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Original Research Article
LIVELIHOOD AND INCOME DIVERSIFICATION STRATEGIESAMONG RURAL
FARM HOUSEHOLDSIN NIGER STATE, NIGERIA

ABSTRACT

Poverty incidence in Nigeria is higher among thelrolks, that is, households that rely
mainly on agricultural income. Income diversificatiis therefore seen as a way to secure
income and to increase welfare of the farm housishdrhis study investigated livelihood
and income diversification strategies among farmsledolds in Niger State, Nigeria. The
study utilized data obtained from administeringsiiemnaire to 287 farming households who
were selected using multi-stage sampling procedData were analyzed using descriptive
statistics, and Herfindahl diversification indexelstudy revealed that mean age, household
size, and farm size of the respondents were 4&nd,2.82 respectively. A total of 46.4% of
the respondents had no formal education and onB%4dad attained formal education up to
the tertiary level. Majority, i.e 94.8% had no axx¢o credit. The study further revealed that
Farm income accounted for 63%, while off-farm ineomccounted for 37% of the total
income of the sampled farm households. Over whejmiajority of the farm households had
more than one source of income representing 91.8%anwhile non-farm activities
identified in the study area are forest productiagricultural trading business, agricultural
processing, business (fuel, telecommunication eesyi spare parts dealers, etc),
transportation business, blacksmith, civil servidemestic duties, handcraft, artisanship,
construction worker, tailoring, health worker, atrdditional medical practitioner which
jointly accounted for 93.96% participation rate 8&19% of the total income. The result of
income diversification pattern and strategies aelbpby the respondents were full time
farming, farmer and farm worker, farm and skillednsfarm, and mixed (from all these
activities). The study therefore recommend thamfdrouseholds should diversify their
sources of livelihood into non-farm activities dahie in the study area so as to increase their
earnings to bridge the poverty gap and improve thadlihood, and also the level of literacy
among rural farm households, and financial markktaild be looked into by the government
when formulating policy and developmental issues.

Keywor ds: Pattern, Diversification, Herfindahl index, Farmuseholds.

INTRODUCTION

Poverty incidence in Nigeria is higher among thelriolks, that is, households that rely
mainly on agricultural income (Oyekale, Adeoti, adgekale, 2006; Oni and Yusuf, 2008;
Babatunde, Olorunsanya and Adejola, 2008). Meamwlihas been established that in many
rural areas, agriculture alone does not providdicsenmt livelihood opportunities, hence
diversification into non-farm activities is seen asorm of self-insurance. This is because
diversification offers people options for copingthwcrisis. The resultant effect of this is that
rural households diversify their income sourcesdmybining two or more jobs (multiple job
holdings) to enhance consumption smoothing and iexather basic needs (Oluwatayo,
2009). Hoekman, Michalopoulos, Schiff and Tarr (BQ@ointed out that for growth to have
some meaningful impact on poverty, that growth maustur in sectors in which a large
proportion of the poor derive their livelihood.i$t worth noting that the agricultural sector
remains the important sector for livelihood esplécien rural Nigeria, which accounts for
more than 70% of the population.

Several authors, (Cai, De Janvry and Sadoulet, ;2808m and Choe, 2009; Lanjouw and
Murgai, 2009), suggested that non-farm income camptement agricultural income in
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poverty reduction. In the same vein, Ellis (2008)yoyemi (2004); Babatunde and Qaim
(2009), observed that besides the opportunity fiaoiine diversification and reduction of
income variability/risks, that participation in néerm activities offer the predominantly
peasant farmers in Africa, non-farm activities cballso be important means of raising
financial capital among farming families. Quite amber of studies in Nigeria, (Okali,
Okpara and Olawoye, 2001; Oluwatayo, 2009) als@esigd that income from household
members’ participation in non-farm activities haseb contributing significantly to farm
households’ welfare. Lending credence to thisOhpartment for International Development
(DFID) (2004) reported that as much as 60 per oean average Nigerian farm household’s
cash incomes were derived from non-farm activitiergterprise diversification is one method
of reducing income variability (Mishra, Ericksonakis, Hallahan, and Uematsu, 2007).
Fikru (2008) affirmed that involvement in supplertagy activities is positively related to
farm productivity and contributes to poverty redoict Household income variability has
also been proven to be reduced by off farm employn{®lishra and Goodwin, 1997;
Mishra, et al., 2007).

