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This study assessed the causes of farmers’ poverty in Ahoada West 

Local Government Area (LGA) of Rivers State, Nigeria. Data were 

collected with structured questionnaires and used to randomly 

sampled 125 respondents. Descriptive and inferential statistics 

(FGT measures) were used to questionnaires determine the level 

of poverty among farmers. Results showed that mainly (84%) of 

respondents lacked pipe borne water, 76% had not accessed loan 

facilities, 68% lacked accessed to health care, 64% were not 

visited by extension agents, 52% had poor accessible road 

network. Also 76% and 80% traveled long distances to hospitals 

and markets, respectively, 92% used pit and open toilet systems, 

84% lived in mud and batcher houses. The results further showed 

that causes of poverty were farmland fragmentation (36%), 

illiteracy (24%), poor soil fertility (20%), and lack of finance 

(16%). Average rural household food and non–food expenditure 

per month was N54, 488 with mean adult equivalent expenditure 

per household as N7, 784 and poverty line (N5, 189.33). FGT 

results indicated high level of incidence of poverty (P0) 58%, 

contributing 80% to overall poverty, depth of poverty (P1) 

39.13%, and severity of poverty (P2) 25.16%. In conclusion, there 

was high level of poverty experienced in the area. 

Recommendation made includes appropriate authorities coming 

to the aids of the rural farmers to provide basic amenities and 

essential living conditions.  
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INTRODUCTION 
 
Poverty has been defined as the extent to which the 
consumption of certain commodities and services will 
afford certain capabilities (Sen, 1984). Poverty exists 
when people are not able to meet a minimum standard of 
well-being. This required minimum standard depends 
partly on the existing standards of the society, though it is 
more of a rural phenomenon than urban (World Bank, 
1990; Fields, 2000). The World Bank (2001) described 
poverty as a pronounced deprivation of human wellbeing 
which included vulnerability to adverse events outside 
their control, being badly treated by institutions of state 
and society, and being excluded from having a voice and 
power.  

Nigeria has steadily witnessed considerate worsening 
welfare conditions of its citizens, despite the huge 
physical and human resources (Okumadewa, 2001). The 
level of incidence of poverty in Nigeria is predominantly 
higher in the rural areas than urban (Etim, 2007). In 1995,  

 
 

the World Bank study on   Nigeria   identified   poverty   in    
rural communities as related to poor physical facilities, 
food security, obsolete agricultural practices, poor 
nutritional intakes and values, little access to credit and 
savings, inability to sponsor children in schools (including 
higher education), management diets and homes without 
basic facilities (Adebo and Ajiboye, 2014).  

Poverty can be chronic (structural) and transitory 
depending on how long poverty is experienced by an 
individual, community or state. Chronic poverty occurs for 
a long-term and the causes are largely structural and 
endemic, while transitory poverty is temporary, transient 
in nature and short term (Etim and Udoh, 2013). Poverty 
can also be absolute or relative.  Absolute poverty is the 
situation of lack of access to resources needed to access 
the minimum necessities required to maintain physical 
efficiency. Relative poverty is the inability to attain a given 
minimum contemporary standard of  living  (Okumadewa,  



 
 
 
 

2001). Others are food poverty, income poverty, non-food 
poverty and time poverty. Food poverty entails   lack   of  
food required for healthy living, non-food poverty is lack 
of essential amenities to live a standard living approved 
by the society, income poverty is lack of income required 
for sustenance and time poverty is a situation of lack of 
time for economic and productive activities.   

The urgency or need of this study emanates from the 
fact that in Nigeria rural areas (Rivers State inclusive) 
there is high rate of unemployment among the rural 
residents who are characterized by low income and 
productivity, high level of poverty, poor quality of life, poor 
shelter, lack of access to potable water, poor sanitary 
conditions, poor storage facilities for harvested 
agricultural produce. These factors have consequently 
led to increased rural-urban migration, high crime rate, 
kidnapping, advance fee fraud, social unrest and juvenile 
delinquency thus, making the rural socio-economic 
growth and development stagnant and redundant and the 
urban area vulnerable to increased insecurity.  

