



Socioeconomic Determinants of Livelihood Income Patterns in Rural Southwestern Nigerian Migrant Households
ABSTRACT

There is a consensus that most rural migrants get involved in multiple income-generating activities, but there is little or no evidence on factors affecting the level of income shares generated from the different livelihood activities of the rural migrants. The total household income is the aggregate measure of all the outcomes of all activities (farm, non-farm, off-farm) the household is engaged in. The objectives of the study are to examine the level of human, social, natural and physical, and financial endowments among migrant households in the study area and estimate the determinants of livelihood income shares of rural migrant household heads. This study estimated the determinants of livelihood income shares of rural migrant households in Southwestern Nigeria. A multistage random sampling technique was used to select the respondents for the study. Ekiti, Osun and Oyo states were purposively selected from the six states of the South-west, Nigeria. 20% of the rural LGAs were selected in each state. 10% of wards in each LGA were selected, where a sampling frame was created for migrant households, 40% of households on the sampling frames were selected to arrive at 413 respondents. A structured questionnaire was administered to respondents to collect data on generational status, duration of stay, household assets, livelihood activities and income generated and the major source of income of rural migrants.  Data were analysed using descriptive statistics and a multivariate regression model. The mean age and household size were 49.97 years and 7 persons, respectively.  The majority (76.75%) of the respondents were first-generation migrants. The mean duration of stay in various locations was 29.51 years. The majority (55%) of household heads chose farming as their main occupation. The study suggested that respondents participate in three primary income-generating activities: farming, non-farm, and off-farm activities. Although farming is the primary occupation for most households, the majority have reasonably diversified income sources, recognising that sole reliance on farming may not sustain their desired livelihoods. The major factors that determine migrant households’ choice of non-farm activities and off-farm over farm activity were the size of land holdings.  Therefore, policy on rural development should follow a multidimensional approach to enable rural households to sustain their livelihoods and also contribute to agricultural development and food security throughout the year.
Keywords: Migrant, livelihood Diversification, Income Shares, Farm income, Non-farm, Off-farm income.
INTRODUCTION

Livelihood diversification has been defined in several ways. A definition of livelihood diversification is the attempt by households or individuals to find new ways to raise income. It is also the process by which individuals and households construct a range of activities and social supports for survival in order to improve their well-being. Diversification of livelihoods can also be understood as a mechanism by which rural households in their struggle for survival and improvement in their living standards develop a diverse portfolio of activities and social support capabilities (Kassegn & Abdinasir, 2023). Thus, a household or an individual with three sources of income is considered more diversified than one with two income outlets (Christiaensen and Todo, 2014). The word rural livelihood diversification, in most cases, is used to describe expansion into non-farm and off-farm incomes because dependence on farm activities only has failed to guarantee a sustainable livelihood for households in rural areas. Off-farm activities are one of the livelihood options practised off one’s land, and they mainly incorporate daily wage, contractual, and other natural resource-based livelihoods. Additionally, non-farm livelihood activities are the activities practised out of agricultural-based livelihoods (Mengistu & Belda, 2024). Diversification as a rural livelihood strategy involves maintaining over a long time, a diversified portfolio of activities and a regular adjustment to contingencies for the purpose of increasing profit, spreading risks, reducing income shocks or achieving other household goals (Adegbite and Machethe, 2022). The higher the degree of diversification of households, the better-off they are in terms of total income (Sallawu et al., 2024; Minyiwab et al., 2024). 
In recent years, the body of literature on the development process has emphasised what is generally referred to as rural livelihood and livelihood diversification. A key concept of livelihood is the strong link between asset endowments, activities, income generation, as well as socio-economic factors affecting the use and return to household assets. According to Ellis (2000), livelihood comprises the assets (human, social, financial, physical and natural), activities (which include crop production, livestock production, self-employment, farm labour, non-farm labour, off-farm labour) and access to all these, facilitated by social institutions that determine the welfare of an individual or a household. These assets can be stored, transferred or exchanged during income-generating activities (Wineman and Liverpool-Tasie, 2018).

Migration has also been documented as one of the many strategies which rural households and individuals employ to diversify their livelihoods (Awunbila, 2017; World Bank, 2017). This, according to them, is often combined with other livelihood activities such as agricultural intensification and local non-farm and off-farm activities. Migrants, according to this study, are people who have left their homes or usual place of residence for a new location temporarily or permanently to reap social and economic benefits (Cormos, 2022). Migrants in rural areas find means to ensure their survival despite the conditions that tend to limit their social and economic opportunities. One of the commonest ways by which rural migrants meet their needs is by combining various activities that will ensure their survival within the society or localities they find themselves (Djido and Shifaraw, 2018).    

The existence of inequalities and livelihood opportunities between rural areas in terms of assess to economic resources and development is known to be a major cause of rural-rural or urban-rural migration (Chand, 2012; Ogunniyi, et al., 2018; Bisseleua, Idrissou, Ogunniyi and Atta-Krah, 2018). Intra-rural migration is typically undertaken by poorer household groups with a low level of education and other assets, as it requires lower investment. In addition, it is one of the commonest coping strategies adopted by poor rural households to stabilise their livelihoods and to adapt to climatic, environmental, social and economic changes. It is also one of the means adopted by poor rural farm households to overcome shortfalls in agricultural income and employment. (Djido and Shifaraw, 2018).

There are multiple motives that prompt migrants’ households and individuals to diversify assets, income and activities. The first set of motives comprises what are traditionally known as “Push factors”. Risk reduction, response to diminishing marginal returns in the use of family labour supply in the presence of land constraint caused by population explosion and fragmentation of land holdings, higher wage rate in non-farm activities, optimistic rural business environment, reaction to liquidity constraints and unbearable production costs that induce individuals and households to provision of several goods and services. The second set of motives comprises “pull factors” which include complementary roles played by activities such as livestock integration, crop processing and storage, transportation of farm produce and specialisation induced by comparative advantage accorded by superior technologies, skills and endowments (Ellis, 2000).

