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ABSTRACT This study assessed the determinants of the sources of livelihood for rural women in Ibarapa North
Local Government Area. 102 respondents were randomly selected using the multistage sampling technique while
data was collected using structured questionnaires. Descriptive and inferential statistics were used for data analysis.
The result of the descriptive analysis shows that most (80.4%) of the respondents had formal education, majority
of the respondents were farmers with access to some agricultural inputs and farm implements. It was also revealed
that most of the respondents that were farmers encountered problems such as inadequate credit facilities, lack of
extension service, lack of storage facilities and poor marketing information. The result of cross tabulation shows
that years of education, marital status and husband’s occupation had an influence on the choice of occupation of
the respondents. The multinomial logistic regression analysis results also showed that some of the fitted explanatory
variables explained the dependent variable. Out of the five explanatory variables hypothesized to influence choice
of livelihood strategies, three (education, marital status and husband occupation) were found to be statistically
significant (p<0.01). It is therefore recommended that policies that will improve the livelihood portfolios of
women in the study area should be put in place.
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INTRODUCTION

Rural areas are the economic backbone in
most developing countries and they enhance
economic growth through job creation, labor
supply, provide food and raw materials to other
growing sectors of the economy, and help gen-
erate foreign exchange. Despite these signifi-
cant contributions, rural areas are the most mar-
ginalized. They are characterized by poverty,
food insecurity, unemployment, inequality and
lack of important socioeconomic services. Ahmed
et al. (2007) estimated that about 410 million peo-
ple in sub-Saharan Africa still live in absolute
poverty, surviving on less than one dollar per
day. Also, the World Bank (1996) recorded the
total population of the poor in Nigeria at 34.7
million, with the incidence depth and severity of
poverty more in the rural areas than in urban
areas.

According to Olayemi (1995), the poor have
no access to the basic necessities of life such as
food, clothing and decent shelter, are unable to
meet social and economic obligations, lack skills
for gainful employment, and have few, if any,
economic assets and a general lack of self-es-
teem. In most cases, the poor lack the capacity
to liberate themselves from the shackles of pov-
erty, and this perpetual situation makes the con-
dition of extreme poverty persist and they are
transmitted from generation to generation
(Obadan 1997). Research on the nature of rural
poverty utilizing the livelihoods approach tends
to uncover aspects of rural poverty that have
not been well understood, or have been neglect-
ed in mainstream policy discourses (Ellis and
Allison 2010; Eneyew and Bekele 2012).

Recent academic and policy debates con-
cerned with attacking (particularly rural) pover-
ty reflect a growing awareness of the importance
of a lack of assets as both a symptom and cause
of poverty, (Baulch and Hoddinott 2000; Bird-
sall and Londoño 1997; De Janvry and Sadoulet
2000) and the value of the livelihoods concept
in understanding how the poor call upon a range
of different assets and activities as they seek to
sustain and improve their wellbeing (Ellis 2000).
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Livelihood, according to Carney (1998) is the
capabilities, assets (including both social and
material resources) and activities required for a
means of living.

Sustainability is achieved when a livelihood
‘can cope with and recover from stresses and
shocks and maintain or enhance its capabilities
and assets both now and in the future, while not
undermining the natural resource base’. Millar
and Mansell (1999) stated that livelihood strate-
gies are composed of activities that generate
the means of household survival and are the
planned activities that men and women under-
take to build their livelihoods. Livelihood out-
comes are the achievements of livelihood strat-
egies, such as more income, increased wellbe-
ing, and reduce vulnerability, improved food
security and a more sustainable use of natural
resources. It is sustainable when it has the ca-
pacity to meet the immediate needs of the peo-
ple while its ability to meet future needs is not
jeopardized.

