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Abstract 

This study examines the multifaceted dimensions of house-
holds' vulnerability to poverty in selected communities of 
Oyo State, Nigeria.This is premised on the fact that the 
environmental, social and spatial dimensions of the above 
issues are under-explored in the literature. Primary data 
on socioeconomic characteristics, assets acquired, monthly 
earnings and expenditures, and responses to poverty were 
collected among 1002 heads of households across the study 
area. While the socioeconomic characteristics were cross-
tabulated for any spatial variation, the household poverty 
was measured through Foster-Greer-Thorbecke (FGT) 
model. However, respondents’ vulnerability to poverty was 
analysed using UNDRR’s Vulnerability Model. Results 
show that household heads, who were mostly male (79.9%) 
and within working ages (77.2%), had weak assets and an 
income base. Thus, the majority of them (61.0%) were poor 
(poverty headcount (P0) = 0.61, with poverty gap index (P1 

= 0.2888), severity index (P2) = 0.11 and a poverty line of 
US$1.25 per day (₦1,029)). Less than a quarter of house-
holds that scored -1 and 0 (23.9%) were resilient, whereas 
the majority of others (76.1%) were vulnerable to poverty, 
having scored 1 – 8 on the vulnerability scale. Given their 
underemployment (4.07), large family size (4.04), and un-
employment (3.95), among others, households had fallen 
into poverty. For their assets acquisition’s level (r = 
0.560), expenditure (r = 0.739) and indebtedness (r = 
0.793) (p < 0.000 in all cases), among others, they had 
remained vulnerable. However, they had resorted to family 
planning (4.03), buying food on credit (3.95), reduction of 
eating times (3.90), and withdrawal of wards from school 
(3.86), among other coping strategies. While poverty has 
persisted with more households becoming vulnerable, this 
study advocates for support in infrastructure development 
and housing environment improvement, as well as en-
hanced accessibility to social services. Stakeholders’ par-
ticipation in decisions to end unemployment through skill 
acquisition training and social networking is vital. 

  Keywords: Households’ Vulnerability, Poverty, Poverty 
line, FGT model, Oyo state, 

 

 

Introduction 

Despite its vast land area, huge resource endowments and 
teeming population, Nigeria, like many other countries in 
Sub-Saharan Africa, has not ceased to be challenged by 
poverty (Lybbert and Wydick, 2018; Dang and Dabalen, 
2019 and Adeboyejo, Olaitan and Ogunkan, 2024). Across 
its boundaries and over time, several anticipated solutions 
and the outcomes of poverty alleviation efforts have not 
justified the strategic inputs (Kolawole, Omobitan and 
Yaqub, 2015; Mba, Nwosu and Orji, 2018). Hence, its 
incidence and persistence have been pervasive and precar-
ious (FOS, 1999; Aigbokan, 2000). The poor people, un-
like their rich counterparts, had little or no access to nutri-
tious food, decent housing, capital assets, economic oppor-
tunities, education and information that they could lever-
age to survive the scourge of poverty. Consequently, they 
are predisposed to health risks, economic dislocation and 
bolstering natural and man-made hazards such that their 
well-being is further threatened (Stifel and Woldehanna, 
2016, 2017; Salawu, Meding and Giggins, 2017). 

Further, the extenuation of the predicaments of the poor 
people has been befuddled with misconceptions on the 
subject of poverty. Therefore, the resulting misapplication 
of strategies aimed at solving its impacts has caused the 
ineffectiveness of the outcomes. Past efforts targeted at 
palliating the scourges of poverty on the poor by the gov-
ernment had been directed towards the wrong locations 
and populations owing to lopsided attention on urban are-
as. As a result, the number of poor people is not just in-
creasing, but their vulnerability is further aggravated due 
to their deprivation and marginalisation (Eguaroje et. al., 
2015; Agunbiade and Oke, 2019).  
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Figure 1: Ibarapa, Oyo and Oke-Ogun in the Context of Oyo 
State 

Source: Ministry of Lands, Housing and Urban Development, 
Oyo State, 2022 

 

III. Methodology 

Sampling Frame and Techniques 

This study was undertaken within major towns 
and settlements (largest by population) purposively select-
ed in two urban and one rural area from the Ibarapa, Oyo 
and Oke-Ogun regions of Oyo State. With 5 persons per 
household in urban centres (Statista Research Department, 
2022), there were 532,785 households (total population 
2,663,925 people (NPC, 2006)) out of which 1002 house-
holds were sampled. The first head of household was ran-
domly selected from a building at the entrance of each 
community, while others were selected from buildings at 
intervals of five (See Table 1). 

