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A b s t r a c t
 

he problem of food insecurity remains a challenge in developing countries, especially in rural 

Tareas. Despite the rising level of food insecurity, economic hardship set in and is said to pose a 

threat to food security globally if adequate measures are not quickly put in place. This study, 

therefore, described the socio-economic characteristics of the respondents; examined the extent to which 

the rural households are food secure or otherwise during the economic hardship and examine the drivers 

of food security status among rural households in Obanliku local government Area of Cross River State. 

Primary data were collected from 200 households with the use of structured questionnaires. Data were 

analyzed using descriptive statistics, food security index and logistics regression. Results of the findings 

revealed that the majority of the household heads were male (92%), married (93.5%), educated (87.5%) 

and had an average age of 54 years. They had an average household size of 7 persons, an average farming 

experience of 22 years, an average monthly income of N14, 305.5 and majority (83%) do not belong to a 

cooperative society. Majority (69.5%) of the households were food insecure, while only (30.5%) were 

food secure. The food-secure households had an average household size of 5 persons, while the food 

insecure households had 9 persons in their households. The headcount ratio of food secure households 

was 0.30, while it was 0.70 for food-insecure households. This shows that at least two out of three persons 

were food insecure in the study area; Obanliku local government Area of Cross River State. The 

surplus/shortfall index indicates that the food secure households exceeded the calorie requirement by 

12%, while the food insecure fell short of the recommended calorie intake by 39%. Square food insecure 

gap or square shortfall index which indicate the severity of food insecurity among the food insecure 

household was 0.0056. The average calorie available (adult equivalent per day) for food secure 

households was 2523.5kcal, while average calorie available (AE/day) for food-insecure households was 

1389.05kcal. The identified positive drivers of food security were marital status, educational level, 

cooperative members and annual income of the household heads. While, age of household head, 

household size and economic hardship negatively influenced food security status. The study 

recommends, among others, putting in place immediate policy measures to reduce the effect of 

economic hardship on rural household's food security through the provision of enough palliatives which 

should be monitored so that it gets to the targeted population. Effective household size management and 

enlightenment programmes on modern family planning techniques should be encouraged in rural areas. 

Rural households should also be educated on the nutritional implication of the various food items such as 

egg, milk, soybean and fish, especially for children to increase their protein intake and boost their immune 

system against economic hardship.
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Background to the Study

Food insecurity is a situation where a person is unable to get a sufficient amount of  healthy 

food on a daily basis. The United State Department of  Agriculture (USDA) in 2018 describes 

food insecurity as a situation in which regular access to adequate food is limited by lack of  

money and other necessary resources. Food insecurity remains a global challenge and 

reducing it continues to be a major public policy in developing nations. Over 820 million 

people are undernourished globally (FAO, 2019). Many more suffer from micronutrient 

deficiencies, and the absolute numbers tend to increase further, especially in Sub-Saharan 

Africa (FAO, 2008). Despite many efforts to improve and increase food production and quality 

globally, many citizens of  Africa and Asia have died due to malnutrition (Matemilola & 

Elegbede, 2017).

Food security is national security and household head are faced with the responsibility of  

feeding his/her household. A nation also has to improve the food security status of  her 

populace. Reliable information on household food security is a pre-requisite for effective and 

accurate design, monitoring and development of  projects (Charletto, 2001). Hence many 

development agencies considered household food security a guiding principle for designing 

interventions in rural areas. Measuring food security at the farm family level will provide the 

basis for monitoring future progress and assessing the impacts of  various projects, 

programmes and policies on the beneficiaries' food security status (Hoddinot & Johannes, 

2001). Besides, the community-based assessment measure will ensure that underlying social, 

economic, and institutional factors within a community that affect the quantity and quality of  

available food and its affordability are evaluated and made fit for intervention projects. Recent 

Economic hardship has contributed to greater public awareness of  hunger-related problems, 

also resulting in new international commitments to invest in developing countries agriculture. 

