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Abstract

This study was on the gender analysis of livelihood diversification strategies adopted by 

farmers in Akwa Ibom State. Data for the study were obtained through the aid of structured 

questionnaire from 178 respondents who were selected with the aid of a multi-stage procedure 

from a sample frame of six zones of Akwa Ibom State Agricultural Development Programme. 

Collected data were analyzed using descriptive statistics such as frequency, mean and percentage. 

Herfindahi index was used to determine levels of livelihood diversification by gender. The  

arable crop production was the major livelihood activity engaged in by both male and female 

respondents. The study further showed that a greater percentage of male (68.32%) and 

female (96.15%) were engaged in a combination of activities or income generating 

sources.  In terms of income generation from livelihood sources, the study showed that the 

male respondents were more interested in activities that generated higher returns unlike 

their female counterparts.  Among other recommendations, this study advocates for the 

creation of skills acquisition programmes that are peculiar to the farming communities to 

enable them (especially women) acquire entrepreneurship skills as a means of boosting 

remunerative livelihood strategies.

Introduction

Livelihood goes beyond just a job but extends to cover a wide range of things people 

undertake to make a living (Mensah, 2014).  Diversification of livelihood remains the 

single major source of poverty reduction for the rural poor in Nigeria, who have been 

ravaged by chronic hunger (FAO, IFAD and WFP, 2014; Idowu, 2014).  There has been a 

significant growth and expansion into assets and economic activities by Nigerians in order 
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to improve their livelihood and fight poverty (Abizu, 2018).  The chosen combination of 

these assets and economic activities is often referred to household livelihood strategy 

(Douglas et al, 2014).

Livelihood strategy involves a combination of different economic activities to earn a 

decent living through creation of wealth (Peng et al., 2017).  In developing countries like 

Nigeria, diversification away from agricultural activities accounts for 30 – 40% of the 

overall income for small holder farmers (Alobo Loison, 2015).  According to Ajaji et al., 

(2016), income and livelihood diversification by farming households are norms practiced 

by farming household for different socio-economic reasons.  Through livelihood 

diversification, farming households earn extra income to expand their farming operations 

and invest in other income-generating ventures (Assan, 2014).  

Both on-farm and off-farm activities are undertaken by farming households.  On-farm 

activities involve crop and livestock production.  Off-farm activities refer to both 

agricultural and non-agricultural activities which take place outside the farmer's own farm 

such as manual labour, petty trading, catering, tailoring, commercial driving, etc.  Through 

these activities, the farming households can spread risks (Seera, 2014; Yizengaw et al., 

2015).  In Akwa Ibom Strate, both male and female farmers have experimented with new 

forms of livelihood depending on the availability of resources and necessary livelihood 

assets at their disposal.  Although they are still retaining their base in small scale farming, 

these farming households have expanded their income-searching horizon to non-

agricultural income sources to meet their basic daily needs.  This study provides a clearer 

picture of the livelihood diversification pursuits of both male and female farming 

households in Akwa Ibom State.

The incidence of poverty in Nigeria has been rising from time immemorial.  Reports from 

the National Bureau of Statistics (NBS) state that the poverty level in Nigeria increased 

from 28.1% in 1989, 44% in 1992, 65.6% in 1996 to 71.5% in 2014 (NBS, 2014).  The 

traditional image of rural farming households in Nigeria has been that they focus more on 

farming activities and engage in very little rural non-farm income-generating activities 

(Amurtiya, 2015).  Diversification towards non-farm activities as well as on-farm 

activities are capable of enhancing elasticity of rural livelihoods and agricultural 

ecosystems to economic disturbances, improve nutritional outcomes and food security.
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Since off-farm diversification can maximally reduce income fluctuations amongst 

households and provide adequate insurance against production and marketing risks, 

farming households have long discovered the importance of non-farm livelihood activities 

(World Bank Group, 2019).  However, while the issue of livelihood diversification in 

Nigeria generally and Akwa Ibom State specifically has been the focus of academic 

research, development efforts and poverty eradication discourse, intensive efforts have 

been made to provide a better understanding on effective means of promoting livelihood 

diversification through non-agricultural or farming activities (Alobo Loison, 2015).  

Despite the many calls and efforts to expand non-agricultural livelihoods among farming 

households, the academic literature still remains uncertain of the extent of growth of non-

agricultural activities and its impact on poverty alleviation (Dorosh and Thurlow, 2016).  

This study aims at filling the literature gap by assessing the extent of diversification in 

livelihood amongst the male and female farmers in Akwa Ibom State to ascertain the extent 

of growth in both on-farm and off-farm diversification among the respondents in the study 

area.