Despite the increasing emphasis on poverty level of the 
rural farmers in Nigeria in recent years, most authors had 
focused on poverty determinants in Nigeria. Apata et al. 
(2010) focused on evidence of small holder farmers in 
south western Nigeria, while Umeh and Asogwa, (2011) 
concentrated their efforts on econometric models using 
socio-demographic and economic variables with some 
poverty related variables. Asogwa et al. (2012) estimated 
determinants of poverty among peri-urban farmers; Etim 
and Udoh, (2013) focused on estimating the determinants 
of rural poverty, whereas Olofin et al. (2015) 
concentrated their efforts on measuring poverty by 
poverty index generated from combination of per worker 
agricultural value added, to mention but a few. Other 
authors who had worked on various topics in various 
states of Nigeria are Ibrahim and Umar, (2008) who 
assessed the poverty status, analyzed the determinants 
of poverty and coping strategies among farming 
households in Nasarawa State. Adeyonu et al. (2012) 
examined poverty level among farmers in rural areas of 
Oyo State. Adebo and Ajiboye, (2014) investigated the 
poverty level differential among rural and urban 
households in Ekiti and Ondo States. Also Nandi et al. 
(2014) accessed fish farmers’ livelihood and poverty 
status in Delta State. Israel et al. (2015) measured 
poverty in a multi-dimensional manner in Oyo State farm 
settlements. Ogbonna and Nwaobiala, (2015) evaluated 
the participation and poverty levels of National FADAMA 
III Development Project among rural farm women in 
Gombe State, while Umoh et al. (2015) assessed the 
income poverty level among farmers using six agricultural 
zones in Akwa Ibom State. Furthermore, Bassey et al. 
(2016) examined off-farm work as a multi-dimensional 
tool for poverty reduction and income enhancement 
among rural farming households in Akwa Ibom State, 
whereas Oyinbo and Olaleye, (2016) determined the 
effect of  livelihood  diversification  on  poverty  alleviation 
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in Giwa LGA of Kaduna State.  

Specific researches had been conducted in Rivers 
State, Nigeria, some of which are poverty determinants 
using socio-demographic factors in crude oil polluted crop 
farms (Ojimba, 2012); poverty experienced by crop 
farmers in crude oil polluted areas of Rivers State using 
socio-economic variables (Ojimba, 2014); measuring 
rural farmers poverty level in Okogbe in Ahoada West 
LGA of Rivers State, using occupation, educational and 
marital status of the rural farmers (Ojimba and Belford, 
2018). However none of these literatures cited above had 
dealt with the current topic trying to assess the causes of 
farmers poverty in Ahoada West Local Government Area 
in Rivers State, Nigeria, hence the significance and need 
for the study. Stakeholders of this study are rural farmers 
of Ahoada West LGA, Rivers State and Nigeria in 
general; policy makers at the LGA, state and national 
levels, Ministry of Rural Development, other 
governmental and private sector developers, researchers 
and students of welfare economies. Therefore, this study 
was conducted to evaluate, estimate and analysis these 
and other factors with a view to find out if they are the 
causes of high rate of poverty in rural area of Ahoada 
West Local Government Area of Rivers State, Nigeria.  
 
 
MATERIALS AND METHODS  
 
The study area 
 
Ahoada West Local Government Area (LGA) of Rivers 
State, Nigeria was created in 1996 out of old Ahoada 
LGA in the north-western part of the state sharing 
boundaries with Bayelsa on the west, Ahoada East LGA 
and Abua/Odual LGA on the east and south, respectively 
and Ogba/Egbema/Ndoni LGA on the northern premises. 
The Local Government Area comprises of three main 
ethnicity, namely the Ekpeye speaking group (Ubie and 
Igbuduya), the Engeni speaking group and the Ogbogolo 
communities. The ethnic nationalities in the LGA are 
mainly engaged in farming, fishing (artisanal) and hunting 
as occupations and means of livelihood. Ahoada West 
LGA is characterized with heavy rainfall most of the year 
with a short dry season favouring the production of 
tropical food crops, fruits, vegetables and cash crops, 
and supports artisanal fishing all through the year. It is a 
major oil and gas producing LGA in the state.  
 