Although Nigeria’s rural economy is largely agrarian but it is worth noting that a minority of households derive income exclusively from farming activities (Fabusoro, Omotayo, Apantaku and Okunneye, 2010). The view is corroborated by Djibo and Shifaraw (2018), who pointed out that the majority of rural households in Nigeria diversify their income sources. A rural household with diverse sources of income-earning activities has better chances of survival financially than a household which has only one source (Adepoju and Obayelu, 2013). 

The emphasis here is on the role of households’ asset endowments, namely, human, social, natural, physical and financial capital. The total household income is the aggregate measure of all the outcomes of all activities (farm, non-farm, off-farm) the household is engaged in. It is against this background that this study aimed to: 
i. examine the level of human, social, natural and physical, and financial endowments among migrant  households in the study area,

ii. estimate the determinants of livelihood income shares of rural migrant household heads.
METHODOLOGY

The study was carried out in the southwestern geopolitical zone of Nigeria, which spreads between latitudes 6°21’ and 8°37’ N and longitudes 2031’E and 2031’ (NBS, 2017). It has a land area of 114,271 square kilometres, representing 12% of the country’s land mass. The zone's population was estimated to be 21,974,678 according to the 2006 Census (National Population Commission, 2006). This zone is made up of four different sub-ecologies, namely, derived savannah, moist and dry lowland, mangrove forests, and swamps. It comprises 6 states, namely;  Ekiti, Lagos, Ogun, Ondo, Osun, and Oyo are included in it. A large portion of Osun, Oyo, and Ekiti is covered with derived savannah, while Lagos, Ondo, and Ogun states have a sizeable portion of their lands covered with tropical rainforests with swamps along the coastline zone. 

The population under investigation comprises households of rural migrants in southwest Nigeria, irrespective of their involvement in agriculture. A multi-stage sampling approach was employed for the study. In the initial stage, three states within the zone were randomly chosen. Subsequently, 20% of Local Government Areas (LGAs), primarily rural, were randomly selected in the second stage. Within each LGA, 10% of administrative wards were chosen at random. From each ward, 40% of migrant households from the sampling frame were selected. Prior to the survey, leaders of selected descendant associations in chosen wards facilitated the availability of member lists. These lists formed the basis for sample selection, with migrant households chosen through a systematic sampling technique. Structured questionnaires were administered to the selected households to gather information relevant to the study.

However, it was discovered that responses from 400 respondents were found to be useful, while the remaining copies of the questionnaire were discarded due to incomplete information and inconsistency. 

Table 1. The sampling procedure and sample size
	States


	No of

LGAs


	No of

Rural

LGAs
	20% of Selected

rural LGAs


	Selected LGAs


	No of

Wards

In L/G
	10% of the wards
	Selected

LG

Wards


	THH

Wards
	40%

THH



	Osun


	30
	16
	3
	Egbedore
	10
	1
	Ara
	145
	58

	
	
	
	
	Atakunmosa West
	10
	1
	Oke Bode
	135
	54

	
	
	
	
	Ayedaade
	11
	1
	Orile Owu
	155
	62

	Oyo


	33
	15
	3
	Afijio
	10
	1
	Aawe
	128
	51

	
	
	
	
	Akinyele
	12
	1
	Igbo Oloyin
	135
	54

	
	
	
	
	Saki East
	11
	1
	Sepeteri
	113
	45

	Ekiti


	16
	9
	2
	Ilejemeje
	10
	1
	Obada
	105
	42

	
	
	
	
	Ijero
	12
	1
	Ikoro
	118
	47

	Total
	79
	
	413


Descriptive Statistics of Frequency tables, simple percentages was used for the examination of level of human, social, natural, physical and capital assets, while Multivariate Regression Model was used in the analysis of determinants of the shares of income sources.

The empirical model is given as:
Y1i Y2i Y3i = β0 + β1X1 + β2X2 + β3X3 + β4X4 + ….. β14X14 + ℓ …………………(1)

Where;

Y1i Y2i Y3i = Farm income; non-farm income; off-farm income respectively

X​1 = Sex

X​2 = Age

X​3 = Household size

X​4 = Years of education

X​5 = Number of employed people in the household

X​6 = Distance to nearest urban area in Kilometre

X​7 = Number of social organizations household head belong to

X​8 = Landholding size in Hectare

X​9 = Number of livestock units using TLU Conversion Index

X​10 = Values of assets in Naira

X​11 = Dependency ratio 

X​12 = Migrant’s generation

X​13 = Vocational training

X​14 = Access to credit

ℓ = Random error term in the last six months

β0 = Multiplicative constant or intercept

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Level of human, social, natural and physical and capital endowments among migrant        households 

Level of Human capital in the study area

Table 2 presents the elements of human capital in rural areas, the sex distribution of household heads, revealing that the majority (72.25%) were male, whereas 27.25% were female. This indicates a higher occurrence of male-headed households in rural settings. This aligns with the findings of Ogunniyi et al. (2009), who reported that men tend to be more prominent in income generation. Consequently, this gender imbalance is likely to affect the respondents' choices regarding diversifying their livelihoods. As men are frequently perceived as more active and motivated to improve the well-being of their household members, they may be more inclined to pursue additional income-generating activities.

The table presents the average age of household heads, which is 49.97 years. Those below 30 years old make up 1.50% of the sample population. The age ranges of 30-40, 41-50, 51-60, and 61 and above represent 20.00%, 33.50%, 22.50%, and 19.50%, respectively. These findings indicate that the age range of migrant household heads falls within the productive years. This aligns with previous research conducted by Fabusoro et al. (2010), who reported that rural labour forces in the southwestern region of Nigeria generally range from 20 to 55 years old. Consequently, the household heads in this study are more likely to seek additional avenues for income generation.

