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Abstract: The study examines how rural women in Ibarapa East Local Government Area of Oyo State,

manage the household resources within their reach. Four villages in Eruwa Township in the LGA were

randomly selected while twenty rural women were purposively chosen for the study. The result showed

that most of the rural women were married while a very few were either single or widowed. About 33

percent of the rural women were averagely old, that is those in the age bracket of 40-49 years. Household

resource management may not require much formal education but it may affect how resources are

effectively allocated within the household based on priority placed on household needs. About 5 percent

of the respondents stopped schooling at primary school educational level while 7.5 percent did not have

any formal education. About 64 percents spent much of their resources food items in spite of the fact that

they engage in agricultural activities, about 7 percent of respondents allocate money for rent allowances,

this is because most household in the rural area live in family houses, while little is spent on wards

education. Crop failure, prices of goods, household size amongst others affects how resources are allocated

within a household. Regression result reveals that school fees and food consumed are negatively related

to household income which implied that increase in income will reduce the proportion of income spent

on school fees and food consumed at the household level. It was recommended that the solution to crop

failure be sort so as to minimize loses made in farming activities; also, the rural women should  be

enlightened on family planning as many so as reduce the demand on their income thereby increasing the

well being of the household at large.
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INTRODUCTION

Household resource management is the process of
making decisions about how to maximize the use of

resource such as land, water, labour, and inputs
whether purchased or produced on farm, cash,

agricultural credit and agricultural extension . It looks[5]

at how people within household individually and

collectively use the resources around them to support
their livelihoods. Households are not homogenous units

they differ from community to community and from
religion to religion. While some households may be

single headed, others may include hired labour and
members of extended family. Also, some are male

headed and others female headed. Members of
household have different needs and priorities depending

on their roles within the household and this may be
defined by their gender, socialization, life cycle and

social class e.g. productive (income generating)
reproductive (child bearing) etc. These roles influence

household livelihood strategies and opportunities for
managing resources that are available for use. The

concept of household in terms of agricultural and rural
development is linked to other conceptual units of

analysis such as the agricultural holding. FAO (1999)
defines the concept of household as the arrangements

made by people for provision of food and other
essentials of living for themselves. It may be one-

person or multi-person, they may be related or
unrelated or a combination of both.

The dynamics of resource management both within
and beyond the household is to ensure equal access to

resources for women and men in agriculture and rural
development, it is needful to therefore apply gender

and  socio-economic  analysis  with  a  focus  on
intra-household  power  relations  and  decision

making dynamics. Men and women have different
patterns  of  access to resources within a household

e.g.  the  socio-economic  status  of  an individual is
an  important determinant of his/her access to

resources.   In  a  community,  men  that  hold  title
to  land  are  likely to have easier access to land,

credit  and  information  than  woman  in   the same
household.
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According to Ekong  the population census[4]

revealed that there were 28.64 million rural females, 70
percent of them were actively married and out of
which about half of them were in their economically
active years i.e. between 15-68 years. Women are the
managers and custodians of the homefront; they help to
augment household expenditures through their income
contribution. They work hard over time to increase
productivity thereby, enhancing their household welfare.

. Hence, it has been a  daily concern of women folk[2]

on how they will feed and cater for their family in
order to ensure that their household are food secured

.[13]

The concept of women’s household resource
position and management according to Schmeer . is[20]

defined as their access to and control over economic
resources and consist of the amount of income they
earn, their control over spending that income, their
receipt of spouse income transfers, and control over
shopping funds in case of food money. This
conceptualization provides two main contributions.
First, it allows for a direct assessment of the
importance of woman’s control over their income for
household welfare and secondly their control over
resources obtained from within the household e.g.
spouse income transfer which may affect household
welfare.