Livelihood frameworks are often used by researctedocument and analyze the processes
by which individuals and households utilize thedsawurces and opportunities to make a
living in particular socio-economic context (EI000; Shanmugaratnam 2008; Haan and
Zoomers, 2005). Livelihood strategies composed ainge of activities, both the access to
assets and the use to which they can be put areateddy social factors (social relations,
institutions, and organizations) and by exogenoesds (e.g. economic trends) and shocks
(drought, disease, floods, pests). In other worsision of rural farm households to
participate in non-farm employment depends on stao®rs (that is, the above mentioned
capital or assets) that could be individual, hoo&kh social and communal based.
Participation in the non-farm activities increasies income source which results in income
growth and mitigates income variability among rufatm households. The presumption
throughout various literatures is that householdamse such patterns of diversification so as
to achieve the best possible standard of livinge Tiosen combination of assets and
activities is often referred to as the household/slihood strategy’ (Douglas, Emma, James,
and Christophei2014).

Diversification is defined as the act of introdugivariety, especially in investments or in the
variety of goods and services offered. Income difieation refers to an increase in the
number of sources of income or the balance amoedliffierent sources of income. When
linked to farm and non-farm activities in the ruaakas, income diversification is often used
to describe the expansion in the importance of faom income. Thus, diversification into
non-farm activities usually implies more diversityincome sources (Minot, Epprecht, Anh
and Trung, 2006).

Apata, Apata, Igbalajobi, and Awoniyi (2010) reeghthat involvement in non-farm activity
translated to regular earnings from other labouplegment and business investments. Given
that agriculture is characterized by seasonal trana in production as well as longer
production cycles, many households diversify intondiarm investments with regular
incomes; others also take off-farm employment astpae activities. Mean while, Shittet.

al., (2005) suggest that non-farm source contributesutalnalf of the rural farming
households’ income. In line with this, Awoniyi ag@lman (2012) pointed out that farming
households which are not involved in non-farm atéis are more vulnerable to poverty
when compared with farming households that engagedon-farm income generating
activities. The income diversification literatur®@nverges on an estimate of roughly 40
percent of African rural household income on averbging derived from non-farm sources
(Fikru, 2008). The author further revealed that-femm sector offers potential to absorb a
growing rural labour force, slow rural-urban migoat contributes to national income
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growth, and promotes a more equitable distribubérincome. The higher the degree of
diversification of households, the better-off thae in terms of total income (Fikru, 2008).
Lending credence to this, Delil (2001) pointed that farm households who broadened their
beneficial exercises to off farm economy are ob=erio be in an ideal situation when
contrasted with the individuals who restricted theperation to the farm segment, inferring
the critical effect of off farm livelihood and inocee on neediness easing and full time off
farm administrators are the individuals from thesimnoticeably awful destitution ridden
groups. Ellis (1998) pointed out that income sosiraee primarily grouped into farm, off
farm and non-farm income. He recognized two exglana for livelihood diversification:
desperation (destitution, absence of benefitdnerability, disaster) and; decision and
opportunities including proactive family unit syste for enhancing expectations for
everyday comforts.

Most people in Niger State derived their liveliheddom farming, fishing, and cattle rearing.
Other economic activities include banking, traditrgnsportation, and local arts and crafts
(Niger State Strategic Plan, 2011). Ahmed (2012)nébout that farming was the primary
occupation of most households in Konduga Local @Gowent Area of Borno State, Nigeria,
and that they are also engaged mostly in off-faativilies such as petty trading, matting,
tailoring, barbing, telecommunication services, aadstruction work. This is also in line
with the findings of Okere and Shittu (2012) wharid out that majority of the households in
Odeda Local Government Area of Ogun State, Nigengaengaged in farming and other non-
farm income generating activities like Artisanshipading, Salary jobs, Asset income, and
other sources ( contractor, Borehole drilling, etc)

Farming deals with indeterminate elements, for gdamclimate and economic situations.