Rural areas predominantly have an agrarian economy. The capacity of households to provide the necessary labour for livelihood activities may largely rely on the marital status of the household heads. The table below also displays the marital status of the respondents. It reveals that the majority (85.25%) of the respondents are married. Approximately 9% of the household heads are widowed, while 5.5% are either separated or divorced from their spouses.  

The table shows that majority (91.25%) of household heads were physically fit while 8.75 percent of the respondents have ailments that could not be cured thereby reducing their productivity. Good health is important to household ability to participate in rural livelihood activities which are energy sapping. Islam (1997) recognized that a good health is important to household ability to participate in multiple livelihood activities.
The findings presented in Table 2 also indicate that the majority of respondents (73.50%) had a household size of 4 to 8 individuals, with an average household size of 8. This suggests a relatively large family size within migrant households. These results align with the research conducted by Fabusoro et al. (2010), which also found that relatively large household sizes are prevalent in rural areas. Consequently, in the study area, a larger household size implies that there is a higher likelihood of diversified income sources if all members of the household contribute to the overall welfare of the household (Adepoju and Oyewole, 2014).

The analysis of the results demonstrates that 39.25% of respondents had 1-6 years of formal education, 32.25% had 7-12 years of formal education, 15.50% had no formal education, and 13.00% had more than 12 years of formal education. The analysis of the results demonstrates that 39.25% of respondents had 1-6 years of formal education, 32.25% had 7-12 years of formal education, 15.50% had no formal education, and 13.00% had more than 12 years of formal education. The literature widely acknowledges a positive relationship between access to education and involvement in income-generating activities. Babatunde and Matin (2009) emphasised that education significantly and positively influences the diversification into non-farm income.

Vocational training refers to education and skill-based training programmes that prepare people for specific jobs, trades or crafts. Migrants who have specialized training may likely engage in fewer livelihood activities. The result in Table also reveals that majority (66.50%) of the household heads had not received special skills for specific jobs while 33.50 percent had vocational training.
Table 2: Distribution of Respondents on Level of Human capital in the study area

	Sex of Household Head
	Frequency 
	Percentage 
	Mean
	S.D

	Female 
	109
	27.25
	
	

	Male 
	291
	72.75
	
	

	Age of Head Household

	<30 years
	6
	1.50
	49.97
	10.25

	30-40 years
	80
	20.00
	
	

	41-50 years
	134
	33.50
	
	

	51-60 years
	102
	25.50
	
	

	Above 60 years
	78
	19.50
	
	

	Marital Status

	Married
	341
	85.25
	
	

	Widow/Widower
	37
	9.25
	
	

	 Divorced/Separated
	22
	5.50
	
	

	Health status

	Healthy
	365
	91.25
	
	

	Permanently ill
	35
	8.75
	
	

	Household Size

	<4 persons
	29
	7.25
	
	

	4-8 persons
	294
	73.50
	
	

	9-12 persons
	59
	14.75
	
	

	Above 12 persons
	18
	4.50
	
	

	Years of   formal  education  

	0 year
	62
	15.50
	7.81
	4.86

	1-6 years
	157
	39.25
	
	

	7-12 years
	129
	32.25
	
	

	Above 12 years
	52
	13.00
	
	

	Vocational  training

	   Yes
	134
	33.50
	
	

	    No
	266
	66.50
	
	


Source: Field Survey, 2023
Level of social asset endowment

 Social assets of migrants are resources and are based on a sense of belonging to a group or community.  It has also been described in a variety of ways, but its use in migration theory emphasises that social capital exists in social relations and its rooted norms, obligations and trust. Such assets include the size of the market, membership of social organisations, length of stay in the new location and generational status of migrants.

Table 3 revealed the size of rural markets in the study area. This shows that 28.5 per cent of rural farm households have access to small markets around their homes that can accommodate less than 600 people. These markets serve the immediate needs of the household members. It also revealed that 25.25 per cent of the rural farm households have markets that have between 600 and 800 people in attendance. This type of market is regarded as a semi-urban market where people from cities come to buy farm produce and their processed products. It also shows that 28.5 per cent had between 801 and 1000 people in attendance on market days. 
Social capital measures the access to social networks, which shows that 26.50% of household heads did not belong to any social organisation. The percentage of those that belong to only one organisation is 32.50, while 27.75%, 13.00% and 0.25% of respondents belong to 2, 3, and 4 organisations, respectively. The level of participation in social organisations and decision-making of such organisations largely affects access to networks, credit information of cooperatives and other forms of social assets that enhance the economic strengths of rural dwellers for livelihood diversification. 

The table also shows how long respondents have settled down in their various locations. Length of stay in a location is an important determinant of migrants’ welfare. With regards to how long they have been living in the study area, 15% of the respondents have stayed less than 15 years, 35% of them have stayed for 15-25 years, 16.75% of them have stayed for 26-35 years, while 33.25 have stayed for more than 35 years. This result aligns with some results from the literature that the length of stay of migrants is positively related to the acquisition of assets and social integration (Borodak and Tichit, 2013; Mara and Landesmann, 2013).  

The table also reveals that 76.75% of respondents fall into the category of first-generation migrants, while the remaining 23.25% belong to second-generation migrants. Second-generation migrants have unique advantages. They have the mastery of the native language, dialect and culture that their parents cannot match. They are, in most cases, the beneficiaries of the groundbreaking and entrepreneurial risks their parents took. In short, it is generally believed that the second-generation migrants make significant socio-economic gains that position them for more prominent roles in their locations (Wessendorf, 2013).    

