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Abstract  
The Study assessed income inequality and the effects of poverty on input used 

and output obtained by farmers of some food crops in Adamawa State. 

Multistage sampling technique was used to select 309 rice, maize, millet and 

bean farmers. Data were collected through structured questionnaires and 

analyzed using the gini coefficient and regression model. The gini results 

showed a disparity in income distribution among the respondents, with only 

about 66% controlling most of the income. The regression model revealed a 

significant difference in the average levels and prices of input used, and also, 

in the average quantities of output obtained for the crops by the poor and non 

poor farmers respectively. Mean of input used by farmers indicated that the 

Average quantity of land used were 2.5476ha and 3.842ha, Average prices 

paid per units of fertilizers, herbicides and hired labour used were (₦4,877.4 

and ₦1,839), (₦16,391 and ₦15,521) and (₦39,544 and ₦23,114) 

respectively for the poor and non poor. The non-poor paid less since they buy 

in bulk due to higher level of purchasing power and for labour wage due to 

economy of scale. In year 2015, the average outputs of rice obtained were 

14.2308MT and 52.1923MT for the poor and non poor respectively, in 2018, 

the average outputs of rice, maize, millet and beans obtained for non-poor 

farmers were relatively higher with 25.9231MT, 22.7959MT, 17.1667MT and 

12.6250MT, while the poor had 9.1250MT, 18.3333MT, 11.2500MT and 

11.5000MT respectively. The study recommended a proactive poverty policy 

African Scholar 
Publications & 

Research  
International  

VOL. 18 NO. 1 
ISSN: 2877-1990 
SEPTEMBER, 2020 
 

African Scholar Journal of Agriculture and Agricultural Tech. (JAAT-1) 



196  africanscholarpublications@gmail.com                                                                               

 2020 

 

 
 

Introduction 
Income Inequality among 

Household Heads.  

Inequality can be defined as the 

dispersion of the distribution, along 

the mean for consumption or other 

welfare indicators or attributes. 

Although conceptually distinct, 

income inequality is often studied as 

part of the broad analyses covering 

poverty and welfare (Oyekale et al. 

2005). Income inequality is a broader 

concept than poverty because it is 

defined over the whole distribution 

(Litchfield, 1999; Cowell, 1999). 

Okunmadewa (2011) asserted that the 

poverty problem in subSaharan Africa 

has gone beyond low income, savings 

and growth. It features high inequality 

which includes unequal income and 

assets, unequal access to basic 

infrastructure and unequal capabilities 

(education and health inclusive). He 

further stressed that inequality 

contributes to high levels of poverty in 

that for any given level of mean 

income, high inequality implies higher 

poverty, as smaller share of resources 

is obtained by those in the lowest 

deciles or quintiles of the population. 

Inequality is evident both in terms of 

access to services and in outcomes.   

The poor use social services much less 

than the wealthy. They have lower 

enrollments, are less likely to visit 

doctors trained in western medicines, 

and are less likely to have a post-natal 

visit. They have higher levels of child 

mortality, higher rates of malnutrition 

and lower levels of education. A 

significant proportion of such 

households live in very poor houses. 

The richest segments of the population 

have an advantage in access to safe 

water, electricity and sanitation.  

 

METHODOLOGY   

The study was conducted in Adamawa 

state, located in Northeastern Nigeria, 

with its capital at  

Yola It was created in 1991 from part 

of Gongola State with four 

administrative divisions namely;  

Adamawa, Ganye, Mubi and Numan. 

The state is divided into three (3) 

Senatorial zones, namely; Northern, 

Central and Southern zone, with the 

effort to be formulated to equilibrate the production capabilities of poor 

farmers with that of the non-poor.  

 

Keywords: Inequality, Poverty, Effects, Input, Output. 
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following number of local 

government area: five (5), seven (7) 

and nine (9) respectively. It is located between latitude 9 20” North and 

longitude 12 30” East of the Greenwich Meridian. The state shares common 

boundaries with the republic of Cameroun to the East, Borno and Gombe states 

to the North and Taraba state to the South. It has a total land area of  36,917 

km2, with a population of about 3,737,223 (NPC, 2011). Adamawa has an 

average minimum temperature of 20.1 C around December to January and mean 

maximum temperature of 33.3 C around April to May. The mean annual rainfall 

in the area ranges from 900mm to 950mm (Adebayo,2002).  

