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Abstract: The aim of this study is to investigate the factors influencing income generating activities among
urban farm households in South-South Nigeria. From a sample of 289 urban farm households, the results
showed that majority (66%) of the respondents were male, with mean age of 44 years. Non-agricultural wage
income (36%) and crop production income (26%) were major income generating activities. About 39%, 22%,
21%,  and  32%  of  the  respondents  owned  refrigerators, tricycles, cars, and other equipment, respectively.
The ordinary least square results indicated that variables such as land size and asset value positively and
significantly (p < 0.01) influenced livestock production income. Household size had negative and significant
(p < 0.05) influence on crop production income. Also, older farmers fail to generate income in any of the
category. Policies aimed at boosting households’ asset and encouraging urban households to participate in
farming and other non-farm activities will reduce poverty and food insecurity problems.
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INTRODUCTION of poverty in the world, where more than one in four

Globally, more people live in urban areas than in rural [4].
areas. In 2007, the global urban population exceeded Sub-Saharan Africa is urbanizing faster than any
global rural population for the first time in history, and other continent. The urban population growth rate was
thereafter the world population has remained 4.15 % per annum in 2014. According to estimates by UN-
predominantly urban [1]. In 2014, 54 % of the world’s Habitat, 200 million people in sub-Saharan Africa were
population was urban. These global changes in the last living in slums in 2010, or 61.7 per cent of the region’s
two decades have resulted in deepening social urban population, the highest rate in the world [1]. In
differentiation and increasing poverty  [2].  In particular addition, every year, 10 million more people are added to
the structural adjustment programmes imposed by the urban population of sub-Saharan Africa. This has
international organizations and donors which focused on increased the number of urban dwellers in extreme
reducing government spending by privatization and civil poverty.
service reforms (staff cuts and retrenchments), limiting In Nigeria, for instance the urban population is
subsidies, increasing food prices, etc [2,3], have led to expected to grow by 212 million between 2014 and 2050
increase in number of urban poor. [1]. This rapid urbanization has implications in the areas

Urban poverty and food insecurity are fast becoming of social, economic, environmental protection and the
major problems in sub-Saharan Africa. Despite the supply of adequate shelter, food, water and sanitation [5].
Millennium Development Goal 1, set internationally for Some analysis has shown that urban poverty is not only
reduction of 50 % between 1990 and  2015  the  proportion growing but has tended to be underestimated in the past.
of hungry people and whose income is less than US $ 1.25 According to Food and Agricultural Organization,
a day. Sub-Saharan Africa still has the highest prevalence poverty and food insecurity have been considered for

people remain undernourished; the goal has not been met
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decades to be rural problems [4]. In urban settings, lack of Urban Agriculture: Definition and Issues: Urban
incomes translates more directly into lack of food than in Agriculture (UA) has been variously defined [9,10,11].
rural settings [6]. Statistical evidence, thus far, suggests This study do not wish to cluster the literature with yet
that poverty cuts across both urban and rural populations another definition; rather, it adopts a pragmatic view that
[7]. Further, National Bureau of Statistics [8] report shows “it is simply the growing of crops and rearing of animals
that rural poverty increased to 73.2% in 2010, 9.1% higher within and around cities” [12,13] reported that urban
than 2004 estimate; while urban  poverty  increased  from agriculture can have many different expressions, varying
35.4% in 2004 to about 61.8% in 2010. Implying that the from backyard gardening to poultry and livestock farming,
traditional focus of development aids on rural areas in as well as crop production on larger open spaces in cities
Africa and Nigeria in particular would therefore be of Sub-Saharan Africa. 
increasingly targeting a minority group. It is imperative to The  growth of  urban  agriculture  since  the  late
formulate policies that will increase incomes of poor urban 1970s  is  largely  understood  as  a  spontaneous
dwellers in developing countries, particularly in Nigeria as response  by  the  urban  poor   to   escalating  poverty
low and irregular incomes are their root cause of poverty and to rising food prices or shortages which were
and food insecurity. exacerbated by the implementation of structural