Obanliku local government Area of  Cross River State, Nigeria is part of  the phenomenon of  

food insecurity. The Global Hunger Index (GHI) Report (2022) further posits that rising food 

prices, malnutrition and deaths as a result of  widespread poverty is an indication of  the 

prevalence of  food insecurity in the Obanliku local government Area of  Cross River State and 

Nigeria at large. The rural areas which engaged in agricultural production are the most hit in 

terms of  food insecurity and poverty as food security was reported to be more endemic in rural 

areas, especially Obanliku local government Area of  Cross River State. 

Food insecurity is a global phenomenon, about 795 million people are undernourished 

globally (FAO, 2015). According to current statistics, in Nigeria alone, about 25.6 million 

people were undernourished between 2016-2018 while 12.1 million people faced severe food 

insecurity problem between 2015 -2017 (FAO, 2020). In Nigeria, especially the rural areas, the 

problem of  food insecurity is still a major challenge. Over 40% of  households across all agro-

ecological zones in Nigeria with particular reference to Obanliku local government Area, face 

the problem of  severe food insecurity (Idachaba, 2004). Malnutrition is widespread in 

Obanliku LGA of  Cross River State, Nigeria and other rural areas and communities are 

especially vulnerable to poor quality foods, erratic food supply, unbalanced nutrition, chronic 

food shortages, malnutrition, high food costs and even total lack of  food. Several studies have 

been done to examine food security determinants in the Nigeria which Obanliku local 
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government Area of  Cross River State is a part.  The current Economic hardship requires 

research that will reassess the food security of  rural people to investigate if  the economic 

hardship has affected the food security status of  people and how people are coping with the 

food insecurity due to Economic hardship. 

Objectives of the Study

The broad objectives of  this study were to investigate the food security status of  rural 

households during the Economic hardship. To pursue these main objectives two specific 

objectives were also aimed at in this study.

This specific objective was to:

1. Describe the socioeconomic characteristics of  rural households.

Rural households often face unique socioeconomic challenges.  They tend to have:

i. Lower incomes: Limited job opportunities and lower wages are common.

ii. Higher poverty rates: This can be linked to lower incomes and fewer social services.

iii. Greater reliance on agriculture:  Farming can be unpredictable and vulnerable to 

weather and market fluctuations.

iv. Limited access to education and healthcare:  Rural areas often have fewer schools and 

hospitals.

v. Stronger community ties: Rural communities often have a strong sense of  belonging 

and support networks.

It's important to remember that these are generalizations, and there is great diversity within 

rural communities.

2. Examine the extent to which the rural households are food insecure during the 

Economic hardship;

Food insecurity in rural households during economic hardship is a complex issue. To 

examine its extent, we need to consider factors like:

i. Access to land and resources: Do rural households have access to land for farming, or 

are they reliant on purchased food?

ii. Market access and prices: Are markets accessible and affordable for rural households?

iii. Income sources: What are the primary income sources for rural households, and how 

are they affected by economic hardship?

iv. Social safety nets: Are there government programmes or community initiatives to 

support food insecurity during economic hardship? Understanding these factors will 

help us assess the extent of  food insecurity and develop effective solutions.

Methodology

This study was conducted in Obanliku local government Area of  Cross River State, Nigeria. 

The area is one of  the 18 local governments of  Cross River State. Obanliku is located in the 

northern senatorial district of  Cross River State. It is the home of  the foremost tourist areas 

like the Air trip, Safari Lodge, the Ranch Resort. Obanliku local government Area in general is 

one of  the local government Area created among the 36 states creation in 1991. It is bounded 

in the East by the Republic of  Cameroon, West by Obudu local government Area, in the South 
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by Boki local government Area and in the North by Benue State in the middle belt region of  

Nigeria. For administrative/political conveniences to Obanliku local government Area is 

subdivided into ten (10) political wards: Bishiri North, Bishiri South, Bisu, Bendi I, Bendi II, 

Bassang, Busi-Utanga, Becheve, Bebi and Sankwala wards. The administrative headquarters 

of  Obanliku local government Area is Sankwala which is located in Bebi ward.

