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Abstract 
Poverty has been a subject of global discourse most especially in sub-Saharan Africa where little 
progress has been achieved. Most literature sources regard poverty mainly as a household threat rather 
than one to affects the children living within the household. Thus, through a multidimensional approach, 
this study analyses poverty, specifically in the context of its effect on children. In carrying out this study, 
the General Household Survey dataset for Nigeria (the most populous country in sub-Saharan Africa) 
for 2018/2019 obtained from the National Bureau of Statistics (NBS) was used. Descriptive statistics, 
the Multidimensional Poverty Measure, and the Tobit Regression Model were used in this study. The 
results showed that there are more male children (52.17%) than females (47.83%), with most of the 
children falling within the middle-age group of households (45.51%). Less than half of the household 
heads were found to be literate, while the mean size of the household amounted to nine. This study 
found that the poverty dimension, mainly affecting the research sample of Nigerian children, was their 
deprivation in terms of sanitation, while the least significant dimension was their lack of food. Child 
poverty is prevalent among the three respective age groups of children, among rural dwellers (57.16%), 
and among residents in the northern divide of the country.  The rural sector, the residents in the north-
eastern region of the country, and the gender of the household head were found to be significant 
variables influencing child poverty in Nigeria. As such, poverty reduction strategies directed towards the 
rural sector, the northern region, and the identified age groups of children should be of primary focus in 
tackling child poverty in Nigeria to achieve the United Nations’ Sustainable Development Goal (SDG1) 
- “End poverty in all its forms everywhere”.  

 
Keywords: Child deprivation; Poverty indicators; Child age categories; Multidimensional Poverty Measure; 
Poverty threshold 

 
 
Introduction 

Poverty is a major socioeconomic phenomenon that affects many countries globally, especially those in 
the developing regions. Surprisingly, despite the world's rapid and unprecedented growth in its trend 
toward globalization, poverty has declined dramatically in terms of the number of people and the 
proportion of the total world population that it affects (World Bank, 2016). However, it should be noted 
that compared to other regions, sub-Saharan Africa has not achieved any progress worthy of note in 
this sphere (World Bank, 2016). By nature, poverty is multidimensional (Biggeri et al., 2010). Extensions 
of studies into poverty to accommodate children specifically, and aside from those in households, are 
often not considered areas for research (UNICEF, 2005). Noble et al. (2001) defined child poverty as 
the number of children living in households with resource levels far lower than the minimum level of 
subsistence or the equivalent level of poverty. In other words, a child below the age of eighteen years 
whose equivalent income, consumption, or expenditure is less than the minimum appropriate 
predetermined amount, is classified as poor (Gordon et al., 2003; Corak, 2005; Chen & Corak, 2008).  
 
Poverty is thus a multidimensional concept that incorporates both material and non-material well-being, 
the latter including dietary and health-related demands, as well as more subjective ones such as security 
and voice (World Bank, 2016). There is worldwide unanimity that children are more vulnerable to poverty 
(McKendrick, 2007), especially within households where they experience no love, limited cognitive 
growth, and inadequate food (UNICEF, 2005). According to (UNICEF, 2022), 50% of all child deaths 
appear as a result of hunger, malnutrition, and a lack of safe drinking water. About 306 million children 
of the total number of children living in the sub-Saharan region of Africa are in absolute poverty. This 
means that there is deprivation in two or more of the classified human needs (food, shelter, education, 
health, potable water) (Waddington, 2004). Children born into poverty are often vulnerable to non-
financial social ills such as depression, self-esteem issues, and the inability to maintain relationships 
with peers (Kaiser and Delaney, 1996), thus culminating in the involvement of such children in criminal 
activities to sustain themselves (Griggs and Walker, 2008).  
 
Poverty among children is traditionally stated as follows i.e. all dependants that are less than 18 years 
old residing in low-income homes expressed as a percentage of all dependants below the specified age 
residing in all homes (Roelen & Gassmann, 2008). Thus, the income or expenditure cut-offs of 
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dependants in most third-world nations need to be set at a subjective level, due to the inadequate 
information on their consumption or expenditure needs; also, since their needs differ across phase, sex 
and locality (Gordon et al., 2003; Ogwumike and Ozughalu, 2018). Past studies further reiterate that 
poverty measurement on family-based income or expenditure is pinned on the postulation that incomes 
are equally allocated among members of a household (Gordon et al., 2003; Ogwumike and Ozughalu, 
2018).  
 
Often, children do not participate in decision-making concerning resource allocations within the 
household, making them vulnerable to poverty (Donni and Ponthieux, 2011; Khadan et al, 2020). 
Furthermore, the provision of basic requirements critical for child survival is usually the responsibility of 
adults, and when this challenge cannot be met, the deprivation may continue throughout the lifetime of 
the child (Gornick and Jantti, 2009). The erroneous assumption that children require less to fulfil their 
needs has further aggravated the incidence of deprivation among children (Gordon et al., 2003).  
 
A study on child poverty is paramount because the general notion in policies focused on poverty 
reduction does not always specifically consider children (Tanumihardjo et al., 2007; Trani and Cannings, 
2013). This is important because a child’s needs are uniquely different from those of an adult (Trani et 
al. 2013). The future of every nation rests on the shoulders of the children and the youth. As such, it is 
imperative to give adequate attention to this group to ensure stable economic growth and development 
within the society (Ryder, 1985; Vladimirova and Le Blanc, 2016; Hart, 2013). Interestingly, when 
children are shielded from experiencing poverty and various forms of deprivation, they are in all 
probability enabled to grow and develop optimally, and to maximize their full potential (Ogwumike and 
Ozughalu, 2018).  
 
