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Abstract: This paper examined poverty and income inequality among households in Osun State, Nigeria.
Relevant literatures were obtained, accessed and assessed to serve as guide to this study. In order to
accomplish the study objectives, data was collected through the administration of questionnaires from the
sample of one hundred and thirty one (131) out of which only one hundred and fourteen (114) were properly
filled. The data obtained were analysed using descriptive statistics, FGT 1984 poverty measure, Tobit regression
model, Lorenz curve and Gini coefficient. It was revealed that the mean age was 49.3 years. The ratio of female
to male was 1:3, the mean household size was 6 members per household and majority were monogamous
Majority were literate, artisans in primary occupation and farmers in secondary occupation. Majority obtained
their income from personal savings and had between 1 and 3 of their household members to be employed. The
study showed that the poverty incidence (P ) was 35%, the poverty depth/gap (P ) was 13% and the poverty0 1

severity (P ) was 7%. Educational level and secondary occupation of household heads were significant at 10%,2

the sources of income of household heads was also significant at 5% level and negative. The Lorenz curve
revealed to be far from the line of perfect equality with a very low Gini coefficient of 0.32.
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INTRODUCTION socio-economic and political  costs. Poverty contributes

Nigeria is a nation that is endowed with multifarious Nigeria cannot afford to purchase necessary farm inputs
and multitudinous resources-both human and material. such as fertilizers, pesticides and improved seeds, which
Nigeria has been bedevilled with unemployment and would bring about increased productivity [3].
poverty  because  of   mismanagement,  profligate Agricultural research, a vital component of integrated
spending and adverse policies of various governments strategies for poverty reduction, has a crucial role to play
[1]. In addition, income and human poverty tend to be in creating escape from food insecurity and poverty by
accompanied by some social deprivations which include improving  farm  income,  generating employment for farm
vulnerability to disease, voicelessness in key society’s workers, reducing  food  prices and fuelling economic
institutions, inability  to  improve one’s living condition. growth [3]. The history of the world provides
It is important to observe that requires a more overwhelming global evidence that general economic
comprehensive  policy  aimed  at   its  induction  [2]. Rural growth of any nation must be preceded, or at least
poverty is a serious threat to food and nutrition security accompanied by, solid agricultural growth. Agriculture
in sub-Saharan Africa (SSA) and specifically in Nigeria. has played this central role since the English Agricultural
Rural poverty appears to be endemic in SSA and this Revolution which paved the way for the Industrial
situation has attracted much attention. Particularly Revolution. This process still applies today and poor
disheartening is the fact that this problem, rather than countries in Africa, Asia and South America will be no
abate, is proving intractable, at least in certain regions. exception [4]. Poverty holds sway, in the midst of plenty,
One  of  the  serious  effects  of  rural  poverty,  of course, a situation described in Nigeria’s political lexicon as a
is  food   and  nutrition  insecurity  and its  attendant ‘bewildering  paradox’.  Among the committee of nations,

to poor agricultural productivity as many farmers in
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Nigeria has been described as poor. Even in the continent a necessary condition for reducing poverty, experience
of Africa, using selected world development indicators, shows that different growth episodes have very different
Nigeria is poorly ranked [5]. One of the most pathetic impacts on poverty. At times growth can increase
features of the Nigerian economy today is that a majority inequality and entrench poverty, whilst at others it can
of its populace is living in a state of destitution while the improve the lives of millions. [13] Revealed that high initial
remaining relatively insignificant minority is living in levels of inequality limit the effectiveness of growth in
affluence [6]. reducing poverty while growing inequality reduces

