
235  africanscholarpublications@gmail.com                                                                               

 2020 

 

 

 

 

 

Analysis of Rural-Urban Migration on Food Security 

Status of Farming Households in Kaduna State, 

Nigeria. 

 

A. S. Sambo1, A. Mustapha2 And A. Suleiman2
 

1Department of Agricultural Extension and Management, School of 

Agricultural Technology, Nuhu Bamalli Polytechnic, Zaria. 2Department of 

Agricultural Economics and Extension, Bayero University, Kano 

 

 

Abstract  
The study analyzed the effects of rural-urban migration on food security 

status of rural farming households in Kaduna State, Nigeria. Multi-stage 

sampling technique was used for selecting samples for this study. In the first 

stage, four Local Government Areas were selected based on their proximity 

to Kaduna and Zaria which are urban centers, from which two rural 

communities were each selected. The last stage involved random selection of 

20% of the farming households from each rural community selected in stage 

two to give a total of 120 households for the study. Data were collected using 

structured questionnaires. Data were analyzed using food security index, 

migration effect estimation model and binary logistic regression model. 

Results of food security status of households revealed that 67% of the 

households were food secured and 33% were food insecured. The Mean Per 

Capita Food Expenditure (MPCFE) and food security line were ₦3,549.61 

and ₦2,366.41 respectively. Result of labour loss revealed that majority 

(61.6%) of the households lost man-days of labour ranging from 101-150 

man-days, with mean labour loss of 76man-days. Average remittance 

received by households in the study area was ₦95,467.00. Findings further 

showed that 51% of the households had positive migration effects, while 49% 

had negative migration effects. Results of logistic regression analysis showed 
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Introduction 
Agriculture has continued to 

contribute to the economic growth of 

most developing countries especially 

in the area of reduction of poverty and 

food insecurity. Hazell (2005) argues 

that most of the countries that have 

failed to launch an agricultural 

revolution remain trapped in poverty, 

hunger and economic stagnation. If 

Nigeria is to achieve a significant level 

of socioeconomic development, 

agricultural and rural development 

must be centre role. In Nigeria, as in 

many other low income countries, 

majority of the population (over 70%) 

lives in rural areas (UN DESA, 2014) 

and over 75% of the poor are small 

holder farmers who primarily depend 

on agriculture for their livelihoods 

(Salami et al., 2010). Agriculture in 

these countries is largely rural and 

dependent on labour provided by the 

rural populace.  

In Nigeria and other developing 

counties, population in cities and 

conurbations is projected to increase 

from 1.9 billion in 2000 to 3.9 billion 

in 2030 (United Nations, 2004). This 

is principally due to rural-urban 

migration which is consequent upon 

the dichotomous planning and 

development which many countries 

adopted especially after 

independence. This subsequently 

results in the rural deprived, and the 

urban endowed, that translates into 

improved amenities and economic 

opportunities in these urban centers 

than the rural areas (Abdullahi et al., 

2009). Nigeria, as Africa’s most 

that the coefficients of migration effect and remittances received by 

households were positive and significant at 1% and 10% levels of probability 

respectively; while that of labour loss to migration was negative and not 

significant on food security status of the farming households. The result 

further shows that the most common food insecurity coping strategy was 

borrowing money to buy food items, which ranked 1st. The study concluded 

that rural-urban migration had a significant positive influence on food 

security status of rural farming households in the study area. The study finally 

recommended that extension agents should be responsible for creating 

awareness among rural populace on the need to remain and be productive in 

the rural area. 

 

Keywords: Rural-urban migration, Food security, Farming households. 
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populous nation, with an estimated population of over 150 million people, deals 

with a range of migration issues from massive internal and regional migration 

to brain-drain as well as a large diaspora in the west mainly in search for 

education and better means of living (Mberu, 2010). Socioeconomic factors 

such as poverty, quest for education and employment, as well as social 

insecurity which is a result of ethnic and religious conflicts, are the major 

drivers of these migrations (Mberu, 2010).  

As argued by Peter (2012), there are four kinds of migration: rural-rural 

migration, urban-rural migration, urban-urban migration and rural-urban 

migration which is the basic focus of this study. Rural-urban migration is the 

movement of people from rural areas to urban cities, mostly in search of better 

ways of living. In the course of such movements, brain and labour are drained 

out of the rural areas, with the resultant effect of the scarcity of labour, skills 

and knowledge needed for rural agricultural production which may have a direct 

consequence on food security status of the rural populace. 