In 2017, 44% of Nigeria’s population was under the age of 15 years (UN; 2017) thus constituting a 
significant proportion of the total population.  A major action taken by the government that has had a 
direct bearing on child poverty and deprivation was the adoption of the Child Rights Act many years ago 
i.e. in 2003, which was executed to endorse the International Convention on the Rights of the Child as 
designated by the United Nations. The Child Rights Act was intended to guarantee desirable welfare 
and living standards for children in Nigeria and attempted to provide adequate security to safeguard 
them against poverty and various forms of deprivation (Kaime, 2005; Ogwumike and Ozughalu, 2018).  
 
Regrettably, despite the adoption of the Child Rights Act in Nigeria, there are indications that many 
children in the country are still wallowing in poverty and suffering various forms of deprivation 
(Ogwumike and Ozughalu, 2018). For instance, the rates of infant and under-five mortality, as well as 
the levels of stunting, wasting, and underweight among children, have remained high over the years 
(UNDP, 2015, UNDP, 2016; UNICEF, 2015, UNICEF, 2016; World Bank, 2016). Most children that are 
17 years or below in Nigeria are mostly bedevilled with welfare deprivations (Fagbeja and Cebotari, 
2021). About 25% of children in Nigeria suffer from two welfare dimensions, while a quarter encounters 
concurrent lacks in three welfare dimensions. In addition, in every hundred children, 6.9 and 0.7 suffer 
from five and six dimensions, respectively, while only 7 out of 100 children witness zero deprivations 
(De Neubourg et al., 2012; Ferrone, L. and Chzhen, Y., 2016; Dirksen and Alkire, 2021). Consequently, 
more than half of children resident in Nigeria suffer from welfare deprivation, in other words, they face 
at least three poverty dimensions at a point in time (Fagbeja and Cebotari, 2021). The aim, in line with 
SDG 1, is to half the poverty figure by 2030. 
 
The obligation of Nigeria to the Sustainable Development Goals is mirrored in the Economic Recovery 
and Growth Plan (ERGP) inaugurated by the Federal Government of Nigeria in 2016 and the Country 
Programme Document (CPD) 2018-2022, targeted towards achieving equity for everyone. Firstly, the 
document discusses the MODA framework and its utilization from the perspective of child poverty in 
Nigeria.  Again, the outcomes of multidimensional poverty among children are highlighted, followed by 
the breakdown of the outcomes into age groups 0-4 years, 5-11 years, and 12-17 years. Tapping into 
Nigeria’s demographic dividend, the youth should contribute towards the country’s future growth and 
progress. In the long term, Nigeria’s children will become responsible for the country’s social, economic 
and political conditions (De Milliano and Plavgo, 2014).       
 
Thus, there is a need for a more concerted effort and in fact, a paradigm shifts to ensure that child 
poverty and child deprivation are vigorously tackled and significantly mitigated or even eliminated 
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(Ogwumike and Ozughalu, 2018). Hence, human capital development and reduction in child poverty will 
only be accomplished if investment in children is considered a great priority. For a child’s optimum 
potential to be attained and a desirable level in terms of his/her capabilities and functioning to be 
achieved, it is imperative and most important that during the child’s early phase, an enabling 
environment is crafted for his/her growth into a vigorous, hardworking and trustworthy adult. To pave 
the way for the country to achieve this, there is an urgent need for an adequate child-focused approach 
in the analysis of poverty and deprivation in Nigeria. Therefore, the study examined the determinants of 
multidimensional poverty among children in Nigeria.  

The subsequent sections of the paper include Section Two which discusses the literature review and 
theoretical framework. Section Three which deals with the methodology consists of the study area, the 
data description and sampling techniques, and the analytical procedures. Section Four reflects on the 
results and discussion of the findings, while Section Five is focused on the conclusion, recommendation, 
and suggestions for further study.      

 
 
Context and Related Literature 
 
The World Bank (2019) indicates that about five out of every 10 Nigerian families were living beneath 
the global poverty threshold of US $1.9 in 24 hours in 2018. Poor children could witness lasting 
deprivations in relation to their bodily and mental growth (Chaudry and Wimer, 2016). Though poverty 
is regularly estimated using pecuniary earnings or family expenditures, it is vital to differentiate child 
poverty from adult poverty (Chzhen et al. 2016). Undeniably, the requirements of children differ from 
adults (e.g. supplements to breastfeeding, immunization, and the need to attend school) which are more 
appropriate and efficient at a tender age (De Milliano and Plavgo, 2018). Likewise, wealth is usually 
distributed disproportionately since children have no control over resource allocation within the 
household (Bourguignon and Chakravarty 2019; Gordon and Townsend 2003). An additional 
consideration is that poverty among children is often related to household poverty, mainly because 
dependants reside and rely on the sustainability (or lack thereof) of the household (Ogwumike and 
Ozughalu, 2018; Lewit, et al., 1997).  
 
