that Fadama |1l

project have positively impacted on the

lives of the beneficiaries. This will
invariably empower the beneficiaries
financially above that of non-

beneficiaries. The implication of this is
that the Fadama Il beneficiaries also
have more assets at their disposal for
agricultural production which will also
help them raise more income to meet
their daily needs. These results could
further be justified by the reduction in
incidence of poverty of the Fadama 11
beneficiaries than that of the non-
beneficiaries. Widows still needs to be
targeted as poverty is generally high

among them. It is also noted that
poverty reduces as the year of
education increases, while the
household size significantly increase
the probability of beneficiaries and
non-beneficiaries being poor. Arising
from the result generated, it is
recommended that the Fadama Project
should be extended to the non-

benefiting communities since findings
have shown that being a beneficiary
reduces the probability of being poor.
Secondly, there is a need to promote
birth control programme (i.e family
planning programme) among
respondents since findings have shown
that the higher the household size, the

higher the poverty status of the

respondents
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