Food is a basic necessity of life. It is regarded as the basic means of sustenance 

and an adequate intake in terms of quantity and quality is a key for healthy and 

productive life (FAO, 2005). However, one of the most critical problems facing 

Nigeria today is that of securing already produced food. Food security is 

deemed to exist when all people at all times have the food needed for an active 

and healthy life. Food security is a complex phenomenon attributable to a range 

of factors that vary in importance across geographical and social boundaries 

(Arene and Anyaeji, 2010). The National Food Security Programme in Nigeria 

defines food security as the physical availability and ability of individuals to 

have or afford food at a reasonable cost (NFSP, 2001 as cited in Arene and 

Anyaeji, 2010). For food security to exist at the national, regional and local 

levels, food must be available, accessible and properly utilized. Food 

availability means that enough safe and nutritious food is either domestically 

produced or imported from the international market. The availability of food 

does not guarantee its accessibility. Food accessibility implies the ability of 

individuals or households to purchase or acquire safe and quality food at all 

times. Food utilization implies intake of sufficient quality food (Irohibe and 

Agwu, 2014). Food insecurity on the other hand refers to limited or uncertain 

physical and economic access to Secure sufficient quantities of nutritionally 

adequate and safe food in socially acceptable ways to allow household members 

to sustain active and productive living (Ijarotimi and Odeyemi, 2012; FAO, 
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1996). Nigeria’s food insecurity problem has been reported to increase with 

urbanization (Omonona, 2007). Progressive increase in urban population 

without corresponding increase in food output seemed to have worsened the 

food security situation in Nigeria. On a global note, the problem of food 

insecurity is usually associated with rural households and the urban poor who 

are more vulnerable to high food prices and limited access to food as a result of 

low income. This indicates that reducing rural food insecurity is very important 

to reducing overall food insecurity (Irohibe and Agwu, 2014). 

Productivity of smallholder farmers has been on the decline for some years now 

and at the same time the rate of rural-urban migration has been on the rise. Those 

moving from rural to urban areas constitute certain classes, categories and strata 

of the society that are basically plagued with certain social  and economic 

problems in which poverty ranks highest and most fundamental (Abbas, 1998). 

Rural-urban migration is selective in favour of males over females, younger 

over older people, and the better educated over their relatively less educated 

counterparts (Chilimampunga, 2006). The socioeconomic traits of emigrants 

can have an indirect bearing on the status of food security at the rural household 

level. When there is outflow of large numbers of physically active and 

economically productive as well as educated population from the rural areas, 

farming is left in the hands of the old, weak and non-literate members of the 

households. The likely consequence is that rural households will experience 

food shortages and income declines since most of these households rely on 

subsistence production and sales of surplus output for food and income, 

respectively (Chilimampunga, 2006). 

However, Overseas Development Institute (2010) revealed that migration is 

higher amongst chronically poor groups living in remote rural areas and that it 

plays an important role in managing risks and improving standards of living and 

resident family well being. Although it cannot be said that the poor have become 

poorer as a result of migration, but the overall impact of migration has resulted 

in repaying debts faster, being able to eat more regularly, being able to spend 

on education, agriculture, housing and borrowing large sums of money when 

needed has been positive and has raised the socioeconomic status of emigrants’ 

family (Deshingkar, 2010). 

In the light of the above, this study therefore attempts to provide answers to the 

following research questions: 
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i. What is the food security status of farming households in the study 

area? 

ii. What is the variation in labour of households as a result of migration 

in the study area? 

iii. What is the relationship between rural-urban migration and food 

security status of the farming households in the study area? 

iv. What are the various coping strategies used by households to reduce 

food insecurity? 

 

Objectives of the Study 

The broad objective of this study was to determine the effects of rural-urban 

migration on food security status of rural farming households in some selected 

Local Government Areas (LGAs) of Kaduna State. However, the specific 

objectives of the study were to: 

i. Determine the food security status of the farming households in the 

study area; 

ii. estimate the variation in labour as a result of migration; 

iii. determine the effect of rural-urban migration on food security status 

of the farming households; and 

iv. describe the various coping strategies used by the households to 

reduce food insecurity in the study area. 