The inhabitants of  Obanliku local government Area are predominantly farmers. About 80% 

of  Agricultural production account for about 80% of  the economy of  the area. The area is 

suitable for the cultivation of  the following crops: Yams, banana, plantain, cocoyam. oil 

palms, cocoa, cassava, kolanut and others. The people of  Obanliku speak Abanliko language 

and have many cultural festivals including the New yam and cassava festivals. The topography 

is mountainous with valleys and rivers around the various communities. The people are 

predominantly Christian but African traditional religion (worshippers) and handful of  

Muslims. Obanliku Local Government Area has the new yam and cassava festivals.

Sampling Techniques 

A three-stage random sampling technique was used in the selection of  the respondents as 

follows: 

In the first stage, five political wards were randomly selected out of  the ten wards in the Local 

government Areas. Second state-stage involved the random selection of  two rural 

communities from each wards, making a total of  ten rural communities. The last stage was a 

random selection of  twenty households from each rural community making a total of  200 

rural households for this study.

Data Collection Method and Sources

In other to satisfy the idea of  this research work, primary data were adopted which were 

collected from rural households of  Obanliku LGA. The primary data was from a target 

population (200 households) consisting of  rural farming household units. The primary data 

covered information such as socio-economic characteristics, food consumed by households 

(calorie intake of  households), and the types of  food consumed by households during the food 

insecurity period of  Economic hardship.

Method of Data Analysis

Descriptive statistics, food security indices, logistic regression, household dietary diversity 

and Likert rating scale were the analytical tools used for this study. Objective (i) was achieved 

using descriptive statistics such as mean, frequency and percentages. Objective (ii) was 

achieved using food security indices, objective (iii) was achieved using logistic regression.

Descriptive Analysis 

The descriptive statistical analyses used included frequency distribution tables, the measure of  

central tendency and a measure of  a dispersion including measures of  mean and percentage. 

These were used to describe the socio-economic characteristics of  the respondent and to 

present the results of  the findings.
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Food Security Indices

To measure household food security, a food security index was constructed. This involved 

using a daily minimum recommendation level of  2260kcal per capita per day by Food and 

Agriculture Organisation were adopted as the food security line for the study. This follows the 

study of  Omotesho, et al. (2006). Any household that has below 2260kcal was considered food 

insecure and equal or above considered as food secure household. The daily per capita calorie 

consumption was estimated by dividing the estimated daily calorie supply to the household by 

the household size (adult equivalent) using the equivalent male adult scale weights while 

calorie availability was estimated using food nutrient composition. 

Food security index Z = Household's daily per capita calorie availability (A)

Household's daily per capita calorie requirement (I) (i) 

For this study, a household is defined as a group of  people living together and eating from the 

same pot.

The Headcount ratio (H) is a measure of  food security status and it is defined as:

H = M

       N

Where,

M = the number of  the food-insecure 

N = sample population

Food insecurity Gap: this a measure of  the depth of  food insecurity and it is expressed as:

FIG  = TCR  − TCCi i i

                  TCRi

Where,

FIGi = Food insecurity Gap of  ith Food insecurity household 

TCCi = Total calorie consumption by ith Food insecurity household

TCRi = total calorie requirement for ith Food insecurity household

The total food insecurity gap or shortfall index is expressed as:

TFIG = ∑(TCR  - TCC )i i

                      TCRi

Square food insecure Gap: this indicate the severity of  food insecurity among the food 

insecure household and it is given as:
2SFIG = ∑(FIG )i

                   M
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Results and Discussion

This chapter provides the empirical analysis of  the socio-economic characteristics of  the rural 

households, food security status of  the rural households including their drivers, dietary 

diversity of  the households during the economic hardship. This mainly comprises descriptive 

statistics, food security index and logistic regression model.