Methodology

The study was carried out in Akwa Ibom State, Nigeria and the state is situated between 
0 0 0 0

latitudes 4 33”N and 5 3”N and Longitudes 7 25”E and 8 25”N. Data for the study was 

obtained through the aid of structured questionnaire from 178 respondents who were 

selected with the aid of a multi-stage procedure from a sample frame of six Akwa Ibom 

State Agricultural Development programme. Collated data were analyzed using 

descriptive statistics such as frequency, mean and percentage. Herfindahi index was used 

to determine Levels of livelihood diversification by gender 

 

Results and Discussion

Gender participation in livelihood activities

Table 1 shows  that 100% of the females were involved in arable crop production while 

about 68.32% of their male counterparts were also involved in arable crop production. The 

percentage shows that arable crop production was a major source of income for the 

respondents in the study area. Livestock production within the sampled population was 

relatively not very significant for both males and female at 38.61% and 68.82%. However, 
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the females had a reasonable advantage over their male counterparts. Handicraft, civil 

service and making of basket shows relatively low levels except for beads making which 

was comparatively significant for the female category. Also 23.76% of the male 

respondents participated in fishing activities while only 2.53% of the female respondents 

took part in the fishing activities. This shows that the male respondents dominated the 

fishing activities. For agricultural labour, 60.70% of the female respondents were involved 

compared to only 20.79% of male respondents. Fish trading was dominated by the female 

respondents with 17.72% compared to 1.98% by the male respondents.

Similarly, trading of goods also presented a significant percentage of 44.30% of females 

against their male counterparts which had 11.88%. The trend of difference was also noticed 

in artisan and remittance which had 22.78% and 26.58% for female and 1.86% and 13.86% 

for male respectively. However, it was different for asset income which was 20.79% and 

7.59% for males and females respectively. The males and females participation in 

livelihood activities vary from one activity and location to another.

Except for paid employment and self employment, involvement in most livelihood 

activities differs significantly by sex (female and male). Agricultural labour (60.70%) was 

the most popular livelihood activity for the females, followed by trading of goods 

(70.51%), remittance  from rents (26.58%) and artisan (22.78%) while fishing (23.76%) 

and asset income (20.79%) as well as paid employment were prominent within the males 

category. Table 1 shows that there was a significant difference in the livelihood activities 

participated by males and females. Out of the 14 livelihood activities engaged, seven were 

significant which indicated that females engaged more in the livelihood activities than the 

males. 
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Table 1: Gender participation in livelihood activities 

Livelihood activities N = 101 

Male 

N = 78 

Female 

Mann Whitney 

test 

Arable crop production 69 (68.32) 78 (100) <001** 

Livestock production 39 (38.61) 49 (68.82) <.001** 
Handicrafts

 
48 (47.52)

 
38 (48.72)

 
<010*

 
Civil service

 
9(8.91)

 
6(7.69)

 
<.131

 
Making baskets

 
15 (14.85)

 
8 (10.26)

 
<.008**

 
Making of beads

 
1 (0.99)

 
34 (43.59)

 
<0.01***

 
Fishing 

 
24 (23.76)

 
2 (2.53)

 
<001***

 
Agricultural labour

 
21 (20.79)

 
48 (60.70)

 
<001***

 
Trading of goods

 
12(11.88)

 
55(70.51)

 
<005**

 
Paid employment

 
15(1485)

 
11(13.92)

 
<103

 Artisan 

 

14(1.86)

 

18(22.78)

 

<004**

 Remittance 

 

14(13.86)

 

21(26.58)

 

<010**

 Self employment

 

4(3.96)

 

3(3.85)

 

<174

 Asset income 

 

21(20.79)

 

6(7.59)

 

<001***

 Source: Field Survey, 2018

   
Livelihood diversification strategies used

Result from Table 2 shows the various livelihood diversification strategies used in the study 

area. From the result, there is empirical evidence that rural households indeed engage in 

combined activities and relied on diversified income portfolios. The results indicated that 

42% of the male households pursued full time farming strategy. Among the female 

respondents, 19.23% were engaged in full time farm strategy, indicating that few of the 

female respondents depended solely on farming alone for their livelihood. There was a 

significant difference in the full time strategy used by males and females with more males 

using this strategy. In the farming and farm worker strategy, the proportions of respondents 

that used this strategy were 22.77% for the males and 24.36% for the females. There was a 

significant difference in the use of this strategy between the male and the female 

respondents with female respondents having a higher proportion. It is an indication that 
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these proportions of female respondents were not generating adequate income to maintain 

their homes but had to engage in supplying labour to other farmers in their farms. A higher 

proportion (29.70%) of male respondents was engaged in farm and non-farm strategy than 

female respondents (16.17%). The dominance of male respondents in this strategy may be 

traceable to the fact that males had access and ownership of livelihood asset than the 

females.