Poverty is defined today as a state of long-term poverty directly for a given level of growth. It would seem
deprivation of well-being, a situation considered judicious, therefore, to accord special attention to
inadequate for decent living [7]. As the 2010 Human reducing inequality in certain countries where income
Development Report identifies, since the 1980s income distribution is especially unfavourable.
inequality has increased in many more countries than it [14] Revealed that focussing on economic growth
has fallen. Even in countries where the greatest advances alone might not be the best way to halve poverty by 2015.
in human development and poverty reduction have The report of the study further stated that a crucial factor
occurred, there remain significant populations whose in the equation is income inequality, because it is not so
conditions have not improved. In East Asia and the much the growth figures themselves that matter, but the
Pacific, most countries have  higher income inequality fact that  economic  growth is  intricately  linked to
than they did a few decades ago [8]. Between 1985 and unequal income. In fact, poverty reduction or escalation
2004, inequality in Nigeria worsened from 0.43 to 0.49, is  determined  by  the  level  of inequality in society.
placing the country among those with the highest Thus, even if there is growth in a country, the way the
inequality levels in the world [9]. [10] Discovered that the income is distributed is vital. Nevertheless, in many
limited income data that are comparable internationally African countries growth in  national income rarely
suggest that the U.S. income distribution is among the trickles down to the poor workers. There is need to
most uneven of all major industrialized countries. Various identify  socio-economic  characteristics  of  respondents
cross-country studies have found the most equal in the study area, examine the level of occupational
distributions of income exist in Scandinavia, followed by distribution of respondents, analyze the income inequality
central Europe and Southern Europe. English-speaking among various occupational groups, determine the
countries, with the exception of Canada, appear to have poverty status of respondents and analyze the
the highest levels of income inequality. In terms of the determinants of poverty in the study area. Hence, this
trend in income inequality since the 1970s, the United study hypothesized that, there is no significant
States, United Kingdom and Italy were estimated to have relationship between  income  inequality and poverty
experienced the greatest increase. Sweden, Finland and status of respondents in study area.
Norway were found to have experienced the smallest
increase in recent decades. In between were Germany, Theoretical Framework
Australia and the Netherlands. [11] noted that the real Concept of Poverty: [7] Revealed that poverty is defined
challenge to establishing a development strategy for as a state of long-term deprivation of well-being, a
reducing poverty lies in the interactions between situation considered inadequate for decent living. [15]
distribution and growth and not in the relationship Said that poverty can be defined as the inability to
between poverty and growth on one hand and poverty achieve a certain minimal standard of living. [16] Noted
and inequality on the other, which are essentially that extreme poverty does not entail just having
arithmetic. unsatisfied material needs or being undernourished. It is

There is little controversy among economists that often accompanied  by  a  degrading  state of
growth is essential for (income) poverty reduction under powerlessness. Even in democratic and relatively well-
the assumption that the distribution of income remains governed countries, poor people have to accept daily
more or less constant. Economic growth does tend to humiliations without protest. Often, they cannot provide
raise incomes overall, but the impact of growth on poverty for their children and have a strong sense of shame and
varies enormously from one country to another, failure. When they are trapped in poverty, the poor lose
depending on the structure of growth and on government hope of ever escaping from their hard work for which they
policies. [12] Revealed that while growth is undoubtedly often have nothing to show beyond bare survival.
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[2] Observed that in the traditional setting, poverty and 0.28 for Japan, Spain, Korea,Germany and France,
was understood as material deprivations, as living with while Denmark and Sweden were the least unequal
low income and low  consumption which manifests by countries,with Gini values around 0.23.
way of poor nutrition and poor living conditions. [24] Explained that as a result of changes in the
However, income poverty does not exist alone rather it is balance of forces between labour and capital, since 1980
often times associated with so-called human poverty-low most advanced countries have experienced a significant
health and education levels. [17] Said that for the very reduction of the labour share in GDP, of the order of ten
poor, reducing consumption from already verylow levels, percentage  points.  [25] Said  much  of  political economy-
even for a short period, can have important long term Marxist and Keynesian-has considered inequality as a
consequences. The poorest households may have to direct result  of income distribution between capital and
reduce the quantity and quality of food, schoolling and labour. Marx emphasised the contradiction  between
basic services they consumed, leading to irreparable industrial capitalism’s potential for progress in
damage to the health and education of millions of knowledge, incomes and wealth and its outcome - capital
children. Poor households forced to switch from more accumulation for the capitalist class and commodified
expensive to cheaper and less nutritional foodstuffs, or labour, degraded work, limited wages and hard social
cut back on total caloric intake altogether, face weight conditions for workers and the dispossessed. Increasing
loss and severe malnutrition. inequalities were the result of the very nature of capitalist

