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INTRODUCTION 

✓ Reducing poverty and inequality 

are core policies in Nigeria.

✓ Economic growth is pivotal.

✓ But epileptic, from stagnation 

decades before to + growth between 

2001and 2014 to –growth since 

2015



✓ EG or DP involves SC

✓ Timmer(2017) document 

“the utilization of improved 

technologies, investment in 

higher educational and skill 

levels for the labor force, lower

transactions costs and more 

efficient allocation of 

resources“ 

as mechanisms of structural 

transformation 

✓



✓ Kuznets(1955) did one of the 

earliest pieces of research on 

economic development and showed 

how structural change bring about 

long-run changes in income 

distribution.

✓ Identifying such changes is crucial 

for understanding the scope of 

policy intervention



INTRODUCTION 

✓Mixed arguments on the 

contribution of SC processes  on 

growth in Nigeria

✓Poverty and inequality are 

increasing, and economic growth 

not evenly spread.

✓labour drifted into lower 

productivity jobs and substantial 

underemployment



Motivation 

✓ limited empirics on these claims 

and knowledge of rural income 

evolution during a recent period of 

economic growth.

Objectives 

✓ To examine changes in per capital 

income over time.

✓ To examine inequality and poverty 

changes(urban and rural)2010 and 

2015. 



Objectives 

✓To identify correlates of 

poverty. 

✓To examine factors that 

predict  poverty transition 

over the period.



Methodology 
✓ LSMS  panel data( NBS,Nigeria 

and World Bank)

✓ Aggregated all sources of income 

into annualized total income & per 

adult equivalent income.

✓ Used summary statistics of mean, 

inequality and poverty

✓ Probit & fixed effect models 



Findings 1

✓ Decline in rural and urban income, 

four times higher in magnitude in 

rural than urban(Table1).

✓ More pronounced negative changes 

in rural than urban across income 

sources(Table 2).

✓ While there is +growth in enterprise 

income, the share declined, & more 

pronounced in rural than urban(3)



∆∆∆∆

Rural 
RURAL

Urban 
URBAN 

2010 2015 ∆ 2010 2015 ∆

a 62,510 32,891 -47% 86,064 78,880 -8%

b 144,872 94,012 -35% 192,898 177,314 -8%

c 438,358 102,425 -77% 602337 260,420 -57%

∆

a= Median income 

b=Mean income(Trimmed)

C=Mean income(Not trimmed

Per capita income

(in Naira)
∆=CHANGE

Table 1. PER CAPITA INCOME CHANGE, RURAL AND URBAN,

2010 - 2015



Income types RURAL URBAN 
Wage -21.20% 21.11%

Remittances 65.70% 22.73%
Safety nets -40.55% 12.07%
Enterprise 21.67% 3.62%

Crop -46.65% -40.75%
Livestock 19.36% 65.05%

Rental -9.03% 254.77%

Table 2     PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN INCOME SOURCES 

RURAL & URBAN, 2010 - 2015 



Table3  INCOME SOURCES SHARE, 2010-2015

INCOME 
SOURCES

RURAL URBAN 

2010 2015∆%𝑝 2010 2015 ∆%𝑝
Wage 32.7 43.9 11.1 21.4 39.4 18.1

Remittances 1.0 16.0 15.0 3.8 6.0 2.3
Safety nets 0.2 0.3 0.1 0.5 0.5 -0.1
Enterprise 55.8 22.4 -33.4 58.5 45.2 -13.3

Crop 7.8 11.2 3.4 5.2 6.5 1.3
Livestock 2.0 5.1 3.1 10.6 2.0 -8.6

Rental 0.5 1.2 0.7 0.0 0.4 0.3

∆%𝒑…𝑷𝒆𝒓𝒄𝒆𝒏𝒕𝒂𝒈𝒆 𝒑𝒐𝒊𝒏𝒕 𝒄𝒉𝒂𝒏𝒈𝒆



Findings 2

✓ Extremely high income inequality, 

higher for rural than urban, slight 

decline(2010-2015). (Table 4)

✓ Increase in poverty in rural and 

urban and more pronounced in 

rural. (Table 4)

✓ More households transited into 

poverty than to non poverty and more 

pronounced in rural than urban(T.5) 



RURAL URBAN 
2010 2015 ∆%𝑝 2010 2015 ∆%𝑝

p90/p10 42.1 59.4 17.3 88.9 58.2 -30.7
p90/p50 5.7 6.9 1.2 5.1 5.5 0.3
p10/p50 0.1 0.1 -0.02 0.1 0.1 0.04
p75/p25 5.5 8.1 2.5 6.2 7.3 1.1