However, in many poor households, parents ensure the needs of their wards are met by allotting a 
greater percentage of the household resources to their children. Conversely, in many wealthy homes, 
parents are likely to spend less than is required to make their wards comfortable (Gordon et al., 2003). 
Notwithstanding the drawbacks linked to child poverty measurement using the monetary methodology, 
such methodology has been consistently used. (Chen & Corak, 2008; Corak, 2005; Roelen & 
Gassmann, 2008). In analysing child poverty, the poverty threshold is usually set at 0.5 of the median 
per capita or adult equivalent real income, or expenditure level for all individuals in a nation (Chen & 
Corak, 2008). The threshold of child poverty estimation could also align with that of the official threshold 
of a nation (Dickens & Ellwood, 2003; UNICEF, 2005). 
 
Estimation of child lack may be achieved by factoring in the degree of a child’s lack of key welfare 
necessities such as housing, drinkable water, education, information, nutrition, health and sanitation, 
and other important welfare indicators (Gordon et al., 2003; Roelen & Gassmann, 2008).  However, 
there is a consensus that the perception of deprivation encompasses several circumstances, 
independent of income witnessed by poor households, while the concept of poverty denotes deficiency 
in financial and other resources, which makes those circumstances unavoidable or very probable 
(Gordon et al., 2003).  
 
The global statistics revealed that about 41% of the children in East Asia and the Pacific live in extreme 
poverty, while 37% reside in Europe and Central Asia. Additionally, 47% of the extreme poor children 
live in Latin America and the Caribbean, while 41% reside in South Asia. The percentage of extremely 
poor children in the middle East and North Africa; and Sub-Saharan Africa (54% and 58%) surpassed 
the global figure (52%) World Bank (2022). Child poverty in Asia revealed that the incidence of child 
poverty in 2006 was 90.1 percent in Cambodia, 64% in Mongolia and 31% in Philippines. The figures 
were marginally better off compared to that of 2000 where 91.4%, 67.2% and 44.4% respectively 
(UNICEF, 2011).      
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In the United States of America, 11 million of 74 million of children live in poverty, while 1 out of every 
six children under the age of five were poor. Furthermore, children of single mothers, and children in the 
South suffered from the highest poverty rates. The impact of the pandemic forced children already in 
poverty even deeper into poverty, where almost half (47%) of all the children living in poverty live in 
extreme deprivation. (CDF, 2023). Measuring child deprivations within the context of access to, and 
exercise of, a specific number of rights in dimensions like nutrition, safe drinking water, sanitation, 
housing, education, and information indicated that 32 million children in Latin America were living in 
extreme poverty in 2007 Ernesto and Rico, (2012). However, in 2014 poverty among children stood at 
36 percent, almost twice the rate for adults (19 percent). This is due to children’s unequal access to 
opportunities as well as an obstruction to the future's shared fortune. Furthermore, poorer children were 
more vulnerable to suffering from malnutrition and health risks and had lower access to education 
(Oscar, 2016).       
 
However, Sub-Saharan Africa shows an upward trend in the incidence of poverty among children. 
Turshen (2008) decomposed child poverty in rural and urban sectors in Uganda. He discovered that the 
percentage of poor children residing in rural areas is three times higher than those residing in urban 
areas of Uganda. Likewise, (Kelemework, 2011) disaggregated child poverty situation by the type of 
location (urban-rural) a child resides using a multidimensional approach. The finding disclosed that the 
share of children below the poverty threshold is higher in rural areas than in urban areas in both periods 
(2002 and 2006). Although child poverty is more of a rural than an urban phenomenon, it showed a 
decline of about 13% in rural areas over the period 2002 to 2006. 
 
Tassew et al. (2011) analysed child poverty transition in Ethiopia using two data sets (2006 and 2009). 
They submitted that the poverty headcount index of the children within the household declined from 72% 
to 68% from the year 2006 to the year 2009. Smith (2006) investigated the influence of maternal 
education on nutrition and poverty of children in sub-Saharan Africa. He concluded that maternal 
education is an important pathway for the breaking of intergenerational transmission of poverty cycles 
and, potentially, for the prevention of bad starts in life due to poverty. Similarly, Camfield and (Roelen, 
2012) presented the percentage of rural children having followed an exit, entering, or stable course from 
2002 to 2009 using three rounds of quantitative and two rounds of qualitative data. Estimates indicate 
that more than 50 percent of all rural children experienced progress in their welfare. However, 11 percent 
of all rural children experienced a decline, and one-third of all children remained in the same situation. 
Only 12 percent of all children were classified as non-poor in 2002. 
 
Berhan (2010) also examined the association between child malnutrition and household economic 
status. In this case, children in poor households have a higher likelihood of being malnourished than 
children from rich households. This indicates that wealthy households have better access to food and 
higher cash incomes than poor households, affording them quality nutrition, better access to medical 
care, and more money to spend on essential non-food items such as schooling, clothing, and hygiene 
products. 
 
Currently, limited studies are associated with child poverty and child deprivation in Nigeria. The few that 
exist include those carried out by (Aliyu and Garba, 2012) and (Adetola and Olufemi, 2012). (Bamiduro 
and Ogwumike, 2009) adopted a deprivation-based methodology in measuring child lack. The study 
concentrated on estimating child poverty using indicators such as water, health, sanitation, nutrition, and 
information. Nigeria Demographic and Health Surveys (NDHS) of 1990 and 2003; and the Multiple 
Indicator Cluster Surveys (MICS) of 1999 and 2007 were the datasets used. The outcomes of the study 
revealed that the degree of welfare deprivation was very noticeable among children in Nigeria.    
 