Concept of Income Inequality: [18] Defined income as has pointed out the complexity of inequality, rooted in
household   disposable   income   in   a  particular  year. societies’ historical contexts, in the capabilities available
It consists of earnings, self-employment and capital to people, families and social groups in the pursuit of their
income and public cash transfers; income taxes and social objectives, in the concrete opportunities individuals have
security contributions paid by households are deducted. to make decisions about their lives, broadening the view
The income of the household is attributed to each of its of justice and the rationale for redistribution and action
members, with an adjustment to reflect differences in against specific sources of inequality.
needs for households of different sizes (i.e. the needs of [1] Reviewed that during the last several decades,
a household composed of four people are assumed to be industrialized countries have experienced a growing gap
twice large as  those  of a  person living alone). [19] between the rich and the poor. This income inequality is
Explained that income is a measurement of a person’s believed to damage health, with even modest associations
earnings and money available to spend. Under the official between inequality and health outcomes having
measure, income is restricted to cash, so that it captures substantial ramifications for society as a whole. [28]
wages and cash transfers, such as Social Security and Found out the narrow concept of human motivation that
unemployment insurance. underpins rational choice and point to the importance of

[20] Reported that inequality can be defined in terms fairness orientations that have been emphasized in
of outcomes, opportunities or processes. Unequal behavioural economics. The study pointed out that
outcomes, e.g. in the level of income, may reflect unequal income inequality impacts negatively on the well being of
opportunities, e.g. in access to education. This in turn members of the households. [29] Explained that income
may reflect unequal underlying processes, such as distribution directly displays country’s economic
differences in power relations. [21] Reviewed that condition since inequalities in income distribution are
Economic inequality on an international scale has been indicators of general economic inequalities.
explored in terms of differences among national average [30] commented that in the debate about income
incomes, among averages weighted by population and disparity in America, many stories miss an important
among all individuals. [22, 23] noted that Economic point: rising disparities are not just about investments
inequality within countries is characterized by large and bankers versus autoworkers. They are about entire
persistent differences.  Considering  advanced  countries, communities of ‘winners’ and ‘losers’. [31] Stated that the
in  the mid-2000’s the Gini coefficient on disposable widening gap is indeed an urgent issue, especially
monetary income for households was between 0.38 and because it is likely to widen further in the next decade.
0.34 for the US, Italy and the UK; ranged between 0.32 Measures to address this problem include reforming the

accumulation. Moving beyond such abstract models, [26]
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taxation system, increasing wages and using enterprises’ MATERIALS AND METHODS
profits directly for the benefit of individuals, as well as a
review of current urbanization and rural-to-city migration
policies.

Poverty, Income Inequality and Growth: [7] Concluded
that  analysis  indicate  that the relation between growth
and inequality is not one of trade-off. Rather, inequality
seems to rise with growth, even when poverty seems to
fall with growth. The marked decline in poverty may,
therefore, have been more of growth effect than
distribution effect. [11] noted that the real challenge to
establishing a development strategy for reducing poverty
lies in the interactions between distribution and growth
and not in the relationship between poverty and growth
on one hand and poverty and inequality on the other,
which are essentially arithmetic. There is little controversy
among economists  that  growth is essential for (income)
poverty reduction under the assumption that the
distribution of income remains more or less constant.
Economic growth does tend to raise incomes overall, but
the impact of growth on poverty varies enormously from
one country to another, depending on the structure of
growth and on government policies.