Their exposure to economic downturns and 
inflation, and engagement in socioeconomic activities 
that yield less returns have earned them a weak income 
base and increased expenditures. The poor education 
and inaccessibility to helpful information of poor 
households have been responsible for their poor under-
standing of what the causes of poverty are. This also 
had its toll on the inappropriateness of palliative 
measures they applied to address the emanating chal-
lenges hence, they remained trapped and vulnerable to 
poverty.  

Against this backdrop, this study seeks to eval-
uate levels of, and, variations in households’ vulnera-
bility to poverty in Oyo state. This is to suggest strate-
gies to further enhance people’s resilience against fac-
tors leading households into poverty on the one hand 
and to alleviate its pervasiveness among vulnerable 
citizens on the other hand. 

Their exposure to economic downturns and 
inflation, and engagement in socioeconomic activities 
that yield less returns have earned them a weak income 
base and increased expenditures. The poor education 
and inaccessibility to helpful information of poor 
households have been responsible for their poor under-
standing of what the causes of poverty are. This also 
had its toll on the inappropriateness of palliative 
measures they applied to address the emanating chal-
lenges hence, they remained trapped and vulnerable to 
poverty.  

Against this backdrop, this study seeks to evaluate lev-
els of, and, variations in, households’ vulnerability to 
poverty in Oyo state. This is to suggest strategies to 
further enhance people’s resilience against factors 
leading households into poverty on the one hand and to 
alleviate its pervasiveness among vulnerable citizens 
on the other hand. 
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Similarly, the UNDRR’s Vulnerability Model has the expres-
sion: 

Vulnerability = Hazard Exposure + Hazard Sensitivity – 
Adaptive Capacity 

V = HE + HS – AC Where: V = Vulnerability of Households 

HE =  Hazard Exposure 
(Joblessness, Low Income, Lack of 
Education, Poor Health etc.) 

HS =  Hazard Sensitivity 
(Dependence on a single income source, 
limited access to social services, weak so-
cial networks, etc.)  

IV. Results and Discussion 

Socioeconomic Characteristics of Households 

Household heads in the study area were aged 
45 - 64 years (43.3%), > 64 years (22.9%), 35 - 44 
years (19.0%), and < 35 years (14.9%), and they were 
largely male dominated (79.9%). However, other 
households had female head representatives (20.1%) 
probably due to the male head's death and/or unavaila-
bility. Most of these household heads were married 
(92.5%) while others were widowed (7.5%) (See Table 
2). Observations show that variations in the age, gender 
and marital status of household heads were not statisti-
cally significant, given X2 = 24.399, 12.826 and 0.469 
respectively with p > 0.005 in all cases. Hence, these 
were mere coincidences because they cannot be at-
tributed to differences in the location of household 
heads. These concur with findings of NDHS (2003) and 
Adebisi, Okeyinka and Ayinla (2018) on Nigerian 
household characteristics. 

Data Types and Sources 

 Information on socioeconomic characteristics 
(age, gender, monthly income and expenditure, educa-
tional qualifications and asset acquisition); causes of 
poverty and level of vulnerability, and coping strate-
gies against poverty, among others were elicited from 
household heads through structured questionnaire.   

Data Analysis 

To determine the significance of variations in 
households’ socio-economic characteristics, the rele-
vant variables were cross-tabulated against locality and 
a chi-square test was performed on them. Through the 
Foster, Greer and Thorbecke (FGT) model (Foster, 
Greer and Thorbecke, 1984), the incidence of poverty 
was evaluated while factors of poverty and adopted 
coping strategies were cross-tabulated and tested with 
a chi-square for any significant spatial undertone. 
However, with UNDRR’s Vulnerability Model, the 
susceptibility of households to poverty was measured 
(Blaikie, 1994). The FGT Model is symbolically repre-
sented as: 

Pα = (1/N) * ∑(z-yi)/z^α 

 Where: - Pα = Poverty measure 

  - N = Total population 

  - z = Poverty line 

 - yi = Income/consumption of individual I 

- α = Sensitivity parameter for head count, gap and 
severity  

respectively (0, 1, or 2) 

Table 1: Selected Regions, Major Towns, Communities and Distribution of questionnaire 

.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note: The Questionnaire was proportionally distributed in selected communities in major towns. 