On the other hand, (Aliyu and Garba, 2012) estimated child poverty based on the key needs of children 
linked to their wellness. MICS of 2007 obtained from (Gordon et al, 2003) was used and the simple ratio 
technique was the analytical tool adopted. The findings from the study relayed that child poverty was 
prevalent among children in Nigeria between 2000 - 2007 and that the degree of child poverty increased 
considering the poverty indicators identified except water and information (those two at minimal level). 
(Adetola and Olufemi, 2012) examined the drivers of child lack in rural Nigeria, adopting a 
multidimensional approach. They utilized data obtained from the 2008 Nigeria Demographic and Health 
Survey. Multidimensional poverty analysis by Alkire-Foster and logit regression were the analytical 



20 
 

techniques adopted. The poverty indicators considered are health, nutrition, safe drinking water, 
sanitation, and housing. It was revealed that a greater percentage of children suffered from poverty and 
deprivations, while household size, age, gender, parental education, and occupation of the 
breadwinners are the drivers of child poverty in rural Nigeria. (Ogwumike and Ozughalu, 2018).     
 
Considering this background information, it is evident from the existing literature, that few studies 
estimated child poverty using pecuniary and non-pecuniary measures. The blend of the two measures 
ensures a more detailed and qualitative estimation of child poverty. Based on the premise that child-
targeted poverty and deprivation measures have not been given the desired attention in Nigeria, this 
study focused on measuring poverty and its extent among children considering different indicators such 
as nutrition, sanitation, education, water, health, shelter, and information. The poverty measure adopted 
is right-based, aligning with the Convention on the Rights of the Child (CRC) (De Milliano and Plavgo, 
2018).           
 
Theoretical Framework 
Poverty is regarded by certain scholars to be self-inflicting and by others to be an involuntary condition. 
The traditional school of thought interpreted poverty as self-inflicting, where a person is accountable for 
being poor, which has been prompted by an individual’s choices (e.g. the choice of being a single 
parent). The modern school of thought is conscious of the notion that poverty cannot be an individual 
responsibility but includes general or exterior factors that affect individuals directly such as lack of job/ 
job loss, inadequate asset acquisition, and deprived health care (Miguel and Davis, 2014). Building on 
the neoclassical school of thought, The Basic Needs Approach (BNA) theorizes needs as those for 
essential commodities that need to be disseminated and available to everyone for the complete physical, 
psychological, and communal growth of an individual (Streeten et al., 1981; Reddy, 2011). This 
methodology is centered on the least necessities for a comfortable life (health, nutrition, education, 
water, and sanitation) and the commodities that are required to achieve it (Deneulin 2009), with a 
fundamental global dimension.  
 
On the other hand, the Capability Approach (Sen, 1985, 1999; Nussbaum, 2011) unified many of the 
requirements captured in the Basic Needs Approach into a complete conceptual context by also 
including empowerment and well-being (Clark, 2006). A capability model stresses that the growth of 
human capital is controlled by the accessibility of economic resources and other communal or ecological 
factors (Sen, 1985). The capability viewpoint enriches the understanding of the kind of the person 
concerned and the basis of child lack and well-being deficiency by moving the focus away from the 
means towards the ends that children have the intention to follow (Biggeri et al., 2006), and, respectively, 
the liberties to be able to fulfil these ends (Sen, 1999).  
 
The development of an individual’s (child) capability function, as defined by (Sen, 1985) and (Gorman, 
1980), is expressed as   
 
𝑄𝑖𝑋i = 𝑓(𝐶 (𝑋, 𝑍𝑖)          
𝑄 = the capability or state of being of the individual, given the resource constraint X. 

𝑓 = the function that maps the characteristics of goods into the state of being. 

𝑋i = the vector of commodities chosen by the individual C. 
𝑋 = the standard budget constraint; and  

𝑍𝑖 = the vector of personal, societal, and environmental factors that affect the conversion of available 
resources into outcomes.  
 
Thus, a capability model emphasizes the fact that the development of human capital or capability is 
influenced by the availability of financial resources and other social or environmental factors (Sen, 1985). 
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Methodology 
Study Area 
The study was carried out in Nigeria, the most populated country in Africa with 202 million residents 
(Wayne et al., 2020, Otekunrin et al., 2021). Nigeria comprises 36 states and a Federal Capital Territory 
(FCT), grouped into six geopolitical zones (Figure 1), with 774 local government areas (Ukiwo, 2013).  
The countries that share borders with Nigeria are Niger to the north, Chad and Cameroon to the east, 
Gulf of Guinea to the south and the Benin Republic, to the west (Salaam, 2012), making it Africa’s most 
populated country (Diaconescu et al., 2015). 

 
Data Description and Sampling Procedures 
The General Household Survey undertaken in 2018/2019 production season by the National Bureau of 
Statistics (NBS) was the dataset employed in the study. The nationwide representative panel data of 
5,000 households were systematically selected in 159 selected Enumeration Areas (EAs) that cut across 
the six zones and 774 local government areas in Nigeria (World Bank, 2023). In all, 4,976 households 
consisting of 12,792 children were used for the study. 