[12] Revealed that while growth is undoubtedly a
necessary condition for reducing poverty, experience
shows that different growth episodes have very different
impacts on poverty. At times growth can increase
inequality and entrench poverty, whilst at others it can
improve the lives of millions. [13] Revealed that high initial
levels of inequality limit  the effectiveness of growth in
reducing poverty while growing inequality reduces
poverty  directly  for  a  given  level of growth. It would
seem judicious, therefore, to accord special attention to
reducing inequality in certain countries where income
distribution is especially unfavourable. [14] Revealed that
focussing on economic growth alone might not be the
best way to halve poverty by 2015. The report of the
study further stated that a crucial factor in the equation is
income inequality, because it is not so much the growth
figures themselves  that matter, but the fact that economic
growth is intricately linked to unequal income. In fact,
poverty reduction or escalation is determined  by   the
level  of  inequality  in  society. Thus, even if there is
growth  in  a  country,  the  way the income is distributed
is vital. Nevertheless, in many African countries growth
in  national income rarely trickles down to the poor
workers.

Study Area: The study area is Ayedaade Local
Government Area of Osun State. Ayedaade Local
Government, located in the present Osun State was an
amalgamation of the old Ife Native Authority and part of
the old Ibadan Native Authority. It was created on 3rd
May, 1989 by virtue of the proclamation of the then
Military Administratiom of General Ibrahim Badamosi
Babangida. It was carved out of the old Irewole Local
Government. It is bounded in the north by Ede South
Local Government,on the west by Irewole Local
Government, Ife-south Local Government on the south-
east and Ife  North  Local  Government. The headquarter
of the Local Government Area is situated at Gbongan. The
principal  towns  are   Gbongan,  Ode-omu  and Orile-owu
while the major villages are Tonkere, Oogi, Ogbaaga,
Olaoluwa, Wakajaiye, Akiriboto I and II. According to
Local Planning Authority, the Local Government is
situated in the rainforest zone i.e south western area of
Osun State, with geographical location of latitude 80°N
and  longitude  50°E. Mean annual rainfall is  between
2000  and  2200mm. Maximum temperature is 32.5°C. The
main occupation of the peopole is Agriculture. A larger
percentage of the people in the area engage in various
farming activities. Some of the cash and food crops
planted in the area are cocoa, kolanut, palm produce  and
maize,  yam,  cassava and  vegetables. Other occupations
include lumbering, garri processing, food vending,
trading, artisanship and civil service among others. A
multistage random sampling procedure was used to select
the respondents. The first stage involved a random
selection of 4 political wards out of the identified 11
political wards; then, 3 villages were randomly selected
from  each  of  the   chosen  political  wards. And, because
of population variation in the villages selected, a
proportionate to size sampling technique was used to
select a sample size of 131 respondents who were used for
this study. A structured questionnaire was developed
based on the objectives of the study to collect useful and
relevant information from the selected respondents. But
out of the questionnaires administered, only 114
questionnaires were found to be useful and as such
subjected to analysis.

Analytical Techniquesp: Analytical techniques used
include:  descriptive  statistics,   [32]  poverty   index, gini-
coefficient and Tobit regression model. The descriptive
statistics used included; Tabular presentation, frequency
distribution and percentages.
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Poverty Analysis: The analysis of poverty was based on
P-alpha (p ) measure proposed by [32]. The use of FGT
class of measure requires the definition of poverty line,
which was calculated on the basis of disaggregated data FGT Measurement:
on expenditure. The FGT measure was based on a single
mathematical formulation as follows:

Where;

z = the poverty line line n is the total number of individuals in the reference
q = the number of individuals below poverty line. population.
N = the total number of individual in reference

population. When  = 1
Yi = the is the per capita expenditure of households I P  = Depth of poverty

and,
= the degree of aversion and takes on the values

0,1,2.