These instabilities can bring about variable retumanch pay) to the choices agriculturists
make in a specific year. Acute land constraint alosence of well operating land market may
counteract family units who have specific aptitudeglenteous work from misusing their

similar profitable position, and seasonality oftialting activities results in unemployment

and underemployment for a huge extent of the workgr amid most times of the year.

Livelihood diversification among the rural farm haiolds is very important due to

population growth, the subsequent progressive kkimgn of land holdings size and

environmental degradation. It is therefore impemtio carefully analyze the returns to the
various farm and non-farm employment opportunitipen to the rural folks in the State so as
to be able to reduce the level of poverty in theaarThe findings of the study are also
expected to indicate the policy interventions thmght improve rural livelihoods to raise

incomes and curb widespread poverty. The objextifethis study were to describe the
socio-economic characteristics of the farm houskhelads, identify the share of household
income from farm and off-farm sources, and deschtm®me diversification patterns and

strategies adopted by farm households to stabiilizesehold income.

METHODOLOGY

Description of study area

This study was conducted in Agaie, Bosso, and Vélisshiiocal Government Areas in Niger
State of Nigeria. It is one of the 36 States of e¥ii@, created out of the defunct North
Western State on"3February, 1976. Situated in the North central gelitipal Zone, the
State shares its borders with Zamfara State (Nokéabbi State (North West), Kogi State
(South), Kwara (South West), Kaduna (North East) tie FCT (South East). The location
of the State is between LatitudeS2" and 12 30" North of the Equator and also between
Longitudes 830" and ? 20" East of the Greenwich Meridian. The provisionalute of the
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2006 National Population Census shows that thee i@ a population of 3,950,249 (NPC,
2006). Going by the population growth rate in Nigeof 2.5% (World Bank, 2013), the
population of the State was projected to 4,695#&94t 2013. The State comprises 25 Local
Government Areas grouped into three agriculturaie®o I, Il, 1ll, with each zone having 8,
9 and 8 Local Government Areas (LGAs) respectivéhere are three major ethnic groups
in the StateNupes, Gbagyi, andHausa. Other tribes ar&adara, Koro, Dibo, Kambari,
Kakanda, Dukkawa, Dakarkari, Gana-Gana, Kamuku, etc. Niger State covers a total land
area of 83,266,779 kilometres or about 8.3 millmctares which represent 8% of the total
land area of Nigeria. About 85% of the land is &athe vegetation consists mainly of short
and scattered trees. Soils are predominately kgt well drained. The State experiences
distinct dry and wet seasons with annual rainfatling from 1,100 mm in the Northern part
to 1,600 mm in the southern parts. The temperatamnges from 2°C to 37C and daylight
duration is averagely 8.5 hours and it has a k&dtumidity of 40%.

Most people in Niger State derived their liveliheoffom farming, fishing, and cattle
rearing. Other economic activities include bankingging, transportation, and local arts and
crafts (Niger State Strategic Plan, 2011). Andgbeerty incidence and income inequality in
the State are 30.19% and 97.10% respectively (Nraaaly 2014)

Sampling technique and size

Multi-stage sampling technique was employed ingélection of respondents for this study.
In the first stage, one Local Government Area veaslomly selected from each of the three
agricultural zones namely, Zones I, Il and Ill resgvely. In the second stage, one
community each was randomly selected from the ssdet€GAs, giving a total of 3
communities. In the third stage, sampling of farouseholds in each community was
determined proportionately giving a total of 287fieng households using Yamane’s (1967)
formula and adopted by Agu and Udoh (2012).