 
Dimensions, Indicators, and Child Age Groups in Nigeria 
Based on the life-cycle methodology, wards have diverse requirements during their growth. Thus, the 
choice of the indicators, dimensions, and cut-offs, in conjunction with the results, is categorised 
according to the three age groups, namely 0-4 years, 5-11 years, and 12-17 years (Figure 2).  

 
Figure 2. A schematic illustration for the dimensions, indicators, and child age groups 

 
Source: West-Central African (WCA) Report 

 
Analytical Framework and Estimation Techniques 
Descriptive statistics, the Multidimensional Poverty Measure, and the Tobit Regression Model were the 
analytical tools employed. Descriptive statistics was adopted to profile the socioeconomic characteristics 
of the children specifically and the households in general.  
 
Multidimensional Poverty Measure 
The Multidimensional Poverty Measure was adopted to analyse the poverty status of children younger 
than 18 years residing in Nigeria. The children were classified into three categories, that is, pre-

https://microdata.worldbank.org/index.php/catalog/3557
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schoolers (0-4 years), middle childhood (5-11 years) and adolescents/teenagers (12 -17 years) (Militaru 
and Martinovici 2005). The Multidimensional Poverty Index assesses the nature and intensity of poverty 
at the individual level, with poor people being those who are mostly deprived. The basic methodology 
to measure individual-based child poverty is by adopting the multidimensional approach as it measures 
the existence or not of deprivation across a range of dimensions. It consists of two steps. The first one 
is to find deprivations in each dimension, that is, in food, shelter, education, water, health, information, 
and sanitation, using appropriate indicators. The second stage involves counting the number of children 
who are deprived across all the poverty dimensions (Alkire and Foster, 2007). 
 
The two steps, an identification method (ρk) that pinpoints ‘who is deprived’ by taking into consideration 
the varieties of lack they are confronted with, and an aggregation method (Mα) that creates an instinctive 
set of deprivation measures that can be disaggregated, to aim at the most deprived group and the 
indicators in which they are mostly lacking. The identification method (ρk) recognizes those deprived by 
adopting two cut-offs. The first cut-off determines if an individual is lacking in each dimension, while the 
second cut-off x-rays the series of dimensions in that an individual must lack to be regarded as poor. 
Often, the main goal is to recognize the poorest of the poor, that is, people disadvantaged in numerous 
aspects at the same time. The aggregation method (Mα) measures the proportion of deprived children 
and the mean value of lack they suffer, which represents the head count ratio and the degree of poverty 
among the children. The dimensions of poverty considered were:  

• Shelter (live in own or rented apartment) 

• Water (access to potable water) 

• Education (access to formal education) 

• Health (deprived of good health) 

• Information (access to mobile phone/internet) 

• Sanitation (refuse/waste disposal) 

• Food 
 

Unlike other dimensions, where the responses are dichotomous by nature, the Dietary Diversity Score 

(DDS) was employed to measure the food/nutritional status of children in Nigeria. This entails the 

identification of 12 food groups consumed within a seven-day period. Any child consuming eight or more 

of the identified 12 food groups within seven days is food secure, while those who consume less than 

eight are food insecure (Kennedy and Dop, 2011; Ashagidigbi et al., 2022a). The Multidimensional 

Poverty Index (MPI) was obtained by merging all the poverty dimensions to generate an aggregate 

poverty score/index, with the adoption of equal weights across the dimensions of poverty (UNICEF, 

2005; Alkire, 2007, Alkire et al, 2014; UNDP2011). A child is characterized as poor if he/ she is deprived 

of at least two of the poverty dimensions. Following the studies conducted by (UNICEF, 2005; UNDP, 

(2011) and Ashagidigbi and Dahunsi, 2018), the poverty threshold employed is 0.33. Any child that has 

a poverty threshold of 0.33 and above is regarded as being poor, while one that has an index lower than 

0.33 is regarded as non-poor.    

 

Tobit Regression Analysis of The Drivers of Child Poverty in Nigeria 
The Tobit Regression Model (Tobin, 1958; Maddala, 1983; Adelekan and Omotayo, 2017; Ndhlovu et 
al.,2020) was adopted to examine the drivers of child poverty in Nigeria. The choice of Tobit regression 
is because unlike logit or probit model that is categorical, where children are grouped into poor and non-
poor categories thereby masking the degree of poverty among the poor children; Tobit censored 
regression model (hybrid model; combining discrete and continuous characteristics) depicts the 
extent/intensity of poverty among each of the poor children. However, non-poor children are represented 
as discrete (censored), taking up zero value. Past studies such as (Omonona and Agoi, 2007) adopted 
Tobit model to analyse Food Security Situations among Nigerian Urban Households. (Omiti et al., 2009) 
adopted Tobit regression model in examining the factors influencing the intensity of market participation 
by smallholder farmers in Kenya. Likewise, (Ashagidigbi et al., 2017) used Tobit regression model to 
determine the intensity of food insecurity among female-headed households in Nigeria. 
 
Y* = 𝛽𝟎 + 𝛽𝟏𝑋𝟏 + 𝛽𝟐𝑋𝟐 + 𝛽𝟑𝑋𝟑+𝛽𝟒𝑋𝟒 + ⋯ … … . . … + 𝛽𝟏𝟑𝑋𝟏𝟑 + 𝜇𝒊 

 
Where:  
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Y = 0 if Y*< 0.33 (Y= 0 if a child is non poor) 
Y =Y* if Y* ≥ 0.33 (if a child is poor) 
Y*= Poverty threshold   
β1- β13 are the parameters to be estimated 
X1- X13 are the explanatory variables, as stated under factors influencing the poverty status of children 
in Nigeria. 
 