 

METHODOLOGY 

Description of the Study Area 

This study was conducted in Kaduna State. The state was created in May, 1967 

from the old Northern Region of Nigeria. It is located between 10020’N 7045’E 

and 10.3330N7.7050’E, and has a total of 23 LGAs, covering total land area of 

46,053km2 (www.tageo.com). The state is situated in the Guinea savannah 

agro-ecological zone of Nigeria; with two main seasons; the dry windy season 

and the rainy (wet) season. The wet season is usually from April through 

October with grater variation as one move up north of the state. There is heavy 

rainfall in the southern part of the state with an average of about 1,530mm per 

annum; 1,053mm per annum in the extreme northern part of the state (Online 

Nigeria, 2015). According to National Bureau of Statistics, the state has a 

population growth rate of 2.4%, with current 2016 projected population of 

8,024,528 persons (www.kdsg.gov.ng/demographics). Agriculture is the main 

stay of the economy of the state with about 80 per cent of the people actively 

http://www.tageo.com/
http://www.kdsg.gov.ng/demographics
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engaged in farming. The state is a major producer of cotton. Other crops 

produced in the state include yam, groundnut, tobacco, maize, ginger, cowpea, 

guinea corn, rice and cassava. Grapevine growing has recently been introduced 

and has gained wide acceptance on small but intensively cultivated farms 

(www.tradeivestnigeria.com). 

 

Sampling Techniques 

Multistage sampling technique was used to select samples for the study. In the 

first stage, four LGAs were purposively selected based on their proximity to 

Kaduna and Zaria which are urban centers. As such, Chikun, Igabi, Kubau and 

Soba Local Government Areas were selected for the study. 

In the second stage, two rural communities were purposively selected from each 

LGA based on the intensity of rural-urban migration in those communities 

which gave rise to a total of eight rural communities included in the study. 

The last stage involved random selection of 20% of the households from each 

of the rural communities selected in stage two. This was achieved by conducting 

a simple census of households with emigrants in each community to form a 

sampling frame from which the households were selected. This gave a total of 

120 households included in the study as its sample size.  

For the emigrants, a total of 149 member emigrants were obtained from the 

sampled households. 

 

Table 1: Summary of Sampling 

LGA Rural 

communities 

Est. no of households 

with emigrants 

Sample size 

(20%) 

Total 

Chikun Kujama 65 13 33 

 Sabon gida 100 20  

Igabi Birnin yero 89 18 32 

 Sabon birnin daji 70 14  

Kubau Dutsen-wai 74 15 28 

 Kampanin 

maude 

66 13  

Soba Gimba 65 13 27 

 Kampanin 

gamagira 

71 14  

http://www.tradeivestnigeria.com/
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Total  600 120 120 

Source: Field survey, 2019. 

 

Methods of Data Collection 

This study used primary data as its main source of information. Data were 

collected through the use of structured questionnaires. The questionnaires were 

administered to the respondents for their responses. Information educed from 

the respondents were those regarding their monthly food expenditure and 

remittances received (if any) from emigrants (whether in cash or in kind). 

Information on emigrants were collected from the heads of households from 

which one or more persons migrated to the urban area. These include 

information on duration of stay of emigrants away from the households. 

 

Analytical Tools 

The analytical tools used for achieving the objectives of the study were 

household food security index, migration effect estimation model and binary 

logistic regression model. These models were specified as follows: 

 

Food security index 

To establish food security status of the households in the study area, the study 

used the expenditure method of estimating food security adopted from 

Omonona et al. (2007). This was used to achieve objective ii of the study. The 

food security index is given by: 

Fi =
Per capita food expenditure of the ith household

2
3

mean percapita food expenditure of all households
… … … … … . (1) 

Where Fi = Food security index 

When Fi ≥1, ith household is food Secure 

When Fi <1, ith household is food insecure 

 

Migration effect estimation model (MEEM) 

This model was adopted from the work of Suleiman (2015). The model was 

used to achieve objective ii of the study. A key assumption of the model is that 

labour forgone as a result of migration and remittances received from emigrants 

should be accounted for in estimation of labour force variation due to migration. 