Table 3: Distribution of Respondents on Level of social asset endowments
	Average number of 

  people attending  market days
	Freq.
	Percent
	Mean
	S.D

	<600
	114
	28.50
	793
	322

	600-800
	101
	25.25
	
	

	801-1000
	114
	28.50
	
	

	Above 1,000
	71
	17.75
	
	

	Number of  Social organizations

	          0
	106
	26.50
	
	

	          1
	130
	32.50
	
	

	          2
	111
	27.75
	
	

	          3
	52
	13.00
	
	

	          4
	1
	0.25
	
	

	Length of  stay in the location in years

	 <15 years
	60
	15.00
	29.51
	14.71

	15-25 years
	140
	35.00
	
	

	26-35 years
	67
	16.75
	
	

	Above 35 years
	133
	33.25
	
	

	Generation of  migrant

	First generation
	307
	76.75
	
	

	Second generation
	93
	23.25
	
	


Source: Field Survey, 2023
Level of natural and physical assets

Natural assets are characterized by the physical geography of a location, while physical assets or tangible assets are items of value that have a real material presence. Physical assets include things like property, plant, tools, equipment, vehicles, motorcycles, phones, health facilities and schools.
Table 4 shows that 15.25 per cent of the respondents have access to water within a kilometre, while 58.25 per cent had water within 1-1.5 kilometres. It also shows that those who can get to a water source within 1 kilometre spend less than 30 minutes doing that, and they constitute 21.75 per cent of the respondents. The largest proportion (59%) of the respondents get to their sources of water within 30-45 minutes after covering a distance of 1-1.5km. The Table also shows that 11.50 per cent of the rural farm households had access within 46 to 60 minutes after covering 1.6- 2km.  The percentage of households that are more than 2km away from their main source of water is 7.75%.    

Livestock play a significant role in rural livelihood. They provide income and employment for producers (Herrero, Grace, Njuki & Johnson, 2012). The respondents had various categories of livestock such as goat, sheep, cow, rabbits and chickens that are at various stages of development. The Tropical Livestock Unit (TLU) conversion index was used, depending on the type of livestock. It shows that 21.25% of the respondents had less than 1 unit of livestock. Thirty-nine per cent of the respondents had 1-2.5 units of livestock, while 10.75% and 29.00% had 2.6-3.5 and above 3.50 respectively. 

The Table also shows that 41 per cent of the rural farm households have 2-4 hectares of land, and on the other hand, 25.5 per cent of respondents had 4.4-6 hectares of land, and 20% of them had more than 6 hectares of land. This then suggests that the available land pattern of ownership in the rural areas is not sufficient to support the rural livelihoods. And as such, the generation of income from farm activities is only at the subsistence level. This is perhaps a push variable that causes so many rural household members to diversify into off-farm activities, because this land-holding size cannot serve the needs of the entire farm household. The constant farming on the available land results in marginal productivity of the land due to declining soil fertility. 
The table indicates that 7.75 per cent of migrant households cover less than 5km to get to the nearest urban centre. 32.25 per cent of the migrant households get to the urban centre by covering   5-15 kilometres. About 38% of respondents cover between 16 and 25km to get to the nearest urban centre, while 21.75% of them cover more than 25 kilometres to the nearest urban centre. The nearer the location of rural areas to urban areas, the higher the probability of increased output, and the prospect of employment and diversification of income. This is because proximity to urban areas reduces transportation costs for outputs and inputs. In addition, proximity to urban centres creates an expanded market for agricultural products. Proximity to urban centres also encourages regular journeys, thereby enhancing their cosmopolitanism.

The table also provides insights into the electricity accessibility for respondents. It shows that 33.3% of the respondents receive 15-25 hours of electricity per week. Additionally, 5.75%, 29.00%, and 4.5% of respondents have less than 15, 26-35, and above 35 average weekly hours of electricity supply, respectively. The percentage of respondents with no access to electricity at all is 27.75. Access to electricity and its reliability directly impact the income-generating activities of rural migrant households and encourage them to diversify their livelihood strategies. 
This table illustrates the distribution of respondents based on the availability of paved roads. The table shows that all rural farm households have access to at least one paved road in their community, which can be beneficial. Specifically, 2.25% of the respondents have access to a single paved road, 61% have access to 2-3 paved roads. According to Ellis (1998), poverty in Africa can largely be attributed to geographic location and limited access to resources.  Improved transportation infrastructure can increase competition for rural enterprises that were previously isolated due to their remote locations 

The distribution of respondents based on the presence of primary and secondary schools within their communities is depicted in Table 4. This provides insight into the accessibility of primary and secondary education for rural migrant households. The findings reveal that 11.50% of rural farm households have two schools located within their community, 67.75% have access to two to three primary schools, and 20.75% have access to three or more schools in their vicinity. This implies that the majority of rural households have access to basic education, which can facilitate processes such as building confidence, establishing valuable networks, and contributing to productive investments. However, the quality of education provided by these schools remains uncertain.
Bicycles are increasingly being identified as a significant mode of transport in rural areas with poor infrastructure. The use of bicycles in rural areas enables rural inhabitants to access economic and social services at a relatively cheap rate. The table revealed that 87.75 % of households had no bicycles. 11.50 percent of households have not more than one bicycle, while 2.75% have more than 2 bicycle and 1% of households have 3 bicycles.

The findings revealed that 47.00 % of households had no motorcycle. Thirty-five per cent of households have not more than one motorcycle, while 11.25%, 5.50%, 0.75%, 0.25% and 0.25% have 2,3,4,5,6 motorcycles, respectively. A high percentage of rural inhabitants use manual and semi-manual means for journeys and in the transportation of farm produce. Currently, motorcycles, usually called “Okada”, have become generally accepted as a means of transportation because of their flexibility. In rural areas, many able-bodied men get additional income by engaging in motorcycle riding businesses. This is attracting youths in rural areas.  

Nearness of health centres to the rural households depicts their relative access to them and the ability of households to use them to improve their health status. Wetsch (1991) outlined that the health status of households is crucial to income-generating activities. The distance in kilometres it takes the household members to get to the health centres, as presented in the table, indicates that 6.75 per cent of the rural household members have health centres and hospitals located within 1 km of their house. It also shows that 66.5 per cent of the rural migrant households can get to the nearest health centre within a short time. This implies that there is availability of health services to the rural household members. The table indicates that 53.50 per cent of the rural household members have health centres and hospitals located within 1km of their houses, which takes less than 30 minutes to access. This implies that there is availability of health services to the rural household members. It also shows that 46% of the rural households can get to the health centres, which are within 1-1.25km away, in between 30 and 45 minutes, while 0.55% can get to the nearby health centres that are located 2.6-3.5 km away within the space of 46-60 minutes. 