X1=Sex of child (1 = male, 0 = female) 

X2=Age of child (Years) 
X3= Household Members (Household size) 
X4=Household Head (Male = 1, Female = 0) 
X5= Value of Assets ($) 
X6 = Formal education (1 = Yes, 0 = No)  
X7 = Literacy (1 = Yes, 0 = No)   
 
Zones 
X8=North-central 
X9=North-west 
X10=South-east 
X11=South-south 
X12=South-west 
 
Sector 
X13= Rural = 1, Urban= 0 
 
 
Definition of Variables   
Poverty status of a child (Discrete and continuous variable). This measures the intensity of poverty of a 
child. The value is 0 if the child is non-poor and greater than or equal to 0.33 if the child is poor.           
 
Age of child (continuous variable): It measures the age at the last birth of a child. This is expressed in 
years. 
 
Sex of child (Dummy variable): This is the sex of a child at birth represented by a dummy variable (1= 
male, 0 = female). 
 
Household size (continuous variable): This represents the number of people living together, answerable 
to the same head, and who share a common source(s) of food and/or income. This is numerically 
represented. 
 
Sex of household head (dummy variable): This is the sex of the head of the household represented by 
a dummy variable (1 if male is the household head, 0 if female is the household head). 
  
Value of assets (continuous variable): This is the monetary worth of assets possessed by each 
household. This is captured in naira ($) 
 
Formal education (dummy variable): This variable shows whether the head of the household possesses 
any form of formal education or not. It is denoted as 1, if he/she possesses any form of formal education 
and 0 if he/she does not.  
 
Literacy level (dummy variable): This variable shows whether the head of the household can read and 
write. It is represented as 1 if he/she can read and write and 0 if he/she cannot. 
 
Zones. (discrete variable): These are the six geopolitical zones in Nigeria. They are represented in 
discrete form. 
 
Sector (dummy variable): This represents the rural and urban sectors in Nigeria, captured as a dummy 
variable. (1 if the sector is rural, 0 if urban). 
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Results and Discussion 

Socioeconomic Characteristics of Children Within the Households 
Table 1 profiles the socioeconomic characteristics of children within the sampled households in Nigeria. 
About 52% of the children surveyed are male, depicting a relatively balanced proportion of the male and 
female population of children in Nigeria (Ashagidigbi et al., 2022b). The middle childhood category 
constitutes the highest proportion (45.51%) of the total sampled population of the categories of children 
considered, a pointer to the fact that majority of the juveniles in Nigeria fall within the age range of 5 -11 
years.  The characteristics of the households indicate a proportion of about three-quarters (75%) of the 
entire sampled households residing in rural/agrarian areas. This is a typical characteristic of countries 
in Sub-Saharan Africa. Furthermore, 89.34% are of the male gender, affirming that the majority of the 
sampled household heads in Nigeria are males. This supports the submission of Olagunju et al., 2019; 
Ashagidigbi, 2022; Adelekan and Omotayo 2017.  
 
About 68% of the household heads have one form of formal education or the other, while the literacy 
level among the respondents is relatively low (48.42%). This is a pointer to the fact that the majority 
attended a formal school, but 20% of those who attended school cannot read and/or write. This is an 
indication that this group of respondents probably dropped out at an early stage in their schooling, which 
has in turn adversely affected their literacy level. As formal education is a poverty-reducing variable, that 
liberates households from poverty, (UNICEF, 2015) stresses the need for it. The average value of the 
assets owned by respondents in Nigeria is $402. Furthermore, the household size in this country is 
relatively large. As such, children are often used as family labour in such an agricultural society to cut 
down on the variable costs incurred during agricultural operations. 

   
Table 1.  Socioeconomic Characteristics of Households in Nigeria 

Variable Frequency Percentage 

Child Sex   
Male 6,674 52.17 
Female 6,118 47.83 
Child Age   
0-4 years 3,907 30.54 
5-11 years 5,822 45.51 
12-17 years 3,063 23.94 
Mean 8.45  
Characteristics of Household Heads   
Sector   
Rural/faming  3,713 74.61 
Urban 1,263 25.39 
Formal Schooling   
Yes 3,361 67.54 
No 1,615 32.46 
Literacy   
Literate 2,409 48.42 
Illiterate 2,567 51.58 
Household Size   
1-4    506   10.16 
5-8 2,242 45.06 
>8 2,228 44.78 
Mean 9  
Head of Household   
Male 4,446 89.34 
Female    530 10.66 
Value of Household Assets ($)   
<138.89 2,660 53.46 
$138.89 – $277.78    921 18.50 
>$277.78 1,395 28.03 

Mean ($) 402.07  

Source: General Household Survey undertaken in 2018/2019 
Note: 1$ = N360 
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Deprived Children Across the Poverty Dimensions  
Building on the studies of (Alkire, 2007), (Ashagidigbi, and Dahunsi, 2018), the dimensions of poverty 
considered in the study are education, shelter, water, sanitation, health, information, and food. Figure 3 
reveals that three out of 10 children reside in households that do not have access to potable water. This 
implies that most wards in Nigeria lack access to clean water, which is very crucial to the health and 
nutritional status of the households.  About half of the child population does not have access to quality 
and timely information, which could affect their decision-making processes relating to their social and 
economic growth. Incredibly, nine out of 10 children dwell in households with poor sanitation. As such, 
the method of waste and/or refuse disposal is traditional, which often leads to serious health and 
environmental issues affecting the growth and well-being of the children. 
 
