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ABSTRACT

The study analyzed rural farming households’ access lo livelihood resources along gender lines
in selected Local Government Areas of Niger State, Nigeria. The specific objectives of the study )
were to: describe the socio-economic.characteristics of the rural farming household along gender
lines; examine their access 1o livelihood resources; determine the factors influencing dccess to
livelihood resources along gender lines and examine the constraints associated with accessing
Jivelihood resources. Three-stage sampling procedure was used to select 130 rural farming
household heads (67 male and 63 female). Semi-structured questionnaire complemented with an
interview schedule was used to obtain primary data \which was analyzed using descriptive statistics
and Probit regression model. The results revealed that majority (71.7%) of the males were between
4]1-50 years of age with a mean of 46 years, while 47.6% of the females were in the age range of
41-50 years with a mean of 44 years. More s, 71.6% and 63.5% of the males and females farming
households respectively, had household size of 1 — 5 people with mean of 6 persons. Majority
(82.1%) of the males farming households had access 10 farmlands, \while most (68.7%) of the
females had no access to farmlands. In addition, more than half (56.7%) of the males had access
to communicalion facilities, while 55.6% of the females had no access. Probit regression analysis
revealed age of the males (0.0466; P<0.05), cooperative membership (1.6684; P<0.01) and
annual income (-2 83¢-06; P<0.10) to be positive and significant. In the same vein, age of the
females (0.1 429: P<0.01), cooperative membership (1 8387; P<0.05) and annual income (5.55.e—
06; P<0.10) were positive and significant, while marital sta.!us (-0.4836; P<0.05.) was ;1ega{1ve
and significant. Poor credit and unfavorable government policy w%'re the most serious constramnis
faced by the rural farming households along gender lines in the study area. The study
recommended that government and other relevant stakeholders shqulc{ pz.‘owde the rural
households with credit al subsidized rate 10 enable them enhance their livelihood. Favorable

government policies should be put in place that can improve Jivelihood of the rural households in
the study area.
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-
05 <4772 p¢ cople (NPC. 2006). However, the population was projected in 2021 using 3.2% growth
o of National Burenau of Statistics (NBS) to be 6,343,324 people. The state experiences two
dislm“ seasons namely: wet and dry, with annual rainfall varying from 1100mm-1600mm. The
mperature ranges from 23°C-37°C (Niger state Agricultural and Mechanization Authority

\4\1D A. 2018). The major occupation of the people is farming (Crop and livestock). Four-stage
ampling procedure was used to select respondents. First stage involved purposive selection of
three LGAS (Bosso. Chanchaga and Wushishi) due to their predominant livelihood activities along
gender lines. Second stage was random selection of two villages from each of the selected LGAS
1o get a total of six villages. The third stage involved stratification of the registered rural
nouscholds in each of the villages selected along gender lines based on the list obtained from Niger
sate Agricultural Mechanization and Development Authority (NAMDA). The fourth stage
involved proportionate selection of 67 males and 63 females from the stratification to get a total
of 130 respondents for the study. Primary data were collected using semi-structured questionnaire
complemented with an interview schedule, Data were analyzed using descriptive (frequency
counts, percentage and mean) and inferential (Probit regression model) statistics.
Model Specification

Probit regression model was used to estimate the factors influencing access to livelihood resources
along gender lines in the study area. The model estimates the probability of events based on
dichotomous variables. A dichotomous dependent variable assumes only two values (either zero
or one). Thus, the implicit form of the Probit model is specified as in equation (1):

Y =f (X1 X2, X3, X4, Xs, Xe, X7, Xs)

(1)
The Probit regression model in its explicit formis expressed as in equation (2):
Y =po+ PiXi+ PaXa2+ (X5 + PaXa+ BsXs+ foXo 7X7+ [BsNs + BoXNo + BroXio+ BuXn+e
(2)

Where:

Y = Access to livelihood resources by the respondents measured as 1 if access, 0 if otherwise.