In  South-South  Nigeria  (which  is  part of Niger adjustment policies in the 1980s [14,15,16,17]. Recent
Delta region), urban poverty is further exacerbated by estimate on the extent of urban agriculture across the
intensive oil exploration/ exploitation, which have cause globe is very poorly understood. Undoubtedly, the most
oil spillage in most rural areas. As a response, most well-known estimate is that of  Smit, J., [9], who suggested
farmers left their farm land to cities (rural-urban migration) almost 20 years ago that 800 million people were actively
in  search  of  greener  pasture; resulting in high engaged in urban agriculture (many as consumers), with
population  in  cities  and  high  demand  for  food  and 200 million farmers producing for the market. These
jobs among the urban dwellers. Since the urban figures has been highly and frequently cited [17,18,19,20]
environment is cash driven, households with low incomes and many others [21]. 
are likely to be vulnerable to food insecurity and poverty. In   Nigeria,    for    instance     urban    agriculture
In order to reduce poverty and food insecurity, urban (UA) constitutes a significant source of livelihoods,
households are compelled to embark on urban agriculture especially  for  the  urban  poor,  since   more  than  30%
and other income generating activities as a means of of  their  household   income   originates   from  this
livelihood. activity [22].

Despite the recurrent observations that urban
agriculture plays an important role in households’ food Urbanization and Urban Poverty: The concentration of
security and poverty reduction, it is remarkable that there employment opportunities in the industrial and service
is a total absence of studies on the income generating sectors in urban areas have caused majority of the world’s
activities of urban farmers, as well as factors influencing populations to live in urban centers, which will virtually
their level of income from each income generating activity absorb all population growth in the next century.
in South-South Nigeria. This study, therefore, aims to Urbanization presents both challenges and opportunities
address this information gap by investigating the income for the developing countries as a whole. For instance, it
generating activities of urban farm households in South- brings opportunities because it is often accompanied by
South geopolitical zone of Nigeria. some level of development, and challenges because it

This Paper is Organized as Follows: Definition of Urban sizable proportion of those who migrate to cities in search
Agriculture (UA), some basic issues in urbanization and of a better life, such as in paid employment, actually end
poverty are discussed in section 2. Section 3 presents the up not achieving their aspirations, and hence wanting to
conceptual framework. The description of the leave. In addition, with the economic restructuring
methodology is given in section 4. Section 5 presents the occurring in many developing countries, some of those
estimation technique, Results and discussion are already employed in cities are often laid off. Scenarios
presented in section 6 followed by the conclusions and such as these have brought about urban poverty and
implication for policy in section 7. food  insecurity  [23]. This may be because urbanization

takes up agricultural land, coupled with the fact that a
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has not yet been matched with commensurate to poverty reduction, people oriented approaches to
infrastructural and economic development [24], especially
in sub- Saharan Africa.

Tacoli, C., [16], observed that this global changes
have resulted in deepening social differentiation and
increasing poverty among many households in sub-
Saharan African countries. Further, life in the urban areas
of developing countries has become more expensive while
employment in the formal sector has gone down and real
wages do not keep up with the price increases or even
declined in absolute terms [10]. Increases in food prices
and service charges and cuts in public expenditure on
health, education and infrastructure have been
particularly felt by households with low-income [2].

As a result of urbanization, urban dwellers are
exposed to a wide range of livelihood options and choices
including farm and non-farm based activities that are
undertaken in order to increase their income level. The
occupational sectors include urban households
depending on farming in backyard gardens, road side, and
abandoned plots or even in rural areas, salaried work, and
informal economic activities such as trading, artisan,
among other. For this reason, a high proportion of
households have rural and urban components to their
incomes and livelihoods and as a result, individual
members engage in different activities in different location
while sharing resources and assets [25]. Many
development studies focused on examining how
households access and depend upon a diversity of these
activities, and is often discussed in the context of coping
strategies, conservation, household risk, urbanization and
poverty [26].