 
Data collection 
 
Data collection was done though primary sources, which 
included interviews and personal discussions with 
respondents. Structures questionnaires were used to 
elicit information from the rural farmers in Okogbe 
communities in Ahoada West LGA. The questionnaire 
was designed to collect information  from  farmers  in  the 
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area on their access to  essential  living  factors  such  as  
health care, water facilities, cooperative societies, road 
network, extension agents, markets, toilet systems in 
use, types of houses, and food and non-food 
expenditures etc. Okogbe in Ahoada West LGA is made 
up of the following five villages: Uchi, Umakpa, Agolo, 
Imaji and Odogu. Simple random sampling method was 
used to draw a sample of 25 (twenty-five) respondents 
from each of the five villages, giving a total of 125 farmer 
respondents interviewed, whose occupation were based 
on various agricultural activities in the LGA and resident 
in Okogbe communities. All questionnaires distributed 
were completely retrieved back from the respondents.  
 
 
Data analysis 
  
Estimation of poverty 
 
This study focused on three main measures, all of which 
are members of the class of measures proposed by 
Foster et al.(1984). These are: the headcount index (H), 
the poverty gap index (PG), and the Foster et al. (1984) 
P2 measure (severity of poverty). However, rather than 
treat these as alternative measures, they had been 
interpreted as measures of three different things: the 
headcount index is a measure of the prevalence or 
incidence of poverty, the poverty gap index is a measure 
of the depth of poverty, while the P2 measures the 
severity of poverty (Fostet et al., 1984; Ravallion, 1992; 
Ojimba, 2006). The simplest (and still most common) 
measure is the headcount index of poverty, given by the 
proportion of the population for whom consumption 
expenditure (y) is less than the poverty line (z). Suppose 
q people are poor by this definition in a population of size 
n. The headcount index is: 

 

 

         q           

         n H =              

                                                                                                                               
 
where: 
H = headcount poverty  
q = number of poor households  
n = total number of households surveyed in Ahoada West 
LGA (125). 
 
That is, proportion of total population deemed to be poor. 
The headcount index is easily understood and 
communicated. And for certain sorts of poverty 
comparisons, such as assessing overall progress in 
reducing poverty, it may be quite adequate. However for 
some purposes, including analysis of the impacts on the 
poor of specific policies, the headcount index has a 
serious drawback. To see why, suppose that a poor 
person suddenly becomes very much poor. What will 
happen  to  measured  poverty?  Nothing. The headcount  

 
 
 
 
index is totally insensitive to differences in the depth of 
poverty. A better measure is the poverty gap based on 
the aggregate poverty deficit of the poor relative to the 
poverty line. This gives a good indication of the depth of 
poverty, in that it depends on the distances of the poor 
below the poverty line. To see how this measure is 
defined, let consumption expenditure be arranged in 
ascending order, the poorer has y1, the next poorest y2, 
etc, with the least poor having yp which is ( by definition) 
not greater than the poverty line z. Then the poverty gap 
index can be defined as follows (Ravallion, 1992; Ojimba, 
2006).   
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that is, means proportionate poverty gap across the 
whole population (zero gap for the non-poor). One 
drawback of the poverty gap measure is that it may not 
convincingly capture differences in the severity of 
poverty. A measure of the severity of poverty which is 
additive is the Foster et al. (1984) P2 measure whereby 
the poverty gaps of the poor are weighted by those 
poverty gaps in assessing aggregate poverty (Ravallion, 
1992; Ojimba, 2006): 
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that is, mean of squared proportionate poverty gaps. 
While this measure has clear advantages for some 
purposes such as comparing policies which are aiming to 
reach the poorest, it is not easy to interpret. On 
comparing the above formulae for H, PG and P2 a 
common structure is evident. This suggests a generic 
class of additive measures (Ravallion, 1992; Ojimba, 
2006). 
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where: Pα = weighted poverty index,  
q = the number of poor households,  

yi = the per adult equivalent expenditure of individual 
households,  
z = the poverty line 
n =total number of households surveyed in Ahoada West 
LGA (125).  

α = 0, 1, 2, (the degree of concern for the depth of 

poverty).  α = 0 is the degree of poverty prevalence or 

incidence. α = l is the degree of poverty gap or depth of 

poverty. α = 2 is the degree of poverty severity.  