Source: Authors’ Fieldwork, 2024 

Region Major Towns (LGA Headquarters) Selected Communities Number of Questionnaire 
Oke Ogun Saki, Iseyin, Kisi, Tede, Iwere-Ile, Oke-

ho, Igboho, Otu, Igbeti, Ago-Amodu 
Iseyin, Saki and Otu 558 

Ibarapa Eruwa, Ayete and Igbo-Ora Eruwa, Ayete and Igbo-
Ora 

282 

Oyo Kosobo, Ojongbodu, Offa Meta, Kosobo, Ojongbodu and 162 

Total 16 9 1002 
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Concerning educational qualifications of household 
heads, a majority of them (44.7%) had secondary, while 
others had tertiary (41.5%), no formal (11.3%) and pri-
mary (2.5%) levels of education. They were mostly arti-
sans (31.8%), unemployed (24.7%), traders (17.6%), 
farmers (16.9%), civil servants (8.3%) and retirees 
(0.8%). The total monthly income earned ranged from 
₦90,001 - ₦150,000 (37.3%), ₦30,000 - ₦90,000 
(30.9%), > ₦270,000 (14.2%), ₦150,001 - ₦210,000 
(9.4%) and ₦210,001 - ₦270,000 (8.2%) (See Table 2). 
The observed variations in the educational qualifications 
and total monthly income earned among household 
heads were not statistically significant, given X2 = 3.258 
and 24.399, respectively, with p > 0.05 in both cases. 
However, the variation in their primary occupation as 
observed across the study area was significant (X2 = 
90.299, p = 0.000). The findings on households’ educa-
tional qualifications, primary occupations and monthly 
income earned underscore existing literature on house-
holds’ socioeconomic dynamics in the region (NBS, 
2012). This can facilitate the formulation of policies 
directed at the enhancement of economic development 
and poverty alleviation in the study area. 

Poverty Incidence in the Study Area 

 Using US$1.25 per day (≈ ₦1,029.00 in 2024) 
as the poverty line to compare households’ daily in-
come, an explanation was sought on the extremes of 
poverty in the study area. This baseline was used for the 
evaluation of poverty,  

 

being the closest to the national minimum wage 
(₦30,000 = $29.15) in operation in the country as at the 
research time. The result on daily wage showed that 
while a majority of household heads earned ₦1,000 - 
₦2,000 (60.3%), others earned ₦2,001 - ₦3,000 
(20.1%), < ₦1,000 (15.2%), ₦3,001 - ₦4,000 (3.8%), 
₦4,001 - ₦5,000 and ₦5,001 - ₦6,000 (0.3%) and > 
₦6,000 (0.1%). The observed variation in daily income 
of heads of household varied significantly across the 
study area (X2 = 107.918; p = 0.000).  

Therefore, having adopted the Foster, Greer and Thor-
becke (FGT) model, the study observed that with pov-
erty headcount (P0 = 0.6100), 61.0% of household heads 
were poor as observed in the study area. With the pov-
erty gap index (P1 = 0.2888) and the severity index (P2 = 
0.1117), it respectively implied that households’ daily 
income must be heightened by 28.9% to exit them out of 
poverty, just as 11.2% of these households were ex-
tremely poor (see Table 3). These corroborated the find-
ings of the African Development Bank (AfDB) (2014) 
and World Scholars (2020) that a significant proportion 
of Nigerian households live below the poverty line. This 
is because the substantial gap between their current in-
come and the poverty threshold has not been successful-
ly bridged. Consequent upon the severity index, this 
study advocates an urgent and pro-poor intervention to 
address the vulnerability of households in the study ar-
ea . 

Table 3: FGT Results on Households’ Poverty Incidence  

 

 Source: Authors’ Fieldwork, 2024 

Description FGT Values % 

Headcount Index (P0) 
Poverty Depth/Gap Index (P1) 

Poverty Severity Index (P2) 

0.6100 
0.2888 

0.1117 

61.0 
28.9 

11.2 
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While comparing the incidence of poverty (by 
mean score) among households across the study area, it 
was observed that households from Oyo East were the 
poorest because they had the lowest poverty mean 
score (1.3807). Other households from Itesiwaju 
(1.4150), Oyo West (1.4443), Ibarapa North (1.5478), 
Ibarapa East (1.5609) and Iseyin (1.5701) were also 
accounted as poor for mean scores lying below the 
poverty line (1.6046).  

Following this monetary poverty, households have 

been socially isolated, politically marginalised and 
have not enjoyed equitable resource allocation. They 
have been subjected to economic deprivation and are 
further exposed to health disparities, among others. 
Choe (2008, Bhattacharya, Currie, and Haider (2011 
and Cheung et. al. (2019 also had similar observations 
in their studies. They claimed that reduced economic 
growth and infrastructure development, social unrest 
and disparities as associated with poverty-stricken lo-
calities and regional boundaries as found in this study.  