Conceptual Framework: The strategies adopted by urban
farm households to cope with the effects of urbanization
are discussed in relation to sustainable livelihood
approaches. The concept of sustainable livelihoods has
many supporters and the usage of the term ‘sustainable
livelihood approaches‘ gained prominence through the
Brundtland Report of the World Commission on
Environment and Development in 1990s [27]. These
include  Oxfam,  Care  International, Canadian
International Development Agency  and  the  United
Nations Development  Programme  (UNDP),  among
others. Even though their emphases are different, they
share the same basic concern that poverty should be
tackled from the viewpoint of the poor. Reviewing the
literature, [28] articulated that sustainable livelihood
approaches (SLAs) emanated due to  increased  attention

development theory/practiced and sustainability in
political arena. 

The SLAs centers on both people and their
livelihood; prioritizing both the tangible and intangible
assets they utilize to achieve their goals. Chambers, R.
[29], defined livelihoods as comprising capabilities, assets
(both materials and social resources) and activities
required for a means of living. A livelihood is considered
to be sustainable when it can cope with and recover from
stress and shock, maintain or enhance its capabilities and
assets and provide sustainable livelihood opportunities
for future generation. The asset base of the poor counters
vulnerability to poverty. This is because poverty is not
only characterized by an overall lack of assets and the
inability to accumulate assets, but also entails the inability
to devise an appropriate coping strategy. 

Undoubtedly, in the process of urbanization assets
are both destroyed and created. This is evidenced in the
constraints and opportunities that urbanization presents
including lost of farm land and other productive assets,
access to urban market and urban wage employment
opportunities. These factors directly constrained or
enhanced households’ asset status. As a response,
household dwell on diverse activities for survival.

Rakodi, C., [30], highlighted that the sustainable
livelihood approach recognizes that the poor may not
have cash or other savings, but they have other material
or non-material assets, such as their health, labor, their
knowledge and skills, their kinship ties and friends, as well
as the natural resources around them. The poor‘s assets
constitute a stock of capital which can be stored,
accumulated, exchanged or depleted and put to work to
generate a flow of income or other benefits [31]. These
assets include natural capital, social capital, human capital
and physical capital. 

Further, livelihood outcomes are not just dependent
on access to capital assets or constrained by vulnerability
context, they are also transformed by the environment of
structures and process which may facilitate or deny
entitlements [32]. Institutions create and determine
vulnerability context, assets and outcome. In addition,
institutions enable people to achieve positive livelihood
outcomes by providing enabling environment for people
to pursue their livelihood options. Ferrington, J. [33],
illustrated that one area of policy that has potential
building the security of poor households’ livelihood is
that of pro-poor policy. People rather than resources or
institutions should be the focus of any development
strategy.
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The SLAs considers the causes of vulnerability of a total of six urban areas. Lists of urban farmers were
the poor, their assets and the policies, processes and obtained from the State Agricultural Development
institutions that affect their use of assets. These combine Programme offices. Eighty households were randomly
to produce a wide range of ways in which urban farm selected from each of the three selected State capitals,
household construct their livelihood. It is within this while twenty households were randomly selected from
framework that this paper examines the income generating each of the additional towns in the State, all in proportion
activities engaged by urban farmers in South-South to the population of the cities. This gave a sample size of
Nigeria as a response to rapid urbanization. three hundred households (100 from each State).