Rural women have become a very important
natural ‘closing link’ between population dynamics and
environmental change: as important natural resources
users and managers in providing food and securing
overall family welfare, and sometimes indeed as the
backbone of small-holder agricultural production. Rural
women actually hold the key to changes in
reproduction through their reproductive behaviour and
fertility levels; they ultimately have the key to
population growth, structure and distribution. According
to Gerard . about fifty percent of all rural household[9]

income are as a result of women’s work, the efforts
which have helped their families escape situations of
poverty. That is the reason why the World Rural
Women’s Day is an occasion that pays tribute to the
effort of rural women and especially women farmers
who make an immense personal contribution throughout
the year to help produce food and raise families.  
 
Management of Resources by Rural Women: The
household resource management concept by rural
women is very important because it is the
responsibility of women to get means of sustaining and
maintaining their household. Women in the rural areas
have found a relative simple solution through their
creativity by growing some of their own food at home
through gardening, rearing livestock and other petty
jobs to support their husbands. In the middle belt and
the southern part of Nigeria, households are known to
keep goats and poultry, while cattle are raised mainly
on a few commercial ranches (Children and Women’s

Rights in Nigeria 2001). Ajani et al, . reported that[2]

most rural women engage in production of crops
because they feel starting their garden is a practical
and enjoyable way to stretch their modest earning.
Women’s preference for food crop cultivation is to
provide food for household consumption and other
needs that are to be met. Although this may not
enhance the income of the female farmer, it is
important for household food security.

The rural household is characterized by four
distinct but inter-related dimensions of social
relationships that are important in the analysis of
gender, division of labour and management of
household resources. These are:     
i. Rules - How are things done? (norm, values,

traditions, customary law).
ii. Activities – What is done? (routine practices that

identify who does? what who gets what? Who can
claim what? And who benefits from what?

iii. Resource – What is used? And what is produced?
(resource mobilization and distribution of resource
based on responsibilities and rules).

iv. Power- Who decides? Who controls? Who own
and who benefits? .[8]

When the “Family head” has provided what the
households needs in terms of cash, food crops etc, it is
the responsibility of the woman of the home to allocate
these resources into the appropriate quarters. The role
of the women is to decide on how the household
resources are managed, and this includes economic,
social, technical, legal and political decision. To
balance up, she has to rationalize the available
resources. Some identified areas in the household
which resources are allocated include: Children welfare
e.g. medical care, feeding of the household, clothing
for the household, socials, general welfare and others.
Women bear a disproportionate burden of the workload
in the household and related farm activities especially
in the rural areas. Not only do women and girls do all
the fetching and carrying of water and firewood as well
as cooking, house-cleaning, washing and caring for
young children, they also do much of the agricultural
work most especially in rural areas . W hile land[19]

clearing and ploughing are principally male tasks,
women do most of the planting, hoeing and weeding,
harvesting, transporting and storage of crops. They are
also heavily involved in food processing activities
within the home, processing grains such as rice, maize
and millet into flour and melon seeds, palm nuts and
groundnuts into oil for domestic consumption as well
as for sale. .[17]

It is commonly known that the greater proportion

of economic activities in the rural Nigeria depend

directly or indirectly on the exploitation of land. Rural

dwellers are principally occupied in farming, animal

husbandry, fishing, hunting, food processing and some

cottage industries. However, occupation of men and
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women in the rural areas are not all farm oriented. It

also involves various forms of secondary industrial and

service occupations like soap making, dyeing, retailed-

trading, hair dressing teaching, midwifery etc .[4]

Although there are numerous non-farming occupation

in the rural area, it is observed that the level and

intensity of these occupation are usually such that they

are over shadowed by agricultural activities when these

are compared with those of the urban areas.

Problem Statement: Household is a place where

responsibilities are allocated according to ability and

resources . Availability and proper management of[11]

resources can help to meet the needs of the households.