Poverty Line: This is a predetermined and well-defined When?=2
standard of income or value of consumption. In the study,
the poverty line was based on the expenditure of the
households. A relative approach was used in which a
household was defined as poor relative to others in the
same society or economy. Two third of the mean per Lorenz Curve and Gini Coefficient 
capita expenditure was used as the moderate poverty line Hypothetical Concentration Curve of Income
while one third was taken as the line for extreme poverty. Distribution: This curve is widely used to show income

The Categories of Poverty Line Was Given As: income distribution of a country. The main feature of the

Extremely poor: Those spending <1/3 of MPCHE equality. Figure 1 shows the horizontal axis, which
Moderately poor: Those spending < 2/3 of MPCHE measures the proportion of the population while the
Non poor: Those spending > 2/3 of MPCHE vertical axis shows the proportion of the national income
Per capita expenditure (PCE) = Total expenditure/ that they receive. The farther away the Lorenz curve is
Household size from the line of perfect equality, the more unequal the
MPCHE = Mean per capita household expenditure. distribution of income in that country.

When a = 0
P  = Po = n = Poverty incidence

Where q is the number of individuals below poverty

1

or expenditure inequality. The Lorenz curve illustrates

Lorenz curve includes the curve and the line of perfect

Fig. 1: Hypothetical Concentration Curve of Income Distribution
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Gini Coefficient: This was used to show the degree of household members, X = Membership of local level
income inequality, between different households in a institutions, X = Household access to infrastructures,
population. The Gini coefficient is a precise way of X = Dependency ratio
measuring the position of the Lorenz curve. It has a value
between 0 and 1 and it is worked out by measuring the RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
ratio of the area between the Lorenz curve and the 45° line
to the whole area below the 45° line. If the Lorenz curve is Socioeconomic Characteristics: The summary of the
the 45° line, then the value of the Gini coefficient would be descriptive  statistics  on  socio-economic characteristics
zero. In general, the closer the Lorenz curve is to the line of the respondents is revealed in Table 1. Majority
of perfect equality, the less the inequality and the smaller (35.96% and 28.95%) of the respondents fall between age
the Gini coefficient. The Gini coefficient is computed as: ranging between 41-50 years and 51-60 years respectively

respondents are still in their active and productive age.

Where; n = number of observation 91.23% have household size ranging between 1 to 10

µ = mean of the distribution adult equivalents; this could be attributed to the believe
y = income of the with household i on the need for family labour to assist households with
I = Income Gini their various livelihood pursuits; then, 84.21% of thegin

Determinants of Poverty:  The  analysis utilized the Tobit households employed in one occupation or the other
regression model as sspecified below: which is capable of going a long way to compliment the

qi = pi = Xi + Ui 75.44%) of the household heads are married with
qi = po = Xi + Ui  where: i = 1,2,3…........... monogamy type of family respectively. It was revealed
qi = Dependent variable, it is discrete when household is that 38.60% have tertiary education; this informs the

not poor and continuous when poor. reason why majority (34.21%) take to civil service as their
Pi = Depth of the intensity of poverty defined as: main occupation. It was  further revealed that 35.09% have

(Z-Y)/Z their secondary occupation. 81.58% of the respondents

Where, pi* is the poverty depth when the poverty line (z) source their finance from personal savings. Also, majority
equals the per capita household expenditure. (89.47%) of the respondents have access to infrastructural

Xi = is a vector of explanatory variable.
b = is the vector of unknown coefficient. Poverty Incidence, Depth and Severity: There are two
Ui = is an independently distributed error term. broad issues in the measurement of poverty; these are the

The independent variables specified as determinants measure poverty. In addition to the selection of poverty
of poverty are defined below: line, an appropriate poverty measure must reflect three

X  = Marital status of household head (D=1 if intensity/depth is reflected in the extent to which the per1

married; 0, if otherwise), X  = Household size, X  = Sex of capita expenditure of the  poor  falls below the poverty2 3

household   head   (D=1   if  male;  0,   if  otherwise), X  = line. As shown in  Table  2, the total annual expenditure4

Education level of household head (years), X  = Age of for all the respondents in the study area was N14905358;5

household head (years), X  = Primary occupation of the mean expenditure of the respondents was N130748.75k6

respondents (D=1 if farming;0, if otherwise), X = Family per annum. The total per capita expenditure was7

type,  X =  Secondary occupation  of  household head, N2961183; the mean per capita expenditure was8