Methodology analysis after 11 were dropped due to missing information
Study Area: The study was carried out in the South- on some important variables.
South geopolitical zone of Nigeria, which is strategically
located at the point where the river Niger joins the Data Collection: Data for this study were obtained mainly
Atlantic Ocean through the gulf of guinea. Nigeria lies from primary sources using structured and pretested
between latitudes 4 and 14  N and longitudes 3  and 14 questionnaires administered by the researcher and trained0 0 0 0

E, covering a land area of about 92,000km  with a enumerators to cover the three selected States. Because2

population of about 173.6 million people [34]. The South- many households lacked sufficient information to
South region is made up of six out of the 36 States of the adequately address all the issues regarding income
federal republic of Nigeria. The six States are Akwa Ibom, composition. The study adopted intensive cost route
Bayelsa, Cross River, Edo, Delta and Rivers States. The approach to data collection. That is a weekly expenditure
area has a total population of 21,034,081 people [34]. The of the participating households was used. This reduced
South-South which is the core oil producing area provides measurement errors which could have arisen from poor
the economic mainstay of the country: oil and gas. In memory recall. The income data were collected using
addition to oil and gas, the region equally contributes expenditure approach. Data were collected for a period of
other key resources, with potential huge opportunities in one year (between April, 2013 and March, 2014). The data
tourism and agriculture. It has an average annual rainfall focused on the following: household composition and
of 1,200 to 2,500mm [35]. The climate of the area allows for other socio-economic data of the respondents, namely:
favourable cultivation and extraction of agricultural and income generating activities undertaken by the
forest products such as palm produce, rubber, cocoa, respondents, assets ownership status, membership of
cassava, yam, plantain, banana, maize, vegetables, timber organizations, gender of household heads, and
and others. Majority of the inhabitants are farmers, engagement in agricultural/ non-agricultural activities.
practicing farming and other enterprises such as crop Further, the respondents were classified according to their
production, livestock breeding, forestry practices, major income generating activities in order to compare
fisheries, aquaculture, agricultural processing as well as their responses. Broadly, this study disaggregates
urban commerce and transport business. activities and income into seven categories: (i) Crop

Income; (ii) Livestock Income (iii) Agricultural wage
Sampling Procedure and Sampling Size: This study income including earnings from supplying wage labour to
employed purposive, multistage and simple random other farms; (iv) non-agricultural wage income including
sampling techniques in selecting the respondents. Three income from both formal and informal wage employment
(3) out of the six States in the South-South geographical (v) other income sources, i.e. income from owned
zone were randomly selected, namely: Akwa Ibom, Cross businesses; (vi) remittance income received from relatives
River and Delta States. Three of the State capitals were and friends not presently living in the household; (vii)
purposively selected (namely, Uyo, Calabar and Asaba), income from pension, shares and rents. However, the first
since the study is on urban agriculture. Three additional three are grouped into agricultural income while the last
towns classified as urban from Nigerian living Standard four are grouped into non- agricultural income. This study
survey were randomly selected from each of the selected focused on urban households’ involvement in agriculture
States, namely; Ikot Ekpene, Ikom and Warri from Akwa and other activities. Therefore, the location of farm land
Ibom, Cross River and Delta States respectively, making could be rural, peri-urban or urban areas.

However, data from 289 households were used for
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Estimation Technique: Descriptive statistics such as X = HHSIZE: Household size (Number of household
percentages, frequencies, bar charts, means and standard member)
deviations were used to ascertain the socioeconomic X = FAEXP: Farming Experience (in years)
characteristics of the respondents. Ordinary Least Square X = LANSIZE: Farm size in ha (area of land own by
regression model was used to determine the factors household),
influencing the level of income from each category of X = ASSET   VALUE:    Assets    (value of
income generating activities. productive  asset   owned   by   the  household

Ordinary Least Squares (OLS): To determine factors X = GENDER: Gender of household head (dummy,
influencing household income from each of the income male =1, otherwise =0),
generating activities, ordinary least square (OLS) method X = LOAN  ACCESS:   Access   to   formal or
of estimation was used to estimate the linear model. These informal credit (dummy, if have access = 1,
models are expressed thus:- otherwise = 0),