Human labour is an important input factor in farm production regardless of the 
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type of technology employed. This model was used to estimate expected labour 

contributions (ELci) from emigrants. Mathematical formulation of the model is 

given as: 

ELci = ∑ (X2i ∗
K

M
∗ X3i)

n

i=1
……………………… (2) 

Where:  

ELci = Expected labour contributions from emigrants in the ith household (Man-

days). 

 X2i = Duration of stay of ith emigrant away from the household in days. 

X3i = Coefficient of labour contribution by age and gender of the ith emigrant 

(adult male  = 1, adult female = 0.75, male child = 0.5, female child = 0.25). 

 K = Number of hours spent on farm per day in the study location. 

M = Number of hours per man-day (8 hours).  

Also, to express the expected labour contributions from emigrants of the ith 

household (ELci) in monetary value, the ELci was multiplied by the wage rate 

in the study location to obtain the monetary value of labour. The mathematical 

expression is as follows: 

 ELvi = ELci ∗ Wg...................................... (3) 

Where: 

ELvi = Expected value of labour of emigrants in ith household (₦) 

ELci = Expected labour contributions of the emigrants in ith household (Man-

days) 

Wg = Wage rate (Naira per man-day) 

 

Estimating remittances received from emigrants 

Walmsley, Winters and Ahmed (2005) reported that remittances received from 

emigrants add to the income of emigrants’ households of origin; and the ability 

of different households to establish access to food depends on many factors 

including income, bartering and other resources (USAID, 1992). Remittances 

(in cash or in kind) received from emigrants were estimated so as to determine 

whether they are great enough to offset expected labour contributions of the 

emigrants that were drained to the urban areas. All remittances in kind were 

converted into their monetary value equivalents. Monetary values of 

remittances received from member emigrants of a household were determined 

as follows: 
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Ri = ∑ r1 +  r2

m

i=1

+ r3+. . … rm … … … . . (4a) 

 Or 

Ri = ∑ ri … … … … … … … … … … …

m

i=1

 (4b) 

Where:  

Ri = Total monetary value of remittances received by ith household (₦). 

ri = Monetary value of remittances received from ith emigrant (₦). 

 

Estimating the effects of migration on the farming households 

The effect of migration was determined by taking the difference between the 

monetary value remittances received by households (Ri) and the expected value 

of labour (ELvi) of the respective households. The total migration effect is thus 

expressed as: 

MgEi = (Ri − ELvi) … … … … … … … . (5) 

Where: 

MgEi = Migration effect on ith household (₦). 

Ri = Total monetary value of remittances received by ith household (₦). 

ELvi = Expected value of labour of emigrants in ith household (₦). 

 

Binary logistic regression model 

Logit regression analysis was used to determine the relationship between rural-

urban migration and food security status of the households so as to achieve 

objective iv of the study. The model was thus specified as follows: 

Fi = α + β1X1 + β2X2 + β3X3 + U ……………………………….. (6) 

Where: 

Fi = Household’s food security status (1, if household is food Secure and 0, if 

household  is food insecure) 

X1 = Migration effect of the household (1= positive effect, and 0 = negative 

effect). 

X2 = Remittance(s) (1, if ith household received any remittance from its 

emigrants, and 0 if ith  household did  not receive any remittance 

from its emigrants). 

X3 = Labour loss to rural-urban migration (man-days). 
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β1 – β3 = Regression coefficients of the explanatory variables. 

α = Constant 

 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

Food Security Status of Farming Households 

The result of food security status of farming households is presented in Table 

2. 

 

Table 2: Food Security Status of Farming Households 

  Food security 

status 

  

Variables  Food  

Secure 

Food 

insecure 

Total 

*MPCFE ₦3,549.61    

Food security line (2/3 

MPCFE) 

₦2,366.41    

Number of households  80 40 120 

Percentage of 

households 

 66.6 33.3 100 

Head count ratio (H)  0.66 0.33  

Source: Field survey, 2019. *MPCFE = Mean per capita food expenditure of all 

household. 