X = Sources of income, X Number of employed N25975.29k per annum. The poverty line was computed as9 10=

11

12

13

with a mean age of 49.26 years, meaning that the

76.32% are male while 23.68% are female; then, about

members with an estimated average household size of 6.24

respondents have between 1 to 3 members of the

income of household heads. Majority (72.81% and

no secondary occupation while 35.96% take to farming as

do not belong to any local level institution while 75.44%

facilities.

establishment of a poverty line and choice of an index to

basic elements namely the incidence, the gap and poverty
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Table 1: Selected socio-economic variables of the respondents

Variable Frequency Variable Frequency

Age Main occupation
 > 31 8 (7.02) Farming 14 (12.28)
31 – 40 18 (15.79) Trading 21 (18.42)
41 – 50 41 (35.96) Civil service 39 (34.21)
51 – 60 33 (28.95) Artisanship 30 (26.32)
61 – 70 11 (9.65) Others 10 (8.77)
71 - 80 3 (2.63) Secondary occupation
Mean age (49.26) None 40 (35.09)
Sex Farming 41 (35.96)
Male 87 (76.32) Civil service 1 (0.88)
Female 27 (23.68) Artisanship 5 (4.39)
Household size Trading 20 (17.54)
1 – 10 104 (91.23) Others 7 (6.14)
11 – 20 8 (7.02) Membership of local level institution
21 – 30 2 (1.75) Yes 21 (18.42)
Mean household size (6.24) No 93 (81.58)
Marital status Sources of Income
Single 2 (1.75) Personal savings 86 (75.44)
Married 83 (72.81) Friends and relatives 8 (7.02)
Divorced - Money lender 3 (2.63)
Widowed 9 (7.89) Banks 4 (3.51)
Separated 4 (3.51) Cooperative societies 9 (7.89)
Single parent 16 (14.04) Others 4 (3.51)
Family Type Household access to infrastructure
Monogamy 86 (75.44) Yes 102 (89.47)
Polygamy 26 (22.81) No 12 (10.53)
Others 2 (1.75) Numbers of employed household members
Level of education 1 – 3 96 (84.21)
Primary 31 (27.19) 4 – 6 13 (11.40)
Secondary 24 (21.05) 7 – 9 5 (4.39)
Tertiary 44 (38.60) Total 114 (100.0)
Others 15 (13.16)

Total 114 (100.0)

Source: Field Survey, 2012. Figures in parentheses are percentage values.

Table 2: Summary of Poverty Indices for the Respondents

Poverty Line N17316.86k

P (%) 0.350

P (%) 0.131

Source: Field Survey, 2012

2/3 of the per capita expenditure mean which is
N17316.86k. Therefore any household spending less than
the amount obtained above annually on consumption is
described as being poor relative to other households
while any other household spending exactly the
stipulated amount or higher than it on annual
consumption connote that the respondent is non-poor.
With a poverty line of N17316.86k, the incidence of
poverty (P ) or poverty head-count of the respondents ino

the study area was 0.35. These proportions of the

respondents  that  could  not  satisfy  needs  like  food,
non-food,  judge  the  essentials.  The  value  indicated
that  35%  of the  respondents  in  the  area  were below
the poverty line and were therefore relatively
consumption poor. The poverty depth (P ) was 0.13 for1

the respondents in the study area; this indicated that
poverty is not only persuasive but also deeper. However
most of those who were poor were only a little deficient
on spending i.e. just below the poverty line and only
requires small improvement in spending to reach the
poverty line. The poverty severity index (P ) was 0.07 for2

the respondents; this low value indicated that poverty is
not severe in the study area. The poverty severity index
of 7% means that 7 households out of 114 respondents in
the study area were extremely poor compared to other
households.
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Fig. 2: Hypothetical concentration of income distribution in the study area