But it is unfortunate that access to these resources is a

bottleneck to the rural women folk as policies are often

developed without rigorous consideration of their

impacts on different members within households. It is

commonly assumed that a policy benefiting one

member will benefit all members e.g. increase in wages

for male. Yet these “gender blind” policies often have

differential impacts. For instance, a male household

who holds land title in his name will likely have

access to credit and agricultural inputs than the woman

in the same household. They will have differential

access to the land and control over its use.

Culturally speaking, women are meant to be at

home or on the farm to do all the hard labour, and

they get little or nothing in return. They cannot even

own any parcel of land or landed property, it has to

belong to their husband (Ajani et al, 2002). This is a

clear example of gender inequality reinforced by beliefs

laws and prejudices rooted in ideology and culture

which are manifested in land ownership and the

difficulties women face in acquiring property. Gerard,

 reported that women own only 2 percent of[9 ]

agricultural land despite, their important contribution in

the agricultural sector.

Rural women tend to be disadvantaged, compared

with men, because they have less capital to invest,

cannot easily obtain credit and so are seldom engaged

in the production and marketing of lucrative cash

crops, such as cocoa, which tend to be a male

preserved.  They are mainly involved in peasant

agriculture and  petty trade which are often

characterized by low levels of productivity and

incomes. This study therefore looked into how

household resources are managed by rural women in

the study area while focusing on the socio economic

characteristics of the rural women. It investigated the

resources available to the rural women’s household and

determines how these resources are allocated among

the household members. Also, it identified the factors

affecting allocation of resources by rural women.

Factors Affecting Household Resource M anagement:

The knowledge of women on how to manage their

household resources are advancing as day to day

household responsibilities are getting higher, their

resources have to be appropriately allocated in order to

make ends meet. It is strongly believed that the pattern

related to the management of household resources by

rural women in Ibarapa East Local Government Area

of Oyo State could represent an outlook of the general

behavior of other rural woman in the state. Most policy

and policy analysis has until recently viewed the

household as a place where responsibilities are

allocated according to ability and resources allocated

according to needs . One of the key concerns of[12]

development practitioners is the inefficient and

ineffective utilization and management of scarce

resources at the household, intermediate and macro

levels.

There are quite a number of factors affecting

consumption of household resources as well as the

amount of resources an individual household would

consume, Falusi , and Ukoha . investigated the[6] [22]

affect of some socio-economic variables on household

consumption expenditure pattern. Their studies revealed

that household size and income were positively related

as well as the expenditures on food, health and

education which increase as income increases. This is

further confirmed by Agboola  who carried out a[1]

study on household food insecurity and the coping

strategies Osun state. The findings revealed that

income, size of household and expenditure on other

budgeted items were important determinants of

household expenditure on food and other domestic

needs.

Taking into consideration the household budget

constraints, a household’s effort to maximize its utility

function yields demand functions for goods and leisure.

It is assumed that all household resources (capital,

labour and land including water) are pooled, and that

all expenditures are made out of pooled income.

However, the point of departure in this brief is the

assumption that individual members have different

preferences . The patterns of intra-household resource[12]

allocation are based on the perceived economic

contribution of the individuals to the household .[8]

Household bargaining models have disaggregated

preference but have not changed the aggregated

household income constraint which assumes that the

income of all household members is pooled and then

distributed among the competing wants of individuals

.[14]

Also, over the last two to three decades, a good

deal of intellectual efforts has been devoted to the

study of household expenditure and investment choice.
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However, little attention has been paid in the

economics literature to economic decision making

within the household . Y et socio logis ts  and

anthropologist have made the same choices regarding

expenditures and human capital investment . Rural[2 1 ]

women have their role to play just as, the men. The

main issue is to know exactly what need the allocation

should go for. Household income on non-food

expenditure profiles can provide considerable insight

into household food security status .[18]

According to Makinde , the monthly pattern of[16]

expenditure indicated seasonality in food demand and

that households spend more on non-food than on food

commodities. He also, reported that small families were

found to be more foods secure than large household

and a large ratio of non-earning dependants will

increase the vulnerability of household to food

insecurity. Also, large household size with small

income or resources will have little resources to

manage while small families with small income or

resources may know how to rationalize their resources

within household members and this affects the standard

of living of the people. In the recent years, per capital

real income in Nigeria has been on the decline thus

constraining the economic access of the average

Nigerian to adequate food, nutrition, shelter, education

etc.

