CHAPTER FOUR
4.0   RESULT AND DISCUSSION 
4.1   SOCIO-ECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS OF RESPONDENTS 
4.1.1  Distribution of Respondents by Gender
The table 4.1.1 below shows the distribution of respondents by sex . The table showed that 65.8% of the respondents are male, while 34.2% of the respondents are female. This indicates that the majority of the crop farming households in the study area are male.
Table 4.1.1  Frequency Distribution of Respondents by Gender 
	Gender
	Frequency
	Percent

	Male
	79
	65.8

	Female
	41
	34.2

	Total
	120
	100.0


Source: Researcher’s field survey, 2025

4.1.2   Distribution of Respondents by Marital Status 
The table 4.1.2 below shows the distribution of respondents by marital status. The table showed that 65.8% of the respondents are married, while 34.2% are unmarried. This indicates that the majority of the crop farmers in the study area are married, which may influence their farming decisions, household responsibilities, and level of poverty.
Table 4.1.2  Frequency Distribution of Respondents by Marital Status 
	Marital Status
	Frequency
	Percent

	Unmarried
	41
	34.2

	Married
	79
	65.8

	Total
	120
	100.0


Source: Researcher’s field survey, 2025

4.1.3  Distribution of Respondents by Level of Education 
The table 4.1.3 below shows the distribution of respondents by their level of education. The table revealed that 50.8% of the respondents have attained tertiary education, 21.7% have secondary education, 14.2% have primary education, while 13.3% have no formal education. This indicates that the majority of the crop farmers in the study area are educated, particularly at the tertiary level.
Table 4.1.3 Frequency Distribution of Respondents by Level of Education
	Level of Education
	Frequency
	Percent

	No Formal Education
	16
	13.3

	Primary
	17
	14.2

	Secondary
	26
	21.7

	Tertiary
	61
	50.8

	Total
	120
	100.0


Source: Researcher’s field survey, 2025

4.1.4  Distribution of Respondents by Primary Occupation 
The table 4.1.4 below shows the distribution of respondents by their primary occupation. The table indicated that 45.8% of the respondents are engaged primarily in farming, 15.0% are involved in non-farming activities, while 39.2% combine both farming and non-farming occupations. This implies that while a good proportion of the respondents rely solely on farming, a significant number also diversify their income sources, which may help cushion the effects of poverty among crop farming households in the study area.

Table 4.1.4  Frequency Distribution of Respondents by Primary Occupation 
	Primary occupation
	Frequency
	Percent

	Farming
	55
	45.8

	Non-Farming
	18
	15.0

	Both
	47
	39.2

	Total
	120
	100.0


Source: Researcher’s field survey, 2025

4.1.5  Distribution of Respondents by Crop Type 
Table 4.1.5 below shows the distribution of respondents based on the major type of crop they cultivate. The table revealed that 45.0% of the respondents grow root and tuber crops, 20.8% cultivate legumes, another 20.8% grow vegetables, while 13.3% are engaged in the cultivation of cereal crops. This indicates that root and tuber crops are the most commonly cultivated crops among farmers in the study area, possibly due to their adaptability to the local soil and climate conditions, and their role as staple food sources.
Table 4.1.5 Frequency Distribution of Respondents by Crop Type 
	Crop Type
	Frequency
	Percent

	Cereal
	16
	13.3

	Legumes
	25
	20.8

	Root and Tuber
	54
	45.0

	Vegetables
	25
	20.8

	Total
	120
	100.0


Source: Researcher’s field survey, 2025

4.1.6  Distribution of Respondents by Farming method 
The table 4.1.6 below shows the distribution of respondents based on the farming methods they practice. The table indicated that 49.2% of the respondents use both traditional and modern farming methods, 25.8% practice traditional farming only, while 25.0% use modern farming methods exclusively. This suggests that a large proportion of crop farmers in the study area adopt a mixed approach, possibly to balance cost, risk, and productivity, and may reflect a gradual transition from traditional to modern agricultural practices.
Table 4.1.6  Frequency Distribution of Respondents by Farming method 
	Farming Method
	Frequency
	Percent

	Traditional
	31
	25.8

	Modern
	30
	25.0

	Both
	59
	49.2

	Total
	120
	100.0


Source: Researcher’s field survey, 2025
4.1.7  Distribution of Respondents by Access to Farm Inputs
The table 4.7 below shows the distribution of respondents based on their access to farm inputs. The table revealed that 66.7% of the respondents have access to farm inputs, while 33.3% do not. This indicates that the majority of the crop farmers in the study area have access to essential agricultural inputs, which is crucial for improving productivity and reducing poverty.