Ensuring the income of women is an essen-
tial precondition for the elimination of poverty
and the upholding of human rights (Catley 2000)
in particular at the individual level, as it helps
build a base for social change. When different
dimensions of the livelihood issue are consid-
ered, the incidence of income is the most impor-
tant. Living standards of the rural poor would
only be uplifted when they receive income from
the economic activities (Ahmed 2009; Ahmed et
al. 2007; Al-amin 2008). Income generating ac-
tivities (IGAs) change the livelihood of the poor
in terms of living conditions, housing, nutrition,
savings, dress, medical treatment, health, sani-
tation, liberalization and education (Ullah and
Routray 2007). Overcoming widespread pover-
ty and improving livelihood requires confront-
ing the widening disparity of rural women’s in-
come (Fakir 2008; Kandiyoti 1990).

It is expected that the participation of wom-
en in IGAs can contribute to enabling house-
holds to cope with income shocks, ensure food
security, avoid an increase in poverty or pre-
vent vulnerable households from falling below
the poverty line. Meanwhile, many researchers
have found women to be working in various roles
in the farming system, as the sources of their
livelihood.

The position and role of women in Africa’s
agricultural production, and the circumstances
under which they are forced to operate are not

well understood and appreciated. This is also ap-
plicable to other sectors. They lack the means of
production, have little or no access to those in-
puts that enhance productivity, have no security
in terms of right to land ownership due to social
norms and values, are severely constrained in time
and labor, and have almost no outlet to improve
their human capital (Due 1991). This undermines
their position and contributions to their house-
hold economy and agricultural productivity.

The study will help in identifying the deter-
minants of sources of livelihood of rural women.
It will also provide baseline data and resources
toward improving the welfare of rural women.
Eneyew and Bekele (2012) affirmed that under-
standing the local context of household liveli-
hoods is not only necessary to ensure appropri-
ate development strategies, but also as a basis
for monitoring and evaluation, and a means of as-
sessing potential for replication in other contexts.
Therefore, a better understanding of the determi-
nants of the choice of various livelihood strate-
gies adopted by rural women is important in order
to solve the problem of hunger and  poverty.

The main objective of this study is to exam-
ine the determinants of sources of livelihood for
women in Ibarapa North Local Government Area
of Oyo State. The specific objectives are to de-
scribe the socio-economic characteristics of
women in the study area, to identify the main
sources of livelihood of women in the study area,
and to analyze the determinants of the chosen
livelihood strategies in the study area. The null
hypothesis states that there is no significant
relationship between the determinants of sourc-
es of livelihood and woman in the study area.

METHODOLOGY

Study Area

The study was carried out in the Ibarapa
North Local Government Area of Oyo, the head-
quarters of the Local Government is situated at
Ayete. It was created in 1996 from old Ifeloju
Local Government Area. There are ten political
wards in the Local Government. Two wards in
Ayete, four wards in Igangan, two wards in Ofiki
while the remaining two wards are in Tapa. Ibara-
pa North Local Government shares its bound-
ary with Ibarapa Central Government in the north
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and in the west with Iseyin Local Government
and bounded with Imeko Afon Local Government
of Ogun State in the south. According to NPC
(2006), the study area has a human population of
about 101,092 (NPC 2006) and it is about 1,218 km
in size. The climate of the area can be described
as a tropical type with two distinct seasons clear-
ly identified as wet and dry season while the tem-
perature of the area varies with season. The com-
mon cash crops grown in the area include co-
coa, citrus and oil palm while the arable crops
include cassava, maize, melon, yam and other
vegetables.

Sampling Technique

A multistage sampling technique was used
to select the respondents for the study. In the
first stage, five wards out of the ten wards in the
Local Government Area were selected. Second-
ly, two communities were randomly chosen from
each selected wards giving a total number of ten
communities. The final stage was the selection
of eleven women from the selected communi-
ties. Thus, one hundred and ten women were
randomly selected and interviewed using struc-
tured questionnaires, but only one hundred and
two questionnaires were returned and used for
the study.

Method of Data Collection

Primary and secondary data were used for
this study. Primary data was collected with the
aid of a questionnaire and interview schedule
while secondary data was sourced from the li-
brary, journals, Internet, and Local Government
Secretariat. Questionnaires were used to obtain
data on socioeconomic characteristics of the
respondents and their sources of livelihood.