On the contrary, households from Ibarapa Central 
(1.6218), Atiba (1.6664) and Saki West (1.9646) were 
regarded as non-poor since their mean scores lie above 
the poverty line (See Figure 2). Summarily, households 
from 66.7% of localities in the study area were poor, in-
dicating a high incidence and persistence of poverty in 
the study area.  

 

The Incidence and Consequences of Poverty in the 
Study Area 

This study observed that certain factors are contributing 
to poverty incidence in the study area. Given house-
holds’ attestation, the following were the 4 topmost fac-
tors blamed for the incidence of poverty: under-
employment (4.07), large family size (4.04), joblessness 
(3.95), and lack of access to land (3.94). While other fac-
tors contributed to poverty incidence, lack of assets 
(3.87), increased expenditure owing to the hiking ex-
change rate, insecurity of tenure on land and homeless-
ness (3.83) and illiteracy (3.79) were the 3 least signifi-
cant factors considered as contributors of poverty in the 
study area (See Figure 3). The World Bank (2019), UN-
FPA (2019) and UN-Habitat (2020), among other studies 
had similar findings in their studies. 

 

Figure 2: Households’ Performance by Locality on Poverty Scale 

Source: Authors’ Field work, 2024; mean score of poverty line = 1.6046 
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In line with the findings of Hulme and Shepherd (2016) and Amnesty International (2020), this study iden-
tified: health complications (4.04), forced eviction (4.00), withdrawal of children from private to public or out-
rightly from school (3.99), and social exclusion (3.97) as four topmost effects of poverty in the study area. Howev-
er, increased indebtedness and child labour (3.93), sale of farm seedlings (3.92), malnourishment and low educa-
tional attainment (3.90) have added their impetus to the effects for which the poor people are exposed (see Figure 
4).  

Figure 3: Factors Influencing Households’ Poverty in the Study Area 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4: Effects of Households’ Poverty in the Study Area 

Source: Authors’ Fieldwork, 2024 
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Vulnerability of Households in the Study Area 

This study like others opined that the vulnera-
ble households to poverty are those that have fallen into 
the poverty trap either in the past or present, and are 
likely to remain in the poverty vicious cycle because of 
their inability to swim out of it (Luigi, 2004, Bohle et. 
al., 1994 and Chamber, 1989). Such households, which 
before or at the time of study, and shortly have attested 
to their continuous indebtedness owing to the difference 
between their monthly income and expenditures, were 
assumed to be vulnerable.  

Households’ Indebtedness in the Study Area 

Considering the difference between total 
monthly income and expenditure of households, the 
levels of indebtedness vary among households and 
across localities. The highest household’s monthly in-
debtedness reported was ₦62,000. This implies that all 
things being equal, that particular household will accrue 
its debt to the tune of ₦744,000 at the end of the year 
(12th month).  

Without any intervention, therefore, such a 
household will be vulnerable and may remain so perpet-
ually Luigi, 2004, Bohle et. al., 1994. Further evalua-
tion of households’ indebtedness shows that 67.8% of 
households in the study area were indebted. These 
households are indebted to the tune of ₦20,000 
(35.3%), ₦20,000 - ₦40,000 (26.8%) and > 40,000 
(5.7%) monthly (See Figure 5).Among the highest in-
debted households (owing > ₦40,001 monthly) were 
those from Itesiwaju (28.1%), Iseyin (15.8%), Ibarapa 
Central (14.0%), Oyo West (12.3%), Ibarapa East and 
North (8.8%), Saki West and Oyo East (5.3%) and Ati-
ba (1.8%). Households owing between ₦40, 000 and 
₦20,001 monthly include those from Itesiwaju (22.3%), 
Iseyin (18.2%), Ibarapa North (11.9%), Ibarapa East 
(10.0%), Ibarapa Central (8.9%), Saki West (8.2%), 
Oyo East (7.4%) and Atiba (7.1%) and Oyo West 
(5.9%). However, households owing up to ₦20,000 
monthly include those from Iseyin (20.6%), Saki West 
(19.8%), Itesiwaju (19.5%), Ibarapa East (8.8%), 
Ibarapa Central (8.5%), Ibarapa North (7.6%), Oyo East 
(6.5%), Oyo West (5.1%) and Atiba (3.7%) (See Figure 
5). The observed variation in level of indebtedness 
among households in the study area was significant 
with X2 = 88.817 and p = 0.000.   