X = Age (years)

X> = Marital status (1 if married: 0 if otherwise)

X; = Household size (number)

X. = Education (years)
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Males (n = 67)

Females (n=63)

//__———— l'.rL'(lUL'l'lC)’ PUTCL‘H[ZI}:'C': [:quUCllcy Percentages
L (Years)
i| - 50 48 71.6 30 47.6
51~ 60 4 6.0 14 222
Above 60 5 7.5 ! 16
pMean 46 44
;\1ariul status
Married 48 71.6 40 63.5
bi\'orccd 6 9.0 7 11.1
Wwidow 9 13.4 10 15.9
Single 4 6.0 0 9.5
jouschold size (number) ‘
t -5 42 62.7 45 71.-
6-10 18 20.9 15 .;.)?;6
Above 10 ] 10.4 2 4.5
Mean 6
Level of education .
( /.0
Non formal 24 ‘3’35; 2; dy
1 -) o . —
Primary 20 o : e
Secondary 14 20. ; bz
Tertiary 9

——— -7
Source: Field Sunvey, 2021
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2: Rural houscholds® access to various livelihood resources

Tghlc

Li\clihmd Resources Males (n = 67) Females (= 63) —
Frequency Percenmages  Frequency  Percentages

Access 10 farmland 55 821 20 317

Access 10 important technology 24 158 27 42.0

Access 1o communication facilities 38 36.7 8 344

Group membership 53 79.1 36 88.0

participation in decision making 42 62.7 3 402

Financial resources

Access to credit facilities 26 38.8 27 129

Access 1o povernment  support  fund 17 254 19 30.2

(grants)

Human resources

Access 1o quality education 36 53.7 30 47.0

Access 1o good health service 56 8$3.6 42 60.7

Access to rural labour 48 71.6 52 82.5

Access 10 skills acquisiion 38 56.7 28 44.4

Source: Field Survey, 2021

females had access implying that the female rarely had equal opportunities with males in

participating in skill acquisition which could enhance their livelihood activities.

Factors influencing Rural Household Access to Livelihood Resources

Table 3 revealed the result of Probit model used in analyzing the factors influencing rural farming

households™ access to liv clihood resources. Age 1S positive and significantly influence males
access to livelihood resource (P<0.05), age of the females is positive (0.1453) and significant
(p<0.01). This implies that as the respondents along gender lines in the study area advances in age
they were more likely to access livelihood resources. The marital status of the females is negative
(-0.4836) and significantly influenced access to livelihood (p<0.01), implying females that were
unmarried have less chances 10 aceess livelihood resources. Cooperative membership of the males

was positive (1.6684) and significantly influenced their access to livelihood resources (p<0.001).
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Simﬂaﬂ}'_ females cooperative membership had positive coefficient (1.8387) and signifi
fluenced their access to livelihood resources (p<0.10). This result revealed malesutlzatcimly
nembers of cooperative societies were more likely to access livelihood resources more thar: ::
females. This might be due to disparity in recognition fernales always experience ;n the society v
The result in Table 3 further indicated that total annual income of males had positive coafﬁc;nt
(2_836-06) and significantly influenced their access to livelihood resources (P<0.10). In [;a :a:na
vein, the coefficient of total annual income of the females had positive coefficient (5.53e-06) and
significantly :nfluenced their access to livelihood resources (P<0.05). This implies that. the more
total annual income of the respondents, the more likelihood to access livelihood resour'ces as it is
pelieved that individuals with good socio-economic disposition were more likely to pay for
whatever assistance they have received in form of loans. More so, number of cooperative
membership had positive coefficient (0.5388) and significantly influenced female access 10
livelihood resources (P<0.10). This implies that the number of cooperative societies females
belong. the more likely to access livelihood resources.