N~ 1TiN(e)? (@)
Where:
n = sample size,
N = finite population,
e = limit of tolerable error (level of significanee0.05) and
1 = constant.
A summary of the selection procedure is presemtéidable 1.

Tablel: Format of sampling procedure

Selected Local Communities Sangpkname (N) Sample Farm Households
Government Areas

Agaie Tagagi 455 241

Bosso Maikunkele 175 48

Wushishi Zungeru 422 115

Total 3 N=1,052 87

Sources: Niger State Agricultural Mechanization development Authority (NAMDA)
(2013).

Data were collected using structured questionn&eda for this study was analyzed using
descriptive statistics such as means, frequencgndatd deviation, and Herfindahl
Diversification Index. Herfindahl Diversificatioimdex was used because it does not only
measure the number of income sources or incomesifieation but also the evenness of
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income shares, with the parameter determining teigiw of the number of sources versus
evenness in the distribution of shares, and alsaitiplicity of the calculation and the small
amount of data required for calculationhe diversification index is derived as the ineco$
the Herfindahl index, following Kaija (2007), andowu, Aihonsu, Olubanjo, and Shittu
(2011) as follows:

D=X7_,5f 2)
Where:

D = Diversification index,

. . Y;
S = Share of income source with respect to the totaime, $= 7’,
Y; = Total income from source j,
Y = Z}'l=1 Y} is total household income from all sources; j2,13....... n,

a = Diversity parameter, such a& 0 ando. = 1, 2, and 3.

As o approach 1, the index becomes the entropy-indeghankas calculated as

D =[-XS;log$;] 3)

Where log is the natural logarithm

Fora = 2, the index D becomes the inverse of the Heafih index which is commonly used
as income diversification index. The Herfindahlemdvas computed as:

= 7=11 S/ (4)
D= 5
D, X

The general index (equation 2) measures the nuofliecome sources and the evenness of
income shares across different income source-earmmbinations, with the parameter
determining the weight of the number of source-eanombinations versus evenness in the
distribution of income shares. The higher thevalue, the greater the emphasis on the
distribution, while a parameter value wf 0 simply counts the number of income sources.
The upper limit value of the index for anyalue is the number of income sources and the
lowest limit is 1. The lower value occurs when &egi household has only one source of
income and the upper value occurs only if the share equal, that is, the distribution is even
across all income sources. In this study the irvefghe Herfindahl index was used taking
=2.
DISCUSSION

Table 2 presents the socio-economic characteriefitee respondents which revealed that
the average age of the respondents was 42 yeast.d¥lthe respondents are within the age
range of 30-49 years and accounted for 69% whilg @few of those surveyed are either too
young or too old to engage in one activity or thieeo in the study. This implies that income
diversification is common among the households édadly the young who are more
energetic and could afford to take the risks asgedi with income diversification. This
agrees with the findings of Awoniyi and Salman (20%&nd Awotide, Kehinde and Agboola
(2010) which pointed out that majority of the hduslels that are engaged in non-farm
income are still in their productive years. Theg able to engage themselves in multiple
income generating activities that can enhance tbhesdholds’ purchasing power and
consequently their welfare status. The distributioh respondents by household size
presented in Table 2 shows that majority of th@aadents have family sizes ranging from
1-10 which accounted for 79.5%, and only 20.4%hefrrespondents had over 10 persons per
household. From the analysis, household size istindy area is fairly large with an average
of 7 members. This is in line with the finding ok€e and Shittu (2012) who affirmed that
larger households may have to depend on more ing@nerating activities for sustainable
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livelihood than smaller sized households. Distilutof respondents by farming experience
as depicted in Table 2 shows that most of the redgrats had 21-30 years of farming
experience accounting for 40.4%, with an averageg6ojears of experience. The implication
of this is that the farm household heads would @ibbpparticipate less in non-farm activities
due to their high level of farming experience. Tasults further revealed that 55.80% of the
respondents had farm sizes ranging between 0.5ektfares, and a typical respondent had
2.82 hectares. This implies that most responderds sabsistence-oriented farmers and
income diversification will likely help raise thestandard of living above the poverty level.
In terms of gender, Table 2 revealed that an ovelwimg majority of the household heads
were male representing 95.50%. This is an indicatimt the males dominated agricultural
activities. This agrees with the findings of Okemed Shittu (2012) who revealed that the
males dominated the work force in Nigeria’'s agtigrdl communities. In terms of level of
education, 16.4% of the household heads had noaloeducation, and only 12.9% had
tertiary education in the study area. It can be $keat the literacy level of farm households in
the study area was relatively low. This is in lwéh the findings of Awoniyi and Salma
(2012) who pointed out that low educational leweloag farming households undoubtedly
affect their income diversification patterns andittlgenerally, there is a low level of
education among the rural farming households argdhhs implications for their income-
earning capacity as the respondents may lack theresl skill to secure well paid jobs. Also,
farmers may find it difficult to adopt modern impexl techniques of production or
operations because of their lack of education. Tésult further indicated that most
respondents in the target population (i.e 94.8084) o access to agricultural loan. It implies
that only 5.20% of the respondents had accessato lgricultural credit has the propensity
to break the vicious cycle of poverty and raiseghechasing power of farm households who
over rely on meagre household resources. The semisib revealed that 61.7% had no access
to extension services. This implies that majorityhe farm households in the study area had
no access to innovations that probably would hagesased their agricultural output so as to
increase their total income.