Statistical Techniques

Descriptive statistics was used to analyze
the data. Descriptive statistics such as mean,
frequency distribution tables, and percentages
were used to describe the socio-economic char-
acteristics of the respondents, and the main
sources of livelihood of women in the study area
was analyzed by using SPSS 22 software. Infer-
ential statistics used in this study was the Mul-
tinomial Logistic Regression Model to identify
the determinants of livelihood strategies of wom-
en in the study area. To identify the determi-
nants of rural women’s decisions to engage in

various livelihood strategies available to them
with the assumption that in a given period at
disposal of its asset endowment, a rational
household head chooses among the livelihood
strategy alternatives that offer the maximum util-
ity. Data was analyzed using the STATA 12 soft-
ware. Following Greene (2003), suppose for the
ith respondent faced with j choices, one speci-
fies the utility choice j as,

Uij = ZijB + Eij…… … …………………… (1)
If the respondent makes choice j in particu-

lar, then it is assumed that Uij is the maximum
among the j utilities. So the statistical model is
derived by the probability that choice j is made,
which is,

Prob (Uij>Uik) for all other K=j  ................(2)
Where,
• Uij is the utility to the ith respondent form

livelihood strategy j
• Uik the utility to the ith respondent from

livelihood strategy k
If the household maximizes its utility defined

over income realizations, then the household’s
choice is simply an optimal allocation of its as-
set endowment to choose livelihood that maxi-
mizes its utility (Pickford and Brown 2006). Thus,
the ith household’s decisions can, therefore, be
modeled as maximizing the expected utility by
choosing the jth livelihood strategy among avail-
able discrete livelihood strategies.

RESULTS  AND  DISCUSSION

Socio-economic/Demographic Characteristics
of Respondents

Table 1 shows the dependent and indepen-
dent variables considered for the present study.
The socio-economic characteristics constitute
Table 2, considering the age, sex, household size,
educational status and marital status, some of
which were also used in the logistic regression
analysis.

Table 1: Description of dependent and indepen-
dent variables

Dependent Independent   Primary
occupation

Y=1 Age (in years) Farming
Y=2 Years of education Trading
Y=3 Marital status Artisan
Y=4 Husband occupation House wife
Y=5 Land acquisition Civil servant

Source: Field Survey
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Age

It is observed that 10.8 percent of the re-
spondents’ ages are between 20-29 years, 22.5
percent of the respondents fall between the age
range of 30-39 years, 38.2 percent fall within the
age range of 40-49 years, 50-59 years is 23.5 per-
cent and 5 percent fall within 60 and above years.
The mean age of 43 years derived in this study
implies that most of the respondents were in
their active age, full of energy and engage in
farm work and other paid jobs as their main
source of livelihood. The study corroborates the
findings of previous literature such as (Oluwatayo
2015).

Level of Education

This shows that 19.6 percent of the respon-
dents have no formal education, 18.6 percent of

them have primary school education, 33.4 per-
cent have secondary school education, 22.5 per-
cent attain tertiary education, and 5.9 percent of
the respondents had adult education. This indi-
cates that majority of the respondents are in the
category of non-formal education or stopped
schooling at secondary school. Their low level
of education and the rural setting they are in,
conditioned majority of them to choose farming
and trading as their main source of their liveli-
hood. According to Babatunde et al. (2007) edu-
cation is a social capital, which could impact
positively on a household’s ability to take good
and well informed production and livelihood
decision.

Marital Status

This shows that 7.8 percent of the respon-
dents were single. 77.5 percent of the respon-
dents were married, 4.9 percent of the respon-
dents were divorced and 9.8 percent of the re-
spondents were widowed. This implies that ma-
jority of the respondents were married. The rural
farming households’ marital status could deter-
mine their livelihood as married respondents are
expected to have better livelihood in the study
area.

Family Structure and Household Size

It is found that 35.3 percent of the respon-
dents were monogamous while 64.7 percent of
the respondents were polygamous. Also, 2 per-
cent of the household sizes were in the range of
1-2, 17.7 percent of the respondents fall within
the range of 3-4, 69.6 percent of the respondents
fall within 5-6 range and 10.7 percent fall be-
tween 7-8 household sizes. Large household size
could lead to correspondingly poor livelihood
of respondents in the study area. This also con-
forms with the study of Awotide et al. (2010) on
rural livelihood diversification among farming
households that increase in family size increas-
es the probability of them being poor.