Description of Rural Households Based on their Socio-Economic Characteristics 

Table 1.0 presents the socio-economic profiles of  the rural household heads. The table 

revealed that the majority (92%) of  the household heads were male. This suggests that the 

males were the decision taker among rural households. While the female household heads 

account for only 8% of  the population. It was observed during the survey that the female-

headed households were those that their husband stays in another city and those that were 

widowed. Regarding the rural household heads age, the larger proportion (35%) of  them were 

within the age range of  51 to 60 years, the least (14.5%) fall within the age group of  30 to 40 

years. Their average age was 54 years. This suggests that the rural household heads were adults 

who are quite advanced in age, though still economically active and viable to engage in 

agricultural activities. The age of  a farmer plays a significant role in their productivity as the 

majority of  farmers in Nigeria operate on a small scale with the use of  crude implements 

which requires energy and strength for its operation. The majority (93.5%) of  the respondents 

were married, while 4% and 2.5 were single and widowed respectively. This suggests that this 

study targeted the right population for this research as research related to food security require 

households. The higher percentage of  the married respondents suggests that the respondents 

had household members living with them either as their children or extended families. 

Concerning their educational status, almost half  (49%) of  the household heads had only 

primary school education, 34% had secondary school education and 4.5% had tertiary school 

education. While only 12.5% did not have any formal education. This result suggests that level 

of  literacy was relatively high among the rural household heads in the study area. The higher 

level of  education is expected to assist farmers in adopting innovation on best agricultural 

practice. 

The rural households had an average household size of  7 persons per household with a 

majority (58.5) having between 6 and 9 persons. This suggests that rural households had a 

relatively large household size. This is not surprising as rural people love to have a larger 

household size which can be engaged in agricultural activities as their cheap family labour. 

Most of  the rural households also leave with their extended family. 

Regarding their farm size, the majority (55%) had between 1.41 to 2.39 hectares while the 

minority (6.5) had above 4 hectares of  farmland. Their average farm size was 2.1 hectares, this 

implies that the rural households were operating on small-scale farming. Cooperative 

membership was very low in the study area as only 17% participated in a cooperative society. 

Cooperative association help farmers to pool their resources together to enjoy the economies 

of  scale and also assist them financially. Regarding the household heads monthly income, the 

larger proportion (46%) of  the rural household heads had between N10, 001 to N20, 000 while 
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a few of  them had more than N30, 000 monthly income. On average the rural household heads 

had N14, 305.5 monthly income. The rural household heads disclosed during the interview 

that their lower-income was as a result of  the present which affected their movement and 

productivities. 

The larger proportion (27.5%) of  the household heads had between 11 to 20 years of  farming 

experience, 22% had between 21 to 30 years, 19. 5% had 31 – 40 years of  framing experience. 

The time length spent in an enterprise determines the skill acquired in such professional, 

therefore, the rural household heads in the study area can be described as well experienced 

farmers who were knowledgeable about farming activities. As regards, their major source of  

fund, the majority (93%) of  the household heads used their fund for farming activities, while 

only 6.5% and 0.5% source their major fund from cooperative society and bank respectively. 

This suggests low credit accessibility in the study area. Using personal fund hinders and 

determine farmers' level of  operation. This could be the reason why the farmers were 

operating on a small-scale level as the personal fund is not enough to operate on large-scale 

farming.
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Table 1: Socio-economic Characteristics of  the Rural Households 

Source: Field survey, 2020 

Descriptive Statistic Results of Household Food Security Status 

As shown in Table 2.0, the majority of  rural households were food insecurity. This was 

indicated by a larger percentage of  69.5% of  food-insecure households while only 30.5% were 

Characteristics Categories Frequency Percentage Mean 

Gender of  household head Male 184 92 

Female 16 8 

Age of  household head 30-40 29 14.5 54 

41-50 65 32.5 

  

51-

 

60  

 

70 

 

35 

 

  

>60 

 

36 

 

18 

 