        (1) 



 
 
 
 
Measurement of poverty line  
 
The poverty line used in this study was estimated 
following the cost of basic needs (CBN) method proposed 
by Stata, (2000) and Ojimba, (2006) as modified. The 
estimation was made as follows: 
 
(a) Reference food basket was determined by using the 
food consumption pattern of Okogbe communities in 
Ahoada West LGA of Rivers State, Nigeria based on the 
information obtained during the survey in 2016.  
(b) The food basket was estimated using average price 
information obtained from 2016 survey in Ahoada West 
LGA. From this costing the food poverty line was 
determined.  
(c) In estimating the non-food components of the poverty 
line, the consumption behavior of those farmer 
households who could afford the reference food basket 
was examined. The non – food share of the total 
household expenditures was estimated and added to the 
food component to give the total expenditure of the 
household from where the poverty line (z) was estimated 
for Ahoada West LGA of Rivers State, Nigeria. 
 
 
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
 
The farming systems practiced and types (species) of 
livestock kept by farmers in Ahoada West Local 
Government Area (LGA) Rivers State, Nigeria is shown in 
(Table 1). The table showed that 48% of the respondents 
and 28% of the respondents were farmers that engaged 
in crop farming and livestock farming, respectively. Mixed 
cropping was popular (16%), while few respondents 
practiced mixed farming (8%). This means that all those 
interviewed during the survey in 2016 depended on 
agriculture as means of livelihood. About 52% of the 
farmers kept goats, 28% kept poultry, while sheep and 
pigs were kept by 20% of the respondents. These results 
mean that goats and poultry production were sources of 
additional income to farmers outside crop farming.  Table 
2 presented farmers access to essential living factors in 
the study area. When asked about the availability of 
factors that will improve their living standard, 76% of the 
respondents said they have never received loans from 
government (at federal, state and local government 
levels), only 24% agreed to have ever received loans. 
Majority of the farmers (84%) said they did not have pipe 
borne water as a source of clean water for drinking, while 
68% said they could not access health care services from 
their homes. About 64% were believed to have never had 
contact with agricultural extension agents in their 
localities whereas as many as 52% of the respondents’ 
had no access to road network and had to travel long 
distances in small dugout canoes and trekking through 
track roads to reach desired destinations outside their 
communities. These results  portrayed  existing  signs  of  
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poverty and are similar to the observations of World Bank 
(1990, 2001) and Adebo and Ajiboye, (2014). The 
distribution of respondents by access to and availability of 
better living conditions in Ahoada West LGA were shown 
in (Table 3). The results in (Table 3) showed that about 
76% of the respondents travel 3 km and above to get to 
the nearest hospital while about 80% moved for more 
than 2 km and beyond to access the nearest market 
location. This means these basic infrastructures are 
located far from many farmers interviewed in Ahoada 
West LGA. The results on (Table 3) also indicated that 
about 92% of the respondents used indecent toilet 
system such as pit and open system toilets. Only 8% 
used in their houses toilet systems similar to water 
system. Majority of the farmers interviewed (84%) lived in 
mud and batcher houses (build with woods, cellophanes 
and zinc walls) with corrugated iron or even thatches as 
roofs. These results clearly indicated the existence of 
high level of poverty among the respondents (farmers) in 
Ahoada West LGA of Rivers State, Nigeria. These results 
are similar to the results and observations of 
Okumadewa, (2001); Etim and Udoh, (2013) and Israel et 
al. (2015). These results are, however, different from the 
results obtained by Nandi et al. (2014) on types of 
buildings occupied and access to pipe borne water by 
rural farmers in Delta State, but similar to the results on 
access to extension agents and toilet systems used, 
while Adebo and Ajiboye, (2014) had similar results on 
extension agents visitations to the rural farmers. Table 4 
showed the main problems and causes of poverty in 
Ahoada West LGA. The results showed that 
fragmentation of farmland owned by farmers in the study 
area was the chief cause of their poverty during the 
period of survey in 2016, affecting 36% of the 
households. This was followed by high level of illiteracy 
(24%) and poor fertility of available farmland (20%). 
These results conform to the results of Adebo and 
Ajiboye, (2014) on size of farmland cultivated and high 
level of illiteracy. The most significant problem as stated 
by the farmers in Ahoada West LGA was lack of finance 
(16%) amongst all the problems encountered. This was 
followed by poor extension agents’ visits (13.60%) and 
poor road network in the study area (12.00%). These 
problems had helped to increase the already 
compounded challenge of existing high poverty level, 
(Ojimba 2012; 2014) in the study area and Rivers State in 
general. The strategies on how to ameliorate the high 
level of poverty in Ahoada West LGA were sugested on 
(Table 5). The first in the ranking of suggestion was an 
increase in the available farm size to the farming 
households, where 24% of the farmers interviewed 
pointed out that they could come out of poverty if the size 
of their farmland was increased. Some respondents (2

nd
 

position) said they needed regular visits of the extension 
agents (16%) to adequately provide them with the much 
needed services as a way to ameliorate their high level 
poverty   being   experienced   in   the  area  (Ojimba  and  
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Table 1.  Farming systems and species of livestock kept by farmers in 
Ahoada West LGA. 
 