Table 3: Parameter Estimates of Tobit Regression Model
Variables Co-efficient t-value
Constant
Marital status 0.4657 0.165
Household size 0.2063 0.153
Sex of household head 0.3924 0.735
Educational level 0.1468 0.567
Age 0.9019 0.432
Primary occupation 0.3202 0.367
Family type 0.8783 0.108
Secondary occupation 0.1433 0.595
Source of Income 0.1088 0.226
Numbers of employed household members 0.7630 0.783
Membership of local level institution 0.7919 0.231
Household access to infrastructure 0.1957 0.175
Dependency ratio 0.4001 0.127
Source: Computer print-out, 2011. ***, **, *Significance at 1%, 5% and
10% respectively.

Determinants of Poverty in the Study Area: Table 3
showed the result of the determinants of poverty in the
study area using tobit regression model. X  represented4

the education level of household heads in the study area
in years; it was significant at 10% which implies that
education level has a great importance in the
determination of poverty in the study area. As it was also
negative, it indicate an inverse relationship i.e. the higher
the education of the household head, the lower the

probability of being poor. X  represented the secondary8

occupation of household heads in the study area. It was
also significant at 10% level and also negative which
revealed that the more household heads are engaged in
secondary occupation, the lower the probability of being
poor. X  represented the sources of income of household9

heads in the study area in naira. It was significant at 5%
level and negative which implies that the higher the
income of the household heads, the lower the probability
of being poor.

Analysis of Income Inequality: In this study, two
measures of income inequality were used which are
Lorenz curve and Gini coefficient.

Lorenz Curve: The Lorenz curve illustrated the income
distribution of the study area. The main feature of the
Lorenz curve includes the curve and the line of perfect
equality. Figure 1 showed the horizontal axis, which
measures the proportion of the population while the
vertical axis showed the proportion of the income that
they receive. The farther away the Lorenz curve is from
the line of perfect equality, the higher the level of income
inequality in the study area. The result of the study
revealed that there is a high level of income inequality in
the study area as shown in figure 2.
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Gini Coefficient: This revealed the degree of income 2. Maghori, 2008. Introduction to Development
inequality between different households in the study area.
It is a precise way of measuring the position of the Lorenz
curve. The range of the Gini coefficient is between 0 and
1(0% and 100%), where 0 indicateed perfect equality and
1(100%) indicated maximum inequality. Gini coefficient is
the most frequently used inequality measure. The reason
for this popularity is that it is easy to understand how to
compute the gini coefficient as a ratio of two areas in
Lorenz curve diagrams. The finding of this study revealed
that the Gini coefficient is very low which 0.32 is. This
indicated that the income inequality in the study area is
very high since the closer the Gini coefficient is to 1 the
better or the lower the income inequality. 

CONCLUSION

The study revealed that the mean age was 49.3 years.
The ratio of female to male was 1:3, the mean household
size was 6 members per household and majority were
monogamous Majority were literate, artisans in primary
occupation and  farmers  in secondary occupation.
Majority obtained  their  income from personal savings
and had between 1 and 3 of their household members to
be employed. The poverty incidence (P ) was 35%,0

poverty depth/gap (P ) was 13% and poverty severity (P )1 2

was 7%. Educational level and secondary occupation of
household heads were significant at 10% which indicated
that  they  had  great  importance in determining poverty
in the study area, the sources of income of household
heads was also significant at 5% level and were negative
implying that the higher the factors, the lower the
probability of being poor. The Lorenz curve was revealed
to be far from the line of perfect equality with a very low
Gini coefficient of 0.32. Based on the findings of this
study, it was recommended that education level was
significant meaning that the people should be motivated
and encouraged to embrace education as this exposes
people to better opportunity which is capable of reducing
poverty considerably. Also, they should be encouraged
to engage in secondary occupation as income from this
will compliment income  from primary occupation because
this is also a significant factor in determining poverty;
hence, efforts should be made towards increasing the
sources of income of people in the area.
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