 

Figure 5: Households’ Indebtedness Level 

Source: Author’s Fieldwork, 2023; X2 = 88.817, p = 0.000 
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Levels of Vulnerability among Households in the Study 
Area 

Households’ vulnerabilities were measured 
through a summation of their total monthly expenditure 
and indebtedness minus their monthly income. Thus, the 
UNDRR’s Vulnerability Model was adapted as follows: 

 

(Where: HE = Households’ Expenditure; 
 HI = Households’ Indebtedness; 

HC = Households’ Capacity (income);  

Pv = Households’ Vulnerability) 

Households’ Performance on Expenditure Scale in the 
Study Area 

 The index of household expenditure was com-
puted by dividing households’ mean deviation of total 
expenditure by the mean total monthly expenditure mul-
tiplied by 100 to convert to a percentage. The percentage 
score is therefore considered the Index of households’ 
total monthly expenditure (HE). The conversion to per-
centage was done to make a comparison of indices re-
quired for vulnerability assessment possible at a similar 
scale. Results of the computation for households’ ex-
penditure index ranging from < 16.91 to 40.22 show that 
on the expenditure scale running from 1 - 4, the majority 
of households scored 1 (- 16.91 - 0.00) (63.0%). Other 
households scored 2 (0.01 - 20.00) (20.1%), 3 (20.01 - 
40.00) (8.8%) and 4 (40.01 - 60.00) (8.2%).  

Across the study area therefore, households that 
scored 1 on the expenditure scale include those from 
Iseyin (19.2%), Saki West and Itesiwaju (18.2%), 
Ibarapa North and Central (9.4%), Ibarapa East (9.2%), 
Atiba (5.7%) and Oyo East and West (5.4%). Some of 
the households also scored 2 on the expenditure scale 
and they include those from Saki West (19.9%), Itesi-
waju (18.9%), Iseyin (16.9%), Ibarapa East (10.4%), 
Ibarapa North (10.0%), Ibarapa Central (9.0%), Oyo 
East (6.0%), Oyo West (5.0%) and Atiba (4.0%) where-
as, other households from Itesiwaju (19.3%), Saki West 
and Iseyin (18.2%), Ibarapa Central (10.2%), Ibarapa 
East and North (9.1%), Oyo West and Atiba (5.7%) and 
Oyo East (4.5%) had scored 3 on the expenditure scale.  

Lastly, households from Itesiwaju (19.5%), Saki 
West and Iseyin (18.3%), Ibarapa Central (9.8%), 
Ibarapa East and North (8.5%), Oyo West and Atiba 
(6.1%) and Oyo East (4.9%) had scored 4 on the ex-
penditure scale (See Figure 6). The observed variation in 
households’ performance on the expenditure scale is not 
statistically significant across the study area, given X2 = 
2.774 and p = 1.000. This implies that the observed dif-
ferences in performance do not have any spatial under-
tone. 

 Figure 6: Households’ Performance on Expenditure Scale 

Source: Author’s Fieldwork, 2023; X2 = 2.774, p = 1.000 
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Households’ Performance on Indebtedness Scale in the 
Study Area 

 Similarly, the index of household indebtedness 
was computed by dividing households’ mean deviation 
of total indebtedness by the mean total monthly indebt-
edness multiplied by 100 to convert to a percentage. The 
percentage score is therefore considered the Index of 
households’ indebtedness. The conversion to percentage 
was done to make a comparison of indices required for 
vulnerability assessment possible at a similar scale. Re-
sults of the computation for households’ indebtedness 
index ranging from - 209.00 to 69.61 show that on the 
indebtedness scale running from 1 - 5, the majority of 
households (43.0%) scored 1 while others scored 2 
(29.9%), 3 (20.3%), 4 (5.5%) and 5 (1.3%).Across spa-
tial units, results further show that among households 
that scored 1 on the indebtedness scale were those from 
Saki West (28.8%), Iseyin (17.6%), Itesiwaju (12.5%), 
Ibarapa Central (10.2%), Ibarapa East (9.0%), Ibarapa 
North (8.4%), Atiba (5.8%), Oyo West (4.2%) and Oyo 
East (3.9%).  