In (Yi) = + X + X + X + X + X + X + X + X + X +0 1 1 2 2 3 3 4 4 5 5 6 6 7 7 8 8 9 9

Where, In is the logarithm
Yi = Household income from an income generating

activity
= intercepts, X  – X are vector of the variables0 1 9

influencing income, – vector co-efficient1 9

which will be estimated and  = error term.
X = AGE: Age of Household Head (in years),1

X = EDU: Educational level of household Head2

(Years of formal schooling),

3

4

5

6

in naira),
7

8

X = MSTATUS: Marital Status (dummy, 1 if married,9

otherwise = 0),

NB productive assets include farm implements and
transport equipments as well as household appliances
such as sewing machines, and refrigerators. Also,
incomes from the different income generating activities are
thus: Liv- income = livestock income, CR-income = crop
income, Aw-income = agric wage income, NAW-income
= non- agric wage income, OTH-income = income from
other  sources,  RE-income  =  Remittance  income  and
PSR= income from Pension, shares and rents. 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

Socio-Economic Characteristics of the Respondents

Table 1: Socio-economic characteristics of the household heads.

Variable Pooled data N=289 AkwaIbom N=100 Cross River N= 100  Delta N = 89
------------ ------------------------------------ -------------------------------- ----------------------------- -------------------------
Age Freq. Percentage Freq. % Freq. % Freq. %

<30 21 7.26 4  4.00 12 12.00 5 5.61
31-40 99 34.27 25 25.00 36 36.00 38 42.70
41-50 102 35.29 38 38.00 30 30.00 34 38.20
51-60 53 18.34 27 27.00 16 16.00 10 11.25
>60 14 4.84 6  6.00 6 6.00 2 2.24

Mean 44.19 47.03 43.10 42.22

Education
Prim. Edu 27 9.34 8  8.00 10 10.00 9 10.11
Sec. Edu. 86 29.76 20 20.00 48 48.00 18 20.22
OND 44 15.22 12 12.00 15 15.00 17 19.00
HND 39 13.49 13 13.00 9 9.00 17 19.00
B.Sc 69 23.88 35 35.00 13 13.00 21 23.60
M.Sc 23 7.96 11 11.00 5 5.00 7 7.87
PhD 1 0.35 1  1.00 0 0 0 0
Mean 14.39 15.38 13.24 14.58
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Table 1: Continued

Variable Pooled data N=289 AkwaIbom N=100 Cross River N= 100  Delta N = 89
------------ ------------------------------------ -------------------------------- ----------------------------- -------------------------
Age Freq. Percentage Freq. % Freq. % Freq. %

Household size
1-4 134 46.37 39 39.00 51 51.00 44 49.44
5-8 144 49.82 54 54.00 46 46.00 44 49.44
9-12 11  3.81 7  7.0 3  3.0 1  1.12
Mean 4.89 5.30 4.63 4.73

Gender
Males 192 66.44 74 74 53 53 65 73.03
Females 97 33.56 26 26 47 47 24 26.97

F/Experience
1-5 88 30.45 41 41.00 19 19.00 28 31.46
6-10 126 43.59 40 40.00 38 38.00 48 53.93
11-15 54 18.69 12 12.00 31 31.00 11 12.36
Above 15 21 7.27 7 7.00 12 12.00 2 2.25
Mean 8.64 7.54 10.91 7.22

M/status
Married 199 68.86 76 76 67 67 56 62.92
Divorced 11 3.81 3 3 5 5 3  3.37
Separated 31 10.73 7 7 13 13 11 12.36
Widowed 29 10.03 8 8 10 10 11 12.36
Never married 19 6.57 6 6 5 5 8  8.99