Marital status 

 

Married  

 

187 

 

93.5 

 

  

Single 

 

8 

 

4 

 

  

Widow  

 

5 

 

2.5 

 

Education 

 

No formal education 

 

25 

 

12.5 

 

  

Primary education  

 

98 

 

49 

 

o

 

Secondary education 

 

68 

 

34 

 

  

Tertiary education  

 

9 

 

4.5 

 

Household size 

 

2-5 

 

6-9 

 

68 

 

117 

 

34 

 

58.5 

 

7 

  

>9 

 

15 

 

7.5 

 

Farm size (ha) 

 

0.39-

 

1.39 

 

46 

 

23 

 

2.1 

  

1.41-2.39 

 

110 

 

55 

 

  

2.4-3.99 

 

31 

 

15.5 

 

  

>4 

 

13 

 

6.5 

 

Cooperative membership 

 

Non-member 

 

166 

 

83 

 

  
Member  

 
34 

 
17 

 

Monthly income (N) 
 

< 10,000 
 

70 
 

35 
 

14,305.5 
  

10,001. –
 

20,000 
 

92 
 

46 
 

  20,001 – 30,000  31  15.5  

  > 30,000  7  3.5  
Farming experience (years) 

 
< 10 
 

48 
 

24 
 

22 

  
11-20 

 
55 

 
27.5 

 

  

21-30 

 

44 

 

22 

 31 – 40 38 19.5 

>40 14 7 

Major source of  fund Personal  186 93 

Cooperative  13 6.5 

Borrow from bank  1 0.5 

Total  200 100 
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food secure. The current level of  food insecurity was higher than what has been reported in 

rural areas of  Obanliku before the economic hardship. For instance, Onunka et al. (2018) in 

their study reported only 42% of  food insecurity in Obanliku local government Area of  Cross 

River State; Irohibe & Agwu (2014) reported that only 26% of  the rural household were food 

insecure in their study; and Oyebanjo et al. (2013) reported 40.8% of  food insecurity. This 

suggests that the Economic Hardship had increased the food insecurity level of  the rural 

households of  the study area. 

Table 2: Distribution of  respondents according to the food security status  

Source: Field Survey, 2020 

Summary of Food Security Index  

Table 3 presents a summary of  the food security indices. As shown in the table, the food secure 

household had an average household size of  5 persons while the food insecure households had 

an average household size of  9 persons in their households. This implies that households with 

smaller size were food secure while those with larger household hold size were food insecure. 

The headcount ratio of  food secure households was 0.30 while it was 0.70 for food-insecure 

households. This implies that for every 10 persons in the study area, only three persons were 

food secure while 7 persons were food insecure. It can further be stated that for every 3 persons 

selected in the area, two persons were food insecure while only one person was food secure. 

The headcount ratio further suggests that only 30% of  the individuals in the study area were 

food secure while 70% of  these individuals were food insecure subsisting on less than the 

minimum recommended calorie intake of  2260kcal. 

The surplus/shortfall index which is a measure of  the depth of  food insecurity or measures the 

extent of  deviation from the food security line indicates that the food secure households 

exceeded the calorie requirement by 12%, while the food insecure fell short of  the 

recommended calorie intake by 39%. This suggests that the food insecure households were 

relatively far from the food security line. Square food insecure gap or square shortfall index 

which indicate the severity of  food insecurity among the food insecure household was 0.0056. 

The average calorie available (adult equivalent per day) for food secure households was 

2523.5kcal while average calorie available (adult equivalent per day) for food-insecure 

households was 1389.05kcal. The total average calorie intake among the rural areas was 

1602.63kcal adult equivalent per day. These results imply that food security is still a major 

challenge in the rural area and the current hardship has added to the problem.  