The study was conducted in five (5) out of the twenty-one (21) local government 

areas of Adamawa State. Three (3) local government areas from northern 

senatorial zone, namely: Demsa, Numan and Mayo-Belwa and two (2) local 

government areas from central senatorial zone, namely: Yola- south and Yola–

north respectively. A multi-stage random sampling technique was used in 

selecting respondents for the study. The first stage was a random selection of 

two (2) out of the three (3) senatorial zones in the state, namely; Southern 

senatorial zone and Central senatorial zone respectively. The second stage was 

a random selection of three (3) local government areas out of the nine (9) local 

government areas in the central zone, namely; Numan, Demsa and Mayo-Belwa 

and another random selection of two (2) out of the seven (7) local government 

areas in the southern zone, namely; Yola-south and Yola-north respectively. 

The third stage was a random selection of Three (3) wards from two (2) out of 

the three (3) randomly selected local government areas in the southern zone, 

namely; Demsa, Dwam, Nasarawo -Demsa  from Demsa local government area,  

and Numan 1, Numan 111, and Imburu from respectively Numan local 

government area. Four (4) wards were randomly selected from Mayo-Belwa 

local government area, namely; Mbilla, Ndikong, Mayo-Farang and Nasarawo- 

Jereng. Three (3) wards were randomly selected from each of the selected local 

government areas in the central zone, namely; Ngurore, Namtari and Mbamoi 

from Yola-South local government area, then, Jambutu, Doubeli and Rumde 

from Yola-North local government area respectively. The fourth stage was a 

random selection of three hundred and ten (310) households from the respective 

wards. Both primary and secondary data were used for the Study  

The regression model used in its generalized form is ; Y = f( X1, X2, X3, 

……………..Xn)  
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Y = α + β1X1 + ei  

 

Effects of Poverty on Input Use and Output of Farmers.  

Donald and Chirwa (20110) reported that access to agricultural inputs at a 

subsidized rate resulted in higher crop yields, improved food security among 

households and alleviate poverty. They averse that when inputs prices 

specifically fertilizers were subsidized by the Malawian government, poor 

farmers who otherwise would not have afforded it, had access and applied on 

their respective farms. This resulted into higher farm outputs and hence better 

living standard.  

Ja’afar-Furo et al (2013) in a study on the roles of fadama iii in improving 

income of FUG’s reported that in spite of the marginal success recorded in 

poverty alleviation, they still operate amidst several constraints prominent 

among which were inadequacy of funds for purchase of inputs that eventually 

translate into low farm outputs.  

Adamawa state like other parts of Northeastern Nigeria, ranks among the worst 

stricken areas by poverty and inequality in the country as reported by the 

National Bureau of Statistics (NBS, 2010).  

 

Effects of Poverty on Input used by Farmers.  

Table 1: shows the means of input used by farmers. It indicates that the quantity 

of land used by the poor and non-poor stood at 2.5476ha and 3.842ha 

respectively. Average quantity of fertilizer used by the poor and non-poor were 

4.0882kg and 15.0000kg respectively. The mean price per unit of land used for 

the poor and non-poor were ₦17,938 and ₦20,609. The average price paid per 

unit of fertilizer used for the poor and non-poor were ₦4,877.4 and ₦1,839 

respectively.  

Furthermore, while the poor farmers paid ₦16,391 for a unit of herbicide, the 

non-poor paid ₦15,521, implying that on the average farmers who are in the 

non-poor category paid less for herbicide than the poor farmers. This is likely 

due to the fact that non-poor buy in bulk as a result of higher level of purchasing 

power. The average price paid for hired labour were less for nonpoor ₦23,114 

compared to that of the poor that paid ₦39,544. This can further be attributed 

to the fact that labour wage by the non-poor were higher and therefore enjoyed 

economy of scale. Average quantity of improved seed used by the non-poor 

farmers were higher and stood at 11.228 kg relative to that of the poor farmers 
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which was 9.238 kg. Moreover, non-poor farmers used a relatively higher 

quantity of herbicide 9.553 lit compared to the poor used 8.069 lit. The quantity 

of hired labour used by the non-poor was higher 9.845 man-days on the average 

compared with that of the poor farmers 8.675 man-days.  

    

Table 1: Input Used by the Poor and Non-poor with t-Ratios  
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Source; Field Survey, 2019.  