Gini 0.9 0.7 -0.2 0.9 0.8 -0.1
A(0.5) 0.7 0.4 -0.3 0.8 0.5 -0.2
A(1) 0.9 0.7 -0.2 0.9 0.8 -0.1
A(2) 1 0.97 -0.02 1 0.98 -0.02

PI (%) 56.8 80.4 23.6 52.2 65.0 12.8
PG(%) 35.9 62.0 26.1 36.2 47.1 10.8
PS(%) 28.0 53.0 25 30.3 39.96 9.6

Table 4 INEQUALITY AND POVERTY INDICATORS & CHANGE, 

2010 - 2015











P-P% P-N% N-P% N-N%
Rural 49.76 6.81 32.26 11.17
Urban 41.81 10 24.4 23.79

North central 44.69 5.66 34.9 14.76
North east 56.03 2.93 34.14 6.9
North west 54.49 5.15 32.93 7.43
South east 54.64 7.83 26.23 11.3

South south 39.27 13.25 24.92 22.56
South west 32.99 12.59 25.68 28.74

National 47.48 7.72 30.01 14.78

P-P=Poor to poor, P-N=Poor to Non-poor, N-P=Non poor  to poor, 

N-N=Non poor to Non poor

Table 5.    HOUSEHOLD POVERTY TRANSITION ACROSS   

LOCATIONS,2010 -2015



Findings 3
✓ Level of heterogeneity across sectors and time.

Schooling(-), cultivated land(-) do vigorous 

activity(-) significantly correlates with poverty.

(Table 7a – 7d) 

✓ Variables more likely to predict  transitioning 

into poverty: shocks -suffered illness, departure 

of income earning member, theft of crops/cash.

✓ Less likely variables:  cultivated land(-) 

cultivated land , govt school availability, 

market and police station, number of agri

cooperative (Urban) (Table 8a – 8c)



Table 6. Nature of variables used  



Table 6. Nature of variables used (Cont) 



Table 7a.          CORRELATES OF POVERTY INCIDENCE       



Table 7b   CORRELATES OF POVERTY INCIDENCE  (CONT.)

(SHOCK  & INFRASTRUCTUREVARIALBES )



Table 7c     CORRELATES OF POVERTY INCIDENCE  (CONT.)



Table 7d. CORRELATES OF POVERTY (CONT.)



Table 8a. CORRELATES OF POVERTY TRANSITION



Table 8b. CORRELATES OF POVERTY TRANSITION(CONT,)



Table 8c. CORRELATES OF POVERTY TRANSITION(CONT,)



Summary 
✓The study investigated income 

distribution dynamics in rural and 

urban sector using panel data set upon 

which both descriptive and econometric 

analysis were applied to address the 

specific objectives 

✓A fall in rural income four times higher 

than urban. A rise in Poverty incidence, 

Poverty gap and Poverty severity. A fall 

in inequality, rural and urban areas.



Summary(Cont,)
✓ Level of heterogeneity across sectors and 

time in the variables correlating with 

poverty and poverty transitioning . 

✓ Variables more likely to predict  

transitioning into poverty include: shocks  

✓ Variables  Less likely include  cultivated 

land cultivated land , govt school 

availability, market and police station, 

number of agri cooperative (Urban)



Limitations
✓ The results are still preliminary and further ex-

amination of factors leading to income changes is 

necessary. 

✓Limitations are linked with our use of income 

versus expenditure 

✓ In 2010, a number of income sources were not 

listed in the administered questionnaire and 

had to be dropped from the 2015 data for 

consistency. 

✓Hence our measure of income for the household 

is on average lower than actual income.



✓ Inability to make causal inference since probit 

analysis provides correlates for poverty. 

Further studies 
✓ To focus on the challenges in putting together the 

expenditure data. This will allow us to compare 

expenditure and income estimates of poverty and 

inequality. 

✓ To use a simulation approach of decomposing the full 

income distribution changes over the 2010-2015 period 

to get at the drivers of change.



THANK YOU



Appendix1.  CORRELATES OF POVERTY INCIDENCE       



Apend.2    CORRELATES OF POVERTY INCIDENCE  (CONT.)

(SHOCK  VARIALBES )



Append3    CORRELATES OF POVERTY INCIDENCE  (CONT.)

(COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE  VARIALBES )



Apend 4.         CORRELATES OF POVERTY INCIDENCE  (CONT.) 

SOCIAL CAPITAL  VARIALBES 



Append5.         CORRELATES OF POVERTY INCIDENCE  (CONT.) 

REGIONAL  VARIALBES 



Append6.        CORRELATES OF POVERTY TRANSITION 



Append7.   CORRELATES OF POVERTY TRANSITION(CONT.)

SHOCK VARIABLES  



Append 8  CONT. 