Food security status  Frequency  Percentage  

Food secure  61 30.5  

Food insecure  139 69.5  

Total  200  100  
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Table 3: Summary of  Food Security Indices  

Source: Field survey, 2020 

Result of Logistic Regression to Identify the Drivers of Rural Households Food  

Table 4 presents the result of  the logistic regression used to identify the drivers of  food security 

status among rural households. Seven variables were found to be the significant factors 

influencing the food security status of  rural households. They were the age of  household head, 

marital status, household size, educational level, cooperative members, the annual income of  

the household heads and economic hardship.  The model has a good fit as indicated by LR 

chisquare of  40.44 which was however significant at 1%. The Pseudo R-square of  0.16 seems 

low but not uncommon to field survey data.   The coefficient of  the age of  household head was 

negatively and statistically significant at 10%. This suggests that as the age of  the household 

heads increases, the probability of  being food secure decreases. As the major occupation of  

most rural household heads was farming which requires strength and energy for its operation, 

an ageing farmer will not have the required energy to use the crude implements. This thus, 

lowers their output, income and reduce their probability of  being food secure. This disagreed 

with the finding of  Ibok et al. (2014) who reported that the age of  the household heads had a 

positive effect on the food security status of  urban households. This could be as a result of  the 

fact that urban households did not engage in agricultural activities which require energy.    

The coefficient of  household head marital status was positively related to food secure status (at 

5% significant level). This suggests that married household heads had the tendency of  being 

food secure than their counterpart. This is as a result of  the fact that married households will 

combine their resources (money) to feed their households and have a good plan on how to 

manage their resources. The coefficient of  the household size was negatively significant at 1% 

in relation to the food security status of  the rural households. This conforms to a priori 

expectation as larger household size put great pressure on the household heads in term of  

providing food for their households. This result implies that a household with smaller size 

were more food secure than their counterpart, while the larger household size was food 

insecure. This conforms with the findings of  Obasan et al. (2017); Ibok et al (2014) Frimpong 

and Asuming-Brempong (2013); Omotesho et al. (2006); Oyebanjo et al. (2013) that the 

households with few members are more food secure and those with larger size were food 

insecure. The educational level of  the household head was significant at 5% and positively 

related to household food security status. This suggests that households with a well-educated 

household head are likely to be more food secure than those with uneducated household 

Food Security Indices   Food Secure  Food Insecure All

Percentage household        30.5         69.5 100 

Average household size (AE) 
        

5 
           

9 7 

Surplus/shortfall index (P) 

      
0.12 

        
0.39 

Square food insecure Gap 

        

0.0056 

Head count ratio  

       

0.3 

          

0.7 

Calorie available (AE/day) 2535.5 1381.35 1602.63 
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heads. This could be as a result of  engaging in family planning by the educated household 

heads. Level of  education also determines the level of  innovation being adopted by a farmer 

and their level of  exposure to information such as family planning. This is in line with the 

findings of  Ibok et al (2014); Oyebanjo et al. (2013) who reported that education had a positive 

effect on food security.  

The coefficient of  cooperative membership was also positively related to food security at 5% 

level of  significance. This suggests that being a member of  a cooperative will increase the 

probability of  being food secure. It further implies that a household which its household head 

belongs to a cooperative society are more food secure than those that their heads did not 

belong to a cooperative society. This could be as a result of  enjoying economies of  scale by 

cooperative members in terms of  buying and selling items at lower prices. It could also be due 

to the financial and material support that such households could receive from cooperatives 

which those who are not members may not.  Oyebanjo et al. (2013); Henri-Ukoha et al. (2013) 

reported the same thing that cooperative membership influence food security positively. 

The annual income of  the household heads was significant and positively related to household 

food security at 10%. This suggests that as the household heads income increases, the 

probability of  being food secure also increase. This conforms with a priori expectation as being 

food secure require money to purchase foods that are not produced in their farm. The 

implication of  this result is that household heads with higher annual income were more food 

insecure than those with lower income. Higher-income household heads may probably have 

much money to procure food items for consumption while a household with lower income 

may have less to spend on consumption. This conforms with the findings of  Obasan et al. 