Results in Table 3 present households participatiadifferent income generating activities
and the share of income from the different incom&ses in the study area. The participation
was calculated by dividing the number of resporsleghtat are engaged in a particular
livelihood activity with the total number of resmants, and then multiply by 100. The
income share was calculated by dividing total ineayanerated from all the respondents that
participated in a particular livelihood activity bye total income of all the sampled
respondents, and then multiply by 100. While thekimag is on participation of the
respondents in the listed livelihood activitiesatths, the order of engagement in these
activities from the highest to the lowest, follogitlNmadu, Inalegwu, and Sallawu (2014).
The results revealed that all households (i.e 108étived income from farming activities
which accounted for 63.34% of the total income.edtivelihood activities in the study area
are agricultural trading businesses, petty tratmgjihesses (fuel, telecommunication
services, spare part dealer), transportation bssa® civil service, agricultural processing,
artisanship, domestic duties, tailoring, constarctiwork, health worker, blacksmith,
handcraft, traditional medical practitioner, andef&i production / harvesting. Agricultural
Processing and Artisanship had the same percenfgogticipation with total income share
of 0.93% and 0.43% respectively; this implies thgticultural Processing is more profitable
than Artisanship in the study area. In the same,ydandcraft and Artisanship had 1.04%
and 4.18% participation respectively, with bothhatiés having the same share of the total
income which implies that Handcraft making is alswre profitable than Artisanship.
Agricultural Trading Business, Petty Trading/Busisdfuel, Tele communication services,
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spare part dealer, etc), and Transportation Busihad the highest participation among non-
farm activities in the study area. This impliestthpart from farming, majority of the farm
households are engaged in non-farm activities st ascrease their total earning. This is
consistent with the findings of Ahmed (2012) whairid out that farming was the primary
occupation of most households in Konduga Local Guvent Area of Borno State, Nigeria,
and that they are also engaged mostly in off-faativiies such as petty trading, matting,
tailoring, barbing, telecommunication services, aadstruction work. This is also in line
with the findings of Okere and Shittu (2012) wharfd out that majority of the households in
Odeda Local Government Area of Ogun State, Nigengaengaged in farming and other non-
farm income generating activities like Artisanshipading, Salary jobs, Asset income, and
other sources ( contractor, Borehole drilling, etc)

Results in Table 4 presents share of householdshie from farm and off-farm sources in
the study area. The total income share was caémlilay dividing total income from a single
source with the total income of all the respondeftse results revealed that the share of
household income from farm sources accounted & @&ile off-farm income accounted
for 37% of the total households income in the stadya. This shows that majority of the
farm households in the study area were more engagéarming activities than off-farm
activities. This is in line with the findings of Breson (1999) and Fikru (2008) which
ascertained that roughly 40% of African rural hdwsdd income on the average are being
derived from non-farm sources. This is also coasistwith the findings of Okere and Shittu
(2012) who found out that more than 60% of theltbtaiseholds’ income in Odeda Local
Government Area of Ogun State is derived from fesources, while non-farm income
generating activities accounted for 40% of theltotausehold income.

