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What aretheissuesat hand?

The Nigerian economy had over the years experiediv@nlse economic crises of
varying dimension and intensity. The prolonged wegabwth in the economy can be
attributed to policy failure, poor governance, adlwas considerable social and political
instability. Presently, rising poverty levels anapid decline in efficiency of public
institutions are among the major development chgls that the country faces. In
addition, corruption is seriously affecting effeethess of various poverty reduction
programmes. Also, inhibition of economic growth bgme adverse macroeconomic
shocks and inability of some proposed economicrme$oto ensure adequate income
redistribution are pertinent problems that have trdomted to rising poverty and
inequality.

Since 2001, the National Poverty Eradication Pnogng (NAPEP) has been
spearheading the fight against poverty in all iteehsions. NAPEP principally seeks for
programmes to ensure wealth creation through dpuedat of skills for investment in
rural and urban transportation systems, energy,emwand telecommunication
infrastructure, provision of basic social servitigs primary and special education and
primary health care. Also, given the multidiscipliy approach that is required for
poverty alleviation, some government parastatalvehdeen saddled with the
responsibilities of implementing some reform progsathat are meant for reaching the
poor. Some other reform programs including priaton of several government
parastatals, public service reform, recapitalizaod the banking industry, restructuring
of the petroleum downstream sector with upward enevbf the prices of petroleum
products, among others, had been embarked upon.

In 2004, government adopted the National Economiop&verment and
Development Strategies (NEEDS) as the home groficiadfPoverty Reduction Strategy
Paper (PRSP). The NEEDS package recognized instihtreform as a prerequisite for
economic growth and development. This was a viggladture from earlier government
reform efforts. Furthermore, the NEEDS strategy stdered economic growth as a
prerequisite for poverty reduction with a projeantiof annual GDP growth rate in the
range of 5 to 7 percent between 2004 and 2007 ewthé non-oil GDP is expected to
grow in the range of 7.3 to 9.5 percent. If achigugy some projections, these goals are
expected to produce 5 percent annual reductiorouenty incidence. Also, the NEEDS
aimed at attaining average per capita consumptiowty of 2 percent per annum,
creation of 7 million jobs between 2004 and 20@¢rease in immunization coverage to



60 percent by 2007, increase access to safe dgnkater to an average of 70 percent
and adult literacy rate of at least 65 percent@y72

There is need for poverty assessment judging frafferent indicators of
households’ welfare. This is very important becatse is now a growing literature
supporting the multidimensional nature of pove®ECD (2006) submitted that the
Development Assistance Committee (DAC) guidelinegpoverty reduction emphasized
the inter-linkages between the multiple deprivagidhat poverty takes. Therefore, our
understanding of these inter-linkages will helgléwelop more effective pro-poor growth
strategies and integrate these better into natjponadrty reduction strategies. It will also
ensure that policies to address the multiple dino@ssof poverty go hand-in-hand.
Although the UNDP reports since 1994 acknowled@edcbmplex and multiple facets of
poverty, majority of poverty assessment studiedligeria have adopted the monetary
approach.

The objectives of the study were to construct aggbtes and determine access
of the population to the selected attributes acitsgjuintile distribution; provide a
growth incidence analysis of the constructed asskix; estimate the spatial trends in
asset poverty incidences and determine the impédhoaseholds’ socio-economic
characteristics and some state-level developmemgrammes on asset index and its
inequality.

How have we addr essed the problem?

The study made use of survey based secondary DkSfala1999, 2003 and
2008 with 7647, 7225 and 34070 respondents respéctiLack of income and
expenditure data in DHS compelled the constructadnasset indices. To ensure
comparability, asset indices were constructed wahtor Analysis (FA) by merging the
different surveys and using information on duratasumer goods (ownership of radio,
television, refrigerator, telephone, car, electinon, electric fan and motorcycle),
dwelling characteristics (sources of drinking watgpe of toilet, main floor material and
electricity). Also, further analyses were carriaat aith growth incidence curve (GIC)
and regression-based decomposition.

What have we found?