Schmeer , conducted a study on married[20]

women’s resource position and household food

expenditure. The study reveals that the more income

women earn and control, the more households spend on

food. This is to say that women’s control over their

income is particularly important for increasing food

expenditures. She also reported that in richer

households, women who earn little income use spouse

income transfer to increase food expenditures and the

findings suggest that improving women’s economic

status so that they earn and control more household

resources can increase household spending on goods

that benefits household welfare.

According to Lundberg et al., , women’s[15]

economic resources (income / assests) have been

positively related to household spending on children

clothings, child care, housing improvements as well as

household health. This notion is supported by literature

that in gendered households, women prioritize spending

in support of family welfare more than men. .[3]

MATERIALS AND METHODS

The study was carried out in Eruwa, it is the

administrative headquarter of Ibarapa East Government

area of Oyo State. The major occupation of the town

is mainly farming and hunting. Cattle rearing are also

practiced on a small scale, especially by small pockets

of Fulani in the area. There are about thirty sub-

villages in Eruwa. But for the purpose of this study,

four sub-villages of Eruwa will be focused on. Simple

random sampling technique was used to select four

villages in the study area. While purposive sampling

method was used to select twenty women each from

different household in each village. Primary data were

collected from eighty respondents through the use of

structured questionnaires. 

The data were analysed using descriptive statistic

which include the use of frequency distribution and

percentages as well as inferential statistics (regression

analysis) using

Log - linear functional forms to measure the

relationship among the variables as represented in the

equation below:

(1)      Linear function:

0 1 1 2  2 3  3 4  4 5Y = â + â X  + â  X  + â  X  + â  X  + â  X

5 6  6 7 8 8   9  9  10 10  i            + â  X  + â  + â  X + â X  + â  X + e 1

(2) Log function:

0 1 1 2  2 3  3InY = â + â  InX  + â  InX  + â  InX  +

10 10  i………………….. â  InX + e  2

Where

1Y= household income, X = Amount allocated for

2 3food (N), X = Amount allocated for health (N), X =

4Amount allocated for school fees (N), X = Amount

5allocated for clothing (N), X = Amount allocated for

6 7offering (N), X = Amount allocated for gifts (N), X =

8Amount allocated for socials (N), X = Amount

9allocated for transportation (N), X = Amount allocated

1 0for farm implement (N), X = Amount allocated for

imiscellaneous (N) and e  = error term.

The parameter of each of the functional forms

were estimated and assessed. The criteria for choosing

the most appropriate functional form for the study were

based on computation simplicity, theore tica l

justification and statistical accuracy of the findings.

Other measures include coefficients of the multiple

determination (R ), the adjusted R standard error of the2 2 

regression estimate and F- ratio coefficient with respect

to signs and magnitude. 

RESULT AND DISCUSSION

Table 1 presents the socio-economic characteristics

of rural women in the study area. Only 8.7 percent of

the household head were female while 91 percent

accounted for male household head. This therefore

indicates that majority of household head were male.

Household resource management is an activity that has

no age limit, however only about 2.5 percent of the

respondents were above 60 years while 33.7 percent
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which is the highest represents the respondents between

the age ranges of 40-49 years. This revealed that the

respondents were neither too young nor old to allocate

household resources. All the respondents were married

at one time or the other but 8.75 percent had being

widowed. This shows that the population of married

women is greater than those of the widows. While 85

percent of them were Christians, about 14 percent were

Muslims with only 1 percent being a traditional

worshiper. A good number of the rural households

have large family size, 62.5 percent of them have six

members and above household size while household

with less than 6 represent 37.5 percent.