Results in Table 5 presents income diversificapiattern adopted by farm households in the
study area. The measure of income diversificatibickvtakes into account the variations in
the income shares was estimated using the invdrsterdindahl index concentration. The
higher the number of income sources and/ or theerawenly distributed the income shares,
the higher the value of Herfindahl diversificatimiex. Results in Table 5 shows that 8.70%
of farm households did not diversify their incomengration that is; they depended on a
single source of income which was farming. Majorty farm households accounting for
78.80% were moderately diversified, that is, thepehded on two income sources. While
12.50% were highly diversified, that is, they degeah on more than two sources of income.
The mean was 2.2 which implied that majority ohianouseholds in the study area had two
sources of income which may limit their total eamithis has also lends credence to the
result of the diversification strategy. This islime with findings of Oluwatayo (2009) who
revealed that rural households diversify their mecsources by combining two or more jobs
(multiple job holdings) to enhance consumption sthing and acquire other basic needs.

The income diversification strategies adopted lbgnfaouseholds in the study area presented
in Table 6 indicated that 8.7% of all householdsspad farming as a full time strategy and it
predominates among poorest households with a nmeamie of NGN 240,180.00 per annum
reflecting the low returns to farming in the stuaiyea. This is in line with the finding of
Awoniyi and Salman (2009) who found out that farghlrouseholds which are not involved
in non-farm activities are more vulnerable to poyewhen compared with farming
households that engaged in non-farm income gengractivities. The proportion that
pursued farmer and farm worker strategy (i.e catihg his own farm, and also work in other
people’s farm for money) was 15% of the total resfsmts with mean income of NGN
683,625.00 per annum which is almost three timghdri than that of full time farming.



338  Majority of the sampled households pursued farm akidled non-farm strategy (i.e
339 cultivating his own farm, and also work outside taem as skilled worker) accounting for
340 64%, with higher mean income of NGN 999,455.08 gr@mum which was higher than the
341  full time farming, and farmer and farm worker stgies respectively. The mixed livelihood
342  strategy, that is, deriving income from all theearsources is associated with the highest
343 average income (NGN 2,842,582.35) per annum andnlg adopted by 11.8% of all
344  households. This indicated that livelihood divecsifion is important towards raising farm
345  household income. This finding is in line with pi@s studies which have shown that the
346  higher the degree of diversification of householtie, better-off they are in terms of total
347 income, that is, richer households have more diwedslivelihood strategies while full time
348 farming is more common among poorer householdswBrd&tephens, Ouma, Murithi, and
349  Barrett, 2006; Barrett, Bezuneh and Reardon, 2D@hite and Negatu, 2004; Fikru, 2008).
350

351 RESULTS

352  Table 2: Distribution of respondents accor ding to socio-economic char acteristics. N=287
353 Variables Frequency Percentage  Mean (Standard Dev.)
354 Age