 

Result presented in Table 10 revealed that the food security line (2/3 MPCFE) 

for all households was ₦2,366.41. Household whose per capita food 

expenditure is equal to or greater than 2/3MPCFE were designated as food 

Secure households, while households whose per capita food expenditure fall 

less of the 2/3MPCFE were designated as food insecure households. The table 

revealed that the per capita food expenditure of majority of the households were 

at least equal to or greater than the 2/3MPCFE, representing 66.6% of all the 

households, hence such households were food Secure; while the per capita food 

expenditure of 33.3% of the households were less than the 2/3MPCFE, hence 

food insecure. The average per capita food expenditure of all the households 

was ₦3,549.61. This implies that majority of the households in the study area 

were food Secure. This corroborates with several findings (Irohibe and Agwu, 

2014; and Olaoye and Adewole, 2015) who reported that majority of 



245  africanscholarpublications@gmail.com                                                                               

 2020 

 

households they studied were food Secure. The findings are however, is 

contradiction with those of Arene and Anyaeji (2010) who reported that more 

than half of the households in Nsukka metropolis were food insecure. This could 

be attributed to differences in location and time. 

 

Expected Labour Contributions, Remittances and Migration Effects on 

Households 

Table 3: Expected Labour Contributions, Expected Value of Labour and 

Remittances 

Variables Freq. Percentage  Mean Min. Max. St. 

Dev. 

Expected labour 

contributions 

(Man-days) 

      

1-50 9 7.5 76.0 2.55 300 93.85 

51-100 18 15.0     

101-150 74 61.6     

151-200 7 5.8     

201-250 6 5.0     

251-300 6 5.0     

Total 120 100     

Expected value of 

labour (₦) 

      

700 – 77,743 82 68.33 51,865 700 540,000 7.48 

77,744 – 154,787 12 10.00     

154,788 – 231,831 8 6.67     

231,832 – 308,874 8 6.67     

308,875 – 385,918 5 4.17     

385,919 – 462,962 4 3.33     

462,963 – 540,006 1 0.83     

Total 120 100     

Remittances (₦)       

No remittance 30 25.00 95,467 2,000 1625000 1.9E5 

2, 000-272, 500 43 35.80     

272,501-543, 001 24 20.00     
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543, 002-813,502 13 10.83     

813, 503- 1,084,003 5 4.17     

1,084,004- 

1,354,504 

3 2.50     

1,354,505-

1,625,003 

2 1.66     

Total 120 100     

Source: Field survey, 2019. 

 

Expected labour contributions 

The expected labour contribution is the quantum of labour drained from the 

rural households as a result of rural-urban migration. This variable was 

estimated in man-days using the migration effect estimation model. Result 

revealed that majority (61.6%) of the farming households lost between 101-150 

man-days of labour as a result of rural-urban migration. The minimum and 

maximum labour losses were 2.55 and 300 man-days, while mean labour loss 

was 76.0 man-days. Continuous drain of labour from the rural households may 

result into scarcity of labour needed for both agricultural and non-agricultural 

activities at the rural household level. This may impair the status of food 

security of the rural households. Akangbe et al. (2006) opined that the family 

labour which the rural farmers depends solely upon was reduced drastically due 

to migration of the youth to the urban centers. This phenomenon consequently 

resulted in high cost of production, low productivity, reduction in annual 

income and a fall in standard of living of the rural populace. 

 

Expected value of labour 

Table 3 also presents the expected value of labour of households. The expected 

value of labour of a household is the monetary value of labour that was drained 

from a rural household as a result of rural-urban migration. This was obtained 

by taking the product of the expected labour contributions (in man-days) of a 

household and the wage rate (Naira per man-day). The expected value of labour 

was measured in Naira. Result from Table 6 revealed that 68.33% of the 

households lost labour amounting to the value ranging from ₦700–₦77,743. 

The expected value of labour was measured so as to bring the expected labour 

contributions (measured in man-days) and the remittances (measured in Naira) 

received by a household to a common unit to allow arithmetic manipulation of 

the data that would result into migration effect. 
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Remittances received by households 

From Table 3, 25% of the households did not receive any remittance(s) from its 

emigrants. Furthermore, 35.8% and 20% of the households received remittances 

ranging from ₦2,000-₦272,500 and ₦272,501-₦543,001, respectively. Mean 

remittance was ₦95,467; while minimum and maximum remittances were 

₦2,000 and ₦1,625,000 respectively. From the results, it could be said that 

majority (70%) of the households received one form of remittance or the other 

from its member emigrants. This agrees with the findings of Ango et al. (2014) 

and Peter (2012), who reported that majority of emigrants sent remittances to 

their families back home. Most people left behind by emigrants always look up 

to the emigrants for remittances. The importance of remittance transfer is that it 

will help those left in the rural areas to cope with the hardship associated with 

diminishing and or complete depletion of the resources on which their 

livelihood depends. The emigrants remit any of food, money and/or clothing to 

their rural households of origin (Ajaero and Onokala, 2013). 