Table 4.1.7  Frequency Distribution of Respondents by Access to Farm Inputs 
	Access to Farm Inputs
	Frequency
	Percent

	No
	40
	33.3

	Yes
	80
	66.7

	Total
	120
	100.0


Source: Researcher’s field survey, 2025

4.1.8  Distribution of Respondents by Access to Market 
The table 4.8 below shows the distribution of respondents based on their access to market. The table revealed that 80.8% of the respondents have access to market, while 19.2% do not. This indicates that the majority of crop farmers in the study area have access to markets for selling their produce, which is essential for income generation and economic sustainability.
Table 4.1.8   Frequency Distribution of Respondents by Access to Market 
	Access to Market
	Frequency
	Percent

	No
	23
	19.2

	Yes
	97
	80.8

	Total
	120
	100.0


Source: Researcher’s field survey, 2025

4.1.9  Distribution of Respondents by Access to Basic Amenities 
The table 4.1.9 below shows the distribution of respondents based on their access to basic amenities. The table revealed that 74.2% of the respondents have access to basic amenities, while 25.8% do not. This indicates that the majority of crop farmers in the study area enjoy access to essential services such as water, electricity, healthcare, and roads, which can contribute positively to their overall well-being and productivity.
Table 4.1.9  Frequency Distribution of Respondents by Access to Basic Amenities 
	Access to Basic Amenities
	Frequency
	Percent

	No
	31
	25.8

	Yes
	89
	74.2

	Total
	120
	100.0


Source: Researcher’s field survey, 2025
4.1.10  Distribution of Respondents by Food Security Status 
The table 4.1.10 below shows the distribution of respondents based on their food security status. The table revealed that 77.5% of the respondents are food secure, while 22.5% are food insecure. This indicates that the majority of crop farming households in the study area have adequate access to food, which may be attributed to their involvement in food production.
Table 4.1.10  Frequency Distribution of Respondents by Food Security Status 
	Food Security Status
	Frequency
	Percent

	Food Secure
	93
	77.5

	Food Insecure
	27
	22.5

	Total
	120
	100.0


Source: Researcher’s field survey, 2025

4.1.11  Distribution of Respondents by Experience Shocks 
The table 4.1.11 below shows the distribution of respondents based on whether they have experienced any form of shock (such as crop failure, market loss, illness, or natural disasters). The table reveals that 71.7% of the respondents have experienced shocks, while 28.3% have not. This indicates that a significant majority of crop farmers in the study area have faced shocks that may negatively impact their livelihoods and contribute to poverty.


Table 4.1.11  Frequency Distribution of Respondents by Experience Shocks 
	Experience Shock
	Frequency
	Percent

	No
	34
	28.3

	Yes
	86
	71.7

	Total
	120
	100.0


Source: Researcher’s field survey, 2025

4.2 POVERTY STATUS OF HOUSEHOLD
Table 4.2 below shows the distribution of respondents based on their household poverty status. The table reveals that 60.8% of the respondents fall into the middle-class household category, 20.0% are in the low-class household, while 19.2% are classified as high-class household. This indicates that the majority of crop farming households in the study area are within the middle-income group, suggesting a moderate level of economic stability. However, the presence of a significant proportion in the low-income group highlights that poverty remains an issue for some households and may require targeted intervention.
Table 4.2
	Poverty Status
	Frequency
	Percent

	Low Class Household
	24
	20.0

	High Class Household
	23
	19.2

	Middle Class Household
	73
	60.8

	Total
	120
	100.0


Source: Researcher’s field survey, 2025


4.3  FACTORS INFLUENCING THE POVERTY STATUS OF RESPONDENTS 
The table 4.3 below shows the distribution of respondents based on the severity of various factors influencing their poverty status. The results are categorized into not severe, moderately severe, and severe, with corresponding mean scores used to rank their intensity. Limited Access to Finance was reported as a severe factor by 51.7% of respondents, with a mean score of 1.44, indicating it is the most significant factor influencing poverty among crop farmers in the study area. This highlights that many farmers struggle to access credit or loans for agricultural investment. Limited Land Area was considered moderately severe by 53.3% and severe by 34.2%, with a mean score of 1.22, suggesting that land availability remains a constraint to expanding production. Seasonal Rainfall Fluctuation had 40% reporting it as severe and a mean of 1.23, showing that climate variability is a major challenge affecting farming outcomes and income. Lack of Tenure System (mean = 1.14) and Theft of Farm Products (mean = 1.18) also contribute to poverty. These issues affect farmers’ security over their land and produce, making them vulnerable. Poor Knowledge of Modern Techniques was reported as severe by 35%, with a mean of 1.17, suggesting that low awareness and adoption of improved farming methods further limit productivity and income.
Overall, the table indicates that limited access to finance, land constraints, and climatic variability are the most severe factors contributing to poverty among crop farming households in the study area.
Table 4.3
	Factor Influencing Poverty status
	Not Severe
	Moderately Severe
	Severe
	Mean

	
	Frequency (%)
	Frequency (%)
	Frequency (%)
	

	Limited Access to Finance
	9 (7.5)


	49 (40.8)

	62 (51.7)


	1.44



	Limited Land Area
	15 (12.5)

	64 (53.3)
	41 (34.2)

	1.22


	Lack of tenure System
	27 (22.5)

	49 (40.8)

	44 (36.7)

	1.14


	Theft of Farm Product
	26 (21.7)

	47 (39.2)

	47 (39.2)

	1.18


	Poor knowledge of Modern techniques
	22 (18.3)

	56 (46.7)

	42 (35)

	1.17


	Seasonal Rainfall Fluctuation
	21 (17.5)

	51 (42.5)

	48 (40)

	1.23




Source: Researcher’s field survey, 2025