 

Effects of Poverty on Crop Output for Year 2015-2018  

The findings reveal that the four (4) major crops grown by farmers for the period 

were rice, maize, millet and beans respectively. In year 2015, the mean output 

of rice obtained for the poor and nonpoor were 14.2308MT and 52.1923MT 

while mean output of maize and beans obtained for the poor and non-poor were 

17.2083MT, 173390MT, 9.5000MT and 48.2857MT respectively. In year 

2016, the average output for rice, maize, millet and beans produced by poor 

farmers stood at an average of 11.7500 MT, 10.6842MT, 5.33MT and 

9.5000MT respectively. On the other hand, non-poor farmers had an average of 

39.0000MT, 18.4167MT, 27.7500MT and 48.2857MT respectively for rice, 

maize, millet and beans. The averages of year 2017 for outputs of rice, maize, 

millet and beans for non-poor farmers were relatively higher with 31.4643MT, 

23.0455MT, 39.7500MT and 15.4375MT compared with that of the poor 

farmers who had 15.1250MT, 10.600MT, 20.7500MT and 7.0000MT.  in year 

2018, the average outputs of the respective crops for non-poor farmers were 
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relatively higher with 25.9231MT, 22.7959MT, 17.1667MT and 12.6250MT 

compared with that of the poor who had 9.1250MT, 18.3333MT, 11.2500MT 

and 11.5000MT.  

The result implies that in 2015 the average quantities for all the crops obtained 

by the non-poor farmers were relatively higher than those of the poor farmers. 

The t-test of significant difference for year 2016 further indicates that except in 

the cases for rice, maize and millet  −6.706 ≤ +≤ −2.627 where outputs of the 

non-poor were significantly higher than those of the poor farmers, the output of 

poor and non-poor farmers for beans were not significantly different from each 

other. In year 2017, the t-test of difference in the mean output further revealed 

that the average output for the poor farmers in rice, maize and beans production 

was significantly lower compared with that of non-poor farmers. In the year 

2018, the data indicates that the non-poor farmers had higher outputs in all these 

crops compared with the poor farmers. However, significant difference (𝑡 = 

−2.67) only exist in the production of rice. Specifically, the rice output of poor 

farmers was significantly lower than that of the non-poor farmers for the year.  

The implication of this result is that proactive policy efforts is needed to 

equilibrate the production capability of poor farmers with that of the non-poor. 

This result is consistent with the findings of Bamire et al (2007) which states 

that agricultural policies that integrate the education of rural rice farmers in 

order to improve managerial competence will increase productivity and thus 

alleviate poverty.    

 

Table 2: Mean Outputs of Crops for Year 2015.  
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Source; Field Survey, 2019.  

            Table 3: Mean Output of Crops for Year 2016    

Crop   Category   Mean   

    

Standard 

deviation   

Standard  

Error  

Mean   

t-ratio   Df   Sig.   

Rice   Poor   11.7500   7.20615   2.54776   -2.854   26.157   .008   

  Non-poor   39.0000   45.07771   9.20145         

Maize   Poor   10.6842   6.54941   1.50254   -2.623   64.905   .011   

  Non-poor   18.4167   17.56911   2.53588         

Millet   Poor   5.3333   .57735   .33333   -6.706   3.060   .006   

  Non-poor   27.7500   6.65207   3.32603         

Beans   Poor   9.5000   4.94975   3.50000   -1.350   6.174   .224   

  Non-poor   48.2857   75.45134   28.51793         

Source; Field Survey, 2019.  

 

Table 4: Mean Output of Crops for Year 2017.  
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Source; Field Survey, 2019.  

 

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS  

The results from gini coefficient based on the Lorenz curve indicates a disparity 

in the distribution of income among household heads, with about 66% of them 

controlling most of the income in the study area. This shows that income is not 

evenly distributed among the farmers in the area. The mean usage of input by 

farmers showed that on the average farmers in the non-poor category paid less 

for herbicide than the poor farmers. This is likely to the fact that non-poor buy 

in bulk as a result of higher level of purchasing power. The average price paid 

for hired labour were less for non-poor ₦23114 compared with that of the poor. 

This can further be attributed to fact that labour wage by the non-poor were 

higher and therefore enjoys economy of scale. Average quantity of seed and 

herbicides used by the non-poor farmers were higher with 11MT and 9.55 litres 

respectively, relative to that of the poor. Quantity of hired labour used by the 

non-poor was higher at 9.8452mandays on the average compared with that of 

the poor farmers 8.6757 man-days. The findings further revealed the output of 

the non-poor farmers to be significantly higher than that of the poor, the output 

of poor farmers and non-poor farmers for beans and sorghum for the year were 

not significantly different from each other. It is, therefore, recommended that 

Poverty alleviation support intervention programs/projects be made available 

by governmental and non-governmental organizations based on the felt needs 
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of the households in the area. Such programs/project should entail proactive 

policy efforts needed to equilibrate the production capability of poor farmers 

with that of the non-poor.  
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