Table 2:
 

Livelihood diversification strategies used
 
by male and female

 

Livelihood strategy
 

Male
 

N = 101  
Female 

 

N = 78  
Mann Whitney test

 

P-value  

Full time farm strategy  42 (42.58)  15 (19.23)  <001**  

Farmer and farm worker strategy  23 (22.7   7)  19 (24.30)  <005**  

Farm and non-farm strategy  30 (29.70)  13 (16.17)  <.011**  

Combined strategy 
 

23 (22.77)
 

31 (39.74)
 

<.014**
 

Source: Field Survey, 2018
 

 
Level of livelihood diversification (D)

The measure of livelihood diversification, the variations in the income shares is the inverse 

of Herfindahl index concentration. The upper limit for D depends on the number of income 

sources available and their relative shares. The higher the number of income sources and/or 

the more evenly distributed the income shares, the higher the value of D. The study has 

revealed that a greater percentage of (68.32% and 85.90%) for male and female 

respondents were engaged in a combination of activities or income sources i.e. diversified.

Table 3:  Distribution of farmers by  Level of livelihood diversification  by gender  

Note figures in bracket represent percentage

 Source: Field Survey, 2018

 

Level of diversification  Male  Female  
No diversification (H1:9)

 
32 (31.68)

 
11 (14.10)

 

   

 
Diversified (HI >2.0)

 
69 (68.32)

 
67(85.90)
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Income portfolios from livelihoods diversification strategies by gender of respondents

Full time farm strategy accounted for 10.63% of the total households' income, which is the 

least that contributed to male and female respondent's monthly income (Table 4). The male 

respondents had an average monthly income of N14,946; while female respondents had a 

lower average income of N10,469 per month from full time farm strategy. In Akwa Ibom 

State, women play a role in households' income generation. However, they are 

disadvantaged in the farming sector, this may be due to restricted land right, insecure 

tenure, limited access to agricultural inputs, technology and extension services. In the 

rural areas, land is a family's greatest asset and men control the vast majority of this 

valuable asset. Farm and farm work strategy accounted for 20.31% of the average monthly 

income of the entire respondents. Specifically, the male respondents averagely earned 

N21,841 from this strategy while the female respondents earned N26,714. Since women 

are faced with limited access to land, they engaged in alternative ways such as in farm 

labour to complement the less remunerative activities in farming to sustain their families.

Farm and non-farm strategy contributed 29.94% to the average monthly income of both 

the male and female respondents in the study area. Specifically, the male respondents had 

an advantage of average monthly income of N36,458 than the female respondents 

(N35,101). Men generally control the household assets and make the household decision 

than females. Proceeds from house, and land rents are directly control by males while 

females have fewer capabilities. Combined strategies accounted for 39.12% of the 

average monthly income generated by the respondents. From Table 4, the males generated 

an average monthly income of N44,974 while the females generated N48,541 showing 

that the females engaged in combined livelihood activities than the males. Newman and 

Canagarajah (2009) and Simtowe (2010) viewed that women are found to be increasingly 

involved in a combination of livelihood activities and these participations are linked to 

greater reduction in household poverty. From the combined strategy, it shows that the 

females were involved in more total activities for income generation than the males. 

Besides farming, males tend to be concentrated in higher return activities such as renting 

of houses and land (non-farm). 
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Table 4 : Mean monthly income portfolios from livelihoods diversification strategi es by 

gender 
Livelihood 

diversification 

strategies
 

Male monthly
 

income (N)
 

(average)
 

Female 

monthly
 

Income (N)
 

(average)

 

Pooled 

income
 

Income  

share (%)
 

Mann 

Whitney
 

P-value
 

Full time farm strategy

 

14,946

 

10,469

 

25415

 

10.63

 

<005**

 Farm and farm work 

strategy

 

21,841

 

26,714

 

48555

 

20.31

 

<001***

 

Farm and non-farm 

strategy

 

36,458

 

35,101

 

71559

 

29.94

 

<101

 
Combined Strategy

 

44,974

 

48,541

 

93515

 

39.12

 

<009*

 
Source: Field Survey, 2018

  
Conclusion and Recommendations

Livelihood diversification is very vital amongst farming households due to the pressing 

need to overcome poverty as well as contribute to the local economy. The study showed 

that females significantly engaged in the livelihood activities than males.  Furthermore, 

there was a significant difference in the full time strategy adopted by males and females 

with more males adopting this strategy.  There was a significant difference in the adoption 

of farmer and farm worker strategy between the male and the female respondents with 

female respondents having a higher proportion.  There was also a significant difference 

between the male and female respondents adopting the combined strategy of livelihood 

with more females adopting this strategy.  The study further showed that a greater 

percentage of females were engaged in a combination of activities or income sources than 

males.  In terms of income generation from livelihood sources, the study showed that the 

male respondents were more interested in activities that generated higher returns unlike 

their female counterparts.

Based on the findings from this study, the following recommendations were made:

· Establishment of social support services and credit facilities to help 

disadvantaged male and female farmers acquire additional livelihood skills in 

addition to farming.

· Government should improve or make available basic infrastructures such as 
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motor-able roads, electricity, health care facilities, schools, etc., to improve the 

variety of non-agricultural income generating economic activities for the farming 

households.

· Creation of skills acquisition programmes that are peculiar to the farming 

community to enable them (especially women) acquire entrepreneurship skills as 

a means of boosting remunerative livelihood strategies.
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