 

Some of the households also scored 2 on the indebted-
ness scale were from Itesiwaju (23.0%), Iseyin (22.3%), 
Saki West (14.0%), Ibarapa East (9.3%), Ibarapa North 
(8.0%), Oyo East (7.3), Ibarapa Central (6.3%), Oyo 
West (6.0%) and Atiba (3.7%). Households from Itesi-
waju (19.7%), Iseyin (16.3%), Ibarapa Central (13.3%), 
Ibarapa North (11.3%), Ibarapa East (10.8%), Saki West 
(9.4%), Atiba (8.4%), Oyo East (5.9%) and Oyo West 
(4.9%) had scored 3 on the indebtedness scale. While 
households from Itesiwaju (32.7%), Iseyin (16.4%), 
Ibarapa North (12.7%), Ibarapa Central and Oyo West 
(9.1%), Oyo East (5.5%) and Atiba (1.8%) scored 4 on 
the indebtedness scale, others from Itesiwaju (38.5%), 
Ibarapa Central and Oyo West (23.1%), and Iseyin and 
Ibarapa East (7.7%) scored 5 on the indebtedness scale 
(See Figure 7). 

 
Figure 7: Households’ Scores on Indebtedness Scale 

Source: Author’s Fieldwork, 2023; X2 = 102.671, p = 0.000 
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The observed variation in households’ perfor-
mance on the indebtedness scale is statistically significant 
across the study area, given X2 = 102.671 and p = 0.000. 
Consequently, it can be concluded that the observed dif-
ferences in performance on the indebtedness scale have 
some spatial undertone. 

Households’ Performance on Capacity Scale in the Study 
Area 

Further, the index of households’ capacity using 
their monthly income was computed by dividing the 
households’ mean deviation of total monthly income by 
the mean total monthly income multiplied by 100 to con-
vert to a percentage.  

The percentage score is therefore considered the Index 
of households’ capacity. The conversion to percentage 
was done to make a comparison of indices required 
for vulnerability assessment possible at a similar 
scale. Results of the computation for households’ ca-
pacity index ranging from < 6.98 to 31.31 show that 
on the capacity scale running from 1 - 3, the majority 
of households (61.0%) scored 1, while others scored 2 
(38.6%) and 3 (0.4%). 

 

 

Figure 8: Households’ Performance on Capacity Scale 

Source: Author’s Fieldwork, 2023; X2 = 70.585, p = 0.000 
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Further results on households’ capacity scale show that 
across the study area, households that scored 1 include 
those from Itesiwaju (22.6%), Iseyin (19.1%), Saki West 
(11.8%), Ibarapa North (9.8%), Ibarapa East and Central 
(9.3%), Oyo East (7.2%), Oyo West (5.9%) and Atiba 
(4.9%). Similarly, households that scored 2 on the capac-
ity scale include those from Saki West (28.7%), Iseyin 
(17.6%), Itesiwaju (12.4%), Ibarapa East and Central 
(9.6%), Ibarapa North (8.8%), Atiba (6.2%), Oyo West 
(4.7%) and Oyo East (2.6%) whereas, households from 
Saki West (75.0%) and Iseyin (25.0%) only had scored 3 
on the capacity scale (See Figure 8). The observed 
households’ performance on the capacity scale shows 
statistically significant variation across the study area, 
given X2 = 70.585 and p = 0.000. This implied that the 
observed differences in performance on the capacity 
scale have some spatial undertone. 

Households’ Performance on Vulnerability Scale in 
the Study Area 

 To evaluate household vulnerability, the study 
had to relate the indices of exposure, sensitivity and ca-
pacity. Recall the UNDRR’s Vulnerability Model: 

 

(Where:  HE = Households’ Expenditure; 
 HI = Households’ Indebtedness; 

HC = Households’ Capacity; 
 Pv = Households’ Vulnerability) 

It implied that households’ vulnerability is com-
puted by subtracting households’ capacity score from the 
summation of their expenditure and indebtedness scores, 
and the output is at a similar scale to other indices com-
puted. Results of the computation for households’ vul-
nerability index run from -1 – 8. Vulnerability Index, 
being a negative attribute of households, increases to-
wards the positive axis of the scale while the negative 
axis of the scale implies resilience. A negative vulnera-
bility score means that households had more capacity to 
deal with the challenges of poverty, whereas a positive 
vulnerability score implies that households had lower 
capacity to deal with the challenges of poverty in the 
study area.  