Source: Field survey, 2013/14

From  Table  1,  approximately 69% of the determining both the productivity and the production
respondents  were  between  31  and  50  years  of  age. level. Also, the percentage of male household heads
The mean age was 44 years (with a standard deviation of (66.44%) was higher than female household heads
9.69). About 77% of them were in their active and (33.56%). However, the female headed households were
productive age range, suggesting high economic more (47%) in Cross River than in Akwa Ibom and Delta
productivity. This finding concurs with the results of which had an average of about 26%. The predominance of
Etim, N.A. and O.O. Ukoha, [36] who observed that female headed households in Cross River State could be
inability to generate income (or poverty incidence) is attributed to their tradition, which permits women
highest (69%) and lowest (31%) when households are inheritance to landed properties. However, a cursory look
headed by persons within the age of 61-80 and 21-40 at Table 1 shows that on the average, about 93.43% of the
years, respectively.The mean educational  level   was respondents were once married, while only 6.57% never
14.39   years.   Household  head’s educational level may got married Adenegan, K. and L. Nwauwa, [38], observed
determine the household level of income as well as  their that being married determined the capability of the farm
decision  to  partake   in   different income generating households to allocate their resources efficiently on both
activities. According to Reardon,   T., et al., [37], farm and non-farm activities to boost the household
education is an important part of human capital, which income.
determines both participation in and income from non-
farm activities. The mean household size in the area was Income   Generating    Activities   of    the   Households:
approximately 5 persons. Thus, a typical urban farming In Sub-Saharan Africa, it is common for some poor urban
household is not large, which could indicate a low supply dwellers to engage in different income generating
of labour to the family enterprise. Household size could activities to reduce poverty and food insecurity. In this
also boost household income especially when there are study, income generating activities were classified into
more income earners in the household. The mean farming seven different categories (as earlier stated). These are
experience was approximately 9 years, indicating that an presented in Table 2, as major categories of income
average urban farmer had considerable years of farming generating activities. The table shows that non-
experience. Farming experience is an important factor in agricultural wage income was the most important activity
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as 35.64% of the households were involved. Crop availability of land and allocation of household resources
production  was  the  second  most  important activity among different activities. In a situation where there is job
(25%  of  the  respondents   were   involved).   About lost or underemployment among the households, there is
19.03  %  of the  surveyed  household   adopted  income likely to be heavy reliance on agricultural production for
from   other   sources   as   their   major   income  source, household food security. 
14.19 % of them adopted Livestock production as the
most important income generating activity. Agricultural Factors That Determine Households’ Level of Income
wage   employment   income,   income   from  pension, from Each Category of Income Generating Activity: The
rent, and shares, and remittance   income  were   adopted analysis of socio-economic factors that influence
by 2.77%,  1.73% and  1.04%  of  the  respondents households’ level of income from each categories of
respectively.   This   is   an  indication  that  agricultural income (their major sources of income) is presented in
wage   income,   income   from   rent   and  remittances Table 3. Four out of the seven categories of income are
were not major sources of income in the area. The presented. Three namely, agric. wage income, remittance
dependence of urban families on farming (crops and income and income from pension, rents and shares, were
animal  production)  may  have  a  positive  effect on not presented due to insufficient data from households
income  generation  of   the   household,   depending   on who engaged in them.

Table 2: Distribution of respondents by major categories of Income Generating activities

All Sampled States Akwa Ibom Cross River Delta

------------------------ ------------------------- ------------------------- ------------------------

Major activity Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq %

Livestock income 41 14.19 19 19 6 6 16 17.98

Crop income 74 25.60 29 29 27 27 18 20.22

Agric. wage income 8 2.77 2 2 3 3 3 3.38

Non-agric wage income 103 35.64 34 34 38 38 31 34.83

Income from other sources 55 19.03 16 16 21 21 18 20.22

Remittance income 3 1.04 0 0 1 1 2 2.25

Income from Pension, rent and shares 5 1.73 0 0 4 4 1 1.12

Total 289 100 100 100 100 100 100 89

Source: Field Survey: 2013/14.

Table 3: Results of the OLS estimates of factors that influence households’ level of income from each category of income generating activity.