The proportion of Nigerian households with accespartable water in 1999,
2003 and 2008 were 67.61%, 43.77%and 58.69% regglgctAlso, the proportions of
urban households with access to portable water 89e52%, 67.03% and 82.07% in
1999, 2003 and 2008, respectively while that foalrwere 58.11%, 30.71% and 45.82%.
However, rural poor households had better accegmttable water than urban poor.
Access to improved sanitation (toilet) slightly ieased from 72.06 percent in 1999 to
74.34 percent in 2003 before sharply declining %26 percent in 2008. Urban
households’accesses to improved sanitation werd084.87.17% and 73.89% in 1999,
2003 and 2008, respectively as against 66.15%,16&6d 40.56% for the rural areas.
Urban poor were also more deprived in access toawga sanitation than their rural
counterparts. Access to electricity increased fagh®3 percent in 1999 to 52.21 percent
in 2003, before slightly declined to 50.33 percen2008. The proportions of urban
households with access to electricity were 84.28%093% and 84.79% in 1999, 2003
and 2008 respectively, which can be compared witB726, 33.84% and 31.36% for the



rural sector. In the rural and urban sectors, poaseholds were more deprived in access
to electricity than their rich counterparts. Prdmms of households with access to
telephone were 1.77%, 5.47% and 49.70% in 19993 280d 2008 respectively.
However, rural sector is much more deprived wittiLl3% access in 2008, which can be
compared with 76.14% for urban.

Using Factor Analysis, we constructed asset indioeshe households. Average
asset indiceswere-0.20, -0.07 and 0.06 in 19993 20@ 2008 respectively. In 1999,
Lagos (0.88) and Delta (0.37) had the highest @ecasset indices while the lowest were
in Jigawa (-0.84), Sokoto (-0.83), Kebbi (-0.77datamfara (-0.72), all from northern
Nigeria. In 2003, the lowest average asset indieee in Jigawa, Sokoto, Ebonyi and
Taraba states with -0.84, -0.82, -0.79 and -0.%&paetively. In 2008, Lagos, FCT,
Anambra and Edo states have the highest average iadex of 1.12, 0.77, 0.75 and
0.59, respectively. Also, the lowest values arBauchi, JigawaYobe, and Zamfara states
with -0.66, -0.65, -0.61 and -0.57, respectivelysAurban sector has higher average
asset index in all the years than rural areas @7, 0.57 and 0.77 in 1999, 2003 and
2008, respectively. Between 1999 and 2003, thegsbvauintile in the national data had
asset growth rate of -1.62 percent, which can Imepewed with 184.52 percent and 5.70
percent for the fourth and fifth quintiles, respesiy. However, between 2003 and 2008,
the poorest quintile had growth rate of 0.79 pet,cehile the fourth and fifth quintiles
had 57.96 percent and 7.69 percent, respectively.

Growth incidence analysis for 1999/2003 revealeadt Hverage asset growth of
the poor is higher than the average growth ratsliugbout 60" percentiles.Although the
poor benefited from asset growth, the rich obtaimede benefits. It also shows that asset
growth is highly pro-poor. Also, the figure showmgar results for 2003/2008, where
growth is pro-poor but the rich benefited more thapoor.

The states with highest asset index poverty ina@dsrwere highly concentrated
in the northern part of the country. In the urbantar, the proportion of the households
that belonged to the poorest quintiles was lowantthat of rural in all the years, with
9.35 percent, 10.34 percent and 9.03 percent i9,18¥3 and 2008, respectively, while
the values for rural are 56.88 percent, 55.86 peraad 54.24 percent. Inequality in
asset is higher in urban sector in 1999, but higheural sector in 2003 and 2008.

Asset inequality decomposition results revealedréisadence in urban area
increased asset indicesHowever, in 1999 and 2@3&t acquisition in the urban sector
ensured reduction in inequality due to redistribitin favour of the poor. The opposite
was observed in 2008. Also, residence in northheort part of the country significantly
reduced asset indices in 1999 and 2008. Also, #mmbhle accounted for reduction in
asset inequality in 1999, but increased it in 2808 2008. Households accumulated
assets over the years as their sizes increasee. haded households also had higher
asset indices across the years. This variable at€dar very low reduction in asset
inequality in 1999 and marginally increases it B03. As household heads aged, their
indices of asset declined and the contributiomemuality was very low. Although more
years of education will impact positively on asaeguisition, the distributional pattern
from the expected impact is not going to favourgber. This is due to the fact that poor
households rarely explore the full benefits of ediomal opportunities due to several
financial constraints.Rainfall distributions acralss states have positive impacts on asset
acquisition. The necessity of rainfall for assefuasition can be assessed from the fact



that more than 65 percent of the Nigerian laboucdavas engaged in agriculture, and
rainfall instability is a major constraint recenitientified in Nigerian agricultural sector.
The volume of loans disbursed to each state urterAgricultural Credit Guarantee
Scheme (ACGS) positively increased asset indice989 and 2003 andwith very low
impact on relative inequality of asset indices. éigndices decreased among households
where majority of the state labour force was iraorfing. This also increased asset index
inequality in 2003 and 2008 by 2.89 percent an® p&rcent, respectively. As robbery
cases increased, asset indices significantly isekan all the years. This presupposed
that robbery is highly rampart in wealthiest stalesmunization increased asset index
inequality by 2.89 percent in 2003, while it reddidé in other years. Penetration of
mobile telephone in the states increased asseeisdind its inequality in 2003 and 2008.