Across the study area, majority of households 
(25.0%) on the vulnerability scale scored 2 while oth-
ers scored 0 (23.6%), 1 (16.0%), 3 (15.9%), 4 (6.8%), 
5 (5.6%), 6 and 7 (3.1%), 8 (0.8%) and -1 (0.3%). 
These observations implied that only 23.9% of house-
holds that scored -1 and 0 on the vulnerability scale 
were not vulnerable. They could mitigate and/or cope 
with the challenges of poverty in the study area. Fur-
ther study on households’ vulnerability showed that 
among households that were resilient against poverty, 
having scored -1 include those from Saki West 
(66.7%) and Iseyin (33.3%) only. Also, households 
from Saki West (27.1%), Iseyin (18.6%), Itesiwaju 
(12.7%), Ibarapa Central (9.3%), Ibarapa North 
(8.9%), Ibarapa East (8.1%), Atiba (7.6%), Oyo West 
(4.7%) and Oyo East (3.0%) were able to cope with 
challenges of poverty haven scored 0 on the vulnera-
bility scale (See Table 4).  

The other 76.1% of households in the study 
area had been vulnerable to poverty with increasing 
magnitude as their scores on the vulnerability scale 
ran from 1 – 8 (vulnerability increases towards posi-
tivity). Among households that scored 1 on the vul-
nerability scale were those from Saki West (30.6%), 
Iseyin (16.9%), Itesiwaju (11.9%), Ibarapa East and 
Central (10.6%), Ibarapa North and Oyo East (6.2%), 
Oyo West (3.8%) and Atiba (3.1%). Those that 
scored 2 on the vulnerability scale include households 
from Itesiwaju (25.2%), Iseyin (20.8%), Saki West 
(13.2%), Ibarapa East (9.2%), Ibarapa North (8.4%), 
Ibarapa Central (7.2%), Oyo West (6.0%) and East 
(5.6%), and Atiba (4.4%) among others.  

Majority of households that scored 5 on the 
vulnerability scale were from Saki West and Itesi-
waju (19.6%) while others were from Iseyin (16.1%), 
Oyo West (12.5%), Ibarapa Central (10.7%), Oyo 
East (7.1%), Atiba and Ibarapa North (5.4%) and 
Ibarapa East (3.6%) whereas those that scored 6 on 
the vulnerability scale include majority from Itesi-
waju (35.5%),  
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Iseyin and Ibarapa North (12.9%), Saki West and Atiba 
(9.7%), Oyo East and Ibarapa East (6.5%), and Ibarapa Cen-
tral and Oyo West (3.2%). With a majority of households 
from Iseyin (25.8%) and others from Itesiwaju (19.4%), 
Ibarapa East (12.9%), Saki West, Ibarapa North and Central 
(9.7%), Oyo East (6.5%) and Oyo West and Atiba (3.2%) 
scoring 7 on the vulnerability scale, only households from 
Itesiwaju (50.0%) and Ibarapa Central and Oyo West (25.0%) 
had scored 8 on the vulnerability scale (See Table 4). 

 

Socioeconomic Correlates of Households’ Vulnerability in 
Study Area 

 This study further seeks clarification on the influence 
of socioeconomic characteristics of households on their vul-
nerability. It thus subjected the socioeconomic attributes of 
household heads (age, education (in years), total monthly in-
come, assets acquisition, total monthly expenditure, and in-
debtedness) and their vulnerability to Pearson’s correlation 
analysis. Findings show that households’ indebtedness (r = 
0.793) and monthly expenditure (r = 0.739) had a strong posi-
tive correlation with vulnerability of households. It thus im-
plies that the more the income of households, the more likely  

The observed variations in households’ perfor-
mance on vulnerability scale is statistically signifi-
cant across the study area given X2 = 122.313 and p = 
0.000. One can thus conclude that the observed dif-
ferences in performance on vulnerability scale is not 
by chance across the study area. There are definitely 
some factors that were responsible for the significant 
variation observed in the results. 

 

 

will be vulnerable owing to poverty. This can be true 
since the commitments of such households would 
have increased financially. Further, assets acquisition 
among households (r = 0.560) and poverty headcount 
(r = 0.529) had average positive correlations with 
their vulnerability, whereas age of household heads 
had a weak positive correlation with vulnerability (r = 
0.162). The correlation coefficients are all significant 
at a 99% confidence level (See Table 5). These imply 
that while there is an increase in any of these house-
holds’ attributes, their vulnerability increases.    