Farm income Non-farm income 

----------------------------------------------------------------------------- -----------------------------------------------------------------------------

Income Category Livestock income (1) Crop income (2) Non agric. wage (3)  Income from other sources (4)

Intercept 505889.4 (812881.5) 294615.6** (151953.8) 381947.9 (533643.2) -206099.88 (483183)

EDU -8092.462 (36875.43) -9661.47 (7607.54) 36560.43* (21283.38) 99256.68*** (19477.72)

AGE -19561.89 (13704.43) -3947.539 (3807.007) -10006.69 (10578.95) -7542.053 (10732.25)

GENDER 267846.7 (226535.7) -86712.01 (58096.25) 185581.5 (169564.2) 197898 (144368.1)

FAEXP 53482.84(37298.28) 17437.71*** (5206.183) -8253.556 (20173.21) 12101.96 (17818.53)

MSTATUS 377798.9 (308103.7) 58288.55 (77933.2) -39502.05 (224174) -85546.26 (212478.8)

HHSIZE -54505.58(59096.21) -34853.17**(16184.34) 30108.81 (38710.95) -30892.46 (35236.81)

LOAN ACCESS 49518.79 (231000.8) -1.110112 (2.2612208) -145312 (137460.3) -203793.9 (123135.8)

LAND SIZE 264205.1*** (57522.08) 182637.6*** (38722.3) -24060.44 (151532.4) 347661.6**(163940.4)

ASSET VALUE 0.6600976*** (0.193562) 0.2014432*** (0.0235941) 0.6121586*** (0.1267661) 0.0336963 (0.247953)

R  0.6104 0.6630 0.2950 0.55662

Adjusted R 0.4973 0.6156 0.2268 0.4699

F – value 0.0002*** 0.0000*** 0.0001*** 0.0000***

No of observations 41 74 103 54

Source: Field survey 2013/14. ***, **, indicates significance at 1 and 5% respectively. Figures in parenthesis are standard errors
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Since all household obtained income, the total household Chant, S., [42], who observed that women are more likely
income from each of the income generating activity was than men to be employed informally and tend to have less
estimated by OLS. The fit of the models are quite well-paid and more insecure jobs.
reasonable compared to models in the literature on total The coefficient of farming experience (FAEXP) was
household income. Table 3 presents the analysis of OLS negative and not statistically significant in non-
result of the four categories of income generating agricultural wage income category. However, farming
activities. The R  are 0.61, 0.66, 0.29 and 0.55 for livestock experience was statistically significant (p < 0.01) among2

income, crop income, non-agricultural wage income and the crop income households, this implies that increasing
income from other sources respectively. This implies that years of farming experience among crop farming
61%, 66%, 29% and 55% of the variations in the livestock household will have a significant increase on their level of
income, crop income, non-agric wage income and income income, thereby improving their wellbeing. This result
from other sources were explained by the independent also confirmed the findings by Adebayo, O.O., [43], who
variables included in the model. The F–statistics of 5.40 observed a positive relationship between farming
(0.0002), 13.99 (0.0000), 4.32 (0.0001), and 6.14 (0.0000) for experience and household income. 
livestock income, crop income, non-agric wage and The coefficient of marital status (MSTATUS) was
income from other sources, respectively was significant at positive but not statistically significant in the four income
1 percent critical value, suggesting that all the models generating categories. Suggesting that being married
were of good fit. contributed positively to income generation. This could