Table 4: Level of natural and physical assets
	Distance to water in km
	Freq.
	Percentage
	Mean
	SD

	<1 km
	87
	21.75
	1.21
	0.67

	1-1.5km
	236
	59.00
	
	

	1.6-2km
	46
	11.50
	
	

	 Above 2km
	31
	7.75
	
	

	Time (Minutes)

	< 30
	87
	21.75
	41.10
	17.56

	30-45
	236
	59.00
	
	

	46-60
	46
	11.50
	
	

	above 60
	31
	7.75
	
	

	Total Livestock Unit (TLU)

	< 1
	85
	21.25
	12.95
	27.77

	1 – 2.5
	156
	39.00
	
	

	2.6 – 3.5
	43
	10.75
	
	

	Above 3.5
	116
	29.00
	
	

	Farm Size

	<2ha
	54
	13.50
	11.29
	6.38

	2ha- 4 ha
	164
	41.00
	
	

	4.4ha -6 ha
	102
	25.50
	
	

	Above 6 ha
	80
	20.00
	
	

	Distance  to nearest urban  center

	< 5km
	31
	7.75
	18.37
	8.73

	 5-15km
	129
	32.25
	
	

	16-25km
	153
	38.25
	
	

	Above 25km
	87
	21.75
	
	

	Hours of electricity  supply per week

	0
	111
	27.75
	18.32
	13.36

	<15 hours
	23
	5.75
	
	

	15-25 hours
	132
	33.00
	
	

	26-35 hours
	116
	29.00
	
	

	Above 35 hours
	18
	4.50
	
	

	Number of   Paved roads

	<2 roads
	9
	2.25
	3.23
	1.04

	2-3 roads
	244
	61.00
	
	

	Above 3 roads
	147
	36.75
	
	

	Number of primary &  secondary  schools

	<2 schools
	46
	11.50
	2.73
	1.10

	2-3 schools
	271
	67.75
	
	

	Above 3 schools
	83
	20.75
	
	

	Number of bicycles

	          0
	339
	84.75
	
	

	          1
	46
	11.50
	
	

	          2
	11
	2.75
	
	

	          3
	4
	1.00
	
	

	Number  of  Motorcycle

	0
	188
	47.00
	
	

	1
	140
	35.00
	
	

	2
	45
	11.25
	
	

	3
	22
	5.50
	
	

	4
	3
	0.75
	
	

	5
	1
	0.25
	
	

	6
	1
	0.25
	
	

	Number of phone

	No phone
	53
	13.25
	
	

	<3 phones
	190
	47.50
	
	

	3-6 phones
	145
	36.25
	
	

	bove 6 phones
	12
	3.00
	
	

	No. of   health care facilities

	<2
	214
	53.50
	
	

	2-3
	184
	46.00
	
	

	Above 3
	2
	0.50
	
	

	Dist. To health  facilities (km)

	<1km
	27
	6.75
	
	

	1-2.5 km
	266
	66.50
	
	

	2.6-3.5km
	67
	16.75
	
	

	Above 3.5km
	40
	10
	
	

	Time (Min)

	<30
	37
	9.25
	
	

	30-45
	136
	34.00
	
	

	46-60
	112
	28.00
	
	

	above 60
	115
	28.75
	
	


Source: Field Survey, 2023
Financial assets available to households in the study area 

Financial assets are non-physical assets whose values are derived from contractual claims, such as remittances, bonds, bank deposits, disposable items, credit and contractual agreements. These assets are usually more liquid than tangible assets. 

Access to credit by households or individuals residing in rural areas is important because it helps to break the vicious circle of low capital, low productivity and low level of savings that usually characterise the rural economy. According to Table 5, a majority (55%) of rural households had access to credit facilities, while 45% did not have such access in the past year. Access to credit helps alleviate financial constraints and enhances the ability of households to initiate off-farm and non-farm enterprises (Oyinbo & Olaleye, 2016).
The table shows that 14.50% of respondents have disposable assets that are less than N1,000,000.00 in value, 51.00% of the respondents have assets worth N1,000,000.00- N 2,000,000.00. while 20.75% and 13.75% have between   N 2,000,000.00- N3,000,000.00 and above  N 3,000,000.00, respectively. By implication, the more the household’s disposable assets, the more likely they are to be able to diversify their income sources. Disposable assets are those that can be used to pay off debts in a hurry and reduce the impact of income shocks. Having disposable assets also gives households the freedom to quickly access cash when there is a need to dabble in new business ventures. It is key to taking care of current requirements as well as making long-term plans.
A remittance is money sent from one entity to a recipient who lives in another location. The benefits of transfers such as remittances to rural households cannot be overestimated. In poorer households, remittances are used to purchase basic consumption goods, a house, and provide capital for business activities. For many struggling rural dwellers in developing countries, remittances are used for basic needs that have a direct effect on livelihood activities by enhancing access to economic opportunities. The result indicates that 32.25% of the households receive annual remittances of less than N50,000.00, 36.50% of households received annual remittances between N 50,000- N 100,000.00 and 15.00% receive above N 150,000.00 as annual remittances received. 
Table 5: Financial assets available to households in the study area 

	Access to credit
	Freq.
	Percent
	Mean
	SD

	No
	220
	55.00
	
	

	Yes
	180
	45.00
	
	

	Value of  household  disposable assets

	 <1,000,000 Naira
	58
	14.50
	2.186,513       
	2,122.428

	1,000,000-2,000,000 Naira
	204
	51.00
	
	

	2,000,001-3,000,000 Naira
	83
	20.75
	
	