Table 1: Socio-Economics Characteristics of Rural Women

Variable Frequency Percentage

Sex M ale  73 91.3

Fem ale 7 8.7

Total 80 100.00

Age 20 – 29 21 26.30

30 - 39 20 25.00

40 – 49 27 33.75

50 – 59 10 12.50

60 and above 2 2.50

Total 80 100.00

M arital Single 7 8.7

Status M arried 73 91.3

Total 80 100.00

Religion Christian faithful 68 85

Islam  faithful 11 13.7

Traditional faithful 1 1.3

Total 80 100.00

Household 1-5 30 37.50

size 6-10 50 62.50

Total 80 100.00

Educational None 6 7.50

level Primary Edu. 68 85.00

Secondary Edu. 5 6.30

Tertiary Edu. 1 1.20

Total 80 100.00

Occupation Farming 40 50.00

Trading 26 32.50

Artisan 5 6.30

Teaching 2 2.50

Processing 2 2.50

None 5 6.20

Total 80 100.00

Working class None 36 45.00

dependants #  2 31 38.70

3-4 12 15.00

5-6 1 1.30

Total 80 100.00

Only about 7.5 percent of the rural women were

not literate, majority of them has primary education

(85.0 percent) while just 1.2 percent has tertiary

education. This can influences how resources are

allocated within the household as women that are

enlightened will put education, health, food security as

priority than social activities. Fifty percent of the

respondents were into farming operations while 5

percent accounted for teaching and processing

activities. Some of the rural households claim to have

dependants who also work to earn resources. About 39

percent of the respondents have 1-2 dependants that are

workers while 45 percent households have no working

class dependants.

Table 2 presents resources available to rural

household. About 41 percent of the respondents earn

less than or about N5000 per month while only 14

percent claimed they earn above N10,000 monthly.

Fifteen percent were uncertain about their actual

income. While 25 percent of rural household

dependants contribute about N1000 to resources

available for household use, about 64 percent has no

dependents that could support or contributes towards

household resources.  This indicates that most of the

rural households do not have working class dependant

and those that have contributed little or no resources to

the affairs of the household.

Apart from the income from major occupation,

some rural women also engage in secondary occupation

for additional income. Eighty one percent of them have

other source of income (livestock production), 6

percent claimed that their household resources increases

through gift from relatives, friends etc.

Table 2: Resources Available to Household for use 

Variable Frequency Percentage

Household income

< N 5000 33 41.35

N 5001- 9999 24 30.50

> N 10,000 11 13.70

Uncertain 12 15.00

Total 80 100.00

Dependant income contribution

< N1000

 N 1001 – 2000 20 25.00

 N 2000 7 8.75

 None 2 2.50

Total 51 63.75

80 100.00

Other sources of income

Livestock 65 81.25

Gift 5 6.25

Trading / artisan services 4 5.00

Nine 6 7.50

Total 80 100.00

Table 3 shows the allocation of resources by rural

women. Resource allocation involves the distribution of
total income on the needs of the household which

include food, health, school, fees, rent allowance, gifts,
transportation and miscellaneous needs. Income is

allocated according to household taste. Most of the
rural households (64%) spent much of their resources

on food items (above N500) in spite of the fact that
they engage in agricultural activities. Sixty-six percent

spent lees than N100 monthly on health issues in the
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household. Only 7 percent of respondents allocate

money for rent allowances, this may be due to the fact
most household in the rural area live in family houses

and small huts easily built by them. Little amount is
spent on children / dependants education, this can be

as a result of their wards attending government schools
which is almost free or because the respondents have

little knowledge concerning the importance of
education.