 

Migration effects on households 

Table 4 presents the results of migration effects on households from which one 

or more household member(s) migrated to the urban areas. 

 

Table 41: Migration Effects on Households 

                Migration effects  

Variables Positive effect  Negative effect Total 

Number of households 61 59 120 

Percentage 50.83 49.16 100 

Minimum (₦) 5,250 -375  

Maximum (₦) 1,605,468 -464,500  

Mean (₦) 139,533.9 -61126.7  

Source: Field survey, 2019. 

 

Migration effect was estimated by taking the difference between the expected 

labour value of a household and the remittances received by the household. 

Results in the table revealed that majority (50.83%) of the households recorded 

positive effects caused by rural-urban migration; while, 49.16% of the 

households recorded negative effects caused by rural-urban migration. 
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Minimum and maximum positive effects on households were ₦5,250 and 

₦1,605,468 respectively; while minimum and maximum negative effects were 

-375NGN and -464,500NGN respectively. The implication is that remittances 

received by households with negative effects were not great enough to offset 

the quantum of labour that was drained to the urban area. This can have a 

devastating effect on the food security status and livelihood of these households. 

On the other hand however, households with positive migration effects implied 

that such households had remittances that were greater than the quantum of 

labour drained as a result of rural-urban migration. This can improve the food 

security status and the overall living conditions of these households. This agrees 

with the findings of Chilimampunga (2006), who reported that the departure of 

people from rural areas to towns had negative impact on the level of food 

security at the rural household level, and that with little or no remittances, such 

households are more likely to face food shortages than their counterparts 

without emigrants. However, he further reported that households with emigrants 

often receive remittances in form of cash, fertilizers, improved seeds and 

clothing and such households are smaller than those without emigrants. On this 

basis, it can be said that households with emigrants are more likely to experience 

high crop production, hence better food Secure than their counterparts without 

emigrants since they do not receive any remittance and have too much mouths 

to feed (Chilimampunga, 2006). 

 

Table 52: Logistic Regression Results of Relationship between Households’ 

Food Security Status and Rural-Urban Migration 

Variables Coefficient S.E. Wald Df Sig. Exp(B) 

Migration effect on 

households 

2.099 0.510 16.976 1 0.000 8.160 

Remittances received by 

households 

1.100 0.619 3.156 1 0.076 3.004 

Labour loss to migration -0.007 0.002 0.040 1 0.948 0.901 

Constant -1.481 0.617 5.761 1 0.016 0.227 

-2log likelihood = 

116.313 

      

Source: Field survey, 2019. 
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Result reveals the coefficient for migration effect and remittances received by 

households to be positive and significant at 1% and 10% levels of probability, 

respectively. This means that any increase in rural-urban migration and 

remittances will significantly improve the food security status of the rural 

faming households. However, the coefficient of labour loss to migration was 

negative and not significant, implying that any increase in drain of labour from 

the households would have a devastating effect on food security status of the 

households. Exp(B) of remittances was 3.004, which means that the household 

that received the highest remittance is 3.004 times more likely to be food Secure 

than household with the least remittance. This finding is in consonance with 

that of Ajaero and Onokala (2013) who opined that households that receive 

remittances tend to use the proceeds primarily for current consumption (food 

and clothing) as well as investment in children’s education, health care, 

improvement in household food and security. However, the finding contradicts 

that of Chilimampunga (2006) who reported that the departure of people from 

rural areas to towns can have negative impact on the level of food security at 

the rural household level, and that such households are more likely to face food 

shortages than their counterparts without emigrants. 

 

Strategies Employed by Households in Coping with Food Insecurity 

Table 6 presents result of strategies used by farming households to cope with 

situations of food insecurity. 