Farming systems and species of livestock Frequency Percentage 

Farming systems practiced    

Crop farming  60 48.0 
Livestock farming  35 28.0 
Mixed farming  10 8.0 
Mixed cropping  20 16.0 
Total 125 100 

Species of livestock kept    

Goats  65 52.0 
Sheep 15 12.0 
Poultry  35 28.0 
Pigs  10 8.0 

Total 125 100 
 

Source:  Field survey, 2016 
 
 
 

Table 2.   Farmers access to essential living factors in Ahoada West LGA. 
 
Questions asked Frequency Percentage 

 

 Yes No Yes No 

 Does government give loans to farmers? 30 95 24.0 76.0 
Do you have access to health care?  40 85 32.0 68.0 
Do you have accessible road network? 60 65 48.0 52.0 

Do you have an extension agent?  45 80 36.0 64.0 

Do you have pipe born water facilities? 20 105 16.0 84.0 
Are you a member of any corporative society? 70 55 56.0 44.0 

 
 

Source: Field survey, 2016 

 
 
 

Table 3. Distribution of respondents by access to and 
availability of better living conditions in Ahoada West LGA.  
 

Description of items   Frequency Percentage 

Nearness to hospital    

1 – 2 kilometers 30 24.00 
3 – 4 kilometers  40 32.00 
5km and above  55 44.00 
Total 125 100 

Nearness to market    

Less than 1 kilometer 25 20.00 
1 – 2 kilometers 30 24.00 
3 – 4 kilometers 40 32.00 
5 kilometers and above 30 24.00 
Total 125 100 

Types of toilet system in use   

Pit toilet  70 56.00 
Open toilet  45 36.00 
Water system toilet  10 8.00 
Total 125 100 

Types of houses built   

Block house 20 16.00 
Mud house  80 64.00 
Batcher house 25 20.00 
Total 125 100 

 

Source:  Field survey, 2016  



Direct Res. J. Agric. Food Sci.          243 
 
 
 

Table 4.  Main problems and causes of poverty in Ahoada West LGA  
 
Problems and causes of poverty Frequency Percentage Ranking 

Causes of poverty among farmers     

Illiteracy 30 24.00 2
nd

 
No access to urban areas  5 4.00 5

th
 

Poor fertility of farmland  25 20.00 3
rd

 
Excess child birth 20 16.00 4

th
 

Fragmented  size of farmland owned 45 36.00 1
st
 

 Total 125 100 - 

Problems of farmers affecting poverty levels.     

Lack of finance  20 16.00 1
st
 

Lack of farmland for cultivation  9 7.20 7
th
 

Lack of fertilizer and chemicals  7 5.60 8
th
 

Lack of improved planting materials 10 8.00 6
th
 

Poor extension agent visits  17 13.60 2
nd

 
Lack of electricity  4 3.20 10

th
 

Farness of markets  13 10.40 4
th
 

Poor road network  15 12.00 3
rd

 
Poor toilet facilities  5 4.00 9

th
 

Inadequate housing 5 4.00 9
th
 

Lack of pipe borne water  9 7.20 7
th
 

Poor schooling facilities  11 8.80 5
th
 

Total  125 100 - 
  

Source:  Field Survey, 2016 
 
 

Table 5.  Strategies to ameliorate poverty in Ahoada West LGA. 
 
Strategies  Frequency Percentage Ranking 

Availability of markets 10 8.00 4
th
 

Availability of improved planting materials  15 12.00 3
rd

 
Good healthcare  7 5.60 6

th
 

Accessible road networks 4 3.20 8
th
 

Regular extension agent visits 20 16.00 2
nd

 
Adequate size of farmland  30 24.00 1

st
 

Provision of loan to farmers  20 16.00 2
nd

 
Provision of school facilities  9 7.20 5

th
 

Good pipe born water for drinking 4 3.20 8
th
 

Availability of fertilizers and chemicals 6 4.80 7th 
Total 125 100 - 

 

Source: Field survey, 2016. 
 