In all, food and nutrition contribute the least (11.85%) to the overall poverty status of the children, while 
sanitation is the highest contributor (93.53%). The finding complies with (UNICEF’s, 2015) statement 
that water, shelter, and sanitation are the major dimensions contributing to child poverty in Nigeria.    

Figure 3. Percentage of Deprived Children Across the Poverty Dimensions in Nigeria 

 

Source: General Household Survey undertaken in 2018/2019 

 
Child Poverty Status 
As depicted in Table 2, the child poverty status profile across the sectors in Nigeria reveals that about 
half (50%) of the sampled Nigerian children are poor, while six out of 10 in the rural sector are poor. The 
poverty index of 0.415, which is far above the 0.33 cut-off point, is an indication that most of the children 
in rural Nigeria live far above the poverty line. On the other hand, less than 20% are multi-dimensionally 
poor in the urban sector of the country with a poverty index of 0.25. The statistics reveals that poverty 
among children is more prevalent in the rural sector than in the urban sector and the entire country. This 
re-affirms poverty as a rural phenomenon where most of the children lack access to basic needs 
(UNICEF, 2015). Thus, efforts need to be intensified to ensure that poverty reduction measures 
concerning children within the households are of primary focus in Nigeria, but more specifically in the 
rural areas of the country.         
 

Table 2. Poverty Status of Children Across Sectors in Nigeria 
Sector Poverty Status (%) Poverty Index 

Nigeria 47.41 0.3742 
Rural  57.16 0.4155 
Urban 18.78 0.2526 

Source: General Household Survey undertaken in 2018/2019 
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Poverty Status of Children Across the Different Geographical Zones of Nigeria 

The zonal distribution of poor children across the six zones in Nigeria is highlighted in Table 3. In the 
northern part of the country, the percentage of children in poor households in the three zones is above 
average, with almost 60% of poor children residing in the North-west zone. The child poverty indices in 
the three northern zones are above the threshold, thus implying that the depth of poverty among children 
in these zones is noticeably high. On the other hand, the proportion of poor children in the southern part 
of the country is below average, with the South-south zone accommodating about 40% of the children 
living in poverty. The poverty index values also support the fact that the extent of child poverty in the 
southern divide is mild, except for the South-south, which is on the threshold (0.33). This finding 
complies with those of (UNICEF, 2015; Ashagidigbi and Dahunsi, 2018; Ashagidigbi et al., 2018) where 
children in the northern region were reported to be deprived largely of their basic welfare requirements 
(food, shelter, potable water, education, sanitation, and information) than their southern counterparts.            

Table 3. Poverty Status of Children Across the Zones 
Zone Poverty Status (%) Poverty Index 

North-central 52.43 0.3972 
North-east  55.74 0.4068 
North-west 58.31 0.4276 
South-east 29.78 0.2926 
South-south 39.32 0.3303 
South-west 16.60 0.2473 

Source: General Household Survey undertaken in 2018/2019 

 
Poverty Status Across the Child Age Categories 
Table 4 identifies the poverty status of children across the respective age categories. Five of every 10 
pre-school children reside in poor households; so, do children in the middle age group (47.66%). 
However, compared to the other two categories, the percentage of poor children among the sampled 
adolescents is relatively low (42.25%). The values of the poverty index across the three age brackets 
summarise the extent of poverty among children, which is above the threshold level. Therefore, rather 
than focussing on a particular age group, holistic poverty reduction strategies across age categories 
should be adopted to checkmate child poverty in Nigeria.     

 
Table 4. Poverty Status of Children Across the Age Categories 

Age category (Years) Frequency Percentage of poor children  Poverty index  

0-4 (Pre-school) 1,996 51.09 0.3883 

5-11 (Middle age group) 2,775 47.66 0.3772 

12-17 (Adolescents) 1,294 42.25 0.3503 

Source: General Household Survey undertaken in 2018/2019 

 
Factors Influencing the Poverty Status of Children in Nigeria 
As presented in the previous tables, child poverty is a phenomenon that has become a pandemic in 
sub-Saharan Africa. It is worth identifying the key factors that adversely or favourably influence child 
poverty in Nigeria. The Log likelihood and Prob > chi2 values of 3330.55 and 0.0000 respectively is an 
indication that the model is a good fit for the data used. This implies the overall significance of the model 
at a one percent level of probability.  
 
 At a p<0.01 level of probability, as detailed in Table 5, literacy level, formal education, household size, 
and value of household assets significantly reduce child poverty. Likewise, other zones relative to the 
base (the northeast zone) negatively influence child poverty (p<0.01) in Nigeria. The likelihood that a 
child would be poor is reduced by 6.1% and 14.2% in a household where the head is literate and has 
had some or other forms of formal education. In other words, the probability that a child would be 
multidimensionally poor in a household where the head is educated and literate is very low relative to 
the situation in the case of an uneducated and illiterate household head. This complies with the findings 
of UNICEF (2015) regarding education as an effective tool in combating child poverty since the 
prevalence of child deprivation is highest in households headed by individuals with no education. 
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(Ashagidigbi and Dahunsi, 2018) also submitted that the educational accomplishments of the head of 
the household tend to reduce the prevalence of child malnutrition. Thus, the human capital development 
of the household head is a key variable to deal with in solving the challenges of child poverty in Nigeria.  