Farming Experience

The observations are that 5.9 percent of the
respondents had farming experience of 1-5 years,
eight percent of the respondents had farming
experience of 6-10 years, 12.8 percent of the re-
spondents falls within 11-15 years, 27.5 percent

Table 2: Frequency distribution of the socio-
economic characteristics of the respondents

Socio-economic Frequency     Percentage
characteristics

Age Range (yrs)
20-29 11 10.8
30-39 23 22.5
40-49 39 38.2
50-59 24 23.5
60 and above 5 5.0

Educational Status
No of formal education 20 19.6
Primary education 19 18.6
Secondary education 34 33.4
Tertiary education 23 22.5
Adult education 6 5.9

Marital Status
Single 8 7.8
Married 79 77.5
Divorced 5 4.9
Widowed 1 0 9.8

Family Structure
Monogamous 36  35.3
Polygamous 66  64.7

Household Size
1-2 2 2
3-4 18 17.7
5-6 71 69.6
7-8 11 10.7

Years of Experience
   1-5 6 5.9
   6-10 9 8.8
 11-15 13 12.8
 16-20 28 27.5
 21-25 13 12.8
 26-30 17 16.7
 31-35 16 15.7

Source: Field Survey
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falls within 16-20 years, 12.8 percent falls within
21-25 years, 16.7 percent of the respondents had
been in farming system between 26-30 years, and
15.7 percent of the respondents had been in farm-
ing between 31-35 years. This clearly indicate high
number of years of experience in the study which
could invariably lead to increase in farming out-
comes hence corresponding increase in livelihood
as high year of farming experience will lead to
better mastery of season and farming system by
the respondents. This finding is in line with Mu-
hammad et al. (2008) who opined that rural house-
hold’s diversification is common among farmers
with much years of farming experience.

The Main Source of Livelihood for Women in
the Study Area

Table 3 shows the main sources of livelihood
for women in the study area, which reveals that
43.14 percent of the respondents were farmers,
28.43 percent were traders, 18.63 percent were
artisans and 9.80 percent were civil servants.
This shows that a majority of the respondents
were farmers. This implies that most of the re-
spondents derived their source of livelihood from
farming followed by trading activities. Accord-
ing to Ajayi et al. (2016), diversification of in-
come sources by rural households and occupa-
tions are norms for individuals or households
for different socio economic reasons which can
be categorized as either farm or non-farm income
sources for livelihood .In addition, it is evident
that rural households in Nigeria engage in multi-

ple livelihood activity such as trading, small
scale business and processing of agricultural
goods in order to supplement earning from agri-
cultural enterprise Edna et al. (2007).

Multinomial Logistic Regression Result of the
Determinants of Rural Women’s Livelihood
Strategies in the Study Area

Multinomial Logistic Regression Model was
used in Table 4 to identify determinants of live-
lihood strategies. The Wald chi-square value was
of the analysis was statistically significant (p <
0.01) which indicate that the coefficients of the
parameters estimated for the included variables
were obviously not all statistically equal to zero.
Therefore, the set model produced a good fit for
the data. Out of the five explanatory variables
hypothesized to influence choice of the rural
women’s livelihood strategies, only three vari-
ables were found to be statistically significant,
that is years of education, marital status and
spouse occupation, were found to influence the
choice of livelihood strategies by the rural wom-
en at different probability levels. This therefore
implies that the null hypothesis (which states
that there is no significant relationship between
the determinants of sources of livelihood and
women in the study area) is hereby rejected and
the alternative is accepted.