Belford, 2018). In the same 2
nd

 position, some 
households opted out for constant provision of loans to 
them as a means of softening the high level of poverty 
they experience in surveyed area. Others asked for 
availability of planting materials (3

rd
) and nearness to the 

market (4
th
) as to enhance their agricultural productivity. 

These results are similar to the regression results 
obtained by Umeh and Asogwa, (2011); Etim and Udoh, 
(2013) respectively on the effect of the increase in farm 
size, extension agent visits to the farmers, planting 
materials (farm inputs), availability of markets and 
provision of loans on poverty reduction on rural farmers.  

The average rural farmer household food and non-food 
expenditures per month in Ahoada West LGA is given on 
(Table 6). The home food (farmers own food consumed) 
constituted 40.01% of the entire household expenditure 

on food and non-food items during the survey in 2016, 
while food bought from the market by the farmer to 
supplement food consumption at home was 27.57%. This 
is to say that close to 67.58% (above 

2
/3 of the household 

expenditure was on food consumption, while the 
remaining portion 32.42% was spent on non-food items 
including children education (6.06%), rent for housing 
(5.87%), healthcare and medicine (5.51%), etc.  

Total sum of average amount spent per household was 
N54, 488. Mean adult equivalent expenditure per 
household (MAEPH) was N7, 784 with an average farmer 
household size of 7 persons. The poverty line was 
determined using 

2
/3 (two third) of mean adult equivalent 

expenditure per household (MAEPH), which amounted to 
N5, 189.33. This study results on total food expenditure 
consumed per household (67.58%) was much higher
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Table 6.  Average rural farmer household food and non-food expenditure per 
month in Ahoada west LGA. 
  
Items of Expenditure Average Amount (N) Percentage 

Farmer’s own food consumed  21,800 40.01 
Food bought from the market by farmer  15,020 27.57 
Clothing and foot wears 2,520 4.62 
Rent for housing  3,200 5.87 
Healthcare and medicine  3,000 5.51 
Children education  3,300 6.06 
Fuel and lighting  1,800 3.30 
Transport  1,848 3.39 
Remittances to parents/siblings  2,000 3.67 
Total Mean adult equivalent expenditure  54.488 100 
per household (MAEPH)  7,784.00 - 
2
/3   MAEPH(poverty line) 5,189.33 - 

Average farmers household size  7 persons - 
 

Source: Field survey 2016. 

 
 

Table 7. Estimated FGT poverty measures and their contributions in Ahoada West LGA.  
 
FGT measures Estimated poverty values Contribution (%) to overall poverty in the area 

Headcount (P0) 0.5840 80.00 
Poverty gap (P1) 0.3913 15.54 
Poverty severity (P2)  0.2516 4.46 
Average/Total 0.4116 100 

 
Source: Field survey 2016 

 
 
 
than the result of Etim and Udoh (2013) which was only 
25.94% of all their household expenditure. The poverty 
line (N 5,189.33) estimated in this study was lower than 
the result obtained by Oyinbo and Olaleye, (2016) which 
was N13,039.10 in Kaduna State, Nigeria but higher than 
the amount obtained by Etim and Udoh, (2013) which 
was N1,101.88 on rural poverty in Nigeria and results 
Ojimba, (2006) on Rivers State, Nigeria. Table 7 showed 
the estimates of the FGT poverty measures and their 
contributions in Ahoada West LGA. The results revealed 
that there was headcount poverty (P0) of 0.5840, 
meaning that about 58.40% of the interviewed 
respondents had incidence of poverty and contributed 
about 80.00% of the overall poverty in the study area. 
About 39.13% of the poor were deep in poverty 
(P1=0.3913) and contributed about 15.54% of the existing 
level of poverty while 25.16% of the poor households 
were severely poor with P2 = 0.2516, and contributed 
4.46% of the overall poverty in Ahoada West LGA of 
Rivers State during the period of survey in 2016, caused 
mainly by the above outlined variables in (Tables 2 – 5) 
respectively.  