About 44 percent of the respondents spend over
N400 on clothing monthly for the members of the

households while 7 percent claimed they have no
expenses on clothing. They probably depend on gift

from friends and relatives. On religious activities, none
of the respondents spent more than N100 monthly as

contributions / offering. Sixty nine percent claimed to
have spent less than or about N100 for church

offerings. Tangible amount was spent on transportation
and miscellaneous, activities, however, little was spent

on gift, social and ceremonial activities, purchase of
farm implements as well as electronics for household

use.
The factors affecting allocation of resources by

rural women is presented in table 4. Considering who
influences the type of food prepared for home

consumption, table 4 revealed that 30 and 20 percent
of the household prepare food based on children and

household head request respectively while about 50
percent of the house shows that meal to be consumed

is determined by the mother. This implies that most
women influence or decide on meal the household will

consumed. However, the type of food consumed by
household depend on the level of household income

(21 percent), prices of food items (70 percent) while
knowledge of dietary needs and cultural practices

(norm) accounted for 5 and 4 percent respectively.
Food price therefore has the highest influence on the

type of food that most household consume, this is also
be applicable to other domestic household needs.

Looking into the interval of household change in
food budget, only 6 percent of the respondents claimed

to frequently change their budget on food either by
increasing or decreasing it which may be attributed to

change in income as well as prices of goods in the
market. About 51 percent rarely change their budget on

food, while 43 percent change their budget on food but
not frequently. Only 18 percent changed their food

budget due to household income and 82 percent
household gave reason for change in food budget on

prices of food which rarely decreased.
Other factors that could affect resource allocation

in rural households are frequency of people visiting

rural households and how long they stay (9 percent)

this indicates that at every visit, the household would

have extra mouth to feed. Replacement and repair of

household damages in the house accounted for just 2

percent while crop failure affects about 89 percent of

households. Since most rural households engage in

farming, it therefore implies that crop failure is a

general and major problem affecting them and on

which they need to allocate resources in order to

reduce the damage it caused by lowering household

income.

The regression table presents result of the

hypothesis tested using both linear and double log

functional equations. The linear equation result shows

that gift and transportation are not significant while

other variables are statistically significant. Health,

clothing, social activities, farm implements and

miscellaneous are positively related to household

income and significant at one percent. This implies that

as household income increases, there will be increase

in the amount of money spent on these items. On a

contrary, school fees and offering made during

religious activities are negatively related to household

income and significant at 5 percent. That is, the effect

of the proportion of income spent on school fees and

religious offering will be minimal as household income

increases.

The result from double log function shows that

only transportation has no significant relationship with

household income. While school fees and food

consumed are negatively related to household income,

i.e. increase in income will bring about a reduction in

the proportion of income spent on school fees and food

consumed at the household level. The table also

revealed that F calculated for both functional forms are

greater than F tabulated which indicates that the result

is statistically significant at 1 percent and the null

hypothesis which stated that there is no relationship

between the allocation of resources and the amount of

resources available is therefore rejected.

Conclusion and Recommendation: Based on the result

of the study, household management of resources

involves not only increase in the availability of

resources to the household but also ensuring its proper

allocation. The study reveals that household size, large

number of dependant social expenditure at the

household level requires proper management of

household resources e.g. income, in order to ensure the

well being of household members all year round.

Household resource management is a major key in

upholding the household. It deals with welfare of the

home and its members. The study examines how rural

women allocate resources within their reach to ensure

the well being of household members. The result

revealed that household income is generally minimal in

the study area, how much more rural women’s income.

It is on this basis that the following recommendations

are  made. Rural women should engage in secondary
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Table 3: Frequency and Percentage Distribution of the Allocation of Resources in the Household.