 

Table 6: Food Insecurity Coping Strategies 

Coping strategy Frequency Percentage Ranking 

Economic strategies    

Borrowing money to buy food 72 60.0 1st 

Borrowing food items from family and 

friends 

61 50.8 2nd 

Sale of livestock 38 31.7 4th 

Borrowing money from wife(ves) to buy 

food 

22 18.3 5th 

Sale of household assets 18 15.0 6th 

Using money meant for other purposes to 

buy food 

11 9.2 9th 
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Selling stored produce to purchase other 

food items 

10 8.3 10th 

Bartering with less preferred food 6 5.0 12th 

Bartering with other assets 6 5.0 12th 

Non-economic strategies    

Eating less preferred food 28 40.0 3rd 

Reducing quantity and quality of food 

consumed 

14 11.7 7th 

Begging for food from friends and 

relatives 

13 10.8 8th 

Sending children to relatives to eat 11 9.2 9th 

Sending children to venues of wedding 

and naming ceremonies 

10 8.3 10th 

Improvising with cheaper meals 7 5.8 11th 

Relying on charity and food assistance 3 2.5 13th 

Total 330* 292*  

*Multiple responses. Source: Field survey, 2019. 

 

Results in Table 6 indicated that the most commonly used food insecurity 

coping strategy was borrowing money to buy food items, which was ranked first 

and used by 60% of the households. Also, majority (50.8%) of the households 

borrowed food items from family and friends when they find themselves in food 

insecure situations, and this strategy was ranked 2nd. This is supported by the 

findings of Irohibe and Agwu (2014), who in a related study reported that 

farmers’ access to credit is a crucial factor in determining the food security 

status of an individual. Table 14 further revealed that 40% of the households in 

the study area improvised less preferred food and 11.7% reduced the quantity 

and quality of food consumed as measures for cushioning the effect of food 

insecurity. This could be as a result of high market prices of food items and low 

income levels of the farming households, which may cause households to opt 

for food that are less preferred. This finding is in consonance with that of 

Ibrahim et al. (2009) who reported that some coping strategies employed by 

households include reducing the quantity and quality of meals consumed and 

purchasing less preferred food items. In addition, 31.7% of households at one 

time or another sold livestock belonging to the household to purchase food 

items in order to reduce the effect of food insecurity. Household livestock are a 
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means of security that could be used to cope with adverse situations of crop 

failure and food insecurity. Other coping strategies used by farming households 

in the study area include borrowing money from wife(ves) to buy food, selling 

household assets to purchase food items, as well as begging for food from 

friends and relatives. Hassan and Babu (1991) have found that the level of assets 

ownership in a household is an indication of its endowment and provides a good 

measure of household resilience in times of food crisis, resulting from famines, 

crop failures or other natural disasters. This is because a household can easily 

fall back on its assets in time of need by selling or leasing them.  

 

CONCLUSION 

From the findings of the study, it is concluded that majority of the farming 

households were food Secure. Also, majority of the farming households lost 

large man-days of labour as a result of rural-urban migration, received 

remittances from member emigrants and recorded positive migratory effects as 

a result of migration. Also, rural-urban migration has a significant positive 

influence on the food security status of rural farming households in the study 

area and majority of the farming households borrowed money and food items 

as strategies for coping with food insecurity. 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

Based on the finding of the study, the following recommendations were made: 

1. Low interest credit should be made available and easily accessible by 

commercial banks and other lending institutions to farmers since most of 

households rely on borrowing money to purchase food items in situations 

of food insecurity. 

2. Farmers should as much as possible diversify their sources of income 

because diversification gives households the opportunity to reduce risk 

of food shortages during periods of unexpected crop failures through 

food purchase. 

3. The possibilities of planning and implementing rural-oriented 

development should be looked into, so as to provide more basic 

amenities and modern infrastructures to the rural areas, the absence of 

which is one of the major causes of rural-urban migration. This will 

prevent and/or possibly reverse rural-urban migration. 

4. Extension agents should be responsible for creating awareness among 

rural populace on the need for farmers and their household members to 
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remain and be productive in the rural areas so as to prevent excess drain 

of labour to the urban centers. 

5. Emigrants should try to increase the amounts and frequencies of 

remittances to their families of origin when necessary. This will help to 

compensate the labour drain and improve food security status of the 

farming households. 
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