	Above 3,000,000 Naira
	55
	13.75
	
	

	Size of remittances received

	 <50,000 Naira
	129
	32.25
	91,193.00             
	69,462.45

	 50,000-100,000 Naira
	146
	36.50
	
	

	100,001-150,000 Naira
	65
	16.25
	
	

	  Above 150,000 Naira
	60
	15.00
	
	


Source: Field Survey, 2023                 
The main occupation of household heads in the study area
Table 6 shows that more than half (53%) of the respondents have farming as their major occupation, 27.75% chose non-farm as their major source of livelihood, while 19.25% of the migrants' households chose off-farm activities as their major occupation. Non-farm activities do not involve farming as the source of income.  Non-farm activities provide employment for the landless. Off-farm activities are agricultural-related but occur beyond the farm. Examples of off-farm are extension services, processing, packaging, storage and transportation. Diversification of income sources into farm and non-farm enhances food security, increases agricultural production by smoothing capital constraints and also helps to better cope with environmental shocks
Table 6:  Distribution of respondents according to the main occupation of household heads


	Main occupation of HH head
	Frequency.
	Percent
	Cum.

	  Farm
	212
	53.00
	53.00

	Non-farm
	111
	27.75
	80.75

	Off-farm
	77
	19.25
	100.00

	  Total
	400
	100
	


 Source: Field Survey, 2023

Determinants of shares of income sources 

The results of the multivariate regression analysis as shown in Table 7 demonstrates a very good overall fit, as indicated by the coefficient of determination (R-squared) of 0.7947, 0.4832, and 0.6440 for farm income, non-farm income, and off-farm income, respectively. This suggests that the exogenous variables account for 79.47%, 48.32%, and 64.40% of the variation in the three outcome variables for migrant households and it shows that all factors together have a significant influence on the farm income, non-farm income, and off-farm income. The F-value for the model (0.0000, 0.0053, and 0.0000) is statistically significant at 1% level, indicated by the P-values of less than 0.01 (P<0.01). This indicates that the model fits the data well, and the results are reliable. A total of 14 explanatory variables were included in the model.

In the farm income model, the coefficients for landholdings and number of livestock units are positive and significant at a 1% level of significance. This implies that landholdings and number of livestock units have a direct relationship with farm income shares. A unit increase in landholdings results in a 0.0584 unit increase in farm income shares, assuming all other variables remain constant. Also an increase in the number of livestock units by one unit leads to a 0.0012 unit increase in farm income, assuming all other explanatory variables remain constant. This finding is consistent with the expectations of the study and is similar to the findings of Sha, (2021), suggesting that larger land sizes are associated with a higher proportion of farm income, and also similar to the findings of Islam (2018), who conducted a study on the determinants of rural household income in Bangladesh.

Similarly, the coefficient for the generation of migrants is positive and significant at a 5% level of significance. A slope coefficient of 0.1165 indicates that being a first-generation migrant increases farm income shares by 0.1165 units, assuming all other variables remain constant. This is likely because these first-generation migrants are mainly engaged in farming, possibly due to higher opportunities for off-farm activities among those who have been in their locations for a longer period of time. Also, distance to the nearest urban area is positive and statistically significant at the 10% level of significance. This suggests that the proportion of farm income is positively influenced by the distance to the nearest urban centre. With a slope coefficient of 0.0052, it can be inferred that a unit increase in the distance to the nearest urban area, while keeping all other variables constant, farm income shares increase by 0.0052 units. This finding aligns with the research conducted by Wakitole, Messay, and Negussie (2022), indicating that the farther the distance from the urban centre, the higher the farm income.

In the non-farm income model, only the coefficient for the number of livestock units is negative and statistically significant at a 10% level. This indicates an inverse relationship with non-farm income, suggesting that an increase in the number of livestock units by one unit, assuming all other variables remain constant, leads to a reduction in non-farm income by 0.00295 units among migrant households in the study area. This finding aligns with the research conducted by Baharu (2016), who similarly discovered a negative effect of livestock ownership on non-farm income. While physical assets, such as livestock, are generally considered to provide a strong foundation for income diversification among rural households, in this particular study, it is primarily associated with a larger proportion of farm income. 

In the off-farm model, five variables significantly affect the proportion of off-farm income for rural migrant households. The coefficient for the number of employed household members is positive and significant at a 1% level of statistical significance. This implies that a unit increase in the number of working household members will result in an increase in the off-farm income by 0.1741 units, assuming all other explanatory variables are held constant. Thus, having more employed family members indicates a lower dependency ratio and additional labour available, enabling more time to be allocated to off-farm activities. This finding aligns with the research conducted by Beegle, Weerdt and Dercon (2011). Also, the coefficient for livestock units is negative and significantly affects off-farm income at a 1% level of significance. This implies that an increase in the number of livestock units by one unit leads to a reduction in off-farm income by 0.0053 units, assuming all other variables are held constant. This finding is consistent with the research conducted by Islam (2018), who also found that livestock ownership has a negative impact on non-farm income.

The coefficients for household size and land size are significant at the 5% level of significance and negative. This suggests that there is an inverse relationship between these variables and off-farm income. Thus, an increase in household size or land size by one unit, assuming all other variables remain constant, will lead to a decrease in off-farm income for migrant households by 0.6635 and 0.0155 units, respectively. This may be because larger household sizes allocate more labour to farming activities, and households with larger farm sizes earn a smaller portion of their income from non-farm activities. 
The value of household disposable assets is positive and statistically significant at a 10% level of significance. This indicates a direct relationship between the value of household assets and off-farm income. Specifically, increasing the value of household assets by one unit leads to an increase in the proportion of off-farm income by 3.10e-08 units, assuming all other explanatory variables remain constant. This aligns with the findings of Jing, Ding, Zhou, Huang, Degen and Long (2022), who reported that credit positively and significantly influences income from both farm and non-farm activities in Asia Highlands. The result suggests that higher household asset values are likely to result in higher income from diversifying into off-farm economic activities.