< N100 N101-200 N201-300 N301-400 N401-500 >N 500 Nil

No % No % No % No % No % No % No %

Food - - - - 2 2.5 9 11.25 18 22.5 51 63.75 - -

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Health 53 66.25 18 22.5 3 3.75 1 1.25 3 3.75 2 2.5 - -

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Rent 5 6.25 - - 1 1.25 - - - - - - 74 92.5

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

School fees 2 2.5 13 16.25 4 5 6 7.5 26 32.5 8 10 21 26.25

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Clothing - - 13 16.25 14 17.5 12 16 25 31.25 10 12.5 6 7.5

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Church offering 55 68.75 13 16.25 - - - - - - - - 12 15

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

M osque offering 9 11.25 1 1.25 - - - - - - - - 70 87.5

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Gifts 66 82.5 4 5 - - - - 1 1.25 - - 9 11.25

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Social activities 26 32.5 18 22.5 3 3.75 2 2.5 12 15 14 17 5 6.25

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Transportation 14 17.5 24 30 40 25 12 15 10 12.5 - - - -

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Farm impl. 58 72.5 9 11.25 1 1.25 - - 1 1.25 1 1.25 10 12.5

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Electricity 14 17.5 - - - - - - 1 1.25 - - 65 81.25

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

M iscellaneous 8 10 13 16.25 13 16.25 11 13.75 27 33.75 7 8.75 1 1.25

Table 4: Factors Affecting Allocation of Resources by Rural Women   

Frequency Percentage

Influence on food prepared

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Children 24 30.00

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

M other 39 48.75

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Father 17 21.25

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Total 80 100.00

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Factors influencing type of food consumed

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Household income 17 21.25

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Price of food items 56 70.00

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Dietary needs 4 5.00

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Culture and norms 3 3.75

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Total 80 100.00

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Interval of change in food budget

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Frequently 5 6.25

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Not frequently 34 42.50

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Rarely 41 51.25

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Total 80 100.00

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Reason for change in food budget

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Price 66 82.50

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Income 14 17.50

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Total 80 100.00
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Table 4: Continue

Other factors affecting household resource allocation

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Visitors 7 8.75

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Household repairs 2 2.50

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Crop failure 71 88.75

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Total 80 100.00

Table 5: Regression Result Showing Linear and Double Log Estimation

Linear Function Estimation Double log estimation

Unstandardised coefficient Unstandardised coefficient

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

0 0M odel â t M odel â T

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Constant  3344.370   3.900 Constant       6.174    5.310

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Food        1.217   0.854 InFO    - 0.166  -1.110

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Health        4.781   1.268 InHE       0.174    1.753

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

School fees     - 0.464 - 0.453 InSC    - 0.161   -1.622

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Clothing        0.947   0.645 InCL       0.313    2.395

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Offering     - 0.901 - 0.370 InOF       6.970E – 02    0.669

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Gift        0.343   0.056 InGI       9.501E – 02    0.802

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Social activities        0.501   1.075 InSO       1.221E - 02    0.187

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Transportation      6.554E -02   0.037 InTR     - 8.830E –03 - 0.082

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Farm implement        3.240   0.966 InFA        0.103    1.033

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

M iscellaneous        0.891   0.613 InM I        9.770E- 02    0.918

R = 0.956 = 96% R = 0.938 = 94%

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

R  = 0.915 = 92 % R  = 0.880 = 88 %2 2

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Adjusted R  = 0.902 = 90% Adjusted R  = 0.748 = 75%2 2

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Standard Error = 0.0608 Standard Error = 0.2160

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

cal tab cal tab F   = 1.711 , F  = 0.096 F   = 2.202, F  = 0.028

occupation and other creative jobs to enhance

household income. Also, formal education should be

given a priority by rural women so that they will be

enlightened more on proper management of resources

that are available to them.

The causes of crop failure should also be identified

and a solution made available to minimize loses made

in farming activities which will hitherto increase

income for rural farmer. Also there is need to enlighten

the rural women on family planning as many of them

have large family size which makes more demand on

their income thereby challenging  the well being of the

household at large. In addition, there is need to

enlighten rural women on expenses on social activities

as the amount spent on these activities can be

effectively utilized on things which are beneficial to the

well being of their household.
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