Likewise, an additional member to a household reduced child poverty status by 0.10 %. This finding 
agrees with those of (Ashagidigbi and Dahunsi, 2018) and (Ashagidigbi et al., 2018) who submitted that 
an increase in the number of members of households tends to mitigate the indicators known to promote 
child poverty. The reason may not be unconnected with the agricultural nature of the occupation of most 
of the households residing in Nigeria: households tend to engage their members in farming activities, 
thereby cutting down on the operational and other costs of production, which in turn boosts the income 
of the household. The income thus earned would probably be invested in fulfilling the basic needs of the 
households, including those of the children. Furthermore, the likelihood of children residing in the north-
central, north-western, south-eastern, south-southern, and south-western zones is reduced by 1.4%, 
4.10%, 9.7%, 6.6%, and 8%, respectively, relative to those children residing in the north-eastern zone 
of the country. This confirms the northeast as the zone where child poverty is most prevalent (UNICEF, 
2015). This might be due to the high rate of insurgency that has hampered economic growth and 
development in the region.  

On the other hand, the rural sector, age of the child, and sex of the household head are significant 
factors contributing to and aggravating child poverty in Nigeria. The probability that a poor child would 
be living in a household located in a rural sector and headed by a male is increased by 11.13% and 
3.50%, respectively, when considered against a child living in a household in an urban sector and 
headed by a female. This affirms that in terms of welfare deprivation, children in the rural sector are 
those who suffer most, and corresponds to the submission of (Turshen, 2008) that poverty, mostly in a 
developing country like Nigeria, is regarded as a rural phenomenon since households are more likely to 
be deprived of basic needs. Lastly, a year increase in the age of a child enhances the likelihood of 
him/her being poor by 0.96%. That is, the ability of a child to have access to basic welfare necessities 
declines as his/her age increases. This may be true because of not only the growing basic welfare 
requirements of the child, as he/she grows older, but also the inability of the household to provide for 
such needs considering the high incidence of poverty among the majority of households in Nigeria.   
 

Table 5. Determinants of Poverty Status of Children in Nigeria 
Child Poverty Coefficient t-ratio 

Rural Sector   0.1100 29.12 *** 
Sex of Child -0.0062 -1.53 
Age of Child  0.0090 22.63*** 
Household Size -0.0010 -3.62*** 
Literacy -0.0610 -14.02*** 
Formal Education -0.1420 -31.82*** 
Sex of Household Head 0.0350  6.92*** 
Value Asset -7.48e-08 -17.30*** 
North-central  -0.0140 -2.95*** 
North-west -0.0410 -9.62*** 
South-east -0.0970 -17.17*** 
South-south -0.0660 -12.35*** 
South-west -0.0800 -12.58*** 
Constant  0.4010  51.22*** 

Prob > chi2       =     0.0000; Log likelihood = 3330.5543 
Source: General Household Survey undertaken in 2018/2019 

 
 
Conclusion 

A major socioeconomic problem afflicting many countries, particularly those in the developing regions 
of the world, is poverty. Regrettably, despite the rapid and unprecedented increase in globalization, 
poverty has significantly increased in the world both in terms of the number of people affected and the 
proportion of impoverished people globally. Likewise, a critical dimension of poverty is that of the child 
- thus, the need to explore child poverty. The rationale behind this challenge lies partly in the fact that 
children constitute the most vulnerable group in every society. Therefore, this study analysed the 
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multidimensional nature of child poverty and its determinants in Nigeria and concluded that there is a 
high level of deprivation in terms of sanitation among children. This complies with the findings of 
(UNICEF, 2005) that most of the children in developing countries are deprived of the rights to basic 
sanitation and access to potable and clean water in their households.  Child poverty is most prevalent 
in the rural sector and the northern part of the country; likewise, the extent of poverty across the three 
age groups of children is above the threshold. On the contrary, the poverty status of children having 
educated parents tends to reduce. This aligns with the submission of Alemu et al, 2005 that educated 
parents are likely to raise non-poor children because they have a higher likelihood of possessing better 
labour market skills, lower chances of unemployment, and higher earnings. The study further identifies 
child poverty as a rural sector and northern part challenge. This is supported by the submission of 
(Ashagidigbi et al, 2022), where children suffering from food poverty were mainly located in the rural 
sector and the northern part of the country.     

 
To ensure a drastic reduction in the poverty level among children in Nigeria, it is vital that the regional 
sector focus on welfare policies and strategies targeting households in the rural sector and the northern 
part of the country. Likewise, holistic poverty reduction strategies across the child age categories should 
be adopted to guarantee equitable access to basic welfare necessities for children specifically to ensure 
the achievement of Sustainable Development Goal (SDG) 1.  
  
As a suggestion for further studies, the rural sector and the northern divide of the country need to be 
specifically investigated to isolate the factors that are responsible for the high persistence of child 
poverty in the area. This gesture should be extended to children below the age of five years, as the age 
group possesses the highest percentage of poor children relative to the other categories.        
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