Table 7: Multivariate regression estimates of determinants of shares of income sources

	Variable
	Farm income
	Non-farm income
	Off-farm income

	
	Coefficient 
	T
	P > |t|
	Coefficient 
	T
	P > |t|
	Coefficient 
	T
	P > |t|

	Sex
	-0.38966

(76613)
	-0.51
	0.611
	0.0152

(0.0947)
	0.16
	0.872
	0.0255

(0.0829)
	0.31
	0.758

	Age
	-0.5819

(4320)
	-1.35
	0.823
	0.3816

(0.2746)
	1.39
	0.166
	0.1634

(0.2406)
	0.68
	0.497

	Household size
	-17208

(48131.46)
	0.74
	0.461
	-0.2777

(0.3355)
	-0.83
	0.408
	-0.6635**

(0.2939)
	-2.27
	0.024

	Education years
	-0.0240

(0.0284)
	-0.36
	0.721
	0.0358

(0.0497)
	0.72
	0.471
	-0.0125

(0.0435)
	-0.29
	0.773

	Number employed
	0.0081

(0.0381)
	0.21
	0.830
	0.0506

(0.0666)
	0.76
	0.448
	0.1741***

(0.04969)
	2.98
	0.003

	Distance to urban
	0.0052*

(0.0028)
	1.87
	0.062
	0.0077

(0.0049)
	1.57
	0.118
	-0.0014

(0.0043)
	-0.33
	0.740

	Number of social
	-0.0205

(0.0241)
	-0.85
	0.394
	0.0243

(0.0420)
	0.58
	0.563
	0.0298

(0.0368)
	0.81
	0.418

	Land  size


	0.05824***

(0.0040)
	4.11
	0.000
	0.0011

(0.0070)
	-0.16
	0.869
	-0.0155**

(0.0062)
	-2.02
	0.014

	Total Livestock
	0.0012***                  

(0.0018)
	4.77
	0,000
	-0.00295

(0.0019) 
	-1.80  
	0.074
	-0.0053

(0.0012)
	-4.93
	0.000

	Disposable assets
	1.20e-08

(1.16e-08)
	1.03
	0.302
	-2.54e-10

(2.02e-08)
	-0.01
	0.990
	3.10e-08*

(1.77e-08)
	1.75
	0.081

	Dependency ratio
	-0.0942

(0.0974)
	-0.97
	0.334
	0.1998

(0.1702)
	1.17
	0.241
	0.2832
(0.1491)
	1.90
	0.158

	Migrant gen.
	0.1165**

(0.0578)
	2.01
	0.045
	0.0523

(0.1010)
	0.52
	0.605
	0.0809

(0.0885)
	0.91
	0.361

	Vocational train
	0.0821

(0.0515)
	1.59
	0.112
	0.0541

(0.0900)
	0.60
	0.548
	-0.0936

(0.0788)
	-1.19
	0.236

	Credit access
	-0.0482

(0.0483)
	-1.00
	0.319
	0.1267

(0.0843)
	1.50
	0.134
	0.0080

(0.7739)
	0.11
	0.913

	Constant
	12.9254

(0.5491)
	23.54
	0.000
	11.2642

(0.9590)
	11.75
	0.000
	12.7844

(0.8402)
	15.21
	0.000

	                                    Farm income                       Non-farm income                          Off-farm income                    

Observation=                      400                                           400                                               400

R-squared =                       0.7947                                    0.4832                                          0.6440

F-statistic =                      26.91783                                 0.92628                                        4.62750

P-value=                            0.0000                                    0.0053                                          0.0000


Note: ***, ** and * represent level of significance at 1%, 5% and 10% respectively

Source: Author’s Computation, 2023 
CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION 

This study offers insights into the determinants of livelihood income shares of rural migrant household heads in the study area. The study area is characterised by predominantly active, first-generation male migrants with limited education. While migrant households exhibit high levels of capital availability, the quality of various capital sources is notably poor. Respondents participate in three primary income-generating activities: farming, non-farm, and off-farm activities. Although farming is the primary occupation for most households, the majority have reasonably diversified income sources, recognising that sole reliance on farming may not sustain their desired livelihoods. Several factors, such as landholdings, total livestock units, generation of migrants, distance to urban market, household size and level of household disposable assets, are major determinants of income shares among migrant households. Based on the findings of this study, and to enhance sustainable rural livelihoods and the well-being of migrant households in Southwestern Nigeria, it is thus recommended that government and other policy makers should focus on creating a conducive environment by establishing micro-financial institutions to tackle the providing access to various livelihood assets, offering training to rural inhabitants, and developing rural infrastructure, including improved roads, electricity, and market facilities. And also, the strategic allocation of agricultural land and inputs to those who consider farming a major occupation. These measures would enable rural households to sustain their livelihoods and also contribute to agricultural development and food security throughout the year.
Disclaimer (Artificial intelligence)

Option 1: 

Author(s) hereby declare that NO generative AI technologies such as Large Language Models (ChatGPT, COPILOT, etc.) and text-to-image generators have been used during the writing or editing of this manuscript. 

Option 2: 

Author(s) hereby declare that generative AI technologies such as Large Language Models, etc. have been used during the writing or editing of manuscripts. This explanation will include the name, version, model, and source of the generative AI technology and as well as all input prompts provided to the generative AI technology

Details of the AI usage are given below:

1.

2.

3.
REFERENCES
Adegbite, O., & Machethe, C. L. (2022). The impact of financial inclusion on the livelihoods of rural
smallholder farmers in Nigeria. Financial Innovation, 24(2). https://hdl.handle.net/10520/ejc
finj_v24_n2_a3

Adepoju, O. A. & Obayelu O. O. (2013). Livelihood diversification and welfare of rural households in Ondo State, Nigeria. Journal of Development and Agricultural Economics 5 (2), 482 – 489
Adepoju, O. A. & Oyewole, O. O. (2014). Rural livelihood diversification and income inequality in Akinyele Local Government Area, Oyo State, Nigeria. Journal of Agricultural Sciences. 59(2), 175-186.