Table 4: Households’ Scores on Vulnerability Scale 

 

Source: Author’s Fieldwork, 2023; X2 = 122.313, p = 0.000 

Locality Levels of Vulnerability (increasing towards positivity) 

-1 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

Saki West 66.7 27.1 30.6 13.2 10.1 7.4 19.6 9.7 9.7 0.0 

Iseyin 33.3 18.6 16.9 20.8 17.6 19.1 16.1 12.9 25.8 0.0 

Itesiwaju 0.0 12.7 11.9 25.2 17.0 22.1 19.6 35.5 19.4 50.0 

Ibarapa East 0.0 8.1 10.6 9.2 11.3 13.2 3.6 6.5 12.9 0.0 

Ibarapa North 0.0 8.9 6.2 8.4 15.1 11.8 5.4 12.9 9.7 0.0 

Ibarapa Central 0.0 9.3 10.6 7.2 10.7 11.8 10.7 3.2 9.7 25.0 

Oyo East 0.0 3.0 6.2 5.6 8.2 2.9 7.1 6.5 6.5 0.0 

Oyo West 0.0 4.7 3.8 6.0 5.0 4.4 12.5 3.2 3.2 25.0 

Atiba 0.0 7.6 3.1 4.4 5.0 7.4 5.4 9.7 3.2 0.0 

Total 0.3 23.6 16.0 25.0 15.9 6.8 5.6 3.1 3.1 0.8 
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On the contrary, it was also brought to fore that households’ 
monthly income (r = - 0.529) had a negative average and edu-
cational qualifications of household heads (r = - 0.184) had a 
weak negative correlation with their vulnerability.  

The correlation coefficients are both significant at 
99% confidence level (See Table 5). These imply that 
while there is an increase in any of these two attrib-
utes, the vulnerability of households decreases.  

 

CorrelaƟons 
DescripƟon Age EducaƟon Income Pov-

erty 
Assets Expendi-

ture 
Indebted-
ness 

Vulnerabil-
ity 

Age Pearson CorrelaƟon 1 .000 .028 -.028 .155** .281** .090** .162** 

Sig. (2-tailed)   .991 .378 .378 .000 .000 .005 .000 

N 1002 1002 1002 1002 1002 1002 1002 1002 

EducaƟon Pearson CorrelaƟon .000 1 .357** -.357** .055 .014 -.325** -.184** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .991   .000 .000 .082 .661 .000 .000 

N 1002 1002 1002 1002 1002 1002 1002 1002 

Income Pearson CorrelaƟon .028 .357** 1 -
1.000*

* 

.042 .032 -.912** -.529** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .378 .000   .000 .186 .309 .000 .000 

N 1002 1002 1002 1002 1002 1002 1002 1002 

Poverty 
Headcount 

Pearson CorrelaƟon -.028 -.357** -1.000** 1 -.042 -.032 .912** .529** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .378 .000 .000   .186 .309 .000 .000 

N 1002 1002 1002 1002 1002 1002 1002 1002 
Assets Pearson CorrelaƟon .155*

* 
.055 .042 -.042 1 .716** .255** .560** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .082 .186 .186   .000 .000 .000 

N 1002 1002 1002 1002 1002 1002 1002 1002 

Expenditure Pearson CorrelaƟon .281*

* 
.014 .032 -.032 .716** 1 .381** .739** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .661 .309 .309 .000   .000 .000 

N 1002 1002 1002 1002 1002 1002 1002 1002 

Indebted-
ness 

Pearson CorrelaƟon .090*

* 
-.325** -.912** .912** .255** .381** 1 .793** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .005 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000   .000 
N 1002 1002 1002 1002 1002 1002 1002 1002 

Vulnerabil-
ity 

Pearson CorrelaƟon .162*

* 
-.184** -.529** .529** .560** .739** .793** 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000   

N 1002 1002 1002 1002 1002 1002 1002 1002 

**. CorrelaƟon is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
Source: Author’s ComputaƟon, 2023 

Table 5: Correlates of Households’ Vulnerability 
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V. Conclusion and Recommendations 

From the foregoing, one would discover that vulnera-
bility to poverty in Oyo State, Nigeria, has taken a critical 
dimension concerning its understanding and persistence de-
spite all efforts geared at eradicating poverty. Unfortunately, 
given the level of poverty in the study area, households had 
difficulties in accessing and acquiring assets, and they have 
been marginalised from enjoying infrastructural facilities and 
services, whereas available social amenities have offered in-
adequate and unaffordable services.  

Therefore, to solve the observed problems and future 
challenges, the study suggested that the Government should 
encourage and prioritise initiatives that will enhance the crea-
tion of sustainable job opportunities and skill acquisition 
training programmes. Family planning and basic education 
should be provided while encouraging financial literacy pro-
grammes to help the poor learn financial management of their 
income. Harnessing opportunities to support communities 
and individuals through cooperatives, credit and thrift socie-
ties, and accessibility to soft loans that they can rely on rather 
than selling their assets and farm implements during difficult 
times. Further, social safety net or targeted subsidies for ne-
cessities directed at challenges relating to food, health and 
power supply can be planned and implemented. 
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