355 <30 20 7.00

356  30-39 88 30.70

357 40-49 110 38.30

358 50-59 44 15.30

359 >59 25 8.70 42(10.5)
360 Household Size

361 1-5 134 46.70

362 6-10 94 32.80

363 11-15 40 13.90

364 >15 19 6.50 7(4.8)
365 Yearsof Experience

366 <11 16 5.60

367 11-20 85 29.60

368 21-30 116 40.40

369 31-40 49 17.10

370 >40 21 7.30 26(10.7)
371  Farm Size

372 0.5-2.0 96 33.50

373  2.5-4.0 64 22.30

374 4.5-6.0 78 27.20

375 >6.0 49 17.00 2.8(2.4)
376  Gender

377 Male 274 95.50

378 Female 13 4.50

379  Educational Level

380 None 47 16.40

381  Quranic 86 30.00

382  Primary 70 24.40

383  Secondary 47 16.40

384  College of Education 20 7.00

385 College of Health Technology 3 1.00

386  Polytechnic 6 2.10

387  University 8 2.80



388  Credit accessibility

389  No 272 94.80
390 Yes 15 5.20
391 Extension Contact

392 No 177 61.70
393  Yes 110 38.30
394 Total 287 100.00

395  Source: Field Survey, 2014.

396 Table 3: Household income shar e by occupation and participation in different activities

397  *Livelihood activities Participation (%) Income Share (%) Ranking
398  Farming 100.00 63.34 1
399  Forest production 0.34 0.08 "4
400  Agricultural Trading Business 28.20 15.06 nd 2
401  Agricultural Processing 4.18 0.93 "6
402 Petty Trading/Business 21.60 8.13 M3
403  Transportation Business 16.00 5.99 thog4
404  Blacksmith 1.39 0.16 i
405  Civil servant 6.96 1.30 s
406  Domestic duties 3.12 0.32 th7
407  Handcraft 1.04 0.43 12
408  Artisans 4.18 0.43 "6
409  Construction worker 2.09 0.71 g
410 Tailoring 2.43 0.35 iy
411 Health worker 1.74 2.97 o
412  Traditional medical practitioner 0.69 0.14 ™3
413 Total 194.00 100.00

414  *multiple responses,
415  Note: Official exchange rate in 2014: 1 US dollat60 naira.
416  Source: Field Survey, 2014.

417

418 Table 4: Share of household income from farm and off-farm sources
419  Sources Total income share Per centage
420 Farmincome 0.625 63.00

421 Off-farm income 0.374 37.00

422  Total 1 100.00

423 Note: Estimates are based on annual per capitalmas expressed in terms of adult
424  equivalent.
425  Source: Field Survey, 2014.

426

427  Table5: Herfindahl diversification index

428  Level of diversfication Frequency Per centage
429  Not diversified (HDI = 1) 25 8.70
430 Moderately diversified (HDI >1.0<=2.0) 2@ 78.80
431  Highly diversified (HDI >2.0 <=3.0) 63 12.50
432 Total 287 100.00

433  Source: Field Survey, 2014.

434  Table6: Distribution of households by livelihood strategy and mean income levels
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456
457
458
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460
461
462
463
464
465
466
467
468
469
470
471
472
473
474
475
476
477
478
479
480
481
482
483

Diversification strategy Frequency Percentage @ Meanincome (N)

Per Annum
Full time farming strategy 25 8.70 240, 180.00
Farmer and farm worker strategy 43 15.00 683,53
Farm and skilled non-farm strategy 185 64.50 , 995.08
Mixed strategy (from all these activities) 34 1.8 2,842, 582.35

Total 287 100.00

Source: Field Survey, 2014.

CONCLUSION

The study concluded that farming households thaerdified their income sources had
enhanced income compared with farming households @d not diversify their income
sources. Richer households tended to be more diedrsDespite the potential of livelihood
diversification, only few of the farm householdsvealiversified adequately. This may be
due to the low level of literacy among the farm $eholds because only few of the farm
households head had education to tertiary leved Aducation undoubtedly affect their
income diversification patterns as the responderatg lack the required skill to secure well
paid jobs, also in addition, education enhancegddbkenical competence and entrepreneurial
spirit. The study also validated empirical findimgismany studies that an increase in income
diversification led to a rise in total income, tgtthe higher the degree of diversification of
farm households, the better-off they are in terin®tal income and livelihoods. The study
therefore, recommend that farm households showlersify their sources of livelihood into
non-farm so as to increase their earnings to britlgepoverty gap, also the level of literacy
among rural farm households, and financial margetaild be looked into by the government
when formulating policy and developmental issues.
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