Constraints faced by Rural farming households in Accessing Livelihood Resources

Table 4 revealed that some constraints faced by the males considered to be very serious In
poor credit facilities (x=2.30). unfavorable government policy (x=2.26). lack of basic

infrastructure (x=2.24). poor transportation and inadequate farmland (£=2.22). and high le 2l

et 0
ot
]
-
(#]
(Y

illiteracy. Similarly, some of the constraints considered by the fernales as very serious &re podr
credit (x=2.95), unfavorable government policy (x=2.56). lack of basic infrastructure (=2.52).

poor transportation (%¥=2.38) and poor storage facilities (X==2.==)-

CONCLUSION AND RECOI\’IT\/!ENDAT[ONS

The study concluded that most of the rural farming households along the gender lines in the study
area are in their middle age where they could actively engaged in productive activities. They all
have access 10 livelihood resources with males gender have more opportunities than the females.
Variables such as age, annual income and cooperative membership significantly influences male
age, marital status. annual income. cooperative

gender access 10 livelihood resources. while

umber of cooperative soci
d with problem of poor acc
esources. It was therefore recommendad that,

useholds in the study area

eties participated in significantly influences female

membership and n
ess to credit facilities as well as

gender. The respondents are face
icies on livelihood r

unfavorable government pol
d assist rural farming ho

government and well to do individuals shoul
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cubsidized credit facilities to enable them increase producti
s ction. In addition, f:
, favorable

io\-cmmcm policies should be put in place that can improve livelihood of the rural household
: useholds in

the

udy area.

Jable 3: Factors influencing rural household’s access to livelihood resources

Variables Males (n = 67) Females (n = 63)
Coefficient t-value Coefficient t-value

o 0.0465909 ToT 0.145299 T
Marital status 0.0766397 1.29 -0.4835588 -3.14%%%
Household size -0.0246522 -0.27 0.0116074 0.04
Education level 1.867527 1.56 1.096088 0.39
Occupation -0.4770486 -1.14 0.6114843 -0.73
Extension contact -0.4770486 -0.04 0.4257184 0.73
Cooperative membership 1.668409 3.58%** 1.838672 1.66%
Access to credit -0.6108385 -1.27 -0.3582717 -0.78
Annual income 2.83E-06 1:79* 5.55E-66 2.40%*
Income savings 0.090145 0.21 0.2878936 0.65
Number of cooperatives -0.0483143 0.54 0.538755 1.81%
Constant -4.929692 2.84%** -6.439628 -1.69%
Chi-Squared 24.26 32.27
Pro>chi 0.0143%** 0.00134%%*
Psendo R? 0.2612 0.3778

Source: Field Survey,

Note:

0k x* and * implies significant at 1%, 5% and 10% level of probability

]
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fable 1 Constraints faced by rural household access to livelihood resources

Constraints

e @=6"
poor credit facilities

Unfavorable Government policy

Lack of infrastructure

Poor transportation system

Inadequate farmland

Community culture, value and norms
High level of illiteracy

Poor storage facilities

Females (n = 63)

Poor credit facilities

Unfavorable Government policy
Lack of infrastructure

Poor transportation system
Inadequate farm land

Community culture, value and norms
High level of illiteracy

Poor storage facilities

V8 (%) S () NS (%) WM (X) Decision
27(40.3) 33(49.3) 7(104) 230  Serious
26 (38.8) 32(47.8) 99(13.4) 2.25 Serious
24 (35.8) 35(52.2) §(11.9) 2.25 Serious
29 (43.3) 32(35.8) 14(20.9)  2.22 Serious
25 (37) 32(47.8) 10(14.9) 2.22 Serious
16 (23.9) 33(463) 18(26) 197  Not Serious
22 (32.8) 31(463) 14(209) 2.2 Serious
6 (9.0) 25(37.3)  36(53.7) 1.55 Not Serious
30 (47.6) 23(365) 10(15.9) 295  Serious
41 (65.1) 16(25.4) 6(9.5) 256 Serious
37(58.7) 22(34.9) 4(6:4) 252 Serious
31(492) 25(39.7)  7(19) 2.38 Serious
23(36.5) 20(31.7) 13(20.6) 2.16 Serious
19(302) 20G31.7) 24(38.1) 192 NotSerious
.10 (15.9) 35(55.6) 18(28.6) 1.87 Not Serious
21 (33.3) 35(55.6)  7(11.1) 2.22 Serious

Source: Field Survey, 2021

Note: VS = Very Serious, g = Serious, NS = Not Serious and WM = Weighted Mean
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