These results obtained in this study confirmed the 
results of Ojimba and Belford, (2018) which had average 
headcount (P0) level ranging from 57.17% to 59.83%, 
average poverty gap (P1) ranging from 27% to 32% 
respectively. However, these poverty levels were lower 
than those obtained by Nandi et al. (2014) in Delta State 
(P0 = 86.70%; P1 = 62.90%; Adebo and Ajiboye, (2014) in 

Ekiti and Ondo States (P0 = 78.65%, P1 = 42.55%, P2 = 
26.13%), Ogbonna and Nwaobiala, (2015) in Gombe 
State (P1 = 68.33%). Comparing this study results with 
the results of Adeyonu et al. (2012) in Oyo State (P0 = 
32.7% and Oyinbo and Olaleye, (2016) in Kaduna State 
(P0 = 30%), results obtained revealed that there was 
higher level of poverty at the headcount (incidence) P0 
level in Ahoada West LGA than Oyo and Kaduna States 
of Nigeria, while it was lower in the survey area than in 
Delta, Ondo, Ekiti and Gombe States of Nigeria. 
Therefore, there was high level of incidence of poverty 
(P0), poverty gap (P1) and poverty severity (P2) in this 
study area. 
 
 
 
Conclusion 
 
These results on the assessment of causes of farmers 
poverty in Ahoada West LGA in Rivers State, Nigeria 
revealed that lack of farmers’ access to essential living 
factors which included lack of pipe born water (the major 
constraint, 84%), poor loan facilities from the government 
sector (76%), access to health care (68%), contact with 
extension agents   (64%)   and   poor    accessible    road  
network in the area (52%) as militating forces to 
impoverishment. Other evidences of existence of farmers’ 
poverty in the study area were travelling long distances to 
hospitals (76%) and markets (80%), use of  pit  and  open  



 
 
 
 
toilet systems (92%) and 84% of the respondents from 
the study lived in mud and batcher houses. Main causes 
of poverty among farmers in the area, according to 
results obtained were fragmentation of farmlands (36%), 
level of illiteracy (24%) and poor soil fertility of the 
farmland (20%). Problems that caused the high level of 
poverty were lack of finance (16%), poor extension 
agents’ visits (13.6%) and poor road network (12%). The 
average rural farmer household food and non-food 
expenditure per month was N54, 488. The mean adult 
equivalent expenditure per household (MAEPH) was N7, 
784 with an average farming household size of 7 
persons. The poverty line estimated in this study area 
was N5, 189.33. The FGT results on poverty measures 
revealed that prevalence of poverty (P0) = 0.5840, P1 = 
0.3912 and P2 = 0.2516. These FGT results supported 
the other results to show that there was high level of 
poverty among farming households in Ahoada West LGA 
in Rivers State of Nigeria. Therefore,  the assessment of 
the causes of poverty among farmers in Ahoada West 
LGA confirmed that high level of poverty existed in 
Ahoada West LGA of Rivers State, Nigeria compared to 
the levels of poverty experienced in other parts of the 
country. 

  
Recommendations 
 
The following recommendations were made using the 
estimated results of this study: 
 
(i) Ahoada West LGA is one of the high crude oil and gas 
producing areas of the state, therefore deserves special 
attention as regards development of its rural areas where 
the crude oil and as are explored, exploited and produced 
for the nation. Therefore, this study calls on the 
government (state and federal), governmental agencies 
such as NDDC (Niger Delta Development Commission), 
oil and gas producing and servicing companies, private 
and non-governmental agencies to come to the aid of the 
farmers in the study area to provide them with amenities 
such as pipe born water, hospitals, rural banking facilities 
(to provide loans), scholarship (up to secondary level at 
least), construct accessible road networks linking the 
villages and town in the LGA, as the presence of these 
amenities in the communities will reduce the poverty 
situation. 
(ii) The Rivers State Government in conjunction with the 
Local Government Council Authorities are hereby called 
upon to use the existing agricultural land development 
agency to clear more land for agricultural production and 
share among farmers according to their locations, 
villages and towns. This will increase the area of 
farmland per farmer as compared to the highly 
fragmented sizes in use today. This will be a right step to 
ameliorating and/or reducing the high rate of poverty 
being experienced in the study area. Also highly required 
by the   farmers   in  the  area  are  farm  inputs  (such  as  
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improved planting materials, fertilizers and chemicals), 
which if provided regularly and at fairly subsidized rate 
will boost the farmers’ income and thereby alleviate the 
poverty situation among the farming household. 
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