Education (EDU) coefficient was found to be be because married household may have more household
negative and not statistically significant in farm income members which could generate income from different
category (livestock income and crop income), although activities. Household size (HHSIZE) was negative and
positive and significant in non-agric wage income (p < statistically significant (p < 0.05) in crop income
0.10) and, also in income from other sources (p < 0.01). generating category. The implication of this finding is that
Suggesting the educated households got more income large household sizes are more likely to have less income
from non-farm activities Ferreira, F. and P. Lanjouw, [39], from crop production. A plausible explanation to this
observed that years of formal education make the finding is that large household sizes could consume farm
household heads more employable (for example, because produce which otherwise could have been sold for
they would be more knowledgeable of employment income. This result further confirmed the findings by
opportunities and more adaptable in the range of task that Okunmadewa, F.Y., et al., [44], who observed that a unit
they can perform as a hired worker or self-employed). increase in household size is associated with 3.1%
Also this finding is in consonance with the results of increase in poverty. 
Atamanov, A., [40], who observed that higher education Coefficient of LOAN ACCESS was positive in
significantly increased self-employed income. Specifically, livestock income model and negative in crop income, non-
an individual educated beyond 14 years is found to be agric wage income and income from other sources
more likely to work off-farm [41]. although it was not statistically significant. This could

AGE could reflect the stage of life of the household mean that those households that are depending solely on
head. The coefficient of age was negative and not livestock income had access to loan (both formal and
statistically significant in all income generating categories. informal). It could also be that lenders give more credit to
This is not surprising, perhaps because increasing the livestock farmers. This however, increased their income
variable age (holding others constant) will reduce the level thereby improving their wellbeing. 
level of income from any of the categories. GENDER may LAND SIZE had positive and statistically significant
influence  available  opportunities for  income  generation. (p < 0.01) coefficient in both livestock income and crop
The coefficient of gender although was not statistically income and, also in income from other sources (p < 0.05)
significant, was positive in three (livestock income, non- models. This is not surprising because land is an
agric. wage income and income from other sources) out of important factor in livestock and crop production. This
the four income generating categories. However, the implies that a unit increase in land size will significantly
gender coefficient was negatively signed in crop income increase household income from both crop and livestock
generating category. This suggests that women got more production. This result is in agreement with findings by
income from crop production enterprise than their male Martey, E., et al., [45], who observed that households
counterpart. This is in agreement with the findings of with large farms have the potential to increase their market
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surplus, hence increasing farm income. Furthermore, formulated to encourage urban farming. The results
households depending on income from other sources
could use land as collateral in obtaining loans. This could
also boost their income level, thereby reducing poverty.

The coefficient of ASSET VALUE was positive and
significant (p < 0.01) in livestock, crop income and non-
agric-wage income generating category. This is to be
expected because assets are very important in
households’ income generation. The ability of a
household to engage in a more profitable income
generating activity is dependents on their access to
assets [16]. This could be because access to, control over
and ownership of assets are critical components of
wellbeing [46]. In addition, households’ assets can be
used as a buffer against harsh economic situations,
thereby improving their welfare. Also, asset can act as
collateral and facilitate access to credit and financial
services as well as increase social status Bebbington, A.,
[47], noted that “peoples asset are not merely means
through which they make a living: they also give meaning
to the person’s world”.

Conclusions and Implications for Policy: The empirical
evidence provided in this study accentuates the
importance of income generating activities as an option
that can reduce poverty and food insecurity in urban
areas. Socio-economic characteristics showed that the
respondents were in their productive age range with
considerable farming experience, and that non-
agricultural wage income was their major income
generating activity. Highly educated households got more
income from non-agricultural sector and other sources.
Further, older farmers fail to generate income from any of
the categories. Households with large land size and high
asset value generated more income from livestock
production. In addition to this, more years of farming
experience increased crop production income. The result
also showed that women generated more income from
crop production than their male counterpart. 

The following policy implications can be drawn from
this research. Traditional focus of development aids on
rural areas in sub- Saharan Africa and Nigeria in particular,
should redesign their policies and/or focus on urban
areas. This is because poverty is increasing in urban
areas. Also, measures to reduce poverty in urban areas
should focus on investment targeted at the household
level. These are investment in building up household
assets and land resources in the urban areas. In addition,
policies that recognize urban farming as a poverty
reduction  strategy   among   the  asset  poor  should  be

indicated that education plays an important role in
increasing income level from non-agricultural wage
category. Furthermore, investment in education will
enable the vulnerable households to move out of poverty.
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