(2017); Muche and Tadele (2015); Ibok et al (2014); Omotesho et al. (2006) that income 

influenced the food security status of  people positively. Economic hardship was significant 

and negatively related to food security at 10%. This implies that economic hardship had a 

negative effect on food security status of  rural households and had increased the level of  food 

insecurity in the rural areas of  Obanliku. It further suggests that as the current hardship 

continues, the probability of  being food insecure will increase in rural households if  

immediate and effective measures are not taking. 
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Table 4: Factors influencing Food Security Status of  Rural Households  

Source: Field survey, 2020 

Conclusion 

This study assessed the food security status of  rural households during economic hardship in 

Obanliku local government Area of  Cross River State. The study employed primary data 

collected from 200 households with the use of  structured questionnaires. The data were 

analysed using descriptive statistics, food security index, logistics regression, household 

dietary diversity score and Likert rating scale. Hence, the study concluded that the current 

level of  food insecurity was higher than what has been reported in rural areas of  Cross River 

state before the economic hardship. It can be inferred from the findings of  this study that 

economic hardship had a significant negative impact on the food security status of  rural 

households in Obanliku. This study also showed that households with smaller size were food 

secure while those with larger household hold size were food insecure and that majority of  the 

rural households concentrated their diet on less than four types of  food out of  twelve foods 

used to measure their dietary diversity, this indicates a poor-quality food intake.  

Recommendations 

Based on the findings of  the study, the following recommendations are proffered: �
1. Government should put in place immediate policy measures to reduce the effect of  

economic hardship on rural household's food security. This could be achievable 

through the provision of  enough palliative which should be monitored to be sure it 

gets to the targeted population. �
2. Effective household size management and enlightenment programs on modern 

family planning techniques should be encouraged in the study area so that they may 

bear children that their resources can accommodate. 

3. Food security is partly a production issue; thus, the government should focus on 

sustainable agricultural productivity which will lead to increased agricultural 

Variables       Coeff.  Std. Error  T-value P-value

Age of  household head 
 
-0.0309299 

 
0.0170214  

  
-1.82 0.069 

Gender of  household head 

 
0.9822872 

 
0.7174494  

   
1.37 0.171 

Marital status 

 

0.7098379 

 

0.3268886  

   

2.17 0.030 

Household size (Adult equivalent) 

 

-0.4812442 

 

0.1552029  

  

-3.10 0.002 

Educational status  

 

0.1323166 

 

0.0602634  

 

2.20 0.028 

Farm size (hectare) 

 

-0.139437 

 

0.2283215  

 

-0.61 0.541 

Cooperative members 

 

1.157179 

 

0.4534488  

 

2.55 0.011 

Annual income 

 

5.70e-06 

 

2.95e-06  

 

1.93 0.054 

Economic hardship 

 

-.554063 

 

0.3333244  

   

-1.66 0.096 

_cons 

 

-2.747217 

 

1.602808  

 

-1.71 0.087 

LR chi2(9) = 40.44 

Prob > chi2 = 0.0000 

Pseudo R2 = 0.1569  

Log likelihood = -108.63918 



IJIRETSS |158

production, development of  agricultural market channels and enough food. 

Particular attention should be paid to smallholder farmers in efforts to increase 

agricultural productivity and production since the smallholder farmers produce the 

food consumed in Obanliku.  

4. Policy measures that will boost rural household head income should be put in place by 

governments and other relevant bodies. This could be achieved through providing 

credit facilities which will be available, accessible and affordable by the farmers. This 

will boost their agricultural productiveness and move some farmers from small-scale 

farming to large scale farming. 

5. Education should be encouraged in rural areas and incentives created to encourage 

rural dwellers to pursue education. Rural households need to be educated on the 

nutritional implication of  the various food items such as egg, milk, soybean and fish 

especially for growing children to increase protein intake in their diet and boost their 

immune system against economic hardship. This is necessary for the food insecure 

households to be able to make appropriate choices in matters of  food consumption.
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