The parameter of education of the women’s
was positive and statistically significant at (p <
0.05). Which indicates that Increase in educa-
tional attainment of the women farming house-
holds increased the probabilities of the house-
hold’s having a better livelihood in the study
area. The implication of this is that higher num-
bers of years of education could have a positive
influence on the ability of the farmers to know
better about their livelihood. This is in line with
the report of Ajala et al. (2003), which pointed
that education enables individuals to gain knowl-

Table 3: Frequency distribution of the main source
of women’s livelihood in the study area

Primary occupation          Percentage        Frequency

Farming 43.14 44
Trading 28.43 29
Artisans 18.63 19
Civil service 9.80 10

Total 100 102

Table 4: Multinomial regression logistic result for the determinants of livelihood pattern of respondents.

Coefficient          Standard error                   Z              P> /Z/

Age {0.10043} -0.11083 0.05689 -0.19
Education level {0.39433} 0.10786 0.146166 1.74**

Marital status  {0.10536} -1.82496 0.98488 -1.85**

Spouse occupation  {0.53644} 0.31269 0.11416 2.74***

Land acquisition  {1.5223} 0.48181 0.53088 0.91

Source: Computer Printout of Multinomial Regression.
P > /Z/ 1.6, value significant @ 10%* ; P> /Z/ 1.61-2.45, value significant @ 5%**; P > /Z/ 2.45, significant @1%***
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edge and skills, thereby increasing their power
and understanding for proper livelihood.

Also the coefficient of respondent’s marital
status was negatively significant at (p < 0.05).It
implies that married respondents have lesser
probability of having better livelihood in the
study area. This corroborates with the finding
of Awotide et al. (2010) on rural livelihood di-
versification among farming households that
increase in family size increases the probability
of farmers being poor. Furthermore, holding other
variables constant, the parameter of spouse oc-
cupation was positive and statistically signifi-
cant at (p < 0.01).This by implication indicates
that spouse of respondents’ occupation con-
tributes to their livelihood .In other words, re-
spondents whose spouse have occupation have
more likelihood of better livelihood than their
counterparts whose spouse(s) does not have.
This is in line with the apriori knowledge as re-
spondents whose spouse(s) work are likely to
have more income, hence better and improved
livelihood.

CONCLUSION

The study focused on the determinant of
sources of livelihood pattern of women in Ibara-
pa North Local Government Area of Oyo State.
The descriptive analysis shows that most of the
respondents had formal education (80.4 percent),
spent up to 12 years in school (secondary edu-
cation) and most of the respondents were farm-
ers and traders, with an average household size
of 5 and they encountered the problems of inad-
equate credit facilities, lack of extension service,
lack of storage facilities and poor marketing in-
formation. The socio-economic variables exam-
ined for the multinomial regression are age, mar-
ital status, educational level, household size,
spouse occupation, and land acquisition. The
result revealed that out of the five explanatory
variables hypothesized to influence choice of
livelihood strategies, only three were found to
be statistically significant, that is, years if edu-
cation, marital status and husband occupation.
Majority of the respondents were farmers and
traders, and they have access to some of agri-
cultural inputs and farm implements, which en-
hanced their farming activity. It was also revealed
that most of the respondents that were farmers
encountered the problems of inadequate credit
facilities, lack of extension service, lack of stor-

age facilities and poor marketing information.
The result of cross tabulation shows that years
of education, marital status, and spouse occu-
pation had an influence on the choice of occu-
pation and livelihood of the respondents. The
result of the multinomial logistic regression anal-
ysis also showed that some of the fitted explan-
atory variables explained the dependent vari-
able. Out of the five explanatory variables hy-
pothesized to influence choice of livelihood strat-
egies, only three were found to be statistically
significant, which include years of education,
marital status and spouse occupation.

RECOMMENDATIONS

This study therefore recommended that ef-
forts should be made to improve the livelihood
portfolios of women farmers in the area to make
their livelihood sustainable through different
Government Women Empowerment programs
and non-governmental organizations. This could
be achieved by providing modern storage facil-
ities, credit facilities at lower rates, provision of
extension agents, good roads and a responsive
marketing structure should be put in place. Final-
ly, government policies should be directed to-
wards creating an enabling environment for di-
versification to other livelihood activities that can
improve sources of farming women’s’ livelihood.
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