Awumbila, M. (2017). Drivers of migration and urbanization in Africa: Key trends and issues. Background paper prepared forum expert groups meeting on sustainable cities, human mobility and international migration, 7 – 8th  September, 2017. New York: UN.

Babatunde, R. O. & Matin, O. (2009). Patterns of income diversification in rural Nigeria:  Determinants  and impacts. Quarterly Journal of International Agriculture 48(4), 305-320.

Beegle, K., De Weerdt, J., & Dercon, S. (2011). Migration and economic mobility in Tanzania:
Evidence from a tracking survey. Journal of African Economies, 20(3), 376–422.

Bissaleua, Herve, Latifou Idrissou, Adebayo Ogunniyi and Kwesi Atta-Krah. (2018). Diversification and livelihood strategies in the cocoa belt of West Africa. The need for fundamental change. World Development Perspectives, 10: 73 – 79 

Borodak, D., & Tichit, A.( 2013). Connections between return migration and transnationalism. International Migration, 52(60), 1-12.

Chand, M. (2012). Diaspora, migration and trade: the Indian diaspora in North America. Journal of Enterprising Communities: People and Places in the Global Economy, 6: 383 – 96. 

Christiaensen, L.,& Todo, Y. (2014). Poverty reduction during the rural– urban transformation—The role of the missing middle. World Development, 63, 43–58. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2013.10.002
Cormoș, V. C. (2022). The Processes of Adaptation, Assimilation and Integration in the Country of Migration: A Psychosocial Perspective on Place Identity Changes. *Sustainability, 14*, 10296. https://doi.org/10.3390/su141610296

Djido, A. I. & Shifaraw, B. A. (2018). Patterns of labour productivity and income diversification-Empirical evidence from Nigeria. World Development 105, 416-427.

Ellis, F. (2000). Rural Livelihood and Diversification in Developing Countries. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Fabusoro, E., Omotayo, A.M., Apantaku, S.O. & Okuneye, P.A.(2010). Forms and determinants of rural livelihood diversification in Ogun State, Nigeria. Journal of Sustainable Agriculture.  34(4), 417-438.

FAO (2018). Migration, agriculture and rural development. Addressing the root causes of migration and harnessing its potential for development. 
Jing, L. Ding, J. Zhou, X. Huang, A. Degen R. and Long, (2022): The adaptive strategies of yarks to live in the Asia  highlands: Global Ecology and Conservation.

Herrero, M., Grace, D., Njoki, J., & Johnson, N. (2012). The roles of livestock in developing countries. Animal. 7(1), 1-16.
Islam, (1997).  The right path to health: Health Education Through Education Reigion(4), 1997
Mara, I., & Landesmaan, M. (2013). The steadiness  of migration plans and expected length of stay based on a recent survey of Romanian migrants in Italy, Norface Migration Dicussion Paper Series 7.

Ogunniyi, I. A., Mavrotas, G., Olagunju, K., Fadare, O.,Rufai, M. A. (2018). The paradigm of governance quality, migration and its implication on food and nutritional security in Sub-Saharan Africa Africa. What does dynamic generalized method of moments estimation reveal? Paper presented at 2018 Conference of International Association of Agricultural Economists, Vancouver, BC, Canada, July 28-August 2. 

Oyinbo, O., & Olaleye, T. K. (2016). Faem households livelihood diversification and poverty alleviation in Giwa Local Government Area of Kaduna State, Nigeria. Consilience: The Journal of Sustainable Development, 15(1), 219-232.
Sha, H. (2021). Migrant networks as social capital: The social infrastructure of migration. MIDEQ:
Migration for Development and Inequality. Working Paper. Centre for Trust, Peace and Social
Relations, Coventry University. Retrieved from www.mideq.org
Tanle, A. (2015). Towards an integrated framework for analyzing the links between migration and livelihoods. NorskGeografiskTidsskrift-Journal of Geography, 69(5), 257-.264).

Wakitole, D., Messay, M. & Negussie, S. (2022). Urbanization and its effects on income diversification of farming households in Adama district, Ethiopia. Cogent Economics and Finance. 10(1), 

Wertsch, J. V. (1991). Voices of the mind: A sociocultural approach to mediated action. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.
Wessendorf, S. (2013). Common place diversity and the ‘Ethos of Mixing’: perceptions of difference in a London neighbourhood global studies in culture and power, 20 (4): 407 – 422.

Wineman, A., & Liverpool-Tasie, L. S. (2018). Rural in-migration and agricultural development:Evidence from Tanzania. Food Policy, 78, 62–76.

World Bank (2017). Migration and remittances: Recent developments and outlook. Special topic: Global Compact on migration, Migration and development brief No. 27. Germany/ Sweden: World   Bank Group.
Kassegn, A., & Abdinasir, U. (2023). Determinants of rural households’ livelihood diversification strategies: In the case of north Wollo zone, Amhara National Regional State, Ethiopia. Cogent Economics & Finance, 11(1), 2185347.
Mengistu, N. A., & Belda, R. H. (2024). The role of livelihood diversification strategies in the total household income in Takusa Woreda, Amhara Region, Ethiopia. Cogent Social Sciences, 10(1), 2306033.

Sallawu, H., Nmadu, J. N., Coker, A. A. A., Mohammed, U. S., & Shuaibu, M. K. (2024). Livelihood Diversification Strategies and Their Prioritization among Farmers in North Central Nigeria. South Asian Journal of Social Studies and Economics, 21(12), 1–9.

Minyiwab, A. D., Mengistu, Y. A., & Tefera, T. D. (2024). The effect of livelihood diversification on food security: evidence from Ethiopia. Cogent Economics & Finance, 12(1), 2345304.