What arethe policy implications of the findings?

Government’s intervention programmes for ensurimdtdn access to portable
water and sanitation should be redressed becaudieeiofpresently low impacts. Our
results also indicated that urban poor householdse wnore deprived in access to
portable water and sanitation. This also necessitgbvernment to critically consider
how the poor have been targeted in some on-gotegviention programmes for ensuring
attainment of some MDGs. The northern states i@nad to be more deprived and
exhibited highest asset poverty incidences. Govemis current efforts at reducing
poverty in northern Nigeria are not yet achievirg tdesired results. Despite such
intervention programmes like Fadama and others tirate sponsored by several
international agencies, it is unequivocally ridmus that northern state were not making
progress in alleviating its deepened poverty.

Government’s on-going efforts at ensuring educatiatevelopment in Nigeria
are commendable because of expected positive ingpaasset acquisition. It is however
important that poor households have not benefteshéndously from such educational
programmes. Also state-level disbursement of ldgnthe Agricultural Credit Guarantee
Scheme (ACGS) are adequately in order. Governmenté&vention programmes in
ensuring better access to mobile phone is alsoleome development for enhancing
households’ welfare in Nigeria.

What need to be done?

. The results show that asset index growth wasppm-in the national analysis
between 1999/2003 and in 2003/2008. It was alsaddhat the poorest households are
more deprived, with more impact on the urban pGavernment should therefore ensure
adequate maintenance of water pipes and availalfitwater for the people. More
involvement of the private sector, especially tdecommunication industries and banks
should be sought. Also, government needs to comevitip appropriate reforms to
address major problems befalling the water sector.

Access to improved sanitation had also declinedr dlie years. Access to
sanitation in rural areas is worse than urban. tg@or are also more deprived in access
to improved sanitation than their rural counterparfhere is need for proper
interventions that will focus on ensuring accessattequate sanitation in Nigeria.
Enforcement of existing legislation on what shoblel the minimum facilities to be
contained in a dwelling should be properly enforc&tle involvement of sanitation



officers in ensuring compliance to existing lawodd be strengthened, especially in
urban slums areas where majority of the urban peer

It was found that urban areas have higher accessmimoved dwelling
characteristics and assets than rural areas. Resida urban area, though decreased
asset inequality in 1999 and 2003, was howeverddarhave increased its inequality in
2008. Development of rural infrastructure and wealeation skills, in order to enhance
economic opportunities of rural people will go adovay in having holistic development
framework that will lead to rapid poverty reduction

About half of the Nigerian population lacked accesselectricity in 2008.
Government needs to show sincere commitment towatdsessing the key bottlenecks
within the power sector. The power sector, as tivedof major economic activities in
the country needs to be focused for better perfoomabut sincerity of purpose is very
important.

Although Nigerian population now has better acdestelephone service than it
was in a decade ago, the urban poor are still mepeived. It was also found that access
to telephone increased inequality in asset indi€bs goes to show that the poor are not
befitting as much as the rich from the economiagfarmation opportunities that have
been unfolded by the growing access to telephonacss. It also shows the depth of
poverty among urban poor, because majority of txam cities have the much needed
connectivity coverage. It is therefore suggestet tovernment should come up with
some programmes within the mandates of NAPEP toifsgaly target urban poor and
the excessively deprived in the society.

It was found that education increased asset indéxlso increased its inequality.
There is need to ensure that the poor have acoesducation. Previous efforts of the
government in targeting some marginalized groupsthe society, especially the
pastoralists, majority of who are in northern Nigexhere poverty is endemic will have
some impacts. There is also the need for governtoesisure proper functioning of the
financial institutions. It was found that accessrtedit is potentially loaded for improving
households’ access to assets and improved dwelling.

There is the need to address several problemslibgfalgricultural development
in Nigeria because state-level involvement in duees asset. This confirms the fact that
the poor are largely concentrated among the farroamgmunities. Promotion of policies
to ensure better agricultural product pricing ameation of production incentives in
terms of access to basic inputs will go a long waseviving the sector. Similar finding
was also recorded for trading parameter that retlasset index. Constraints for setting
up trades should be revisited. Efforts to ensutéeb@ccess to stalls and provision of
conducive environment for the development of sraatl medium scale enterprises will
go a long way in addressing poverty.



